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I. The evidence does not establish that President
Trump pressured the Ukrainian government to
investigate his political rival for the purpose of
benefiting him in the 2020 U.S. presidential election.

A. The evidence does not establish that President Trump
pressured President Zelensky during the July 25 phone
call to investigate the President’s political rival for the
purpose of benefiting him in the 2020 election.

1. The call summary does not reflect any improper
pressure or conditionality to pressure Ukraine to
investigate President Trump’s political rival.
2. President Zelensky has publicly and repeatedly said
he felt no pressure to investigate President Trump’s
political rival.
3. President Trump has publicly and repeatedly said he
did not pressure President Zelensky to investigate his
political rival.
4. Read-outs of the phone call from both the State
Department and the Ukrainian government did not
reflect that President Trump pressured President
Zelensky to investigate his political rival.
5. The National Security Council leadership did not see
the call as illegal or improper.
6. The anonymous, secondhand whistleblower
complaint misstated details about the July 25 call,



which has falsely colored the call’s public
characterization.

B. The evidence does not establish that President Trump
withheld a meeting with President Zelensky to pressure
Ukraine to investigate the President’s political rival for
the purpose of benefiting him in the 2020 election.

1. Ukraine has a long history of pervasive corruption.
2. President Trump has a deep-seated, genuine, and
reasonable skepticism of Ukraine due to its history of
pervasive corruption.
3. Senior Ukrainian government officials publicly
attacked President Trump during the 2016 campaign.
4. U.S. foreign policy officials were split on President
Zelensky, a political novice with untested views on
anti-corruption and a close relationship with a
controversial oligarch.
5. President Trump extended an invitation to the White
House to President Zelensky on three occasions
without conditions.
6. Despite difficulty scheduling a face-to-face
presidential meeting, senior Ukrainian officials
interacted often with senior American officials between
May and September 2019.
7. The evidence does not establish a linkage between a
White House meeting and Ukrainian investigations into
President Trump’s political rival.
8. The evidence does not establish that President
Trump directed Vice President Pence not to attend
President Zelensky's inauguration to pressure Ukraine
to investigate the President's political rival.
9. President Trump and President Zelensky met during
the United Nations General Assembly in September



2019 without any Ukrainian action to investigate
President Trump’s political rival.

C. The evidence does not establish that President Trump
withheld U.S. security assistance to Ukraine to pressure
Ukraine to investigate the President’s political rival for
the purpose of benefiting him in the 2020 election.

1. President Trump has been skeptical about U.S.
taxpayer-funded foreign assistance.
2. President Trump has been clear and consistent in his
view that Europe should pay its fair share for regional
defense.
3. U.S. foreign aid is often conditioned or paused, and
U.S. security assistance to Ukraine has been paused
before.
4. Despite President Trump’s skepticism, the Trump
Administration’s policies have shown greater
commitment and support to Ukraine than those of the
Obama Administration.
5. Although security assistance to Ukraine was paused
in July 2019, several witnesses testified that U.S.
security assistance was not linked to any Ukrainian
action on investigations.
6. President Trump rejected any linkage between U.S.
security assistance and Ukrainian action on
investigations.
7. Senior U.S. officials never substantively discussed
the delay in security assistance with Ukrainian officials
before the July 25 call.
8. The Ukrainian government denied any awareness of
a linkage between U.S. security assistance and
investigations.



9. The Ukrainian government considered issuing a
public anti-corruption statement to convey that
President Zelensky was “serious and different” from
previous Ukrainian regimes.
10. President Zelensky never raised a linkage between
security assistance and investigations in his meetings
with senior U.S. government officials.
11. In early September 2019, President Zelensky’s
government implemented several anti-corruption
reform measures.
12. The security assistance was ultimately disbursed to
Ukraine in September 2019 without any Ukrainian
action to investigate President Trump’s political rival.

D. The evidence does not establish that President Trump
set up a shadow foreign policy apparatus to pressure
Ukraine to investigate the President’s political rival for
the purpose of benefiting him in the 2020 election.

1. The President has broad Constitutional authority to
conduct the foreign policy of the United States.
2. President Trump was likely skeptical of the
established national security apparatus as a result of
continual leaks and resistance from the federal
bureaucracy.
3. The President has the constitutional authority to
remove Ambassador Yovanovitch.
4. Ambassador Volker, Ambassador Sondland, and
Secretary Perry were all senior U.S. government
officers with official interests in Ukraine policy.
5. Referencing Ukrainian corruption, President Trump
told Ambassador Volker, Ambassador Sondland, and
Secretary Perry to talk to Mayor Giuliani.



6. At the Ukrainian government’s request, Ambassador
Volker connected them with Mayor Giuliani to change
his impression about the Zelensky regime.
7. The Ukrainian government understood that Mayor
Giuliani was not speaking on behalf of President Trump.
8. Ambassador Volker, Ambassador Sondland, and
Secretary Perry kept the National Security Council and
the State Department informed about their actions.
9. Although some in the U.S. foreign policy
establishment bristled, the roles of Ambassador Volker,
Ambassador Sondland, and Secretary Perry and their
interactions with Mayor Giuliani did not violate the law
or harm national security.

E. President Trump is not wrong to raise questions about
Hunter Biden’s role with Burisma or Ukrainian
government officials’ efforts to influence the 2016
campaign.

1. It is appropriate for Ukraine to investigate
allegations of corruption in its country.
2. There are legitimate concerns surrounding Hunter
Biden’s position on the board of Ukrainian energy
company Burisma during his father’s term as Vice
President of the United States.
3. There are legitimate questions about the extent to
which Ukrainian government officials worked to oppose
President Trump’s candidacy in the 2016 election.

F. The anonymous whistleblower who served as the basis
for the impeachment inquiry has no firsthand knowledge
of events and a bias against President Trump.

1. The anonymous whistleblower acknowledged having
no firsthand knowledge of the events in question.



2. Press reports suggest that the anonymous
whistleblower acknowledged having a professional
relationship with former Vice President Biden.
3. The anonymous whistleblower secretly
communicated with Chairman Schiff or his staff.

II. The evidence does not establish that President
Trump engaged in a cover-up of his interactions with
Ukrainian President Zelensky.

A. President Trump declassified and released publicly the
summary of his July 25 phone call with President
Zelensky.
B. President Trump released a redacted version of the
classified anonymous whistleblower complaint.
C. President Trump released publicly the summary of his
April 21 phone call with President Zelensky.
D. The Trump Administration has experienced a surge in
sensitive leaks, including details of the President’s
communications with foreign leaders.
E. The evidence does not establish that access to the July
25 call summary was restricted for inappropriate
reasons.

III. The evidence does not establish that President
Trump obstructed Congress in the Democrats’
impeachment inquiry.

A. Democrats have abandoned long-standing precedent
by failing to guarantee due process and fundamental
fairness in their impeachment inquiry.
B. Democrats have engaged in an abusive process
toward a pre-determined outcome.
C. President Trump may raise privileges and defenses in
response to unfair, abusive proceedings.



D. Although declining to submit to the Democrats’
abusive and unfair process, President Trump has
released information to help the American public
understand the issues.

IV. Conclusion



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Table of Contents

On November 8, 2016, nearly 63 million Americans from
around the country chose Donald J. Trump to be the 45th
President of the United States. Now, less than a year before
the next presidential election, 231 House Democrats in
Washington, D.C., are trying to undo the will of the American
people. As one Democrat admitted, the pursuit of this
extreme course of action is because they want to stop
President Trump’s re-election.

Democrats in the House of Representatives have been
working to impeach President Trump since his election.
Democrats introduced four separate resolutions in 2017 and
2018 seeking to impeach President Trump. In January 2019,
on their first day in power, House Democrats again
introduced articles of impeachment. That same day, a newly
elected Congresswoman promised to an audience of her
supporters, “we’re going to go in there and we’re going to
impeach the [expletive deleted].” Her comments are not
isolated. Speaker Nancy Pelosi called President Trump “an
impostor” and said it is “dangerous” to allow American
voters to evaluate his performance in 2020.

The Democrats’ impeachment inquiry is not the organic
outgrowth of serious misconduct; it is an orchestrated
campaign to upend our political system. The Democrats are
trying to impeach a duly elected President based on the
accusations and assumptions of unelected bureaucrats who
disagreed with President Trump’s policy initiatives and



processes. They are trying to impeach President Trump
because some unelected bureaucrats were discomforted by
an elected President’s telephone call with Ukrainian
President Volodymyr Zelensky. They are trying to impeach
President Trump because some unelected bureaucrats
chafed at an elected President’s “outside the beltway”
approach to diplomacy.

The sum and substance of the Democrats’ case for
impeachment is that President Trump abused his authority
to pressure Ukraine to investigate former Vice President Joe
Biden, President Trump’s potential political rival, for
President Trump’s benefit in the 2020 election. Democrats
say this pressure campaign encompassed leveraging a
White House meeting and the release of U.S. security
assistance to force the Ukrainian President to succumb to
President Trump’s political wishes. Democrats say that
Mayor Rudy Giuliani, the President’s personal attorney, and
a “shadow” group of U.S. officials conspired to benefit the
President politically.

The evidence presented does not prove any of these
Democrat allegations, and none of the Democrats’
witnesses testified to having evidence of bribery, extortion,
or any high crime or misdemeanor.

The evidence does not support the accusation that
President Trump pressured President Zelensky to initiate
investigations for the purpose of benefiting the President in
the 2020 election. The evidence does not support the
accusation that President Trump covered up the summary of
his phone conversation with President Zelensky. The



evidence does not support the accusation that President
Trump obstructed the Democrats’ impeachment inquiry.

At the heart of the matter, the impeachment inquiry
involves the actions of only two people: President Trump and
President Zelensky. The summary of their July 25, 2019,
telephone conversation shows no quid pro quo or indication
of conditionality, threats, or pressure—much less evidence
of bribery or extortion. The summary reflects laughter,
pleasantries, and cordiality. President Zelensky has said
publicly and repeatedly that he felt no pressure. President
Trump has said publicly and repeatedly that he exerted no
pressure.

Even examining evidence beyond the presidential phone
call shows no quid pro quo, bribery, extortion, or abuse of
power. The evidence shows that President Trump holds a
deep-seated, genuine, and reasonable skepticism of Ukraine
due to its history of pervasive corruption. The President has
also been vocal about his skepticism of U.S. foreign aid and
the need for European allies to shoulder more of the
financial burden for regional defense. Senior Ukrainian
officials under former President Petro Poroshenko publicly
attacked then-candidate Trump during the 2016 campaign—
including some senior Ukrainian officials who remained in
their positions after President Zelensky’s term began. All of
these factors bear on the President’s state of mind and help
to explain the President’s actions toward Ukraine and
President Zelensky.

Understood in this proper context, the President’s initial
hesitation to meet with President Zelensky or to provide U.S.
taxpayer-funded security assistance to Ukraine without



thoughtful review is entirely prudent. Ultimately, President
Zelensky took decisive action demonstrating his
commitment to promoting reform, combatting corruption,
and replacing Poroshenko-era holdovers with new leadership
in his Administration. President Trump then released security
assistance to Ukraine and met with President Zelensky in
September 2019—all without Ukraine taking any action to
investigate President Trump’s political rival.

House Democrats allege that Ukraine felt pressure to
bend to the President’s political will, but the evidence shows
a different reality. Ukraine felt good about its relationship
with the United States in the early months of the Zelensky
Administration, having had several high-level meetings with
senior U.S. officials between July and September. Although
U.S. security assistance was temporarily paused, the U.S.
government did not convey the pause to the Ukrainians
because U.S. officials believed the pause would get worked
out and, if publicized, may be mischaracterized as a shift in
U.S. policy towards Ukraine. U.S. officials said that the
Ukrainian government in Kyiv never knew the aid was
delayed until reading about it in the U.S. media.
Ambassador Kurt Volker, the key American interlocutor
trusted by the Ukrainian government, said the Ukrainians
never raised concerns to him until after the pause became
public in late August.

The Democrats’ impeachment narrative ignores
Ukraine’s dramatic transformation in its fight against
endemic corruption. President Trump was skeptical of
Ukrainian corruption and his Administration sought proof
that newly-elected President Zelensky was a true reformer.



And after winning a parliamentary majority, the new
Zelensky administration took rapid strides to crack down on
corruption. Several high-level U.S. officials observed
firsthand these anti-corruption achievements in Kyiv, and
the security assistance was released soon afterward.

The Democrats’ impeachment narrative also ignores
President Trump’s steadfast support for Ukraine in its war
against Russian occupation. Several of the Democrats’
witnesses described how President Trump’s policies toward
Ukraine to combat Russian aggression have been
substantially stronger than those of President Obama—then
under the stewardship of Vice President Biden. Where
President Obama and Vice President Biden gave the
Ukrainians night-vision goggles and blankets, the Trump
Administration provided the Ukrainians with lethal defensive
assistance, including Javelin anti-tank missiles.

The Democrats nonetheless tell a story of an illicit
pressure campaign run by President Trump through his
personal attorney, Mayor Giuliani, to coerce Ukraine to
investigate the President’s political rival by withholding a
meeting and security assistance. There is, however, no
direct, firsthand evidence of any such scheme. The
Democrats are alleging guilt on the basis of hearsay,
presumptions, and speculation—all of which are reflected in
the anonymous whistleblower complaint that sparked this
inquiry. The Democrats’ narrative is so dependent on
speculation that one Democrat publicly justified hearsay as
“better” than direct evidence. Where there are ambiguous
facts, the Democrats interpret them in a light most
unfavorable to the President. In the absence of real



evidence, the Democrats appeal to emotion—evaluating
how unelected bureaucrats felt about the events in
question.

The fundamental disagreement apparent in the
Democrats’ impeachment inquiry is a difference of world
views and a discomfort with President Trump’s policy
decisions. To the extent that some unelected bureaucrats
believed President Trump had established an “irregular”
foreign policy apparatus, it was because they were not a
part of that apparatus. There is nothing illicit about three
senior U.S. officials—each with official interests relating to
Ukraine— shepherding the U.S.-Ukraine relationship and
reporting their actions to State Department and NSC
leadership. There is nothing inherently improper with Mayor
Giuliani’s involvement as well because the Ukrainians knew
that he was a conduit to convince President Trump that
President Zelensky was serious about reform.

There is also nothing wrong with asking serious questions
about the presence of Vice President Biden’s son, Hunter
Biden, on the board of directors of Burisma, a corrupt
Ukrainian company, or about Ukraine’s attempts to
influence the 2016 presidential election. Biden’s Burisma
has an international reputation as a corrupt company. As far
back as 2015, the Obama State Department had concerns
about Hunter Biden’s role on Burisma’s board. Ukrainian
anti-corruption activists noted concerns as well. Publicly
available—and irrefutable—evidence shows how senior
Ukrainian government officials sought to influence the 2016
U.S. presidential election in opposition to President Trump’s
candidacy, and that some in the Ukrainian embassy in



Washington worked with a Democrat operative to achieve
that goal. While Democrats reflexively dismiss these truths
as conspiracy theories, the facts are indisputable and bear
heavily on the Democrats’ impeachment inquiry.

* * *

In our system of government, power resides with the
American people, who delegate executive power to the
President through an election once every four years.
Unelected officials and career bureaucrats assist in the
execution of the laws. The unelected bureaucracy exists to
serve the elected representatives of the American people.
The Democrats’ impeachment narrative flips our system on
its head in service of their political ambitions.

The Democrats’ impeachment inquiry, led by House
Intelligence Committee Chairman Adam Schiff, is merely the
outgrowth of their obsession with re-litigating the results of
the 2016 presidential election. Despite their best efforts, the
evidence gathered during the Democrats’ partisan and one-
sided impeachment inquiry does not support that President
Trump pressured Ukraine to investigate his political rival to
benefit the President in the 2020 presidential election. The
evidence does not establish any impeachable offense.

But that is not for Democrats’ want of trying.
For the first phase of the Democrats’ impeachment

inquiry, Chairman Schiff led the inquiry from his Capitol
basement bunker, preventing transparency on the process
and accountability for his actions. Because the fact-finding
was unclassified, the closed-door process was purely for
information control. This arrangement allowed Chairman



Schiff—who had already publicly fabricated evidence and
misled Americans about his interaction with the anonymous
whistleblower—to selectively leak information to paint
misleading public narratives, while simultaneously imposing
a gag rule on Republican members. From his basement
bunker, Chairman Schiff provided no due process
protections for the President and he directed witnesses
called by the Democrats not to answer Republican
questions. Chairman Schiff also ignored Republican requests
to secure the testimony of the anonymous whistleblower,
despite promising earlier that the whistleblower would
provide “unfiltered testimony.”

When the Democrats emerged from the bunker for the
public phase of their impeachment inquiry, Chairman Schiff
continued to deny fundamental fairness and minority rights.
Chairman Schiff interrupted Republican Members and
directed witnesses not to answer Republican questions.
Chairman Schiff refused to allow Republicans to exercise the
limited procedural rights afforded to them. Chairman Schiff
rejected witnesses identified by Republicans who would
inject some semblance of fairness and objectivity. Chairman
Schiff denied Republican subpoenas for testimony and
documents, violating the Democrats’ own rules to vote
down these subpoenas with no notice to Republicans.

Speaker Pelosi, Chairman Schiff, and House Democrats
seek to impeach President Trump—not because they have
proof of a high crime or misdemeanor, but because they
disagreed with the President’s actions and his policies. But
in our system of government, the President is accountable
to the American people. The accountability to the American



people comes at the ballot box, not in House Democrats’
star chamber.
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Democrats allege that President Trump pressured Ukraine to
initiate investigations into his political rival, former Vice
President Biden, for the purpose of benefiting the President
in the 2020 U.S. presidential election. The evidence does
not support the Democrats’ allegations.

Instead, the findings outlined below are based on the
evidence presented and information available in the public
realm.

President Trump has a deep-seated, genuine, and
reasonable skepticism of Ukraine due to its history of
pervasive corruption.
President Trump has a long-held skepticism of U.S.
foreign assistance and believes that Europe should
pay its fair share for mutual defense.
President Trump’s concerns about Hunter Biden’s role
on Burisma’s board are valid. The Obama State
Department noted concerns about Hunter Biden’s
relationship with Burisma in 2015 and 2016.
There is indisputable evidence that senior Ukrainian
government officials opposed President Trump’s
candidacy in the 2016 election and did so publicly. It
has been publicly reported that a Democratic
National Committee operative worked with Ukrainian
officials, including the Ukrainian Embassy, to dig up
dirt on then-candidate Trump.



The evidence does not establish that President Trump
pressured Ukraine to investigate Burisma Holdings,
Vice President Joe Biden, Hunter Biden, or Ukrainian
influence in the 2016 election for the purpose of
benefiting him in the 2020 election.
The evidence does not establish that President Trump
withheld a meeting with President Zelensky for the
purpose of pressuring Ukraine to investigate Burisma
Holdings, Vice President Joe Biden, Hunter Biden, or
Ukrainian influence in the 2016 election.
The evidence does not support that President Trump
withheld U.S. security assistance to Ukraine for the
purpose of pressuring Ukraine to investigate Burisma
Holdings, Vice President Joe Biden, Hunter Biden, or
Ukrainian influence in the 2016 election.
The evidence does not support that President Trump
orchestrated a shadow foreign policy apparatus for
the purpose of pressuring Ukraine to investigate
Burisma Holdings, Vice President Joe Biden, Hunter
Biden, or Ukrainian influence in the 2016 election.
The evidence does not support that President Trump
covered up the substance of his telephone
conversation with President Zelensky by restricting
access to the call summary.
President Trump’s assertion of longstanding claims of
executive privilege is a legitimate response to an
unfair, abusive, and partisan process, and does not
constitute obstruction of a legitimate impeachment
inquiry.


