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through the full committee, and as you 
know, the ranking member moved to 
substitute the Interior bill rather than 
do the Labor-Health bill. 

The chairman believed he was pur-
suing the regular order. I have never 
seen, in the 23 years that I served on 
the Appropriations Committee, one of 
the appropriations bills substituted for 
another one of the appropriations bills 
in the appropriations process. 

So a lot of unusual things are hap-
pening, unfortunately. And we haven’t 
been pursuing regular order. I lament 
that, personally. I think that we ought 
to do that. 

I will say that last year, as you 
know, we passed every appropriations 
bill through the House of Representa-
tives by the August break. We had 
some difficulty at the end doing that, 
but we got them all passed. And we 
passed them all in the year, in the cal-
endar year that we were supposed to 
pass them, not in the fiscal year, in De-
cember. As you know in a number of 
years we didn’t do that until the fol-
lowing year: nine one year, eight the 
other passed in January, the end of 
January or the middle of February, as 
I recall, 2 years. I forget whether it was 
2004 and 2005 or 2005 and 2006. 

So I share the gentlemen’s concern. I 
think both sides share the concern that 
the appropriations process is not pro-
ceeding in the regular order. But I 
want to say to the gentleman that 
from my perspective, I have not con-
cluded that we’re not going to consider 
any appropriations bills on the floor. 

Mr. BLUNT. I just suggest, the state-
ment I read, and perhaps it was not ac-
curate, but it seemed like an incredibly 
definitive statement on the part of the 
chairman; and since this is the work 
that the Congress has to do to fund the 
government, I would assume that the 
chairman will soon be conferring with 
the leader and the Speaker to deter-
mine if bills are coming to the floor or 
not. 

Mr. HOYER. Will my friend yield on 
that? 

Mr. BLUNT. I would 
Mr. HOYER. Thank you. 
Senator REID in the other body has 

made it pretty clear that he does not 
believe, again, given the failure to pur-
sue regular order in the Senate, that he 
will be able to get any bills passed, the 
Senate appropriations bills. 

So one of the factors under consider-
ation by Mr. OBEY is that if the Senate 
is not going to consider any bills, that 
because they cannot get the bills 
through the House and to the Presi-
dent—of course, the President sent 
down a number, said, If you go over 
that number, I’m going to veto all of 
the bills anyway. And we had real dif-
ficulty last year, as you know, with 
that happening. That’s not happened in 
my career before. I don’t mean that a 
President hasn’t indicated he would 
veto, but there was always room to 
work on that. 

But that is one of the complicating 
factors or two of the complicating fac-

tors: the President’s position and the 
Senate’s position as well. 

But I think the major problem is 
that the regular order Mr. OBEY did not 
feel was being pursued in the com-
mittee. 

Mr. BLUNT. We might ask Mr. OBEY 
what his views might be about his bills 
that are already through the com-
mittee in regular order and why those 
five bills couldn’t come to the House. 

You know, we have, in the years of 
our majority, always with an open 
rule, taken substantial time. It seemed 
to me 1 year we took five full days of 
hearing amendments on the Labor HHS 
bill and other bills, numerous bills at a 
time. 

The evaluation of last year, the 
House passed its bills, but at the end of 
the day, we had one vote on one big bill 
which may not have been nearly as 
healthy as having nine individual votes 
and then having to carry three bills 
over into the next year to get them 
done one at a time. But that’s not real-
ly the question. 

The question is what about the bills 
that are out of the committee now and 
what would be a violation of any reg-
ular order problem to bring those to 
the House and take the time that we 
clearly have? We’re passing a lot of leg-
islation off the House floor, but not 
very much of it winds up on the Presi-
dent’s desk. If we begin to determine 
the House schedule based on what the 
Senate is willing to do and a bill that 
can get to the President, not much of 
what we’ve done in the last several 
weeks really had much impact. 

But I would yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I would not agree with 

the gentleman. After all, we did pass 
the Iraq funding, we passed a very sub-
stantive supplemental, we passed a GI 
bill, we passed an unemployment insur-
ance extension. We passed an energy 
bill last year signed by the President. I 
think much of what we passed in our 
’06 that was passed, that got through 
the Senate, was signed by the Presi-
dent and supported by a significant 
number of Republicans. 

Furthermore, let me just remind you, 
and I’m sure you recall this, that we 
took 50 hours longer to do the appro-
priations bills last year than we did in 
2006 when your side was in charge. And 
we had extensive debate. We had 10 
open bills, open rules, and we had two 
rules at the end, because it was clear 
that we were having great difficulty 
getting our bills done in a time cramp. 
Even under those bills, we spent hours 
debating them. We spent 17 hours on 
the Homeland Security bill, for in-
stance, and 12 hours on the Labor- 
Health bill on the floor. 

Mr. BLUNT. If we don’t deal with any 
bills this year, I guess our average is 
going to go down quickly. If we had 12 
hours on Labor H last year and zero 
this year, I guess for this Congress we 
will say we spent an average of 6 hours 
debating the bills because one of them 
never got debated at all. 

Mr. HOYER. I don’t want to get too 
testy, and you and I are good friends. 

Mr. BLUNT. We are. 
Mr. HOYER. But very frankly, it was 

not a process that we thought was very 
substantive last year, and every indica-
tion that we have received this year, it 
is not going to be very substantive this 
year when we consider appropriation 
bills. 

Now, having said that, we didn’t pur-
sue the regular order on the Labor- 
Health bill. The gentleman is correct 
there are five bills which have passed, 
and I would reiterate that I have not 
yet, from my standpoint, concluded 
that we’re not going to consider appro-
priation bills on the floor this year. 

So I want to make it clear. I’m not 
sure exactly what Mr. OBEY announced. 
There was an article that said I was 
supporting Mr. OBEY’s position. I went 
a little further. What I supported of 
Mr. OBEY’s position was that regular 
order was not being followed in the ap-
propriations committee, not the rep-
resentation that you say he made with 
reference to no bills coming to the 
floor. 

I think he’s correct that regular 
order is not being pursued, and very 
frankly—and I’m going to talk to you 
about that, talk to my friend about 
this, because I think it is unfortunate 
that we have come to this place where 
the consideration of these bills last 
year became very politicized, and this 
year the announcement clearly was 
very early on out of your conference or 
your retreat and subsequently that it 
wasn’t going to be a very happy process 
this year. I don’t mean an agreement 
process. No reason why there should be 
an agreement. But Mr. OBEY has con-
cerns that it would simply be impos-
sible for him to get the bills through. 

Mr. BLUNT. He’s a capable man, and 
I’m sure he can figure out a way. 

So I would like to close by saying we 
would like to see at least the bills that 
are through the full committee on the 
floor and would hope that the energy 
bills that the gentleman is looking at 
can come to the floor with a rule that 
allows a substantial and full debate on 
this critical problem of both gas prices 
at the pump now and home heating and 
other things that are going to quickly 
become problems for Americans. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY 
14, 2008 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for 
morning-hour debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
f 

CONGRATULATING SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE EDWARDS 

Mr. HOYER. Before I ask for the next 
unanimous consent, let me say how 
pleased I am that Congresswoman ED-
WARDS, I think this is her first time in 
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the Chair. She is our newest Member 
and an excellent Member, and we ap-
preciate her leadership. 

f 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
f 

NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER 
RESOLUTION RAISING A QUES-
TION OF THE PRIVILEGES OF 
THE HOUSE 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to clause 2, rule IX, I hereby give 
notice of my intention to raise a ques-
tion of the privileges of the House. The 
form of the resolution is as follows: 

AN ARTICLE OF IMPEACHMENT OF PRESIDENT 
GEORGE W. BUSH 

Resolved, that President George W. Bush be 
impeached for high crimes and mis-
demeanors, and that the following Article of 
Impeachment be exhibited to the United 
States Senate: 

An Article of Impeachment exhibited by 
the House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in the name of itself and 
the people of the United States of America, 
in maintenance and support of its impeach-
ment against President George W. Bush for 
high crimes and misdemeanors. 
ARTICLE ONE—DECEIVING CONGRESS WITH FAB-

RICATED THREATS OF IRAQ WMDS TO FRAUDU-
LENTLY OBTAIN SUPPORT FOR AN AUTHORIZA-
TION OF THE USE OF MILITARY FORCE AGAINST 
IRAQ 
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,’’ deceived Con-
gress with fabricated threats of Iraq Weap-
ons of Mass Destruction to fraudulently ob-
tain support for an authorization for the use 
of force against Iraq and used that fraudu-
lently obtained authorization, then acting in 
his capacity under article II, section 2 of the 
Constitution as Commander in Chief, to com-
mit U.S. troops to combat in Iraq. 

To gain congressional support for the pas-
sage of the Joint Resolution to Authorize 
the Use of United States Armed Forces 
Against Iraq, the President made the fol-
lowing material representations to the Con-
gress in S.J. Res. 45: 

1. That Iraq was ‘‘continuing to possess 
and develop a significant chemical and bio-
logical weapons capability. . . .’’ 

2. That Iraq was ‘‘actively seeking a nu-
clear weapons capability. . . .’’ 

3. That Iraq was ‘‘continuing to threaten 
the national security interests of the United 
States and international peace and secu-
rity.’’ 

4. That Iraq has demonstrated a ‘‘willing-
ness to attack, the United States. . . .’’ 

5. That ‘‘members of al Qaeda, an organiza-
tion bearing responsibility for attacks on the 

United States, its citizens and interests, in-
cluding the attacks that occurred on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, are known to be in Iraq. 
. . .’’ 

6. The ‘‘attacks on the United States of 
September 11, 2001, underscored the gravity 
of the threat that Iraq will transfer weapons 
of mass destruction to international ter-
rorist organizations. . . .’’ 

7. That Iraq ‘‘will either employ those 
weapons to launch a surprise attack against 
the United States or its Armed Forces or 
provide them to international terrorists who 
would do so. . . .’’ 

8. That an ‘‘extreme magnitude of harm 
that would result to the United States and 
its citizens from such an attack. . . .’’ 

9. That the aforementioned threats ‘‘jus-
tify action by the United States to defend 
itself. . . .’’ 

10. The enactment clause of section 2 of 
S.J. Res. 45, the Authorization of the Use of 
the United States Armed Forces authorizes 
the President to ‘‘defend the national secu-
rity interests of the United States against 
the threat posed by Iraq. . . .’’ 

Each consequential representation made 
by the President to the Congress in S.J. Res. 
45 in subsequent iterations and the final 
version was unsupported by evidence which 
was in the control of the White House. 

To wit: 
1. Iraq was not ‘‘continuing to possess and 

develop a significant chemical and biological 
weapons capability . . . ’’ 

‘‘A substantial amount of Iraq’s chemical 
warfare agents, precursors, munitions and 
production equipment were destroyed be-
tween 1991 and 1998 as a result of Operation 
Desert Storm and United Nations Special 
Commission (UNSCOM) actions. There is no 
reliable information on whether Iraq is pro-
ducing and stockpiling chemical weapons or 
whether Iraq has or will establish its chem-
ical warfare agent production facilities.’’ 

The source of this information is the De-
fense Intelligence Agency, a report called, 
‘‘Iraq—Key WMD Facilities—An Operational 
Support Study,’’ September 2002. 

‘‘Statements by the President and Vice 
President prior to the October 2002 National 
Intelligence Estimate regarding Iraq’s chem-
ical weapons production capability and ac-
tivities did not reflect the intelligence com-
munity’s uncertainties as to whether such 
production was ongoing.’’ 

The source of this information is the Sen-
ate Select Committee on Intelligence, a re-
port entitled ‘‘Report on Whether Public 
Statements Regarding Iraq By U.S. Govern-
ment Officials Were Substantiated By Intel-
ligence Information.’’ June 5, 2008. 

‘‘In April and early May 2003, military 
forces found mobile trailers in Iraq. Al-
though intelligence experts disputed the pur-
pose of the trailers, administration officials 
repeatedly asserted that they were mobile 
biological weapons laboratories. In total, 
President Bush, Vice President CHENEY, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and Na-
tional Security Advisor Rice made 34 mis-
leading statements about the trailers in 27 
separate public appearances. Shortly after 
the mobile trailers were found, the Central 
Intelligence Agency and the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency issued an unclassified white 
paper evaluating the trailers. The white 
paper was released without coordination 
with other members of the intelligence com-
munity, however. It was later disclosed that 
engineers from the Defense Intelligence 
Agency who examined the trailers concluded 
that they were most likely used to produce 
hydrogen for artillery weather balloons. A 
former senior intelligence official reported 
that ‘only one of 15 intelligence analysts as-
sembled from three agencies to discuss the 
issue in June endorsed the white paper con-
clusion.’’’ 

The source of this information is the House 
Committee on Government Reform, minor-
ity staff, ‘‘Iraq on the Record: Bush Adminis-
tration’s Public Statements about Chemical 
and Biological Weapons.’’ March 16, 2004. 

Former chief of CIA covert operations in 
Europe, Tyler Drumheller, has said that the 
CIA had credible sources discounting weap-
ons of mass destruction claims, including the 
primary source of biological weapons claims, 
an informant who the Germans code-named 
‘‘Curveball’’ whom the Germans had in-
formed the Bush administration was a likely 
fabricator of information including that con-
cerning the Niger yellowcake forgery. Two 
other former CIA officers confirmed 
Drumheller’s account to Sidney Blumenthal 
who reported the story at Salon.com on Sep-
tember 6, 2007, which in fact is the media 
source of this information. 

‘‘In practical terms, with the destruction 
of the al Hakam facility, Iraq abandoned its 
ambition to obtain advanced biological 
weapons quickly. The Iraq Survey Group 
(ISG) found no direct evidence that Iraq, 
after 1996, had plans for a new biological 
weapons program or was conducting biologi-
cal weapons-specific work for military pur-
poses. Indeed, from the mid-1990s, despite 
evidence of continuing interest in nuclear 
and chemical weapons, there appears to be a 
complete absence of discussion or even inter-
est in biological weapons at the Presidential 
level. In spite of exhaustive investigation, 
the Iraq Survey Group found no evidence 
that Iraq possessed, or was developing, bio-
logical weapon agent production systems 
mounted on road vehicles or railway wagons. 
The Iraq Survey Group harbors severe doubts 
about the source’s credibility in regards to 
the breakout program.’’ That’s a direct 
quote from the ‘‘Comprehensive Report of 
the Special Advisor to the Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence on Iraq’s WMD,’’ commonly 
known as the Duelfer report by Charles 
Duelfer. 

‘‘While a small number of old, abandoned 
chemical munitions have been discovered, 
the Iraq Survey Group judges that Iraq uni-
laterally destroyed its undeclared chemical 
weapons stockpile in 1991. There are no cred-
ible indications that Baghdad resumed pro-
duction of chemical munitions thereafter, a 
policy the Iraq Survey Group attributes to 
Baghdad’s desire to see sanctions lifted, or 
rendered ineffectual, or its fear of force 
against it should WMD be discovered.’’ 

The source of this information, the ‘‘Com-
prehensive Report of the Special Advisor to 
the Director of Central Intelligence on Iraq’s 
WMD,’’ Charles Duelfer. 

2. Iraq was not ‘‘actively seeking a nuclear 
weapons capability.’’ 

The key finding of the Iraq Survey Group’s 
report to the Director of Central Intelligence 
found that ‘‘Iraq’s ability to reconstitute a 
nuclear weapons program progressively de-
cayed after that date. Saddam Husayn (sic) 
ended the nuclear program in 1991 following 
the Gulf War. Iraq Survey Group found no 
evidence to suggest concerted efforts to re-
start the program.’’ 

The source of this information, the ‘‘Com-
prehensive Report of the Special Advisor to 
the Director of Central Intelligence on Iraq’s 
WMD,’’ Charles Duelfer. 

Claims that Iraq was purchasing uranium 
from Niger were not supported by the State 
Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Re-
search in the National Intelligence Estimate 
of October 2002. 

The CIA had warned the British Govern-
ment not to claim Iraq was purchasing ura-
nium from Niger prior to the British state-
ment that was later cited by President Bush, 
this according to George Tenet of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency on July 11, 2003. 

Mohamed ElBaradei, the Director General 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
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