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The rule eliminates the ability of groups of
borrowers to be granted relief, even in cases
where there is substantial compelling evi-
dence of widespread wrongdoing. It prohibits
the filing of claims after three years even
when evidence of wrongdoing emerges at a
later date. It requires borrowers to prove
schools intended to deceive them or acted
recklessly, although students have no ability
to access evidence that might show this in-
tent. And the rule stipulates that student
loans taken by students under false pre-
tenses are insufficient evidence of financial
harm to allow the loans to be cancelled.

Additionally, the 2019 rule eliminates the
promise of automatic loan relief to eligible
students whose school closed before they
could graduate. Instead, the Department
would force each eligible student impacted
by a school closure to individually find out
about their statutory right to relief, apply,
and navigate the government’s bureaucracy
to have their loans cancelled.

Many of us wrote to the Department in Au-
gust 2018 in response to the notice of pro-
posed rulemaking and offered carefully con-
sidered recommendations. However, the De-
partment rejected our recommendations
that would have provided a fair process that
protects students and taxpayer dollars. In-
stead, the new rule would do little to provide
relief to students who have been lied to, and
even less to dissuade colleges from system-
atically engaging in deceptive and illegal re-
cruitment tactics. Moreover, a borrower de-
fense rule that fails to adequately protect
students harms the most vulnerable stu-
dents, including first-generation college stu-
dents, Black and Latino students, and mili-
tary-connected students, who are targeted
by and disproportionately enroll in preda-
tory for-profit colleges.

Meanwhile, the Department refuses to take
action on a massive backlog of over 200,000
pending borrower defense claims, having
failed to approve or deny a single claim in
over a year. We fully support your effort to
repeal the 2019 borrower defense rule, and
look forward to restoration of the 2016 rule,
which took major steps to provide a path to
loan forgiveness for the hundreds of thou-
sands of students who attended schools
where misconduct has already been well doc-
umented.

Signed,

AFL-CIO, AFSCME, Allied Progress,
American Association of University Profes-
sors, American Federation of Teachers,
Americans for Financial Reform, Associa-
tion of Young Americans (AYA), Campaign
for America’s Future, Center for Public In-
terest Law, Center for Responsible Lending,
Children’s Advocacy Institute, CLASP,
Clearinghouse on Women’s Issues, Consumer
Action, Consumer Advocacy and Protection
Society (CAPS) at Berkeley Law.

Consumer Federation of America, Con-
sumer Federation of California, Demos,
Duke Consumer Rights Project, East Bay
Community Law Center, Economic Mobility
Pathways (EMPath), The Education Trust,
Empire Justice Center, Feminist Majority
Foundation, Government Accountability
Project, Higher Education Loan Coalition
(HELC), Hildreth Institute, Housing and Eco-
nomic Rights Advocates, The Institute for
College Access & Success (TICAS), Maryland
Consumer Rights Coalition.

NAACP, National Association for College
Admission Counseling, National Association
of Consumer Advocates, National Associa-
tion of Consumer Bankruptcy Attorneys
(NACBA), National Consumer Law Center
(on behalf of its low-income clients), Na-
tional Education Association, National
Urban League, New America Higher Edu-
cation Program, New Jersey Citizen Action,
One Wisconsin Now, PHENOM (Public Higher
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Education Network of Massachusetts),
Project on Predatory Student Lending, Pub-
lic Citizen, Public Counsel, Public Good Law
Center.

Public Law Center, Service Employees
International Union (SEIU), Southeast Asia
Resource Action Center (SEARAC), Student
Debt Crisis, Student Defense, Student Vet-
erans of America, Third Way, U.S. Public In-
terest Research Group (PIRG), UnidosUS,
Veterans Education Success, Veterans for
Common Sense, Young Invincibles.

Mr. DURBIN. Among the organiza-
tions supporting the resolution are the
American Federation of Teachers, the
Center for Responsible Lending, the
Consumer Federation of America, the
Education Trust, the National Associa-
tion of College Admission Counseling,
the NAACP, the National Education
Association, the Student Veterans of
America, and the American Legion on
behalf of American veterans who have
been victims of this fraud as well.

When our resolution comes to the
floor, I hope a handful of my Repub-
lican colleagues will take a look at it
and realize that we have to give these
students a second chance at their lives.
We misled them into attending for-
profit schools that were worthless. The
schools defrauded them. They ended up
with a debt to our government, and
under the provisions of the Higher Edu-
cation Act, that debt can be forgiven.
Let’s give these defrauded student bor-
rowers a second chance. Ultimately,
they deserve an opportunity from our
government to have a better holiday
coming before them and a better life
ahead.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ScoTT of Florida). The Senator from
Ohio.

UNITED STATES-MEXICO-CANADA TRADE
AGREEMENT

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I have
come to the Senate floor several times
over the past year to talk about the
importance of passing the U.S.-Mexico-
Canada Agreement. This is the suc-
cessor agreement to the 25-year-old
NAFTA accord.

Yes, it has been a year; in fact, it has
been over a year since that agreement
was negotiated between Canada and
Mexico, and then Congress was meant
to take it up. It has been too long.

However, I am happy to report today
that now we are at the end of that long
process. I am told that the legislation
is actually going to be voted on in the
House of Representatives probably next
week and then here in the U.S. Senate
right after the holidays.

We will have a chance, finally, to
pass this agreement that is so good for
the farmers, for the workers, for the
manufacturers, and for the small busi-
nesses that I represent.

I am really pleased that the Presi-
dent of the United States and his chief
trade negotiator, Bob Lighthizer, had
the persistence to get this done. I am
not sure I would have had the same pa-
tience.

I also want to congratulate House
Speaker NANCY PELOSI for making the
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decision to move forward with it. This
is one of these situations in which,
under our law, the agreement has to be
voted on first by the House. So the
Speaker of the House had an unusual
role here, where it couldn’t go forward
without her approval. Again, finally,
we are there.

The agreement, which was negotiated
over a year ago and languished—spe-
cific language was sent up here in May
of last year—is pretty much the same.
About 99 percent of it is the same
agreement. It is a good agreement be-
cause it opens up more markets for us.
What has changed is there are new pro-
visions, different provisions, as it re-
lates to enforcing the labor standards
that are already in the agreement.

In the agreement, what Mexico and
Canada were asked to do, in addition to
the United States, in terms of higher
labor standards, was negotiated over a
year ago, but what has happened over,
really, the past several months is now
there is a mechanism to enforce it that
is a little different.

I think it will make it easier to en-
force potential violations of the agree-
ment we have reached, particularly
with regard to Mexico. It doesn’t really
come back against the United States at
all. We can explain this in more detail
as we see the exact language that is
coming up in the next couple of days.

The bottom line is, for a U.S. com-
pany, the labor standards that are es-
tablished are the ones we already have
in our law. For Mexico or Canada to
file an objection to us potentially not
following that agreement is simply
after there has been a U.S. law proc-
essed, which would involve the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board and our
existing law, so it really shouldn’t af-
fect us at all.

By the way, Secretary Scalia, who is
the Secretary of Labor, was very in-
volved in ensuring that it wouldn’t
come back on U.S. companies, on U.S.
workers, and on our economy.

At the end of the day, although it
took way too long to get there, we
have ended up with a very good re-
sult—an agreement that does expand
trade, and that is the whole idea.

We have talked a lot on the floor as
to why this is so important. I will tell
you, in my home State of Ohio, we send
more than half of our exports to two
countries, Canada and Mexico. By far,
the No. 1 trading partner is Mexico,
and No. 2 is Canada.

This is really important because
these jobs are really important. It is
about $28 billion a year. These are jobs
that pay higher wages and better bene-
fits—export jobs. For our farmers, this
is really important. For manufacturers
and workers, it is really important be-
cause this lets them be able to do what
we do best, which is efficiently and pro-
ductively make things and produce
things that could be sold to other mar-
kets.

Remember, in America, we are only
about 5 percent of the global econ-
omy—five percent of the people—so our
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population is only about 5 percent, but
we are about 25 percent of the GDP of
the world. We are a relatively small
country by population, but we have
this big economy. To access that 95
percent of consumers outside of Amer-
ica to sell our products is absolutely
essential to our prosperity here, to our
jobs here.

As I mentioned earlier, those export
jobs tend to be better jobs and higher
paying jobs with better benefits.

What does this agreement do? First
of all, it creates a bunch of new jobs.
This chart has 176,000-plus new jobs.
That is because the International
Trade Commission—which is the inde-
pendent body that analyzes these
things—gave us a range. The GDP in-
creased. It increased our economy. The
number of jobs is huge, by the way—
greater than any other trade agree-
ment we have entered into, greater on
the economic growth side than the
Trans-Pacific Partnership that many
of my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle thought was something we
should have entered into and was so
important. This is even bigger.

Obviously, it is so big because Can-
ada and Mexico are such big trading
partners with us. So even relatively
small changes to open up new markets
have a big impact. These are going to
be welcome jobs and, again, higher pay-
ing jobs.

Second, it really helps us with regard
to online sales. One of our advantages
as a country is we do a lot of commerce
over the internet. When the original
NAFTA agreement was written and
was currently enforced—the status
quo—there really were not any signifi-
cant online sales—virtually none. So
there were no provisions in there.
Every modern trade agreement has
provisions for online sales or for sales
over the internet. Now we have them
with regard to Mexico and Canada,
which we would not have had under the
old NAFTA. So that is a big improve-
ment. For Ohio, that is a lot of small
companies because entrepreneurs—
some of these new startups are online
companies—really like these provi-
sions.

By the way, it says a number of
things. It says you can’t require local-
ization of data. In other words, Canada
and Mexico can’t say: Hey, you have to
have your servers in our country if you
are going to do business with us. That
is really important to our American
online industry.

Second, it says that you can’t put
tariffs on data online. Again, it is very
important to establish that, not just
for Canada and Mexico but as a prece-
dent for other trade agreements going
forward.

Third, it actually raises the de mini-
mis level. In other words, to apply cus-
toms duties on stuff going to Canada
and Mexico, they have a very low level.
We have a relatively high level here.
That level has increased for Canada
and Mexico. That is an administrative
burden that is lifted off of a 1ot of these
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small businesses but also a costsaver
because they don’t have to pay cus-
toms duty on a relatively small prod-
uct that goes to another country.

These are all good things for Amer-
ican jobs. Again, we have a compara-
tive advantage here because we do a lot
of online sales.

Third is more U.S.-made steel and
auto parts. This is really important to
Ohio but also to our country. Manufac-
turing is now finally on the upswing.
Manufacturing jobs are actually in-
creasing in this country for the first
time in years, and we are getting back
on our feet in terms of what has always
made America great, which is that we
produce things; we make things. So
this agreement helps.

It says, as an example, that 70 per-
cent of the steel that goes into auto-
mobiles—and the automobile industry
is a big deal for Canada and Mexico and
the United States—has to be from
North America. That helps U.S. steel
mills and steel mills in Ohio, as op-
posed to steel coming in from China,
for example, from Brazil, and from
other countries.

Second, it changes the rules of ori-
gin—how much stuff can go into an
automobile that comes from other
countries. It is 62% percent now, and it
would take it up to 75 percent in this
agreement. That is the highest level of
any agreement we have with anybody.

Why is that important? Well, think
about it. We have agreed with Canada
and Mexico that we are going to have
this agreement that lowers the tariffs
in all these countries and lowers the
trade barriers generally. In other
words, it gives them an advantage in
our market. We get an advantage in
their market. That is the idea. If you
don’t have a rule of origin where you
say stuff can’t come in from other
countries and take advantage of that,
then you have basically free riders.

As an example, China can send a
bunch of their auto parts to Mexico
and produce a car that is a Mexican car
that therefore gets the benefit of the
NAFTA agreement. China has not
opened its market at all; it has only
provided this product to Mexico. But
then the product gets the advantage of
the lower tariffs and lower trade bar-
riers generally. That is not fair. Rais-
ing it from 62% percent to 75 percent is
really significant. Again, it is the high-
est number of any trade agreement we
have, and it avoids this problem.

Some of us say: Gee, that sounds pro-
tectionist. I don’t think it is. I think
what it says to China, Japan, Brazil, or
other countries is that if you want to
get the advantage of the U.S. market
that Canada and Mexico are getting
and that we get reciprocally from
them, then enter into a trade agree-
ment with us.

Let’s have more trade agreements.
Let’s lower the barriers for everybody.
That actually will expand trade. But
we ought not to allow them to do it
without that. This is a big deal.

It also is true that in this agreement,
there is something unprecedented with
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regard to leveling the playing field. Re-
member, a basic concept of our trade
laws is that you want to have a bal-
anced trade law where you have im-
ports and exports because that makes
sense—Kkeeps consumer prices down and
allows us to have good jobs here—but
you want it to be reciprocal and bal-
anced. You don’t want to have a situa-
tion where a country, because of its
low wage rates and lack of labor stand-
ards or lack of environmental stand-
ards, where it is polluting a lot, can
take advantage by having lower cost
goods coming into America.

In this agreement, we do say that
there is a minimum wage for between
40 and 45 percent of the auto produc-
tion. It is $16 an hour. That will end up
benefiting us because wages are rel-
atively higher in America and Canada
than they are in Mexico. That will be
good for auto jobs here and help to
level the playing field. This is why you
might have seen that some of the labor
unions are supporting this agreement
and some of the U.S. manufacturers are
supporting this agreement. They have
a lot of facilities here in America, and
they like that part of it as well.

There are new markets for farmers. I
mean, this is kind of a no-brainer that
has made it, for me, frustrating over
the last year because we haven’t been
able to move forward on this agree-
ment while farmers have really been
suffering because of a few different
things.

One is weather. We have had some
lousy weather, particularly in my
State and across the Midwest, where it
is too wet to plant and too dry for the
crops to grow properly for a harvest,
and that has hit us hard. We couldn’t
plant in Ohio in a number of cases this
last year because of the weather being
too wet, and so farmers have been hit
by that.

The second is that prices have been
relatively low—not just recently but
really over the last several years for
different commodities such as corn,
soybeans, and wheat. Part of that is be-
cause of the global markets.

Part of it is because of the third
issue, which is China. Because of our
ongoing negotiation with China and
disputes with China over what they are
doing on intellectual property, stealing
our technology, and other issues, they
have bought less of our farm products.
For Ohio, as an example, our No. 1
market overseas for soybeans is China,
and one out of every three acres plant-
ed in Ohio is planted for export. Think
about how that affects your prices if
you lose that big market share and
that big customer.

I am pleased to say that we seem to
be making some progress with China
right now, incidentally, as an aside. It
is great to have this agreement done.
The next agreement I hope we get done
is with China and get them to play by
the rules and open those markets more.
This week, they started to buy more
soybeans, and that is good.

In the meantime, our farmers are
desperate for more markets, and in this
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agreement, that is exactly what they
get. So if you are an Ohio farmer—and
we are No. 2 in the country on eggs—
you can now have access to these mar-
kets in Canada and Mexico, on eggs,
that you never had before.

On dairy, Canada in particular has
some very protectionist provisions in
place with regard to dairy products—
think milk and cheese.

If you are an Ohio dairy farmer, you
can sell stuff into Canada you couldn’t
sell before—also pork, beef, wheat, and
other products. This is good for our
farmers. This is why over 1,000 farm
groups around the country have sup-
ported this agreement. I mean, I don’t
know a farm group in Ohio that doesn’t
support it strongly. Again, part of it is
that this is a great agreement for
them, and part of it is that they are
hurting, and this gives them some light
at the end of the tunnel, an oppor-
tunity to see new markets and there-
fore see some prices increase in our ag
community.

This is a good agreement that is good
for jobs, good for small business, as we
talked about, good for farmers, good
for workers, and good for our economy.
It is important that we get it done. I
am glad the House is going to go ahead
and vote on it in the next week. I wish
we could vote here in the Senate right
away, too, but under the process called
trade promotion authority, we do have
some processes we need to go through.
It is probably best to have it happen
after the holidays. Right after the holi-
days, my hope is that here on the floor
of the Senate, Members will look at
this for what it is. This is not a Demo-
cratic or a Republican victory; this is
an American victory.

Again, I appreciate the efforts of
President Donald Trump because he
was persistent and tough on the nego-
tiations, and then he was persistent
and patient in working with the U.S.
Congress. There were a lot of people
saying: Go ahead and send the agree-
ment up and try to jam the Democrats
into doing the right thing. He didn’t do
that. He waited to figure out a way to
come up with an agreement, particu-
larly on the labor enforcement provi-
sions we talked about, and as a result,
we now have the ability on a bipartisan
basis to get this done. I hope the vote
in the House will reflect that; likewise,
here in the Senate.

I know there are some of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle who
think this agreement is not perfect. No
agreement is perfect; I will just say
that. I am a former U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative. I am a former trade law-
yer. I am a former member of the Ways
and Means Committee, which is the
trade committee over there. I am now
on the trade committee here, the Fi-
nance Committee. No agreement is
ever perfect. It is not the agreement
exactly that you would write or I
would write, but, boy, this is a good
agreement.

To make perfect the enemy of the
good would hurt the farmers and the
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workers and the small businesses that
we represent that want this agreement
badly because they know it is going to
help them.

The other thing I would say is that it
also helps our relationships with our
two biggest trading partners in Ohio,
Canada and Mexico, and also our neigh-
bors.

For North America’s future, this is a
good idea—to have the certainty and
predictability that comes with an
agreement we have all been able to
coalesce around and improve the status
quo. NAFTA was negotiated 25 years
ago. A lot has happened in the last 25
years. We talked about how the digital
economy has transformed our econ-
omy, and we have a competitive and
comparative advantage in that. That is
one small example. So many things
have changed.

We have better protections for intel-
lectual property in this agreement, as
an example. We have these new trade-
opening opportunities in agriculture.
We have these opportunities in manu-
facturing to do more here in North
America and specifically in the United
States.

A vote against this new agreement is
a vote for NAFTA, which is this 25-
year-old agreement that has these
flaws because that is the status quo.
My hope is that the next time I come
to this floor to talk about this, it will
be to ask my colleagues in short order
to support a vote, that it will have
come out of the Finance Committee
with a strong bipartisan vote, that it
will have come to the floor with a
strong vote from the House, and that
we can get this done. Then President
Trump can sign it, and the people we
represent will be better off, our com-
munity of nations here in North Amer-
ica will be better off, and the United
States of America will have another
victory.

I yield back.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

APPROPRIATIONS

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I
came to the floor this morning to ad-
dress what has been an alarming and
inaccurate information campaign that
is being spread about the international
family planning amendment included
in this year’s State and Foreign Oper-
ations appropriations bill.

I would note that while this amend-
ment is referred to as the ‘‘Shaheen
amendment” in alarmist and inac-
curate blog posts, it is actually bipar-
tisan language that was agreed to by
both the subcommittee and full com-
mittee chairs of the Appropriations
Committee and ultimately approved
unanimously by Republicans and
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Democrats in the committee. Yet arti-
cles and op-eds online have condemned
the amendment as pro-abortion. I was
surprised to hear this given that, de-
spite my objections, the amendment
does not address the Mexico City pol-
icy—or the global gag rule, as it is
known—abortion services, or informa-
tion. In fact, this is the first time in 18
years—I am going to say that again. It
is the first time in 18 years that mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee
were prevented from offering a bipar-
tisan amendment that would strip the
bill of the Mexico City provision.

Instead of allowing the established
committee process to amend the
SFOPs bill with this provision, the en-
tire bill was pulled from consideration.
In response to that, in an effort to en-
sure the bill wasn’t endangered, I
worked with my colleagues Senator
CoLLINS of Maine and Senator MUR-
KOWSKI of Alaska and with Republican
leadership to limit the scope of the
amendment so we could allow the ap-
propriations bill to go forward.

It is false—absolutely, positively
false—to say this amendment funds
abortions abroad. In fact, it is wrong to
say, and inaccurate to say, that any
U.S. assistance goes to funding abor-
tions at home or abroad. In compliance
with U.S. law, family planning funding
does not and never has gone to abor-
tion services. I hope everyone is clear
about that. Under our law, family plan-
ning funding does not go to support
abortion services.

Now that I have outlined what this
amendment does not do, let me discuss
what it does do. It provides an increase
of $567.5 million for a total of $632.5 mil-
lion for existing international family
planning accounts. This money funds
programs and services that provide
modern contraceptives, which 214 mil-
lion women around the world who want
to avoid pregnancy are not able to ac-
cess.

Again, I don’t know when the debate
around abortion came to include con-
traceptives and family planning. It also
would allow for the healthy timing and
spacing of births, which is very impor-
tant to the health of infants and it is
important to the health of women to be
able to space the births of their chil-
dren to recover between births. It pro-
vides education information and coun-
seling about family planning issues. It
ensures access to antenatal and post-
natal care for a healthy mother and
baby. It provides for HPV vaccination
and prevention, something very impor-
tant to the health of children.

These are a few of the critical serv-
ices the assistance provides. The im-
pact of these services is very real.

According to the Guttmacher Insti-
tute, with each additional $10 million
the U.S. dedicates to family planning
and reproductive health programs,
400,000 more women and couples receive
contraceptives services and supplies.
With the $57.5 million increase pro-
vided for in this amendment, more
than 2.2 million women and couples
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