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this title under the headings ‘‘DEPART-
MENTAL ADMINISTRATION” and ‘‘INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS” shall be available to
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to carry
out the study required by subsection (a).
AMENDMENT NO. 2783, AS MODIFIED

(Purpose: To make available from Medical

Services, $1,000,000 for education debt re-

duction for mental health care profes-

sionals who agree to employment at the

Department of Veterans Affairs)

On page 52, after line 21, add the following:

SEC. 229. Of the amounts appropriated or
otherwise made available by this title under
the headings ‘‘VETERANS HEALTH ADMINIS-
TRATION” and ‘‘MEDICAL SERVICES’, $1,000,000
may be available for education debt reduc-
tion under subchapter VII of chapter 76 of
title 38, United States Code, for mental
health care professionals who agree to em-
ployment at the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs.

——

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:34 p.m.,
recessed and reassembled at 2:15 p.m.
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. CARPER).

———

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2010—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 2774
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 5
minutes of debate, equally divided, on
amendment No. 2774, offered by the
Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. INHOFE.

Who seeks recognition? The Senator
from Michigan is recognized.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

The Inhofe amendment would actu-
ally make us less secure by restricting
our ability to improve security at fa-
cilities that house detainees who have
been transferred from Guantanamo to
the United States for their trials. Our
communities will be less safe because
money cannot be spent to make more
secure the places where these detainees
are being kept. It seems to me this is
kind of a ‘‘cutting off your nose to
spite your face” approach. Regardless
of how people voted on whether we
should have trials in the United States,
the decision has been made that there
are going to be trials in the United
States. There already have been trials
in the United States. There are detain-
ees who are awaiting trial in the
United States. It would seem to me it
is in everybody’s interest that the
places where these detainees are being
kept should be as secure as possible. It
makes no sense, regardless of what
one’s position is on the question of
where the trial should be held, not to
have them kept in the most secure pos-
sible facilities.

I hope the Inhofe amendment is de-
feated. It is counterproductive, no mat-
ter what position one takes on the lo-
cation of trials.
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the
amendment sponsored by Senator
INHOFE is one of a series of amend-
ments that have recently been offered
in the Senate that would put political
interests ahead of our national inter-
ests. This amendment would prohibit
any funds from being used to construct
or modify any facility in the United
States to hold any individual who is
currently being held at the Guanta-
namo Bay detention facility.

This goal of this amendment is to en-
sure that the detainees being held at
Guantanamo Bay, some for years with-
out charge, cannot be tried in our Fed-
eral courts and that the detention fa-
cility at Guantanamo Bay cannot
close. This is harmful to our national
security and devastating to our reputa-
tion as a model justice system
throughout the world. As a former
prosecutor, I find it deeply troubling
that the Senate would be asked to pro-
hibit the administration from trying
even dangerous terrorists in our Fed-
eral courts. As a Senator, I find it
shameful that Congress is being asked
to help keep open a facility that has
been a stain on our reputation
throughout the world and has given
ammunition to our enemies. GEN Colin
Powell was correct when he said,
“Guantanamo has become a major
problem for America’s perception as
it’s seen; the way the world perceives
America.”

President Obama addressed that
problem in the first days of his Presi-
dency by announcing that he would
close Guantanamo Bay, and he has af-
firmed that commitment by announc-
ing that the administration will have a
preference for trying detainees in our
proven Federal courts. Just last week,
the Attorney General announced that,
in consultation with the Secretary of
Defense, the U.S. Government will
begin to move toward federal criminal
trials against five of these detainees,
including Khalid Sheikh Mohammed. I
have supported President Obama and
the Attorney General in these steps,
and I will continue to do so. That is
why I have voted against amendments
that would withhold funding to close
the Guantanamo detention facility and
prohibit any Guantanamo detainees
from being brought to the United
States. These amendments undermine
the good work the President is doing,
and they make us less safe, not safer.

Two weeks ago, the Senate defeated
another amendment that would have
restricted the authority and the op-
tions of our military and law enforce-
ment. Secretary Gates and Attorney
General Holder sent us a joint letter
opposing that amendment. They re-
minded us that we should not prohibit
the Government from being able to
“use every lawful instrument of na-
tional power . . . to ensure that terror-
ists are brought to justice and can no
longer threaten American lives.”” That
is exactly what this amendment would
do by tying the administration’s hands
in the event that they need to upgrade
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any facility in order to securely house
these detainees. I will ask that a copy
of the administration’s letter be print-
ed in the RECORD.

Again, this week, joined by Secretary
Napolitano, Attorney General Holder
and Secretary Gates wrote to the Sen-
ate in opposition, this time to the
Inhofe amendment we consider today. I
will ask that the administration’s let-
ter be printed in the RECORD.

Instead of closing Guantanamo and
moving toward a lawful and effective
national security policy, this amend-
ment would say to the world that we
refuse to face what we did at Guanta-
namo and instead would continue the
legacy of a place that was created in an
effort to lock people up for years with-
out charge and not face the con-
sequences. This amendment would say
to the world that we are not strong
enough, that our over 200-year-old su-
perior legal tradition is not flexible
enough, to allow us to deal with those
who attack us. Refusing to close Guan-
tanamo also means we lose our ability
to respond with moral authority if
other countries should mistreat Amer-
ican soldiers or civilians.

Much debate has focused on keeping
Guantanamo detainees out of the
United States. In this debate, political
rhetoric has entirely drowned out rea-
son and reality. Our criminal justice
system handles extremely dangerous
criminals, and more than a few terror-
ists, and it does so safely and effec-
tively. We try very dangerous people in
our courts and hold very dangerous
people in our jails throughout the
country. I know; I put some of them
there. We do it every day in ways that
keep the American people safe and se-
cure, and I have absolute confidence
that we can do it for even the most
dangerous terrorism suspects.

The facts speak for themselves. The
Judiciary Committee has held several
hearings on the issue of how to best
handle detainees, and experts and
judges from across the political spec-
trum have agreed that our courts and
our criminal justice system can handle
this challenge and indeed has handled
it many times already. Since January
of this year alone over 30 terrorism
cases have been either successfully
tried or sentenced using our Federal
courts. No one has ever escaped from a
Supermax facility. In fact terrorists
are routinely and securely held at our
prisons, including Zacharias Moussaoi,
one of the plotters behind the Sep-
tember 11 attacks and Ramzi Yousef,
the World Trade Center bomber.

Why would the Senate pass an
amendment that suggests that our
country and the brave men and women
who staff these prisons cannot handle
these prisoners, or that they are not up
to the task? And why would we pass
an amendment that simultaneously
makes it harder for the government to
securely detain terrorism suspects in
our prisons by making any necessary
adjustments to hold them? This
amendment would ironically
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make us less safe by making our pris-
ons less secure. This is playing games
with national security.

It is not only President Obama who
believes that closing Guantanamo will
make us a more secure and honorable
nation. I agree with the conviction ex-
pressed by Senator GRAHAM and Sen-
ator MCCAIN who said, ‘‘[w]e support
President Obama’s decision to close the
prison at Guantanamo, reaffirm Amer-
ica’s adherence to the Geneva Conven-
tions, and begin a process that will, we
hope, lead to the resolution of all cases
of Guantanamo detainees.”

It is time to act on our principles and
our constitutional system. It is time to
close Guantanamo and try and convict
those who seek to do us harm. Where
the administration decides to try them
in Federal courts, our courts and our
prisons are more than up to the task.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
copy of the administration’s letter to
which I referred.

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

OCTOBER 30, 2009.
Hon. HARRY REID,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. M1TCH MCCONNELL,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS REID AND MCCONNELL: We
write to oppose the amendment proposed by
Senator Graham (on behalf of himself and
Senators McCain and Lieberman) to H.R.
2847, the Commerce, Justice, Science, and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2010.
This amendment would prohibit the use of
Department of Justice funds ‘‘to commence
or continue the prosecution in an Article III
court of the United States of an individual
suspected of planning, authorizing, orga-
nizing, committing, or aiding the attacks on
the United States and its citizens that oc-
curred on September 11, 2001.”

As you know, both the Department of Jus-
tice (in Article III courts) and the Depart-
ment of Defense (in military commissions,
reformed under the 2010 National Defense
Authorization Act) have responsibility for
prosecuting alleged terrorists. Pursuant to a
joint prosecution protocol, our departments
are currently engaged in a careful case-by-
case evaluation of the cases of Guantanamo
detainees who have been referred for possible
prosecution, to determine whether they
should be prosecuted in an Article III court
or by military commission. We are confident
that the forum selection decisions that are
made pursuant to this process will best serve
our national security interests.

We believe that it would be unwise, and
would set a dangerous precedent, for Con-
gress to restrict the discretion of either de-
partment to fund particular prosecutions.
The exercise of prosecutorial discretion has
always been and should remain an Executive
Branch function. We must be in a position to
use every lawful instrument of national
power—including both courts and military
commissions—to ensure that terrorists are
brought to justice and can no longer threat-
en American lives.

For these reasons, we respectfully request
that you oppose this amendment.

ROBERT M. GATES,
Secretary of Defense.

ERrRIC H. HOLDER, Jr.,
Attorney General.
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NOVEMBER 17, 2009.
Hon. HARRY REID,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. M1TCH MCCONNELL,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS REID AND MCCONNELL: We
write to oppose Senator Inhofe’s amendment
(No. 2774) to H.R. 3082, the Military Construc-
tion, Department of Veterans Affairs, and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act for Fis-
cal Year 2010. This amendment would pro-
hibit the use of funds appropriated or other-
wise made available in H.R. 3082 to ‘‘con-
struct or modify a facility or facilities in the
United States or its territories to perma-
nently or temporarily hold any individual
who was detained as of October 1, 2009, at

Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba.”
Like the President and numerous others,

both Republicans and Democrats, we are
convinced that closing the Guantanamo Bay
detention center is in the national security
interests of the United States. Al Qaeda has
repeatedly used the existence of the facility
as a recruitment tool. We are convinced that
as long as the Guantanamo Bay detention
center remains open, our enemies will con-
tinue to exploit its existence for this pur-

pose.
We acknowledge that closing Guantanamo

has proven difficult, but that is not a reason
for the Congress to preclude this important
national security objective. At present, we
are making progress toward this goal. An
interagency team is assessing the suitability
of a maximum security prison in Thomson,
Illinois, to serve as a detention center for
certain Guantanamo Bay detainees who may
be transferred to the United States. On Fri-
day, the Department of Justice announced
that it will prosecute the alleged 9/11 con-
spirators in federal court, while the Depart-
ment of Defense will resume other cases
against those allegedly responsible for the
USS Cole bombing and other acts of ter-
rorism in military commissions, which have
been reformed as a result of the bipartisan
passage of the Military Commissions Act of
2009.

We need to get on with the work of enhanc-

ing our national security by finally closing
the Guantanamo Bay detention center. The
Inhofe amendment would have the opposite
effect and would likely prevent further
progress on this important issue. We ask
that you join us in opposing the Inhofe
amendment.

ERIC H. HOLDER, Jr.

ROBERT M. GATES.

JANET NAPOLITANO.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition? The Senator from
Oklahoma is recognized.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, inquiry.
Is this the final argument before the
vote on the Inhofe amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes; the
Senator has 22 minutes remaining.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, this
amendment has been here three times
before. In fact, this amendment has
been supported with over 90 votes each
time it came through. Unfortunately,
once one of the bills went into con-
ference, it was taken out. They re-
placed it with a 45-day provision.

What this does—it is a one-sentence
amendment, very easy to understand.
It says:

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act may be used
to construct or modify a facility or facilities
in the United States [to house terrorists].

If you want terrorists here, then vote
against this amendment. This may be
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the last shot you have at it. We have
the Inouye-Inhofe amendment already
passed in the Defense authorization
bill, but it is in conference. We do not
know whether it will come out. This is
the second shot we have to try to keep
terrorists from coming into the United
States.

I retain the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition? The Senator from
Virginia is recognized.

Mr. WEBB. Mr. President, I would
like to speak quickly in opposition to
this amendment.

It has been my strong belief—

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Is the Senator
from Virginia speaking on the 2% min-
utes of the majority?

Mr. WEBB. That is correct. It has
been my strong belief that individuals
who were charged with international
terrorism should be classified as enemy
combatants, and I stated many times I
do not believe they belong in our coun-
try. They don’t belong in our courts.
They don’t belong in our prisons. At
the same time, I recognize that the
President retains the constitutional
authority to bring charges against
these individuals in article III courts.
The Graham amendment did resolve
that issue in terms of their transfer to
U.S. soil.

This amendment, unfortunately,
would not address that issue. It pro-
hibits appropriation of funds to modify
facilities in the United States in order
to hold such individuals. I believe that
would prevent law enforcement offi-
cials from taking the steps that are
necessary to improve security in our
local communities and that it would
put our security at risk. It is for this
reason I oppose the amendment and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority has 9 minutes 30 seconds re-
maining, the majority has about 25 sec-
onds remaining.

Mr. INHOFE. Let me repeat. We have
voted on this amendment before. We
voted three different times. This was
actually structured as the Inouye-
Inhofe amendment once and the Inhofe-
Inouye amendment once. It has passed
overwhelmingly. This is the only way
we can see that we can assure we are
not going to have those individuals
who are now at Gitmo in the United
States. I think we have discussed this
several times. I strongly support this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
how much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-
mains 56 seconds.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
wish to speak in favor of the amend-
ment. I do not think these prisoners
from Guantanamo Bay should be in our
country. I think we should stand firm,
we should stand clear that this Senate,
as we have voted before, does not want
prisoners from Guantanamo Bay trans-
ferred to American soil. It will be a se-
curity risk to America. We do not need
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to do it. This would be a way to stop
this and do what is right for our coun-
try; that is, keep these prisoners where
they are secure, away from any ability
to harm America. I urge a vote for the
Inhofe amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 23 seconds.

Mr. DURBIN. Neither the Senator
from Oklahoma nor the Senator from
Texas has addressed the amendment
before us. This is not an amendment
about transferring from Guantanamo
to the United States. It is about wheth-
er we will spend the money to make
sure, when these detainees are under
trial in the United States, which they
can be legally, they will be held safely.
The Inhofe amendment precludes the
expenditure of funds to improve the se-
curity of law enforcement facilities to
contain these Guantanamo detainees.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, if
we don’t want to house those prisoners
here, we should not try them here.
That is the answer for this. Vote for
the Inhofe amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. JOHNSON. I move to table the
amendment. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 347 Leg.]

YEAS—57
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski
Baucus Franken Murray
Bayh Gillibrand Nelson (NE)
Begich Hagan Nelson (FL)
Bennet Harkin Reed
Bingaman Inouye Reid
Boxer Johnson Rockefeller
Brown Kaufman Sanders
Burris Kerry Schumer
Byrd Kirk Shaheen
Cantwell Klobuchar Specter
Cardin Kohl Stabenow
Carper Landrieu Tester
Casey Lautenberg Udall (CO)
Conrad Leahy Udall (NM)
Dodd Levin Warner
Dorgan McCaskill Webb
Durbin Menendez Whitehouse
Feingold Merkley Wyden
NAYS—43
Alexander Ensign McCain
Barrasso Enzi McConnell
Bennett Graham Murkowski
Bond Grassley Pryor
Brownback Gregg Risch
Bunning Hatch Roberts
Burr Hutchison Sessions
Chambliss Inhofe
Coburn Isakson Shelby
nowe

Cochran Johanns

X Thune
Collins Kyl .
Corker LeMieux Vl‘qter )
Cornyn Lieberman Vglnovwh
Crapo Lincoln Wicker
DeMint Lugar

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote and to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
voted against the amendment offered
by Senator INHOFE, No. 2774. It is time
for Congress to allow the administra-
tion to work toward the goal that so
many of us support: closing the deten-
tion facility at Guantanamo Bay once
and for all. The administration has
provided its plan to Congress, and has
provided individualized reports on each
detainee before any transfer occurs.
While closing Guantanamo may not be
easy, it is vital to our national secu-
rity that we close this prison, which is
a recruiting tool for our enemies. In
particular, I oppose this amendment
because it would prohibit the executive
branch from spending money to up-
grade security at U.S. detention facili-
ties where Guantanamo detainees
might be held, thereby making the
American people less safe.

AMENDMENT NO. 2743

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I wish to
speak to amendment No. 2743 which
would reallocate $750,000 from the gen-
eral operating expense account to fund
programs to end veterans’ homeless-
ness, including the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs’ Homeless Provider Grant
and Per Diem Program, and VA’s Sup-
portive Services Grants Program.

This money will help more than
131,000 veterans who are homeless on
any given night including the esti-
mated 1,669 homeless veterans in my
home state. Many veterans are consid-
ered homeless or at risk due to their
poverty, lack of support systems, and
poor living conditions.

Homeless veterans are comprised of
middle-age and elderly veterans, as
well as younger veterans returning
from Iraq and Afghanistan. The VA has
identified 1,500 homeless veterans who
fought during the current wars and of
those, only 400 have participated in
programs specifically targeting home-
lessness.

Sadly, homelessness among the ranks
of recently separated combat veterans
is not a new phenomenon, and their
plight for the Nation’s compassionate
assistance is just as strong today as it
was centuries ago. According to Todd
DePastino, a historian at Penn State,
homeless veterans of the post-Civil
War era sang old Army songs to drama-
tize their need for work.

After World War I, thousands of vet-
erans marched and camped in the Na-
tion’s Capital to express their frustra-
tion over bonus money. Many of these
veterans were either homeless or at
risk of becoming homeless.

After the Vietnam war, returning
veterans were faced with serious phys-
ical, mental, and socio-economic prob-
lems that put them at serious risk of
becoming homeless. According to VA
the number of homeless male and fe-
male Vietnam era veterans is greater
than the number of servicemembers
who died during the Vietnam war.

It is important that Congress and VA
remember the lessons learned from pre-
vious wars. We must work together to
prevent homelessness before it begins
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with the goal of eliminating homeless-
ness. Much progress has been made, but
we can do better.

My amendment targets two specific
areas within VA’s medical care budget
for more funding. The Homeless Pro-
vider Grant and Per Diem Program of-
fers funding to community agencies
that provide services to homeless vet-
erans. The purpose of the program is to
promote the development and provision
of supportive housing and/or supportive
services with the goal of helping vet-
erans achieve and maintain residential
stability.

The supportive services programs
allow veterans who are at risk or who
are reentering the workforce to receive
services that will reduce their likeli-
hood of becoming homeless. Supportive
services include health care services;
daily living services, personal financial
planning; transportation services; in-
come support services; fiduciary and
representative payee services; legal
services; child care; housing coun-
seling; and other services necessary for
maintaining independent living.

In short, these programs are com-
prehensive and they work.

My original intention was to offer an
amendment that would reallocate
$43,387,240, on top of the money in this
amendment, for homeless programs.
Ten years ago that money was origi-
nally appropriated for the Multifamily
Transitional Housing Loan Guarantee
Program. Since that program has been
suspended, I believe this money could
be put to a better use. However, the
Congressional Budget Office tells me
that rescinding the $43 million and
spending it on this bill would run afoul
of our budget rules. I will therefore
look for another opportunity to put
this unused money to a better use in
the near future. In the meantime, CBO
has informed me that the amendment
is compliant. I thank my colleagues for
their support of my amendment.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am so
pleased that today the Senate will pass
the fiscal year 2010 Military Construc-
tion and Veterans Affairs and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act. This leg-
islation provides $133.9 billion in crit-
ical funding to ensure that our Na-
tion’s veterans have the care and serv-
ices that they have earned and deserve.
Specifically, it includes for the first
time advance appropriations for vet-
erans medical services—ensuring that
the Department of Veterans Affairs re-
ceives funds in a timely and predict-
able manner. It also provides $45 billion
for veterans’ health care, including $4.6
billion for mental health treatment
and programs.

In addition, the bill includes $23.2 bil-
lion for military construction and fam-
ily housing, including $9.9 million to
replace the 144th Squadron’s current
operations facilities at Fresno-Yosem-
ite International Air National Guard
Base. The squadron currently operates
across several outdated facilities that
are not sufficient for modern day oper-
ations. The facility will ultimately be
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used to house F-15C Eagle aircraft
squadron operations. F-15Cs are ex-
pected to arrive at the base in 2012 to
replace the aging F-16C fleet. The 144th
Fighter Wing provides air defense for
California from Oregon to the Mexican
border and is vital to the Nation’s se-
curity.

The Senate voted on a number of
amendments to this bill that have im-
portant consequences and I want to
provide some additional information
on two of my votes.

Last night, the Senate rejected a mo-
tion to send this bill back to the Ap-
propriations Committee. I joined 68 of
my colleagues in voting against this
motion because I believe that this is a
strong, bipartisan bill. By sending this
bill back to committee, we would be
unfairly asking our Nation’s veterans
to wait even longer for care. The men
and women who have served our coun-
try so honorably should not be forced
to wait for critical services.

And today, the Senate voted to reject
an amendment that would prohibit the
use of funds in this bill to build or
make security improvements to a facil-
ity in the United States to hold a de-
tainee who is transferred here from
Guantanamo Bay. What it would have
done is prevent the administration
from making vital security improve-
ments to our detention facilities. En-
suring that detention facilities have
the highest possible security is critical
to our national security and this
amendment would have restricted that
ability unnecessarily.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, this Mili-
tary Construction and Veterans Affairs
Appropriations Act for 2010 rightfully
prioritizes the health care of the Na-
tion’s wounded warriors by substan-
tially increasing discretionary health
care spending for fiscal year 2010. This
bill includes a $45.1 billion appropria-
tion for the Veterans Health Adminis-
tration that will enable VA to treat an
estimated 6.1 million patients in 2010,
including $5633 million to support the
enrollment of 266,000 nondisabled, mod-
est-income veterans. This funding fur-
thers the Administration’s goal of en-
rolling more than 500,000 of these pre-
viously ineligible veterans by 2013. In
addition to enrolling more veterans of
modest means, this bill provides for
$440 million to improve the health of
rural veterans.

The 2010 Milcon-VA Appropriations
Act includes a total of $34.7 billion for
medical services, $4.8 billion for con-
struction, and $580 million for medical
and prosthetic research. Total discre-
tionary spending will be increased over
$3.9 billion above the fiscal year 2009
enacted level.

I am delighted that for the first time
VA will receive advance appropria-
tions—an additional $48.2 billion in for
fiscal year 2011—for three VA medical
care accounts. This coincides with the
landmark legislation, Veterans Health
Care Budget Reform and Transparency
Act of 2009, which was signed into law
as Public Law 111-81 by the President
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on October 22, 2009. Funding VA health
care in advance will go a long way to-
ward rectifying the chronic under-
funding of VA health care, which has
left so many of the Nation’s veterans
with unmet health care needs.

This bill fully funds VA’s research
programs. The $580 million appropria-
tion for VHA research represents a $70
million increase from the fiscal year
2009 enacted level and an amount equal
to the budget request. Through these
funds, VA will be able to pursue tar-
geted research goals like developing
better prosthetic devices for the young-
er veterans returning from the Iraq and
Afghanistan wars. VA can continue re-
search into conditions like post-trau-
matic stress disorder, traumatic brain
injury, and gulf war Illness. In addi-
tion, VA can continue to recruit and
retain quality health care providers, as
over three-quarters of VA’s researchers
also provide direct patient care.

I am pleased that this bill contains
an amendment I offered that will ex-
tend VA’s authority to operate the Ma-
nila VA Regional Office.

Earlier this year, over 60 years after
the end of the World War II, surviving
Filipino World War II veterans finally
received a measure of compensation for
their service in the form of a one-time
lump sum payment. These past months
have demonstrated that dispersing
these payments has been an enormous
challenge, with multiple steps to au-
thenticate the service of these World
War II veterans.

Unfortunately, VA’s authority to op-
erate the Manila VA Regional Office
will expire on December 31, 2009. There
remains much work to be done in order
to continue processing claims and en-
suring these veterans are awarded ben-
efits they have waited six long decades
to receive. For this and other purposes,
the operational authority of the Ma-
nila Regional Office must be extended.

The Manila Regional Office currently
administers compensation, pension, vo-
cational rehabilitation and employ-
ment, and education benefits to over
18,000 beneficiaries. In addition, VA
also administers Social Security in the
Philippines. Keeping this facility fully
functioning is necessary for these de-
serving individuals to receive critical
veterans’ benefits as well to carry out
an integral part of the U.S. mission to
the Republic of the Philippines.

I extend my deepest thanks to the
staff of the Manila Regional Office who
have continued to demonstrate unwav-
ering dedication to their duty to assist
Filipino World War II veterans and in-
deed all veterans who apply for benefits
from VA.

Finally, I mention Senator BURR’S
amendment, included in the underlying
bill, that would directly support efforts
to address homelessness among our Na-
tion’s veterans. His provisions, of
which I am a cosponsor, are offset by
funds currently allocated for adminis-
trative costs for an existing homeless
program that is essentially defunct—
the Multifamily Transitional Housing
Loan Guarantee Program.
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I will be working with Senator BURR
in the future to ensure that the
unspent money for this program—$43
million—can be used for more active
homeless programs, such as the Grant
and Per Diem Program.

In closing, I thank Senators JOHNSON
and HUTCHISON, the chair and ranking
member of the Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Construction and Veterans Af-
fairs; Senators INOUYE and COCHRAN,
the chair and ranking member of the
Appropriations Committee; and their
staffs for their hard work in putting
this bill together and for working to
incorporate important veterans-related
provisions in the package. Addition-
ally, I thank the Members who filed
VA-related amendments who worked
with the Veterans’ Affairs Committee
to come to agreement on issues that
could be addressed in this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UDALL of Colorado). The substitute, as
amended, is agreed to.

The question is on the engrossment
of the amendments and third reading of
the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 100,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 348 Leg.]

YEAS—100
Akaka Enzi Menendez
Alexander Feingold Merkley
Barrasso Feinstein Mikulski
Baucus Franken Murkowski
Bayh Gillibrand Murray
Begich Graham Nelson (NE)
Bennet Grassley Nelson (FL)
Bennett Gregg Pryor
Bingaman Hagan Reed
Bond Harkin .
Reid

Boxer Hatch X
Brown Hutchison Risch
Brownback Inhofe Roberts
Bunning Inouye Rockefeller
Burr Isakson Sanders
Burris Johanns Schumer
Byrd Johnson Sessions
Cantwell Kaufman Shaheen
Cardin Kerry Shelby
Carper Kirk Snowe
Casey Klobuchar Specter
Chambliss Kohl Stabenow
Coburn Kyl Tester
Cochran Landrieu Thune
Collins Lautenberg Udall (CO)
Conrad Leahy
Corker LeMieux ggan (NM)

X itter
Cornyn Levin . .

; Voinovich

Crapo Lieberman Warner
DeMint Lincoln
Dodd Lugar Webh
Dorgan McCain Whltehouse
Durbin McCaskill Wicker
Ensign McConnell Wyden

The bill (H.R. 3082), as amended, was
passed, as follows:

(The bill will be printed in a future
edition of the RECORD.)
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Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate insists
on its amendment, requests a con-
ference with the House, and the Chair
appoints the following conferees.

The Presiding Officer appointed Mr.
JOHNSON, Mr. INOUYE, Ms. LANDRIEU,
Mr. BYRD, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. REED, Mr.
NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. PRYOR, Mr.
LEAHY, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. MCCONNELL, Ms. COL-
LINS, Ms. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. COCH-
RAN.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I note
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I wish
to thank my colleagues for their help
in getting this bill completed. It was a
long and slow process, but I am thank-
ful we were able to dispose of a major-
ity of the amendments that were of-
fered.

This is a good bill. It is truly a bipar-
tisan bill and contains some good pro-
grams that will help out military men
and women and our Nation’s vets. The
bill provides investments in infrastruc-
ture for our military, including bar-
racks and family housing, training and
operational facilities, and childcare
and family support centers. In addi-
tion, it fulfills the Nation’s promise to
our vets by providing the resources
needed for the medical care and bene-
fits that our vets have earned through
their service.

As I have mentioned, for the first
time the bill contains advance funding
for vets’ medical care for fiscal year
2011. This funding will ensure that the
VA has a predictable stream of funding
and that medical services will not be
adversely affected should another stop-
gap funding measure be needed in the
future.

I wish to thank my ranking member,
Senator HUTCHISON, for her work on
this bill. She was critical in getting the
amendments cleared on her side of the
aisle. I wish to thank her staff, Dennis
Balkham and Ben Hammond, for their
hard work. I also wish to thank the
majority staff, Chad Schulken and
Andy Vanlandingham, for their hard
work on this important bill. I would es-
pecially like to thank the sub-
committee clerk, Christina Evans, for
her hard work and leadership on this
subcommittee.

I also wish to acknowledge the hard
work of the floor staff and the cloak-
room staffs. Thank you, Dave and
Lula, for helping us get to this point.
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Mr. President, let me again thank
my colleagues. Thank you.

I yield the floor, and I note the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF DAVID F. HAM-
ILTON TO BE UNITED STATES
CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE SEV-
ENTH CIRCUIT—Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider
the following nomination, which the
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of David F. Hamilton,
of Indiana, to be United States Circuit
Judge for the Seventh Circuit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 60
minutes of debate divided between the
Senator from Vermont, Mr. LEAHY, and
the Senator from Alabama, Mr. SES-
SIONS.

The Senator from Indiana is recog-
nized.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I wish to
begin by thanking our colleague,
Chairman LEAHY, for his leadership in
this area. He has been a model of deco-
rum and patience, and I am personally
grateful for his leadership.

My father, as my colleagues may re-
call, served for 18 years on the Judici-
ary Committee. I lack his patience and
therefore never have, but I admire very
much Senator LEAHY and those who
help shepherd these judicial nomina-
tions, which, unfortunately, are all too
frequently unnecessarily contentious.

Secondly, I note the presence—I am
sure he will be speaking shortly—of our
colleague, Senator SESSIONS. Although
Senator SESSIONS and I have a dis-
agreement over this nomination, we
have worked well in many areas, and I
look forward to collaborating with him
in the future in those many areas
where we do find ourselves in agree-
ment.

Today, I find myself in agreement
with my friend and colleague from my
home State of Indiana, Senator LUGAR,
who yesterday on this floor issued a
compelling statement in support of the
nomination of David Hamilton for the
Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals. For
all those Members of this body or those
viewing us from afar who have ques-
tions about Judge Hamilton, I strongly
recommend they read Senator LUGAR’s
very eloquent statement in his behalf.
He went through every suggested con-
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troversy point by point, debunking
those who raised concerns about Judge
Hamilton, and ended up by noting his
40 years of acquaintance with both the
nominee and his family and his strong
support for Judge Hamilton’s nomina-
tion.

I rise today to speak in favor of the
nomination of Judge David Hamilton. I
join with Senator LUGAR to recommend
Judge Hamilton because I know first-
hand that he is a highly capable lawyer
who understands the limited role of the
Federal judiciary.

In recent days, some of Judge Hamil-
ton’s critics have unfairly character-
ized his record and even suggested that
his nomination should be filibustered. I
rise today to set the record straight
and hope my colleagues will join Sen-
ator LUGAR and me in supporting this
superbly qualified nominee.

Before I speak to Judge Hamilton’s
qualifications, I wish to briefly com-
ment on the state of the judicial con-
firmation process generally. In my
view, this process has too often become
consumed by ideological conflict and
partisan acrimony. I believe this is not
how the Framers intended us to exer-
cise our responsibility to advise and
consent.

During the last Congress, I was proud
to work with Senator LUGAR to rec-
ommend Judge John Tinder as a bipar-
tisan, consensus nominee for the Sev-
enth Circuit. Judge Tinder was nomi-
nated by President Bush and unani-
mously confirmed by the Senate by a
vote of 93 to 0.

It was my fervent hope Judge Tin-
der’s confirmation would serve as an
example of what could happen when
two Senators from different parties
work together to recommend qualified,
nonideological jurists to the Federal
bench.

I know President Obama agrees with
this approach. His decision to make
Judge Hamilton his first judicial nomi-
nee was proof that he wanted to change
the tone and follow the ‘‘Hoosier ap-
proach’” of working across party lines
to select consensus nominees.

On the merits, Judge Hamilton is an
accomplished jurist who is well quali-
fied to be elevated to the appellate
bench. He has served with distinction
as a U.S. district judge for over 15
years, presiding over approximately
8,000 cases. He is now the chief judge of
the Southern District of Indiana, where
he has been widely praised for his effec-
tive leadership. Throughout his career,
Judge Hamilton has demonstrated the
highest ethical standards and a firm
commitment to applying our country’s
laws fairly and faithfully.

In recommending Judge Hamilton, I
have the benefit of being able to speak
from personal experience, because he
was my legal counsel when I had the
privilege of serving as Indiana’s Gov-
ernor.

If you ask Hoosiers about my 8 years
as Governor, you will find widespread
agreement that we charted a moderate,
practical, and bipartisan course. As my
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