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amendments, relevant amendments, we 
could put this in a little package and 
move to it without having to file clo-
ture and do these amendments. I wish 
to do that. 

I will work on my side to find out 
what amendments there are. If my 
friend will do that, on Monday or Tues-
day we will talk about this and see if 
we can get a very concise agreement to 
do it. This is important legislation. My 
friend is not denying that. But I think 
we do have to make some changes in it. 
I am happy to move forward on it. I 
think the House is going to take some-
thing up real soon. 

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

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. COBURN. If the Senator from 

New Jersey will give me a courtesy of 
5 minutes to speak as in morning busi-
ness and I will be through. 

I appreciate what the majority leader 
has said. I will work my side of the 
aisle, to see if the possibility of moving 
this is there and I will give it my 100- 
percent effort between now and next 
Monday when I see the majority leader 
to see if we cannot do it. 

I will make a couple of points. Our 
Nation is in big trouble and we are not 
acting as if it is in big trouble. It seems 
that the way we are operating is from 
crisis to crisis. That is not good for the 
country, it is not good for the agencies, 
it is certainly not good for the individ-
uals, and it makes it where we actually 
cannot do effective legislating. 

The idea behind the flood insurance 
program is almost 50 years old. There 
is nothing wrong with its intent. But 
we cannot afford $900 million a year in 
subsidies to the very wealthy in this 
country for their second or vacation 
homes. If we are talking about fairness, 
as the President talks, then it is time 
to reform this program—whether it is 
with an extension or not—this compo-
nent of it where there is a fair pre-
mium, where we are not subsidizing 
those who can in fact take care of 
themselves in this country. 

Whether it is this bill or the farm bill 
where we are subsidizing 4 percent of 
the farmers with 60 percent of the crop 
insurance premium, it is the same 
issue. 

I look forward to working with the 
majority leader and I will do my part 
to try to gather up the amendments 
that might be there and work with our 
leadership to try to bring this bill to 
the floor. 

I thank the Senator from New Jer-
sey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

f 

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN ACT 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak about the Violence 
Against Women Act that the Senate 
passed, but we seem to have a chal-
lenge with our colleagues in the House 
of Representatives. In my view, vio-
lence against any woman is still vio-

lence. Apparently, my Republican col-
leagues in the House do not share that 
view. Republicans in the House have 
introduced a bill that would not pro-
tect all women. Their bill would roll 
back protections for certain vulnerable 
populations. It would strip provisions 
in the Senate bill that protect women 
from discrimination and abuse, specifi-
cally Native American women, the 
LGBT community, and for undocu-
mented immigrants it actually rolls 
back protections they have under cur-
rent law. 

We have seen that violence against 
women is an epidemic and it plagues 
all of us, not just some of us. We have 
fought against it, we have tried to end 
it, we have established programs and 
policies at the national and State lev-
els to mitigate it. We have stood with 
the victims of domestic violence. Now 
we must stand and reaffirm our out-
rage. 

It is in my mind a no-brainer. I am, 
frankly, hard-pressed to understand 
why anyone would stand in the way of 
denouncing violence against any 
woman, no matter who they are, no 
matter what their sexual orientation 
or citizenship. I am hard-pressed to un-
derstand why anyone would choose to 
exclude violence against certain 
women, turn back the clock to a time 
when such violence was not recognized, 
was not a national disgrace, and make 
a distinction when and against whom 
such violence meets our threshold of 
outrage. There can be no such thresh-
old and no such distinction. Violence 
against any woman is an outrage, plain 
and simple. 

Is the message to be that we are will-
ing for some reason that in my mind 
defies logic to accept violence against 
certain women? Because that seems to 
be the message the other body is send-
ing us. I cannot believe anyone would 
take such a position, but that is ex-
actly what we would do if we listened 
to our Republican House colleagues, 
and that is completely unacceptable to 
this Senator and should be unaccept-
able to every Member of Congress and 
every American. If our friends on the 
other side deny they are waging a po-
litical and cultural war against women, 
then why are they willing to accept an 
actual war against certain women by 
excluding them from protection under 
the Violence Against Women Act? 

The reauthorization of the Violence 
Against Women Act doesn’t just affect 
those who are or might become victims 
of sexual violence or domestic violence; 
it affects all of us. Nearly one in five 
women reports being the victim of rape 
or attempted rape. One in six reports 
being stalked. One in four reports hav-
ing been beaten by their partner. Of 
those who report being raped, 80 per-
cent report being raped before the age 
of 25. The short-term physical and emo-
tional trauma of such an event cannot 
be overstated. Domestic and sexual vio-
lence is an issue that affects us all, and 
we must all be part of a solution. 

Since 1994, the Violence Against 
Women Act has been the centerpiece in 

our comprehensive approach to protect 
and empower women, and it must re-
main so. Since the passage of VAWA in 
1994, there has been enormous positive 
change. 

From 1993 to 2010, the rate of inti-
mate partner violence declined 67 per-
cent. More victims are reporting vio-
lence to police, and those reports are 
resulting in more arrests and prosecu-
tions. VAWA is working, but there are 
still women who need protection. 

For example, in 1 day in New Jersey, 
a survey found that domestic violence 
programs assisted 1,292 victims. On 
that same day, New Jersey domestic 
violence hotlines answered 444 phone 
calls. So our work on this issue is not 
yet done. 

Looking to the merits of the reau-
thorization, let me highlight, for the 
record, several critical changes in the 
legislation—changes that did not sim-
ply extend successful programs but 
built upon them. Every reauthorization 
of the Violence Against Women Act has 
incorporated new understanding and 
updated knowledge, and this reauthor-
ization was and should be no different. 

First and foremost, the Senate reau-
thorization includes additional train-
ing for law enforcement, victim serv-
ices, and courts that increase the focus 
on high-risk offenders and victims, in-
cluding connecting high-risk victims 
with crisis intervention services. I am 
sure no one can argue against that. 

Second, the Senate bill strengthens 
our response to sexual assault while in-
creasing the connection to nonprofit 
groups. Sexual assault coalitions in 
every State have been indispensable al-
lies. I met with a large roundtable be-
fore our debate and discussions in the 
Senate, and this bill supports their ef-
forts. It included a 20-percent setaside 
for assistance to States for sexual as-
sault programs and also included re-
forms to reduce the unprecedented 
backlog of rape kits. 

I have been proud to support funding 
to reduce this backlog. Just recently I 
supported Senator LEAHY’s effort to 
fund the Debbie Smith DNA Backlog 
Grant Program at the current level of 
$125 million with at least $90 million 
directly spent on reducing the DNA 
backlogs. I am happy to say the Vio-
lence Against Women Act will make 
important strides to reduce the back-
log. 

Most importantly, given the debate 
on this legislation, this reauthoriza-
tion recognizes that domestic and sex-
ual violence affects all groups regard-
less of their sexual orientation. We in-
cluded commonsense protections 
against discrimination on race, reli-
gion, national origin, sex, and dis-
ability because it is, quite simply, the 
right thing to do because all violence 
against women is an outrage to all of 
us. 

For the first time the Senate bill es-
tablished the fundamental notion that 
victims cannot be denied services based 
on gender identity or sexual orienta-
tion. We included provisions to protect 
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immigrant victims of violence and Na-
tive American victims. 

In the Senate the bill passed 68 to 31 
with a dozen Republicans voting in 
support of the final legislation despite 
Republican attempts to weaken the bill 
during the Senate’s consideration of 
the legislation. Unfortunately, Repub-
licans in the House are attempting to 
weaken the bill and do what a minority 
in the Senate could not. For the first 
time in the nearly 20-year history of 
the Violence Against Women Act, the 
House reauthorization doesn’t expand 
protections but instead eliminates a se-
ries of them. 

In its version, the House sent an un-
deniable message: If you are Native 
American, LGBT, or undocumented, 
you do not deserve protection. That is 
the House message. 

To start, LGBT victims do not re-
ceive the protection they need in the 
House bill. Professionals in the field 
specifically requested nondiscrimina-
tion provisions based upon their direct 
experiences. Studies on the issue only 
confirm this need: 45 percent of LGBT 
victims were turned away from domes-
tic violence shelters, and 55 percent 
were denied protective orders. The Sen-
ate version ensures all victims, gay or 
straight, share in the protections of 
VAWA. But the House version denies 
these critical protections to LGBT vic-
tims. 

Under the House legislation, immi-
grant victims of violence would fare far 
worse than under current law—far 
worse than under current law. Domes-
tic violence advocates tell us that 
often abusers threaten their significant 
others that they will take them to the 
authorities with the possibility of de-
portation unless they continue to sub-
mit themselves to dangerous and inhu-
mane treatment. 

The Violence Against Women Act 
provides a way out, but the House 
version of that law does away with con-
fidentiality protections for immigrant 
victims. Studies have shown that vic-
tims are most vulnerable immediately 
before or after they leave the abuser. 
VAWA protects these victims with con-
fidentiality when they come forward to 
seek help. The House version instead 
creates a cruel possibility that in seek-
ing help, the victim will be exposed and 
face more abuse. How perverse is that? 

House Republicans would put burden-
some new requirements on immigrant 
victims and give them less help than 
they receive under the current law. 
The abuser often possesses the relevant 
evidence while the abused faces lan-
guage barriers, isolation, and limited 
access to legal representation. 

In past Violence Against Women Act 
debates, we have had wide bipartisan 
consensus around protections for these 
victims because a victim is a victim is 
a victim. But the House reauthoriza-
tion ignores this consensus and places 
an unimaginable burden on self-peti-
tioners. 

Under the House proposal, the pro-
gram to protect immigrant victims, 

called the U Visa Program, would be a 
hollow shell of its former self. The per-
manent visa would now be temporary, 
reducing the incentive for immigrants 
to take the risk and assist law enforce-
ment in identifying the person who 
may have committed a sexual rape. 

Of course proponents claim these re-
forms are needed to combat ‘‘fraud’’ in 
the system. But I have to ask: What 
fraud? To obtain a U visa in the first 
place, law enforcement personnel must 
personally sign off. Is there a sugges-
tion that somehow the law enforce-
ment personnel are engaged in a fraud? 
There is no evidence of fraud in this 
program. The simple enforcement tech-
nique has proven profoundly effective. 
Yet the House insists on adding addi-
tional burdens on a vulnerable popu-
lation only to fight a nonexistent prob-
lem. 

Moreover, allowing these abusers to 
go free puts more criminals in our com-
munity who can then victimize more 
women in the future. Our whole goal is 
to end the abuse and to get the abuser 
to ultimately face up to their punish-
ment. Instead we would say: Oh, no. 
Let the abuser go ahead and continue 
their abuse, and we will subject the 
victim ultimately to a set of cir-
cumstances in which not only will they 
not come forth and talk about the 
abuse, we will subject the victim ulti-
mately to facing even greater chal-
lenges in their lives. 

Knowing what is at stake and what it 
would mean to the many victims of do-
mestic violence and sexual violence, 
there is no question we must pass final 
legislation as soon as possible. The de-
bate should be about one thing and one 
thing only: protecting victims, all vic-
tims. Each and every one of these 
women in these categories is, in fact, a 
victim. There should be no differentia-
tion and there should be protection for 
all. 

I yield the floor 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the Sen-
ate as in morning business. 

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

f 

HONORING FALLEN KANSAS 
POLICE OFFICERS 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, earlier 
today I attended a memorial service to 
honor our Nation’s law enforcement of-
ficers who laid down their lives to pro-
tect their fellow citizens. Since 1962, 
May 15 has stood as a day of remem-
brance for the many fallen police offi-
cers who faithfully served our commu-
nities and our Nation. They must never 
be forgotten. 

This year 362 names were added to 
the National Law Enforcement Officers 
Memorial, and among those names 
were three brave officers from Kansas. 
Two of these men died in the line of 
duty many years ago, but we paused 
today to remember their sacrifice. 

In 1892 Andrew Balfour of Kiowa 
County was filling his duties as a local 
sheriff and pursuing a man who was 
wanted for theft when he was mortally 
wounded. Andrew passed away at the 
young age of 41, leaving behind a wife 
and six children. 

In 1992, William Bloomfield, a deputy 
sheriff, was serving in Bourbon County 
and arresting a well-known killer when 
he was killed during a fierce gun bat-
tle. 

These two men were killed while car-
rying out their duties. Rather than 
shirk from danger, police officers face 
danger with courage, and that is ex-
actly what these two men did. 

Just 5 months ago, Kansans were 
grieved by the loss of another officer, 
SGT David Enzbrenner of Atchison, 
KS. On December 9, 2001, David joined 
a fellow officer on a routine call to see 
a local resident. As they were turning 
to leave the front steps of the home, a 
person suddenly appeared and opened 
fire on David without warning. This 
act of violence was unprovoked and for-
ever robbed the Enzbrenner family of 
their father, husband, and the Atchison 
community of a loyal public servant. 

When we lose someone in a commu-
nity in Kansas, it is not just a name to 
us. It is somebody we go to church 
with, it is somebody we see at our kids’ 
activities at school, it is somebody we 
know and care for. That is how Atch-
ison felt about David. 

In remembering David, Atchison 
Mayor Allen Reavis said: 

He was No. 1 father, No. 1 husband, No. 1 
partner to his fellow officers, No. 1 son. 

Inscribed on the National Law En-
forcement Memorial in Washington are 
these words: 

It is not how these officers died that made 
them heroes, it is how they lived. 

Police Chief Mike Wilson served 
alongside David for 24 years and re-
ferred to the words inscribed on the 
National Law Enforcement Memorial 
when he said this about his former col-
league and friend: 

Those words speak directly to David. How 
true about our brother. 

David was dedicated to his family, 
his fellow law enforcement officers, 
and his community. He was well known 
in Atchison and well loved. David at-
tended high school there and served in 
the Atchison Police Department for 24 
years. David was also on the board of 
trustees at his local church and found 
great joy in teaching and coaching his 
daughters on their softball teams. 

Last December I witnessed the im-
pact that David had on the local com-
munity when I attended his memorial 
service and more than 2,000 people 
gathered to pay their respects to him. 
During the service, many moving trib-
utes were read about David and how he 
lived his life. One that stood out from 
among the others was a statement 
from David’s wife Kerri. She said this 
about her husband: 

David was a man of few words. He always 
tried to keep a simple life. And when I ques-
tioned things, he would remind me that it’s 
okay sometimes not to understand. 
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