Bush's Impeachable Offenses, Part 5
[Opinion] Signing statements, restricting freedoms, etc.
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ILLEGAL USE OF SIGNING STATEMENTS

The following is the final installment in a series enumerating the impeachable offenses of
George W. Bush. That is, until another major impeachable offense becomes known.

Charge

@IMG(@George W. Bush has attached signing statements to more than 100 bills before
signing them, within which he has made over 1,100 challenges to provisions of laws
passed by Congress. This figure exceeds the total number of such challenges by all
previous presidents combined, and Bush has used this practice to exempt himself, as
President of the United States, from enforcing or from being held accountable to
provisions of the said laws. By declining to veto bills, and instead attaching signing
statements challenging laws passed by Congress, he has violated Article 1, Section 7 and
Article II, Section 3 of the U.S. Constitution. These articles of the Constitution dictate
that the president has the option of signing or vetoing a bill, and upon signing the bill to
"take care that the laws be faithfully executed."

1. March 20, 2001 - Jan. 12, 2007
Bush issues at least 126 signing statements challenging over 1,149 laws
(Christopher Kelley, Ph.D). The exact number of signing statements is unknown
as the administration refuses to release this information. Examples of signing
statements include:
March 9, 2006: Bush signed the reauthorization of the Patriot Act, which contained
requirements for congressional oversight of executive use of the act's powers. In a
statement immediately following the signing ceremony, however, it was revealed that
Bush "did not feel obliged to obey requirements that he inform Congress about how
the FBI was using the act's expanded police powers." (Boston Globe, March 24, 2006)
Subsequently, by the FBI's own admission they abused this power given to them. "As
many as 600 of these violations could be 'cases of serious misconduct' involving the
improper use of 'national security letters' to compel telephone companies, banks and
credit institutions to produce records." (Washington Post, March 21, 2007)

Dec. 5, 2005 & Jan. 6, 2006: Two Detainee Treatment (Torture)
Acts were signed into law accompanied by a signing statement.
Part of the signing statement read, "The executive branch shall
construe [the law] in a manner consistent with the constitutional
authority of the President . . . as Commander in Chief." When
asked about the statement, a senior administration official said
"the president intended to reserve the right to use harsher



methods in special situations involving national security." David
Golove, a New York University law professor who specializes in
executive power issues, said "The signing statement is saying 'l
will only comply with this law when I want to, and if something
arises in the war on terrorism where I think it's important to
torture or engage in cruel, inhuman, and degrading conduct, I
have the authority to do so and nothing in this law is going to
stop me." (Boston Globe, Jan. 4, 2000)

Oct. 4, 2006: In
the wake of
Hurricane Katrina, Congress passed a
law setting minimum standards for
the job of FEMA Director. This was
in direct response to the botched job
done by Michael Brown, Bush's
choice to lead the agency, who had
been a politically connected hire with
no prior experience in emergency
management. The law said the
president must nominate someone
who has "a demonstrated ability in
and knowledge of emergency
management" and "not less than five
years of executive leadership." At the
signing ceremony, Bush signed the
bill without any hint of objection, but
included a signing statement saying A Days after the disaster, Bush looks on.

the law "purports to limit the ©2007 Public

qualifications of the pool of persons from whom the president may select the appointee
in a manner that rules out a large portion of those persons best qualified by experience
and knowledge to fill the office. The executive branch shall construe section 503(c)(2)
in a manner consistent with the Appointments Clause of the Constitution. " (Boston
Globe, Oct. 6. 2000)

Two senator's responded to Bush's signing statement in a letter, "We were dismayed ...
by the “signing statement' in which you express your intention to disregard provisions
in the law intended to protect against further mistakes such as those that plagued the
2005 hurricane response." (Boston Globe, Oct. 12, 2006)

©2007 Public

Dec. 25, 2006: Bush writes a signing statement asserting the Executive's right to open
mail without a warrant, despite the constitutional requirement to do so. "The executive
branch shall construe [the Law], which provides for opening of an item of a class of
mail otherwise sealed against inspection, in a manner consistent, to the maximum
extent permissible, with the need to conduct searches in exigent circumstances, such as
to protect human life and safety against hazardous materials, and the need for physical
searches specifically authorized by law for foreign intelligence collection."

. July 2006
The American Bar Association “Blue Ribbon Task Force” voted and unanimously
approved a resolution which found that the presidential assertions of
constitutional authority within his signing statements “undermine the rule of law
and our constitutional system of separation of powers.”
They also voted unanimously to "oppose, as contrary to the rule of law and our
constitutional system of separation of powers, a President's issuance of signing
statements to claim the authority or state the intention to disregard or decline to enforce
all or part of a law he has signed, or to interpret such a law in a manner inconsistent
with the clear intent of Congress;"



"Urge the President, if he believes that any provision of a bill pending before Congress
would be unconstitutional if enacted, to communicate such concerns to Congress prior
to passage;"

"Urge the President to confine any signing statements to his views regarding the
meaning, purpose, and significance of bills, and to use his veto power if he believes
that all or part of a bill is unconstitutional;" (Resolution and Report)

ILLEGAL FREEZING OF ACCOUNTS AND
RESTRICTIONS TO FREEDOM OF ASSEMBLY

Charge

George W. Bush ordered the freezing of financial accounts without limit
to how groups were chosen to be on such a list, and also ordered himself
the power to create blacklists of any individual Bush felt was associated
with the aforementioned groups, thereby creating a system of "guilt by
association.”

1. November, 2006
Federal judge in Los Angeles rules that provisions of an anti-terrorism order
issued by President George W. Bush after Sept. 11 are unconstitutional.
"In her ruling, Collins said the order is unconstitutional because there is 'no apparent
limit' on presidential authority to designate groups or individuals as terrorists. In
addition, the judge ruled, language banning those 'otherwise associated' with such
groups is 'unconstitutionally vague on its face.' Collins rejected a number of other
claims by the plaintiffs, however, including that the order's definition of a terrorist
group is too vague." (Federal District Judge Ruling) (Washington Post, Nov. 28, 2006)

ILLEGAL DETENTION
Charge

George W. Bush has acted to strip Americans of their constitutional
rights by ordering indefinite detention of citizens, without access to legal
counsel, without charge and without opportunity to appear before a civil
Jjudicial officer to challenge the detention, based solely on the president's
discretionary designation of a U.S. citizen as an "enemy combatant," all
in subversion of law;

1. Dec. 4th, 2002
U.S. Federal District Court Judge Michael Mukasey rules that the order
to detain U.S. citizen Jose Padilla was illegal, and denied Padilla his
constitutionally protected right to a lawyer.
The court rules that: "(i) Padilla does have the right to present
facts; (i1) the most convenient way for him to go about that, and
the way most useful to the court, is to present them through
counsel; and (iii) the government's arguments are insufficient to
warrant denying him access to counsel." (Detention Judicial

Opinion).

A Jose Padilla
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Thank you for reading this impeachment series, which represents evidence in the
public domain. Given the secrecy of this administration, it seems highly likely that
many more impeachable offenses would be uncovered if the U.S. House of
Representatives used its subpoena power in an impeachment investigation. The
members of the House of Representatives have ignored their oaths of office to "support
and defend the Constitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign and
domestic" by failing to initiate this procedure.

Some of you may be wondering why I have left out certain charges against Bush you
feel warrant impeachment. Some of those charges might include his performance
before and after Katrina and 9/11, his policies toward the African AIDS epidemic, his
response to border patrol issues, U.S. attorney firings, environmental abuses,
politicization of federal agencies, and certainly others. Were we in a more perfect
world, we would have enough political will and public support to impeach Bush, or
any other president, over these types of offenses. However, my purpose in writing this
series was to clearly enumerate the impeachable offenses that were the most likely to
have broad agreement in light of the evidence available. Some of the offenses not
included I felt were politically polarizing, do not titillate the American public, or are
not well enough understood by them.

Because the world is in such peril under this presidency, I feel it is important to choose
effectiveness over righteousness. Many who comment on impeachment will throw in
every potential offense and thereby minimize and marginalize the individuals involved
in the impeachment movement. If the movement is to be successful, it must draw from
every color in the political spectrum.

While I’ve limited my charges to this five-part series, it seems unlikely that part five
will be the last in this series. Will part six involve a preemptive war on Iran or further
developments in the U.S. attorney firing scandal? Or, perhaps, part six will be some
new unpredictable abuse of power. While we can’t predict what the next part will be,
that there will be one is almost certain.

Since all of the information in this series is available to the public, and we all know
what Bush is capable of doing, it becomes the responsibility of U.S. citizens to demand
impeachment. Also, Bush and Condoleezza Rice have stated publically that they will
remain in Iraq through their tenure in the White House, despite whatever restrictions
Congress may try to impose. Given this reality, our failure to act will leave us
complicit not only in the continued deaths in Iraq, but in Bush’s next abuse of power,
which may include the deaths of countless additional innocents.

Jodin Morey
Impeach For Peace
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