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natural resources. Diversity on the
bench helps ensure that the words
““equal justice under law,”” inscribed in
Vermont marble over the entrance to
the Supreme Court, are a reality and
that justice is rendered fairly and im-
partially. Judicial decisions should re-
flect insight and experiences as varied
as America’s citizenry. A more rep-
resentative judiciary helps cultivate
public confidence in the judiciary
which strengthens the independence of
our Federal courts.

There is still much work to be done.
Out of the 875 seats on the Federal ju-
diciary, there are only 5 active Asian-
Pacific American judges on the Federal
bench, less than 1 percent of all Fed-
eral judges. President Bush has nomi-
nated only two Asian-Pacific American
candidates during his 6 years in office,
neither to a seat on a Federal circuit
court. With outstanding lawyers like
Dean Harold Koh of Yale, Professor
Goodwin Liu of Boalt Hall School of
Law at the University of California at
Berkeley, or attorneys Karen Narasaki,
John Yang and Debra Yang, it is not as
if there is a dearth of qualified can-
didates who would be universally en-
dorsed.

Our Nation has highly qualified indi-
viduals of diverse heritages who would
help to unify our Nation while adding
to the diversity of our courts. I hope
the President will send us more con-
sensus nominees that reflect the rich
diversity of our Nation.

I congratulate Judge Wu, and his
family, on his confirmations today.

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. President, this emergency sup-
plemental bill that we are debating
today has been long seen as our best
chance of extricating ourselves from
the quagmire in Iraq. As one of only 23
Senators who opposed the authoriza-
tion of the use of military force, I have
supported every credible proposal that
has come before this body to bring our
troops home.

The war in Iraq was not about Sep-
tember 11. It was not about al-Qaida. It
was not about making our Nation
safer. While no one can prove a nega-
tive, I believe the damage this war has
done to our national security, our na-
tional interest, and our international
standing has been incalculable. When
we had a chance to capture Osama bin
Laden, the master mind of 9/11, we let
him get away because the administra-
tion, the Bush-Cheney administration,
wanted to take our troops out of Af-
ghanistan and send then to Iraq, a
country that had absolutely nothing to
do with 9/11. The injustices perpetrated
at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo have
tarnished our national reputation and
leadership, and the way Iraq has be-
come a rallying cry for religious ex-
tremists has made the American people
less safe.

For whatever misguided reasons, the
President started a unilateral, preemp-
tive war in Iraq which has cost us thou-
sands of American lives and made us
less safe. I think that historians will
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look back at this war as one of the
most costly, reckless mistakes made
by any administration in this history.

This supplemental contains another
$96 billion to support U.S. military op-
erations in Iraq and Afghanistan. I sup-
ported the use of military force to re-
move the Taliban from power, and I
support the continued efforts of our
military and NATO forces against the
Taliban and al-Qaida in Afghanistan.
But I did not, do not, and will not agree
to the use of the U.S. military to con-
tinue putting our people in harm’s way
in the middle of a continuing civil war
in Iraq.

This bill also contains money to help
the people of Lebanon rebuild after the
devastating war between Hezbollah and
Israel last year, aid for refugees in
Darfur, the Congo, Uganda, and other
humanitarian crises, and to prevent
the spread of avian influenza. It con-
tains resources to help Kosovo as it
moves toward independence, for Libe-
ria to rebuild after their civil war, and
to support the peace process in Nepal
which finally has a chance to shed its
feudal past.

It contains a provision I sponsored,
with the support of both Republicans
and Democrats, to fix the illogical and
unfair provisions in the Immigration
and Naturalization Act that have been
used to prevent victims of terrorist
groups or members of groups who
fought alongside the United States
from admission as refugees or from ob-
taining asylum.

As the chairman of the Senate’s Sub-
committee on State, Foreign Oper-
ations, and Related Programs, I am
also pleased to report the bill includes,
for the first time, benchmarks on a
portion of the reconstruction assist-
ance for Iraq. We are not going to con-
tinue to pour billions of dollars into
no-bid contracts that have been
plagued by rampant fraud and shoddy
workmanship. It is about time we put
an end to the practice of handing out
American taxpayers’ money with no
strings attached. These benchmarks re-
flect what the Iraqi Government itself
has pledged and what even President
Bush acknowledged is necessary if the
Iraqi Government is to succeed in
bringing stability to that country.

So there is much in this bill that I
support, but despite that, I do not sup-
port the funding to continue the mili-
tary operations in Iraq, and I will vote
against this bill unless it contains the
provision relating to the withdrawal of
our forces, which is similar to legisla-
tion which narrowly lost in the Senate
last week. I voted for it then, and I will
vote for it again.

The withdrawal provision in this bill
is not, in some respects, as definitive
as what passed the House by the slim-
mest of margins last Friday. Like
many others, I would have written it
differently. I wanted a deadline for
commencement of the withdrawal of
our forces but also for completing it
within a target date. I have cospon-
sored legislation that contains such a
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deadline. But this provision represents
a 90-degree change of course from the
President’s policy of escalation in the
middle of a civil war. It is our best
hope of obtaining the majority of votes
needed to begin that process. So I am
confident that once the withdrawal of
our troops begins, there will be no
turning back.

We have to remove our troops from
the Iraq civil war. That argument has
been made eloquently, including by
former senior military officers whose
credibility is unimpeachable. Retired
LTG William Odom, in an op-ed piece
of February 11 in the Washington Post,
said it better than I ever could. It is
the only way the Iraqis will make the
difficult political compromises that
can save their country from further de-
struction.

The President has threatened to veto
this bill if the troop withdrawal provi-
sion is included. That is not surprising
for a White House that has stubbornly
refused to change course even in the
face of dwindling support from the
American people whose sons and
daughters are dying. For more than 4
years, President Bush, Vice President
CHENEY and former Secretary of De-
fense Rumsfeld, backed by a
rubberstamp Congress, made one in-
competent decision after another, arro-
gantly insisting they knew best and
dismissing anyone who so much as
questioned their policy for ‘‘not sup-
porting the troops.” It has been remi-
niscent of the old ‘‘soft on com-
munism’’ and ‘‘soft on drugs’ refrains
that were used, and still are used, for
political purposes to justify failed poli-
cies.

None of us should be intimidated by
these worn out arguments. If they want
to show their support of the troops,
they should do something about our
VA system. Fix up Walter Reed and fix
up the other facilities where we are not
giving proper help to our wounded sol-
diers when they return from Iraq. We
Democrats want to support those
troops, too, and not just to be at the
parades when they go over but to be
there to help them when they come
back. If this administration wants to
support the troops, it should have
given them the equipment, the train-
ing, and the armor they still don’t get
in a war that has lasted longer than
World War II. And they should take
care of the wounded whose bodies,
minds and lives have been shattered.

None of us should have confidence in
a failed war effort that has already
wrought enormous toll in American
blood, treasure, and credibility, not
after the fiasco this White House has
wrought. It is time for the Congress to
act as the voice and the conscience of
the American people.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition to urge my col-
leagues to support the nomination of
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Judge George H. Wu to be U.S. district
judge for the Central District of Cali-
fornia. Judge Wu currently serves as a
judge on the Los Angeles Superior
Court, where he has presided since 1996,
and before that was a judge on the Los
Angeles municipal court from 1993 to
1996.

He came to those judicial positions
with an excellent academic back-
ground—a bachelor’s degree from
Pamona College in 1972 and a law de-
gree from the University of Chicago in
1975. He has an outstanding record in
the practice of law. He was assistant
professor of law at the University of
Tennessee College of Law from 1979 to
1982. He was an Assistant U.S. Attor-
ney in the civil division of the Central
District of California office in Los An-
geles from 1982 to 1989. He later served
as Assistant Division Chief in the U.S.
Attorney’s Office from 1991 to 1993.
Judge Wu is very well qualified, rated
so by the American Bar Association.
They unanimously rated Judge Wu as
“‘well qualified.”

His nomination to the Federal bench
is recognition of the contributions of
lawyers from the Southern California
Chinese Lawyers Association, where he
was a member from 1984 until the
present time.

I recently spoke at the convention of
lawyers from the Asian-Pacific Amer-
ican Bar Association, who made the
point to me that there ought to be
more representation, more diversity
for judges with a background from Asia
and specifically from China. There are
not very many judges representing
that particular group. I think it is a
good idea to have diversity on the Fed-
eral bench among people from all
walks of life, all backgrounds, all na-
tional origins, all ethnic representa-
tions, and applaud his nomination from
that point of view, in addition to the
excellent credentials which I have
cited.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of his resume and background
on two pages be printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

GEORGE H. WU
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

Birth: November 3, 1950, New York, NY.

Legal Residence: California.

Education: B.A., Pomona College, 1972;
J.D., University of Chicago Law School, 1975.

Employment: Associate, Latham & Wat-
kins, Los Angeles, CA, 1975-1976, 1977-1978;
Law Clerk, Hon. Stanley N. Barnes, U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, 1976—
1977 (and again for brief periods in 1979 and
1980); Associate, Latham & Watkins, Los An-
geles, CA, 1977-1978; Assistant Professor of
Law, University of Tennessee College of Law,
1979-1982; Assistant U.S. Attorney, U.S. At-
torney’s Office, Civil Division, Central Dis-
trict of California, 1982-1989; Associate,
LaBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae, L.os Ange-
les, CA, 1989-1991; Assistant Division Chief,
U.S. Attorney’s Office, Civil Division, Cen-
tral District of California, 1991-1993; Judge,
Los Angeles Municipal Court, 1993-1996;
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Judge, Los Angeles Superior Court, 1996-
Present.

Selected Activities: Member, Committee
on Standard Jury Instructions (Criminal and
Civil) of the Superior Court of Los Angeles
County, California, 2000-2004; Member,
Southern California Chinese Lawyers Asso-
ciation, 1984-Present; Member, Federal Bar
Association, 1983-1986 (Member, Judicial
Evaluation Committee, 1984-1985); Member,
Los Angeles County Bar Association, 1983-
1992 (Member, Committee on Federal Courts
and Practice, 1984, 1985); Member, Bar-
risters—Los Angeles County Bar Associa-
tion, 1983-1986 (Co-Chairman, Government
Attorneys Committee, 1985-1986).

Judge George Wu was nominated in the
last Congress, but his nomination was not
acted upon prior to its adjournment.

President Bush re-nominated Judge Wu on
January 9, 2007. A hearing was held on his
nomination on February 6 and the Judiciary
Committee favorably reported him on March
1.

Judge Wu is a highly qualified nominee
with a distinguished record.

In 1972, he earned his B.A. degree from Po-
mona College. In 1975, he earned his J.D.
from the University of Chicago Law School.

After law school, Judge Wu became an as-
sociate at the firm of Latham & Watkins in
Los Angeles from 1975 to 1976.

Judge Wu subsequently served as a judicial
clerk for the Honorable Stanley N. Barnes on
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Cir-
cuit.

From 1979 to 1982 Judge Wu was an Assist-
ant Professor of Law at the University of
Tennessee College of Law in Knoxville, Ten-
nessee, where his courses included civil pro-
cedure, torts, and labor law.

Judge Wu served as an Assistant U.S. At-
torney in the Civil Division of the Central
District of California office in Los Angeles
from 1982 to 1989 and later served as Assist-
ant Division Chief from 1991 to 1993.

From 1989 to 1991, Judge Wu returned to
private practice, this time as an associate at
LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae in Los An-
geles.

In 1993, Governor Pete Wilson appointed
Judge Wu to the Los Angeles Municipal
Court, which handles misdemeanor -cases,
preliminary felony hearings, and small civil
actions. In 1996, Governor Wilson elevated
Judge Wu to the Los Angeles Superior Court,
which handles felony cases and larger civil
suits.

The American Bar Association unani-
mously rated Judge Wu ‘“Well Qualified.”

ATTORNEY GENERAL GONZALES

Mr. SPECTER. I note we are sched-
uled to vote on Judge Wu at 12:10. As
ranking member, I have the balance of
the time until that period. I choose to
use it to comment briefly on a letter
which I received yesterday from John
M. Dowd, who is an attorney for Ms.
Monica Goodling, who was counsel to
Attorney General Gonzales and White
House liaison. In this letter, Mr. Dowd
asserts the basis for having Ms. Good-
ling claim her constitutional rights
under the fifth amendment, and privi-
lege against self-incrimination, not to
testify before the Judiciary Committee
on our inquiry into the eight U.S. at-
torneys who were asked to resign. Mr.
Dowd makes the point emphatically
that in asserting this privilege against
self-incrimination, Ms. Goodling is not
saying she has done anything wrong
and explicitly denies any wrongdoing
but cites Supreme Court authority for
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the right of an individual to claim the
privilege against self-incrimination,
even those who are innocent, as well as
those who might have something to
hide. There is a firm assertion of her
innocence by her attorney and her own
affidavit.

I can understand the reasons for this
claim of privilege and the reasons Ms.
Goodling does not want to testify be-
fore the Judiciary Committee. In Mr.
Dowd’s letter, he references some of
my prior statements and then says:

Senator Schumer has no less than five
times characterized the Department’s testi-
mony to date as ‘‘false” or ‘‘a falsehood,”
and concluded that there have been mis-
leading statement after misleading state-
ment, deliberate misstatements.

If a false statement has been made to
a congressional committee, that con-
stitutes a crime under title 18 of the
United States Code, section 1001. That
was the basis on which the No. 2 man
in the Interior Department entered a
guilty plea during the course of the
past week. Where there have already
been characterizations, as cited by Mr.
Dowd of Senator SCHUMER’s statement
that there are misleading statements
which have been made, which I state is
a crime, I can understand the sense of
a potential witness in not wanting to
be ensnared in that kind of proceeding
where conclusions have already been
reached by Senator SCHUMER who is in
charge of the investigation.

Mr. Dowd’s letter further goes on,
citing comments which I had made ear-
lier, ‘‘that Senator SCHUMER is using
the hearings’”—this is Mr. Dowd’s
statement—‘‘hearings to promote his
political party. That is not a legiti-
mate reason for the Judiciary Com-
mittee to conduct hearings.”

I have said in the Judiciary Com-
mittee hearings, in the presence of
Senator SCHUMER, eyeball to eyeball,
so to speak, that I thought there was a
conflict of interest. In concluding there
was a conflict of interest, I did not ask
Senator SCHUMER to step aside. I said
that was up to him.

But following the testimony of U.S.
Attorney Iglesias, from New Mexico,
the very next day the Web site of the
Democratic Senatorial Campaign had
Senator DOMENICI’S picture on it, urg-
ing his defeat in the 2008 election.
Then, shortly thereafter, there was a
fundraising letter from the Democratic
Senatorial Campaign Committee to
raise money, saying the Democrats
were elected to clean up Washington
and this is an example of what needs to
be cleaned up.

Any of us may be subject to comment
in a political situation. Senator SCHU-
MER has a right to make political hay
out of whatever he chooses. But I think
it is inconsistent with leading an in-
quiry, and I can understand Ms. Good-
ling’s decision not to testify in this
context. I think it is very unfortunate,
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