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H. RES. 755, ARTICLES OF IMPEACHMENT
AGAINST PRESIDENT DONALD J. TRUMP

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 11, 2019

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
WASHINGTON, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 7:00 p.m., in Room 1100,
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Jerrold Nadler [chairman
of the committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Nadler, Lofgren, Jackson Lee, Cohen,
Johnson of Georgia, Deutch, Bass, Richmond, Jeffries, Cicilline,
Swalwell, Raskin, Jayapal, Demings, Correa, Scanlon, Garcia,
Neguse, McBath, Stanton, Dean, Mucarsel-Powell, Escobar, Collins,
Sensenbrenner, Chabot, Gohmert, Jordan, Buck, Ratcliffe, Roby,
Gaetz, Johnson of Louisiana, Biggs, McClintock, Lesko,
Reschenthaler, Cline, Armstrong, and Steube.

Staff Present: Amy Rutkin, Chief of Staff; Perry Apelbaum, Staff
Director and Chief Counsel; Aaron Hiller, Deputy Chief Counsel
and Chief Oversight Counsel; Barry Berke, Counsel; Norm Eisen,
Counsel; Arya Hariharan, Deputy Chief Oversight Counsel; James
Park, Chief Constitution Counsel; Joshua Matz, Counsel; Sarah
Istel, Counsel; Matthew Morgan, Counsel; Kerry Tirrell, Counsel,
Sophia Brill, Counsel; Charles Gayle, Counsel; Maggie Goodlander,
Counsel; Matthew N. Robinson, Counsel; Ted Kalo, Counsel,;
Priyanka Mara, Professional Staff Member; William S. Emmons,
Legislative Aide/Professional Staff Member; Madeline Strasser,
Chief Clerk; Rachel Calanni, Legislative Aide/Professional Staff
Member; Julian Gerson, Professional Staff Member; Anthony
Valdez, Fellow; Thomas Kaelin, Fellow; David Greengrass, Senior
Counsel; John Doty, Senior Advisor; Moh Sharma, Member Serv-
ices and Outreach Advisor; John Williams, Parliamentarian; Jor-
dan Dashow, Professional Staff Member; Shadawn Reddick-Smith,
Communications Director; Daniel Schwarz, Director of Strategic
Communications; Kayla Hamedi, Deputy Press Secretary; Kingsley
Animley, Director of Administration; Tim Pearson, Publications
Specialist; Janna Pickney, IT Director; Faisal Siddiqui, Deputy IT
Manager; Nick Ashley, Intern; Alex Espinoza, Intern; Alex Thom-
son, Intern; Mariam Siddiqui, Intern; Catherine Larson, Intern;
Kiah Lewis, Intern; Brendan Belair, Minority Staff Director; Bobby
Parmiter, Minority Deputy Staff Director/Chief Counsel; Ashley
Callen, Minority Chief Oversight Counsel; Danny Johnson, Minor-
ity Oversight Counsel; Jake Greenberg, Minority Oversight Coun-
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sel; Paul Taylor, Minority Chief Counsel, Constitution Sub-
committee; Daniel Flores, Minority Chief Counsel, Antitrust Sub-
committee; Ella Yates, Minority Member Services Director; Jon
Ferro, Minority Parliamentarian; and Erica Barker, Minority Dep-
uty Parliamentarian.

Chairman NADLER. The Judiciary Committee will please come to
order. Quorum being present. Without objection, the Chair’s au-
thorized to declare recess at any time. Pursuant to Committee Rule
2, and House Rule 11, clause 2, the Chair may postpone further
proceedings today on the question of approving any measure or
matter, or adopting an amendment for which a recorded vote for
the yeas and nays are ordered.

Today we meet to begin consideration of Articles of Impeachment
against President Donald J. Trump. Although it is our custom to
limit opening statements to the Chair and Ranking Member of the
committee, as I informed the Ranking Member, I believe that for
such an important and solemn occasion as this, it would be appro-
priate for all members to have an opportunity to make an opening
statement. Before we begin, I want to note the absence of our col-
league, Ted Lieu, who required a medical procedure Monday
evening, and will be unable to attend this markup. I understand
he is in good spirits and plans to be back at work next week. His
statement will be made part of the record, and I know that all of
my colleagues join me in wishing him a speedy recovery.

I will now recognize myself for an opening statement. Today, we
begin consideration of two Articles of Impeachment against Presi-
dent Donald J. Trump. The first article charges that the President
used the powers of his public office to demand that a foreign gov-
ernment attack his political rivals. The second article charges that
the President obstructed the congressional investigation into his
conduct. Other Presidents have resisted congressional oversight,
but President Trump’s stonewall was complete, absolute, and with-
out precedent in American history. Taken together, the two articles
charge President Trump with placing his private political interest
above our national security, above our free and fair elections, and
above our ability to hold public officials accountable.

This committee now owes it to the American people to give these
articles close attention and to describe their factual basis, meaning,
and importance. I believe that three questions should frame our de-
bate: First, does the evidence show clearly that the President com-
mitted these acts? Second, do they rise to the level of impeachable
high crimes and misdemeanors? Third, what are the consequences
for our national security, for the integrity of our elections, and for
our country if we fail to act?

To the first question, there can be no serious debate about what
President Trump did. On July 25th of this year, when he spoke to
President Zelensky of Ukraine by telephone, President Trump had
the upper hand. Ukraine had been invaded by Russia. Zelensky
had only recently been elected. He badly needed our help. He need-
ed it in the form of military aid already appropriated by Congress
because of our national security interests in Ukraine, and he need-
ed help in the form of an Oval Office meeting, so he could show
the world that the United States stands with him against Russian
aggression.
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President Trump should have focused on America’s national se-
curity and on the interest of the American people on that call. In-
stead, he completely ignored them in order to push his own per-
sonal, political interests. President Trump asked for a favor. He
wanted Ukraine to announce two bogus investigations: One into
former Vice President Biden, his leading opponent in the 2020 elec-
tion; and another, to advance a conspiracy theory that Ukraine, not
Russia, attacked our elections in 2016.

These were not legitimate requests. Neither were supported by
the evidence. One investigation was designed to help President
Trump conceal the truth about the 2016 election. The other was de-
signed to help him gain an advantage in the 2020 campaign. Both
were divorced from reality and from official U.S. policy.

The evidence proves that these requests were not related to any
real interest in rooting out corruption. President Trump eagerly
does business with corrupt governments every day. The evidence
shows that President Trump did not care if real investigations took
place. A public announcement that the Government of Ukraine was
investigating his rivals would have been enough for him to release
the aid, whether or not an actual investigation ever took place.

After the call, President Trump ratcheted up the pressure. He
dangled the offer of an Oval Office meeting. He withheld $391 mil-
lion in military aid. His personal lawyer traveled to pressure the
Ukrainians directly. The President deployed other agents, includ-
ing outside the official channels of diplomacy, to make his desires
clear. By September, President Zelensky was ready to comply to
announce the two fake investigations. Then the scandal broke into
thg open. Caught in the act, the President was forced to release the
aid.

When the House of Representatives opened an inquiry into the
President’s actions, President Trump did everything in his power
to obstruct the investigation. He declared across-the-board resist-
ance. He ordered every official in the Federal Government to defy
all subpoenas related to the inquiry. At his command, the adminis-
tration also refused to produce a single document related to the in-
quiry, not one.

To put this obstruction into context, during the Watergate hear-
ings, President Nixon turned over recordings of his conversations
in the Oval Office. Later, President Clinton handed over his DNA.
President Trump’s obstruction was, by contrast, absolute.

Those are the facts. They are overwhelming. There is no denying
them. Having reviewed the evidence, we come to our second ques-
tion: Is the President’s proven conduct impeachable? The answer is
simple, absolutely.

Under Article I of the Constitution, a President can be im-
peached for high crimes and misdemeanors. The highest of high
crimes is abuse of power. It occurs when a President uses his offi-
cial powers to serve his own personal, selfish interests at the ex-
pense of the public good. To the founding generation that had
fought a king and won our freedom, it was a specific, well-defined
offense.

The first Article of Impeachment charges President Trump with
abuse of power. The article describes President Trump’s conduct,
and lays out two aggravating factors that we must consider. In
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pressuring Ukraine for a personal favor, President Trump both be-
trayed our national security and attempted to corrupt our elections.
When the President weakens an ally who advances American secu-
rity interests by fighting an American adversary, the President
weakens America, and when the President demands that a foreign
government investigate his domestic political rivals, he corrupts
our elections.

To the Founders, this kind of corruption was especially per-
nicious. Free and fair elections are the bedrock of our democracy.
If our elections are corrupt, everything is corrupt.

The President faces a second Article of Impeachment for his on-
going efforts to obstruct a lawful investigation into his conduct. We
have never, in the history of our Nation, seen a President categori-
cally defy Congress in this matter. If the President can first abuse
his power, and then stonewall all congressional requests for infor-
mation, Congress cannot fulfill its duty to act as a check and bal-
ance against the executive and the President becomes a dictator.

Later tonight, you will hear more about both articles and how
they describe a pattern of behavior that President Trump seems
determined to repeat again and again. My colleagues will also ad-
dress various procedural objections that had been raised in the
President’s defense, but there is one of those objections that I wish
to address right away.

Some ask, why not take more time? Why is this necessary now?
Why do we need to impeach the President? Why not let the next
election handle it? This brings us to the third and final question,
what is the risk if we do not act?

Over the past 94 days since the House investigation began, in-
deed, over the last 3 years, one indisputable truth has emerged: If
we do not respond to President Trump’s abuses of power, the
abuses will continue. We cannot rely on an election to solve our
problems when the President threatens the very integrity of that
election, nor can we sit on our hands while the President under-
mines our national security, and while he allows his personal inter-
ests and the interests of our adversary, Russia, to advance.

The President’s personal lawyer was in Ukraine again just last
week. That was not 3 years ago. That was not 3 months ago. That
was Saturday. President Trump’s continuing abuses of power jeop-
ardize our security and our elections. The threat is urgent. If we
do not act now, what happens next will be our responsibility as
well as his.

I will close with a word to my Republican colleagues. I know you.
I have worked with many of you for years. I consider you to be good
and decent public servants. I know this moment may be difficult,
but you still have a choice. I hope every member of this committee
will withstand the political pressures of the moment. I hope that
none of us attempt to justify behavior that we know in our heart
is wrong. I hope that we are able to work together to hold this
President, or any President, accountable for breaking his most
basic obligations to the country and to its citizens.

And while you think about that choice, please keep in mind that
one way or the other, President Trump will not be President for-
ever. When his time has passed, when his grip on our politics is
gone, when our country returns, as surely it will, to calmer times
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and stronger leadership, history will look back on our actions here
today. How would you be remembered? We have each taken an
oath to support and defend the Constitution against all enemies,
foreign and domestic. I hope to be remembered for honoring that
oath. I hope you feel the same.

And so, with a heavy heart, but clear in my duty to our country,
I support these Articles of Impeachment. I urge my colleagues to
support them as well.

I yield back the balance of my time. I now recognize the distin-
guished Ranking Member of the Judiciary Committee, the gen-
tleman from Georgia, Mr. Collins, for his opening statement.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I find it amazing at
best, hilarious, I guess at worst, that we come to, quote, a solemn
and amazing moment. We have been on this path since November
2016. This is not new. We have been trying this for almost 3 years
if you are a majority member of this party. The only thing that has
changed is the opportunity from last November when you became
the majority. The only thing that changed in your desire to im-
peach this President was that you became the majority, and we
have spent all year in this committee trying to impeach the Presi-
dent.

We have occasionally had markups on bills, most of which so par-
tisan they cannot even go forward in the Senate. Most of which
that do not address any issue that we have talked about, but it is
amazing to me that we are taking it now at such a solemn oath
that we have made up something to now come to this point to say,
This is very solemn, like it jumped up and snuck up on you.

It is about, like, the holiday season. It doesn’t jump up and sneak
up on you when you have been expecting it the whole time. And
that is what we have been doing. What has been amazing to me
was, is some things that we have seen. So let’s just take some per-
spective here for a little while. What has our committee, this great
committee, come to? That is the question for us. Let’s just take it
for just a moment inside these impeachment hearings.

This is our third. I will count it into tomorrow for three. Three
hearings in this committee of impeachment, and that is all we are
having. What do we get out of those three hearings? We had a
bunch of law professors, three of which who cannot stand the Presi-
dent, who cannot stand his voters, and cannot stand the fact that
he is still in office, telling us why he should be impeached and that
inferences were okay to find impeachment.

We had a hearing just 2 days ago from staff lecturing us on what
is relevant and not relevant, and what they found in the report,
while the member who wrote the report hid in his closet some-
where, I guess, or in his office, not wanting to come face the ques-
tions of this committee. That should be abhorrent to everyone here.

So let’s think about what we have seen and what we have not
seen. And again, Chairman Schiff is nowhere to be found. When we
understand this, we look forward. Tonight it has started again. We
talk about tearing down of national institutions, and we start talk-
ing about putting our security at risk when tonight, even in the
chairman’s opening statement, we start with one of the most amaz-
ing takedowns I have ever seen: When they can’t make their argu-
ment that the President pressured Mr. Zelensky, they then attack
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Mr. Zelensky, and then say that he was pressured when Mr.
Zelensky, on numerous occasions, has said, I have not been pres-
sured, I am not being used, the call was fine, I am not paying pres-
sure to do anything.

Then here i1s what the majority is saying. The majority is saying,
Mr. Zelensky is a liar and we in this body, the Democrats, are tear-
ing down a world leader in the eyes of those that don’t like him
in his own country and Russia who is attacking him. Think about
that one for just a second. Let that sink in.

When we can’t make our case, we tear down—not only try to tear
down the leader of the free world, President Trump, we are tearing
down the newly elected leader of the Ukraine.

This is amazing to me. You can’t make your case against the
President because nothing happened and when President Zelensky
confirms nothing happened, we start tearing him down. I never
thought we would cross outside of the ocean to try and basically
impugn the integrity of a world leader like we have been for the
last two hearings.

We have also found—other things that we have found in our very
minimal hearings here in this body is we have seen that other com-
mittees have used political vendettas against ranking members and
others, including members of the press who are sitting here to-
night, by putting phone records in, naming names. I mean, you
talk about getting even. We put names, Mr. Nunes, Mr. Solomon,
others, almost four numbers that we looked at, and nobody would
own up to it.

Mr. Goldman—Mr. Schiff, of course, wasn’t here—but even Mr.
Goldman wouldn’t own up on who said to do that when they could
have simply put in the record Congressman one, Congressman two,
reporter one. No. They got what they wanted. They got their drive-
by. They got their political smear. That is the record being built in
Judiciary Committee, not a record of facts against this President,
a record of a Democratic party who has lost all moorings of fairness
and good taste. That is what we are seeing here and we can have
all the flowery opening statements tonight we want, but they can’t
get away from that fact.

What is the big lie that is being perpetrated here on us? The big
lie is this. And one of the Democrats have told the American people
they have said this for 3 years. The big lie that we are hearing per-
petrated tonight is: one, the ends justifies the means. The lies that
the sham impeachment is okay because the threat is so real and
so urgent and so imminent. The big lies that political expediency
is honorable and justifiable, and history has shown that to be un-
true and dangerous. The big lies that Adam Schiff had gained evi-
dence in plain sight, he said of President Trump colluding with
Russians and Special Counsel Mueller’s report debunked that lie,
but it continues to spread like a cancer every time we meet. The
big lies that the evidence of the impeachment of overwhelming and
uncontested, the facts are undisputed. The very fact that people in
this committee dispute the facts make them disputed facts, not un-
disputed facts.

The problem that we are seeing here is when you even get to the
articles themselves, abuse of power, when you look at these articles
and compare them to history, I am glad the chairman brought up
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history. Because I would not write history. It will be written for us
at a later time because they will not always be the majority, as he
talked about this President not always being President. I do believe
he will be President for 5 more years. But at this time, there will
be a turnover at some point, and what do we have? This is the arti-
cles that we wrote after all of these hearings and all of these grand
pronouncements, and all these thoughts of crimes in plain sight, we
get abuse of power with no real dates on this is the abuse? It is
just generic, vague statements.

You know why I believe that is, is because the Democrats can’t
come up with an argument for it. They don’t have the “who knew
it and when they knew it.” All they have is, well, here, members,
we are going to give you abuse of power. You go home pick some-
thing you don’t like about the President, there is your abuse of
power. This is a much about political expediency as it is anything
else, and that should never be in Articles of Impeachment. And
anybody that defend that is treading on very thin ice.

And then obstruction of Congress. The only obstruction we have
seen here is obstruction from Chairman Schiff of this investigation.
He did not turn over the documents as he was supposed to. We get
those last Saturday in a massive document after we have already
had a hearing, after we had another—getting ready for another
hearing in which we are supposed to lay out the report and tonight,
tonight, he sends a letter of classified information that has been
classified over to us tonight. Don’t think for a second, American
public, that this majority wants you to find the truth. The obstruc-
tion has only occurred from Adam Schiff and the HPSCI and the
majority keeping people from actually trying to find the truth. That
is the only obstruction here, so why don’t we just have that as an
obstruction charge, but it will be against Adam Schiff and the ma-
jority, not the President.

Two articles like that, abuse of power and obstruction of Con-
gress? In 70-something days, the only abuse of power here is the
majority racing the fastest they have ever had the clock and the
calendar determining what impeachment looks like. That is the
abuse of power, as Professor Turley said.

But before I finish, I cannot stop without this. The real legacy
of this impeachment hearing will not be the removal of Donald
Trump as President. In fact, if anything, they see the majority for
what they are, on a 3-year vendetta to get someone that they
couldn’t beat, and they are desperate to do it before he beats them
again next year. Here is the real damage, it is the institutional
damage to this body, it is the institutional damage to getting infor-
mation, even after the hearing started from not having the rules
followed, from having this committee as the chairman warned us
about 20 years ago when he said, this great committee, the Judici-
ary Committee, should never accept a report from someone else
without verifying it, having hearings to make sure it was there un-
less, as the chairman said, we become a rubber stamp.

I don’t know about you, but I am not a rubber stamp, and I don’t
like what I have been forced to do. Sit here, be lectured to by law
professors and a staff that does not wear a pin telling us what is
relevant or not. We are a rubber stamp of the worst kind because
we didn’t even try to make a point. The minority hearing date
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which, by the way, get ready. We will talk about this more, we are
going to talk about it some tonight, and we will get it shot down
tomorrow. And Rules Committee will take care of it before report-
ers and for media and people who have watched this body in the
institution that I have loved all of my life and watched this since
I was an intern up here being destroyed day after day.

If the minority has no rights and one day this majority will be
back in the minority, and they will be crying and screaming for mi-
nority rights to be upheld, and I will just point back to 2019 and
say, This is the year you put a dagger in minority rights. Justify
the most basic obligations of this committee have been overrun.

So tonight, we have experienced—we are in December. After a
year of trashing this institution, a year of trying to trash this ad-
ministration and this President, we come up with abuse of power
ancl1 can’t define it? We come up with obstruction of Congress after
72 days.

I know they are desperate. You know how I know it? Adam
Schiff’s own words yesterday. We can’t go to court. That would take
too long. An election is coming. Let me finish the last part of that
sentence as he likes to put words into President Trump’s mouth
when he faked the call transcript, No, Adam, what you need to con-
tinue to say is, we can’t beat him next year. The only thing we
need is a 30-second commercial saying we impeached him.

That is the wrong reason to impeach somebody and the American
people are seeing through this, but at the end of the day, my heart
breaks for a committee that has trashed this institution and this
is where we are now.

With that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

We will now proceed with 5-minute opening statements from
other members of the committee. I now recognize the gentlelady
from California, Ms. Lofgren, for 5 minutes.

Ms. LOFGREN. This is a serious moment for our country. I have
worked on presidential impeachments as part of this committee
twice before, and a third time brings me no joy. Members of Con-
gress all take an oath to uphold the Constitution when the Presi-
dent violates the constitutional order, we have an obligation to live
up to our oath of office to deal with that.

Last week, this committee got direct evidence about the Presi-
dent’s actions that threaten our national security, undermine the
integrity of the next election, and his violation of his oath. As a
staff member to my predecessor, Congressman Don Edwards, I
watched his opening in the Nixon impeachment, and it rings true
today. He said the value and beauty of our Constitution and rep-
resentative government, if it is going to work, requires that we all
respect and obey the Constitution. It is the compact we have with
each other. Put simply, no one is above the law, and the President
of the United States must follow the Constitution.

President Trump has not only abused his power for the upcoming
election, he used a foreign power to do it. George Washington
would likely be astonished, since he warned against the insidious
wilds of foreign influence. One of my most vivid memories from the
1974 impeachment was Representative Chuck Wiggins, one of the
most vigorous defenders of President Nixon when he realized that
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Nixon had lied to him. I have been waiting for Republican Mem-
bers here to have their Chuck Wiggins’ moment, but it seems like
we live in an alternate reality whereas one columnist recently said,
If it swims and quacks like a duck, it is a piano. It is understand-
able that Republicans feel loyalty to the leader of their party, but
loyalty to our country and our Constitution must be greater.

I have reviewed what Republican committee members said dur-
ing the Nixon impeachment. Representative Larry Hogan said, it
is not easy for me to align myself against the President, to whom
I gave my enthusiastic support. But I cannot, in good conscience,
turn away from the evidence.

Caldwell Butler, another pro-Nixon Republican said, the misuse
of powers is the very essence of tyranny, and that Nixon’s lack of
remorse for his misconduct and concern for his constitutional re-
sponsibility were a factor in the supporting impeachment.

That is a problem today as well. President Trump continues his
misconduct. He is not contrite. He poses an ongoing threat. Rep-
resentative Butler said this about the Republicans, is, we, not the
Democrats, who must demonstrate that we are capable of enforcing
the high standard.

Where are the Caldwell Butlers and Larry Hogans of today in
the Republican Party? What is before us is a serious abuse of
power and obstruction of Congress, and I hope that every member
here will vote their conscience. We are blessed to live in a wonder-
ful free country. An important thing that keeps us free is the Con-
stitution of the United States and the generations of Americans
who have defended that Constitution on the battlefield, in the
courts, in the Congress.

The Founders included the impeachment clause in the Constitu-
tion purposefully, and they gave Congress the sole authority to im-
peach for a reason. If the President who had been granted vast
powers abuse that power, threaten the constitutional order, then
Congress could and should act to try to curb that abuse. It is the
foundation of our free society. The power to impeach is not to pun-
ish a President. It is to protect Americans from a President who
would abuse his power, upend the constitutional order, and threat-
en our democracy.

Regrettably, President Trump has engaged in the abuse of power.
His failure does not permit us to fail to fulfill our oath. It is with
considerable regret that I find our country faced with the need to
impeach President Trump for his abuse of power, but the future of
our democracy and constitutional order require it.

And I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Sensenbrenner.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I agree with everybody that
tonight is a very solemn night. This is the third time in the last
40 years, 45 years that this committee has sat to the Articles of
Impeachment against the President of the United States. What we
are debating here, in my opinion, is the weakest case in history,
and yet, the Democrats have decided to go full speed ahead, again,
because of the clock and the calendar, with an incomplete record,
simply by using hearsay evidence and trashing the rules of the
House every time they can in order to speed things up where they
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preordained conclusion, and that is a partisan vote for impeach-
ment, something that both the Speaker and the chairman of this
committee rejected earlier on when they thought they could make
this bipartisan. If they could have made it bipartisan, they blew
their opportunity very early on with their trashing of the rules, and
the trashing of what has been the history of this committee.

Now, let’s look at these two articles. Unlike the Nixon and Clin-
ton impeachment, there is no crime that is alleged to have been
committed by the President of the United States. There are policy
differences, but I would submit that given the definition of treason,
bribery, and other high crimes and misdemeanors, that does not
mean that policy differences should be enough to remove a Presi-
dent from office. There is no allegation of bribery in these articles.
There is no allegation of extortion. They have defined for them-
selves what a high crime and misdemeanor will be. This bar is so
low that what is happening is that a future President can be im-
peached for any disagreement when the presidency and the House
of Representatives are controlled by different parties. And that
goes back to establishing a parliamentary system, which the Fram-
ers explicitly rejected at the time of the constitutional convention.
And the United Kingdom or Canada or other parliamentary democ-
racies, if the government loses the confidence of a majority of the
lower House, the government’s out, and there either is a new gov-
ernment or a new election that happens.

The Framers didn’t want that. We had an independent presi-
dency. The President was independently elected. He did not serve
at the sufferance of Congress. He served for a fixed term, and it
was only if he really obstructed the functions of government or was
treasonous, he could be impeached.

Now let’s look at obstruction of Congress. Again, in the past,
whenever the executive and legislative branches in the United
States have had a disagreement, they have gone to court, and the
third branch decides this difference. This committee and this ma-
jority are so high bound to their clock and their calendar that they
will not allow the judicial process to work out. What brought Rich-
ard Nixon down, honestly, was the Supreme Court saying that he
had to turn over certain documents. And within 2 or 3 weeks after
that, the President knew his time was up. The Republicans had
convinced him of that, and he resigned mooting out the impeach-
ment.

So, yes, the Constitution is at stake. The Framers of our Con-
stitution’s enlightened decisions are at stake. We are not to go on
the road to becoming a parliamentary democracy, like England and
Canada are. We need an independent President who does not have
to suffer to anything a congressional majority might throw at him.
That is what the courts are for to figure it out. And I would appeal
to my chairman, the majority members of this committee to listen
to what Madison and Hamilton had to say during the ratification
of the Constitution, and during the debates at the convention. Put
aside your partisan politics and don’t listen to what Pelosi, Schiff,
and Nadler are telling you, because the future of our country and
the viability of our Constitution, as the Framers decided it, are at
stake.

I yield back.
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Jackson Lee.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. The Constitution begins with, “We, the people
of the United States,” among other things, promote the general
welfare and establish this Constitution for the United States of
America. The President of the United States, Donald J. Trump,
perpetrated constitutional crimes. Why does this matter today,
now, in this moment of the journey of America’s history? Because
truth matters and where truth rests, trust builds. The Constitution
is a plain language set of laws that Americans for generations have
adhered to and been protected by. It is a list of crimes the Framers
feared and are forbidden actions not to be taken by our governors.
The Founding Fathers believed the bill of rights 1s a living docu-
ment, freedom of speech and privacy, ending slavery.

So today, my case will rest on truth and trust. I will ignore the
politics of impeachment, but rather, the facts and truth I must
abide by. The Congress has the power to impeach the President,
the President can be impeached and removed from office for the
convictions of treason, bribery, high crimes and misdemeanors.
This is the law of the land, so here are the facts: First, President
Trump violated his oath of office by placing his personal and polit-
ical interests above the national interests by scheming to get
Ukraine to investigate a potential election opponent. Second, Presi-
dent Trump betrayed the national interest by withholding vital,
congressionally appropriated security to a beleaguered and be-
sieged ally facing armed aggression from Russia, America’s implac-
able foe. Third, the essential purpose of the scheme concocted by
President Trump was to enlist a foreign country to help him fix the
2020 presidential election in his favor, the very type of interference
our Framers most feared. And then he blocked witnesses and docu-
ments obstructing Congress.

These acts are precise and evidence-based and must stand the
test of truth and trust in a Constitution that has been the founda-
tion of this Nation for centuries. The truth is, this President did
ask for a favor, though. Witnesses under oath swore to that. The
truth is, $391 million were withheld. The truth is, the only goal of
the President’s acts harm the American people, violated his oath,
and promoted his 2020 election. Now, truth raises a question again:
Did the President follow his oath, another sacred duty, to take care
that the laws be faithfully executed, that the law saved a besieged
small nation those monies that were needed by Ukraine?

Many lives during that time of delay were lost in a country fight-
ing for its survival, yes, and, was America’s national security in
jeopardy? Yes. The bright light of this constitutional democracy
dimmed because of his acts. The truth is no longer for all; it is for
one man, Donald J. Trump, his truth, his way.

We must reject that abuse of power, because this is not America,
no one is above the law. Reminded of my grandfather who left his
native land to join with his wife, and to bring his aspirations and
hopes to the United States. I am reminded that he died an early
death because of lack of access to healthcare, but yet, I am told he
was still inspired by this Nation and I am reminded that my wid-
owed grandmother watched Eric, Alan, and Samuel go off to war
in World War II. These are America’s stories, families who believe,
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and when the Commander in Chief violates his oath and abuses
power, corrupts our democracy, it is a continuing threat to our na-
tional security.

The truth 1s, it becomes like the leaves on a tree. It falls to the
ground, and the trust that is a cornerstone of our democracy,
shakes in the stare of a Government no longer for the people and
by the people, but a Government led by a President who under-
mines our democracy over and over again, and even looking for-
ward to interfering with our election in 2020. It matters to the
waitress on an early bus for the breakfast shift. It matters to the
steel worker helping to build America. It matters to the teacher in
our fifth grade social studies class. It matters to a mother kissing
her young military recruit before they go off to their service to this
Nation.

It is important that we begin to understand that we cannot be
stopped by distractions. This must be the time when we rise and
sacrifice so that the wheels of justice turn toward right, our sac-
rifice is unselfish, our truth will set this Nation free. For this rea-
son, I vote aye and must vote aye on the Articles of Impeachment,
Article I and Article II for his truth is marching on. His truth is
marching on. Impeachment cannot be warped by equivocation
wrapped in doubt. It must be done, both by the past and present.

And the question is, the America that we know and love can it
survive the pillars of abuse? No, it cannot, and that is why I put
my faith and trust and truth, and that is why we stand tonight for
America’s future.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, as we consider this evening Articles
of Impeachment that if adopted by this committee, the full House,
and, God forbid, garners a two-thirds vote in the Senate would re-
sult in the overturning of a presidential election, it seems appro-
priate to consider how in the world we got here? We are wit-
nessing, I believe, the most tragic mockery of justice in the history
of this Nation. We are witnessing an inexplicable rush to impeach
a President who is disliked—no, loathed—by most of my Demo-
cratic colleagues and by their supporters. And as a result of that
loathing, they see fit to abandon all basic tenets of fairness, due
process, and justice guaranteed to every American under the Con-
stitution.

After the farce in the Intelligence Committee, we had dumped in
our laps a report recommending impeachment with no time to ade-
quately consider or review the materials. So much for the rules al-
lowing members of the Judiciary Committee, or any committee for
that matter, to responsibly consider such materials, especially if
they are involving something as important as the impeachment
and potential removal of the President of the United States.

The report from the Intelligence Committee was based largely on
testimony taken in secret depositions in the basement of the Cap-
itol Building, which was closed to most Members of Congress,
closed to the media, and closed to the American people.

If that is not bad enough, the report scandalously published the
phone records of the President’s personal attorney, a member of the
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media, and a fellow member of this body. Under what legal author-
ity these phone records were obtained, we have no idea. Then last
Wednesday, this committee, the committee actually charged with
handling impeachment, held the first of two hearings in which we
heard from exactly zero fact witnesses. On Saturday, the Demo-
crats on this committee announced that they had, without prece-
dent, changed the requirements for impeachment so that the com-
mission of an actual crime would no longer be necessary to satisfy
the standard of high crimes and misdemeanors. And they an-
nounced that the President would not be permitted to present a
case in his own defense.

Every school child in America knows that it is improper and un-
fair to change the rules in the middle of the game, Mr. Chairman.
It is an ex post facto law, and forbidden under the Constitution.
The flaunting of the law by the majority on this committee has
been breathtaking. This past Monday, during our second hearing,
again, without any fact witnesses, we had the bizarre situation in
which, rather than members questioning witnesses, we had staff
questioning staff, and even had a staff witness get up from the wit-
ness stand down there, walk over to this dais, and begin ques-
tioning another staff witness. At the same time, Republicans on
this committee were denied the absolute right to have a minority
hearing day, which is guaranteed by this committee’s own rules.

The chairman of this committee, and the majority, have seen fit
to abuse this committee’s rules and ignore the rights of the minor-
ity with impunity. The majority should keep in mind that they will
one day be in the minority, and they are setting a precedent in
which they will likely one day be the victim themselves.

Now, we are debating Articles of Impeachment drafted by the
majority on this committee, really by Nancy Pelosi and her cohorts,
without any consultation with the minority party and based on
what constitutional scholar, Jonathan Turley, called wafer-thin evi-
dence.

Tomorrow, this committee will hold a vote to impeach a Presi-
dent without having heard from a single fact witness, and without
allowing the minority party the ability to call any witnesses or
present any defense. What a travesty of justice. In summary, over
the last few weeks, House Democrats have either actively partici-
pated in, or acquiesced to, the drafting of Impeachment Articles
based solely on evidence collected in secret hearings, closed to the
media, and to the American people. Constitutionally prohibited ex
post facto rules were welcomed. The President’s Fourth Amend-
ment rights under the Constitution were ignored. The President’s
due process rights under the Fifth Amendment, and his right to
face his accusers and present a defense under the Sixth Amend-
ment were also totally ignored.

If George Orwell had written the script, no one would have be-
lieved it. People would say that it is ridiculously implausible, and
yet, here we are. To satisfy their bases extreme hatred of President
Trump, House Democrats have taken a blow torch to House rules,
the rule of law, and, most frighteningly, to the Bill of Rights. This
is a sad day in American history, Mr. Chairman. The folks in the
liberal media might be cheering you on, but I highly doubt that ei-
ther history or the American people will judge you so leniently.



14

And I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Cohen.

Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Our Constitution em-
bodies our values and laws, and invests the power of our govern-
ment and the authority of the people expressed through free and
fair elections. When President Trump, for his own personal political
gain, asked for a “favor” from a foreign leader, he did exactly what
our Founding Fathers feared most, he invited the influence of a for-
eign power into our elections. This is one of the primary reasons
the Founders placed impeachment in our Constitution. Last week,
Professor Karlan summed up his wrongdoing well, when she stat-
ed, quote, “When President Trump invited, indeed demanded, for-
eign involvement in our upcoming election, he struck at the very
heart of what makes this country the republic to which we pledge
allegiance. That demand constituted an abuse of power.” She con-
tinued on, “Drawing a foreign government into our election process
is an especially serious abuse of power because it undermines de-
mocracy itself.” It is as if our Founders could see into 2019 and
when they did, they saw Donald Trump corrupting our democracy
by saying to President Zelensky of Ukraine, “I would like you to
do us a favor, though.”

President Trump’s subversive and illegal action in seeking for-
eign interference are an effrontery to our Constitution, and to free
and fair elections. They are an affront to our Founders. They are
an affront to the suffragists who fought for women’s voting rights.
They are an affront to the memory of Medgar Evers, a civil rights
leader assassinated in Jackson, Mississippi.

They are an affront to the memories of Andrew Goodman, James
Cheney, and Michael Shwerner, civil rights workers murdered in
Philadelphia, Mississippi, during the freedom summer of 1964,
while registering African Americans to vote. They are an affront to
the memory of Viola Liuzzo, a mother of five who was murdered
by the Ku Klux Klan while she was in Alabama to participate in
the Selma to Montgomery march, and they are an affront to the
memory of the Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr., who championed
the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

And they are an affront to every servicemember who has ever
fought to defend our Nation and our system of self-government
which is based upon free and fair elections.

President Trump’s attempt to subvert our election was an attack
on America. The President got caught when the whistleblower ex-
posed the President’s scheme. Then the President sought to cover-
up the scheme. He stonewalled Congress as we pursued our inves-
tigation. He instructed his staff, cabinet, and other Federal officials
to do the same. Previous presidents facing impeachment, even
President Nixon, cooperated with Congress, but President Trump
has thumbed his nose at constitutional power, and he refused to
appear to defend himself.

Congress is a coequal branch of government and was foremost in
the Founders’ minds. They placed Congress first in Article I of the
Constitution. President Trump’s obstruction of Congress is an af-
front to Peter Rodino, who chaired this committee in the summer
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o£f1974 when Congress investigated Nixon’s betrayal of his oath of
office.

It is also an affront to the memory of Representative Barbara
Jordan, who as a member of this committee said she would not,
quote, “be an idle spectator to the diminution, the subversion, the
destruction of the Constitution.” And it is an affront to the memory
of Congressman Elijah Cummings who knew we were better than
this. And it is an affront to the many patriots who loved this coun-
try enough to defy the President’s tyrannical attempt to prohibit
their testimony, including Ambassador Yovanovitch, Ambassador
Taylor, Lieutenant Colonel Vindman, and Dr. Fiona Hill.

And further, it is an affront to the memory Caldwell Butler, a
principled Republican of the Judiciary Committee in 1974. He did
not support impeachment before the hearings, but he listened to
the evidence and that convinced him. He announced his vote for
impeachment by saying, “For years we Republicans have cam-
paigned against corruption and misconduct, but Watergate is our
shame.”

His sense of right and wrong was inviolate. When his mother
warned him that his future would go, quote, “down the drain,” un-
quote, he responded, “Dear Mother, you are probably right; how-
ever, I feel that my loyalty to the Republican Party does not relieve
me of the obligation that I have.” His mother was wrong.

Representative Butler served for another decade. And President
Trump’s obstruction of Congress is an affront to the citizens of my
district, all Members of Congress, and all Americans who support
free and fair elections. We, the people’s House, have a duty to up-
hold our oath of office and to be a check on a President who abuses
his power, betrays his oath, and corrupts our elections. Those who
want to turn a blind eye to President Trump corrupting our democ-
racy will try to get us to look away. We should not look away. I
will not look away. I will remember our Founders’ great plan for
our great Nation and I will remember the rule of law. Above all,
I will adhere to my oath of office.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. Mr. Gohmert?

Mr. GOHMERT. This is truly a sad day for America. It is a sad
week for America. You want to know where the Hogans and But-
lers are? They are right here. There are people here willing to vote
against our President, but a funny thing happened on the way to
this hearing. We just got a report from Obama’s inspector general,
and his report confirms what we had a feeling was true, but we
were willing to wait and hear what the truth was, and that is, the
President, nor his campaign, committed any crimes. For 3 years,
we have heard from people that are now in the majority talk about
the crimes of the President, and where are they? Well, they kept
saying, Mr. President, come in, you got to testify. We will be fair
with you. Come tell us about the crimes and here is the crimes you
have committed.

And where are they now that we have the Articles of Impeach-
ment? A vague abuse of power, obstruction of Congress. The very
things the majority has done in preventing us from having the wit-
nesses that could shed light on this, not opinion, but fact witnesses.
We needed to hear from those witnesses; people like Sean Misko,
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Abigail Grace, Eric Ciaramella, Devon Archer, Joe Biden, Nellie
Ohr, Alexandra Chalupa, and so many others. They don’t want fact
witnesses, let’s hear from professors who hate Donald Trump who
are willing to sell their education just to make a point against
somebody they don’t like.

This is a dangerous, dangerous time in America. They talk about
abuse of power, but they are willing to obscure evidence in a base-
ment hearing over and over. They are willing to block witnesses
from coming in here and testifying before Congress. They are will-
ing to obtain and publish phone records of people. There are no
probable cause. There is no crimes by any of these people, but it
reminds me a lot of what happened under the Bush Department
of Justice when we got an IG report that said, there were probably
over 3,000 national security letters like subpoenas sent out on fish-
ing expeditions.

I was outraged. Here I am, Hogan or Butler, and I was talking
with Senator Schumer. I was outraged like he was. The report said
of the abuses, and I call the White House and I said, this is out-
rageous. The abuses of Americans’ rights, somebody’s got to answer
for this, and we need a new Attorney General, and my mistake
was, not demanding a new Director of the FBI, because Mueller
stayed and he screwed it up even worse than it had been before.

Yeah. Some of us stand up and call it like it is no matter which
administration is in office and now we have heard from Horowitz,
we have heard from Barr and Durham, all 3 years screaming about
lies were the real lies. And at some point, I would think, Uh-oh,
I am a Democrat. Uh-oh, the report says all these things we said
were crimes, they didn’t happen. They didn’t exist. It was all a fab-
rication and, in fact, all four of those warrants should never have
been issued.

And I hope some of my friends across the aisle will finally join
me in saying, let’s either get rid of the FISA courts, or figure out
a way to make them better because they are so abusive and they
have been. And my party didn’t want to fix it; their party doesn’t
want to fix it. It needs to be fixed.

Let me just say, I came in here, I did not want to get emotional,
and I have sat through trials that were hard to sit through, but
nothing like sitting this week in this committee hearing. Indeed,
like Jefferson, I tremble that God is just and his justice won’t sleep
forever, but the abuses, the obstruction of Congress, have come
from Congress. I would have expected Donald Trump to just say,
You came after me, my business associates, my family now. I am
going back and I am going to make billions of dollars, the heck
with you guys, but he has hung in there. It is amazing.

At some point, the majority has got to say—they probably
won’t—we are really sorry. There was nothing on which to base all
those allegations of crimes on and we owe you indeed apology. Let’s
see the Hogans and Butlers in the Democratic Party. Hadn’t seen
one yet.

Yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. Mr. Johnson.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Until this
investigation began, I did not support impeaching President Trump
and I would like to tell you all what changed my mind. America
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first. We have heard those words a lot recently. We haven’t always
agreed on what they mean, but we know this: Our Founders cre-
a}‘ged1 impeachment so that no President could place himself above
the law.

Impeachment gives Congress the ability and the responsibility to
put America first. I don’t take that responsibility lightly. While I
didn’t vote for President Trump, I respect the office that he holds.
I didn’t call for impeachment when the President shut down our
government or tried to rip healthcare from those with preexisting
conditions, or embarrassed us on the world stage, or pardoned po-
litical cronies, or took money from our troops to fund his wall, or
tore babies from their mothers at the border.

I didn’t call for his impeachment then, not because I supported
this President’s actions, I simply felt that impeachment should be
reserved for moments when our democracy itself is in danger.
When the sign says, in case of emergency, break glass, there better
be one heck of an emergency.

I did not call for impeachment before, but I call for impeachment
today because this is one heck of an emergency. The facts are clear:
President Trump undermined America’s foreign policy to pursue
what his own national security staff called a domestic, political er-
rand. He withheld military aid, putting America’s national security
at risk in what his hand-picked ambassador called a quid pro quo.

President Trump didn’t just abuse his power with Ukraine, he
made them an offer they could not refuse—help me get re-elected,
or you won't get the assistance you desperately need from the
United States of America.

And then he tried to cover it up, but fortunately, we the people,
are not as dumb as President Trump thinks we are. If you break
the law and withhold documents, we know it is not because those
documents make you look good, maybe that is why more Americans
support impeachment now than at any time since Richard Nixon’s
final weeks, or maybe it is because the American people under-
stand how much is at stake.

President Trump’s high crimes threaten our democracy itself. I
am a black man representing Georgia, born when Jim Crow was
alive and well. To me, the idea that elections can be undermined
is not theoretical. I have constituents who remember what it is like
to live in a democracy in name only and they can tell you what it
is like when powerful men undermine fair and free elections.

They know our Democratic process is fragile. We are here be-
cause President Trump tried to sabotage that Democratic process.
He didn’t want to let the voters decide. He decided to cheat in the
upcoming election and he got caught. Let me remind my colleagues
there is no such thing as attempted cheating. If a child copies off
a test and a teacher catches them in the act, it is not okay just be-
cause that child didn’t get away with it. The cheater got caught,
and President Trump got caught.

We know there was a conspiracy, a crime, and a cover-up. There
is only one thing we don’t know, what will Congress do about it?
Will we hold the President accountable, or will we serve as his ac-
complices? We are not voting on whether President Trump should
remain in office. That is the Senate’s job. Our job today is simply
to decide whether the President crossed a line. If you truly believe
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President Trump’s behavior was acceptable, then by all means give
him the green light to undermine our democracy again. But if you
know what the American people know, that this moment is dif-
ferent, and our very republic is at stake, then it is not too late. Put
the law above the President, put your oath above your political am-
bition, put the country we all love above the interest of just one
man. Put America first.

And I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Jordan.

Mr. JORDAN. They are never going to stop. Congressman Green
said yesterday if the Senate doesn’t convict, it will not end. This
is not about Ukraine. Facts are on the President’s side. Zelensky
said he wasn’t pressured. Ukrainians didn’t even know aid was
held at the time of the call, and, most importantly, they did noth-
ing to get the aid released. This is about one basic fact: The Demo-
crats have never accepted the will of the American people. Three
weeks ago, Nancy Pelosi called the President of the United States
an imposter and the attacks on the President started before the
election.

July 31, 2016, the FBI opened the Trump-Russia investigation
and spied on four American citizens associated with President
Trump’s campaign. They took the dossier to the FISA court and
they lied to the court 17 times. Didn’t tell the court the guy who
wrote the dossier was desperate to stop Trump, didn’t tell the court
the guy who wrote the dossier was working for the Clinton cam-
paign, didn’t tell the court that the guy who wrote the dossier had
been fired by the FBI for leaking information to the press. And the
FBI continued the investigation after the election.

Mr. JORDAN. On January 3, 2017, Senator Schumer said this: If
you mess with the intelligence community, they have six ways from
Sunday of getting back at you.

It took all of 3 days for that statement to come true. January 6,
at Trump Tower, Jim Comey briefs President-elect Trump on the
dossier, the dossier that the FBI already knew was false. They do
it so that they can leak it to the press and the press will write
about the fact they briefed him.

The President was told he wasn’t under investigation when, in
fact, they were investigating him and trying to trap him at that
meeting.

And, of course, they continued their investigation after the inau-
guration. When we deposed Jim Comey in this committee, last Con-
gress, he said after 10 months of the FBI’s investigation they didn’t
have a thing.

Comey gets fired on May 9, 2017. Eight days later, Bob Mueller
gets hired and we get 2 years of the Mueller investigation—19 law-
yers, 40 agents, 500 warrants, 2,800 subpoenas, but zero collusion.

But Democrats don’t care about the facts, and they are never
going to stop. The whistleblower’s lawyer said 10 days after the
President was sworn in: Coup has started, impeachment to follow.
Sixteen Democrats on this committee voted to move forward with
impeachment before Bob Mueller ever sat in front of this com-
mittee and testified, before President Trump and President
Zelensky ever had their call.
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They are never going to stop with their attacks because they
can’t stand the fact that President Trump is actually draining the
swamp and doing what he said he would do, and most importantly,
getting results: taxes cut, regulations reduced, economy growing at
an unbelievable pace, lowest unemployment in 50 years, Gorsuch
and Kavanaugh on the Court, out of the Iran deal, embassy in Je-
rusalem, hostages home from North Korea, and, oh, by the way a
new NAFTA agreement coming any day now.

They can’t stand it, and they are never going to stop. And it is
not just because they don’t like the President. It is not just because
they don’t like the President. They don’t like us. They don’t like the
63 million people who voted for this President, all of us in flyover
country, all of us common folk in Ohio, Wisconsin, Tennessee, and
Texas. They don’t like us.

How about what Ms. Karlan said last week sitting right there,
a Democrat professor who came in here and told us what she be-
lieves: Liberals tend to cluster; conservatives spread out because
they don’t even want to be around themselves.

How about our colleague, Maxine Waters, June of 2018, when
she said this: And if you see anybody from that Cabinet in a res-
taurant, in a department store, at a gasoline station, you get out
and you create a crowd and you push back on them and you tell
them they are not welcome anymore, anywhere. That is scary.

How about Peter Strzok, the guy who ran the Clinton investiga-
tion, the guy who ran the Trump-Russia investigation, the deputy
head of counterintelligence who was fired when he said this: Went
to a southern Virginia Wal-Mart. I can smell the Trump support.

They don’t like us. That is what this is about. They don’t like the
President. They don’t like the President’s supporters. And they dis-
like us so much they are willing to weaponize the government. A
few years ago it was the IRS. More recently, it was the FBI. And
now it is the impeachment power of Congress, going after 63 mil-
lion people and the guy we put in the White House.

Think about what Chairman Schiff did last week. He released
the phone records of the President’s personal lawyer, he released
the phone records of a member of the press, and he released the
phone records of a Republican Member of Congress.

This is scary stuff. This is scary stuff, what they are doing. And,
frankly, it is dangerous for our country. It is not healthy for our
country.

And we should all remember what Emmet Flood told us, the
President’s lawyer, what he told us this past spring when the
Mueller report first came out: It would be well to remember that
what can be done to a President can be done to any of us.

This is scary stuff and serious stuff, and I hope you guys will re-
consider and stop it while you can.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Deutch.

Mr. DEUTCH. I have been worried about the impact of President
Trump’s attacks against our democracy and how they are felt by
my kids, and how they are felt by our kids, by a younger genera-
tion that is just beginning to vote, that is just beginning to lead.
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And so I asked my kids on our family group text what they
thought at this moment. And they responded almost immediately,
and they told me what they were feeling and what their friends
were feeling. And they confirmed the worst: Their faith in our de-
mocracy is shaken.

One of my kids said: Trump has made me feel like our country
is failing. He has taken away America’s common sense. Another
said: If our democracy is fragile enough to be manipulated by the
President, then I worry for our future as a country.

Why is our democracy so fragile? Well, the President smears the
press as the enemy of the people. He attacks verifiable facts and
calls them fake news. He attacks his opponents in the ugliest and
the most hateful ways. He degrades diplomats and he lashes out
at law enforcement. He questions the patriotism of those who have
bled on our battlefields.

He questions America’s leadership in the world. He believes Rus-
sia over our intelligence community, Russia over our NATO allies,
Russia over Ukraine.

All these things break long-held American positions of leadership
in the world, and they will all be a part of the next election. But
we are here at this moment to protect that election.

The President’s ongoing attacks on the 2020 elections and his ef-
fort to cover it up, that is why we are here tonight, the President’s
abuses of power to cheat America’s voters and threaten our na-
tional security. He welcomed Russian interference in the 2016 elec-
tion. He solicited interference by Ukraine and by China in our 2020
election.

The ongoing pattern of this President’s abuse of power, his ob-
struction of investigations, refusing to turn over even one docu-
ment, that is what requires us to act now.

This is a moment that the President has forced upon us. These
are the high crimes that violate the supreme law of our Nation, the
Constitution of the United States.

When my kids were younger we taught them to tell the truth.
We all teach our kids to tell the truth. If you have got nothing to
hide, honesty is the clearest path to putting trouble behind you.
You know that is true. Everyone does.

If the President had not abused his power, if everything he did
was truly perfect, he would have asked—no, he would have de-
manded that everyone who works for him come forward and tell
the truth and bring all of their documents with them, let them
speak, let them all speak.

But instead of ordering his staff to tell the truth, he silenced
them. What message does that send the next generation of Amer-
ican voters, the next generation of American leaders? The Presi-
dent violated his oath of office to defend and protect the Constitu-
tion.

We cannot allow our children to believe that the abuse of power
by the strongest leader in our country is acceptable or that it is
normal.

Yesterday, my daughter sent another text. She said: It feels like
we are losing the battle to get people to care about democracy. I
am worried we won’t be able to fix it.
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President Trump’s violations threaten to break the foundation of
our democracy. Impeachment, and removal from office, is the only
way to fix it.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. GOHMERT. Point of order.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his point of order.

Mr. GOHMERT. We started this proceeding tonight, and we on the
minority side do not have the current amendment in the nature of
a substitute to H. Res. 755, because the one we have says the
abuse of power is Article I and the other is obstruction of Congress.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman——

Mr. GOHMERT. And we keep hearing about crimes.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman——

Mr. GOHMERT. We should be able to have the amendment that
includes the crimes you are talking about.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. That is not a
point of order.

Mr. Buck.

Mr. Buck. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

How will history judge this impeachment? I believe the American
people will remember this impeachment effort unkindly, instead re-
membering Democrats have been resisting and looking for an ex-
cuse to impeach this President since the day he was elected.

There were false charges that pro-Trump Russians had shut
down the power grids in Vermont. A frivolous lawsuit was filed
claiming voting machines were rigged in three States. More than
50 House Democrats boycotted President Trump’s swearing-in cere-
mony, including the chairman of this committee.

The Washington Post ran an article titled, “The Campaign to Im-
peach President Trump Has Begun,” on January 17, 2017. Strange-
ly enough, the article was posted at 12:19 p.m. while the inaugural
ceremonies were still happening. The ACLU’s executive director
stated, “We think that President Trump will be in violation of the
Constitution and Federal statutes on day one.”

Then the genre of assassination and personal harm began with
Kathy Griffin posing with a model of Trump’s severed head. And
actor Robert De Niro using his Tony Award’s speech to say: Eff
Trump. I would like to punch him in the face.

Then came the efforts to impeach based on the Emoluments
Clause and calls to remove President Trump under the 25th
amendment due to insanity. Then bureaucrats and President
Obama’s holdover appointees began to run roughshod on the Con-
stitution by resisting from within the administration.

On March 21, 2017, Representative Maxine Waters tweeted, “Get
ready for impeachment.” March 21, 2017.

On May 16, 2017, a Representative from this committee became
the second Member of the House to raise the topic of future im-
peachment proceedings.

Representatives Brad Sherman and Al Green introduced the
Democrats’ first impeachment resolution for obstruction of justice
and Russian interference in July of 2017.

Representative Cohen, then the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on the Constitution and Civil Justice, introduced five



22

Articles of Impeachment against President Trump in November of
2017. Representative Tlaib said, “We are going to impeach the
blank,” during a January 3, 2019, swearing-in ceremony.

What about May 6, 2019, when Representative Al Green said: I
am concerned that if we don’t impeach this President, he will get
reelected.

Then Democrats cannot let go of the Russian collusion story,
even after Special Counsel Robert Mueller stated in his report that
the Trump campaign did not coordinate with Russia.

In fact, when Representative Green forced a vote, 95 colleagues
of ours voted in favor of proceeding to impeachment on July 17,
2019. Sixteen of our Democratic colleagues on this committee voted
for that.

It is clear that my Democrat colleagues have prejudged this case.
They have ignored the President’s right to assert executive privi-
lege, asserting that a court case to determine the bounds of the
President’s privilege will take too long to serve justice to the Amer-
ican people.

Democrats are so righteous in their belief that President Trump
must be impeached that they ignore plain facts.

Professor Turley was right when he said this impeachment,
quote, “will be the shortest investigation, producing the thinnest
record of wrongdoing, for the narrowest impeachment in history,”
end of quote.

At the end of the day, I want to invoke the words of my colleague
from the Rules Committee, Congressman Alcee Hastings, who said
during one debate with the majority’s efforts—that the majority’s
efforts would backfire. He said: “You will lose. This will cost you
the majority next year, and some of you aren’t going to be here in
the next Congress. I hope you have had your fun.”

Well, I tell my colleagues, go ahead, vote to impeach President
Trump tomorrow. But when you walk out of this hearing room, call
your freshman colleagues and tell them they are not coming back
and you hope they have had their fun. Say goodbye to your major-
ity status. And please join us in January of 2021 when President
Trump is inaugurated again.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Bass.

Ms. BAss. Mr. Chairman, this is a sad day in U.S. history when
we have to vote on Articles of Impeachment because Donald Trump
has abused the power of the Office of the Presidency in his attempt
to cheat his way to reelection.

This evening we will begin the process because of the
uncontested facts. President Trump directed military aid approved
by Congress be withheld until a vulnerable ally publicly announced
an investigation of the President’s top opponent in the upcoming
election.

Fortunately, he was caught in the act by a brave patriot who
took the risk of anonymously reporting, and military assistance
was finally released. However, during the 8 weeks that President
Trump withheld military aid from our ally, at least 13 Ukrainians
died in the field.
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Now, I know Ukraine is far away and it might be difficult to
imagine how and why this country should be of any concern to us
here. In part, it is a matter of us honoring our commitments.

But it is more than that. When countries are unstable, they can
collapse, become failed states, and can be taken over by govern-
ments hostile to the U.S. or become fertile ground for terrorist or-
ganizations.

The President comprised our national security for his personal
gain when military assistance was withheld from Ukraine that left
this country vulnerable to a neighbor that had already invaded its
territory.

As a member of the Foreign Affairs Committee, I regularly meet
with heads of state, and I often have to apologize for some embar-
rassing statement or tweet the President has made.

Since the Ukraine scandal, I have faced questions from leaders
around the world. They ask: What is going on here? Where does
the U.S. stand in regard to past commitments? Is this Presidency
just an anomaly, or has the U.S. Presidency been permanently di-
minished, weakened, corrupted? Has something fundamentally
changed in the U.S.?

The world is watching how we handle this crisis. There are many
nations attempting to reestablish or create democratic governments
after decades of autocratic or corrupt rule, and they are looking to
the United States.

When Members of Congress travel on congressional delegations,
we emphasize the importance of adhering to the rule of law. We en-
courage leaders to conduct free, fair, and transparent elections that
are supported by and accountable to their citizens.

Now, Members of Congress have to acknowledge the challenges
we face in our country, but we explain that because of the U.S.
Constitution and Bill of Rights, when efforts are made to restrict
and limit the right to vote, we are free to speak out and challenge
our government. We preach good governance and transparency. We
insist that countries fight corruption.

And one of the best ways to counter abuse is to encourage people
to come forward and report, but to ensure that when people do
come forward they are protected and remain anonymous. We ex-
plain that in the U.S. there are specific laws that protect people
who come forward.

Congressional delegations come and go, but there are thousands
of Federal employees who live and work around the world from the
State Department, USAID. These patriots work in difficult condi-
tions.

What message does it send around the world when they see the
President and his supporters attack and attempt to reveal the iden-
tity of the patriot who took the risk that exposed Trump’s abuse
of his Presidency, his abuse of power?

What message does it send when the world witnesses the Presi-
dent and his supporters denigrate, disrespect, and via Twitter har-
ass a patriot while she was testifying in public?

He has compromised their ability to fight for our values and de-
mocracy. This is another example of why the actions of this Presi-
dent threatens U.S. national security.
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The President’s defenders shout, coup, hoax, and demonstrate
their 150 percent loyalty to the President while off the record ac-
knowledge his wrongdoing. People from around the world under-
stand this as autocratic behavior. They know if they step out of line
they might lose their lives, or in this instance, they might lose
their election.

The President has forbidden everyone in the administration from
cooperating even when subpoenaed, leaving the only tool available
to us impeachment.

This is not a coup, and it is irresponsible to label a constitutional
process a coup. It is the responsibility of this committee to follow
the Constitution.

The world is waiting to see if we will hold ourselves to the demo-
cratic principles we insist that others uphold. Will we demonstrate
our ability to peacefully hold our leaders accountable?

We have an opportunity to show the world how a mature democ-
racy handles a crisis. We have an opportunity to show the world
that our democracy remains strong and it is this President that is
an anomaly. We have an opportunity to demonstrate to the world
and in the United States no one is above the law, including Presi-
dent Trump.

This is why we must adopt Articles of Impeachment and take the
first step toward relieving our Nation and the world of this Presi-
dency.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Ratcliffe.

Mr. RATCLIFFE. I thank the chair.

Article I, section 2, clause 5 of the Constitution gives the House
of Representatives the sole power of impeachment. The Constitu-
tion authorizes impeachment only on the basis of treason, bribery,
or other high crimes and misdemeanors. That is the express cri-
teria. Those are the only constitutional grounds we have to act
upon.

Today we are marking up two Articles of Impeachment, abuse of
power and obstruction of Congress. Nowhere does the Constitution
mention either one. Neither meets the written criteria set forth by
the Founders. Neither one has ever been sustained as the basis for
impeachment.

Which explains why I had two Members of Congress, one Repub-
lican and one Democrat, approach me on the floor yesterday to ask
me exactly what obstruction of Congress means. They asked be-
cause they had never heard of it before.

We are marking up Articles of Impeachment for offenses that
aren’t crimes, that some Members of Congress have never heard of
before, much less know what it means.

The Democrats keep repeating over and over again: The Presi-
dent is not above the law. I have said it before, the President is
not above the law, but he damn sure shouldn’t be below it either.
I have said it before because Democrats have tried this before.

During the Mueller hearing Democrats said repeatedly, emphati-
cally, unequivocally that Donald Trump must be impeached for ob-
struction of justice. That was until they heard the special counsel
admit to me that his obstruction of justice analysis was done under
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a one-of-a-kind, never before used by the Department of Justice
legal standard that inverted a presumption of innocence to a pre-
sumption of guilt.

Now the Democrats are taking it one step further. Instead of cre-
ating legal standards out of thin air, they are creating impeachable
offenses out of thin air. Whatever happened to quid pro quo, extor-
tion, and bribery? The Democrats have been telling us, it was clear,
the facts were undisputed, the evidence was overwhelming. Except
it wasn’t any of those things and now it is all gone.

Instead they have reached in to the grab bag for a nebulous
abuse of power accusation that legal scholars admit is not a crime.

And now Democrats say the President obstructed Congress in its
investigation into an alleged quid pro quo extortion bribery scheme
that they now have to concede never existed in the first place.

Gee, where have I heard that before? I remember, it was when
my same colleagues across the aisle first falsely accused the Presi-
dent of collusion and conspiracy with Russia. And when that fell
apart, they accused him of obstructing justice into their investiga-
tion of false conspiracy and collusion allegations.

Every time Democrats get caught trying to frame this President
with some crime he didn’t commit, they follow up by accusing him
of obstructing their efforts to frame him for the things that he
never did in the first place.

I would like to say you can’t make this stuff up, but it is all made
up.
I have got to concede, though, to my colleagues, you all move
fast. The day after we watched the Russian conspiracy and obstruc-
tion of justice claims from the special counsel go down like the
Hindenberg, the next frame job started with a phone call where the
only two people on the call both said it was a great call and none
of the things that the Democrats allege happened.

But I will admit, this time it is hard to blame some of my col-
leagues on this committee for doing too much this time around. I
concede that because the once-respected House dJudiciary Com-
mittee with jurisdiction over the Constitution and impeachment
was humiliatingly excluded until the bitter end from participating
at all in matters involving the Constitution and impeachment.

One week. History will reflect that the House Judiciary Commit-
tee’s involvement in the impeachment of President Donald J.
Trump started with a hearing on Wednesday, December 4, and
ended with a markup that started 7 days later on Wednesday, De-
cember 11. How does that sound for fairness? How does that sound
for due process?

The Founders warned and feared that today might come. Alex-
ander Hamilton said the greatest danger of impeachment would be
depriving a President of due process. The greatest danger, Ham-
ilton said, would be if impeachment was used politically by a party
that had the most votes in the House instead of being used on the
basis of guilt or innocence for specified crimes under the Constitu-
tion.

And today the committee of jurisdiction, after only 1 week, is
marking up a bill to impeach a President for crimes that aren’t
specified under the Constitution by the party that has the most
votes in the House and pledged to impeach him from the first day
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of his Presidency. Today’s Democrats are the Founders’ worst
nightmare come true.

Right now, I imagine most Americans are thinking: If only we
could impeach them. To those Americans, I say: You can, next No-
vember.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Richmond.

Mr. RiIcHMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

President Trump, on January 20, 2017, you raised your hand and
swore to preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution. Now we
must preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution from you.

Donald Trump once bragged he could shoot someone on 5th Ave-
nue and get away with it. Well, he is shooting holes in our Con-
stitution on Pennsylvania Avenue. We can’t let him get away with
it.

The Constitution was written and signed over 232 years ago.
Since then, we have elected 45 Presidents. In all that time only
four occasions has the House of Representatives considered Articles
of Impeachment. So I do not take this lightly. I take it seriously.
I take it very, very seriously.

I have heard Republicans say: Why are we rushing to judgment?
This is not a rush to judgment. It is a rush to justice. And we must
not delay. Corruption is corrosive. It eats away like acid. And the
longer we wait the more time we allow for this President to do ir-
reparable damage to our country and our democracy.

My Lord, just last week the President’s political crony, Rudy
Giuliani, was back at it in Ukraine—Ukraine—continuing to create
new conspiracy theories. So, please, don’t tell us to wait, because
the corruption continues.

In trying times like this, many people in this room look for guid-
ance in Scripture. Look no further than the story of Esther. Esther
summoned the courage to stand up to the king and speak truth to
power. Under threat of execution, she refused to hide, saying: “If
I parish, I parish.” She was willing to lose her life to save her peo-
ple, and some people in this room aren’t willing to lose an election
to save our democracy.

The truth is staring us in our face. President Trump sent roughly
$250 million in military aid to Ukraine in 2017. No problem. He
sent nearly $300 million in military aid in 2018. No problem. So
what was the problem in 2019? He was behind in the polls to Joe
Biden. Even FOX News polls showed he was losing. He panicked
and he concocted this outlandish, corrupt conspiracy.

He withheld congressionally approved military aid for Ukraine
until Ukraine agreed to do him a personal favor, and that personal
favor was to announce a bogus investigation against the very per-
son beating him in the polls.

You don’t need Sherlock Holmes to figure this one out. We have
the evidence. The transcript of the call is a crystal clear confession.

His chief of staff, co-conspirator admitted to it in the White
House press briefing room. We have hours of testimony from State
Department witnesses, confessions, admissions, witnesses, video.
We have everything but DNA. What else do you need? You need
the courage of Esther.



27

The Constitution does vest the President with certain powers,
but not the power to lie, not the power to obstruct, not the power
to cheat our democracy, not the power to threaten our national se-
curity.

There is no question that the President has abused his power. If
we allow this, look the other way, say it is just politics, what are
we telling other nations about the rule of law? What are we saying
about our democracy? What are we showing our children if we
cower to a bully with a bully pulpit?

During the darkest days of the revolution, Thomas Paine wrote:
“These are the times that try men’s souls. The summer soldier and
the sunshine patriot will, in this crisis, shrink from the service of
their country.”

To my Republican colleagues, fighting when it is comfortable is
easy. Running and hiding is easy. But it doesn’t leave a legacy.
How do you want to be remembered during this watershed moment
in our Nation’s history? I ask my Republican colleagues, will you
stand with President Trump and allow your legacy to be tied to his
actions? If the tables were turned, do you think he would stand
with you?

And let me conclude by reminding the members of this com-
mittee, on both sides of the aisle, we each took an oath as well. We
solemnly swore that when the time came we would, and I quote,
support and defend the Constitution of the United States against
all enemies, foreign and domestic; that we would bear true faith
and allegiance to the same; and that we take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion.

Members of this committee, Members of this House, that time
has come. The time has come to be the winter soldier. The time has
come to show the courage of Esther.

And with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mrs. Roby.

Mrs. RoBY. I have made clear how woefully incomplete this proc-
ess has been, how the minority’s rights to a hearing have been
completely disregarded, how no fact witnesses were called before
us, and how staff questioning staff to get the truth was bizarre.

No matter what any member on this side says here tonight, the
majority will unanimously vote to send these Articles of Impeach-
ment to the House floor. However, I have a duty to continue to
point out how flawed this process has been.

All Members of Congress are required to take an oath of office
at the beginning of every Congress. By taking this oath we swear
above all else to defend the Constitution of the United States.

I have the distinct honor to represent the hardworking people of
southeast Alabama. They have placed their trust in me to rep-
resent their values and be their voice here in Congress.

This revered and longstanding oath serves as a guiding principle
for every decision I make as a Member of Congress.

For the record, let me be clear: I believe in the rule of law. I be-
lieve that no person is above the law. I believe process is vital to
this very institution. I have stated time and time again before this
committee, process matters. Without abiding by a framework that
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adheres to our constitution, we are charting a course that does not
follow our country’s founding principles.

Whether you identify as a Republican, a Democrat, or inde-
pendent, whether you agree or disagree with the President’s poli-
cies, whether you like or even dislike a President, the American
people should feel cheated by what has taken place here.

We sit here tonight without all the facts of the case because the
majority decided to conduct an incomplete and inadequate pursuit
of the truth. Many questions remain.

With the consequential decision of impeaching a President, it is
our right and duty to the citizens of this country to properly use
the powers of congressional oversight to adjudicate impasses
through the courts and arrive at actual undisputed facts of a case
that all Americans, regardless of ideology, can agree are truthful
and honest.

In the impeachment proceedings of President Nixon, the under-
lying facts were undisputed. In the impeachment proceedings of
President Clinton, the underlying facts were also undisputed.

Here before us tonight that is not the case. The Articles of Im-
peachment before us in this committee do not meet the necessary
requirements nor have they followed an exhaustive pursuit to even
find out all of the facts of the case. Therefore, the bar to impeach
a sitting President of the United States has not been met.

For the sake of our country and for the future trajectory of this
body, I implore my colleagues to take a hard look at the course of
this investigation. It has severely discounted the tenets of our
democratic system.

Tomorrow we write history, a history that cannot be undone. A
dangerous precedent will be set for future majorities of this body.

The American people deserve a process that puts politics aside.
The American people deserve a process that is led by our promise
to protect and defend the Constitution. The American people sim-
ply deserve better.

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield the remain-
der of my time to Mr. Collins.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you for yielding.

I just want to repeat. We are in an interesting situation. We can
make up facts or we can not make up facts. But there is one fact
that needs to be refuted, and that is the idea that lives were lost
during the pause.

And Under Secretary Hale testified that funds were prospective
in this. In fact, on page 85 of his testimony, he said: Bear this in
mind, this is future assistance. This is not to keep the Army going
now. It is to help them in the future.

And so to be careless with the facts on primetime, to say that
people’s lives were lost in this, is just categorically wrong. If we ac-
tually had a chance to actually go to lessons of the testimony, we
would actually see that in the testimony of Under Secretary Hale
as we go forward.

Again, it is amazing to me, some people are saying you don’t at-
tack the substance. We attack the substance. It is real simple. They
got the aid. They didn’t do anything to get it. And we are attacking
the fact that there is no way for us to even have talked about this
because this process has been such a rushed process.
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But that is something that is just not right to say, and when no
one else can check it, when actually Professor Hale said it, and he
said that was prospective, not now. Those were not losing any lives
on money that was not yet there.

So with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Jeffries.

Mr. JEFFRIES. George Washington in his farewell address to the
Nation counseled America that the Constitution is sacredly obliga-
tory upon all. It is in that spirit that we proceed today.

The impeachment of a President is a solemn responsibility that
we undertake prayerfully. Scripture says in the Book of Psalms:
“For the Lord loves justice and will not abandon his faithful ones.”
We undertake this responsibility prayerfully.

We do not take this step to divide, though some will cynically
argue that the impeachment of this President will further divide an
already fractured Union. But there is a difference between division
and clarification.

Slavery once divided the Nation, but emancipators rose up to
clarify that all men are created equally.

Suffrage once divided the Nation, but women rose up to clarify
that all voices must be heard in our democracy.

Jim Crow once divided the Nation, but civil rights champions
rose up to clarify that all are entitled to equal protection under the
law.

We do not take this step to divide. And at this moment, this com-
mittee can rise up to clarify that under the Constitution, here in
America, no one is above the law.

There are some who have asked: Why should it matter that Don-
ald Trump pressured a foreign government to target an American
citizen for political gain and at the same time withheld, without
justification, $391 million in military aid from a vulnerable
Ukraine that remains at war with Russian-backed separatists in
the east? Why should it matter?

Perhaps Ronald Reagan posited the best answer when he deliv-
ered a speech at the foot of the Berlin Wall in 1987 and stated:
“East and West do not mistrust each other because we are armed.
We are armed because we mistrust each other. And our differences
are not about weapons, but about liberty.” That is at the heart of
the Trump-Ukraine scandal: liberty, national security, abuse of
power.

America is the leader of the free world. We play that role because
it is in the best interest of the national security of the United
States. We play that role because we believe in liberty and justice
for all. We play that role because freedom is in our DNA, freedom
from oppression, freedom from tyranny, freedom from abuse of
power. Freedom is in our DNA.

What role should this committee play in defending freedom? The
House is a separate and coequal branch of government. We don’t
work for this President or any President. We work for the Amer-
ican people.

We have a constitutional responsibility to serve as a check and
balance on an out-of-control executive branch. That is not the
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Democratic Party playbook. That is the playbook in a democratic
republic.

James Madison once wrote in Federalist 51 that the House
should serve as a rival to the executive branch. Why would Madi-
son use the word “rival”? It is because the Framers of the Constitu-
tion did not want a king, they did not want a monarch, they did
not want a dictator. They wanted a democracy.

The House Judiciary Committee must defend our democracy be-
cause in America no one is above the law, not even the President
of the United States.

We must hold this President accountable for his stunning abuse
of power. We must hold this President accountable for undermining
America’s national security. We must hold this President account-
able for corrupting our democracy. We must impeach this Presi-
dent.

We can’t stop. We won’t stop. The Constitution is sacredly obliga-
tory upon all.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Gaetz.

Mr. GAETZ. House Democrats aren’t clarifying that no one is
above the law. They are just clarifying that none of them are above
partisanship and politics.

This is the quickest, thinnest, weakest, most partisan impeach-
ment in all of American Presidential history. And for all the radical
left’s attacks on the President’s honesty, it is their lies that con-
tinue to fuel this scorched-earth strategy of impeachment.

When a member of this committee said that President Trump
was an agent of the Russian Government engaged in a criminal
conspiracy with the Russians, he lied. Needing a new way to un-
dermine our President, the Democrats said he obstructed justice.
But they couldn’t make the case, they didn’t have the facts, and
there are no obstruction of justice articles in this impeachment.

So needing another new distraction Chairman Schiff announced
a whistleblower. He said we would hear from this person about bad
Presidential conduct. Some in the media reported on the whistle-
blower, raising serious concerns about political bias and proper mo-
tivation and scandalous coordination with a political hit job aligned
with none other than the operatives of Chairman Adam Schiff.

With public opinion turning against impeachment, the Demo-
crats scurried to assemble focus groups and commission polls. They
learned that accusing the President of bribery would be good poli-
tics.

While Democrat House Members are willing to follow the pundits
and consultants, the evidence and the witnesses were not. Even
their seemingly most anti-Trump witness, Lieutenant Colonel
Vindman, said: I was never involved in anything that I would con-
sider bribery or extortion. Lo and behold, there are now no bribery
articles in this impeachment. Another lie.

But the biggest lie of all was that House Democrats would not
put our beautiful Nation through a partisan impeachment. Speaker
Pelosi said there must be evidence that is compelling and bipar-
tisan. Chairman Nadler said impeachment should not be partisan.
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And tonight they stubbornly defy the standard that they set for
themselves.

Not only has this weak case failed to convince the President’s
supporters to abandon him, they can’t even convince the Presi-
dent’s congressional critics to go along with this sham. Democrats
Jeff Van Drew and Collin Peterson don’t support the President, but
they don’t support this hot garbage impeachment either.

Congressman Will Hurd is a critic of the President, and he told
you the truth: This is not impeachable.

After years of pointless and endless investigations against the
President, this witch hunt is no longer simply troublesome. It has
become deeply and excruciatingly tiresome. It is time to move on.
The American people hate this, and it is making some of them hate
us.
This is nothing more than the sloppy, straight-to-DVD Ukrainian
sequel to the failed Russia hoax. If it seems like you have seen this
movie before, it is because you have.

And we know how the cycle goes. Last night CNN or MSNBC’s
promised smoking gun turns into today’s disappointing nothing-
burger. It is like Democrats forgot they are trying to impeach
President Trump for delivering military aid that President Obama
himself withheld.

And so now with no crime, no victim, House Democrats impeach
because they have no agenda for America.

Impeachment has become reflexive for Democrats. It is what they
have wanted all along. Impeachment is their passion, their drug,
their all-consuming ambition and obsession. It has been since the
m%nf{ent they stopped crying at the Hillary Clinton election night
sob-fest.

They say President Trump abused his power—a sad, low-energy
placeholder for an actual impeachable offense. President Trump’s
true crime in their eyes was winning the 2016 election against all
odds and against the establishment of both parties.

The only relevant quid pro quo is the American people’s decision
to send President Trump to the White House in exchange for
Trump’s commitment to support our workers, restore our economy,
defend our troops, and drain the swamp.

How dare they accuse President Trump of abusing his power
when they have released the phone records of journalists and Con-
gressmen, contrived a kangaroo court, and subjected this adminis-
tration to more harassment than any other in American history?
They are the sorest of sore losers.

The second article accuses President Trump of obstructing Con-
gress? If obstruction in Congress is an impeachable offense, maybe
we best impeach ourselves, for this fact-free impeachment has ob-
structed progress on a budget, on border security, on an infrastruc-
ture plan, and on economic reforms that will put America and the
American people first.

The American people know what this is really about. It is not
about Ukraine. It is not about Russia. It is not about the Demo-
crats nosiness into the executive decisionmaking process. It is
about the election.

And so to the America First movement: We will face this illegit-
imate impeachment with our heads high, our facts straight, and
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our commitment to our transformational President deeply intensi-
fied. We will see you on the field in 2020.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Cicilline.

Mr. CiciLLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Since our Founders ratified the Constitution in 1788, the Presi-
dent of the United States has had a duty to advance our national
interests, not his own personal or political interests.

Two hundred and 20 years later a Congressman on this com-
mittee said, and I quote: “This business of high crimes and mis-
demeanors goes to the question of whether or not the person serv-
ing as President of the United States put their own interests, their
personal interests, ahead of public service,” end quote.

The Congressman who said that was Mike Pence and he was ex-
actly right. Impeachable offenses, as Alexander Hamilton explained
are, and I quote, “abuses of public trust, injuries done to society
itself,” end quote. High crimes, in other words, are abuses of power
committed against the people. This is exactly what President
Trump has done.

And yet, I have to admit, I think the President’s distractions are
working, because most folks are probably sitting at home thinking:
What in the world has any of this got to do with me? How does
stopping foreign aid to Ukraine actually affect my life?

That is why with my time I want to take a step back and remind
everybody in this body and everyone watching at home what this
is really about: President Donald J. Trump wielded the enormous
powers of the Presidency to cheat in the 2020 election.

Specifically, he used our Nation’s leverage over an ally, under-
mining our national security, to try to smear the opponent he
feared most in the general election. That wasn’t an attack on Vice
President Biden. It was an attack on our democracy.

And if we don’t hold the President accountable for it, we will set
a catastrophic precedent. Any time a future President is afraid of
losing reelection, they will feel entitled to do whatever it takes to
win even if they have to abuse their power to do it.

If we set that precedent, if we decide the President is above the
law, then we will no longer live in a democracy. We will live in a
dictatorship, trading the values of Madison for the values of Mos-
cow.

That is why this should matter to every single person watching
tonight, because if the President gets away with trying to cheat in
the 21020 election he will no longer be responsive to the will of the
people.

That means he could launch wars, sending young people into
harm’s way without worrying about facing repercussions at the bal-
lot box. He can continue to separate children from their parents
and lock them in cages without worrying about public outrage. He
could take away your healthcare, pocket your tax dollars, do what-
ever he wants.

If the President can cheat to win reelection, the people lose their
voice, and he is no longer a President. He is a king.

I am proud to represent the great State of Rhode Island, the very
first State, that said enough to King George III. And once again,
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I am here on behalf of my State to say enough. In America we don’t
bow to the President, because he works for us, we the people.

But here is the thing: The people don’t vote on impeachment.
Congress does.

So before I close, I want to speak directly to my Republican
friends: Wake up. Stop thinking about running for reelection. Stop
worrying about being primaried. Stop deflecting and distracting
and treating those you represent as if they don’t see what is going
on, like they are not smart enough to realize that you are willfully
ignoring the facts to protect a corrupt and dangerous President.

Do what you were elected to do. You didn’t swear an oath to Don-
ald Trump. You swore an oath to protect and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States. Honor that oath. Reach deep within your-
selves to find the courage to do what the evidence requires and the
Constitution demands: to put our country above your party.

All you have to do is look at the evidence before you, because it
will leave you with only one answer: This President must be im-
peached. For our democracy, for our Constitution, for the people
you represent, and for all that will inherit our country from us, I
pray you will do the right thing. And despite everything that has
happened these past few months, I still have hope in my heart that
you will.

And with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Johnson.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate that, Mr. Cicilline. And I was going to make a re-
quest of my colleagues and friends on the other side as well to put
country over party also. We are looking at this same set of facts
with two totally different ways.

Look, the Founders of this country warned against a single-party
impeachment. You know why? You guys know why. Because they
feared it would bitterly and perhaps irreparably divide our Nation.

In years past, that risk was openly acknowledged by the very
Democrats who are leading this single-party impeachment charade
today. Some of you are famously quoted in saying so.

Our radical liberal colleagues have vowed to impeach President
Donald J. Trump since the day of his election. They have des-
perately created a fraudulent, unprecedented process to pursue
that goal, and now they are pulling the trigger on what was de-
scribed by Professor Turley in his expert testimony here just sev-
eral days ago as, quote, “the shortest proceeding, with the thinnest
evidentiary record and the narrowest grounds ever used to impeach
an American President.”

We have called this impeachment a sham because we just simply
don’t have a better way to describe it. House Democrats have been
working to impeach Donald Trump since the very beginning. They
introduced four separate impeachment resolutions while they were
in the minority in 2017 and 2018, and a new resolution on Janu-
ary—in January 2019, right when they took the majority.

In all, as many as 95 House Democrats—listen—95 of them, in-
cluding 16 of the 24 Democrats sitting on the other side of the
room in this committee, have already voted to proceed with im-
peachment, and they did it well before the famous phone call be-
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tween Presidents Trump and Zelensky that took place in July of
2019.

Although every previous U.S. President has made unpopular de-
cisions and even at times infuriated his political opponents, im-
peachments are, for good reason and by specific design, exceedingly
rare. In the 243-year history of our Nation, only two previous
Presidents, Andrew Johnson in 1868 and Bill Clinton in 1998, have
been impeached by the House. Richard Nixon, of course, resigned
to avoid it.

In each of those three previous impeachments evidence clearly
established that specific criminal acts were committed, and that is
not the case here.

The language of the Constitution in Article II, section 4 shows
the inherent weakness of the current case. And you have got to
look at these details, because Democrats found no evidence of trea-
son or bribery or any high crime or misdemeanor against President
Trump.

But of course they had already promised his impeachment to
their liberal base. So they felt they had no choice. They felt they
had to default. And what did they come up with, these two amor-
phous articles. We have got abuse of power and obstruction of Con-
gress.

Abuse of power is a noncriminal act. It is significant that Demo-
crats made this their first article in their document. As Professor
Turley testified in January, the country has never impeached a
President solely or largely on the basis of a noncriminal abuse of
power allegation because it is so amorphous. It is debatable. It is
very subjective.

In this case there has to be, he said, clear and unequivocal proof
of a quid pro quo. That does not exist here.

Democrats know there is zero direct evidence in the record of
these proceedings to prove their case, and it is rather shocking that
they built their impeachment articles on mere hearsay, speculation,
and conjecture that wouldn’t even be admissible in your local traf-
fic court.

Democrats include bold allegations that are completely unsup-
ported by the evidentiary record. For example, Article I alleges cor-
rupt purposes or intent at least eight times but presents zero proof
for the claim.

There is also zero proof that, for example, President Trump was
pursuing personal benefit or ignored or injured the interest of the
country. To the contrary, the record is clear he was doing exactly
the opposite.

There are four indisputable facts in the record today that clearly
destroy this case. Both President Trump and President Zelensky
say there was no pressure exerted. The July 25 call transcript
shows no conditionality between aid funding and an investigation.
Ukraine was not aware that aid was delayed when the President
spoke. And Ukraine never opened an investigation but still re-
ceived aid and a meeting with President.

The real abuse of power here is on the part of the House Demo-
crats as they have recklessly pursued this impeachment, and they
have done so at the detriment of our rules, our procedures, and our
constitutionally guaranteed due process.
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There is no way that they have obstructed Congress here—or
they have a legitimate claim to that—because that is what every
President has done in the modern era. All the President did was
assert a legitimate executive privilege and immunity to avoid sub-
poenas to various White House officials, but that has always been
resolved in the third branch of government, in the courts.

They don’t have time for that because they are afraid that Don-
ald Trump is going to get reelected, and, in fact, that he may get
reelected by an even larger margin.

They can’t stand this President. They bristle at literally every-
thing he does. But in our system Congress doesn’t get to remove
a President just because they don’t like him. They don’t get to ig-
nore the Constitution just because they abhor his policies, his staff
members, or his manner of speaking.

When the rule of law in our system rules we all do better, and
it has to be followed, defended, and preserved. I pray that we can
still do that when this charade is over and after this dangerous
precedent is set for the future of this blessed Nation. I would say
this again as I did in the last hearing: God help us.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Swalwell.

Mr. SWALWELL. When I was 5 my dad was the police chief of
Algona, Iowa. He was and still is a law and order guy, everything
by the book.

So that year when the county fair was going on and the fire chief
called him and told him that cars were parked illegally in the fire
lane, it wasn’t a close call for my dad. He knew what to do.

Trouble was, the owners of those cars were the mayor and a few
council members who believed that their titles allowed them to
park wherever they wanted.

My dad warned that they were compromising the safety of other
fairgoers and that they must move. They just laughed at my dad
and kept their cars there.

And my dad stuck to his guns, and at the next city council meet-
ing he was summoned by the mayor and told he was to fix the tick-
ets or be fired.

My dad believed no one was above the law and held firm. He lost
his job, and we packed up our little family and moved west.

It was my first lesson in politics: abuse of power and executive
arrogance. And watching these proceedings and watching my col-
leagues across the aisle ignore and deny facts in blind defense of
the President of the United States, I am certain that had they been
in Algona they, too, would have supported that lawless mayor.

Their behavior has been a reminder that too often in politics
there is more of an emphasis of keeping your job rather than doing
the right thing.

But governance is about courage. Think about the courage dis-
played by the witnesses who came forward in this investigation,
people like Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Vindman, Ambassador
Marie Yovanovitch, and Dr. Fiona Hill. They knew the price they
would pay for their truthful testimony. They knew that they would
be smeared by supporters of the President and, sadly, even by the
President himself. They knew their careers could be impacted, per-
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haps forever. But they told the truth anyway, and they held fast
to their oaths to the Constitution.

If they can show that type of courage and risk everything, why
can’t my Republican colleagues?

The facts here are not in dispute. Donald Trump abused his
power by putting his pure personal gain over our country.

Here are the facts. Donald Trump directed Rudy Giuliani to
smear his political rival. Donald Trump fired an anti-corruption
ambassador who stood in his way. Donald Trump withheld $391
million in aid that was essential to Ukraine. And Donald Trump
withheld a White House meeting unless Ukraine’s President would
do him a favor.

In this scheme Donald Trump was not an incidental player. He
was the central player. And anything we don’t know about what
Donald Trump did is because Donald Trump continues to this mo-
ment to block us from knowing.

Donald Trump used his office to abuse his power to reelect him-
self. Those are your taxpayer dollars, those are your votes, and that
is our national security.

This is no longer about what the President did. We know what
he did. He admitted it. This is about what will we do. And my col-
leagues are laying a bet that the hardworking people in Dublin,
California, and Hayward, California, in my district, or a mom in
Michigan or a farmer in Wisconsin, aren’t following this and don’t
care despite how unquestionable the facts are in support of im-
peachment.

But I have faith in the American people, and I know that they
know right from wrong, just as my father did. And I know that re-
gardless of the title a person holds, no one can abuse their power.

Imagine you are a kid with a paper route, the first job that so
many Americans have held, and the owner of the local paper tells
you: You are due for a raise, and I am going to give you that raise,
but first I need you to remove our competitor’s paper from every
house on your route.

A 10-year-old should know right from wrong. But our children
will only know right from wrong if we lead by example. Wrong is
wrong, from your workplace to the White House.

There is no times to spare here, no time to waste. This is a con-
stitutional crime spree. That is why courage is so badly needed
right here, right now. Our national security and democracy are de-
pending on it.

And I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Biggs.

Mr. BiGgGs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Democrats have not only drawn different inferences from the
facts, they have actually created facts to satisfy the obsession of
their rage. It is a kind of mass hysteria, a kind of cognitive dis-
sonance. It is an alternative reality that they have created.

One of our colleagues across the aisle said, “If the President were
innocent, he would come forward. He would come forward and
bring documents, give us all the documents we want, and every-
body would come.” To where? To this committee? We can’t even get
a fact witness in here. There is no fact witness who can come in
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here. We get law professors and staff asking staff questions. Is he
going to go to Schiff's bunker where he is holding secret hearings,
selectively leaking material that is damaging to the President? Is
that where you want him to come?

If he is innocent, yeah, bring him to us. We will scotch it. We
are going to blast it. We are going to basically curb it and create
the fact situation we want by misinterpreting everything you do.

Well, here is a “for instance.” They claim that the President pub-
licly—he wanted a public announcement of investigations. But the
only witness who said anything about that was a guy named Gor-
don Sondland, Ambassador Gordon Sondland, who admitted that
no one on Earth told him that, but he presumed it.

He also said that the only direct conversation he had with the
President about these things was that the President said he want-
ed nothing from Ukraine except that it clean up its corruption.

The best evidence is the transcript between President Zelensky
and President Trump. It shows no conditionality, no quid pro quo,
no this for that. Aid was never even mentioned on the call.

Subsequently, the President of Ukraine and various Ukrainians
Government officials said—including those who listened to the
call—they said, there was no pressure, there was no conditions. In
fact, the most recent statement was from about a week ago from
the President of Ukraine. He said, “It was fine. There was no pres-
sure. What’s the deal?”

Well, President Trump apparently—and he did, he said, you
know, if you can do us a favor, find out what happened in the 2016
election and with the cooperation of the Attorney General, indi-
cating he wanted a real investigation to determine the reason for
the termination of the Ukraine investigation into the corruption of
Burisma and all corruption in the Ukraine.

Well, here we go. We are told by the Democrats, “You know
what? There was no attempt. That has been debunked.” And yet
Politico wrote in January of 2017, quote, they found evidence of
Ukrainian Government involvement in the race, meaning the 2016
race. Multiple media outlets concurred in those facts.

They claim the focal point of the attack was Joe Biden, but Presi-
dent Trump was concerned about all corruption in the Ukraine. All
of the witnesses testified that that was a legitimate concern.

But the most notorious example of corruption was Burisma, who
just happened to have on its board of directors Hunter Biden. And
they say, “You know what? That is not proper, to investigate that
type of conduct, because his father is a politician.” That is what
that is about. That is the corruption, that is the abuse of power
that is going on.

Dems claim that the only reason that President Trump released
the aid was because the hold on aid became public. Well, the fact
of the matter is, they produced no evidence on that but some
timeline, from which they drew some inferences. But the stronger
inference is that the reason the aid was actually released is be-
cause, on the same day that it was released, the Ukrainian Govern-
ment implemented two important anticorruption laws: the ending
of immunity for Ukrainian legislators and reinstatement of a vig-
orous anticorruption court.
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With a certain degree of shamelessness, Democrats have asserted
that President Trump defied subpoenas issued by the House. But
the fact of the matter is he has allowed a number of State Depart-
ment employees to participate and testify without retribution. But
he has asserted valid constitutional privilege, and he has in-
structed some not to comply with subpoenas that he felt violated
that privilege.

We could assert a remedy, but you don’t want to assert a remedy.
You don’t want to go into court. You don’t want to negotiate with
the executive branch. You want to hurry and impeach. If you took
this to court and you wanted to find out, a court would say the
privilege is bad, privilege is overly broad, and would narrow the
privilege. You don’t want that. You want impeachment. That is all
you want.

And your case comes down to this: It rests on gossip, rumors, and
innuendos. You don’t have direct evidence. You don’t have direct
evidence of this. And that is the crying shame here.

Professor Turley was correct. The abuse of power is not by Presi-
dent Trump; it is by this body, who is producing this—trying to
produce this preconceived, preordained result.

With that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Raskin.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, it was a Republican Congressman
from Maryland, Larry Hogan, who is the father of our current Gov-
ernor, who in 1974, as a member of this committee, articulated the
task before us tonight. “Party loyalty,” he said, “must fall before
the law itself. No man, not even the President of the United States,
is above the law.”

And Congressman Hogan voted to impeach President Nixon for
two crimes—two crimes our colleagues claim they never heard of
before—abuse of power and obstruction of justice. And he voted to
impeach the President for ordering crimes against democracy in
the 1972 Presidential election and then blocking Congress’s efforts
to investigate.

The House had no choice but to impeach, because, under our
Constitution, the President’s job is to take care that the laws are
faithfully executed. If the President doesn’t faithfully execute the
laws but thwarts them to pursue his own political or financial gain,
if he commits high crimes and misdemeanors against democracy
itself, as Richard Nixon did, then impeachment is the people’s es-
sential instrument for protecting the integrity of our elections and
maintaining self-government in America.

Today, we bring our fellow citizens overwhelming and totally
uncontradicted evidence of two high crimes and misdemeanors
against the American people. And we present this evidence to all
the American people, not just the 63 million invoked by one of our
colleagues but the 65.8 million who voted for the President’s major
opponent and the millions who voted for other candidates and the
millions more who have become voters since.

First, President Trump secretly conditioned a White House meet-
ing and the release of hundreds of millions of dollars in security
assistance that we had voted for Ukraine on the Ukrainian Presi-
dent’s agreement to become a mouthpiece for President Trump’s
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2020 campaign. Trump executed this scheme for one reason and
one reason only: to get himself reelected.

But then, secondly, as official after official in his own administra-
tion came forward to report the President’s misconduct and to tes-
tify under oath about it, he covered up his crime by categorically
obstructing Congress’s investigation, blockading and intimidating
witnesses, and withholding all of the evidence that he could.

Now, the Founders predicted a corrupt President might drag for-
eign powers into our politics to promote the President’s ambitions
at the expense of the voting rights and democratic sovereignty of
the people, and they considered this a key impeachable offense.

In America, elections belong to the people, not the President. And
that is because the government belongs to the people; it doesn’t be-
long to the President. The government is not the private property
of the President or a royal family. Here, as President Gerald Ford
said, the people rule. Here, the people rule.

The President’s abuse of power and obstruction of Congress are
not only high crimes, they are crimes in progress right now.

President Trump declares his conduct perfect—indeed, absolutely
perfect. He says, “Read the transcript,” when the transcript is proof
positive of his guilt. He brags that “Article II allows me to do what-
ever I want,” demonstrating his unfamiliarity with Article II, Sec-
tion 4, which is all about impeachment.

Look, I have been a professor of constitutional law and election
law for 29 years. I have devoted my career to studying, teaching,
and defending the Constitution of the United States. And my pas-
sion has been popular self-government and the democratic and vot-
ing rights of the people. And I confess that I am afraid if we allow
Presidents to invite foreign governments to participate overtly or
covertly in our elections then this becomes in America the new nor-
mal.

Even if our colleagues don’t believe a shred of the overwhelming
evidence that we have seen in this investigation, will one of them—
will just one of them say that it would be wrong for any President
to commit the conduct this President is accused of? Will any of
them say that the President of the United States should not drag
foreign powers into our elections?

Ben Franklin said, “I have observed that wrong is always grow-
ing more wrong until there is no bearing it, but that right, however
opposed, comes right at last.” So what must we do? Stand by the
Constitution and take strong action for your country. If you make
yourself a sheep, Ben Franklin said, the wolves will eat you. Let’s
stand strong, America, for our democracy.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. McClintock.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Nearly 2 years ago, the House Intelligence Committee’s minority,
under Adam Schiff, issued its report on FISA abuse. It stated that,
quote, “FBI officials did not abuse the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Act process, omit material information, or subvert this vital
tool to spy on the Trump campaign.”
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Well, on Monday, Michael Horowitz issued his detailed report
that categorically contradicts every contention in Mr. Schiff's FISA
report. There wasn’t a shred of truth in it.

Yet, also on Monday, Chairman Nadler announced that this Ju-
diciary Committee would blindly accept Mr. Schiff’s latest report on
impeachment without a single fact hearing of our own.

No one disputes that Joe Biden’s son was paid millions of dollars
to sit on the board of a corrupt Ukrainian oil and gas company,
Burisma, despite having no experience in oil or gas or Ukraine, and
that Biden threatened to withhold $1 billion in loan guarantees to
the Ukrainian Government unless it fired Prosecutor-General
Viktor Shokin.

Now, Biden says he was merely carrying out administration pol-
icy and knew nothing of his son’s affairs. But Shokin has testified
in sworn affidavits that he was fired specifically because he was
about to question Hunter Biden about his relationship with
Burisma. His successor soon shut down the investigation, giving
credence to Shokin’s sworn testimony.

Now, the President’s July 25 phone call with President Zelensky
is the centerpiece of the Democrats’ case. In it, he asks for help in
getting to the bottom of scandals that involved potentially corrupt
interactions between officials in Ukraine and the United States.
There is no direct evidence that the President ever linked aid to
an investigation.

Now, the Constitution vests all executive authority in the Presi-
dent, gives him plenary responsibility to conduct our foreign af-
fairs, and commands him to take care that the laws be faithfully
executed.

Now, among these laws is the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act that
makes it a crime to secure business in a foreign country by offering
something of value to a foreign official. And being a candidate
doesn’t shield a person from scrutiny. You can just ask candidate
Trump about that.

Also, the National Defense Authorization Act requires the admin-
istration to determine that Ukraine is taking steps to combat cor-
ruption. And just because the Secretary of Defense certified this in
May does not relieve the President of his executive authority to re-
view and maintain his administration’s findings.

Now, within days of the Zelensky conversation, a handful of dis-
sidents within our government hatched a plan to portray it as a so-
licitation to intervene in the election in exchange for foreign aid.
This false narrative was laid out in a whistleblower complaint.

So far, we have learned that the whistleblower coordinated with
Adam Schiff’s office while concealing that relationship, that he is
said to be a protege of Joe Biden, and is represented by an attorney
who 10 days after the inauguration tweeted “Coup has started.
First of many steps. Rebellion impeachment will follow ultimately.”

The first article charges the President with the made-up crime
of abuse of office. Well, he violated no law. He exercised authority
clearly granted to him by the Constitution. Instead, the Democrats
would nullify the election because they impute to him impure mo-
tives.

Well, this is precisely the abuse of impeachment the American
Founders feared, that the power to overrule a national election
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would devolve into a weapon of partisan warfare, reducing the
President to serving at the pleasure of Congress and destroying the
separation of powers at the heart of our Constitution.

The second article charges the President with obstruction of Con-
gress, another made-up crime, because he sought to defend in court
his constitutional right to maintain the confidentiality of policy dis-
cussions—the same confidentiality that this Congress enjoys. They
say this has prevented them from securing proof for their charges.

Yet the Democrats have suppressed nearly every witness Repub-
licans have tried to call in the President’s defense. In free societies,
the defendant is allowed to assert his constitutional rights, and
prosecutors are not allowed to decide what witnesses the defense
may call. This second article turns these principles upside-down.

Now, I have every confidence the President will be acquitted and
will be reelected. It is not damage to the President I fear. It is
damage to the Presidency, to the Congress, to the Constitution, the
Bill of Rights that the Democrats do today by establishing dan-
gerous precedents and principles that are antithetical to the rule
of law and the fundamental architecture of our Constitution.

I yield back.

Ms. SCANLON [presiding]. The gentlewoman from Washington is
recognized.

Ms. JAYAPAL. When I was just 16 years old, I came to this coun-
try by myself. My parents made the ultimate sacrifice of placing an
ocean between them and their beloved child because they believed
that America was worth it.

Two decades later, I raised my hand and I swore my oath to
country and to Constitution for the first time when I became an
American citizen of the greatest Nation on this Earth.

For naturalized citizens like me, being an American is a con-
scious choice and a granted privilege, a dream we chased across
deserts and seas to join the larger American story, one of genera-
tions overcoming every challenge and every obstacle, because
America is worth it.

Why? What is so different about this shining city upon a hill? It
is three words: “We, the people.”

America is a bold vision rooted in a fragile idea of a democracy
in which power is derived not from the bloodlines of monarchs but
from the votes of people. Ours is a Nation of imagination and faith,
all of us engaged in this great experiment of democracy. We take
our power and, collectively, through our elections, we entrust it to
a President who must always act in our interest, not in theirs.

The Framers believed in the promise of America, but they also
knew the dangers of power unchecked. And so they gifted us the
Constitution of the United States, the protective and connective tis-
sue that functions as the highest law of this land and which en-
trusts this body, the People’s House, the solemn responsibility to
hold the Executive accountable. And that is what we confront
today.

The facts are clear: Donald Trump abused the power of the Office
of the Presidency to pursue his own personal political gain and le-
veraged critically needed, congressionally approved military aid to
coerce a fragile foreign ally to interfere in our elections.
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This is not hearsay. The President was the first and best witness
in this case. The President admitted to his wrongdoing and corrupt
intent on national television. The President is the smoking gun.

His obstruction of Congress and blanket directive to deny us
even a single witness, a single document is unprecedented. And
yet, in spite of that obstruction, multiple patriots came forward and
provided damning, corroborating testimony.

Understand the seriousness of what this means. President
Trump has solicited foreign interference before, he is doing it now,
and he will do it again. The smoking gun is already reloaded, and
whether or not it gets fired, that is up to us.

The abuse of Presidential power and obstruction of Congress are
the highest of constitutional crimes and the gravest of betrayals. If
we allow this President to put himself above the law, we allow all
future Presidents to be above the law. We submit, then, to the fact
that we will no longer be a democracy; we will be a monarchy or
a dictatorship.

This moment is a test. It is a test of the vision of our Framers,
the resilience of our Constitution, and the character of our elected
officials. As we cast our votes, we must reflect on our responsibility
to our children and our children’s children. We must summon the
courage to do what is right and to defend our democracy.

For this reason, I will vote to impeach Donald J. Trump, soberly,
shouldering the responsibility that was given to me by my constitu-
ents and honoring my oath to protect and defend the Constitution
of the United States of America.

Mine is not a vote against any person. It is a vote for the Con-
stitution and for we, the people, because America is so deeply
worth it.

Ms. SCANLON. The gentlewoman from Arizona is recognized.

Mrs. LESKO. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

If anyone is guilty of abusing power or obstructing Congress
around here, it is the Democrats, not the President. This is the
most corrupt, rigged railroad job I have seen in my entire life.

First, we now have proof that Obama’s FBI doctored evidence
and used knowingly false opposition research, paid for by the
Democrats and Hillary Clinton, to spy on the Trump campaign.

Then, Obama’s administration started an investigation against
Trump that lasted nearly 2 years based on false claims by Adam
Schiff and other Democrats that Trump colluded with Russia. They
issued 2,800 subpoenas, 500 warrants, and spent over $25 million
of taxpayer dollars and came up with nothing.

In fact, the Mueller report determined that no American citizen,
let alone the President of the United States, colluded with Russia.

But that didn’t stop the Democrats. Oh, no. Next, it was obstruc-
tion of justice; then quid pro quo; then bribery; then extortion; then
witness tampering; then treason. And the list goes on and on. It
would be laughable if it wasn’t so serious.

On top of that, Democrats rigged the process from the start.
First, contrary to all previous impeachment hearings, Speaker
Pelosi moved fact-witness hearings to Chairman Schiff, where the
President had no due-process rights to listen to or cross-examine
witnesses.
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Schiff conducted closed-door hearings in a basement room, where
he repeatedly blocked Republican Congress Members from enter-
ing, including me; rejected Republican witness requests; silenced
Republicans when they tried to ask witnesses questions; and con-
stantly leaked selective details to the press.

Not until the hearings reached the Judiciary Committee did the
Democrats allow the President to even have a chance to hear or
cross-examine witnesses, but by then it was too late, because
Chairman Nadler blocked the President from any due process by
refusing to bring forward any fact witnesses the President could
cross-examine, and Chairman Nadler refused to schedule a minor-
ity hearing, again violating House rules.

Here are the facts: There is no evidence the President committed
any impeachable offense. Not one Democrat fact witness was able
to identify a crime. Not one Democrat witness established that the
President committed bribery, treason, or any high crime and mis-
demeanor, as required under the Constitution.

Democrats have been determined to impeach the President since
he was elected. In fact, 17 out of the 24 Democrat members of this
very Judiciary Committee voted in favor of impeachment even be-
fore the President’s phone call and before any one of these im-
peachment hearings took place.

In closing, there is no evidence that the President committed an
impeachable offense. But don’t take my word for it. Take the words
from a constitutional attorney who said he does not support the
President and did not even vote for him. In his testimony, he said,
and I quote, “This would be the first impeachment in history where
there would be considerable debate and, in my view, not compelling
evidence of a commission of a crime. This impeachment not only
fails to satisfy the standard of past impeachments but would create
a dangerous precedent.”

Well, folks, the Democrats have done what they set out to do.
They are going to impeach the President come heck or high water.
Doesn’t matter that they have no proof. Doesn’t matter that 17 out
of 24 Democrats on this committee already voted in favor of im-
peachment.

Democrats don’t seem to notice or care that it is not the Presi-
dent that has committed abuse of power or obstruction of Congress
but it is them. It is time for my Democratic colleagues to look
themselves in the mirror.

And I yield back.

Ms. SCANLON. The gentlewoman from Florida is recognized.

Mrs. DEMINGS. This is a defining moment in our history and a
challenging time for our Nation. But America has been through
tough times before, and I am sure that we will go through tough
times again, so I do not fear this moment or this time.

I grew up in Florida. I am the youngest of seven children. My
mother cleaned houses for a living, and my father was a janitor but
he also mowed lawns and picked oranges. I remember my dad used
to go to work 7 days a week to make ends meet for our family.

I grew up poor, but my parents were good, decent, honest people
who taught me to be decent and respectful. They taught me to
work hard and play by the rules and treat others the way that I
want to be treated.
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You see, I was the first in my family to go to college, and, after
graduation, I joined the Orlando Police Department and started out
as a patrol officer, working midnight shifts. But the story does not
end there. I had the awesome opportunity of working my way up
through the ranks to become Orlando’s first woman chief of police.
And now I am privileged to serve in Congress.

But hear me clearly: I believe that only in America can a little
black girl, the daughter of a maid and a janitor, growing up in the
South in the sixties, have such an amazing opportunity.

So, regardless of the spirited, sometimes painful political debates,
no one can make me give up on America. You see, I believe in the
promise of America because I have seen the promise of America.
I come before you tonight as an American Dream realized. Because
America is great and decent and our democracy complete, because
we live in a government of the people.

I have taken four oaths in my lifetime, two as a law enforcement
officer and two now as a Member of Congress. Different oaths, dif-
ferent times, and different places, but each oath stated that I will
protect and defend the Constitution of the United States against all
enemies, foreign and domestic.

My oath was not to an individual; it wasn’t to a political party
or institution. My oath was to the United States Constitution.

And I come before you tonight as an African American female.
I come before you tonight as a descendent of slaves—slaves who
knew they would not make it but dreamed and prayed that one day
that I would make it. I come before you tonight proclaiming that,
in spite of America’s complicated history, my faith is in the Con-
stitution. And I say that today with perfect peace.

I have enforced the laws, and now I write the laws, and I know
that nobody is above the law. But the law means nothing if the ac-
cused, whether the man who breaks in your house or the President,
can destroy evidence, stop witnesses from testifying, and blatantly
refuse to cooperate in the investigation. I ask you to name some-
body in your family or in your community who can do that.

The President is the Commander in Chief, and his responsibility
is great. However, our President put his personal interests above
the interests of the Nation, corrupting and cheating our democracy,
and he shall be held accountable.

The Framers were so concerned about a President abusing his
power that they gave us the power of impeachment. George Wash-
ington was particularly concerned about unprincipled men finding
their way into the White House.

Well, those times have found us. And we only have one option,
and that is to hold this President accountable. Because you know
what? Nobody is above the law.

Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairman NADLER [presiding]. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Reschenthaler.

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. We have heard some great speeches to-
night, but let’s not forget that this is a political hit job. Democrats
just know they can’t beat President Trump in 2020; they can’t beat
the President on his merits. So they have taken some thoughts and
feelings and assumptions from some unelected bureaucrats and de-
cided to impeach a duly elected President.
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But let’s just take a step back and just assess where we are. We
have two Articles of Impeachment against the President: abuse of
power and obstruction of Congress. Let’s just dissect each one.

Let’s start with abuse of power. Abuse of power is, at this point,
just a vestige of quid pro quo. Remember, quid pro quo is what the
Democrats were calling this before they tested “quid pro quo” with
focus groups and found out that “bribery” was a lot more compel-
ling than an old Latin phrase.

Now the Democrats have dropped bribery, and they have accused
the President of a very vague term, abuse of power. That is because
the crime of bribery, quid pro quo, this-for-that, simply did not take
place.

Chairman Schiff and Chairman Nadler and their cohorts cannot
make out what lawyers call a prima facie case. I was a district
judge, and I am telling you, I would have thrown this case out at
the preliminary hearing level because it has no merit. There are no
elements to support an underlying crime. The Democrats simply
cannot make out, again, what we would call a prima facie case.
This would be dismissed at a very early level in court.

And, remember, President Zelensky has repeatedly said there
was no pressure. The call transcript, the primary evidence we have,
not rumors and conjecture of bureaucrats, the actual document
shows there was no linkage whatsoever between aid and the inves-
tigation.

The Ukrainians were not even aware that aid was on hold when
the President spoke. And Ukraine ultimately never had an inves-
tigation, yet they received lethal aid, Javelin missiles. So, simply
put, there was no quid pro quo.

If the Democrats really want to charge somebody with abuse of
power, they should look no further than Chairman Schiff. The
chairman used his subpoena power to subpoena individual phone
records, then went through those records, singled out Devin Nunes
in an attempt to smear a ranking member. That is the abuse of
power.

You want to talk about more abuse? How about dropping 8,000
pages of documents on Judiciary Republicans less than 48 hours
before our last hearing? That is an abuse of power. If this were a
court of law, Chairman Schiff right now would be facing sanctions
and would be defending his law license.

Let’s talk about obstruction briefly. Let’s deconstruct that. Our
government, remember, has three branches of government, and
when there is a disagreement between the executive branch and
the legislative branch, that is when the courts step in to resolve
this. And that is what happened when Republicans had an issue
with President Obama during Fast and Furious. That issue went
to the courts. But now Democrats refuse to go to the courts. And
why? It is simple: Because it doesn’t fit their political timeline to
get this to the Senate before Christmas.

The only obstruction here is that of the Democrat Party. Let’s not
forget that, last week, Judiciary Democrats voted down my motion
to subpoena the whistleblower on partisan lines. That was obstruc-
tion of Congress. Let’s not forget that Chairman Nadler refuses to
have Chairman Schiff testify here under oath. That is obstruction
of Congress. And let’s not forget that the other side still refuses to
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bring any fact witnesses before this committee. Again, that is ob-
struction of Congress.

So, in conclusion, do we have abuse of power? Yeah, Adam Schiff.
Do we have obstruction of Congress? Yeah, House Democrats. So
let’s call this for what it is: a political hit job.

Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Correa.

Mr. CORREA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I was elected to Congress to work across the aisle with Demo-
crats and Republicans to ensure that the voices of my constituents
were heard loud and clear. They sent me to work for good jobs,
education, healthcare, safe streets, and housing, among other
issues.

As the son of immigrants, my election to Congress is an example
of the American Dream and how hard work can make the Amer-
ican Dream come true. My mom cleaned hotel rooms for $1.60 an
hour when I was growing up, and today her son is a Member of
Congress.

Yet, sadly, on my way to Congress, in 2016, the Presidential elec-
tion was tarnished by foreign influence, a danger our Founding Fa-
thers warned us about. Then, later on, we ask ourselves, did our
President solicit foreign interference in our democratic elections?
And, sadly, the answer is yes. As a member of the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee, I know firsthand the dangers and threats that for-
eign interference present our democracy.

And when our Nation gained its independence, the Framers
viewed the power of the Presidency as a public trust. The Presi-
dency is a public trust.

The Constitution, the highest law in the land, created a system
of checks and balances to prevent the creation of a king. Congress
is a coequal branch of our government, equal with the Presidency—
let me repeat: Congress is equal with the Presidency—with duties
that are given to us by the Framers of our Constitution. And Con-
gress has the job to investigate the allegations of misconduct of the
executive branch, including our President.

I don’t take impeachment lightly. And I have had the opportunity
to vote on it, on the resolutions to impeach the President on the
floor, and every time I have voted no.

Today, I have listened and studied the evidence presented in
these hearings, and I am here to do my job as a Member of Con-
gress and to protect the American Dream. It is my constitutional
job to ensure that no one—no one—is above the law, and I need
to assure that our Nation is secure from all threats, foreign and do-
mestic.

And as my fellow Californian, President Ronald Reagan, once
said, “America is a shining city upon a hill whose beacon light
guides freedom-loving people everywhere.” And I am here today to
ensure that America continues to that be shining city of democracy
and rule of law.

[Speaking foreign language.]

Nuestro Pueblo me mando a Washington para trabajar con todos,
Democratas y Republicanos, para mejorar las vidas de nuestras
comunidades.



47

Tristemente estamos aqui, hoy, contemplando las acciones del
president de los Estados Unidos. Votare despues de estudiar las
evidencias y las leyes presentadas.

Mi voto, sera para asegurar que sigamos siendo una democracia,
y no una dictadura.

Muchos de nuestros hijos y hijas, han pagadado el precio de
nuestra libertad con su sangre. Nuertra liberated y democracia,
tienen que ser la herencia que les dejamos a nuertros hijos y hijas.

Una democracia existe cuando nadie esta sobre la constitucion,
y todos somos sujetos a la ley.

Le pido a dios que nos de sabiduria, y que nos ayude unir
nuestra querida patria, los Estados Unidos Americanos.

And today I ask God for wisdom and guidance in uniting our
great Nation.

Mr. Chair, I yield.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Cline.

Mr. CLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

John Adams said, “I first saw the Constitution of the United
States in a foreign country. I read it with great satisfaction, as the
result of good heads prompted by good hearts, as an experiment
better adapted to the genius, character, situation, and relations of
this Nation and country than any which had ever been proposed.
I have repeatedly laid myself under the most serious obligations to
support the Constitution. What other form of government, indeed,
can so well deserve our esteem and love?”

I love this country and I love this Constitution, which is why I
am so disappointed to see that we are witnessing for first time the
constitutional power of impeachment being misused. Not for the re-
moval of a President for high crimes or misdemeanors, not for trea-
son, bribery, extortion, not even for campaign finance violations.
No, the majority is misusing the constitutional power of impeach-
ment to remove a President from office because they don’t like his
policies.

And I agree with my colleagues; they are right, this is no small
event. The leaders of one-half of one branch of government have de-
cided that they, not the American people, should determine who
their President should be, that the provisions of Article II, Section
1 of the Constitution that determine how the people elect the Presi-
dent shall be superseded by the impeachment powers under Article
I, Section 2 of the Constitution.

And while the Constitution gives broad latitude to the House to
set its own rules for impeachment, past Congresses have under-
stood that, if it is to be viewed as legitimate by the American peo-
ple, the proceeding must be as devoid of politics as possible. In fact,
Speaker Pelosi said, herself, that impeachment must be compelling,
overwhelming, and bipartisan.

Sadly, this process possesses none of these characteristics.
Throughout this partisan process, the Judiciary Committee, sadly,
has been sidelined as nothing more than a rubber stamp. And
when you sideline the Judiciary Committee, you sideline justice.

While transcripts of most of the testimony in the Intelligence
Committee were eventually made public, Judiciary Committee
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members were not able to watch the private proceedings, question
witnesses, or ensure the accuracy of the transcripts.

We learned that Chairman Schiff at times ordered witnesses not
to answer Republicans questions, lied about his contact with the
whistleblower, and obtained phone records of Members of Congress
and of the press. Then he refused to appear before this committee
to defend his egregious actions.

But putting aside the severely flawed process by which the
Democratic majority has proceeded, they have simply failed to es-
tablish a viable case for impeachment against the President. I have
reviewed the evidence, I have read the transcripts, and the proof
of a high crime or misdemeanor is just not there.

And, Mr. Chairman, you said yourself in 1998 that the Presi-
dent’s accusers must go beyond hearsay and innuendo. So let’s re-
view the intelligence evidence.

Ambassador to the EU Gordon Sondland, it depends on which of
his three testimonies you are reading. The one consistency is that
in all three direct messages from the White House was no quid pro
quo.
In addition to Ambassador Sondland, 16 other officials opted to
testify in this investigation, all testifying to hearsay, opinion, and
speculation. Marie Yovanovitch, Alexander Vindman, Kurt Volker,
Bill Taylor, Jennifer Williams, Fiona Hill, and the list goes on, all
testifying to hearsay, opinion, or speculation.

But there are facts. No matter how the Democrats try to spin it,
there are four facts that will never change: There was no pressure
on the call, there was no conditionality of aid in the transcript, the
Ukrainians were not aware that the aid was withheld, and Ukraine
didn’t open an investigation but still received the aid and a meet-
ing with President Trump.

Regrettably, my Democratic colleagues have proven time and
time again that they aren’t concerned about the facts.

Tonight, the majority takes a step down a path that achieves a
goal they have long sought: the removal of President Trump from
office. But at what cost? At what price? Certainly the rejection and
destruction of bipartisanship on this committee, the abandonment
of the rules that have served this committee for two prior impeach-
ments.

But it has come at a greater cost. The very fabric of this country
depends on the respect for the verdict of the voters. Thomas Jeffer-
son said, “I know no safe depository of the ultimate powers of soci-
ety but the people themselves. And if we think them not enlight-
ened enough to exercise their control with a wholesome direction,
the remedy is not to take it from them but to inform their discre-
tion by education.”

This is a sad day for the institution of Congress, a blatantly po-
litical process, and, yes, an abuse of power by the majority de-
signed to achieve what they simply could not achieve at the ballot
box. As I said, it is a sad day for America.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Scanlon.

Ms. ScANLON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Two years ago, I never dreamed that I would be sitting here as
a Member of Congress. The only office I had been elected to was
school board in the small town where I lived just outside of Phila-
delphia.

I loved my job as a public interest lawyer, and I loved volun-
teering with kids, helping them to get a good start and helping
them to understand why our government and our laws are what
make our country that shining city on a hill, a beacon of freedom
and opportunity to the entire world.

One of the schools where I volunteered is Constitution High
School. It is located just a few blocks from Independence Hall,
where our Constitution was written. Students at Constitution High
learn the importance of active citizenship, to be informed partici-
pants in our government and to put public service before self. I be-
lieve in those lessons with my entire heart. Those lessons brought
me to Congress.

When I took the oath of office just over a year ago, many of my
students came with me. They looked down from the House Gallery
as I chose to be sworn in on our Constitution, this one right here.
I took an oath to support and defend the Constitution and to put
our country before myself.

The question we must answer today, not only as Members of
Congress but as Americans, is: Will we accept a President who re-
fuses to do the same?

We wouldn’t be here today but for the bravery and the active citi-
zenship of ordinary men and women who also took oaths to support
and defend our Constitution and chose to put service to country be-
fore self—American citizens like Ambassadors Bill Taylor and
Marie Yovanovitch, Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Vindman, David
Holmes, and Fiona Hill.

They demonstrated a love of country and an unclouded under-
standing of right and wrong. They testified to Congress despite op-
position from the President and at great personal risk. We expect
these qualities in our public servants; we must demand them from
our President.

This President has failed that test of honor, of unselfish service
to our country, of understanding the difference between right and
wrong, and, above all, of the need to put aside his personal inter-
ests when our Nation’s security and our values are at stake.

This moment is about more than disagreements with the Presi-
dent’s personality or policies. Those disagreements belong in the
voting booth. Our task today is not to judge the President himself.
Instead, we must judge the President’s actions and whether they
have undermined our government. Because it is the Office of the
President to which we owe our loyalty, not the man who occupies
it.

We must not turn a blind eye to the undisputed facts. The Presi-
dent used the highest office in our government and precious tax-
payer dollars to pressure a foreign country so that he could cheat
on our elections, and then, when he got caught, he tried to cover
it up by obstructing our investigation and our courts.

In doing so, I believe that he betrayed the American people.
There is no higher crime under our Constitution than that.
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This is exactly the type of behavior that our Founders feared
most. They knew that with the awesome power of the Presidency
came the risk of a President abusing that power for personal gain.
They trusted us, the people, with our Republic, to safeguard the
values they enshrined in our Constitution.

This is not the first time we have faced this trial. At another
time when the future of our country was in jeopardy, President
Lincoln charged the American people with the same responsibility:
that we must dedicate ourselves to the great task of ensuring the
government of the people, by the people, for the people shall not
perish from the Earth.

A government where the President abuses his power is not of the
people. A government where the President pressures a foreign
country to undermine our elections is not by the people. And a gov-
ernment where the President puts his own interests before those
of the country is not for the people.

This is not complicated. You know it. I know it. My Constitution
High students know it. And, in their hearts, I believe that our col-
leagues across the aisle know it. We have no principled alternative
but to support these Articles of Impeachment. Our Constitution,
our country, and our children depend upon it.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Armstrong.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My Democratic colleagues have tried to cloak this proceeding as
a somber, serious process that they regret having to advance, but
that is not the case. This is a nakedly partisan exercise.

This has always been about the fact that these Democrats hate
this President. They have been focused on removing him since the
day he was elected. And, long ago, they decided that impeachment
was the remedy. They constantly and consistently marched ahead,
undeterred by facts.

And make no mistake, this started long before a July 25 phone
call. But the Russian conspiracy theory bombed, and obstruction of
justice was abandoned after the Mueller hearings fell flat. Cam-
paign finance charges never got off the ground. They poll-tested
bribery, but that doesn’t work because the alleged victim says there
was no crime.

But none of that matters, because this was never about the
truth; this was about politics. So here we are tonight on an ambig-
uous abuse-of-power charge.

Prior to the election, a member of this committee launched a
change.org petition regarding mental diagnosis of the President.
And shortly after the election, our chairman stated, “He was legally
elected, but Russian interference makes his election illegitimate.”
A press release from another member read, “This President-semi-
elect does not deserve to be President.”

And once President Trump was sworn in, the Democrats intro-
duced Articles of Impeachment almost immediately. In 3 years,
they have introduced 10 resolutions related to impeachment. And
17 members of this committee have voted to consider impeachment,
and every one of those votes occurred before the July 25 phone call.

Here are some statements made by members of this committee.
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“Cloud of treason means we must have a total shutdown of any
POTUS agenda item,” March 2017.

A tweet accompanying a picture of President Obama read, “Great
to see our last real President enjoying life,” April 2018.

Another member: “I don’t think this President was fit to serve
even before he took office,” April 2018.

Finally, an exasperated committee member wrapped it all up by
revealing, “I just think we need to impeach the guy.”

There it is. That is what this hearing has always been about, and
that is why we are all here tonight. The Democrats just want to
impeach a duly elected President. They want him gone. This began
the day President Trump was elected, and it has culminated here.

But this never-ending march towards impeachment and in over-
turning the results of the 2016 election has consequences, because
you are telling 63 million voters that you don’t respect or honor
their vote.

These are voters in over 2,600 counties, representing 84 percent
of the geographic area of America; voters in States like mine that
not long ago sent Democrats to Congress but in recent years have
found no home in today’s Democratic Party, who feel that their
Midwestern sensibilities have been replaced by liberal, elitist ide-
ology, who feel that partisan points are more important than prac-
tical solutions; voters who know that, rather than working to win
back their trust and their support, you would rather invalidate the
results of the last election and abolish the electoral college to si-
lence their voices in the future.

Your never-ending quest towards impeachment is a constant re-
minder to these Americans that you don’t trust their judgment,
that you mock their way of life, and that you couldn’t care less
about the issues that matter most to them.

And as Chairman Nadler so ominously stated in November of
2018, “If you are serious about removing a President from office,
what you are really doing is overturning the results of the last elec-
tion.” Well, they were serious. They have spent the last 3 years
talking about interference in the 2016 election, unwilling to accept
the results.

I wonder if my colleagues recognize the irony that their impeach-
ment vendetta is the greatest interference of all, and it is home-
grown, right here the halls of Congress.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Garcia.

Ms. GARCIA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The American people and all of us in this committee will have
to live with the decisions we make today. We are moving forward
with Articles of Impeachment against the President of the United
States for his abuse of power and obstruction of Congress. This
should weigh heavily on each one of us, because the future of our
democracy depends on it.

I have raised my right hand and put my left hand on the Bible
more than once. I have sworn an oath of office to the American peo-
ple and to the Constitution of the United States. We have all taken
this oath and are bound by it to support and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States against all enemies, foreign and domestic.
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This very action of taking an oath and giving your word is a pow-
erful one. Many of us take different oaths throughout our lives.
From a young age, we develop our sense of right and wrong. We
learn the golden rule and, for many of us, the Ten Commandments.
We are taught that our word matters and what happens when we
go back on it.

This is true for millions of young girls and boys across the coun-
try that have taken the Girl Scout or the Boy Scout pledge. As a
country girl, I took the 4-H pledge. I still remember the parts that
remain with me today. I pledge my heart to greater loyalty; my
hands to larger service for my club, my community, and my coun-
try. This pledge is meant to teach the value of fulfilling your prom-
ise to others of loyalty and service.

Today’s proceedings are about our pledge to the Constitution and
the future of the Republic. This commitment was shattered by Don-
ald J. Trump when he violated his oath of office, his promise of loy-
alty and service to the American people.

The Framers of the Constitution included impeachment as the
safeguard against a corrupt President whose ego and self-dealing
could destroy the very foundations of our Constitution. It is as
though they had a crystal ball when they were writing the Con-
stitution, and when they looked at it, who did they see? Donald J.
Trump, A, abusing his power; B, betraying the Nation; and, C, cor-
rupting our elections.

These are the ABCs of impeachable behavior the Framers feared
the most. Donald J. Trump abused his power when he obstructed
Congress and ordered government officials not to appear before us.
Donald J. Trump betrayed our Nation when he declared, “I have
the right to do whatever I want as President,” wrongfully using the
Constitution to argue that he is above the law. Donald J. Trump
corrupted our elections when he asked a foreign government to
interfere for his personal and political gain.

I take no pleasure in the work of this committee today. I grew
up poor in rural south Texas, 1 of 10 children. I know the taste of
commodity cheese and butter. I know what it is like to stand in
line at a welfare clinic to get a shot. And I know what it is like
to pick cotton in the hot, blistering Texas sun.

I never imagined that I would be a Member of Congress. Even
less, I never imagined I would be in a position where I would need
to consider impeaching a President. Yet, last year, I became one of
the first two Latinas, alongside Ms. Escobar, to be elected to Con-
gress from Texas.

I didn’t come here to impeach a President. I came here to make
a difference in the lives of my constituents and the American peo-
ple and to make things better for our next generation of children.

And here we are, in the middle of a constitutional crisis. We
must defend our democracy for every little boy and girl in this
country and show them that pledges they take matter and the
promises they make do matter.

Democracy is a gift that each generation gives the next. We must
act, and we must impeach.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Steube.
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Mr. STEUBE. Since this President has been elected, Democrats
have clamored for impeachment. On the first day of my swearing
in as a Member of this Congress, Democrats in my class were call-
ing for impeachment on the day that we swore in, long before
President Trump made a phone call to the newly elected President
of the Ukraine.

For almost a year, this Democrat-led Congress and this com-
mittee has focused its efforts and its energy on impeaching Presi-
dent Trump.

First, the Democrats’ theory of impeachment was Russia collu-
sion. After 22 months of investigations and millions in tax dollars
spent on Democratic lawyers investigating the President, they
found nothing, no collusion. Bob Mueller sat before this committee
and testified that there was no evidence that the Trump campaign
colluded or conspired with Russia.

Next, it was obstruction of justice. But after searching diligently
and trying to find any evidence that the President obstructed jus-
tice, Democrats abandoned that theory.

By comparison, Clinton’s impeachment in Article II had seven
different incidents of obstruction of justice supported by the evi-
dence collected by an independent counsel—seven different inci-
dents of a crime being committed.

Mr. STEUBE. Seven different incidents of a crime being com-
mitted.

Then, out of the blue, after coordinating with Democratic staff in
the Intel Committee, a whistleblower filed a carefully scripted com-
plaint based solely and completely on hearsay.

Democrats’ theory now turned to a quid pro quo, which I am as-
suming, because one of their own candidates for President clearly
admitted to a quid pro quo on national television and there is no
evidence of a quid pro quo in the phone transcript President Trump
released, that they abandoned that theory as well.

The process that ensued was anything but open, transparent, bi-
partisan, or equitable, abandoning all past historic due process af-
forded the minority and the President.

The Democrats ran a partisan investigation, refusing the rights
of the minority, refusing the ability of the President’s counsel to
call witnesses—Bill Clinton alone called 14 witnesses on his behalf
during his impeachment proceedings—refusing to allow the Presi-
dent’s counsel to cross-examine fact witnesses, and refusing a mi-
nority hearing day, just to name a few.

Now before us are Articles of Impeachment for abuse of power
and obstruction of Congress. Unlike Presidents Nixon and Clinton,
who were impeached for actual crimes, President Trump is being
impeached based on theories concocted by the Democrats.

I imagine just about any law professor can make an argument
that every President in the history of our country abused his power
at some point in time in their Presidency, because that would be
an opinion, not a crime.

When they needed backup for their approach, they paraded out
liberal professors with animus against the President who gave
them license to impeach the President for any reason that they
wish. Those professors, astoundingly, and in direct contradiction to
even the most simplistic concept of due process, stated that an im-
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peachment does not have to be rooted in any recognized criminal
standard because the impeachment portion of the Constitution was
written before criminal statutes.

Their second Article of Impeachment, obstruction of Congress,
serves only to highlight the absurdity of the situation that they
have put us in. Congressional oversight is a serious constitutional
responsibility. It is a bedrock of the checks and balances that the
Founders envisioned. However, Democrats have now created a
standard that if you don’t give them what they want, when they
want it, they will impeach you for obstruction of Congress. This is
not the solemn duty envisioned by the Founders.

When this Democratic Congress issued a flurry of subpoenas in
accordance with their rights, the President did what is taught to
every first year law student in civil procedure: seek judicial review
of a subpoena that would lead to the disclosure of privileged infor-
mation. This is one of the core principles of our Nation’s judicial
system.

By not allowing for a judicial review of the subpoenas, the stance
the Democrats are taking is that the legislative branch has an un-
limited and indisputable right to any and all information they so
choose, regardless of the rights and privileges of the President or
the executive, a coequal branch of our government.

House Democrats are making themselves kings in a manner far
worse and more obvious than what they are accusing the President
of doing. To quote Mr. Turley, who testified before this committee:
“Basing impeachment on this obstruction theory would itself be an
abuse of power. . .by Congress. It would be an extremely dan-
gerous precedent set for future Presidents and Congresses in mak-
ing an appeal to the judiciary into high crimes and misdemeanors.”

The Constitution states in Article II, section 4 that a President
or Vice President shall be removed from office on impeachment for
and conviction of treason, bribery, or other high crimes and mis-
demeanors. Nowhere in the Constitution does it state we can im-
peach a President for abuse of power or obstruction of Congress. In
fact, the term of art doesn’t exist in the Constitution and to imply
that high crimes and misdemeanors would include abuse of power
or obstruction of Congress is a fiction.

So let me recap. No collusion, no obstruction, no quid pro quo,
no treason, no bribery, and no high crimes and misdemeanors. The
only abuse of power that I see is that which Mr. Turley high-
lighted—that abuse of power of this Congress and how this Demo-
cratic majority has run this Chamber, this committee, and this in-
vestigation.

The chairman and members of this committee keep saying that
history will judge our decisions. Well, I would offer that your deci-
sions and that of your colleagues in the majority will be judged
much sooner than in history. They will be judged by the voters in
November of 2020. Then, I guess, we will see who was on the right
side of history.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Neguse.

Mr. NEGUSE. Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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I would like to begin tonight by speaking directly to the Ameri-
cans listening and watching who may disagree with the steps this
committee is taking. I hope that you will understand that we are
proceeding on this path truly out of love for our country.

We are your neighbors, we are your colleagues, your fellow wor-
shippers, and we are all citizens of the greatest Nation on Earth.
We are blessed to live in a country where our similarities far out-
weigh our differences.

My parents immigrated to this country, and every day I am
grateful to them for their decision and to the United States of
America for giving us the opportunity to live the American Dream.

My parents came to this country because they wanted their chil-
dren to grow up in a place that is free, a country where leaders
respect the rule of law, and where they don’t use the power of gov-
ernment to target political opponents, a country with fair elections
and where everyone has the right to vote.

Thomas Paine described voting as the primary right by which
other rights are protected. Our sacred right to a free and fair elec-
tion is ingrained in our Constitution. It is a right offered to every
American, no matter their background. And yet today that right is
under attack like never before.

In 2016, Russia interfered in our elections in sweeping and sys-
tematic fashion. And as we know, the Trump administration, the
campaign, welcomed at that time that interference.

And now the President of the United States has solicited the in-
terference of a foreign government in the 2020 Presidential election
for his own advantage. President Trump abused his power and
then engaged in a wholesale obstruction of Congress to cover it up.

The fact remains that in the history of our Republic, no Presi-
dent has ever ordered such a complete defiance of an impeachment
inquiry until now.

If anything is clear, it is this: Every American deserves to know
that their President will not endanger our national security, that
he or she won’t seek to use their power to undermine our free and
fair elections, and that they won’t tap a foreign government to help
tip the scales in their favor.

The Framers of the Constitution prescribed impeachment in that
sacred document because they feared a moment like this one, and
the Articles of Impeachment before us are our mechanism for ac-
countability.

So ultimately we must move forward with the solemn and heavy
work before us. But I hope that as we do so, while some may agree
with this process and some may oppose it, everyone will remember
that at the end of the day, each and every one of us are Americans.
We all treasure the same flag. We all revere the same Constitution
that this committee is working so hard to uphold.

Like many of my colleagues, when I ran for Congress I knew that
the hardest part would be being away from my wife and my infant
daughter. My daughter is 15 months old now and I think a lot
about the world that she will inherit. She is not old enough to un-
derstand the proceedings before us today, but one day she will be,
and one day I hope that she will know that this committee had an
obligation to defend our democracy, to honor our oaths, and to up-
hold the rule of law.
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So I will support the Articles of Impeachment before us, because
it is what the Constitution requires of us and it is what my con-
science demands. And I hope and I pray that my colleagues will do
the same.

And with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mrs. McBath.

Mrs. MCBATH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Since January, I have been privileged to serve the people of
Georgia’s Sixth Congressional District. When I was a small child,
my family instilled in me the importance of service and building
community. As I have grown in life, I have held many roles—
daughter, wife, working mother—but I never imagined Congress-
woman would be one of them.

My goals were the same as many other Americans. I wanted to
start a family and raise a caring, compassionate child. Like many
women, | struggled to get pregnant, and after years of trying my
son Jordan was a miracle for me, for our family.

I dreamed of who Jordan would become. I dreamed of watching
him walk across the stage at his high school graduation, full of love
and hope for the future. I dreamed of him carrying on our family’s
legacy of public service.

But 7 years ago, on a day much like today, Jordan was sitting
in the back seat of a car with his friends at a gas station. A man
pulled up next to their car and complained about the loud music
that they were playing. He pulled out a gun and fired 10 shots into
their car, hitting Jordan three times and killing my only son.

I found myself asking God: How could this happen? How did he
allow this to happen to me, to my family, and to Jordan?

I prayed to God and found the strength to forgive my killer. 1
stood up for families like mine. I stood up for families in Marietta,
Georgia, who were terrified that they will send their kids to school
and never see them come home. I stood up for the teens who sent
texts to their parents in Parkland, Florida. I stood up for their
mothers reading messages from their children that pled: If I don’t
make it home, I love you, and thank you for everything that you
have done for me.

I made a promise to my community that I would act, a promise
that I would take that sense of protection, that love a mother has
for her son, and I would use it for my community, for the American
people. I promised I would work with the President when his poli-
cies are right for Georgia and stand up to him when they are not.

And I am proud of our progress. I am proud to have passed bills
that protect our communities. I am proud to have written a bill
that was signed into law by President Trump, a bill that protects
our veterans. But I am not proud of the President’s actions that
bring us here tonight.

For months, we have carefully and methodically explored the
facts. I have listened to our witnesses, I have examined the evi-
dence from our intelligence community, and I have heard from the
brave men and the women who have dedicated their lives in service
to our country, both at home and abroad.

I am greatly saddened by what we have learned and I am forced
to face a solemn conclusion: I believe the President abused the
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power of his office, putting his own interests above the needs of our
Nation, above the needs of the people that I love and I serve. And
for that, I must vote my conscience, and I do so with a heavy heart
and a grieving soul.

This is not why I came to Washington. I came to Washington be-
cause I love my country. I came to Washington full of hope, empow-
ered by my community to serve them in Congress, and it is an
honor to carry out this work every single day, to make sure that
no one else goes through the same pain that I have.

But after this vote, I will continue to champion the ideals this
country instilled in me to stand up for the safety and security of
our communities and to fight for an America I prayed that my son,
Jordan, would be proud of.

And I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Stanton.

Mr. STANTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have been in public life for two decades, and it is not lost on
me that these are the most consequential votes that I will ever
take.

Throughout the impeachment process, I have weighed three
questions that are central to whether we must use the power to im-
peach and recommend removal of a President. Did the President
grossly abuse his power? Did his actions harm our Nation? And, if
unchecked, is the President likely to repeat his behavior?

Clear and convincing evidence shows that the answer to all of
these questions is yes. President Trump grossly abused his power.
He withheld aid to our ally at war until that ally agreed to help
him damage a top political opponent.

The Ukraine plot put our elections and our democracy at risk,
and it helped Vladimir Putin and Russia. When career diplomats
got in the President’s way, he fired them and he smeared them,
and he used a political henchman outside the official lines of diplo-
macy to avoid getting caught.

But he did get caught. A courageous public servant blew the
whistle. And only once the President was exposed did he relent and
release the aid that this Congress approved to help our ally in its
war against an aggressive Russia.

The President revealed his consciousness of guilt when he or-
dered the coverup, the most sweeping obstruction of congressional
investigation in our Nation’s history.

When Congress lawfully subpoenaed witnesses who could help us
learn the truth, the President ordered those witnesses not to ap-
pear.

When Congress lawfully subpoenaed documents that might point
the finger at him, the President ordered his administration to not
turn over a single one.

And the excuses the White House used for obstructing Congress
are a disgrace to the Constitution and to the rule of law.

The Ukraine plot and the obstruction that followed are gross
abuses of power. Both harm our national security and the integrity
of our democracy.
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Yet what worries me most is that every sign, every sign, points
to the near certainty that, if we allow him, the President will con-
tinue to violate the law.

Just last night, he said abuse of power is not even a crime. He
has repeatedly said that his powers are unbounded and unlimited.
He has claimed, quote: “Article II allows me to do whatever I
want,” unquote.

These are the words of a President who does not understand or
respect the Constitution, one who believes there should be zero
checks on his power.

Make no mistake, a President who will certainly abuse his power
again threatens the very soul of our Nation. This President must
be impeached and he must be removed, not because he has been
offensive or because of policy disagreements, impeachment is nec-
essary because this President does not believe the law applies to
him because he poses a clear and present danger to our democracy.

I ask my colleagues and my fellow Americans: Where is the line?
And I submit that if we do not impeach the President for this con-
duct, we will send a message there is no line. Right and wrong
would forever blend together, and corrupt abuse of power from the
executive branch would become acceptable and unchecked.

I served as mayor of one of the largest cities in this country. If
I had concocted a scheme to withhold public funds to help my own
reelection, I would be charged with a crime. And the truth is, if
this were anyone else but President Trump, they would be in a jail-
house, not the White House.

We have a duty to protect our democracy. We owe it to the Fram-
ers of our Constitution. We owe it to the men and women who
spilled their own blood defending it. We owe it to our children and
generations to come.

We have a responsibility to every single American to ensure that
our government of the people, for the people, and by the people
shall not perish from the Earth.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Dean.

Ms. DEAN. As Members of Congress we are entrusted with a
generational duty, a duty to ensure that we leave our grand-
children with a Constitution as strong or even stronger than our
predecessors gave us.

I want to tell you about a conversation that took place the week
of July 25, but it is not the one you are thinking of. This was a
%uiet moment between a leader and me, just a freshman on the

oor.

I sought out Elijah Cummings and sat down next to him. He
looked up into the gallery and he said: Madeleine, 300 years from
now, your ancestors will remember you were here. We are only
here a short while, make sure what you do here matters.

As First Corinthians tells us: Now we see through a glass, dark-
ly. Months later, I am beginning to see face-to-face what our re-
cently departed Chairman Cummings meant. What we do here
today will matter for generations. He saw a broader horizon.

Now this immense constitutional responsibility, vested in us by
our Founding Fathers, requires us to decide whether President
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Donald J. Trump has purposefully and perilously abused the power
entrusted to him by the people.

The evidence shows the President’s wrongdoings. They are as
clear as they are dangerous. He has abused the power of his office
as President for personal gain, including his corrupt scheme to win
reelection. He has betrayed our Nation and his oath by asking for-
eign governments to interfere with our elections.

When he was caught, he obstructed Congress, blocking our con-
stitutional investigation at every turn, telling executive branch
agencies and witnesses to defy subpoenas. And even in the midst
of this investigation he called on a third foreign power to interfere
in the upcoming election.

The President’s ongoing pattern of conduct threatens our most
precious rights as Americans: the rights to choose our own leaders
and hold them accountable.

In George Washington’s farewell address he warned against the
insidious wiles of foreign influence, the jealousy of a free people are
to be constantly awake, he said, since foreign influence is one of
the most baneful foes of republican government.

We cannot allow this President to reach his hands and the hands
of foreign leaders into our ballot boxes because for us to maintain
our faith in this country the democratic process is as important as
the result.

Some have suggested that our actions, this historic call for im-
peachment, are based in dislike or even hatred of a single man.
They are not. This is not about punishment or hate. It is about
love. It is about love of this country, it is about protecting this
country, and our precious Constitution, for all Americans yet to
come.

No one wishes to be where we are today, but this is where we
are called to be. Today is about the congressional oath I swore, we
all swore, to well and faithfully discharge the duties of our office.

My favorite Uncle Walter was a Catholic priest. Years after his
death, I swore my oath of office on Walter’s Bible. My first grand-
child, Aubrey, aged 7, held it from below. As I placed my hand and
bore through faith an allegiance to the Constitution, Walter’s daily
prayer washed over me. May God grant success to the work of our
hands, he would say.

I remember the gravity of that moment, of accepting the mantle
from those who came before us and striving to protect the promise
of the Constitution for generations who have yet to inherit it.

It is in our hands now. Many people have walked these hallowed
Halls. Few of us remember their names. Someday, too, we will be
gone and forgotten, yet what we do here will not. It will matter for
decades and centuries to come. It will matter to my children and
grandchildren and to yours. It will matter to a democracy battle
tested and hard won, and yet only as strong as those willing to
stand up and defend it, to defend the aspirations and the constitu-
tional promise of this country.

These are the moments that define us, that determine whether
the United States will become less free or more perfect. The grand
horizon is in our hands now. May God grant us success. Our fore-
fathers demand it, and our granddaughters deserve it.

Chairman NADLER. Does the gentlelady yield back?
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Ms. DEAN. With that, I yield.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Ms. Mucarsel-Powell.

Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL. I did not have the privilege of being
born into this country. When I was 14, my mother brought my sis-
ters and I from Ecuador in search of freedom and opportunities.

And this is not just my story, but it is the story of so many of
the people that I represent in Florida’s 26th District and all over
the country.

Many of us have experienced firsthand the political corruption in
our countries of birth. We understand the corrosive effects of this
corruption and the abuse of power by authoritarian leaders, both
on the left and on the right, that destroy democratic institutions.

Many of my constituents fled the brutal dictatorships of Cuba
and Venezuela that have choked the economic, social, and political
potential of those countries for the benefit of those who hold power.

The United States is a beacon of freedom, a place where anyone
can get a fair shot, but also where even the most powerful are held
to account. It is why I feel so fortunate to raise my children in this
great country, and it is because of the opportunities that I received
as an immigrant and how I feel about this country that has led me
to give back, run for Congress, and come here to fight to reduce the
cost of healthcare, protect our communities from gun violence, and
act on climate change.

I did not come to impeach the President. But this President has
violated the rule of law. The evidence is overwhelming that the
President withheld military aid approved by Congress and lever-
aged a White House meeting in order to extract a personal and po-
litical favor from a foreign government.

You see, what the President wanted was the announcement of an
investigation into his political opponent to help in his reelection
campaign. One of our most fundamental rights, the right to a free
and fair election, was threatened.

In an attempted coverup, he instructed his administration to ig-
nore legally binding congressional subpoenas, and he has done all
of this to benefit himself personally, not to benefit the country.

It is undeniable that this President has violated his oath of of-
fice, abused his power, and obstructed Congress. This is a clear and
present danger to the future of our democracy, a system of govern-
ment that was a beacon of freedom for my family and for so many
that have come here.

Tonight, I ask all Americans to put their personal affections and
their political affiliations aside and consider the long-term health
of our democracy. It is what I have tried to do in reviewing all of
the information and the testimony that is before this committee.

I know that there are patriots and proud Americans in my dis-
trict and all over the country—Republicans, Democrats, independ-
ents, some born here and others who chose to make their home
here in America—who agree that we must put our democracy and
Constitution first and who will come together in the most difficult
times because we are all Americans.

The issue we face now as a country as a result of this President’s
conduct is bigger than party and the Constitution has no partisan
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allegiance. We all agree that we cannot allow a President, this
President or any future President, to abuse the power of the office.

We cannot accept a President who says America first, but really
puts his own interests before the country. We cannot accept a
President who makes a show of hugging the American flag, but
whose obstruction of Congress takes a big black sharpie on Article
I of the Constitution.

Therefore, understanding and having sworn an oath to the Con-
stitution, I am faced on making a decision on impeachment. It is
a determination that I must make for our children.

It is for this reason that I must vote with my conscience, for my
country and for my children, in support of these Articles of Im-
peachment. That is my duty as a Member of this body and that is
my duty as a mother.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Ms. Escobar.

Ms. EscoBAR. Thank you, Chairman.

In moments of great tragedy Americans have always found a way
to come together and to be unified, not as Republicans, not as
Democrats, but as Americans.

One only need look at the great tragedies that we have faced to-
gether to see that bearing out—natural disasters, terrorist attacks,
our innumerable mass shootings. We have always found our way
to come together again.

And those of us who are elected leaders, who have the great for-
tune and responsibility to be elected leaders, we have a unique ob-
ligation to help Americans find their path to unity. We have a
unique obligation to ensure that America triumphs over her chal-
lenges.

My friends, today we face one of those great tragedies and it is
a moment of truth for us. We have witnessed—and I will repeat—
we have witnessed the President of the United States betraying his
oath of office, inviting foreign countries to interfere in our election,
and then covering up his wrongdoing to ensure that the American
people don’t know about it.

This is not the first time that he has sought foreign interference.
In fact, we only need to look at 2016, rewind the tape, and recall
him saying: Russia, if you are listening.

He invited a foreign adversary into our 2016 election and he has
not stopped since. We witnessed him standing on the White House
lawn as he called on Ukraine and then he called on China to also
interfere in our elections, this time the 2020 election.

This is why this is called an ongoing threat, a crime that is in
progress.

This also isn’t the first time that we have seen him obstruct Con-
gress. I was shocked to hear the ranking member deny that the
President of the United States has obstructed Congress when we
have witnessed it time and again at unprecedented levels.

The President of the United States has withheld documents,
making sure that they don’t see the light of day, prohibited wit-
nesses from coming before Congress. He has even vowed to fight
all the subpoenas, desperately attempting to keep Americans in the
dark. He has even engaged in witness intimidation.
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But what is even worse than a President who violates his oath
is the other tragedy: the tragedy of enablers who choose to look the
other way, turn a blind eye and explain this wrongdoing away.
They tell us to ignore what we have witnessed with our own eyes,
ignore what we have heard with our own ears.

When we should be unified in this moment, unified in con-
fronting what the Framers warned us about, what our Founding
Fathers feared, and to stand up for what brave patriots fought and
died for, instead we have seen attacks against those patriots, we
have seen blanket denials of the truth, and we have seen some-
thing absolutely terrifying. We have seen Russia be wildly success-
ful, not just in the 2016 election, but in dividing us as Americans.

My God, we have even seen the highest elected officials in this
land parodying the same conspiracy theories fed by Putin, the same
Russian talking points.

The selling out of America’s soul is all intended to protect one
man, Donald Trump. Donald Trump is not for America. Donald
Trump is for Donald Trump.

As leaders we should be unified in protecting our Republic, a de-
mocracy that is far more fragile than we ever understood. I fear
that the President was right when he warned us that he could
shoot someone in the middle of 5th Avenue and not be held ac-
countable by his supporters.

If we do not proceed with impeachment, I am afraid that our de-
mocracy will cease to exist as we know it. Earlier, some of our Re-
publican colleagues talked about how perilous, how politically per-
ilous this moment is, and two of our freshman frontliners know
that better than anyone. But that speaks to the courage that it
takes to do the right thing.

I pray tonight that all of our colleagues have the courage to do
the right thing: defend our beloved America and uphold their oath
of office.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Given the lateness of the hour, the committee will now stand in
recess until 9 a.m. tomorrow morning, at which time we will call
up the resolution for consideration.

The committee now stands in recess.

[Whereupon, at 10:33 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene
at 9:00 a.m., Thursday, December 12, 2019.]
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Sensenbrenner, Chabot, Gohmert, Jordan, Buck, Ratcliffe, Roby,
Gaetz, Johnson of Louisiana, Biggs, McClintock, Lesko,
Reschenthaler, Cline, Armstrong, and Steube.
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Counsel; Matthew N. Robinson, Counsel; Ted Kalo, Counsel,
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Member; dJulian Gerson, Professional Staff Member; Anthony
Valdez, Fellow; Thomas Kaelin, Fellow; David Greengrass, Senior
Counsel; John Doty, Senior Advisor; Moh Sharma, Member Serv-
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sel; Paul Taylor, Minority Chief Counsel, Constitution Sub-
committee; Daniel Flores, Minority Chief Counsel, Antitrust Sub-
committee; Ella Yates, Minority Member Services Director; Jon
Ferro, Minority Parliamentarian; and Erica Barker, Minority Dep-
uty Parliamentarian.

Chairman NADLER. The Judiciary Committee will please come to
order, a quorum being present.

When the committee recessed yesterday, it had completed open-
ing statements on the resolution about to be considered.

Pursuant to notice under House Resolution 660, I now call up
House Resolution 755, impeaching Donald John Trump, President
of the United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors.

Mr. CoLLINS. Mr. Chairman, point of order.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlemen will state his point of order.

Mr. CoLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order against the
consideration of this resolution on the grounds that the chairman
willfully refused to schedule a properly demanded minority day of
hearings, pursuant to clause 2(j)(1) of rule XI.

Chairman NADLER. We will entertain that point of order once we
have completed calling up the resolution.

I now call up H. Res. 755, impeaching Donald John Trump,
President of the United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors
for purposes of markup and move that the committee report the
resolution favorably to the House.

The clerk will report the resolution.

Ms. STRASSER. H. Res. 755: Impeaching Donald John Trump,
President of the United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors,
in the House of Representatives, December 10, 2019, Mr. Nadler
submitted the following resolution, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Resolution Impeaching Donald John Trump, President of the
United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors.

Resolved, That Donald J. Trump, President of the United States,
is impeached for high crimes and misdemeanors and that the fol-
lowing Articles of Impeachment be exhibited to the United States
Senate:

Articles of Impeachment exhibited by the House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in the name of itself and of
the people of the United States of America, against Donald J.
Trump, President of the United States of America, in maintenance
and support of its impeachment against him for high crimes and
misdemeanors.

Article I: Abuse of Power.

The Constitution provides that the House of Representatives
“shall have the sole Power of Impeachment” and that the President
“shall be removed from Office on Impeachment for, and Conviction
of, Treason, Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” In
his conduct of the office of President of the United States—and in
violation of his constitutional oath faithfully to execute the office of
the President of the United States and, to the best of his ability,
preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the United States,
and in violation of his constitutional duty to take care that the
laws be faithfully executed, Donald J. Trump has abused the pow-
ers of the Presidency, in that:
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Using the powers of his high office, President Trump solicited the
interference of a foreign government, Ukraine, in the 2020 United
States Presidential election. He did so through a scheme or course
of conduct that included soliciting the Government of Ukraine to
publicly announce investigations that would benefit his reelection,
harm the election prospects of a political opponent, and influence
the 2020 United States Presidential election to his advantage.
President Trump also sought to pressure the Government of
Ukraine to take these steps by conditioning official United States
Government acts of significant value to Ukraine on its public an-
nouncement of the investigations. President Trump engaged in this
scherlne or course of conduct for corrupt purposes in pursuit of per-
sona

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that
the resolution be considered as read.

Chairman NADLER. Given the significance——

Ms. LOFGREN. I object.

Chairman NADLER. Objection is heard. The clerk will continue.

Ms. STRASSER. Personal political benefit. In doing so, President
Trump used the powers of the Presidency in a manner that com-
promised the national security of the United States and under-
mined the integrity of the United States democratic process. He
thus ignored and injured the interests of the Nation.

President Trump engaged in the scheme or course of conduct
through the following means:

(1) President Trump—acting both directly and through his
agents, within and outside the United States Government—cor-
ruptly solicited the Government of Ukraine to publicly announce
investigations into—

(A) 2(11 political opponent, former Vice President Joseph R. Biden
Jr.; an

(B) a discredited theory promoted by Russia alleging that
Ukraine—rather than Russia—interfered in the 2016 United States
Presidential election.

(2) With the same corrupt motives, President Trump—acting
both directly and through his agents within and outside the United
States Government—conditioned two official acts on the public an-
nouncements that he had requested—

(A) the release of $391 million of United States taxpayer funds
that Congress had appropriated on a bipartisan basis for the pur-
pose of providing vital military and security assistance to Ukraine
to oppose Russian aggression and which President Trump had or-
dered suspended; and

(B) a head of state meeting at the White House, which the Presi-
dent of Ukraine sought to demonstrate continued United States
support for the Government of Ukraine in the face of Russian ag-
gression.

(3) Faced with the public revelation of his actions, President
Trump ultimately released the military and security assistance to
the Government of Ukraine, but has persisted in openly and cor-
ruptly urging and soliciting Ukraine to undertake investigations for
his personal political benefit.

These actions were consistent with President Trump’s previous
invitations of foreign interference in United States elections.
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In all of this, President Trump abused the powers of the Presi-
dency by ignoring and injuring national security and other vital na-
tional interests to obtain an improper personal political benefit. He
has also betrayed the Nation by abusing his high office to enlist a
foreign power in corrupting democratic elections.

Wherefore President Trump, by such conduct, has demonstrated
that he will remain a threat to national security and the Constitu-
tion if allowed to remain in office, and has acted in a manner gross-
ly incompatible with self-governance and the rule of law. President
Trump thus warrants impeachment and trial, removal from office,
and disqualification to hold and enjoy any office of honor, trust, or
profit under the United States.

Article II: Obstruction of Congress.

The Constitution provides that the House of Representatives
“shall have the sole Power of Impeachment” and that the President
“shall be removed from office on Impeachment for, and Conviction
of, Treason, Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” In
his conduct of the office of the President of the United States—and
in violation of his constitutional oath faithfully to execute the office
of the President of the United States and, to the best of his ability,
preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the United States,
and in violation of his constitutional duty to take care that the
laws be faithfully executed—Donald J. Trump has directed the un-
precedented, categorical, and indiscriminate defiance of subpoenas
issued by the House of Representatives pursuant to its “sole Power
of Impeachment”. President Trump has abused the powers of the
Presidency in a manner offensive to, and subversive of, the Con-
stitution, in that:

The House of Representatives has engaged in an impeachment
inquiry focused on President Trump’s corrupt solicitation of the
Government of Ukraine to interfere in the 2020 United States
Presidential election. As part of this impeachment inquiry, the
Committees undertaking the investigation served subpoenas seek-
ing documents and testimony deemed vital to the inquiry by var-
ious Executive Branch agencies and offices, and current and former
officials.

In response, without lawful cause or excuse, President Trump di-
rected Executive Branch agencies, offices, and officials not to com-
ply with those subpoenas. President Trump thus interposed the
powers of the Presidency against the lawful subpoenas of the
House of Representatives, and assumed to himself functions and
judgments necessary to the exercise of the “sole Power of Impeach-
ment” vested by the Constitution in the House of Representatives.

President Trump abused the powers of his high office through
the following means:

(1) Directing the White House to defy a lawful subpoena by with-
holding the production of documents sought therein by the Com-
mittees.

(2) Directing other Executive Branch agencies and offices to defy
lawful subpoenas and withhold the production of documents and
records from the Committees—in response to which the Depart-
ment of State, Office of Management and Budget, Department of
Energy, and Department of Defense refused to produce a single
document or record.
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(3) Directing current and former Executive Branch officials not
to cooperate with the Committees—in response to which nine Ad-
ministration officials defied subpoenas for testimony, namely John
Michael “Mick” Mulvaney, Robert B. Blair, John A. Eisenberg, Mi-
chael Ellis, Preston Wells Griffith, Russell T. Vought, Michael
Duffey, Brian McCormack, and T. Ulrich Brechbuhl.

These actions were consistent with President Trump’s previous
efforts to undermine United States Government investigations into
foreign interference in the United States elections.

Through these actions, President Trump sought to arrogate to
himself the right to determine the propriety, scope, and nature of
an impeachment inquiry into his own conduct, as well as the uni-
lateral prerogative to deny any and all information to the House
of Representatives in the exercise of its “sole Power of Impeach-
ment”. In the history of the Republic, no President has ever or-
dered the complete defiance of an impeachment inquiry or sought
to obstruct and impede so comprehensively the ability of the House
of Representatives to investigate “high Crimes and Misdemeanors”.
This abuse of office served to cover up the President’s own repeated
misconduct and to seize and control the power of impeachment—
and thus to nullify a vital constitutional safeguard vested solely in
the House of Representatives.

In all of this, President Trump has acted in a manner contrary
to his trust as President and subversive of constitutional govern-
ment, to the great prejudice of the cause of law and justice, and
to the manifest injury of the people of the United States.

Wherefore, President Trump, by such conduct, has demonstrated
that he will remain a threat to the Constitution if allowed to re-
main in office, and has acted in a manner grossly incompatible
with self-governance and the rule of law. President Trump thus
warrants impeachment, trial, removal from office, and disqualifica-
tion to hold and enjoy any office of honor, trust, or profit under the
United States.

[The resolution follows:]



68

.KNPORMAYRS’;O . . ) ‘ . ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘,
1167H CONGRESS
e Y RES 7 5

Impeaehmg Dona]d John Trump, President of the United States for high
. ‘ crimes and mssdemeanors .

: IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATI\@S

. DEcEMBER 10 2019

Mr NADLER subnutted the following resolution; which was referreé to the
Comnnttee on the Judlclary

RESOLUTI()N

Impeaelnng Donald John Trump, President of the Umted
States for high erimes’ and mlsdemeanors .

Resolved That Donald J. Trump, Pres1dent of the
Umted States, 1s 1mpeached for hlgh crimes and mzs-’
‘demea,ners and that the foﬁowmg articles of 1mpeaehment
be exhibited to the United States Senate

- Articles of 1mpeaehment exhibited by the House o{’
Rep;esentatwes of the United States of Amemca in the.
name of itself ana of the people of the United Sta‘tes”"of
Ameriea, against Dona:}d‘ J. Trump, President of the
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« 2
its impeachment against him for high crimes and mis-
demeanors.
' ARTICLE I: ABUSE OF POWER

. The Constltutlon promdes ‘that the House of Rep-

‘resentatives “shall have.the sole Power- of Impeaehm‘ent”

and that the Presidérlt “ghall ‘be removed from Office on
Impeachment for, and Oonvmtlon of, Treason Bnbery, or
other- hlgh Crimes and Mlsdemeanors In his conduet of -
the ofﬁce of Pres1dent of the Umted States—-and in viola- .
tion of his eonstltutlonal oath falthfully to execute the of-

. ﬁce of Pres1dent of the Umted States and, to the best of .

his ability, preserve protect and defend the Constitution
of the United States, and in violation of his _consmtumonal |
duty to take care that the laws be faithfully executed—
Dorxald J. Trump has abused the powers of the Presi-

-deney, in that:

. Using the powers of his hlgh office, Presndent Tramp
sohmted the - mterference of a “foreign government

Ukrame, in the 2020 United States Presxdentlal electxon

:He did so through a seheme or course of conduct that
mcluded soheltmg the Government of Ukrame to pubhcly

2 announce investigations that would berieﬁt his reelection,

harm the election prospects of a political opponent, and

inﬂuénce the 2020 Uhitéd‘ States Presidential election to

~his advantage President Trump also sought to pressure

the Government of Ukra;me to take these steps by condi-
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, 3
tioning official United States Government acts of signifi-

eant valué to Ukraine on its publie announee_mént of the

investigations. President Trump engaged in this scheme
or ‘course of conduef for‘_cdrrupvt purpqsés in ‘.pursuit of
pérsor,ial poiifieal.beneﬁt. In so doing, President Trur’ﬁp‘
used the pbwers of the Presidency m a manner that com-
promised the national security of the United States and

underminé_d the integrity of the United States democi‘ati‘c

process. He thus ignored and injured the interests of the

i Na)tiqn;

" President _Trump ‘engag‘ed m this scheme (l)I"~C0111'SQ
of conduct through the-followﬁng‘mgéns: . |
. : (‘1).Pres_ident. Trump—acting both_directly and
through‘his_ agehts within aﬁd outside vt;he United.
States - Government—_'_corruﬁtly solicited - the Govefn— ,
ment of Ukraine to publicly announce mvestigafions
into— | R |
| (A) a political opponent, former Vice Presi-
. dent Joseph R. Biden, Jr.; and h ' -
- (B)a discredited theory promoted by Rus-
sia alleging that Ukraine—rather than Rus-
sia——_inferf’ered in the 2016 United States Pres-
idential election. '
(2)’ With the same corrupt motives, President

o Tfump_——aeting both directly and through his agents
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 within and outside the United States Government—
‘ co‘nditibhed two offieial‘ acts on the i)ublic announce-

’ ments that he had requested— N
(A) the release of $391 mﬂhon of Umted
" States tax_payer funds that Congress had appro-
priated on a bipartisan basis fer the purpese of
proﬁding vital military -and seeurity aSsistance

' to Ukrame to oppose Russian aggressmn and

- Whleh President Trump had ordered suspended
' and
- (B) a head of state meeting at the White
House, which the President of.‘Ukraine souglit
to demenstrate -continned United States support

for the Government of Ukraine in the face of
Russ1an aggressmn | , »

: (3) Faced with the public revelatlon of hlS ac-
tiens, Presxdent' Trump ultlmately released theé mili-
‘tary and security 'assisténee to the Government of
Ukreine, but has persi-sted in".openly and corruptly
urging and soliciting Ukraine to undertake irivestiga-
tions for his personal pohtlcal beneflt

These actlons were eons1stent Wlth Pres1dent

23 Ti'ump S premoqs invitations of forelgn interference in

24 "United States élections.

<HRES 755 TH



\c"oo‘q‘oxme-ww»-“

10

13

14

15
16
17

13"
19
20

21
22

23
2%

25

26

72

" Tn all of this, President Trump abused 't_hevpoWers

- of the Presideney by ig'r'ioriné‘ -and injuring nationaf secu-

rity and other thal mnational mterests to. obtain an im-

.proper personal pohtlcal beneﬁt He has also betrayed the

Nation by abusing his high- office to enhst a forelgn power
in eorruptmg democratic’ electlons

Wherefore Pres1dent Tmmp, by such . eonduet has
demonstrated that he will remain a threat to natlonal se-
curity and the Constitution if allowed to remain in office,

and has aéted-ixi a mamier gross'lyn incompatiblevwithvself-

governance and the rule of law. Pres1dent Trump thus

12 warrants 1mpeachment and trial, removal fromi office, and

dlsquahﬁeatlon ‘to. hold and enjoy any office of honor

trust or proﬁt under the United States

ARTICLE 1 OBSTRUCTION OF CONGRESS _
"The Constitution providee that the House of Rep-
resentatives f‘shaﬂ,have tﬁe‘ sole Power of Impeaehmeht’.’

and thatthe Presideht “shall be removed from Office on

'Irxipeaehment for, and Conviction of, Treason, Bribery, or

other high Crimesxand~Misdemean0rs” In his eonduet of

the office of Premdent of the Umted Sta,tes——and in vxola-
tion. of hls constlmtlonal oath fmthfuﬂy to exeeute the of-

fice of Pres1dent of the United States and, to the best of
his ability, preserve; protect, and defend the Cdnefitution
of the Unitéd States, and in violation of his constitutional
duty to take care that the laws be faithfully executed%
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Donaid J. Trump has directed the'unpreeedented_; categor-
ieal, -and-indiscriminate defiance of subpoenas issued by
the House of RepreseﬁtatiVes pﬁrSuani 1o it's: “sele Power
of Impeachment”. President-Frump has abﬁsed’ the pow-

ers of the Presidency in a manner offénsive to, and subver-

- sive of, the Constitution; in that: ‘

The House of Representatives has engaged in an iin:
peachment iﬁquiry focused on President T.furhp’s corrupt
solicitation of the Government of. Ukraine to interfere in
the 2020 United States Presidential election. -As part of

this impeachnient inquiry, the Committees undertaking

‘ the investigation seived éubpoenas seeking documents and

testimony deemed vital to the ’inquiry from various Execu-

tive Branch agencies and offices, and current and former

. foieials.

In response, without lawful cémse or excuse, Presi-
dent 'Tifump dﬁect_ed Exeeutive Branch ageneies, offices,
ahdv'ofﬁciels, not to comply v_ﬁth thoee subpoenas. Presi-
dent Trump thus interposed the’ poweré of the Presidency

against the 1_awful 's'ubpoenas of the House of -Repreéenta;

. tives,f and assumed to himself functions ‘and judgments

neeeséary to the exercise of the “sole Power of Impeach-

ment” vested by the' Constitation’ in the House' of Rep-

‘resentatives.

«HRES 755 IH
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7
1 President Trump abused the powers of his high ofﬁce
2 through the followmg means: :
3 [¢Y) _Dlreetmg the White Hbuse to defy a lawful.;
4 ‘sﬁbp()ena,; by withholding ..th'e. produ:ction’ of docu-
5 ments sought therein by the Conup-j;cit‘ees. o
6 v (2) Directing of:her Exécutive denc_h agencies
7 ) “and offices to” defy lawful subpoenaé and ,v'vithhold.
8 the production: of documents and records fi'om thé
9 Committées’——in resi)ohse to which the Department
10 of State, Ofﬁce of Manageﬁxent énd Budget, Depart-
1 o ment of Energy, a,nd Department of Defense refused
>12‘ “to produce a smgle document or record.
.13 (3) Dlreetmg current  and former Executxve
14 Branch ofﬁcla,ls not to cooperate w1th the Cozmmt-'
15 tees—in response to which nine Administration ofﬁ-.
16 . . cials defied subpoenas for'te’sﬁmony, namely‘John-
17 Michael “Mick” Mulvaney, Robert B. Blair; John A
18  Eisenberg, Michael Elhs, Preston. Wells ’- Griffith,
19  Russel T._vc;ught,_ Michael Duffey, Brian MeCor-
20 mack, and T. Ulrich Brechbuhl. |
21 " These actio_ns' were ’consisteIVxAt with President

22 Tramp’s brevigjus efforts to andermine United States Gov-
23 ernineht-investigations~i1_1to. foi_'eign ihterference in United

24 States elections. o

<HRES 755 TH
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8-
Through V‘gh‘e'se‘ acﬁéns; President’ Trump_ s’oughf to
arrogate’ to 'himsélf the right to determihe the propriety,
seope, and nature of an impeachment Vinquiry‘into his oﬁm
c'bnduét as v-v'ell as.the uhilateral prerogati've to.deny any

and all information to the House of Representatlves in the‘

"exermse of lts sole Power of Impeachment” In the his-

»tory of the Repubhc,_ no President has- ever ordered the

complete. 'deﬁanee‘éf an. impeaehxﬁent iﬁquiry or sOﬁght:

" to obstruet and impede 0 eomprehensnely the. ablhty of

the House of Representatives to mvestlgate “hlgh Crlmes

- and Mlsdemeanors This abuse’ of office served to cover

up the President’s own repeated misconduet and to seize

and eontrol the powér of impeachment—and thus to nul-
hfy a VItal constitutional safeg'uard vested solely in the
House of Representatwes

Inall of ‘t;his, President Tramp lias dcted in a mé,nner

éontrary_td his trust as President and’ subversive of con-

stitutional government, to the great prejudice of the cause
of law and justice, and to the manifest injury of the p‘eoplei
of the United States. '

Wherefore President Tfump, by such‘ebnduct has

'demonstrated that he will remain a threat to the Constltu-

tion if allowed to remain m ofﬁce and has acted in a man—;

ner grossly mcompa,tlble with self-governance and the rule

- of law. Pres1dent Trump- thus Warrants unpeaehment and

sHRES 755 IH
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1 trial, removal from office, and‘('iisqua]iﬁéation t(‘)'holld and
2 be‘njoy any offiée of hoxior,' trust, or vprbﬁt under the Uhited_
3 States. L ' |
0

" «HRES 755 IH
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Chairman NADLER. Thank you. The gentleman will now state his
point of order.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Again, as I have made the point of order on this minority hearing
day. The chairman was furnished with the demand signed by all
Republican members of the committee during the impeachment
hearing held on December the 4th. The chairman has refused to re-
spond to multiple additional requests that that hearing be sched-
uled, and at one point actually telling me—if I actually responded
to this—that we will rule with it today.

Well, we are here today. And it is a farce that we are having to
rule on this today, because there is no other time. We are actually
taking up the articles today. So the rule is not super—and by the
way, this rule is not superseded by any portion of H. Res. 660. That
could have been done by the majority, but they were too busy in
a hurry to get H. 660 to the floor, that after discussing this they
chose not to exempt the minority hearing day. This could have
been done. They chose not to. Now we are not having it. So I con-
tinue my point of order.

Chairman NADLER. If I understand the gentleman’s point of
order, he asserts we are violating clause 2(j)(1) of House Rule XI
by conducting this markup before we have held the hearing that
the minority members requested on December 4th.

In my view, the gentleman is claiming a broader privilege than
clause 2(j)(1) actually provides the minority. The minority has
asked for a day of hearings on the matter of the December 4th
hearing, which was the constitutional grounds for impeachment.

I am willing to work with the minority to schedule such a hear-
ing, but not before today’s markup of the Articles of Impeachment.
The House Rule does not require me to schedule a hearing on a
particular day nor does it require me to schedule the hearing as a
condition precedent to taking any specific legislative action. Other-
wise, the minority would have the ability to delay or block majority
legislative action, which is clearly not the purpose of the rule.

I have reached this conclusion after reviewing the plain text and
legislative history of the House rule, after considering prior prece-
dent and committee practice, and after consulting with parliamen-
tary authorities and the Congressional Research Service.

I believe my scheduling decision in this case is reasonable for
several reasons: First, the minority’s views have not been shut out.
The legislative history of the minority day rule shows that it was
written to prevent the committee majority from preventing the mi-
nority position from being represented in a hearing.

As the report from the Joint Committee on the Organization of
Congress in 1966 explains: It is normal procedure for witnesses
representing both sides of the issue to give testimony at committee
hearings. In those infrequent instances when witnesses rep-
resenting the minority position are not allotted time, a minimum
safeguard should exist to protect minority rights, unquote. Of
course, that did not happen at the December 4th hearing. The mi-
nority had a witness at the hearing, Professor Turley, who ably
represented their position and was afforded ample time to discuss
that position. Rather than being shut out, the minority simply did
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not get as many witnesses as they would have preferred, but that
is not the purpose of the House rule.

Second, the minority and the President have special protections
under House Resolution 660. The procedures provided under House
Resolution 660 give the President and the minority a variety of
special privileges to present evidence and subpoena witnesses.
Thus, there are alternative procedures under H. Res. 660 by which
witnesses can be requested and even subpoenaed, but they have
not been exercised.

Third, there is no precedent for the use of minority days to delay
committee legislative or impeachment proceedings. It is clear from
the legislative history that the minority day rule is not intended to
delay legislative activity. Again, as the Committee on the Organi-
zation of the Congress explicitly explained: We do not look upon
this rule as an authorization for delaying tactics, unquote.

The minority day rule was made part of the House rules in 1971,
but it was not invoked in either the Nixon or Clinton impeach-
ments. As a matter of fact, the only precedent I am aware of in the
context of impeachment took place several weeks ago in the Intel-
ligence Committee. There, the minority also requested a day of
hearings, even though they also had witnesses participate in their
proceedings. The minority ultimately did not raise a point of order.
While they did offer an amendment claiming that the minority day
rule had been violated, that amendment was rejected by the com-
mittee. Thus, there is no precedent, no precedent supporting the
gentleman’s point of order, and the one precedent we have indi-
cates that a point of order does not lie to delay consideration of Ar-
ticles of Impeachment.

Finally, past Judiciary Committee practice and precedent do not
support the gentleman’s point of order. Last year, a number of
other members and I sent then-Chairman Goodlatte a minority day
request. The chairman never responded to our request and never
scheduled a hearing. I don’t believe a single member of the then
majority argued in favor of us being granted a hearing under the
rules.

Back in 2005, then-Chairman Sensenbrenner scheduled the mi-
nority day hearing, but cut off witnesses, shut off the microphones,
shut off the lights and abruptly ended the hearing while members
were seeking recognition to speak. Again, no one in the then major-
ity argued in favor of protecting our rights. As a result, there is no
committee practice or precedent supporting the gentleman’s point
of order.

For all the foregoing reasons, I do not sustain the point of order.

Mr. CoLLINS. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does the gentleman seek
recognition?

Mr. CorLINS. I think it is very obvious by, one, the length of the
chairman’s answer to my question that this has struck a nerve,
seeing how the chairman himself says it in his own words from
previous times. The chairman: It is not the chairman’s right to de-
cide whether prior hearings are sufficient or the chairman’s right
to decide whether he thinks they are acceptable or the chairman’s
right to violate the rules in order to interfere.
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It is interesting to me that this time has become the issue. And
a point of order.

Chairman NADLER. I have made my ruling on the point of order,
and would the gentleman wish to appeal the ruling of the chair?

Mr. CoLLINS. I would like for the sake of history

Chairman NADLER. Does the gentlemen wish to appeal——

Mr. CoLLINS. I would like for the sake of history the chairman
take one more minute.

Chairman NADLER. Does the gentleman wish to appeal the ruling
of the chair, yes or no?

Mr. CoLLINS. Yes. Obviously, we're on a clock and calendar with
impeachment again, because the chairman is doing this again.

Chairman NADLER. The appeal of the ruling of the Chair is not
sustained.

Ms. LOFGREN. I would move to table.

Mr. CoLLINS. Did you actually call for a vote? How is it not sus-
tained? You didn’t call for a vote.

Chairman NADLER. I sustain the point of order.

Mr. CoLLINS. I call for an appeal of the ruling of the chair. Now
call for a vote.

Ms. LOFGREN. I move to table.

1(ghairman NADLER. I ruled that the point of order is not well-
taken.

Mr. CoLLINS. Well, that is painfully obvious. I have appealed the
ruling of the chair.

Ms. LOFGREN. And I move to table.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has appealed the ruling of the
chair. The gentlelady has moved to table the appeal of the ruling
of the chair. The motion to table is not debatable.

All in favor of the motion to table, say aye.

Opposed, no. The appeal of the ruling of the chair is tabled.

We will now proceed to amendments.

Mr. CoLLINS. Roll call.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman asked for roll call on the mo-
tion to table the appeal of the ruling of the chair.

The clerk will call the roll.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler?

Chairman NADLER. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler votes aye.

Ms. Lofgren?

Ms. LOFGREN. Yes.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Lofgren votes yes.

Ms. Jackson Lee?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Yes.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jackson Lee votes yes.

Mr. Cohen?

Mr. COHEN. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cohen votes aye.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia?

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Georgia votes aye.

Mr. Deutch?

Mr. DEUTCH. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Deutch votes aye.
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Ms. Bass?

Ms. BAss. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Bass votes aye.
Mr. Richmond?

Mr. RICHMOND. Yes.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Richmond votes yes.
Mr. Jeffries?

Mr. JEFFRIES. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jeffries votes aye.
Mr. Cicilline?

Mr. CICILLINE. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cicilline votes aye.
Mr. Swalwell?

Mr. SWALWELL. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Swalwell votes aye.
Mr. Lieu?

[No response.]

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Raskin?

Mr. RASKIN. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Raskin votes aye.
Ms. Jayapal?

Ms. JAYAPAL. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jayapal votes aye.
Mrs. Demings?

Mrs. DEMINGS. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Demings votes aye.
Mr. Correa?

Mr. CORREA. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Correa votes aye.
Ms. Scanlon?

Ms. SCANLON. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon votes aye.
Ms. Garcia?

Ms. GARCIA. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Garcia votes aye.
Mr. Neguse?

Mr. NEGUSE. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Neguse votes aye.
Mrs. McBath?

Mrs. MCBATH. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. McBath votes aye.
Mr. Stanton?

Mr. STANTON. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Stanton votes aye.
Ms. Dean?

Ms. DEAN. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Dean votes aye.
Ms. Mucarsel-Powell?

Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell votes aye.
Ms. Escobar?

Ms. ESCOBAR. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Escobar votes aye.
Mr. Collins?
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Mr. CoLLINS. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Collins votes no.

Mr. Sensenbrenner?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Sensenbrenner votes no.

Mr. Chabot?

Mr. CHABOT. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chabot votes no.

Mr. Gohmert?

Mr. GOHMERT. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Gohmert votes no.

Mr. Jordan?

Mr. JORDAN. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jordan votes no.

Mr. Buck?

Mr. Buck. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Buck votes no.

Mr. Ratcliffe?

Mr. RATCLIFFE. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe votes no.

Mrs. Roby?

Mrs. RoBY. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Roby votes no.

Mr. Gaetz?

Mr. GAETZ. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Gaetz votes no.

MR. JOHNSON OF LOUISIANA?

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Louisiana votes no.

Mr. Biggs?

Mr. BiGGs. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Biggs votes no.

Mr. McClintock?

Mr. McCLINTOCK. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. McClintock votes no.

Mrs. Lesko?

Mrs. LESKO. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Lesko votes no.

Mr. Reschenthaler?

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Reschenthaler votes no.

Mr. Cline?

Mr. CLINE. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cline votes no.

Mr. Armstrong?

Mr. ARMSTRONG. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Armstrong votes no.

Mr. Steube?

Mr. STEUBE. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Steube votes no.

Chairman NADLER. Has everyone voted who wishes to vote? The
clerk will report.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chairman, there are 23 ayes and 17 noes.
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o (zihairman NADLER. The appeal of the ruling of the chair is ta-
ed.

We will now proceed to amendments. The clerk will read the first
section of the resolution.

Ms. STRASSER. H. Res. 755, Impeaching Donald John Trump,
President of the United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors.
In the House of Representatives December 10, 2019, Mr. Nadler
submitted the following resolution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Resolution. Impeaching Donald John Trump, President of the
United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors.

Resolved, That Donald J. Trump, President of the United States,
is impeached for high crimes and misdemeanors and that the fol-
lowing Articles of Impeachment be exhibited to the United States
Senate:

Articles of Impeachment exhibited by the House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in the name of itself and of
the people of the United States of America against Donald J.
Trump, President of the United States of America, in maintenance
and support of its impeachment against him for high crimes and
misdemeanors.

Chairman NADLER. I now recognize myself for purposes of offer-
ing an amendment in the nature of a substitute.

The clerk will report the amendment.

Ms. STRASSER. Amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.
Res. 755, offered by Mr. Nadler of New York. Strike all that follows
after the resolving clause and insert the following——

Chairman NADLER. Without objection, the amendment shall be
considered as read.

[The amendment of Chairman Nadler follows:]
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AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
TO H. Res. 155

OFFERED BY MR NADLER OF NEW YORK

Strike- all that fbllows after the res,olving clause and

- insert the following:

i

e N Wt B W N e O
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~ Tha_t Donald J ohﬂT’rﬁmp, President of ﬁhe Uniteq Sta,tgé,

is iirnpea(,hed for high'crimes'and nﬁsdemeanbrs and that

“the followmg amclcs of nnpcachment be ex}ublfed to ‘rh(,

Umted S’rates Senafe
. Artlcles of . 1mpcachment e*ihlbxted bv the House of
Reprcsentatlves of the Unlted States of Ameuca in the

jname of itself a,nd of the people of the United Stateb of

Ame1 ica, agamst Donald John- Tmmp, Premdent of the
United States of Amemca in: mam‘renanec and support ot
1‘rs 1mpeaehment agamst hxm for hlo"h enmes and m1s-
_demcanors. ‘ . _ .
. ARTICLE I A:éusm OF POWER

.~ The Conhtltutmn prcmd(,s thdt th(, House of Rep-'
msentahves “sha,ll h'lV(‘ the sole l’ower of Impo%hment”
and ‘(hat the President “shan be r(,moved from Othcc on

Impeachmen’r for, and Convxefmn of Treason, Br 1bery, or

_other high Cnmes and Misdemeanors”. In his conduct of

the office of Pres1dent of the Umted Sta,tcs——and 1n vmla-‘

gAVHLOVIZ1 019\121019.006.ml (75205014)
December 10, 2019 (7:18 a.m.) .
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e |
tmn of hls constltutmnal oath faxthfully to Lxeeute the of-
ﬁee of Pr381dent of the United Statcs and to the best of

~ his dblllty, preserve, protect, d,l"ld defend the Consmtutlon

of the Umted States and in wolatlon of his constltutmnal

duty to ta,ke care that the laws be falthfully exeeu’oed—-

‘Donald J. Tmmp has abused the powem of the Prem-

dency, in that:

_ Usmg the powers of hls hlgh ofﬁcu, Prcsuient Trump
bohut(,d the mtuf(,renu, of a fomxgn govu‘nmt,nt
Ukramg, in the 2020 United Sta,tes_Presxdenmal‘electmn.

He did so-through a scheme or'cdurse of conducf that

'mcluded soliciting the Govemment of Ukramu to puhhcly

announce mvestlgatxons that Would beneﬁt hIS reelectmn

kharm th(, election pxospects of a poht:eal opponent, and-

influéencée the 2020 Umted States- Presxdentml e]eutmn to
his '1dvantage l’res1dent Tromp also sought to pressurov
thc Govarmnent of Ukramo to take these sfeps by condi-

tmmng offielal Umted States Governmenf acts cf‘ signifi-

':cant value to Ukraine on its pubhc announcement of the

1mest1gat10ns Pres1dent Trump mgaged in thls seheme

" or course of conduet for corrapt pnrposes n. pur:,mt-of

pefsonil 'political benefiﬂ In so doing", President Tr"umpb
used-the powers of the Premdenoy ina manner that com-
pmmlsed the nai;mnal security of the Um‘(ed States and

undermmed the mtegmty of the Umted States democratxc

GAVHLCV21019\121019,008xmi (75205014)
December 10, 2019 {7:18 a.m.) :
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‘ -3 ,
1 proeess He thus 1gnored and mgured the mterests of the
- 2 Natlon _ ‘ '
S 3 Prua:dunt Trump ungaged in thlb schemc Or eourse
4 ot cornduct throug h the tollowmg means: '
5 (1) President Trump——aetmg bofh du eetly and
6 - throogh his agents within and- outsx,de the United
7 States Governmeﬁt——-cormptly sbliéitéd the Govefn~
8 ment of Ul.{rajne' to publiely announce investigations
9  into— | A ‘
V 10. o (A) a political opponent, former Vice Presi-
11 L deut Joseph R. Blden Jr.; and
: 1“2 : » (B) a dweredﬁ/ed thecry promofed by Rm-'
13 ‘ "s;a aﬂegmg that .Ukmme——rather than Rus-
14 sié——int;éffered in the 2016'Unitédetatés_:Pres-
' 15 o 1dt,nt1di election. .- o | . A
16 (2) Wlth ‘the same cormpt motlves l‘remdent
17 :,Tmnlxy—-ae’tllxg bnth dlrecﬂy and fhrough his a,g’ents
18 . “within -and outs1de the United States Gﬂvernment—
19 | 'eondltloned two official acts on the pubhc announce—
- 20 : ments that he had requested— -
21 (A) the release of $391 mﬂhon of Umtul
22 'States taxpayer funds that Congress had appro-
23 e ' prla,ted on-a blparhsan basis for the pulposu of
24 providing vital mllltary and seeur ity assxstemee‘
25 to Ukrmne to oppose .Russxan aggwssmn and
~g:\VHLO\1216{9\12101&;&00&;@ ) (75208014} . -
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I ~ which Pre_siderit Tmmp had ordered- suspended;
2 wd
.3 ©(B) a head“of Sta’ce'-meeting at the White
. 4 ‘ I*Iduse,-which‘the Prqsidenf of Ukréjne soﬂght

5 to derhonétrate continued United States support
6 for the Government of Ukré.ine in the face of
7‘ Russian aggression: ' ‘
8 . (3) I‘aeed with the public revelatlon of his ae-
9 tiong, Preudc,nt Trump ultimately released the mili-
10 tar,%r and security assistance to.the Government of
11 kaa.ine,‘ but has persisted in openly and corfupﬂy
12 ur’g’ihg and solieitiﬁ’g TUkraine to undertake ihve_stiga.—
13 tions for his personal pohtlcal beneﬁt
147 These actlons were eonsmtent with Premdent
15 Trump § previous mmtatwm of forugn mberfercnce in’
16 United States. cleetions. _
17 o In all of ‘l'hlS 'Presﬁom‘ Tmmp b‘lbused’ the‘ pnwers.
18 of ‘rhe PteSIdency by 1gnormg and mJurmg national secu-

[
o

rity a.nd other vxtal natlonal mterests to obtain an xm-

[
<

proper personai political benefit. He has also betraycd the

it

- Nation by 4bubmg his’ hlgh offlce to enhst a forugn powcr

N
']

in (,ormptlug; democrati¢ eledcxons

[
(FVR

. Wherefore President Trump, by such mnduct, hes

: 'demonstrafed that he will Iema.m a fhrea’r to nahonal se-

t‘o.
&R

eurity’ and the Constitution if allowed to remain in offlce

@\WVHLCV210194121018.008xml . (75205014)
December 10, 2019 (7:18 am.)
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and has acted in a manner gross}y meompat:ble with self-

,governanee and th(, mlc ‘of law. Prcsxdent Trump thus .

‘warrants 1mped<,hment and tma,l remoml from off}w, a,nd

dlsquahtmatmn to hold and. cmoy any office of honor,

- trust, or. pmﬁt under the United States.

ARTICLE I OBSTRUCTION DI‘ CO\TGRDSS T
" The 'Cons'titution provides that the House of Rep-
resmtatxves “shall have the solc Power of Impeachmen

and that the Prcmdent “sha,ll be r(,movcd from Office. on:

Impea(,hment for, and Convietion ot Treason, Brlberv or

other hxgh Crimes and Mlsdemeanm s” In his. conduet otr

‘the office of Preqldent of the Umted Stateq——-and n vmla-
| tion of h]S eonstltutlonal oath falthfully to execute the of-
"ﬁcc of PreSIdent of the United States and to the best of

his ability, prescrvc, prot(,ct a,nd defend the Conbtatutwn‘

.of the United States and in wolatlon ot lns constitutional

duty to take ‘ear.e that the laws be fa.xthmllypxccut‘ed—.-

Donald J. Trump has divected the unprecedented, catégor-

ieal, and indiseriminate defianee'df\ subpoenas issued by

the House of Representatives pursuant 1o its' “sole Powef

" of Impedchment” President Tmmp h&s abused thc pow-

"ers of the l’remdem,y ina manncr oﬁcnswe to, md subvel-’

awe nt the Constitution, in that

The House of Representatives has engagcd in an im-

pea,ehment inquiry focused on Presxdent Tmmp s eorr'upt-

solicitation of the Government of Ukrame to interfere in

g:\WHLCIi21018v121 019 008.xml . (752050!4)
Decemnber 10, 2016 (7:18 a.m.}



88

G\P\IGAONHRES_ART_ANS. XML

AR S TS S == N ¥ T S PR R S Y

O, 00 w1 N W B WL N e

8
the 2020 United States Preéidenti_alj election. As part of
this irhﬁg&ehment' inquiry, the Cbmmittees undertaking
the invegtigati{)n‘ served subpéénas Seeking domﬁneﬁts and
testimony deemed vital to the inquiry from varioﬁé Exeen-

tive Branch ageneu,s and ofhces and current and former

_ officials.

In response, without lawful cause or excuse, Presi-
dent Trump directed EXchtive Braneh agencies, offices,
and officials not to comply with those subpoenas. - Presi-

dent 'Tmmﬁ thus,intcz*poécd the powers of the Presidency

‘against tl’xc‘lawful‘ subpocnas of the House of Repfcsénta—

Ko .
tives, and assumed fo himself functions and judgments
necessary to the exercise of the “sole Power of Impeach-
Exen LOW ,

men i veste’d by the Cons’titutibrr in the HOuSe of 'Rep-

) rcbentatweb :

* President Trump abused the pcwers of his hlgh office
through the toilowmg means: :

(1) Du‘echno’ ‘rhe White House to defy a hwful
‘subpoena va wlthholdmg the produetion of docu-
m'ents: sought tﬁereih by the Corﬁmitteé‘s.

"~ (2) Directing other Executive Branch agenci(;s
: and offices to.defy lawful subpoenas and withhold
the production of ‘docmnents and ’rccm'dé’ from the
Committeés———_—hi féspon‘se ‘to which the Department

. of State, Office of Management and ,Budgef, Depart-

G\WVHLC\ 210161121019,008.xmmi {75205014) -
December 10, 2018 (7:18 a.m.} R



89

G:P\IG\AONHRES_ART_ANS.XML

P

© W N oy U B W W

(ST SR S CEE S R ‘ :
m&mw‘woofoo»\:ara.zmt’:‘::;,

7
ment of Energy, a,nd Department of Defensu rcfused
to produce a single doeument or reeord
{3) Dn'et,tmg current - and former Executive
an(,h officials not to cooperate Wlth the Commit-
| tees—in response to which nine Administration offi-
cials defiéd. éubpoenaﬁs for testimohy, ‘namely John
Mlehael “Mlek” Mulvaney, Robcrt B. Blair, John A
Elsenberg, Michael Ellis, Preston Weﬂs anﬁth
Russell” T. Vought Michael Dilffey, Brmn MeCor-
mack, and T. Ulrich Breehbuhl: » v
" These a:etiéns were aonsistcnt‘ with Prcs‘idcnf."
Tlﬁimp’s'pr‘ex'ﬁduq‘ ef"‘r’ortq ’ré undermine United Statés-@ov—
ernment mvestxgahons into forugn interference i m United
States Llectlons ‘ o
'I‘hrough these actwnb, Prcmdent Trump bought to
arrogate to himself the 11ght to determm(, the proprwty, _
seope, and nature of an impeachment. inquiry m’ro his own’
conduct, as well as fhe umlateral prerogahve 'ro deny any
and all information to the House of Representatwes in the
exercise of its “sole Powe1 of Impeachment”. In the hlS-
tory of thc Republie, no President has ever ordered the

complete defiance of an 1mpea(,hment mquu'y or sought

. to obstruet and lmpode S0 eompr chenswdy the ability of
‘ the House of Reprcsentahves ‘to investigate “high Cmmes

‘and Misdemeanors”. This abuse of office’ served to cover
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up the Pre'sidént’;s own repeated miseonduct and to seize

and control-the power of impeachmént———and’thus"to'nul-

vlify' a vital constitutional safeguard. vested ‘solely in the

House of Representatives.
In all of this, President, Trump has acted in a manner

contrary to his trust as President and subversive of con-

. stitutional 'government, to the great prejudice of. the eause

“of law and juétice, and to the manifest injury of the people

of the United States.
_leczrcfore, President Tmm@ by such conduct, has

demonstrated that he will remain a threat to the Constitu-

tion- if allowed to remain in office, and has acted in a man-

ner grossly ihcompatible with selffgoverna,nce and the rule

of law. President Trump thus warrants impeachment and

trial, removal fromlofﬁCe, and diSqualification’ to hold and

enjoy any office of h'onqr; trust, or profit yundérv the United
States.
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Chairman NADLER. Without objection, the amendment shall be
considered as base text for further amendment.

I will now recognize myself to explain the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.

This amendment makes a minor change. In certain places, where
the underlying resolution refers to Donald J. Trump, the amend-
ment refers to Donald John Trump. Otherwise, it makes no
changes to the resolution. I urge all of my colleagues to support it.

I now recognize the Ranking Member, the gentleman from Geor-
gia, Mr. Collins, for any comments he may have on the amend-
ment.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The amendment in the nature of a substitute is absolutely irrele-
vant. Taking Donald J. Trump and making it Donald John Trump
just simply shows the, frankly, absurdity of where we are at. And
today we are going to spend plenty of time, for you listening here.
We are going to talk about this amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. We are going to talk about the factual basis that have abso-
lutely no factual underpinning to impeach this President.

But I am going to go back for just a minute, since I didn’t have
time and had to sit through a well-rehearsed, many-days-put-to-
gether explanation on why what will be known in 2019, outside of
the fact that this committee finally accomplished its goal after the
chairman stated he wanted to since November last year, impeach
this President, what will be known by this committee from here on
out is that this committee has now sounded the death of minority
rights in this committee. This committee has become nothing but
a rubber stamp. This committee is amazingly now on such a clock
and calendar process that they don’t care. Facts be damned. They
don’t care. They don’t care that we had one witness out of three.
When I asked for a second witness, I was told I couldn’t. Even
though there had been staff conversations well before, I was told
I was asking too late. One witness out of two panels, that is all we
had of fact witnesses.

This is a just travesty and a sham from day one. I could talk till
I am blue in the face, but nobody on the majority cares. But the
spot that is left by what has just happened will resonate over the
years. It will resonate over the years in the sense that there is no
fact that we can come to. They had no desire to hear any fact wit-
nesses outside of their own train-driven clock/calendar impeach-
ment.

For the chairman himself, who vehemently fought for a minority
hearing day, to sit there and read that is an amazing statement
and a crushing blow to this committee. There is no way to recover
from that. In fact, there may be. I wonder if the chairman would
join me in making sure that the Rules Committee next week, they
don’t waive the point of order against this, but I know they will.

That is why they are going to take it, because I guarantee you,
when you look into it further, this point of order would be sus-
tained against these impeachment articles, so they are going to
have to waive them next week. Watch and see. They will waive this
point of order and waive any other point of order on these articles
by the time it comes to the floor.
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Some of you may say, the ranking member talks about process.
The ranking member talks about process. The ranking member
talks about process, never the foundation. Believe me, we will inun-
date you with the facts, and I have already. Some of you just don’t
choose to report them.

What is important and for many who report on this body and for
many who have sat in this body and for those who have served in
this body, the members who have gone before and the people who
have set this committee up and the people who have set our Con-
gress up are the ones right now that should be hanging their head
in shame.

We had two hearings, none of which featured fact witnesses.
There is not a Democrat in this room that should be happy about
this. The solemnity, the solemnity should be on the death of this
committee’s process and procedures. Don’t give me the solemnity
about impeaching a President. You have been wanting to do that
for a long time. You ought to take it and just rejoice. Go at it, be-
cause this is what you wanted.

But when it comes to the hearing, when it comes to the minority
rights, when it comes to one that in which we have seen time after
time after time in which I have had to write this chairman
multipage letters on the abuse of procedural issues in this com-
mittee, this is a travesty.

Write about it if you want, talk about it if you want, but the
American people see it, because the American people understand
inherently fairness. They understand due process. Why? Because it
is what America was based on. It is what America takes pride in.
And when we don’t have it, nobody can have it. When we don’t
have fairness in this committee, how can they stand up and say,
on the two weakest Articles of Impeachment in the history of this
country, honestly with a straight face look at the American people
and say, we did good. No, you didn’t. You stained this body. You
have taken this committee and made it a rubber stamp.

Did any of the majority run to be a rubber stamp to get the ma-
jority? I know the minority on this side did not. You know why we
have become a rubber stamp? Because my chairman said so 20
years ago. He said so 20 years ago when he said: If the committee
only accepts what other people give them and do not on their own
verify it and thoroughly vet it, then we are nothing but a rubber
stamp.

Mr. Chairman, you should have run for chairmanship I believe
more than to be a rubber stamp for Mr. Schiff and Ms. Pelosi. We
already knew this committee was overrun and overtaken, because
Mr. Schiff and Ms. Pelosi took it from us earlier this year. There
is the first embarrassment. And the rest of it has been an embar-
rassment since.

So as we look at this and as we go forward, we will have plenty
of time to show the complete farce of substance, but, Mr. Chair-
man, what will live from this day is your ruling and the majority’s
ruling of minority rights are dead in this Congress and especially
this committee.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. Are there any
amendments to amendment in the nature of a substitute?
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Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Chairman, move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Deutch seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. DEUTCH. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Chairman, I cannot allow the ranking member
to mischaracterize your description of the history of this committee.
It may be inconvenient for the ranking member to be forced to lis-
ten to the history of this committee and why everything that you
just laid out is so important to the continuing of this committee
representing and recognizing, respecting minority rights, but he
chooses not to, so I am going to restate it again.

I appreciate the ranking member for acknowledging that they
had the opportunity to call witnesses, and that is consistent with
the rules. But to then turn around and suggest that the rules are
being trampled, the rules are dead, ignores everything that you
just laid out. Fifty, more than 50 years ago, more than 50 years
ago, the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress made
clear in their report to the House and Senate that it is normal pro-
cedure for witnesses representing both sides of the issue to give
}estimony at committee hearings. And that is where the rule comes
rom.

And that is what has happened. The ranking member acknowl-
edged it. He would have liked more witnesses, but there is no right
to a separate day. The rule makes clear they have the right to call
witnesses, and there were witnesses called. There were witnesses
called, minority witnesses on December 4th. On December 9th, the
minority’s witness Mr. Castor presented evidence and gave opening
statements.

And it is worth pointing out to my colleagues on the other side
that we invited the President of the United States to the December
4th hearing to advocate for his views, to submit requested wit-
nesses, but he chose not to attend and he chose not to suggest any
witnesses. So, before telling us the sky is falling and there is great
disrespect for the rules, it is important to actually look at the rules.

Mr. CoLLINS. Did the gentleman just say I didn’t request wit-
nesses? That is wrong.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has the time.

Mr. DEUTCH. I thank the chairman.

What I said is that the President was given the opportunity on
December 4th to present himself. He was also given the oppor-
tunity to present witnesses, and he did not. So let’s be careful in
the way we suggest that rules are being violated when everything
that is being done here is consistent with more than 50 years of
interpretation of the rules and the very essence of why the rule
was put together in the first place. So it is important. Facts really
do matter. And I am not—we are not going to allow the minority
to misinterpret the rules for their own benefit or to suggest that
the history is irrelevant. It matters a lot. That is what has made
this committee and this institution great.

And I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Are there any amendments to the amendment in the nature of
a substitute?
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Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Jordan seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. JORDAN. I have an amendment at the desk.

Chairman NADLER. The clerk will report the amendment.

Ms. LOFGREN. I reserve a point of order.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady reserves a point of order.

Ms. STRASSER. Amendment to the amendment in the nature of
a substitute to H. Res. 755, offered by Mr. Jordan of Ohio. Page
1, beginning on line 12, strike article I (and redesignate the suc-
ceeded article accordingly.)

[The amendment of Mr. Jordan follows:]
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized for the purpose
of explaining his amendment.

Mr. JORDAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This amendment strikes Article 1.

Ms. LOFGREN. I withdraw my point of order.

Mr. JORDAN. This amendment strikes Article I because Article I
ignores the truth. Four facts, five meetings. We have talked about
it now for 3 months. We have known that there have been four
facts that have not changed, will not change, will never change,
and we have known it since September 25th, when the call tran-
script was released.

The call transcript shows no quid pro quo. What is interesting
is the day the transcript came out, even Chairman Nadler said
there was no quid pro quo in the call transcript. We know, second,
that the two individuals on the call, President Zelensky, President
Trump, have both said no pressure, no pushing, no linkage whatso-
ever between security assistance money and any type of announce-
ment of an investigation. We know that the Ukrainians knew at
the time of the call—didn’t know at the time of the call that the
aid had been held up. And, most importantly, most importantly, we
know the Ukrainians took no action, no start of an investigation,
no promise to start an investigation, no announcement on CNN, via
tweet, no announcement whatsoever that there was going to be any
type of investigation into Burisma or the Bidens to get the aid re-
leased. Those four facts, those four facts have never changed.

Second, five key meetings that took place between July 18th,
when the aid was paused, September 11th, when the aid was re-
leased, five key meetings. We have the phone call July 25th, which
you just described. Second, the very next day, the very next day we
have Ambassadors Volker, Sondland, Taylor meeting with Presi-
dent Zelensky. Third, Ambassador Bolton met with President
Zelensky on August 29th. Fourth, Vice President Pence met with
President Zelensky on September 2nd and 5th. On September 5th,
we have bipartisan Senator, Senator Johnson, Senator Murphy
meeting with President Zelensky.

In none of those five meetings, none, did linking dollars, security
assistance dollars to an investigation come up, never came up. And
you would think in the last two, you would think in those last two,
after they knew on August 29th via the Politico article that they
knew the aid was held, you would think it would have come up in
those last two meetings, but it didn’t come up. Four facts, five
meetings, have never changed.

Article I in this resolution ignores the truth. It ignores the facts.
It ignores what happened and what has been laid out for the Amer-
ican people over the last 3 weeks. So I hope that this committee
will come to its senses, that it will adopt the amendment and strike
Article I from the resolution.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. CiCILLINE. Mr. Chairman.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

I now recognize Mr. Cicilline in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. CiciLLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I move to move to
strike the last word.
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Mr. Chairman, this amendment attempts to strike Article I in its
entirety, so I am going to go through the evidence that was actu-
ally developed during the course of this investigation, and particu-
larly first begin with the focus on the President’s own conduct.

The President of the United States hired Rudy Giuliani, his per-
sonal lawyer, to go to Ukraine and lead this scheme to smear Vice
President Biden. He then began a campaign personally to smear
Ambassador Yovanovitch and then ultimately directed that she be
fired to clear the way of this anticorruption champion so that his
scheme could be fully implemented. He directed a hold on the mili-
tary aid to Ukraine, and no one could provide any other expla-
nation unrelated to his scheme to pressure them to interfere in the
2020 election.

Then the President, in his own words, on July 25th gets on the
telephone and asks President Zelensky for a favor, to begin an in-
vestigation of his chief political rival, former Vice President Joe
Biden. There is a readout of the call in evidence, which is the detail
of this conversation. There is direct evidence from Alexander
Vindman, Ms. Williams, Mr. Morrison, who listened in on and
heard the President utter those words right out of his own mouth,
pressuring a foreign leader to corrupt our elections.

The President then made admissions in public on October 2nd,
October 3rd, and October 4th, then invited another foreign power,
China, to interfere in the American Presidential election. His chief
of staff acknowledged that the President directed him to put this
unexplained hold on aid to Ukraine.

The President directed the Vice President not to attend the inau-
guration of President Zelensky, because he hadn’t yet got what he
was demanding, a public announcement intended to damage his po-
litical opponent.

Ambassador Sondland testified that the Ukrainians were told,
and I quote, “the resumption of U.S. aid would likely not occur
until Ukraine provided the public anticorruption statement that we
have been discussing for many weeks.” And then he testified he
spoke with President Trump, and while the President claimed
there was no quid pro quo, he made it clear that President
Zelensky must publicly announce the two investigations that Presi-
dent Trump discussed on July 25th in the call in order for the secu-
rity assistance to be lifted. That is direct evidence.

But in addition to that, and those are just some of the highlights,
there are over 260 text messages. There are call transcripts, as I
mentioned, of the President’s own words. There are emails between
high-ranking officials of the Trump administration, hundreds of
press statements, interviews, and tweets by the President and his
personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, corroborating their desire to pur-
sue investigations of Vice President Biden prior to the 2020 elec-
tions.

I am going to give the committee a couple of just examples.
President Trump himself on October 2nd said, and I quote: And
just so you know, we have been investigating, on a personal basis
through Rudy and other lawyers, corruption in the 2016 election.

On July 19th, Ambassador Sondland emails multiple high-rank-
ing officials that he, quote, talked to Zelensky, and he, quote, is
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prepared to receive POTUS’ call and will state that he will turn
over every stone of the investigations.

On July 19, 2019, in addition to the email, Ambassador Sondland
texts Ambassador Volker and makes the same thing clear.
Sondland: Looks like POTUS call tomorrow. I spoke directly to Z
and gave him full briefing. He has got it.

Volker: Had breakfast with Rudy this morning. Teeing up a call
with Yermak Monday. Must have helped. Most important is for
Zelensky to say that he will help investigate and address any spe-
cific personnel issues if there are any.

On August 8th, Ambassador Sondland and Ambassador Volker
text about POTUS wanting the deliverable, meaning that for
Ukraine to get the White House meeting, Zelensky needs to an-
nounce the investigation.

Sondland says, and I quote: Morrison is ready to get dates as
soon as Yermak confirms.

Volker responds: Excellent, how did you sway him?

Sondland responds: Not sure I did. I think POTUS really wants
the deliverable.

Volker asks: But does he know that?

Sondland says: Yep, clearly lots of conversations going on.

August 16th, Ambassador Taylor and Volker discuss Ukraine’s
concern that President Trump was not using official channels, like
the Department of Justice, to request investigations.

Taylor texts Ambassador Volker: The person who asked for an of-
ficial request was Yermak?

Volker replies: Yes, but don’t cite him.

lTaylor: I won’t. You are right. This is not good. We need to stay
clear.

And on August 22nd, Ambassador Sondland emailed Secretary of
State Mike Pompeo and others to make clear that to break the log-
jam, meaning releasing the military aid, President Zelensky would
have to, quote, move forward on the issues of importance to Trump,
again meaning the investigations. And the list goes on and on.

So this claim that this is the thinnest of evidence is simply not
true. There is overwhelming evidence of the existence of a scheme
led by the President, led by his personal lawyer, Rudy Giuliani, to
corrupt the American elections, to continue to withhold military aid
until such time as a public announcement was made that would
smear the President’s chief political rival.

And, with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mrs. Lesko seek recognition?

Mrs. LEsSKO. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Mrs. LESKO. You know, Mr. Chair, it really quite disturbed me
when you again rejected the rule of the House that said that we,
as the minority, were—it says in the rules that you require—re-
quire—that you set a date for a minority hearing.

And the reason that this is important is because the rules have
been thrown out the window here on this process. In fact, I just
can’t believe it. I mean, first of all, you have an unprecedented way
of doing impeachment. You don’t go through the Judiciary Com-
mittee, like has been done in previous impeachments.
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Instead, Speaker Pelosi hands it over to Adam Schiff, Adam
Schiff, the Intelligence Committee chair, where he has these closed-
door hearings in the basement. I was denied several times—several
times—the right to go in and hear what these fact witnesses said.
Yet I am supposed to vote on this today. And we have not had one
single fact witness here in this committee at all.

And then I hear from my Republican colleagues that were on the
Intelligence Committee that Republicans were refused to have any
of their witnesses in that committee. And then, on top of that, Re-
publicans were told—interrupted, silenced by Chairman Schiff
when they tried to ask witnesses questions. They said to the wit-
ness: Don’t answer that.

I mean, and so now, here in Judiciary Committee, we are sup-
posed to vote on something when we haven’t even heard directly
from any fact witnesses. All we heard from was a bunch of liberal
law professors that you called here that have a known record of
disliking President Trump, and then you had staff talk to us.

And then, again, here in this committee, our Republican mem-
bers asked for witnesses so that we can ask questions to get out
the truth, at least let us say our side of the story. But no. And so
then we turn to, okay, under the House rules it says you are re-
quired to set a minority hearing so that we can at least call wit-
nesses, so we can get some truth out to the American public in-
stead of this one-sided sham.

But no, here again, I think you said right here, no, we are not
going to do that. I will consider a date in the future that you can
have a minority hearing. For goodness’ sakes, we are voting on this
today. It is no good to have a date in the future. Then it is done.
You have already put through this.

I mean, it just continues to amaze me how corrupt, how unfair
this process has been from the start. I mean, for goodness’ sakes,
you had 17 out of 24 of my Democratic colleagues that have already
voted on the House floor to continue with Articles of Impeachment.

It was Mr. Green who put a resolution on the floor, Articles of
Impeachment. It was July 17th. And then there was a vote to table
it. And they voted against the tabling, meaning they wanted to go
ahead with Articles of Impeachment. That was even before the July
25th call.

I mean, come on. This is a predetermined—you guys have been
wanting to impeach this President since he got elected. Fact after
fact after fact. I know that some of you really think the President
did something wrong, but the fact is none of your witnesses, none
of your fact witnesses were able to establish any evidence of brib-
ery, treason, high crimes or misdemeanors, not one single one, and
that is what it says has to be done in the Constitution.

So, again, I believe the President of the United States is right.
This is a sham impeachment, and it sure is a shame.

And I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Neguse seek recognition?

Mr. NEGUSE. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. NEGUSE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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And with much respect to my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, it is difficult to follow some of these arguments. I have heard
very little in the way of any substantive defenses of the President’s
conduct, but instead focus again on some very farcical process argu-
ments, in my view.

And T am compelled to respond to at least one of those, which
is this notion about the closed-door depositions, because, as I un-
derstand it from reading these transcripts, many minority mem-
bers were present and granted equal time to question witnesses
brought before the Intelligence Committee, the Foreign Affairs
Committee, and the Government Oversight Committee. Some of
those members are actually on this committee. So I struggle to un-
derstand the objections in that regard.

The idea that the Intelligence Committee’s investigation was not
sufficiently transparent, in my view, also rings hollow, because, as
we know, the transcripts from those interviews and those deposi-
tions have been released. I know I have reviewed them. I suspect
many of my colleagues have as well. And if you did not review
those transcripts, you surely watched the live testimony of Ambas-
sador Sondland, Lieutenant Colonel Vindman, and so many other
public servants over the course of many weeks as millions of Amer-
icans watched along with us.

So, again, I understand that we are going to have a robust de-
bate about the legal standards that govern the inquiry that is be-
fore us and the decision we make on these articles, but let us stay
true to the facts, and let’s dispense with these process arguments
and get to the substance of why we are here today.

I will also just say historical context matters. I was not on the
Judiciary Committee in 1999 and 1998, but my understanding is,
at that time, the Judiciary Committee did not examine any fact
witnesses during the Clinton impeachment inquiry. I know there
are members of this committee that were here at that time, and
they are well aware that they did question Ken Starr and then
afterwards had hearings with legal experts to expound upon the
legal standards that would define the decision before the com-
mittee.

I would also say that, during the Nixon impeachment inquiry,
the examination of witnesses, fact witnesses rather, was conducted
exclusively behind closed doors in July of 1974.

So, unlike both the Nixon inquiry as well as the Clinton inquiry,
the House Intelligence Committee’s hearings featured testimony
from a dozen witnesses in open hearings, subject to public exam-
ination by Republican members and counsel.

Facts matter, and I hope that each and every one of us would
agree at least on that simple point.

And, with that, I would——

Ms. LOFGREN. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEGUSE. I would yield to the distinguished member from
California, Ms. Lofgren.

Ms. LOFGREN. I would just like to note, going back to the analogy
to the Nixon impeachment, the gentleman is correct that there was
really no public presentation in the Judiciary Committee. There
were some, quite a few depositions that were private. But there
was a lot of public testimony. It wasn’t before the Judiciary Com-
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mittee; it was before the Senate Watergate Committee. As you will
recall, the President’s counsel, John Dean, appeared and testified
that there was a cancer on the Presidency and a number of other—
the revelation that there was a recording system in the White
House. All of that happened in the Senate. And the fact that it
happened in the Senate didn’t mean that the Judiciary Committee
didn’t know about it. I mean, the whole country knew about it and
took notice of it.

There are only a few members of us, of this committee that were
on the Judiciary Committee during the Clinton impeachment. I
was one of them. Ms. Jackson Lee and Mr. Nadler were, as well
as Mr. Sensenbrenner and the gentleman from Ohio.

We had a report from Mr. Starr. I remember it very well. But
we didn’t have extensive fact witnesses. We had the report. We had
evidence over in the Ford Building that we could go over and look
at privately. I did. A number of Members did. But the gentleman
has correctly summarized the situation.

I would yield back to the gentleman.

Mr. NEGUSE. I would yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Sensenbrenner seek recognition?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I move to move to strike
the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I think it is obvious, you
know, to all the American public that this is a railroad job. Things
have been going quickly, but I think the real key is, is that with
all of the denials of minority requests, both here and in the Intel-
ligence Committee, the Republicans and the President have not
been able to put on live witnesses to be able to basically put to-
gether a defense.

And if you are going to have a trial, you have to have both a
prosecution and a defense. Here we don’t have a defense, because
of the rulings that have been made, one of which was made just
a few minutes ago by the chairman of this committee.

Now, let me say, first of all, the hearings that were in the base-
ment of the Capitol were secret hearings. They were classified
hearings. None of the members who were in that hearing room
could ethically go out and tell the public and the news media ex-
actly what was said there. And they probably could have been held
before the Ethics Committee or worse if they attempted to do that.
There were leaks that came out of there, I grant you that, but none
of the members could.

The other point is, is that the vast majority of members of the
Judiciary Committee, which has ultimate jurisdiction over all pro-
posed impeachments, were not members of the three other commit-
tees and were not allowed to go into the basement of the Capitol
hearing room to listen to what was going on and to see those live
witnesses.

There were a number of my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, including Mrs. Lesko and Mr. Gaetz, that attempted to do
that, and Chairman Schiff kicked them out or wouldn’t allow them
to go in there.
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Now, when you have a trial, you really cannot make a deter-
mination on exactly whether the witnesses are telling the truth or
exaggerating or mixing it up or spinning it some way or the other
without looking at them in person. We don’t have that opportunity.
There were a few select witnesses that were in the public hearings
over in the Intelligence Committee a couple of weeks ago, but the
Intelligence Committee does not have the jurisdiction on whether
to recommend the impeachment of anybody, let alone the President
of the United States.

Now, you know, we have heard complaints about the fact that,
in the Clinton impeachment, there were no fact witnesses. Mr.
Chabot and I were there, as were Ms. Lofgren, Ms. Jackson Lee,
and the chairman. And what happened there is that both sides
were allowed to present whatever witnesses they wanted to. Ken-
neth Starr did all of the grunt work in putting together the facts.
He sent over 36 boxes of evidence, which were put over into the
Ford Building. That has not happened here.

The independent counsel that was appointed to look into what
President Trump has done, Mr. Mueller, came and testified, and
that ended up being a big fizzle, you know, for what the Democrats
wanted to do. So much of the Mueller stuff, after his testimony and
the cross-examination by members on both sides of the aisle, ended
up disappearing into outer space. So they had to find something
else.

Now, let me say that everybody on both ends of the telephone
call between President Trump and President Zelensky has said
very clearly there was no quid pro quo offered. There was no pres-
sure that was put on the Ukrainians. I don’t know how many times
President Zelensky has had to say that. Apparently, it is not
enough, because minds on the other side of the aisle are closed, but
that is what the facts are.

And the facts, again, speak for themselves. There was no im-
peachable offense here. And that is why Article I of the impeach-
ments ended up falling flat on its face and that it should be strick-
en, and I support the amendment to strike it from the gentleman
of Ohio and yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

The gentlelady, for what purpose does the

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized

Mr. CoLLINS. Real quickly. Also, Ken Starr sent those over before
the hearings began too, correct?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Yes.

Mr. CoLLINS. We didn’t get a letter in the middle of hearings
saying, “Oh, by the way, we just got a document dump on the
weekend,” and where the chairman told me, “Well, we are not
going to be able to read them anyway.”

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has expired.

For what purpose does Ms. Jackson Lee seek recognition?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Move to strike the last word, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I think before I begin to comment on the dis-
cussion here that it is important to remind all of us that the Presi-
dent abused his power and is a continuing threat not only to de-
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mocracy but to our national security. We do not take it lightly. We
take it very seriously.

And I beg to differ with my dear friend. As one who was here
for the impeachment proceedings in 1998, along with my col-
leagues, both Mr. Sensenbrenner and Mr. Chabot, Mr. Nadler, Ms.
Lofgren, let me be very clear of the distinct difference that we had
then at that time.

For the American people, the special prosecutor was an inde-
pendent statute that allowed both Mr. Jaworski during the Nixon
impeachment proceedings and then Mr. Starr to have an inde-
pendent process of investigation. The Congress was not privy to
any of that investigation at all. They proceeded. They were not
interfered with, as Mr. Mueller was, by the DOJ, because he was
an employee of the Department of Justice, and his employer, his
boss came out and characterized his report before he could even
discuss it.

In the instance of the proceedings of 1998, the Congress received
a report, just as both our friends on the other side of the aisle and
we in the majority receive reports from the impeachment inquiry
committees, who were investigatory committees. They did their
work, yes, in a classified setting, as I imagine both Mr. Starr and
Mr. Jaworski had to do in certain instances. They were like pros-
ecutors. They had witnesses that were not in the public. And then,
of course, there were full public hearings, 17 witnesses, firsthand
witnesses who heard the call and testified not on any secondhand
knowledge but firsthand knowledge.

It is clear that we are dealing with a question of a continuing
threat, which is why we have to respond. And let me be very clear.
I hold in my hands that unclassified transcript. I beg to differ with
my friends. Allow me just for a moment to tell you that in the call
President Zelensky said these sentences: I would also like to thank
you for your great support in the area of defense. We are trying
to continue to cooperate for the next steps. Specifically, we also
want to be ready to buy Javelins—that is equipment, military
equipment—from the United States for defense purposes.

Ukraine is in the midst of a war against a nation that shot down,
at least some of those alleged to be separatists, using Russian
weapons, a commercial airliner. This is a serious war where our
men and women in the military are on the ground trying to assist.
And here is the very next sentence. The very next sentence is not,
“Yes, let’s get with the Department of Defense; let’s review your re-
quest.” The very next sentence: I would like you to do a favor
though.

This is a discussion about defense. The next sentence should
have been: I think we are well aware of your difficult predicament.
I am going to have you talk to the Secretary of Defense.

But it said a couple of sentences later: I would like to have the
Attorney General call you or your people, and I would like you to
get to the bottom of it, investigations.

So I would just offer to say that it is not frivolous and without
facts that we proceed. We proceed with facts, and we take this in
a very somber manner.

Ms. LOFGREN. Would the gentlelady yield?
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Ms. JACKSON LEE. I would be happy to yield to the gentlelady
from California.

Ms. LOFGREN. I would just like to note that while this aid was
being withheld, people died. I would like to ask unanimous consent
to put into the record an article from the Los Angeles Times enti-
{,)ledl“Trump froze military aid—as Ukrainian soldiers perished in

attle.”

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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_ assistance to Ukraine in July, Oleksandr Markiv was in a trench defending his country’s eastern

front line against Russia-backed separatist militias.

Two months later, Markiv, 38, was dead, killed by shrapnel during a mortar attack on his
battalion’s position in a notoriously dangerous defensé point known as the Svitlodarsk Bulge.

Markiv was one of 25 Ukrainian fatalities on the front line since July 18, the day Trump quietly put
on hold a $391-million military aid package appropriated by Congress for Ukraine last year.

Democrats accuse 'I‘rdmp of holding Ukraine’s allotted military aid hostage in exchange for
promises from Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky to investigate the dealings of Trump’s

political rival, Joe Biden.

Although there is no way to link Markiv's or the dozens of other deaths directly to the lack of aid,

military officials and other Ukrainians say they felt exposed, vulnerable and, at least temporarily, -
abandoned by their foremost ally: Washington. :

“U.8. aid to Ukraine has been very complex and fluid, alternating between more economic aid in

the 1990s to more civil society support after 200
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“Although the Trump administration said in September that it had lifted the freeze on military aid,
it “has not reached us yet,” Oleksandr Motuzianyk, a spokesman for the Ukrainian Defense

Ministry, said this week, “It is not just money from the bank. It is arms, equipment and hardware.”

At the time Russian President Viadimir Putin annexed Ukraine’s Crimean peninsula and the war
was breaking out in Donbas, Ukraine’s armed forces and its equipment had been stripped down
and sold off under then-President Viktor Yanukovich. The Kremlin-favored leader was ousted in »

the Maidan protests in 2014 and fled to Russia.

Tens of thousands of Ukréinians, Tike Markiv, volunteered to help fight the Russia-backed
separatists in the east. Many of them were sent to the front line wearing sneakers and without flak
jackets and helmets, let alone rifles and ammunition. Ukrainians across the eountry organized in
an unprecedented, united civil movement not seen since World War I to raise money to supply

their ragtag military with everything from soldiers’ boots to bullets.

The West, including the U.S., stepped in to provide billions of d(_illars in secﬁn'ty assistance that
included armored Hummer SUVs, military ambulances and medical supplies, radar and

communications equipment, night-vision goggles and drones.

Bolstering Ukraine’s battle against Russia in the Donbas follows decades of what the U.S. saw as

vital suppori for the country of 45 million’s post-Soviet transition.

s i} s .
‘Washington has poured money into developing and stabilizing Ukraine as a way to bring it into the
Western fold. This irritated the Kremlin, which sees Ukraine as belonging firmly in Moscow’s

perceived sphere of influence,

‘Whereas Ukraine had been for nearly three decades at the center of a tug of war between the West
and Moscow, Trump’s July phone call with Zelensky turned Ukraine into a battlefield for American
domestic politics that comes at a high price for Ukrainians fighting on the front line.
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_the co-founder of a new ndﬁgovemhiehtai organization lobi)yiﬁg for democratic reforms in
Ukraine.

Ukraine would have managed to defend itself against Russia without U.S. assistance, but Kyiv’s,
losses “would have been much heé\‘vier,” said Gen. Viktor Muzhenko, who was chief of staff from

2014 until 2019,

The U.S. donations of counter-battery radar systems, which warns troops about incoming mortar
and artillery fire and pinpoints where the firing came from, has saved “hundreds if not thousands

of our soldiers’ lives,” Muzhenko said.

T ADVERTISEMENT

Oleksiy Tikhonchuk, the commander of Markiv's battalion, said such a system could have saved his
deputy’s life.

On Sept. 27, Markiv's unit was hit first by a mortar attack, and then rounds of a large-caliber

machine gun, Tikhonchuk said.

“All the soldiers were hiding in the trenches, holes and dugouts, but Sasha decided to climb on top
of his dugout to visually spot where thefire was coming from to adjust our return fire,” hle said, ‘
using the diminutive name for Oleksandr. Markiv was struck when their position took a direct hit
from a mortar round, He died three hours later during an operation to remove the shrapnel from

his head in a military hospital in Svitlodarsk.

Many Ukrainian battalions have the American radar systems, but Markiv’s squad did not,
‘Tikhonchuk said. “That cost him his life.” ‘

Funeral for Ukrainian solider killed-in batta
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>

In her grief, Markiv's widow doesn’t want to make her husband’s death about geopolitics.

Anastasia Golota has enough to worry about with their son, Svetoslav, 9, who refuses to believe
that his father is dead.
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_ “He gets upset when I go to the cemetery, he tells me he doesn’t think he's there,” Golota, 37, said
as she walked backed to the car from her husband’s grave. Ukraine’s national blue and yellow flags
flap in the wind and mark the graves of 34 soldiers from this former chemical factory town killed

during the conflict.

More than 14,060 Ukrainians have died and about 1.5; million displaced in the conflict. For many
in Ukraine, it’s still hard to accept that Kyiv is in an armed conflict with its neighbor, Russia, with
whom it shares deep historical, linguistic and cultural ties. Many Ukrainians and Rﬁssians also
‘have family ties on both sides of the border. Golota is half Russian, Her mother moved from Russm

to Ukraine as a child during the Soviet Union years.
“I don’t understand what Russia wants from our little country,” said Golota’s mother, Marina.

But Markiv understood perfectly well what Russia’s ambitions were for Ukraine, Golota said. He
was a patriot with a deep commitment to Ukraine’s indeperidence, just as his great-grandfatl)ef
- had been as a member of the nationalist, paranilitary Ukrainian Insﬁrgent Army that fought the
Soviet Red Army in the 1940s. ' ‘

He had worked in the Obukhiv tax office in 2010 and watched as Yanukovich helped his business

associates divvy up local government offices to run the city like their personal fiefdoms.

Markiv was very principled and hated the endemic corruption in his country under Yanukovich,

she said.

When the Maidan revolutlon started in 2013, she and Marklv took turns standing on the square
and taking care of their son at home. Her hushand helped drag the wounded to the makeshift
medical hospitals set up on Kyiv's Independence Square at the height of the clashes between

government riot police and protesters.-
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Anastasia Golota, widow of Oleksandr Markiv: Holds a photo Foto of Rer hiisband i thelr Home i OBUKH, UKraine. (Sergel L
Loiko/For The Times)

He joined the 72nd mechanized brigade and became a lieutenant and served two years, surviving
several attacks while losing many battalion mates. In 2016, he joined the Rapid Response Brigade

of the National Guard, where he became a senior lieutenant of an antiaircraft missile battalion,

In an obituary, friends described Markiv as “a lieutenant only on paper. In life, he was an ordinary,
sociable and reliable feIlow.” He wasn't below peeling potatoes in the trenches with those ranked
below him, they said. ’

i

But the death of Golota‘s husband is also the story of a Ukrainian soldier changed by war.

He Went to war in 2014 saying he hoped his bullets didn’t kill anyone, Golota said. When he was on
the front, he would lie to his wife about his location and tell her he was at a training base so she

wouldn’t worry, she said.

But after his first touf, Markiv was different, she said. When he was home on leave, his mind was
on war. He was constantly checking YouTube for updated videos about what was happening on the
front, Golota said.

“He just could not return to life in peace,” she said.

‘When he returned from trainirig ata U.S.-led joint operation center in westefn Ukraine in 2016, a

program run as part of the American secunty aid package, Markiv told his wife that the foreign

assistance helped, but it wouldn’t be enough ’
. ‘

“It is up to us Ukrainians to fight this war,” he told his wife.

As Trump's impéachment inquiry continues in Washington, Ukrainians take little consolation in

/ v . .
the fact that their country will continue to beint
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instructor in Kyiv, the capital. “But Trump is a businessman. He doesn’t care for democracy or

freedom. He doesn’t care if we survive in the war against Russia or not.”

Perhaps now, Trump wishes he’d never meddled with Ukraine, Yeremko said.
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Ms. LOFGREN. And note also that the highest death toll on any
day in the Ukraine-Russian war was August 7th of this year, while
aid was being withheld. So this had life-and-death consequences.

And I yield back to the gentlelady.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Very quickly let me say my predecessor Bar-
bara Jordan said that impeachment is designed for the President
and his high ministers somehow to be called into account. That is
all we are doing on behalf of the American people, and protecting
the national security of this Nation.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Chabot seek recognition?

Mr. CHABOT. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman strikes the last word. The
gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CHABOT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I yield to the Ranking Member.

Mr. CoLLINS. Just real quickly, the gentlelady from California
just misstated something that I addressed head on last night. And
Under Secretary Hale stated this was prospective money; it was
not interfering, and it was not dealing with the issues that are
going on now. You are in a war. For those of us who have actually
been in a war zone, people do die in a war zone. This money did
not stop that. That is something that cannot continue to be per-
petrated upon this world.

I yield back to Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. Thank you.

Reclaiming my time, Mr. Chairman, the biggest difference in the
Clinton impeachment and this one is that President Clinton com-
mitted a crime: perjury. This President isn’t even accused of com-
mitting a crime.

The Constitution is pretty clear on what constitutes an impeach-
able offense: treason, bribery, and other high crimes and mis-
demeanors. It is not treason, bribery, and other high crimes and
misdemeanors or whatever else Nancy Pelosi and Adam Schiff
deem impeachable.

I think we can all agree that no President should abuse the pow-
ers of his or her office, just like the chairman of a House committee
shouldn’t abuse the powers of his office to obtain and publish the
phone records of the President’s personal attorney, a member of the
media, and the ranking member of that same committee. But that
doesn’t make alleged abuse of power a high crime or misdemeanor.

In their newly authored memo on constitutional grounds for im-
peachment, the majority on this committee goes to great lengths to
explain why abuse of power is an impeachable offense, specifically
mentioning it was one of the charges against both Richard Nixon
and Bill Clinton. What they don’t mention is that the House of
Representatives has never adopted alleged abuse of power as a
charge in a Presidential impeachment. Why? Because there is no
criminal statute describing what alleged abuse of power actually is.

Abuse of power is, therefore, a vague, ambiguous term, open to
the interpretation of every individual. Because abuse of power
lacks a concise legal definition, there is a higher burden of proof
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on those pursuing such a charge to show the actions of the Presi-
dent rise to the level of impeachment.

I believed that Bill Clinton had abused the power of his office,
but we failed to convince our colleagues in the House, and that par-
ticular charge was rejected by the full House. In this case, the evi-
dence provided is less convincing. In fact, I would argue it is non-
existent.

First, there was no quid pro quo. Second, it is a widely known
fact that Ukraine is one of the most corrupt countries on the plan-
et. It is why Congress required the administration to certify that
the Ukrainian Government had taken steps to clean up corruption
before military aid could be provided to the country. President
Trump was well aware of that fact and quite skeptical of giving
Ukraine foreign aid long before the now famous July 25th phone
call. Third, Ukraine actually received the aid after the President
was satisfied that Ukraine had taken meaningful steps to address
corruption, which, again, is an obligation required by law.

Based on the actual facts of this case as opposed to the hearsay
and innuendo compiled by the Intelligence Committee, it is clear
that no abuse of power ever took place, and there certainly isn’t
enough evidence to support an article of impeachment.

Mr. Chairman, as you well know, there is another significant dif-
ference between the abuse of power charges against Nixon and
Clinton and those presented here. In the Nixon and Clinton im-
peachments, abuse of power was a tacked-on charge, far less impor-
tant in those cases than the actual high crimes charged against
both of them.

Mr. CHABOT. Here it is the main thrust of the House Democrats’
entire case. Let me put it another way. The entire argument for
impeachment in this case is based on a charge that is not a crime,
much less a high crime, and that has never been approved by the
House of Representatives in a presidential impeachment before,
ever in history. If that is the best you have got, you wasted a whole
lot of time and taxpayer dollars, all because so many of you, Mr.
Chairman, hate this President.

And one last thing: I guess we now know why Nancy Pelosi was
focus grouping bribery as a potential charge, because she was des-
perately searching for a crime, any crime, to justify this sham im-
peachment. But that effort was abandoned because she knows,
most Members of Congress know, and now the American people
know, there simply wasn’t a crime committed here, and there
shouldn’t be an impeachment here either. I yield back.

Mr. GOHMERT. Will the gentleman yield?

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Swalwell seek
recognition?

Mr. SWALWELL. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. SWALWELL. There are no crimes here? That is the defense
my colleagues across the aisle are putting forward? How about the
highest crime that one who holds public office could commit, a
crime against our Constitution? After all, the Constitution is the
highest, most supreme law of the land. Every other law, statutory
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laws included, derive from the Constitution, not the other way
around.

The President committed the highest crime against the Constitu-
tion by abusing his office, cheating in an election, inviting foreign
interference for a purely personal gain, while jeopardizing our na-
tional security and the integrity of our elections.

Now, the Constitution does not require President Trump have
committed statutory crimes. After all, we in Congress are not
criminal prosecutors. We do not prosecute crimes. We protect the
Constitution. But since my colleagues keep bringing up what poten-
tial crimes a criminal prosecutor could charge a President with,
let’s go through some of them, because President Trump’s conduct
overlaps with criminal acts.

Let’s start with criminal bribery, 18 U.S. Code 201(b)(2)(a). Rel-
evant here, criminal bribery occurs when a public official demands
or seeks anything of value personally, in return for being influ-
enced in the performance of an official act. Additionally, the public
official must carry out these acts corruptly.

Demands or seeks: President Trump demanded and sought the
announcement and conduct of politically motivated investigations
by President Zelensky. Anything of value personally: For the pur-
poses of antibribery law, the phrase “anything of value” has been
interpreted by the courts broadly to carry out the congressional
purpose of punishing the abuse of public office.

In return for being influenced, the third requirement: As the
Intel Committee report demonstrated, President Trump sought an
announcement of these investigations in return for performing two
official acts. First, the conditioned release of vital military assist-
ance on President Zelensky’s investigations; and second, he condi-
tioned a head of state meeting on these investigations.

Fourth, performance of an official act: The courts have defined an
official act as any decision or action, matter, cause, suit, pro-
ceeding, or controversy, that may be pending or brought before a
public official. Both of the acts in question, the military aid and the
White House meeting, meet this requirement.

Finally, corruptly: President Trump behaved corruptly through-
out this course of conduct because he used his official office in ex-
change to seek a private benefit.

A second crime, honest services fraud. 18 U.S. Code, Section
1346. President Trump knowingly and willfully orchestrated a
scheme to defraud the American people of his honest services as
President of the United States. This has been aligned often in the
courts with bribery, except that also includes using a wire commu-
nication. Clearly, the July 256——

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. SWALWELL. I will not yield.

Clearly, the July 25 phone call constitutes a wire communication.
So there you have it. At least two criminal statutory crimes. How-
ever, all of these conversations about statutory crimes are moot, be-
cause the President of the United States refuses to allow his own
Department of Justice to indict him. So the President may be
charged with crimes statutorily one day, but that is not what we
are doing here on this day. And we are not restricted, like the De-
partment of Justice is. So we will uphold our duty to charge the
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President with the crimes against the Constitution that he has
committed using your taxpayer dollars, jeopardizing the integrity of
your vote for a purely political purpose, and a purely personal gain.
And Mr. Chairman, with that, I yield back.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

. Mr. SWALWELL. And I will yield to the gentlelady from Cali-
ornia.

Ms. LOFGREN. I appreciate the gentleman’s recitation of that fact.
As a former prosecutor, you speak with tremendous authority. 1
would just like to note that the argument that somehow lying
about a sexual affair is an abuse of presidential power, but the mis-
use of presidential power to get a benefit somehow doesn’t matter.
If it is—lying about sex, we could put Stormy Daniels’ case ahead
of us. We don’t believe that is a high crime.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. LOFGREN. No. And it is not before us, and it should not be
before us, because it is not an abuse of presidential power. I yield
back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has expired.

For what purpose does Mr. Gohmert seek recognition?

Mr. GOHMERT. I rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will the gentleman yield briefly?

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has the time. Does the gen-
tleman wish to yield to Mr. Sensenbrenner?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will the gentlemen yield briefly?

Mr. GOHMERT. Yes.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The important thing is that Bill Clinton
lied to a grand jury. That is a crime. The Article of Impeachment
that passed the House accused Bill Clinton of lying to a grand jury,
a crime, and something that obstructs the ability of the courts to
get to the truth. This is not what is happening here. Big difference.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you. Reclaiming my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman reclaims his time.

Mr. GOHMERT. It is interesting, though, we are here because of
fraud, not by the President, but from within the Department of
Justice. And I realize people on the other side of the aisle have
been so busy trying to find some kind of charge, criminal charge
to bring against the President, none of which worked, that they
may not have been aware of the most recent Horowitz report. But
it is clear now, it is clear now that the whole investigation that has
brought us here with crime after crime being alleged and then hav-
ing to be dropped was a fraudulent effort before the FISA court to
have a surveillance warrant done against Carter Page. They lied
initially, said that he was a Russian agent, when actually, he had
been used by the CIA as a spy against Russia.

And so they lied, it was fraudulent, and there, hopefully, will be
people that will answer for their crimes and their fraud in the De-
partment of Justice in the days to come, and it sounds like that
should be the case. And there was fraud all the way through.

But for 3 years, we have been hearing about the crimes of the
candidate Trump, and then the crimes of President Trump, and we
come now today based on the initial fraud that got this whole im-
peachment stuff started. And no one on the other side is willing to
acknowledge the fraud that brought us here, nor the fact that so
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many people here have been screaming about the President’s
crimes.

And we are even hearing today like we just did, oh, yes, there
were crimes. Well, then, why aren’t they in this impeachment docu-
ment? Because they don’t exist. They have been disproven over and
over and over again, and that is why the gentleman’s amendment
is so well-taken.

There—you don’t want to go down this ground. I think it is a bad
idea when it was proposed before. High crimes and misdemeanors,
if it is not treason, even misdemeanors are crimes. And, so, we
have had to drop the fraud of all the crimes being alleged, people
saying in here and in the public, Gee, we are going to get the Presi-
dent because he colluded with Russia. How terrible was that? Well,
that has all been disapproved and dropped.

So now we were left with bribery and extortion, and now we are
even—those had to be dropped because there were no crimes. And
I appreciate the gentleman bringing up crimes, but those are not
alleged here.

And so, let me just say, this is a day that will live in infamy for
the Judiciary Committee. The days of exemplary chairs, like Daniel
Webster, when he stood for principle, those are going to be gone,
because this became a tool of the majority to try to defeat, use tax-
payer funds to defeat a President.

And by the way, the Ken Starr report, 36 boxes, he came in and
testified. We were kept out of hearing the witnesses. They were—
in the Watergate, these witnesses testified on television. It was
public. It was not a Starr chamber like the Schiff chamber became.
And I would like to yield back the remainder of my time to my
friend, Mr. Jordan.

Mr. JORDAN. Well, I would just say, when did it happen? Every-
thing Mr. Swalwell just said, well, if it all happened, why isn’t it
in the resolution? Democrats say there is some scheme to have an
announcement made by President Zelensky to get a phone call with
the President, to get a meeting with the President, to get the aid
released. When—when did the announcements happen? They got
the call on July 25. They got the meeting on September 25. They
got the money on September 11. There was never an announce-
ment from the Ukrainians to do an investigation.

So you can keep saying all this stuff, and all the points of this
happened, this happened. It didn’t happen. Not the facts. Those are
not the facts. And we know why the aid ultimately got released,
because we learned this guy, this new President, was actually—
was actually the—the transformer, the real deal, was actually
going to deal with the corruption issue in his country. That is what
happened. You can make up all the things you want, but those are
not the facts.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has expired.

For what purpose does Mr. Jeffries seek recognition?

Mr. JEFFRIES. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlemen is recognized.

Mr. JEFFRIES. Let’s actually go through the facts. We are here
today because the President abused his power. We are here today
because he solicited foreign interference in the 2020 election. He
had welcomed foreign interference as it relates to Russia. He solic-
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ited foreign interference on the White House lawn with China. And
he did it with Ukraine. He is a serial solicitor.

Let’s go through the facts. Congress allocated $391 million in
military aid on a bipartisan basis to Ukraine, currently at war with
Russian-backed separatists in the east. Ukraine is a friend; Russia
is a foe. Ukraine is a democracy; Russia is a dictatorship.

The United States is probably the only thing standing between
Vladimir Putin and Ukraine being completely overrun as part of
Putin’s fantasy to reconstruct the Soviet Union, which would be ad-
verse to the national security interests of the United States, and
every single fact witness before this Congress said so. You can’t
even dispute that.

So we allocated aid on a bipartisan basis, but then the aid was
withheld. So the American people deserve to figure out why. In
February, there was a letter sent by the Trump administration say-
ing, Okay, the aid is on the way, but it never arrived. In April, he
had a phone call, the President, with Zelensky. The word “corrup-
tion” was not mentioned once. And then in May, the Department
of Defense wrote to this Congress, and said, “All necessary pre-
conditions for the receipt of the aid have been met by the new
Ukraine  government, including the implementation of
anticorruption protocols.” We have that letter. It was sent to you,
and it was sent to us.

Then in July, on the 18th, at an Office of Management and
Budget meeting, the aid was officially frozen at the direction of the
President. Twice during the summer, Mitch McConnell, the Senate
Republican majority leader, publicly stated he called the Trump ad-
ministration. What happened to the aid? Mitch McConnell couldn’t
get a good answer because there was no good answer.

Then on July 25, there is another call between President Trump
and President Zelensky. The word “corruption” is not mentioned
once, but here is what was said. Zelensky talks about defense, and
the immediate response is “Do us a favor, though.”

And President Trump says, I need you to look into some things,
not related to procurement of defense arms but related to a wild
conspiracy theory connected to the 2016 campaign, and also says
I want you to look into Joe Biden. And then what is interesting,
since you think it was such a perfect call, he mentions Rudolph
Giuliani, I am looking at the transcript right now, not once, not
twice, but three times. Why on an official call would the President
mention Rudolph Giuliani? He is not an ambassador. He is not the
Secretary of State. He is not a member of the diplomatic corps. He
is President Trump’s political enforcer.

And then what happens? You said you want to talk about the
facts. In August, Giuliani travels to Madrid and meets with the
Ukrainian government, as a follow-up to Trump saying to Ukraine,
go meet with Giuliani. And then a statement is drafted about this
phony investigation and sent to the Ukrainians.

But what happens? In August, the whistleblower complaint is
filed. Then on September 9, the whistleblower complaint is made
public to Congress. Two days later, on September 11, all of a sud-
den, the aid is released. Why was the aid released? Because the
President was caught red-handed trying to pressure a foreign gov-
ernment to target an American citizen. I yield back.
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Gaetz seek recognition?

Mr. GAETZ. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. GAETZ. There were five meetings that we have detailed that
show why the aid was released. There was a belief on the adminis-
tration previously that Ukraine was one of the most corrupt coun-
tries in the world, that they had not engaged in sufficient reforms.
And after a number of events with the Vice President, with a bi-
partisan Senate delegation, there was a resolution of that aid.

But this debate just lacks a certain sincerity. I heard earlier my
friend from California, Mr. Swalwell, say, like, list out all these
crimes. And so, if I am watching at home, I am thinking, Well,
where are they in the impeachment? That is just a Democrat drive-
by to go and list crimes that you don’t allege, and that you don’t
have evidence for.

If there is ever a microcosm of how to consume this day and the
importance of it with the American people, it is that they are nam-
ing crimes in debate that they don’t even have in their impeach-
ment resolution, because they can’t prove them because there are
no underlying facts.

And then I hear my friend from New York, Mr. Jeffries, bring up
Russia. Russia, the residue of impeachment theories, past and
failed. How is debated about—how are we even here debating
about military aid, Javelins, that President Trump delivered that
President Obama withheld?

I hear them, you know, crying these alligator tears, clutching
their pearls over this notion that Oh, well, Trump didn’t give this
aid. We have got to go impeach him for it. Where was all this con-
cern about how to make the Ukraine great again when Obama was
President?

You want to know our substantive defense? It is four things.
They have never changed. I think Mr. Jordan dreams of them in
his sleep. Both President Trump and President Zelensky said there
was no pressure. We saw the call transcript, and there was no con-
ditionality. There was never awareness on the part of the Ukraine
that there was a delay in aid, and Ukraine got the aid without
opening the investigation that seems to be so troubling to Demo-
crats.

Everything you are going to hear them say today can be pretty
much categorized into three areas: First, it is either stuff people
presumed and had no direct evidence of, kind of their water cooler
theory of the case. Second, it is hearsay. Somebody told somebody
told somebody else that created some concern about the President’s
conduct; or it is reflective of a sincere policy disagreement about
how to make the Ukraine great again.

I mean, I heard all these folks come by that are part of the diplo-
matic corps, and they sure seem to believe that we ought to be ev-
erything for the Ukraine, but if the President disagrees with that,
it is not impeachable conduct.

Essentially they are alleging a shakedown, but I think most
Americans know that you cannot have a shakedown if the person
allegedly being shook down doesn’t even know about the shake-
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down. You have President Zelensky himself saying I felt no pres-
sure.

And then talk about bad timing. We got this Time article that
comes out on the 10th of December, just a few days ago, because
their theory of the case is, well, even if Zelensky didn’t know there
was pressure, there is this other guy, Yermak, and Yermak knew
from Gordon Sondland that there was pressure.

But the same day that they introduced their Articles of Impeach-
ment, Yermak gives an interview with Time Magazine, he says,
and I quote, Gordon and I were never alone together. We bumped
into each other in the hallway next to the escalator as I was walk-
ing out, and I remember everything. It is fine with my memory. We
talked about how well the meeting went. That is all we talked
about. So here they are with no crime, with no victim, with no wit-
nesses, with no knowledge of any shakedown, and yet they proceed.

To accept the Democrats’ theory of the case, you have got to be-
lieve that the Ukrainians are lying to us. You have got to believe
when they say there is no conditionality, no pressure, nothing
wrong, that they are so weak and they are so dependent on the
United States, that we can’t believe a word they say. Well, again,
where were you during the Obama administration when this weak
ally didn’t get Javelins that were then withheld?

I support the Jordan amendment because this Article I, this
abuse of power that they allege in the impeachment theory, is a
total joke. They have to say abuse of power because they don’t have
evidence for obstruction. They have to say abuse of power because
they have no evidence for bribery or treason. They have to say
abuse of power because all those specific crimes that the gentleman
from California named cannot be supported by the evidence. This
is sort of the Rorschach inkblot test theory of impeachment so the
country can stare at the inkblot, and everybody can see what, I
guess, they want to see.

This notion comity of abuse of power is the lowest of low energy
impeachment theories. Heck, I don’t know any political party that
doesn’t think when the other side’s in the White House that they
abuse power. They do too much. I got a lot of constituents that
think Barack Obama abused his power, but you know what? We
didn’t do this to the country. We didn’t put him through this non-
sense in this impeachment. You all set the standard. We didn’t set
it. You said this would have to be bipartisan, compelling, and over-
whelming. It ain’t that, and it looks pretty bad. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Ms. Jayapal seek recognition?

Ms. JAYAPAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just in response——

Chairman NADLER. Move to strike the last word?

Ms. JAYAPAL. Yes. Move to strike the last word. Thank you.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. JAYAPAL. In response to my colleague from Florida, you can-
not argue things both ways. You cannot say that the President was
so concerned about Ukraine that he released aid, which is true. He
released aid in 2017, he released aid in 2018, and then suddenly
he became concerned in 2019, right after Vice President Biden an-
nounced that he was going to run.
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So if your argument is that he was so concerned about Ukraine
that he released aid in 2017 and 2018, then why in 2019, after the
Department of Defense cleared Ukraine on charges of corruption,
why then did he decide he was so concerned about corruption that
he was not going to release aid?

Mr. JORDAN. Because that is when

Ms. JAYAPAL. I am sorry. I am not yielding. I am not yielding.
I am not yielding.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady has the time.

Mr. JORDAN. They got a new president, that is why.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady has the time, the committee
will be in order, and people will not interrupt.

Ms. JAYAPAL. They got a new president.

Chairman NADLER. This is not proper.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady will continue.

Ms. JAYAPAL. They got a new president who was known to be an
anticorruption fighter, so that argument has no weight whatsoever.

Now if you want to argue that the President was so concerned
about corruption at that particular moment, you have to look at the
whole record of U.S. policy and our agreement that the Department
of Defense would look under certain conditions before they released
military aid to determine whether or not a country had satisfied
those requirements around corruption, and the Department of De-
fense released that report. Nowhere between the time that Donald
Trump withheld aid and the time that he released that aid was
there an additional assessment required or done. In fact, the De-
partment of Defense decided they didn’t need to do another assess-
ment because they had already done the assessment.

So at the end of the day, I have only two questions for my col-
leagues on the other side, and these are the two questions: Forget
about President Trump. Forget about President Trump. Will any
one of my colleagues on the other side say that it is an abuse of
power to condition aid, to condition aid, on official acts? Forget
about President Donald Trump.

Mr. GOHMERT. We do it every day.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Forget about President Trump. Forget about Presi-
dent Trump. Is any one of my colleagues willing to say that it is
ever okay for a President of the United States of America to invite
foreign interference in our elections? Not a single one of you has
said that so far.

Mr. GOHMERT. I will say it.

Ms. JAvAaPAL. I will yield to my colleague from Texas.

Mr. GOHMERT. Will the gentlelady yield?

Mr. GAETZ. Will the gentlelady yield so we can answer the ques-
tion?

Ms. GARCIA. Thank you, Ms. Jayapal.

I want to break this down——

Mr. GOHMERT. She asked a question. We would like to answer
it.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady has the time, and the mem-
bers

Mr. GOHMERT. And she asked us a question.
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Chairman NADLER. The members here know perfectly well it is
out of order to interrupt members who have the time. The
gentlelady——

Mr. GOHMERT. Unless they ask you a question.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady has yielded to whom?

Mr. GOHMERT. She asked us a question.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yielded to whom? Ms. Escobar
now has the time——

Ms. EscoBAR. Thank you, Chairman.

Chairman NADLER [continuing]. Yielded by Ms. Jayapal.

Ms. EscoBAR. Thank you, Chairman. Thank you, Representative
Jayapal.

I want to break this down in simple terms for the American pub-
lic because our Republicans colleagues are working overtime to try
to convince us that we didn’t see what we saw with our own eyes,
and we didn’t hear what we heard with our own ears.

Let’s bring it down to an example that was used during the hear-
ing. If a governor—if a community suffers a natural disaster, and
the governor of the State has aid that will help that community,
but calls the mayor of your community and says, I want you to do
me a favor, though, and conditions giving the aid to the community
on the police chief smearing his political opponent, has there been
a crime? The answer is yes, and that governor would go to jail. If
that governor later releases the aid after he got caught, it doesn’t
matter. He still committed the crime.

Furthermore, if that governor says during the investigation, I am
going to defy the subpoenas. We are going to fight the subpoenas.
Guess what would happen to that governor? He has committed a
crime. He would go to jail. If the governor then tried to cover up
his wrongdoing, cover it up so that his people, his constituents
couldn’t see his wrongdoing, what would happen to that governor?
Did he commit a crime? Yes. He would go to jail.

So as wildly as they are trying to convince you that there was
no wrongdoing, I want the American public to understand what is
going on here. It is clear as day. We have seen it with our own
ﬁyef{. We have heard it with our own ears. Facts matter. I yield

ack.

Ms. JavapAL. Thank you, Ms. Escobar. And I would just, again,
close with this single question. Is it ever okay for a President to
condition official action on personal gain? I yield back.

Mr. CLINE. Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. Who seeks recognition? For what purpose
does the gentleman seek recognition?

Mr. CLINE. A unanimous consent request. I would like to ask
unanimous consent to introduce into the record——

Chairman NADLER. I cannot hear you, sir.

Mr. CLINE. I am sorry?

Chairman NADLER. I can’t hear you.

Mr. Cline. I would like to introduce—ask unanimous consent to
introduce into the record the transcript of the call where the Presi-
dent says, I would like you to do us a favor.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection, the transcript will be in-
troduced. The full record will be introduced.

[The information follows:]
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- achieve a unigue success. L'm able to tell you the following;
‘“the first time, you called mé to congratulate me when I won my
presidential election, and the second time you are now calllng

. me. when my party won the parliamentary election. I think. I
should run more often sb you can call me more often and we can
talk over the phone more often.

'TsfﬁFT“The Pregident: [laughter] That's a very good idea. I-
thlnk your country is very happy about that

°TS¢N?TEPre31dent Zelengkyy: Well yves,. to tell you the truth, ‘we
are trying to work hard because we wanted to drain the swamp
here in our country. We brought in many many new people Not the
old politicians, not the typical politicians, because we want to
-have a new format and a new type of government. .You are a great
teacher for us and in that.

ﬁﬂfﬁf& The Presldent Well it's very nice of you to say that. I
will say that we do a lot for Ukraine. We spend a lot of effort
‘and a lot of time.. Much more than the Eurcpean countries are
“doing ‘and they should be helping you more than' they are. Germany
does almost nothing for you. All they do is talk-and I think
it's something that you should really ask them about. When I was:
‘speaking to Angela Merkel she talks Ukraine, but ghe doesn't do-
anything. A lot of the European countries are the. same way so L
think it's sométhing you want to look at but the United States
has been very very good to Ukraine. I.wouldn't say that it's
- reciprocal necessarily because things are happening that are not
good but the United States has been very very good to Ukralne

)

fsfﬁfﬁ Pres1dent Zelenskyy Yes you are- absolutely rlght Not
.only 100%, but actually 1000% and I can tell you the- following;
‘I did talk to Angela Merkel and T dld meet with her. I also met
and talked with Macron and I told them that they are not doing-
quite as much as they need to be 601ng on the issues with the
sanctions. They are not enforcing the sanctions.) They are not
working as much as they should work for Ukraine. It turns out
that even though logically, the European Union should be cur
biggest partner but technically the United States is a much .
bigger partner than the. European Union and I'm very grateful to ™
you for that because the United States is doing quite a lot for
Ukraine. Much more than the European Union especially when we
are talking about sanctions agalnst the Russian Federation. I
would also’ llke to thank you for.your great support in the area
of defense. We are ready- to continue to .cooperate for thetnext
steps. spec1f1cally we are almost ready to buy more Javelins from
the Unlted states for defense purposes

i
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:%Gﬁﬁﬁr The President: T would like vou to do us a favor though

because our country has been through a lot and.Ukraine knows a
lot’ about it. I would like you to find out what happened with

. this whole situation with Ukraine, they say Crowdstrike.. I guess

you have cone of your wealthy people.. The server, they say
Ukraine has it. There-are a lot of things that weht on, the
whole situation. I think you're surrounding yourself with some
of the same people. I would like to have the Attorney General
call you or your people and T would, like you to get to the
bottom of it. As you saw yesterday, ‘that whole nonserise ended
with a very poor performance by a man named Robert Mueller, an
incompetent performance, but they say a lot of it started with
Ukraine. Whatever you can do, 1t's very important that you. do it
1f that's p0551b1e . S

,%sﬁnﬁrdpresident Zelenskyy: Yes it is.?ery'important for me and
everything that you just mentioned earlier. For me as a.
President, it is very important and we are open for any future

.cooperation. We are ready to open a new page on cooperatlon in
.relations between the. United States and Ukraine:’ For that-

purpose, I just recalled our ambassador. from United States and
he will be replaced by a very competent and very experienced -

'ambassador who will work hard on making sure that our two

naplons_are getting closer. ‘I would also like and hope to see
him having your trust and your confidence and have personal
relations  with you 8o we can cooperate eyen more so. T will
personally tell you that one of my assistants spoke with Mr.
Giuliani just. recently and we are hoping very much that Mr.
Giuliani will be able to travel to Ukraine and we will meet once

‘he comes to Ukraine. I just wanted to assure you once again that

you have nobody but friendg around us. I will make sure -that. I
surround myself with the best and most experienced people. I
also wanted to-tell you that we are friends. We are great’
friends and you Mr. President have friends .in our country so we’
can continue our strategic’ partnershlp I also plan to surround
nyself with .great pecople and in addition to that investigation,
I guarantee as the President of Ukraine that all the "
lnvestlgatlons w1ll be done ~openly and candldly That I can-

assure you..

fsfﬂf%wThe President; Good because I heéard you had a prosecutor
who was very good and he was shut down and that's really unfair.

A lot of people atre talking about that, the way they shut your

very good prosecutor down and you had ‘some very bad people
1nvolved Mr. Giuliani is a highly respected man. He was the’
mayor of New York City, a great mayor, and I would like him to

SECRET#GRQSN&&%*XH?
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call you. I will ask him to call you along with the Attorney

:'General Rudy very much knows what's happening and he is a very
capable guy. If you could speak to him that would be great. The

- former ambassador from the United States; the woman, was bad
news dnd the people she was dealing with in the Ukraine were bad
news so I just want'to ‘let you know that., Thé other thing,
There's a lot of. talk about Biden's somn,, that Biden stopped the
prosecution and a lot of people want to find out about that.so
whatever you can do with the Attorney Gemeral would be great.
Blden went around bragging that he stopped the prosecution so 1f
you/can ‘Iook into lt It sounds horrlble to me.

fs%ﬁﬁ% Pre31dent Zelenskyy I wanted to tell ‘you about the
prosecutor. First of all I. understand and I'm knowledgeable
.about the 51tuatlon Since we have won' the’ absolute majority in
our Parllament, the next prosecutor general will be 100% my
person, my candidate, who will be. approved by the parllament and
will start as a new prosecutor in September. He or she will look
‘into the situation, specifically to the company that you
-mentioned in thls issue. The issue of the investigation of ‘the
case is actually the issue of maklng sure to restore the honesty
.go we will take care of that ‘and will wotrk on the 1nvestlgat10n
of the case. On top of that, I would kindly ask you 1f you have
any additional information that you can provide to us, it would,
be very helpful for the 1nvest1gatlon to make sure that we
administer justice in our country with regard to the. Ambassador
to the United States from Ukraine as far as I ‘recall her name’
was Tvanovich. It was great that you were the first one who told
me that she was a. bad ambassador because I agree with you 100%.
Her . attitude towards me was far from the best as she admired the
previous President and sheé was on his side.”She would not accept
me as. a new Presxdent well enough. Lo i

e rasrd The President Well -she's going to go through some
things. I will have Mr. Giuliani. give you a call and I am also
‘going to have Attorney General Barr call and we will get to the
bottom of it. I'm sure you will figure it out. I heard the
prosecutor was treated very badly and he was a very fair .
prosecutor so good luck with everything. Your economy is 901ng
to get better and better I predict. You have a lot of assets. "
It's a great country I have many Ukrainian frlends, thelr

1ncred1ble people

*Sfﬁ?%mPre51dent zelenskyy: I would like to tell ‘you that I also
have .quite a few Ukrainian friends that live in the United’
States. Actually last time I traveled to the United States, I
stayed in New York near Central Park and I stayed at the Trump
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Tower I w1ll talk to them and I hope to see them again in the
future. I also wanted to thank you for your invitation to visit
the United States,  specifically Washington DC. On the other
hand, T also waht to ensure you that. we yill'be’very serious
about .the case and will work on the investigation. As to the
economy, there is much potentlal for our two: countries and one
of the isgues.that is very important for Ukraine is energy
independence. I believe we can be very successful and
cooperating on enerdy independence with United States. We .are
already working on cooperation. We are buying American oil but I
.am very hopeful fora future meetlng We will have more time and
more opportunltles to discuss these opportunltles and get to
know each other better. Iiwould like to thank you very much for
your support : a .

é&%ﬁiﬁ ‘The Pres1dent Good. Well, thank you very wuch and, I
apprec1ate that. I will tell Rudy and Attorney General Barr to .
call.. Thank you Whenever you would -like tq come .to the White
House, . feel frée to call. Give us a date and we'll work that
oat. I look forward to Seelng you. %

e Pre51dent Zelenskyy Thank you very much. 1 would be very
happy to come and would' be happy to meet with you personally and
.get to know you better. :I am loocking forward to our meeting and
I also would like-to. invite you to v151t Ukraine and come to the
c1ty of Kyiv-which is a beautiful city. We have.a beautlful
country which would welcome you. On the other hand I believe
that on September 1 we will be in Poland and we can meet in ’
_Poland hopefully ‘After that, it might be a very good idea for-
you to travel to Ukraine..We can either take my plane and go to
Ukraine or we can take your plane whlch is probably much better

than mine.

TS%NF%”The President: Okay, -we can work that out I look forward
to seelng you in Washington and maybe in-Poland because I thlnk

we are 901ng to be there at that tlme

T

fsfﬁﬁ%*Pre51dent Zelenskyy Thank you very much Mx. President

:ﬁﬁfﬁ?%-The President: Congratulatlons on-a fantastlc job you've
done. The whole world-was watching. I'm not sure it was so much -
of an upset but congratulations.. . T :

obgas@)  President Zelenskyy: Thank you Mr. President‘bye~bye, 

. End of Conversation == -w
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Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Buck seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. Buck. Strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. Buck. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to address Mr.
Swalwell’s—thank you for coming back—Mr. Swalwell’s comments
that there are definitely crimes in this situation. First of all, I be-
lieve Mr. Swalwell, during the Mueller investigation, went on na-
tional TV and said something to the effect of an indictment is com-
ing. He knew it. An indictment is coming.

So I know Mr. Swalwell knows crimes. He was a prosecutor. And
he also knows the obligation that a prosecutor has not to bring a
crime, not to bring a charge unless there is a reasonable probability
of conviction.

I would direct Mr. Swalwell to the elements of bribery. Whoever
being a public official corruptly demands or seeks personally any-
thing of value in return for being influenced in the performance of
an official act. The Department of Justice’s Criminal Division Pub-
lic Integrity Section opined in September that something as nebu-
lous as an investigation is not of sufficient concrete value to con-
stitute something of value under this statute.

They also—the other element that is at question here, and one
of the reasons I think that we need more than 1 week as the com-
mittee of jurisdiction to look into this matter, is because if there
are crimes, we should be bringing experts. We should be bringing
in testimony. And if there is a crime, I think it is far more fair to
charge Articles of Impeachment where the President can defend
against specific elements of a crime as opposed to something as
vague as abuse of power.

Mr. Swalwell, the official act that you talk about under the
McConnell—Supreme Court’s McConnell decision, that decision
says setting up a meeting, talking to another official, or organizing
event without more does not fit the definition of official act. There
are two elements missing in your analysis, but that doesn’t sur-
prise me because there were no elements that were—that the spe-
cial counsel found in this situation.

I think that it is unfortunate when the gentleman from Rhode
Island talks about the President sending Mr. Giuliani to the
Ukraine to smear, to smear Vice President Biden. Let’s talk about
what Vice President Biden did. His son sat on a board and made
an outrageous amount of money for someone that had no back-
ground in energy, no background in the Ukraine while his father
was the Vice President. If that is not a fair topic for discussion in
the world of politics, I don’t know what is. Smearing is trying to
conjure up false information or making a vague argument based on
false information. This isn’t smearing. This is seeking the truth
about corruption. Not a single member on the other side of the
aisle has been willing to condemn the conduct of the former Vice
President.

How frustrating it must be to be President Trump and have the
son spend over $1 million on attorneys’ fees when the special coun-
sel is investigating something that never happened. There was no
collusion. There was no conspiracy between Russia and the Trump
campaign. But there was clear—there is clear evidence of wrong-
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do(iing between Hunter Biden, the former Vice President, Joe
Biden——

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Buck. No, I will not. And the Ukraine and the corporation,
Burisma. So the idea that there was a smear going on, let’s look
at the facts. And I will yield to my friend from Arizona, Mr. Biggs.

Mr. BiGGs. Thank you very much. Let’s talk about what was
going on in 2017, 2018, aid was given. In 2019, there was a pause
put on it. You have a new administration in the Ukraine, and the
benchmarks, the anticorruption benchmarks were done under the
previous administration, Poroshenko. That was testified to in this
committee.

But what we know is several of the previous corrupt administra-
tors and cabinet-level officials, including some oligarchs, had close
relationships to Zelensky. There was a concern whether Mr.
Zelensky was the real deal. The aid was prospective, and the pause
was unknown.

U.S. officials continued to meet with Ukrainian officials, and they
determined that Zelensky was the real deal, and so they made
every effort to convince President Trump that that was the case.
Once two new anticorruption measures were released within 2
days, so was the funding. That is what changed. I yield back.

Mr. SWALWELL. Mr. Chairman, a unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
California seek recognition?

Mr. SWALWELL. Just in response to Mr. Buck, a unanimous con-
sent request for a VOX November 15, 2019, article, all of Robert
Mueller’s indictments, including the 34 people and three companies
that he indicted in his lengthy investigation.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

Mr. CoLLINS. I object. I want to see it.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman reserves an objection. He
wants to see it. That is fair.

For what purpose does Mr. Reschenthaler seek recognition?

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I move to strike
the last word.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. I yield to my friend and colleague from
Florida.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. GAETZ. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

And T just have got to come back to this interview with Yermak,
because it is like the tree that fell in the forest that nobody heard
that completely demolished the entire Democrat case. They have no
evidence that the Ukrainians ever knew that this aid was withheld.
So they are literally trying to prosecute an impeachment against
the President for a shakedown when the alleged people being shook
down, one, said they felt no pressure, and two, did not even know
it was happening.

And so, then, time and again, you heard them in debate, in press
conferences, in the whole circus show that is going on here say,
Well, we have got this testimony from Gordon Sondland. We all re-
member Gordon. Gordon Sondland, wandering his way to an esca-
lator with this guy who speaks English as a second language. And
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Gordon says, Well, maybe I said something to him about this. Well,
I mean, that was the whole deal for them.

And then, I mean, you talk about embarrassing. The same day
that they introduced their Articles of Impeachment that we knew
they were going to introduce one way or another the moment they
took the majority, it comes out that Yermak denies the whole
thing. So show me the Ukrainian that was pressured. Show me the
Ukrainian that knew that any of this was tied to any condition-
ality. There is no conditionality in the call.

So it is quite easy to answer Ms. Jayapal, the gentlelady from
Washington’s, question. Very easy. In this case, there is no condi-
tionality. You can’t prove it, you have no evidence of it, and frank-
ly, even the Ukrainians, even your purported victims, are coming
out in the press and saying their theory of the case is wrong. Their
fundamental premise has been rejected. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. JORDAN. You have got to yield back to him.

Mr. GAETZ. I yield back to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Yes. I yield to my friend from Ohio.

Mr. JORDAN. I thank the gentlemen for yielding.

Exactly what changed is we got a brand new president who
ran—Zelensky ran on anticorruption. Let’s see if he is the real
deal, and that is exactly what happened in the 55 days the aid was
paused.

We talked about five critical meetings that took place. Five meet-
ings. The last one, I think, is the most important because you had
a Democrat Senator and a Republican Senator meet with President
Zelensky in Kyiv. They knew the aid had been paused at that time.
The Ukrainians knew, they learned a few days before that, and the
issue never came up.

But what did come up is both of these Senators came back and
said this guy is the real deal, worth the risk, worth sending the
hard-earned tax dollars of the American people to Ukraine. That is
what happened, and the facts are very clear. You can make up all
the stuff you want, but the facts are on the President’s side. They
have always been on the President’s side.

Democrats keep saying to get the call, to get the meeting, to get
the money, there had to be an announcement. It is December 12th.
There has yet to be an announcement from Ukraine about any type
of investigation into Burisma or the Bidens, yet, because it is not
going to happen, because it never needed to happen. That wasn’t
the point. But they got the call July 25, they got the meeting Sep-
tember 25, and they got the money September 11.

The other thing I want to point out. I don’t know be how many
times I have heard this. The Democrats talk about this one sen-
tence the President said in the now famous call transcript with
President Zelensky. “I would like you to do us a favor, though.” The
Democrats don’t read the plain language. In fact, the star professor
witness who was here last week, she talked about this being the
Royal we. She read the sentence the way you guys always try to
portray the sentence. She said, it was I would like you to do me
a favor, though. That is not what it says. It says I would like you
to do us a favor, though, because, and guess what the next two
words are? Guess what the next two words are? Because our coun-
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try, not because I. The President doesn’t say, I would like you to
do me a favor, though, because I have been through a lot. He
doesn’t say that. Very clear. I would like you to do us a favor,
though, because our country has been through a lot, and that is the
understatement of the year.

Heck, yeah, our country has been through a lot. This is the day
after Bob Mueller sat in front of this committee, and we learned
that there was nothing there, but 2 years he put our country
through all kinds of turmoil because of you guys. That is what the
President’s pointing out because in this paragraph, he references
Bob Mueller. That is what he is talking about. Heck, yeah, our
country had been through a lot, and the President was pretty
ticked about it. He wanted to find out what was going on. That is
very legitimate. That is working on behalf of the American people.
But again, as I said last night, you guys don’t respect the 63 mil-
lion people who voted for this guy. That is why—that is why the
Speaker of the House called the President an imposter. That is
what is wrong. I would like you to do us a favor, though, because
our country has been through a lot. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Johnson seek recognition?

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. I want to slow this down and be very
methodical about it, because most of us here are attorneys, and in
this case, we are supposed to also be finders of fact. And we are
supposed to carefully and objectively analyze the claims against the
record, so let’s do that.

There are two articles to this impeachment resolution, of course,
abuse of power and obstruction of justice. On the first, Democrats
know there is zero direct evidence in the record of these pro-
ceedings that show that President Trump engaged in any scheme
of any kind as is alleged in the resolution or that he intended in
his dealings with Ukraine to influence the 2020 election. No im-
peachment should ever proceed on the basis of hearsay and conjec-
ture and speculation that wouldn’t even be admissible in a local
traffic court, and we say that over and over.

To my friend, Ms. Jayapal, there is simply no evidence of any
condition, and I guess I need to repeat the four indisputable facts
again that are in this record because repetition, apparently, is real-
ly necessary here.

First, both President Trump and Zelensky said there was no
pressure exerted. Number two, the July 25 call transcript shows no
conditionality between aid funding and an investigation. Number
three, Ukraine was not aware of the aid has been said over and
over here, that it was being delayed. And number four, they never
opened an investigation, they still received the aid, and they got
the meeting.

Our colleagues keep misrepresenting the facts. Not only do they
misrepresent the “do me a favor” versus “do us a favor,” but only
three of the 17 witnesses called by Chairman Schiff listened in on
the call, okay. Only three of them. And contrary to the assertions
that we have heard this morning, they didn’t provide key
uncontrovertible firsthand testimony of what happened on the call.
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All three of the testimonies contradicted each other. So the three
people that listened in directly didn’t even know.

The evidence shows that President Donald Trump holds a deep
seated, genuine, and reasonable skepticism of Ukraine due to its
history of pervasive corruption, and his administration sought proof
that the newly elected President was a true reformer. Of course, as
has been pointed out, the President soon found out that he is a
swamp drainer, and that is why the funds were released.

President Trump wanted to ensure that the American taxpayer-
funded security assistance would not be squandered by what has
been reported as the third most corrupt nation in the world before
Zelensky. And the discussions they had were never about what
happened in 20—what will happen in 2020, but rather, what about
what happened in 2016.

So the second claim of this resolution is that the President ob-
structed Congress, but he simply did what virtually every other
President in the modern era has also done. What is his—what is
his big infraction here? He asserted a legitimate executive privilege
and legal immunity to question subpoenas issued by various White
House—to various White House officials. There is no evidence of
any impeachable conduct with that. It is very commonplace. On
every previous occasion of this assertion in the past, the natural
impasse that exists between the executive and legislative branches
and our constitutional system has been easily and calmly resolved,
either by a good faith negotiation, or a simple filing with the third
branch of our government, the judicial branch. They let the courts
decide it.

In spite of their allegations here, Democrats know President
Trump has lawful cause to challenge those subpoenas in this mat-
ter. In this case, House Democrats are trying to impeach President
Trump simply for seeking judicial review over whether the direct
communications between high-ranking advisors and a President
under these circumstances are privileged or should be disclosed.
That case would be expedited in the courts. It wouldn’t take that
long, but Democrats said they don’t have time for that. Why? Be-
cause they promised their base an impeachment by Christmas.
This whole thing is so absurd.

It should be noted, by the way, that President Trump has con-
sistently cooperated with Congress in fulfilling its oversight and in-
vestigation responsibilities here. Over 25 administration officials
have testified before Oversight Committee this year, 20 before this
committee. At the start of the impeachment inquiry, the White
House produced more than 100,000 pages of documents to the
Oversight Committee. And, of course, they also quickly declassified
and produced to everyone the call transcript.

Democrats know this is an absurd charge about obstruction, and
the truth is, in the history of the republic, there has never been
a single party fraudulent impeachment process deployed against a
President like the one that is being used against Donald Trump.
They are the ones seeking to nullify our vital constitutional safe-
guards with this sham. Their ultimate objective is to nullify the
votes of the 63 million Americans who voted to elect Donald Trump
their President. They violated due process and all the rest.
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My colleague, Sheila Jackson Lee, a little while ago, invoked and
quoted Barbara Jordan, but she is the one that said during the Wa-
tergate inquiry, impeachment not only mandates due process, but
due process quadrupled. They have violated that here. They have
violated the rules, and everybody in the country can see it.

This impeachment’s going to fail. The Democrats will pay a
heavy political price for it, but the Pandora’s box they have opened
today will do irreparable injury to our country in the years ahead,
that is why we are concerned. That is why the facts matter, and
that is why we need to move on. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. GARCIA. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Garcia seek rec-
ognition?

Ms. Garcia. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. GARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this amendment. It
is incredible to me that the other side of the aisle has not seen the
facts and has apparently not read some of the evidence before us.
It is obvious to me that this President has put his personal interest
above this country, and with that, I will yield back to the gen-
tleman from Maryland, Mr. Cicilline.

Chairman NADLER. Rhode Island.

Ms. GARCIA. I am sorry. Oh. Rhode Island.

Mr. CiciLLINE. I thank the gentlelady for yielding.

We have just heard our Republican colleagues claim that there
was no demand, no conditionality for the release of this aid, and
in fact, it was motivated by this President’s deep desire to ferret
out corruption. That is laughable.

The President of the United States had two phone calls with
President Zelensky. He never once even uttered the word “corrup-
tion,” because it wasn’t about corruption, and the reason we know
that is the Department of Defense had already certified that steps
had been taken to combat corruption back on May 23rd. And de-
spite that certification, that hold remained in place. In fact, the
professionals testified about them trying to figure out how is it pos-
sible it is legal to hold this aid, because the certifications happened.
There is no basis to hold it other than the President ordered it.

So it is not about corruption. It was about extracting a commit-
ment to announce publicly that they were launching an investiga-
tion of President Trump’s chief political rival, a smear against Vice
President Biden. So this notion that really what happened is the
President just satisfied himself that Mr. Zelensky was for real is
nonsense, and betrayed by all of the evidence collected.

Let me give you some of it or remind you of it because you appar-
ently don’t remember it. Ambassador Sondland testified, under
oath, Mr. Giuliani’s requests were a quid quo pro for arranging a
White House visit for President Zelensky. Mr. Giuliani demanded
that Ukraine—Mr. Giuliani, by the away, the President’s counsel.
Mr. Giuliani demanded that Ukraine make a public statement an-
nouncing the investigation of the 2016 election, the DNC server,
and Burisma. Mr. Giuliani was expressing the desire to the Presi-
dent of the United States, and we knew these investigations were
important to the President.
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On the July 25 call, President Zelensky himself recognized the
connection between the meeting and the investigations. And he
said, I also want to thank you for the invitation to visit the United
States, specifically Washington, D.C. On the other hand, I also
want to assure you that we will try to be very serious about the
case, and we will work on the investigation, and the President
spoke in that call about the Bidens and Burisma.

And the OMB ultimately announces that the aid was withheld
because no explanation, and everyone in the intelligence commu-
nity, all the national security team, all recommended the release
of the aid. This was an important ally of the United States facing
an active war with the Russians that took part of their country and
was continuing to kill people in eastern Ukraine. American mili-
tary aid was a lifeline for this emerging democracy.

You know the only people who benefited from this scheme? Presi-
dent Trump, because he thought he was going to get an announce-
ment to smear his political opponent, and Vladimir Putin, Russia.
They were trying to weaken the Ukrainians. And there was a re-
cent article Congresswoman Bass held up, captioned this where it
said, President Zelensky facing President Putin all alone. So this
benefited Russia, weakening Ukrainian.

But this notion that the reason that the aid was released because
the President was satisfied is defied by all of the evidence collected
in the 300-page report by the Intelligence Committee. It was re-
leased because the President got caught. The whistleblower filed a
report, a complaint, alleging an elaborate scheme by the President
that betrayed the national interests of our country, that under-
mined our national security, that advanced the personal political
interests of the President, not the national interests of our country,
that attempted to corrupt our elections by dragging in foreign in-
terference. It is the highest of high crimes and misdemeanors.

Our Framers spoke about this abuse of power, of using the office
of the Presidency to advance their own personal interests and to
undermine the public interest. And I will yield to Mr. Raskin, my
remaining 3 minutes.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you very much. You know——

Chairman NADLER. It is Ms. Garcia’s time to yield. Does she
wish to yield to Mr. Raskin?

Ms. GaRCcIA. I yield to Mr. Raskin.

Mr. RASKIN. Ms. Garcia, thank you very much.

Just to flesh out the detail of what the gentleman from Rhode
Island was saying, one of the depositions is from David Holmes,
who was a State Department official at the U.S. embassy in Kyiv
who was with Gordon Sondland, who testified that there was a
quid quo pro. But he saw him on the phone with President Trump,
and he reported right at that time to him, he said, the President
doesn’t give a blank about Ukraine. He is interested in the big
stuff, and what is the big stuff? Whatever can benefit him.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Biggs seek recognition?

Mr. BicGgs. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. BiGGs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You know, last night and
today, we have heard many times my colleagues on the other side
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saying the facts of this are not contested, but you know, they are.
They really are.

An example is one just pointed out highlighted by my colleague
from Louisiana just a moment ago. On the telephone call, listen.
Of the 17 witnesses that came in, only three actually listened in
on the phone call, but each one of them have contradictory testi-
?onyd And so, even the three witnesses that heard the call con-

icted.

And why is that important? Why do I bring that up? I bring it
up because of this: Many of my colleagues, in fact, most of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle take every inference in the
light most negative to the President of the United States. That is
because there is animus there that has been manifest since Novem-
ber 9th, 2016, the day after he was elected.

And so having watched this procedure closely on the heels of the
other procedures and attempts to impeach this President and in-
vestigate, I am left wondering. You want every inference to go
against the President. Why should the American public give you
any inference of credibility?

The reality is when my colleague from California said—was talk-
ing about the Russian issue, not a single American was indicted for
conspiring with Russia to influence the elections. Not one. He still
believes that there was some kind of collusion with the Trump
campaign.

But what do the facts actually get to? So when my colleague just
talked about the money was released, the aid was released, again,
he takes this inference based on a timeline, and he is citing rank
hearsay. A guy comes in and says, Hey, you know what? I over-
heard this conversation. I am in a restaurant, actually, they were
sitting on a patio at a restaurant, lots of people around, but boy,
I could hear everything. I knew who it was, I knew what was said,
and so I was so concerned about it, I didn’t tell anybody. I came
in once this really got going and revved up. You want to take every
inference against the President. Why should we give you any infer-
ence of credibility?

The only direct evidence in this case remains the same after all
this time. No pressure. No pressure in the phone call. Mr. Zelensky
has said that repeatedly. He has said that. He spent 8 hours in one
press conference, all day long talking about no pressure, there is
no pressure. Yermak said there was no pressure. Are they lying?
No, but we know the whistleblower was lying. We know that Mr.
Schiff was lying. Mr. Schiff came out the day before and said eight
times, the President put direct pressure on the Ukrainians. Oops.
The transcript is released. Not true.

That would be—that would be the facts being contested, abso-
lutely. We know that there was no conditionality. Everybody said
there was no conditionality, everybody that participated, everybody
that listened. Ukraine was unaware of a hold, so how could you le-
verage them? They were unaware of the hold, and there was never
any investigation.

But what happened? What triggered it? You have high-ranking
U.S. officials going to the Ukraine, meeting with them, convinced
the President. You have the President of the Ukraine signing two
pieces of legislation reinstituting the anticorruption tribunal, and
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also removing immunity from prosecution of the legislative branch
in the Ukraine. Significant anticorruption measures worthy, wor-
thy of convincing this President that yes, they are worth a chance.
And so with that, you have nothing. The credibility is in tatters,
quite frankly. With that, I yield to my friend from Colorado.

Mr. Buck. I thank my friend for yielding. And I just want to ask
my friends on the other side. Mr. Sondland, Ambassador Sondland
is your star witness? Really? You are basing an impeachment on
Ambassador Sondland’s testimony? His first statement, his first
deposition, he said 325 times I don’t remember, I don’t know, I am
not sure. 325 times. You don’t think when this gets over to the
Senate that he is going to be impeached on all the things he didn’t
remember? Then, then—his testimony impeached, not his—not his
office. I see the smirk.

Then, what does he do? He reads and he listens to what Ambas-
sador Taylor says that he knows, and what Ambassador
Yovanovitch says that he knows and what all these people say that
he knows, and then his memory is refreshed. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Ratcliffe seek recognition?

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. RATCLIFFE. I thank the chairman. I want to respond to my
good friend, Congressman Cicilline’s comments, when he said that
President Trump’s demand can’t be explained by corruption, be-
cause the word “corruption” was never uttered anywhere in the
transcript. The problem with that is that the Democrats have built
this entire fake impeachment scheme around an alleged demand.
Guess what word is not anywhere in the transcript? Demand. No-
where in that transcript does the President make a demand.

Do you know where the word “demand” came from? It came from
the whistleblower. That is the first time we heard the word de-
mand, when he notified the Inspector General for the intelligence
community. He said President Trump made a demand. He thought
he could do that because he thought no one would ever be able to
prove because what President would take the unprecedented step
of releasing a transcript with a foreign leader? This President did,
something that the whistleblower never expected.

President Trump, we keep hearing, got caught. President Trump,
we keep hearing, is obstructing justice. The President that took the
unprecedented step of releasing a transcript so that everyone could
see the truth is not obstructing Congress. The President didn’t get
caught. The whistleblower got caught. The whistleblower made
false statements. The whistleblower got caught with Chairman
Schiff.

Remember Chairman Schiff, the person that the Democrats, in-
stead of the House Judiciary Committee, which has spent a full
week on this, that is not who is been in charge. The person they
put in charge was the person that got caught with the whistle-
blower. Have you spoken directly with the whistleblower? No, we
have not. We would like to. That wasn’t true. The person that said
he had evidence of the first fake impeachment scam, collusion with
Russia, had evidence of that collusion and didn’t have it, the person
who, in the course of that, read into the record the Steele dossier
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because the people needed to know the truth about what happened.
Well, we heard about the truth about the Steele dossier this week
when the Inspector General told us it was all garbage, rubbish, all
made up. Yeah, that Chairman Schiff. And now he got caught not
being truthful about a whistleblower who, as I told you the other
day, didn’t tell the truth verbally and in writing, and that is in a
transcript.

You know what we didn’t get in this one-week impeachment
summary in the House Judiciary Committee? We didn’t get that
transcript. Chairman Schiff didn’t send that one over. Only if you
were on the Intelligence Committee have you seen that transcript.
I have seen it. I would like to everyone to see it. With that, I yield
to my good friend, Congressman Jordan.

Mr. JORDAN. I thank the gentleman for yielding. I want to go
back to where Mr. Buck was referencing the gentleman from Rhode
Island when he mentioned Mr. Sondland as, again, the that men-
tioned 611 times in their report, Mr. Sondland, the guy who pre-
sumed there was a quid quo pro. The guy who had to file an adden-
dum to his deposition testimony, and in that addendum, again, he
has this great sentence where he says Ambassador Taylor recalls
that Mr. Morrison told Ambassador Taylor that I told Mr. Morrison
that I conveyed this message to Mr. Yermak on September 1, 2019
in with Vice President Pence’s visit to Warsaw, and a meeting with
President Zelensky.

Six people, again, have the four conversations in one sentence.
Here is the interesting thing: Yermak talks with Sondland,
Sondland talks with Morrison, Morrison talks with Taylor, and
somehow through all that, we get the Democrats believing that
there was this quid quo pro and that they need to impeach the
President. What they forget is what Mr. Gaetz brought up just a
few minutes ago. Yermak talks with Sondland, Sondland talks with
Morrison, Morrison talks with Taylor, and this is part of their
scheme. Guess what? 2 days ago, the guy who started it, Yermak,
said it didn’t happen. But that is their guy, Mr. Sondland. Had to
file the addendum to his testimony, had to write this sentence to
clarify. I think this is amazing. This is the clarification. Ambas-
sador Taylor recalls that Mr. Morrison told Ambassador Taylor
that I told Mr. Morrison, I mentioned to Mr. Yermak on September
1, 2019, in connection with Vice President Pence visit to Warsaw
in a meeting with President Zelensky. Yermak is the key here, and
it didn’t happen. He just told us that, Time Magazine just reported
it. The very same day as Mr. Gaetz pointed out that you all filed
your Articles of Impeachment.

Holy cow. This is what it comes down to. I yield back. Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. What purpose
does the gentleman——

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to strike
the last word.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Ms. Demings seek
recognition?

Mrs. DEMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.
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Mrs. DEMINGS. You know, let me just say, I have been pretty
shocked and disappointed with my colleagues on the other side.
There have been so many things that have been said, like, the
President never used the word “demand.” Well, I can tell you this:
When a robber points a gun at you to take your money, they usu-
ally don’t walk up and say, “I am robbing you right now.”

The other argument that we have heard this morning is that,
“Well, the aid was released. It was eventually released. There was
no investigation. There was no announcement of an investigation.”
But, you know, the aid was released because the President got
caught. It was released after the whistleblower’s complaint. It was
released after public reports that the aid was being held because
Ukraine was being coerced into doing an investigation and Con-
gress had initiated congressional investigations into why the aid
was being released.

You know, we can talk about alternative facts all day long, but
the facts are really pretty clear: that the President abused his
power, the precious power of his office, to coerce a country that was
dependent on us, a country who is fighting Russian aggression—
because when Ukraine fights Russian aggression, they are helping
us fight Russian aggression—and he did it for personal gain. And
he should be held accountable.

Mr. Chair, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Biggs. Mr. Chairman, I have a unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. Who seeks recognition for a unanimous con-
sent request?

Mr. BiGcaGs. Biggs from Arizona.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized for a unanimous
consent request.

Mr. BigGs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My first unanimous consent request is the record of the cor-
respondence and subpoena served on executive branch officials by
Chairman Schiff. And we have concerns because three of those
were served prior to the passage of H. Res. 660.

Chairman NADLER. We will reserve the right to object. We will
take a look at that.

Mr. BiGgGs. Thank you.

And I have another one, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BigGs. Thank you. It is two letters sent by the Office of the
Vice President, dated October 15 and December 11.

The first explains the overbroad scope of the document request
from Chairman Schiff but offers to work with Congress to advance
legitimate oversight authorities.

The second letter points out an inaccuracy in Chairman Schiff’s
report. Contrary to an assertion contained in Chairman Schiff’s re-
port at the time of the release of these reports

Chairman NADLER. Are these public correspondence?

Mr. BiGGS. They are correspondence between the Vice President
and

Chairman NADLER. Then without objection.

[The information follows:]
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.+ OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT
WASHINGTON

October 15, 2019

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY

The Honorable Elijah E. Cummings The Honorable Eliot L. Engel
Chairman ’ » o < Chairman ‘

House Committeé on Oversight and Reform House Committee on Foreign Affairs
Washington, D.C. 20515 . " Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Adam B. Schiff -

Chairman ) . : .
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
Washington, D.C. 20515 )

Dear Chairmen:

" The Office of the Vice President has received the Committees’ Letter to the Vice President,
dated October 4, 2019, which requests a wide-ranging scope of documents, some of which are
clearly not vice-presidential records, pursuant to a self-proclaimed “impeachment inquiry.” As
noted in the October 8, 2019 letter from the White House Counsel to each of you and to Speaker
Nancy Pelosi,! the purported “impeachment inquiry” has been designed and implemented in a
manner that calls into question your commitment to findamental fairness and due proocess rights.

The Office of the Vice President recognizes the oversight role of your respective
committecs in Congress. Please know that if the Committees wish to return to the regulat order
of legitimate legislative oversight requests, and the Committees have appropriate requests for
information solely in the custody of the Office of the Vice President, we are prepared to-work with
you in a manner consistent with well-established bipartisan eonstitutional protections and a respect
for the separation of powers. Until that time, the Office of the Vice President will continue to
reserve all rights and privileges that may apply, including those protecting executive privileges,
national security, attorney-client communications, deliberations, and communications among the
President, the Vice President, and their advisors.

. As detailed in the White House Counsel Letter, the House of Representatives has not
authorized any “impeachment inquiry.” Specifically, the operative House rules do not delegate to
any committee the authority to conduet an inquiry under the impeachment power of Article I,
Section 2 of the Constitution, Instead of being accountable to the American people and casting a
vote to authorize what all agree is a substantial constitutional step, you have instead aftempted to

! Letter from Pat A, Cipollone, White House Counsel, to Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Chairmen Adam B. Schiff, Eliot
L. Engel, and Elijah E. Cummings (Oct. 8, 2019). :
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Comumittee Chairmen ) ~
October 15, 2019 :
Page2 of2

avoid this fundamental requirement by invoking the Speaker’s announcement of an “official
impeachment inquiry” at a press conference.? Never before in history has the Speaker of the House
attempted to launch an “impeachment inquiry” against a President without a majority of the House
of Representatives voting to authorize a constitutionally acceptable process. -

The Office of the Vice President encourages the Committees to forgo their request to the
Office of the Vice President, or hold it in abeyance, pending your discussion with the White House
Counsel’s Office concerning compliance with constitutionally mandated procedures. Similarly,
the Office of the Vice President encourages the Committees to first seek information from primary
sources that may be responsive to your broad requests, . ' )

Matthew E. Morgan
Counsel to the Vice President’

ce:  Hom. Kevin McCarthy, Minority Leader, House of Representatives
- Hon. Jim Jordan, Ranking Member, House Committes on Oversight-and Reform
Hon, Michael McCaul, Ranking Member, House Committee on Foreign Affairs
Hon, Devin Nunes, Ranking Member, House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence

2 Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, Press Release: Pelosi Remarké Announcing Impeachment Inquiry (Sept. 24,
2019), www.speaker.gov/newsroom/92419-0. ) ’ ;
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‘OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT -
WRSHINGTON

Devember 11, 2019

VIABLECTRONIC MAIL ONLY,

The HonorabléAdarm B, Sehiff’ s
Chairman '

House Pmmmem Sclect Committee on hmmganm
Washington, I;i 20513 3

Dear Chairman Schiff:

Thie Office GE' the Vice President has reouived your letter, duted December 6, 2019, which
requests the voluntary declossification of infermation, Trom & suppiumnmi submission provided
by-one of your witnesses, concerning the Vice: Pimldﬁm 5 classified call on September 18, 2019
with President Zelensky.of Ukraine,

T yous lmpeac!umnt Tnguivy chm, which Wi msued pubhcly on December 3, 2019,
you mhdy claimed that the “Commiites hns: n‘quﬂie&f fhigt the Office of the Vice Président
cuncﬁmt g dcuims;ﬁ&mm m\*zuwf" Tha!. statementwas nolan accarate when wiliten o whm the
repirt | & dlays qfier the vate that Commit
pesident has ot even been pro dcd wnh
e Commitieds Tagk of Sommitment (o,

D) i submission; This once agait {lustiates
fundametital fairriess and due protess.

While the contents ofa classificd eall with & fomz;ﬂ hmd of state should never have !:u:em
discussed in an anclassified Commiitee hmumh or o imelassifted deposition; itis clear from puhlit:
testimony that iy Vice President never ralsed the. Bidens, Burisime, or Crowdshike i his
convérsations with President Zelensky: As you well know, b wxme% answered your direef
question that e Vzm, Prosidént niever taised those investigations.® A8 such, the request to
‘declaseify and release another world leader transeript Serves no purpose, v

3 Sz Raym of the Houge Pmmmmai Sidet !:‘nmnﬂtwe o xm;dlf;venm Thet Prerimpe Ukicing Im,ms;rczimzém ;'fzr;u;m'
ﬂé;xm {Ded, 2008, E v

¥ 8ep, o, Pablie Testimony c:s:f Tenaiter ‘»‘e’i!fifxmﬁxfi\fwn&mbs;r 19,2018,

Chafeman SEHif 5o fu fhe contest o Usté skl with two or e dizen people, the Vice Prosidént didn't bring:
Tigs {hips mﬂii‘{!@'sﬂwm. earret?” . :

Jennifer Willivms: “No, he dnd nol. He never lms ” {ﬁmphzts‘m aﬁrkx!}




December 11, 2019
Pdge 2 0f 2

The House Permanent Select Committes on Intelligénce has already voted out its partisan
Report and transmitted it to the House Judiciary Committee. Following a press conference by the
Speaker of the’ House, the House Judiciary Committee’s Democratic majority has released two
pmposcd articles of- mtp&achment At this paint, the Intelligence Committee’s oversight wthorxw
is limited to those areas in which it may p(}teni;ally Iegxsidte or Appmpuatc

Yem requcst coming after the complauen of your Report, serves no Iegmmatc legislative
or impeachment inquiry purpoa& :

| Sincerely,

Matthew E. Morgan .
Counsel to the Vice President

cc:  Hon. Devin Nunes, Ranking Member, House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence

Ly
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Mr. BigGs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. COLLINS. Mrs. Roby.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mrs. Roby seek rec-
ognition?

Mrs. RoBY. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Mrs. RoBY. I yield to my friend, Mr. Reschenthaler.

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Thank you.

I think that we have to remember that the abuse of power is
coming from the quid pro quo charge, which then morphed into
bribery.

The problem is that my colleagues across the aisle can’t make
out what, again, what we call a prima facie case, meaning the ele-
ments are not supported by the facts. So let’s just go back and look
at the Federal statute for bribery. The elements are as follows:
whoever, being a public official, corruptly demands or seeks person-
ally anything of value in return for being influenced in the per-
formance of an official act.

Now, we could tear apart each one of these elements, but let me
just focus on “corruptly.” The President didn’t have corrupt intent,
and that is why the Democrats cannot make out a prima facie case.

Contrary to Schiff’'s parody version of the July 25 call, the Presi-
dent wasn’t asking Ukraine to, quote/unquote, “make up dirt about
my opponent.” That quote came from a parody from Chairman
Schiff. The President didn’t say it in the phone call. For whatever
reason, that is being missed.

There was also significant reason to believe that the Bidens were
involved in corruption, and there is also evidence Ukrainian offi-
cials colluded with Democrats in the 2016 campaign. Now, there
has been a lot of talk about this being a conspiracy theory. It is
not a conspiracy theory. The Hill, Politico, Financial Times all re-
ported on this, and, for whatever reason, now it is being labeled a
conspiracy theory.

Also, the President was not seeking to help with his 2020 cam-
paign. Rather, he was seeking accountability regarding Ukraine
Democrat collusion in 2016 and also potential corruption in the
Obama administration’s dealing with Ukraine as well.

And we have to remember, too, what Professor Turley said. And,
remember, Professor Turley voted for Hillary Clinton. He is not a
Trump supporter. He was very impartial. And he said, and I quote
the professor, “Trump does not state a quid pro quo in the call. He
is using his influence to prompt the Ukrainians to investigate and
to cooperate with the Justice Department. If President Trump hon-
estly believed there was a corrupt agreement with Hunter Biden
that was not fully investigated by the Obama administration, the
request for an investigation is not corrupt.” And, again, I was
quoting Professor Turley.

I would also like to quote the Mueller report. And just an aside:
We have to remember, months ago, Robert Mueller came in here
and he said there was no evidence of collusion, no evidence of ob-
struction. But, again, we are back here.

Okay, let me just go back to the Mueller report. There was dis-
cussion of “corruptly” in that report. As it pertains to obstruction
of justice, it was stated, quote, “‘Corruptly’ means acting with an



149

improper motive or with intent to obtain an improper advantage
for himself or someone else, inconsistent with the official duty and
the rights of others.”

By that standard, by Mueller’s own standard, the President’s be-
havior is entirely inconsistent with the definition of the underlying
statute.

With that, I yield back to my friend and colleague from Alabama.

Mrs. RoBY. I yield the remainder of my time to the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. Gohmert.

Mr. GOHMERT. I thank my friend, Mrs. Roby, so much.

First of all, I was astounded, having been a prosecutor—I have
defended some cases. I have been a judge. I have sent a lot of peo-
ple to prison. But I have never sent someone to prison where the
victim didn’t know or figure out that they were a victim.

That is extraordinary to hear, that you can commit a crime like
bribery or theft or robbery and the victim never knows, never fig-
ures out they are the victim. I have never sent anybody to prison
when the victim——

Mr. CoLLINS. Would the gentleman——

Mr. GOHMERT [continuing]. Didn’t know they were a victim.

Mr. CoLLINS. Mr. Gohmert.

Mr. GOHMERT. Yes. I will yield.

Mr. CoLLINS. I want to make a—Mrs. Roby——

Chairman NADLER. It is Mrs. Roby’s time.

Mr. CoLLINS. I will let it go.

Mrs. RoBy. I yield to Mr. Collins.

Mr. CoLLINS. Nope. I yield back to Mr. Gohmert.

Mr. GOHMERT. And, also, there is probably nobody on this com-
mittee that has followed what has happened over time in Ukraine
more than I have. And there is no question, Putin wants the old
Soviet empire back.

And what happened when President Bush was in office, Putin
had Russia invade Georgia. And President Bush reacted strongly,
and he put sanctions in place. And so what happened when Presi-
dent Obama took office and Secretary Clinton was in office? They
went over there with a red plastic “reset” button, and the message
was clear to Putin: “Look, Bush overreacted when you invaded
Georgia, so you can invade Ukraine, and we are okay.” That may
not have been what they intended, but that is exactly what Putin
heard, and that is why he invaded Ukraine, Crimea.

And you are upset at Trump? For heaven’s sake.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has—the gentlelady’s
time has expired.

For what purpose does Mr. Raskin seek recognition?

Mr. RASKIN. I move to strike the last word, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you very much.

Our colleagues reproved Mr. Cicilline for raising Ambassador
David Sondland, who is President Trump’s Ambassador to the EU,
which has fascinated me, of course, because that is President
Trump’s pick. He contributed a million dollars to the Trump cam-
paign; he became the Ambassador to the EU. They don’t like him
now because he clarified his testimony to say, yes, there was defi-
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nitely a quid pro quo at the heart of this whole thing. So, now, of
course, they turn on the President’s own Ambassador.

But we don’t have to rely on his word—I started to mention this
before—because he had a lunch with David Holmes, who was the
senior State Department official at the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv. And
they went out to a restaurant, and Ambassador Sondland got Presi-
dent Trump on the phone. And Holmes could hear the conversa-
tion. And this is all uncontradicted by other witnesses who were
there. And, essentially, Ambassador Sondland said to him that, you
know, “Zelensky loves your ass, and you are going to get exactly
what you want from him.”

And, afterwards, Holmes says, “Well, you know, what is it we
can get from him?” “Well, it is the big stuff.” And Holmes said,
“The big stuff? Well, you mean like the war? Dealing with Russia?”
“No. The big stuff. What President Trump cares about.”

Okay. Now, I am not quoting verbatim because I don’t have it
in front of me, but the substance of this is very clear. What does
he care about? What can benefit him? Like the Bidens.

And it is very clear from multiple witnesses exactly what Presi-
dent Trump wanted to get from President Zelensky. He wanted a
statement on television that Ukraine was investigating and was
going to investigate Vice President Joe Biden. And he wanted a
statement contradicting the 2016 understanding by our Intelligence
Committee and by Special Counsel Mueller that there had been a
sweeping and systematic campaign by Russia to interfere in our
campaign and saying it was Ukraine that interfered in our cam-
paign.

That is what he wanted. That was the big stuff. He didn’t care
about the Russian war on the people of Ukraine. He didn’t care
about corruption.

They invite us to believe that Donald Trump is an anticorruption
crusader who was shaking down President Zelensky about corrup-
tion, when he doesn’t raise any corruption on that call, except for
what he believed was going on with the Bidens; except that he re-
duced the anticorruption funding for Ukraine; except he doesn’t
raise it anywhere else that we can find.

And what do you know? You pick up The New York Times yes-
terday. President Trump had to pay $2 million to charities because
he ripped off his own charity for millions of dollars. This is the
anticorruption crusader they want us to believe in, the guy who
had to pay $25 million to students at the phony Trump University,
which the attorney general of New York called a classic bait-and-
switch operation. This is the guy that they want us to believe was
shaking down the President of Ukraine because he had some secret
anticorruption agenda that actually wasn’t related to the Bidens,
that wasn’t related to rehabilitating the totally discredited Russian
conspiracy theory that it was Ukraine and not Russia that inter-
fered in our campaign in 2016.

Come on. Get real. Be serious. We know exactly what happened
here. Seventeen witnesses. It is uncontradicted. There is no rival
story. No rival story at all.

And our colleagues will not even tell us whether in theory they
think it would be wrong for the President of the United States to
shake down foreign governments to come and get involved in our
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Presidential campaigns in order to harm the President’s political
opponents. They won’t even tell us in principle whether they think
that is wrong, because they think it is too dangerous at that point.

We know that they don’t accept the facts. We know they don’t ac-
cept the evidence. They don’t like the fact that the depositions took
place in the basement? Where should they have been? On the first
floor? The second floor? Would they accept the facts if we found
some other room? Would that be all right?

Because their people were there. I was in that room. There were
Democrats; there were Republicans. The Democratic counsel got an
hour; the Republican counsel got an hour. It was even on both
sides.

Enough of these phony process objections. Let’s get back to the
facts of what happened. The President of the United States shook
down a foreign power to come get involved in our election. That is
wrong.

I yield back.

Mr. DEuTCH. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. DEuTCH. Mr. Chairman? Down here.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does the gentleman seek
recognition?

Mr. DEUTCH. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. No, no, no. Their side.

Mr. DEUTCH. Sorry.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman, Mr. Armstrong, is recog-
nized. For what purpose does Mr. Armstrong seek recognition?

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, I think it bears mentioning that there is a lot about David
Holmes I would say, but what I would say first is that, for a guy
who heard part of one-half of a 3-minute phone call, he had a 40-
minute opening statement. And Sondland testified that Biden was
never linked in his mind until the transcript was released at the
end of August.

And the Democratic report does not—not the Republican report—
the Democratic report does not establish any language between the
announcement or understanding of investigations for his personal
political benefit. The only testimony Democrats rely on to prove
that allegation is Ambassador Sondland’s testimony.

However, they conveniently leave out the most crucial aspect of
the Ambassador’s testimony, and that is, after being questioned, he
only presumed the linkage. In fact, he admitted in his public testi-
mony that no one in the world told him there was any linkage. But
this is the basis for the Democrats’ Article 1.

I want to go to a little broader reason of why we should accept
Mr. Jordan’s amendment. A Democratic Senator was quoted say-
ing, “Never, in my view, had America been led by such a dangerous
head of state.” He bemoaned that America was misled by a “reck-
less and arrogant President.” That was Senator Robert Byrd from
West Virginia describing George W. Bush.
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Ronald Reagan was accused of abuse of power for pushing a
growth-based economic agenda, for committing troops to Lebanon,
or for turning back the Sandinistas in Nicaragua.

Clinton, excluding the impeachment, was accused of abuse of—
accusations for an Asia fund-raising scandal; four dozen donors
were arrested; aides getting sweetheart appointments; use of the
FBI to dig up dirt on political employees; Waco; and a Swedish
slush fund.

George W. Bush was accused of abuse of power for domestic spy-
ing, an Energy Task Force controversy, Presidential Records Act,
steel tariffs, the Iran-Iraq war, and NSA overreach.

Obama’s IRS engaged in politically motivated targeting of chari-
table groups; Fast and Furious gun-running scandal; collected tele-
phone records on AP journalists without a warrant; the seizure of
private property under the guise of environmental protection.

The problem we are running into, which is going to last far
longer than today and far longer than this Congress, is this will be-
come the new normal. Every one of those things I mentioned had
reports written about them. They probably had election con-
sequences. There were hearings held. You know what they didn’t
have? A nebulous, ambiguous charge of abuse of power.

If you cannot prove an underlying crime, you do not get to use
all of the evidence you are presenting forward. This will continue.
This will move forward. In the history of our country, the party
who is not in the White House has accused the White House of
abuse of power. It started 200 years ago. It will continue into the
future. Except, now, congratulations, it will be impeachment every
single time one party controls the House of Representatives and
the other party is in the White House.

And, with that, I would yield to my friend from Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. I thank my friend.

I just want to point out, we are talking about—and we have been
for the last 2 hours—this amendment that Mr. Jordan brought. He
wants to strike Article I of the resolution, because the resolution
isn’t worth the paper it’s written on.

Why do we need to do that? Article II, Section 4 of the Constitu-
tion is what gives us the standard for impeaching a President. You
have to have treason; you have to have bribery or a high crime and
misdemeanor. You guys have defaulted to this amorphous abuse-
of-power allegation. It is not a criminal act. It is not a crime. It is
certainly not a high crime.

There is one problem that everybody can—to summarize all
this—if you are getting lost in the arguments at home, here is what
it comes down to. In the 243-year history of this country, there are
only two previous Presidents that have been impeached by a vote
of the House. It was, of course, Andrew Johnson and Bill Clinton.

In both of those and in the lengthy Nixon impeachment inves-
tigation, evidence clearly established that specific criminal acts
were committed. Evidence clearly established that specific criminal
acts were committed.

These guys don’t have that here. They know it. You know it. It
is not on paper in the resolution in Article I or Article II. It is in
nothing that has been said here in the last 2 hours.
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These facts don’t change. This is a completely unprecedented,
single-party impeachment charade, and everybody at home can see
that clearly. These things don’t change, and they won’t.

I will yield back to my friend.

Chairman NADLER. It is Mr. Armstrong’s time.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Armstrong.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to my friend from Florida.

Mr. GAETZ. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

No evidence.

Quote, “When Time asked Yermak if he ever felt there was a
connection between U.S. military aid and the request for investiga-
tions, Yermak was adamant. ‘We never had that feeling. We did
not have the feeling this aid was connected to any one specific
issue.””

Mr. Chairman, I seek unanimous consent to enter this Time
magazine article of 12/10/2019 into the record.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection, the article will be entered.

[The information follows:]
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TIME
Exclusive: Top Ukraine Official Andriy Yermak Casts
Doubt on Key Impeachment Testimony

Andriy Yermak, a top adviser to Zelensky, at his office in Kyiv on Dec. 4 Paolo Verzone—Agence VU for TIME

BY SIMON SHUSTER / KYIV
DECEMBER 10, 2019

E ince the start of the public impeachment hearings in Congress last
month, Andriy Yermak, a top adviser to the President of Ukraine, has
heard his name come up again and again in witness testimony. He took part in
many of the events at the center of the impeachment inquiry, and the 300-page

report released last week by the inquiry mentions Yermak dozens of times.
hitps:/ti /57464 17/ukt drly oA it i 18
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But in his first interview about those public hearings, Yermak has questioned
the recollections of crucial witnesses in the impeachment inquiry into P
President Donald Trump’s alleged abuse of his office for political gain.

“Listen, I want to tell you straight,” Yermak told TIME in the interview on Dec.
4, the first time he has openly discussed his views on the public impeachment
hearings. “Of course, now, when I watch these shows on television, my name
often comes up, and I see people there whom I recoghize, whom I met and
know,” he says, referring to the witness testimony. “That is their personal
opinion, especially the positions they expressed while under oath. I have my
own truth. I know what I know.”

Get The Brief.

Sign up.to receive the top stories you need to know right now.
U .

: [ Enter your email address

[ Choose your country

I can confirm | have read and accept the Terms Of Use.

You may unsubscribe from emall communication at any time. See our Privacy Policy for further details.

The most crucial point at which Yermak’s recollection contradicts the-
testimony of the inquiry’s witnesses relates to a meeting in Warsaw on Sept.'1,
when Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky met with U.S. Vice President
Mike Pence. The meeting was part of an ongoing effort by the Zelensky
administration to improve ties with the Trump administra?ion.

.com/E746417ukral driy-y ke
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One of the American diplomats who attended that meeting, Gordon Sondland,
the U.S. Ambassador to the European Union, testified before the inquiry last
month that he pulled Yermak aside after the Warsaw meeting and delivered an
important message: U.S. aid to Ukraine would probably not resume until
Zelensky’s government ’announced two investigations that could implicate

President Trump’s political rivals.

" “Y told Mr. Yermak that I believed that the resumption of U.S. aid would likely
not occur until Ukraine took some kind of action on the public statement that
we had been discussing for many weeks,” Sondland testified.

This statement was allegedly intended to announce two investigations:' one
into the discredited claims that Ukraine helped Hillary Clinton’s campaign in
the 2016 presidential election, and another related to the work that Hunter
Biden, the son of presidential candidate Joe Biden, did for a Ukrainian gas
cbmpany, Burisma Holdings, while his father was the U.S, Vice President.

L SPOTHGHT-STORY

"We've Upped the Ante, Why Nancy
Pelosi Is Going All in Against Trump

Froi impeachment to Iran, the House Speaker is taking
on President Trump '

hitps:/itime.com/5746417/ukraine-andriy-yermak-imp interview/
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https:/ti

Based on the testimony from Sondland and other witnesses, the final report
from the House Intelligence Committee concluded last week that Sondland
made this offer of a quid pro quo clear to Yermak that day in Warsaw.
“Following this meeting, Ambassador Sondland pulled aside President
Zelensky’s advisor, Mr. Yermak, to explain that the hold on security assistance
was conditioned on the public announcement of the Burisma/Biden and the
2016 election interference investigations,” the report states.

Cormi§746417/ukraine-and ki
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Yermak disputes this. “Gordon and I were never alone together,” he said when
TIME asked about the Warsaw meeting. “We bumped into‘each othér in the
hallway next to the escalator, as I was walking out.” He recalls that several
members of the American and Ukrainian delegations were also nearby, as well

~as bodyguards and 'hotel staff, though he was not sure whether any of them

heard his brief conversation with Sondland. “And I remember - everything is -
fine with my memory - we talked about how well the meeting went. That’s all
we talked about,” Yermak says.’ ‘ )

These commeénts cast doubt on an important moment in the impeachment
inquiry’s reconstruction of events: sp.eci‘fically, the only known point at which
an American official difectiy tells the Ukrainians about the link between U.S.
aid and the announcement of specific investigations.

In a statement, Sondland’s lawyer said “Ambassador Sondland stands by his
prior testimohy and will not comment further.” Yermak said no one from the
cohgressional committees that are overseeing the impeachment inquiry has
contacted him to seek his testimony, nor have any other U.S. bfficials. '

In his initial testimony to the impeachment inguiry in October, Sondland said
he never knew the U.8. aid to Ukraine was conditional on the investigations

" Trump wanted. But the following month, Sondland amended his testimony-with

a new sworn statement, in which he described the conversation with Yermak in
Warsaw. “I now recall speaking individually with Mr. Yermak, where I said that

resumption of U.S. aid would likely not occur until Ukraine provided the public -

anti-corruption statement that we had been discussing for many weeks,”
Sondland wrote in the amended testimony.

Legal experts said at the time that the amendment looked like an attempt to
protect Sondland from accusations that his initial testimony had misled

Congress. Lying to Congress is a crime that can carry a punishment of up to five

years imprisonment.

The White House rejected Sondland’s amended testimony at the time, saying
that it was only his assumption that there was a link between the aid and the

hitps:/ti

com/5746417/ukrai driy-yermak-mp

5/9



161

111372020 7 Ukraine Adviser Andrly Yermak Disputes Impeachment Testimony | Time
investigations, and claiming that he had not “identified a solid source” for his
claims that this link existed. President Zelensky and his advisers have
previously denied knowing about such a link.

In an interview with TIME and three European publications on Nov. 30,
President Zelensky denied ever talking to Trump “from the position of a quid

n

pro quo.” “That’s not my thing,” he said during that interview.

" President Trump and his allies seized on those remarks as evidence of his .
innocence. “The Ukrainian president came out.and said very strongly that
President Trump did abs‘olutély nothing wrong. That should be case over,”
Trump told reportefs on the day TIME published that interview.

Independent fact-checkers found these remarks misleading, and noted that

- President Zelensi(y also voiced criticism of the Trump Administration during
the interview. In particular; Zelensky questioned the fairness of the decision to
block U.S. military aid to Ukraine, suggesting that this was not the way
strategic allies should behave toward each other.

Many observers criticized Trump for cherry-picking parts of the Zelensky
interview last week, and pointed out that Ukraine is still deeply dependent on
the U.S. for financial and political support, making it difficult for Zelensky and
his aides to contradict Trump’s arguments against the impeachment inquiry.

The new interview with Yermak is likely to revive that debate. When TIME
asked him whether he had ever felt there was a connection between the U.S.
military aid and the requests for investigations, Yermak was adamant: “We
never had that feeling,” he says. “We had a clear understanding that the aid has
been frozen. We honestly said, ‘Okay, that’s bad, what’s going on here.” We
were told that they would figure it out. And after a certain amount of time the .
aid was unfrozen. We did not have the feéling that this aid was connected to
any one specific issue.” '

One of the top priorities for the Ukrainian government’s foreign policy is to

arrange a state visit to the U.S. and a meetisig between Trump and Zelensky in .
comi57464 17 ukrai idriy-y e s
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the Oval Office, On the morning of our interview, Yérmak had met in Kyiv with
two senior U.S. diplomats who testified before the inquiry last month, George
Kent and Philip Reeker, in part to discuss the Ukrainian hope of visiting theA-
White House soon. “My colleagues supported me,” Yermak said, referring to
Kent and Reeker. He added that they did not discuss any specific dates for the
visit. (The U.S. embassy declined to make Reeker and Kent avaﬂable for
comment durmg their visit to Kylv last week.)

“Once the President has meetings in the White House, in Congress and in
business circles, it will create a final undersi:anding that this is a new team, a
new set of leaders.in Ukraine, a set of leaders who have come to change the’
country, to fight corruption, who in the course of three months in parliament,
and six months of our tenure, have achieved a whole lot,” Yermak says.

For Yermak, the most unpleasant part of the public impeachment hearings so
far has been the publication of his private communications with senior U.S.
diplomats. These messages appear to show Yermak discussing the wording of a
statement that President Zelensky could make to announce the investigations
Trump wanted. .

In his interview with TIME, Yermak suggested that the published messages do
not give a full picture of the conversations he had with U.S. officials about this,
espec1a11y his exchanges with Kurt Volker, the State Department s special envoy
to Ukraine,

“I do not intend to publicize what I wrote to anyone. Those are my principles,”
Yermak said.

When TIME pointed out that his private communications with U.S. officials had
already been made public as part of the impeachment inquiry, Yermak added: “I
am not going to comment on whether that was all we wrote to each other,
whether it was incomplete or something else. But I remember very clearly what
1 said, what I did and whom I wrote to. I can tell you 100%, and I can answer for
this, that everythmg I did was right. Everything I did was within the Iaw, and I
never crossed the line, never violated legal norms or moral ones.”

com/5746417/ukral driy-yermak vigh
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. According to the report issued last week as part of the impeachment inquiry,
the closest that Ukraine came to announcing the investigations Trump wanted
was during an interview that President Zeiensky had planned to give CNN in
" September: ' ‘

“After hearing from ‘President Trump, Ambassador Sondland promptly told the
Ukrainian leader and Mr. Yermak that ‘if President Zelensky did not clear
things up in public, we would be at a stalerhate,”’ the report states. “President
Zelensky responded to the demand relayed by Ambassador Sondland, by ‘
agreeing to.make an annouricement of investigations on CNN.” ‘

. Yermak also disputed this series of events. “The interview with CNN did not
happen because of a scheduling‘ conflict, and that’s the only reason,” he tells
TIME. “This statemenf,i which people are choosing to focus on - such.
statements were put out countless times, and will probably be repeated many
times again, because that is our position. To fight corruption. To carry out

~honest investigations,” Yermak added.

But the findings of the impeachment inquiry so far have shown that Trump
wanted Ukraine to open two specific investigations, both of which could be
used for his political benefit back home. Asked how close Ukraine came to
announcing these investigations, and whether that anhpuncement would have
helped Trump politically, Yermak said: “Politics doesn’tJ have patience for
hypotheticals. ‘What if this, and what if that.””

He added, “Look, we are principled in our position. We did not violate
anything. We did not do anything that would amount to crossing aline. At all
times we 'kept our word. We did what we said we-would do. So 1 think it
wouldn’t be right to give assessments of what line someone may have
approached. We never entered into a conspiracy with anyone. We never
participatedin any conversations under the carpet. It was all public and
transparent.” ’ ’

CONTACT US AT EDITORS@TIME.COM.

com/5746417/ukraine-andriy-yermak-my interviews
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Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Cohen seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. CoHEN. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CoHEN. Thank you, sir.

I took theater and drama when I was in college one course, and
I was told the first thing you have to do is have the willing suspen-
sion of disbelief. The Republicans, obviously, took that course over
and over and over again.

And they don’t—I mean, they are the Fifth Avenue crowd. They
have talked about Sondland. That is the man the President ap-
pointed as his Ambassador to the EU. That is the man he said was
a great guy. That is the man who is still employed. And Sondland
said they were all in the loop. Pompeo, Giuliani, Mulvaney,
Bolton—they were all in the loop. And it was about the quid pro
quo. It was about having an investigation announced on CNN, and
then you will get the military aid. And Sondland told, in Warsaw,
one of the aides to President Zelensky, “You have to announce the
investigation.” It was a strong-arm. They did it.

And where do we get these people in the loop to testify? They
have been asked to testify; the President says no. He won’t let
them testify. Because he knows that if they tell the truth, it will
hurt his case, because they know that they held up the military
aid.

President Zelensky has no choice. He needs America to protect
himself from the big bear, Russia. They say he hasn’t said that he
felt pressured. Well, A, he is an actor, and, B, he is a politician.
And he depends on us. He has no choice. And so he can’t say that.
But you knew it, and he told people, and he knew the aid was
being withheld. They knew it on July the 25th. There were commu-
nications from the Embassy that have been released that they
knew the aid was being held up. They knew it was being held up.

There was no reason for President Trump to tell Sondland, “No
quid pro quo, I don’t want anything,” except for saying, I want you
to testify that I told you this. Because he knew that the whistle-
blower had come out and blown their cover, and he knew that the
jig was up. So he needed to find a way to say something that would
be in the record. And Sondland remembered it.

Their best witness—they talk about the three professors, three of
the most respected professors in America, all of who came in here
and said this is the most impeachable President. This abuse of
power is one of the most serious offenses you can imagine. It is the
Constitution, it is the law of the land. And if you abuse your power,
that is the most impeachable crime you can be charged with.

And they forget their witness, Mr. Turley, said what the Presi-
dent did was wrong. He didn’t come in and give a clean bill of
health to the President. He said, you need some more information,
you need some more proof. But you can’t get the proof because the
President won’t allow his men to testify. One of them is writing a
book. One of them is still in the interim job. The other one is run-
ning for Senator. They can’t do it.

The proof is there. This is the most abusive act we can imagine,
trying to influence our elections with foreign interference. That
takes power away from the American people, and that would end
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our country as we know it—a democracy, a shining city on the hill,
a beacon of hope to people around the world who followed our revo-
lution by changing their governments to giving people the power
and not kings. And this is a way to revert back to a king, a man
who thinks he can do whatever he wants. If it is Article II, says,
“I can do whatever I want; I am President.” That is not right.

When he said, “I need a favor though,” he was talking about get-
ting dirt on the Bidens. He feared Joe Biden as his primary polit-
ical rival. Michael Cohen told us, the President doesn’t come out
and say exactly what he wants; he speaks in code. That is the
President’s code. Michael Cohen knows it, and Michael Cohen is in
prison now.

Individual 1 is not in prison because Individual 1 could not be
indicted because of the Justice Department’s policies that say you
can’t indict a sitting President. But Michael Cohen is in prison be-
cause he facilitated the payments to Ms. Daniels and the payments
to Ms. McDougal.

You talk about abuse of power. Abuse of power is having a chari-
table foundation and taking advantage of the charities and using
the money for your own purposes and having to pay a $2 million
fine and not being allowed to be on a board ever again because you
don’t have the character to be over a charitable foundation. Abuse
of power is ripping off people with Trump University and paying
$25 million.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Cline seek recognition?

Mr. CLINE. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am not going to go into why I don’t see any of the remarks from
the gentleman from Tennessee in these Articles of Impeachment,
but I do want to say, I am a little incredulous. As a prosecutor, I
am just so amazed at what the majority are calling facts. They
keep talking about the facts and the evidence. Well, their evidence
is in dispute because it is based on hearsay, opinion, and specula-
tion. These are not facts; this is testimony about what somebody
thought or what somebody concluded from acts taken by members
of the administration.

The charge is abuse of power, but what the majority is really
upset about is the fact that the President and the administration
is exercising its power under the Constitution, its authorized pow-
ers.

For example, the President’s authority to set foreign policy and
fire, for example, an ambassador is not a smear on an official. It
is the use of Article II, Section 2 of the Constitution. The President
is authorized by statute to put a stop on the distribution of funds.
The President is instructed in the NDAA to ask for and monitor
investigations into corruption in the Ukraine.

When you talk about direct testimony from individuals like Lieu-
tenant Colonel Vindman and Mr. Morrison, you have the fact that
they were on the call, and the transcript speaks for itself, but you
have opinions and conclusions after that.
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And when it comes to actual testimony that hasn’t been heard,
it just shows that the majority really doesn’t have any interest in
getting to the bottom of this question, because if they did care
about actually finding out facts, they would be calling Mr. Yermak
back into this committee. They would be delaying this process. Be-
cause what we have read from this article in Time magazine is in-
credible and exculpatory and, quite frankly, a bombshell.

When you have specific rejection of claims made by Ambassador
Sondland that he was told the aid to Ukraine would not be re-
leased unless investigations were launched, why is he not in here?

“When asked if he thought there was a connection between the
aid and the investigations, Yermak stated, ‘We never had that feel-
ing.’ He added that ‘we had a clear understanding that the aid has
been frozen. We honestly said, “Okay, that’s bad, what’s going on
here?” We were told that they would figure it out. And after a cer-
tain amount of time, the aid was unfrozen. We did not have the
feeling that this aid was connected to any one specific issue.””

If you ignored this evidence and you were in a court case, you
would lose your law license for allowing a case to go forward with-
out this exculpatory evidence being provided to the defense. It is
just so ridiculous to me that we are not taking time to look further
into this.

And, with that, I want to yield to Mr. Collins, the ranking mem-
ber.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Cline.

Well, I appreciate so much the gentleman from Tennessee. He
just answered a ton of questions for me about his understanding
of props and theatrics by his study of drama in his higher edu-
cation, because now we understand a lot of things.

But, also, we have another thing. Folks who have studied drama
also understand you read the lines. They can read the transcript.
Quit saying, “I want you to do me a favor.” It is not in the tran-
script. It must be hard to read. I guess “me” and “us” gets confused
Khen you are trying to make up facts. That is what is happening

ere.

But he also just proved my point. While Mr. Jordan’s article is
actually—the amendment is actually good, because it is what I
have said all along. The moment I saw that they decided to use
abuse of power, what they did is they gave their whole conference
carte blanche to make up anything they want and call it abuse of
power, because they don’t have anything else to give. They don’t
have actual crime that they can add up. If they did, as was por-
trayed from the gentleman from Maryland and so many others—
if you had the crime, if you had it, you would have put it in the
articles. You didn’t do it.

But then the last thing that is amazing to me, and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee said it, he called Mr. Zelensky a politician
and an actor in a derisive way, basically implying politicians lie—
well, we have seen that this morning, even in just what they are
talking about, how they can’t even read a transcript—and that he
is an actor.

It is amazing to me how we on this committee are denigrating
Mr. Zelensky in the eyes of his country and in the world because
we can’t make a case against this President. This is the tragedy of
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this impeachment right now, is they are trying to denigrate—be-
cause they can’t make the fact that he felt pressured. That is a crit-
ical element of their case.

I yield back to Mr. Cline.

Mr. CoHEN. Unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. Who yields back?

Who is seeking recognition?

Mr. CoHEN. Unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. Who is seeking recognition for a unanimous
consent request?

The gentleman will state his unanimous consent.

Mr. COHEN. I would like a unanimous request to introduce the
editorial from the USA Today today that called for the impeach-
ment of the President

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

Mr. COHEN [continuing]. From the Los Angeles Times, from The
Philadelphia Inquirer, and from The Boston Globe.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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HATT ROURKE £ AP

Since taking office as president in 2017, Donald Trump has used the unfiltered power of social media to broadeast his daily
disdain and mockery of rivals, and to promote his version of the truth.

That he has continued this mockery to the impeachment process — the most serious action Congress can initiate beyond a
declaration of war — is of grave conceérn. !

RELATED STORIES .

» Don't understand the articles of impeachment? We explain.
« Trump backers in Hershey scoff at impeachment chargés

« Democrats made their case for Trump’s impeachment. Can it cut through the fog of conspiiacy theories?

On Tuesday, the Demecratic leadership of the House of Representatives unveiled two articles of impeachment against the
president, calling for his trial and removal from office, and charging abuse of power and obstruction of Congress.

The first article charges Trump with abuse of power for “soliciting the interference of a foreign government to influence the
2020 presidential election.” Trump’s pressuring Ukraing to act on his behalf in the campaign, holding federal aid hostage in .
the process, has harmed our national security - and our democracy. .

But it is the second article - the obstruction of Congress, by his “anprecedented, categorical and indiseriminate defiance of
subpoenas” — that should have us all frightened. It reads:

“In the history of the Republic, no President has ever ordered the complete definnce of an impeachment inquiry or sought to
obstruct and smpede so comprehensively the ability of the House of Repr ives to & igate ‘high Crimes and
Misdemeanors.” This abuse of office served to cover up the President’s own repeated misconduct and ta seize and control the
power of impeachment — and thus to nullify a vital constitutional safeguard.”

nttps://www.inquirer.com/opinion/editorials/impeachment-donald-trump-president-philadeiphia-editorial-ukraine-20191211.htmi
© 2020 The Philadelphia tnquirer, LLC
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In defying these orders, and through his continued ridicule of the impeachment process and the members of Congress who
initiated it, Trump has severely disrespected his office and the document he swore to protect and uphold. Should this
process end with a trial and a Senate vote to remove him from office — a prospect that seems highly unlikely — it’s not hard
to imagine that he would insist that the process was invalid and refuse to go.

Such an act of tyranny is what the Constitution was created to protect against. That is why this impeachment process is
urgent and should move forward without delay.

The impeachment investigation has been an attempt to get to the truth about the president’s abuse of power. One career civil
‘servant after another has testified to the same facts confirming the whistle-blower complaint that triggered this
investigation, Those facts have not been disputed, even by most of the president’s defenders,

That ensures that the shocking language describing Trimp's actions — “high erimes and misdemeanors,” "threat to national
seeurity,” and "clear and present danger” — ave not partisan weapons.

And that is why we endorse a vote to impeach the president. While his removal from office is unlikely, his crimes against the
country, and the Constitution, warrant that outcome.

The articles are expected to go to a full House vote next week. All eyes should be on two local lawmakers, Jeff Van Drew, a
Democrat from New Jersey who voted against an impeachment inguiry, and Brian Fitzpatrick, a Republican who has shown
apropensity for challenging the party line, Both need to step up on the impeachment vote — if not to punish abuse of power,
then to affirm Congress’ standing as a coequal branch of government,

ﬂ Posted: December 11, 2018 - 555 PM

The Inquirer Editorial Board | opinion@inquirer.com

View 657 Comments

httpsy//www.inguirer.com/apinion/editorials/impeachment-donald-trump-president-philadelphia-editorial-ukraine-20191211Lhtm}
© 2020 The Philadelphia Inquirer, LLC



173

® BREAKING PRUDENTIAL TOWER'S TOP OF THE
HUR, SKYWALK TO CLOSE

EDITORIAL

Impeach the president

Updated December 5, 2019, 5:23 p.m.

The House Intelligence report makes a clear case for impeaching President Trump. ANDREW HARNIK/ASSOCIATED PRESS

From the founding of this country, the power of the president was understood to have limits.
Indeed, the Founders would never have written an impeachment clause into the Constitution
if they did not foresee scenarios where their descendants might need to remove an elected

president before the end of his term in order to protect the American people and the nation.

The question before the country now is whether President Trump’s misconduct is severe

enough that Congress should exercise that impeachment power, less than a year before the
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2020 election. The results of the House Intelligence Committee inquiry, released to the

public on Tuesday, make clear that the answer is an urgent yes. Not only has the president
abused his power by frying'to extort a foreign country to meddle in US politics, but he also
has endangered the integrity of the election itself. He has also obstructed the congressional
investigation into his conduct, a precedent that will lead to a permanent diminution of

congressional power if allowed to stand.

The evidence that Trump is a threat to the constitutional system is more than sufficient, and

a slate of legal scholars who testified on Wednesday made clear that Trump’s actions are

just the sort of presidential behavior the Founders had in mind when they devised the
recourse of impeachment. The decision by House Speaker Nancy Pelosi to proceed with

drafting articles of impeachment is warranted.

Much of the informatiqn in the Intelligence Committee report, which was based on witness
interviews, documents, telephone records, and public statements by administration officials,
was already known to the public. The cohesive narrative that emerges, though, is worse than
the sum of its parts. This year, the president and subordinates acting at his behest repeatedly
tried to pressure a foreign country, Ukraine, into taking steps to help the president’s
reelection. That was, by itself, an dutrageous betrayal: In his dealings with foreign states, the

president has an obligation to represent America’s interests, not his own.

But the president also betrayed the US taxpayer to advance that corrupt agenda. In order to
pressure Ukraine into acceding to his request, Trump’s administration held up $391 million
in aid allocated by Congress. In other words, he demanded a bribe in the form of political
favors in exchange for an official act — the textbook definition of corruption. The fact that
the money was ultimately paid, after a whistle-blower complained, is immaterial: The act of
withholding taxpayer money to support a personal political goal was an impermissible abuse

of the president’s power.

Withholding the money also sabotaged American foreign policy. The United States provides
military aid to Ukraine to protect the country from Russian aggression. Ensuring that fragile
young democracy does not fall under Moscow’s sway is a key US pdlicy goal, and one that the

president put at risk for his personal benefit. He has shown the world that he is willing to
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corrupt the American policy agenda for purposes of political gain, which will cast suspicion

on the motivations of the United States abroad if Congress does not act.

To top off his misconduct, after Congress got wind of the scheme and started the
impeachment inquiry, the Trump administration refused to comply with subpoenas,
instructed witnesses not to testify, and intimidated witnesses who did. That ought to form
the basis of an article of impeachment. When the president obstruects justice énd fails to
respect the power of Coﬁgress, it strikes at the heart of the separation of powers and will

hobble future oversight of presidents of all parties.

Impeachment does not require a crime. The Constitution entrusts Congress with the
impeachment power in order to protect Americans from a president who is betraying their
interests. And it is very much in Americans’ interests to maintain checks and balances in the
federal government; to havea foreign policy that the world can trust is based on our national
interest instead of the ;;resident’s personal needs; to control federal spending through their
elected representatives; to vote in fair elections untainted by foreign interference. For
generations, Americans have enjoyed those privileges. What's at stake now is whether we will
keep them. The facts show that the president has threatened this country’s core values and
the integrity of our democracy. Congress now has a duty to future generations to impeach

him.

;
Show comments |
et e i

©2020 Boston Globe Media Partners, LLC
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OPINION | Editorial This editorial reflects the opindon of this publication’s Editorial Board.

USA TODAY's Editorial Board: Impeach
President Trump

The president's Ukraine shakedown and stonewdlling are too serious for the House to ignore: Qur view

The Editorial Board USA TODAY

Published 5:36 pan. ET Dec. 11, 2019 | Updated 3:03 pon. ET Dec. 12, 2019

“Put your own narrow interests ahead of the nation's, flout the law, violate the trust given to you by the
American people and recklessly disregard the oath of office, and you risk losing your job.”

USA TODAY’s Editorial Board wrote those words two decades ago when it endorsed the impeachment of
President Bill Clinton, a Democrat. Now, in graver circumstances with America’s system of checks and
balances at stake, they apply to another president facing impeachment, Republican Donald Trump.

The current board has made no secret of our low regard for Trump’s character and conduct. Yet, as fellow
passengers on the ship of state, we had hoped the captain would succeed. And, until recently, we believed that
impeachment proceedings would be unhealthier for an already polarized nation than simply leaving Trump’s
fate up to voters next November.

Trump leaves Democrats little choice

Unless public sentiment shifts sharply in the days and weeks ahead, that is the lkely outcome of this process
- impeachment by the Democratic-controlled House of Representatives followed by acquittal in the GOP-
controlled Senate. So why bother? Because Trump’s egregious transgressions and stonewalling have given the
House little choice but to press ahead with the most severe sanction at its disposal.

Clinton was impeached by the House (but not removed by the Senate) after he tried to cover up an affair with
a White House intern. Trump used your tax dollars to shake down a vulnerable foreign government to
interfere in a U.S. election for his personal benefit.

GOP LEADER ON HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE: Articles establish nothing impeachable and
allege no crime

In his thuggish effort to trade American arms for foreign dirt on former Vice President Joe Biden and his son
Hunter, Trump resembles not so much Clinton as he does Richard Nixon, another corrupt president who
tried to cheat his way to reelection.

This isn’t partisan politics as usual. It is precisely the type of misconduct the framers had in mind when they
wrote impeachment into the Constitution. Alexander Hamilton supported a robust presidency but worried
about “a man unprincipled in private life desperate in his fortune, bold in his temper” coming to power.
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Impeachment, Hamilton wrote, was a mechanism to protect the nation “from the abuse or violation of some
public trust.” k : \

Approve articles of impeachment
Both articles of impeachment draﬂedl by the House Judiciary Committee warrant épproval:

» Abuse of power. Testimony before the House Intelligence Committee produced overwhelming evidence'
that Trump wanted Ukraine’s new president to announce investigations into the Bidens and a debunked
theory that Ukraine, not Russia, interfered in the 2016 U.S. election.

To pressure the Ukrainian leader, Trump withheld a White House meeting and nearly $400 million in
congressionally approved security aid, funding that was released only after an unnamed official blew the
whistle.

To former national security adviser John Bolton, the months-long scheme was the equivalent of a “drug deal.”
To Bolton's former aide Fiona Hill, it was a "domestic political errand"” that "is all going to blow up.” To Bill
Taylor, the top U.S. diplomat in Ukraihe, “it’s crazy to withhold security assistance for help with a political ,
campaign.” And to Ukrainian soldiers, fighting to fend off Russian aggression in the eastern part of their
country, the money was a matter of life and death.

» Obstruction of Congress. Trump has met the impeachmént investigation with outright and
unprecedented defiance. The White House has withheld documents, ordered executive branch agencies not to.
comply with subpoenas and directed administration officials not to testify. :

Allowing this obstruction to stand unchallenged would put the president above the law and permanently
damage Congress’ ability to investigate misconduct by presidents of either party.

The president’s GOP enablers continue to place power and party ahead of truth and country. Had any
Democratic president behaved the way Trump has — paying hush money t0 a porn star, flattering dictators
and spewing an unending stream of falsehoods — there’s no doubt congressional Republicans would have
tried to run him out of the White House in a New York minute. Twenty-seven Republicans who voted to
impeach or ccnvict‘ Clinton remain in Congress. If they continue to defend Trump, history will record their
hypoerisy. -

Our support for Trump’é impeachment by the House — we'll wait for the Senate trial to render a verdict on
removal from office — has nothing to do with policy differences. We have had profound disagreements with
the president on a host of issues, led by his reckless deficits and inattention to climate change, both of which
will burden genérations'to come. '

Policy differences are not, however, grounds for impeachment. Constitutional violations are.

Bill Clinton should be impeached and stand trial “because the charges are too serious add the evidence
amassed too compelling” to ignore, the Editorial Board wrote in December 1998. -

The same can be said this December about the allegations facing Donald Trump. Only much more so.

T vrnar nnwtt cno thio mandaw wall wlaooa wafeack wasin mona
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Mr. CoLLINS. I object. I want to read it.

Chairman NADLER. The objection is heard.

Mr. CoHEN. I would love for him to read them.

Chairman NADLER. Who else seeks

Mr. CoLLINS. It proves that I can read. The transcripts undoubt-
edly I would not be able to read.

Chairman NADLER. Who seeks recognition? Does anyone else
seek recognition on this amendment?

For what purpose does Mr. Steube seek recognition?

Mr. STEUBE. I move to strike the last word, Mr. Chair.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. STEUBE. The fact that members of this committee would in-
sinuate that Ukrainians died at the hands of Russians because
they didn’t get aid is absolutely ridiculous. Having actually served
in a combat theater and knowing what that is like, to blame that
aid was delayed a few weeks would have saved lives is, frankly, in-
sulting to me and to all that served.

Now Democrats want you to believe that Ukrainians died and it
is Trump’s fault. Why don’t we impeach him on that?

Members on the other side of the aisle in this committee now are
talking about bribery and laying out a case for bribery and laying
out elements for bribery. Yet, if their case was so compelling and
overwhelming and they had all the elements, then why isn’t it in
the Articles of Impeachment? It is not in either one.

They didn’t include it because there is no evidence for that
charge. The aid was released before the deadline set out by Con-
gress. They released the aid. The Ukrainians didn’t start any inves-
tigations. They also got a meeting with President Trump. And
President Trump doesn’t have to meet with foreign leaders, and he
still agreed to meet with them.

Article II, Section 4 of the United States Constitution says, “The
President, Vice President, and all civil Officers . . . shall be re-
moved from Office on Impeachment for, and Conviction of, Treason,
Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” We do not have
that here.

In every impeachment, Congress has interpreted this section to
mean that the President has committed an actual criminal act, one
that is outlined in a criminal statute. For example, Nixon, he was
accused of a criminal act; Bill Clinton, three. These were crimes
that, if not tried in the House of Representatives, could have been
tried in the criminal court.

This standard of criminality provides clarity. And as one witness
who testified before this committee, Mr. Turley, explained, “Al-
though criminality is not required, clarity is necessary. That comes
from a complete and comprehensive record that eliminates excul-
patory motivations or explanations.”

But throughout this investigation, the Democrats couldn’t seem
to find any criminal act on the part of the President. So instead
of relying on historical precedent of criminality, they decided to im-
peach him for abuse of power, a vague phrase that appears no-
where in the Constitution when discussing impeachment and has
no basis in fact or in evidence but, rather, is deeply rooted in per-
sonal opinion and perception.
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Mr. Turley also explained the implications of this occurrence.
Quote, “We have never impeached a President solely or even large-
ly on the basis of a noncriminal abuse-of-power allegation. There
is good reason for that unbroken record. Abuses of power tend to
be even less defined and more debatable as a basis for impeach-
ment than some of the crimes already mentioned.”

He went on to say that “the principal problem with proving an
abuse-of-power theory is the lack of direct evidence due to the fail-
ure to compel key witnesses to testify or production of key docu-
ments.”

Now let’s talk about the direct evidence that they have. There is
none. The only person who would have firsthand knowledge of the
quid pro quo, bribery, extortion, or whatever buzzword the Demo-
crats want to trot out next is President Zelensky, who has categori-
cally denied any such agreement or pressure.

Herein lies the issue with hinging your entire impeachment on
a noncriminal abuse-of-power allegation: The facts don’t support
your claims.

So let’s review. Never in the history of the United States has a
President been impeached solely or largely on the basis of abuse of
power. Every President who has been impeached has been im-
peached for criminal acts. Democrats found no evidence of criminal
misconduct on the part of the President. The Democrats have even
failed to even prove a noncriminal standard for abuse of power and
have relied on hearsay and conjecture.

What the Democrats are trying to do here is pull the wool over
the eyes of the American people and make them think that wrong-
doing has occurred, where there is none. By using fancy rhetoric
and flowery language, they think that they can convince a Nation
of their ill-conceived ideas. Don’t fall for it, America.

I yield the remainder of my time to Mr. Jordan.

Mr. JORDAN. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

If the Democrats are going to take some of Sondland, you have
to take all of Sondland. If you are going to mention him 611 times
in your report, if you are going to build your case around the guy
who presumed—presumed—there was a quid pro quo, the guy who
had to file an addendum to his deposition, if you are going to do
all that, you can’t ignore the direct conversation he had with the
President of the United States, where he asked him, “Mr. Presi-
dent, what do you want from Ukraine?”

What did the President say? Interesting. Mr. Sondland left this
out of his opening statement, his 20-some-page opening statement.
“What do you want from Ukraine?” What did the President say? “I
want nothing. I want no quid pro quo. I want him to do what he
said. I want him to do what he ran on.”

You can’t ignore that. The one piece of direct evidence—you want
all this presumption. You want all this addendum. If you are going
to take some of Sondland, you have to take all of him.

I yield back—I will yield to Mr. Steube.

Mr. STEUBE. I yield to Mr. Gaetz.

Mr. CoLLINS. Yield back.

Mr. STEUBE. I have 30 seconds.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thirty seconds.

Mr. STEUBE. I had 30 seconds left before they cut the clock.
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will proceed.

Mr. STEUBE. I yield to Mr. Gaetz.

Mr. GAETZ. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

I just think the gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. Cohen’s debate
on the last subject really shows what we are dealing with. This is
not a rifle-shot impeachment with facts and evidence. This is
birdshot.

I mean, he talked about everything from, you know, the cam-
paign finance concerns, to Trump University, concerns about char-
ities. This is like pin the tail on your favorite impeachment theory,
because they don’t have evidence for any one single thing to im-
peach the President for.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. McClintock seek recognition?

Mr. McCLINTOCK. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, the Constitution introduces the President with 15
words: “The executive Power shall be vested in a President of the
United States of America.” It does not vest any authority in lieu-
tenant colonels at the NSC, ambassadors, State Department offi-
cials, or Cabinet Secretaries. The only authority that these officials
exercise is delegated to them by the President. So all the criticisms
and resentments and personal and political disagreements that we
have heard from those officials are completely irrelevant.

It is dangerous that so many officials in the executive branch be-
lieve that they have independent authority to override Presidential
policy, leak classified documents, and actively work to undermine
the lawful discharge of the President’s duties under Article II. If
their judgment can replace that of the President, it means that the
people of the United States have simply been removed from the
equation.

Now, someone said during the discussion today that the Presi-
dent has actually committed real crimes. But the article does not
charge such crimes. Why not? Because there is no evidence to sup-
port them. If there was evidence, you know that in a heartbeat
they would have included these charges. So it is obvious they don’t
even believe their own rhetoric.

One member said, “We are not restricted as the Department of
Justice is.” Think about what that statement means. The Depart-
ment of Justice is restricted by the Bill of Rights. The Bill of Rights
sets forth basic principles of due process: the right to confront your
accuser; the right to call witnesses in your defense; charges have
to be supported by evidence, not gossip; and you have the right to
appeal to the courts to protect these rights.

Yes, the Department of Justice is restricted by the Bill of Rights,
but our Bill of Rights, with its due-process restrictions, restricts all
of us who take the oath of office. And that includes Congress. We
are restricted to respect these rights also. Only, the majority is now
placing themselves above the supreme law of the land.

The lawful exercise of executive power is simply not an impeach-
able offense. The President is responsible for faithfully executing
the laws. The Foreign Corrupt Practices Act makes it a crime to
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offer something of value to secure business in a foreign country.
Well, the facts of Mr. Biden’s actions in the Ukraine certainly look
like they cross that line. Does the President have the authority to
request cooperation of a foreign government to investigate poten-
tially corrupt interactions between U.S. officials and their own offi-
cials? Of course he does.

The Democrats impute the most sinister motives to this request.
Well, nothing in the conversation suggests that. “Do us a favor be-
cause our country has been through a lot and Ukraine knows a lot
about it.” That is the exact quote.

Now, the National Defense Authorization Act specifically re-
quires the administration to determine that Ukraine is taking
steps to combat corruption before aid can be released. Now, the
Democrats have made much of the fact that the Secretary of De-
fense certified this in May. Well, they ignore two facts. Number
one, the Secretary of Defense exercises no authority independent of
the President. The buck still stops at the President’s desk. And,
two, the President retains responsibility to determine that the find-
ings of his administration remain valid, particularly as he assesses
the intention of a newly elected President and newly elected par-
liament.

And lest we forget, last year, three Democratic Senators wrote to
the Ukrainian Government, demanding that it cooperate in inves-
tigating President Trump. The Democrats found absolutely nothing
objectionable about this. The only difference I see is that the Presi-
dent actually has the authority and the responsibility to make such
a request.

So what is at stake here? The worst possible interpretations of
the President’s motives in discharging his constitutional powers are
being imputed to him by his most vitriolic opponents. Now, there
is nothing extraordinary about that. It is called politics.

But if this can become the new standard of impeachment, that
Congress can impeach any President whose motives his opponents
question, if this is allowed to replace treason, bribery, and other
high crimes and misdemeanors as the standard for nullifying a na-
tional election and substituting the judgment of Congress instead
of the judgment of the American people, well, then no President
can make any decision without subjecting the Nation to the trav-
esty going on today. The executive branch will be subordinated to
the legislative, serving at the pleasure of Congress, and the separa-
tion of powers at the heart of our Constitution will have been ut-
terly destroyed.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does the ranking member, Mr. Collins, seek
recognition?

Mr. CoLLINS. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As we went through this amendment, which I think is probably
one of the most telling amendments and when put to a vote is
going to tell a lot—because this is the most amorphous amendment
that you could have. This is the one that even when I was waiting
for the announcement from the chairman and others at the po-
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dium, I was actually there and was being interviewed, and when
I heard this one come up and confirmed that abuse of power was
one of their Articles of Impeachment, it was simply stunning.

And my first reaction has been made and rung true completely
here today by many of the members on the majority, including the
gentleman from Tennessee just recently, who just confirmed it.
Abuse of power for Articles of Impeachment means anything they
want it to mean. It is the carte blanche coverage. It is saying, we
don’t really have a case to our caucus, but go out and make it up.
Just go out and say what you don’t like. If he didn’t say something
nice to this, if he didn’t do a policy you don’t like, do this, and that
is going to cover you, you will be okay. Because, remember, this is
always about an election.

You know how we continue to know this? We keep misquoting
the transcript. They don’t have the facts, so we keep misquoting
the transcript, saying, “Do me a favor.” Again, it is simple. Read
it. It is us, our country. I mean, if you have a case, make it, but
don’t make it up because you don’t have it.

What we have here also is this continual, just repeated attacks
on the Ukrainian President, Mr. Zelensky, the repeated attacks.
Because we are either claiming he is a liar or a puppet or, as was
just called, he is a politician and an actor so disregard him. Wow,
that is a lot of concern for the Ukrainian people, taking on their
very President they have just elected.

When we understand and we look at this, this is how it gets to
the problem. When you get to a certain point and you can’t make
your case, when you can’t factually add it up, when you have law
school professors tell you, “Well, if you think this, think this, then
the inference is okay,” then we have lowered the standard to where
anything can be brought in.

The factual case that has just been made over the past almost
3 hours now by the minority side has laid bare the case on abuse
of power. There is none. You can make it up, you can call it what-
ever you want, and you can go try and sell that to the American
people, but, you know, they are not buying it. They are not.

And it is going to get harder and harder for members to actually
go to that well next week or go to that ballot where they actually
stick their card in and vote yes on abuse of power and then actu-
ally have to go back and explain that. It is easy in this room; you
have help from your colleagues. But when you are back home try-
ing to explain why you are going to take down a President, duly
elected, over abuse of power because of some of the arguments we
have heard this morning, that is just amazing.

There is true skepticism about what went on in the Ukraine, and
it is deeply rooted with this President. And, by the way, there was
another time, in the late 2017 and early 2018, Ukraine aid was
held. It is not the first time. Skeptical of foreign aid—he ran on
this. I have said this before. Most people are amazed that he actu-
ally does what he said he was going to do. He runs on a campaign
that our foreign aid needs to be looked at. He actually does those
kinds of things. That is what a President who shows true leader-
ship does.

The pause was for 55 days. Also, other countries’ aid was also
held. Lebanon was actually held. Others were actually held. This
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is not a new thing. Do not let the majority try to convince the
American people that withholding aid or not looking into corrup-
tion is a new thing. Don’t let them do it.

In the words, like I said, others, maybe that is what—you know,
when you are having to play a part, you have to do that. You have
to make it up. It is called ad lib. And that is what they are doing.

Mr. Hale testified, one of the more egregious ones. And I have
a friend of mine who texted me just a few minutes ago. Mr. Steube
has brought this up, I have brought this up, but, again, it needs
to be hit, that one of the things perpetrated this morning out to the
American people is that people lost their lives in the Ukraine over
this held aid. This friend of mine who texted me just a few minutes
ago lost limbs on his own body in defense of our country in a war
zone. And he says, don’t let them get away with this because this
is a future act.

Mr. Hale testified to this fact. In fact, he repudiated it in his dep-
osition. We want to talk about facts? Go to the deposition. Go to
the transcript that he had. He said this was future aid, had noth-
ing to do with running the Army right then.

In war zones, people get hurt and people die. And Russia has in-
vaded Ukraine. They are fighting that. It is a hot war. People will.

But to blame this conversation because you have such a weak
case that you are going to try and it throw that in just to scare
the American people, that is not right.

Make a case, have your facts, put it in the articles. But when you
can’t do that, you go in the back room, you start writing Articles
of Impeachment and you say, “Uh-oh, we have a problem. Let’s put
something in there that all of our conference can get behind be-
cause they don’t like the President.”

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Ms. Dean seek recognition?

Ms. DEAN. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. DEAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I rise to speak in opposition to this amendment and, to my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, to remind you of the facts
that have been uncovered and to review them and put them on the
record again for the American public. Because facts do matter.

Notice the contrast between the conversation on this side of the
aisle and that. They run away from the facts. They are afraid to
admit to themselves or to the American public of what the Presi-
dent’s behavior really adds up to. So let me just recite the facts.

When Ukrainian President Zelensky raised the issue of U.S. mili-
tary assistance to Ukraine during the July 25 call, President
Trump replied, quote, “I would like you to do us a favor though be-
cause our country has been through a lot and Ukraine knows a lot
about that,” end quote.

Congress appropriated and authorized $391 million in security
assistance to Ukraine. On May 23, the Department of Defense cer-
tified to Congress that Ukraine had completed the requisite
anticorruption reform actions to qualify for the security assistance
appropriated by Congress. The President himself directed the aid
to be put on hold.
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In July, Ukrainian officials asked Pentagon staff about the hold
on military assistance. No legitimate public policy or national secu-
rity rationale exists—and the President has not brought one for-
ward—for President Trump’s decision to withhold the security as-
sistance from Ukraine.

Providing aid to Ukraine is in the national security interest of
the United States. Withholding it is in the personal political inter-
est of the President and of Putin.

President Trump failed to say the word “corruption” during his
April 21 call with President Zelensky. President Trump failed to
say the word “corruption” during his July 25 call to President
Zelensky.

The aid to Ukraine was released only after House committees an-
nounced an investigation into the administration’s decision to halt
the aid.

The President instructed all witnesses from the administration
not to testify and withheld all relevant documents from House in-
vestigators.

On October 3, when asked by a reporter what he hoped President
Zelensky would do following their July 25 call, President Trump
told the American public and the world, “Well, I would think that,
if they were honest about it, they’d start a major investigation into
the Bidens. It’s a very simple answer.”

On October 17, at a press briefing in the White House, Acting
Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney said President Trump absolutely
mentioned corruption related to the DNC server in connection with
the security assistance during his July 25 call and that that server
was part of, quote, “why we held the money up,” end quote. Upon
taking a question from a reporter attempting to clarify the ac-
knowledgement of a quid pro quo, Mulvaney relied, quote, “We do
that all the time with foreign policy. Get over it.”

Let me remind you of a statement that Dr. Fiona Hill made in
her opening statement and her extraordinary, powerful opening
statement, incredible testimony before this Congress. She said, and
I quote, “If the President or anyone else impedes or subverts the
national security of the United States in order to further a domes-
tic, political, or personal interest, that is more than worthy of your
attention.”

I ask my colleagues respectfully on the other side of this dais, is
it not worthy of our attention to uphold the Constitution and ask
the President to do the same? Or do they think it is proper, do they
think it is okay for any President, not just this one, but for any
President to invite foreign interference into our elections?

And, with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Rhode Island.

Mr. CiciLLINE. I thank the gentlelady for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, there is a letter that was signed by more than
500 legal scholars across the ideological spectrum that I would like
to just read from very briefly.

Speaking of the President’s conduct, they say, “The President’s
conduct is precisely the type of threat to our democracy that the
Founders feared when they included the remedy of impeachment in
the Constitution. We take no position on whether the President
committed a crime, but conduct need not be criminal to be im-
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peachable. The standard here is constitutional. It does not depend
on what Congress has chosen to criminalize.”

They go on to say, “Impeachment is an especially essential rem-
edy for conduct that corrupts elections.”

I know that my time is about to expire, so I will come back to
this before I introduce it, because I would like to read some addi-
tional parts of it.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

I recognize myself on the amendment, and I yield to Mr.
Cicilline.

Mr. CiciLLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to just continue to read, because this, again, is a let-
ter signed by more than 500 constitutional scholars. And I think
some of the confusion my colleagues have been struggling with is
the difference between impeachable offenses and violations of the
criminal statute, so I hope this will help clarify that.

They write, “Impeachment is a remedy for grave abuses of the
public trust. Impeachment is an especially essential remedy for
conduct that corrupts elections. The primary check on a President
is political. If a President behaves poorly, voters can punish him or
her at the polls. A President who corrupts the system of elections
seeks to place himself beyond the reach of this political check.

“At the Constitutional Convention, George Mason described im-
peachable offenses as ‘attempts to subvert the Constitution.” Cor-
rupting elections subverts the process by which the Constitution
makes the President democratically accountable. Put simply, if a
President cheats in his effort at reelection, trusting the democratic
process to serve as a check to that election is no remedy at all. This
is what an impeachment is for.”

They go on to say in this letter, “Whether President Trump’s con-
duct is classified as bribery, as a high crime or misdemeanor, or
both, it is clearly impeachable under our Constitution.”

So, in asking unanimous consent that this letter and the more
than 500 legal scholars who signed it be made part of the record,
I hope my colleagues on the other side of the aisle will understand
the basis of this Article of Impeachment: that the President of the
United States violated the public trust, undermined the national
security of the United States, betrayed our national interests by
using the enormous power of his office not to advance the public
good, not to advance the policies of the United States and the inter-
ests of the United States, but to advance his own personal political
benefit.

That is exactly what the Framers spoke about. That is not my
conclusion alone. It was the conclusion of the scholars we heard
from in our hearing and more than 500 legal scholars that have
joined them.

And so I hope we will put to rest this notion that you have to
violate a criminal statute. You know, a President could deface a
post office, a mailbox. That is a Federal crime. No one would sug-
gest the President could be impeached for that. So the Framers are
talking about the abuses of the public trust, a violation of the most
sacred oath to honor the interests of the American people and not
to advance your own personal political interests.
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These constitutional scholars say it much better than I can and
as well as Professor Raskin has said, so I ask unanimous consent
it be made part of the record.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Letter to Congress from Legal Scholars

& Legal Scholars on Impeachment Eoltowi

Dec 6, 2019 - 3 min read

We, the undersigned legal scholars, have concluded that President Trump engaged in
impeachable conduct.

We do not reach this conclusion lightly. The Founders did not make impeachment
available for disagreements over policy, even profound ones, nor for extreme distaste for
the manner in which the President executes his office. Only “Treason, Bribery, or other
high Crimes and Misdemeanors” warrant impeachment. But there is overwhelming
evidence that President Trump betrayed his oath of office by seeking to use presidential
power to pressure a foreign government to help him distort an American election, for his
personal and political benefit, at the direct expense of national security interests as
determined by Congress. His conduct is precisely the type of threat to our democracy
that the Founders feared when they included the remedy of impeachment in the
Constitution.

We take no position on whether the President committed a crime. But conduct need not
be criminal to be impeachable. The standard here is constitutional; it does not depend on
what Congress has chosen to criminalize.

Impeachment is a remedy for grave abuses of the public trust. The two specific bases for
impeachment named in the Constitution — treason and bribery — involve such abuses
because they include conduct undertaken not in the “faithful execution” of public office
that the Constitution requires, but instead for personal gain (bribery) or to benefit a
foreign enemy (treason).

Impeachment is an especially essential remedy for conduct that corrupts elections. The
primary check on presidents is political: if a president behaves poorly, voters can punish
him or his party at the polls. A president who corrupts the system of elections seeks to
place himself beyond the reach of this political check. At the Constitutional Convention,
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‘George Mason described impeachable offenses as “attempts to subvert the constitution.”
Corrupting elections subverts the process by which the Constitution makes the president
democratically accountable. Put simply, ifa President cheats in his effort at re‘eleétion :
trusting the democratlc process to serve as a check through that election is no remedy at
all. That is what impeachment is for..

Moreover, the Founders were keenly concerned with the possibility of corruptibn inthe
president’s relationships-with‘ foreign gr)vernments. That is why they prohibited the . '
president from accepting anything of value from foreign governments without
Congress’s consent. The same concern drove their thinking on impeachment. James
Madison noted that Congress must be able to remove the president between elections
lest there be no remedy if a president betrayed the public trust in dealings with foreign
powers. ' ) :

In light of these considerations, overwhelming evidence made public to date forces us to
conclude that President Trump engaged in impeachable conduct. To mention only a few
of those facts: William B. Taylor, who leads the U.S. embassy in Ukraine, testified that
President Trump directed the wrthholdmg of hundreds of millions of dollars in military
aid for Ukraine in its struggle against Russia — aid that Congress determined to be in the
U.S. national security. interest— until Ukraine announced investigations that would aid
the President’s re-election campalgn Ambassador Gordon Sondland tesufred that the
President made a White House visit for the Ukrainian president « condmonal on pubhc
announcement of those investigations. In a phone call with the Ukrainian president,
President Trump asked for a “favor” in the form of a foreign government investigation of
a U.S. citizen who is his political rival.vrPresident Trump and his Chief of Staff Mick
Mulvaney made public statements confirming this use of governmental power to solicit
investigations that would aid the Presrdent s personal political interests. The Presuient
made clear that his private attorney, Rudy Giuliani, was central to efforts to spur ‘
Ukrainian investigations, and Mr. Giuliani confirmed that his efforts were in service of
President Trump’s private interests. ‘ "

Ultimately, whether to impeéch the President and remove him from office depends on
judgments that the Constitution leaves to Congress. But if the House of RepresentatiVes
impeached the President for the conduct described here and the Senate véted to remove
him, they would be écting well within their constitutional powers. Whether President
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Trump’s conduct is classified as bribery, as a high crime or misdemeanor, or as both, it is
clearly impeachable under our Constitution.

Signed,*
First name Last name ‘ Title
1 Mark N EuAaronson w!;;fessor of Law Emeri
2 Nancy Abrakmow;tz‘ o P;ofessor of P;a;tige
3 ‘ Ka‘thkrynw ‘ Abram% ‘ h Herma gill Kay Dfséingt
4 ‘ Jeffrey Abramsén B Professor of Law énd G
s athw Awwedo  Professoroflaw
[ Nadia i g Ah‘ma‘d » ‘ Associate Professor of

7 Miriam { Albert Professor of Skills

8 Martha Robert W Woodruff Pr¢

878 records

*Affiliations noted for identification purposes only.

If you are a legal scholar and would like to add your name, click here. Protect Democracy

will update this list daily with new signatories.
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Chairman NADLER. Reclaiming my time, I would simply point
out a few things.

Number one, that the impeachment of President Nixon, although
he had committed many crimes, the committee voted impeachment
for abuse of power and obstruction of justice. It did not specify a
specific crime.

I would also point out that the majority staff report of the Judici-
ary Committee back in 1974, not just now, and I believe in 1998,
but certainly 1974, pointed out that crimes and impeachable of-
fenses are different things. There are crimes which may not be im-
peachable. There are impeachable offenses which may not be
crimes. An impeachable offense, a high crime and misdemeanor, is
a grave and serious offense against the Constitution, against the
structure and function of the government. I would refer you to the
Federalist Papers.

I would also say one other thing. We have repeatedly heard that
the Democrats are accusing President Zelensky and Mr. Yermak of
lying because President Zelensky said he wasn’t pressured. Well, of
course he said he wasn’t pressured. The United States is a power-
ful Nation on which his nation is dependent. He has a gun to his
head. The gun is the fact that the President of the United States,
upon whom he depends for military aid, for help in many different
ways, has shown himself willing to withhold that aid and to do
other things based on what he says and based on whether he is
Willling to play along with the President for his personal political
goals.

So of course he denies he was pressured, because he knows that
if he didn’t deny that, there might be heavy consequences to pay.—
and you cannot credit that denial without any aspersions on his
character but simply on the fact that the President of the United
States holds a gun to his head.

I yield back.

And the question is on the amendment.

Those in favor, say aye.

Opposed, no.

In the opinion of the chair, the noes have it.

Mr. CoLLINS. Roll call.

Chairman NADLER. Roll call is requested. The clerk will call the
roll.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler?

Chairman NADLER. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler votes no.

Ms. Lofgren?

Ms. LOFGREN. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Lofgren votes no.

Ms. Jackson Lee?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jackson Lee votes no.

Mr. Cohen.

Mr. COHEN. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cohen votes no.

Mr. Johnson of Georgia?

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Georgia votes no.
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Deutch?

DEeuTcH. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Deutch votes no.
Bass?

Bass. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Bass votes no.
Richmond.

[No response.]

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.

STRASSER. Mr. Jeffries?
JEFFRIES. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Jeffries votes no.
Cicilline?

CICILLINE. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Cicilline votes no.
Swalwell.

SWALWELL. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Swalwell votes no.
Lieu?

[No response.]

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.

STRASSER. Mr. Raskin?

RASKIN. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Raskin votes no.
Jayapal?

JAYAPAL. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Jayapal votes no.

Mrs. Demings?
Mrs. DEMINGS. No.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

STRASSER. Mrs. Demings votes no.
Correa?

CORREA. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Correa votes no.
Scanlon?

SCANLON. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon votes no.
Garcia?

GARCIA. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Garcia votes no.
Neguse?

NEGUSE. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Neguse votes no.

Mrs. McBath?
Mrs. McBATH. No.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.

STRASSER. Mrs. McBath votes no.
Stanton?

STANTON. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Stanton votes no.
Dean?

DEAN. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Dean votes no.
Mucarsel-Powell?
MUCARSEL-POWELL. No.
STRASSER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell votes no.
Escobar?

EscoBAR. No.
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. STRASSER. Ms. Escobar votes no.

. Collins?

. COLLINS. Aye.

. STRASSER. Mr. Collins votes aye.

. Sensenbrenner?

. SENSENBRENNER. Aye.

. STRASSER. Mr. Sensenbrenner votes aye.
. Chabot?

. CHABOT. Aye.

. STRASSER. Mr. Chabot votes aye.

. Gohmert?

. GOHMERT. Aye.

. STRASSER. Mr. Gohmert votes aye.
. Jordan?

. JORDAN. Yes.

. STRASSER. Mr. Jordan votes yes.

. Buck?

. BUCK. Aye.

. STRASSER. Mr. Buck votes aye.

. Ratcliffe?

. RATCLIFFE. Yes.

Ms.

STRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe votes yes.

Mrs. Roby?
Mrs. ROBY. Aye.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

STRASSER. Mrs. Roby votes aye.
Gaetz?

GAETZ. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Gaetz votes aye.
Johnson of Louisiana?

JOHNSON of Louisiana. Aye.
STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Louisiana votes aye.
Biggs?

B1GGs. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Biggs votes aye.
McClintock?

McCLINTOCK. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. McClintock votes aye.

Mrs. Lesko?
Mrs. LESKO. Aye.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

STRASSER. Mrs. Lesko votes aye.
Reschenthaler?

RESCHENTHALER. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Reschenthaler votes aye.
Cline?

CLINE. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Cline votes aye.
Armstrong?

ARMSTRONG. Yes.

STRASSER. Mr. Armstrong votes yes.
Steube?

STEUBE. Yes.

STRASSER. Mr. Steube votes yes.

Chairman NADLER. Are there any members who wish to vote who
haven’t voted?
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The clerk will report.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Richmond, you are not recorded.

Mr. RicHEMOND. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Richmond votes no.

Chairman NADLER. Are there any other members who haven’t
voted who wish to vote?

The clerk will report.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chairman, there are 17 ayes and 23 noes.

Chairman NADLER. The amendment is not agreed to.

Are there any further amendments to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute?

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. Mr. Gaetz.

Mr. GAETZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have an amendment at
the desk.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has an amendment at the
desk. The clerk will report the amendment.

Ms. LOFGREN. I reserve a point of order.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady reserves a point of order.

Ms. STRASSER. Amendment to the Amendment in the Nature of
a Substitute to H. Res. 755 Offered by Mr. Gaetz of Florida. Page
3, strike lines 10 through 11, and insert the following: (A) a well-
known corrupt company, Burisma, and its corrupt hiring of Hunter
Biden; and—

[The amendment of Mr. Gaetz follows:]
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized to explain his
amendment.

Mr. GAETZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This amendment strikes the reference to Joe Biden as the center
of the proposed investigation and replaces it with the true topic of
the investigation, Burisma and Hunter Biden.

An essential element of the Democrats’ case on abuse of power
is that the Bidens did nothing wrong. It can only be an abuse of
power and not a correct use of power if the President was pursuing
something under which there was no reasonable basis to ask a
question about Hunter Biden and Burisma.

Hunter Biden and Burisma—well, that is an interesting story.
And I think just about every American knows there is something
up with that. $86,000 a month? No experience? Working for some
foreign government while your dad is the Vice President of the
United States? Is there anyone who believes this is okay?

I know we have a few of my Democrat colleagues who maybe run
for President—or might run for President one day. Would you let
your Vice President have their son or daughter or family member
out moonlighting for some foreign company?

Mr. GAETZ. Maybe I will use language familiar to the former Vice
President. Come on, man. This looks dirty as it is. Hunter Biden
was making more than five times more than a board member for
ExxonMobil. I have heard of that company.

And so I wanted to read up on Hunter Biden, learn a little more
about him. I found this very extensive profile in the New Yorker,
and here is what it says: Hunter said that at that point, he had
not slept for several days. Driving east on Interstate 10, just be-
yond Palm Springs, he lost control of his car, which jumped the
median and skidded to a stop on the shoulder of the westbound
side. He called Hertz, which came to collect the damaged car and
gave him a second rental. The Hertz rental officer told me he found
a crack pipe in the car and on one of consoles a line of white pow-
ger 1:iesidue. Beau Biden’s attorney general badge was on the dash-

oard.

Hertz called the Prescott Police Department, and officers filed a
narcotics offense report, listing items seized in the car, including a
plastic bag containing white powdery substance, a Secret Service
business card, credit cards, and Hunter Biden’s driver’s license.
That is what we would call evidence.

And I don’t want to make light of anybody’s substance abuse
issues. I know the President is working real hard to solve those
throughout the country. But it is a little hard to believe that
Burisma hired Hunter Biden to resolve their international disputes
when he could not resolve his own dispute with Hertz rental car
over leaving cocaine and a crack pipe in the car.

It continues. Hunter stayed in Los Angeles for about a week. He
said that he needed to get away and forget soon after his arrival
in L.A. He said he asked a homeless man in Pershing Square
where he could buy crack. Hunter said that the man took him to
a nearby homeless encampment, where a narrow passageway be-
tween tents someone put a gun to his head before realizing that he
was the buyer. He returned to buy more crack a few times that
week.
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Again, you know, not casting any judgment on any challenges
someone goes through in their personal life, but it is just hard to
believe that this was the guy wandering through homeless encamp-
ments buying crack that was worth $86,000 a month to Burisma
Holdings. And that might be one of the reasons why when ABC
asked Hunter Biden, Hey, do you think you would have gotten this
job in the absence of your dad being the Vice President. Well, he
said, probably not.

And then I looked to the record evidence, and I looked to the tes-
timony of Mr. Kent. Mr. Kent was one of the witnesses they called
on the first day. He said Burisma was so dirty that our own Em-
bassy had to pull out of a joint sponsorship with them. When Am-
bassador Yovanovitch was being prepped for her Senate confirma-
tion, the Obama administration was so worried about the corrup-
tion around Burisma and Hunter Biden that they held special prep
moments to try to get ready for the inevitable questions about this
obvious corruption that the President asked about.

Mr. Kent, again, one of the witnesses from the first day, also
gave testimony that the head of Burisma had stolen $23 million in
the U.S. and the U.K., and that he paid a bribe to get off the hook.

So, again, it is not as if Burisma is pulling out new plays. Their
playbook is to do dirty stuff and then go and pay bribes and hire
the people necessary to make those problems go away.

This is why the minority hearing issue is so important, by the
way. You wonder why Republicans are so angry that we didn’t
have a hearing to put on our own witnesses and our own evidence.
And you may wonder why, well, if they feel so good about their
case, why did they block our ability to put in evidence? It is be-
cause we have the ability to show that Burisma is corrupt. We
have the ability to show that Hunter Biden is corrupt. And that to-
tally exculpates the President, because there is no way in the
United States of America that honestly pursuing actual corruption
is an impeachable offense. That is why I offer the amendment, and
I encourage my colleagues to vote for it.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my point of order.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Johnson seek recognition?

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. And I would say that the pot calling the kettle
black is not something that we should do. I don’t know—I don’t
know what members, if any, have had any problems with sub-
stance abuse, been busted in DUIL I don’t know. But if I did, I
wouldn’t raise it against anyone on this committee. I don’t think
it is proper.

And, you know, I think we got to get back down to what is most
important here. This is something—this is a question that stands
out like a big throbbing sore toe inside of a shoe that is too small,
and that is this question: Is it ever okay for a President of the
United States of America to invite foreign interference in an up-
coming Presidential election campaign? Silence. Silence.
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Mr. CoLLINS. Is the gentleman seeking an answer? I'll be glad
to answer.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has the time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. The silence was and is deafening. And
there will be plenty of time for you to respond to that question, and
I would invite you to do so. I gave you an opportunity of about 10
or 15 seconds while you could get your story together, and nobody
came up with a story. So I am going to let you move to strike the
last word and explain that to the American people.

It is never proper for a United States President to hold a foreign
country over a barrel to make them do that President’s personal
bidding, and holding needed security assistance, dangling it, and
dangling the fact that I will give it to you if you do this.

I mean, that is exactly what happened. The American people un-
derstand what happened. Those are the facts. The President said
it when he released the transcript of the summary of that phone
call on July 25. The summary of the President’s own words shows
that the President tried to get President Zelensky to interfere in
the upcoming Presidential election. That is established by the facts.

So this is not about Hunter Biden, and they have said that on
the other side repeatedly, up until they start talking about Hunter
Biden having some substance abuse problems. You can’t have it
both ways. Let’s be honest. This is about our conscience, the con-
science of the Nation, the conscience of my friends on the other side
of the aisle. Do you believe that we should allow this to go
unaddressed, what the President did? Because we are a country of
precedent. We are a country of rule of law. We are a country of
norms and traditions. Are we going to allow the violation of our
norms, our traditions, our legal precedent, because, after all, brib-
ery was not a crime, there was no criminal code when the Framers
passed the Constitution, but they said bribery in there. And what
bribery meant was I am offering you something if you do something
for me. I will give you this. In other words, you give me this, I will
give you that. That is what we had in this case. That is what brib-
ery means. It doesn’t depend on a statute; it depends on what we
know was done.

And so, let’s not get bogged down in technicalities and in char-
acter assassination. Let’s keep our eye on what really happened in
this case, and whether or not our consciences dictate that we do
something about it. We can’t let it go unaddressed. And the way
that we deal with this grave abuse of the public trust is with the
drastic action that it requires, because this is a drastic cir-
cumstance. The drastic action is impeachment, and that is why we
are here today, and I ask my colleagues to let your conscience be
your guide.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Sensenbrenner seek recognition?

Mé" SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, my mind is boggled by the
gentleman from Georgia saying that, oh, bribery was okay until
1787, when the Constitution was adopted, and 2 years later, when
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Congress passed the first criminal code. First of all, there is a com-
mon law definition of bribery. I think people, long before 1787, re-
alized that bribery was no good. But we also had criminal codes in
each of the 13 independent States, colonies, before the Declaration
of Independence.

M;‘ JOHNSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman answer my ques-
tion?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. No, I didn’t interrupt you.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. The gentleman
has the time. The gentleman will resume.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Okay. The second thing is that if you, on
the other side of the aisle, believe that Joe Biden is a man who
tells the truth, you ought to support this amendment, because Joe
Biden ever since Hunter’s involvement with Burisma has been re-
peatedly asked whether he made any arrangements to get Hunter
this really cushy job. And he said, no, or my son’s business involve-
ments are my son’s. I am not involved in that.

So you put Joe Biden’s name in your Articles of Impeachment
when the real malefactor is Hunter Biden. Hunter is not running
for anything. And if the real malefactor really is Hunter Biden, I
guess your claim that the President was trying to influence the
2020 election would go out the window. But if you think that Joe
Biden is a man who tells the truth—and I will give him the benefit
of the doubt, because I think he deserves it—then let’s get rid of
Joe Biden in this Article of Impeachment, substitute his son’s name
in there and proceed.

I challenge you, because every one of you that will vote no on
this amendment is going to be saying, I think that Joe Biden is a
liar. If you don’t think that Joe Biden is a liar, vote yes.

I yield back the balance of my time to Mr. Gaetz.

Mr. GAETZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And, again, it is important to analyze the burden of proof here.
It is the Democrats who are saying any question about the Biden
situation, Burisma, it can only be an abuse of power. And I think
this amendment really reflects how the President was using his
power perfectly, entirely appropriately, and it also shows how
scared they are of the facts.

If we had the opportunity to call in those who were engaged in,
worked with the Ukrainian Embassy, folks like Alexandra
Chalupa, if we were able to bring forward Hunter Biden, if we were
able to demonstrate the bias of the whistleblower, the American
people would see we are not in this debate and in this discussion
because the President did anything wrong or impeachable or crimi-
nal. We are here fundamentally because they cannot accept the fact
that he won the 2016 election.

And I think all Americans know the President has a different ap-
proach. But to accept their standard would mean that if someone
announces that they are running for office, it is kind of like an in-
stant immunity deal for anything that they would ever do.

I mean, are they really saying that if Joe Biden, Hunter Biden,
Burisma were engaged in some corrupt act that just because Joe
Biden announced for the Presidency that that somehow ought to
absolve him of that criminal activity? It is a ludicrous position.
Maybe it is informed by the fact that you all got a little lucky on
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the Hillary Clinton stuff, you know. She thought that because she
was in a Presidential election that her crimes didn’t have to be
held to account, and in a way that turned out to be the case.

But you know what, it shouldn’t be the standard in the United
States of America. And I am glad that we have a President who
is, at times, skeptical of foreign aid, who does put America first,
who understands that in corrupt places, the resources we provide
don’t always make it to an area of need.

Let me conclude with this: Once the meetings happened that
demonstrated that President Zelensky was a true reformer, that he
wasn’t corrupt, that he was honest, honest from the point of his
campaign all the way up until the point when he said there was
no pressure put on him or his government for this aid, if you accept
that proposition, it is very clear that the President was entirely ap-
propriate in those questions. And I got to say in debate on the last
amendment, now we have reached the point in time where Presi-
dent Trump isn’t the only President being attacked in this hearing.
I heard the gentleman from Tennessee go after Zelensky, as well,
an actor, a politician. And they presume he is a liar when he says
there was nothing wrong. You know what, they can’t——

Mr. CoHEN. Mr. Chairman, can I respond? My name was called.

Mr. GAETZ. They are attacking Zelensky, and it just shows the
absurdity of the endeavor.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time is expired.

For what purpose does Ms. Jackson Lee seek recognition?

Mr. CoHEN. I was asking if I could respond, as my name was—
as I was called.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Ms. Jackson Lee seek
recognition?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlewoman is recognized.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the chairman.

This is about distraction, distraction, distraction. Our good
friends spent 3 hours saying the President did not target the
Bidens. Now they are saying that he did. So which is it?

Now, I am holding the classified/unclassified conversation, and
let me just clarify a certain point. And that point is that I did read
the transcript, and it did say “us,” but there is nothing in the
President’s notes that even suggested that the question that he
asked was for the American people.

In testimony by Mr. Goldman, who obviously went through every
aspect of this, I asked a question about whether or not the Presi-
dent said anything from the notes that are given, the briefing that
is given by those representatives of the United States Government,
the staff of the National Security Council, the State Department,
the Defense Department, on corruption.

He didn’t speak anything about corruption that he was briefed
on. And if you go through the call, he continues to mention the
Bidens. And so, this, again, is about Ukraine. The President did
ask Ukraine, the President of Ukraine, a vulnerable leader of a
country that is fledgling and trying to survive.

Now, let me say that I intend to introduce into the record an ar-
ticle that indicated very clearly that people did die. Trump froze
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military aid as Ukrainian soldiers perished in battle, L.A. Times.
I ask unanimous consent to submit that into the record.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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11612020 Trump froze military ald — as Ukrainian soldiers perished in battle - Los Angeles Times
OBUKHIV, Ukraine — When President Trump froze hundreds of millions of dollats in security

assistance to Ukraine in July, Oleksandr Markiv was in 4 trench defending his country’s eastern

front line against Russia-backed separatist militias.

Two months later, Markiv, 38, was dead, killed by shrapnel during a mortar attack on his

battalion’s position in a notoriously dangerous defenise point known as the Svitlodarsk Bulge.

Markiv was one of 25 Ukrainian fatalities on the front line since July 18, the day Trump quietly put
on hold a $391-million military aid package appropriated by Congress for Ukraine last year.-

Democrats aceuse Trump of holding Ukraine’s allotted military aid hostage in exchange for
promises from Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky to investigate the dealings of Trump’s
political rival, Joe Biden:

Although there is no way to link Markiv’s or the dozens of other deaths directly to the lack of aid, .
military officials and other Ukrainians say they felt exposed, vulnerable and, at least temporarily, -
abandoned by their foremost ally: Washington. ) ‘ Co

“17.8. aid to Ukraine has been very complex and fluid, alternating between more ecoriomic aid in

the 1990s to more civil society support after 200
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Although the Trximp administration said in September that it bad lifted the freeze on military aid,
it “has not reached us yet,” Oleksandr Motuzianyk, a spokeéman for the Ukrainian Defense

Ministry, said this week. “It is not just money from the bank. It is arms, equipment and hardware.”

At the time Russian President Vladimir Putin annexed Ukraine’s Crimean peninsula and the war
was breaking out in Donbas, Ukraine’s armed forces and its equipinent had béen stripped down
and sold off under then-President Viktor Yanukovich. The Kremlin-favored leader was ousted in
the Maidan protests in 2014 and fled to Russia.

" Tens of thousands of Ukrainians, like Mafkiv, volunteered to help fight the Russia-backed
separatists in the east. Many of them were sent to the front line wearing sneakers and without flak
jackets and helmets, let alone rifles and ammunition. Ukrainians across the country organized in
an unpreéedented, united eivil movement not seen since World War II to raise money to supply

their ragtag military with everything from soldiers’ boots to bullets.

The West, including the U.S., stépped in to provide billions of dollars in security assistance that
included armored Hummer SUVs, military ambulances and miedical supplies, radar and

communications equipnient, night-vision goggles and drones.

Bolstering Ukraine’s battle agéinst Russia in the Donbas follows decades of what the U.S. saw as

vital support for the country of 45 million’s post-Soviet transition.

Washington has poured money into developing and stabilizing Ukraine as a wa{y to bring it into the’
’ Western fold. This irritated the Kremlin, which sees Ukraine as belonging firmly in Moscow’s

perceived sphere of influence.

Whereas Ukraine had béen for neatly three decades at the center of a tug of war between the West
_and Moscow, Trump's July phone call with Zelensky turned Ukraine into a I?attleﬁel'd for American
domestic politics that comes at a high price for Ukrainians fighting on the front line.
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the co-founder of a new notigovernmérital orgarﬁiation lobﬁyihg for democratic reforms in
Ukraine. )

Ukraine would have managed to defend itself against Russia without U.S. assistance, but Kyiv’s
losses “would have been much heavier,” said Gen. Viktor Muzhenko, who was chief of staff from

+ 2014 until 2019.

The U.S. donations of counter-battery radar systems, which warns troops about incoming mortar
and artillery fire and pinpoints where the firing came from, has saved “hundreds if not thousands

of our soldiers’ lives,” Muzhenko said.

ADVERTISEMENT

. Oleksiy Tikixon’chuk, the commander of Markiv’s battalion, said such a system could have saved his
deputy’s life. V

On Sept. 27, Markiv's unit was hit first by a mortar attack, and then rounds of a large-caliber

machine gun, Tikhonehuk said,

“All the soldiers were hiding in the trenches, holes and dugouts, but Sasha decided to clintb on top
of his dugout to visually spot where the fire was coming from to adjust our return fire,” hie said,
using the diminutive name for Olek;sandr.‘Ma‘rldv was struck when their position took a direct hit -
from a mortar round. He died three hours later during an operation to remove the shrapnel frqm

his head in a military hospital in Svitlodarsk.

Many Ukrainian battalions have the American radar systems, but Markiv's squad did not,
Tikhonchuk said. “That cost him his life.” o

Funeral for Ukrainian solider killed in battle
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In her grief, Markiv's widow doesn’t want to make her husband’s death about geopolitics.

Anastasia Golota has enough to worry about with their son, Svetoslav, 9, who refuses to belisve
that his father is dead.

i Tarms of Seyvie
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“He gets upset when I go to the cémetery, he tells me he doesn’t think he’s there,” Goloté‘, 37, said

" as'she walked backed to the car from her husbénd’s grave. Ukrainé’s national blue and yellow flags
flap in the wind and mark the graves.of 34 soldiers from this former chemical factory town killed
during the conﬂlct

More than 14,000 Ukrainians have died-and about 1.5 million displaced in the conflict. For many
in Ukraine, it’s still hard to aceept that Kyiv is in an armed conflict with its neighbor, Russia, with
whem it shares deep historical, linguistic and cultural ties. Many Ukrainians and Russians also

* have family ties on both sides of the border Golota is half Russian. Her mother moved from Ritssia

. to Ukrame as.a child durmg the Soviet Umon years.
“] don’t understand what Russia wants from our little country,” said Golota’s mother, Marina.

But Markiv understood perfectly well what Russia’s ambitions were for Ukraine, Golota said. He

was a patriot witha deep commitment to Ukraine’s mdependence, Just as his great—-grandfather

had been as a member of the natlonahst paramilitary Ukrainian Insurgent Army that fought the
~Soviet Red Army in the 194os‘

He had worked in the Obukhiv tax ofﬁce in 2010 and watched as Yanukowch helped his busmess -
associates dwvy up local government ofﬁces to run the c1ty hke their personal fiefdoms:

Markiv was very prmmpled and hated the endemlc corruptlon in hls country under Yanukowch

she sald

‘When the Maidan revolution started in 2013, she and Markiv took turns standing on the square
and taking care of their son at home. Her husband helped drag the wourided to the makeshift .
medical hospltals set up on Kyiv's Independence Square at the height of the clashes between

) government riot police and protesters
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“Arastasia Golota, widow of Ofeksandr MArkiv, HoldS 3 PHoto of her husband in their home i OBUKNIV, UKTane, (Sergel L.

Loike/For The Times)

He joined the 72i1d fnechanized brigade and became a lieutenant and served two years, surviving
several att;«xcks while losing many battalion mates. In 2016, he joined the Rapid Response Brigade
of the National Guard, where he became a senior lieutenant of an antiaircraft missile battalion. .
Tn an obituary, friends described Markiv as “a Iieﬁténant only on paper. In life; he was an ordinary,
sociable and reliable fe}lylowl” He wasn't below peeling potatoes in the trenches with those ranked
below him, they said. » ' ’ ‘

But the death of Golota‘s husband is alsé the story of a Ukrainian soldier changed by war.

~ He went to war in 2014 saying he hoped his bullets didn’t kill anyone, Golota said. When he was on

the front, he would lie to his wife about his location and tell her he was at a training base so she

wouldn’t worry, she said.

But after his first touf, Markiv was differént, she said. When he was home on leave, his mind was
on war. He'was constantly checking YouTube for updated videos about what was happeﬁing on the
front, Golota said. ’

“He just could not return to life in péacé,” she said.

When he returned from training at a U.S.-led joint operation center in Wwestern Ukraine in 20162

program run as part of the American security aid package, Markiv. told his wife that the foreign

. assistance helped, but it wouldn’t be enough. D]

“It is up to us Ukrainians to fight this war,” he told his wife.

As Trump’s impeachment inquiry continues in Washington, Ukraindans take little consolation in -

the fact that their country.will continue tobe in t ) )
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instructor in Kyiv, the capital. “But Trump is a businessman. He doesn’t care for democracy or

freedom. He doesn’t care if we survive in the war against Russia or not.”

Perhaps now, Trump wishes he’d never meddled with Ukraine, Yeremko said.
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Ms. JACKSON LEE. But the facts are, President Trump provided
$510 million in aid in 2017, and $359 million in 2018, but he want-
ed to stop in 2019, the year or months before the 2020 election.

In addition, President Trump’s advisers confirmed that President
Trump’s investigations of 2016 election interference and the Bidens
were not U.S. policy. And as well, they have debunked any associa-
tion that there was anything to the impropriety of the former Vice
President and his service as it related to Ukraine.

I think it is also important that the Department of Defense and
State Department have confirmed that Ukraine had met all
anticorruption benchmarks and the aid should be released. That is
the policy of the United States of America. There was no need for
this President to, in essence, try to make up his own policy. And
his own statement of administrative policies—and I ask unanimous
consent to have those in the record—this is from the White House.
Nothing in this said to discuss corruption. Why? Because Ukraine
had already met the standards of independent executive agencies,
that they had met that standard of corruption. Their money should
have been released.

And we well know, as the process of the whistleblower and the
timing, that President Zelensky, desperate for money, people dying
in the field, was asked to do a CNN announcement. And he was
going to be on one of CNN’s well-known shows dealing with inter-
national politics, but it was stopped in its tracks, as testified by
witnesses under oath, because of the whistleblower statement.

Let me be very clear. There is some representation of crime,
crime, crime. First of all, our scholars indicated that these are im-
peachable offenses. The conduct of the President is impeachable,
and there is enough evidence to show. But, as I indicated yester-
day, this, my friends, is a legal document, the Constitution. It is
a legal document. You can breach and violate the law of the Con-
stitution. There are constitutional crimes. And the vastness of the
impeachment process does include the excess of power by the Presi-
dent of the United States.

Now, I knew Barbara Jordan, and my friends wanted to quote
her. She also said: The Framers confided in the Congress the
power, if need be, to remove a President in order to strike a deli-
cate balance between a President swollen with power, and grown
tyrannical, and preservation of the independence of the executive.

You can violate the crimes of the Constitution, abuse of power in-
cludes that. This amendment should be defeated.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady’s time is expired.

For what purpose does Mr. Ratcliffe seek recognition?

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. RATCLIFFE. I thank the chair.

I want to answer my colleague from Georgia, Mr. Johnson’s ques-
tion that he asked before. Is it ever okay to invite a foreign govern-
ment to become involved in an election involving a political oppo-
nent? The answer is yes. It better be. We do it all the time. Have
youdt}éz;t quickly forgotten how the Trump-Russia investigation pro-
ceeded’

The Obama administration asked Great Britain and Italy and
Australia and other countries to assist in its investigation of a per-
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son who was a political opponent from the opposite party. I keep
hearing over and over again, you can’t investigate political oppo-
nents. We have a member of this committee who was, as a member
of this committee and the Intelligence Committee, investigating his
political opponent Donald Trump at the very moment he was run-
ning to replace him as President. My colleague on the Intel Com-
mittee, Mr. Castro, was investigating President Trump at the very
same moment his brother was running to replace President Trump.

President Trump is the only one with the really legitimate rea-
son to be doing it. He is the chief executive, chief executive. We are
in the Judiciary Committee, right? We do understand the Constitu-
tion. We do understand that the President, as the unitary execu-
tive, is the executive branch. And all power in the executive branch
derives from the President. And the President can and should ask
for assistance from foreign governments in ongoing criminal inves-
tigations.

There was an ongoing criminal investigation into what happened
in 2016. The Attorney General Barr, at the time of the July 25 call,
had long before that appointed U.S. Attorney John Durham to in-
vestigate exactly that issue. It wasn’t just appropriate, it was abso-
lutely the President’s constitutional duty.

And Hunter Biden, the President has, as the chief executive, the
ability to ask about matters where there is a prima facie case of
corruption. What do we have with respect to Hunter Biden? Tons
of money for a position where he has no Ukrainian experience,
where he has no experience with Ukraine or with energy. And at
the very same time that the Ukrainians were deciding that Hunter
Biden was the perfect person to get that sweetheart deal, the Chi-
nese were deciding that Hunter Biden was the perfect person to get
a sweetheart deal to manage $1.5 billion in financial assets.

And when the Ukrainian Government wanted to investigate cor-
ruption, like we all keep talking about they need to, well, they
start investigating Burisma and what happens? Joe Biden says,
you better fire that prosecutor investigating corruption into
Burisma, or you are not going to get $1 billion, and 6 hours later,
that is what happened. That is called influence pedaling. That is
a crime. And there is a prima facie case of that, and it is absolutely
appropriate for a President to ask about that.

I yield to my friend, Mr. Jordan.

Mr. JORDAN. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

I just want to respond to the comments from the gentlelady from
Texas. She said the President made up his own policy. Well, that
is how it works in our country. You get your name on a ballot. You
run for office. You go talk to the American people. They evaluate
it all, on Election Day, they decide who they want making the pol-
icy. That is how it works in our country. It is not the unelected peo-
ple telling the elected individual how we do things, because the
unelected people aren’t directly accountable to we the people.

It is what makes our system the best, the greatest. And when
you turn that on its head, that is when you get problems. And we
saw it happen, because we heard Chuck Schumer say on January
3, 2017, when you mess with the Intelligence Community, they
have six ways from Sunday of getting back at you. Now, that is a
scary statement, because that is saying the unelected people can
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get back at the person who put their name on a ballot and got
elected to high office, the highest office in this situation.

So for someone in the United States Congress to say the Presi-
dent made up his own policy, and somehow that is wrong, that
should be a frightening position to take, but I guess that is where
the Democrats are today in their quest to go after this President,
making statements like that, statements by our colleague, and
statements by Senator Schumer.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Ms. Lofgren seek rec-
ognition?

Ms. LOFGREN. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. LOFGREN. You know, there are issues for the election and
then there are issues for this committee. The behavior of Vice
President Biden’s son and, frankly, the behavior of President
Trump’s two sons and daughter may be discussed in the election,
but here we are talking about the abuse of Presidential authority.

The President must take care that the laws be faithfully exe-
cuted. We know from the emails from the State Department to the
Department of Defense that the Ukrainians knew that the aid was
being withheld. That is documentary evidence. We also know that
whatever was going on that people might not like with the Vice
President’s son and the Vice President, that was known in 2015,
2016, 2017, 2018.

It wasn’t until Vice President Biden was beating President
Trump in the polls that this issue was raised to try and force a for-
eign country to invent an investigation to be used politically. That
is not seeing that the laws are faithfully executed. That is an abuse
of Presidential authority.

And I would yield now to the gentleman from Florida, Mr.
Deutch.

Mr. DEUTCH. And I thank my friend from California.

It has been about 3 hours since I made this point. I guess it
needs to be made from time to time. We just can’t simply allow the
mischaracterization and the misstatement of the rules, the history
of the rules, and House Resolutions to advance political arguments
here. We can’t stand for it.

And so, I want to address, again, these statements that there is
some right to have witnesses come in. It is absolutely true that
that is the case, over 50 years, ago when the rule was written,
when Rule VI was written, it said it is normal procedure for wit-
nesses representing both sides of the issue to give testimony at
committee hearings. And that is what happened at the December
4 meeting, and that is what happened at the December 9 meeting.
Let’s be honest about the rules.

And House Resolution 660, I would point out again, provides an
opportunity for the President of the United States to come. He
could have come on December 4. He could have sent any of his wit-
nesses, and he didn’t. But no one should be surprised, because that
has been the President’s approach throughout, is to refuse to allow
anyone, anyone, with the kind of information that my colleagues
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claim they are interested in from coming to testify, from coming to
answer questions directly.

And with that, I yield to my friend from New York, Mr. Jeffries.

Mr. JEFFRIES. I thank the distinguished gentleman from Florida.
There were 12 fact——

Ms. LOFGREN. It is my time. I would be happy to yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. JEFFRIES. I thank the distinguished gentlelady from Cali-
fornia.

There were 12 fact witnesses who testified during the Intel hear-
ing, 12. And we don’t hear a thing about those witnesses from my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle, a thing. Those witnesses
were not political operatives. They were patriots. In fact, they were
Trump appointees: Ambassador Taylor, Trump appointee. Ambas-
sador Sondland, Trump appointee. Dr. Fiona Hill, Trump ap-
pointee. Jennifer Williams, Trump appointee. Lieutenant Colonel
Vindman, Trump appointee. Ambassador Volker, Trump appointee.

They all confirmed that Donald Trump pressured a foreign gov-
ernment to target an American citizen for political gain, and at the
same time, withheld, without justification, $391 million in military
aid, undermining America’s national security.

Let’s just look at Ambassador Volker’s testimony. He testified
about the issue of raising the 2016 elections of Vice President
Biden, all these things that I consider to be conspiracy theories.
What was his response? It was pretty simple. Quote, “I think the
allegations against Vice President Biden are self-serving and not
credible.” That is what this is all about.

I yield back.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Gohmert seek recognition?

Mr. GOHMERT. In support of the amendment.

nglirman NADLER. Does the gentleman desire to strike the last
word?

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. GOHMERT. It is amazing. We are hearing from the same peo-
ple accusing us of covering up, not willing to face the truth. They
are the same arguments that we have been hearing for 3 years
now. First, it was accusing us of not being willing to face the facts
about Russian collusion and the President scheming with Russia,
and that turned out all to be lies. We were right, and those accus-
ing us of not facing the truth were the ones who were not facing
the truth.

We heard about all kinds of other allegations, and we said, Well,
that doesn’t appear to be supported. Well, we weren’t facing the
truth. And there was a lot of media support for those positions. But
we still persisted that we were the ones that were right. And this
week, these things are all being borne out. We were right; they
were wrong.

And now, we are not hearing anybody come in and say, Hey, we
are really sorry when we accused you all of being crazy and not fac-
ing the truth. You were right, there was no Russia collusion. You
were right, there was no extortion.
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And my friends across the aisle keep changing the subject. What
the call made clear is we are interested in finding out about if
there was Ukrainian collusion or interference in our election.

Now, it is amazing how the majority can take two positions that
counter-indicate each other. First of all, they say there was no ef-
fort by Republicans, including President Trump, to stop inter-
ference from foreign countries. We hear that over and over, includ-
ing yesterday and today.

And yet, the only way to step up and do what President Obama
refused to do—if you remember, President Obama belittled Presi-
dent Trump, candidate Trump for saying he was concerned about
outside interference. And, in fact, President Obama made a mock-
ery of anybody that was so stupid that they thought somebody like
Russia or others might interfere and affect our election. He made
fun of them.

He wouldn’t do anything about outside interference, because ap-
parently, he must have thought the outside interference was going
to help Hillary Clinton. As we have heard, there apparently are
some people that certainly are accused in Ukraine of doing all they
could to help Hillary Clinton. In fact, it was unheard of to have a
foreign Ambassador in our country step up and come out with sup-
port for Hillary Clinton.

So what we continue to see is projecting. Somebody on their side
engages in illegal or improper conduct, and that is what they ac-
cuse President Trump or us of doing. And all of this self-righteous-
ness about, you know, for political purposes, I mean, this is from
a transcript from December 1, 1943, when President Roosevelt was
talking to Marshal Stalin. He is talking with Stalin. This is appar-
ently in Tehran they are meeting, but he wanted to talk to him
about internal American politics.

And from the stenographers, they say that President Roosevelt
said there were, in the United States, 6 to 7 million Americans of
Polish extraction. As a political man, he didn’t want to lose their
votes. And he was explaining he couldn’t go public. He didn’t care
when basically the Soviet Union took over Poland. He didn’t care
if they cut down Poland’s borders from the east and from the west.
And he goes on to say, they say jokingly, that when the Soviet ar-
mies invade and occupy these areas of Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia,
he did not intend to go to war with the Soviet Union on this point,
but he continues to emphasize, you know, some of these things he
can’t go public with.

These kind of things have gone on by Democrats for many dec-
ades. And here they come after the one guy. He wants to get to the
bottom of 2016 foreign interference, and what do they accuse him
of? Of getting foreign interference. No, you can’t root out foreign in-
terference until you know what it was.

So you can’t have it both ways. Well, I guess the Democratic
Party can have it both ways, but this has got to stop before it goes
too much further.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Chabot seek recognition?

Mr. CHABOT. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.
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Mr. CHABOT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I said at a previous hearing before this committee that you were
investigating the wrong guy, that it should have been Biden or
Bidens, that Ukraine was the third most corrupt nation on earth,
and that Hunter Biden had just put himself right smack dab in the
middle of that corruption. And that even though Democrats and
many of their friends in the media would have you believe that
Burisma-Biden corruption, that this was all just a vast right wing
conspiracy allegation when, in actuality, it was the Obama admin-
istration that raised this issue first.

Back in 2015, George Kent reported his concerns about Hunter
Biden to the Vice President’s office. And the former Ambassador to
Ukraine, Marie Yovanovitch—sorry about that—said she was
coached by the Obama administration on how to answer pesky
questions related to Hunter Biden and Burisma that might arise
during her Senate confirmation process. And nearly every single
witness who testified at the Intelligence Committee impeachment
inquiry agreed that Hunter Biden’s Burisma deal created, at the
very least, the appearance of a conflict of interest.

Yet, the Democrats on the Intelligence Committee, under Chair-
man Schiff, and now Democrats on this committee, are determined
to sweep all this under the rug, ignore it, not let us call witnesses
on it; instead, rush to impeach this President.

You have got the Vice President, Joe Biden, in charge of over-
seeing our Ukrainian policy, and his son, Hunter Biden, receiving
$50,000 a month, even though he had no identifiable expertise in
energy, or in Ukraine. Yet, the Democrats wouldn’t let us call wit-
nesses or delve into this. And it was interesting that Joe Biden got
in an argument with a man at one of his events in Iowa recently,
called the man a liar and challenged him to a pushup contest, and
spouted off a bunch of other malarkey.

And now the committee, this committee is conducting an im-
peachment investigation against President Trump, based on, as
Professor Turley put it recently, wafer-thin evidence, and they are
ignoring evidence of something that truly doesn’t smell right.
Wafer-thin evidence. And this was a professor who acknowledged
that he had not voted for President Trump. In fact, all four wit-
nesses who testified, none of them had voted for him. But he said
wafer-thin evidence, that is what we are being called to impeach
a President on.

And while we are doing that, there are so many things that are
getting ignored. Now, it looks like one thing, the USMCA trade
deal, which is very important to replace NAFTA, it looks like we
might actually get that across the finish line. I certainly hope so,
because it will be good for the country. It is bipartisan.

But I think if there is anything good to come out of this impeach-
ment, it is probably that that actually will get passed, because the
Democrats want to show we did something, we did something, be-
cause they haven’t done much of anything else. Very little has
passed into law. We had 68,000 Americans who died from opioid
o}\;erdoses last year alone. I think it was 70,000 the year before
that.

And even though the number has gone down a bit, it is not nec-
essarily because we are doing a whole lot better. It is because of
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Narcan, not quite as many people are dying, but there are just as
many people that are involved with this scourge, these opioids and
other drugs.

Our southern border is still a sieve. We have far too many people
coming across our southern border. That is something we ought to
be able to work on in a bipartisan manner in this committee, to do
something about that, and our asylum laws, which need to be re-
formed. We got a $22 trillion debt hanging over our head.

The reason I am mentioning these issues, this committee has ju-
risdiction over all these things. It isn’t doing a thing, because we
have been spending all our time for the last year on impeachment
in one form or another. But I have a bill, a balanced budget amend-
ment, which would actually move in the right direction of doing
something about that. We should have done it years ago.

Those are all in our jurisdiction. Other things like infrastructure,
not in our jurisdiction, but the United States Congress ought to act
on it. Our highways and our bridges are crumbling in this country.
It is actually something we generally agree on. But the Democrats
probably don’t want the President to take any credit for that, so
that is not likely to happen. It is unfortunate, taking up all this
time on impeachment when there are so many other things that we
ought to be working on for the benefit of the American people.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Jordan seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. JORDAN. I yield to the ranking member.

Mr. CoLLINS. I want to just take a quick second. It is amazing,
though, to hear now they have gotten really sensitive about process
on the majority side when we actually pointed out the tragedy and
the travesty of being a rubber stamp on this committee, and the
gentleman from Florida has brought out a couple things. But let
me just remind, as he said just a few minutes ago, the White
House could have sent anything. No. It is just like everything else.
It all goes to the whim and the whimber of the chairman and the
majority. They can’t send anybody they want. It all goes to their
majority opinion.

I yield back to the gentleman.

Mr. JORDAN. I yield to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. GAETZ. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

If Democrats can’t prove that the Bidens are clean, then Presi-
dent Trump can’t be guilty of abusing power if he is asking a rea-
sonable question. They cannot prove that the questions into the
Bidens are unreasonable.

Now, the gentleman from New York said, Well, you just aren’t
listening to the witnesses. I listened very closely to the witnesses.
What I heard was Mr. Kent say that they were so concerned about
Burisma, we had to pull out of a partnership with the Embassy.
So if it is okay for our Embassy to ask the questions, why isn’t
okay for the President?

I listened to Ambassador Yovanovitch when she gave testimony.
She said that she was having to do special preparation to have to
answer these sticky questions about why the Vice President’s son
was off moonlighting for some foreign energy company.

So if it is okay for Yovanovitch to ask those questions, if it is
okay for the Obama administration to ask those questions, why
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isn’t okay for President Trump to ask those questions? Here is one
thing I know: Corrupt people, they don’t just steal once. They kind
of get into this like cycle and culture of corruption. And it is dis-
appointing.

I go back to this New Yorker article. I am reading directly from
it. One of Kathleen’s motions—this is regarding Hunter Biden’s di-
vorce—contains a reference to a large diamond that had come into
Hunter’s possession. When I asked him about, he told me he had
been given the diamond by Chinese energy tycoon, Ye Jianming.
Hunter told me that two associates accompanied him to his first
meeting with Ye in Miami, and they surprised him by giving him
a rare vintage of scotch worth thousands of dollars.

So this guy wasn’t just taking these weird jobs from the Ukrain-
ians. He was taking diamonds and scotch from the Chinese. And
I think it is entirely appropriate for the President of the United
States to figure out why that is the case. The American people
watching today know that this is an impeachment movement that
is losing steam.

I was watching CNN on the way into the hearing this morning,
maybe one of the only folks. But I was watching, and I heard Glo-
ria Borger say the polling on impeachment is bad for Democrats.
I heard Jim Sciutto say that Chairman Nadler had gone on CNN’s
air and said, Well, once we have these public hearings, we will ani-
mate all this public support for impeachment. Well, now you have
had the hearings, you have called the witnesses. And you know
what? You are losing ground. You are losing ground with the
media, you are losing ground with the voters, and you are even los-
ing ground among your own Democrat colleagues.

I believe the public reporting I have seen that some of your more
moderate members in districts that President Trump won are beg-
ging you to pursue something other than impeachment. This blood
lust for impeachment is not going to be visited on us or President
Trump. It 1s going to be visited on your own Members, and they
are asking you not to do this.

The only standard that Speaker Pelosi, Chairman Nadler, and
Chairman Schiff set was a bipartisan standard. They said this has
to be bipartisan. They said it all throughout the 2018 calendar
year. But now, the only thing that has changed is not a strength-
ening of the evidence, it is that we are going into an election. And
they have taken a look at the candidates that they have in the
Democratic field, and they have realized that they have to create
this impeachment platform because their candidates aren’t capable
of defeating President Trump in a fair fight. We know that. The
American people know that.

And so, the only bipartisan vote that has occurred on impeach-
ment was a bipartisan vote against opening the inquiry. And the
only possibility for movement from that vote to now, despite wast-
ing all our time, despite having all these hearings, despite all the
damage to our institutions through this very weird and aberra-
tional investigation you have run, the only risk is that you will lose
more votes than you started with. You lost two of your Members
the first time. You are not going to lose less than two of your Mem-
bers. You only have a risk of losing more than two of your Mem-
bers.
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And you know what, Republicans are united. We see this for
what it is. And we know, just as my colleague from Ohio, Mr. Jor-
dan, said, this is not just an attack on President Trump politically,
though it is the election that motivates them for this bizarre behav-
ior. It is not just an attack on the Presidency. It is an attack on
us. It is an attack on those of us who believe in this President, who
understand very well who we voted for. And he has got some non-
traditional ways of doing business, but we also see the great suc-
cess of this country, more jobs, more opportunity. They have no an-
swer for that in the upcoming election, and it 1s why we are here.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time is expired.

For what purpose does Mr. Biggs seek recognition?

Mr. BigGs. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. BigGs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I mentioned before that looking at the evidence, I am stunned
that my colleagues on the other side of the aisle perpetually read
every inference you can make in the light most negative to the
President, and yet, this whole proceeding and the way this has
been shaped up indicates that there is an incredible inference
against their credibility, because of the way they have stacked the
cards against the President.

So I want to read—you know, I support the gentleman’s amend-
ment, and I want to read this from a Ukrainian source who was
named and cited in a recent publication. It says, quote: “By inviting
influential foreigners, Ukrainian business wants to get additional
protection, PR and lobby mechanisms to grasp additional spheres
of interest. Having Hunter Biden on board, the owner of Burisma
wanted to correct the image and to get cover, because authorities
are scared by the U.S. Embassy in Ukraine. Hunter Biden, using
the political capabilities of his family, acted as a rescue buffer be-
tween Burisma and Ukraine law enforcement agencies. His work
in the company of a corrupt official smells.”

Now, so let’s take a look at the actual document, the transcript
that they keep, our colleagues keep referring to. Page 4: The other
thing President Trump says, there is a lot of talk about Biden’s
son, that Biden stopped the prosecution, and a lot of people want
to find out about that. So whatever you can do with the Attorney
General would be great. Biden went around bragging that he
stopped the prosecution, so if you can look into it, it sounds hor-
rible to me.

That is the essence of what they want to impeach President
Trump for. So it begs the question. It simply begs the question,
really: Do you get immunity? Is it an immunity granting event to
have a relative run for public office? Do you get immunity for that?

Let’s flip it on its end. The question is, does the President have
the authority to request an investigation? Most assuredly. He men-
tions the Attorney General here. It is clear that he would like an
investigation into the corruption surrounding Ukraine. Because
what does President Zelensky go on to say? He goes on to talk
about trying to restore the honesty in his country. That is what he
is talking about. You got the Attorney General. You got the Presi-
dent of both countries acknowledging that there is corruption, and
let’s get it fixed up.
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And it leads you back to this whole question of the Democrats
wanting to impeach President Trump for these amorphous abuse of
power issues, these amorphous abuse of Congress issues, obstruc-
tion of Congress. It is just bizarre. So Hunter Biden is placed on
the board of Burisma in 2014. Joe Biden calls for the removal of
the chief prosecutor, Viktor Shokin, in 2016.

In the meantime, evidence is clear that Burisma’s company paid
about $3.4 million to a company called Rosemont Seneca Bohai, the
company of Hunter and his partner, Archer. That is really intrigu-
ing. The investigation surrounding Burisma stopped. And
Burisma’s reputation in Ukraine is low, and it was dubious, even
before this impeachment inquiry raised it to new attention.

Now, let’s face it. According to Ukrainian sources, Burisma is not
on everybody’s front burner in the Ukraine, but it is here, because
we were providing hundreds of millions of dollars to the Ukraine
in foreign aid. And this President said, we need to stop corruption.
He mentions specifically the corruption that he had heard about.
Is that impeachable? No. Is asking for an investigation to get to the
bottom of it—because you do not get immunity just because your
father is running for public office, just because anyone related to
you is running for public office.

And I will tell you, this President has done a remarkable job in
spite of 3 years of constant harassment by the Democrats of this
body and the media on the left of this country. We have a great
economy. He is trying to bring order to the border. We have more
people working than ever before. This President has restored the
military and actually prestige around the world. There are no more
apology tours on the foreign policy side that we saw in the previous
administration. He has really worked to make America’s esteem
and greatness reprise.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time is expired.

For what purpose does Mr. Cicilline seek recognition?

Mr. CICILLINE. Move to strike the last word, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. You are recognized.

Mr. CiciLLINE. I want to just begin very quickly and respond to
the gentleman from Ohio’s lamenting about the productivity of this
Congress, and remind my friends on the other side of the aisle and
the American people that we have passed nearly 400 pieces of leg-
islation since Democrats took the majority. 275 of those bills are
bipartisan. They range in legislation to drive down the cost of pre-
scription drugs, to protect coverage for preexisting conditions, to
provide equal pay for equal work, to raise the minimum wage for
33 million Americans, the biggest anticorruption bill since Water-
gate, H.R. 1, legislation to restore net neutrality, to respond to the
climate crisis, universal background check, and we recently com-
pleted negotiations on the new trade deal.

So the list is exhaustive. Sadly, 80 percent of those bills are lying
on Mitch McConnell’s desk awaiting action. So I urge my col-
leagues, maybe instead of trying to mischaracterize what is one of
the most productive Congresses in modern history, we ought to as-
sert some energy in persuading Mitch McConnell to do his job and
bring those bills to the floor.

Now let’s get back to the facts of this impeachment hearing. First
and foremost, there has been this effort to really confuse what this
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is about, and what this impeachment is about. It is about the
President of the United States using the power of his office to
smear a political opponent, to drag a foreign power into our elec-
tions, to corrupt the elections and leverage hundreds of millions of
dollars of taxpayer money to accomplish that objective.

So this amendment would like to wish away the motive of the
President to engage in this corrupt scheme, but you can’t wish it
away. You can’t amend it away. The facts are the facts. The allega-
tions that we are talking about here originated in 2015. That is ac-
cording to the minority report as well. And in 2017 and 2018, for-
eign assistance was provided by Ukraine. What happened in 2019?
What changed? The President is losing in a national poll by double
digits to Joe Biden. Those are the facts.

Third, multiple witnesses, Trump administration officials, testi-
fied that Vice President Biden did nothing wrong, including Mr.
Kent, Ambassador Yovanovitch, Mr. Holmes, Ambassador Volker.
Vice President Biden’s firing of the prior prosecutor was done in ac-
cordance with official U.S. policy. It was approved by the Justice
Department. It was the policy of the United States. It was sup-
ported by the European Union and many countries throughout Eu-
rope, and a bipartisan coalition in Congress. This was a corrupt
prosecutor. It was official U.S. policy that the Vice President was
executing.

By contrast, what we have in this case, the basis of this impeach-
ment proceeding is exactly the opposite. What President Trump
was doing was not official U.S. policy, and all the witnesses con-
firmed that. It was not done through the Justice Department, and
it was done against the advice of all of his advisers.

And so, that is what is very different about what we are con-
fronting today. And this was work which was not done by the appa-
ratus of the State Department. This is an effort that was led by
the President’s personal attorney, Rudolph Giuliani. This scheme
was led by this whole apparatus outside the State Department.

So let’s not confuse these two things. Facts matter. The truth
matters. You cannot continue just to make assertions when the
record is completely the opposite.

Mr. SWALWELL. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. CiciLLINE. And I would like to yield to the gentleman from
California, Mr. Swalwell.

Mr. SWALWELL. I thank the gentleman.

If President Trump and my Republican colleagues were so inter-
ested in rooting out corruption in Ukraine, there was so much they
could do that they never did. My Republican colleagues, for many
years, were in the majority. For many years, the Vice President’s
son was on this board. They never investigated this. Their concern
only came about once Vice President Biden became President
Trump’s chief political opponent.

On April 21 of this year, President Trump called President
Zelensky to congratulate him. In his talking points, President
Trump was told to bring up rooting out corruption in Ukraine.
President Trump never did it. But the White House, in their talk-
ing points, lied to the American people and said the President had.

July 25, again, National Security Council members worked really
hard to tell the President, impress upon the Ukrainian President
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he needs to root out corruption in his country. The President never
brings up corruption. If the President wanted to investigate any in-
dividual U.S. citizen, there is a formal process we go through. The
President never asked the Attorney General to do this.

The President was never interested in fighting corruption in
Ukraine. He was only interested in weaponizing corruption in
Ukraine for his own personal benefit, and that is why we must
hold him accountable for an abuse of power.

And I yield back.

Mr. CICILLINE. I have a unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

I recognize the gentleman for a unanimous consent request.

Mr. CiciLLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would ask that this article dated February 12, 2019, just 2
weeks before the call to President Zelensky entitled “Trump asked
top political advisers whether he should worry about running
against Joe Biden” be made a part of the record.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Trump asked top political advisors whether he should worry
about running against Joe Biden

sﬂs cnbe, €om/2019/03/06/trump-asked-advisors-whether-he-should-worry-about-facing-joe-biden-in-2020.html

March 6,
2019

* President Donald Trump has a private meeting with close advisors at the White House
to discuss a wide range of topics, including concerns about possibly facing former Vice
President Joe Biden in 2020. , : '

s Trump asks whether he should be concerned about Biden potentially capturing the
Democratic nomination, according to people with direct knowledge of the matter.
Biden still hasn't said whether he is running.

o Trump had reportedly expressed concern during the 2018 midterm campa;gn about -
potentially facing Biden, although the president has said publicly that he isn't worried.

President Donald Trump speaks during a cabinet meeting in the Cabinet Room of the White
House in Washington, DC-on February 12, 2019.

Mandel Ngan | AFP | Getty Images

President Donald Trump had a private meeting Monday with close advisors at the White -
House to discuss a wide range of topics, including the 2020 presidential election — and
concerns about possibly facing former Vice President joe Biden, CNBC has Iearned.

At the meeting, the president seemed to indicate to some of his confidants that he is
concerned about the prospect of facing Biden, according to one person who attended the
gathering and declined to be named. In particular, Trump asked whether he should be
concerned about Biden potentially capturing the Democratic nomination, according to
people with direct knowledge of the matter,

Trump had reportedi : ern duri 2018
potegttally facing Biden, although the president has said publicly that he isn't Womed

The adwsors told Trump that they re not convinced Biden would appeal to the Democratic
Party's left wing or make it through a primary. They also told the president they believe
Biden's opponents will say he's out of touch with the base.of his own party. Biden, who
leads in several primary polls of Demaocratic voters, has said that he's in the “final stages" of
decadmg whether he will run for prestdent

When asked why the president spoke about Biden, one of the people with knowledge of the
gathering told CNBC that the former vice president "is the least crazy out of all" the
potential Democratic 2020 candidates. This person pointed to Biden's more.moderate

~
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viewpoints compared with those of other Democrats running or considering entering the
race. - ' ' '

Another person familiar with the exchange brushed it off saying "no conclusions were
reached,” and that Trump is "gonna win in 2020 regardless."

VIDEO5:3005:30°

Former US Rep. Barney Frank weighs in on the 2020 Demo‘c‘vratic field

Squawk Box
Trump has ripped Bxden for cons:dermg a 2020 run. In a recent Fox News mtervxew, the
president-said he's not concerned about the Democratic field.

“I'm not womed So far | love the competition, | love what | see,” Trump said in January.
When asked at the time whom he would liké to run against, Trump didn't commit to a
particular candidate but went on to call Blden "weak" and clatmed President Barack Obama
"took him off the trash heap" when he chose him to be his vice pres&dent in 2008,

A White House spokeswoman referred CNBC to the Trump campatgn Kayleigh McEnany,
the Trump campaign's press secretary, did not return repeated requests for comment.
Biden's spokesman declined to comment. -

The first contests of the primary are under a year away, while the first Democratic debates
are slated for later this year. Early. polls show Biden is the favorite among Democratic
pnmary voters and may have an advantage over the pre5|dent in' a one-on-one election.

Ina2018 POLIT!CO/Mgmmg Consu!t poll, Biden !ed in a head-to- head matchup with Trump.

Forty-four percent of voters said they would pick the former Delaware lawmaker, while
Trump received support from 37 percent The survey was of 1,993 regtstered voters.from -
july 26 toJuly 30.

Biden is leading in most of the national polis of the potentxal Democrat ic field, mcludmg a
Morning.-Consult survey that shows him with 31 percent of early pnmary voters saying they
would back him if he runs, Behind him are Sens. Bernie Sanders of Vermont, Kamala Harris
of California and Elizabeth Warfen of Massachusetts The poll has a margin of error of plus
or minus 1 percent

The Buden dxlemma

Political strategists from both sides of the aisle have mixed views about whether the .
president and his team should be womed about Biden entering the 2020 race.

2i4
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Democratic political strategist Mary-Anne Marsh questioned whether the third time will be
the charm for the former vice president after he faned to make it through the primary the
two other times he ran for the White House.

"l think the biggest question is: Will joe Biden be the better candidate when he runs this
time compared to the two other times? He never made it to the general. So{ think that's a

‘big question," said Marsh, who worked on campaigns for Sens. John Kerry and Ted Kennedy.

"Biden doesn't appeal to activists who dominated in 2016 and pai’ticularly the 2018 cycle.

They are progressive, more women and people of color, and Btden s space are likely older, .

male and white."

Biden, who represented Delaware inthe U.S. Senate for-more than three decades, ran for
pres;dent in 1988 and 2008,

A key Biden strength that could help him in- the 2020 race is his sk!ll on the stump.

Democratic operatives involved with the 2018 midterms were grateful for Biden's assistance

on the campaign trail as the party took back the majority in the House of Representatives,
VIDEO1:2501:25
Biden gives strongest signal yet he's planning to run for president

The Bottom Line . :

"Biden would be a huge problem for Presxdent Trump in a general election. Look atthe
m!dterms. He_campasgned across the country and was a huge hit," said Tyler Law, former
national press secretary for the Democratic Congressional Campaign. Biden, for instance,
went to Pennsylvania during a-special election and helped Democrat Conor Lamb pull off a
victory in a Republican-held district. ‘ ‘ ‘

Other strategists see former New York Clty Mayor Mike Bloomberg s dects:on not-to run as
an opportunity for Biden.

"With the announcement [Tuesday] from Bloomberg that he is not running, | think there is
even more of an opening for Biden in the Democratic primary,” said Christian Ferry, who
worked as a deputy.campaign manager for Republican Sen. John McCain's 2008 run for
president. "Biden can appeal to working-class Democrats who felt no-connection to Hillary
Clinton and indépendenits who would be scared of a more progressive nominee.”

According to the most recent Gallup poll. Trump has an approval of 90 percent with

Republican voters but he continues to struggle with independent voters, Only 35 percent of
independents back him. In 2016, he won mdependent voters with a narrow margm over
Clinton.

T34



229

Overall, Gallup shows 43 percent of participants approve of the president’s performance

during his first term, while 54 percent disapprove. A Quinnipiac poll in December,
meanwhile, showed that 53 percent of voters held a favorable view of Biden, while 33

percent saw him unfavorably.

414
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Chairman NADLER. There are a number of votes on the floor. The
committee will stand in recess until after the votes. Please recon-
vene immediately after the votes.

The committee stands in recess.

[Recess.]

Chairman NADLER. The committee will come to order.

When we recessed, we were considering the amendment offered
by Mr. Gaetz. We will continue that consideration now. For what
purpose does Mr. Buck seek recognition?

Mr. Buck. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. Buck. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I have heard continually from the other side this
argument about obstruction of justice, obstruction of Congress,
rather, I apologize, and I am baffled. And the more I think about
it, the more I am baffled. In Colorado, we have a different term for
that. We call it a campaign promise. You see, when Congress has
a 14-percent approval rating, it is somewhere between being as
popular as shingles and an all-expense-paid trip to North Korea.

We have a national deficit, a national debt, of over $22 trillion.
We have a deficit of over $1 trillion this year. We were sent here
to obstruct this Congress. We were sent here to make sure that
this power of the purse is actually exercised around this place. We
were sent here to make sure that we didn’t nationalize and ruin
healthcare. We were sent here to secure the border and to do our
very best to prohibit sanctuary cities in this country. We were sent
here to stop this body from ignoring States’ rights.

Yesterday, we passed the NDAA bill. Somehow, someone slipped
in a provision that every Federal employee, every Federal, not just
Defense Department employees, but every Federal employee will be
given 3 months of paid family leave. Every Federal employee. All
those Americans sitting out there don’t get that. It’s exactly why
Wecire here, to make sure that we hold Congress to a higher stand-
ard.

And if you issue an Article of Impeachment for obstructing Con-
gress, youre going to make this President more popular, not less
popular. Congress is an embarrassment, and this President is hold-
ing his campaign promises, moving the Embassy to Jerusalem, cut-
ting taxes, cutting regulations, sustaining an amazing economy
with low unemployment, job creation, bringing manufacturing jobs
back, negotiating trade deals.

I think that we should be talking about how we support this
President and how we support this agenda and not how we under-
mine the positive direction that we are going in this country.

And, with that, I yield back.

Mr. DEUTCH. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. Buck. No.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. For what purpose
does Mrs. Lesko seek recognition?

Mrs. LESKO. Thank you, Mr. Chair, to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Mrs. LEsko. Thank you, Mr. Chair. The Democrats’ Articles of
Impeachment claim that the President had corrupt purposes in
pursuit of personal political benefit used to influence the 2020
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United States Presidential election. Well, they have absolutely no
proof of that.

Let’s read the actual transcript of the phone call in question, and
I want to remind you for the people that read it, there is only one
section in this entire transcript, and it is not until page 4 out of
5 that President Trump brings up Biden, which was well into the
July 25th call.

President Trump said to the Ukrainian President, and I quote:
The other thing. There’s a lot of talk about Biden’s son, that Biden
stopped the prosecution, and a lot of people want to find out about
that, so whatever you can do with the Attorney General would be
great. Biden went around bragging that he stopped the prosecu-
tion, so if you can look into it, it sounds horrible to me.

To anyone who hasn’t seen the video of Joe Biden bragging that
he got a prosecutor fired, I recommend you watch it. It is very tell-
ing. Biden brags about how he got the Ukrainian prosecutor fired
who had been investigating Burisma. Burisma, to remind you, is
the corrupt Ukrainian company that hired Hunter Biden, Joe
Biden’s son, to serve on their board at the very same time that Vice
President Biden was the point man to Ukraine. Joe Biden said he
told Ukraine he wouldn’t give them $1 billion if they didn’t fire the
prosecutor. He said, and I quote, if the prosecutor is not fired,
you're not getting the money.

Put yourself in President Trump’s shoes. He has seen or heard
about the video of Joe Biden bragging about how he got the pros-
ecutor fired, the same prosecutor that had been investigating the
same corrupt company where Biden’s son got a cushy spot on the
board, getting paid at least $50,000 a month at the same time that
Joe Biden, while serving as Vice President, was the point man to
Ukraine.

My Democratic colleagues seem convinced that the President was
targeting Biden to influence the 2020 election. That is their main
premise of these Articles of Impeachment. But it is just as likely,
and I would say more likely, that President Trump wanted to get
to the bottom of possible corruption with the Bidens, Burisma, and
Ukraine.

And, with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

I now recognize myself for 5 minutes to strike the last word.

And I just want to say the central issue of this impeachment is
the corruption of our institutions that safeguard democracy by this
President. There are two basic protections we have for our democ-
racy: free and fair elections. And the President in Article I is
charged with trying to subvert the free and fair elections by extort-
ing a foreign power into interfering in that election to give him
help in his campaign. We cannot tolerate a President subverting
the fairness and integrity of our elections.

The second major safeguard of our liberties designed by the
Framers of the Constitution is the separation of powers. The power
is not united in one dictator but is spread out through the execu-
tive represented by the President, the Congress, and the judiciary.
The second Article of Impeachment charges that the President
sought and seeks to destroy the power of Congress.
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Congress may be unpopular, and maybe we should be reelected
or maybe we shouldn’t be reelected. That is a question for the vot-
ers. But the institutional power of Congress to safeguard our lib-
erties by providing a check and a balance on the executive is abso-
lutely crucial to the constitutional scheme to protect our liberties.
Central to that is the ability to investigate the actions of the execu-
tive branch, to see what is going on, and to hold the executive, the
President, or people working for him accountable. The second Arti-
cle of Impeachment says that the President sought to destroy that
by categorically withholding all information from an impeachment
inquiry.

Now, that is different from contesting some subpoenas on the
basis of privilege. Some may be contestable; some may not be. But
a categorical withholding of information—“We will prohibit any-
body in the executive branch from complying with any congres-
sional subpoena, no matter how justified; we will make sure that
nobody in the executive branch gives any document to Congress
with respect to this inquiry”—is a subversion of the congressional
power to keep the executive in check. So whether you think Con-
gress is behaving well or badly, whether it is popular or unpopular,
if you want a dictator, then you subvert the ability of Congress to
hold the executive in check. What is central here is, whether we
want a dictator? No matter how popular he may be, no matter how
good or bad the results of his policies may be, no President is sup-
posed to be a dictator in the United States.

When I hear colleagues of mine arguing that Congress is unpopu-
lar, and, therefore, obstruction of Congress is a good thing, this
shows terrible ignorance or lack of care for our institutions, for our
democracy, for our form of government, for our liberties. I, for one,
will protect our liberty, do everything I can to protect our liberties,
our democracy, our free and fair elections, and the separation of
powers that says Congress and the President and the judiciary
check each other. Nobody can be a dictator. I yield back.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. I now recognize Mr. Johnson. For what pur-
pose does Mr. Johnson seek recognition?

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I will speak to the
Gaetz amendment, which is why we are here right now, but I
wanted to address what you just said. I think it is a really beau-
tiful argument. I think you should make it in court because that
is what you are supposed to do under our system. If you want to
make that argument, you are supposed to go to a Federal court, the
third branch of government, to resolve a dispute between the exec-
utive and the legislature. That is what has always happened be-
fore, but you guys won’t do it. You could go make that argument,
but you are not going to do it. You know why? Because you guaran-
teed your base you would get an impeachment by December, by
Christmas. This is ridiculous. It is a travesty of justice and all due
process, and that is why we are so concerned.

Now, I do love the Gaetz amendment, and to reset the table be-
cause we just had a break, it is a really good one. I think the peo-
ple back home aren’t able to follow because they don’t have all the
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handouts, but this is all he wants to do. So, on page 3 at lines 10
through 11, it currently reads that President Trump suggested an
investigation of, quote, a political opponent, former Vice President
Joseph R. Biden, Jr., unquote. So Mr. Gaetz’ amendment is real
simple. It is just three lines. He wants to replace that with, quote,
a well-known corrupt company, Burisma, and its corrupt hiring of
Hunter Biden, unquote.

Now, that is such a logical amendment because it comports with
the facts and everything we have been saying here that a lot of
people back home are probably scratching their heads right now
and saying: Well, I wonder why the Democrats would oppose that.

Well, here is why. A constituent sent me a note during our break
for the vote series, and he said this, quote: Let me get this straight.
President Trump’s phone call amounts to an abuse of power, but
Vice President Biden’s actions do not?

Let’s review what we know. I pulled those facts. Let me go
through them here real quick. First, in Biden’s case, he personally
withheld U.S. aid until the prosecutor he wanted fired was actually
fired. Biden received a personal benefit for his official act, namely,
the ability of his son to continue to collect money from a corrupt
Ukrainian company. Hunter and Joe Biden had a direct financial
stake in avoiding an investigation of Burisma that might lead to
the company’s demise, then his gravy train would stop. Of course,
this is just obvious. Everybody can see it.

There was an article in The New York Times that was published
in May, May 1, 2019, stating the following about the Ukrainian’s
prosecutor ouster, quote: Among those who had a stake in the out-
come was Hunter Biden, Mr. Biden’s younger son, who at the time
was on the board of an energy company owned by a Ukrainian oli-
garch who had been in the sights of the fired prosecutor general,
unquote. And of course, Joe Biden had a personal interest in avoid-
ing a political scandal involving his son.

Clearly, a requested informational investigation into Biden’s
dealings was justified as an informational investigation into an
abuse of power by the previous administration. But, of course, if
President Trump’s requested informational investigation was justi-
fied, then no impeachment charge against him is justified. It can’t
be an abuse of power by President Trump to inquire about an
abuse of power that is so painfully obvious by Vice President
Biden. In other words, any theory of impeachment on these facts
has to collapse on itself, and it ends up exonerating President Don-
ald J. Trump. That is the reason they won’t accept the amendment,
but it is why every single one of us who is looking at these facts
objectively really has an obligation to do it.

Now, I have a minute and a half left. Let me correct something
else that was in the record. We have a lot of facts to correct, and
we may be here a while doing that. My good friend and trusted
friend, Ms. Lofgren, said before the break at some point that the
Ukrainians knew about the hold on the aid. But the fact is that
senior Ukrainian Government officials did not know about the
delay in funding until August 28th. Ukrainian Embassy officials
who contacted the State Department and DOD officials were re-
portedly acting rogue with the then Ukraine Ambassador to the
U.S. and working to withhold information from Kyiv to undermine
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the new Zelensky administration, the swamp drainer, the guy who
was going to clean up the corruption that President Trump af-
firmed later. Andriy Yermak has publicly confirmed that the Presi-
dent’s close advisors, President Zelensky’s close advisors, had no
knowledge of the hold until it was made public by the Politico arti-
cle on August 28th.

Look. That is a fact. Like everything else they are trying to ob-
scure here, you can’t take your eye off the ball. I know this is hard
to follow back home from conscientious constituents of ours and
citizens who trying to do their duty, tying to be informed and en-
gaged as an electorate. It is hard to follow. But what you have to
know is that both the process and the substance of these argu-
ments is completely empty. It is vapid. That is why we are wasting
our time here. I am out of time, and I will yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Stanton seek recognition.

Mr. STANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. STANTON. There has been some discussion today as to what
is the reason why we are here. It has been suggested by some that
we are here because we disagree with the President and his poli-
cies. A few moments ago, we heard a list of some policies where
there actually might be some disagreement with the President of
the United States.

You know, we do have some policy disagreements with the Presi-
dent of the United States. We do disagree strongly about sepa-
rating children from their parents at the southern border. We do
disagree strongly with this President in his attempt to eliminate
preexisting condition protections under the Affordable Care Act.
We disagree strongly with this President about his decision to re-
move us from the international climate change accord.

But none of those are the reasons we are here today, voting
today on Articles of Impeachment. We are only here today voting
on these two Articles of Impeachment because this President has
chosen to put his personal interest ahead of the national interest.
We are only here today because this President chose to attempt to
withhold public resources in order to gain an unfair advantage in
an election.

That is the reason why we are here. That is the only reason why
we are here. We are here voting on these two articles, but we are
also here for the very important principle. Is any person above the
law? That is what each member has to think about as they make
this important decision, not trying to divert attention from the core
facts or try to make this important vote today about something
other than it is. That is what we need to focus on, and I hope we
will for the rest of this hearing. And at this point, I will yield to
the gentlelady from Texas, Congresswoman Escobar.

Ms. EscoBAR. Thank you, Mr. Stanton.

There is much reference, there has been much reference made to
the transcript, and I use air quotes because it is not an official
transcript. I want to remind everyone that this was a document
provided to us by the White House with ellipses in the documents,
and we don’t know exactly what was stated because it is not an of-
ficial document.
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Much has been made also about this idea of the use of “do us
a favor,” as though the United States of America and foreign policy
experts and State Department experts were clamoring to get infor-
mation on Burisma or information on Hunter Biden or Joe Biden.

We heard from Mr. Goldman last week, and I asked him specifi-
cally if his committees had investigated that claim, that there was
some legitimate concern by the government about corruption re-
garding Burisma, and he said they thoroughly investigated it and
found absolutely no evidence.

Mr. Trump is welcome to be here. He was welcome to be here.
He was welcome to participate. His lawyers, so that he—if he has
any information that would exonerate him about this, he could
present it at any time. He has not.

Now, let’s compare that to the fact that he has prohibited wit-
nesses from coming before our committee and other committees. He
has prevented documents from seeing the light of day. He has in-
timidated witnesses, so let’s remember that he is doing absolutely
everything possible to hide his wrongdoing. If he could prove other-
wise, he would.

Now, compare that with the information that was created
through the investigations: over 300 pages in a report, over 17—
or 17 witnesses, over 200 text messages. That is just what was able
to make light of day. That is just what we were able to discover
because of patriots willing to come forward.

So, again, I would say if there is any evidence that the American
Government or foreign policy advisors or experts or the diplomats
that dealt Ukraine believed that this was about us, then the Presi-
dent can show the evidence. Thank you, Mr. Stanton. I yield back.

Mr. STANTON. Thank you very much.

And, Mr. Chair, I yield back to you.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. For what purpose
does Mr. Deutch seek recognition?

Mr. DEUTCH. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. DEuTCH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, the col-
league from Louisiana is exactly right. It gets confusing. It does.
There is a lot that we have been talking about, which is why it is
so important to always return to facts, and I just wanted to set a
couple of facts straight.

We heard that we were somehow sent here, Members of Con-
gress are somehow sent here to defend the President or to defend
the President’s policies or to defend an overturning of the status
quo. I didn’t really understand the suggestion because the fact is,
and I think everyone on the dais, everyone on our committee, ev-
eryone in America knows and needs to be reminded we are sent
here to defend the Constitution, and the Constitution provides
three coequal branches of government.

And when the President of the United States chooses to refuse
to engage with the coequal branch of government that is this body,
when the President, through his lawyer, makes clear that he will
not respect the Constitution, will silence anyone who might have
information to provide to Congress, will instruct them to not turn
over a single document, that is the obstruction of Congress we are
talking about.
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And the suggestion that it is somehow standard operating proce-
dure in the United States of America for a President to defy Con-
gress completely and then for our friends on the other side to throw
up their hands and say: Every President does it. The way that we
resolve these issues is to go to court. We have three coequal
branches of government. If one branch says they’re going to com-
pletely obstruct the business of the second, then we just go to
court. That is the way it works in our country.

Again, it is important to remind people of the facts in the Con-
stitution. That is not how it works. It doesn’t work that way. It has
never worked that way. Never in the entire history of our country
have we had a President of the United States simply defy a coequal
branch altogether. There is no example. My friends on the other
side of the aisle cannot point to a single example where a President
has said: I will not cooperate with you in any part of your work,
period. This is not a legitimate effort. You are not a coequal branch
of government, and then simply says: But you can go to court be-
cause that is how things always work.

Again, it is just important to remember the facts are clear: No
President has ever, ever, ever obstructed Congress in the manner
that we have seen from President Trump.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEUTCH. In a moment.

And so, as we go forward—and I don’t know how much longer we
will be here—it is always important to make sure that the facts are
clear and that we don’t muddy the waters by suggesting that some-
thing that is so unprecedented, that we have never seen before in
the history of our country is somehow just part and parcel of the
way that things work around here. They don’t. We know it. My
friends on the other side of the aisle know it. The American people
know it, but Mr. Johnson is right. Sometimes it is important to re-
mind them of it. I yield

Mr. RASKIN. Will the gentleman yield? Thank you, Mr. Deutch.
I just want to add a little constitutional postscript to underscore
the point that Mr. Deutch is making here. Article I of the Constitu-
tion gives the House of Representatives the sole power of impeach-
ment. It gives the Senate the sole power of trial.

In a Supreme Court decision called United States v. Nixon, the
Supreme Court emphasized that the rules and the procedures de-
veloped, including the evidentiary rules, are completely within the
power of the House and the Senate and cannot be second guessed
by the courts.

And in terms of general congressional oversight, the gentleman
is perfectly correct. The Supreme Court has emphasized that the
fact-finding investigative power of Congress is essential to, integral
to, and built into our legislative power. James Madison said that
those who mean to be their own governors must arm themselves
with the power that knowledge gives. And where does Congress get
the knowledge to legislate for the people? We get it through sub-
poenas, through the discovery process, and so on. No administra-
tion in history has ever attempted to do what this administration
has done, which is to pull the curtain down over the executive
branch and to deny us all of the investigative requests that we
have. I yield back.
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. For what purpose
does the gentleman seek recognition?

Mr. CoLLINS. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you. Look. We are going to be here a long
time tonight, and don’t let anybody worry. There is plenty of malls
we can go to. So, if anybody thinks that might be in our midst,
don’t worry about it. Keeping asking because if we have to fact
check you all night, we will because this is all that has been hap-
pening right now.

Let’s go back to the transcript. The transcript. Every witness tes-
tified that the transcript was fine, and the transcript was accurate.
The transcript reflected the call. Everyone testified to that. They
was able to make it additions. They were able to make—a process.

Talk about ellipses. You want to talk about ellipses? Look at, you
know, they should have put the ellipses in the Articles of Impeach-
ment. The wide gaps here of fact and logic are amazing in this.

So, I mean, this is—let’s go back to the facts. Let’s get back to
what we are saying. I do appreciate the fact that my friend from
Florida, Mr. Deutch, said that we are muddying the waters. The
way that we have tried to get these facts out today and what I
have heard from my majority colleagues over the last 6 hours, if
this is muddying the waters, y’all are an EPA hazardous waste site
at this point. This is muddying the waters because you don’t have
the facts to get to where you need to get to, and you just want to
continue to say, well, it was, it was, it was. We just don’t like him.

Even the chairman. This is about an issue of when we go back
that we are trying to get a dictator. I love how we throw these
words in. “We are trying to stop a dictator. We are trying to stop
a dictator.” That is not what you are trying to do. You are using
inflammatory language because you want to make a better point
because, right now, your facts are failing. And you put two Articles
of Impeachment that you really don’t want to defend because either
you defend them passionately, and you look sort of silly doing it,
or you don’t defend it, and you look even worse for bringing them.

So, again, we can fact check this all night. We are here to do
this. It 1s just amazing, though, that after 3 and a half hours ear-
lier, laying out everything that happened, looking at what went for-
ward, these actually going forward are not what is happening here.

So, again, let’s get at one thing clearly for those who may have
tuned back in after lunch, maybe after nap. The transcripts were
accurate. You know how I know that? Because everybody testified
that they were. Even Fiona Hill said the ellipses didn’t mean—that
was not even an issue for them. The transcript was accurate, so
let’s quit perpetrating that discussion point out there. That talking
point, let’s mark off our list. Let’s discuss the fact of us is accuracy.
It is actually called reading. You read the transcript as it is put
in. It says “us,” not “me.” These are the kind of things that are
simple as we go forward. With that, I yield to Mr. Jordan.

Mr. JORDAN. I thank the ranking member for yielding. I just
want to go back to something that the gentlelady from Texas men-
tioned a few minutes ago. She questioned whether the transcript
was complete. Remember what Colonel Vindman testified to. He
said it was complete and accurate. Lieutenant Colonel Vindman
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said that in his deposition, in his—in the testimony in the hearing,
complete and accurate transcript. So to say—to suggest that it is
not is just not consistent with the testimony we received from your
witnesses. Remember, Lieutenant Colonel Vindman is the same
guy who wouldn’t tell us all the folks he talked to about the call.
Wouldn’t tell us. He said he shared the call with five people but
would only tell us four of those individuals, but that is the guy who
told us that the transcript was complete and accurate. I yield back
to the ranking member.

Mr. CoLLINS. I yield to the gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. John-
son.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Thank you very much. I just want to
respond to my colleague over here, Mr. Raskin. He was a constitu-
tional law professor. I was a constitutional law litigator for 20
years. We could debate this all day long, but you just misstated
U.S. v. Nixon, okay. And I don’t want to get too deep in the weeds
for the folks back home, but this is really important.

In that case, in 1974, the Supreme Court recognized the exist-
ence of executive privilege, which is a protection that requires a
balance of interest between the legislative and executive branches
by the judicial branch. But here is the important thing: They said
in that case there is not an absolute, unqualified Presidential privi-
lege of immunity from judicial process under all circumstances.
That is a quote from the court. But the corollary, the other side of
that is true as well. Congress doesn’t have an absolute, unqualified
authority to demand evidence from the President, either. That is
:cihe whole reason that you have to go to the third branch of the ju-

iciary.

This is a legitimate claim of privilege. It is a legitimate issue
that the courts could decide. It is a case of first impression, as my
colleague knows, because this specific set of facts has not been ad-
dressed yet, and it should be resolved by the courts.

Professor Turley addressed this in his testimony to this com-
mittee, and he said, quote, he wrote in his submission: The answer
is obvious. A President cannot substitute his judgment for Congress
on what they are entitled to see, and likewise, Congress cannot
substitute its judgement as to what the President can withhold.
The balance of those interests is performed by the third branch
that is constitutionally invested with the authority to review and
resolve such disputes.

Mr. RASKIN. Would my friend yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Wait a minute.

That’s the answer. So, if we are going to cite Supreme Court
cases, let’s put it in the appropriate context, and let’s acknowl-
edge

Mr. RASKIN. My friend——

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana [continuing]. That this is an issue. I
yield 20 seconds.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you. We are citing different cases. I am talk-
ing about the 1993 Judge Walter Nixon case which was——

Mr. CoLLINS. I will remind the gentlemen from the constitutional
scholars on both sides of this argument, it is my time, not y’all’s.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. I am sorry. I yield back. Fair enough.

Mr. CoLLINS. No, Mr. Raskin. We are done with this.
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I yield back my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. For what purpose
does Ms. Dean seek recognition?

Ms. DEAN. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. DEAN. You know, let’s go back. As has been stated today, the
Constitution devotes only a few sentences to impeachment, so I am
going to read one. It is Article I, Section 2, the very last sentence.
The House of Representatives shall choose their Speaker and other
officers and shall have the sole power of impeachment. As Professor
Raskin just told us, properly, the Constitution uses the word “sole”
only twice. Sole, not shared. Not shared with the judiciary. Not
shared with the executive. This means that we have the sole oppor-
tunity and obligation, frankly, to determine what evidence is nec-
essary for impeachment. Sole, not shared with the executive.

Think back. Judiciary Chairman Peter Rodino warned President
Nixon about his failure to comply with subpoenas issued in the Wa-
tergate impeachment inquiry. Under the Constitution, it is not
within the power of the President to conduct an inquiry into his
own impeachment to determine which evidence and what version
or portion of that evidence is relevant and necessary to such an in-
quiry. These are matters which, under the Constitution, Rodino
wrote, the House has the sole power to determine. Sole, not shared
with the executive. Sole, not shared with the courts.

It’s a civics lesson. Don’t let the other side who have such tal-
ented constitutional attorneys over there distract you. This is not
an ordinary dispute, folks. This is a very rare, thankfully, very rare
dispute. It is not an ordinary dispute where you go to the court.
We don’t need permission to go—to use our constitutional rules. If
President Trump is allowed to refuse to comply with requests for
information, it would gut the House impeachment power and un-
dermine our bedrock principle of separation of powers.

Last night, as we left here, I wanted to just tell you this. I went
outside, and there was a team of about 12 high school students
from Ohio with their teacher, and they said, would you mind stop-
ping for a minute? Could we just talk to you for a minute? It was
so interesting to watch and to listen and to hear what was going
on at this important, historic time. We loved learning about our
Constitution and how much you prize this Constitution. Thank you
for protecting it for us.

And you know what they said to me? We didn’t understand this
before, but I do now: It is your job. It is the House’s job to deter-
mine what evidence comes in.

We do not need permission from the President. We do not need
permission from the courts. In fact, we have an obligation to do our
job under this simple smart document.

Today, December the 12th, marks the anniversary of Pennsyl-
vania coming into the Union. I think about those Framers in my
city of Philadelphia, so wisely thinking through these words. Today
marks 232 years since those wise men fought thought through how
would we conceive of our government and how would we maintain
self-government.

Do not be confused by the lawyers on the other side who would
teach the wrong civics lesson and distract you with the notion we
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need to go to court. We need permission of a President. We need
permission of a court. We do not.

With that, I yield.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Will the gentlelady yield?

Ms. DEAN. I would like to yield to the gentlelady from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the gentlelady and for her very force-
ful response. And might I just say to the obstruction of Congress,
neither Mr. Nixon nor Mr. Clinton obstructed Congress in the man-
ner that this President is doing.

The underlying amendment had to do with corruption, and I
raised the point of the document that speaks about the July 25th
call. Let me just quickly say that the language is “I would like you
to do us a favor, though.” And as the White House has distorted
the interpretation, the “us” does not have any reference to the De-
partment of Justice, the Department of Defense, the Department of
State. And clearly, in this same document, he mentions the Vice
President. He mentions CrowdStrike. All of those have been de-
bunked. It is clear that the Vice President was operating as the
Vice President of the United States at the time, and he was oper-
ating, he was operating on an official policy to deal with Ukraine.
This is about the President seeking to have Ukraine investigate
this political opponent for personal and private reasons. No one
misinterpreted what was said. And Lieutenant Colonel Vindman
immediately went to the legal counsel in the White House that im-
mediately went dark and never responded because he was so of-
fended by this campaign effort.

With that, I yield back, and I thank the gentlelady for yielding.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady leads back.

For what purpose does Mr. Reschenthaler seek recognition?

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Permission, Mr. Chairman, to strike the
last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield to my
colleague and good friend from Texas.

Mr. GOHMERT. I thank my dear friend from Pennsylvania. You
don’t have to be a constitutional scholar if you just had Coach
Barker for civics in high school as I did. This is unique, so we don’t
need to hear from the courts. This, we are told, is uncharted terri-
tory because no President has just completely refused.

Let me just touch on a little bit here on both of those issues. This
is uncharted territory. Never in the history of this country have we
had an impeachment proceeding begun by lies that got a warrant
from a secret court that turned out and had been documented to
be lies and then kept getting warrants, three after that, based on
lies. And not one person on the other side of the aisle is the least
bit embarrassed that they went to a secret court and got warrants
based on lies, first, to investigate or spy on a campaign or surveil,
electronically surveil, as Horowitz said, but this is uncharted terri-
tory. Nobody wants to apologize on the other side. Okay. I get that.
It might be politically embarrassing. But to say we don’t need to
go to court? I mean, the Obama administration was just incredible
at getting subpoenas, doing document dumps of stuff that didn’t—
we really weren’t looking for, asking for, especially from Judiciary,
but the other stuff that we demanded, we couldn’t get it.
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And we tried to get Boehner to go to court. Let’s get a court order
requiring it so that we can hold them in contempt. That’s the only
way we’ll ever get this done, and he wouldn’t do it. And so those
of us that understand the Constitution and understand they’re not
just two articles, we understood we needed to get that court order
to back us up so it wasn’t us abusing the offices of Congress. We
had, as Turley and Dershowitz and others pointed out, you head
to court. You go.

And another thing that is uncharted territory, we started this
impeachment proceeding about the Russia hoax and the Russia col-
lusion and demanding all these documents about the Russia collu-
sion, and it kept changing. And then it went to bribery and extor-
tion and emoluments and all these other things. Never in history
has a President been accused of crimes with a target constantly
changing.

Now, when you subpoena documents, there has to be a reason-
able basis for requesting information or subpoenaing witnesses.
You have got to have a reasonable basis. And when you keep
changing the allegations against the party from whom you are de-
manding information, then they have the reasonable expectation to
advise them of what the new charge is today, what the new evi-
dence is today. But they couldn’t give any of those, and I would
have been very surprised if you had—now, you will find some
Obama appointees that might have upheld subpoenas, but not the
Supreme Court because this is so unreasonable.

And to the earlier allegation that, gee, even though nobody in the
Ukrainian Government has said they were a victim, well, it is be-
cause the President had a gun to their head. Well, that is not the
case. The reason that they are not saying that is because they
knew this is the most helpful President they have had since the
steel curtain fell. Because this is a President, unlike the Obama ad-
ministration when they were under attack and Ukrainians really
were dying, we offered up blankets and Meals Ready to Eat and
military stuff, but this is a President that has really helped them
defend themselves. This is a President that really made a dif-
ference for Ukraine. So it wasn’t a gun to their head. They see this
as a helpful President.

And another thing. If a victim does not admit to being a victim,
anybody who has been a prosecutor surely knows this. You can go
to court, force it to court, and the victim says “I wasn’t a victim,”
you don’t get a conviction. And if you do, that is not sustained be-
cause that is what courts and Congress call a no-evidence point.

You have a no-evidence point. That is why you had to drop brib-
ery, although it does apply to Vice President Biden. You smartly
dropped the bribery, and now you have this elusive abuse of power.
This is outrageous, and it needs to come to an end.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has expired. For what
purpose does Mr. Jeffries seek recognition?

Mr. JEFFRIES. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. JEFFRIES. The gentleman from Texas talked about reason-
able basis. The reasonable basis here is that there is
uncontroverted evidence that the President pressured a foreign
government, Ukraine, to target an American citizen, Joe Biden, for
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olitical gain, and at the same time withheld, without explanation,
5391 million in military aid that had been allocated on a bipartisan
basis.

Ambassador Taylor, West Point graduate, Vietnam War veteran,
appointed by Reagan, Bush, Trump to the diplomatic corps said the
following about the withholding of that military aid: No legitimate
public policy basis, no legitimate national security basis, no legiti-
mate substantive basis. That is why Congress proceeded. We had
more than 200 national security professionals, Democrats and Re-
publicans, who expressed concern with the President’s wrongdoing
and said this undermines American national security. That is the
basis for the impeachment inquiry. But what the President has
done has said, unlike the Madisonian vision of democracy where
there are checks and balances, separate and coequal branches of
government, I, alone, can determine what the Representatives of
the people see in connection with a legitimate investigation.

And at the same time, this is a President that attacks everybody
to distract. He attacks everybody who won’t bend the knee to Don-
ald J. Trump. He has attacked John McCain, a war hero. He has
attacked Mitt Romney, 2012 Republican nominee. He has attacked
Bob Mueller, a Marine, a distinguished professional in law enforce-
ment. He has attacked your former Speaker, Paul Ryan. He attacks
Gold Star families. He even attacked today a 16-year-old teenage
activist, Greta Thunberg. Are you here to defend that as well? And
so what has happened is that, instead of addressing the substance
of the allegation, you want to attack Joe Biden and his family.

Elijah Cummings is no longer with us. He is in heaven just like
the prophet Elijah, but his spirit is with us, and we are better than
this. We are proceeding in a serious, solemn, and sober fashion be-
cause the allegations are deadly serious. Is it okay for the Presi-
dent to solicit foreign interference in the 2020 election or not? Who
should decide the outcome of our elections? Is it the Russians, the
Chinese, the Ukrainians, or the American people? It should be the
American people. And that is why we are here at this moment, and
so let’s have a serious discussion about it and stop attacking Amer-
icans who refuse to bend the knee to this President.

Ms. LOFGREN. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. JEFFRIES. I yield to the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. CoHEN. Thank you, sir. One of the issues, big issues here,
is Trump conditioning military aid on an investigation of the
Bidens. Joe Biden, period, his primary political opponent in his
mind. The Republicans have said: No, it was about corruption. It
wasn’t about them.

But listen to what they have talked about today. All they have
talked about is the Bidens; Hunter Biden’s automobile audible acci-
dent, Hunter Biden’s this, Hunter Biden’s that, Hunter Biden’s sal-
ary. They haven’t brought up the corruption of the past Ukrainian
leaders or any Ukrainian business. It is all the Bidens. Their de-
fense speaks to the truth of the allegations in this article, that it
was all about the Bidens. They are all about the Bidens, and that
is what it is about.

Mr. GOHMERT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COHEN. I yield.

Mr. GOHMERT. I did bring up——



243

Mr. COHEN. I yield back to Mr. Jeffries.

Mr. GOHMERT. Okay. I shouldn’t have tried to correct you again,
I guess.

Mr. JEFFRIES. Foreign interference in an American election solic-
ited by the President is not okay. That is an abuse of power. It un-
dermined our national security. The President should be held ac-
countable because no one is above the law.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. For what purpose
does Mr. Neguse seek recognition?

Mr. NEGUSE. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. NEGUSE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think the gentleman
from New York laid out in such an articulate way the basis and
the justification for both Article I and Article II before us. But I
just want to touch on the debate around obstruction of Congress
and explain to my colleagues and the American people why this in-
stance 1s so unprecedented.

I will first just say with much respect to my colleague from Colo-
rado, I want to assure the American people that obstruction of Con-
gress to Coloradans means the same thing that it does to everyone
else in this country. It means the defiance of lawfully issued sub-
poenas by the United States House of Representatives. It means
impeding the ability of the House of Representatives to perform its
constitutional duty. And unlike the obstruction of Congress that
has taken place in the past, this President’s obstruction of Con-
gress has been total, has been absolute, and has been categorical.

In 1999 and 1998 when President Clinton was the subject of an
impeachment inquiry, this committee propounded 81 interrog-
atories to his administration, and he responded. In 1974, during
the Watergate investigation, Nixon’s chief of staff testified. Nixon’s
counsel testified.

In this instance, the President has taken steps to ensure that
this committee does not receive, and the intelligence committee as
well, key testimony from any host of officials in our government.

And just to give you a historical context, I will read to you a
quote: All members of the White House staff will appear volun-
tarily when requested by the committee. They will testify under
oath, and they will answer fully all proper questions.

That is from Richard Nixon’s administration.

So I hope again as we consider the gravity of the articles before
us that we can stay true to the facts and recognize that when we
say that no President in the history of this Republic has ever com-
pletely defied an impeachment inquiry as this one has, we mean
it. And with that

Ms. LOFGREN. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEGUSE. I will yield to the distinguished gentlewoman from
California.

Ms. LOFGREN. I enjoyed listening to you. You are absolutely cor-
rect in your reporting of what occurred during both the Nixon and
Clinton impeachment, but I want to address the issue from a
slightly different point of view. Not only has President Trump re-
fused to provide information that he should have provided, he
didn’t assert a privilege. He just said no.
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I actually have just reread the letter from Mr. Cipollini, the
President’s lawyer, dated October 8, 2019. It is page after page
after page of complaining about how the House is proceeding, but
the Constitution says Congress shall have the sole authority to im-
peach. We decide how to proceed, not the White House. And in the
end, without asserting any privilege whatsoever, he just announces
they are not going to cooperate, provide any information. This isn’t
something that needs to be adjudicated by the third branch, the ju-
dicial branch, because there is no—there is no privilege being as-
serted here. It is simply no. That has never happened before, never
happened before in the history of the United States.

And I will tell you. In addition to being improper, a valid article,
Article II that we are considering today, if this behavior persists,
the balanced, carefully balanced sharing of power between the
three branches of government is gone forever. It means that only
one branch, the executive branch, will have the right to decide
what happens in the United States of America, and that is a very
different type of country than we have enjoyed for over 200 years,
and it is not a piece of good news for freedom in the United States.
And I yield back to Mr. Neguse with thanks for recognizing me.

Mr. NEGUSE. I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. McClintock seek recognition?

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Strike the last word, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I have to offer a different per-
spective on this. The doctrine of executive privilege actually began
with a subpoena that the House issued to President George Wash-
ington in 1796 demanding all the papers relating to the Jay Treaty.
President Washington refused that subpoena because he said that
the powers of the House did not extend to treaties. He ultimately
only provided that information to the Senate as a function of its
treaty approval process.

So, in the doctrine, that dates back to those days is derived from
the separation of powers between the executive and legislative
branches. Congress can no more intrude into the policy discussions
of the President than the President can intrude into our own policy
discussions. That is essential to the separation of powers.

Now, there is a natural tension between the branches. That is a
byproduct of that separation of powers. And when that tension can-
not be resolved, then we turn to the judiciary. That is the appro-
priate way to resolve this, different interpretations of the bound-
aries between the Congress and the President, the appropriate re-
sponse is judicial review, not impeachment.

The President has every right to assert his constitutional rights,
and he has every responsibility to defend the prerogatives of his of-
fice. His very oath of office compels him to do so.

In matters like this, the courts have acted quickly to resolve such
disputes. The Democrats aren’t willing to go to the courts. What
Article II says is we are not willing to go to court. We will take
the law into our own hands. These are the same people who tell
us that no one is above the law, of course, except for themselves.
What they are saying is Congress alone will decide the limits of our
own power. This is the essence of despotism. The reason why we
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separate powers of government is that so one branch alone cannot
unilaterally define its own power, and yet this is the power that
the Democrats are now abrogating to themselves.

It is true. We have the sole power of impeachment under the
Constitution. But that power does not exceed the bounds that are
established by that very Constitution. Those bounds include the
grounds for impeachment which this committee has ignored, and
they include the separation of powers that protect one branch from
intrusion of the other.

I want you to think about the essence of the Democrats’ claim
and what it means to American jurisprudence. You face an abusive
prosecutor who is making false accusations. Well, you have con-
stitutional rights that you are guaranteed to use to protect your-
self. You have got the right to confront your accuser. You have got
the right to call witnesses in your defense. You have the right to
be protected from unreasonable searches and seizures.

But this article says, if you go to court to defend your rights, that
is automatically an obstruction of justice or, in this case, an ob-
struction of Congress, and the very fact that you tried to defend
your constitutional rights is evidence of guilt. These are the tools
of tyrants, and we have already seen these tools used against col-
lege students in Title IX prosecutions, and they produced a fright-
ening litany of injustices. Now these tools are being brought into
this attempt to nullify the 2016 national election that the left has
refused to accept, and that should scare the hell out of every per-
son in this country. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Correa seek recognition?

Mr. CORREA. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CORREA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just wanted to do a lit-
tle fact checking, if I can, for my folks back in California in Orange
County. I know some of my colleagues compared Vice President’s
Biden withholding of aid to President Trump’s withholding of aid,
and I just want to make sure that I have the facts correct here.

It is my understanding that Vice President Biden held up the aid
in order to have the firing Mr. Shokin. This was in accordance with
U.S. policy, express U.S. policy that was supported by Europe and
a bipartisan Congress. Yet you have President Trump who held up
almost $400 million of again bipartisan-approved aid. And I know
my colleagues are saying that he did this to rout out corruption,
and I think there are channels of pursuing help in investigations.

On September 25th, there was a public press release put out by
the DOJ saying that President Trump never asked them to inves-
tigate this matter, so I am left to conclude that this must have
been for the President’s personal gain.

The President interjected his personal lawyer, Rudy Giuliani,
who told us, and I quote, this is not about foreign policy, closed
quote. Rudy Giuliani went on to say this information—open quote,
this information will be very, very helpful to my client, closed
quote. And, again, he said open, quote, I guarantee you, Joe Biden
will not get to election day without being investigated.
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Again, comparing and contrasting holding up foreign aid to sup-
port U.S. public policy versus holding up foreign aid against U.S.
stated policies.

Mr. Chair, I yield.

Mr. CiciLLINE. Would the gentleman yield back—yield?

Mr. CORREA. Yes.

Mr. CiCILLINE. Thank you. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

I know that there has been an effort to try to suggest that the
Trump administration or the President was interested in corrup-
tion and that is why he held up the aid. The evidence is absolutely
to the contrary—all of the evidence. And in fact, sometimes you
have to go back to the source. If you look at the report completed
by the intelligence committee, a 300-page report, 17 witnesses, over
100 hours of testimony. They make findings of fact. There is fact,
and there is make-believe. The findings of fact, and I am going to
read right from the report: The President solicited the interference
of a foreign government, Ukraine, in the 2020 U.S. Presidential
election. In furtherance of this scheme, President Trump directly
and acting through his agents within and outside the U.S. Govern-
ment sought to pressure and induce Ukraine’s newly elected Presi-
dent Zelensky to publicly announce unfounded allegations that
would benefit President Trump’s personal political interest and re-
election effort. As part of the scheme, President Trump—this is,
again, findings of fact—personally and directly requested for the
President of Ukraine that the government of Ukraine publicly an-
nounce the investigation into the President—the Vice President
and his son. President Trump ordered the suspension of $391 mil-
lion in vital military assistance urgently needed by Ukraine to re-
sist Russia aggression.

And here is the important part. In directing and orchestrating
the scheme to advance his personal political interests, President
Trump did not implement, promote, or advance U.S. anticorruption
policies. In fact, the President sought to pressure and induce the
government of Ukraine to announce politically motivated investiga-
tions, lacking legitimate prediction that the United States Govern-
ment otherwise discourages and opposes as a matter of policy in
that country and around the world. In so doing, the President un-
dermined U.S. policy supporting anticorruption reform and rule of
law in Ukraine and undermined U.S. national security.

So the findings of fact that are detailed in the report completely
refute that claim. And, again, I would turn to the most important
fact. The President of the United States abused the power of his
office, the enormous power of the Presidency, not to advance the
public good, but to advance the political interests of Donald Trump.
He used taxpayer funds, nearly $400 million, to leverage that, and
in doing so, undermined the national security of the United States.
He must be held accountable because no one in this country, no
one, including the President of the United States, is above the law.
And the one body that is charged with making certain that we vin-
dicate the power of the people to hold the President accountable is
the Congress of the United States.

Mr. CICILLINE. If you are not up to the job, you don’t belong in
Congress.

I yield back.



247

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

The question now occurs on the Gaetz amendment.

Those in favor, say aye.

Opposed, no.

In the opinion of the Chair, the nays have it, and the amendment
is not agreed to.

Mr. CoLLINS. Roll call.

Chairman NADLER. Roll call is requested. The clerk will call the
roll.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler.

Chairman NADLER? No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler votes no.

Ms. Lofgren?

Ms. LOFGREN. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Lofgren votes no.

Ms. Jackson Lee?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jackson Lee votes no.

Mr. Cohen?

Mr. COHEN. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cohen votes no.

Mr. Johnson of Georgia?

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Georgia votes no.

Mr. Deutch?

Mr. DEUTCH. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Deutch votes no.

Ms. Bass?

Ms. Bass. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Bass votes no.

Mr. Richmond?

Mr. RicHMOND. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Richmond votes no.

Mr. Jeffries?

Mr. JEFFRIES. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jeffries votes no.

Mr. Cicilline?

Mr. CiCciLLINE. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cicilline votes no.

Mr. Swalwell?

Mr. SWALWELL. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Swalwell votes no.

Mr. Lieu?

[No response.]

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Raskin?

Mr. RASKIN. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Raskin votes no.

Ms. Jayapal?

Ms. JAYAPAL. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jayapal votes no.

Mrs. Demings?

Mrs. DEMINGS. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Demings votes no.

Mr. Correa?
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CORREA. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Correa votes no.
Scanlon?

SCANLON. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon votes no.
Garcia?

GARCIA. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Garcia votes no.
Neguse?

NEGUSE. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Neguse votes no.
s. McBath?

s. McBATH. No.

STRASSER. Mrs. McBath votes no.
Stanton?

STANTON. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Stanton votes no.
Dean?

DEAN. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Dean votes no.
Mucarsel-Powell?
MUCARSEL-POWELL. No.
STRASSER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell votes no.
Escobar?

EscoBAR. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Escobar votes no.
Collins?

COLLINS. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Collins votes aye.
Sensenbrenner?
SENSENBRENNER. Aye.
STRASSER. Mr. Sensenbrenner votes aye.
Chabot?

CHABOT. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Chabot votes aye.
Gohmert?

GOHMERT. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Gohmert votes aye.
Jordan?

JORDAN. Yes.

STRASSER. Mr. Jordan votes yes.
Buck?

BUCK. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Buck votes aye.
Ratcliffe?

RATCLIFFE. Yes.

STRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe votes yes.
s. Roby?

s. ROBY. Aye.

. STRASSER. Mrs. Roby votes aye.
. Gaetz?

. GAETZ. Aye.

. STRASSER. Mr. Gaetz votes aye.

. Johnson of Louisiana?
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JOHNSON of Louisiana. Aye.
STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Louisiana votes aye.

Biggs?

BiGcaGs. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Biggs votes aye.
McClintock?

McCLINTOCK. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. McClintock votes aye.
. Lesko?

. LESKO. Aye.

STRASSER. Mrs. Lesko votes aye.
Reschenthaler?

RESCHENTHALER. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Reschenthaler votes aye.
Cline?

CLINE. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Cline votes aye.
Armstrong?

ARMSTRONG. Yes.

STRASSER. Mr. Armstrong votes yes.
Steube?

STEUBE. Yes.

STRASSER. Mr. Steube votes yes.

clerk will report.

STRASSER. Mr. Chairman, there are 17 ayes and 23 noes.
Chairman NADLER. The amendment is not agreed to.
there any further amendments to the amendment in the na-

ture of a substitute?

Mr.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Biggs seek rec-

Bigags. Mr. Chairman.

ognition?

Mr.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has an amendment at the

Bigas. I have an amendment at the desk.

desk. The clerk will report the amendment.

Ms.

STRASSER. Amendment to the Amendment in the Nature of
a Substitute to H. Res. 755 Offered by Mr. Biggs of Arizona.

[The amendment of Mr. Biggs follows:]
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Ms. LOFGREN. I reserve a point of order.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady reserves the point of order.

The gentleman is recognized to explain his amendment.

Mr. BiGgas. Is she going to read the amendment, sir?

Chairman NADLER. The clerk will read the amendment.

Ms. STRASSER. Page 4, strike line 8 and all that follows through
line 13, and insert the following: (3) The aid was released within
days of Ukrainian President Zelensky signing two major anti-cor-
ruption measures into law, convincing President Trump that the
new Ukrainian administration was serious about reform measures,
and consistent with Administration policy to ensure foreign aid is
not used for corrupt purposes.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will explain his amendment.

Ms. LOFGREN. I withdraw my point of order.

Mr. BigGs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I draw my colleagues’ attention to a letter sent yesterday from
the Office of Management and Budget regarding the temporary
pause on aid to Ukraine. The letter is addressed to Mr. Tom Arm-
strong, the general counsel of the GAO, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be included in the record.

Chairman NADLER. Object.

Mr. BicGs. The entire reason we are here today is because Demo-
crats have accused the President of conditioning aid to Ukraine on
investigations into his political opponent. Today, Democrats have
continued to claim President Trump withheld or froze foreign aid
to Ukraine, but the OMB letter walks through the entire process
behind this temporary delay.

First, the money was paused, but DOD was permitted to engage
in all of the activities short of obligation necessary to ensure that
DOD would not be precluded from obligating the funds prior to the
expiration.

The money was paused, according to the letter, pending a policy
decision, and what was the policy decision? Your two witnesses,
Fiona Hill and David Hale, testified that there was an ongoing
global review of foreign assistance generally to ensure any pro-
grams receiving funds were actually worthy beneficiaries of our as-
sistance, that the programs made sense, et cetera. Mr. Hale further
testified that the President’s skeptical views on foreign assistance
guided the foreign affairs review.

In fact, the only direct evidence for the reasons for the pause
come from OMB official Mark Sandy, who testified that he learned
in September that the pause was related to, quote, “the President’s
concern about other countries contributing more to Ukraine,” close
quote. He explained how OMB received requests for information on
what other countries were contributing to Ukraine, which OMB
provided in the first week of September. The aid was released, of
course, on September 11.

So Democrats want to impeach the President for trying to ensure
that taxpayer funds are spent efficiently and responsibly.

Democrats have accused this President of a myriad of things, in-
cluding violation of the Impoundment Control Act, which prohibits
the Executive from essentially pocket-vetoing funds appropriated
by Congress. This letter that I am trying to introduce shows in-
stead that the administration never intended or actually violated
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the law. In fact, it shows that he always intended to disburse the
funds. That is why DOD was permitted to engage in all activities
in preparation for the delivery of the aid.

You have not made your case, again.

The OMB letter walks through a great lengthy history behind
programmatic delays. I am sure this would be boring to my friends
on the other side, since it technocratically destroys their central
theory for impeachment.

In the letter, the OMB general counsel said, “Even with the tem-
porary withholding, the Department of Defense was able to obligate
about 84 percent of the $250 million before the end of the fiscal
year on September 30.” In the last year of the Obama administra-
tion, it was only 79 percent. More recently, in 2018, it was 83 per-
cent; in 2017, 91 percent.

Let’s get back to it. The specific language of the appropriations
authority says, “For the Ukraine Security Assistance Initiative,
$250 million is hereby appropriated to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2019.” That is point one, “to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2019.”

When we authorize funds, we give the administration a deadline.
The administration complied with that deadline. The administra-
tion acted completely and totally within the bounds of the law.

Secondly, the OMB’s letter now definitively destroys the insinu-
ation that the President chose to delay for malicious or corrupt pur-
poses. The bottom line is the aid was lawfully delayed and lawfully
delivered. And that means that this entire process has been a
sham.

N An((li, with that, I am going to address a couple of issues that I
eard.

I heard one of my colleagues on the other side say not too long
ago that the President should come in and prove his own inno-
cence. Think about what that does. “Come in and prove your own
innocence.” First of all, that is antithetical to the Anglo-American
judicial process. It is antithetical to the Constitution, particularly
the Bill of Rights. It is antithetical to what we do here.

Someone said that Vindman was complaining about the tran-
script, but, as has been gone over today, the transcript was com-
plete and accurate according to Mr. Vindman.

Someone said—and I would ask this of my colleagues. Under the
standard that was given earlier by one of my colleagues, if the
President exercised executive privilege and requested a declaratory
judgment from a court, if the privilege was upheld, would you un-
dertake, then, to impeach the judge? I mean, think about that.
Your standard, giving absolute process authority to the House,
would impel you to impeach a judge who sustained a lawful exer-
cise of the privilege of the Executive.

So I think, Mr. Chairman, you have overgone your bounds, and
when we get back to my amendment, it basically covers and sets
forth clearly what the withholding or the pause of the Ukrainian
aid was about. And they got their money, and they got it on time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Without objection, the material previously submitted by Mr.
Cohen, Mr. Swalwell, and Mr. Biggs will be admitted into the
record.
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Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Ms. Bass seek rec-
ognition?

Ms. Bass. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. Bass. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I find it interesting that the story certainly seems to be changing.
You mentioned the information from OMB, but when the Acting
Chief of Staff gave his press conference, he said very clearly that
the aid was being withheld because of the need to investigate the
2016 election. Now you are talking about corruption.

I think that the notion that President Zelensky did not feel pres-
sure and was just fine with military assistance being withheld—
first of all, they did know that the military assistance was being
withheld. And there was no reason for the administration to hold
back because of corruption, considering that the Department of De-
fense had already said that there was no problem and that the aid
could be released.

The aid was released after the administration was busted, after
there was pressure from Congress for the aid to be released. After
word leaked out and the whistleblower came forward, then the aid
was released. I think it is very important to remember that.

President Zelensky not feeling pressure and he was just fine? He
was essentially being held hostage. He was a newly elected Presi-
dent. His nation was at war, and part of his country was seized by
the Russians. So what on Earth was he supposed to say? Was he
supposed to publicly complain and criticize President Trump, when
the whole world knows how the President doesn’t respond to any-
thing except for praise? What hostage would come forward and
complain publicly against their captors, especially if they knew that
the aid could be withheld or they could be compromised at any
point in time?

Last week, President Zelensky had his first meeting with Presi-
dent Putin, and, unfortunately, we were not there. He had that
meeting alone.

We absolutely compromised his ability to defend his nation. Sev-
eral times it has been said that no lives were lost, but I would like
to ask unanimous consent to enter into the record an article from
Newsweek talking about the fact that 13 Ukrainian soldiers were
killed.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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/ - tleast 13 Ukrainian soldiers were killed while President Donald Trump's administration
was withholding military aid from the country from mid-July to mid-September.

The men, aged from 20.to\ 45, are among at least 78 Ukrainian soldiers killed in action up to
mid-September this year in the east of the country, according to various-local media and
Ukrainian government reports, -

it is impossible to say whether timely delivery of American aid would have helped any
individual soldier. But their deaths are a potent reminder that while the Trump administration
was wrangling over military assistance, Kiev was—and remains—locked in a deadly struggle
with its Russian-backed separatist adversaries. :

The administration's decision to delay almost $400 million in military aid was communicated to
the State and Defense departments on July 18, according to The Washington Post. The
Ukrainian governmernit was not immediately made aware of the freeze. o

 U.S. shipments to Ukraine have included small arms, e!éctrpnic warfare systems and a wide
range of personnel gear and technology, including night-vision goggles. )

_Récent aid has also included anti-tank Javelin missiles, lauded as a symbol of Trump's
commitment to helping Ukraine face down Russian and Russian-backed forces in the
Donbass region. Congress earmarked at least at least $50 million of the aid shipment for
weaponry, Politico reported. The aid package was released on September 11.

While issue was playing out in Washington and Kiev, Ukrainian soldiers were still dying in the
east. According to the Kyiv Post, at least three soldiers were killed at the end of July.

Bohdan ‘Bihus, 28, Oleksandr Bardalym, 33, and Roman Dzhereleiko, 31, were all killed by
seperatist forces on July 18 and 19. Bihus died in an explosion, while both Bardalym and

tosi e ; infan-soldiers-Klfod-rurp-sid-nithheld-1463128
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Dzhereleiko were kilied by snipers. The Kyiv Post reported that Bardalym was shot dead while
trying to evacuate a wounded comrade.

Seven moré mén died in August: Oleksandr Sharko, 30, Viadyslav Rak, 20, Serhiy Shandra,
24, Vasy; Kurdov, 20, Roman Romanenko, 25, Vasyl Yevstyhneyev, 38, and Tykhon Kurbatov,
26. : )

Four of the men—Sharko, Rak, Shandra and Kurdov—were marines éll killed together on the
morning of August 6. The men were caught in an enemy artillery barrage while conductlng
engineering work on their positions. :

RELATED STORIES

. Senator Says At Least 20 Minutes Are Missing From Trump Ukraine Call Memo

Russia Reacts to 'Humiliating’ Trump Ukraine Call ~

Ukraine Scandal Is Playing Right Into Russia's Hands, Experts Say

At least three more soldiers were killed before the aid was released on September 11. The

~ Kyiv Post reported that one soldier was killed on September 2. The Unian news agency noted
that another soldier was killed by enemy shelling on September 4 and another on September
5 . _ .

The war in Donbass has claimed more than 13,000 lives since fighting erupted in 2014.
Another 30,000 people have been wounded. More than 3,300 of those killed were civilians,
while more than 1.6 million people have been forced from their homes.

At least six civilians were killed and 22 injured in eastern Ukrame durlng July and August thlS
. year, according to the Office of the United Nations High Commlssnoner
for Human Rights. :

Avisitor stands at a wall at $t. Michasl's Monastery covered with photos of the Ukrainian so(d;ers killed in the war
against Russian separatists in the Donbass region of eastern Ukraine-on 0ctober3 2019 in Kiev, Ukraine.

SEAN GALLUP/GETTY IMAGES/GETTY

.REQUEST REPRINT & LICENSING, SUBMIT CORRECTION OR VIEW EDITORIAL GUIDELINES
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Ms. Bass. President Zelensky agreed to publicly announce the in-
vestigations in an interview on CNN, but the Ukraine canceled
that interview days after the President’s scheme was exposed and
the military aid was released, which further underscores the pres-
sure that the Ukrainians felt when the aid was withheld.

The President knew this when President Zelensky asked for a,
quote, “favor.” As Lieutenant Colonel Vindman testified, this was
not a friendly request; it was a demand. For weeks, the Ukrainian
officials pushed back on the demand of the President and his
agents, advising U.S. officials that they did not want to be an in-
strument in Washington’s domestic reelection politics.

This was not just business as usual. This was not the President
just being concerned about corruption.

But as the President’s pressure campaign increased and the
President began withholding critical assistance from Ukraine,
something that the Ukrainians learned about no later than July
25, the Ukrainians became desperate—so desperate, in fact, that,
as Ambassador Sondland told the President, President Zelensky
was willing to do anything.

And although the aid has been released, the power disparities be-
tween the two countries has not changed. Ukraine continues to de-
pend on the United States for military aid, and President Zelensky
needs the support of America and its leader as he strives to bring
an end to the war with Russia. It is no surprise, therefore, that
President Zelensky expressed that he didn’t feel pressure, but the
evidence reveals a different picture.

The evidence is clear that President Trump took advantage of
Ukraine’s vulnerability and abused the powers of his office to pres-
sure Ukraine to help his reelection complain. This is the highest
of high crimes, and President Trump must be held accountable.

You know, in addition to compromising Ukraine, this com-
promised our standing in the world. Because what does it say to
our allies, what does it say to vulnerable new democracies, when
they need the assistance of the United States, they better be pre-
pared to help the President’s reelection? It compromises our stand-
ing in the world, and why would allies trust us anymore if this is
the way that they are treated?

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Chabot seek recognition?

Mr. CHABOT. To strike the last word, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CHABOT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just have three points that I would like to make here.

First of all, as well as being on this committee, the Judiciary
Committee, I am also a member of the Foreign Affairs Committee,
have been for the last 23 years. And one thing that has really been
concerning to me is about this phone call that the gentleman men-
tions in the amendment—and I appreciate him offering this
amendment—but relative to that phone call that our President,
President Trump, had with the President of Ukraine, the number
of people that were listening in on this phone call. And is that in
the national interest of our country?
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It is incredible how many people—you think our President is
talking to their President. You have all these people listening in.
And if they are listening in, shut up about it. You know, the Presi-
dent is talking frankly with another President. You know, he is
going to make comments. In that call, he made some disparaging
comments relative to another important ally of ours, Germany and
Angela Merkel.

It is not particularly helpful to have them say—hear our Presi-
dent saying something like, “Well, they will give you lip service
about coming to your defense and giving you aid, but they really
won’t be there for you. We will be here,” you know, talking about
how important the United States is as an ally. Our Presidents do
that, but, you know, you think you are doing that in confidence
with the other country, not having everybody else listening in.

So our State Department, the executive branch, and many others
need to tighten up these phone calls for our national security inter-
ests. And that goes whether we have a Republican administration,
as we do right now, or a Democratic administration, as we have
maybe decades down the road.

Secondly, relative to obstruction of Congress, which is one of the
two charges, there weren’t any—no crimes alleged, essentially, but
obstruction of Congress. We have three branches of government.
And, of course, it is alleged that, you know, Congress, the legisla-
tive branch, said, “We want you to bring witnesses and evidence,”
et cetera, from the other branch, executive branch, and since they
didn’t do it, rather than go to court—which they could have done.
The legislative branch, this branch, basically the Democrats be-
cause they are in control here in the House, they could have filed
a lawsuit, they could have had the courts decide.

That is what happened some years ago back in the Nixon im-
peachment. He wouldn’t turn over the tapes, so they went to the
court. The Supreme Court ultimately said—it may have taken
some months, but they said, “You have to turn those tapes over,”
and he did. And he resigned because there was bad stuff in those
tapes, the smoking gun, so to speak. And that is what they could
have done here.

But instead of going to the court, which is what you are supposed
to do—they are kind of the referee between the legislative branch
and the executive branch—they said, “No, we are not going to go
to court; we are just going to impeach this guy,” which they have
wanted to do since he got inaugurated. And we had one Member
of Congress on their side who said they had to impeach him or, oth-
erwise, he was going to get reelected.

So there is so much politics in there, and there really shouldn’t
be.

And the third point I wanted to make is that I think the Demo-
crats, unfortunately, are really lowering the bar on impeachment
in our country. You know, I happen to be a history major from the
second-oldest college in the country, the College of William and
Mary. Two hundred years, our Nation’s history, we had one im-
peachment, Andrew Johnson, for 200 years. And, now, in less than
50 years, we are on our third, which is really unfortunate, I be-
lieve.
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I think they are lowering the bar. They are making this too rou-
tine. And I think that is very dangerous, because when you have—
I think in the near future, when you have a President and you
have a House of different parties, we are going to see this more and
more often.

And this is very divisive for our country. We are not together
enough on so many things, and I think this is going to further di-
vide us, and I think that is really unfortunate.

We saw, for example, you know, years and years ago—it reminds
me a little bit of when Bork was nominated to the Supreme Court.
Some of the press here are probably old enough to remember that,
and maybe some Members of the institution in general. But when
the Democrats went after Bork, then we saw a tit-for-tat down the
road. And I am afraid you are going to see that here relative to im-
peachment of our Presidents too.

So I think both sides ought to step back and consider what we
are doing here, because impeachment can be very divisive. And I
have been through one of these before. I was one of the House
managers in Bill Clinton’s about 20 years ago, and they are ugly.
So I have a lot of sympathy for the House managers that are going
to be picked, probably some from this committee, in the near fu-
ture.

And I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Richmond seek recognition?

Mr. RicHMOND. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Chairman, we have had a lot of conversation
today, and I would just like to break it down into a simple term
that everyone at home can understand, especially my home district,
where we speak a lot of Spanish, we speak a lot of French. We
don’t go around speaking a lot of Latin.

And so here is why we are here today. Some people say “quid pro
quo.” Some people translate into the American definition of “a this
for a that.” And the question is, what was the “this”? The “this”
was an Oval Office visit and much-needed military aid for the
“that.” And the “that” was an investigation into Joe Biden, the pri-
mary political opponent.

And, look, when you describe a crime, you want to make sure
that you tell the jury and the people listening about motive. The
motive was that he was afraid, President Trump was afraid that
Joe Biden was beating him in the polls and would defeat him for
his reelection. How do we know that, very quickly? Because we
have introduced articles where he said it. He gave out the aid in
2016, he gave—in 2017. He gave out the aid in 2018. 2019, the
polls come out, he withholds the aid and he asks for an investiga-
tion.

But that is just motive. But let’s go to sworn witness testimony,
because that is the part I want us to focus on.

And the other side talked about the credibility of Lieutenant
Colonel Vindman, and they accepted some of the things that he
said as fact. Well, if you are going to accept some of the things he
said as fact, let’s accept them all as fact. It was Lieutenant Colonel
Vindman that said under oath, Ambassador Sondland “began to re-
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view what the deliverable would be in order to get the meeting.”
“The deliverable.” That was the “that” for the meeting. And he said
specifically it was an investigation into the Bidens.

Let’s go to John Bolton, who said—he described this this-for-that
deal as a “drug deal.”

So if we look at all of the testimony of people under oath, they
clearly say that this was a swap of an Oval Office visit or military
aid for an investigation into the Bidens.

Now, the whistleblower comes forward, the Trump administra-
tion panics, and then they develop everything that we have now,
and that is called the excuse or the defense.

First excuse: “Well, they didn’t know the money was being held.”
Not true. There is an email—two emails where they expressed con-
cerns about it. Then you have Ms. Croft, who testified that two in-
dividuals from the Ukrainian Embassy asked about an OMB hold
on the security assistance roughly a week apart. And she recalled
that that occurred before it was publicly announced. So that is one.

Second, their defense or excuse is that President Trump wanted
to investigate corruption. Now, that is just laughable on its face.
If President Trump wanted to investigate corruption, he could start
at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, look in the mirror. Or he could look
around the cast of criminals that have been indicted from his circle.
You have his lawyer, you have his National Security Advisor, you
have Michael Flynn, Rick Gates, Paul Manafort. The circle goes on.
He is surrounded by criminals.

Then we hear, “Well, can’t be obstruction of Congress. You all
could have just went to court.” Well, we are in December. We have
an ongoing crime; we have a crime in progress. That is what the
911 call would say from a police officer. “We have a crime in
progress.” And they are saying, with a crime in progress, why
didn’t you just schedule an appointment to call the police?

We have an emergency to our national election going on right
now. Our oath to the Constitution requires us to take this drastic,
solemn, and regrettable step, but it is necessary, because if we
don’t protect Americans’ precious right to vote, it is clear that the
other side won't.

And so I talked about the courage of Esther yesterday. Today, I
am reminded of Judas. Because Judas, for 30 pieces of silver, be-
trayed Jesus. For 30 positive tweets, for an easy reelection, the
other side is willing to betray the American people their precious
right to vote and the future of our great country.

And, with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Gohmert seek recognition?

Mr. GOHMERT. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. GOHMERT. I am really intrigued. First we are told that the
offense is withholding aid, even though it was provided, and, in
fact, provided tremendously more helpful in both substance and in
amount than the prior administration that just let people die over
there. But I thought the acknowledgement had been, the aid was
provided. But now we are told, this is an ongoing crime. So those
two statements don’t seem to work together well. But, you know,
the double standards, they serve one party well.
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When it comes to the obstruction of Congress, the position of the
majority is a tyrannical position: When we ask for something, you
either give it or we are throwing you out of office. Never mind we
don’t know what we are going to charge you with. We figure if we
keep requesting enough documents—kind of like Chairman Schiff
getting phone records and release them. Maybe we can intimidate
people by getting their records and releasing them enough that
they will do what we say. That is tyrannical.

And, in fact, when we look at obstruction of Congress, violation
of the rules, the majority could have gone ahead and passed a ty-
rannical rule and said, “We are not going to allow the minority to
have a minority witness day, even though it is in the rules, because
we are tyrants and we don’t care.” But they didn’t pass that rule.
It is still part of the rules.

So, once this thing is rushed through, probably tonight, when-
ever, through the Rules Committee, they will probably come out
with a rule, as the ranking member mentioned earlier, and say,
gee, all such points of order are waived. You know, all of the times
that the majority violated the rules, we are going to waive those,
and nobody can raise them to stop this impeachment. That really
is abuse of power. It certainly is.

And I had a document prepared to offer as an amendment in the
nature of a substitute which would just change the President’s
name to that of Chairman Schiff and Chairman Nadler regarding
abuse of power and obstruction of Congress, because there are
plenty of bases for that. But it would not have been ruled germane,
so I wasn’t going to waste time.

But obstruction of Congress, when there is no referee, there is no
adjudication, there is nothing but a majority that says, “You give
us what we want until we find a crime, or we are going to throw
you out of office,” that is so unreasonable, especially given the his-
tory of the last 3 years, when the charges came and the charges
went.

The President was—I think it was a huge mistake for him ever
to allow Don McGahn to testify for 30 hours when it was a bogus
charge to begin with. They are setting perjury traps. Thank God
Don McGahn didn’t fall into one.

But this is even more outrageous. “Give us what we demand, or
we are going to throw you out of office.”

You know, there is another thing that could have been done be-
sides going to court. Could have passed a bill requiring the Presi-
dent to do certain things, turn over certain things, and gotten the
Senate to agree. The President vetoes it. You override the veto.
Then you—which is kind of what happened to Andrew Johnson.
Then you could really have a legitimate obstruction of Congress; it
is not just obstruction of a majority in one-half of the Congress. But
that wasn’t done either.

And even if that had been done, either the President or the Con-
gress would end up having to go to the Supreme Court to get the
courts to say this was a lawful act. But in the case of Congress and
Andrew Johnson, it was an unconstitutional act to say he couldn’t
fire the Secretary of State.

So, either way, you have to end up in court at some point before
it can be an obstruction of Congress. But the majority was in a
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hurry, and when the majority—this majority is in a hurry, then
justice is undone, and so is our future.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Ms. Scanlon seek recognition?

Ms. ScANLON. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. SCANLON. As I understand it, the amendment before us is
based on a letter that has just been issued by the White House,
mont(lils after the whole issue of the propriety of this July call was
raised.

So, you know, I think it takes us back to basics again, and the
basics being, if it looks like a duck and it swims like a duck and
it quacks like a duck, it is probably a duck. And I am afraid that
the July 25 call is a duck.

You know, we have the President’s own words: “I want you to do
us a favor, though.” And then he goes on to talk about the favors
that he wants involving election assistance for him—to clarify what
happened in the 2016 election and then start attacking his oppo-
nent in the 2020 election.

Immediately upon hearing this, national security professionals
around the world say, “Whoa, this is wrong.” Okay? This quacks
likes a duck. Okay? The President is going against all of our care-
fully thought-out national security policy to ask for what one wit-
ness called a domestic political favor. Okay? So, right off the bat,
it makes no sense to the professionals here.

Then we start hearing this thing that, “Oh, well, he is really
talking about corruption.” Well, no. The Department of Defense
had said it was okay to release the aid here because they had al-
ready certified that corruption wasn’t an issue. The people on the
ground, the ambassadors, the national security professionals who
had been appointed by this President said, “No, that is not an ex-
cuse.”

We then hear that OMB officials, Office of Management and
Budget officials, are saying, “Whoa, who is holding up the aid? We
don’t have a problem with the aid.” Oh, it is the President. The
President is holding up the aid.

Then we hear from the Department of Justice, “Well, we didn’t
have anything to do with any inquiries into our American citizens.
That is not the DOJ’s interest.”

So the only person who had an interest in this was the President,
and it was his personal interest. The unanimous opinion of all of
our agencies in the U.S. Government was this was against our na-
tional security and our national interests.

So it is now, only now, after the President has refused to allow
us to inquire from anyone else who was in the room and was on
the call, and after denying all of this evidence, only now, after Arti-
cles of Impeachment have been filed, only now does the White
House come up with an explanation? It is way too little, it is way
too late, and it smells like a duck.

So, with that, I would yield back to the chair.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Gaetz seek recognition?

Mr. GAETZ. I move to strike the last word.
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Chairman Nadler. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. GAETZ. Thank you.

Before I make my point, during the break, a Reuters photog-
rapher, Josh Roberts, approached the dais and took pictures of the
notes on the desks of several of my Democratic colleagues. We no-
ticed that, announced it to staff, and that reporter—that photog-
rapher has been removed.

And I would just say, no member, Republican or Democrat,
should be subject to that. We ought to have the opportunity to take
our notes, participate in debate, and have a fair discussion.

Substantively, though, President Trump did nothing wrong. As
we have sat here today, each and every action of the President has
been explained. We have offered the basis, the understanding, we
have gained an appreciation for why a President would have rea-
sonable concern about Ukraine, why a President would have spe-
cific concern about this Biden-Burisma nexus.

Here is what you haven’t heard today. You haven’t heard any de-
fense of Burisma from them. You haven’t heard them say, “Oh,
well, this was all bogus; the President should not have been asking
this question,” because we have put into the record—we have cited
in the record the testimony of people like George Kent, who said
that there were deep, legitimate concerns; even the testimony of
Ambassador Yovanovitch about having to expressly prepare for
that.

Then they say, “Well, this aid has been withheld. The with-
holding of this aid is this bad Presidential conduct.” But the Biggs
amendment that I encourage my colleagues to support ripens the
fact that there was a very understandable reason for why the aid
was released when it was. And it had nothing to do with the elec-
tion or anything like that. It had to do with the fact that the
Ukraine took substantive steps to ensure that our aid would be ap-
propriately used for the cause that is now, apparently, the cause
celebre of the left, and that is defending the Ukraine against Rus-
sia.

Then they say, “Oh, well, the President’s next bad act is this
great obstruction of Congress.” They have subjected President
Trump to more Presidential harassment than at any other time in
American history—attacking his family, not allowing his adminis-
tration to continue to do its work on behalf of the people. And,
amazingly, despite all this distraction, despite all of the obstruction
of the President that the Democrats have engaged in, jobs are ris-
ing, wages are rising, our economy is restored and renewed.

There are a few things my colleagues said—the colleague from
Rhode Island read, “Well, these are the findings of fact. Let me tell
you what the factual findings are.” I just want America to know,
he was reading from the Adam Schiff report, the same Adam Schiff
report that Adam Schiff himself would not sit there and explain.
They lacked so much confidence in that report that, when it was
presented to the Judiciary Committee, they had some of their do-
nors asking questions of other of their donors and then doing this
weird switcheroo that was very unexplainable.

I don’t know how my very smart colleagues, like the gentleman
from New York, can say there is uncontradicted evidence of pres-
sure—uncontradicted evidence of pressure. What do they think
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Zelensky’s statements are? When Zelensky says there is no pres-
sure, that is, at a bare minimum, evidence. When Mr. Yermak says
there is no pressure, that is evidence. There is no evidence of a
quid pro quo. There is no evidence of conditionality.

And the reason you know they lack that evidentiary basis is be-
cause they have to keep changing their language. When their poll-
sters and pundits told them to call it bribery, oh, that was the mes-
sage of the week. Bribery was on every one of their lips. But then
when we asked the witnesses, did you see any bribery, were you
a part of any bribery, the answer was no, and so they have to keep
evolving the claims because there is no factual predicate.

I also heard my colleague from New Orleans say that this hear-
ing would be informed by our understanding of regret, there would
be this deep sense of regret. Well, my friend is from a deep blue
district, so he probably won’t be the one regretting it the most. The
folks that will be regretting what they are doing are the Democrats
in swing districts, who probably aren’t coming back. I would tell
th%m, for the upcoming year: Rent, don’t buy, here in Washington,
D

And so, today, the only question that we are left with when we
conclude this hearing is whether or not, as we move impeachment
to the floor of the House of Representatives, which will occur more
rapidly: Will they lose votes, or will they lose the majority?

Because if these folks who promised to come here and work with
us on healthcare and infrastructure vote for this impeachment,
they won’t be back. We will be holding the gavels. And we will re-
member not just how you treated us, not just how you treated the
President; we will remember how you treated the American people.
And we are going to come and restore a sense of honor and integ-
rity in the next election.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Cicilline seek recognition?

Mr. CICILLINE. I move to strike the last word, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CiciLLINE. I first want to respond to the gentleman from
Ohio’s reference that people who are listening on the call should
just shut up. I couldn’t disagree more passionately.

These extraordinary, courageous patriots who love our country
spoke up when they saw something that was wrong, that violated
the law, violated the Constitution, and undermined the national se-
curity interests of the United States. And thank God they did. Oth-
erwise, the President of the United States would have gotten away
with this scheme of dragging foreign interference into our elections
to help him cheat in 2020.

So I salute the extraordinary men and women in the Foreign
Service and our intelligence community for the courage they have
shown in coming forward and reporting what they have seen. I
wish we could find more of it on this committee.

But I want to say, you know, facts are a stubborn thing. This
amendment, unfortunately, is just not true. Because what we know
is, this scheme, called a “drug deal” by the President’s own Mr.
Bolton, called a “domestic political errand” by another Trump ap-
pointee for which there was “no explanation”—my Republican col-
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leagues are trying to find an answer, and so they say, “Oh, it was
because he was fighting corruption.”

The idea that Donald Trump was leading an anticorruption effort
is like Kim Jung-un leading a human rights effort. It is just not
credible. It is just not credible. And we have facts that will dem-
onstrate that.

So, for example, at the very time you claim he is interested in
ferreting out corruption in Ukraine, you know what he proposed?
Cutting by more than 50 percent anticorruption efforts in Ukraine.
And here is an article: “Trump administration sought billions of
dollars in cuts to programs aimed at fighting corruption in Ukraine
and elsewhere.” We restored the money, Congress restored the
money. He proposed deep cuts. That is not evidence of a serious
commitment to fighting corruption.

In addition to that, in a letter to the chairman of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, the Secretary of Defense says, “On behalf of the
Secretary of Defense”—this is dated May 23, 2019, long before the
July call—“On behalf of the Secretary of Defense and in coordina-
tion with the Secretary of State, I have certified that the Govern-
ment of Ukraine has taken substantial actions to make defense in-
stitutional reforms for the purpose of decreasing corruption, in-
creasing accountability, and sustaining improvements of combat ca-
pability enabled by U.S. assistance.” There is a certification.

And so there is only one explanation for why it was finally re-
leased: There was a report of a whistleblower report being filed.
The President got caught.

And so this notion that somehow this President was concerned
about corruption is defied by all the evidence collected. I know you
want to believe it. It is just not supported by the evidence.

And so this amendment is silly. It is inaccurate. It
mischaracterizes the overwhelming body of evidence that was col-
lected in this investigation.

The President of the United States attempted to drag a foreign
power into our election, to corrupt the 2020 election, to cheat, un-
dermined our national security, betrayed the national interests of
this country, and he must be held accountable.

I yield the balance of my time to Mr. Swalwell from California.

Mr. SWALWELL. I thank the gentleman.

And I just want to have a reset of the facts here, because my col-
leagues claim that so many of these facts are in dispute, but I want
to hear someone dispute the fact that Rudy Giuliani was Donald
Trump’s personal lawyer.

I want to hear someone dispute the fact that, when Rudy was
hired, the anticorruption ambassador, Marie Yovanovitch, was
fired.

I want to hear someone dispute the fact that Donald Trump told
Vice President Pence to not go to President Zelensky’s inaugura-
tion.

I want to hear someone dispute the fact that President Trump
ignored the talking points about anticorruption in his both April 21
and July 25 calls with President Zelensky.

Mr. CoLLINS. Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. SWALWELL. I want to hear someone dispute the fact that
President Trump invoked his political rival’s name four times on
that July 25 call.

I want to hear someone dispute the fact that the President’s
Chief of Staff said, “We are withholding the military aid because
the Ukrainians need to investigate 2016.” Not “I,” “we”—“we,” as
in Mick Mulvaney and Donald Trump.

I want to hear someone dispute the fact that Ambassador
Sondland said that a White House meeting absolutely, quid pro
quo, conditioned on the investigations.

I also listened to your witness, Professor Turley, and he said,
“President Trump’s call was anything but perfect.” That was your
witness who said it was anything but perfect.

I want to see a show of hands on your side: Does anyone agree
with the one witness that you were able to bring that that call was
anything but perfect?

That is sad. And you will regret that you have sanctioned this.

And I yield back.

Chairman Nadler. The gentleman

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman NADLER. It is Mr. Cicilline’s time.

Mr. CICILLINE. I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Johnson seek recognition?

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. I want to speak in favor of the Biggs’
amendment. I will ignore Mr. Swalwell’s rhetorical question. It is
kind of a silly one.

I do want to refute what Mr. Cicilline has said and what some
of the others have said here, that there is just no evidence in the
record that the President was concerned about corruption. I mean,
of course that is absurd. Everybody at home knows this. The Presi-
dent has been talking about foreign governments and foreign cor-
ruption and the misuse of American taxpayers’ treasure since be-
fore he ran for President. He tweets about it all the time. I mean,
everybody knows this. This is one of these things in the law that
is just well understood. We would call it “res ipsa loquitur.”

But, look, every witness in the record, every witness, testified
that President Trump was concerned about corruption with foreign
governments. That includes Ukraine. And the White House re-
leased a transcript of the remarks between President Trump and
President Zelensky before the bilateral meeting in New York, Sep-
tember 25. This is after the funds were released, of course. But he
is explaining that he became convinced that the new Ukrainian ad-
ministration was serious about reform measures. Let me read you
a couple of excerpts from that.

President Trump says, “Hi. I'm here with the President of
Ukraine. He is very, very strongly looking into all sorts of corrup-
tion and some of the problems they’ve had over the years. I think
it’s one of the primary reasons he got elected,” the President says.
“His reputation is absolutely sterling. It’s an honor to be with you.”

You go through the transcript. President Zelensky responds a
few moments later, “Thank you for your support, especially now
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when, you know, we have two—really, two wars in Ukraine. The
first one is with corruption, you know? But we’ll fight. No, we’ll be
the winner in this fight, I'm sure.”

A couple of pages later in the transcript, President Trump goes
back: “. . . and stop corruption in Ukraine, because that will really
make you great. That will make you great personally”—he’s talking
to Zelensky—“and it'll also be so tremendous for your nation in
terms of what you want to do and where you want to take it.”

Later, President Trump says, “I want him to do whatever he can.
This was not his fault. He wasn’t there”—the previous years. “He’s
been here recently, just recently. But whatever he can do in terms
of corruption, because the corruption is massive.”

“I know the President. I've read a lot about Ukraine. He wants
to stop corruption.”

The President continues, “He was elected, I think, number one,
on the basis of stopping corruption, which unfortunately has
plagued Ukraine. And if he could do that, he is doing, really, the
whole world a big favor. I know, and I think he’s going to be suc-
cessful.”

It goes on and on through the transcript. And I will ask unani-
mous consent to enter a clean copy of this into the record, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Remarks by President Trump and President Zelensky of
Ukraine Before Bilateral Meeting | New York, NY.

. whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president- trump president-zelensky-ukraine-bilateral-meeting-

InterContinental New York Barclay
New York, New York

219 P.M.EDT

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Well, thank you very much, everybody. We're with the President of
Ukraine, and he's made me more famous, and I've made him more famous. (Laughter.) 1
will say he's got a great reputation, He's very, very strongly looking into all sorts of
corruption and some of the problems they've had over the years. { think it's one of the
primary reasons he got elected. His reputation is absolutely sterling. And it’s an honor to
be-with you.

And we spoke a couple of times, as you probably remembeér. And they'd like to hear every
single word, and we give them every single word, and then they'll say, “Well, about today?" |
think the press would like to stay in the meeting, but we have lots of witnesses, if you'd like
to have it.

But the country of — our country is doing phenomenally well. We are — we have the best
economy we've ever had. We have the best employment numbers that we've ever had. We
have now almost 160 million people working, which is more than we've ever had. Sowe're
doing very well in every respect. And | have a feeling that your country is going to do
fantastically well. And whatever we can do. You justtake care of yourself. Thank you.

PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: Thank you very much. Thank you very much, Mr. President.

Thank you very much. it's a great pleasure to me to be heke, and it's better to be on TV than
by phone, | think. '

PRES!DENTTRUMP: Yeah. (Laughter.) ‘

PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: And, Mr. President, thank you very much. And I'm not the first time
to stay in New York —

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Right.
PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: — but | know that you've never been in Ukraine.
PRESIDENT TRUMP; That's right.

18
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PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: And your predecessor also — how do you say it in English? — didn't
find time; | mean that. (Laughter.)

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Right.
PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: So, can you give me a word that you will come to our great country?

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Well, 'm going to try. {Laughter.} And | know a lot of people — I will -

say this: | know a lot of people from Ukraine. They're great people. And I owned something.

called the Miss Universe pageants years ago, and | sold it to IMG. And whén | ran for .
President, | thought maybe it wouldn't be the greatést thing to own the Miss Universe and .
Miss USA pageants, Butit's a great thing. And we had a winner from Ukraine, and we've
really had — we got to know the country very well in a let of different ways. Butitsa

- country, | think, with tremendous potential. ' ,

PRESIDENT ZELE_NSKY;' Yes, | know it,>because I'm frorﬁ this coﬁntrj
PRESIDENT TRUMP: Right. (Laughter y

PRESIDENT ZELENSKY And | want to thank you for the mv:tatlon to Washmgton
PRESI DENT TRUMP Right.

PRES{DENT ZELENSKY: You.invited me, But!think — Imsorry, but f think you forgot to tell
me the date.. {Laughter. ) But | thmk in the near future.

PRESIDENT TRUMP: They’ll tell you the date.

PRESIDENT ZELENSKY (Laughs.) Yes, they know before Us. And 1) want to thank you — 10
thank you, espeually, Mr. President, to USA, to your government. Like | said, | know many
people, many faces, like the Second Family, after you — my Ukrainian family, we know each
other.

Thank you for your support espec:a!ly now when — you know, When we have two — really,
two wars in Ukraine. The first one is with corruptlon, you know. But we'll fight — ne, we'll
be winner in this fight, 'm sure. And the priority — my priority is to stop the war on
Donbass and to get back our territories: Crimea, Donbass, Luhansk. .

Thank you for your support in this case, Thank you very much,

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Well, thank you very muich, Mr. President. If you remember you lost
Crimea during a different admmastratlon, not during the Trump admm:stratlon

PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: Yeah. S0 you have chance to help us.

2/8
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PRESI'DENf TRUMP: That's right. | do. But that was during the Obama administration that
you lost Crimea, and | didn’t think it was something that you should have. But that was '
done a long time ago, and | think it was handled poorly. Butit's just one of these things:

One of the e‘lements that we discussed is the United States helps Ukraine, but | think that
other countries should help Ukraine much more than they're doing — Germany, France, the
European Union nations, They really should help you a lot more. And | think maybe, .
together, we'll work on that. They have to feel a little bit gu(!ty about it because they don’t
do what they should be dcmg

You're very important to the European Union. You're very importan{ — strategically, very
important. And I'think they should spend a lot more in helping Ukraine. And they know that
also, and they actually tell me that, but they don't seem to produce. Se Fm sure you'll talk to
them, and Il certainly be talking to them :

PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: Thank you very much Mr. President. And, you know, now we need
— Jwant to tell you that we now (inaudible) the new country. And, I'm sorry, but we don't’
need help; we need support. Real support. And we thank — thank everybody, thank all of
the European countries; they each help us. But we also want to have more — more. But|
understand, so only together, America and EU — only together we can stop the war. And,
you know, we are ready. We just want to tell that we are — remember that we are the
biggest country in Europe, but we want to be the richest one. It's true; it's'in my heart,

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Well, you know you have great people in Ukraine, and you have very
talented people —

5

PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: Very smart.

PRESIDENT TRUMP: — in terms of manufacturing; in terms of some of the things they do.
And we'll be doing — we're doing trading already, but we should be doing a lot more trading
with Ukraine. -But you have very talented people. They make great things. You're at the top
of the line, really. So that's very important.

And the other thing is I've heard you actually have — over: the last fairly short period of
time, you've really made some progress with Russia. | hear a lot of progress has been
made. And just keep it going. it'd be nice to-end that whole disaster. ’

PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: First of all,  want to tell you, before — before the relations with
_ Russia — | will prolong, just one minute | mean, you have to know = | want world to,
know that now we have the new team, the new parliament, the new government.

 PRESIDENT TRUMP: Right.

38
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PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: So now we (inaudible) about 74 laws, new laws, which help for our
new reforms: land reform, big privatization. They did the law about concessions. Did — we
{inaudible) general for security, and we launched the Service Secretary. :

Is it right Service Secretary?
AIDE: Yes. Anti-corruption court, as well.

PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: An anti-corruptién court. As we came, we did — we launched the
anti-corruption court. It began to work on the 5th of September. it was — you know, it was
— after five days, we had the new government. )

So, we are ready. We want to show that we — we just come. And if somebody, if you — if .
you want to help us, so just let’s do businesses cases. We have many investment cases.
We're ready. : )

PRESIDENT TRUMP: And stop corruption in Ukraine, because that will really make you
great. That will make you great personally, and it also be so tremendous for your nation,
in terms of what you want to do and where you want to take it.

Thank you very much. It's a great honor.
PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: Thank you very much, Mr, President.

Q " President Zelensky, have you felt>any pressure from President Trump to investigate joe
Biden and Hunter Biden? ‘

PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: | think you read éverything. Sol ihink you read text. I'm sorry, but!
don't want to be involved to democratic, open elections — elections of USA,

No, you heard that we had, | think, good phone call. It was normal. We spoke about many
things. And t — so | think, and you read it, that nobody pushed — pushed me.

Yes.
PRESIDENT TRUMP: In other words, no pressure.
Q President Trump, would — President Trump, would you like Mr. Zelensky to —

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Because you know what? There was no pressure. And you know there
was — and, by the way, you know there was no pressure. All you have to do it see it, what
went on on the call. But you know that. But you can ask a question, and | appreciate the
answer. - : .

Go ahead.

4/8
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Q Mr. President, would ydu like President Zelensky to do more on Joe Biden and
investigate (inaudible)?.

PRESIDENT TRUMP: No. {want him to.do whatever he can. This was not his fault; he wasn't
there. He's just been here recently. But whatever he can do in terms of corruption, -
because the corruption is massive.

Now, when Biden’s son walks away with millions of dollars from Ukraine, and he knows
nothing, and they're paying him millions of dollars, that's corruption.

When Biden's son walks out of China with $1.5 billion in a fund — and the biggest funds in
the world can't get money out of China — and he's there for one quick meeting, and he flies
in on Air Force Two, | think that's a horrible thing. | think it's a horrible thing.

But I'm going far beyond that, | know the President, and I've read a lot about Ukraine. f've
read a ot about a lot of countries. He wants to stop corruption.

He was elected — | think, number one — on the basis of stopping corruption, whicﬁ
unfortunately has plagued Ukraine. And if he could do that, he's doing, really, the whole
world a big favor. 1 know — and | think he's going to be successful.

Q Mr. President, on Rudy Giuliani, why do you think it's appropriate for your personal
attorney to get involved in government business? '

PRESIDENT TRUMP; Well, you'd have to ask Rudy. 1 will tell you —
Q Ybu mentioned it to the President here.

PRESIDEN‘T TRUMP: | will tell you this, that Rudy is looking to also find out where the phony
witch hunt started, how it'started. You had a Russian witch hunt that turned out to be two
and half years of phony nonsense. -

And Rudy Giuliani is a great lawyer. He was a great mayor.  He’s highly respected. l've
watched the passion that he's had on television over the last few days. | think it's incredible
the way he's done. )

What he's at-is he wants to find out where did this Russian witch hunt that you people really
helped perpetrate — where did it start. How come it started? It was all nonsense. It was a
hoax. It was a total hoax. It was a media hoax and a Democrat hoax. Where did it start?

And Rudy has got every right to go and find out where that started. And other people are
looking at that, too. Where did it start? The enablers — where did it all come from? It was
out of thin air. And I think he's got a very strong right to do it. Hes a-good lawyer; he knows
exactly what he's doing. And it's very important,
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Q Mr. President, do you'believe that the emails from Hillary Clinton — do you believe that
they're in Ukraine? Do you think this whole thing originated — :

PRESIDENT TRUMP: | thh_‘\k théy could be. You mean the 30,000 that she delefe’d?
Q VYes.

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Yeah, | thinl{they could very well — boy, that was a nice question. | like
that question. (Laughter.) Because, frankly, | think that one of the greét crimes committed
is Hillary Clinton deleting 33,000 emails after Congress sends her a subpoena. Think of
that. You can't even dothat in a civil case; you can't get rid of evidence like that. She:
deleted 33,000 emails after — not before — after receiving the subpoena from the U.S:
Congress. . j

I mean, | have never heard — now, she’s done far worse than that. Although, I don't know
how much worse it can be. But there were many other things she did that were wrong. But
that's so obvious. She gets a subpoena from the United States Congress and she deletes
them. And then she said, as | remember it, that, “Oh, well, they had to do with the wedding
and yoga.” She does a lot of yoga, right? So they had 33,000 emails about the weddmg of
her daughter and yoga. | don't think so.

How she got away with that one is just — but it's one of many And it's corrupt

government. Because we have corruption also, Mr. President. We have a lot of corruptlon :

in our government. And when you see what happened with Hillary Clinton, when you see -
what happened with Comey, and McCabe, and all of these people — we have a lot of things
going on here too. Hopefully, it's going to be found.out very soon, But I think that a lot of
progress has been made. A lot of progress has been made.

Q Will the military aid continue? Can you assure that it will continue in the future?

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Well, we're working with Ukraine. And we want other countries to work
with Ukraine. When | saw “work,” I'm referring to money, They should put up more money.
We put up a lot of money. | gave you anti-tank busters that — frankly, President Obarna was
sending you pillows and sheets. And | gave you anti-tank busters And a lot of people didn't
want to do that, but | did it.

And | really hope that Russia — because | really believe that President Putin would like to do’
something. | really hope that you and President Putin get together and can solve your
problem. That would be a tremendous achievement. And | know you're trying to do that.

r

Q President Zelensky, in the phone call, you said that you would look into joe Biden — you
would ask your prosecutor to look into the matter. Have you had that conversation —

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Well, | think — ng, | ha\}en’t., But 1 think that — | think this —
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Q Imasking President Zelensky.

PRESIDENT TRUMP: 1 think that somebody, if you look at what he did, it's so bad - where
his son he goes to China, he walks away with a billion and a half dollars. He goes to Ukraine
and he walks-away with $50,000 a month and a lot of money in addition to that. And the
whole thing with the prosecutor in Ukraine. :

And he’s on tape. This isn't like “maybe he did it, maybe he didn't.” He's on tape doing this.
i saw this a while ago. [looked at it and | said, “That's incredible. I've never seen anything
like that.” Now, either he's dumb, or he thought he was in a room full of really good friends,
or maybe it's a combination of both, inhis case, ’ '

Q President Zelensky —
PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: | heard your guestion. Thank you very much, Don'tcry.

| mean that we have independent country and independent génerai security. | can't push
anyone, you know? That's it. That is the question — thatis the answer. So | didn't call
somebody or the new general security. | didn't ask him. 1didn't push him. That's it.

Q bo you feel obligated to fulfill your promises to President Trump?
PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: Just — sorry.
Q. (Speqks Ukrainian.)
PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: (Speaks Ukrainian.)
(As interpreted.) - Ob!igated to do what? (Speaks Ukrairﬁan.)
Q (Speaks Ukrainian.)
PREéIDENT ZELENSKY: (Speaks Ukrainian.) -
Q (Spéaks Ukrainian.)
PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: (Speaks Ukrainian.)
PRESIDENT TRUMP: You want to just —
~ PRESIDENT ZELENSKY: I'm sorry.

(As interpreted.) Concerning the investigation, actually, | want to underscore that Ukraine is
an independent country. We have a new prosecutor general in Ukraine — a highly
professional man with a Western education and history to investigate any case he considers
and deems appropriate. ’ ‘

78
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While we have many more issues to care about and to tackle, we have (inaudible), we have
Maidan, we have corruption cases, as President Trump rightly mentioned about that. So we
know what to do, and we know where to go and what to tackle,

Q President Trump, isit appropnate to ask the Attorney General to be mvolved in this
matter?

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead.

Q Didyou ask House 'Speaker Nancy Pe!osi to find a way out of impeachment yesterday?

PRESIDENT TRUMP: Not atall. No Look, she's lost her way. She's ‘been taken over by the
radical left. She may be a radical left herself, but she really has lost her way, 1spoke to her-
about guns yesterday She didn't even know what | was talkmg about She's not lnterested

in guns..
(

Q Diditeven coméup orno?- -

PRESIDENT TRUMP: 1l tell you what: Nancy Pelosi is.not interested in gu,né and gun
protection and gun safety. All she is thinking about is this. She's been taken over by the
radical left, the whole Democrat Party. And you take alook at what's happening in the
media today. The whole party is taken over by the left. ' ‘ '

And thank you very much, My poll numbers have gone up. But | don't want it to go up for
this reason.  When they look, and when you see what's happening, peop!e are really angry
at Democrats. They'e reaHy angry at the Democrat Party. e .

And things like, as an example, drug pricing — gettmg drugs down —things like gun safety,
infrastructure, the Democrats can't talk about that because they've beentakenoverbya -
radical group of people. And Nancy Pelosi, as far as I'm concerned unfortunately she’s no:
longer the Speaker of the House.

Thank you very much, everybody. THank you. Thank you very much:
END o . .

2:36 P.M. EDT
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Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Thank you.

But I just want to say that, with this, it is just one additional
piece, as with all the other pieces of evidence. The very thin, paper-
thin record that we have here, one thing is very clear that you
can’t even—I don’t even think you can refute it with a straight
face: Everybody knows the President is concerned about the misuse
of American taxpayer dollars overseas. It is one of his primary,
driving forces. It is one of his main talking points.

So, for anybody that is sitting here today and pretending like
that isn’t the case, that he wasn’t—oh, Ukraine, the third-most-cor-
rupt nation in the world, is the only one on the list that he wasn’t
concerned about? It just doesn’t even—it doesn’t hold water. It
doesn’t make sense. And nobody back home is buying this. No one.

So let’s stop with the games. Let’s acknowledge this for what it
is. And let’s move on.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. CoLLINS. The gentleman is yielding

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. I yield the remainder of my time—
I am sorry. I had some left. I yield to Mr. Jordan.

Mr. JORDAN. Well, I just wanted to answer the statement that
the gentleman from Rhode Island made a little bit earlier. He said,
pointing at Mr. Biggs’ amendment, that his amendment was not
true.

His amendment is real clear. It says, the Ukrainians, under
President Zelensky, signed two major anticorruption measures.
That 1is exactly what they did. They enacted this high
anticorruption court when the parliament was first sworn in, and
they got rid of absolute immunity for members of their par-
liament—two pretty darn important anticorruption measures.

In fact, Mr. Morrison, when he testified in front of this com-
mittee, told us—no, excuse me, when he did his deposition, he told
us that, when they were there with Ambassador Bolton visiting
with the Ukrainians, August 27, he said the Ukrainians were tired
because they had been up all night preparing this legislation, put-
ting it together. That is how focused they were on this. And then
when it passed, when it was enacted, that is, in fact, when the aid
was released.

I yield, if I could, if the gentleman would—I will yield back, and
you yield to the

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. And I yield to the ranking member.

No?

I yield to Mr. Gaetz.

Mr. GAETZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think House Democrats would have you believe that somehow
this impeachment effort is the outgrowth of organic activity from
the President, when the reality is they have intended to impeach
this President from the very beginning.

And it was actually the chairman, when campaigning to be the
head of the Judiciary Committee, who said that he would be best
on the impeachment issue. This is a New York Times article, De-
cember 18, 2017. And it says, “As our constitutional expert, and
with his demonstrated leadership on impeachment in the ’90s,
Nadler is our strongest member to lead a potential impeachment.”
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This is what Chairman Nadler wrote on his pocket-size campaign
literature to his fellow Democrats when he wanted the job. He was
literally campaigning on impeachment before the President even
made the phone call to President Zelensky.

It is who they are. It is what they have wanted. And it is all be-
cause they cannot stand the fact that the America First movement
is the most powerful movement in American political history.

And, Mr. Chairman, I seek unanimous consent to enter into the
fecord this New York Times article from December 18, 2017, out-
ining

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

Mr. GAETZ [continuing]. Your ambition on impeachment.

[The information follows:]
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In Fight for Judiciary Slot, Democrats Broach
the ‘I’ Word: Impeachment

By Nicholas Fandos

Dec. 18,2017

WASHINGTON — Representative Jerrold Nadler of New York has a bold pitch to take over the top Democratic spot on the House
Judiciary Committee — that he is best positioned to lead impeachment proceedings against President Trump.

“As our constitutional expert, and with his ¢ ated leadership on i in the 90s, Nadler is our strongest member toleada
potential impeachment,” Mr. Nadler wrote on a pocket-size leaflet outlining his record.

Not so fast, says Representative Zoe Lofgren of California, his main opponent for the slot. Not only was she on the committee when Bill
Clinton was impeached in 1998, but she was a part of its staff during the proceedmgs against Richard M. Nixon two decades earlier —a
better mode], she argues, for taking on Mr, Trump,

Democrats have no shortage of priorities before the Judiciary Committee, which handles a range of hot-button issnes, including
immigration, guns, abortion and domestic surveiliance, But with Democrats increasingly bullish about their chances of retaking the House
next year, the candidates fighting for control of the committee have dlspensed with niceties and are openly campaigning on the “T* word:
Impeachment.

“It may never come to that. We have no idea what Bob Mueller will pi-ovide " Ms. Lofgren said in an Intetview last week, referring to the
special counsel, Robert S, Mueller IIT, who is investigating links between Mr. Trump’s campaign and Russia.

But, she continued, “Should it come to that, I hope that I would have the experience to cope with that in a very orderly and fair and
informed manner.”

House Democrats will choose between the two seasoned Dethocrats on Wednesday, when they vote to replace Representative John
Conyers Jr, who held down the top Democratic seat on the panel for a quarter century before ions of sexual’ duct forced him
into unexpected retirement earlier this month. And as rumors sweep through the Capitol that Mr. Trump could soon fire Mr. Mueller,
Democrats have whlpped themselves into a frenzy, seeing themselves as possibly the last line of defense.

“We're in the fight of our lives in 2018 and the rule of law is at the center of all the controversy,” said Represemanve Jamie Raskin, a
freshman from Maryland who is a constitutional law scholar. “The position is central to our ability to stand up for the Constitution and the
Bill of Rights.”

Given its broad policy portfolio, the committee tends to attract some of the most partisan members from both parties, and over the years
the committee has earned a reputation as one of the most cutthroat in Congress, Impeachment hearings in 1998 devolved into partisan
brawls, and the Judiciary Committee chairman at the time, Henry Hyde of Illinois, became the chief prosecutor of Mr. Clinton in his Senate
trial, Mr. Hyde also became a target of Democratic partisans, accused of his own marital infidelity three decades before Mr. Clinton’s sex-
charged proceedings. :

That experience is clearly informing the fight now for the Democratic top slot.

Mr. Nadler, 70, who represents parts of Manhattan’s Upper West Side and Brooklyn, pitches himself as a fighter with a lifelong
commitment to civil rights and civil liberties and an expertise in constitutional law — a distinction he argues will count should the House
explore an impeachment case against Mr. Trump.

He also has a claim on being one of his party’s oldest Trump foils: In the 1990s, he was a prominent opponent of Trump projects on the
West Side of Manhattan, His crusade against Mr. Trump earned him little Jove from the New York developer. Mr, Trump, then a frequent
Democratic donor, called Mr. Nadler one of the three worst politicians in America.

“No, 1 don't relish ha\}ing a constitutional crisis,” Mr. Nadler said in an interview in his office last week.

He continned: “Yes, I do relish fighting to protect the constitufional order, to protect people, to protect our democratic system. Yes, if we
have to havé that fight, I want to be a leader here”

_ Ms. Lofgren, 69, an immigration lawyer from the south San Francisco Bay Area and one of the most senior female Democrats in the -
House, has tacked a slightly different course, She has made the case that California is underrep d in top i posts and that
she is better positioned to advance immigration reform ~ a claim that got a boost last week in the form of a letter of support from
Representative Luis V. Gutiérrez, an Illinois Democrat who is viewed as one of the foremost immigration reform advocates among
Democrats.

hitps:/h nylimes, com/2017/127 itics/udiciary impeach-t htmi 172
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1113/2020 . in Fight for Judiciary Slot, Demacrats Broach the ' Word: Impeachment - The New York Times
, But Ms. Lofgren has also argued that she can offer the comemittee someming Mr. Nadler cannot — a woman as its leader.

The issue has taken on added weight at a time when revelations about and changing views of sexual are rapidly

Congress and the commiittee itself. Mr. Conyers, 88, resigned amid accusations that he had sexually harassed former employees and
reached a confidential settlement with one who said she was fired after rejecting his advances. At the same time, Democrats have moved
quickly and assertively to try to claim the mantle as the party of women. :

“This is part of the whole panoply of how we show to the country we are listening,” Ms. Lofgren said, pointing out that women occupy only
five of the top Democratic slots on the House’s 20 standing committees.

House Demacratic leaders have elected to kéep quiet, fearing accusations of undue influence at an inopportune moment. Representative
Nancy Pelosi, the minority leader, is thought to be supporting Ms. Lofgren, a fellow Californian and longtime confidante, but her silence
has been received by at least some lawmakers as a sign that they should be free to vote for Mr. Nadler.

The Democrats’ steering committee is scheduled to vote on Tuesday and will make a recommendation to the party caucus, ahead of its fufl
vote on Wednesday, Mr, Nadler may have a structural advantage because Democrats tend to give weight to seniority and he has served on
the committee two years longer than Ms. Lofgren,

But Democratic lawmakers and senior party aides said €héy expected the results to be close — in part because both Mr. Nadler and Ms,
Lofgren are thought to be safe hands in which to place the committee’s agenda.

“Ir’s a critical position right now,” said Representative Rafl M. Grijalva of Arizona. “They are both very good and capable people.”

Common Questions About Impeachment

What is impeachment?
Impeachment is charging a halder of public office with miscenduct, N

Why Is the impeachment process happening now?
A whistle-blower complaint filed in August said that White House officials believed they tad
witnessed Mr. Trump abuse his power for political .

« Can you explain what President Trump is accused of doing?
President Trump is accused of breaking the faw by pressuring the president of Ukraine to

2020 election.

‘What did the President say to the president of Ukraine? .
seript of Me, Trump's call to President Volodymyr Zefensky of
ite House.

Ukraine, released by

What is the Ilﬁpeéchment process like?
Here are answers {o seven key questions about the process.

How to Keep Up
@ getan emall recapping the day's news

0 Download our moblle app on 108 and Android and turm on alerts
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Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Back home, in my 2 seconds left, we
call that a mike-drop moment.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Ms. Jayapal seek rec-
ognition?

Ms. JAYAPAL. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to go back to the facts, and I want to go back to this
amendment. My colleague from Florida said that this amendment
is putting forward a, quote, “understandable reason” for why the
President withheld the aid and then suddenly released the aid.

And my colleagues on the other side have also made the point
that we don’t know what the intent was of the President. This is
the stated intent, that, because he was waiting for the Ukrainian
Government to do some massive anticorruption measures, that that
was the intent.

But I just want to remind people again of what I said yesterday:
The President is the smoking gun. After his call with President
Zelensky, the President came out on to the lawn, and he was asked
by a reporter, “What did you want to get out of that call with Presi-
dent Zelensky?” And the President said, “I wanted him to”—and
these aren’t the exact words, but he basically said, “I wanted him
to open an investigation into the Bidens. It’s that simple.” So the
President himself has told us what his intent is.

But let’s go on to say that, if my Republican colleagues, as some
just did, argue that the President—nobody can argue that the
President is so interested in corruption—of course, he is so inter-
ested in corruption—I would go back, again, to the facts that are
on the table, which is that in 2017 and in 2018 the President re-
leased aid not just to any country but to Ukraine.

Now, my colleagues have also said that the President knew that
President Zelensky was an anticorruption fighter but they just
wanted to see if maybe he was really going to follow through. So
they are saying that the person before this President, before Presi-
dent Zelensky, the previous President of Ukraine, was a corrupt in-
dividual. They have said that through their remarks. Well, if that
President was corrupt, why, if President Trump cared so much
about corruption, why did he release the aid in 2017 and 2018 to
Ukraine?

Then I would like to get to the question of this particular amend-
ment. I looked at that OMB letter, and I would call that an after-
the-fact cover-up. Why do I say that? I say that because, if you look
at the timeline—and some of my colleagues have laid out pieces of
this, but let me lay out a few more.

On June 18—we already know about the May letter that the De-
partment of Defense sent saying that Ukraine had passed all of its
anticorruption requirements. On June 18, the Department of De-
fense publicly announced that it would release the military aid to
Ukraine.

Lieutenant Colonel Vindman testified that by July 3 he was
aware of the hold and he was aware that the Office of Management
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and Budget, OMB, was making queries that were, quote, “abnor-
mal.” He used that word, “abnormal.”

Fiona Hill testified that there was no explanation given for the
hold. Under Secretary of State David Hale testified that he was
frustrated because he was simply told that this was the President’s
wish.

In August—in August—several OMB divisions—several divi-
sions—wrote a joint memo recommending that military aid go to
Ukraine as soon as possible. And they said in that memo that it
was necessary, this military aid was necessary for supporting a sta-
ble and peaceful Europe.

I would also note that, just recently, just a few weeks ago, two
OMB officials resigned, and they resigned because of deep concerns
that they had about what they were being asked to do. One of
those individuals worked in the legal department that issued this
after-the-fact cover-up memo from OMB.

Now, let me just ask the American people this. If the President
had deep concerns about corruption and was waiting for Ukraine
to take major steps on corruption, let me ask you what you think
any President might do in that situation.

Might they ask the Department of Defense to follow up on those
major anticorruption things that they were trying to get done? He
did not do that.

Would that President inform top agencies about those concerns?
No, he didn’t do that either. In fact, they were all universally in
agreement that the aid should be released.

And might the President inform Congress that this was some-
thing that he was concerned about and he had to withhold the aid?
He didn’t do that either.

After-the-fact cover-up memo, that is all this is. And we need to
oppose this amendment.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

For what purpose does Mr. Collins seek recognition?

Mr. CoLLINS. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CoLLINS. It is amazing that this is an after-the-fact cover-
up since it was asked for by a Democratic Senator. A Democratic
Senator asked for this letter. So that is an after-the-fact cover-up,
when a Democratic Senator asks for a letter explaining the process
on how this happens? An after-the-fact cover-up?

This is exactly what I thought would happen when we would
come back from lunch and come back from our break. All the
things were over, their arguments were dead, everything was
going—and they said, “Well, let’s get back in there and tell the
same things over and over again. Maybe the ones who were watch-
ing in the morning wasn’t watching in the afternoon.”

That has to be one of the best ones I have heard, though, an
after-the-fact cover-up, when it was asked for by a Democratic Sen-
ator just a few weeks ago. How is that an after-—I mean, I guess
Trump is to blame for a Democratic Senator thinking, “Ooh, be
careful what you wish for.”

But there are other things that are coming out again. One of the
things that really bugged me here is this lawful delay. This money
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was not due to be appropriated. It could have been by Congress if
we would have said do it on a certain date. We said by September
30.

So, really and truly, if there was no interaction between the U.S.
and Ukraine and the money was not released until September 30,
Ehere was nothing wrong here, and there is still nothing wrong

ere.

It has been evidenced to me that the evidence reveals that only
the majority—again, this one is just mind-boggling. How does any-
body in the press or anybody else let them get away with the con-
tinual belittling of Mr. Zelensky? They have called him a politician,
derogatorily. They have called him an actor. They have called him
weak. They have called him everything else in the world. “He is
cowering.” I mean, use the adjectives.

And T will go back to their adjective. You know, if they don’t be-
lieve me here, if it looks like a duck, acts like a duck, walks like
a duck, well, this is what they are doing. They are tearing him
down in the eyes of the public. And they keep doing it over and
over again to try and get at the President. This is crazy.

You know why they do that, though? Again, I am going to repeat
it one more time, because there seems to be a problem of reruns
around here. The reason they keep repeating this is because they
can’t make their case.

Mr. CoLLINS. They keep putting this out there and, again, it is
amazing to me.

The next untruth that we are dealing with here today, and this
one is very sensitive to many in the military, many who have been
texting me who have served overseas in our military and others.
When they say, and put in an article, we agreed to put it in the
record, 13 Ukrainian soldiers were killed during President Donald
Trump’s administration, withholding aid from the country from
mid-July to September. Guess what, my colleagues? There were
Ukrainians killed when they had received their previous aid. There
were Ukrainians who were killed in this battle before.

This is the most despicable, despicable of drive-bys, to say that
this money—Under Secretary Hale has told you over and over. You
talk about evidence. Read the transcript. He said this was prospec-
tive money, not current money. But yet we keep putting it in the
record, because if you tell the story enough times, somebody out
there is going to believe it. That is despicable for these 13 who lost
their lives in Ukraine, and it is despicable for anyone who has ac-
tually fought in a battle for this country. Don’t keep doing it, and
if they do, call them out on it. We are going to call facts facts here.

There is no crime. You know why? It is interesting. My friend
from California just said, where are they on these different things,
where are the Democrats? My question is, where are your crimes?
You talk about them, you want people to think they are there. You
want people to come out and say, well, there is bribery, extortion,
high-minded words. And you do it over and over and over again.

The problem is, if you had it, you would have put articles on it.
You don’t have it, so you didn’t put articles on it. That is the stain
on your articles. That is the stain on this committee. This com-
mittee couldn’t make their case, so they came up with abuse of
power so they could put anything in it.
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And today, we have heard that over and over and over again.
Why? Because at the end of the day, the aid was delivered, nothing
was held, but yet we are going to tell, because there was sup-
posedly pressure that the two on the call said didn’t exist and the
Ukrainian leader said did not exist, over and over and over again,
but our majority would rather to besmirch Mr. Zelensky and take
him down, because they can’t make their case.

My question is, who are they hurting now? They are trying to
take down the American President and they are trying to take
down the Ukrainian President at the same time by making him
look small in the middle of his own country in the middle of a hot
war. You can’t have quid pro quo, you can’t have pressure if the
gentleman who is supposedly pressured says there is no pressure.
You can’t make excuses for him when he goes out over and over
agﬁin and talks about it, because he looks at it as it was in the
call.

But also to me, it is just amazing, continuing this discussion to
get people distracted. People died because money was held. That is
not true. Quit saying it. And I don’t care how many times you put
it in a Newsweek article, it is still not true. When you understand
what is going on here, at the end of the day, it is very simple. I
will make it very slow for you to copy. They can’t make a crime.
They hold back to the fact that we can impeach him for anything,
and that is what they have done.

I yield back.

Mr. SWALWELL. Unanimous consent request, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. SWALWELL. Unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. SWALWELL. Los Angeles Times story, October 16, Trump
froze military aid as Ukrainian soldiers perished in battle.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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OBUKHIV Ukraine ~ When President Trump froze hundreds of millions of dollars in secumty
assistance to Ukraine in July, Oleksandr Markiv was ina trench defending his country s eastern

front hne against Russia-backed separatist militias.

Two montﬁs later, Markiv, 38, was dead, killed by shraprrel during a mortar attack on his
battalion’s position in a notoriously dangerous defenise point known as the Svitlodarsk Bulge.

Markiv was one of 25 Ukrainian fatalities on the froﬁi line since July 18, the day Trump quietly put
on hold a $391-million military aid package appropriated by Congress for Ukraine last year,

Democrats accuse Trump of holding Ukraine’s allotted military aid hostage in exchange for
promises from Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky to mveshgate the dealings of Trump’s
political rival, Joe Biden:

Although there is no way to link Markiv’s or the dozens of other deaths direcﬂy to the lack of aid,
military officials and other Ukrainians say they felt exposed, vulnerable and, at least temporarily, -
abandoned by their foremost ally: Washington.

“UJ.S. aid to Ukraine has been very complex and ﬂuxd alternatmg between more economic aid in

the 1990s to more civil society support after 200
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Although the Trump administration said in September that it had lifted the freeze on mﬂitai'y aid,
it “has not reached us yet,” Oleksandr Motuzianyk, a spokesman for the Ukrainian Defense
Ministry, said this week. “It is not just money from the bank. It is arms, equipment and hardware.”

At the time Russian President Vladimir Putin annexed Ukraine’s Crimean peninsula and the war
was breaking out in Donbas, Ukraine’s armed forces and its equipmentvhad been stripped down
and sold off under then-President Viktor Yanukovich. The Kremlin-favored leader was ousted in
the Maidan protests in 2014 and fled to Russia:

Tens of thousands of Ukréiniéﬁs, like Marvkiv,‘volunteered to help fight the Russia-backed
seﬁaratists in the east. Many of them were sent to the front line wearing sneakers and without flak
jackets and helmets, let alone rifles ahd ammunition. Ukrainians across the country organized in
an unprecedented, united eivil movement not seen since World War I1 to raise money to supply

their ragtag mlhtary with everythmg from soldiers’ boots to bullets.

The West; including the U.S., stepped in to provide billions of dollars in security assistance that
! _included armored Hummer SUVs, military ambulances and medical supplies, radar and o

communications equipment, night-vision goggles and drones.

Bolstering Ukraine’s battle against Russia in the Donbas follows decades of what the U.S. saw as
vital support for the country of 45 million’s post-Soviet transition. )

Washington has poured money into developing and stabilizing Ukraine as a way to bring it into the
Western fold. This irritated the Kremhn, which sees Ukraine as belonging firmly in Moscow s

percelved sphere of mﬂuence

Whereas Uk;aihe had been for nearly three decades at the center of a tug of war between the West
and Moscow, Trump’s J uly phone call with Zelensky turned Ukraine into a battlefield for American
domestic politics that comes at a high price for Ukrainians fighting on the front line.
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the co-founder of a new nongovernmental organization lobbying for democratic reforms in,
Ukraine. '

Ukraine would have managed to defend itself against Russia without U.S. assistance, but Kyiv's -
losses “would have beenn much heavier,” said Gen. Viktor Muzhenko, who was chief of staff from

2014 until 2019.

The U.S. donations of éounter-battery radar systems, which warns troops about incoming mortar
and artillery fire and pinpoints where the firing came from, has saved “huridreds if riot thousands

of our soldiers’ lives,” Muzhenko said.

" ADVERTISEMENT

. Olek51y lehonchuk ‘rhe commander of Markiv's battalion, said such a system could have saved his

deputy s life.

On Sept. 27, Markiv’s unit was hlt first by a mortar attack and then rounds of a Iarge—cahber
machine gun, lehonchuk said.

“All the soldiers were. hldlng in the trenches, holes and dugouts, but Sasha decided to climb on'top
of hlS dugout to visually spot where the fire-was coming from to adjust our return fire,” he said,
using the diminutive narme for Oleksandr. Markiv was struck when their position took a direct hit
from a mortar round. He died three hours later during an operation to rémove the shrapnel from

his head in a military hospital in Svitlodarsk.

Many Ukrainian battalions have the American radar systems, but Markiv’s squad did not,
Tikhonchuk said. “That cost him his life.”

Funeral for Ukrainian solider killed in battle
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. ’

In her grief, Markiv’s widow doesn’t want to make her husband’s death about geopolitics.

Anastasia Golota has enough to worry about with their son, Svetoslav, 9, who refuses to believe
that his father is dead.
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i - TRDVERTISEMENT

“He gets upsét when I go to the ce‘m'etery; he tells e he doesn’t think he’s there,” Golota, 37, said
as she walked backed to the car from her htisband’s grave. Ukraine’s national blue and yellow ﬂags .
flap in the wind and mark the graves of 34 soldiers from thls former chemical factory town killed -
during the confhct '

More than 14,000 Ukrainians have died-and about 1.5 million displaced in the conflict. For many _
in Ukraine, it’s still hard to accept that Kyiv is in an armed conflict with its neighbor, Russia, with
whom it shares deep historical, linguistic and cultural ties. Many Ukrainians an& Rﬁssians also
have family ties on both sides of the border. Golota is half Russmn Her mother moved from Rassia
to Ukraine as a child durmg the Soviet Union years.

. “I don’t understand what Russia wants from our little country,” said Golota’s mother, Marina.

But Markiv understood perfectly well what Russia’s ambmons were for Ukraine, Golota said. He
. -was a patriot with a deep commitment to Ukraine’s mdependence, just as his great—grandfather
- had been as a member of the natxonahst, paramilitary Ukrainian Insurgent Army that fought the
‘ Sovxet Red Army in the 1940s. ) S

" He had worked in the Obukhiv tax office in 2010 and watched as Yénukovich helped his business

associates divvy up local governmefxt offices to run the cityr like their personal fiefdoms.

Markiv was very principled and hated the endemic corruﬁtion in his country under Yanukovich,

she said.

‘When the Maidan revolutlon started in 2013, she and Marklv took turns standlng on the square
and takmg care of thelr son at home. Her husband helped drag the wounded to the makeshift
medical hospitals set up on Kyiv’s Independence Square at the height of the clashes between

government riot police and protesters.
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"""K?xasta”s'fa‘”éﬂ’fa Widow of Oleksandr Markiv, Hotds & PHoto of Rer husband in their nome I Obukhiv, UKFame. (sergei L
Loiko/For The Times)

He joined the 72nd inechanized brigade and became a heutenant and served two years, surviving
several attacks while losing many battalion mates. In 2016 he joined the Rapid Response Brigade.
of the National Guard, where he became a senior lieutenant of an antiaireraft missile battalion.

In an obituary, friends described Markiv as “a lieutenant only on paper. In life, he was anordinary, -
sociable and reliable fellow.” He wasn’t Belqw peeling potatoes in the trenches with those ranked

below him, they said,
But the death of Golota‘s husband is alsd the story of a Ukrainjan soldier changéd by war.

"He V;rent to war in 2014 saying he hoped his bullets didn’t kill anyone, quota said, When he was on
the front, he would lie to his wife about his location and tell her he was at a training base so she

wouldn’t worty, she said.

" But after his first tour, Markiv was different, she said. When he was home on leave, his mind was
on war. He was constantly checking YouTube for updated videds about what was happening on the
front, Golota said. ’ '

“He just could not return to life in peace,” she said. -

‘When he returned from trainixig’ ataU.S-led joint operation center in western Ukraine in 2016, a
program run as part of the American secunty aid package, Markiv told his wxfe that the foreign

assistance helped, but it wouldn’t be enough
“It is up to us Ukrainians to fight this war,” he ‘told his wife.

As Trump S 1mpeachment mquxry continues in Washington, Ul<ra1mans take little consolation in

the fact that their country will continue tobe int -
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instructor in Kyiv, the capitél‘ “But Trump is a businessman. He doesn’t care fdr'defhk‘)éracy or

freedom. He doesn’t care if we survive in the war against Russia or not.”

Perhaps now, 'I‘rmhp wishes he’d never meddled with Ukraine, Yeremko said.
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Mr. RASKIN. I object.

Mr. CoLLINS. I am not sure how many times that this is being
perpetrated, but it was prospective money, not current money.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman does not have the time.

Mr. Deutch. For what purpose does Mr. Deutch seek recognition?

Mr. DEUTCH. Unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. DEUTCH. I ask unanimous consent to submit for the record
the May 23 letter from John Rood certifying that the Government
of Ukraine has taken action to make institutional reforms to de-
crease corruption.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Dear Mr. Chairman:»

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, and in coordination with the Secretary of State, I
have certified that the Government of Ukraine has taken substantial actions to make defense
institutional reforms for the purposes of decreasing corruption, increasing accountability, and
sustaining improvements of combat capability enabled by U.S. assistance. An assessment-of the
actions taken by Ukraine, the remaining areas in need of defense. institutional reform, and the
methodology used to evaluate this reform are includeéd in this letter. Furthermore, now that this
defense institutional reform has occurred, we will use the authority provided by section 1250 of
the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2016 (Public Law 114-92); as
amended most recently by section 1246 of the John S. McCain NDAA for Fiscal Year 2019
(Public Law 115-232), to support programs in Ukraine further. Implementation of this further
support will begin no sooner than 15 days following this notification. This authority will be used
to provide appropriate security assistance, including training, equipment, and logistics support,
supplies, and services, to the military and other security forees of the Government. of Ukraine.

Pursuant to-Section 9013 of the Department of Defense (DoD) Appropriations Act, 2019
(division A of Public Law 115-245), we are notifying the committees of this obligation.

Figures provided in this notification reflect estimated quantities and values. These
figures may change based on the final price and availability of individual items, but the overall
cost will not exceed $125 million, and the quantity of items will remain consistent with the. stated
nature and scope. of the program.

The primary methodology used to inform this certification was persistent U.S.
engagement with Ukraine, including, but not limited-to: 1) the Secretary’s meetings with
Minister of Defense Poltorak; 2) 4 visit to Kytv by the U.8. Deputy Assistant Secretary of’
Defense for Russia, Ukraine, Eurasig; 3) Lieutenant General (Retired) Keith Dayton’s bilateral
consultations with and participation in Ukraine’s Defense Reform Advisory Board in his role as
U.S, Senior Defense Advisor on Ukraine; 4) former Secretary of the Navy Dr. Donald Winter’s
visit to Kyiv in his role a U.S. Senior Defense Industry Advisor; 5) senior level engagements led
by the Department of State, including the U.S.-Ukraine Strategic Partnership Commission; 6)
U.S. European Command’s efforts through the Multinational Joint Commission on Ukraine; 7)
the Joint Multinational Training Group ~ Ukraine training program; and 8) other advisory efforts
through the Ministry of Defense. Advisors Program, Defense Governance and Management-
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Team, Cooperatlve Technology Security Dialogue. and the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv and U.S.
Mission to NATO in Brussels

Through these engagements, the United States has eﬁ‘ectwely helped Ukrame advance
institutional reforms through a number of substantial actions to align Ukraine’s defense
entetprise more closely with NATO standards and principles. The Ukrainian Government
adopted legislation to authorize the Ministry of Defense to conduct direct procurement from
international manufacturers, including through the Foreign Military Sales program.

' Furthermore, to strengthen civilian control of the military, the ministry is making progress
‘toward increasing civilian staff, as most prominently illustrated by the fact that the Minister of
Defense is now a civilian. Minister Poltorak also initiated an ambitious program to reform the
command and control system in line with Euro-Atlantic principles, which will further strengthen
civilian control, and to separate force generation from force employment functions, which will
improve the management of Ukraine’s forces. Lastly, Ukraine committed in writing to defense
industry reforms and requested a Senior Defense Industry Advisor to improve the ability of
Ukraine’s domestic industry to provide crmcal material to the Ukrainian armed forces and
transform the state-owned enterpnse

Substantial progress has been made on defense reform since 2014, but there remain areas
that require significant attention. Although Ukraine has made & commitment to defense industry
reforms, increased transparency in acquisition and budgeting will require a sustained effort.
DoD is supporting Ukraine with the development of a transformation plan to bring its industry in
line with global best practices, which will likely be a multi-year effort. The implementation of a
modern human resources management system is another area that still requires attentions
Moreover, Ukraine, with U.S, advice and mentoring, continues to mature its processes and
procedures to ensure technology security, proper accouritability, and end-use controls for U.S.-
provided equipment. The United States remains committed to assisting with the implementation
of these reforms to bolster Ukraine’s ability to defend its territorial integrity in support of a
secure and democratic Ukrame

This notification is provided to meet the requirements of section 1250 of the NDAA for
Fiscal Year 2016, as amended. Descriptions of the programs and associated training are
enclosed. [ am sending identical letters to the other congressional defense committees, the Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the House Commiittee on Foreign Affairs.

Sincerely,

John C. Rood -
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Mr. DEUTCH. And I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. DEUTCH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, the ranking member was right; it is important to
repeat some of what has been said because most of America doesn’t
watch all day long. But for people who do, they need to understand
that the reason we are here, the reason that we are moving for-
ward on Articles of Impeachment is because the President of the
United States abused his power by soliciting foreign interference in
his own reelection, thereby cheating American voters.

It is true that on May 23, the date that the Under Secretary of
Defense certified that Ukraine had taken action to make institu-
tional reforms to combat corruption, it is true that they had done
that that day. It is an important day, because we have talked a lot
about Ukraine needing the assistance, the security assistance, as
they were at war with Russia, and they did. They also needed the
White House meeting.

And also on May 23, it is just important for us to remember what
the facts are. On May 23, a delegation returned from President
Zelensky’s inauguration. They met with the President and the
President told them, work with Rudy. Ambassador Sondland said,
work with Giuliani or abandon the goal of a White House meeting.

Let me say a word about Ambassador Sondland. My colleagues
have challenged Ambassador Sondland’s credibility, but it is impor-
tant to pay attention to what he and others have testified to under
oath. And if you think that a million dollar donor to President
Trump is not credible, then we should look at all of the testimony
and the text messages and the emails to others and examine it
closely.

So they came back and they said, work with Rudy. And then on
May 29, the President invited President Zelensky to the White
House. So President Zelensky expected that he would be coming.
And Sondland then said that there was a prerequisite of investiga-
tions. Lieutenant Colonel Vindman said that Sondland told the
Ukrainians on July 10 to treat the investigation—that the inves-
tigation of the Bidens was a deliverable necessary to get the meet-
ing.

Then on July 19, Ambassador Sondland emailed Robert Blair
and Lisa Kenna and Brian McCormack and Chief of Staff
Mulvaney and Secretary Perry and Secretary Pompeo, all of them,
and said that Zelensky was prepared to receive POTUS’ call and
offer assurance on the investigation.

Then Volker had breakfast with Giuliani and texted Ambassador
Sondland and said, most important is for Zelensky to say he will
help with the investigation. And then Volker texted the morning of
the call. He texted Yermak and said, heard from the White House.
Assuming President Zelensky convinces Trump that he will inves-
tigate and get to the bottom of what happened, we will nail down
a date for a visit to Washington.

Those are the facts. That is what was provided in text messages
and emails. There has been all this focus on the call. This is an
effort that started the moment that this delegation got back from
the inauguration, and it continued through the end of May and
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June and July. And then there was a call. But it continued on
through August and through September.

This isn’t one time with eight lines. This is a concerted effort to
make sure that Ukraine, who was at war with Russia, understood
that they weren’t going to get their security assistance and they
weren’t going to get their White House meeting until they an-
nounced an investigation of the President’s principal political oppo-
nent. That is abuse of power.

Multiple times my colleagues over here have asked if anyone ob-
jects to the President of the United States abusing his power for
political gain like that.

But I would finish with this: Ambassador Taylor, when he came
and testified under oath, he said, during our call on September 8,
Ambassador Sondland tried to explain that President Trump is a
businessman. When a businessman is about to sign a check to
someone who owes him something, he asks that person to pay up
before signing. I argued, he said, that made no sense. Ukrainians
did not owe President Trump anything. That is true. They owed
him nothing to get the White House meeting, they owed him noth-
ing to get their aid, and they owed nothing to him for his assist-
ance in his campaign.

And I yield back.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Sensenbrenner seek recognition?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to the ranking member.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Sensenbrenner.

It is amazing to me that, again, the things that will come out of
this markup is not the simple fact that they are going to mark up
this and they will send it to the floor. It is what they will per-
petrate to try to hide the weakness of their argument.

I have now given the article that the gentleman from California
wants admitted, again, perpetrating the falsehood that people were
killed because of money. And in the own article, which is biased
against the President, biased against the whole situation, it has
this line: Although there is no way to link Markiv’s and the other
dozens of deaths directly to the lack of aid.

Yeah, let’s keep putting stuff in here that proves your pathetic
argument. The article itself, which is biased against the President,
actually says there is no way to link it, but yet we are doing it
every time in here. Keep giving them. I will keep accepting them.
Wonderful article. Great job, because you are making my point. I
guess I can hush and just let you make my point for me, but all
you want to do is besmirch the dead and go after Mr. Zelensky as
weak and powerless. That is what is going to come out of this.

So I guess I will withdraw my objection on this. It makes my
point. You all have any more you want to put in, keep going, but
besmirching the dead is not going to get you anywhere.

I yield back. I yield back to Mr. Sensenbrenner.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.
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Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Without objection, the material will be inserted in the record.

Ms. LOFGREN. I have a unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized for a unanimous
consent request.

Ms. LOFGREN. I would like to ask unanimous consent to put a
Roll Call article into the record entitled, “Ukrainian lives hung in
the balance as Trump held up aid,” quoting a National War College
official about the adverse impact on the war.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Ukrainian lives hung in balance as Trump held up aid

rﬂ"vnﬂ / ongress/ inian-lives-hung-in-bal trump-held-up-aid

John M. Donneily QOctober 24, 2019

Ukrainian soldiers on the front line in the eastern Donbass region in June 2018, (Oleksandr
Rupeta/NurPhoto via Getty Images)

On June 6, Russian-allied forces in Ukraine’s eastern Donbass region fired a volley of artillery shells
on Ukrainian soldiers based in a rural area, even though Moscow had signed a ceasefire agreement
the day before.

Two young Ukrainian soldiers — 28-year-old Dmytro Pryhio and 23-year-old Maksym Oleksiuk —
were killed in their dugout by that shelling in the settlement of Novoluhanske, Ukrainian commanders
said at the time. Eight other Ukrainian soldiers suffered concussions and other injuries,

Pryhio and Oleksiuk were just two men. But the day before, the Russians had killed another
Ukrainian soldier. The day before that, they had killed two others. And in the nearly five-plus years
before that, thousands more had fallen.

In total, upward of 13,000 people, at least a quarter of them civilians, have been killed since 2014,
when Russia annexed Ukraing’s Crimea region and started a separatist uprising in Donbass, where
some 35,000 Russian-backed fighters are said to still be stationed.

hitpsy/
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1/15/2020 . Ukrainian lives hung in balance as Trump held up aid

- The pace of casualties in the war in Donbass has waned — due largely, experts say, io some $1.5
billiory in.U.S. military aid in the last five years. So has press coverage of the conflict. But lives are stili
lost on a weekly, and sometimes da:iy, bagis.

The deaths of Pryhlo and Oleksiuk came at a critical time and highlighied a key battlefield
vuinerability, Less than two weeks after they were killed, the Pentagon announced that $250 milfion
in new U.S. military aid — weapons, training, medical supplies and more — would arrive soon in
Ukraine, part of a roughly $391 million fiscal 2019 aid package.

Significantly, the new aid included not Just weapons like grenade latinchers and rifles but also
counter-artillery radars and other defensive systems that, though they would arrive too late to have
detected and defended against the shelling in Novoluhanske, might very well help Ukraine see and
defend against similar artillery attacks in the future, experts said.

Moreaver, the delay in dehvermg those radars and other ald deferred the Ukrainian mlhtary s ability to
upgrade its capabilities. :

Much more important than its operational benefits, these observers say, the aid has cénveyed the
message to Ukraine — and above all, to Russia — that the United States.stands with Ukraine.

The White House’s withholding of this support — which administration officials, including the
president, had directly or indirectly told top Ukrainian government officials about last summer — sent
the opposite message

“It Is a significant mistake fo withhold this aid for any reason, and partlcular!y for domestic
considerations,” said retired Adm. James Stavridis, who commanded U.S. forces in Europe from
2008 to 2013. "Doing so is agift to Vladimir Putin.”

Psychological operational effect

Trump's monthslong freeze on the money, which he dropped in September, is a key basis for the
House impeachment inquiry. But the support to Ukraine is usually dl\scussed in almost clinical terms
—- as an “aid package” or “securily assistance” or similarly abstract terms.

To the contrary, however, Trump’s apparent decision to use the aid money to coerce a partner nation
into helping his political fortunes posed life-and-death risks to Ukrainian families like Pryhlo's and
Oleksiuk’s, according to lawmakers from both parties, U.S. m;htary officers and analysts who focus
on Ukraine,

[Mulvaney ach ledges 2016 election investig stion was tied to Ukraine aid freeze]

Americans have mostly forgotten about the simmering conflict in Ukraine, but the war ls stifl-a lethal
reality for those in the middie of it. And to Ukrainians, U.S. support for their mmtary against Russia’s
much larger force is an existential issue.

nttps:llwww‘primfriendlyﬁom/p/g/lﬂZsz_
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1/18/2020 ’ Ukrainian lives hung in balance as Trump held up aid

“There is no doubt the U.S. assistance plays a very significant role in the Ukrainian mi!itary’é ability to
" fight the war in Donbass,” said Mariya Omelicheva, a professor-of strategy at the National War
College in Washington, “The delay has a profound impact on the tactical and operational
preparedness and, more importantly, psychological pfeparedness and trust in the ally.”

- Congressional proponents of Ukraine aid told CQ Roll Call that the American weapons and trammg
are critical to saving lives.

“Ukraine's ablility to defend itself is directly linked to the unimpeded flow of U.S. military assistance,”
said Democratic Sen, Jeanne Shaheen of New Hampshire, a member of the Armed Services
Committee. "For this reason, Congress — on a bipartisan basis — demanded that the administration
lift its hold before more people died. It was a grim realization to learn that these lives were being
threatened because of political interference from the White House.”

Sen. Rob Portman, an Ohio Republican and member of the Foreign Relations Committee, was

among the lawmakers who pressed the administration to free the money for Ukraine after the hold ;

became public in late August. Trump, in fact, cited Portman’s entreaties in September as being

critical in the decision to belatedly release the aid money, which Trump had claimed was being

withheld to try to get other countyiés to contribute more and because Ukraine was too corrupt to
properly handle the money.

Portman said the aid makes a real tactical and strategic difference in Ukraine.

“With this recent funding, we have provided vital assistance to help the Ukrainian military éontinue on
their path of reform and implement ;mproved training and readlness to be able to defend their
homeland against Russian aggression,” he said.

‘Undoubtedly more deaths

Lessthan two months after the attack in Novoluhanske, the now well-known Trump admmlstratlon
campaign to coerce Ukraine into investigating unfounded allegations info one of Trump's top political
opponents ¢rested, a growing number of U.S. government officials have told Congress i in testlmony
and whistleblower complaints.

A centerpiece of the‘pressure campaign was withholding the latest tranche of military aid, a threat
that was communicated directly and indiréctly by multiple administration offi cials up to and mcludlng
the president last summer, his critics have charged.

. The acting U.S. ambassador to Ukraine, Willlam Taylbr, told House lawmakers behind closed doors
Tuesday about a visit he paid, apparently in late July, to Ukrainian commanders on the front lines in
the country's eastern region of Donbass.

In the testimony, Taylor recounted being able to see “the armed and hostile Russian forces on the
othier side of the damaged bridge across the line.of contact.”

34
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11612020 Ukrainian fives hung in balance as Trump held up aid

Taylor knew by then that the aid money had been held up to coérce Ukrainian President Volodymyr
~Zelenskiy — and so did Zelenskiy and other Ukrainian officials, Taylor said. .

But the commanders whom Taylor visited on the front fines did not know-about it, and that made
Taylor “uncomfortable,” the ambassador wrote in testimony to House impeachment investigators, a ‘
document first made public by The Washington Post. .

“Over 13,000 Ukrainians had been killed in the war; one or two a week,” he said in his prepared‘
-remarks. o

“More Ukrainians would undoubtedly die without the U.S. assistance,” he added matter-of-factly.
Russian roulette

The Trump administration’s freeze-on aid to Ukraine threatened, if only temporarily, to undercuta
U.S. ally suffering casualties in a shooting war and to instead serve the interests of Russia.

A similar dynamic is at play in the Middle East: Trump apparently acquiesced to Turkey's invasion of
northern Syria earlier this manth and in the bargain cut off U.S. support for the Syrian Kurds, another
long-time partner ensnared in battle. There, too, Russia benefited, having stepped into the vacuum

" and seen its influence grow. )

Trump's Syria move has triggered GOP cutrage, while Republicans have largely defended Trump in
the impeachrnent probe despite bipartisan support on Capitol Hilf for the Ukraine aid package. The

Syria decision Is still unfolding, while the Ukraine aid is back on; and the Syrian Kurds' plight is more
pressing now than a handful of Ukrainian deaths seem to be. ’

In any event, bipartisan congressional backing for continuing to arm Ukraine was shown this yéar
when the continuing resolution that the U.S. government is currently operating under was written to
extend for another year the statutory authority for the military aid for Ukraine.

Get breaking news alerts and more from Rolf Call on your iPhone.

hitps:/awww.printfriendly.com/p/ghB2zsg
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Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Johnson seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I move in opposition to the Biggs amendment. My colleague from
Georgia talks about how Democrats are trying to make President
Zelensky look weak. Well, I tell you, that brings to mind the pic-
ture of President Trump and President Zelensky meeting in New
York in September at the U.N., and a big chair for President
Trump, a little chair for President Zelensky, big 6-foot-4 President
Trump, 5-foot-11 Mr. Zelensky, President Zelensky. And they are
standing there and President Trump is holding court. And he says,
oh, by the way, no pressure. And you saw President Zelensky shak-
ing his head as if his daughter was downstairs in the basement
duct-taped.

I mean, there is an imbalance of power in that relationship. It
always has been. And there is no way that the nation of Ukraine
can stand up to the power, to the power of the United States of
America. And President Trump used that unequal bargaining posi-
tion. He leveraged his power in that relationship, not for the ben-
efit of the United States of America, but for his own benefit.

He again held President Zelensky over a barrel up there in New
York, the same way he did on the telephone call on the 25th of
July. And he told him, look, I know that you need those Javelins,
but I need you to do me a favor or do us a favor. And who was
“us,” by the way? Was it the American people or was it the Trump
campaign and all of those corrupt officials that he aligns himself
with, half of whom are in jail or facing charges or facing sen-
tencing. Who was he talking about “us”? It wasn’t the American
people. It was the Trump Organization and the Trump campaign.
And that is wrong.

It is wrong for the United States President to use his position for
himself. It is wrong. And that is what President Trump did, and
that is what we are holding him accountable for today. And Presi-
dent Trump pretty much sold out our Constitution for his own per-
sonal benefit.

We are called upon today with the question of whether or not we
are going to sell out our positions, whether or not we are going to
be sellouts. I mean, each and every one of us had a career before
we came to Congress. I myself was a criminal defense lawyer, and
I enjoy my job. I am honored to represent the biggest client that
I have ever represented, and that is the citizens of the Fourth Con-
gressional District of Georgia. But I would gladly, to protect the
Constitution, give up my job that I love, and I would go back to
Georgia to do what I used to do, if I had to pay a heavy price for
doing what was right for the Constitution.

And that is what my friends on the other side of the aisle are
charged with now. I know that there is a lot of fear about them
being in Zelensky’s position, about them being in that little small
chair with the President with the bully pulpit, the right wing
media, FOX News, everything being on his side, and him levying
and leveraging that power against them as they approach their pri-
maries.
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They don’t want to get primaried. I know that that is the desire.
But let’s not sell out the country for our own desire, which is ex-
actly what we are charged with protecting our country from Presi-
dent Trump doing. Let’s not do that. Let’s make ourselves look
good in the eyes of history. Let’s do the right thing.

And, with that, I will yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does the gentlelady from Florida, Ms.
Mucarsel-Powell, seek recognition?

Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I move to
strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL. Thank you.

I want to respond to—I have been here all day listening to all
the comments from my Republican colleagues. And the one thing
that has continued to be mentioned is that there has been no crime
committed. And I have been asked by some of the people that live
in my district, live in my community, Americans that say, but what
is the crime?

And I have to say that there is no higher crime than for the
President to use the power of his office to corrupt our elections. We
are seeing behavior from this President that we have not seen in
the history of our country, violating three of the most dangerous
violations of the Constitution: One, abuse of power through self-
dealing; two, betrayal of national security; three, corruption of our
elections.

And I want to make something very clear. We are here today be-
cause the President of the United States of America has violated
the law. The President’s conduct meets all the elements of criminal
bribery under 18 U.S.C. 201(b)(2)(A), a public official demands or
seeks anything of value personally in return for being influenced
in the performance of any official act.

Why are we here? How did we get here? The inspector general
of the intelligence community brought to Congress an urgent and
credible threat to our national security, to our democracy. That is
why we are here today. You have heard conspiracy theories. You
have heard things that are not true to distract from the fact that
this President abused the power of his office to extort a foreign gov-
ernment for his own private political gain, not for the interests of
the United States of America.

Now, you also hear about that we are trying to overturn our elec-
tion. If you see, they have a poster over there saying that we are
trying to overturn the election. That couldn’t be anything farther
from the truth. It is a ridiculous statement.

Impeachment is a crucial part of the Constitution that ensures
a democratic government. It was created by the Founders as a
check to prevent a President from becoming a king. And it is in-
credible to me to see some of my colleagues bend over backwards
to cover up for this President. My sister is a yoga teacher. She
doesn’t contort the way some of my Republican colleagues distort
the facts, all to protect this President.

The Founders knew that elections would come every 4 years, but
included impeachment in the Constitution to protect the republic
against a President who would be an imminent threat to our de-
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mocracy. And that is why we are here today, because this Presi-
dent has shown us that he is welcoming foreign interference.

He has asked Russia, he has asked Ukraine, he has asked China,
asking them to investigate his political opponents. We have seen it.
We have seen those videos. That is direct evidence. We have docu-
mentary evidence. We have a transcript of a call. We have text
messages. We have emails from Ambassador Sondland. Everyone
was in the loop.

This is a scheme that began back in February and March. This
was a complaint that was brought forth to Congress, because it was
an urgent and credible threat. The President of the United States
has violated the law. He has abused his power. He is undermining
our freedoms, our democracy. We must act. That is why we are
here today. No one, no President in this country is above the law.

I yield back my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Armstrong seek recognition?

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I think that argument would have a lot more
merit on the abuse of power charge if we don’t take a look back
and look at the whole destination and how we got here. And the
reason I say that is because for 2 years, we heard about Russian
conspiracy, Russian collusion. How are we going to prove it? The
chairman of the Intelligence Committee went on national TV and
said he had direct evidence of Russian conspiracy.

Well, the Mueller report came out. And actually, if you watch the
media, about a week before the Mueller report came out, we start-
ed switching to obstruction and obstruction of justice. And so we
go through that. Then the Mueller report comes out and shows
there is absolutely no conspiracy, absolutely no collusion. So we are
going to check that off the list.

Now we go to 10 articles of obstruction of justice. And we walk
through it and we bring Bob Mueller into the Judiciary hearing.
And I am pretty certain there were people marking out statutes
next to the Washington Monument of gratitude and gravitas of Bob
Mueller. Well, that hearing fell flat, and obstruction of justice was
abandoned.

So then we moved into a July 25 phone call, and we went to quid
pro quo. And quid pro quo kept going and kept going, but then they
decided that wasn’t working really well. So we poll tested bribery.
And bribery had a little bit of a problem, because you cannot prove
the elements of the crime. And I don’t care how many different
ways we say it, when the victim of the crime, alleged victim con-
tinues to go on national TV, international press conferences every
step of the way and deny that he was a victim and deny that there
was a crime, we move on. So we move from things of campaign fi-
nance, which didn’t even work in the Mueller report, and continue
to moving forward.

So instead of starting an investigation in a general way and mov-
ing towards a specific crime, we try and pick 17 different specific
crimes. And when they never get there, instead of doing what any
reasonable investigator would do and say, there is no there there,
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we take it all and we put it together and then we say, well, because
we can’t prove any of it, we are going to use all of it.

And so if we want to know why we are here today, that is why
we are here today. Because this started the day President Trump
got elected. It has continued—it has continued through all the
Mueller report. Not to be deterred, in a separate different thing,
the day after the Mueller report hearings happened in the Judici-
ary Committee, I was in the Oversight Committee when they sub-
poenaed the personal emails of every member of the Trump family.

This is never going to stop. I agree with my colleague from Ohio;
it is never going to stop. And we will continue to move forward, but
you cannot move through all of these specific crimes, use these
words for weeks at a time, and the minute they fall apart, we just
move on to the next thing. I think that is why you are losing the
support of the American people. I think that is why you are losing
the support of your colleagues on your side of the aisle in Congress,
and that is why we are here. So let’s call it like it is and explain
how we got here, why we are here, and where we continue to go.

And with that, [——

Mr. CoLLINS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Yeah, I will yield to the ranking member.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you.

Mr. Armstrong, you just brought up a great point. You know why
we know what you just said is true? You know, again, we have got-
ten a lot of nontruth here and we just say it over and over enough
so people will believe it. But what you just said is completely true,
that this will never end. You know why we know that? Adam
Schiff's own words and Al Green’s own words. Adam Schiff, even
the other day giving one of his press conferences, which he loves
dearly. He loves to testify in front of cameras, just not in front of
members, where he has to actually answer questions. And he said,
we are just going to keep—no matter what happens, we are going
to keep investigating, investigating, investigating, investigating, in-
vestigating. We are going to start. I mean, Mr. Ratcliffe, you are
on the Intel Committee and I know others on this are. Well, it
would be nice if you all get back to oversight of the intelligence
community. That would be nice. Shocking proposition for a com-
mittee that is supposed to be doing that.

But then also, Mr. Green said, we can impeach him over and
over and over again. This is what is happening. It is a farce. We
can’t come up with crimes, so we say crimes. We can’t put them
in the articles because we can’t make it happen. But yet, just like
you said, I just want to commend you for telling the truth. You told
the truth. This is not going to end no matter what, except—and the
reason we know it is because we don’t have to infer. We don’t have
to find articles to put in the record. We just listen to their own
words.

I yield back to Mr. Armstrong.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. And, with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mrs. Demings seek recognition?

Mrs. DEMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.
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Mrs. DEMINGS. You know, I rise today in opposition of this
amendment. It is so obvious. It is so obvious that it is a last-
minute, after-the-fact desperate scramble to cover up the Presi-
dent’s wrongdoing. And I tell you what, we are not falling for it,
and I really do believe the American people are not falling for it
and probably are offended by it.

You know, my Republican colleagues have talked about a lot of
things today, and they are really working very hard to protect the
President, it appears, like at any and all cost. But I really wish
that my colleagues on the other side would work as hard to protect
voting rights for the American people, believing that everybody
should have the right to vote, and that cheating in our elections by
anyone at any time or any place is just not right.

It just amazes me to suggest that abuse of power is somehow in-
adequate or inappropriate or not serious enough. Abuse of power
by the highest position in the land, the leader of the free world,
that abuse of power is not enough to impeach this President or any
other President.

But the Framers were so desperately concerned about abuse of
power by the President, they were terrified of the thought of an un-
principled man, a person finding their way into the White House.
To suggest that abuse of power is not serious, is not enough is sim-
ply ridiculous to me.

The President has a constitutional duty, and that really is the
highest document in the land, to violate the Constitution. He has
a constitutional duty to faithfully execute the law. Well, that is
what it says, to faithfully execute the law. Is there anybody here—
I don’t care what comes out of your mouth today. Is there anybody
here who believes that this President has faithfully executed the
law and faithfully executed the duties, the sacred trust that has
been put in his hands and on his shoulder? He is supposed to faith-
fully execute the law, not ignore it, not abuse it, and not forget it.

The President is supposed to be motivated by public interest,
public interest, the interests of the people. But rather than remem-
bering that or caring about that—I am not really sure he ever real-
ly did—the President chose to try to coerce a foreign power, a
newly elected young President that we all were excited about, an
anticorruption President, the President tried to coerce him into
interfering in the 2020 elections.

The things that I have heard today about the Vice President’s
child, the things I have heard about the Vice President’s son, when
we have millions of people in this country who are suffering from
addiction; I just believe to protect this President at any cost is
shameful.

Article II in the Nixon impeachment said this: The article prin-
cipally addressed President Nixon’s use of power, including powers
vested solely in the President, to aid his political allies, harm his
political opponents, and gain improper personal political advan-
tages. In explaining this Article of Impeachment, the House Judici-
ary Committee then stated that President Nixon’s conduct was un-
dertaken for his personal political advantage and not in the fur-
therance of any valid national policy objective. The President
abused his power. And to me, and at least the members on this
side of the dais, that matters.
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And, with that, I yield the remaining time to Mr. Richmond from
Louisiana.

Mr. RicHMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Very quickly, I just want to remind people that when—or the
people watching—that when you look at the credibility of a testi-
mony and weighing the evidence, you can look at other things. So
I want to enter into the record, unanimous consent, The Guardian
article, “Roger Stone to Michael Cohen: The men in Trump’s orbit
implicated in crimes.”

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

Mr. RicHaMOND. CNN Politics, “Six Trump associates have been
convicted in Mueller-related investigation.”

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

Mr. RicHMOND. In honor of my wise grandmother, who said,
birds of a feather flock together.

And then also, “President Trump has made 13,435 false or mis-
leading claims over 993 days.”

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Roger Stone to Michael Cohen: the men in Trump's
orbit implicated in crimes

Roger Stone is the latest among a growing list of people once in the president’s inner circle who have
been convicted on federal charges

Victoria Bekiempis
£1i15 Nov 2012 15.44 EST

Roger Stone, Donald Trump’s longtime adviser, was convicted on Friday of obstructing a
congressional investigation into Russian meddling in the 2016 election.

The verdict makes Stone only the latest among a growing list of people once in the president’s
inner circle who have been convicted on federal charges. Below is a list of others in Tramp’s orbit
- or that of his associates - implicated in federal crimes.

Michael Cohen

The president’s former lawyer and fixer, Cohen pleaded guilty to bank fraud, tax fraud, and
campaign violations involving hush-money payouts to two women - the adult film star Stormy
Daniels, and former Playboy model Karen McDougal. Cohen was sentenced to 36 months in
federal prison.

https. v, an.co /201 9fnovi15/rog frurmp-i ircie-alli icted-cr 15
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Paul Manafort ,

The once powerful lobbyist who worked as Trump’s campaign chairman was convicted in August
2018 of bank fraud, tax fraud and failing to disclose foreign bank accounts. The next month,
Manafort admitted to conspiracy, such as money laundering and unregistered lobbying, as well as
a second conspiracy count involving witness tampering. Manafort, who will spend about seven
and a half years in prison for the federal cases, alsc faces state criminal charges in New York for
alleged fraud and conspiracy.

Michael Flynn

Trump’s former national security adviser pleaded guilty to lying to the FBI over his
communication with Russia amid the presidential transition in 2016. Flynn lied about his contact
with Russia’s ambassador, such as urging Russia not toreact to sanctlons placed by Barack
Obama.

Rick Gates

Manafort’s business partner pleaded guilty in February 2018 to conspiring to defraud the US and
lying to the FBL. He also admitted to helping Manafort manipulate financial documents, conceal
foreign income, cheat tax authorities and mislead banks for credit, Gates, who was also a Trump
campaign official, brokered a deal with Robert Mueller - serving as a star witness against Manafort
and Stone.

George Papadopoulos
In 2017, Papadopdulos pleaded guilty to lying to the FBI about the schedules of meetings with
purported Russian intermediaries. Papadopoulos in March 2016 met with a Maltese professor in
London, who claimed that the Russians had incriminating information on Trump’s then rival,
Hillary Clinton - “thousands of emails”. Papadopoulos was sentenced to 14 days in prison.

Alex van der Zwaan

A Dutch lawyer who worked with Manafort, Van der Zwaan pleaded guilty to lymg to the FBI
about his communications with Gates and a person potentially linked to Russian intelligence. Van
der Zwaan worked on a Manafort-commissioned report to defend ex-Ukrainian president Viktor
Yanukovych from international scrutiny. He was incarcerated for 12 days.

Richard Pinedo

The online fraudster pleaded guilty after it was revealed that his business setting up US bank
accounts, and then illegally peddling them over the internet, had enabled a Russian operation
that utilized social media to meddle with the election. His cooperation enabled Mueller’s pursuit
of Russian troll farms.

Konstantin Kilimnik-

The Russian political operative and Manafort associate is charged with obstructing justice. He was
swept up in Manafort’s plan to leverage his relationship with Trump to settle muitimillion-dollar
debts to an oligarch.

Sam Patten

-Lobbyist Patten had ties to Kilimnik. He admitted to diverting $50 000 from a Ukrainian oligarch
to Trump’s presidential inauguration committee. He pleaded guilty and agreed to cooperate with
Mueller.

12019/novi15froger-stone-rump- tretenalli i i 245
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America faces an epic choice... ~ Co
... in the coming year, and the results will define the country for a generation. These are perilous
times. Over the last three years, much of what the Guardian holds dear has been threatened -
democracy, civility, truth. This US admiristration is establishing new norms of behaviour. Anger
and cruelty disfigure public discourse and lying is commonplace. Truth is being chased away. But
with your help we can continue to pu it center stage. It will be a defining year and we’re asking
for your help as we prepare for 2020.

Rampant disinformation, partisan news sources and social media's tsunami of fake news is no
basis on which to inform the American public in 2020. The need for a robust, independent press
has never been greater, and with your help we can continue to provide fact-based reporting that
offers public scrutiny and oversight. You've read more than 12 articles in the last four month. Our
journalism is free and open for all, but it's made possible thanks to the support we receive from
readers like you across America in all 50 states.

"America is at a tipping point, finely balanced between truth and lies, hope and hate, civility and
nastiness. Many vital aspects of American public life are in play - the Supreme Court, abortion
rights, climate policy, wealth inequality, Big Tech and much more. The stakes could hardly be higher.
As that choice nears, the Guardian, as it has done for 200 years, and with your continued support,
will continue to argue for the values we hold dear - fucts, science, diversity, equality and fairness.” -
US editor, John Mulholland ’

On the occasion of its 100th birthday in 1921 the editor of the Guardian said, "Perhaps the chief
virtue of a newspaper is its independence. It should have a soul of its own.” That is more true than
ever. Freed from the influence of an owner or shareholders, the Guardian's editorial
independence is our unique driving force and guiding principle. ’

We also want to say a huge thank you to everyone who supported the Guardian in 2019. You
provide us with the motivation and financial support to keep doing what we do. We’re asking our
readers to help us raise $1.5m to support our rigorous journalism in the new year. Every
contribution, big or small, will help us reach it. Make a gift from as little as $1. Thank you.

hitps:/iwww.theguardi A 18/nov/ ger-stone-trump-i ircle-all I i L3
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Chairman NADLER. And the gentleman’s time has expired.

For what purpose does Ms. Jackson Lee seek recognition?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

And I wanted to speak first to the underlying amendment that
calls for the acknowledgement that the aid was released, in the ar-
ticle, the first article, I believe. And I want to again recount, not
only the July 25 call, where previously I had indicated the Presi-
dent’s language that asked “I would like you to do us a favor,
though,” that that was not tied to the “us” representing the entity
of a public representation, which would be the United States of
America, established foreign policy by the Secretary of State, estab-
lished foreign policy by the Secretary of Defense. And that is be-
cause, of course, the Secretary of Defense and State had already
certified that Ukraine was working to graduate to—working to en-
sure the end of corruption. They had met the standards that were
required for funding.

The other thing is that when Lieutenant Colonel Vindman
thought that the words that he heard were appalling and seemed,
to him, to be inappropriate for a call to the President, as relates
to a question tying the military aid to investigation of Biden and
others, son and others, not official policy, he immediately gave it
to the NSC counsel, John Eisenberg. John Eisenberg took the infor-
mation and then ultimately put it in a separate coded filing and
asked that the lieutenant colonel not say anything about it.

That is unusual, because you would think that if it was normal
business, if it had to do with standard U.S. foreign policy, it would
be okay to talk about that call. But they knew a major mistake had
been made. They knew that the President had offered to give mili-
tary aid if he got an investigation against his political rival, and
his political rival happened to be Joe Biden. And he knew that that
was, in fact, conspicuously using public office and public money for
public and private desires.

Let me also say that our friends talk about the courts. We have
not shied away from the courts. In fact, Judge Howell, regarding
the 6e grand jury materials, specifically said, there is an impeach-
ment inquiry, you can’t stand in the way, Mr. President. Judge
Jackson indicated in her decision that the President was not a
king.

And so we are here to talk about, not as a mother, someone’s
child who may have some concerns, like every American’s child
may have, which I am saddened that those personal matters were
raised. We are here to talk about the abuse of this President and
the obstruction of Congress, another amendment that we voted
against, because in Rodino’s statement during the Nixon pro-
ceedings, he made it very clear to President Nixon regarding his
failure to comply with subpoenas issued pursuant to the Watergate
impeachment inquiry.

And the Constitution reinforces the fact that we have the sole
power of impeachment, and the underlying decisions of the two
court decisions I mentioned was that we were in an impeachment
inquiry. And as a reminder to my colleagues, this committee ulti-
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mately approved an Article of Impeachment against Richard Nixon
on the obstruction of Congress matter.

I wanted to clean up and bring some more points on that. And
it was clear that it was a case where the President could not dic-
tate to the House impeachment inquiry what he was refusing to
give or not. This is where my friends steer off the rails. They refuse
to acknowledge the facts of the case. The President took public
money with a public intent—with a private intent to use those
moneys to deny Mr. Zelensky, who was going to go ahead and an-
nounce investigations on CNN but was stopped in his tracks when
the whistleblower’s letter or statement was released. It was out the
bag that the President had done this on the July 25 call. Let’s be
clear. This is about facts and the Constitution.

I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

For what purpose does Mrs. McBath seek recognition?

Mrs. McBATH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ladies and gentlemen, I have been sitting here all day.

Chairman NADLER. Does the gentlelady strike the last word?

Mrs. McBATH. Yes. Excuse me. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Mrs. McBATH. I have been anxiously sitting here all day long.
And I just want to be able to say this to the American people before
our day ends today. My colleagues and I have been explaining the
evidence that we have heard. We have been talking about all the
documents and heard from so many witnesses along the way.

And as we have been—as we have been upholding our constitu-
tional obligation to defend the Constitution, some today have ar-
gued that we have not upheld our constitutional obligation to legis-
late, to solve problems, and that all we want to do is impeach the
President of the United States.

And T truly want to assure the American people and to give you
hope that this is not true. I want to make sure that we set the
record straight so that you know that we have been working on
your behalf. And despite what many people in this country think,
Congress can walk and chew gum at the same time.

This Congress has been working very, very hard on behalf of the
American people, in spite of everything that is happening with this
impeachment. This very day, a bill, we passed a bill that lowers the
cost of prescription drugs for hundreds of millions of Americans,
H.R. 3. It will save our taxpayers over $456 billion over the next
decade and allow for the expansion of Medicare coverage, including
hearing, dental, and vision benefits. Just this week, we achieved
monumental changes to the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Trade Agreement.
Yes, we have been waiting a very long time for that. This agree-
ment is huge. It is a huge win for our families, our workers and
business owners in every district across the United States. And we
continue to work to make sure that we stay competitive in a global
environment.

Yesterday, we voted to support the NDAA, legislation that will
keep our country safe and will give a raise to our servicemembers,
and includes important reforms, like paid parental leave for all
Federal employees and repealing the widow’s tax.
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And even on this committee, we have worked together. This
week, my Republican colleague, Congressman Reschenthaler, and I
were among a bipartisan group of lawmakers who introduced legis-
lation that would end online child exploitation. Since we have been
sitting in this room today, a deal has been forged by our colleagues
to fund our government and avoid another shutdown.

Throughout this investigation, my colleagues and I have been
fulfilling our duties as Members of Congress. Do not be deceived.
We have been working on the American public’s behalf every single
day, in spite of the tragedy that we are in now with this impeach-
ment.

This Congress, the House of Representatives, we have passed
over 275 bills, 275 bills. And we are defending our democracy and
delivering on the promises that we made to each and every one of
our constituents.

I want the American public to know this: We are truly disheart-
ened by what is happening here with impeachment, but do know
that we are working on your behalf each and every single day. We
will continue to do what we swore an oath to do, and that is to pro-
tect and serve you. Even in this moment, in this tragedy, be rest
assured we will do just that.

And I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Raskin seek recognition?

Mr. RASKIN. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

You know, in law school, I teach my students to try to take the
best argument of their opponents and not the worst arguments.
And so I am going to ignore all of the frivolous process objections
about the rooms and the temperature and all that kind of stuff we
have heard about, and I am going to try to make what I think is
the best argument or reconstruct the best argument that has come
out today.

And I understand that our colleagues face a difficult task, be-
cause 70 percent of the American people believe that the President
has done something wrong in these actions of trying to pressure a
foreign government to get involved in our election. And so they
have got a problem there. And they have got another problem,
which is that there is an overwhelming and uncontradicted body of
evidence that the President did that.

The President withheld hundreds of millions of dollars in secu-
rity assistance that we had voted for a besieged foreign ally resist-
ing Russian aggression because he was trying to get the President
of that country, Zelensky, to agree to conduct a press conference in
which he would say he was investigating the Bidens. And he also
wanted President Zelensky to validate Vladimir Putin’s favorite
disinformation conspiracy theory about the 2016 campaign, which
is that it was Ukraine and not Russia that engaged in this sweep-
ing and systematic campaign to interfere in our election.

So what do you do with that? Well, we can understand why they
have been talking about process for months. But I think they un-
derstand this is a serious investigation with rigorous methods and
serious, inescapable conclusions. And the American people are fo-
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cused on it. A majority not only support the investigation, a major-
ity would like to see the President impeached, according to FOX
News, anyway, at one point. But, in any event, huge numbers of
Americans are very disturbed by this.

So what have they come up with? Well, they have not found an
alibi. There is no fact alibi. He can’t claim somebody else did it.
But they have come up with a defense which to me looks like really
a mitigating factor, a plea for mercy. The President did all of these
things, but his motive is misunderstood.

All of us think that he was doing it because he wanted to ad-
vance his own reelection prospects, and in some sense he wanted
to help, for whatever reason, his friend Vladimir Putin. And Putin
has already been on TV bragging about the fact that everybody is
focused on Ukraine in the 2016 election and not Russia. Note to
Mr. Putin, that is not right. We understand exactly what is going
on here.

But, in any event, the new argument is that the President was
not trying to advance his own political interests. What he was try-
ing to do was to advance his passionately held and yet little-known
campaign against corruption. And that is why so much of our dis-
cussion today has been about corruption, because they are trying
to say he was waging this campaign about corruption.

Now, we have noted a number of problems there. And I want to
just try to catalog some of the other ones to try to put this into
some order so people can understand the problem with their best
argument. The first is that the President never raised the word
“corruption” on the July 25 telephone call. Biden’s name was men-
tioned several times. It wasn’t corruption, corruption, corruption. It
was Biden, Biden, Biden. And he never raised any other companies
at all. It was all about Burisma, Hunter Biden’s company. That is
all that he mentioned. And as far as we know, he has never men-
tioned any other company in connection with corruption in
Ukraine.

In 2017 and 2018, when Congress voted money for Ukraine, the
President passed it along. He didn’t raise corruption in Ukraine.
He didn’t even raise the Bidens at that point. It only became an
issue in 2019. In 2019, why? Because Joe Biden had surpassed him
in the public opinion polls, and now suddenly, it was a big issue
and so he cared about it.

Well, what is the other evidence here? The President’s team,
Rudy Giuliani and Parnas and Fruman, engaged in a smear cam-
paign against the U.S. Ambassador, who was crusading against
corruption in Ukraine, and the President got her out of the way.
He pulled her back. So all the evidence shows they were promoting
corruption and a corrupt scheme; they weren’t trying to attack it.

I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mrs. LEsko. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does the gentlelady seek
recognition?

Mrs. LESkO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I move to strike the last
word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.
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Mrs. LESKO. And briefly, Mr. Chairman and members, Mr.
Raskin, my colleague Mr. Raskin just said Bidens’s name was used
multiple times. Well, I think that is a little misleading. Again, the
only place in this whole telephone call where Biden is even brought
up is in one little paragraph, and that was on page 4 of 5 pages
of the transcript.

I mean, most of this call was about congratulating President
Zelensky and the new Parliament, talking about how, you know, a
lot of these European countries aren’t pitching in with the aid that
was to Ukraine as much as the United States has, and, you know,
all kinds of things. It was a long phone call, and it is really dis-
ingenuous to say that the whole thing was about this and Biden
was mentioned several times.

Let me read again. In fact, I know that President Trump tweets
this out, “read the transcript,” and I wish people would, because
everybody watches TV and they get all these comments. But I did
this with my husband. I said, would you just please read the tran-
script? It is only five pages long. It doesn’t take that much time.
And, you know, after he read it, it was like, that is it? That is all
they got?

But here, this is the mention about Biden. Again, page 5: “The
other thing, there is a lot of talk about Biden’s son, that Biden
stopped the prosecution, and a lot of people want to find out about
that, so whatever you can do with the Attorney General would be
great. Biden went around bragging that he stopped the prosecu-
tion, so if you can look into it, it sounds horrible to me.” That is
it, folks. That is all there is.

So, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

The question now occurs on the amendment.

Those in favor, say aye.

Opposed, no.

In the opinion of the Chair, the noes have it, and the amendment
is not agreed to

Mr. CoLLINS. Roll call.

1?hairman NADLER. A roll call is requested. The clerk will call the
roll.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler?

Chairman NADLER. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler votes no.

Ms. Lofgren?

Ms. LOFGREN. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Lofgren votes no.

Ms. Jackson Lee?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jackson Lee votes no.

Mr. Cohen?

Mr. COHEN. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cohen votes no.

Mr. Johnson of Georgia?

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. No.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Georgia votes no.

Mr. Deutch?

Mr. DEUTCH. No.
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. STRASSER. Mr. Deutch votes no.

. Bass?

. Bass. No.

. STRASSER. Ms. Bass votes no.

. Richmond?

. RiIcHMOND. No.

. STRASSER. Mr. Richmond votes no.
. Jeffries?

. JEFFRIES. No.

. STRASSER. Mr. Jeffries votes no.

. Cicilline?

. CICILLINE. No.

. STRASSER. Mr. Cicilline votes no.
. Swalwell?

. SWALWELL. No.

. STRASSER. Mr. Swalwell votes no.
. Lieu?

[No response.]

Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.

STRASSER. Mr. Raskin.

RASKIN. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Raskin votes no.
Jayapal?

JAYAPAL. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Jayapal votes no.

Mrs. Demings?
Mrs. DEMINGS. No.

Ms.
Mr.

STRASSER. Mrs. Demings votes no.
Correa?

[No verbal response.]

Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon?
SCANLON. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon votes no.
Garcia?

GARCIA. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Garcia votes no.
Neguse?

NEGUSE. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Neguse votes no.

Mrs. McBath?
Mrs. McBATH. No.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.

STRASSER. Mrs. McBath votes no.
Stanton?

STANTON. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Stanton votes no.
Dean?

DEAN. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Dean votes no.
Mucarsel-Powell?
MUCARSEL-POWELL. No.
STRASSER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell votes no.
Escobar?

EscoBAR. No.

STRASSER. Ms. Escobar votes no.
Collins?
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Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mrs
Mrs
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mrs
Mrs
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
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COLLINS. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Collins votes aye.
Sensenbrenner?

SENSENBRENNER. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Sensenbrenner votes aye.
Chabot?

CHABOT. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Chabot votes aye.
Gohmert?

GOHMERT. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Gohmert votes aye.
Jordan?

JORDAN. Yes.

STRASSER. Mr. Jordan votes yes.
Buck?

BUCK. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Buck votes aye.
Ratcliffe?

RATCLIFFE. Yes.

STRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe votes yes.

. Roby?

. ROBY. Aye.

STRASSER. Mrs. Roby votes aye.
Gaetz?

GAETZ. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Gaetz votes aye.
Johnson of Louisiana.

JOHNSON of Louisiana. Aye.
STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Louisiana votes aye.
Biggs?

BiGaGs. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Biggs votes aye.
McClintock?

McCLINTOCK. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. McClintock votes aye.
. Lesko?

. LESKO. Aye.

STRASSER. Mrs. Lesko votes aye.
Reschenthaler?

RESCHENTHALER. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Reschenthaler votes aye.
Cline?

CLINE. Aye.

STRASSER. Mr. Cline votes aye.
Armstrong?

ARMSTRONG. Yes.

STRASSER. Mr. Armstrong votes yes.
Steube?

STEUBE. Yes.

STRASSER. Mr. Steube votes yes.

Chairman NADLER. Has everyone voted who wishes to vote?

Ms.

STRASSER. Mr. Correa, you are not recorded.

Chairman NADLER. Mr. Correa.

Mr.

CORREA. No.
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Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Correa votes no.

Chairman NADLER. Anyone else who wishes to vote who hasn’t
voted?

The clerk will report.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chairman, there are 17 ayes and 23 noes.

Chairman NADLER. The amendment is not agreed to.

Are there any further amendments to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute?

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment at
the desk.

Chairman NADLER. Mr. Reschenthaler has an amendment at the
desk. The clerk will report.

Ms. STRASSER. Amendment to the amendment in the nature of
a substitute to H. Res. 755, offered by Mr. Reschenthaler of Penn-
sylvania.

Ms. LOFGREN. I reserve a point of order.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady reserves a point of order.

Ms. STRASSER. Page 5, beginning on line 6, strike Article II.

Ms. LOFGREN. I withdraw my point of order.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized for 5 minutes to
explain his amendment.

[The amendment of Mr. Reschenthaler follows:]
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Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My amendment would strike all of Article II, which is the ob-
struction of Congress charge. The facts simply do not align with the
Democrats’ claim of obstruction.

Our government has three branches for a reason. When there is
a disagreement between the executive and the legislative branch,
it is supposed to be resolved by the third branch, the court. Repub-
licans recognized this in 2011, when they investigated President
Obama’s Fast and Furious scandal. The Fast and Furious scandal
allowed 2,000 firearms to fall into the hands of drug cartels and
resulted in the death of an American Border Patrol agent. People
actually died in President Obama’s scandal.

Throughout the Republicans’ investigation of that scandal, they
made numerous attempts to accommodate the Obama administra-
tion. Yet, despite their efforts, President Obama invoked executive
privilege and barred testimony and documents. So what did the Re-
publicans do? The appropriate thing. They went to the courts.

Compare those efforts with what we have seen from the Demo-
crats during this impeachment sham. House Democrats could have
worked with the administration to reach accommodations for their
requests, but they didn’t. House Democrats should have worked
through the courts, but they didn’t. And why is that? It is simple.
Because they have a political expedient deadline to send this mess
out of Congress and to the Senate before Christmas.

So despite what you hear from my colleagues, the administration
has consistently cooperated with Democrats, even though they have
been out to get this President since the very moment he was elect-
ed.

Let’s just go through the numbers. Over 25 administration offi-
cials have testified before the House Oversight Committee. Over
25. Over 20 administration officials have testified before this very
committee. The administration has also handed over more than
100,000 pages of documents since the start of this sham impeach-
ment inquiry.

Now, let’s contrast that with the conduct from the Democrats.
Democrats have threatened witnesses that, quote/unquote, any fail-
ure to appear in response to a letter requesting their presence
would constitute evidence of obstruction. Let me just go through
that language. It is a letter would constitute evidence of obstruc-
tion. That is not a subpoena, that is a letter.

Democrats have also told the State Department employees that
if they insisted on using agency counsel to protect executive branch
confidentiality interests, they would have their salaries withheld.
That kind of sounds like abuse of power, but I digress a little bit.

Democrats have not afforded this President basic procedure pro-
tections, such as the right to see all the evidence, the right to call
witnesses, or the right to have counsel at hearings.

But it is not just the Trump administration that has been rail-
roaded by the Democrats. Judiciary Democrats voted down my own
subpoena, my own motion to subpoena the whistleblower, even
though I said that he or she could testify in executive session,
which would be private, and yet they voted it down on party lines.
Chairman Nadler also refused requests to have Chairman Schiff
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testify before this committee. House Democrats also have denied
every Republican request for a fact witness.

So I ask, who is really obstructing Congress? The Democrats
have no case when it comes to obstruction. This obstruction charge
is completely baseless and bogus. If they really wanted to charge
someone with obstruction, how about they start with Adam Schiff?

Thank you, and I yield back the remainder of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Ms. Bass seek recognition?

Ms. Bass. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. BaAss. I would like to begin by answering my colleague’s
question. He asked, who is really obstructing Congress? Who is ob-
structing Congress? President Donald Trump.

The text of the Constitution devotes only a few sentences to a
discussion of impeachment power, yet among those few sentences
is the clear statement that the House possesses the sole power of
impeachment.

And what that means is that it is within the sole discretion of
the House to determine what evidence is necessary then for it to
gather in order to exercise that power. So it is unnecessary for the
House to go to the court to enforce subpoenas issued pursuant to
an impeachment investigation. If it did, the House’s sole power of
impeachment would be beholden to the dictates of the judicial rath-
er than the executive branch.

Past Presidents have disapproved of impeachments, criticized the
House, doubted its motives, and insisted they did nothing wrong.
But no President, however, including President Nixon, who was on
the verge of being impeached for obstruction of Congress, had de-
clared himself and the entire branch of government he oversees to-
tally exempt from subpoenas issued by the House, pursuant to its
sole power of impeachment.

President Trump has made compliance with every demand a con-
dition of even considering whether to honor subpoenas, and he has
directed his senior officials to violate their own legal obligations to
turn over subpoenas and provide testimony. Indeed, the House was
only able to conduct its inquiry into the Ukraine matter because
several witnesses, like the Ambassadors, the Lieutenant Colonel
Vindman, had the courage to defy the President’s unlawful com-
mand. President Trump’s conduct toward the current House im-
peachment inquiry is unprecedented.

My colleagues talk about information that we should wait to get
from the courts. We really wouldn’t have to wait to get it from the
courts if the President would comply and provide documents. I re-
member when Ambassador Sondland was testifying and he said
that he was testifying from memory, because he wasn’t even al-
lowed to have access to his own notes in the State Department.

President Trump has abused his power and is a continued threat
to our democracy and national security. He is putting self before
the country, and no one is above the law. When I think of our elec-
tions and my concern for our election next year, our election should
be decided by us. Our foreign policy and national security should
be based on America’s interests, not the President’s personal and
political interests.
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We have talked over and over again about the real reason for all
of this was his concern about corruption, but as one of my col-
leagues said earlier today, if he was concerned about corruption, he
would be concerned about what is going on in the White House and
all of the people who he has been affiliated with who are either
awaiting sentences, sent to prison, serving time, or are awaiting
court.

So it is noteworthy that members of the minority never actually
defend President Trump’s misconduct by disputing the facts of the
case, but instead try to deflect and distract with irrelevant issues.

So I just want to end, someone asked this earlier, but I don’t be-
lieve my colleagues on the other side of the aisle ever answered.
Forget President Trump. Is it ever okay for a President to invite
foreign interference in our election?

And, with that, I yield to my colleague from California.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you for yielding.

I would like to ask unanimous consent to put into the record the
letter from the President’s counsel, Pat Cipillone, dated October 8,
2019.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

October 8, 2019

The Honorable Nancy Pelosi The Honorable Adam B. Schiff
Speaker ' Chairman
House of Representatives s House Permanent Select Committee on

Washington, D.C. 20515 ) - Intelligence
. : S . * . Washington, D.C. 20515
The Honorable Eliot L. Engel .- )

Chairman L . - The Honorable Etijah E. Cummings
House Foreign Affairs Committee " Chairman
Washington, D.C, 20515 L House Comumnittee on Oversight and Reform

Washington; D.C. 20515
Dear Madam Speaker and Messts, Chairmen:

1 write on behalf.of President Donald J. Trump in response to your numerous, legally
unsupported demands made as part of what you have labeled—contrary to the Constitution of the
United States and all past bipartisan precedent—as an “impeachment inquiry.” As'you know,
you have designed and implemented your inquiry in a manner that violates fundamental fairness
and constitutionally mandated due process. =~ ‘

For example, you have denied the President the right to cross-examine witnesses, to call
witnesses, to receive transcripts of testimony, to have access to evidence, to have counsel
present, and niany other basic rights guaranteed to all Americans. You have conducted your
proceedings in secret. You have violated civil liberties and the separation of powers by
threatening Executive Branch officials, claiming that you will seek to punish those who exercise
fundamental constitutional rights and prerogatives. All of this violates the Constitution, the rule
of law, and every past precedent. Never before in our history has the House of
Representatives—under the control of either political party—taken the American people down
the dangerous path you seem determined to pursue,

Put simply, you seek to overturn the results of the 2016 election and deprive the
American people of the President they have freely chosen. Many Democrats now apparently
view impeachment not only as a means to undo the democratic results of the /as election, but as
a strategy to influence the nexf election, which js barely more than a year away. As one member
of Congress explained, he is “concerned that if we don’t impeach the President, he will get
reelected.” Your highly partisan and unconstitutional effort threatens grave and lasting damage
to our democratic inistitutions, to our system of free elections, and to the American people.

! Interview with Rep. Al Green, MSNBC (May 5, 2019).
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For his part, President Trump took the unprecedented step of providing the public
transparency by declassifying and releasing the record of his call with President Zelenskyy of
Ukraine, The record clearly established that the call was completely appropriate and that there is
no basis for your inquiry. The fact that there was nothing wrong with the call was also
powerfully confirmed by Chairman Schiff’s decision to create a false version of the call and read
it to the American people at a congressional hearing, without disclosing that he was simply
making it all up.

.In addition, information has recently come to light that the whistleblower had contact
with Chairman Schiff*s office before filing the complaint. His initial denial of such contact
caused. The Washington Post to conclude that Chairman Schiff-“clearly made a statenent that
was false.” In any event, the American people understand that Chairman Schiff cannot covertly
assist with the submission of a complaint; mislead the public about his involvement, read a
counterfeit version of the call to the American people, and: then pretend to sitin Judgment asa
neutral “investigator.”

For these reasons, President Trump and his Administration reject your baseless,
unconstitutional efforts to overturn the democratic process.. Your unprecedented actions have
left the President with no choice: Inorder to fulfill his duties to the.American people, the
Constitution, the Executive Branch, and all future occupants of the Office of the Presidency,
President Trump and his Administration cannot participate in yom pa1 tisan and unconstitutional.
inquiry under these circumstaices.

I Your “Inquiry” Is Consmutmnally Invalid and leates Basxc Due Process nghts
and the Separation of Powex 5.

Your inquiry is constitutionally invalid and a violation of due process. In the history of
our Nation, the House of Representatives has néver attempted to Jaunch an impeachment inquiry
against the President without a majority of the House taking political accountability for that
decision by voting to authorize such a dramatic constitutional step. Here, House leddership
claims to have initiated the gravest inter-branch conflict contemplated under our Constitution by
means of nothing more than a press conference at which the Speaker of the House simply
announced an “official impeachment inquiry.” Your contrived process is unprecedented in the

2 Glenn Kessler, Schiff’s False Claim His Commitiee Had Not Spoken 1o the Whistleblower, Wash. Post (Oct. 4,
2019).

3 _Press Release, Nancy Pelosi, Pelosi Remarks Amouncing inpeachment Inquiry (Sept. 24, 20!9).
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history of the Nation,? and lacks the necessary authorization for a valid xmpeaclnnent
proceeding,’

The Committees® inquiry also suffers from a separate, fatal defect. Despite Speaker
Pelosi’s commitment to “treat the President with fairness,”® the Committees have not established
any procedures affording the President even the most basic protections demanded by due process
under the Constitution and by fundamental fairess. Chairman Nadler of the House Judiciary
Committee has expressly acknowledged, at least when the President was a member of his own
party, that “[tThe power of impeachment . . . demands a rigorous level of due process,” and that
in this context “due process mean(s] . .. the right to be informed of the law, of the charges
against you, the right to confront the thnesses against you, to call: your own witnesses, and to
have the assistance of counsel.”” Allof these pwcedures have been-abandoned here.

These.due process rights are not a matter of discretion fm the Committees to dispense
with at will. To the contrary, they are constitutional requirements. The Supreme Court has
recognized that due process protections apply to all congressional investigations.® Indeed, it has
been recognized that the Due Process Clause applies to.impeachinent proceedings.” And
precedent for the rights to cross-examine witnesses, call witnesses, and present evidence dates
back nearly 150 years.'® Yet the Committees have decided to dery the President these
elementary rights and protectionsthat form the basis of the American justice system and are
protected by the Constitution. No cmzen——mcludmg the Pmsxdentmshould be treated this
unfairly. :

4 Since the Founding of the Republic, under unbrokén ﬁ;‘actiyﬁe, the House has nevet undertaken the solemn
responsibility of an impeachment inquiry directed at the President without first adopting a resolution authorizing
a committee to begin the inquiry, The inquiries into the impeachments of Presidents Andrew Johnson and Bill
Clinton proceeded in multiple phases, each authorized by a separate House resolution. See, e.g., H.R. Res. 581,
105th Cong. (1998); H.R. Res, 525, 105th Cong. (1998); 1l Hinds’ Precedents §§ 2400-02, 2408, 2412. And
before the Judiciary Committee initiated an impeachment inquiry into President Richard Nixon, the Committee’s

chairman rightfully recognized that “a[n} [inquiry] resolution has always been passed by the House” and “is a
necessary step,” 11l Deschler’s Precedents ch, 14, § 15 .2. The House then satisfied that xeqmnement by adopting
H.R. Res. 803, 93rd Cong. (1974),

*  Chairman Nadler has xecogmzed the importance of taking a vote in the House before beginning a presidential
impeachment inquiry. At the outset of the Clinton impeachment mquy—whele a floor vote was held—he
argued that even limiting the time for debate before that-vote was improper and that “an hour debate onthis
momentous decision is an insult to the American people and another sign that this is not going to be fair.” 144
Cong. Rec. H10018 (daily ed. Oct. 8, 1998) (statement of Rep. Jerrold Nadler). Here, the House has dispensed
with