
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2769 May 12, 2015 
stage, support these four bills being 
moved forward at the same time and 
then the process can begin of legis-
lating. If we do not—if he does not do 
that, then it is going to be very dif-
ficult to get to the guts of the bills 
that are reported out of committee. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will be 
in a period of morning business until 
12:30 p.m., with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 10 minutes 
each, with the time equally divided in 
the usual form. 

The Senator from Oregon. 
f 

TRADE 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened carefully to the remarks of the 
Senate majority leader, and I believe 
the majority leader’s statement pro-
vides potential—potential—to find the 
bipartisan common ground on trade 
that we found in the Senate Finance 
Committee. In the Senate Finance 
Committee, we passed the Bipartisan 
Congressional Trade Priorities and Ac-
countability Act of 2015 by a 20-to-6 
vote and the Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance Act of 2015 by a 17-to-9 vote. We 
passed a robust trade enforcement 
measure and package of trade pref-
erences by voice vote. 

Respectfully, I hope that the major-
ity leader would take this morning to 
work with those on my side of the aisle 
who are supportive of trade to find a 
similar bipartisan approach to ensure 
that all four of the measures I have de-
scribed are actually enacted. 

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

ator from California. 
f 

THE MIDDLE CLASS 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the leadership of Senator WYDEN 
on this, because if you leave out cer-
tain bills that help workers, then what 
you are left with, essentially, is a 
package that ignores their needs. 

I do want to say that I hope we will 
not proceed to this debate on this free- 
trade agreement. I stand here as some-
one who comes from California, where I 
had voted for half of the trade agree-
ments and I voted against half. I think 
I am a fair voice for what we should be 
doing. 

If there is one unifying principle 
about the economics of today, it is 
this: the middle class is having a very 
hard time in America today, perhaps 
the worst time in modern history. 

A new University of California study 
released last week makes it clear how 
our middle class is being hollowed out. 
In my State, we have a dynamic work-
force. We have dynamic entrepreneurs. 
We are doing very well. But this study 
found that the lowest paid 20 percent of 
California workers have seen their real 
wages decline by 12 percent since 1979. 

Think about that. This is a great 
country. We always say we have to be 
optimistic about tomorrow. You do ev-
erything right, you play by the rules, 
and your income for your family, in 
real terms, goes down by 12 percent. 
There is something wrong with this. I 
think everyone will say they want to 
do more for the middle class, and there 
is a straightforward agenda we could 
turn to, to do just that. But instead 
what do we turn to: a trade agreement 
that threatens the middle class—that 
threatens the middle class. What 
should we be doing here? Not confab-
bing in a corner over there about how 
to push a trade bill on this floor that 
doesn’t help working America, we 
should pass a highway bill. The high-
way bill is critical—good-paying jobs, 
businesses that thrive in all of our 
communities. More than 60,000 of our 
bridges are structurally deficient, more 
than 50 percent of our roads are not in 
good condition. But, oh, no, even 
though the highway bill expires—we 
have no more authority to expend 
money out of that fund come the end of 
May—they are bringing forward a trade 
bill that is a threat to the middle class. 

Why don’t we increase the minimum 
wage? The minimum wage needs to be 
raised. Oh, no, they do not want to do 
that. They have not done it in years. 
The States are doing it. Oh, no, let’s 
keep people working full time in pov-
erty. So instead of confabbing over 
there on how to push a trade bill onto 
this floor, we ought to be raising the 
minimum wage. 

What else should we be doing? We 
should make college more affordable. 
We have people here on Social Security 
in this country who are still paying off 
their student loans. That is a shame 
upon America. They cannot even refi-
nance their student loans. 

Instead of confabbing in the corner 
about how to bring a trade bill to this 
floor, why don’t we fix the student loan 
problem? Why don’t we raise the min-
imum wage? Why don’t we pass a high-
way bill that is funded to help middle- 
class people? 

It is all a matter of perspective, my 
friends. We still have not done equal 
pay for equal work, so women are not 
making what they should. That hurts 
our women when they retire. They 
have lost more than $400,000 in income. 

Instead of standing in the corner and 
figuring out how to bring a trade bill 
to the floor, they ought to be fixing 
equal pay for equal work. They ought 
to be fixing student loans for our stu-
dents. They ought to be passing a high-
way bill. They ought to be increasing 
the minimum wage. They ought to deal 
with currency fairness because our 
trading partners play with their cur-
rency in order to push forward their 
products. But oh, no, that is not on the 
agenda. 

We could have an agenda for a vi-
brant middle class. But instead of that, 
we are moving toward a trade bill. 

I know there are some who disagree 
with me and who come down to this 

floor and say: We are going to create 
jobs with this trade bill; it is going to 
be great. Let them explain how we are 
not going to see some of the 12 million 
jobs that are manufacturing jobs in 
America not move to countries that 
pay 56 cents an hour; another country, 
$1.19 an hour. 

I know they will disagree with me. 
They are making all of these promises. 
The more I hear it, the more I hear the 
echoes of the NAFTA debate. That was 
a long time ago, and I was here then. In 
1988, I voted for fast-track authority to 
allow the administration to negotiate 
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. Then, 5 years later, I saw the 
deal. It was a bad deal, and I voted no, 
but it was too late—because when I saw 
the deal, I knew I could not fix it be-
cause that is what fast-track is. 

What this majority today is saying 
to us is vote for fast-track and give up 
your right, Senator BOXER, to amend 
this trade agreement. They say: Well, 
it is very transparent. Go down and 
look at it. 

Let me tell you what you have to do 
to read this agreement. Follow this: 
You can only take a few of your staff-
ers who have to have a security clear-
ance—because, God knows why, this is 
secure, this is classified. It has nothing 
to do with defense. It has nothing to do 
with going after ISIS. It has nothing to 
do with any of that, but it is classified. 

I go down with my staff whom I can 
get to go with me, and as soon as I get 
there, the guard says to me: Hand over 
your electronics. 

OK. I give over my electronics. 
Then the guard says: You cannot 

take notes. 
I said: I cannot take notes? 
Well, you can take notes, but you 

have to give them back to me, and I 
will put them in a file. 

I said: Wait a minute. I am going to 
take notes, then you are going to take 
my notes away from me, then you are 
going to have them in a file and you 
can read my notes—not on your life. 

So instead of standing in a corner 
trying to figure out a way to bring a 
trade bill to the floor that does not do 
anything for the middle class, that is 
held so secretively that you need to go 
down there and hand over your elec-
tronics and give up your right to take 
notes and bring them back to your of-
fice, they ought to come over here and 
figure out how to help the middle class, 
how to extend the highway bill, how to 
raise the minimum wage, how to move 
toward clean energy, how to fix our 
currency manipulation that we see 
abroad. 

Anyway, I take you back to 1988. I 
voted for fast-track for NAFTA. In-
stead of the millions of new jobs that 
were promised, by 2010 the United 
States had lost 700,000 jobs. 

Instead of standing in a corner fig-
uring out how we are going to lose 
more jobs, we ought to do something 
that works for the middle class. 

Let me tell you what happened with 
NAFTA. Instead of improved pay for 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 00:35 May 13, 2015 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G12MY6.003 S12MYPT1em
cd

on
al

d 
on

 D
S

K
67

Q
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2770 May 12, 2015 
our workers, which was promised, 
NAFTA pushed down American wages. 
It empowered employers to say to their 
workers: Either accept lower wages and 
benefits or we are moving to Mexico. 
Instead of strengthening our economy, 
it increased our trade deficit to Mex-
ico, which now this year hit $50 billion. 
Before NAFTA we had a trade surplus 
with Mexico. Now we have a trade def-
icit. 

So instead of standing in the corner 
and figuring out how to have more 
trade deficits with countries, we ought 
to do something to help the middle 
class. 

I want to talk about something that 
happened in California—in Santa Ana— 
right after NAFTA. The city had 
worked hard to keep a Mitsubishi plant 
that assembled big-screen TVs, secur-
ing tax credits to help the plant stay 
competitive. Even after NAFTA passed, 
company officials promised they would 
keep the plant in Santa Ana. But guess 
what, folks. Three years later, 
Mitsubishi closed the plant. Company 
officials said they had to cut costs, es-
pecially labor costs, so they were mov-
ing their operations to Mexico. 

We lost 400 good-paying, middle-class 
jobs, even though everyone promised 
NAFTA would never do that. This is 
going to be wonderful. I got suckered 
into voting yes on fast-track. I fear we 
see this pattern again. 

The definition of ‘‘insanity’’ is doing 
the same thing over and over and ex-
pecting a different outcome. We have 
12.3 million manufacturing jobs in this 
country. We are looking at a trans-
pacific partnership deal, the largest 
trade deal in history, covering 40 per-
cent of the world’s economy. Tell me, 
what chance do our people who work in 
manufacturing have against countries 
that pay less than $1 an hour? In one 
case, I think it is 70 cents an hour. 

Of the 12 countries in the TPP, 3 have 
minimum wages that are higher than 
ours, Australia, New Zealand, and Can-
ada, but most of the countries have far 
lower wages, including Chile, with a 
minimum wage of $2.14; Peru, with a 
minimum wage of $1.38; and Vietnam, 
with a minimum wage of 70 cents. 
Brunei and Singapore don’t even have a 
minimum wage. 

I think I have laid out the argument 
as to why all of these promises about 
better wages and more jobs fall flat on 
their face when we look at that last 
free trade deal—and this one involves 
more countries. 

Then there is the investor-state dis-
pute settlement, or ISDS, which will 
allow polluters to sue for unlimited 
money damages. For example, they 
could use it to try to undo the incred-
ible work in California on climate 
change by claiming that they were put 
at a disadvantage by having to live 
with California’s laws. 

Polluters could seek to undermine 
the President’s Clean Power Plan or 
the toxic mercury pollution under the 
Mercury and Air Toxics Standards or 
they could sue because they had to 

spend a little money to make sure they 
didn’t dump toxins into our water-
ways—drinking water. 

We have seen this happen before. SD 
Myers, Lone Pine Resources, and the 
Renco Group sued. They notified Peru 
in 2010 and intended to launch an $800 
million investor-state claim against 
the government because they said the 
fair-trade agreement was violated be-
cause it said they did not really have 
to install all of these antipollution de-
vices. Yet Peru forced them to do it, 
and what happened was that ‘‘polluters 
pay’’ turned into ‘‘polluters get paid.’’ 

So we have a trade agreement that 
threatens 12 million manufacturing 
jobs. We have a trade agreement that is 
pushing all of the things we need to do 
for our middle class off the floor. We 
have a trade agreement that sets up 
this extrajudicial board that can over-
come America’s laws. 

As former Labor Secretary Robert 
Reich has warned, the consequences 
could be disastrous. He calls the TPP 
‘‘a Trojan horse in a global race to the 
bottom, giving big corporations and 
Wall Street a way to eliminate any and 
all laws and regulations that get in the 
way of their profits.’’ 

We should set this aside and not go 
to this today. Let’s work together as 
Democrats and Republicans for a true 
middle-class agenda, for a robust in-
vestment in our roads, bridges, and 
highways, and to fix our immigration 
system. 

I see Senator LEAHY is on the floor. 
He put together a comprehensive im-
migration reform bill that was amaz-
ing, but it was stopped and never hap-
pened. We have workers in the dark 
who are afraid to come out into the 
sunlight, and that puts a downward 
pressure on wages. Let’s pass that. 
Let’s make college more affordable, en-
sure equal pay for equal work, and 
fight for currency fairness. We can do 
it. 

f 

TOXIC REFORM 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I will 
take about 3 minutes to talk about my 
last issue today, and that is the toxic 
reform bill that passed out of the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee. 

Mr. President, I have some great 
news about the toxic bill. The original 
Vitter-Udall bill was slain and is gone 
and in its place is a better bill. That is 
the great news. The bad news is it is 
still not a really good bill. We have to 
do better, and we can do better. 

What we did in this bill is to under-
stand that we had to negotiate certain 
items out of it, and one of the items we 
had to negotiate was how far the origi-
nal bill went in preempting State laws, 
which we have now addressed. Credit 
goes to 450 organizations that—al-
though they still oppose this bill— 
pushed hard for those changes. Credit 
also goes to Senators WHITEHOUSE, 
MERKLEY, and BOOKER, who told me 
they wanted to try to negotiate some 
changes. I blessed them, and they went 

and did it. For that I have to thank a 
Senator who is no longer with us, Ted 
Kennedy. He taught me that, as a 
chairman, you need to understand that 
sometimes you have to turn to your 
colleagues and let them move forward. 
And I was happy to do that. 

The changes that came back included 
a part-way fix on preemption, a full fix 
on preempting air and water laws when 
it comes to toxics. And coenforcement 
has been fixed. So we are very, very 
pleased. 

What is not really fixed, however, is 
that we want to make sure States have 
even more latitude to move if they see 
a danger. If there is a cancer cluster 
among kids or adults around this coun-
try, we want to make sure that the 
Federal Government will move to help 
them. We want to make sure that as-
bestos is addressed directly in this bill 
because 10,000 people a year die from 
asbestos exposure. If there is a chem-
ical stored near a drinking water sup-
ply, we want to make sure that it, in 
fact, will receive priority attention. 

What chemical is in there? We saw it 
happen in West Virginia. Senator 
MANCHIN wrote a really good bill with 
me. We should address that, and I was 
happy to see that we had some bipar-
tisan votes on those last two fixes. 

We have to fix this bill, and I just 
don’t agree with anyone who comes to 
the floor and says it is perfect. But 
what I think is not important. What is 
important is what 450 groups think, 
and they think the bill has to be fixed. 

Let’s be clear. The people who say we 
have to fix the bill with perfecting 
amendments include the American 
Public Health Association and its Pub-
lic Health Nursing Section, the Asbes-
tos Disease Awareness Organization, 
the Consumers Union, the Institute for 
Agriculture and Trade Policy, the Na-
tional Disease Clusters Alliance, the 
National Hispanic Medical Association, 
the Birth Defect Research for Children, 
Physicians for Social Responsibility, 
the Maryland Nurses Association, the 
Massachusetts Nurses Association, the 
National Association of Hispanic 
Nurses, the Association of Women’s 
Health, Obstetric and Neonatal Nurses, 
the Breast Cancer Action, the Breast 
Cancer Fund, Huntington Breast Can-
cer Coalition, Kids v Cancer, and the 
Lung Cancer Alliance. It goes on and 
on. A full list of the organizations can 
be found at saferchemicals.org/coali-
tion. 

I say to my colleagues that the Vit-
ter-Udall bill is much better now than 
when it was introduced, and these 450 
groups did everything in their power to 
help us fix the bill. We are halfway 
there. I hope we can negotiate some 
more fixes—and maybe we can do that. 

If we can pass four or five of these 
amendments, we are on our way. But if 
we cannot fix the bill and it does come 
here, there will be a lot of talking 
about how to fix it. There will be a lot 
of talking, a lot of standing on our 
feet, and a lot of rallies with 450 
groups. That is the choice the Senate 
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