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women safe to be well fupded. I want
the advocrtes of change ta have the re-
sources to turo viefims inta victors, I
want law enforcement officers and
prosccutors to have the tools o impose
justice on behalf of my son and other
women and children. It 1s oot just the-
oretical to me. It's personaltome.

While [ suppeort the Violence Against
Women Act becawvse it is personal. I
support this amendment because 1t's
principled. Qur Constitution in its ge-
uins guarantees due process due proc-
ess to the accused. The concept of
“innocent wntii proven guilty'" s
known as the cornerstone of American
justice. It is what gives moral author-
ity to our system of justice.

By codifying the language acknowl-
edging inherent sovereignty,” 1 feas
we risk piving owp the moral high
ground for a political slogan that dosas
nothing to protect the victims of vio-
lence.
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Even if you are willing to rationalize
trading justice through due process
guaraniecd in the 5th and 14th Amend-
ments of our Constitution we pledged
to wpheld. please consider the damage
we will have done if a court overturns
this act and its protections bocanse we
wanted 8 good political slogam more
than a good law.

Friends. let's vore for the Violence
Against Women Act that not only pro-
tects the vulnerable in cur society, but
also protects the civil iibertics upon
which our system of justice is buils.

Mi. PELOSIE Madam Speaker, 1 yield
{minute to the gentlewoman from Wis-
consgm, the chempion on fighting vie-
lence againgt women, Congresswoman

MOORE.

Ms, MOQORE. Madam Speaker, as 1
stand wnder the "E Pluribus Unum . I
pray that ihis body will do as the Sen-
ate has done and come together as ose
to protect all women from violence.

As I think about the LGBT victims
that are mot here, the pative women
that 2re not here, the immigrants whoe
are not eclnded in this bill, I would
say. a3 Sojourner Truth would say.
Ain't they women? They deserve pro-
tecrions. And we talk about the con-
stitutional rights. Don't women oun
tribal lands deserve the counstitutional
right of equzl protection and not 1o be
raped and battered and beaten and
dragged back onto native lands becauss
they know they can be raped with im-
punity? Ain't they women?

Once again we siand at an important mo-
ment in history, when the House stards
poised 1o choose belwesn tha Republican “ak
tamative” to the Violence Against Women Re-
authosizetion Act and the biparisan, com-
prehensive Senata i,

We can choose the real VAWA which is
the Senats bill that wili take positive steps fo-
wards ensuring the safety of all women, Or we
can choose the House GOP VAWA bill. Now
this bill may look good on the swface, bearing
the same bill number as the Senate bill. But
it is reaily a wolf in sheep's clothing and would
exciude victms and weaken the strong, bipar-
tisan Senate bill.
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The choice is ours to make, and the choice
is cloar,

it pains me to say that House Republicans
took the Senate bidl, which received such a
strong bipartisan vote winning the suppor of
all Demaocrats, al female Sanetors, and a ma-
jority of Republicans and transtormed it inlo
something nearly unrecognizable.

| have been a proud sponsor of the House
version of the Senate bik HR. 11 and it
has truly been rewarding to work io advance
this legislation in the House. This bill reflects
years upon ysars of analysis and best prac-
ticas, and input from law enforcement, viclims,
service providers, and many more.

But hayond the updates that have been rac-
ommended by the experts the Senale till is
meaninaful to me because of the peaple it will
allow us to reach. | know how it feels to sus-
vive a traumatic experience and not have ac-
cess to services. It is simply heart-breaking to
think that every day we delay, there are
women, amnd men, across this countty who
hava nowhere fo fum.

The Senate version of the VAWA bill, which
we wiil thankfully have the opportunily to con-
sider on the House floor today, would be the
ong that actually offers hope to: LGBT vic-
tims, fribal victims, women on college cam-
puses, immigrants, rape survivors waiting for
justice, and human trafficking victims,

The Republican alemative, on the other
hand, is a shadow of the bil thess viclims
nead.

| have a number of concems about the
House alternalive. Several of the advocacy
graups have determined ihal this legisiation
rells back existing protections for viclims,
much like the bilt we considered last yedr here
in the House.

But I'm alse concemed about the reality that
this House bill further marginalizes the most
vuinerable populations of wictims, it amazes
me, that my Republican colleagues wouid
rather be exclusive than inclusive.

The House bLill removes protections for
LGBT vicfims, who face domestic and sexual
violence at rates equal to o greater than the
rest of us, but who ofien face barriers to re-
ceiving services. Are LGBT womsn not worthy
of profaction?

he Housa bill fails io offer meaningful pro-
tections for tribal viclims, though domestic vio-
lence in tribal communilies is an spidemic. Are
tribat wormen not worthy of prolection?

The House bill does not include protections
for our students on college campuses, though
we know that college campuses which are
supposed o be the sile of leaming and rans-
formation and persanal growth are all too
often the site of homifying assaults against vul-
nerable young women. Are our young college
women students not worthy of protection?

The House bill removes the humen traf-
ficking legislation that passed with the suppori
of a whopping 93 Senators. Are we unwiling
to protect our women who ars being sold
throughout this country and abroad like chat-
1el? Are they not worthy of protoction?

‘The House bill is weakes in almost every
way, for every group of victims. They aven
pared down the pieces thal have not gawed
much alention, perheps assuming we
wouldn't aotice kke fhe housing protections
that aliow victims of violence to quickly get out
of dangerous homes amnd into homes that will
keap them safe from further abuse and harm.

impiementing the House GOP VAWA bill
wouid set the plight of women and our country
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as & whole back indefinilely. But we have a
choice and the right choice would be o sup-
port the strong, bipartsan Senale version of
VAWA S 47.

S. 47, the Senate bill. The Senate bill:

Renews successful programs such as
STOP Grants and Transitional Housing Assist-
ance Grants, legal assistance for vickms, and
many others that have helped law anforce-
ment, proseculors, and victim service pro-
viders assist women in need and hold per-
petrators accountabla.

Includes & new focus on saxusl assault
due to the ongoing reality of inadequate re-
porting, enforcement, and services for wvic-
litms  including a requirament that STOP grant
recipients set aside 20 percent of their furds
for sexual assault-related programs,

Includes new taols and best practices for 1e-
ducing homicide by fraiming law enforcement,
victims seyvice prowviders, and court personnel
to intervene moere effactively and quickly when
they connecl with higher-risk victims.

And, of course, the bill anproves protections
for iurigrant survivors, Native American
women, and LGBT victims.

As we have debated this bill over the pasi
year or 50, | have folt ike | was in the Twilight
Zone. Some aiternate reality, where the pas-
sage of g bill, a bill that is supposed 1o protect
all women; & bili that not too long ago would
just seem like common sense, a hill lhat has
previously enjoyed brosd bipartisan support
woult be held up and watered down lor purely
parfisan reasons, | found myself asking,
“when will it end?"

The answer to that question is that it ends
today. Right now. It is tima to put up or shut
up. On behail of all wctims and survivors of
sexual or domasfic assauit, | challenge all of
my colieagues to make the Aghi choice. We
gll know that the Senate bill is the rea! com-
prehensive Violence Against Women Legisia-
tion thet will protect all women. And we must
vate against the House GOP VAWA and pass
tha Senate version of VAWA aow. Women
won't wait any fonger. Now is the ttme to show
the people of this country that we value the
lives of all women
WHY SECTION 504 07 5, 47 Is CONBTITUTIONAL
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Section 904 of 5 47, the Semate-passed
version of the Vialence Against Women Re-
anthorization Act of 2013. is constitutiomal
uader the U8 Supreme Coart's precedent in
United States v. Lara, $41 U.5. 193 (2004). In
Lara. the Supreme Court addressed a Federal
statute providing that Indian teibes’ govern-
mental powers include “ike inhérsnl power
of Indian rribes, kereby recognized and af-
firmed, to exercise criminal jorisdiction over
21l Indians,” including Iadians who #1e aot
membess of the prosecuting tribe {i.e.. “'non-
member Indiags”). Id. at 210 (appendix.
quoting the statute). The Court heid gen-
eraliy that Congress has the coustitational
power to refax restrictions on the ¢xercise of
tribes' inherent legal autharity, §d. at 196,
and more specifically that “the Constitution
aurhorizes Congress $0 permit fribes, as aa
exercise of thew inberent trikal authority, to
prosecule noaw ember Indians,” id. ar 210

The Senate VAWA reavthorization bill, 5.
47. uses language that is nearly wentical to
the statutory language al 15sue in Lara: Spe-
cifically, Section 904 of the Semate bill pro-
vides that a fribe's governmestal powers
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“inclode the igherent power of that tribe,
which is hereby recogaized and affirmed, to
exercise special domestic vialence oriminal
jerisdiction over all persons.’ fncluding noxn-
Indiana. As Lara stroangly suggests, Congress
hag the comstitetionz! amihority to esact
this statnte.

The central questson raised in Lara was
whether Congress has the coastitutional
power to recognize Indian tribes' “inherent”
Authority to prosecnts aonmembers. The
Court's conclusion that Congress did indeed
have this power nnder the Federal Constitu-
tion rested on eix coasiderations, all of
whick apply to Section 904 of the Senate bill
az well

{1} “the Constitution gramis Congress
broad geaeral powers to legisiate o respect
te Indsan tribes '™ 4d. ay 200,

(2} "Congress. with 1his Coutt's approval.
has mterpreted the Coustutution's ‘plesary’
grants of power as authorizing 1 to snact
legisiation that bothk reserycts and, :n turn,
relaxes those Testrickions on tribal sovereign
asthorsty.” id. at 202

{3) "Congress' statotory geal to modify
the degree of antonomy enjoyed by a depead-
et sovereign that is oot a Stale is 2ot 2n
unusual legisiative objective,” k4. at 203

(4) there iz “‘ne expiicit language in the
Constitution suggesting a limitation on Con-
gress’ jmstitutionz! asthoriky 1o relax re-
strictions on tribal soversignty previously
imposed by the political branches, id. al

204

{3) “the change at issuc here is z limitad
oge, . . . [largely concerning] a tribe's av-
thority to ¢onitol events that occur vpon the
tiibe’s own land.” id.: and

{5} the Court's “conclusion that Congress
has the power to relax fhe gestrictiony un-
posed by the political branches oo the tribes’
inherent prosecuteorial sutheority 15 cou-
sistent with {the Supreme Cousrt's] eatlier
cases,” id at 205

Each of these six consyderations alss ap-
plies to Section 904 of the Senate bill. Thae
15 sell-evident for the first four of thote six
coustderations.

As tothe fifth consideration, like 1he stat-
ute at igsue in Lara. Secction 904 of 1he Sen-
ate biil would cffertuate only a limited
change. Section 94 wounld touch only those
criminal acts that oceur in the Indian conn-
try of the prosecuting tribe aand therefors
would not cover off-reservation crimes. Sec-
tion O woultd affect only those crimes that
bave Indian victims. Tribal courts couid not
try cases involving only non-Indians. Unlike
the starnte ar isgue in Lara, whith covered
ail types of crimee, Scction 94 is parrowly
focuzed on a particular sobset of tsimes:
those mvolving domestic violence, erimes of
dating violence, and criminal vielations of
pgrotection oiders. The term “domestic vio-
lence' is expressly defined iz Section 9M to
deal with violence committed &y the vic-
timi*s eprrent or former spouse, by a person
With whom the victim shares a child 10 com-
mon, or by a persen who is cohabiting or has
cekabited with the vietem as 3 spouse. Simi-
lasly. Sectien 904 expressly defines the term
“dating vielenee' to mean violence com-
mitted by a person whe is of has been in 2
social relationship of a remantic or intimate
aature with the vietim. 24 determined by the
{eagth of the relationship. the t¥pe of rela-
tionship., and the frequency of interaction
between the persons invefved in the relation-
ship. Likewise, protection orders typicafly
iavolve speuses of intimate partaers.

In combination, these three Ffeatures of
Section O being limited to narrow cat-
egories of crimes such a3 domesiic violence
and dating violence, the reguirement that
the crime oceurred in the prosecuting tribe's
Indian country. and the requirement that
the victim %e an Indian will confine pros-
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ecuiions to condocy that seriousiy threatens
Indiams' heafth and welfare and is committed
by persons wha. 1hough non-lndian, kave en-
tered 1010 consensuak relationships with the
teibe or its members. The paradigmatic ex-
ample of 3 crime covered by Seciion 9
would be an assaule by a non-Indjan husband
against his Indian wife in their home on the
reservation. Section 94 would ool cover
crimes involviag (wo non-Indians, two
strangers, o two persous who lack ties to
the Indian tribe.

Sectron 904 15 also limited o 1fs impact on
nan-tribal jurisdictions. Under Section 904,
ttibes wounld exercise criminal jurisdiction
copourreatly, nod excinsively, The Act wonid
aot ¢reate or ciiminate any Federgl of State
crimmal junsdict:ion over [ndan conatry
Nor would it affeet the authorty of the
Ussted States or any Stare to investigute
and prosecufe crames in [ondian conntey

In moat raspects. then. Section 9G4 of the
Senate bill is far parrower thaa the statute
upheld by the Sogreme Court in Lara,

As 1o the sixth consideration snalyzed by
the Lara Court. converming the Supreme
Court's precedents, it is noleworthy that io
Qlipkaet v. Suquamish Indian Trdbe, 435 U8,
181 (1978). the key precedent here, the Court
suggested that Cougress has the constitu-
tional authority o recogerze and thus te.
store Iudizg tribes' inheorent power 1o exer-
cise crimiual jurisdiction over won-lodians.
Id. at 195 & 1.6, 210 12 ladeed. the Oliphunt
Couvrt expressly stated that the incieasiag
sophistication of tribal court systems, the
Indiam Civil Rights Act’s protection of de-
fexdanls' procedural sights, aud the preva-
terce of non-Indian coime in Indian conatry
are all “vonsiderationy for Cenpress Lo weigh
in deciding whethe: Indiaa tribes should fi-
rnally be autheorized to 4yy ner-Indians' Id.
at 212

As the Lara Court explained. the Oliphant
decision “'did mol set forth constitwiional
limirs vhat probkibit Congress from changing
the relevant legal circamstances, f&., from
taking actions that modify or adjust the
tribes’ status.” Lara, 541 1.8, a0 205 (citing
Oliphaot. 433 US. at 20 10} Olgphkant
“make{s] clear that the Constitution does
aot dictaie the metes and bounds of tribal
antopomy,' and the Federal courts should
net “second-guess the political branches'
own determinations' about those metes apd
bounds. id, In short. under botk Oliphant and
Lara, it is constitntional for ""Congress to
change 'judicially made federa! Indian law
theongh [the] kind of legislation' that the
Scoate is currently considering. Id ar 207

After analyzing the six considerations list-
ed zbove and concluding thar Conpgress can
fecognize [ribes’ inherent avthority to pros-
etute naamembers, the Cowrt responded to
Ehree ancillary arguments that Mr. Lara had
raised. Each of those arguments is also well
addressed by Section 504 of the Senate bill,

First, Mr Lara argued thal the Indian
Civik Rights Act does not protzct an indigent
defendant’s constiintional right to appointed
conosel in cases imposing a4 term of 1mpris.
onment. Id. at 207. But under the Senate hill,
it asy case o which a ferm of imprisenment
of any lenglh may be imposed. the tribe
wust provide 1o an indigent defeadant at
the tribe's expense the effective assistance
of a licensed defense attormey #t loast equal
t0 that guarsntesd by the United States
Constifultion.

Second, Mr. Lars argued that the stalute
3t isspe there made “z]] Endians'' subiect te
tribal prosecntion while excluding a1l non-
Indiags, which he clzimed violated the Equal
Protection Clavse. The Conrt did not address
the argumeal because it wounld not kave al-
tered the ostcome of Mr. Lara's case. But ia
afty event, no sepch argement could bz made
againgt Section %M of the Senate bill be-
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tamse Section P recognizes {ribes’ “inher-
ent power . . . to exercise special domestic
viglence crimiaal jurisdiction over afl per-
sons'” {(emphasis added) So the piatn text of
this legislation, anlike the statute at issue
it Lara. does not distingnish senmember In-
dians from non-indians.

Third, Me. Laca argued that United States
eilizens cannot be tried and comvicted by 2
political body that does not inclede them un-
fess the citizens are provided all Federal con-
stitutional safeguavds, This, too, is ad.
dressed ip the Senate bill. Undar Section $03.
a unon-indian citizen of the United States
wonld effectivaly have at least the same
sights am tribal conrt that he would have in
stafe veart. Fea example, in any case inveiyv-
irg imprisonment. the following righes
would ail be protected:

The sight not to be deprived of liberty or
property witheut due process of faw.

The right te the eqoal pretection of the
tribe's liws

The right against anreasonable searck and
SE1ZUTCS,

The tight not to be twice put in jeopardy
for the same tribal offense.

The right not to be compelied to lestify
zgainst oneself in a crimical case.

The tight to a speedy and public traal.

The right to & trial by a jury of not fewer
than six persons.

The right to a triai by an impartial jury
that is draws {rom sousces that reflect a fair
crosi-section of the community and do not
systematicaily exclude any distinctive group
in the commurity, including non-lodians.

The night to be 1nformed of the niturg and
caust of the accusation in a ciiminal case.

The right to be confronted with adverse
witgeases.

The right to compuisory process for ob-
tainiog witnesses in one's faver,

The right to have the assistance of defense
connsel.

The right to effective assistance of counsel
at least equal to that guaranteed by the
United States Constitution.

The right of an indigent defendant to the
dssistanes of 3 licensed defense attorney at
the tribe’s cxpense.

The right to be tried before a jodge with
sufficient legat traning dud who 18 hicensed
to praclice law

he rights agains! excessive bail, excessive
fines, and crnel and vnuseal punishm ents,

The right to access the fribe's criminal
fawy, ruies of evidence, and rules of criminat
procedure.

The right to an audic of ether recording of
the trial proceeding and a record of other
criminaigwceedinsu.

The right to petition a Federal conri for a
writ of habexs corpes, to challenge the legal-
ity of one’s detention by the tribe.

The tight to petition a Federal court to be
released pending resclution of the habeas
COTpUE petition,

Funally. one {ast consiifuiional ceoncern
wzy aired in Lara. although it was not dis-
cussed in the Court's majority opinion Weijt-
ing only for himseif Justice Kennedy sug-
gested that the Comstitotion's strncture,
based as 1} is o "2 theory of original. and
coatinuing, consent of the governed.” forbids
a tribe from prosecotling any U5, citizen
wheo never consented to be sabjected to the
tribe's jerisdiction. Lara, 341 U.S. at 212
(Keanedy, 7., concerring ia the jodgmest)
Of conrse. the majority of the Court in
Lara inciuding Chief Justice Reknqguist.
who wrote the Court's opinien in Qliphant
implicitly rejected Justice Eennedy's view,
stnce Mr. Lara himself was a U.S. citizea
who had aever constnted to be sabjected to
the jorisdiction of the tride that prosecuted
him_Td.

Moreover, the majority correctly rejected
justice Kennedy's origivalist argument be-
tanse most treaties 1hat the United States
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entered mnte with Indian tribes between 1783
and 1795 that is, beth immediately befors
and immediately after the draffing and ratq-
ficatyon of the Constitntjon expressly pro-
vided for iridal criminal jurisdictien over
non-indians residing in Indian cosntry. For
example. the very first Indian treaty ratified
by the United Stases Senate under the Fed.
eral Copstulution the 1780 Treaty with the
Wyandot, Delaware, Ottawa, Chippewa. Pot-
awatomi, and Sac Nations provided that,
“[{]f any person or persons. citizens or sub-
jeets of the United States. or any other per.
son wol being an [ndizn, shab) presame to
settle opon the lands confirmed to the sad
fladian $ridbal} natiors. ke and they shall be
out of the protection of the United States:
and the said aations may punish him or them 1
sach wmannet 35 they see fit* {emphasis added).
Similar language appeared in the last Indsan
treaty ratified Gefore the Constitoticoal
Comvention the L786 Treaty with the Shaw-
nee Matiop, It is ¢ifficult, then, to say that
aliowing non-Indian citizens of the United
States to be tried and pupished by Indiza
fribes for crimes committed ia Indian coun-
tr¥ 15 somebow conltracy to the Framers' un-
dersianding of the Constitvtion's design.
Thus, the Lara Court’s holding that [ndian
tribes’ status as domestic dependent patiens
does not prevent Congress from recognizing
their inbherest awthority to prosecnte moum-
membars is solidly grounded in our coustitun-
tional kistery. And with Congress's express
agthorization. an Indian fribe can prosecute
a non-Indian U.S. citizen, regardlzss of
whether he kas consented to the tribe's juris-
dittion.

it is important te note that white the ele-
mepts of Seckion 904 discussed above are
more than sefficient to address the consider-
alions raised by the Lara Cowri. we do not
mean [0 suggest that ¢ach of these elements
16 Tequired wn ordes ta address these consider-
ations

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Medam
Speaker. I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tieman from Pennsylvania, PaT MEE-
HA¥X. a champion in prosecutring those
in domestic vielence sitwations.

Mr. MEEHAN. Madam Speaker, ] rise
to eacourage my colleagues from both
sides of the aisle to put aside this thet-
oric and to find a way to work together
to pass the Violence Apgainst Women
Act, to move this important tegislation
forward in & way in which we can reach
a resolution.

I come to this as a former prosecutor
who has seen firsthand the implica-
tions. | come to give a voice to people
who do not have an opportunny to
speak for themsclves Because ome of
the things that we realize 15 thar a
woman will be victimized 12 fimes,
beaten 12 times before she has the
courapge ta come forward to sprak to
somebody who needs to be thers. to be
able ta help pive them a sepse of com.
fort and dignity to be able to retain
conteol over the circumstances. The
Vielence Against Women Act enables
the kinds of resources to be there to
have the trained personnel who can
make a differsnce.

I had a chance to visit SANE nurses.
who work in emergency wards, giving
victims of rape the dignity 10 bz able
to have an examination in the privacy
of a room. 25 opposzd to being vielated
a second time out in a public space in
an emergency ward. 1o reduce the time
they have to spead for that examina-
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tion from 13 hours after a rape to 2
hours, to be able to coliect the evi-
dence and 1o help that vietim to be
able to make their case if they so
choose in couvst.

I bave had a chance to work with vic-
tims of vioience on college campuses
one ta four women who have. in college
campuses. reported that they have
been victims of rape or attempted rape.

So, unquéestronably. we must find a
way 1o pass the Violence Against
Womsn Act n the same way we must
reduce the rhetoric snd the misrepre-
sentations and the shamefuluess rep-
resentattons on both sides about the
good intentions 1o try to do this. There
are differences of opinion s small
areas. We must find a way to get ovey
those. I rise today to make sure that
we give 2 voice to those victims, to
work together 10 find 2 way to pass the
Viokence Against Womean Aet.

Ms PELOSI Madam Speaker. I yield
1 minnte fo the geotlewoman from
Washington State. Congresswoman
DELBEXE.

Ms. DELBENE. Madam Speaker. Irise
in support of S, 47. the Senate-passed
version of the Violence Against Women
Rezuthorization Act. I want to thack
the Speaker for bringing this bill to
the floor for debate,

In a time when we must resolve some
real disagregments on how fo move our
country forward. I'm pleased that we're
taking this important step towards the
shared goal of reanthorizing the land-
mark Violence Against Women Aect.
However, I cannot support the House
substituie amendment. because it fails
to dnclude critical improvements
passed by & large bipartisan margin is
the Senate that would strengthee our

efforts to combat violence against
women,
I'm particularly disappoieted that

this amendment omits provisions that
would enabie tribes to address domey-
tic violence in Indian country. This is
an issue that's critical in wy distriet.
The Lummi Nation, for example, which
I visited just last week in Bellingham
Washington. bhas seen significant in-
creases in violence aga:nst women over
the past several years. The House sub-
stitute would continue to allow for dis-
parete creaiment of Indian and noxn-In-
dian offesders. while the bipartisan
Senare bill inciudes Lkevy provisions
that fill this lagal gap.

There are many other ways in which
the House substitnte amendment un-
foviunately falls short.

For these ressons, | urge my col-
leagnes to oppose the substitute
amendment and suppert the Senate-
passed reanthorization bill.

Mrs. McMORERIS RODGERS. Madam
Speaker. I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentlelady from West Vir-
ginia (Mrs. CAPITO).

Mrs. CAPITO. Thank you. Madam
Chair.

Madam Speaker. I rise today to sup-
pori the reanthorization of VAWA, Vi-
olence Against Women Act. This is ex-
tremely tmportaat.
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I was 2 past president of a YWCA
that hag & domestic viclence shelter in
my hometown of Charleston, West Vir-
gieia. I have witnessed firsthand the
good wark that they de and rhav other
statewide advocarez do in this area of
sexunl mssault and violemce against
women, and I recalize that this is way
long overdue and necessary. In West
Virginia, every 9 mmutes a call
mads about our domestic vielence on
the domestic violence hothne.

I'm really here. too, to talk about an
wcident thet we pever want to see¢ hap.
pen again, and that's a little boy
named Fahlil Clements, who was from
my hometown of Charleston, West Vir.
gigia. He was in & car with his mother
and his meother's bovfriend, and s
mother's boyfricad began beatmpg his
mether. And he got so afraid. aod the
¢ar stopped an the interstate, that
Fak!lil got out of that car and started
punning across the nterstate to get
kelp for his mother. He was hit and
killed in the interstate because he was
witnessing firsthand one of the most
horrible acts of domestic violence. His
mother was in danger and he waanted to
help her.

If we don't antervene. if we don't find
Lelp, if we don't end this cycle of vio-
fence for the Jahlil Clements of this
country, we're dofng & great disservice
to ocur country. So I'm going to vote
"po'" on the House bill and “yes” on
the Senate biil for Jahlil Clements and
nil the Jahlil Clements throughout this
great comntry.

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, [ yieid
1 minute to the distiaguished chair of
the House Democratic Caumcus, Mr.
BECERRA of Californis.

Mr. BECERRA. ] thank the leader for
yielding.

My fraends, every single day in Amer-
1ca, three women die at the hands of
domestic violence Yet this Congress
allowed the Vielence Against Women
Act to expire more than 500 days ago,
every one of those 500 days three
women dying at the hands of domestic
violence.

There's been a balanced bipartisan
golution passed in the Senare by a vote
of 68 31 that has been sitting on the
table for almost a year to reenact the
Vicience Against Womea Act. The fail-
ure or reluctance of this House ta do
its work for the American people seems
to have now become business as usual
This should oot be the new normal

The 113tk Congress has aow been in
session for 56 days im 20i3. and 1t s
only now that a debate on an wp or
down vote on the bipariisan Senate bill
will kave an opportunity to be had.

Every wowan 1o America deserves a
clean bili to come before tham to reen-
act the Vieclence Against Women Act,
and those three womes in America who
today desperately seck to beat the ndds
and live to sze another day deserve a
vote, We must defear the Republican

substitute amendment aand pass the
Senate bipartisan bill.

3 0940
Mrs., McMORRIS RODGERS. [ re-

serve the balance of my time.






