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All of these things are going to en-

sure that we have more manufacturing 
jobs in Ohio and across the country. 

Frankly, the Trump administration, 
and particularly U.S. Trade Represent-
ative Bob Lighthizer, has listened to 
Democrats’ concerns—listened very 
carefully—and then incorporated these 
concerns into this agreement. 

Some of the concerns have also been 
raised by Republicans over the years, 
but, frankly, when I was U.S. Trade 
Representative, it was Democrats who 
mostly raised these concerns about the 
labor standards being enforceable and 
ensuring that you had something like 
the minimum wage that is now in this 
agreement. 

These are provisions that Democrats 
have demanded for years. Yet now we 
can’t get a vote. They will not even let 
it be voted on. How does that make 
sense? How do you explain it? I don’t 
believe any Democrat thinks the status 
quo, NAFTA, is better than the 
USMCA. If they do, I would challenge 
them to explain to the American peo-
ple why they think the status quo, 
NAFTA, is better than USMCA. 

Blocking this trade agreement hurts 
so many sectors of our economy, as I 
have talked about. It hurts our auto in-
dustry and the hard-working men and 
women who are on the assembly lines. 
It hurts our farmers. They aren’t going 
to be able to gain new access to mar-
kets in Canada and Mexico. That is 
why nearly 1,000 farm groups from our 
country have now come out strongly to 
support USMCA. Blocking USMCA 
means blocking our farmers out of 
these markets. 

With all of these new requirements 
and all of these new improvements, it 
should be clear to everyone that this is 
not an effort to rebrand NAFTA. This 
is new. It is different. It is not your fa-
ther’s Oldsmobile. They are big and 
meaningful changes that will benefit 
all of us. 

In short, USMCA is good for jobs. It 
is good for small businesses. It is good 
for our farmers. It is good for workers, 
and it is good for the economy. 

This is a rare opportunity, my col-
leagues, to do something that is good 
for America and to do it in a bipartisan 
way. It can have such a positive impact 
at a time when our country needs to 
have us come together and do some-
thing that is good for everybody. 

To Speaker PELOSI and the House 
Democrats: The ball is in your court. 
We realize that. Under the rules up 
here in Congress as to how you deal 
with trade agreements, this has to 
start in the House of Representatives. 
If it were to come to the floor here in 
the Senate, I believe it would pass and 
pass with a good bipartisan margin be-
cause it just makes so much sense. But 
it has to go through the House first. 

If that agreement did come to the 
House floor, I believe logic would pre-
vail, and it would pass there, as well, 
because I believe Members would say: 
Here is my choice, and it is a binary 
choice: Do I go with the status quo, 

NAFTA, that I have been complaining 
about for years, or do I go with the new 
and improved USMCA? I think that is 
a pretty easy vote for a lot of Members 
who look at this objectively and with 
the interests of their constituents in 
mind. 

A vote for USMCA, quite simply, is a 
vote for improved market access, more 
U.S. manufacturing, and a more level 
playing field for American workers, 
farmers, and service providers. 

A vote against USMCA and blocking 
it from coming to the floor is a vote to 
keep NAFTA. It is as simple as that. A 
vote against USMCA is a vote for the 
status quo, which is NAFTA. 

Supporting NAFTA today means sup-
porting unenforceable labor and envi-
ronmental standards, nonexistent dig-
ital economy provisions, and outdated 
rules of origin provisions that allow 
more automobiles and auto parts to be 
manufactured overseas rather than in 
America. We have a chance to fix all of 
this by passing USMCA. 

I am confident that this new agree-
ment will pass if we can get it up for a 
vote because the American people will 
demand it. There is plenty of time for 
politics between now and the 2020 elec-
tion. Right now, let’s focus on what is 
best for the American people. Let’s 
work together and put them first, and, 
by doing so, let’s pass USMCA. 

I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SASSE). The Senator from Utah. 
NOMINATION OF DAVID B. BARLOW 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor today to discuss my friend, 
my former colleague, and soon-to-be 
confirmed Federal District Judge 
David Barlow. 

Last night, the Senate voted to in-
voke cloture as to Mr. Barlow’s nomi-
nation. We will be voting later today to 
confirm him. Based on the support we 
have, I expect the vote to be over-
whelming, and with really good reason. 

David Barlow is someone I have 
known for a long time. He is someone 
I have known, in fact, for more than 30 
years. 

David Barlow and I first met when we 
were both in high school. Oddly 
enough, we met in Washington, DC, 
while we were both participating in an 
event known as American Legion Boys 
Nation. We had both attended Boys 
State in our respective States—I in 
Utah and he in Idaho—and we were 
both selected to go to Boys Nation to 
represent our respective Boys States. 

Shortly after we convened as Boys 
Nation senators, David Barlow was 
elected to be the President pro temp of 
the Boys Nation senate. As a result, 
when we visited the White House a few 
days later, it was David Barlow who 
got to stand right next to Ronald 
Reagan as he greeted us in the Rose 
Garden and addressed Boys Nation. 

David Barlow was someone who 
seemed to have been born for public 
service, and he was born for public 
service for all of the right reasons, in 
all of the right ways. He had a certain 

enthusiasm about the workings of gov-
ernment—not in a partisan way, not in 
a self-interested way but in a way that 
was infectious and made all around 
him want to build a better country, 
want to find common ground, and want 
to come to know more about our coun-
try’s rich histories and tradition. 

Mr. Barlow and I became re-
acquainted about a year after we first 
met, when we first enrolled as fresh-
men students at Brigham Young Uni-
versity in the fall of 1989. David Barlow 
was there on a full academic scholar-
ship and did not disappoint with his 
academic performance. As I recall, he 
graduated with a 4.0 grade point aver-
age from Brigham Young University 
with highest honors. Here again, David 
was smart but in a way that didn’t 
make other people feel less smart. He 
made other people feel smart and eager 
to learn more, eager to be more enthu-
siastic about the academic process. He 
isn’t someone who would have ever 
talked to other people about his out-
standing grades or about his wonderful 
accomplishments. 

A few years later, we both graduated 
from BYU. He graduated in 1995 from 
Brigham Young University and en-
rolled at Yale Law School, where he re-
ceived his jurist doctorate degree in 
1998. 

After he graduated, David Barlow 
started his legal career as an associate 
at the law firm then known as Lord, 
Bissell & Brook in the firm’s Chicago 
office. Just a couple of years later, 
David joined Sidley and Austin LLP as 
an associate in the firm’s Chicago of-
fice. He later became a partner start-
ing, I believe, in 2006, and he remained 
a partner at Sidley up until 2010. 

During much of that time, I was an 
associate at Sidley and Austin in the 
firm’s Washington, DC, office. I got to 
know David again through this process, 
this time as a lawyer, as a professional. 
Although we worked in different of-
fices, as part of the same firm, we knew 
the same people. 

The network of lawyers with whom I 
worked quickly identified David Bar-
low as one of the lawyers in the firm 
who could be trusted with everything, 
one of the lawyers in the firm who, 
even as a young associate, could be 
given any task, and any lawyer giving 
him that responsibility could do so 
with the full assurance that the client 
would be well served, that no ball 
would be dropped, and that every stone 
would be turned over in an effort to 
properly handle the case. 

Mr. Barlow worked on a wide variety 
of litigation matters, including com-
plex civil litigation, class actions, and 
products liability cases. He also han-
dled a number of domestic violence 
cases on a pro bono basis. 

Among many of his clients, David 
Barlow became known as Dr. Barlow. It 
was a name assigned to him by some of 
his clients when he was working on 
some liability cases involving the med-
ical field. He became so immersed in 
the subject matter of the litigation 
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that over time he acquired more 
knowledge in some cases than some of 
the doctors who were consulting with 
the client on that same matter. To this 
day, I occasionally refer to him as Dr. 
Barlow just for fun. 

In 2011, shortly after I had been elect-
ed to the U.S. Senate, David Barlow 
joined my team as my chief counsel 
and chief staffer on the Judiciary Com-
mittee. He is someone who had never 
worked in the U.S. Senate prior to that 
time but, literally, within a matter of 
weeks, had learned the ropes of this 
body to a degree sufficient that no one 
would have been able to discern the dif-
ference between Mr. Barlow and some-
body who had worked in the Senate for 
many, many years. 

He quickly became a favorite within 
my office. David Barlow was someone 
who we could always turn to in a mo-
ment if someone had a question. In a 
moment of crisis, he would figure out 
how to solve it. In a moment where we 
needed an answer to a legal question, 
he either knew the answer or, if he 
didn’t know the answer, he could find 
it in a short period of time, and we 
could proceed with the correct under-
standing that, when he gave us an an-
swer, it was right and we could rely on 
it. 

The fact that he was so beloved with-
in my office extended far beyond his 
legal acumen or his professional abili-
ties. He is also just a delight to be 
around. He is really funny, and he is 
equally conversive in a wide variety of 
material, from Shakespeare to Chau-
cer, from the Old Testament to old epi-
sodes of ‘‘30 Rock’’ and Saturday Night 
Live.’’ He had a sophisticated sense of 
humor that managed to be out-
rageously funny, while never inappro-
priate. That is a skill that we in Utah 
particularly strive to attain and very 
few are able to achieve. 

Later in 2011, President Obama chose 
David Barlow to serve as the U.S. at-
torney for the District of Utah. This 
was a bittersweet moment for me and 
my staff, having learned to rely on his 
skill, but we were very happy for David 
and especially happy for the people of 
Utah, who were the beneficiaries of his 
outstanding service as the U.S. attor-
ney. Having previously worked in that 
U.S. Attorney’s Office myself as an as-
sistant U.S. attorney, I stayed in con-
tact with many of my former col-
leagues, all of whom came to abso-
lutely love this outstanding public 
servant. 

David served as U.S. attorney 
through 2014, at which point he re-
turned to his partnership at Sidley 
Austin and worked in the firm’s Wash-
ington, DC, office. In 2017, he joined 
Walmart as vice president over compli-
ance for the company’s health and 
wellness business. I still remember the 
moment when someone reviewing him 
for that position, prior to the time he 
had been offered the job, called to ask 
me what I thought about his qualifica-
tions for that job. I explained at the 
outset to this reviewer that my com-

ments regarding David Barlow would 
be so overwhelmingly positive that she 
would think I was joking. I was, in 
fact, not. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to deliver my remarks to an ex-
tent not to exceed 4 minutes. 

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

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, needless to 
say, he got the job. He flourished there 
as he has everywhere else. 

Then, in 2018, David Barlow, to the 
great happiness of many of us in Utah 
who know and love him, decided to re-
turn to Utah, and he joined Dorsey & 
Whitney, LLP, as a partner in the 
firm’s Salt Lake City office. For the 
past several years, David Barlow has 
had a practice that has focused on han-
dling government enforcement actions 
and internal investigations, which have 
typically been large multijuris-
dictional matters. He is someone who 
knows how to handle complex litiga-
tion. 

I would also like to note that since I 
first met David Barlow, I have also got-
ten to know David Barlow’s family. 
They are extraordinary people—David’s 
wife Crystal and their children. David’s 
parents, Bruce and Emily Barlow, in 
fact, used to live just a couple of doors 
down from me in Utah. They are as 
kind and decent a people as you could 
ever hope to meet. While one’s parents 
certainly can’t independently qualify 
one for service in a lifetime article III 
judicial appointment, if ever one could 
qualify through that route, that would 
probably qualify him here simply be-
cause Bruce and Emily Barlow are per-
haps the most kind and decent people I 
have ever met and the warmest and 
loveliest neighbors anyone could ever 
hope to have. 

For all these reasons, and based on 
Mr. Barlow’s mastery of the law, his 
professionalism, his kindness, his de-
meanor, his collegiality, which I have 
never heard questioned or in any way 
called into question, David Barlow is 
qualified to be a U.S. district judge, 
and I am grateful that he will be serv-
ing once he is confirmed as judge on 
the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Utah. 

I urge my colleagues to support his 
confirmation and look forward to vot-
ing for him later today. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 

to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Richard Ernest Myers II, of North 
Carolina, to be United States District Judge 
for the Eastern District of North Carolina. 

Mitch McConnell, John Boozman, Rich-
ard Burr, Shelley Moore Capito, John 
Cornyn, Mike Crapo, John Barrasso, 
Roy Blunt, John Thune, Steve Daines, 
Thom Tillis, Kevin Cramer, Chuck 

Grassley, Tom Cotton, Rand Paul, 
Roger F. Wicker, Cindy Hyde-Smith. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the nomination 
of Richard Ernest Myers II, of North 
Carolina, to be United States District 
Judge for the Eastern District of North 
Carolina, shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. THUNE. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) and the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
ROUNDS). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. BOOKER), 
the Senator from California (Ms. HAR-
RIS), the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
SANDERS), and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Ms. WARREN) are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LANKFORD). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 72, 
nays 22, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 375 Ex.] 
YEAS—72 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Burr 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Ernst 

Feinstein 
Fischer 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Lee 
Manchin 
McConnell 
McSally 
Moran 
Murphy 

Paul 
Perdue 
Peters 
Portman 
Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rosen 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Sinema 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Warner 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—22 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cortez Masto 
Gillibrand 
Heinrich 

Hirono 
Klobuchar 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murray 
Schatz 
Schumer 

Smith 
Stabenow 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—6 

Booker 
Harris 

Murkowski 
Rounds 

Sanders 
Warren 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 72, the nays are 22. 

The motion is agreed to. 
f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 05:09 Dec 05, 2019 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G04DE6.011 S04DEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-09T01:26:31-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




