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too expensive to operate.’ For example, radi-
ation monitors at ports and borders report-
edly could not ‘differentiate between radi-
ation emitted by a nuclear bomb and natu-
rally occurring radiation from everyday ma-
terial like cat litter or ceramic tile.’ . . . 

‘‘The TSA awarded Boeing a cost-plus con-
tract to install over 1,000 explosive detection 
systems for airline passenger luggage. After 
installation, the machines ‘began to register 
false alarms’ and ‘[s]creeners were forced to 
open and hand-check bags.’ To reduce the 
number of false alarms, the sensitivity of the 
machines was lowered, which reduced the ef-
fectiveness of the detectors. Despite these 
serious problems, Boeing received an $82 mil-
lion profit that the Inspector General deter-
mined to be ‘excessive.’ . . . 

‘‘The FBI spent $170 million on a ‘Virtual 
Case File’ system that does not operate as 
required. After three years of work under a 
cost-plus contract failed to produce a func-
tional system, the FBI scrapped the program 
and began work on the new ‘Sentinel’ Case 
File System. . . . 

‘‘The Department of Homeland Security 
Inspector General found that taxpayer dol-
lars were being lavished on perks for agency 
officials. One IG report found that TSA spent 
over $400,000 on its first leader’s executive of-
fice suite. Another found that TSA spent 
$350,000 on a gold-plated gym. . . . 

‘‘According to news reports, Pentagon 
auditors . . . examined a contract between 
the Transportation Security Administration 
(TSA) and Unisys, a technology and con-
sulting company, for the upgrade of airport 
computer networks. Among other irregular-
ities, government auditors found that Unisys 
may have overbilled for as much as 171,000 
hours of labor and overtime by charging for 
employees at up to twice their actual rate of 
compensation. While the cost ceiling for the 
contract was set at $1 billion, Unisys has re-
portedly billed the government $940 million 
with more than half of the seven-year con-
tract remaining and more than half of the 
TSA-monitored airports still lacking up-
graded networks.’’ 

In all of these actions and decisions, Presi-
dent George W. Bush has acted in a manner 
contrary to his trust as President and Com-
mander in Chief, and subversive of constitu-
tional government, to the prejudice of the 
cause of law and justice and to the manifest 
injury of the people of the United States. 
Wherefore, President George W. Bush, by 
such conduct, is guilty of an impeachable of-
fense warranting removal from office. 
ARTICLE XVII.—ILLEGAL DETENTION: DETAINING 

INDEFINITELY AND WITHOUT CHARGE PERSONS 
BOTH U.S. CITIZENS AND FOREIGN CAPTIVES 
In his conduct while President of the 

United States, George W. Bush, in violation 
of his constitutional oath to faithfully exe-
cute the office of President of the United 
States and, to the best of his ability, pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and in violation of his 
constitutional duty under Article II, Section 
3 of the Constitution ‘‘to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed’’, has both per-
sonally and acting through his agents and 
subordinates, together with the Vice Presi-
dent, violated United States and Inter-
national Law and the US Constitution by il-
legally detaining indefinitely and without 
charge persons both US citizens and foreign 
captives. 

In a statement on Feb. 7, 2002, President 
Bush declared that in the US fight against 
Al Qaeda, ‘‘none of the provisions of Geneva 
apply,’’ thus rejecting the Geneva Conven-
tions that protect captives in wars and other 
conflicts. By that time, the administration 
was already transporting captives from the 
war in Afghanistan, both alleged Al Qaeda 

members and supporters, and also Afghans 
accused of being fighters in the army of the 
Taliban government, to US-run prisons in 
Afghanistan and to the detention facility at 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. The round-up and 
detention without charge of Muslim non- 
citizens inside the US began almost imme-
diately after the September 11, 2001 attacks 
on the World Trade Center and the Pen-
tagon, with some being held as long as nine 
months. The US, on orders of the president, 
began capturing and detaining without 
charge alleged terror suspects in other coun-
tries and detaining them abroad and at the 
US Naval base in Guantanamo. 

Many of these detainees have been sub-
jected to systematic abuse, including beat-
ings, which have been subsequently docu-
mented by news reports, photographic evi-
dence, testimony in Congress, lawsuits, and 
in the case of detainees in the US, by an in-
vestigation conducted by the Justice Depart-
ment’s Office of the Inspector General. 

In violation of US law and the Geneva Con-
ventions, the Bush Administration in-
structed the Department of Justice and the 
US Department of Defense to refuse to pro-
vide the identities or locations of these de-
tainees, despite requests from Congress and 
from attorneys for the detainees. The presi-
dent even declared the right to detain US 
citizens indefinitely, without charge and 
without providing them access to counsel or 
the courts, thus depriving them of their con-
stitutional and basic human rights. Several 
of those US citizens were held in military 
brigs in solitary confinement for as long as 
three years before being either released or 
transferred to civilian detention. 

Detainees in US custody in Iraq and Guan-
tanamo have, in violation of the Geneva Con-
ventions, been hidden from and denied visits 
by the International Red Cross organization, 
while thousands of others in Iraq, Guanta-
namo, Afghanistan, ships in foreign off-shore 
sites, and an unknown number of so-called 
‘‘black sites’’ around the world have been de-
nied any opportunity to challenge their de-
tentions. The president, acting on his own 
claimed authority, has declared the hundreds 
of detainees at Guantanamo Bay to be 
‘‘enemy combatants’’ not subject to US law 
and not even subject to military law, but 
nonetheless potentially liable to the death 
penalty. 

The detention of individuals without due 
process violates the 5th Amendment. While 
the Bush administration has been rebuked in 
several court cases, most recently that of Ali 
al-Marri, it continues to attempt to exceed 
constitutional limits. 

In all of these actions violating US and 
International law, President George W. Bush 
has acted in a manner contrary to his trust 
as President and Commander in Chief, and 
subversive of constitutional government, to 
the prejudice of the cause of law and justice 
and to the manifest injury of the people of 
the United States. Wherefore, President 
George W. Bush, by such conduct, is guilty of 
an impeachable offense warranting removal 
from office. 
ARTICLE XVIII.—TORTURE: SECRETLY AUTHOR-

IZING, AND ENCOURAGING THE USE OF TOR-
TURE AGAINST CAPTIVES IN AFGHANISTAN, 
IRAQ, AND OTHER PLACES, AS A MATTER OF 
OFFICIAL POLICY 
In his conduct while President of the 

United States, George W. Bush, in violation 
of his constitutional oath to faithfully exe-
cute the office of President of the United 
States and, to the best of his ability, pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and in violation of his 
constitutional duty under Article II, Section 
3 of the Constitution ‘‘to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed’’, has both per-

sonally and acting through his agents and 
subordinates, together with the Vice Presi-
dent, violated United States and Inter-
national Law and the US Constitution by se-
cretly authorizing and encouraging the use 
of torture against captives in Afghanistan, 
Iraq in connection with the so-called ‘‘war’’ 
on terror. 

In violation of the Constitution, US law, 
the Geneva Conventions (to which the US is 
a signatory), and in violation of basic human 
rights, torture has been authorized by the 
President and his administration as official 
policy. Water-boarding, beatings, faked exe-
cutions, confinement in extreme cold or ex-
treme heat, prolonged enforcement of pain-
ful stress positions, sleep deprivation, sexual 
humiliation, and the defiling of religious ar-
ticles have been practiced and exposed as 
routine at Guantanamo, at Abu Ghraib Pris-
on and other US detention sites in Iraq, and 
at Bagram Air Base in Afghanistan. The 
president, besides bearing responsibility for 
authorizing the use of torture, also as Com-
mander in Chief, bears ultimate responsi-
bility for the failure to halt these practices 
and to punish those responsible once they 
were exposed. 

The administration has sought to claim 
the abuse of captives is not torture, by rede-
fining torture. An August 1, 2002 memo-
randum from the Administration’s Office of 
Legal Counsel Jay S. Bybee addressed to 
White House Counsel Alberto R. Gonzales 
concluded that to constitute torture, any 
pain inflicted must be akin to that accom-
panying ‘‘serious physical injury, such as 
organ failure, impairment of bodily function, 
or even death.’’ The memorandum went on 
to state that even should an act constitute 
torture under that minimal definition, it 
might still be permissible if applied to ‘‘in-
terrogations undertaken pursuant to the 
President’s Commander-in-Chief powers.’’ 
The memorandum further asserted that ‘‘ne-
cessity or self-defense could provide jus-
tifications that would eliminate any crimi-
nal liability.’’ 

This effort to redefine torture by calling 
certain practices simply ‘‘enhanced interro-
gation techniques’’ flies in the face of the 
Third Geneva Convention Relating to the 
Treatment of Prisoners of War, which states 
that ‘‘No physical or mental torture, nor any 
other form of coercion, may be inflicted on 
prisoners of war to secure from them infor-
mation of any kind whatever. Prisoners of 
war who refuse to answer may not be threat-
ened, insulted, or exposed to any unpleasant 
or disadvantageous treatment of any kind.’’ 

Torture is further prohibited by the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights, the 
paramount international human rights 
statement adopted unanimously by the 
United Nations General Assembly, including 
the United States, in 1948. Torture and other 
cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 
punishment is also prohibited by inter-
national treaties ratified by the United 
States: the International Covenant on Civil 
and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the Con-
vention Against Torture and Other Cruel In-
human or Degrading Treatment or Punish-
ment (CAT). 

When the Congress, in the Defense Author-
ization Act of 2006, overwhelmingly passed a 
measure banning torture and sent it to the 
President’s desk for signature, the President, 
who together with his vice president, had 
fought hard to block passage of the amend-
ment, signed it, but then quietly appended a 
signing statement in which he pointedly as-
serted that as Commander-in-Chief, he was 
not bound to obey its strictures. 

The administration’s encouragement of 
and failure to prevent torture of American 
captives in the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
and in the battle against terrorism, has un-
dermined the rule of law in the US and in the 
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contrary to his trust as President and Com-
mander in Chief, and subversive of constitu-
tional government, to the prejudice of the 
cause of law and justice and to the manifest 
injury of the people of the United States. 
Wherefore, President George W. Bush, by 
such conduct, is guilty of an impeachable of-
fense warranting removal from office. 

ARTICLE XXIX.—CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE THE 
VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965 

In his conduct while President of the 
United States, George W. Bush, in violation 
of his constitutional oath to faithfully exe-
cute the office of President of the United 
States and, to the best of his ability, pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and in violation of his 
constitutional duty under Article II, Section 
3 of the Constitution ‘‘to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed,’’ has both per-
sonally and acting through his agents and 
subordinates, has willfully corrupted and 
manipulated the electoral process of the 
United States for his personal gain and the 
personal gain of his co-conspirators and al-
lies; has violated the United States Constitu-
tion and law by failing to protect the civil 
rights of African-American voters and others 
in the 2004 Election, and has impeded the 
right of the people to vote and have their 
vote properly and accurately counted, in 
that: 

A. On November 5, 2002, and prior thereto, 
James Tobin, while serving as the regional 
director of the National Republican Senato-
rial Campaign Committee and as the New 
England Chairman of Bush-Cheney ’04 Inc., 
did, at the direction of the White House 
under the administration of George W. Bush, 
along with other agents both known and un-
known, commit unlawful acts by aiding and 
abetting a scheme to use computerized hang- 
up calls to jam phone lines set up by the New 
Hampshire Democratic Party and the Man-
chester firefighters’ union on Election Day; 

B. An investigation by the Democratic 
staff of the House Judiciary Committee into 
the voting procedures in Ohio during the 2004 
election found ‘‘widespread instances of in-
timidation and misinformation in violation 
of the Voting Rights Act, the Civil Rights 
Act of 1968, Equal Protection, Due Process 
and the Ohio right to vote;’’ 

C. The 14th Amendment Equal Protection 
Clause guarantees that no minority group 
will suffer disparate treatment in a federal, 
state, or local election in stating that: ‘‘No 
State shall make or enforce any law which 
shall abridge the privileges or immunities of 
citizens of the United States; nor shall any 
State deprive any person of life, liberty, or 
property, without due process of law; nor 
deny to any person within its jurisdiction 
the equal protection of the laws.’’ However, 
during and at various times of the year 2004, 
John Kenneth Blackwell, then serving as the 
Secretary of State for the State of Ohio and 
also serving simultaneously as Co-Chairman 
of the Committee to Re-Elect George W. 
Bush in the State of Ohio, did, at the direc-
tion of the White House under the adminis-
tration of George W. Bush, along with other 
agents both known and unknown, commit 
unlawful acts in violation of the Equal Pro-
tection Clause of the 14th Amendment to the 
United States Constitution by failing to pro-
tect the voting rights of African-American 
citizens in Ohio and further, John Kenneth 
Blackwell did disenfranchise African-Amer-
ican voters under color of law, by 

(i) Willfully denying certain neighborhoods 
in the cities of Cleveland, Ohio and Colum-
bus, Ohio, along with other urban areas in 
the State of Ohio, an adequate number of 
electronic voting machines and provisional 
paper ballots, thereby unlawfully impeding 
duly registered voters from the act of voting 

and thus violating the civil rights of an un-
known number of United States citizens. 

a. In Franklin County, George W. Bush and 
his agent, Ohio Secretary of State John Ken-
neth Blackwell, Co-Chair of the Bush-Cheney 
Re-election Campaign, failed to protect the 
rights of African-American voters by not 
properly investigating the withholding of 125 
electronic voting machines assigned to the 
city of Columbus. 

b. Forty-two African-American precincts 
in Columbus were each missing one voting 
machine that had been present in the 2004 
primary. 

c. African-American voters in the city of 
Columbus were forced to wait three to seven 
hours to vote in the 2004 presidential elec-
tion. 

(ii) Willfully issuing unclear and con-
flicting rules regarding the methods and 
manner of becoming a legally registered 
voter in the State of Ohio, and willfully 
issuing unclear and unnecessary edicts re-
garding the weight of paper registration 
forms legally acceptable to the State of 
Ohio, thereby creating confusion for both 
voters and voting officials and thus impeding 
the right of an unknown number of United 
States citizens to register and vote. 

a. Ohio Secretary of State John Kenneth 
Blackwell directed through Advisory 2004–31 
that voter registration forms, which were 
greatest in urban minority areas, should not 
be accepted and should be returned unless 
submitted on 80 bond paper weight. 
Blackwell’s own office was found to be using 
60 bond paper weight. 

(iii) Willfully permitted and encouraged 
election officials in Cleveland, Cincinnati 
and Toledo to conduct a massive partisan 
purge of registered voter rolls, eventually 
expunging more than 300,000 voters, many of 
whom were duly registered voters, and who 
were thus deprived of their constitutional 
right to vote; 

a. Between the 2000 and 2004 Ohio presi-
dential elections, 24.93% of the voters in the 
city of Cleveland, a city with a majority of 
African American citizens, were purged from 
the voting rolls. 

b. In that same period, the Ohio county of 
Miami, with census data indicating a 98% 
Caucasian population, refused to purge any 
voters from its rolls. Miami County 
‘‘merged’’ voters from other surrounding 
counties into its voting rolls and even al-
lowed voters from other states to vote. 

c. In Toledo, Ohio, an urban city with a 
high African-American concentration, 28,000 
voters were purged from the voting rolls in 
August of 2004, just prior to the presidential 
election. This purge was conducted under the 
control and direction of George W. Bush’s 
agent, Ohio Secretary of State John Kenneth 
Blackwell outside of the regularly estab-
lished cycle of purging voters in odd-num-
bered years. 

(iv) Willfully allowing Ohio Secretary of 
State John Kenneth Blackwell, acting under 
color of law and as an agent of George W. 
Bush, to issue a directive that no votes 
would be counted unless cast in the right 
precinct, reversing Ohio’s long-standing 
practice of counting votes for president if 
cast in the right county. 

(v) Willfully allowing his agent, Ohio Sec-
retary of State John Kenneth Blackwell, the 
Co-Chair of the Bush-Cheney Re-election 
Campaign, to do nothing to assure the voting 
rights of 10,000 people in the city of Cleve-
land when a computer error by the private 
vendor Diebold Election Systems, Inc. incor-
rectly disenfranchised 10,000 voters 

(vi) Willfully allowing his agent, Ohio Sec-
retary of State John Kenneth Blackwell, the 
Co-Chair of the Bush-Cheney Re-election 
Campaign, to ensure that uncounted and pro-
visional ballots in Ohio’s 2004 presidential 

election would be disproportionately con-
centrated in urban African-American dis-
tricts. 

a. In Ohio’s Lucas County, which includes 
Toledo, 3,122 or 41.13% of the provisional bal-
lots went uncounted under the direction of 
George W. Bush’s agent, the Secretary of 
State of Ohio, John Kenneth Blackwell, Co- 
Chair of the Committee to Re-Elect Bush/ 
Cheney in Ohio. 

b. In Ohio’s Cuyahoga County, which in-
cludes Cleveland, 8,559 or 32.82% of the provi-
sional ballots went uncounted. 

c. In Ohio’s Hamilton County, which in-
cludes Cincinnati, 3,529 or 24.23% of the pro-
visional ballots went uncounted. 

d. Statewide, the provisional ballot rejec-
tion rate was 9% as compared to the greater 
figures in the urban areas. 

D. The Department of Justice, charged 
with enforcing the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 
the 14th Amendment’s Equal Protection 
Clause, and other voting rights laws in the 
United States of America, under the direc-
tion and Administration of George W. Bush 
did willfully and purposely obstruct and 
stonewall legitimate criminal investigations 
into myriad cases of reported electoral fraud 
and suppression in the state of Ohio. Such 
activities, carried out by the department on 
behalf of George W. Bush in counties such as 
Franklin and Knox by persons such as John 
K. Tanner and others, were meant to con-
found and whitewash legitimate legal crimi-
nal investigations into the suppression of 
massive numbers of legally registered voters 
and the removal of their right to cast a bal-
lot fairly and freely in the state of Ohio, 
which was crucial to the certified electoral 
victory of George W. Bush in 2004. 

E. On or about November 1, 2006, members 
of the United States Department of Justice, 
under the control and direction of the Ad-
ministration of George W. Bush, brought in-
dictments for voter registration fraud within 
days of an election, in order to directly ef-
fect the outcome of that election for par-
tisan purposes, and in doing so, thereby vio-
lated the Justice Department’s own rules 
against filing election-related indictments 
close to an election; 

F. Emails have been obtained showing that 
the Republican National Committee and 
members of Bush-Cheney ’04 Inc., did, at the 
direction of the White House under the ad-
ministration of George W. Bush, engage in 
voter suppression in five states by a method 
know as ‘‘vote caging,’’ an illegal voter sup-
pression technique; 

G. Agents of George W. Bush, including 
Mark F. ‘‘Thor’’ Hearne, the national gen-
eral counsel of Bush/Cheney ’04, Inc., did, at 
the behest of George W. Bush, as members of 
a criminal front group, distribute known 
false information and propaganda in the 
hopes of forwarding legislation and other ac-
tions that would result in the disenfranchise-
ment of Democratic voters for partisan pur-
poses. The scheme, run under the auspices of 
an organization known as ‘‘The American 
Center for Voting Rights’’ (ACVR), was fund-
ed by agents of George W. Bush in violation 
of laws governing tax exempt 501(c)3 organi-
zations and in violation of federal laws for-
bidding the distribution of such propaganda 
by the federal government and agents work-
ing on its behalf. 

H. Members of the United States Depart-
ment of Justice, under the control and direc-
tion of the Administration of George W. 
Bush, did, for partisan reasons, illegally and 
with malice aforethought block career attor-
neys and other officials in the Department of 
Justice from filing three lawsuits charging 
local and county governments with violating 
the voting rights of African-Americans and 
other minorities, according to seven former 
senior United States Justice Department 
employees. 
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I. Members of the United States Depart-

ment of Justice, under the control and direc-
tion of the Administration of George W. 
Bush, did illegally and with malice 
aforethought derail at least two investiga-
tions into possible voter discrimination, ac-
cording to a letter sent to the Senate Rules 
and Administration Committee and written 
by former employees of the United States 
Department of Justice, Voting Rights Sec-
tion. 

J. Members of the United States Election 
Assistance Commission (EAC), under the 
control and direction of the Administration 
of George W. Bush, have purposefully and 
willfully misled the public, in violation of 
several laws, by; 

(i) Withholding from the public and then 
altering a legally mandated report on the 
true measure and threat of Voter Fraud, as 
commissioned by the EAC and completed in 
June 2006, prior to the 2006 mid-term elec-
tion, but withheld from release prior to that 
election when its information would have 
been useful in the administration of elec-
tions across the country, because the results 
of the statutorily required and tax-payer 
funded report did not conform with the ille-
gal, partisan propaganda efforts and politi-
cized agenda of the Bush Administration; 

(ii) Withholding from the public a legally 
mandated report on the disenfranchising ef-
fect of Photo Identification laws at the poll-
ing place, shown to disproportionately dis-
enfranchise voters not of George W. Bush’s 
political party. The report was commis-
sioned by the EAC and completed in June 
2006, prior to the 2006 mid-term election, but 
withheld from release prior to that election 
when its information would have been useful 
in the administration of elections across the 
country 

(iii) Withholding from the public a legally 
mandated report on the effectiveness of Pro-
visional Voting as commissioned by the EAC 
and completed in June 2006, prior to the 2006 
mid-term election, but withheld from release 
prior to that election when its information 
would have been useful in the administration 
of elections across the country, and keeping 
that report unreleased for more than a year 
until it was revealed by independent media 
outlets. 

For directly harming the rights and man-
ner of suffrage, for suffering to make them 
secret and unknowable, for overseeing and 
participating in the disenfranchisement of 
legal voters, for instituting debates and 
doubts about the true nature of elections, all 
against the will and consent of local voters 
affected, and forced through threats of liti-
gation by agents and agencies overseen by 
George W. Bush, the actions of Mr. Bush to 
do the opposite of securing and guaranteeing 
the right of the people to alter or abolish 
their government via the electoral process, 
being a violation of an inalienable right, and 
an immediate threat to Liberty. 

In all of these actions and decisions, Presi-
dent George W. Bush has acted in a manner 
contrary to his trust as President and Com-
mander in Chief, and subversive of constitu-
tional government, to the prejudice of the 
cause of law and justice and to the manifest 
injury of the people of the United States. 
Wherefore, President George W. Bush, by 
such conduct, is guilty of an impeachable of-
fense warranting removal from office. 
ARTICLE XXX.—MISLEADING CONGRESS AND THE 

AMERICAN PEOPLE IN AN ATTEMPT TO DE-
STROY MEDICARE 
In his conduct while President of the 

United States, George W. Bush, in violation 
of his constitutional oath to faithfully exe-
cute the office of President of the United 
States and, to the best of his ability, pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitution 

of the United States, and in violation of his 
constitutional duty under Article II, Section 
3 of the Constitution ‘‘to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed’’, has both per-
sonally and acting through his agents and 
subordinates, together with the Vice Presi-
dent, pursued policies which deliberately 
drained the fiscal resources of Medicare by 
forcing it to compete with subsidized private 
insurance plans which are allowed to arbi-
trarily select or not select those they will 
cover; failing to provide reasonable levels of 
reimbursements to Medicare providers, 
thereby discouraging providers from partici-
pating in the program, and designing a Medi-
care Part D benefit without cost controls 
which allowed pharmaceutical companies to 
gouge the American taxpayers for the price 
of prescription drugs. 

The President created, manipulated, and 
disseminated information given to the citi-
zens and Congress of the United States in 
support of his prescription drug plan for 
Medicare that enriched drug companies 
while failing to save beneficiaries sufficient 
money on their prescription drugs. He misled 
Congress and the American people into 
thinking the cost of the benefit was $400 bil-
lion. It was widely understood that if the 
cost exceeded that amount, the bill would 
not pass due to concerns about fiscal irre-
sponsibility. 

A Medicare Actuary who possessed infor-
mation regarding the true cost of the plan, 
$539 billion, was instructed by the Medicare 
Administrator to deny Congressional re-
quests for it. The Actuary was threatened 
with sanctions if the information was dis-
closed to Congress, which, unaware of the in-
formation, approved the bill. Despite the fact 
that official cost estimates far exceeded $400 
billion, President Bush offered assurances to 
Congress that the cost was $400 billion, when 
his office had information to the contrary. In 
the House of Representatives, the bill passed 
by a single vote and the Conference Report 
passed by only 5 votes. The White House 
knew the actual cost of the drug benefit was 
high enough to prevent its passage. Yet the 
White House concealed the truth and im-
peded an investigation into its culpability. 

In all of these actions and decisions, Presi-
dent George W. Bush has acted in a manner 
contrary to his trust as President and Com-
mander in Chief, and subversive of constitu-
tional government, to the prejudice of the 
cause of law and justice and to the manifest 
injury of the people of the United States. 
Wherefore, President George W. Bush, by 
such conduct, is guilty of an impeachable of-
fense warranting removal from office. 
ARTICLE XXXI.—KATRINA: FAILURE TO PLAN 

FOR THE PREDICTED DISASTER OF HURRICANE 
KATRINA, FAILURE TO RESPOND TO A CIVIL 
EMERGENCY 
In his conduct while President of the 

United States, George W. Bush, in violation 
of his constitutional oath to faithfully exe-
cute the office of President of the United 
States and, to the best of his ability, pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and in violation of his 
constitutional duty under Article II, Section 
3 of the Constitution ‘‘to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed’’, has both per-
sonally and acting through his agents and 
subordinates, failed to take sufficient action 
to protect life and property prior to and in 
the face of Hurricane Katrina in 2005, given 
decades of foreknowledge of the dangers of 
storms to New Orleans and specific fore-
warning in the days prior to the storm. The 
President failed to prepare for predictable 
and predicted disasters, failed to respond to 
an immediate need of which he was in-
formed, and has subsequently failed to re-
build the section of our nation that was de-
stroyed. 

Hurricane Katrina killed at least 1,282 peo-
ple, with 2 million more displaced. 302,000 
housing units were destroyed or damaged by 
the hurricane, 71% of these were low-income 
units. More than 500 sewage plants were de-
stroyed, more than 170 point-source leakages 
of gasoline, oil, or natural gas, more than 
2000 gas stations submerged, several chem-
ical plants, 8 oil refineries, and a superfund 
site was submerged. 8 million gallons of oil 
were spilled. Toxic materials seeped into 
floodwaters and spread through much of the 
city and surrounding areas. 

The predictable increased strength of hur-
ricanes such as Katrina has been identified 
by scientists for years, and yet the Bush Ad-
ministration has denied this science and re-
stricted such information from official re-
ports, publications, and the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Agency’s website. Donald 
Kennedy, editor-in-chief of Science, wrote in 
2006 that ‘‘hurricane intensity has increased 
with oceanic surface temperatures over the 
past 30 years. The physics of hurricane inten-
sity growth . . . has clarified and explained 
the thermodynamic basis for these observa-
tions. [Kerry] Emanuel has tested this rela-
tionship and presented convincing evidence.’’ 

FEMA’s 2001 list of the top three most 
likely and most devastating disasters were a 
San Francisco earthquake, a terrorist attack 
on New York, and a Category 4 hurricane 
hitting New Orleans, with New Orleans being 
the number one item on that list. FEMA 
conducted a five-day hurricane simulation 
exercise in 2004, ‘‘Hurricane Pam,’’ mim-
icking a Katrina-like event. This exercise 
combined the National Weather Service, the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the LSU Hur-
ricane Center and other state and federal 
agencies, resulting in the development of 
emergency response plans. The exercise dem-
onstrated, among other things, that thou-
sands of mainly indigent New Orleans resi-
dents would be unable to evacuate on their 
own. They would need substantial govern-
ment assistance. These plans, however, were 
not implemented in part due to the Presi-
dent’s slashing of funds for protection. In the 
year before Hurricane Katrina hit, the Presi-
dent continued to cut budgets and deny 
grants to the Gulf Coast. In June of 2004 the 
Army Corps of Engineers levee budget for 
New Orleans was cut, and it was cut again in 
June of 2005, this time by $71.2 million or a 
whopping 44% of the budget. As a result, 
ACE was forced to suspend any repair work 
on the levees. In 2004 FEMA denied a Lou-
isiana disaster mitigation grant request. 

The President was given multiple warnings 
that Hurricane Katrina had a high likelihood 
of causing serious damage to New Orleans 
and the Gulf Coast. At 10 AM on Sunday 28 
August 2005, the day before the storm hit, 
the National Weather Service published an 
alert titled ‘‘DEVASTATING DAMAGE EX-
PECTED.’’ Printed in all capital letters, the 
alert stated that ‘‘MOST OF THE AREA 
WILL BE UNINHABITABLE FOR WEEKS 
. . . PERHAPS LONGER. AT LEAST ONE 
HALF OF WELL CONSTRUCTED HOMES 
WILL HAVE ROOF AND WALL FAILURE. 
. . . POWER OUTAGES WILL LAST FOR 
WEEKS. . . . WATER SHORTAGES WILL 
MAKE HUMAN SUFFERING INCREDIBLE 
BY MODERN STANDARDS.’’ 

The Homeland Security Department also 
briefed the President on the scenario, warn-
ing of levee breaches and severe flooding. Ac-
cording to the New York Times, ‘‘a Home-
land Security Department report submitted 
to the White House at 1:47 a.m. on Aug. 29, 
hours before the storm hit, said, ‘Any storm 
rated Category 4 or greater will likely lead 
to severe flooding and/or levee breaching.’ ’’ 
These warnings clearly contradict the state-
ments made by President Bush immediately 
after the storm that such devastation could 
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not have been predicted. On 1 September 2005 
the President said ‘‘I don’t think anyone an-
ticipated the breach of the levees.’’ 

The President’s response to Katrina via 
FEMA and DHS was criminally delayed, in-
different, and inept. The only FEMA em-
ployee posted in New Orleans in the imme-
diate aftermath of Hurricane Katrina, Marty 
Bahamonde, emailed head of FEMA Michael 
Brown from his Blackberry device on August 
31, 2005 regarding the conditions. The email 
was urgent and detailed and indicated that 
‘‘The situation is past critical . . . Estimates 
are many will die within hours.’’ Brown’s 
reply was emblematic of the administra-
tion’s entire response to the catastrophe: 
‘‘Thanks for the update. Anything specific I 
need to do or tweak?’’ The Secretary of 
Homeland Security, Michael Chertoff, did 
not declare an emergency, did not mobilize 
the federal resources, and seemed to not even 
know what was happening on the ground 
until reporters told him. 

On Friday August 26, 2005, Governor Kath-
leen Blanco declared a State of Emergency 
in Louisiana and Governor Haley Barbour of 
Mississippi followed suit the next day. Also 
on that Saturday, Governor Blanco asked 
the President to declare a Federal State of 
Emergency, and on 28 August 2005, the Sun-
day before the storm hit, Mayor Nagin de-
clared a State of Emergency in New Orleans. 
This shows that the local authorities, re-
sponding to federal warnings, knew how bad 
the destruction was going to be and antici-
pated being overwhelmed. Failure to act 
under these circumstances demonstrates 
gross negligence. 

In all of these actions and decisions, Presi-
dent George W. Bush has acted in a manner 
contrary to his trust as President and Com-
mander in Chief, and subversive of constitu-
tional government, to the prejudice of the 
cause of law and justice and to the manifest 
injury of the people of the United States. 
Wherefore, President George W. Bush, by 
such conduct, is guilty of an impeachable of-
fense warranting removal from office. 
ARTICLE XXXII.—MISLEADING CONGRESS AND 

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE, SYSTEMATICALLY UN-
DERMINING EFFORTS TO ADDRESS GLOBAL CLI-
MATE CHANGE 
In his conduct while President of the 

United States, George W. Bush, in violation 
of his constitutional oath to faithfully exe-
cute the office of President of the United 
States and, to the best of his ability, pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and in violation of his 
constitutional duty under Article II, Section 
3 of the Constitution ‘‘to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed’’, has both per-
sonally and acting through his agents and 
subordinates, together with the Vice Presi-
dent, ignored the peril to life and property 
posed by global climate change, manipulated 
scientific information and mishandled pro-
tective policy, constituting nonfeasance and 
malfeasance in office, abuse of power, dere-
liction of duty, and deception of Congress 
and the American people. 

President Bush knew the expected effects 
of climate change and the role of human ac-
tivities in driving climate change. This 
knowledge preceded his first Presidential 
term. 

1. During his 2000 Presidential campaign, 
he promised to regulate carbon dioxide emis-
sions. 

2. In 2001, the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change, a global body of hundreds of 
the world’s foremost experts on climate 
change, concluded that ‘‘most of observed 
warming over last 50 years (is) likely due to 
increases in greenhouse gas concentrations 
due to human activities.’’ The Third Assess-
ment Report projected several effects of cli-

mate change such as continued ‘‘widespread 
retreat’’ of glaciers, an ‘‘increase threats to 
human health, particularly in lower income 
populations, predominantly within tropical/ 
subtropical countries,’’ and ‘‘water short-
ages.’’ 

3. The grave danger to national security 
posed by global climate change was recog-
nized by the Pentagon’s Defense Advanced 
Planning Research Projects Agency in Octo-
ber of 2003. An agency-commissioned report 
‘‘explores how such an abrupt climate 
change scenario could potentially de-sta-
bilize the geo-political environment, leading 
to skirmishes, battles, and even war due to 
resource constraints such as: 1) Food short-
ages due to decreases in net global agricul-
tural production 2) Decreased availability 
and quality of fresh water in key regions due 
to shifted precipitation patters, causing 
more frequent floods and droughts 3) Dis-
rupted access to energy supplies due to ex-
tensive sea ice and storminess.’’ 

4. A December 2004 paper in Science re-
viewed 928 studies published in peer reviewed 
journals to determine the number providing 
evidence against the existence of a link be-
tween anthropogenic emissions of carbon di-
oxide and climate change. ‘‘Remarkably, 
none of the papers disagreed with the con-
sensus position.’’ 

5. The November 2007 Inter-Governmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth As-
sessment Report showed that global anthro-
pogenic emissions of greenhouse gasses have 
increased 70% between 1970 and 2004, and an-
thropogenic emissions are very likely the 
cause of global climate change. The report 
concluded that global climate change could 
cause the extinction of 20 to 30 percent of 
species in unique ecosystems such as the 
polar areas and biodiversity hotspots, in-
crease extreme weather events especially in 
the developing world, and have adverse ef-
fects on food production and fresh water 
availability. 

The President has done little to address 
this most serious of problems, thus consti-
tuting an abuse of power and criminal ne-
glect. He has also actively endeavored to un-
dermine efforts by the federal government, 
states, and other nations to take action on 
their own. 

1. In March 2001, President Bush announced 
the U.S. would not be pursuing ratification 
of the Kyoto Protocol, an international ef-
fort to reduce greenhouse gasses. The United 
States is the only industrialized nation that 
has failed to ratify the accord. 

2. In March of 2008, Representative Henry 
Waxman wrote to EPA Administrator Ste-
phen Johnson: ‘‘In August 2003, the Bush Ad-
ministration denied a petition to regulate 
CO2 emissions from motor vehicles by decid-
ing that CO2 was not a pollutant under the 
Clean Air Act. In April 2007, the U.S. Su-
preme Court overruled that determination in 
Massachusetts v. EPA. The Supreme Court 
wrote that ‘If EPA makes a finding of 
endangerment, the Clean Air Act requires 
the agency to regulate emissions of the dele-
terious pollutant from new motor vehicles.’ 
The EPA then conducted an extensive inves-
tigation involving 60–70 staff who concluded 
that ‘CO2 emissions endanger both human 
health and welfare.’ These findings were sub-
mitted to the White House, after which work 
on the findings and the required regulations 
was halted.’’ 

3. A Memo to Members of the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform on 
May 19, 2008 stated ‘‘The record before the 
Committee shows: (1) the career staff at EPA 
unanimously supported granting California’s 
petition (to be allowed to regulate green-
house gas emissions from cars and trucks, 
consistent with California state law); (2) Ste-
phen Johnson, the Administrator of EPA, 

also supported granting California’s petition 
at least in part; and (3) Administrator John-
son reversed his position after communica-
tions with officials in the White House.’’ 

The President has suppressed the release of 
scientific information related to global cli-
mate change, an action which undermines 
Congress’ ability to legislate and provide 
oversight, and which has thwarted efforts to 
prevent global climate change despite the se-
rious threat that it poses. 

1. In February, 2001, ExxonMobil wrote a 
memo to the White House outlining ways to 
influence the outcome of the Third Assess-
ment report by the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change. The memo opposed the 
reelection of Dr. Robert Watson as the IPCC 
Chair. The White House then supported an 
opposition candidate, who was subsequently 
elected to replace Dr. Watson. 

2. The New York Times on January 29, 2006, 
reported that James Hansen, NASA’s senior 
climate scientist was warned of ‘‘dire con-
sequences’’ if he continued to speak out 
about global climate change and the need for 
reducing emissions of associated gasses. The 
Times also reported that: ‘‘At climate lab-
oratories of the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, for example, 
many scientists who routinely took calls 
from reporters five years ago can now do so 
only if the interview is approved by adminis-
tration officials in Washington, and then 
only if a public affairs officer is present or on 
the phone.’’ 

3. In December of 2007, the House Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform 
issued a report based on 16 months of inves-
tigation and 27,000 pages of documentation. 
According to the summary: ‘‘The evidence 
before the Committee leads to one inescap-
able conclusion: the Bush Administration 
has engaged in a systematic effort to manip-
ulate climate change science and mislead 
policy makers and the public about the dan-
gers of global warming.’’ The report de-
scribed how the White House appointed 
former petroleum industry lobbyist Phil 
Cooney as head of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality. The report states ‘‘There 
was a systematic White House effort to mini-
mize the significance of climate change by 
editing climate change reports. CEQ Chief of 
Staff Phil Cooney and other CEQ officials 
made at least 294 edits to the Administra-
tion’s Strategic Plan of the Climate Change 
Science Program to exaggerate or emphasize 
scientific uncertainties or to de-emphasize 
or diminish the importance of the human 
role in global warming.’’ 

4. On April 23, 2008, Representative Henry 
Waxman wrote a letter to EPA Adminis-
trator Stephen L Johnson. In it he reported: 
‘‘Almost 1,600 EPA scientists completed the 
Union of Concerned Scientists survey ques-
tionnaire. Over 22 percent of these scientists 
reported that ‘selective or incomplete use of 
data to justify a specific regulatory out-
come’ occurred ‘frequently’ or ‘occasionally’ 
at EPA. Ninety-four EPA scientists reported 
being frequently or occasionally directed to 
inappropriately exclude or alter technical in-
formation from an EPA scientific document. 
Nearly 200 EPA scientists said that they 
have frequently or occasionally been in situ-
ations in which scientists have actively ob-
jected to, resigned from or removed them-
selves from a project because of pressure to 
change scientific findings.’’ 

In all of these actions and decisions, Presi-
dent George W. Bush has acted in a manner 
contrary to his trust as President and sub-
versive of constitutional government, to the 
prejudice of the cause of law and justice and 
to the manifest injury of the people of the 
United States. Wherefore, President George 
W. Bush, by such conduct, is guilty of an im-
peachable offense warranting removal from 
office. 
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ARTICLE XXXIII.—REPEATEDLY IGNORED AND 

FAILED TO RESPOND TO HIGH LEVEL INTEL-
LIGENCE WARNINGS OF PLANNED TERRORIST 
ATTACKS IN THE US, PRIOR TO 911 

In his conduct while President of the 
United States, George W. Bush, in violation 
of his constitutional oath to faithfully exe-
cute the office of President of the United 
States and, to the best of his ability, pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and in violation of his 
constitutional duty under Article II, Section 
3 of the Constitution ‘‘to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed’’, has both per-
sonally and acting through his agents and 
subordinates, together with the Vice Presi-
dent, failed in his Constitutional duties to 
take proper steps to protect the nation prior 
to September 11, 2001. 

The White House’s top counter-terrorism 
adviser, Richard A. Clarke, has testified that 
from the beginning of George W. Bush’s pres-
idency until September 11, 2001, Clarke at-
tempted unsuccessfully to persuade Presi-
dent Bush to take steps to protect the nation 
against terrorism. Clarke sent a memo-
randum to then-National Security Advisor 
Condoleezza Rice on January 24, 2001, ‘‘ur-
gently’’ but unsuccessfully requesting ‘‘a 
Cabinet-level meeting to deal with the im-
pending al Qaeda attack.’’ 

In April 2001, Clarke was finally granted a 
meeting, but only with second-in-command 
department representatives, including Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz, 
who made light of Clarke’s concerns. 

Clarke confirms that in June, July, and 
August 2001, the Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA) warned the president in daily briefings 
of unprecedented indications that a major al 
Qaeda attack was going to happen against 
the United States somewhere in the world in 
the weeks and months ahead. Yet, Clarke 
was still unable to convene a cabinet-level 
meeting to address the issue. 

Condoleezza Rice has testified that George 
Tenet met with the president 40 times to 
warn him that a major al-Qaeda attack was 
going to take place, and that in response the 
president did not convene any meetings of 
top officials. At such meetings, the FBI 
could have shared information on possible 
terrorists enrolled at flight schools. Among 
the many preventive steps that could have 
been taken, the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, airlines, and airports might have 
been put on full alert. 

According to Condoleezza Rice, the first 
and only cabinet-level meeting prior to 9/11 
to discuss the threat of terrorist attacks 
took place on September 4, 2001, one week 
before the attacks in New York and Wash-
ington. 

On August 6, 2001, President Bush was pre-
sented a President’s Daily Brief (PDB) arti-
cle titled ‘‘Bin Laden Determined to Strike 
in U.S.’’ The lead sentence of that PDB arti-
cle indicated that Bin Laden and his fol-
lowers wanted to ‘‘follow the example of 
World Trade Center bomber Ramzi Yousef 
and ‘bring the fighting to America.’ ’’ The ar-
ticle warned: ‘‘Al-Qa’ida members—including 
some who are US citizens—have resided in or 
traveled to the US for years, and the group 
apparently maintains a support structure 
that could aid attacks.’’ 

The article cited a ‘‘more sensational 
threat reporting that Bin Laden wanted to 
hijack a US aircraft,’’ but indicated that the 
CIA had not been able to corroborate such 
reporting. The PDB item included informa-
tion from the FBI indicating ‘‘patterns of 
suspicious activity in this country con-
sistent with preparations for hijackings or 
other types of attacks, including recent sur-
veillance of federal buildings in New York.’’ 
The article also noted that the CIA and FBI 

were investigating ‘‘a call to our embassy in 
the UAE in May saying that a group of Bin 
Laden supporters was in the US planning at-
tacks with explosives.’’ 

The president spent the rest of August 6, 
and almost all the rest of August 2001 on va-
cation. There is no evidence that he called 
any meetings of his advisers to discuss this 
alarming report. When the title and sub-
stance of this PDB article were later re-
ported in the press, then-National Security 
Adviser Condoleezza Rice began a sustained 
campaign to play down its significance, until 
the actual text was eventually released by 
the White House. 

New York Times writer Douglas Jehl, put 
it this way: ‘‘In a single 17-sentence docu-
ment, the intelligence briefing delivered to 
President Bush in August 2001 spells out the 
who, hints at the what and points towards 
the where of the terrorist attacks on New 
York and Washington that followed 36 days 
later.’’ 

Eleanor Hill, Executive Director of the 
joint congressional committee investigating 
the performance of the US intelligence com-
munity before September 11, 2001, reported in 
mid-September 2002 that intelligence reports 
a year earlier ‘‘reiterated a consistent and 
constant theme: Osama bin Laden’s intent to 
launch terrorist attacks inside the United 
States.’’ 

That joint inquiry revealed that just two 
months before September 11, an intelligence 
briefing for ‘‘senior government officials’’ 
predicted a terrorist attack with these 
words: ‘‘The attack will be spectacular and 
designed to inflict mass casualties against 
U.S. facilities or interests. Attack prepara-
tions have been made. Attack will occur 
with little or no warning.’’ 

Given the White House’s insistence on se-
crecy with regard to what intelligence was 
given to President Bush, the joint-inquiry 
report does not divulge whether he took part 
in that briefing. Even if he did not, it strains 
credulity to suppose that those ‘‘senior gov-
ernment officials’’ would have kept its 
alarming substance from the president. 

Again, there is no evidence that the presi-
dent held any meetings or took any action to 
deal with the threats of such attacks. 

In all of these actions and decisions, Presi-
dent George W. Bush has acted in a manner 
contrary to his trust as President, and sub-
versive of constitutional government, to the 
prejudice of the cause of law and justice and 
to the manifest injury of the people of the 
United States. Wherefore, President George 
W. Bush, by such conduct, is guilty of an im-
peachable offense warranting removal from 
office. 
ARTICLE XXXIV.—OBSTRUCTION OF INVESTIGA-
TION INTO THE ATTACKS OF SEPTEMBER 11, 2001 
In his conduct while President of the 

United States, George W. Bush, in violation 
of his constitutional oath to faithfully exe-
cute the office of President of the United 
States and, to the best of his ability, pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and in violation of his 
constitutional duty under Article II, Section 
3 of the Constitution ‘‘to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed’’, has both per-
sonally and acting through his agents and 
subordinates, together with the Vice Presi-
dent, obstructed investigations into the at-
tacks on the World Trade Center and Pen-
tagon on September 11, 2001. 

Following September 11, 2001, President 
Bush and Vice President Cheney took strong 
steps to thwart any and all proposals that 
the circumstances of the attack be ad-
dressed. Then-Secretary of State Colin Pow-
ell was forced to renege on his public prom-
ise on September 23 that a ‘‘White Paper’’ 
would be issued to explain the cir-

cumstances. Less than two weeks after that 
promise, Powell apologized for his ‘‘unfortu-
nate choice of words,’’ and explained that 
Americans would have to rely on ‘‘informa-
tion coming out in the press and in other 
ways.’’ 

On Sept. 26, 2001, President Bush drove to 
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) head-
quarters in Langley, Virginia, stood with Di-
rector of Central Intelligence George Tenet 
and said: ‘‘My report to the nation is, we’ve 
got the best intelligence we can possibly 
have thanks to the men and women of the 
C.I.A.’’ George Tenet subsequently and false-
ly claimed not to have visited the president 
personally between the start of Bush’s long 
Crawford vacation and September 11, 2001. 

Testifying before the 9/11 Commission on 
April 14, 2004, Tenet answered a question 
from Commission member Timothy Roemer 
by referring to the president’s vacation (July 
29–August 30) in Crawford and insisting that 
he did not see the president at all in August 
2001. ‘‘You never talked with him?’’ Roemer 
asked. ‘‘No,’’ Tenet replied, explaining that 
for much of August he too was ‘‘on leave.’’ 
An Agency spokesman called reporters that 
same evening to say Tenet had misspoken, 
and that Tenet had briefed Bush on August 
17 and 31. The spokesman explained that the 
second briefing took place after the presi-
dent had returned to Washington, and played 
down the first one, in Crawford, as unevent-
ful. 

In his book, At the Center of the Storm, 
(2007) Tenet refers to what is almost cer-
tainly his August 17 visit to Crawford as a 
follow-up to the ‘‘Bin Laden Determined to 
Strike in the US’’ article in the CIA-pre-
pared President’s Daily Brief of August 6. 
That briefing was immortalized in a Time 
Magazine photo capturing Harriet Myers 
holding the PDB open for the president, as 
two CIA officers sit by. It is the same brief-
ing to which the president reportedly reacted 
by telling the CIA briefer, ‘‘All right, you’ve 
covered your ass now.’’ (Ron Suskind, The 
One-Percent Doctrine, p. 2, 2006). In At the 
Center of the Storm, Tenet writes: ‘‘A few 
weeks after the August 6 PDB was delivered, 
I followed it to Crawford to make sure that 
the president stayed current on events.’’ 

A White House press release suggests 
Tenet was also there a week later, on August 
24. According to the August 25, 2001, release, 
President Bush, addressing a group of visi-
tors to Crawford on August 25, told them: 
‘‘George Tenet and I, yesterday, we piled in 
the new nominees for the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, the Vice Chairman and their 
wives and went right up the canyon.’’ 

In early February 2002, Vice President 
Dick Cheney warned then-Senate Majority 
Leader Tom Daschle that if Congress went 
ahead with an investigation, administration 
officials might not show up to testify. As 
pressure grew for an investigation, the presi-
dent and vice president agreed to the estab-
lishment of a congressional joint committee 
to conduct a ‘‘Joint Inquiry.’’ Eleanor Hill, 
Executive Director of the Inquiry, opened 
the Joint Inquiry’s final public hearing in 
mid-September 2002 with the following dis-
claimer: ‘‘I need to report that, according to 
the White House and the Director of Central 
Intelligence, the president’s knowledge of in-
telligence information relevant to this in-
quiry remains classified, even when the sub-
stance of the intelligence information has 
been declassified.’’ 

The National Commission on Terrorist At-
tacks, also known as the 9/11 Commission, 
was created on November 27, 2002, following 
the passage of congressional legislation 
signed into law by President Bush. The 
President was asked to testify before the 
Commission. He refused to testify except for 
one hour in private with only two Commis-
sion members, with no oath administered, 
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with no recording or note taking, and with 
the Vice President at his side. Commission 
Co-Chair Lee Hamilton has written that he 
believes the commission was set up to fail, 
was underfunded, was rushed, and did not re-
ceive proper cooperation and access to infor-
mation. 

A December 2007 review of classified docu-
ments by former members of the Commis-
sion found that the commission had made re-
peated and detailed requests to the CIA in 
2003 and 2004 for documents and other infor-
mation about the interrogation of operatives 
of Al Qaeda, and had been told falsely by a 
top C.I.A. official that the agency had ‘‘pro-
duced or made available for review’’ every-
thing that had been requested. 

In all of these actions and decisions, Presi-
dent George W. Bush has acted in a manner 
contrary to his trust as President, and sub-
versive of constitutional government, to the 
prejudice of the cause of law and justice and 
to the manifest injury of the people of the 
United States. Wherefore, President George 
W. Bush, by such conduct, is guilty of an im-
peachable offense warranting removal from 
office. 
ARTICLE XXXV.—ENDANGERING THE HEALTH OF 

9/11 FIRST RESPONDERS 
In his conduct while President of the 

United States, George W. Bush, in violation 
of his constitutional oath to faithfully exe-
cute the office of President of the United 
States and, to the best of his ability, pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and in violation of his 
constitutional duty under Article II, Section 
3 of the Constitution ‘‘to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed’’, has both per-
sonally and acting through his agents and 
subordinates, together with the Vice Presi-
dent, recklessly endangered the health of 
first responders, residents, and workers at 
and near the former location of the World 
Trade Center in New York City. 

The Inspector General of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) August 21, 
2003, report numbered 2003–P–00012 and enti-
tled ‘‘EPA’s Response to the World Trade 
Center Collapse: Challenges, Successes, and 
Areas for Improvement,’’ includes the fol-
lowing findings: 

‘‘[W]hen EPA made a September 18 an-
nouncement that the air was ‘safe’ to 
breathe, it did not have sufficient data and 
analyses to make such a blanket statement. 
At that time, air monitoring data was lack-
ing for several pollutants of concern, includ-
ing particulate matter and polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs). Furthermore, The White 
House Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) influenced, through the collaboration 
process, the information that EPA commu-
nicated to the public through its early press 
releases when it convinced EPA to add reas-
suring statements and delete cautionary 
ones. 

‘‘As a result of the White House CEQ’s in-
fluence, guidance for cleaning indoor spaces 
and information about the potential health 
effects from WTC debris were not included in 
EPA-issued press releases. In addition, based 
on CEQ’s influence, reassuring information 
was added to at least one press release and 
cautionary information was deleted from 
EPA’s draft version of that press release . . . 
The White House’s role in EPA’s public com-
munications about WTC environmental con-
ditions was described in a September 12, 2001, 
e-mail from the EPA Deputy Administrator’s 
Chief of Staff to senior EPA officials: 

‘‘ ‘All statements to the media should be 
cleared through the NSC [National Security 
Council] before they are released.’ 

‘‘According to the EPA Chief of Staff, one 
particular CEQ official was designated to 
work with EPA to ensure that clearance was 

obtained through NSC. The Associate Ad-
ministrator for the EPA Office of Commu-
nications, Education, and Media Relations 
(OCEMR) said that no press release could be 
issued for a 3- to 4-week period after Sep-
tember 11 without approval from the CEQ 
contact.’’ 

Acting EPA Administrator Marianne 
Horinko, who sat in on EPA meetings with 
the White House, has said in an interview 
that the White House played a coordinating 
role. The National Security Council played 
the key role, filtering incoming data on 
ground zero air and water, Horinko said: ‘‘I 
think that the thinking was, these are ex-
perts in WMD (weapons of mass destruction), 
so they should have the coordinating role.’’ 

In the cleanup of the Pentagon following 
September 11, 2001, Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration laws were enforced, 
and no workers became ill. At the World 
Trade Center site, the same laws were not 
enforced. 

In the years since the release of the EPA 
Inspector General’s above-cited report, the 
Bush Administration has still not effected a 
clean-up of the indoor air in apartments and 
workspaces near the site. 

Screenings conducted at the Mount Sinai 
Medical Center and released in the Sep-
tember 10, 2004, Morbidity and Mortality 
Weekly Report (MMWR) of the federal Cen-
ters For Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC), produced the following results: 

‘‘Both upper and lower respiratory prob-
lems and mental health difficulties are wide-
spread among rescue and recovery workers 
who dug through the ruins of the World 
Trade Center in the days following its de-
struction in the attack of September 11, 2001. 

‘‘An analysis of the screenings of 1,138 
workers and volunteers who responded to the 
World Trade Center disaster found that near-
ly three-quarters of them experienced new or 
worsened upper respiratory problems at 
some point while working at Ground Zero. 
And half of those examined had upper and/or 
lower respiratory symptoms that persisted 
up to the time of their examinations, an av-
erage of eight months after their WTC ef-
forts ended.’’ 

A larger study released in 2006 found that 
roughly 70 percent of nearly 10,000 workers 
tested at Mount Sinai from 2002 to 2004 re-
ported that they had new or substantially 
worsened respiratory problems while or after 
working at ground zero. This study showed 
that many of the respiratory ailments, in-
cluding sinusitis and asthma, and gastro-
intestinal problems related to them, ini-
tially reported by ground zero workers per-
sisted or grew worse over time. Most of the 
ground zero workers in the study who re-
ported trouble breathing while working 
there were still having those problems two 
and a half years later, an indication of 
chronic illness unlikely to improve over 
time. 

In all of these actions and decisions, Presi-
dent George W. Bush has acted in a manner 
contrary to his trust as President, and sub-
versive of constitutional government, to the 
prejudice of the cause of law and justice and 
to the manifest injury of the people of the 
United States. Wherefore, President George 
W. Bush, by such conduct, is guilty of an im-
peachable offense warranting removal from 
office. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ELLISON). Under rule IX, a resolution 
offered from the floor by a Member 
other than the majority leader or the 
minority leader as a question of the 
privileges of the House has immediate 
precedence only at a time designated 
by the Chair within 2 legislative days 
after the resolution is properly noticed. 

Pending that designation, the form of 
the resolution noticed by the gen-
tleman from Ohio will appear in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The Chair will not, at this point, de-
termine whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privilege. That 
determination will be made at the time 
designated for the consideration of the 
resolution. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. POE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BROUN of Georgia addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 
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