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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Iowa is recog-
nized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. We are in morning
business, is that right?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

f

TAX RELIEF FOR WORKING
FAMILIES—PART II

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
to speak on the tax relief for working
families that the Senate passed a few
weeks ago and was signed into law by
President Bush.

This is the second in a series of
speeches I am giving to highlight the
details of this bipartisan tax cut that
provided significant relief to millions
of Americans.

In today’s speech I want to focus on
the many provisions in the bipartisan
bill that provide tax relief for working
families and particularly families with
children.

First, I wish to discuss the efforts to
address the marriage penalty that ex-
isted throughout the structure of the
income tax. For far too many years,
the Tax Code penalized working fami-
lies where both the husband and wife
work. It is simply wrong that we had a
Tax Code that penalized marriage.

The bipartisan tax cut completely
ends the marriage penalty for many
low- and middle-income families and
makes significant strides in reducing
the marriage penalty for all other fam-
ilies.

This is accomplished through two ac-
tions. First, the bill provides that the
standard deduction for those who are
married filing jointly will be set at two
times the rate of a single individual.

For example, when everyone filed
their tax returns this last April 15, the
standard deduction for singles was
$4,400. However, the standard deduction
for married filing jointly was only
$7,350. If the new tax law had been fully
enacted for tax year 2000, the standard
deduction for married filing jointly
would have been $8,800.

The second step we took was for the
10 percent and 15 percent marginal rate
brackets for married filing jointly to
be set at two times the rate of a single
individual.

Again, to illustrate. If the first $6,000
of a single individual is taxed at 10 per-
cent, then the first $12,000 of a married
individual filing jointly will be taxed
at 10 percent.

These two efforts will provide com-
plete elimination of the marriage pen-
alty for low- and many middle-income
working families and will also benefit
married couples with higher incomes.

Keep in mind, Mr. President, almost
one-half of married couples take the
standard deduction. These couples tend
to be in the lower income brackets and
they will get relief upfront.

The doubling of the 10 percent mar-
ginal rate bracket is done imme-
diately. The remainder of marriage
penalty relief is phased in over several

years. The increase in the standard de-
duction is phased in over a 5-year pe-
riod beginning in 2005 and the doubling
of the 15 percent rate bracket also is
phased in beginning in 2005 and is
phased in over a 4-year period.

Many Senators were active in pro-
viding marriage penalty relief, but cer-
tainly Senator HUTCHISON of Texas was
a leader in this issue.

Mr. President, let me take a moment
to address the point some pundits have
made about the fact that some of the
marriage penalty relief provisions, as
well as other provisions in the bill, are
phased in. The requirement of phase-
ins simply reflects the reality of the
guidance we were provided by the budg-
et resolution.

The budget resolution effectively re-
quires us to phase in these, and other,
provisions in the bipartisan tax bill.
The budget resolution allows for more
tax cuts over time as the economy
grows and we see greater surpluses
year-by-year.

The last piece of the bill that ad-
dresses marriage penalty is an expan-
sion of the earned income credit, EIC,
for married families with children. The
EIC provides a cash payment to low-in-
come working families. EIC is targeted
particularly to help working families
with children.

The EIC provision in the tax bill ex-
tends out the point at which the EIC
begins to phase out for married fami-
lies with children by $1,000 in 2002 in-
creased to $3,000 by 2008. For example,
this year, the EIC begins to phase out
for married families with two children
at roughly $13,000 of income. Under the
new law, next year, the phase out for
EIC will be approximately $14,000.

The EIC program directly benefits
working families with children and this
expansion sends a strong message to
married couples that hard work will be
rewarded under the tax code.

The extension of the EIC is certainly
a tribute to Senator JEFFORDS’ hard
work.

All told, approximately $60 billion in
tax reductions and outlays were de-
voted to addressing the marriage pen-
alty. This bipartisan legislation pro-
vides marriage penalty relief to every
family that pays income tax. In addi-
tion, millions of families who pay only
payroll taxes, receive marriage penalty
relief.

This is the most significant marriage
penalty relief in over 30 years. And I
would say 30 years is a long time. Fi-
nally, we’re recognizing the value of
marriage and stable families.

Mr. President, I have outlined the ef-
forts to address marriage penalty in
the bipartisan tax bill, and as you can
see these provisions are strongly
geared toward providing relief for low-
and middle-income married couples.

Let me turn now, to another provi-
sion, the expansion of the child credit.
The increase of the child credit will be
a major benefit to the lives of millions
of children in this country.

Under prior law, the child credit is
$500 and only available to families that

pay income tax. Further, this child
credit phases out for single parents
with income over $75,000 and $110,000
for married individuals filing jointly.

The bipartisan tax relief bill inreases
the child credit to $600 immediately,
and over time increases it to $1,000.

The bill protects middle income fam-
ilies from being hit by the alternative
minimum tax, AMT, because of the
child credit by making the child credit
allowable against AMT. This provision
helps ensure that middle-income fami-
lies will realize the full benefit of the
child credit. The AMT relief for mid-
dle-income families is due to Senator
LINCOLN’s strong advocacy.

In addition to increasing the child
credit, the tax relief bill provides that
millions of low-income children who
previously did not benefit from the
child credit because their parents did
not have sufficient taxable income will
now also benefit from the child credit.
The bipartisan tax relief bill makes the
child credit refundable for 16 million
kids.

This expansion of the child credit
program to low-income families hap-
pens immediately. I would say that
this is a hallmark of the bill, that we
sought to have provisions that help
low- and middle-income families take
place as soon as possible.

The refundable child credit provides
that for every $1,000 above $10,000 that
a family with a child makes, they will
get $100 in child credit, up to the max-
imum amount of the child credit. In es-
sence, a bonus of 10 percent for every
dollar the working family makes over
$10,000. For example, a single mother
with one child making $16,000 will now
get a check for $600. This is over and
above the amount that single mother
would receive from EIC. Thus, this sin-
gle mother will pay no income taxes
and will receive EIC as well as an addi-
tional $600.

Mr. President, let me make that
clear: Last year, that single mom did
not get one dime of child credit, this
year because of this legislation that
working mother will get a check for
$600.

How many times have we heard com-
plaints from the harsh critics of this
legislation that it does nothing for
those who pay only the payroll tax.
That is just plain wrong. Under this
legislation, the working mom, who
pays no income tax receives a refund
for this year of $600. Now, it doesn’t
come in the checks, but she gets it
through an even bigger paycheck.

Let’s take a look at another example:
Under this example, a married couple
with two children making $20,000 will
now get $1000 from the new expanded
child credit and will also benefit from
the expansion of the EIC for married
couples with children. Again, that is
$1000 that family did not receive last
year and now will receive because of
the bipartisan tax cut.

Even better news for these families,
the ten percent rate of payment for the
child credit will increase from 10 per-
cent to 15 percent in 2005. For example,
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the single mother I cited above, would
get a 15-percent bonus for every dollar
above $10,000 and given that the child
credit will be increased to $700 in 2005,
that single mother will receive the en-
tire $700 child credit.

It is estimated that 16 million chil-
dren from low-income working families
will benefit from this expansion of the
child credit. We have a lot of com-
plaints from the critics of this legisla-
tion that low-income kids are left out.
Nothing could be further from the
truth. Let me report 16 million chil-
dren benefit right away from this bi-
partisan legislation.

There is no question that the expan-
sion of the child credit and EIC is a tre-
mendous benefit to millions of working
families. Approximately $170 billion of
the bipartisan tax relief bill is dedi-
cated to the child tax credit.

It is particularly vital that we make
sure that hardworking families that
pay no income tax are made aware of
these new benefits that are available to
them. It is also important that these
families hear an important message of
this bill: work pays.

We have sent out a notice to millions
of Americans who pay income tax tell-
ing them the check is in the mail. How-
ever, we haven’t informed the millions
of American families with children who
work full-time, but do not pay income
tax, about the enormous benefits this
tax relief bill has for their families.

I intend to write Secretary Thomp-
son of HHS and Secretary O’Neill of
Treasury encouraging them to seek
avenues that will educate and inform
working Americans about these new
provisions that put real money in the
pockets of working families. I am par-
ticularly concerned that there be out-
reach to the millions of new Americans
that speak Spanish, Vietnamese, Rus-
sian, and dozens of other tongues.

There is no doubt in my mind that
this outreach to inform low-income
families about the new child credit and
expanded EIC is necessary. For clearly,
anyone reading the New York Times or
the Washington Post would have very
little idea that the Congress passed,
and President Bush signed into law,
legislation that provides such great
benefits to low-income families.

For example, the Washington Post on
June 24, 2001, provided a summary of
the tax provisions giving examples of
the tax relief for different families at
different incomes. Every example
starts at $25,000 or higher.

Not a single example is given of the
benefits of this legislation for a mother
making say $14,000, $16,000, or $18,000.
Nor is there a single example of the
benefits for a married couple with two
children that is making $17,000, $25,000,
or $30,000.

I am stunned that these newspapers,
that claim to be champions of working
families, would completely ignore
these major new benefits. Maybe the
simple truth is they’re a little embar-
rassed to admit that this bipartisan
tax relief bill signed by President Bush

actually does a great deal to help mil-
lions of working families that struggle
to escape poverty.

So clearly there is a need to educate
and inform because the newspaper edi-
tors are deciding that ‘‘all the news
that’s fit to print’’ is only news of in-
terest to their middle-income and high-
income readers and not their low-in-
come readers.

Let me also add, that when we come
to revisit welfare reform, I think it is
important to bear in mind the billions
of dollars that have been provided in
this bill to encourage struggling fami-
lies to enter the workforce or expand
the number of hours they work. Too
often, we get focused on the welfare-
specific provisions and completely for-
get or ignore the major efforts to en-
courage work that are contained in the
Tax Code.

Mr. President, that highlights the
significant efforts the tax bill had to
expand and increase the child credit.
While many Senators were advocates of
increasing the already existing child
credit, and several Senators supported
expanding the child credit and making
it refundable—there is no question that
Senator SNOWE was the key to making
it a reality.

Now, I would like to discuss the pro-
visions in the bipartisan tax bill to
help working families meet the costs of
child care.

The tax bill helps with the costs of
child care in two provisions. First, the
tax relief bill provides greater incen-
tives for employer-provided child care
with the creation of a tax credit for
employer-provided child care facilities.

The tax relief act provides taxpayers
a tax credit equal to 25 percent of
qualified expenses for employer-pro-
vided child care and 10 percent of quali-
fied expenses for child care resource
and referral services. The maximum
credit is $150,000 per year. This is $1.4
billion in tax incentives to encourage
businesses to assist in providing child
care for their workers.

This new tax initiative will help
mothers and fathers to obtain child
care—and hopefully child care near
their place of work which will allow
them the opportunity to spend more
time with their children. Senator KOHL
has long advocated this proposal and
deserves great credit for making this
part of the Tax Code.

The second provision regarding child
care expands the already existing de-
pendent care tax credit. This is a tax
credit that particularly helps low- and
middle-income families who pay for
child care for their young children.

Thanks to Senator JEFFORDS’ work,
the bipartisan tax bill expands this
program and will allow low and middle
income families to take as a tax credit
more of their costs of child care. The
tax bill provides nearly $3 billion in ad-
ditional tax relief for working families
struggling to meet the costs of having
their children in day care.

Thus, the bipartisan tax bill helps
working mothers and fathers by en-

couraging employers to provide child
care and also easing the cost burden of
child care.

Let me turn now to the final provi-
sion I wish to discuss today in this
speech that focuses on the provisions
in the bipartisan tax relief bill that
help working families and children.
That provision is the expansion of the
adoption tax credit.

I have long been a strong advocate of
encouraging adoptions and know it
brings joy to the children and the fami-
lies. I am very pleased that the tax bill
provides significant encouragement for
families to adopt and reduces the costs
of adopting parents.

Prior law provided for a $5,000 tax
credit for qualified adoption expenses
paid or incurred by a taxpayer in mak-
ing an adoption. That amount was
$6,000 for a special needs child. This full
tax credit amount started to phaseout
for taxpayers with modified adjusted
gross income of over $75,000.

I am very pleased that the bipartisan
legislation signed by President Bush
increases the tax credit up to $10,000
for qualified adoption expenses and
$10,000 for special needs children, re-
gardless of whether there are qualified
adoption expenses.

In addition, the new tax law expands
the number of families eligible to take
advantage of the adoption tax credit by
having the credit begin to phaseout at
$150,000 modified adjusted gross in-
come.

This is a major expansion of the
adoption tax credit and provides over
$3 billion in tax incentives for families
to adopt. Senators CRAIG and LANDRIEU
are to be commended for their efforts
in this matter.

Mr. President, that concludes my
comments today on the tax relief act.
As is plainly true, the tax relief accom-
plishes President Bush’s goal of giving
back the people’s money. What is also
plain and true is that a great deal of
the tax relief is focused on helping
working families with children.

I know many in the Capitol are very
upset about the bipartisan tax bill be-
cause the tax relief means less money
for them to spend. Incredibly, the
Democratic leader in the other body
has called for a tax increase.

But let me assure my colleagues, we
do far better by allowing working fami-
lies to keep more of their hard-earned
money.

The benefits of the tax relief bill will
be realized in millions of small, unseen,
quiet acts and decisions that don’t
make the evening news and unfortu-
nately for the politicians, don’t involve
cutting ribbons and making speeches.

I see working families now, because
of the bipartisan tax bill, having more
money in their pocket and being able
to finally do the things they’ve planned
or hoped for: be it buying a computer
for their children; moving to a bigger
apartment in a neighborhood with bet-
ter schools; or purchasing healthier
food for the dinner table.

These are just a few examples of the
multitude of priorities that only the
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families can best decide—and not the
bureaucrats in Washington.

It is my belief that with families get-
ting to keep more of their hard-earned
paycheck—the quiet talks at the kitch-
en table, after the children have been
put to bed, will be more about opportu-
nities and possibilities rather than
fears and concerns.

Mr. President, I hope this speech will
make those who have recently called
for a tax increase to think again. My
hope is that they may now better ap-
preciate the enormous benefits of this
legislation and think long and hard be-
fore they try to undermine its accom-
plishments.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Montana.

f

MEXICAN TRUCKS

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss the issue of Mexican
trucks.

I want to applaud Senator MURRAY
and Senator SHELBY for their efforts to
craft a common-sense solution on this
issue. Their provision would ensure
strong safety requirements and would
be consistent with our obligations
under NAFTA.

As most people are well aware, the
last Administration delayed opening
the border to Mexican trucks because
of serious safety concerns.

Indeed, numerous reports have docu-
mented these concerns—failing brakes,
overweight trucks, and uninsured, unli-
censed drivers—to name just a few.

The most recent figures of the De-
partment of Transportation indicate
that Mexican trucks are much more
likely to be ordered off the road for se-
vere safety deficiencies than either
U.S. or Canadian trucks.

While a NAFTA arbitration panel has
ruled that the United States must ini-
tiate efforts to open the border to these
trucks, we need to be clear about what
the panel has said.

The panel indicated:
The United States may not be required to

treat applications from Mexican trucking
firms in exactly the same manner as applica-
tions from United States or Canadian firms.
. . . U.S. authorities are responsible for the
safe operations of trucks within U.S. terri-
tory, whether ownership is United States,
Canadian, or Mexican.

Moreover, the panel also indicated
that U.S. compliance with its NAFTA
obligations ‘‘would not necessarily re-
quire providing favorable consideration
to all or to any specific number of ap-
plications’’ for Mexican trucks so long
as these applications are reviewed, ‘‘on
a case-by-case basis.’’

In other words, the U.S. government
is well within its rights to impose
standards it considers necessary to en-
sure that our highways are safe.

The Administration has suggested
that it is seeking to treat U.S., Mexi-
can, and Canadian trucks in the same
way—but we are not required to treat
them in the same way. That’s what the
NAFTA panel said.

With Mexican trucks, there are
greater safety risks. And where there
are greater safety risks, we can—and
must—impose stricter safety stand-
ards.

I yield the floor.
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I

suggest the absence of a quorum.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll.
The senior assistant bill clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

f

TRANSPORTATION
APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
to speak on the issue of the cloture
vote that is upcoming. I also rise to
speak on the amendment that is pend-
ing called the Murray-Shelby amend-
ment, which is in violation of NAFTA.

As a person who believes very much
in reducing barriers to trade between
countries—and particularly for the
benefit of America because other coun-
tries have much higher barriers than
the United States—as we bring down
barriers to trade and other countries,
going to our level, it is obviously going
to help the United States have a more
level playing field in order to export
our products and to be able to do it in
a way that creates jobs in America. We
all know export-related jobs are jobs
that pay 15 percent above the national
average.

While we have had a very big expan-
sion in trade as a result of the North
American Free Trade Agreement be-
tween the countries of Canada, the
United States, and Mexico, we now
have a rider on this bill providing an
opportunity to put in place some re-
strictions which may in fact bring re-
taliatory action on the part of Mexico.

Obviously, when I hear a threat
against American agricultural prod-
ucts as one form of retaliation, it gets
my attention, being from an agricul-
tural State, particularly when we work
so hard to get lower barriers on trade
in these international agreements.
Quite frankly, barriers to trade are
much greater on agriculture than they
are for manufactured products and for
services, because the worldwide tariff
on agricultural products is 45 percent,
whereas for most other products the
average is about 10 percent to 12 per-
cent.

U.S. tariffs and obstacles to trade are
very low in agriculture compared to
other countries.

As indicated in a letter, which I co-
signed, to our colleagues for them to
consider when voting on this provision
of the bill, I am as concerned about
safety of trucks from other countries
using our highways. But I also under-
stand that our Department of Trans-
portation is also concerned about that

and is going to put in place very short-
ly the very successful California sys-
tem for inspection of trucks so we can
make sure the trucks and drivers from
other countries are using our highways
safely.

But it was suggested yesterday by
the Economic Minister of Mexico that
if the Senate approves this provision
and it becomes law, as the Reuters
news article of yesterday indicated, ‘‘It
would leave us’’—meaning the country
of Mexico—‘‘with no other recourse
than to take measures against the
United States.’’ The Economic Min-
ister of Mexico, according to this re-
port, said one option would be to block
imports of high-fructose corn syrup
from the United States.

This issue has already been one
source of friction between our two
countries. Mexico has already been
placing prohibitive tariffs on our
sweeteners. The United States won a
World Trade Organization decision
against Mexico on this issue. We will
be putting in jeopardy the compliance
of that measure if they retaliate.

I don’t know why any Member of the
Senate from an agricultural State—a
very important industry in their re-
spective States—would want to vote in
support of the Shelby-Murray provision
if there were a chance of retaliation
against agricultural products, particu-
larly those from the Middle West where
corn is such an important agricultural
product, and put in jeopardy our ex-
ports to China along the lines of the
threat of the Economic Minister of
Mexico.

I call upon Members of both parties
who understand the importance of agri-
culture and understand the importance
of our ability to export our agricul-
tural production. We produce 40 per-
cent more than we consume domesti-
cally, and the profitability of agri-
culture is very much tied to exports.
Why would they want to do anything
that would bring retaliation against
American agriculture, particularly in
the Midwest with products such as
corn?

I hope every Member in every state
where agriculture is an important
product, where they are concerned
about profitability of agriculture, and
where they are particularly concerned
about the ability to export our prod-
ucts, will consider the threat of the
Economic Minister of Mexico and what
they might do in retaliation. We ought
to abide by the spirit of the North
American Free Trade Agreement and
reject the provisions of the appropria-
tions bill that would restrict some of
the international obligations of the
United States.

I hope every Member will make sure
they see their vote as a vote that could
negatively affect American agri-
culture, particularly as it affects corn
farmers in America. Why would any-
body want to hurt American agri-
culture by voting for this provision?

American agriculture has benefited
from the North American Free Trade
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