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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable TOM 
UDALL, a Senator from the State of 
New Mexico. 

PRAYER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
opening prayer will be offered by Rev. 
Joel Osteen, senior pastor of the Lake-
wood Church in Houston, TX. 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Father we receive Your blessings 

today with grateful hearts, and thank 
You for the favor that You show us. 

As we pray for those who lead our 
Nation, we ask that You bless this 
body and those who serve in it. We 
thank You that these lawmakers serve 
with honor and integrity, and that You 
will continue to bless our Nation 
through them. Give them wisdom that 
they will make good decisions, courage 
that they will hold fast to Your truth, 
and compassion that all should prosper 
from their laws. We receive Your pres-
ence here today, Father, and pray that 
these lawmakers will remain mindful 
of You and that they will honor You in 
everything they do. 

In Jesus’ Name we pray. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable TOM UDALL led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, April 26, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TOM UDALL, a Senator 
from the State of New Mexico, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon 
assumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

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

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for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved. 

f 

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN 
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2011 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
1925, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 

A bill (S. 1925) to reauthorize the Violence 
Against Women Act of 1994. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized. 

GUEST CHAPLAIN JOEL OSTEEN 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. It is my pleasure 
to be able to introduce our guest Chap-

lain, Joel Osteen, pastor of Lakewood 
Church in Houston. He is a native 
Texan and attended Oral Roberts Uni-
versity in Tulsa, OK. 

For 17 years, Pastor Osteen worked 
behind the scenes for his father John, 
who founded Lakewood Church in 1959. 

In 1999, after his father passed away, 
Pastor Osteen accepted God’s call to 
service in the church and took over the 
reins as senior pastor, despite having 
only preached once in his life. 

It was soon clear that this new, 
young preacher had a natural gift for 
speaking and was able to personally 
connect with diverse audiences with 
the inspirational message of God’s 
love. Since that time, he and his wife 
and copastor Victoria have led Lake-
wood through extraordinary growth. 

In 2005, the Osteens moved Lakewood 
Church from its original home in 
northeast Houston to the former home 
of the Houston Rockets basketball 
team. With this space, Pastor Osteen 
now delivers a message of hope and en-
couragement to 38,000 people a week, 
with millions more across the country 
tuning in on their televisions. 

Pastor Osteen has reached millions 
more as a best-selling author. His first 
book, ‘‘Your Best Life Now,’’ was re-
leased in 2004 and remained on the New 
York Times bestseller list for 2 years. 

His most recent book, ‘‘Every Day a 
Friday,’’ offers commonsense advice on 
how to be happy by applying the prin-
ciples of God’s word to your daily life. 
Pastor Osteen has spoken throughout 
the world, and that is what brings him 
to the Capitol today. 

On Saturday the Osteens will lead 
thousands in what is billed as ‘‘a night 
of hope’’ at Nationals Park in Wash-
ington. That message of hope and en-
couragement is what has attracted me 
and my family to watch Pastor Osteen 
on Sunday morning. I have been to his 
church. He welcomed me and my 
daughter, Bailey—whose 11th birthday 
is today—at Lakewood Church 2 years 
ago, and I got to see this awesome 
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place that he fills every single Sun-
day—sometimes more than the Hous-
ton Rockets ever did, I have to say. 

I do want to say that the Chaplain of 
the Senate, Dr. Barry Black, who 
works with us every week in the Sen-
ate, with all of our staffs, was wonder-
ful to help in assisting to bring Pastor 
Osteen to the podium to open our Sen-
ate this morning. It is a wonderful Sen-
ate tradition that we start our day by 
thanking God for this wonderful world 
and also remembering the mantle of 
leadership and responsibility that is on 
our shoulders and trying to do the very 
best we can with that message. 

Again, I thank Pastor Osteen and his 
wife Victoria, who are wonderful people 
whom I have gotten to know through 
the years. They have inspired so many 
of us in our travails of life. 

I yield the floor. 
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senate 
is now considering S. 1925, with the 
time until 11:30 for debate only. The 
Republicans will control the first 45 
minutes and the majority will control 
the second 45 minutes. 

At 11:30 today the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider 
the Costa and Guaderrama nomina-
tions, both nominated to be U.S. dis-
trict judges for Texas. At noon there 
will be two votes on the confirmation 
of these nominations. 

Senator MCCONNELL and I are trying 
to work through a way to proceed on 
the Violence Against Women Reauthor-
ization Act. I hope to be able to have 
some announcement around 2 o’clock. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
Senate is now debating the Violence 
Against Women Act. 

We began debate on this legislation 
by consent, and we would like to com-
plete action on this legislation also by 
consent. We have been working to 
enter into an efficient consent agree-
ment with only a couple of relevant 
amendments and with very short time 
agreements for processing them. 

This approach is in keeping with how 
Republicans have handled VAWA in the 
past. This approach would also allow us 
to complete the bill today. These rel-
evant amendments would give the Sen-
ate the opportunity to strengthen the 
law, especially in terms of the punish-
ment for those who commit violence 
against women. 

As my friend, the majority leader, 
noted yesterday, a good way to lower 
the incidence of violent crime is to in-
carcerate those who commit it. We 
could not agree more. We would like 
the chance to improve the law in that 
respect. 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 
CAPTAIN DANIEL H. UTLEY 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise this morning to acknowledge the 
loss of an American hero and patriot. 
It is my sad duty today to report to my 
colleagues that Kentucky has lost one 
of our finest heroes in uniform. This 
particular loss is very personal to me, 
as I knew this outstanding young man 
very well. 

CPT Daniel H. Utley of the U.S. 
Army was killed in the North African 
country of Mali just a few days ago, on 
April 20, 2012, while on a training mis-
sion to help the local citizens combat 
terrorism. Dan was 33 years old. 

For his service to our country, Cap-
tain Utley received many medals, 
awards, and decorations, including the 
Bronze Star Medal, the Defense Meri-
torious Service Medal, the Army Com-
mendation Medal, the Joint Service 
Achievement Medal, the Army 
Achievement Medal, the Joint Meri-
torious Unit Award, the National De-
fense Service Medal, the Afghanistan 
Campaign Medal with Combat Star, the 
Global War on Terrorism Expedi-
tionary Medal, the Global War on Ter-
rorism Service Medal, the Korean De-
fense Service Medal, the Army Service 
Ribbon, the Overseas Service Ribbon, 
and the NATO Medal. Captain Utley 
also received the Basic Parachutist 
Badge and his Thailand Jump Wings. 

Charley Utley, Dan’s Father said: 
He was a great young man; he was a great 

son. He always put other people ahead of 
himself. He did an outstanding job while he 
was there. He loved being in the Army. He 
enjoyed what he was doing, and he really 
thought he was making a difference. 

It goes without saying that every 
man and woman in our Armed Forces 
is an American of special fortitude and 
character. But I can personally testify 
to that truth on behalf of Dan Utley. 
At my alma mater, the University of 
Louisville, I was glad to have begun 
the McConnell Scholars Program, a 
rigorous and prestigious scholarship 
program for the finest students in Ken-
tucky that prepares them for a lifetime 
of leadership and service. Dan was one 
of the best McConnell Scholars to ever 
grace the program. 

I could not agree more with my good 
friend, Dr. Gary Gregg, the director of 
the McConnell Scholars Program, who 
said of Dan’s loss: ‘‘America has lost a 
rising star.’’ 

Dan was born in Bowling Green, KY, 
on April 13, 1979. He was raised in Glas-
gow, KY, and he went to Glasgow High 
School where he played soccer and was 
a member of the academic team. He 
was also a member of Glasgow’s First 
Christian Church. 

Dan had a lot of hobbies, but most of 
them had one thing in common: They 
did not take place inside four walls or 
under a roof. ‘‘He loved the outdoors,’’ 
remembers Dan’s father, Charlie. ‘‘He 
loved camping, hiking, biking, jumping 
out of airplanes, canoeing, kayaking— 
anything to do with the outdoors.’’ 

Dan graduated from high school in 
1997, and he was awarded a McConnell 

scholarship to attend the University of 
Louisville. 

Dr. Gregg said: 
Dan was a workhorse of a McConnell 

Scholar. There are people who serve for title 
and glory; Dan was a young man who served 
in order to serve. When he was an under-
graduate, he would volunteer for any cause 
that came along. He was always trying to 
help out the underdog. His heart was always 
bigger than his ego; his compassion for oth-
ers always outshone his ambition for self. 
His life was no different in the U.S. Army— 
what he loved most was serving others in 
need. 

I got to know Dan very well during 
his time in college, and I came to ap-
preciate what a remarkable young man 
he was. He was extremely smart. He 
was also one of the most popular stu-
dents in the program. 

Dan spent one semester in college 
working in the Kentucky State Legis-
lature, helping to write bills and assist-
ing State senators and representatives 
with whatever they needed. Dan grad-
uated from the University of Louisville 
in 2001 with a bachelor’s degree with 
honors in political science. After col-
lege, for a time, he enrolled in law 
school but soon decided, because of his 
desire to serve, that his path to fulfill-
ment lay in military service. 

When I first met Dan, a military ca-
reer was certainly not at all what I 
would have expected him to do. But it 
just goes to show the growth and matu-
rity this young man achieved in such a 
very short time. 

‘‘He was in law school, but after 9/11, 
he wanted to do something,’’ says 
Charlie Utley. ‘‘He was miserable in 
law school because he wanted to do 
something for his country.’’ 

Dan’s friend and fellow McConnell 
Scholar, Connie Wilkinson-Tobbe, 
agrees and this is what she said: 

Dan was ready to live life, and he was prob-
ably smarter than everybody sitting in [law 
school]. That was not stimulating enough for 
him, and he was ready to do great things. 

So in 2003, Dan joined the Army and 
went through OCS. In almost a decade 
of Army service, Captain Utley served 
in many posts, all of them challenging 
and proof of his skill and talent. He 
was stationed or deployed in South 
Korea for 24 months, in Kuwait for 12 
months, in Afghanistan for 13 months, 
and his final deployment in Mali lasted 
7 months. 

He served in capacities such as tac-
tical communications platoon leader, 
operations officer while in Kuwait, 
aide-de-camp for a general in the 160th 
Signal Brigade, and brigade civil af-
fairs officer in the 101st Airborne. After 
successfully completing a civil affairs 
qualifications course, Dan was assigned 
to F Company, 91st Civil Affairs Bat-
talion, (Airborne), as a team leader. 

Let me quote again from Dr. Gregg. 
I particularly remember when he called 

and told me he was being made an aide-de- 
camp and was going to get a new shoulder 
holster as part of his job protecting the gen-
eral he served. It was a position of great 
honor and he was humbled to have been cho-
sen, but he wanted to talk most about his 
cool new side arm! 
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Earlier this year, the news magazine 

for the U.S. Agency for International 
Development—Frontlines—published 
an article about America’s efforts to 
combat instability in Mali, one of the 
poorest countries in the world. The ar-
ticle stated: 

‘‘The presence of the terrorist group al- 
Qaida in the Islamic Maghreb, which has its 
roots in the Algerian Civil War, now poses a 
threat of violent extremism’’ in the country. 

That is why the U.S. Army, and spe-
cifically Captain Utley, was in Mali in 
the first place. As a team member of 
the Department of Defense’s Civil Mili-
tary Support Element, Captain Utley 
was quoted in this article on the val-
iant work he and his fellow soldiers 
were doing just a few months before his 
tragic death. 

In September 2004, Dan married 
Katie, also an Army officer. They had 
their wedding in Hawaii. Katie was 
commissioned through the ROTC Pro-
gram at the University of Georgia, and 
is now a captain in the Army with the 
82nd Airborne, based out of Fort Bragg, 
NC. 

We are thinking of CPT Dan Utley’s 
loved ones today, especially his wife, 
CPT Katie M. Utley; his father, Charles 
L. Utley; his mother, Linda H. Utley; 
his brother and sister-in-law, Charles 
L. Utley, II, and Maria; his brother and 
sister-in-law, Matthew R. Utley and 
Michelle; his nephews, Matthew Ryan 
Utley and Mason Robert Utley; his 
niece, Marleigh Rose Utley; his mater-
nal grandmother, Pauline Haynes; his 
parents-in-law, Chris and Peggy Mi-
chael; his brother-in-law, Matthew Mi-
chael; and many other beloved family 
members and friends. 

I also know for a fact many faculty 
members of the University of Louis-
ville, staff members for the McConnell 
Center, and current and former McCon-
nell scholars will dearly miss Dan. I 
certainly will. 

I had the honor of watching Dan grow 
from a teenager to a brave and vir-
tuous man who willingly sacrificed ev-
erything to defend his friends and his 
family and his country. Elaine and I 
extend our deepest sympathies to all 
who knew and loved him, and I would 
ask my Senate colleagues to join me in 
expressing our respect and gratitude to 
this fine young man, CPT Daniel H. 
Utley. Let our work here today serve 
to ensure our country never forgets the 
duty he fulfilled by putting on the uni-
form—or the great sacrifice he made in 
a country many of us could not even 
find on a map in order to protect our 
freedoms here at home. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 
time until 11:30 a.m. will be for debate 
only and will be equally divided be-
tween the two leaders or their des-
ignees, with the Republicans control-
ling the first 45 minutes and the major-
ity controlling the second 45 minutes. 

The Senator from Alabama is recog-
nized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I want 
to express my appreciation to the Re-

publican leader for his remarks about 
Captain Utley. I have had the honor to 
talk with McConnell scholars on a 
number of occasions from Louisville. 
They are such a fine group of people, 
and I know how deeply our leader feels 
this loss. I certainly will join him in 
my expressions to the family. 

I recall General Myers, former Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, when 
someone suggested soldiers who were 
injured or lost their lives were victims, 
saying they are not victims, they are 
heroes. They committed themselves to 
serving their country. They believe our 
country is worthy of defense and they 
are willing to put their lives on the 
line for it, and they are heroes. And 
certainly this captain was. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank my friend from Alabama 
for his kind remarks about this brave 
young man. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the leader. 
THE BUDGET 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, this 
Sunday, April 29, in a few days, will 
mark the third anniversary of the last 
time the Democratic-led Senate has 
passed a budget. Since that date, our 
Nation has spent $10.4 trillion while 
adding $4.5 trillion to the national 
debt. And that is how it is that we say 
nearly 40 cents of every dollar we are 
spending now is borrowed. 

We have accumulated $10.4 trillion in 
spending over these years since we 
have had a budget and we have added 
$4.5 trillion to the debt. We are in our 
fourth consecutive year of trillion-dol-
lar-plus deficits and heading into the 
fifth year. Prior to these 4 years, the 
largest deficit we ever had was about 
$480 billion. We have more than dou-
bled that every year since. 

It is a systemic problem—and not a 
little problem. The economy coming 
back would help, no doubt, but it will 
not put us on a sound path. We have to 
make some choices. Every person in 
America now owes, as their share of 
the national debt, $45,000—every Amer-
ican. Every man, woman, and child is 
carrying that amount as their burden 
as a result of the overspending of this 
Congress. 

For perspective—and we need per-
spective because the numbers are often 
hard to grasp—that per-person number 
is larger than any of the rest of the 
world, including Greece. Our per-person 
debt is greater than the per-person 
debt of Greece. Yet at this time of fi-
nancial crisis, the majority in the Sen-
ate refuses to perform its legally re-
quired duty and moral responsibility to 
produce a budget plan, which is part of 
the United States Code dating back to 
1974 under the Congressional Budget 
Act. And a budget requires, as under 
that Act, only 51 votes to pass. It can-
not be filibustered. It is given a pri-
ority. 

In 1974, Congress was obviously dis-
appointed that we were not moving for-
ward effectively with budgets, and a 
budget is crucial to the financial sta-
bility of a nation. That is why they 

passed the Congressional Budget Act 
and ensured that a budget cannot be 
filibustered in the Senate. It is guaran-
teed a right to have a vote. It is re-
quired to be brought up in committee 
by April 1 and moved forward by April 
15. That is what the statute requires. 
Unfortunately, it doesn’t require that 
Congress go to jail if it doesn’t pass a 
budget. Or perhaps, as Senator HELLER 
from Nevada has suggested, maybe 
Congress ought not to be paid if they 
do not pass a budget. Maybe that re-
form would be good for us. 

The majority has refused to bring up 
a budget. They have not even at-
tempted to pass a budget this year, and 
they refused to do so the last 2 years 
before this. The absence of a budget is 
not simply a case of inaction; the Sen-
ate majority has pursued a systemic, 
deliberate, and determined policy—I 
believe a politically driven policy—to 
keep a budget off the floor. Why? To 
attempt to shield its conference from 
public accountability during this pe-
riod of financial danger. 

The worst possible time not to have a 
budget, not to have a plan, not to stand 
up and tell the American people what 
our financial vision for the country is, 
would be in a time of deep financial 
crisis, when we are on an unsustainable 
path. Yet they are not even willing to 
present a financial plan for the future 
of America. And when criticized about 
it, the White House says one thing, 
Speaker PELOSI another, the Demo-
cratic leader here has another expla-
nation, but none of reasons are coher-
ent or make real sense. 

Why? I guess there is no explanation. 
There can be no justifiable reason why 
this responsibility is not fulfilled. They 
say, maybe one day. Maybe it wouldn’t 
pass ultimately. Maybe we wouldn’t 
agree. But the Republican House felt 
its responsibility to comply with the 
law, and it has for the last 2 years. 
They laid out a long-term plan for 
America that changes our debt course 
and puts us on a financial path to sta-
bility. That is our responsibility. Oh, 
yes, the Senate called it up here. For 
what reason? So they could attack it 
and bring it down, but not to lay out 
any plan of their own. 

When Senator MCCONNELL called up 
President Obama’s budget last year, he 
said, let’s see if you want to vote for 
that. You voted down the House budget 
and attacked PAUL RYAN and his col-
leagues for the historic work they put 
into drafting their budget. Let’s see 
what you think about your President’s 
budget. It went down 95 to 0. Not a sin-
gle Member voted for it. 

So while government workers have 
been throwing lavish parties in Las 
Vegas, President Obama has not been 
roused to impose managerial discipline 
on this government. He has yet to call 
on his party, which is running the Sen-
ate, to produce a financial plan. His 
own budget this year was brought up in 
the House and didn’t receive a single 
vote. Yet both he and the Senate 
Democrats continue to call for higher 
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taxes. They say we must have higher 
taxes. How can they ask Americans to 
send more money to Washington when 
the Senate’s majority won’t even write 
a budget; won’t even tell them where 
they are going to spend the money? 
They just say, send us more. We need 
more. We are not going to cut spend-
ing. Oh, we can’t cut spending—that 
would be terrible—but you need to send 
us more money, and maybe one day we 
will pass a budget; maybe not. 

The American people shouldn’t send 
one more dime in new taxes to this 
dysfunctional government. They 
should say to Washington, you lay out 
a plan that puts us on a sound financial 
path, you bring wasteful spending to a 
conclusion, you quit spending money 
on Solyndras and hot tubs in Las 
Vegas, then you talk to me about send-
ing more money. That is what the 
American people need to say. That is 
what they are saying. That is what 
they said in 2010, I thought pretty 
clearly, but the message has not been 
received. 

National Review’s Rich Lowry re-
cently wrote an article in which he re-
fers to Senator CONRAD, our fine Demo-
cratic chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee. This is what he wrote: 

Senator Conrad said it was too hard to pass 
a budget in an election year. 

So that was one of the arguments—well, we 
don’t need to bring up a budget because it is 
an election year and we don’t want to be 
having a vote before we have to be voted on 
by the American people. They might not like 
the way we voted. They might vote us out of 
office. They might be disappointed in us if 
they see us actually take tough votes on 
what we are going to have to do about the fu-
ture of the Republic. 

Mr. Lowry goes on: 
But Senate Democrats hadn’t passed one in 

2011 or 2010, either. This year is a presi-
dential election, 2011 was an off-year, and 
2010 was a midterm election. That covers 
every kind of year there is in Washington. 
By this standard, the Senate will have an an-
nual excuse not to pass a budget resolution 
for the rest of time. 

I think there is a lot of truth to that. 
So they can’t pass a budget this year 
because it is an election year. Well, 
last year wasn’t. 

So this Sunday, April 29, we will have 
gone 3 full years since the last time the 
Senate Democrats have brought a 
budget to the floor of the Senate—3 
years. They won’t produce a plan be-
cause they are unable to produce a 
plan. And it is hard, I have to admit. 
The House has done it, but the Senate 
seems to be unable to do it. They are 
unable to unite behind a financial vi-
sion for this country that they are 
willing to go to the American people 
and advocate for and publicly defend. 
Now, that is my view of it. Maybe it is 
unfair, but I don’t think so. So they 
can’t put on paper how much they want 
the government to grow, how much 
they want to raise taxes, and how 
much deficit each year they are willing 
to accept and whether that deficit is 
going to be brought under control per-
manently or whether it will continue 
at the unsustainable rate it is. 

There have been a lot of secret meet-
ings and discussions about what might 
be involved in an agreement that could 
or could not occur. There has been a 
lot of talk about that. But what has 
been carefully avoided is actually let-
ting the American people see the num-
bers so they can be totaled and we can 
precisely measure the impact. 

Last year our colleagues indicated 
that we would have a Budget Com-
mittee markup on a budget, that they 
had a plan, and it was going to be Mon-
day, and then it was going to be Tues-
day. Then the Democratic conference 
met, and they laid out some broad out-
line for it. Then apparently they told 
Senator CONRAD not to have a budget 
markup. So we didn’t even have any-
thing brought up in the Budget Com-
mittee last year as required by the law. 

But you could take a look at that 
budget. It would have increased spend-
ing, not reduced spending. It would 
have increased taxes significantly but 
would have managed to cut the Defense 
Department $900 billion. That is what 
the outlines of it appear to be. That is 
a pretty tough budget to go to the 
American people with—increase spend-
ing, increase taxes, and savage the De-
fense Department. Well, I don’t think 
that was very popular. Maybe politi-
cally it was foolish, as Senator REID 
had said, to bring up such a budget to 
the American people. Maybe they 
ought to look at the Ryan budget in 
the House. It is much more responsible. 
It reduces spending, even simplifies 
and lowers taxes, creating a growth en-
vironment, and it puts us on a finan-
cial path for the next 30 years that 
anybody who looks at America would 
say: Wow. They have changed. They 
have a plan that will get them out of 
this fix they are in. They have gotten 
off the path to the waterfall, and they 
are on a sound course now. 

So I would encourage my colleagues 
who think there is a legitimate reason 
not to lay out a plan, not to fight for 
the future of America, a reason not to 
advocate for the kinds of changes we 
all know have to occur—if you think 
those are not important, then I invite 
you to come to the floor and dispute 
what I have said and explain why we 
don’t need to move forward as the law 
requires us to do. 

I don’t know how things will happen, 
but as ranking member of the Budget 
Committee and seeing the numbers, I 
know reality is not going to be easily 
confronted. It is not going to be easy. 
We are going to have to look at the al-
most 60 percent of the budget now that 
is entitlements and interest on the 
debt. I believe interest on the debt last 
year was calculated by the Congres-
sional Budget Office to go from $240 bil-
lion to over $900 billion under the 
President’s budget. These are annual 
interest payments on the trillions of 
dollars we now owe in debt—that is 
unsustainable. 

I know it is not going to be easy. I 
would just say that if we on the Repub-
lican side are honored with a majority 

in the Senate, we will pass a budget. It 
will be an absolute duty, as far as I can 
see, for us to do so. It will be an honest 
budget. It won’t be easy, and the Amer-
ican people may be surprised at what 
would be required to change the debt 
and deficit course we are on. But our 
budget would put us on a path to a fi-
nancially prosperous America, get us 
off the road to debt and decline, and 
put us on a path to growth and pros-
perity. That is what we have to have. 

Until the world’s financial commu-
nity and the American people under-
stand that we are on a good path and 
not a bad path, we are not going to see 
the economic growth we should be see-
ing. And it is through growth and pros-
perity and more jobs that we will pay 
more taxes. It will be those actions 
that will put America on the way to 
meet the great challenge of our time. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Wisconsin is 
recognized. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
speak not to exceed 15 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 
President, I come to the floor today to 
mark an amazing anniversary. And by 
amazing, I don’t mean good. I mean un-
believable. I mean sad. On Sunday we 
will mark the anniversary—April 29—of 
the date where it has been 3 years since 
the Senate has passed a budget. I know 
a lot of Americans have heard that 
date, they have heard the talking point 
that it has been 1,000-and-umpteen 
days since we passed a budget. But it is 
not a talking point. It is simply unbe-
lievable. It is jaw-dropping. The U.S. 
Government is the largest financial en-
tity in the world, and it has been oper-
ating now for 3 years without a budget. 
It is a $3.8 trillion-a-year entity. 

I come from the private sector. I am 
an accountant. When I tell the voters, 
the citizens of Wisconsin, that the Fed-
eral Government hasn’t passed a budg-
et, they really are amazed. That is why 
I call it an amazing anniversary date. 

The Senate has not fulfilled a basic 
responsibility. It is required by law to 
pass a budget by April 15 of every year. 
It is a reasonable requirement. It is a 
reasonable responsibility. The House 
Republicans have fulfilled their respon-
sibility and have put forward a plan. 
They have shown the American people 
what they would do to solve our loom-
ing debt and deficit problem. The Sen-
ate hasn’t. 

Why hasn’t the majority in the Sen-
ate passed a budget? They have all the 
votes. They have them in the Budget 
Committee to refer a budget to the 
floor. They have the votes and they 
have the number of Members on the 
floor of the Senate to pass a budget. 
Why do they refuse? Is it because they 
have no solutions to our problem or is 
it that they have a solution, and they 
simply don’t want the American people 
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to know what it is? ‘‘Trust us. We will 
take care of us.’’ Is it also because they 
don’t want their fingerprints on that 
solution? They don’t want to be held 
accountable? I think more likely that 
is the reason we haven’t passed a budg-
et here the Senate for 3 years now. 

I guess they could claim President 
Obama’s budget is their plan. But the 
problem with that is President 
Obama’s last two budgets have been so 
unserious—last year his budget lost in 
this body of the Senate by a vote of 0 
to 97. Not one member of the Presi-
dent’s own party gave it a vote. As a 
matter of fact, not one member of the 
President’s own party was willing to 
bring that budget to the floor for a 
vote. Republicans had to do that. 

Now this year’s budget—3 weeks ago, 
in the House of Representatives again, 
the President’s budget was brought for-
ward to the House—by a Republican, 
not a Democrat. It lost 0 to 414. Again, 
I ask the American people to think 
about that. Think about what a stun-
ning repudiation that is of leadership. 
What it really represents is a total ab-
dication of leadership. 

The American people deserve better. 
They deserve far better. They deserve 
to have a plan. They deserve to have a 
choice. 

The President now has put forward 
four budgets. He has yet to propose any 
solution to save Social Security or to 
save Medicare. Again, the House has 
provided that plan. They have passed a 
budget. They have been responsible. 
Republicans have been willing to be 
held accountable. That is our job. 

It is well past time for the Senate to 
fulfill its responsibility to bring a 
budget to the floor—not just vote on 
one but to work on it and pass one so 
that we can go to conference and we 
can reconcile that with the House 
budget so the United States finally, 
after 3 years, will start operating under 
a budget in the next fiscal year. 

I know the Budget Control Act sets 
spending caps. I get that. I get that. 
Washington is going to make sure it 
can continue to spend money. But 
spending money is only half the equa-
tion. What is this body going to do in 
terms of showing the American people 
what our plan is to live within our 
means, to get our debt and deficit 
under control? The American people 
are waiting. 

The result of this embarrassing abdi-
cation of responsibility and leadership 
can be clearly described by a few 
charts. Let me start going through a 
couple. 

I think most people have seen all 
kinds of different debt charts. I like 
this one because it starts in 1987, when 
our total Federal debt was $2.3 trillion. 
If we were to pass President Obama’s 
budget and live by it, in 10 years our 
total Federal debt would be $25.9 tril-
lion. 

In the Budget Control Act, this 
body—Congress—gave President Obama 
the authority to increase our debt 
limit by $2.1 trillion. It took us 200 

years to incur $2.3 trillion. We will 
have blown through that $2.1 trillion 
debt ceiling increase in less than 2 
years. 

Just in case anybody is still con-
fused, we have a spending problem in 
this Nation. It is not that we take too 
little from the American people, it is 
because we spend too much. 

I know the American people are fre-
quently subjected to phrases such as 
‘‘Draconian cuts.’’ I think this proves 
we are not cutting anything. In 2002 
the Federal Government spent $2 tril-
lion. Last year, or the current fiscal 
year, it is projected that we will spend 
$3.8 trillion. We have virtually doubled 
spending in just 10 years. And the argu-
ment moving forward is, according to 
President Obama, he would like to 
spend $5.8 trillion in the year 2022. The 
House budget would spend $4.9 trillion. 

Another way of looking at that is 10- 
year spending. In the 10-year period 
from 1992 to 2001, the Federal Govern-
ment spent a total of $16 trillion. From 
2002 to 2011, the Federal Government 
spent $28 trillion. Again, the argument 
moving forward is that President 
Obama’s budget in 10 years would 
spend $47 trillion. The House budget 
proposes spending $40 trillion. You 
don’t have to be a math major or an 
engineer to do that math. Both $40 tril-
lion and $47 trillion are greater than 
$28 trillion. We are not cutting spend-
ing, we are just trying to reduce the 
rate of growth. That is an incredibly 
important distinction. Don’t be misled. 
We are trying to get our debt and def-
icit under control. 

A couple months ago, President 
Obama said he had the solution. His 
Buffett rule was going to stabilize the 
debt and deficit. Here is a little his-
tory. I hope the American people look 
at this. 

President Bush, in his first 4 years in 
office, ran a total deficit of $0.8 tril-
lion—$800 billion. Now, back in Osh-
kosh, WI, I wasn’t happy with that re-
sult. I didn’t like seeing that deficit 
spending. His second 4 years didn’t im-
prove. He had a total deficit of $1.2 tril-
lion between the years of 2005 and 2008. 
Again, I don’t think there are very 
many fiscal conservatives who were 
happy with that result. 

Now President Obama has increased 
that dramatically. During the 4 years 
of his administration, the total deficit 
will be $5.3 trillion. That is on total 
spending of about $14.4 trillion. We are 
borrowing 37 cents of every $1 we spend 
and our debt now exceeds the size of 
our economy. Again, President 
Obama’s solution? I realize this is hard 
to see, but he has proposed the Buffett 
tax. If we were to actually enact that 
tax over 4 years, it would raise some 
$20 billion. I know you cannot see it, 
but there is a line there. It does not 
even fill in the marker lines here. It is 
$20 billion to solve a $5,300 billion prob-
lem. I am sorry, that is not a serious 
proposal. It is just class warfare. 

Let me show one of the problems 
President Obama refuses to address: 

the looming bankruptcy of our Social 
Security Program, the program mil-
lions of seniors rely on, that Americans 
plan their retirement around. We hear 
all too frequently that Social Security 
is solvent to the year 2035. No, it is not. 
It is solvent because of an accounting 
fiction called the trust fund, which is 
simply government bonds held by the 
Government. The analogy I use, it is 
akin to you had $20 and you spend the 
$20 and you write yourself a note and 
put it in your pocket and say I have 
$20. No, you do not, nor does the Fed-
eral Government. It has bonds which, 
by the way, it can print any day of the 
week, but it has to sell those bonds. 

Social Security went cash negative, 
which means it paid out more in cash 
benefits than it took in, in cash re-
ceipts by 2010—by about $51 billion. 
Last year, it was $46 billion in deficit. 
Through the year 2035, all this red ink 
represents $6 trillion in additional def-
icit spending in the Social Security 
fund. It is insolvent. It is bankrupt. It 
needs to be addressed. This President 
refuses to address it. 

When we project out and we see an-
other $10 trillion to $11 trillion in in-
creased spending and debt according to 
President Obama’s budget, I am con-
cerned we are not even fully realizing 
the other risks involved. 

Before I get to this chart, let me 
mention the first one. If we fail to 
meet the growth targets President 
Obama is projecting in his budget by 
just 1 percent, we add $3.1 trillion to 
that 10-year deficit figure. That is a 30- 
percent increase. I know when they 
passed the health care law the Amer-
ican people were told—they were hood-
winked into believing it would actually 
reduce our deficit. It will not. The way 
they were going to pay for 6 years’ 
worth of spending is with 10 years’ 
worth of receipts and reductions in 
Medicare. The receipts come in taxes, 
fees and penalties on, by the way, drug 
manufacturers, medical device manu-
facturers, health care plans. I don’t 
know what economics course members 
of this administration took, but we do 
not bend down the cost curve by in-
creasing the costs to providers. That is 
what they were doing for about $590 
billion of that revenue stream to pay 
for ObamaCare. 

The other $665 billion was going to 
come out of cuts to Medicare, Medicare 
Advantage, and Medicaid. 

We have not imposed the provider re-
ductions under the SGR fix, the doc 
fix—about $208 billion. What makes 
anybody believe we will actually im-
pose the $665 billion in savings in Medi-
care? If we move the 10-year window 
forward to when ObamaCare kicks in, 
when the full spending occurs starting 
about 2016, the total cost of the health 
care law will not be $1.1 trillion, it will 
be $2.4 trillion, and that is a conserv-
ative estimate, not even taking into 
account millions of employees who will 
lose their employer-sponsored care and 
get put into the exchanges at highly 
subsidized rates. But using a conserv-
ative cost figure of $2.4 trillion and 
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growth in taxes, fees, and penalties by 
a reasonable amount, $816 billion, that 
leaves a $1.6 trillion what I am calling 
deficit risk. How is that going to be 
filled? Are we going to borrow it or are 
we going to take it out of Medicare? 
Somehow I do not think we will be tak-
ing it out of Medicare. Somehow I 
think we will have to borrow it, if we 
can. 

That brings me to our last chart, in-
terest rate risk. I was never concerned, 
not even for a moment last year during 
the debt ceiling debate, that the Fed-
eral Government was going to default 
on any of its obligations. We were 
going to pay Social Security recipi-
ents. We were going to pay our sol-
diers. We were going to meet every ob-
ligation of the Federal Government. 
The day I fear is the true day of reck-
oning, the day when creditors around 
the world take a look at the United 
States and say: You know what, I am 
not going to loan you any more money 
or what is more likely to occur is they 
will say: I will loan you some money 
but not at these rates. 

If we take a look at the history of 
the borrowing costs of the United 
States, from 1970 to the year 2000, our 
average borrowing cost for the Federal 
Government was 5.3 percent. Over the 
last 3 years, from 2010 to 2012, our aver-
age borrowing costs were about 1.5 per-
cent. That is a difference of 3.8 percent 
between these two figures. If we just 
revert to that average—and by the 
way, back then the United States was a 
far more creditworthy borrower—our 
debt-to-GDP ratio ranged somewhere 
between 45 percent and 67 percent. Cur-
rently, our debt-to-GDP ratio exceeds 
100 percent. If we revert to that aver-
age borrowing cost, that would cost the 
Federal Government $600 billion in 
added interest expense per year. That 
is 60 percent of the discretionary 
spending level of $1.47 trillion this 
year. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has consumed 15 
minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 2 more minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. JOHNSON. This is the problem. 
This is a huge problem. It is one that is 
being ignored because we simply refuse 
to address it. This body refuses to pass 
a budget to lay out a plan to fix it; to 
stabilize one of our primary metrics, a 
key one—that debt-to-GDP ratio, sta-
bilize that and start bringing it down. 
The other is the percentage of govern-
ment in relation to the size of our 
economy. One hundred years ago that 
was 2 percent. Last year, it was about 
24 percent, which means 24 cents of 
every $1 filters through some form of 
government. I do not find the Federal 
Government particularly effective or 
efficient. That is what the private sec-
tor does. It is the private sector that 
creates long-term self-sustaining jobs. 
It is the private sector we need to rely 

on to grow our economy and create 
jobs. 

As to the vision for America, we are 
going to have a very clear choice on 
the vision for America, between what 
this administration wants to do with a 
government-centered society and what 
Republicans want to do in terms of an 
opportunity society led by free people, 
free enterprise, led by freedom. That is 
our choice. But until the majority 
party in the Senate lays out their plan, 
the American people will not have a 
plan. They will not understand what 
the plan is for the other side. 

Again, let me close by saying it is 
well past time for the Senate to fulfill 
its responsibility and pass a budget. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. MCCAIN. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Close to 14 minutes, approxi-
mately 14 minutes. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss the Violence Against Women 
Act and the policies that impact the 
lives of women. Since its original en-
actment in 1994, the Violence Against 
Women Act has been reauthorized 
twice by unanimous consent, under 
both Democratic and Republican lead-
ership. The legislation originated out 
of a necessity for us to respond to the 
prevalence of domestic violence, sexual 
violence, and the impact those crimes 
have on the lives of women. 

By and large, the legislation has 
worked, even though there are out-
standing issues, such as spending inef-
ficiencies and needed improvements to 
oversight. As with most large pieces of 
legislation, including the Violence 
Against Women Act Reauthorization, 
there are debates and philosophical dif-
ferences about elements of various pro-
visions in the bill. While the Senate 
should be allowed to debate and ideally 
resolve these differences, I don’t think 
any of the points of controversy we 
will discuss are important enough to 
prevent passage of the legislation. The 
Violence Against Women Act rep-
resents a national commitment to re-
versing the legacy of laws and social 
norms that once served to shamefully 
excuse violence toward women, a com-
mitment that should be maintained. 

Whatever differences we might have 
over particular provisions in the bill, 
surely we are united in our concern for 
the victims of violence and our deter-
mination to do all we can to prevent 
violence against the innocent, regard-
less of gender. I recognize women suffer 
disproportionately from particular 
forms of violence and other abuse, 

which this legislation is intended to 
address. I believe it does address it, and 
that is why I support it. But our moti-
vation to act on their behalf resides in 
our respect for the rights all human 
beings possess, male and female, all 
races, creeds, and ages: to be secure in 
their persons and property; to be pro-
tected by their government from vio-
lent harm at the hands of another; to 
live without threat or fear in the exer-
cise of their God-given rights. 

Similarly, whatever our political dif-
ferences in this body, I trust we all be-
lieve we are doing what we think best 
serves the interests and values of the 
American people—all the American 
people. I don’t think either party is en-
titled to speak or act exclusively for 
one demographic of our population, one 
class, one race or one gender. The secu-
rity and prosperity of all Americans is 
a shared responsibility and each of us 
discharges it to the best of our ability. 
We do not have male and female polit-
ical parties and we do not need to ac-
cuse each other of caring less for the 
concerns of one-half the population 
than we do for the other half. The 
truth is, both parties have presided 
over achievements and increases in op-
portunity for women. Both parties 
have nominated women to the Supreme 
Court. Both parties have had excellent 
female Secretaries of State. Both par-
ties have had female Presidential and 
Vice Presidential candidates. Both par-
ties have reauthorized the Violence 
Against Women Act. Both parties have 
made progress toward ensuring Ameri-
cans, male and female, have an equal 
opportunity to succeed as far as their 
talents and industry can take them. 

That progress has come in the form 
of many policies, from changes to our 
Tax Code to changes in education pol-
icy, to improvements in workplace en-
vironment as well as from changes in 
cultural attitudes in both the public 
and the private sector. Do we always 
agree? Do we always get it right? No, 
we do not. But I do think there is much 
for all of us to be proud. 

Regrettably—and there is always 
something to regret in politics—we 
have seen too many attempts to re-
solve inequities in our society and en-
sure all Americans are afforded the 
same respect for their rights and aspi-
rations misappropriated for the pur-
pose of partisan advantage, which has 
the perverse effect, of course, of divid-
ing the country in the name of greater 
fairness and unity. 

My friends, this supposed war on 
women or the use of similarly out-
landish rhetoric by partisan operatives 
has two purposes, and both are purely 
political in their purpose and effect. 
The first is to distract citizens from 
real issues that matter, and the second 
is to give talking heads something to 
sputter about when they appear on 
cable television. Neither purpose does 
anything to advance the well-being of 
any American. 

I have been fortunate to be influ-
enced throughout my life by the exam-
ple of strong, independent, aspiring, 
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and caring women. As a son, brother, 
husband, father, and grandfather, I 
think I can claim some familiarity 
with the contributions women make to 
the health and progress of our society. 
I can certainly speak to their bene-
ficial impact on my life and character. 
But I would never claim to speak for 
all the women in my family, much less 
all the women in our country any more 
than I would venture the same pre-
sumption for all men. 

To suggest that one group of us or 
one party speaks for all women or that 
one group has an agenda to harm 
women and another to help them is ri-
diculous, if for no other reason than it 
assumes a unity of interest, beliefs, 
concerns, experiences, and ambition 
among all women that doesn’t exist 
among men or among any race or class. 
It would be absurd for me to speak for 
all veterans and wrong of me to sug-
gest that if a colleague who is not a 
veteran disagrees with my opinion on 
some issue, he or she must be against 
all our veterans. 

In America, all we can fairly claim to 
have in common with each other at all 
times—no matter what gender we are 
or what demographic we fit—are our 
rights. As a son, brother, husband, fa-
ther, and grandfather, I have the same 
dreams and concerns for all the people 
in my life. As a public servant, I have 
the same respect for their rights and 
the same responsibility to protect 
them, and I try to do so to the best of 
my ability. 

Thankfully, I believe women and men 
in our country are smart enough to 
recognize when a politician or political 
party resorts to dividing us in the 
name of bringing us together, it usu-
ally means they are either out of ideas 
or short on resolve to address the chal-
lenges of our time. At this time in our 
Nation’s history we face an abundance 
of hard choices. Divisive slogans and 
the declaring of phony wars are in-
tended to avoid those hard choices and 
to escape paying a political price for 
doing so. 

For 38 straight months our unem-
ployment rate has been over 8 percent. 
Millions of Americans—men and 
women—cannot find a job. Many have 
quit looking. Americans don’t need an-
other hollow slogan or another call to 
division and partisanship. They need 
real solutions to their problems. They 
are desperate for them. 

Americans of both genders are con-
cerned about finding and keeping a 
good job. Americans of both genders 
are concerned about the direction of 
our economy. Women and men are con-
cerned about mounting debt—their own 
and the Nation’s. Women and men are 
hurt by high gas prices, by the housing 
crisis, shrinking wages, and the cost of 
health care. Women and men are con-
cerned about their children’s security, 
their education, their prospects for in-
heriting an America that offers every 
mother and father’s child a decent 
chance at reaching their full potential. 
Leaving these problems unaddressed 

indefinitely and resorting to provoking 
greater divisions among us at a time 
when we most need unity might not be 
a war against this or that group of 
Americans, but it is surely a surrender, 
a surrender of our responsibilities to 
the country and a surrender of de-
cency. 

Within the tired suggestions that 
women are singularly focused on one or 
two issues are the echoes of stale argu-
ments from the past. Women are as 
variable in their opinions and concerns 
as men. Those false assertions are root-
ed in the past stereotypes that pre-
vented women from becoming whatever 
they wanted to become, slowed our 
progress, and hurt our country in many 
ways. The argument is as wrong now as 
it was then and we ought not to repeat 
it. 

We have only these in common: our 
equal right to the pursuit of happiness 
and our shared responsibility to mak-
ing America an even greater place than 
we found it. Women and men are no dif-
ferent in their rights and responsibil-
ities. I believe this legislation recog-
nizes that. I don’t believe the ludicrous 
partisan posturing that has conjured 
up this imaginary war. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Minnesota is 
recognized. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, a 
group of women Senators is here to 
talk about the Violence Against 
Women bill, and as my colleague from 
Arizona was referencing, this is a bill 
where there has been unity for well 
over a decade. We have a number of Re-
publican sponsors. We are up to 61 
sponsors, men and women, who have 
come together to say that violence 
against women is not okay. 

The first speaker is the Senator from 
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank the gentlelady from Minnesota 
for her well-known advocacy on this 
issue. Her advocacy was well known in 
Minnesota. Her work as a prosecutor 
brought her in contact with many of 
these women and making sure they got 
a fair shake in the system was well 
known and well appreciated. 

I am here to be a strong supporter for 
the Violence Against Women Act, and I 
hope this bill passes and that this bill 
passes today. It is because Senator 
LEAHY has worked on a bipartisan basis 
in his committee that we were able to 
bring out this bill. 

This bill was first passed in 1994 
under the leadership of our Vice Presi-
dent, then-Senator JOE BIDEN, who is 
well known for his strong, muscular, 
robust approach to law enforcement. 
What he saw was that so many of the 
victims of crime were women and that 
they were victims both in streets and 
neighborhoods. They were also terrible 
victims in their own home where they 
were battered and abused. They found 
that when they came to the judicial 

system, they were battered again be-
cause they were ignored and had no one 
to stick up for them and were always 
told: Oh, it is your fault. What are you 
doing? JOE BIDEN changed the law, and 
we worked on a bipartisan basis. 

Ever since 1994 we have continually 
reauthorized this legislation, looking 
at new needs and new technology and 
new creative ways of responding to 
these needs for prevention, interven-
tion, and even prosecution. What we 
want to do today is pass this legisla-
tion that has been refreshed, reformed, 
and also brings some new approaches. 

The chairman of the committee has 
done an outstanding job and is to be 
commended. The Violence Against 
Women Act authorizes two Federal 
programs for domestic and sexual vio-
lence in our communities, the Depart-
ment of Justice and the Department of 
Human Resources. The STOP grant is 
the largest national grant program in 
the Justice Department. Roughly half 
of all violence-against-women funds 
goes to these STOP grants, and they go 
to every community. 

What is it they do? They coordinate 
community approaches to end violence 
and sexual assault. They fund victim 
services such as shelters and the toll- 
free crisis hotline and fund legal assist-
ance to victims to get court orders to 
be able to protect themselves from the 
abuser or from the stalker. They also 
have training for police officers, pros-
ecutors, and judges so they know how 
to do a good job. It also helps with 
grants for victims of child abuse, some-
thing I am very familiar with, having 
been a child abuse social worker, and 
also important services in terms of 
rape prevention programs. This is a 
great bill and it meets a compelling 
human need. 

Since the original Biden legislation, 
over 1 million women who have called 
that hotline were desperate, who were 
fearful for their lives. And when they 
called that number, they didn’t get a 
busy signal, nobody hung up on them; 
they got help, and I know that it saved 
lives. One in four women will be a vic-
tim of domestic violence during her 
lifetime. Sixteen million children are 
exposed to domestic violence, and also 
one in six women has experienced at-
tempted or completed rape, and now 
even men are the subject of rape. 

Twenty-five percent of rape crisis 
centers have waiting lists for advocacy 
groups. I want to talk about that in 
more detail. There are 2 million vic-
tims of physical and sexual violence 
each year; 20,000 in Maryland. On aver-
age, 1,000 female victims are killed by 
their abusers and one-third of all fe-
male homicides are domestic violence. 
These are numbers and statistics, but 
they also represent real people. 

We help over 70,000 victims every day 
through hotlines and services and shel-
ters, but regrettably there is a waiting 
list. So we need to pass this legislation 
because it gives us the authorization to 
be able to help those in need. It meets 
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these compelling human needs to pro-
tect people, and in my own State it has 
had enormous, positive consequences. 

There is something that was devel-
oped through the Department of Jus-
tice called the lethal index. It means 
when a police officer goes into a home, 
he or she has to assess how dangerous 
it is. Should they yank the kids out? 
Should they take the abuser and put 
them in jail or do they call in a social 
worker to try and intervene? Should 
they give the family more time, give 
them family counseling so they can get 
people off the ledge and out of a violent 
situation so they are able to work on 
the long path toward family stability? 

Well, my local law enforcement po-
lice officers tell me this lethal check-
list has been a tremendous tool to 
being able to assess the level of vio-
lence when they are in that home and 
to know when people are in danger and 
they have to get them out right that 
minute. Again, they also know when 
there is the opportunity for other 
interventions to be able to help the 
family. This helps families, it helps po-
lice officers, and it helps our commu-
nity. We need to empower victims to be 
able to help themselves by providing 
help in these abusive relationships. 

Studies show that victims who use 
community-based domestic violence 
services—when they are available—are 
almost never victims of murder or at-
tempted murder. That is a powerful 
line that if we had this intervention 
and prevention we can not only reduce 
violence but we can reduce homicides 
as well. 

We need to pass this bill because it is 
crucial to our families, to our commu-
nities, and it also shows the country 
that we are serious about governing 
and keeping this legislation going. 

I want to also comment on some of 
the other important programs. As I 
said, I want to talk a little bit about 
my role. I am an appropriator—and in 
fact, I will leave shortly to go to a 
markup. But I have moved the Com-
merce, Justice, Science spending bill. I 
worked so closely with the gentlelady 
from Texas, Senator KAY BAILEY 
HUTCHISON, also a very strong advocate 
in the interest of women and pro-
tecting women here and around the 
world. We worked on a bipartisan basis 
in this year’s bill and put money in the 
Federal checkbook for those STOP 
grants, for those sexual assault serv-
ices, for transitional housing grants, 
and also for other help in our commu-
nities. We also took a serious look at 
the whole issue of forensics. 

Forensics is a subject of much debate 
and unfortunately much backlog. In 
my bill, in the Commerce, Justice, 
Science bill, we funded overall in the 
Department of Justice money to deal 
with forensic backlogs, but we also 
paid particular attention to something 
called the Debbie Smith Act. Let me 
say this: There are two different bills. 
There is the Violence Against Women 
Act and there is the Debbie Smith Act. 
The Debbie Smith Act was passed be-

cause of a woman named Debbie Smith 
who was subjected to the most violent, 
repugnant, despicable acts of violence 
against her. Working together, what 
we have done is actually put money in 
the Federal checkbook to reduce the 
backlog of DNA evidence. We have en-
sured that a high percentage of funds 
also go to labs to be able to deal with 
samples from crime scenes, databases, 
and other areas. 

Assuming we will debate this rape 
kit issue at a later time, I wish to 
thank Senator LEAHY for his advocacy 
and Senator CORNYN for his sensitivity 
in wanting to solve the problem. I be-
lieve if we can take a minute and keep 
in our minds as our legislative goal to 
work together—not who gets credit but 
who gets help—it is not about who gets 
credit, it is about who gets help. We 
want to be able to help those rape vic-
tims have the solace and the consola-
tion that their government is on their 
side, using the best of scientific evi-
dence to make sure we have the right 
person to ensure the right prosecution 
to get the right conviction. 

Right now, there is a backlog. When 
Justice gives out their money for 
forensics, it doesn’t always go toward 
these issues. We can direct it. We can 
do a good job. Let’s come together. 
Let’s iron out our parliamentary dif-
ferences so we can pass this very im-
portant Violence Against Women Act. 

I can take what I have done to put 
money in the Federal checkbook. Let’s 
refresh the Federal law book and, most 
of all, let’s keep our eyes on what we 
want to do. We want to be able to pre-
vent domestic violence and violence 
against women, whether it is the 
stranger who perpetrates danger and 
commits despicable acts or against 
women in their own homes. We aim for 
prevention, intervention, the training 
of police officers, judges, and courts, 
and the right prosecutions. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

wish to thank so much the Senator 
from Maryland for showing such a suc-
cinct way of describing such an incred-
ibly complex but important bill. 

We have also been joined by the Sen-
ator from California who has been a 
long-time leader on this issue. She was 
here in Congress, as was the Senator 
from Maryland, when the initial Vio-
lence Against Women Act passed in 
1994. 

I yield to the Senator from Cali-
fornia, Mrs. BOXER. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. If the Chair would tell me 
when I have used 5 minutes and then I 
will conclude. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator will be notified. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank Senator KLOBUCHAR for her lead-
ership and Senator FEINSTEIN as well. 
These are the two Democratic women 
on the Judiciary Committee who have 
been such leaders on this issue, as well 
as Senator MURRAY. 

I am proud to stand here today to 
call for the passage of the Violence 
Against Women Act. This is not a new 
bill, as has been painstakingly de-
scribed to all of my colleagues. I can 
remember so well when then-Senator 
JOE BIDEN wrote the Violence Against 
Women Act, and he came to me when I 
was in the House and asked me to 
carry it in the House. I was as honored 
as I am right now. 

Yes, it took us a while to pass it, but 
ever since it has been noncontroversial. 
For some reason our Republican 
friends, although we have 61 people as 
cosponsors, are slowing it down, and it 
seems to me very clear if they didn’t 
have objections we could pass this by 
voice vote. 

Three women are killed by their abu-
sive partners every single day. I will 
repeat that: Three women today will be 
killed by their abusive husbands. For 
every woman who is killed, there are 
nine more who are beaten or injured 
every single day. In the name of those 
people—in the name of the three 
women who will be killed today—we 
should pass this unanimously. 

Has the Violence Against Women Act 
worked? Yes. Incidents of domestic vio-
lence have decreased by 53 percent 
since we passed this law. Why on 
Earth, when three women are killed 
every day and nine women are injured, 
sometimes to the point of almost los-
ing their lives—why on Earth, when a 
bill has brought down domestic vio-
lence by 53 percent, would there be ob-
jection? There is no reason whatsoever 
for objection. 

When we go back to the votes on the 
bill, there are overwhelming votes in 
favor every time. This year 47 attor-
neys general signed a bipartisan letter 
supporting the reauthorization. 

I have story after story from home, 
and I am going to read a couple to my 
colleagues. A mother in Alameda Coun-
ty with two children had been in a 
long-term abusive relationship. She 
separated from her abuser only to be 
stalked and brutally assaulted by him. 
She called 9–1-1. She hid the phone dur-
ing the last beating so the police could 
hear what was going on. Because of the 
Violence Against Women Act, she was 
able to access a Family Justice Center 
where she received counseling, reloca-
tion assistance, and she worked with a 
deputy DA trained by program grants. 
She was pressured not to cooperate 
with the prosecution, but because of 
the Violence Against Women Act—the 
investigators had been trained by that 
act—she overcame her fear. She was 
protected as she cooperated and gained 
a strong conviction of her abuser. 

That is a case that shows the train-
ing works, and the training took place 
because of the Violence Against 
Women Act. 

This is a story of an immigrant 
woman in Los Angeles. This happened 2 
years ago. She was stabbed 19 times by 
her boyfriend while she was 3 months 
pregnant. During her ordeal, her boy-
friend drove her from one part of town 
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to the other, refusing to take her to an 
emergency room even though she was 
bleeding profusely. She jumped out of 
the car, screamed for help, and the 
abuser fled. Thankfully, she received 
medical attention. The baby was not 
lost, she recovered, and because of the 
Violence Against Women Act she co-
operated with the prosecutors. She got 
a U-visa, and she and her child could 
move on. 

The last case deals with Indian 
tribes. I know what a fierce advocate 
the Presiding Officer is in every way 
for Indian tribes. So I talked to my 
people back home. According to a 2008 
report by the Centers for Disease Con-
trol, 39 percent of Native American 
women will face domestic violence—39 
percent. Yesterday, Senator KLO-
BUCHAR, Senator MURRAY, and I stood 
next to a woman who is the vice-chair 
of a tribe in Washington. She, for the 
first time, spoke out about the abuse 
she received as a toddler. I don’t think 
Senator KLOBUCHAR and I and Senator 
MURRAY will ever forget it. 

She said: I know how old I was be-
cause I remember I was the size of a 
couch cushion. This woman spoke out 
about how later on she saw the gang 
rape of her aunt. Because of the situa-
tion with Indian law, if the abuser is 
not from the tribe—— 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has consumed 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I will complete my 
statement in a moment. If an abuser is 
not from the tribe, there is no re-
course—no recourse—in a place where 
39 percent of the women will face do-
mestic violence, and we have col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
who want to exclude people. 

I wish to ask a rhetorical question: If 
a person is walking down the street 
and sees three people bleeding on the 
street—one just has to know a little bit 
about being a Good Samaritan—a per-
son doesn’t ask them for their papers, 
they don’t ask them who they are, they 
don’t ask them where they live, they 
help them. 

Anyone on this floor who attempts to 
take out various groups from this bill 
is changing the Violence Against 
Women Act, which has never excluded 
any group. So let’s be clear. Let’s pass 
the bill. Let’s get it done. 

I will say in closing, tribal chairman 
Stacy Dixon of the Susanville Indian 
Rancheria said the improvements in 
this bill will ‘‘bring justice back to In-
dian country and will equip tribal gov-
ernments with the needed authority 
and resources to protect our residents 
and restore faith in the justice sys-
tem.’’ 

Let’s restore faith in the justice sys-
tem not just for those on tribal lands 
but for those who live in any part of 
our lands. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

thank very much the Senator from 

California for those moving remarks 
and for the very important point that 
the Violence Against Women Act has 
never discriminated against people, re-
gardless of who they are, where they 
live, or how much money they have. I 
appreciate those remarks, and I think 
it is at the core of what some of this 
debate is about. 

Overall, I still believe when we are 
ready to have a number of colleagues 
from across the aisle on this bill, we 
will get this done. That is why it is so 
important that with the work of Sen-
ator REID and Senator LEAHY, the 
chairman of our Judiciary Committee, 
and Senator CRAPO, who is the leading 
Republican on this bill, and Senator 
MIKULSKI, who came and spoke earlier, 
as well as Senator MURKOWSKI, who 
joined us the last time we had the 
group of women Senators—and we have 
been working diligently on it late into 
the evening—I am very positive we are 
going to get this done and get this vote 
done. 

I see we have been joined by the Sen-
ator from Washington, Ms. CANTWELL, 
who has long been a leader on women’s 
issues and has fought for this bill and 
has been a Member of Congress in the 
past when it has been reauthorized. So 
she knows very well that in the past 
this has not been a partisan bill; that 
people have come together and worked 
out whatever differences they have 
had, and they have been able to pass 
this important Violence Against 
Women Act. 

So I thank her for being here, and I 
yield to Senator CANTWELL. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Washington. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Minnesota for 
her leadership on this issue and for her 
great service on the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. I know she, as a former 
prosecutor, has provided a great deal of 
leadership on many issues, but having 
her voice on this Senate Judiciary 
Committee has been very important for 
our country. 

I come to the floor to stand with my 
colleagues who are here, the women of 
the Senate, to say we are standing up 
for women across America. We want 
the reauthorization of the Violence 
Against Women Act. Today we wish to 
tell victims of domestic violence that 
they are not alone. We have to make 
sure we are giving to local govern-
ments and to law enforcement the 
tools they need to protect victims of 
domestic violence. 

Today we are here with a clear mes-
sage to victims of domestic violence 
which is that we will stand with them. 
We haven’t forgotten, and we are not 
going to let this bill be bogged down in 
political fighting. We are going to 
make sure we continue to move ahead. 
We already have the support of 61 Sen-
ators, 47 State attorneys general, and 
countless law enforcement individuals 
who are working across the Nation to 
make sure these victims have an advo-
cate. However, we know there is still 

opposition that remains, so I want to 
make sure we address those concerns 
today. 

For those who oppose the bill, I ask 
them to look at my State of Wash-
ington and the threat of domestic vio-
lence. In Washington State, law en-
forcement receives 30,000 domestic vio-
lence calls a year, on average, and on 
any given day in 2011, domestic vio-
lence programs served 1,884 people in 
Washington State. That is why the Vi-
olence Against Women Act is so impor-
tant. In Washington, it really does save 
lives. 

People such as Carissa, one of my 
constituents, who was in an abusive re-
lationship, was allowed to flee with her 
then 3-year-old daughter in 1998. She 
joined me in Seattle recently to high-
light the fact that the programs, shel-
ter, and the assistance in starting a 
new life helped her escape that life of 
abuse. 

I wish to quote Carissa: ‘‘I am stand-
ing here alive today because VAWA 
works.’’ Looking into Carissa’s eyes, 
we know this is not about statistics, 
and it is not about politics. It is about 
providing a lifeline to women who want 
to have a different life. 

VAWA also helps crack down on vio-
lence against mail order brides. It is a 
story that we all know too well in the 
Pacific Northwest. Anastasia King and 
Susana Blackwell were mail order 
brides who came to Washington State 
to start a new life with men they be-
lieved loved them. Their lives were 
brutally cut short when their husbands 
murdered them. This happened after 
they had been subject to repeated do-
mestic abuse. That is why, in 2005, I 
sponsored the International American 
Broker Regulation Act which became 
part of the Violence Against Women 
Act. It empowered more and more 
fiances to learn if their spouses had a 
history of violent crime, and it now has 
become part of the reauthorization 
that is this bill. It includes enhance-
ments that require marriage broker 
agencies to provide foreign-born 
fiances with a record of any domestic 
violence their potential spouses might 
have engaged in. That way we can stop 
the abuse before it begins. 

Opponents who say the Violence 
Against Women Act would create im-
migration fraud and give funds to those 
who don’t need it should consider the 
story of Anastasia King and Susana 
Blackwell. Anastasia’s and Susana’s 
lives could have been saved had these 
provisions and protections been in 
place. We should not deny immigrant 
women or trafficking victims resources 
they need to prevent abuse nor should 
we create barriers for them to get the 
safety they need. That is why we need 
to pass the Violence Against Woman 
Act. 

We also need to make it clear that 
Native American women will receive 
protection. Deborah Parker of the 
Tulalip Tribes came to the Capitol this 
week to explain why this is so impor-
tant. Deborah is a tireless champion 
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for the victims of domestic abuse, and 
she was here to tell her brave story. 
She spoke eloquently as to why women 
need to make sure their perpetrators 
will be charged. 

Consider that 39 percent of American 
Indian women will endure domestic vi-
olence in their lifetimes. Compare that 
with figures that estimate that 24 per-
cent of all women in the United States 
will experience domestic violence in 
their lifetimes. So we need a Violence 
Against Women Act that will crack 
down on the domestic violence in tribal 
communities. This bill gives the tools 
so we can make sure we go after those 
offenders. 

Some have warned this will trample 
on the rights of individuals to have due 
process and full protection. That is not 
the case. What we are doing is making 
sure there will be an investigation on 
reservations of the suspected abuse. I 
think it is time we address this epi-
demic that is happening in Indian 
Country before it escalates more. That 
is why we need to make sure every 
woman in America has the rights under 
the Violence Against Women Act to be 
protected. 

We have a long way to go to root out 
domestic abuse and violence. But with-
out these tools, such as VAWA, we are 
not going to achieve our goals. It is 
time we pass this legislation for people 
such as Deborah, for people such as 
Carissa, and to remember the lives of 
people such as Susana Blackwell and 
Anastasia King. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BEGICH). The Senator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Washington 
very much. Deborah Parker, whom she 
referenced, did a beautiful job yester-
day of explaining exactly what it 
meant to be a Native American woman 
and a victim of domestic violence. 

As a member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, I can tell you, we have looked 
hard at all the issues in reauthorizing 
this bill. We have had a series of hear-
ings and looked at the fact that domes-
tic violence and sexual assault still re-
main in America, and many of us have 
worked to build upon the many impor-
tant improvements the past two VAWA 
reauthorizations have made in reduc-
ing violence. 

I would note many things were 
added—including one of the issues men-
tioned here today: the U visas—on a bi-
partisan basis in the 2000 reauthoriza-
tion. Many of the issues regarding 
American Indian women were consid-
ered in the past. But we are simply 
building on the past bills. We have 
worked with our Republican cosponsors 
to make sure there was a general 
agreement on any additions that were 
made to the bill, and they were all 
made for very good reasons—as we 
have heard today—to help women who 
need the help. 

But despite these improvements we 
have seen in the numbers, make no 
mistake about it, violence against 

women is still a problem. A recent sur-
vey by the National Network to End 
Domestic Violence helps to illustrate 
both the progress we have made as well 
as the work that is still left to be done. 

On just 1 day last year—look at this 
as a benchmark; 1 day last year: Sep-
tember 15—in the State of Minnesota, 
44 Minnesota domestic violence pro-
grams reported serving 735 victims in 
emergency shelters or transitional 
housing and 670 adults and children 
through individual counseling, legal 
advocacy or children’s support groups. 
That is a total of 1,405 victims in 1 day 
in one State. 

On that same day, there were 807 
calls to domestic violence hotlines, 
which provide emergency support, in-
formation, safety planning, and re-
sources for victims in danger. That 
works out to 33 calls per hour in a 24- 
hour period, and that is in 1 State of 
the 50 States. 

Because of the Violence Against 
Women Act, on just 1 day last year, all 
these victims were able to get access to 
services they may not have been able 
to get before VAWA. But one other 
number from that survey caught my 
eye. In just 1 day, 315 requests for serv-
ices were unmet. Mr. President, 83 per-
cent of those unmet requests were for 
housing. 

What is the reason for those unmet 
requests? The Minnesota organizations 
reported they did not have enough 
things such as staff, beds, translators 
or other specialized services. Think 
about that: In just 1 day, in 1 State, 315 
people were unable to get the help they 
needed. That means we still have work 
to do. 

As I have worked on the reauthoriza-
tion of VAWA, I have been reminded of 
how many of my experiences as Hen-
nepin County attorney—that is Min-
nesota’s largest county—are relevant 
still today. While I was county attor-
ney, I made it a priority of my office to 
focus on prevention and prosecution of 
domestic violence cases. 

As a prosecutor, I saw upfront how 
devastating these cases can be. 

One case, a woman in Maple Grove, a 
suburb of the Twin Cities, told her 
mother and a friend she planned to end 
her relationship with her abusive boy-
friend. She was finally going to break 
it off, and if something were to happen 
to her—she said this; she actually said 
these words to her mom and to her 
friend—she said: If something happens 
to me, ‘‘he did it.’’ That was the last 
day anyone saw her alive. 

A fisherman discovered the woman’s 
body months later in the Minnesota 
River. It was a tragic end to a story of 
escalating abuse that this young 
woman had to live through, as she 
tried to break it off, to a tragic end. 

The woman had earlier filed assault 
charges against her boyfriend, claim-
ing he had put her in a chokehold and 
pushed her into a coffee table. Her 3- 
year-old son told his grandmother he 
found his mother on the floor and that 
she was sleeping and he could not wake 
her. 

The boyfriend had actually been con-
victed years earlier for attempted mur-
der in another case with a pattern of 
domestic abuse. After he got out, he 
met his new girlfriend—the one who 
ended up dead in the Minnesota River. 
In the end, he pleaded guilty to the 
murder and received a maximum sen-
tence. 

I remember another case with a 
woman who was shot to death by her 
boyfriend who then killed himself. The 
man’s 12-year-old daughter tried to get 
into the bedroom, and when she could 
not get in, she went to a neighbor’s 
house for help. His 19-year-old son was 
also in the house. The police were 
called to that residence at least five 
times in the 2 years before the tragedy. 

These stories are horrifying, and as a 
prosecutor one never forgets them. For 
survivors, they stay with them for the 
rest of their lives. It is stories such as 
these that make it so obvious that we 
have more work to do. We need to pass 
this reauthorization bill and we need to 
continue to build on the improvements 
we have made in past reauthorizations. 
One of the important improvements 
this reauthorization bill has made 
comes in the area of stalking. The bill 
includes a provision I added, along with 
my cosponsor, Senator KAY BAILEY 
HUTCHISON of Texas, that will help law 
enforcement more effectively target 
high-tech predators because stalking, 
similar to any of the other crimes rec-
ognized in the Violence Against Women 
Act, is crime that affects victims of 
every race, age, culture, gender, sexual 
orientation, and economic status. 

The numbers are truly alarming. In 
just 1 year, 3.4 million people in the 
United States reported they had been 
victims of stalking, and 75 percent of 
those victims reported they had been 
stalked by someone they knew. 

Overall, around 19 million women in 
the United States have at some point 
during their lifetime been stalked. The 
National Center for Victims of Crime 
estimates that one out of every four 
stalking victims is stalked through 
some form of technology. 

As the Presiding Officer knows, this 
is a change. That is why Senator 
HUTCHISON and I drafted this amend-
ment that basically says the laws have 
to be updated because law enforcement 
has to be as sophisticated as the people 
who are breaking the laws—as the peo-
ple who were spying on ESPN report-
ers, as a recent case showed, through 
little peepholes in their hotel rooms, 
while they were undressing. That hap-
pened, and that case would have been a 
lot easier if this bill had been changed 
and updated with the provisions Sen-
ator HUTCHISON and I are adding. That 
victim, that reporter, came forward 
and asked that this be included in the 
law, and it is. It is another reason why 
we have to pass the Violence Against 
Women Act. 

The bill also includes a number of 
improvements, as was noted by Sen-
ator CANTWELL, with respect to a par-
ticularly underserved community— 
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women living in tribal areas. It is a 
heartbreaking reality that Native 
American women experience rates of 
domestic violence and sexual assault 
that are much higher than the national 
average. All the bill does in this area— 
as the Chair knows, representing a 
State with a high population of Native 
Americans—is that it simply allows a 
tribal court to have jurisdiction con-
current with the other courts, with the 
Federal and State courts. I know 
changes have been made in the man-
agers’ amendment to address the par-
ticular concerns of Alaska. This is an 
incredibly important part of the bill, 
and I am glad we were able to work 
with the Republican cosponsors to get 
this part of the bill updated. 

The Violence Against Women Act is 
an important tool for ending violence 
against women, but this is not just 
about women. 

I often mention the case of a very sad 
situation where a man murdered his 
wife. They were Russian immigrants. 
They knew no one in town. He murders 
his wife, takes her body parts in a bag, 
dumps them off in a river in Missouri, 
with his 4-year-old kid in the car the 
entire time. 

When they got back to the Twin Cit-
ies, he actually confessed to the crime. 
When they had the funeral for this 
woman, there were only five people in 
that Russian church. There was the 
family who had come over from Rus-
sia—the parents and the sister—and 
there was myself and our domestic vio-
lence advocate. That little girl was 
there too. 

The story the family told me was 
this: The sister of the victim—the sis-
ter of the woman who was killed—was 
her identical twin. The little girl had 
never met her aunt because she lived in 
Russia. When they got off that plane 
from Russia, the little girl ran up to 
her aunt—who was the identical twin 
of her dead mother—she ran up to her 
and hugged her and said, ‘‘Mommy, 
mommy, mommy,’’ because she 
thought it was her mother. 

It reminds all of us that domestic vi-
olence is not just about one victim, it 
is about a family and it is about a com-
munity and it is about a country. That 
is why we have the opportunity to get 
this bill done, to put it up for a vote, 
and reauthorize the Violence Against 
Women Act—something we have done 
time and time again on a bipartisan 
basis. So let’s do it again. 

Mr. President, I see we have been 
joined by the Senator from New York, 
a member of the Judiciary Committee, 
who has worked so hard on this bill, 
Senator SCHUMER. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I con-

gratulate my colleague from Min-
nesota who has the dual experience of 
being both a prosecutor and a woman 
who understands how important these 
issues are. We men try to join in, but 
women know this so well and so 

strongly, whether from their own per-
sonal experiences, friends they know 
or—as in the case of the Senator from 
Minnesota who has done a great job on 
this—from their professional experi-
ence as well. 

I care a lot about this issue. I carried 
the Violence Against Women Act, the 
first bill, in 1994. Then-Senator BIDEN 
put it together in 1992. Senator BOXER 
carried it when she was elected to the 
Senate. They asked me to carry it, and 
we got it passed. 

It has changed the world. VAWA has 
changed the world. It used to be, before 
VAWA, a woman would show up blood-
ied and bruised at a police station, and 
the police officer—who had no training 
and no knowledge of what to do, not 
his or her fault—would say: Go home. 
It is a family matter. 

Now, of course, we have laws, we 
have training, we have shelters, and 
women are far more protected. 

We were much too close, in 1994, to 
the old rule of thumb that a husband 
could beat his wife with a stick, pro-
vided it was no thicker than his thumb. 
We are much further away from that 
because of this law, and it makes a 
great deal of sense. 

But similar to any good and impor-
tant law that has changed the world, 
we have to keep updating it. We have 
to keep learning from what has hap-
pened and make it better and stronger 
and tougher and covering more ground. 
We need it. 

Still, despite VAWA’s good acts, in 
my home State, on Long Island alone, 
during 2009 and 2010, there were 19,417 
cases in which local, county or State 
police officers were called to the scene 
of a domestic violence complaint. That 
is just in two counties in one State in 
this country. 

That is why I am so glad to see Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle have fi-
nally seen that saving the lives of 
women is, once again, above politics. 

It has been a pleasure, over the 
years, to work with my colleagues, and 
I wish to thank Chairman LEAHY and 
Senator CRAPO for their great leader-
ship. It is truly a bipartisan effort, 
with 61 cosponsors, and that is how it 
has been in the past. It has always been 
bipartisan. It is a tribute not only to 
Chairman LEAHY but to my female col-
leagues, many of whom have spoken 
out this morning and have been con-
stant champions of the Violence 
Against Women Act. 

So this bill should be an easy one. 
The Violence Against Women Act 
should be low-hanging fruit. Even in a 
disputatious Congress, this should pass 
easily. It passed unanimously—Demo-
crats and Republicans—in 2000 and 2005. 
Recognizing today’s tougher times, as 
well as the successes with which our 
past efforts have already been met, 
Chairman LEAHY and Senator CRAPO 
cut spending by 20 percent and reduced 
duplicative programs. So you would 
not think there would be opposition, 
but, unfortunately, there has been. 

So this fact is clear: It would be un-
acceptable to show less support now in 

2012 for our national commitment to 
stop violence and abuse and to protect 
women against this plague than we 
have over the last 20 years. We should 
not step backward. We should not halt 
progress. ‘‘Replace’’ is the operative 
word. What has been offered is not a 
substitute or an improvement for the 
Violence Against Women Act. The so- 
called alternative would take violence 
against women and replace it with a 
different program. 

This program has worked. It needs 
improvements. That is why we are 
here. But it is has worked. You do not 
start over for ideological or political 
reasons. Most notably in the act from 
my colleagues across the aisle, the 
word ‘‘women’’ has been taken out of 
the program that forms the corner-
stone of the Violence Against Women 
Act and the word has been replaced 
with ‘‘victim.’’ No one here would 
argue against the principle that all vio-
lent crimes, all domestic crimes are 
tragic and serious. But this so-called 
substitute negates centuries of wom-
en’s experience that proves that vio-
lence against women, especially vio-
lence caused by spouses and partners 
and family members, is a uniquely per-
nicious and entrenched practice, one 
that has not even always been illegal. 
There was never a rule of thumb that 
governed the size of a stick that wives 
would use to beat their husbands. That 
sums it up in a nutshell. Men were 
never banned from juries. Men were 
never banned from police forces and 
prosecutors’ offices. It is this horrific 
and shameful history to which we re-
sponded in 1994 when we first crafted 
the Violence Against Women Act. 

There is another point to be made. 
Anyone who respects the proper role of 
the Federal Government in fighting 
crime should recognize that it is en-
tirely rational for us to limit our po-
lice powers and funding in this area to 
a particular type of crime, one that has 
civil rights implications, one that has 
been hard for States and localities to 
prosecute without special support and 
training. That is why there is no sub-
stitute for the Violence Against 
Women Act. 

There are a number of priorities that 
have been included in the bill that I 
have cared a lot about. 

First is making sure that sexual as-
sault victims do not have to pay for 
their own forensic exams. While the 
last reauthorization took some steps to 
fix this problem, we go further. 

Second, VAWA, having contributed 
immensely to our understanding and 
prevention of domestic violence, has 
been reinvigorated and retargeted at 
sexual assault crimes. Many aspects of 
the new bill will improve the reporting, 
law enforcement training, and victim 
support. 

Third, it expands programs that are 
available to victims and law enforce-
ment in rural and underserved areas. 
This is extremely important to upstate 
New York, which has one of the largest 
rural populations in the country. 
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Fourth, as I mentioned, Senator 

LEAHY and Senator CRAPO should be 
applauded for including more oversight 
and accountability for programs in this 
bill and finding a way to trim the au-
thorization by 20 percent by consoli-
dating programs where it makes sense. 

To make the continued need for this 
bill concrete personal, I would like to 
point out one massive success story in 
New York that has been made possible 
by VAWA. There are many others, but 
I want to point out one. 

On Long Island, thousands of women 
each year seek help from the Nassau 
County Coalition Against Domestic Vi-
olence. The coalition offers confiden-
tial, specialized services for victims of 
domestic and dating violence, elder 
abuse, children who witness domestic 
violence, and sexual assault survivors. 
They have a 24-hour hotline, group and 
individual counseling, legal advocacy, 
Safe Home emergency housing, and 
various other outreach programs. 
Without VAWA, these services would 
be drastically cut back. 

Specifically, the coalition receives 
$650,000 over 21⁄2 years through a VAWA 
legal assistance to victims grant, 
$38,000 through a VAWA crisis inter-
vention grant, and $12,000 through a 
rape advocacy grant. These last two 
may not sound like large sums of 
money, but they go a long way toward 
helping prevent domestic violence and 
dealing with it when it, unfortunately, 
happens. 

The reauthorization of VAWA is 
more important than ever. In today’s 
economy, local municipalities, as we 
know, in New York and throughout the 
country are slashing their social serv-
ice budgets and contracts right and 
left. Without VAWA, many groups such 
as the Nassau County coalition would 
be left bereft and all of the good work 
they have done over the years would no 
longer be there. Without agencies such 
as this one, where will a sexually as-
saulted Levittown woman turn for 
help? Well, I do not want to find out. I, 
for one, will do everything in my power 
to ensure that day never comes by sup-
porting this VAWA, not some new law 
that has not been tested. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, we 
are going to be joined here shortly by 
the Senator from New Hampshire, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, but I do want to mention one 
other aspect. 

Many of my colleagues have men-
tioned the incredibly important role 
that then-Senator BIDEN, now-Vice 
President BIDEN played in drafting this 
first bill in 1994. Well, there was an-
other Senator who played an important 
role, and he is someone from Min-
nesota; that is, the late Senator Paul 
Wellstone, always with his wife Sheila 
with him at his side working on this 
important issue. When we lost Paul 
and Sheila in 2002, Minnesotans lost a 
tireless champion in Congress; Ameri-

cans lost what was always called—Paul 
was called ‘‘the conscience of the Sen-
ate’’; and women everywhere lost two 
powerful voices on domestic violence 
issues. 

I went back through the transcripts 
and looked at some of the speeches 
Senator Wellstone gave, before his 
tragic plane crash, about domestic vio-
lence and some of the things he said. 
Here are some. Of course, I would never 
do justice to him as he stood on the 
floor, but he said things like this. He 
said: 

We can no longer stand by and say that it 
is someone else’s problem. What are we wait-
ing for? Too many have spoken with their 
voices and with their lives, and this violence 
must end. 

He also said this: 
Once upon a time we used to say it is no-

body’s business. We do not believe that any 
longer. 

Paul and Sheila passionately be-
lieved that domestic violence was not 
just a law enforcement issue, it was an 
issue about civil rights, justice, and 
human dignity. Paul often talked 
about his brother Stephen, who strug-
gled with mental illness his entire life, 
and he took up that cause because he 
knew no one was there for Stephen, no 
one else would speak for him. And he 
felt the same way about domestic vio-
lence. 

We honor their memory—Paul and 
Sheila—by carrying on their work 
today. 

I wish to highlight some of the more 
remarkable efforts to bring this issue 
out of the shadows which the Well-
stones made. 

Senator Wellstone began work on 
issues of domestic violence when he 
was elected to the Senate in 1990. As 
one can tell from the whole course of 
his political career, violence against 
women was always an issue close to his 
heart. In fact, Senator Wellstone dedi-
cated his own salary increases each 
year to battered women’s shelters in 
Minnesota and introduced a number of 
bills strengthening protections for 
women. 

To Senator Wellstone, family vio-
lence could no longer be dismissed as a 
‘‘family issue.’’ That is why he made a 
commitment to read into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD the names and stories 
of all Minnesota women and children 
killed at the hands of spouses, boy-
friends, and fathers. In one 1995 floor 
speech, he had six stories to tell, some 
so horrifying that he refused to share 
the full details in the Chamber. 

In 1993 Paul and Sheila found an es-
pecially impactful way to bring their 
message to Washington. In collabora-
tion with the Silent Witness Initiative, 
Paul and Sheila brought 27 life-size sil-
houettes to the rotunda of the Russell 
Office Building. Each one of the sil-
houettes represented one Minnesota 
woman murdered in an act of domestic 
violence. You think about this now, 
and you might be used to seeing these 
things. You might be used to seeing 
quilts that have been made with each 

square to a victim of domestic violence 
or silhouettes or other things that go 
around the country. But at that time, 
back in 1993, that was unique. It was 
something people were not talking 
about. The Wellstones felt it was their 
duty to bring that forward, as did then- 
Senator BIDEN and Senator LEAHY and 
other people who were involved in this 
issue. 

So many of the women Senators who 
spoke today—Senator MIKULSKI, Sen-
ator HUTCHISON, who I see has joined us 
on the floor—on a bipartisan basis, 
they all came together and said that 
we must get this done. 

Again, Senator Wellstone understood 
as well as anybody that this was an 
issue that had too long been ignored 
and found a way to bring the story to 
his colleagues in the Senate. Paul and 
Sheila may no longer be with us, but 
their legacy lives on. The Sheila 
Wellstone Institute continues its work 
by promoting awareness of violence 
against women and ensuring that end-
ing this problem remains a national 
priority. 

The Wellstones’ sons Mark and David 
have also continued the work their par-
ents began through their nonprofit 
Wellstone Alliance. Among many other 
things, Wellstone Action and Mark 
Wellstone in particular worked hard to 
ensure that the Violence Against 
Women Act was reauthorized in 2006. 

As we look today for a potential vote 
on the Violence Against Women Act, I 
would like my fellow Senators to re-
member these words Senator Wellstone 
spoke many years ago. 

He said: 
We can no longer stand by and say it is 

someone else’s problem. What are we waiting 
for? Too many have spoken with their voices 
and their lives, and this violence must end. 

We all know we can no longer stand 
by and say it is someone else’s prob-
lem. We cannot let our own differences, 
minor though they be, on various pro-
visions get in the way of the fact that 
this has always been a bipartisan bill, 
that this bill has 60 cosponsors, that 
this bill was led by Senator LEAHY and 
Senator CRAPO from the very begin-
ning, a Democrat and a Republican 
working together. 

This is the time to pass this bill. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

came to the floor yesterday to talk 
about the important work on this bill 
that has been done by Senators on both 
sides. Republicans and Democrats 
agree that we should reauthorize the 
Violence Against Women Act and that 
we should have the very best legisla-
tive product possible. This should be 
done with input from both parties. 
That is what our Chamber does. We de-
liberate and then we produce legisla-
tion. 

Yesterday I was talking to the chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee, talk-
ing about what his bill does, and I want 
to say clearly today that the amend-
ment I am producing with Senator 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:22 Apr 27, 2012 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G26AP6.011 S26APPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2757 April 26, 2012 
GRASSLEY and many other cosponsors 
builds on the sentiments the chairman 
expressed yesterday. 

It seems very simple to me that what 
the Republicans are asking is that our 
substitute, which has many cospon-
sors—we believe it improves on the un-
derlying bill. And one amendment by 
Senator CORNYN adds much to the bill, 
helping to get the backlog of these rape 
kits put forward so that we can stop 
people who are perpetrating these 
crimes from being out loose doing it 
again, when we have the proof that has 
not yet been tested because of the 
backlog. 

There are some things that can be 
done to improve this bill. Senator MI-
KULSKI and I worked together on fund-
ing the Justice Department. In our bill, 
we do add to the capability for the Jus-
tice department to give the grants that 
would make that backlog smaller. Sen-
ator CORNYN’s amendment even im-
proves upon that. So what is not to 
like about two other approaches that 
would add to this bill so that we can 
get this bill passed—or one version of 
it—go to conference with the House, 
and really address the issues? 

No one is arguing that we should not 
pass a Violence Against Women Act. 
The question is, Can we make it even 
better? And if so, why not? Why not 
have the kind of debate that we have 
on this floor that does that? So I think 
it is important that we produce the 
best possible product. 

Yesterday the chairman spoke re-
peatedly about a victim is a victim is a 
victim. He spoke about how the police 
never ask if the victim is a Republican 
or a Democrat, is the victim gay or 
straight, but that a victim is a victim. 
And I have— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend. We have a previous 
order we need to read. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF GREGG JEFFREY 
COSTA TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

NOMINATION OF DAVID CAMPOS 
GUADERRAMA TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR 
THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF 
TEXAS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nominations, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nominations of Gregg Jeffrey 
Costa, of Texas, to be United States 
District Judge for the Southern Dis-
trict of Texas; David Campos 
Guaderrama, of Texas, to be United 
States District Judge for the Western 
District of Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be 30 

minutes of debate equally divided in 
the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I believe 
under the regular order I would be rec-
ognized now, and then Senator GRASS-
LEY would be recognized. But I under-
stand the Senator from Texas needs 
more time; is that right? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Yes. 
Mr. LEAHY. We are not on VAWA 

now; we are on the nominations. Under 
the regular order, I am to speak for 15 
minutes and then Senator GRASSLEY 
for 15 minutes. How much more time 
does the Senator from Texas need? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
believe perhaps the— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is correct on the 
order. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, did 
the other side go over the allotted time 
on VAWA? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They did 
not. The Senator from Texas was actu-
ally speaking on their time. 

The Senator from Vermont is recog-
nized under the order. 

Mr. LEAHY. How much time does the 
Senator need? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I would like to 
have up to 5 minutes to finish the de-
bate on the VAWA bill, and then I do 
have remarks in support of the two 
judgeships that will be voted on at 
noon. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Texas be given 5 minutes out of 
the Republicans’ time now to finish the 
VAWA statement, and that we then go 
back to my time on the judges. I as-
sume that the Republican side would 
be glad to have the rest of the time on 
the judges. 

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

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN REAUTHORIZATION 
ACT 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to make sure everyone knows 
that the Republicans have an addition 
to the Violence Against Women Act 
that we think will strengthen it. 

For instance, there are a couple of 
additions from what we talked about 
yesterday. We got a letter today from 
the National Center for Missing and 
Exploited Children. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

NATIONAL CENTER FOR 
MISSING & EXPLOITED CHILDREN, 

Alexandria, VA, April 26, 2012. 
Hon. KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, 
Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HUTCHISON: As you know, 
the National Center for Missing & Exploited 
Children (NCMEC) addressed the issue of sen-
tencing for federal child pornography crimes 
in our testimony before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee in March 2011. The 1.4 million re-
ports to NCMEC’s CyberTipline, the Congres-

sionally-authorized reporting mechanism for 
online crimes against children, indicate the 
scope of the problem. These child sex abuse 
images are crime scene photos that memori-
alize the sexual abuse of a child. Those who 
possess them create a demand for new im-
ages, which drives their production and, 
hence, the sexual abuse of more child vic-
tims to create the images. 

Despite the heinous nature of this crime, 
the federal statute criminalizing the posses-
sion of child pornography has no mandatory 
minimum sentence. This, combined with the 
advisory nature of the federal sentencing 
guidelines, allows judges to impose light sen-
tences for possession. Congress passed man-
datory minimum sentences for the crimes of 
receipt, distribution, and production of child 
pornography. We don’t believe that Congress 
intended to imply that possession of child 
pornography is less serious than these other 
offenses. NCMEC feels strongly that posses-
sion of child pornography is a serious crime 
that deserves a serious sentence. Therefore, 
we support a reasonable mandatory min-
imum sentence for this offense. 

As we have previously testified, child pro-
tection measures must also include the abil-
ity to locate non-compliant registered sex 
offenders—offenders who have been con-
victed of crimes against children yet fail to 
comply with their registration duties. The 
U.S. Marshals Service is the lead federal law 
enforcement agency for tracking these fugi-
tives. Their efforts would be greatly en-
hanced if they had the authority to serve ad-
ministrative subpoenas in order to obtain 
Internet subscriber information to help de-
termine the fugitives’ physical location and 
apprehend them. 

Thank you for your efforts to protect our 
nation’s children. 

Sincerely, 
ERNIE ALLEN, 

President and CEO. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 
this letter says that they strongly sup-
port two provisions in our substitute 
bill. It says we have a mandatory min-
imum for protection of child pornog-
raphy, and they feel strongly that pos-
session of child pornography is a seri-
ous crime that deserves a serious sen-
tence. Therefore, a reasonable manda-
tory minimum for this offense would be 
in order. 

I stated yesterday, about a situation 
where a judge gave a 1-day sentence to 
an individual who was in possession of 
hundreds of images and videos of 8- to 
10-year-old girls being raped. Really, 1 
day? Mr. President, this is America. I 
can’t even imagine that would be the 
case. 

Our amendment strengthens the un-
derlying bill by saying we would have a 
mandatory minimum of 1 year. My 
goodness, I think that is a minimum 
this body would want to adopt. 

We also want to make sure we can lo-
cate registered sex offenders who ab-
scond. The letter we have put into the 
RECORD says law enforcement’s efforts 
would be greatly enhanced if they had 
the authority to determine the fugi-
tives’ physical location and apprehend 
them. Here are two stories, and our bill 
would strengthen the ability to help 
these situations. 

Johnny Burgos was convicted in New 
York for rape and assault of a minor. 
Following his release from prison, he 
registered as a sex offender in New 
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