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signature and to the custody of an appro-
priate committee staff person. Such tran-
script shall be returned immediately after 
its review in the drafting session. 

The official transcript of a markup or 
Committee meeting other than a public 
hearing shall not be published or distributed 
to the public in any way except by a major-
ity vote of the Committee. Before any public 
release of the uncorrected transcript, Mem-
bers must be given a reasonable opportunity 
to correct their remarks. In instances in 
which a stenographic transcript is kept of a 
conference committee proceeding, all of the 
requirements of this rule shall likewise be 
observed. 

RULE 22. PUBLICATION OF DECISIONS AND 
LEGISLATIVE LANGUAGE 

A press release describing any tentative or 
final decision made by the full Committee or 
a Subcommittee on legislation under consid-
eration shall be made to each Member of the 
Committee as soon as possible, but no later 
than the next day. However, the legislative 
draft of any tentative or final decision of the 
full Committee or a Subcommittee shall not 
be publicly released until such draft is made 
available to each Member of the Committee. 

E. STAFF 
RULE 23. SUPERVISION OF COMMITTEE STAFF 
The staff of the Committee shall be under 

the general supervision and direction of the 
Chairman of the full Committee except as 
provided in clause 9 of Rule X of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives concerning 
Committee expenses and staff. 

Pursuant to clause 6(d) of Rule X of the 
Rules of the House of Representatives, the 
Chairman of the full Committee, from the 
funds made available for the appointment of 
Committee staff pursuant to primary and ad-
ditional expense resolutions, shall ensure 
that each Subcommittee receives sufficient 
staff to carry out its responsibilities under 
the rules of the Committee, and that the mi-
nority party is fairly treated in the appoint-
ment of such staff. 

RULE 24. STAFF HONORARIA, SPEAKING 
ENGAGEMENTS, AND UNOFFICIAL TRAVEL 

This rule shall apply to all majority and 
minority staff of the Committee and its Sub-
committees. 

a. Honoraria.—Under no circumstances 
shall a staff person accept the offer of an 
honorarium. This prohibition includes the 
direction of an honorarium to a charity. 

b. Speaking engagements and unofficial 
travel.—

(1) Advance approval required.—In the case 
of all speaking engagements, fact-finding 
trips, and other unofficial travel, a staff per-
son must receive approval by the full Com-
mittee Chairman (or, in the case of the mi-
nority staff, from the Ranking Minority 
Member) at least 7 calendar days prior to the 
event. 

(2) Request for approval.—A request for ap-
proval must be submitted in writing to the 
full Committee Chairman (or, where appro-
priate, the Ranking Minority Member) in 
connection with each speaking engagement, 
fact-finding trip, or other unofficial travel. 
Such request must contain the following in-
formation: 

(a) the name of the sponsoring organiza-
tion and a general description of such orga-
nization (nonprofit organization, trade asso-
ciation, etc.); 

(b) the nature of the event, including any 
relevant information regarding attendees at 
such event; 

(c) in the case of a speaking engagement, 
the subject of the speech and duration of 
staff travel, if any; and 

(d) in the case of a fact-finding trip or 
international travel, a description of the pro-

posed itinerary and proposed agenda of sub-
stantive issues to be discussed, as well as a 
justification of the relevance and importance 
of the fact-finding trip or international trav-
el to the staff member’s official duties. 

(3) Reasonable travel and lodging ex-
penses.—After receipt of the advance ap-
proval described in (1) above, a staff person 
may accept reimbursement by an appro-
priate sponsoring organization of reasonable 
travel and lodging expenses associated with 
a speaking engagement, fact-finding trip, or 
international travel related to official du-
ties, provided such reimbursement is con-
sistent with the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives. (In lieu of reimbursement after 
the event, expenses may be paid directly by 
an appropriate sponsoring organization.) The 
reasonable travel and lodging expenses of a 
spouse (but not children) may be reimbursed 
(or directly paid) by an appropriate spon-
soring organization consistent with the 
Rules of the House of Representatives. 

(4) Trip summary and report.—In the case 
of any reimbursement or direct payment as-
sociated with a fact-finding trip or inter-
national travel, a staff person must submit, 
within 60 days after such trip, a report sum-
marizing the trip and listing all expenses re-
imbursed or directly paid by the sponsoring 
organization. This information shall be sub-
mitted to the Chairman (or, in the case of 
the minority staff, to the Ranking Minority 
Member). 

c. Waiver.—The Chairman (or, where ap-
propriate, the Ranking Minority Member) 
may waive the application of section (b) of 
this rule upon a showing of good cause.
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NOMINATION OF MIGUEL ESTRADA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. RODRIGUEZ) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, to-
night I want to take this opportunity 
to talk to all Americans who might be 
listening, on behalf of the Congres-
sional Hispanic Caucus. We want to 
take this opportunity to once again 
talk about a very serious situation, one 
that we take extremely seriously, and 
that is the nomination of Miguel 
Estrada. Miguel Estrada is not quali-
fied to sit on the second highest court 
of this land. We stand behind our posi-
tion despite incorrect statements made 
by some of our Senate Members. 

Let me say that this decision was not 
an easy decision for us, to go against 
another Hispanic, but we have to make 
sure that someone says ‘‘The King has 
no clothes.’’ Someone has to stand up 
and be able to say there is something 
wrong with this nominee. 

There has been a lot of rhetoric 
around the debate, and some have had 
the gall to accuse those that oppose 
Estrada as being anti-Hispanic. Well, a 
lot of us feel that that is ridiculous. A 
lot of us feel that that type of language 
is utilized because of the fact that they 
cannot stand up and defend their can-
didate. They are not talking about the 
qualifications of the candidate; appar-
ently, he does not have the qualifica-
tions, and so that is why they have 
chosen to talk about the negative and 
get into negative stereotyping. 

Let me also indicate that if they feel 
so outraged at the treatment of Miguel 
Estrada because we have stood up as a 
Hispanic Caucus, as congressional 
Members, 20 congressional Members 
elected by a majority of Hispanics of 
this country, and questioned not only 
the qualifications of this individual, 
but questioned the fact that he has 
been unwilling to respond to questions 
that have been brought to him, then we 
ask why were the Republicans not out-
raged when it came to Anabelle 
Rodriguez, who was nominated to the 
U.S. District Court for the District of 
Puerto Rico in 1996. She waited for 
over 1,000 days. In the end, she was 
never confirmed. 

Where was the outrage on the part of 
the Republicans for Jorge Rangel, nom-
inated to fill a vacancy in the Fifth 
Circuit? After waiting 15 months, he 
withdrew his nomination citing that he 
could no longer wait in limbo. 

Where was the outrage with Hilda 
Tagle, who sat waiting for 32 months 
before she was confirmed by the Senate 
to the U.S. District Court of the South-
ern District of Texas? 

And where was the Republican out-
rage when Richard Paez, who waited 
longer than anyone, more than 5 years? 
Close to 5 years. Where was their out-
rage then?
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We have called into question the 
depth of the support from some of the 
Senators who are indicating their sup-
port for Mr. Estrada. Those same Sen-
ators, in fact, some of the very Sen-
ators who are accusing Democrats of 
being anti-Hispanic and having biases, 
voted against Richard Paez’s nomina-
tion three different times.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of South Carolina). The Chair 
will remind Members that it is not in 
order to cast reflections upon the Sen-
ate.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. In fact, the Na-
tional Hispanic Leadership Agenda, a 
coalition of leading Hispanic organiza-
tions, including one of the groups that 
supports Mr. Estrada, have Senate Re-
publicans being given an average score 
of 25 percent when it comes to His-
panics. Why?

Mr. Speaker, as elected officials both 
in the House and in the Senate, we get 
elected and one of the first things I was 
asked and one of the first pieces of ad-
vice that was given to me, be very 
careful when you write a letter of en-
dorsement of anyone because they 
might turn out to be someone whom 
you might not like to have your name 
associated with. 

In so doing, I would ask the other 
body, they have an obligation and a re-
sponsibility to make sure when it 
comes to nominations to check who 
they nominate and who they do not 
nominate. So when it comes to looking 
at the nomination of Estrada, we ask 
that——
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. The Chair re-
minds Members to refrain from urging 
the Senate to take any specific action.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
know full well if I sign someone’s let-
ters, that I have to know them person-
ally, and I would ask the questions 
that need to be asked of this candidate. 

Let me take this opportunity, as we 
interviewed the candidate, we asked 
when there was a discussion in terms of 
the commitment to equal justice for 
Latinos and Hispanics, there seemed to 
be no record. 

When we asked about a commitment 
regarding protecting a Latino’s inter-
ests in the courts, there was no record. 
When we asked about support for con-
gressional right to pass civil rights 
laws, there was no record. When we 
asked for support of individual access 
to courts, it remained unclear. 

When we asked the candidate about 
support for Latino organizations or 
causes that he had participated in, or 
whether he had done any pro bono 
work, there was no record. 

When we asked about Latino organi-
zations or causes that he volunteered 
for in the community, there was no 
record. 

When we asked for support of Latino 
law students or any young legal profes-
sional, there was no record. Commit-
ment to individual Latino internships, 
there was no record. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
GONZALEZ), who headed the task force 
on the interview. The gentleman did a 
great job on the interview. The gen-
tleman has also served as a district 
judge. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ). 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, let me 
explain by way of background that the 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus is com-
prised of 20 Members of this body. 
There are 24 Latinos in this August 
body, 20 of whom are Members of this 
particular caucus. 

Early on we realized we had a special 
duty and responsibility not just to our 
communities but to all Americans to 
make sure that we had the most quali-
fied people in the judiciary, especially 
those that were being advanced on the 
basis of ethnicity, and especially be-
cause they were Latinos because they 
were supposed to bring something to 
the table that was very unique based 
on that particular ethnicity, in this 
case, being Hispanic. 

So what we did is we started what we 
referred to as the Hispanic Judiciary 
Initiative, and I am going to read from 
a basic document which provided us 
the guidance as we proceeded with 
evaluating and interviewing the nomi-
nees that would come before our cau-
cus in order for us to make a rec-
ommendation. 

Statement of Purpose on the Recruit-
ment and Support of Judicial Nomi-
nees. 

Political leadership, particularly in 
the Federal Government, benefits from 
a diversity of thought and action. In an 
effort to promote this ethnicity, the 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus pro-
motes and encourages Hispanic rep-
resentation at all levels and every 
branch of government. 

In order to ensure that the judicial 
branch more accurately reflects the 
communities that it serves, the caucus 
will actively work to identify and rec-
ommend qualified Hispanic candidates 
to fill Federal court vacancies. As with 
all positions, the caucus strives to find 
judicial candidates who are qualified, 
experienced, have demonstrated a com-
mitment to the Hispanic community 
and will enhance diversity on our 
courts by contributing underrep-
resented perspectives, what we all seek 
when we strive to achieve diversity. 

The evaluation criteria. The purpose 
of the criteria established for the Con-
gressional Hispanic Caucus Hispanic 
Judiciary Initiative is to measure the 
diversity that a nominee can bring to 
the bench, and I emphasize that be-
cause I think it goes to the very crux 
of the argument and the problem that 
we have with the Miguel Estrada nomi-
nation. 

In addition to evaluating the hon-
esty, integrity, character, tempera-
ment, and intellect of nominees, the 
Hispanic Caucus will place an emphasis 
on concerns specific to the Latino com-
munity, equal justice and advancement 
opportunities for Latinos working in 
the judiciary. Because of the nature of 
our mission and the central role that 
the courts play towards the success of 
that mission, the Hispanic Caucus re-
quires that a nominee have a dem-
onstrated commitment to protecting 
the rights of ordinary residents of the 
United States through professional 
work, pro bono work and volunteer ac-
tivities, and to preserving and expand-
ing the activities that we have made on 
civil rights and individual liberties, in-
cluding rights protected through core 
provisions in the Constitution, such as 
the equal protection clause, due proc-
ess clause, first amendment, fourth 
amendment and the right to privacy, 
as well as through the statutory provi-
sions that protect Latinos’ legal rights 
in such fundamental areas as edu-
cation, voting, affirmative action, em-
ployment, and contracting. 

Then we proceeded, and we had a for-
mal meeting with Mr. Estrada in June 
of last year. It lasted over an hour. The 
members of the caucus were there. Mr. 
Estrada did demonstrate that he is a 
keenly intelligent and talented lawyer. 
There is no doubt about that, and we 
will not argue that point; but that is 
not what is in controversy. 

Having been licensed in 1972 as a law-
yer in the State of Texas and having 
practiced for 10 years, and after more 
than 14 years on the bench and a couple 
more years in private practice, I can 
tell Members that the most gifted, tal-
ented lawyers should never sit behind 
the bench and pretend to be impartial 
and unbiased judges of law and fact. 

There is a way that we can gather 
that information, and that is what we 
attempted to do in our hour-long ses-
sion with Mr. Estrada. My colleague, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ), has pointed out where we 
believe Mr. Estrada fell short; and I 
will get more specific later in the 
evening. However, I do not want to de-
tract from what is the major argument 
here. 

It is not whether someone went to an 
Ivy League law school, which is a great 
accomplishment which we do recog-
nize. It is not that they wrote for the 
journal or bar review. They could have 
been president of the class, went on to 
have a highly successful professional 
career in a highly respected law firm. 
That is fine. 

The Hispanic Caucus looks at those 
things as givens. We expect integrity 
and honesty and hard work and accom-
plishment from each and every nomi-
nee that is presented by the President 
of the United States, whether that 
President is a Republican or Democrat. 
Those are the givens, and the American 
people should expect that those are the 
givens. 

What is so extraordinary about an in-
dividual who will put those black robes 
on and will sit there in judgment of his 
or her fellow man is what really is the 
issue and what is so important as we 
proceed with the nomination and con-
firmation process at the Federal level. 

The first thing we have to recognize 
is the incredible power of the third co-
equal branch of the government, the 
judicial branch, which in my humble 
opinion is the most powerful branch of 
government. If one thinks of judges 
and what they do day in and day out, 
at the State level they will determine 
who raises your child. They can even 
determine whether you have any rights 
to your child. They will determine 
whether you have any property at the 
end of the day. They can deny you your 
freedom, and even sign your death war-
rant. On the Federal level the same 
thing. They will determine at the end 
of the day whether you own anything, 
the sanctity of a contract. They can 
deny you your freedom, and they can 
sign your death warrant. 

The third branch of government can 
even determine in the final analysis 
who will sit in this Chamber or the 
other Chamber, or who will occupy the 
White House, as we all know from just 
a couple of years ago. 

Members know exactly what I refer 
to, and it is our Constitution which we 
must all love, obey and follow. That is 
what is at stake here. That is what my 
colleagues and I are trying to impress 
on those that will listen. 

This is not just about a Hispanic 
nominee; this is about a judicial officer 
who will have tremendous power and 
will sit in the second most powerful 
court of the United States of America 
for a lifetime. Based on our interview 
and the particulars that I am willing to 
go into, there is no doubt that Miguel 
Estrada fell short. 
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Would I hire him as my lawyer to 

represent me in some sort of trans-
actional litigation? I probably would if 
I could afford him. But would I trust 
him to put those black robes on, listen 
to our argument and then render a fair 
and impartial decision? I think not, 
and I will tell Members why. 

It is about life’s experiences, and let 
no one make a mistake about when a 
judge sits up there, it is the totality of 
that judge’s experiences and life expe-
riences that form those opinions that 
go into the judgment-making process. 
It is not in a vacuum. It is based upon 
experience and history. 

All we ask of Latino nominees pre-
sented by the President of the United 
States is that those nominees, they do 
not have to be Democrats, they do not 
have to be Republicans, liberals or con-
servatives, we do not care what schools 
they went to, we want them to have an 
appreciation for the historical role 
that the courts have played in the lives 
of minorities in this country. In the 
final analysis when the legislative 
branch lets you down and the executive 
branch’s programs and agenda let you 
down, when you are a minority, many 
times it is your first, but definitely 
your last, resort in seeking justice. It 
comes from those men and women that 
put those black robes on every morning 
in the courthouses of the United 
States. That is what is at stake for us. 

It is not a conservative or liberal ide-
ology. We just want them to bring into 
the decisionmaking process the impor-
tance that the most powerful branch of 
government plays today in the lives of 
minorities. I need not remind Members 
of the landmark cases that have come 
from the courts that have provided us 
freedom and opportunity when it was 
not forthcoming from the legislative or 
the executive branch. 

As we all know, whatever laws we 
pass here, whatever the President pro-
poses, whatever we adopt, they are 
going to be interpreted and applied by 
the third branch of government, the ju-
dicial branch.
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And so when we take these nominees 
into consideration, we had better de-
bate their merits. We had better en-
gage in true evaluation and assess-
ment. That is our duty and our respon-
sibility, not just to our individual dis-
tricts, not just to men and women of 
color, but to all Americans. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) for heading the 
task force on nominations and for 
doing such a good job. In fact, I know 
it was a hard decision to make and to 
decide. We have been there and sup-
ported many other nominees that have 
been Republican and we have supported 
those. This particular candidate we felt 
that we were not going to be rubber 
stamping anyone, and we also felt, and 
I am glad the gentleman did it in a 
very good way, we get elected for 2 
years. The Senate gets elected for 6 

years. These individuals, one can say I 
made a mistake, I am going to knock 
him off next time, I am not going to 
support that Congressman and not vote 
for him. With this Senate and the 
judges, they are appointed for life. 
They are appointed for life, and it is 
important that we take this seriously; 
and I am glad that at least we have 
some of the Members that are really 
looking at it and asking that he re-
spond to these questions appropriately. 

I also take pride tonight to recognize 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
SOLIS), and I was really pleased to see 
today the breaking news from the 
State of California that the California 
LULAC had also gone in opposition to 
the confirmation of Miguel Estrada. 
And with us we have the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. SOLIS). 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
chairman, and I also want to commend 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. GON-
ZALEZ), who led us in this final night 
here this evening with the American 
public to try to shed some light on a 
process that I think has been tainted 
very negatively, especially towards my 
other colleagues who serve with us in 
the Hispanic Caucus. And I would like 
to say before I begin my discussion, we 
did go through a very laborious process 
trying to figure out exactly what kind 
of candidate we would be supportive of, 
and I want to just run through that 
very quickly. 

As you know and was said earlier, we 
assess nominees, their qualifications in 
the following areas: one, diversity in 
the judiciary, whether they have 
shared our views that Latinos are 
underrepresented in the Federal courts. 
Is there an acknowledgment of that? 
Involvement in the Hispanic commu-
nity. Someone alluded to Mr. Estrada 
as being a leader in the Hispanic com-
munity. I would like to see that proof. 
Leadership, whether they have any in-
tention to remain in the greater Latino 
community after being appointed to 
the bench. Fourth, opening the doors, 
whether they have worked to advance 
the number of Latinos in the legal pro-
fession through mentoring, through in-
ternships and through outreach efforts 
in our community. And, fifth, key 
cases, what are their views on key 
court cases that have heavily affected 
the Latino community, and what have 
they done to advance the issues of 
Latinos in the courts? 

Supporters of Miguel Estrada’s nomi-
nation for the D.C. Circuit Court of Ap-
peals tout that the League of United 
Latin American Citizens is supportive 
of his nomination. These supporters 
should be aware that in my own State 
of California, as was mentioned earlier 
by the chairman, that the California 
LULAC delegation is not in support of 
this nominee, and we have a letter to 
that effect that we received today and 
was read at one of our meetings that 
we had earlier today. 

These supporters should also know 
that Mr. Mario Obledo, the past Na-
tional President of LULAC, stands in 

strong opposition to the confirmation 
of Mr. Estrada. Mr. Obledo is a strong 
advocate and well known nationally 
throughout the Latino community for 
his work on civil rights and his leader-
ship in our community and issues that 
we care most about. Mr. Obledo has 
been an attorney for 34 years. He is co-
founder of the Hispanic National Bar 
Association and was one of the first 
general counsels and past president of 
the Mexican-American Legal Defense 
and Education Fund. He was also co-
founder of the Southwest Voter Reg-
istration. He was also former Harvard 
Law School professor. 

Let me just share with you some of 
his thoughts. Mr. Obledo wrote to us 
and said his opposition to Miguel 
Estrada’s confirmation is based on Mr. 
Estrada’s unwillingness to give full an-
swers to many of the questions posed 
to him by the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee. In a statement released by Mr. 
Obledo, he outlines his concerns and 
says the following: 

‘‘There are serious questions raised 
by his sparse record on basic civil 
rights and constitutional matters. It is 
unclear that Mr. Estrada would recog-
nize that the first amendment protects 
the rights of youths to congregate and 
associate on public streets. It is also 
likely that Mr. Estrada would not 
place proper limits on law enforcement 
as required by the fourth amendment. 
Given his views of enumerated rights, 
there are serious questions whether he 
would recognize a suspect’s right not 
to make incriminating statements. His 
record leads me to conclude that he 
would not take seriously and fairly 
Latino allegations of racial profiling 
by law enforcement. Based on his ac-
tions in pro bono litigation, there is a 
question whether he believes that orga-
nizations which have long represented 
the interests of communities would 
have the right to represent those inter-
ests in court. In addition, his views 
concerning the continued viability of 
affirmative action programs is also 
suspect.’’

These words all come from a long-
time advocate who is known nationally 
who represents our community and 
who was past national president of 
LULAC. 

I also want to share with my col-
leagues here that when we were review-
ing the nomination of Mr. Estrada be-
fore the Hispanic Caucus meeting that 
we held back in June, one of the things 
that came to light for me was that this 
individual, while not having a lot of 
background working in the commu-
nity, did mention his affiliation with 
other groups; and he mentioned those 
and I want to reiterate those. He said 
that he was a member of the Federalist 
Society, which is a form of conserv-
ative legal professionals and law stu-
dents who wished to dismantle existing 
civil rights, one of the very important 
premises that we base our vote on, the 
protection of civil rights. He has also 
stated that he was a member of the na-
tional board of directors for the Center 
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for Community Interest, which as we 
know is dedicated to defending 
antiloitering ordinances which have 
been introduced in many communities, 
some in southern California, to clear 
the streets of Latino day laborers seek-
ing to find jobs. These are things that 
raise questions and issues for me per-
sonally as well as other Members. 

I want to also set the record straight 
that our Hispanic Caucus has indeed 
and in fact supported other Republican 
Hispanics for appointments, and I 
would proudly say that I can go down 
the list here and name them. Rita D. 
Martino, who was nominated but not 
appointed for U.S. Treasurer, who also 
is very active in the community, the 
Latino community. Gaddy Vasquez, 
who I know personally from Orange 
County, was a county board supervisor, 
very proudly involved in our commu-
nity and sits on numerous boards re-
lated to Mexican Americans and the 
Hispanic community, was nominated 
for Peace Corps director. We proudly 
supported that nomination. Richard 
Carmona, who came in and went 
through also a very laborious process 
with us. I even got on the phone with 
him to ask him his personal views on a 
woman’s right to choose. He was not 
specific, but everything else convinced 
me that he would certainly do his best 
to defend those issues with respect to 
the Latino communities like diabetes 
treatment, health care and access, and 
tearing down barriers for Latinos, poor 
Latinos, to receive health care in this 
country. I proudly supported his nomi-
nation and so did other Members of our 
caucus. 

And lastly, Jose Martinez, whom we 
also supported in his nomination to the 
U.S. District Court of South Florida. I 
am proud to say again that here we 
were supporting a Republican Hispanic. 
All of them I believe came forward and 
said that they would defend our com-
munity, but most of all the American 
public; and I think that we truly base 
our ideals on the premise that this 
country should treat everybody fairly. 
Equal protection under the law should 
be guaranteed no matter what robe 
they wear and if one stands in a court-
room that one be treated fairly and 
justly and not have to go before some-
one who has already made up their 
mind because of where they come from 
or because of experiences that they 
have not had.

And I want to say something lastly 
tonight. I was very, very personally 
hurt to hear statements made last 
night on this floor from individuals 
that would call us the left, and I want 
to quote, if I can: ‘‘The left is inflamed 
by any prospective judicial candidate 
with the courage to oppose their unre-
lenting, small-minded, intolerant hos-
tility to the traditional foundations of 
American life, faith in God, reverence 
for tradition, respect for the true rule 
of law and the recognition that we are 
all ultimately accountable for our ac-
tions.’’

I stand here to say, nothing could be 
so completely far from the truth. Many 

of us here have taken our oath of office 
as Members of Congress to uphold the 
Constitution and to do the best thing 
we can and to be objective; and I am in-
sulted to know that people are think-
ing that members of our Hispanic Cau-
cus do not take their job seriously, 
that we stand here and take an oath of 
office to defend every American regard-
less of the color of one’s skin, the lan-
guage that they speak or where they 
were born. 

I am a proud Latina. My parents are 
both immigrants. My father came to 
this country as a brazero under the 
brazero program and worked the fields 
in Colorado, on the railroad, and ended 
up in Los Angeles where he met my 
mother, who is a central American. I 
am proud of my heritage, and I know 
the value of having individuals in lead-
ership positions to bring about change 
in our society, and one of the ways you 
do it is by instilling pride and opportu-
nities to open up doors for young peo-
ple to serve. And one capacity that I 
see lacking in this gentleman, in Mr. 
Estrada, was that at every step of the 
way in his career he did not reach out. 
He did not extend a hand. He did not 
allow for future Latinos or Latinas to 
come up that career ladder, and that to 
me is very shocking because everybody 
else that we have interviewed for these 
positions and others that have been 
nominated and appointed could go back 
and recite exactly what they did to 
help improve the situation for His-
panics in this country. 

So I agree with my colleagues and 
with those that serve in the other 
House that we have to block this nomi-
nation because we can do better. Amer-
icans here are expecting the best. We 
want the best, and we want to see that 
there is evidence to prove or disprove, 
disprove, anything that we have said 
here tonight. I thank the chairman. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Let me thank the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
SOLIS) for her kind words. And let me 
also indicate that we cannot support 
someone just blindly just because they 
have a Spanish surname. 

I want to take this opportunity also, 
and we have the pleasure tonight of 
having a leader of the Democratic Cau-
cus, the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ). 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I want to speak tonight not as the 
chairman of the Democratic Caucus 
but as a member of the Congressional 
Hispanic Caucus, and I want to join my 
colleagues in their opposition to the 
nomination of Miguel Estrada for the 
D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals, which is 
generally known as the second most 
important and powerful court in the 
land. 

It is not lightly or easily that mem-
bers of the Congressional Hispanic Cau-
cus come to the floor to oppose a nomi-
nation of an American of Hispanic de-
scent to such a high position; but we do 
it out of a principled view, and those 
principled views are based in the funda-

mental belief that the reason that we 
advocate for Americans of Hispanic de-
scent who are qualified, who are com-
petent, who have the judicial tempera-
ment and the experience to be able to 
serve admirably for all Americans on 
the bench is because we want to bring 
to that institution and to other insti-
tutions the experience of what it is to 
be a Hispanic American in this coun-
try, to bring the challenges and the ob-
stacles in this case in the judicial sys-
tem. 

I will never forget when I was actu-
ally trying cases of having judges who 
would yell at me about having my cli-
ent look at them straight in the eye 
when they were talking to them and 
having to explain to that judge that in 
the culture of which my client came 
from that in fact it was a sign of defi-
ance to look the judge straight in the 
eye but a sign of respect not to be 
doing so. I will never forget the trucker 
with a family of four who was trying to 
keep his job and who had been given a 
ticket for refusing to take a 
Breathalyzer test, but when we looked 
at the videotape of his particular case 
and saw that an officer who was not bi-
lingual was telling him to breathe in 
instead of to blow out into that 
Breathalyzer machine gave him a tick-
et for refusal which would have meant 
a loss of his license. Luckily that case 
was won. But they are two simple ex-
amples of culture and language that af-
fected the livelihoods and the futures 
of individuals who came before the 
court system. 

And having someone from the com-
munity, as the White House has her-
alded this individual being, it was the 
White House in the first instance who 
said that Miguel Estrada, we are nomi-
nating him and he is a Hispanic Amer-
ican, he has a great Horatio Alger 
story, and in fact we are proud to be 
doing so. Once one puts that as one of 
the merits of the individuals, then it is 
truly legitimate to look at what expe-
riences that individual has in the con-
text of our community. 

When Mr. Estrada came before the 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus for 
nearly an hour, he demonstrated no 
sense of what it is to be Hispanic 
American in this country.

b 2030 

He never participated in any national 
organization, he never participated in 
any State organization, he never par-
ticipated in any local organization in 
the Hispanic communities. He never 
used the ability that he had as a law-
yer to do work pro bono work on behalf 
of any individual or cause or commu-
nity organization. He never used the 
opportunity in his firm to bring some-
one in from the Hispanic community, 
to open the door of opportunity for 
others. 

He did not know some of the land-
mark cases that are crucial to the His-
panic community, like Lau v. Nichols, 
which is the question of what services 
a limited-English-proficient student 
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should have, a landmark case. This was 
not to discuss how he would judge in 
the future, but simply to say, what do 
you think about that ruling? Did that 
ruling make sense? Do you agree with 
the ruling or disagree with the ruling? 
Did the court go too far? That was only 
one of many examples. 

Now, either this candidate did not 
know, in which case it is rather appall-
ing, because even those, Mr. Chairman, 
as you have suggested in some of our 
meetings, who may not be lawyers, 
know about these landmark cases be-
cause of how important it is to our 
community. Yet this individual did 
not. 

Nor did he seek to answer other ques-
tions as it relates to other landmark 
cases that are well established as the 
law of the land. So either he did not 
know or he chose not to answer be-
cause he was hiding whatever his true 
positions are. 

Now, this is a lifetime appointment. 
It is a lifetime appointment. And I be-
lieve when someone is going to get a 
lifetime appointment, we clearly have 
not only the right, but the obligation 
to know what this person’s opinions 
are, what is their view on the role of 
the judiciary, what is their view on 
some of these landmark cases deter-
mined by the United States Supreme 
Court, so we can determine. 

Also what is their temperament? To 
be very honest with you, Mr. Estrada, 
in the hour he spent with members of 
the Congressional Hispanic Caucus, in 
which he was treated with great re-
spect, did not exhibit the temperament 
that one would want of a Federal Dis-
trict Court judge, or, in this case, a 
Federal Appellate judge. 

He also has no experience. He has 
never sat on the bench at any level, in 
a municipal court, a State court, a 
Federal court, at any level. So that is 
like going from the stockroom at 
AT&T to being the CEO of the com-
pany. That just does not happen in real 
life. 

Having some experience, especially 
when you are coming as a member of a 
minority community, seeking to get 
onto these benches, and then doing a 
great job so others will be considered 
as well, is critically important to us. 

So whether it is his lack of experi-
ence, whether it is his unwillingness to 
answer questions about what are land-
mark cases, whether it is his total, it 
seems to me, disdain for having any-
thing to do with the Hispanic commu-
nity, we asked him, what do you view, 
and I am not quite sure I want to para-
phrase the question, because I am not 
sure exactly how the question was 
posed, but what does it mean to be His-
panic to you in the context of being a 
judge, and he said it was irrelevant. Ir-
relevant. 

Well, the White House cannot have it 
both ways. They cannot say, this is a 
great Hispanic appointment, and yet 
the man tells us his being Hispanic is 
irrelevant to any experience he might 
bring to the bench. 

When we asked him whether he 
would or has considered in the past 
qualified law clerks who may be from 
minority backgrounds, that answer 
was not in the affirmative. 

So, for a wide range of issues, I do 
not know how one gives consent when 
one does not even have the information 
necessary by which one devises con-
sent. And that is why the other body, 
as it is debating at this very moment, 
I think, debates on the fundamental 
crucial issue, which is the constitu-
tional obligation of Members of the 
other body to give advice and consent; 
but to give advice and consent, you 
must have informed opportunities to 
make a decision. 

The reality is, if a candidate is un-
willing to give you substantive answers 
to critical questions or there is nothing 
to read about his writings because they 
will not give you his legal writings, or 
there is no history to look at, how does 
one make informed consent under the 
constitutional obligations required of 
the Members of the other body? They 
simply cannot. 

This is the most stealth candidate 
that has ever come before the other 
body.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of South Carolina). The gen-
tleman will refrain from casting reflec-
tions on confirmation proceedings in 
the Senate. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, this 
gentleman did not cast any reflections 
on the Senate. The question was, how 
does one make a decision under the 
Constitution. Is the Constitution not 
permissible to be talked about in this 
body in the context of what roles the 
Members of the United States Congress 
have in terms of the Constitution? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman can discuss, generally, Senate 
procedures on a factual basis, but to 
characterize Senate procedures with 
regard to particular confirmation pro-
ceedings would not be in order. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. I am not character-
izing Senate procedures in this case. I 
am raising the question of the obliga-
tion under the Constitution of Mem-
bers of the other body. I thought one 
could not mention the word ‘‘Senate.’’ 
You just did, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, in any event, the fact of 
the matter is, I hope I am not upset-
ting people, but the fact of the matter 
is that we have a set of circumstances 
under which we cannot be supportive of 
a candidate who absolutely does not 
want to be forthcoming; that is not 
providing for informed advice and con-
sent. 

I would simply say, Republicans can-
not have it both ways. The Congres-
sional Hispanic Caucus has supported 
Republican, conservative judges nomi-
nated by this administration. A judge 
in Florida, a judge in my home State of 
New Jersey, got the unanimous support 
of the Congressional Hispanic Caucus. 

This is nothing about partisanship. It 
has nothing to do with the question of 

ideology in terms of conservative or 
liberal. But those individuals received 
our support because they had the his-
tory and the background and the abili-
ties with which we could in fact say, 
when they go to the bench, they are 
going to represent our community. 

Lastly, I find it incredible to hear 
those voices who would suggest that 
those of us who represent Hispanic 
Americans in this country, over 10 or 12 
million Hispanic Americans in this 
country, are being anti-Hispanic. That 
is just incredible. 

Those voices who are saying they are 
anti-Hispanic, those are the ones that 
denied Judge Paez a hearing for 4 
years. They are the ones who denied 
judges coming out of Texas even an op-
portunity to have their nomination be 
heard before the committee. Those are 
the voices that called us ‘‘enemies of 
the state’’ on this very floor during 
campaign finance reform debate. Those 
are the voices who say, we want to shut 
the door on you and we want to deny, 
as they just did on the welfare reform 
bill, that legal sons and daughters, 
brothers and sisters, mothers and fa-
thers of the United States citizens liv-
ing in this country legally, that they 
cannot receive any of the benefits that 
they pay taxes for. 

So you cannot have it both ways, my 
friends. You cannot, as Republicans, 
come to this floor and question us, 
when you have consistently, consist-
ently, acted in ways and voted in ways 
that dramatically hurt our commu-
nity. 

That is the most outrageous set of 
circumstances, and I applaud the Mem-
bers of the other body who are doing 
everything they can to uphold their 
constitutional obligations under the 
law. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all Members that it 
is not in order to cast reflections on 
the Senate.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
wanted to thank the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) for joining 
us tonight on this important issue. 

One of the key things we want to 
mention is, Mr. Estrada has failed to 
answer the questions before our com-
mittee and before the other body. On at 
least seven occasions, Mr. Estrada re-
fused to answer questions on Supreme 
Court cases, and on at least nine occa-
sions, Mr. Estrada refused to answer 
whether he could name any Supreme 
Court case that he disagreed with. 

My God, I am not an attorney, but if 
I were to ask, do you have any cases 
out there that you have some kind of 
disagreement with, I would have said, 
Plessy v. Ferguson and a lot of those 
other decisions that have discrimi-
nated against African Americans in 
this country. There are a lot of cases 
he could have named, but he chose not 
to respond or say anything. 

I want to take this opportunity to in-
dicate I know that the gentlewoman 
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from California (Ms. SOLIS) had men-
tioned the letter that we had received 
about the statement by Mario Obledo. 

I want to talk a little bit about 
Mario Obledo, because Mario Obledo is 
one of our founding fathers, one of our 
pioneers. He was a cofounder of the 
Southwest Voter Registration and Edu-
cation Project, the first General Coun-
sel and Past President of the Mexican 
American Legal Defense and Education 
Fund. He was a cofounder of the His-
panic National Bar Association, a 
former Harvard Law School professor, 
the recipient of the Presidential Medal 
of Freedom award and a past national 
president of LULAC. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Mario 
Obledo for coming forward, because I 
know it is difficult coming forward and 
indicating that a fellow Hispanic is not 
qualified to be a judge. 

I also want to acknowledge the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ). I 
know, as a task force member, he has 
worked diligently on this issue. I want 
to thank him personally. I am not sure 
if he wants to continue on the dialogue 
and say a few words. 

I yield to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GONZALEZ). 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all, I thank my colleague again for 
yielding this time. I am going to be 
very brief, because this is going to be 
the last you will hear from me tonight 
regarding the nomination of Miguel 
Estrada. 

I hope everyone understands that the 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus has 
interviewed at least three different 
Latino nominees submitted by the 
White House. Judges Martinez and 
Inares were shown to be sterling exam-
ples of what a nominee should be to 
any of the Federal benches. Were they 
Republicans? I am sure they were. But 
it did not matter because they dem-
onstrated that sensitivity and that un-
derstanding of what the role of a judge 
is and should be when it comes to all 
Americans, but in particular to minori-
ties. 

The civil rights groups that represent 
the Latino interests in this country op-
pose Miguel Estrada, and they do it for 
their own reasons, many of which are 
shared by the Hispanic Caucus. You 
have heard about Mario Obledo, a true 
trailblazer in the civil rights move-
ment for Latinos. 

We also wish to impress on everyone 
that this is not a question of whether a 
Latino nominee can speak Spanish, is 
truly bilingual or not, whether they 
were raised in East L.A., West San An-
tonio or in the barrio. That is not the 
issue. That is not what we are seeking. 
It is more important than just having 
the Hispanic surname. It is more im-
portant than simply being bilingual. It 
is about the heart and the soul of the 
Latino and the experience and the un-
derstanding of that experience. 

Mr. Estrada was not as forthcoming 
regarding many of the questions that 
had been posed to him in this process. 
When he did answer, I have indicated 

that he failed the criteria established, 
which is basic in nature. 

People will say this is all about poli-
tics. Well, probably everything is al-
ways about politics; is it not? I will be 
the first one to admit when the Repub-
lican administration is in office, they 
will appoint only Republicans, and 
when Democrats are in office, they 
only appoint Democrats. We know that 
is the nature of the game. So it is not 
a question of party affiliation. 

But we do know something, that 
those individuals, regardless of party 
identification, ethnicity, race and gen-
der, have incredible discretion, so we 
need to know something about them, 
that they will be fair and impartial 
judges. And the way we do that is 
through this process. People get to ask 
questions, and the nominees, if they 
are forthright, will fully comply and 
answer the questions so we can gather 
some insight about their ability to ex-
ercise that discretion in a responsible 
and fair and impartial manner. 

You say, well, the law, black letter 
law, we passed the law, it is right 
there, we should know what it means. 
That is not true. If that was true, every 
decision of the Supreme Court of the 
United States would be 9 to 0.
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It is not. The President of the United 

States today occupies that position on 
a 5-to-4 ruling from the court, so the 
Constitution and the laws of the 
United States are open to interpreta-
tion. And we do need to know that in-
dividuals will go in there and make 
those determinations fairly and impar-
tially. 

I will end it with this: Associate Jus-
tice Felix Frankfurter put it this way, 
and he was being brutally honest, and 
any judge and any lawyer knows that 
this is the reality: The words of the 
Constitution are so unrestricted by 
their intrinsic meaning or by their his-
tory or by tradition or by prior deci-
sions that they leave the individual 
justice free, if indeed they do not com-
pel him to gather meaning, not from 
the reading of the Constitution, but 
from the reading of life. Members of 
the court are frequently admonished by 
their associates not to read their eco-
nomic and social views into the neutral 
language of the Constitution. But the 
process of constitutional interpreta-
tion compels the translation of policy 
into judgment, and we know that for a 
fact, and we are here today recognizing 
that. 

There is a litmus test, and I believe 
this should be the litmus test for Re-
publicans, Democrats, liberals, con-
servatives, anyone that is going to ever 
occupy the bench. A dear friend of 
mine, Dan Pozza, was running for 
President of the State bar of Texas and 
they asked him why he became a law-
yer, and we should ask, why do you 
want to be a judge? And this should be 
the answer, and if an individual cannot 
answer in this fashion, they should not 
occupy that bench and make those rul-
ings. 

This is what my dear friend said: ‘‘I 
came of age, as the saying goes, in the 
1960s. The 1960s started off as an era de-
cidedly not marked by diversity and 
pluralism. Women and people of color 
in particular were excluded from the 
important positions in our society. 
What that meant was that a large seg-
ment of society had little or no control 
over their own lives and their des-
tinies. Much of what was accomplished 
in the 1960s and over subsequent dec-
ades can be attributed to the desire by 
those marginalized people to be heard. 
During this period, I came to recognize 
that law is power and that power, the 
law, had often been used to restrain the 
rightful interests of many of our citi-
zens. I also recognize that we as a soci-
ety would need law to liberate our citi-
zens and provide them with the oppor-
tunity to succeed or fail in life on their 
own terms, rather than on the terms 
dictated to them by the powerful and 
the elite.’’

If Dan Pozza felt compelled to be-
come a lawyer on that basis, that 
should be our test, and especially to 
those that will occupy and rule on 
cases day in and day out and interpret 
the Supreme Court of our land and the 
Constitution of the United States. 
Miguel Estrada did that meet that cri-
teria when we interviewed him in June, 
and he does not meet it today in Feb-
ruary 2003. 

Mr. RODRIQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his hard work 
on this issue. 

Let me take this opportunity to yield 
to the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. SOLIS). 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
to again just clarify that one of the 
misleading advertisements that is out 
there being presented to the public is 
that there are various Hispanic na-
tional organizations that are in sup-
port of Mr. Estrada and his nomina-
tion. I would like to just clarify that 
many of those organizations have bi-
partisan representation, and I would 
venture to say that many of them hap-
pen to agree with the Hispanic caucus 
position. 

I have personally spoken to members 
of the GI quorum, the LULAC organi-
zation in my own State, and talked to 
various other organizations. So the 
ones that are purporting to say that 
they as Hispanic organizations are the 
voice for Hispanics alone I think is 
very misleading. I will not say that I 
am the voice for all Hispanics in the 
country, no. But I do want to make it 
very clear that one of the premises be-
hind our caucus, the Hispanic caucus, 
is that we support the advancement of 
our community through means of pro-
tecting our rights and our liberties in 
this country, through actions that the 
court has taken to provide us with our 
civil rights, the right to vote, the right 
to be able to lead a life here in this 
country. I think that that is something 
that has to be made clear. 
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Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-

tunity to be here with my distin-
guished colleagues, including the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ), 
who led us in this endeavor this 
evening. Our Hispanic community ap-
preciates the work of our leader, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. Gonzales), 
the chairman of the Hispanic Civil 
Rights Task Force. 

Mr. RODRIQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to take this opportunity to thank 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. GON-
ZALEZ) and the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SOLIS) for being here to-
night and just indicate that we will not 
support anyone blindly and we expect 
them to move forward on answering 
the questions.

f 

SHAMEFUL TREATMENT FOR OUR 
VETERANS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of South Carolina). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
7, 2003, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
STRICKLAND) is recognized for 6 min-
utes, which is the balance of the lead-
ership hour, as the further designee of 
the minority leader. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I 
come to this Chamber tonight, and I 
enjoyed listening to my colleagues talk 
about this important court nominee. 
But I wanted to talk about another 
issue that is important to the Amer-
ican people, and that is the way this 
government and especially this admin-
istration is treating our veterans. I 
bring this chart to this Chamber as I 
did last night to illustrate the fact 
that if a veteran goes to a veterans 
hospital today and looks upon a bul-
letin board, they are likely to see this 
notice. It says: Did you know the medi-
cation copayment has changed from $2 
to $7. Just about a year ago, the VA de-
cided that they were going to increase 
the copayment that a veteran must 
pay for their medicine from $2 a pre-
scription to $7 a prescription. 

And at that time, I thought it was an 
outrageous act, that we would impose 
this additional financial burden upon 
our veterans. 

But looking at the President’s budget 
which he just released for 2004, he just 
released it a few days ago, they do not 
want to charge $7 a prescription as a 
copay, but they are actually suggesting 
that this be increased to $15 a prescrip-
tion. 

Now, think about that. At a time 
when we are preparing to send Amer-
ica’s young men and women into a war, 
we are treating our veterans, those 
who have fought past wars, those who 
have served our country with honor, we 
are charging them more for the medi-
cines they need to stay healthy or to 
simply maintain their lives. From $2 a 
prescription to $7 a prescription, and 
now, in the President’s budget, $15 a 
prescription. Many veterans take 10 or 
more prescriptions a month. That is a 
lot of money, and many of our veterans 
are on fixed incomes. 

Now, in the President’s budget for 
2004, he is also calling for an elimi-
nation of the taxation on dividends. 
About $674 billion, if that plan is en-
acted, about $674 billion will go to the 
richest people in this country, million-
aires, multimillionaires. Why would we 
charge veterans more for their medi-
cines while, at the same time, we are 
proposing to give $674 billion to the 
richest people in this country? Not 
only has the VA decided to raise the 
cost of medicine, but they have also de-
cided in the President’s budget to raise 
the cost of going to an outpatient clin-
ic for care to see a doctor, from $15 to 
$20. Why would we raise the cost that a 
veteran must pay simply to go to see a 
doctor when, at the same time, we are 
giving $674 billion to the richest people 
in this country? 

About a year ago, the VA put out a 
memo, and this memo went out to all 
other health care providers across this 
Nation. And it basically said, too many 
veterans are coming to our facilities 
for services. It is costing us too much 
money, so you are no longer able to 
market the services that veterans are 
entitled to receive. It is a gag order. 
They are actually telling the health 
care providers across this country that 
you cannot tell veterans what they are 
entitled to receive under the law. They 
were quite specific in their memo. 
They told these health care providers 
that they could no longer participate 
in community health fairs. They could 
no longer send out newsletters describ-
ing their services. They could no longer 
go to an American Legion post and 
sign up veterans for the services that 
they, under the law, are entitled to re-
ceive. I call it the ‘‘if they don’t ask, 
we won’t tell’’ policy. If the veteran 
does not ask what they are entitled to 
receive, the VA will not tell them what 
they are entitled to receive. 

Then, a few weeks ago, the VA de-
cided that they would do something 
else to save money. They decided to 
create a new priority group called Pri-
ority Group 8, and if you are a veteran 
and you make about $26,000 or $27,000 a 
year, you are no longer going to be per-
mitted to enroll in the VA health care 
system. And under the President’s 
budget, they are really suggesting that 
there be an annual enrollment fee im-
posed upon veterans, a brand-new en-
rollment fee. If you make $24,000 a year 
and you are a veteran, they are asking 
that you pay $250 a year just to enroll 
in the VA health care system. 

Now, I do not think $24,000 is a lot, 
and people out there in the rest of the 
world need to know that those of us 
who serve here in this Chamber make 
about $150,000 or so a year. Mr. Speak-
er, $24,000 is not a lot. But in the Presi-
dent’s budget, if a veteran makes 
$24,000 a year, they will be required to 
pay a $250 annual enrollment fee just 
to participate in the VA health care 
system. 

Why are we doing this? Why do we 
not take part of that $674 billion that 
we are giving to the richest people in 

this country and use it to provide 
health care for our veterans? It is sim-
ply the right thing to do.

f 

THE UNITED NATIONS, NATO, 
IRAQ, AND MIGUEL ESTRADA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening I want to address a couple of 
areas. The primary focus of my com-
ments this evening will be on the 
United Nations, on NATO, and Iraq. 
But I cannot allow some of the com-
ments that I have just heard in the last 
45 minutes to go unrebutted, so I in-
tend to take a few minutes here at the 
very beginning to rebut some of the re-
marks that were made. 

I was a witness to a very aggressive 
personal attack on an individual called 
Mr. Estrada, and I can tell my col-
leagues that had Mr. Estrada been a 
Member of the United States Congress, 
the Speaker behind me would have 
ruled those kinds of comments out of 
order by the time they got to the sec-
ond sentence, because they were so vi-
cious and such a personal attack. It 
was not even a fair fight. Speaker after 
speaker after speaker stood up in front 
of all of us, just a few minutes ago, and 
while attacking Mr. Estrada, said, this 
is not a partisan issue, but yet it was 
Democrat after Democrat after Demo-
crat after Democrat. They did not in-
vite anybody else in to speak on the 
other side of the issue. Not at all. In 
fact, the statement was made by the 
gentlewoman from the State of Cali-
fornia that, in fact, they had been very 
aggressive just to prove that they were 
not being partisan, just to prove that 
they were not attacking Mr. Estrada 
because he happens to be a Republican 
and a conservative Republican. 

Just to prove that, the gentlewoman 
from California said we aggressively 
stood up in support of a Hispanic who 
was recently named to the bench, ap-
parently in the State of California. I 
would just tell the gentlewoman from 
California, I have been here almost 
every night during Special Orders, and 
I have never seen, never seen her or 
any of her other colleagues who spoke 
this evening take that podium and 
speak in favor of this Hispanic judge or 
this Hispanic in California who hap-
pened to be a Republican and that they 
say adamantly and bravely stood up 
and spoke for. 

I tell you what else I find a par-
ticular interest from the gentlewoman 
from California who, by the way, I con-
sider a professional. In fact, I am sur-
prised by the comments that I heard 
coming out of my colleagues this 
evening because I happen to have 
watched my colleagues over the time 
that I have worked with them, and I 
think they are pretty sharp people. I 
think they are very capable. I was sur-
prised tonight at these remarks. 
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