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Chairman Smith.  The Committee will come to order.   

Mr. Smith, you are recognized for a motion.   

Mr. Smith of Nebraska.  Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that if the 

Committee votes to submit to the House any information, that the entire transcript of 

today's executive session proceedings be made public upon completion of our meeting.   

Chairman Smith.  Without objection, so ordered.   

The gentleman from Nebraska is recognized for the purpose -- Mr. Schweikert, 

you are recognized for a motion.   

Mr. Schweikert.  Mr. Chairman, given the sensitivity surrounding the confidential 

taxpayer information, pursuant to House Rule XI(2)(g)(1), I move that the Committee 

enter into closed executive session for the consideration of materials protected under the 

Internal Revenue Code Section 6103.   

Chairman Smith.  The question is on entering into closed executive session for 

consideration of materials protected under Internal Revenue Code Section 6103.   

The clerk will call the roll.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Buchanan?   

Mr. Buchanan.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Buchanan, yes.   

Mr. Smith of Nebraska?   

Mr. Smith of Nebraska.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Smith of Nebraska, yes.   

Mr. Kelly? 

Mr. Kelly.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Kelly, yes.   

Mr. Schweikert? 
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Mr. Schweikert.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Schweikert, yes.   

Mr. LaHood? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Dr. Wenstrup? 

Mr. Wenstrup.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Dr. Wenstrup, yes.   

Mr. Arrington? 

Mr. Arrington.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Arrington, yes.   

Dr. Ferguson?   

Mr. Ferguson.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Dr. Ferguson, yes.   

Mr. Estes? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Smucker? 

Mr. Smucker.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Smucker, yes.   

Mr. Hern? 

Mr. Hern.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Hern, yes.   

Mrs. Miller? 

Mrs. Miller.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mrs. Miller, yes.   

Dr. Murphy? 
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Mr. Murphy.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Dr. Murphy, yes.   

Mr. Kustoff? 

Mr. Kustoff.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Kustoff, yes.   

Mr. Fitzpatrick? 

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Fitzpatrick, yes.   

Mr. Steube? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Ms. Tenney? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mrs. Fischbach?   

Mrs. Fischbach.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mrs. Fischbach, yes.   

Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore of Utah.  Aye.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Moore, yes.   

Mrs. Steel? 

Mrs. Steel.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mrs. Steel, yes.   

Ms. Van Duyne? 

Ms. Van Duyne.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Ms. Van Duyne, yes.   

Mr. Feenstra? 
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Mr. Feenstra.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Feenstra, yes.   

Ms. Malliotakis? 

Ms. Malliotakis.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Ms. Malliotakis, yes.   

Mr. Carey? 

Mr. Carey.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Carey, yes.   

Mr. Neal? 

Mr. Neal.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Neal, yes.   

Mr. Doggett? 

Mr. Doggett.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Doggett, yes.   

Mr. Thompson? 

Mr. Thompson.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Thompson, yes.   

Mr. Larson? 

Mr. Larson.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Larson, yes.   

Mr. Blumenauer? 

Mr. Blumenauer.  Aye.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Blumenauer, yes.   

Mr. Pascrell? 

Mr. Pascrell.  Yes.   
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The Clerk.  Mr. Pascrell, yes.   

Mr. Davis? 

Mr. Davis.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Davis, yes.   

Ms. Sanchez? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Higgins? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Ms. Sewell? 

Ms. Sewell.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Ms. Sewell, yes.   

Ms. DelBene?   

Ms. DelBene.  Aye.   

The Clerk.  Ms. DelBene, yes.   

Ms. Chu? 

Ms. Chu.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Ms. Chu, yes.   

Ms. Moore? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Kildee? 

Mr. Kildee.  Aye.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Kildee, yes.   

Mr. Beyer? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Evans? 
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Mr. Evans.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Evans, yes.   

Mr. Schneider? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Panetta? 

Mr. Panetta.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Panetta, yes.   

Mr. LaHood?   

Mr. LaHood.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. LaHood, yes.   

Mr. Estes? 

Mr. Estes.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Estes, yes.   

Mr. Steube? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Ms. Tenney? 

Ms. Tenney.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Ms. Tenney, yes.   

Ms. Sanchez? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Higgins? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Ms. Moore? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Beyer? 
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[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Schneider? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Chairman Smith? 

Chairman Smith.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Chairman Smith, yes.   

Chairman Smith.  The clerk will report the vote.   

The Clerk.  The ayes are 37; the noes are zero.   

Chairman Smith.  There being 37 ayes and zero noes, the motion is agreed to.   

At this point, I ask that all members of the public, press, Member office staff, and 

non-designated Committee staff leave the room so we can enter into closed executive 

session.   

[Pause.]  

Chairman Smith.  The Committee is now in executive session.  And under House 

Rule XI, clause 2(k)(7), evidence taken in executive session may not be released or used in 

public sessions without authorization of the Committee.   

We are in executive session because the matters and materials under discussion 

contain confidential taxpayer information protected by Section 6103 of the Internal 

Revenue Code.   

Pursuant to Section 6103 (f)(4)(a), as chairman, I have designated the members 

and staff in this room as my agents for the duration of this executive session.   

At this point, designated staff will distribute the materials under consideration.   

I believe everyone has received their materials.   

We are here to consider more than 700 pages of additional evidence provided to 

the Ways and Means Committee by two IRS whistleblowers, Gary Shapley and Joseph 
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Ziegler, who came forward at great risk to their careers and reputations to bring to light 

evidence of corruption and misconduct within our Federal Government.   

Before we begin, I would like to remind those in this room that we will be 

discussing confidential tax information protected by Internal Revenue Code Section 6103.  

Unauthorized disclosure of tax information is a felony.  Given the confidentiality of this 

information and the potential consequences of improper disclosure, the Committee takes 

the protection of this information extremely seriously.   

On June 22nd, this Committee voted to release the initial testimony of the two IRS 

whistleblowers that showed wrongdoing and misconduct at both the IRS and Department 

of Justice, as well as a complex and lucrative enterprise operated by the Biden family to 

enrich themselves to the tune of at least $20 million, with much of Hunter Biden's portion 

going unreported for taxes.   

In the months since, no one has offered any evidence that contradicts Mr. Shapley 

and Mr. Ziegler's testimony.  In fact, much of their testimony has been confirmed by 

additional IRS witnesses subpoenaed by this Committee.   

The new information before us today again confirms their testimony and 

emphasizes the need for the Committee to continue our efforts to get to the bottom of 

what happened here and continue consideration of legislative solutions to make sure it 

doesn't happen again.   

All members of the Committee have had an opportunity to review the new 

documents we are discussing today.  Let's look at what this new evidence before us 

shows.   

One, it is clear that then-Vice President Biden's political power and influence was, 

the "brand" that Hunter Biden was selling all over the world.  Even more alarming, the 

Biden family foreign-influence-pedaling operation suggests an effort to sway U.S. policy 
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decisions.   

On document 35, page 2, you will find a WhatsApp message from Hunter Biden to 

a business associate from June 6, 2017, where he explicitly states that he was not willing 

to, "sign over my family's brand,", or give this individual, "the keys to my family's only 

asset."  That asset could only be one person:  Joe Biden.   

If you turn your attention to Exhibit 301, in document 36, you will see evidence 

compiled by investigators tracing Hunter Biden's business activities and their connection 

to official government activity while Joe Biden served as Vice President of the United 

States.   

The very existence of this file makes it abundantly clear that IRS investigators were 

concerned that a connection between Hunter Biden's global business dealings, Joe Biden, 

and official U.S. Government activity existed.   

In one example, investigators documented how then-Vice President Biden's 

April 2014 official visit to Ukraine occurred only days after a series of meetings between 

Hunter Biden, Devon Archer, senior staff within the Vice President's office, and Vice 

President Biden himself.   

During that same timeframe, a Burisma executive sent an email to Devon Archer 

saying a, "reasonable balance," could be reached about Hunter Biden.  One month later, 

Burisma announced Hunter Biden's appointment to its board.   

The file before us today also underlines that Hunter Biden's role as, "door opener" 

extended far beyond his father and includes numerous other meetings between Hunter 

Biden and senior U.S. Government officials, including now-Secretary of State Antony 

Blinken.   

Two, the evidence shows the complexity and scale of the Biden family 

influence-pedaling scheme, with millions of dollars flowing through subsidiaries and LLCs 
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to avoid taxes and shield visibility into how the money from foreign sources, including 

countries like Ukraine, Russia, and China, moves to different entities and Biden family 

members.  The whistleblowers' documents in front of us today specifically mention 23 

foreign countries on 4 continents with connections to Hunter Biden's business operations.   

Lastly, in the whistleblowers' original testimony, we learned that DOJ took 

unprecedented action to impede any investigative step that could have led to Joe Biden.  

On Document 23, page 1, you will find an email where U.S. Attorney Lesley Wolf directs 

investigators to remove all mention of, "Political Figure 1," from a search warrant.   

And who is Political Figure 1, you ask?  If you flip to Document 24, you will see 

that individual is none other than former Vice President Joe Biden.  Here, we see clear as 

day that DOJ actively interfered in an investigation to protect the current President of the 

United States.   

Additionally, in January of 2022, Attorney Wolf declined to pursue campaign 

finance violations identified by investigators potentially related to more than $2 million in 

payments from Kevin Morris to cover Hunter Biden's unpaid tax liability.  As you can see 

on Gary Shapley's third disclosure to the Committee, Attachment 14, Wolf stated she, "is 

not personally interested," in following the lead the investigators identified.   

In an interview with investigators that can be found on Document 19, pages 11 

and 12, James Biden, the President's brother, stated he did not know how Hunter Biden 

knew Mr. Morris or why Morris was helping his nephew.  James Biden told investigators 

that Hunter Biden asked him to thank Mr. Morris for his payment, "on behalf of the 

family,".  It is reasonable to ask who requested he cover Hunter's tax liability or whether 

he received something in return for his more than $2 million in payments to someone 

that he barely knew.   

Based on this evidence and much more in the documents before us, along with 
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evidence obtained by the Judiciary Committee and the Oversight and Accountability 

Committee, I have serious concerns about whether the President of the United States 

may be compromised by his son's foreign business dealings and may be using his 

administration to protect himself and his family from scrutiny.   

The American people have a right to know their elected representatives are not 

abusing public office to enrich themselves or their families.  They also have a right to 

know if Federal law enforcement agencies are holding the powerful and the politically 

connected to the same standard of justice as everyone else.   

I hope all my colleagues will support transparency and accountability here as we 

pursue further investigative actions and legislative solutions.  Let's present this evidence 

to the American people so that they consider for themselves what this evidence means 

and what Congress should do about it.   

Thank you.   

I will now recognize Ranking Member Neal for his opening statement.   

  Mr. Neal.  We are a little over 85 hours from another Republican-sponsored 

government shutdown.  It means our servicemembers will work without pay and nearly 

7 million women and children who count on nutrition assistance will go without.   

I have been through many of these.  You can write the final lyrics to this song as 

to how this is going to play out.   

Let me begin by quoting a Member of Congress that I can't say that I know very 

well, Cory Mills:  "We allowed ourselves to basically get so distracted with all the other 

shiny objects, we didn't actually get ahead of our real job, which is to be appropriators."   

Today, another distraction -- a distraction from my colleagues' inability to govern 

and from their inability to fund government.   

Amid the chaos, they have failed to convince their own colleagues of the necessity 
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of their political stunt, let alone the American people.  So, until 1 o'clock this morning, 

they couldn't get more than 75 votes, on average, for amendments from those who 

apparently are steering the ship of the Republican Party.   

In the words of Congressman Ken Buck, and I quote, "What's missing, despite 

years of investigation, is the smoking gun that connects Joe Biden to his ne'er-do-well 

son.  Republicans in the House who are itching for an impeachment are relying on an 

imagined history."   

Congress is a legislative body.  We are not a law enforcement entity.  And, 

thankfully, law enforcement wouldn't run an investigation like this.  This revered 

Committee is now taking up impeachment?   

Uncorroborated allegations were released to the American public.  Only after did 

these Keystone Cops call additional witnesses in an attempt to see a fuller picture, and 

those high-ranking IRS officials disputed the allegations.   

The additional Republican witnesses disputed Shapley and Ziegler's testimony, 

cutting right through my colleagues' purported argument.  There was no retaliation.  

There was no political interference.  Rather, it was these two supervisors who decided 

to remove Shapley back in December 2022 to protect the integrity of the case and to 

move it forward.   

With no retaliation, I question our Committee's role.  Why waste precious time 

that could be put toward keeping the government open, other than to distract from 

reality?  Even our own chairman acknowledged the time crunch and that today would 

take place "before funding runs out.".   

It is not coincidental timing.  Representative Tim Burchett of Tennessee said 

what everyone is thinking: "We are very dysfunctional right now."  And if we don't act 

while the government is still open, who knows what we will then have for another 
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opportunity?   

There is also pressure to produce in time for the first hearing of their fact-free 

impeachment inquiry.  Even the Oversight chairman conceded that tomorrow is a stunt.  

He said, "The hearing is not expected to cover new ground," but, instead, will "rehash," 

his debunked conspiracy theories.  Repeating lies will not make them facts, and the time 

that they are spending in Washington with the press corps won't fund the government.   

The Republican Party does seem to think it is a surefire way to line their campaign 

coffers and curry favor with the former President.   

I want to say, with great satisfaction:  During the investigation of the former 

President's taxes, not one cable TV appearance, not one fundraising email took place as 

we handled a sensitive matter.   

This work is not the will of the House, and a vote to open an impeachment inquiry 

would have failed, just as the two rule votes did earlier this month.  I repeat:  There has 

not been a formal vote of the House of Representatives to open an impeachment inquiry.  

It is not the work of the governing party, and it certainly isn't the work or will of the 

American people.   

The documents under consideration today are cherry-picked and came to the 

Committee heavily redacted by Shapley and Ziegler.  It is an incomplete picture because 

the majority hasn't declared an effort to request the documents more directly from 

agencies.  Fully knowing that they have no legislative purpose, they are relying on a 

piecemeal transfer.   

This Committee has no role here, and, as The Wall Street Journal put it over the 

weekend, the American people don't want an impeachment inquiry.  It is distracting 

Republicans from fixing the problems.   

Millions of women and children are at risk of losing their food assistance because 
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of our disinterest in government.  How we are supposed to tell our constituents that 

FOX News hits were more important than the next meal is beyond me.  Or what are we 

supposed to say to 2.2 million American workers who may go without a paycheck when 

Republicans shut down the government?   

For this Republican majority, regardless of the evidence, all roads lead to 

impeachment.  This is a sad day for the Committee, and it is a sad day for the Congress 

and for the American people.   

And let me yield back.  

Chairman Smith.  The Committee will now proceed to consideration of the 

documents before you, which include a report prepared by the Committee on Ways and 

Means, five affidavits and accompanying exhibits provided to the Committee by IRS 

Special Agent Joseph Ziegler, and two cover letters and one affidavit and accompanying 

exhibits provided to the Committee by IRS Supervisory Special Agent Gary Shapley.   

The materials have been available for member review in the Committee office 

since 1:00 p.m. on September 25th.   

I will now turn to Sean Clerget, chief oversight counsel, to provide a brief 

description of the materials for consideration.  I would ask that members hold their 

questions until after his presentation.   

Mr. Clerget, you are recognized.   

Mr. Clerget.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

Chairman Smith, Ranking Member Neal, members of the Committee, the 

documents Chairman Smith is presenting to the Committee here today contain 

information related to Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C., Section 6103.   

Section 6103 makes tax returns and return information confidential, subject to 

specific authorizations or exceptions in the statute.  The statute anticipates and allows 
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for whistleblowers to come forward and share information with Congress under Section 

6103(f)(5) if the whistleblower has or had access to return or return information and 

believes such return or return information may relate to possible misconduct, 

maladministration, or taxpayer abuse.   

Specifically, the statute permits a person with access to returns or return 

information to disclose that information to the Committee on Ways and Means or any 

person designated by the chairman to receive such information.   

Our tax privacy laws also allow for a process by which this Committee can receive 

information, consider it, and submit it to the House of Representatives.  That process 

has been used several times in the Committee's history, including three times in the past 

5 years:   

In 2019, the Committee considered and voted to submit historical materials from 

the Joint Committee on Taxation that contained tax information related to President 

Nixon.   

On December 20, 2022, the Committee voted to release former President Trump's 

full tax returns for multiple years and for multiple entities, along with a package of other 

documents that included Internal Revenue Service audit files related to those tax returns.   

On June 22, 2023, the Committee voted to release the transcribed interview 

transcripts of two IRS whistleblowers, Joseph Ziegler and Gary Shapley, along with two 

supplemental documents that accompanied the transcripts and a letter from the IRS 

Commissioner, included at the request of the minority.   

With regard to these documents, I will provide a timeline of events leading to the 

Committee receiving these materials.   

Chairman Smith, Ranking Member Neal, and the chairs and ranking members of 

other House and Senate committees received a letter on April 19th from counsel for an 
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IRS criminal supervisory special agent, who we now know as Gary Shapley.  That letter 

outlined at a high level the nature of information Mr. Shapley wished to share with the 

Committee.   

Majority and minority Committee staff received an attorney proffer from 

Mr. Shapley's legal counsel and then scheduled a voluntary interview.   

On May 15, 2023, the Committee received another letter from Mr. Shapley's legal 

counsel notifying the Committee that Mr. Shapley and his entire investigative team had 

been removed from the relevant investigation.   

After that removal, the Committee received a letter from an IRS criminal 

investigator's legal counsel noting that Whistleblower 2, who we now know as Joseph 

Ziegler, shared Mr. Shapley's concerns and was willing to speak with the Committee.   

On May 26th and June 1st, Committee staff conducted voluntary transcribed 

interviews of Mr. Shapley and Mr. Ziegler.  Each interview lasted approximately 7 hours.  

To ensure a complete and thorough disclosure was made, information protected by 6103 

was discussed.   

On June 22nd, the Committee held an executive session to consider those 

transcripts and the related materials, and ultimately voted to submit those materials to 

the House of Representatives and to release a transcript of that closed session.   

On July 19th, Mr. Shapley and Mr. Ziegler testified before the Oversight and 

Accountability Committee in a public hearing.  During the hearing, they noted that they 

could not answer certain questions in an open setting but would provide information to 

the Committee on Ways and Means with additional information under Section 6103 that 

may be responsive to those questions.   

Both Mr. Ziegler and Mr. Shapley provided documents over several weeks in 

August and September.  Each production of documents was provided by the 
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whistleblowers to the Committee majority and to the minority staff designated under 

Section 6103.   

Chairman Smith decided to present those materials to the Committee for 

consideration today.  The documents include the following:  a Committee report 

related to the documents; five affidavits and related exhibits submitted by Mr. Ziegler 

received between August 22nd and September 20th.   

The affidavits describe exhibits that were produced.  The exhibits include the 

following types of documents:  worksheets related to recommended tax charges; email 

correspondence related to recommended tax charges and the investigation itself; email 

correspondence between Hunter Biden and associates; WhatsApp, WeChat, and 

iMessages between Hunter Biden and associates; an investigative timeline related to 

Burisma, contacts between Hunter Biden and U.S. and foreign government officials, and 

official government activities; FBI FD-302 memoranda of interviews; and a transcript of an 

interview with a Hunter Biden associate.   

Mr. Shapley provided three productions of documents, along with cover letters, to 

the Committee between September 11th and September 20th.  He labeled those 

materials as attachments, and they include:  email chains relating to an October 7, 2022, 

meeting and emails related to concerns Mr. Shapley raised internally, along with notes 

from a conversation about making protected disclosures to Congress; a redacted and 

unredacted copy of Mr. Shapley's notes from the October 7, 2022, meeting; a written 

statement from Mr. Shapley regarding certain documents.  And the attachments also 

include email chains, case reports, and memoranda of conversations regarding the 

investigation of Hunter Biden.   

Many of the documents produced to the Committee contained redactions.  The 

Committee's majority and minority staff reviewed the materials, and minority staff had 
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the opportunity to propose additional redactions.   

Consistent with the Committee's practice to redact personally identifiable 

information, the Committee made minimal additional redactions to protect email 

addresses, phone numbers, addresses, and any identifying numbers specific to an 

investigation, case, or account.   

Attached to the report before you as Appendix A is a description of the redactions 

made by the Committee.  Appendix B to the report is a table of contents for the 

materials, created by Committee staff, to assist members with navigating the materials.   

That concludes my overview.  Thank you.  And I am happy to take your 

questions.   

Chairman Smith.  Are there any technical questions?   

Mr. LaHood.   

Mr. LaHood.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

And my technical questions this morning are going to focus on Kevin Morris and 

his partnership role and fiduciary relationship with Hunter Biden.   

Prior to the new information we are receiving today, we know a couple things 

about Kevin Morris.  One is, he is a wealthy Hollywood lawyer.  We also know that he 

was enlisted to help the Biden family.  We know that from the sworn affidavits that we 

received prior to this.   

Mr. Clerget, I would like to walk through and turn your attention to Ziegler 

Exhibit 401 in tab 19.  Can you tell me when you have that document before you?   

Mr. Clerget.  Okay.  Looking at it.   

Mr. LaHood.  What is that document?   

Mr. Clerget.  This is a memorandum of an interview, an IRS criminal investigation 

interview, with James Biden.   
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Mr. LaHood.  And who is James Biden?   

Mr. Clerget.  The brother of President Joe Biden and Hunter Biden's uncle.  

Mr. LaHood.  And this interview took place on September 29, 2022, in New York?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.   

Mr. LaHood.  And who was present at that interview of the President's brother, 

James Biden?   

Mr. Clerget.  Mr. Biden's legal counsel; Special Agent Joseph Ziegler; Special 

Agent Christine Puglisi; other individuals from the IRS and FBI; Lesley Wolf and Carly 

Hudson, who are assistant United States attorneys; and Mark Daly, attorney at DOJ Tax 

Division.   

Mr. LaHood.  And the two assistant U.S. attorneys, Lesley Wolf and Carly Hudson, 

worked for Mr. Weiss, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.   

Mr. LaHood.  How does this document describe the relationship between James 

Biden and Hunter Biden?   

Mr. Clerget.  It notes that they have a very close personal relationship and also a 

business relationship.   

Mr. LaHood.  And, referring you to paragraph 6, it also says Hunter Biden was 

James's, "best friend," and "that is still the case to this day,".   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, I see that.   

Mr. LaHood.  And, when reading through the interview, it becomes clear that 

James Biden was closely involved in many Biden-family business ventures.  Is that 

accurate?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.   

Mr. LaHood.  Mr. Clerget, turning your attention to pages 11 and 12, what do 
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these materials say about James Biden's knowledge of Kevin Morris?   

Mr. Clerget.  Mr. James Biden suggested that he didn't really know Mr. Morris 

and didn't know how he had helped Hunter Biden.   

Mr. LaHood.  I want to refer you to paragraph 51(a).  And it says in there, quote, 

"Morris is a" -- this is from James Biden:  "Morris is a very wealthy guy.  Morris has 

befriended RHB," or Hunter, and James Biden "didn't know why or when this occurred," 

unquote.   

Is that accurate?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, that is correct.   

Mr. LaHood.  And then, referring to paragraph 51(c), it also says, "Morris was 

helping Hunter a lot, but James didn't know why.  Hunter asked James Biden to thank 

Morris because Morris requested a thank you.  James Biden had no knowledge of what 

Morris had done for Hunter."   

Is that accurate?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.   

Mr. LaHood.  Did James Biden say anything about payments from Kevin Morris to 

Hunter Biden?  And I am referring to paragraph 51(c).   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  He said he was not sure if there was a loan between Morris, 

but he thought the money was significant enough that RHB asked his uncle to say 

something to Morris and thank him.   

Mr. LaHood.  And, referring to paragraph 51(h), is it accurate that James Biden 

again said he was not aware if Morris asked Hunter for anything else other than a thank 

you, and also mentioned that Hunter was very "close-lipped about Morris," unquote?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, that is correct.   

Mr. LaHood.  In addition, under 51(i), James Biden heard recently that, because 
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of Hunter's attorneys, Morris may not want to, quote, "play ball anymore," and James 

Biden was unsure what exactly this meant.   

Mr. Clerget.  I see that.   

Mr. LaHood.  And that was part of his interview and affidavit.   

These documents and the statements made under oath, or subject to the penalty 

of perjury, by James Biden raise significant questions that I believe need to be answered.   

At this time, Mr. Chairman -- I see my time is expiring -- I am going to pause here 

and hope to continue this line of inquiry.   

Chairman Smith.  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. LaHood.   

Mr. Neal.   

Mr. Neal.  Thank you.  I would like to yield my time to Mr. Doggett.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Doggett.   

Mr. Doggett.  Thank you.   

Mr. Clerget, I gather, by the fact that you are here presented as a witness and you 

are the staff director of the Oversight Committee, that you are leading the collection of 

these documents and the investigation associated with it?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, sir.   

Mr. Doggett.  With reference to the documents that we have here, the 700 

pages, are all of those pages from the whistleblowers?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  I noted in my opening that the report was created by the 

Committee, along with the appendices, to include the table of contents --  

Mr. Doggett.  Are there any documents the whistleblowers provided that are not 

included in the 700 pages?   

Mr. Clerget.  There are two documents.  Whistleblower -- Mr. Ziegler -- 

submitted a document that was titled "Draft Affidavit" along with what was titled "Final 
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Affidavit."  We produced the final version of that affidavit, but minority staff does have 

that draft.   

Mr. Doggett.  Otherwise, everything is in here, in the 700 pages?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  Additionally, Affidavit 5 from Mr. Ziegler he submitted to the 

Committee and then, the next day, submitted an updated or modified version, and we 

have only provided the latest version.   

Mr. Doggett.  Did the Committee at any time submit the type of formal 6103 

request to the Internal Revenue Service that is normally done in this kind of investigation?   

Mr. Clerget.  I am not sure what type of formal request you mean, but with 

regard to these documents --  

Mr. Doggett.  Have you asked -- at any time in your investigation, have you asked 

the Internal Revenue Service, pursuant to 6103, to supply documents?   

Mr. Clerget.  A formal document request on this matter, no.   

Mr. Doggett.  On any -- so the only information you have is what the 

whistleblowers provided, not any information concerning this from the Internal Revenue 

Service.   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.   

Mr. Doggett.  Okay.   

Now, my concern is to see what involvement, if any, President Joe Biden, as Vice 

President or otherwise, might have had in this.  And I have only had a short time to look 

through these documents, but I have tried to identify any that purport to provide direct 

evidence that Joe Biden did something wrong, because if he did, I have not the slightest 

interest in covering it up.   

Am I correct that the summary of a purported FBI interview on October 23rd of 

2020 of Tony Bobulinski appears to be one document suggesting corrupt conduct by Joe 
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Biden?   

Mr. Clerget.  I think that is a fair characterization of one of the documents.   

Mr. Doggett.  Okay.  And you have provided only a summary of that document, 

just as you provided only a memorandum of interview or summary of the interview you 

were just discussing with Mr. LaHood.   

Given the seriousness of these matters, have you requested the interview 

transcript in either one?   

Mr. Clerget.  No.   

Mr. Doggett.  Why not?   

Mr. Clerget.  I think that is something we will consider pursuing, but it is 

ultimately up to the Committee and the Chairman on documents to request as we 

continue our investigation.   

Mr. Doggett.  Mr. Bobulinski, as you know, has seemed very eager -- indeed, 

overeager -- to tell his story, including the interview he did with Tucker Carlson.   

Has the Committee been in touch with Mr. Bobulinski?   

Mr. Clerget.  No, sir.   

Mr. Doggett.  You have taken depositions of a number of individuals.  Have you 

asked Mr. Bobulinski to provide a deposition?   

Mr. Clerget.  Not at this time.   

Mr. Doggett.  You know, to hear what he told Tucker Carlson, I get the 

impression he is just dying to tell his story.   

The FBI report refers to him having access to multiple texts.  Do you have all of 

those?   

Mr. Clerget.  Sorry, multiple texts from whom?   

Mr. Doggett.  I don't know from whom or to whom, but in the document that 
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you provided there at tab 58, it says that Mr. Bobulinski says he has multiple texts.   

Mr. Clerget.  Yeah, so we have -- in this material before you, there are WhatsApp 

messages that include messages between Mr. Bobulinski and a number of Hunter Biden's 

associates and Hunter Biden.   

As to whether that is all the texts that he has referred to, I don't know the answer 

to that.   

Mr. Doggett.  Well, he told Tucker, and I quote, "I have thousands of documents, 

text messages, WhatsApp conversations, recording of the sitting President in his own 

voice." 

Weren't you curious to at least hear the recording of Joe Biden in his own voice 

about these matters?   

Mr. Clerget.  Was I curious?   

Mr. Doggett.  Well, I would think, if you are trying to do a complete investigation 

rather than just some smear job, you would want to have the original transcript, and if we 

have the President of the United States, in his own voice, according to Mr. Bobulinski, out 

there being part of a corrupt family enterprise, you would want to hear it.   

Mr. Clerget.  I think those are all documents we would consider requesting as we 

continue our investigation.   

Mr. Doggett.  Well, has anything prevented you from requesting them 

before proposing to --  

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Doggett, your time has expired.   

I will respond, Mr. Doggett, in regard to Mr. Bobulinski.  From my understanding, 

there will be another Committee that will be having him testify before Congress to 

answer a lot of the questions you are asking.  It is just not the Ways and Means 

Committee that is doing it, but I am under strong impression it is the Oversight 
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Committee.   

Mr. Doggett.  Well --  

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Buchanan.   

Mr. Buchanan.  I yield my time to Mr. LaHood.   

Mr. LaHood.  Thank you, Mr. Buchanan.   

Mr. Clerget, I want to pick up where I left off, talking about James Biden's 

interview and affidavit and a number of questions that were raised regarding Kevin 

Morris.   

Particularly, how and why did Kevin Morris enter the Biden-family business 

dealings?  Secondly, why did Hunter want to keep Kevin Morris a secret from James 

Biden?  And how much money did Kevin Morris give to the Bidens for tax liens?  And 

what does it mean that Kevin Morris doesn't want to, quote, "play ball," as James Biden 

said, anymore with the Bidens?   

Mr. Clerget, referring to the Ziegler Affidavit 1, what other details can you mention 

regarding Kevin Morris?  I am specifically referring to paragraph 8.   

Mr. Clerget.  So, in the affidavit, Mr. Ziegler recounts that payments were made 

in 2020, I believe.   

Mr. LaHood.  And it also states in paragraph 8 that Biden's delinquent tax bills 

were from years 2015 to 2019 and, quote, "were paid by a third party, Kevin Patrick 

Morris," unquote.   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, that is correct.   

Mr. LaHood.  In addition to that, paragraph 21 summarizes an interview with 

Jeffrey Gelfound, the accountant tasked with addressing Biden's unpaid taxes.   

Quote, it mentions in there, "Hunter was shown his 2017 and 2018 tax liabilities 

and elected to not remit the tax payments and implied that he had no resources to pay 
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these taxes at that time." 

Gelfound further stated that the delinquent payments made by Kevin Morris were 

prioritized based on urgency.  And Gelfound also mentioned potential media attention 

due to the lien, essentially prioritizing those tax payments.   

Is that accurate?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, that is correct.   

Ms. Sanchez.  Will the gentleman yield?   

Mr. LaHood.  I will not.   

Ms. Sanchez.  No, no, no.  It is just for a point of clarification.   

Mr. LaHood.  I will not.   

Ms. Sanchez.  I am just asking if you would please --  

Chairman Smith.  The gentleman does not yield.   

Ms. Sanchez.  If you would --  

Chairman Smith.  You are out of order, Ms. Sanchez.   

Ms. Sanchez.  If, in your questioning, you could please identify which Biden -- 

Chairman Smith.  You are out of order, Ms. Sanchez. 

Ms. Sanchez.  -- because when you say "Biden," there are three different Bidens.   

Chairman Smith.  You are out of order, Ms. Sanchez.  He did not yield.  And 

the gentleman from --  

Ms. Sanchez.  Mr. Chairman, point of parliamentary inquiry.   

Chairman Smith.  State your inquiry.   

Ms. Sanchez.  My inquiry is, do members of the Committee need to clarify which 

person they are speaking about?  Because when the last name "Biden" is --  

Chairman Smith.  That is not a parliamentary inquiry.   

Ms. Sanchez.  Yes, because for clarification --  
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Chairman Smith.  Mr. LaHood, please proceed.   

Ms. Sanchez.  When asking questions, I am unsure which Biden he --  

Chairman Smith.  That is not a parliamentary inquiry.  That is a debate.  The 

gentleman from Illinois has the floor, Ms. Sanchez.   

Ms. Sanchez.  Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.   

Chairman Smith.  You are not recognized.  The gentleman from Illinois has the 

floor.   

Mr. LaHood.  Mr. Clerget, continuing with this line of questioning --  

Mr. Neal.  Mr. Chairman?   

Mr. LaHood.  -- I want to direct your attention to --  

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Neal? 

Mr. Neal.  Let me ask -- 

Mr. LaHood.  -- Ziegler Exhibit 1B.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. LaHood, would you pause for a second?   

Mr. Neal.  Mr. Chairman, a reasonable person would conclude that the member 

should refer to which Biden he is talking about.  That is reasonable.   

Ms. Sanchez.  It is confusing if you don't --  

Chairman Smith.  I thank the gentleman. 

The gentleman from Illinois is recognized. 

Ms. Sanchez.  It is confusing if you don't state which --  

Mr. LaHood.  So I will --  

Ms. Sanchez.  -- person you are talking about.   

Mr. LaHood.  So I think this question will clarify it for you.   

Mr. Clerget, I am going to direct your attention to Ziegler Exhibit 1B, tab 2.  And if 

you will open to that section there.   
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And everyone is welcome to do that.  Exhibit 1B, tab 2.   

Are you there?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.   

Mr. LaHood.  Okay.  When did Hunter Biden's delinquent taxes start getting 

paid?   

Mr. Clerget.  I believe it is 2020.   

Mr. LaHood.  Would it be January 28th of 2020?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.   

Mr. LaHood.  And, Mr. Clerget, I would like to direct your attention to Shapley 

Attachment 14, tab 95.  Can you explain what this document is?   

Mr. Clerget.  One moment.   

Yes.  This is an IRS Criminal Investigation monthly significant case report, and the 

date is May 2021.   

Mr. LaHood.  And, looking at the third paragraph of that document, Attachment 

14, tab 95, where it says, "Through interviews and review of evidence...it appears there 

may be campaign finance criminal violations," do you see that?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, sir.   

Mr. LaHood.  The report continues that "[Assistant U.S. Attorney] Wolf stated on 

the last prosecution team meeting that she did not want any of the agents to look into 

[this campaign finance allegation],".   

Do you see that?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.   

Mr. LaHood.  Mr. Clerget, who is AUSA, or Assistant U.S. Attorney, Wolf?   

Mr. Clerget.  Ms. Lesley Wolf is an assistant United States attorney in Delaware 

working under U.S. Attorney Weiss.   
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Mr. LaHood.  And she was one of the lead prosecutors, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.   

Mr. LaHood.  Wolf explains ignoring the campaign finance questions by saying 

there is, "a need to focus on the 2014 tax year."   

Mr. Clerget, did DOJ file charges for unpaid taxes in 2014?   

Mr. Clerget.  No, sir.   

Mr. LaHood.  In fact, they let the statute of limitations run on that, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Based on the information we have received from the 

whistleblowers, yes, that is correct.   

Mr. LaHood.  So Hunter Biden's delinquent taxes for those years were never 

collected and he was never prosecuted or charged with that, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Correct.   

Mr. LaHood.  I am out of time.  I yield back.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Doggett is recognized.   

Mr. Doggett.  Thank you.   

Directing your attention to Exhibit 300, at tab 35, what is that?   

Mr. Clerget.  So this is a compilation of messages between Hunter Biden and a 

number of associates.   

Mr. Doggett.  Okay.  And are some of those associates his father?   

Mr. Clerget.  I don't believe so.  He does list the names on his Affidavit No. 3, 

paragraph 4.   

Mr. Doggett.  Is there any indication in any of those -- and these are not the 

actual transcripts of the messages; they are a summary.  Is that right?   

Mr. Clerget.  So there are quotation marks in here, so that they are compilations 

by the investigators of the messages, and then they --  



  

  

31 

Mr. Doggett.  And what is the next one, Exhibit 301?   

Mr. Clerget.  301 -- and I want to make sure I refer to Mr. Ziegler's affidavit and 

how he describes the document.   

So he says that he, along with other FBI and IRS investigators, created a document 

timeline which was utilized throughout the investigation.  It included emails, 

attachments, and other information recovered, and then was put together, I believe, by 

Mr. Ziegler.   

Mr. Doggett.  So we have got lots of Hunter emails, Hunter WhatsApp.  Is there 

any indication in any of them of President Joe Biden -- then-Vice President Joe Biden 

being involved with any of Hunter's business endeavors?   

Mr. Clerget.  So, in Exhibit 300, there are a number of references to Joe Biden.   

And then, in Exhibit 301, which is tab 36, you can see Mr. Ziegler putting together 

a timeline here that overlays meetings and contacts with U.S. Government officials in 

connection with then-Vice President Biden's travel.   

Mr. Doggett.  But nothing that shows any direct contact by Joe Biden with any of 

these businesses.   

Mr. Clerget.  Direct contact?   

Mr. Doggett.  Going back to Mr. Bobulinski -- because that does appear to be the 

one that is pointing a finger not at the so-called Biden family or Hunter Biden or brother 

of Joe Biden but at Joe Biden in particular -- this is the same Tony Bobulinski, I believe, 

whom Donald Trump invited to attend his October 2020 debate and who held a press 

conference before that debate talking about the same May 2017 meeting that is referred 

to in the summary here, in which he said, "I have heard Joe Biden say that he has never 

discussed business with Hunter.  That is false.  I have firsthand knowledge about this 

because I directly dealt with the Biden family, including Joe Biden."   
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So he said that at a press conference back in October 2020.  At no time have you 

sought to get his testimony?   

Mr. Clerget.  Mr. Bobulinski's testimony?   

Mr. Doggett.  Yes.   

Mr. Clerget.  Not as of yet.   

Mr. Doggett.  Well, you are releasing -- you are proposing to release today a 

document in which he makes these claims of corruption by Vice President Joe Biden 

without ever having talked to him, without having gotten the transcript of his testimony, 

someone who didn't exactly choose objective places to make his comments.  And it just 

appears that you are releasing a blowhard here who has never been fully investigated.   

And it is somewhat ironic that it comes directly from Donald Trump, who seems to 

be pulling the strings here today, having had four indictments, having been found 

responsible for fraud, for assault, for defamation.  I understand his desperation, but it 

would seem to me, if we are going to release 700 pages, there would have at least been a 

bit of thoroughness in the way this is handled.   

Instead, we just have wild allegations without proof.  And I am just amazed 

at -- can you point to anything in any of these documents, other than Mr. Bobulinski's 

testimony, in which someone says that Joe Biden personally did anything wrong?   

Mr. Clerget.  There are a number of references to Joe Biden throughout all -- 

Mr. Doggett.  Yes -- 

Mr. Clerget.  -- these materials --   

Mr. Doggett.  -- there are references to him.  He is the President.  He was the 

Vice President.  He is the father of Hunter Biden, who engaged in some obvious 

wrongdoing.   

But is there anything in the 700 pages that you can point me to, other than 
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Mr. Bobulinski, in which someone accuses Joe Biden of being corrupt, of having been 

involved in Hunter's business opportunities in any way?   

Mr. Clerget.  I think there is information in these materials that suggests that Joe 

Biden may have been involved in Hunter Biden's --  

Mr. Doggett.  I am not talking about --  

Mr. Clerget.  -- business -- 

Mr. Doggett.  Well, just point them out and outline for us exactly who is saying 

Joe Biden was corrupt and that he was involved in the business dealings.  Because all I 

see here is innuendo and suggestion and brash conclusions, but no specific evidence.   

Mr. Clerget.  Well, I think it is ultimately the Committee that should characterize 

and -- 

Mr. Doggett.  Well, they have -- 

Mr. Clerget.  -- debate what the evidence means.   

Mr. Doggett.  Yeah.  They have characterized it without any evidence.   

I yield back.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Doggett, I look forward to hearing more during "strike the 

last word."  I just want to make sure everyone has a chance to ask Sean technical 

questions.   

I would also love to point out that the 700 pages of documents that you are 

talking about are all presented to us by the two IRS whistleblowers because they testified 

before the Oversight Committee in July, were asked questions from Democrat and 

Republican Members that they couldn't answer publicly, and they said they would submit 

this information to the Committee.   

And that is, in fact, why we are having a hearing only on the documents that we 

didn't ask for but other Members of Congress, including Democrats and Republicans, 
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asked for in the Oversight Committee.   

Mr. Doggett.  But you have not -- 

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Kustoff --  

Mr. Doggett.  You have not asked for anything from the IRS to date.  You have 

not followed the regular 6103 process for requesting documents.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Kustoff, you are recognized.   

Mr. Kustoff.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

Mr. Clerget, if I could, could I ask you to turn to tab 23 in this booklet? 

It purports to be an email from Assistant U.S. Attorney Lesley Wolf, dated 

August the 7th of 2020.  Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, that is correct.   

Mr. Kustoff.  And the email is to a number of people -- looks like an FBI agent and 

Assistant U.S. Attorney Carly Hudson -- and other people are CC'ed.   

On the subject line, it is "BS SW Draft."  "SW" stands for "search warrant"?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is my understanding.   

Mr. Kustoff.  And do you know what "BS" stands for?   

Mr. Clerget.  I do not.   

Mr. Kustoff.  Okay.   

It talks about needing to redraft "attachment B."  Is that the search warrant that 

is being talked about in the email?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is my understanding.   

Mr. Kustoff.  And it talks about that the focus should only be on FARA evidence.  

"There should be nothing about Political Figure 1 in here." 

First of all, does "in here" mean the search warrant?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is my understanding.   
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Mr. Kustoff.  And do you know who Political Figure 1 is?   

Mr. Clerget.  Based on the documents we have received, yes.  

Mr. Kustoff.  And who is Political Figure 1?  

Mr. Clerget.  I believe it is the next document.  It shows that Political Figure 1 is 

former Vice President Joseph Robinette Biden, Jr. 

Mr. Kustoff.  And August 7th of 2020 is a time when Joe Biden is running to be 

President of the United States?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes. 

Mr. Kustoff.  The email purports that the search warrant would not include -- was 

not to include any information about Joe Biden or pertain to Joe Biden.  Is that right?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is how I understand the email, yes. 

Mr. Kustoff.  And that was at the direction of Lesley Wolf --   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes. 

Mr. Kustoff.  -- correct?  Thank you.   

If I can now ask you to turn to the Ziegler affidavit.  This is the first affidavit of 

Agent Ziegler.   

On paragraph 24 of the affidavit, Special Agent Ziegler talks about a payment of 

$17.3 million, and not to include a $1 million payment.   

This is a payment to Hunter Biden and his business partners.  Is that right?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is my understanding.  The 17.3 number was Mr. Ziegler's 

testimony before the Committee previously, that that was the total number of transfers.  

So it is not one payment but the total of multiple payments. 

Mr. Kustoff.  Okay.   

This affidavit is dated August the 2nd of this year, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes. 
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Mr. Kustoff.  Special Agent Ziegler references a $1 million payment from the 

CEFC.  Do you know what the CEFC is?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is a Chinese energy company that Hunter Biden and his 

business associates are communicating with about business dealings. 

Mr. Kustoff.  Do we know who Patrick Ho is, H-o?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  Patrick Ho was a CEFC official and was someone that Hunter 

Biden and his associates communicated with. 

Mr. Kustoff.  Thank you.   

Did Special Agent Ziegler identify any additional payments?   

Mr. Clerget.  So, in this same paragraph, he is detailing several additional 

payments.  You mentioned the $1 million, and then at the bottom of that paragraph he 

mentions another payment of at least $700,000.  Same paragraph. 

Mr. Kustoff.  When you total all these payments, I think he identifies that they 

are over $19 million in payments to Hunter Biden and his associates?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct. 

Mr. Kustoff.  Thank you.   

I yield back my time.  

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Schneider is recognized.   

Mr. Schneider.  Thank you.  

And, Mr. Clerget, as you know, I am not a lawyer, but I am going to try to 

understand the whistleblower disclosure part of 6103, if you will help me a little bit.  But 

I am going to use pedestrian examples.  

For example, if a nosy neighbor is wondering how the guy across the street has 

fancy new cars, taking extraordinary trips, whatever the case might be, is he able to 

access the databases in the IRS to get information that might expose his neighbor?   
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Mr. Clerget.  I don't believe so, no.  

Mr. Schneider.  Okay.  What if he worked at the IRS?  Would he be allowed to 

access that information on his neighbor to try to expose and then blow the whistle on the 

neighbor?   

Mr. Clerget.  I think it would depend on the circumstances and the purpose of 

the inquiry.  

Mr. Schneider.  What would be the circumstances?  I mean, if it is just an IRS 

agent, not working on any case specific to that neighbor, would he be able to look into 

information, pull the tax returns or emails that might be in IRS investigations outside of 

his area?  Would he be able to access that?   

Mr. Clerget.  I don't believe so, but I am not 100 percent sure on the exact access 

of every agent in the IRS.  

Mr. Schneider.  Okay.  But isn't there a privacy clause?  I mean, aren't there 

some protections for taxpayers to say that their tax returns information, information that 

the IRS might have about their taxes or financial circumstances, aren't those private?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, sir.  

Mr. Schneider.  All right.   

So the reason I am asking is, you know, I have some real concerns about the 

documents being shared with us under this 6103, section (f), paragraph 5.   

In fact, the ranking member, I believe, sent a letter to you regarding our concerns 

on July 28th.  Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  I believe he sent it to Chairman Smith.  

Mr. Schneider.  All right.  Actually, you are right.   

What I would like to ask is unanimous consent to submit that letter to the record.  

Chairman Smith.  Without objection.  
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Mr. Schneider.  Okay.  

[The information follows:] 

 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  
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Mr. Schneider.  And I also understand there was a bipartisan call earlier this 

month, September 6th, when staff asked the Treasury Inspector General for Tax 

Administration for guidance on this section.  We have not yet received that guidance.  

And, again, not being a lawyer, I am trying to understand how it is permissible under the 

Code.  

So let me go through a few more specific questions about the documents here.   

It was the two whistleblowers who provided the documents we are considering, 

correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Schneider.  And, according to them, they were removed from the case on 

May 15th of this year?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Schneider.  Okay.   

The documents were produced on eight dates, as you mentioned, beginning 

August 22nd through September 19th.  Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yeah -- September 20th, yes. 

Mr. Schneider.  Okay.  Again, both dates being after their removal on May 

15th?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Mr. Schneider.  All right. 

So, in the Affidavit 2, in describing Exhibit 205, the whistleblower says, "During my 

review of my computer backup folders found on the IRS server, I found some notes."  So 

it was in files about the case on the IRS server after he was removed.   

You know, I know IRS employees have access to case files under 6103(h)(1) 

if -- and I think this is important, and I will quote -- "official duties require inspection" of 
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return or return information.  

How is review of these case files part of the whistleblower's official duties after 

May 15th?   

Mr. Clerget.  So 6103(f)(5) is the provision Congress has created to allow 

whistleblowers to bring information that they believe indicates misconduct or 

wrongdoing, maladministration, taxpayer abuse to Congress.  

And that is the process by which these whistleblowers provided the information to 

the Committee.  

Mr. Schneider.  But if I have it right, in section (h), and I will read it:   

Department of Treasury returns and return information shall, without written 

request, be open to inspection by or disclosure to officers and employees of the 

Department of Treasury whose official duties require such inspection of disclosure for tax 

administration purposes.  

What were the official duties post May 15 for the whistleblowers to be looking at 

this information?   

Mr. Clerget.  I don't know the answer to that question.  I think you would have 

to speak with them about that.  

Mr. Schneider.  But if they had no official duties, I guess it goes back to the 

question I was asking before.   

Isn't it no different than someone who has no interest in this just looking for 

information on their neighbor or a spouse or someone they don't like?   

Mr. Clerget.  I think the information has been provided under 6103(f)(5).   

As far as the other questions and hypotheticals you are asking, I think you would 

have to speak with them about that.  

Mr. Schneider.  Okay.  But the whistleblower --  
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Chairman Smith.  Your time has expired, Mr. Schneider. 

Mr. Schneider.  Okay. 

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Fitzpatrick is recognized.   

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

Mr. Clerget, there is a lot of information in here.  I just want to point out two 

things for clarification.  

If you could turn to Exhibit 506, tab 67 -- I am sorry -- tab 67 of 506.  

Mr. Clerget.  I am there.  

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  Explain what this email exchange is.  It is between three 

people:  Justin Cole, James Lee, and James Robnett.  Who are they?   

Mr. Clerget.  So sorry.  Did you say tab 67?   

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  67, Exhibit 506.  

Mr. Clerget.  506.  I think I have 506 as tab 66.   

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  Okay.  

Mr. Clerget.  So starting with the back, with these email chains, it is often easiest 

to review them in reverse order.  

So this is the last email starting on page 4 of Exhibit 506 is an email from Justin 

Cole to James Lee and James Robnett.  

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  Who are they?   

Mr. Clerget.  Justin Cole is the director of the Office of Communication at IRS 

Criminal Investigation at the time.   

James Lee was the chief of IRS CI.  

And James Robnett, I believe, was the deputy chief based on this email.  

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  And what is the media leak they are referring to?   

Mr. Clerget.  I am sorry.  Can you repeat the question?   
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Mr. Fitzpatrick.  Mr. Cole, I mean, if I am reading this email right, is informing his 

superiors of a media leak?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  He is indicating that there -- that he got a call from a CNN 

producer with information about the case. 

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  And following it up, Mr. Cole says that the CNN producer has an 

email from Hunter, saying he expected -- I just want to make sure that this is -- I have this 

right in context -- expected the stuff to go away when his dad becomes President.   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  One other question.   

Tab 35, where our books line up here, Exhibit 300, tab 35.  

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  What is this document here?   

Mr. Clerget.  This is the investigator's compilation of messages between Hunter 

Biden and business associates, discussing business relationships.  

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  And the June 6, 2017 email, who is that between?   

Mr. Clerget.  So this message is, it starts as a group message with S.M., which 

stands for Sportsman which was the code name IRS used for Hunter Biden, then James 

Biden, Rob Walker, and James Gilliar.  

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  Okay.  Who is it that wrote this?  It is not clear from here.   

Explain to me one thing Tony brings to my table that I so desperately need, that I 

am willing to sign over my family's brand, and pretty much the rest of my business life.   

Mr. Clerget.  So that is, if you follow, you will see at the beginning of that piece, it 

says S.M. says and then quote.  So that is Hunter Biden says, and then a quote.   

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  I just want to clarify.  

No further questions, Mr. Chairman.  
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Chairman Smith.  Mr. Evans is recognized.   

Mr. Evans.  Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield to Mr. Schneider.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Schneider.   

Mr. Schneider.  Thank you.  Thank you very much.  

Let me go back to the questions I was asking before.  The two whistleblowers, 

they are disclosing, or they purport to be disclosing, information under 6103(f)(5).  Is 

that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Schneider.  And, you know, the key reading again, it says "may disclose."  

Do you see those word in the language?   

Mr. Clerget.  Of 6103(f)(5)?  Yes.  

Mr. Schneider.  Yeah.  The beginning of the section, it says, again, quoting:   

“Any person who otherwise had or had access to any return, return information 

under this section may disclose.”  

Mr. Clerget.  Has or had information, yeah.  

Mr. Schneider.  Has or had.  

Mr. Clerget.  Access.  

Mr. Schneider.  So if I am reading it, again, not a lawyer, but if I am reading it, it 

says must have had access to the information under 6103, not randomly, but had access 

under 6103 for the disclosure section to apply.  Again, this is only a disclosure section.   

So, Mr. Clerget, under what section of 6103 did the whistleblowers access the 

documents that are now in front of us?   

Mr. Clerget.  I -- you would have to ask them.  I don't know what specific 

section under which they had access.  

Mr. Schneider.  You can't point to me where they had the authority.  
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You know, I can imagine the authority applying when they were on the case.  

They were assigned to the case.  They had authority.  They were taken off the case on 

May 15.  Again, at that point, they are no different than that nosy neighbor worried 

about the guy across the street with the fancy cars.  

So I don't understand how it continues to apply to them to literally rummage 

through files, looking for evidence that they don't have authority, best I can gather, as 

taken off the case.  Am I missing something here?   

Mr. Clerget.  The only thing I would say and without getting into the -- your 

characterization of it is that 6103(f)(5), the statute says "has" or "had" access.  So that is 

present access or past access.  So I think those words are at least significant to what you 

are discussing.  But ultimately, I think it is them that you would have to ask.  

Mr. Schneider.  And I agree the "has" or "had" under that authority but post May 

15, going back and looking through files seems, you know, at least shaky ground to me.  

It doesn't seem as we have the indication that the documents the Committee is 

planning on releasing to the public today came to the Committee legally.   

And so, my question is:  Can you tell me, hypothetically speaking, if the 

Committee were to receive protected tax information that was clearly obtained illegally, 

outside the 6103, without authority, would the Committee have the authority to release 

that information to the public under 6103?   

Mr. Clerget.  I haven't done a full analysis of that exact question, so I don't think 

it would be appropriate for me to opine.  

Mr. Schneider.  I think it is an important question.  Again, it is the nosy neighbor 

getting information on the guy across the street, shouldn't have had it.  Does that mean 

that this Committee could release it?   

My last question:  Can you give us assurances, or what assurances can you give 
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us that these documents were obtained legally?   

Mr. Clerget.  Well, I can -- I mean, it is clear that these IRS whistleblowers had 

access to this information --  

Mr. Schneider.  Prior to May 15?   

Mr. Clerget.  -- and the statute 6103(f)(5) says that use the language has or had 

access, as we discussed.   

And so, you know, my general understanding of this provision is that Congress 

created it so that it could receive information about wrongdoing at the agency.  

Mr. Schneider.  Again, they "has" or "had," but after May 15th they did not have, 

present or past tense.  

With that, I yield back.  

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Estes.   

Mr. Estes.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

I would like to yield my time to Representative LaHood.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. LaHood.   

Mr. LaHood.  Thank you.  

Mr. Clerget, I want to just follow up on the line of questioning from Mr. Schneider 

regarding the legal parameters that we have been operating under here related to 6103.  

To your knowledge, as we sit here today, there hasn't been any legal -- there 

hasn't been any lawsuits or litigation filed from the Democrats or anybody else on the 

legality of 6103 and what we are doing here today, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That's correct.  

Mr. LaHood.  And there is the ability to file an injunction in Federal court to stop 

proceedings from going forward based on legal precedent, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Correct.  
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Mr. LaHood.  Has any of that been filed today?   

Mr. Clerget.  No, sir.  

Mr. LaHood.  Are you aware of any litigation whatsoever filed by either the 

Democrats here on Ways and Means or other committees here in the House to stop what 

we are doing here today?   

Mr. Clerget.  No, sir.  

Mr. LaHood.  Thank you.  

I yield back, or I yield to Mr. Estes.   

Mr. Neal.  Will the gentleman yield?   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Estes has the time right now.   

Mr. Estes.  I will yield to the ranking member.   

Mr. Neal.  Thank you.  We are not trying to hide anything here or cover it up.  

We are anxious to get these documents out to the public, particularly based on what we 

are hearing this morning.   

Mr. Estes.  Reclaiming my time, I will yield to Representative LaHood.  

Mr. LaHood.  If I understood the almost 10 minutes that Mr. Schneider talked 

about, he was criticizing the legal authority that we are using here.  But none of that has 

been elucidated in any court of law.  There was plenty of legal options that the 

Democrats had to fight against this, and yet, we have none of that here today.   

That is my only point.  Thank you.   

Mr. Schneider.  Will the gentleman yield?   

Mr. Estes.  Sure.  If you want to respond to that, I will yield to Mr. Schneider.   

Mr. Schneider.  And, Mr. Estes, I don't mean to put you in a difficult spot.   

Just to clarify, I think the point I am trying to raise, just trying to understand is:  

Under what authority did the whistleblowers have to access this information?  It is not a 
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question of our authority.  It is the authority the whistleblowers were operating under, 

or were they violating.   

I take very seriously, and we have talked about this in this Committee on multiple 

occasions, the sanctity of the privacy of individual tax information, whether it is yours, 

mine, or anyone else's.  

And I have real concerns about people removed from a case in May, accessing 

data post-May under what authority, because the authority they claim may be used in 

that hypothetical nosy neighbor about the guy across the street.   

Mr. Estes.  Thank you.   

Mr. Schneider.  Yield back. 

Mr. Estes.  Reclaiming my time, I think the issue is, I mean, our role and 

responsibility as the Committee is to focus on how things work for the IRS, and how 

things work in terms of an investigation into taxes being paid.  

Your nosy neighbor example -- was an example to talk about.  But I mean, we are 

trying to focus on, there are, very legitimately, information around taxes that weren't 

paid, and income that wasn't reported, and we are trying to get to the root of why that 

didn't happen and what went on through that process.  

So I would like to yield back to Mr. LaHood.   

Mr. LaHood.  Mr. Schneider, just in response, I would say everything you just 

described is contingent on a legal determination.  And that legal determination, when 

we disagree, is done by an independent court which is the Federal judiciary.  That clearly 

wasn't done here, and that was my point.   

Thank you.   

Mr. Estes.  I will yield back, Mr. Chairman.   

Chairman Smith.  Are you sure?   
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Mr. Estes.  Yes, sir.  

Chairman Smith.  Thank you.  

Mr. Panetta is recognized.   

Mr. Panetta.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

Well, I guess that is also part of the reason why we have actually requested 

guidance from the Treasury Inspector General on the legality of releasing the documents 

today.  

Sean, you know that, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Mr. Panetta.  Sean, thanks for being here.  I appreciate your time.   

And, Mr. Chairman, thanks for this opportunity.  

Just to kind of go through some things quickly here, these documents in this 

binder that were provided to us today, they were provided, all the documents were 

provided to the Committee by Shapley and Ziegler, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  None of these documents were provided by anybody else from the 

IRS, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  The Committee has not done an official request to the IRS for the 

unredacted documents, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  Because you would need to have a legitimate legislative purpose to 

do that under (f)(1) of 6103, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Generally speaking, a legislative purpose would be part of it, yes.  

Mr. Panetta.  Exactly.  And, instead, you are relying on (f)(5) of 6103 as 
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justification to release these redacted documents, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Well, (f)(5) is what allows the Committee to receive the documents.  

Mr. Panetta.  So you only want to release these documents that are heavily 

redacted and only supplied to the Committee by Shapley and Ziegler, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  The Chairman has presented the documents to the Committee for 

consideration.  

Mr. Panetta.  And those are the only documents you want to have released, 

correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  At this time.  

Mr. Panetta.  You haven't seen whatever is underneath any of the redactions on 

any of the documents.  Correct, Sean?   

Mr. Clerget.  Other than the redactions made by the Committee to PII that I 

discussed before, other than that, no.  

Mr. Panetta.  So because you haven't seen the unredacted documents, you really 

don't know the full context of most of these documents, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  I think we have learned quite a -- quite a bit about the context of 

these documents.  And I think the investigation continues, and there is a lot more we 

would like to learn, yes.  

Mr. Panetta.  Exactly.  Because you don't know most of the context of most of 

these redacted documents, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  As with any investigation, we don't know everything yet.  We are 

trying to figure out what happened here.  

Mr. Panetta.  For example, Sean, reclaiming my time, for example, go to tab 24, 

Exhibit 203, please.   

Mr. Clerget.  24.  Yes.  
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Mr. Panetta.  The entire top and the entire bottom of that page are redacted.  

There is only five lines in the middle of it, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  That are exposed, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  You haven't seen what is underneath the redacted parts of this 

document, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  It was provided --  

Mr. Panetta.  So you don't know what is underneath those redactions, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  It is listed as page 8.  Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Mr. Panetta.  How many total pages were in this full document?   

Mr. Clerget.  I don't know.  

Mr. Panetta.  You don't know because you haven't seen the unredacted version, 

correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  So you have just received this document from either Shapley or 

Ziegler, and the Committee wants it released to the public without knowing anything else 

about this document, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  This one came from Ziegler, and the Chairman has presented it to 

the Committee.  

Mr. Panetta.  Tab 60, please, Sean, Exhibit 401.   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Mr. Panetta.  This is a 214-page interview, and in it, entire pages are redacted, 
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correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  For example, pages 110 to 125, redacted, pages 134 to 137, 

redacted, pages 141 to 152, redacted, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  Again, you have not seen nor do you know what is in the 

unredacted pages of Exhibit 401, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  Besides Shapley and Ziegler, we don't have any way of confirming 

the authenticity of these documents, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  I am not aware of anyone questioning the authenticity of these 

documents.  They were presented to the Committee with signed affidavits.  

Mr. Panetta.  Once again, Sean, you haven't seen the entire case file, the 

unredacted case file, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  The unredacted case file for the Hunter Biden case? 

Mr. Panetta.  For this file that Ziegler and Shapley have taken from, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  No, I have not seen it.  

Mr. Panetta.  You have just seen these redacted documents, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Mr. Panetta.  So you really don't have an understanding of the full context 

behind these heavily redacted pages besides what was given to you by Shapley and 

Ziegler, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, along with their testimony and the testimony we have finally 

received from a few individuals, but yes.  

Mr. Panetta.  Besides that, have you had meetings or telephone calls with either 
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Shapley and Ziegler or their counsel outside the presence of minority staff?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  Obviously, to coordinate receipt of these documents, we 

have spoken to their counsel to receive the information.  

Mr. Panetta.  Has anyone disclosed other materials to the Committee that the 

majority staff has yet to share with us?   

Mr. Clerget.  Not that I am aware of.  

Mr. Clerget.  Did you or anyone of your staff discuss with Shapley or Ziegler what 

documents they should produce?   

Mr. Clerget.  No.  

Mr. Panetta.  Did you review the productions or offer feedback or advice to 

Shapley and Ziegler before they forwarded these unredacted -- these redacted 

documents?   

Mr. Clerget.  Can you repeat that?   

Mr. Panetta.  You bet.  

Did you review the producing or offer any feedback or advice to Shapley or Ziegler 

before they gave these redacted documents to the Committee?   

Mr. Clerget.  Not beyond how to -- how we would receive the documents they 

wanted to give us to protect them under section 6130.  

Mr. Panetta.  Thank you.  

I yield back.  

Chairman Smith.  Thank you.  

I would, as Chairman, welcome the minority to join with us in working together in 

requesting additional documents that is necessary from this place, but at this point, we 

have not had any request.  And the minority and majority has been part of all the 

testimony of all the depositions and all the interactions.  So we would welcome that.  
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Mr. Smith is recognized.   

Mr. Smith of Nebraska.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

Certainly, thank you, Mr. Clerget.  

I think some of this discussion is somewhat predictable.  We have whistleblowers 

that the other side is trying to discredit, and I hope that we will be mindful of what these 

whistleblowers have offered, and I think their diligence in sharing the information in an 

appropriate way.  

Now they -- the attacks go back to our first executive session in June.  It is my 

understanding that the documents before us today actually commends whistleblowers' 

actions during the course of their investigation.  

Mr. Clerget, what is in Exhibit 200, tab 21 and Exhibit 201, which is tab 22?   

Mr. Clerget.  Exhibit 200 is an email from Lesley Wolf to a number of individuals, 

including Mr. Ziegler and a number of others that appear to be working on the 

investigation. 

Mr. Smith of Nebraska.  And describing the work of the  whistleblower?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  This is Ms. Wolf is taking a moment to thank them all for their 

hard work on the investigation. 

Mr. Smith of Nebraska.  And then tab 21, well, 21 and 22 -- excuse me -- 22, that 

would be more characterization of the exemplary work of the whistleblower Ziegler.  Is 

that accurate?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yeah, yes, Exhibit 201, tab 22 is a back-and-forth email chain with 

David Weiss where he thanks both Mr. Ziegler and Mr. Shapley for taking the time to 

meet with him and present additional information.  He says:   

“I am always appreciative and mindful of the extraordinary effort of the team, and 

specifically, SA Ziegler have put into the case”. 
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Mr. Smith of Nebraska.  Thank you, Mr. Clerget.  

Again, I want to reiterate that throughout this entire process these whistleblowers 

have proven to be credible, both in their resumes and in feedback from senior officials.   

My original inquiry was:  You know, what is the credibility here?  And at every 

turn, there is significant credibility.  There is also developing patterns of slow-walking 

things to outlast the statutes of limitations.  

And I hope that as we sort through all of this, that we take it seriously, that we 

take our jobs and our responsibilities seriously of how we can get to the bottom of this so 

that something like this does not happen again.  I am very concerned.   

And I would hope that all of my colleagues would find so much of this evidence 

chilling, absolutely chilling.  And we should make sure that it doesn't happen again.   

Thank you.   

Chairman Smith.  Ms. Sanchez is recognized.   

Ms. Sanchez.  Before I begin, Mr. Chairman, I just want to point out the fact that 

Mr. Schneider started his questioning by saying he is not an attorney, but I am.   

And as an attorney, it is incredibly important when dealing with serious matters 

like this, that you be specific.  And earlier, I tried ask a colleague to be specific about 

which Biden he was referring to, because asking general questions about did Biden do 

this or Biden do that, I was confused.   

And when you slap me down by not even allowing me to ask the question, that 

hardly is a fertile ground for bipartisanship.  

And if you seem so intent on silencing my voice, I wonder:  What is so 

threatening about asking somebody to be specific about which Biden they are referring to 

in their questions?   

Mr. Clerget, I would like to chat a bit about one of the whistleblowers from which 
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this Committee received sworn testimony, Gary Shapley.   

Mr. Clerget, it is clear that Mr. Shapley was a good investigator.  And I don't think 

anybody doubts that.  But that doesn't mean he was perfect.  But it also seems from 

other witness testimony that the Committee has taken that he was a difficult employee, 

potentially one with an axe to grind.  

For example, Mr. Batdorf testified that Gary has quote, "Gary had a tendency to 

go to levels like grade 7, 5-alarm fire on everything," and that"He has a mindset that if 

you don't agree with him, I mean, you are just incompetent."  

Mr. Clerget, would you say that sounds like somebody who works collaboratively 

with others?   

Mr. Clerget.  My understanding of Mr. Shapley's work is that he has worked 

collaboratively with a number of investigators, attorneys, prosecutors, et cetera.   

Ms. Sanchez.  Your definition of collaboratively is a lot different than I think most 

people's would be.   

Minority counsel went on to ask a follow-up question about Mr. Shapley's general 

behavior.  When they asked Mr. Batdorf how many people he oversees, he answered 

about 1,000.  That is a lot of people.   

And they followed up with a question:   

Of all the supervisory Special Agents under your purview, how many jump over 

their supervisor and their supervisor's supervisors and come to you directly with issues?   

And his response, he said:  Only one, Gary Shapley.   

Mr. Clerget, do you work under a chain of command?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Ms. Sanchez.  Okay.  And do you think it would be frowned upon as a matter of 

course if you decided every single time to report directly to Chairman Smith before you 
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reported to your supervisor on an issue?   

Mr. Clerget.  I don't believe that is what Mr. Batdorf testified as to Mr. Shapley's 

conduct.  

Ms. Sanchez.  But that is the testimony we have from other witnesses, that he 

routinely jumped over his supervisor and his supervisor's supervisors.  

Mr. Clerget.  I don't --  

Ms. Sanchez.  And that is why we have a chain of command in any organization.   

We have all worked with these kinds of personalities that think it is within their 

right to go straight to the top, and we know how difficult those kinds of people can be.   

Additionally, we can see from the evidence submitted at these interviews that 

Mr. Shapley, in addition to being difficult to work with, had a political axe to grind.  

In fact, when the witness was asked about whether Mr. Shapley's tendency [to] 

add quote, unquote “Biden-appointed” to the AUSA he was referring to, didn't 

Mr. Batdorf say it is unusual?   

Mr. Clerget.  I believe -- that is my recollection.   

Ms. Sanchez.  Yeah, it is.  It is on page 54 of the transcript, just for your 

information.  

Mr. Clerget.  Thank you.  

Ms. Sanchez.  And did Mr. Batdorf say that Mr. Shapley told him that Mr. Shapley 

filed a whistleblower complaint on January 6, 2023?   

Mr. Clerget.  I believe so.  

Ms. Sanchez.  Yes.  That is on page 64 of his transcript.   

So he filed the whistleblower complaint on the anniversary of January 6, 2021, the 

insurrection, and he refers to the AUSA as Biden-appointed.  That is very unusual.   

The IRS is supposed to carry out its mission in an apolitical fashion, and here you 
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have an IRS employee labelling individuals based on the President who appointed them to 

that position.   

It seems to me that it wasn't retaliation that had Gary Shapley removed from the 

case.  It wasn't retaliation that caused the communication to break down between him 

and the DOJ.  It was because he was an intemperate person with a political axe to grind 

who couldn’t deal with the fact that not everyone saw things the way that he did.  And I 

am sure that everyone on this dais has dealt with people just like that throughout their 

professional careers.  

And it seems to me that Republicans are intent on trying to transform what 

appears to be a run-of-the-mill personnel matter into high crimes and misdemeanors.  

It is a complete waste of taxpayer resources.  And if I had a dollar for every 

witness that the Republican-led majority brings to the Whistleblower Committee, who 

has an axe to grind and some grievance, and therefore thinks that every Committee or, I 

mean, every Federal agency is corrupt, I would be a very wealthy woman.  

With that, I yield back, Mr. Chairman.   

Chairman Smith.  Thank you.  

Ms. Sanchez, I just want to point out, since you asked me a question directly, the 

Chair would not want to silence any members' voices on this Committee.  And that is, in 

fact, why the gentleman from Illinois had the floor, and it was his time.  And I did not 

want another member to silence his voice, because he said he would not yield.  

And a lot of times, members in their 5 minutes, say things that other members 

don't understand.  It just doesn't give us time to take their time away if that member 

doesn't does not yield.   

Ms. Sanchez.  Mr. Chairman, may I respond to that briefly?   

Chairman Smith.  Please.  
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Ms. Sanchez.  Because the Chairman always has the prerogative to add that time 

onto that person's questions, and I think it would have been really helpful for all of to us 

just ask -- all I wanted to do was ask simply could you please specify which Biden you 

were talking about.   

I don't think that is an unreasonable request, and you shot me down.  And you 

had an opportunity to add time onto the gentleman from Illinois' questioning if I 

interfered with that time.  But I think it was important to be specific. 

But if that is too much to ask on a Committee that you at least allow people to ask 

a question, you know, then I apologize for, you know, wrecking your power and your 

control of the Committee.   

And I yield back.  

Chairman Smith.  I appreciate your opinion.  

Are there further technical questions?   

Ms. Chu?   

Ms. Chu.  Well, the purpose of this executive session is to release documents to 

the public that supposedly shine a light, but these documents are deeply flawed and 

incomplete.   

This is a piecemeal transfer only from Shapley and Ziegler that promotes their own 

testimony which has been directly contradicted by high-ranking IRS officials.  

These are cherry-picked and heavily redacted documents.  Let's take one 

example.   

Republicans have been making a lot of hay over what was or was not said at an 

October 7 meeting by Assistant U.S. Attorney David Weiss as to the extent of his authority 

to bring charges in the Hunter Biden case.  They are alleging that Weiss said he was not 

the deciding person on whether charges were filed.   
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Counsel, in the Committee's interview with Gary Shapley on page 178 of the 

transcript, majority counsel asked Mr. Shapley who was in attendance at that October 7 

meeting and one of the names he listed was Darrell Waldon, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Based on my recollection, yes.  

Ms. Chu.  And then majority counsel stated:   

“And so if someone wanted to just check with those folks, they could tell what 

they heard Weiss say at the same meeting that you were at.”   

Fair to say?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Ms. Chu.  And Mr. Shapley's response was:  “Yep.”   

Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is correct.  

Ms. Chu.  And so, the Committee then asked Mr. Waldon to testify, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Ms. Chu.  And in the interview Mr. Waldon gave to the Committee, did 

Mr. Waldon confirm that Gary Shapley's testimony about the October 7 meeting was 

correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  I think the testimony -- Mr. Shapley's testimony -- was discussed in 

great detail in that interview.   

So are you referring to any specific point or the whole meeting?   

Ms. Chu.  Well, I would say -- in fact, let's read what Mr. Waldon said.  He said:   

“I don't recall those exact words as I sit here today.”  

Mr. Clerget.  Yeah, he was unable to recall.  

Ms. Chu.  He was unable to recall.  That's not exactly a ringing endorsement of 

Shapley's characterization of the meeting or of what Mr. Weiss said.  
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But those aren't the only individuals that Shapley flagged for the Committee.  

Shapley also told the Committee that Tom Sobocinski and Ryeshia Holley could confirm 

his testimony, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  I am not sure if that is exactly what he said but something to that 

effect, yes.  

Ms. Chu.  Are you familiar with the testimony that those two individuals 

proffered to the House Judiciary Committee?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Ms. Chu.  Well, in fact, Mr. Sobocinski was even more firm in his recollection 

than Mr. Waldon.   

I quote, “He didn't say that.  In my recollection, he would have said that -- if he 

said that, I would have remembered it.”  

Similarly, Ryeshia Holley testified,  "I don't remember him saying that."    

So while this Committee and other so-called investigative committees have now 

spent months trying to get press hits on this bombshell, or supposedly bombshell 

meeting, it seems that none of the people who Gary Shapley suggests would verify what 

was supposedly said at the meeting could actually do anything of the sort.  

Now I don't know.  I suppose it is possible that AUSA David Weiss could have a 

massive wipeout of everyone's memory like they did in the film "Men in Black," but I think 

it is more likely that the whistleblower that the Republicans are clinging to didn't 

understand what he was hearing at the meeting.  He wrote something down, but maybe 

he was confused, mistaken, or misheard.   

This seems like a flimsy foundation for an investigation, but I guess that is no 

surprise coming from my colleagues across the aisle who have predetermined that they 

will pursue an impeachment of the President, regardless of the facts.  
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I yield back.  

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Moore is recognized for technical questions.   

Mr. Moore.  Thank you, Chairman.  

Mr. Clerget, I would like to talk about the connection between Hunter Biden, his 

associates, and the Burisma connection with Ukraine.   

Could you please turn to tab 36, Exhibit 301, with the small writing?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes. 

Mr. Moore.  Okay.  So tab 36, Exhibit 301, again, we are going to talk about the 

connection, is there a connection to all of the mentioned individuals involved.   

This tab, Exhibit 301, shows how Hunter Biden and his associates, business 

associates, worked together to further the family business.   

Would you say that that is correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yeah, that is a fair. 

Mr. Moore.  April 15, 2014, Hunter Biden -- Hunter Biden's business associate, 

Devon Archer, meets with then-Vice President Joe Biden.  Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, I see that towards the top of the page, April 15, 2014. 

Mr. Moore.  April 16, 2014, Hunter Biden meets with Greg Schultz who is 

believed to be a senior advisor to the Vice President, Joe Biden.  Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes. 

Mr. Moore.  Also on April 16, 2014, Hunter Biden meets Archer at the White 

House.  Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes. 

Mr. Moore.  Okay.  April 17, 2014, Archer forwards an email to Hunter Biden 

from Vadym Pozharskyi of Burisma that states, quote:   

As to H.B., I do believe that we have to find a reasonable balance here.   
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Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, I see that. 

Mr. Moore.  April 21, 2014, Vice President Joe Biden takes a trip to Ukraine.  Is 

that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes. 

Mr. Moore.  And about a month later, and I don't believe this is in the 

documents, but about a month later, Hunter Biden joins Archer in being added to the 

Burisma board of directors.  Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is my understanding.   

Mr. Moore.  And as a result, Biden, Hunter Biden, and associates received 

millions of dollars from Burisma.   

Is that your understanding?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.   

Mr. Moore.  Then in November 2014, we see a Vice President Biden delegation 

to Ukraine.   

Democrats have questioned any connection between Hunter's business and Joe 

Biden.  And if this was in front of any one of my constituents, anybody that could look at 

this objectively, they would say there is clearly connection there.   

I am not going to ask you that question.  I don't believe that is a technical 

question related to the evidence that you are putting forward today.  

But to try to say there is no connection there is not going to be accepted, in my 

opinion, by the American people, and we can discuss more of that.  These are clear 

connections.  You look at the timeline.  You look at work that was being done.   

My time spent right now, I just want to take a very clear look and say within days 

meeting at the White House, Vice President trips to the areas, for Hunter Biden to be 
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placed on a board of which he has no expertise, there is clearly connection here.  And I 

think that this evidence shows that there is connection between all of this.   

Thank you.  I yield back.  

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Thompson is recognized.   

Mr. Thompson.  Thank you.   

Counsel, thank you for being here today.  

I would like to look at Mr. Batdorf's sworn testimony on page 75.  He states that 

he and Darrell Waldon, Mr. Shapley's direct supervisor, jointly made the decision to 

remove Mr. Shapley from the investigation.  He says, and this is his direct quote:   

“I mean, the decision to remove Mr. Shapley was made by Darrell and I in 

December.”   

Correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, at that time at the direction of David Weiss. 

Mr. Thompson.  And Mr. Batdorf said there was an email in February from 

Mr. Waldon, when he was leaving the supervisor position, memorializing the decision to 

remove Mr. Shapley in the case -- if the case was moving forward.  

Did you or the chairman request a copy of that email?   

Mr. Clerget.  The email from Mr. Waldon to who?  To Mr. Carter?   

Mr. Thompson.  Mr. Waldon submitted an email memorializing the decision to 

remove Shapley if the case was moving forward.   

Mr. Clerget.  Yeah, so we, as we discussed earlier, we haven't made a formal 

document request at this time. 

Mr. Thompson.  Of course not.  

And then Mr. Batdorf says it was not communicated to Mr. Shapley that he was 

removed in December because there was "No more investigative steps to be taken on the 
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case at that time."  

Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yeah, based on the testimony, it is my understanding that nothing 

happened in the case. 

Mr. Thompson.  And Mr. Batdorf says he decided to remove Mr. Shapley and 

Mr. Ziegler from the case because and, again, I quote:   

“If they remained on the case, the case would not move forward.”  

Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, my understanding is that Mr. Weiss --  

Mr. Thompson.  Later, when asked about retaliation, Mr. Batdorf says, and again, 

I quote: 

“In 22.5 years, I have never made a decision or restricted anyone out of spite, out 

of retaliation, or anything.”  

Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  With Mr. Batdorf's testimony?   

Mr. Thompson.  Correct.  

Mr. Clerget.  Yeah, that is consistent with my recollection. 

Mr. Thompson.  It is on the transcript on page 112.  

And your counsel, Mr. Castor, replied, and again I quote:   

“No one is suggesting you were.”  

Is that correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  That is consistent with my recollection.   

Mr. Thompson.  And, counsel, you are an employee of this Committee and in this 

context an agent of Chairman Smith, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes. 
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Mr. Thompson.  Okay.  And Mr. Castor presumably is also an employee of the 

Committee and also serving as Chairman Smith's -- directly?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes. 

Mr. Thompson.  So we have in the transcript a direct quote from an agent of the 

Chairman, exonerating the IRS employee who had the direct responsibility for reassigning 

Mr. Shapley.  

Do you agree with Mr. Castor's conclusion, and do you agree with Mr. Castor that 

Mr. Batdorf did not retaliate against Mr. Shapley?   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Clerget, I don't believe that is a technical question.   

Mr. Thompson.  Do you?   

Mr. Clerget.  I defer to the Chairman on --  

Chairman Smith.  Do you have a technical question?   

Mr. Thompson.  Mr. Clerget Do you think Mr. Weiss recommended Shapley and 

Ziegler be removed as retaliation because he was mad that they blew the whistle?   

Mr. Clerget.  I think that is quite possible.  He had just reviewed emails that 

would have led him to understand that Mr. Shapley had documented many of the 

allegations that have now come before this Committee.   

So that December, discussion was shortly after he reviewed those emails and 

would have become aware that Mr. Shapley might blow the whistle. 

Mr. Thompson.  In his response, he said, “I do not.”   

And, furthermore, Mr. Waldon recommended they be removed from the case due 

to “unsubstantiated allegations about motive, bias, and intent.”  Mr. Waldon also was 

unequivocal when he said that he and the U.S. Attorney felt there were no political 

influences or pressures in the case.  That's on the transcript also.  

So it sounds to me like, I had said earlier on the first hearing, that this wasn't even 
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a half-baked analysis of an investigation.  I think it is still quarter-baked.   

There is just so much that we are not getting from so many people who had direct 

contact and direct knowledge about this, and the information that we do have from some 

of these people suggests such.  

I yield back.  

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Larson is recognized for technical questions.   

Mr. Larson.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

I briefly want to associate myself with the remarks of Mr. Neal, and sincerely say 

how remorseful this is that this Committee is going through this process.   

Let me also say the profound respect for the attorneys on this Committee who 

have knowledge and understanding and capability, given all the redactions, given all the 

documents.  

Let me also have empathy, Mr. Clerget, for what you are enduring.  

But there is so much hypothesis and so little fact.  And when you look at when 

this all happened, and as Mr. Neal started this thing off, we should be focused on keeping 

government open.  But one could make the conjecture:  Is this whole proceeding part 

of a deal to keep government open?  Did the actions and the call on September 12 

correspond with what is happening here in committees, in other committees?   

I have no way of knowing.  It is conjecture.  And so we leave it up to our 

attorneys and people with knowledge to ask specific questions and get answers.  

And with that, I yield my time to Mr. Doggett.   

Mr. Doggett.  Mr. Clerget, when these two whistleblowers came to give their 

depositions, they brought a total of 11 documents, as I understand, that the Committee 

voted on June 22 to release, along with their sworn testimony?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  
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Mr. Doggett.  And since that time, they have not given any other testimony to 

this Committee?   

Mr. Clerget.  No.  

Mr. Doggett.  But they have provided some affidavits that accompany these 700 

pages of documents?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes.  

Mr. Doggett.  And in those affidavits, they indicate that they went back and 

looked at IRS servers to find some of the documents, correct?   

Mr. Clerget.  I think there was a line discussed earlier about that.  I am not sure.  

Mr. Doggett.  Reviewing their computer backup files, IRS employees aren't 

entitled to keep their own 6103 files.  They are just like any other IRS employee in that 

regard.   

Mr. Clerget.  Is that a question?  I am sorry.  

Mr. Doggett.  Well, I guess it is a question and it is a comment.  

I mean, it appears to me that instead of the Committee going out and following 

the procedure as a guardian of 6103 and the privacy of taxpayer records, and making a 

request for complete records, as Mr. Panetta pointed out, you decided to let the 

whistleblowers be your 6103 agents and let them gather the data for you.   

The only data you have is what they supplied, right?   

Mr. Clerget.  Yes, thus far.  

Mr. Doggett.  You did not ever ask the IRS for this data directly?   

Mr. Clerget.  Not yet.   

Mr. Doggett.  Well, you have had May, June, July, August.  September is almost 

over.  What is keeping you from doing it?   

Mr. Clerget.  We have made a number of requests to the administration --  
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Mr. Doggett.  You have not made any --  

Mr. Clerget. -- and it has taken --  

Mr. Doggett.  -- 6103 requests, have you?   

Mr. Clerget.  It has taken a great deal of time to even secure limited interviews 

with two IRS employees.  So the administration has not been particularly forthcoming 

with information.  

Mr. Doggett.  Well, you don't know if they would be forthcoming on a 6103 

request because you have never made one.  

And as far as these two employees are concerned, everything that you have told 

us suggested that they have violated 6103,and are today in violation of 6103 in ever 

having produced documents that they had no right to after May 15 when they were 

removed from the investigation.  

Mr. Clerget.  I don't agree --  

Mr. Doggett.  No --  

Mr. Clerget.  -- with that characterization.  

Mr. Doggett.  No right, no more right than any other IRS employee to expose 

these documents.  

You could have obtained them the right way.  You chose to rely on biased 

individuals who had no right to these documents.  

And as for the suggestion from Mr. LaHood that we could have gone and got an 

injunction, yes, we could have taken the Donald Trump approach of trying to delay and 

delay and delay access to documents.  We chose not to do that.   

I think these documents show on their face that there is no corruption or 

wrongdoing by Joe Biden, and you have been unable this morning to indicate any 

document in here that shows that, other than the discredited Mr. Bobulinski.  
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I yield back.  

Chairman Smith.  Are there further technical questions?   

Seeing none, we will move to strike the last word.   

Mr. Doggett, you are recognized to strike the last word. 

Mr. Doggett.  I would pass for now.  

Chairman Smith.  Are there additional members who would like to strike the last 

word?   

Mr. Pascrell?   

Mr. Pascrell.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

I just wanted you to know that, Mr. Chairman, not that you would care or need to 

care, I am very angry.   

You and I got and others here got to bed this morning about 1:30, quarter after 

1:00, as we were doing our duty and responsibility, defeating amendments to an 

agricultural bill that everybody knew, when they walked into the place, everybody was 

mostly going to vote against.  

This is a  dance, and I didn't want to dance.  I was tired last night.  So I am a 

little angry this morning.  I try to keep calm, cool, and collected.   

You are not governing.  You are a fake narrative to attack President Biden when 

you didn't even congratulate him, most of you, when he was elected and duly elected.  

You started off in a stinky way, and you finished off the last administration in a stinky way 

by not cooperating.   

Who in God's name do you think you are kidding?  I don't need the numbers.  

When our side talks about all the polls show that people -- I am tired of polls and you are, 

too.   

Today our Committee is really like a kangaroo court.  Republicans are silent while 
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the leader of their own party is facing 91 felony charges.  Sure as heck you would want 

to distract people from thinking about that.   

In June, figure out how many months ago that was, I asked a simple question, 

whether claims of political interference were corroborated.  That is the question I asked 

on the record.  It turned out that the so-called whistleblower's claim was entirely 

refuted by two of his supervisors.   

Somebody ain't telling the truth.  Turns out the whistleblowers did not have the 

story corroborated.  If we had taken our time, followed the facts, we would not have 

released the shoddy, phony-baloney allegations.   

I will remind my colleagues these allegations began under the failed stewardship 

of the last president, and his handpicked IRS boss.  I am so disgusted with him I won't 

even mention his name.   

But you all bring up now and then 6103.  I brought it to this Committee's 

attention.  Half the Committee never even heard of 6103 just several years ago, 2017, 

the tax, the 6103, before we even had a Code, before we even had a Code.   

So we sit here, distracted while the sun is out, we should be out there.  It hasn't 

been out in a long time.  We need some sun in here.  

We are hours away from a devastating shutdown, and we have offered no plan, 

nothing, zero.  This is from a majority who brought us to the brink of catastrophic 

default, five shutdowns in 10 years, not a bad record.  All shutdowns on your watch, and 

now your leader is telling you shut the place down.  Don't govern.  Sit home.  Forget 

about the poor.  Forget about those who can't help themselves or not in a position.  

Forget about the disabled.  Come and listen to people talk about 6103 who never read 

the darn thing in first place.   

And who violated 6103?  Proof positive, it is time to stop these nonsensical 
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attacks, start governing, and if you pass the President in the hall, congratulate him on 

what happened in 2020.  There is nothing wrong with that.  He is there.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Pascrell --  

Mr. Pascrell.  He is legally there.   

Chairman Smith.  -- I have given you 40 seconds. 

Mr. Pascrell.  Don't interrupt me.  I am not done.   

Chairman Smith.  Your time has expired by 45 seconds.  So I gave you 45 

seconds.  

Mr. Pascrell.  Thank you for giving me 45 seconds. 

Chairman Smith.  You are welcome.  

Mr. LaHood is recognized.   

Mr. LaHood.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

What we have learned from these whistleblowers and the accompanying 

documents and information shows a pattern over the last 9 years.  And what is that 

pattern?  The pattern and the evidence shows that Hunter Biden and the family received 

close to $19 million through multiple LLCs and companies.  Taxes were not paid for 

multiple years.  That is backed up by the sworn testimony of the whistleblowers.  And 

by the way, these whistleblowers sought us out.  We did not seek them out through the 

Ways and Means Committee. 

But, today, 9 years later, Hunter Biden has never been charged with tax charges.  

Never been charged.   

And, Mr. Pascrell, you brought up that the former President has 91 charges 

against him.  So, within 18 months, four indictments against President Trump.  And we 

can talk about the validity of those.  But 9 years, and not one tax charge against 

Hunter Biden.   
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Now, what infuriates people is the unequal application of the law.  Because you 

have a last name that is "Biden," you are not being charged.   

And what all of this evidence has shown from the whistleblowers is, at every level, 

the investigation stopped -- by the IRS, by the AUSA.  You had campaign finance charges, 

you had tax charges, you had corruption.  No indictment, as we sit here today.   

How do you explain that to people back home?  Nine years, $20 million, and not 

one indictment.   

And so we have an obligation and a responsibility in our oversight role to look into 

that, from whistleblowers that came to us with valid information that is backed up by 

evidence.  And that is what we have before us.   

The second thing that I think is important to point out here:  Chairman Smith, 

back in June, decided that these whistleblowers were going to come forth and we were 

going to release that information.   

So what happened?  That announcement was made, generally, on June 19th.  

June 20th, the next day, plea agreement happens.  For the first time in 9 years, there is 

an abrupt plea agreement.   

Mr. Pascrell.  Will the gentleman yield?   

Mr. LaHood.  That plea agreement, which we have all seen, was put before the 

district judge in Delaware.   

Now, I am a former Federal prosecutor.  Ninety-eight percent of plea agreements 

are agreed by the Federal judge, independent judge.  Judge Noreika in Delaware 

accepted that plea agreement, read it, and refused to accept it.  Why?  Never gets 

done in Federal court.   

So you have an independent judge that is part of the judiciary that decided to 

reject this plea agreement.  But look at the facts and evidence underlying that.  She 
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looked at what we sent her, what the whistleblower said under oath, all of the other 

factual information and the collateral information that went to that judge.   

Mr. Pascrell.  Will the gentleman yield?   

Mr. LaHood.  She looked at it in an independent way, and she absolutely rejected 

it.  And she should have.  Because if you look under the Federal statute on how plea 

agreements can be rejected:  based on compelling, new, and relevant evidence.  And it 

fell apart.   

And so, again, as we sit here today, there have been no charges.  And this is, by 

the way, extremely rare.  It never happens.  And I hear nothing on the other side on 

that factual statement that I just made to you, on refuting that.   

So, again, I go back to our statutory obligation.  Part of being this oversight 

committee and our role here is just that and getting those facts and evidence out there.   

But, again, I go back to:  The unequal application of the law is fully evident with 

all of the facts in evidence that we have seen in this case.   

I yield back.   

Chairman Smith.  Ms. Sanchez is recognized to strike the last word.   

Ms. Sanchez.  Thank you.   

You know, it is astonishing to me that Republicans are determined to pursue an 

impeachment of President Biden when there is no evidence of wrongdoing on his part.  

But Republicans have never let facts get in the way of their schemes.  It is full-steam 

ahead, and facts and evidence be damned.   

Just because extreme MAGA Republicans want Joe Biden to be guilty doesn't 

mean that he is.  And try as they might, for months Republicans have dangled 

assurances that they have mountains of evidence as proof that there was wrongdoing.   

You know, I also serve on the Weaponization Committee, and let me tell you what 
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a circus that has been.  The Republican Chairman Jordan has had witnesses testify and 

allowed them to make all kinds of wild accusations without a shred of evidence to back 

them up.  And not only does he allow them to come in and just allege these crazy 

schemes, but he hasn't even allowed Democrats to question these witnesses to test their 

veracity or their potential biases.   

And one thing that is a reoccurring theme is that, often, these are disgruntled 

employees who are angry because they didn't get the promotion that they thought that 

they deserved.  Therefore, they have an axe to grind and a grievance, so they think all 

Federal agencies are corrupt.   

I want to bring everybody's attention to this binder, which is substantial and hefty.  

There are text messages in there from Hunter Biden, but, so far as I can see, there is not 

one text message in here from Joe Biden.   

And Joe Biden is not Hunter Biden.  I know that is probably shocking to my 

colleagues, but they are not the same person.  And Joe Biden is not responsible for the 

actions of Hunter Biden any more than any one of us on this dais are responsible for 

actions that our children take.   

There are no text messages from Joe Biden, there are no emails from Joe Biden, 

there are no phone recordings from Joe Biden in here.  There are no WhatsApp 

messages from Joe Biden in here.  It is all B.S. and speculation.   

So, as far as I can see, this whole dog-and-pony show only serves the following 

purposes:   

The first would be to take attention away from the fact that my Republican 

colleagues are incompetent at actually governing and are marching us down the path to 

yet again another government shutdown, which can be devastating to our economy and 

which will hurt American families across the United States.   
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The second surmise is that it is some kind of petty payback for four-time-indicted 

ex-President Trump having been impeached twice during his term.   

And, number three, and perhaps the most disgusting and sad of all, is that it is 

being used as nothing more than red meat thrown to the extreme MAGA Republican base 

in order to raise political dollars for reelection for my Republican colleagues.   

But, you know, don't just take my wild allegations at face value, because I have 

receipts.  I have proof to back that up.  And I would ask the Chairman for unanimous 

consent to enter into the record this solicitation.   

"Stand with James Comer.  Democrats and the media are after him for leading 

the fight to hold the Biden crime family accountable.  Show your support.  Chip in 

now."   

And I have a second solicitation, which I would ask unanimous consent to enter 

into the record, by none other than the Chairman of this Committee.   

"I am leading the impeachment inquiry into Joe Biden.  This is Jason Smith, and 

we desperately need you now more than ever.  Rush a donation now.  I am proud to be 

a leader in the impeachment inquiry of Joe Biden, and I promise to make you proud.  But 

I will be frank, we need your support."   

Mr. Chairman, may I enter those into the record?   

Chairman Smith.  Without objection.   

Ms. Sanchez.  Thank you.   

[The information follows:] 

 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  
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Ms. Sanchez.  I think that that says enough about what this inquiry is really 

about.   

And I yield back the balance of my time.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Ferguson is recognized to strike the last word.   

Mr. Ferguson.  Mr. Chairman, before my time starts, I would like unanimous 

consent to enter into the record an email, fundraising email, out of the exact same vein 

that my colleague from California just put forth, but this one is from November the 14th 

of 2019.  And our good friend from New Jersey, Mr. Pascrell, in this praises the Trump 

tax return decisions.  So, pot calling the kettle black.   

Chairman Smith.  Without objection.   

Mr. Ferguson.  Thank you.   

[The information follows:] 

 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  
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Mr. Ferguson.  All right.  So let's talk about how we got to where we are at this 

very moment, all right?   

We are here because whistleblowers, who were then -- before they were called 

"whistleblowers," they were investigators with the IRS -- were looking into something 

that was very fishy.  And they came across an individual who, slightly after the time of 

having an affair with his dead brother's wife and was accused of using narcotics, 

apparently his name came up on OnlyFans.com pornographic site, and they were making 

money off of this.  Yes, this is one Hunter Biden.   

And so, as they started to investigate this, they started going down certain roads, 

and then they were blocked by their supervisors.  And because of the very rules that we, 

Congress, put forth about whistleblowers and bringing us information, they brought this 

information to the Committee.  We didn't go fishing for it.   

They were investigating a pornographic website and found this weird trail back to 

Hunter Biden, and then led to all of these allegations that, "Hey, wait a minute, we want 

to go investigate this," and, lo and behold, we can't go investigate this.  It set up just this 

weird string of events.   

But it is here, and we -- talking about legislative purpose -- we need to 

understand, is the Presidential audit process working?  Not only do we need to be 

looking at the audit as a Committee, we need to be looking at the audit files, we need to 

be looking -- we should be asking questions.  Should this expand to other family 

members?   

I would say this:  There are a lot of unanswered questions, there is a lot of 

information that we all want.  You all have said you all want it.  We want it.   

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that we put forth a bipartisan letter, with all members of 

this Committee, to both President Biden, his family members, to be completely 
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transparent with information regarding the shell corporations and the bank accounts 

across their entire network.  Let's lead a letter to the IRS requesting immediate release 

of all this information to the Committee so that we don't have to have it piecemeal.   

And the question I would ask is, in the vein of transparency, would my colleagues 

on the other side of the aisle be willing to sign on to that letter to force this issue to come 

forward very, very quickly?   

Mr. Neal.  Would the gentleman yield?   

Mr. Ferguson.  Yes, sir.   

Mr. Neal.  Thank you, Doctor.   

So the individuals, with the exception of the President, that you have noted, they 

are private citizens.   

Joe Biden has released his tax forms a number of times during the course of his 

career -- 

Mr. Doggett.  Unlike Trump. 

Mr. Neal.  -- unlike the former President did.   

So I see no reason for us to be requesting the tax forms of private citizens if they 

are, in fact, under the jurisdiction of the Justice Department right now.   

Mr. Ferguson.  And to my colleague from Massachusetts, I respect that opinion, 

but in the interest of trying to get to the bottom of all of this, if nobody has done anything 

wrong, shouldn't we pursue that?   

And, clearly, with regard to the Presidential audit process, we need to go further 

down and probably do this as Members of Congress as well, not just into our own stuff 

but those of our family members.  It appears that there is more to this story, and we 

need to get that information.   

So, clearly, Americans deserve to know what is going on inside their government.  
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We, as a Committee, deserve to get the answers.  And we should be able to look at all of 

that information and determine whether or not this audit process is working according to 

the rules that we on this Committee and Members of Congress set up.  

So, again, not to overemphasize this, but why are we here doing this right now?  

It is not because Republicans went on a fishing expedition.  It is because Hunter Biden's 

moral character -- and, again, not judging him.  And my friend Ms. Sanchez is right; you 

should never be held accountable for the actions of your adult child.  Thank God my 

parents weren't held accountable for my actions.   

But the point is, it led us to this point.  The young man had a problem with sex 

and drugs and pornographic websites, and it led him straight -- and it created a problem 

that the IRS had to look at.   

There is a line in an old song from Kenny Chesney:  "It's always your favorite sins 

that do you in."   

With that, Mr. Chairman, I will yield back.   

Chairman Smith.  Thank you.   

Mr. Panetta is recognized to strike the last word.   

Mr. Panetta.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

Although I understand why the type of salacious information would come up in 

regards to Hunter Biden, I do believe, though, that today's effort is just not the best use of 

this Committee's talent and this Committee's time.   

Today's hearing appears to be an attempt to use unverified, incomplete, and 

redacted documents to support a stalled impeachment inquiry.   

These documents at the foundation of today's hearing have been provided by two 

employees who claim retaliation, yet they have been contradicted by witnesses that the 

majority staff interviewed, who have been unequivocal that there was no retaliation 
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against the two employees and absolutely no political motivation.   

I believe that that is why you have not even verified the authenticity of these 

documents, because you believe that there is no legislative purpose that you could use to 

justify the release of the full, unredacted copies of the documents in question.   

More critically, I am worried that we are abusing the power of this Committee, 

especially by relying on just two employees to present redacted tax information rather 

than going through the formal request process in compliance with Section 6103(f)(1) to 

get the full, unredacted documents today.   

It is clear that the purpose of releasing the redacted documents is not to inform 

the legislative process but to create a false narrative about President Joe Biden based on 

redacted documents, not any evidence; based on assumptions, not any facts.   

This Committee should not be wasting our time with this inquiry with the 

government only days away from a shutdown.  This hearing is a distraction from us 

doing our job of governing.  And, to be frank, this hearing is beneath many -- many -- of 

the members on this Committee, because the Ways and Means Committee is better than 

this.   

I yield back.   

Chairman Smith.  Ms. Van Duyne is recognized to strike the last word.   

Ms. Van Duyne.  Thank you, Chairman.   

We continue to hear from our friends on the left side of the aisle that this is a 

private citizen and that, you know, we should not treat this as anything other than a 

private citizen -- except for the fact that, because he was the President's son, he received 

preferential treatment.   

If he was a private citizen, he probably already would have been in jail by now.  

These charges would already have been filed against him.  They would not have allowed 
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charges to just simply drop off because of lack of time.  They would have actually gone 

in and interviewed people.  But they didn't because of campaign concerns about who his 

dad was.  He was not treated as a private citizen.   

In addition, we continue to hear that there is no evidence whatsoever connecting 

the President with any of these groups or any of this action, except for the fact that we 

have learned from these documents -- in addition to what we heard about Burisma, we 

also learned from these documents that Joe Biden's willingness to engage with 

Hunter Biden's business associates has been over time and it has been multiple times.   

Public reporting shows that Joe Biden hosted Hunter and two business 

contacts -- billionaire Miguel Aleman and his father -- at the White House in February 

2014.  There is even a photo of the group receiving a behind-the-scenes tour of the 

Brady Briefing Room, just around the corner from the Oval Office.  Hunter wrote to the 

White House photographer asking, "Do you have pictures from the lunch I had in dad's 

office with Miguel Aleman Sr. and Jr. and Jeff Cooper?  If so, let me know and I can send 

someone over to pick them up."  Jeff Cooper followed up with Hunter, "Any luck on 

getting those other pics from the White House Aleman visit or getting a few signed for 

Miguel and his dad?"   

Just 3 months after the White House tour, Hunter sent an email to another 

business partner, Devon Archer, asking, "We need to get to Mexico City and cement the 

deal with Miguel.  To that end, you need to reach out to him and get him an ongoing 

report on RR investment."  That exchange is in the documents before us today.   

In November 2015, Joe Biden hosted at the Vice President's residence Hunter, 

Miguel Jr., Miguel Sr., Jeff Cooper, and Mexican billionaire Carlos Slim.   

Finally, public records show we learned that Joe used Air Force Two to shuttle 

Hunter and Jeff Cooper to Mexico City in 2016.   
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The idea that Joe Biden had no connection to his son's business dealings is 

demonstrably false.   

My friends continue to say on the other side of the aisle that these documents 

don't contain any damning evidence.  Then release them, and let the public judge for 

themselves.   

I yield.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Blumenauer is recognized.   

Mr. Blumenauer.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

I identify with the line of inquiry from my friend Mr. Doggett, in terms of being 

able to move --  

Mr. Doggett.  Microphone. 

Mr. Blumenauer.  -- being able to --  

Mr. Doggett.  Especially if you are going to mention my name. 

Mr. Blumenauer.  I find this physically painful, the notion that we are dealing 

with a couple of disgruntled IRS employees whose indictment of -- in terms of what we 

are dealing with here has been discredited by their superiors; that we haven't really, as a 

Committee, gone down this path in a thoughtful and systematic way.  It is trying to 

somehow throw discredit on the Vice President.   

By all means, indict and impeach Hunter Biden.  But this, at a time when we are 

facing a government shutdown, when we have massive documents here that don't show 

direct causation -- there isn't anything that really ties the President to these allegations.  

We are looking at innuendo.  It isn't very hard, putting this degree of resource to raise 

questions.   

I identify with my friend from Utah saying, the public might be concerned.  Well, 

the public would be concerned about what happened with the Trump family and the deal 
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that they made in terms of financing properties with the Saudis immediately after leaving 

office.   

There are all sorts of areas here that would raise questions in the public.  That is 

not the standard by which our Committee should be operating, not things that we don't 

like, things that we think look suspicious, but meet the test of the process going forward.  

I don't think this meets that test.   

I think this standard opens up a whole host of rabbit holes that we can go down 

that aren't particularly productive and not respectful, and at a time when we are facing 

serious problems with a government shutdown that will have serious consequences and 

perhaps stall the fragile economic recovery we have and raise blood pressure and 

concern but not solve problems.   

This is not a productive way to be operating.  And I am embarrassed that we are 

taking Committee time to do this.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Wenstrup is recognized to strike the last word.   

Mr. Wenstrup.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

I think everyone on this Committee is capable of looking at a situation and truly, in 

their mind, deciding if something is right or if something is wrong.  And if you aren't able 

to do that in an unbiased way, putting your politics aside, being able to look at something 

without looking at the name of the person that is involved, then you shouldn't be on this 

Committee.  You probably shouldn't even be in Congress, when it comes to right versus 

wrong.   

But there is a troubling example of unfairness here.  It seems the politically 

connected play by a different set of rules.  That was the concern of the whistleblowers.   

2014, two felonies.  2015, misdemeanor.  IRS investigators found that 

Hunter Biden underpaid his taxes by at least $300,000.  There is a process when they 
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find things like that.   

Nine years later, no indictment.  And for some reason, prosecutors along the way 

decide to give him a free pass.  And the IRS, apparently they said, well, let's turn it over 

to DOJ.  Nothing was done.  They allowed the statute of limitations to expire on a 

criminal case.   

You know, I don't understand why people would want thousands of new IRS 

agents if the IRS agents aren't permitted to do their jobs.  The idea of getting more IRS 

agents was to make sure that people aren't committing fraud or committing felonies or 

even misdemeanors and that people pay their fair share of their taxes.   

Yet, somehow, in this case, it is not important.  Put it aside.  Let the statutes run 

out.   

You cannot look at that and feel good about what is taking place and what has 

taken place.  I guarantee you, if the last name was different and the last name was 

"Trump," you would be all over this in every way, screaming all day long.   

But by the time they finally made the decision, IRS was blocked from pursuing a 

civil case against Hunter Biden.  So there is no recourse for the government to pursue 

that amount.  That is a shame.   

If this were an ordinary American, do you think the IRS would have given a free 

pass?  No.  They wouldn't walk away from $300,000, and neither would you.  If the 

IRS thought a small-business owner owed an extra $30,000, $3,000, or $300, would the 

IRS say, "That is okay.  Don't worry about it.  You committed a felony, but let's just 

make it a misdemeanor and call it a day"?  Sorry.  It shouldn't work like that, not in 

America, not with blind scales of justice.  And that is not what has been taking place, 

according to everything the whistleblowers came forward with.   

By the way, one admitted that he was a Democrat his whole life.  So it is not 
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about politics for this person.  It is about right versus wrong and people who have done 

their job and done it well for years.   

So apparently the wealthy and well-connected play by a different set of rules.  

And we do need to develop legislation to put a stop to it.  This is a clear legislative 

process.   

I make this case across all of our agencies today compared to the military.  In the 

military, unethical is unlawful, and you go to jail.  In our agencies, you violate the rules, 

nothing happens to you.  We have seen it with the FBI.  IG report verifies that.  I think 

we are going to see it here.  And nothing happens.  And, in this case, nothing happens 

to the person that clearly owed the taxes, committed the felonies.   

Again, what is the purpose of more IRS agents if the people above them don't 

permit them to do their jobs?   

With that, I yield back.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Doggett is recognized to strike the last word.   

Mr. Doggett.  Mr. Chairman, when we met on June the 22nd, I introduced a letter 

from Mr. Daniel Weiss, the Donald Trump appointee as U.S. attorney, dated June the 7th.   

I want to ask your consent to reintroduce that letter, along with his subsequent 

letters of June 30th and July 10th, indicating that he was wholly responsible and had 

authority in this investigation.   

Chairman Smith.  Without objection.  
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[The information follows:] 

 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  

















  

  

87 

Mr. Doggett.  And also to introduce two news articles, one from FOX News on 

September 14th and another from CNN on September 20th:  "Top IRS official latest 

witness to dispute allegations from whistleblower on Hunter Biden tax case."   

Chairman Smith.  Without objection.   

Mr. Doggett.  Thank you very much.   

[The information follows:] 

 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  
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Mr. Doggett.  With reference to the continued suggestions that Joe Biden had 

something to do with delays in the prosecution of Hunter Biden, I think the record is clear 

that this investigation began in the year 2018.  Donald Trump was President that year.  

He was President the next year, 2019.  He was President the next year, 2020.   

If they have objection concerning the speed with which Hunter Biden was held 

responsible for his wrongdoing, they need to file it with those who were in charge of the 

Justice Department and Internal Revenue Service for almost 3 years under the Trump 

administration.   

You know, when each of these whistleblowers and other witnesses come before 

the Committee, they raise their right hand and they swear that they will tell the truth, the 

whole truth, and nothing but the truth.  And what we have seen here today is total 

disinterest of the Committee leadership in getting the whole truth.  They have only 

presented us with a series of half-truths and innuendos and speculation.   

There is a process by which they could have attempted to obtain the whole truth.  

No, their approach -- Ms. Sanchez, and the reason why you were so rudely denied an 

opportunity to make your inquiry -- is that it is easier to talk about the Biden family when 

you have absolutely no evidence, other than one totally discredited Bobulinski, that 

Joe Biden did anything wrong, that he was corrupt, that he was part of a crime family.  

That is why the continued reference to "the Biden family," because of the total absence 

of information and evidence concerning Joe Biden.   

There is a process that this Committee could have used to get the whole truth.  It 

is a process that Mr. Neal as Chairman used.  He took a long time.  I was critical of the 

time he took and the narrow scope that he used.  But he followed that process to the 

letter of the law -- 

Mr. Wenstrup.  Will the gentleman yield?   
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Mr. Doggett.  -- as a guardian --  

Mr. Wenstrup.  Will the gentleman yield for a second?  I just --   

Mr. Doggett.  I -- 

Mr. Wenstrup.  I would like some clarification.   

Mr. Doggett.  Yep.   

Mr. Wenstrup.  Are you saying that the whistleblowers committed perjury?   

Mr. Doggett.  I am going to --  

Mr. Wenstrup.  And do you have proof --  

Mr. Doggett.  I am going to respond to that.   

Mr. Wenstrup.  -- that they lied?  Thank you.   

Mr. Doggett.  And I will reclaim my time to respond specifically --  

Mr. Wenstrup.  Thank you.   

Mr. Doggett.  -- to it.   

But I want to point out, the process that Mr. Neal used followed the letter of 6103.  

And, in doing that, this Committee could have done the same thing.  But they declined 

to do that, to get the whole truth.  And, instead, they contracted out to these 

whistleblowers getting the records.   

And whether they committed perjury or not, they seem, to me, on the face of 

their affidavit, to have violated 6103, to have gone back and searched through records to 

which they had no right, having been dismissed from this case.   

So, rather than go and get the whole truth and follow the procedure that Mr. Neal 

followed in the Trump case -- there is a great contrast with the Trump case, because he 

followed the procedure, and they have totally ignored it because they are only interested 

in half-truths.   

What we have today are wild allegations without proof.  We have an attempted 
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smear of the President of the United States in a stampede that is apparently tied to 

totally other issues like keeping the government open, of having an impeachment inquiry.  

We have the same kind of defamation in which Donald Trump has engaged.  He is a 

master of defamation, and that is what is occurring here today.   

But, today, it is Trump who is a master at pulling the strings, at being the puppet 

master of something, to cover for his four indictments, for his being found to have 

engaged in fraud, in assault, in defamation.  Desperate Donald has his minions here on 

this Committee today; they are doing his work.  There is not a search for the truth.  

There is only defamation.   

I yield back.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Smith is recognized to strike the last word.   

Mr. Smith of Nebraska.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

I just want to submit for the record statements from DelawareOnline that both 

Democratic Senators from Delaware applauded then-President Trump's appointment of 

Mr. Weiss as U.S. attorney for the District of Delaware.  And I think that is particularly 

relevant given the circumstances we address today.   

Chairman Smith.  Mr. Smith, did you say two Democrat Senators applauded 

Mr. Weiss?   

Mr. Smith of Nebraska.  Both Delaware Senators applauded the appointment of 

Mr. Weiss as U.S. attorney for the District of Delaware.   

Chairman Smith.  Without objection.   

[The information follows:] 

 

******** COMMITTEE INSERT ********  
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Chairman Smith.  Additional members wish to strike the last word?   

Seeing none, are there any amendments?   

Seeing none, Mr. Schweikert is recognized.   

Mr. Schweikert.  Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee submit to the House 

of Representatives the materials under consideration today, which are comprised of one 

Committee report and eight submissions from the IRS whistleblowers, with accompanying 

exhibits and attachments.   

Chairman Smith.  The Committee will return to open session to vote on the 

motion offered by the gentleman from Arizona.   

Prior to opening the doors, all materials under consideration will be collected by 

designated staff. 

[Pause.]  

Chairman Smith.  The question is on the motion from the gentleman from 

Arizona.   

The clerk will call the roll.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Buchanan?   

Mr. Buchanan.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Buchanan, yes.   

Mr. Smith of Nebraska?   

Mr. Smith of Nebraska.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Smith of Nebraska, yes.   

Mr. Kelly? 

Mr. Kelly.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Kelly, yes.   

Mr. Schweikert? 
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Mr. Schweikert.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Schweikert, yes.   

Mr. LaHood? 

Mr. LaHood.  Yes. 

The Clerk.  Mr. LaHood, yes. 

Dr. Wenstrup? 

Mr. Wenstrup.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Dr. Wenstrup, yes.   

Mr. Arrington? 

[No response.]  

The Clerk.  Dr. Ferguson?   

Mr. Ferguson.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Dr. Ferguson, yes.   

Mr. Estes? 

Mr. Estes.  Yes. 

The Clerk.  Mr. Estes, yes. 

Mr. Smucker? 

Mr. Smucker.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Smucker, yes.   

Mr. Hern? 

Mr. Hern.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Hern, yes.   

Mrs. Miller? 

Mrs. Miller.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mrs. Miller, yes.   
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Dr. Murphy? 

Mr. Murphy.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Dr. Murphy, yes.   

Mr. Kustoff? 

Mr. Kustoff.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Kustoff, yes.   

Mr. Fitzpatrick? 

Mr. Fitzpatrick.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Fitzpatrick, yes.   

Mr. Steube? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Ms. Tenney? 

Ms. Tenney.  Yes. 

The Clerk.  Ms. Tenney, yes. 

Mrs. Fischbach?   

Mrs. Fischbach.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mrs. Fischbach, yes.   

Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore of Utah.  Aye.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Moore, yes.   

Mrs. Steel? 

Mrs. Steel.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mrs. Steel, yes.   

Ms. Van Duyne? 

Ms. Van Duyne.  Yes.   
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The Clerk.  Ms. Van Duyne, yes.   

Mr. Feenstra? 

Mr. Feenstra.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Feenstra, yes.   

Ms. Malliotakis? 

Ms. Malliotakis.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Ms. Malliotakis, yes.   

Mr. Carey? 

Mr. Carey.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Carey, yes.   

Mr. Neal? 

Mr. Neal.  No.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Neal, no.   

Mr. Doggett? 

Mr. Doggett.  No.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Doggett, no.   

Mr. Thompson? 

Mr. Thompson.  No.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Thompson, no.   

Mr. Larson? 

Mr. Larson.  No.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Larson, no.   

Mr. Blumenauer? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Pascrell? 



  

  

95 

Mr. Pascrell.  No.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Pascrell, no.   

Mr. Davis? 

Mr. Davis.  No.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Davis, no.   

Ms. Sanchez? 

Ms. Sanchez.  Hell no.   

The Clerk.  Ms. Sanchez, no. 

Mr. Higgins? 

Mr. Higgins.  No. 

The Clerk.  Mr. Higgins, no. 

Ms. Sewell? 

Ms. Sewell.  No.   

The Clerk.  Ms. Sewell, no.   

Ms. DelBene?   

Ms. DelBene.  No.   

The Clerk.  Ms. DelBene, no.   

Ms. Chu? 

Ms. Chu.  No.   

The Clerk.  Ms. Chu, no.   

Ms. Moore? 

Ms. Moore of Wisconsin.  No. 

The Clerk.  Ms. Moore, no. 

Mr. Kildee? 

Mr. Kildee.  No.   



  

  

96 

The Clerk.  Mr. Kildee, no.   

Mr. Beyer? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Evans? 

Mr. Evans.  No.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Evans, no.   

Mr. Schneider? 

Mr. Schneider.  No. 

The Clerk.  Mr. Schneider, no. 

Mr. Panetta? 

Mr. Panetta.  No.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Panetta, no.   

Mr. Arrington?   

Mr. Arrington.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Mr. Arrington, yes.   

Mr. Steube? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Blumenauer? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Beyer? 

[No response.] 

The Clerk.  Mr. Blumenauer? 

Mr. Blumenauer.  How am I recorded? 

The Clerk.  You are not recorded. 

Mr. Blumenauer.  No. 
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The Clerk.  Mr. Blumenauer, no.   

Chairman Smith? 

Chairman Smith.  Yes.   

The Clerk.  Chairman Smith, yes. 

Chairman Smith.  The clerk will report the vote.   

The Clerk.  The ayes are 24; the noes are 17.   

Chairman Smith.  There being 24 ayes and 17 noes, the motion is agreed to, and 

the materials are submitted to the House of Representatives.   

Without objection, members have 2 additional days to file with the Committee 

clerk supplemental, additional, dissenting, or minority views.   

Chairman Smith.  There being no further business before this Committee, the Committee 

stands adjourned.  

[Whereupon, at 12:17 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.] 

 

 




