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President pro tem emeritus of the Sen-
ate, not to mention Democratic whip
and chairman and ranking member of
the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions. He is the preeminent historian of
the Senate and the author of the defin-
itive history of this institution. He is a
legendary orator. His speeches cover
everything from the great issues of the
day to the framers of the Constitution
and the need for civility in the Senate
to the virtues of the King James Bible
and even the greatness of dogs. He is a
master of the Senate’s rules and tradi-
tions. Two years ago, he offered to
share his knowledge of those rules with
newly elected Senators. Most of the
new Senators took advantage of those
priceless tutorials. So did a few Sen-
ators who had been around for a lot
longer.

All of his life, ROBERT BYRD has been
driven by the desire to know and un-
derstand more. He was already serving
in the Senate when he earned a law de-
gree from American University in 1963,
after a decade in night school. He re-
ceived his bachelor’s degree from Mar-
shall University in 1994.

Besides great constitutional issues,
another development that always pro-
vokes eloquence from Senator BYRD is
when one of his fellow Senators marks
a personal milestone. | was deeply
touched by his beautiful words to my
family and me on the birth of my first
grandchild nearly a year ago. | know
those words were not easy ones for a
man whose heart still breaks over the
death of his own grandson 20 years ago.
And my family and | treasure them.

Last November, the New York Times
ran a profile on Senator BYRD on the
occasion of his 85th birthday. The arti-
cle described how, during the debate on
the homeland security bill, Senator
BYRD would come to this floor every
day and, for hours, voice his concerns
about what he regarded as serious
flaws in the bill.

The reporter asked Senator BYRD:
“Why are you spending so much time—
and irritating some of your fellow Sen-
ators—prolonging a battle you’re sure
to lose?”” Senator BYRD replied, “To
me, that question misses the point,
with all due respect to you for asking
it.” “To me,” he said, ‘““the matter is
there for a thousand years in the
record. | stood for the Constitution. |
stood for the institution. If it isn’t
heard today, there’ll be some future
member who will come through and
will comb through these tomes.”’

To that, | will add a prediction of my
own: Years from now, Americans will
read the name *“ROBERT C. BYRD” and
they will read the words of this ex-
traordinary Senator. And when they
do, they will feel that same respect and
gratitude | felt when | held that ledger
in my hands and looked at the names
of some of the giants of our past. RoB-
ERT C. BYRD is a vital link to the patri-
ots who created our democracy . . . |
am honored to know him and serve
with him, and to call him my teacher
and friend.
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By the way, on December 2, 2009, Sen-
ator BYRD will become the longest-
serving member in the history of Con-
gress. | look forward to celebrating
that day with him and to the many
days | hope to be able to serve with
him and learn from him between now
and then.

I yield the floor.

———————

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE U.S. GOVERNMENT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2004—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, | rise to
respond briefly to my colleague who
spoke previously on the question of the
budget before us. He put up a chart
that showed just the effects in 2004 and
said that the tax cut was not the big-
gest reason for the decline in our fiscal
condition. But let us recall that the
chart he put up was for 2004 alone.

The President’s proposals are not 1-
year proposals. They are multiyear
proposals. Two thousand four is one of
the years where the tax cuts have the
least cost and the least effect. The rea-
son for that is the tax cuts that have
already been passed and the tax cuts
the President has proposed are back-
end loaded.

The biggest cost comes toward the
end of the 10-year period. When we look
at the whole 10-year period of 2001
going forward, what we see is a much
different picture than our colleague
from Idaho showed.

There we see that the biggest single
reason for the decline in our fiscal con-
dition is the tax cuts. We can see, just
as a reality test, the tax cuts already
passed, including the interest cost, are
$1.7 trillion. The tax cuts going for-
ward, the President has proposed, in-
cluding interest costs, are $1.96 trillion.
That is a total of nearly $3.7 trillion.
The decline in our fiscal circumstance
is $7.7 trillion. So just as a reality test,
the biggest single reason for the over-
all decline in our fiscal condition is the
tax cuts.

The next biggest is the spending that
occurred because of the attack on this
country, 27 percent. Twenty six percent
is also revenue decline, revenue decline
not attributed to tax cuts but because
there was an overestimation of rev-
enue. The smallest part of the reason
for our declining fiscal condition is the
economic downturn.

Our colleague from Idaho also said
that this budget balances by 2013. It
does on a so-called unified basis. That
is when you put all the money in the
same pot—all the money from what-
ever source going in the pot, all the
spending coming out of that pot.

I have never believed that that is the
right way to handle Federal revenue
and Federal spending because, for ex-
ample, the Social Security trust fund
ought to be treated differently. All the
money should not go in the same pot.
You should not be taking operating ex-
penses out of Social Security revenues.
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We didn’t put on a payroll tax to raise
revenue to pay for the other functions
of Government. We raised payroll taxes
in order to pay for Social Security ben-
efits.

In the year 2013, the amount of
money from the Social Security trust
fund that will be used to pay the oper-
ating expenses of the Federal Govern-
ment will be $331 billion.

That doesn’t strike me as a balanced
budget. No private sector firm could
take the retirement funds of their em-
ployees and use them to fund the oper-
ating expenses of the company. If you
tried to do that, you would be on your
way to a Federal institution, but it
would not be the U.S. Congress.

On the issue of who benefits from the
tax cut, the Senator showed percentage
reductions for various income cat-
egories. But if we look at who gets the
dollars, we get quite a different pic-
ture. This is from the Department of
Treasury. It shows those earning
$30,000 to $40,000 get, on average, $252.
Those earning over $200,000 get $12,500.
And if you earn over $1 million, you get
an $88,000 tax cut. It is true that the
wealthy pay a higher proportion of
taxes in this country than do the rest
of us, but they don’t pay that much
more.

Our friends always want to exclude
payroll taxes. The fact is, 80 percent of
American taxpayers pay more in pay-
roll taxes than they pay in income
taxes. So that has been left out of the
calculation completely.

Finally, on the question of what do
we do about our circumstance, | was
glad that our colleague put up a chart
that showed the revenue of the Federal
Government and the spending of the
Federal Government. It is both of those
elements that create deficits. So if you
have a tax cut that costs $100 billion,
that adds $100 billion to the deficit just
like if you spent $100 billion.

In this budget proposal, even though
we are already in record deficit, they
propose cutting another $1.4 trillion.
With interest costs, that will be an ad-
ditional deficit of $1.7 trillion. | don’t
think you can stand up and be against
deficits and, on the other hand, vote to
explode them. You either walk the
walk and talk the talk, or else you
wind up where we are headed, which is
into deep deficit and deep debt.

The fact is that we are not making
the choices that are going to be nec-
essary. If we are going to have that
level of tax cut, then you have to cut
the spending to offset it, unless you
want to put it on the charge card, cre-
ate deficit.

Finally, the Senator from ldaho indi-
cated that some of us are advocating
doing nothing. Well, I am not advo-
cating doing nothing. | am advocating
that, with our country in the position
of record deficits, on the brink of war,
with not a dime of war costs in this
budget, it would be wise for us not to
add new spending unless it is for na-
tional defense or homeland security—
not to add additional tax cuts, unless it
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is for a stimulus package for the econ-
omy, until we know more about what
this war cost might be.

It seems to be common sense to me
that we know more about our cir-
cumstances. | will offer an amendment
tomorrow that does that. It at least
creates a 60-vote point of order against
new spending, unless it is for national
defense or homeland security, and it
will preclude additional tax cuts unless
they are for a stimulus package be-
cause it seems to me to head off the
cliff on the brink of war is extraor-
dinarily unwise.

With that, | thank the Chair. Does
the Senator seek time?

Mrs. MURRAY. | do.
minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, | yield
15 minutes to the Senator from Wash-
ington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, |
thank my colleague from Alabama and
my colleague from North Dakota. |
also thank the Senator from North Da-
kota for his tremendous work on this
budget.

Mr. President, 1 can really think of
only one word to describe the budget
now before the Senate. In the middle of
a war on terrorism—and on the eve of
a war in Irag—this budget offers a huge
tax cut to the few, projects massive
deficits for decades, and ignores the
cost of war in Iraq.

There is only one word for that ap-
proach: reckless.

Lacking in caution—reckless.

Deliberately courting danger—reck-
less again.

It is time for a reality check. Hun-
dreds of thousands of our soldiers are
poised on the knife’s edge, ready to
perform their duty at any moment. On
this critical day, we hope and pray for
their safety, security, and speedy re-
turn. There is no doubt that Congress
will provide for our soldiers, both on
and off the field of battle.

We know it will cost a lot of money.
We know the money is well spent in
keeping our Nation’s best and brightest
as secure and safe as possible.

But the cost of winning this war and
winning the peace afterward is not re-
flected anywhere in this budget. That
is irresponsible. That is burying our
heads in the sand as the danger ap-
proaches. | cannot imagine any Amer-
ican family going out and running up
their credit cards when they know they
are going to have a major expense in
the next months.

Ignoring the financial costs of war
will not make those costs go away.
Driving our country further into debt
will certainly make it harder for us to
pay those bills when they come due.

Mr. President, the only word for that
approach is ‘“‘reckless.” This budget
would pile on record deficits, give a tax
cut to the few, and ignore the costs of
war and peace. But even worse, this
budget doesn’t even adequately fund
the basics, such as homeland security,
education, and transportation.

I would like 15
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A budget is a statement of priorities.
In an environment where we cannot
fund everything, we have to make
choices based on our values. | think we
have to get our priorities straight.

Today, we are fighting a war on ter-
rorism, we are on the brink of a war in
the Middle East, and we have many
other international challenges, includ-
ing North Korea and Iran. Historically,
when our Nation is facing war and so
many challenges, we sacrifice, we
make every dollar count, but not in
this budget.

I cannot recall another time in our
history when we have faced so many
challenges, yet have been so reckless
with our budget. This budget would
provide a massive giveaway to the few,
while our sons and daughters fight a
war overseas. That is not sacrifice,
that is not responsible and I think it is
wrong.

The President’s budget, with its free-
wheeling tax cuts and lack of sacrifice
in the face of war, is more appropriate
for the roaring twenties than for the
challenges we face today, in 2003.

I am very skeptical of a budget that
says we can have it all, even as we
stare down massive financial commit-
ment for years in places such as Iraq.
Ignoring the cost of war and its after-
math is reckless. Running up huge defi-
cits to fund a misguided tax plan is
reckless. Failing our needs at home,
such as homeland security, border se-
curity, education, and transportation,
is reckless.

Just look at homeland security,
which will become, by the way, even
more important if our country is at
war. September 11 showed us, in a most
horrific way, that we are vulnerable at
home. Our intelligence officials have
told us that another attack at home is
not a question of ““if”’ but ‘““‘when.”’

We know our first responders—our
firefighters, EMTs, and police will be
on the front lines if, Heaven forbid,
there is another attack. | recently got
a letter from Kelly Fox, president of
the Washington State Council of Fire-
fighters. They represent 6,500 fire-
fighters in my State. These are the
people who are in the trenches of the
homeland security front. They told me
they don’t have the training, the equip-
ment, or staffing to respond to various
attacks.

I want to share with my colleagues a
letter that Kelly Fox, president of the
Washington State Council of Fire-
fighters, wrote to me:

Let me assure you, we are prepared to do
whatever is necessary to protect the citizens
of this State—even if it means putting our-
selves in harm’s way. Although the job we
need to perform in this war on terrorism is
familiar, the magnitude of the challenges be-
fore us is unprecedented—as the enemy now
comes to our cities and towns.

He goes on to write:

Last August, Congress (led by a Demo-
cratic majority in the Senate) provided
President Bush $2.5 billion in emergency
homeland security funding, for him to re-
lease to local police and fire departments if
he thought it was needed. Regrettably, he re-
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jected that funding and vowed, “‘we’ll spend
none of it.”

President Bush held back hundreds of
millions of dollars for equipment,
training, and other needs for our first
responders.

Fifteen months ago, we were told
that $3.5 billion was being earmarked
for first responders in the Bush admin-
istration’s fiscal year 2003 budget. But
to date that money is nowhere to be
found. Firefighters in Washington and
across our Nation have received plenty
of praise and accolades since 9/11. We
have been invited to many photo ops.

But our cities and towns, our counties, our
fire districts, and their fire departments are
still waiting for that funding. In fact, our
State has yet to see a dime of money that
was promised by the Bush administration to
help our firefighters and paramedics.

Kelly Fox speaks for 6,500 firefighters
in my State. We need to heed his call.

Last year, Congress passed funding
for homeland security. The President
rejected it. The President then actu-
ally blamed Congress for not funding
homeland security.

The bottom line is we must fund the
security needs in our communities—
from our fire departments and police
departments to State public health
labs. With States facing budget defi-
cits, first responders need our help to
protect our citizens. We can do better
than this budget. | will support an
amendment to adequately fund home-
land security, and | will likely even
offer my own amendment.

I am also concerned that this budget
does not provide enough funding for
education. When we passed the No
Child Left Behind Act, we passed it
based on two commitments. First, we
would hold schools accountable for
their progress. And second, we would
provide schools with the resources to
meet those new requirements. Those
two always went together—otherwise
schools cannot make real progress. But
now it seems that Congress and the
President have forgotten about the
funding part. We still have an obliga-
tion to fund the new requirements that
Congress imposed on local schools. We
cannot leave local schools holding the
bag, so | intend to offer an amendment
to fully fund the No Child Left Behind
Act.

I also think this budget falls short in
supporting our transportation infra-
structure. We know that transpor-
tation problems plague our biggest cit-
ies and isolate our rural communities.
In my home State of Washington, our
inadequate transportation network is
hindering our economy, our produc-
tivity and our quality of life.

When we make sound investments in
our transportation infrastructure, we
create good jobs today, and we build
the foundation for our future economic
growth. When we make our transpor-
tation systems more efficient, more
productive, and safer, that will pay
real dividends for our economy and our
communities. Throughout this process,
I am going to support efforts to ade-
quately fund our transportation infra-
structure.
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Another area where this budget is se-
verely flawed is in its treatment of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. The
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is an
important and unique national treas-
ure. It is the only conservation system
in North America that protects a com-
plete spectrum of arctic ecosystems. It
is the most biologically productive
part of the Arctic Refuge. And it is a
critical calving ground for a large herd
of caribou, which are vital to many Na-
tive Americans in the Arctic. Energy
exploration in ANWR would have a sig-
nificant impact on this unique eco-
system.

The proponents of this measure argue
that over the years, energy exploration
has become more “environmentally
friendly.” While that may be true,
there are still significant environ-
mental impacts for this sensitive re-
gion. Exploration means a footprint for
drilling, permanent roads, gravel pits,
water wells, and airstrips.

The oil reserves in ANWR—in fact,
the oil reserves in the entire United
States—are not enough to significantly
reduce our dependence on foreign oil.
There are four ways to really reduce
our need for foreign oil.

First, we can increase the fuel econ-
omy of our automobiles and light
trucks. That will reduce air pollution
and carbon dioxide emissions, save con-
sumers significant fuel costs, and re-
duce our national trade deficit.

A second way to reduce our need for
foreign oil is to expand the use of do-
mestically produced renewable and al-
ternative fuels. That will reduce emis-
sions of toxic pollutants, create jobs in
the United States, and reduce our trade
deficit.

Third, we can invest in emerging
technologies like fuel cells and solar
electric cars.

Fourth, we can increase the energy
efficiency of our office buildings and
homes.

These four strategies will reduce our
dependence on foreign oil and protect
one of our Nation’s most precious
treasures.

Let us all remember that the amount
of oil in ANWR is too small to signifi-
cantly improve our current energy
problems. The oil exploration in ANWR
will not actually start producing oil for
as many as 10 years. Exploring and
drilling for oil and gas at ANWR is not
forward thinking. It is a 19th century
solution to a 21st century problem.

Mr. President, these are just some of
the flaws that make this budget reck-
less.

As | close, let me put this into con-
text because | have served on the Budg-
et Committee since 1993. During that
time, | have seen our country’s econ-
omy turn around twice now. In 1993, we
started with huge budget deficits. On
the Budget Committee, we made tough
decisions, and throughout America
families worked hard and got our econ-
omy moving again. Employment rose;
the stock market soared; and Ameri-
cans benefited from low interest rates
and declining poverty.
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But today it seems as if we are back
where we started: the surplus is gone;
we are facing looming deficits; Ameri-
cans are out of work, and they need
help.

If the President and the majority in
this Congress have their way, their
plan will grow our Nation’s debt from
$5 trillion to over $12 trillion as their
plan reaches full maturity—$12 trillion.
And for what? So millionaires can get
an average tax break of $90,000, accord-
ing to the Tax Policy Center, and the
rest of us get a $12 trillion debt. That
debt and our annual deficits will make
it harder for us to fund urgent national
priorities. It will hit every American
when they buy a house or finance a car.

I hope we can find a way to produce
a bipartisan budget that addresses
these issues for the benefit of the
American people. Doing anything less
would be reckless.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). The Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, how
much time does the Senator from Ala-
bama desire?

Mr. SESSIONS. Fifteen to twenty
minutes.
Mr. NICKLES. 1 yield the Senator

from Alabama as much as he desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. | thank the Chair for
giving me an opportunity to speak on
this important budget issue, and |
thank Senator NICKLES for yielding me
time.

Mr. President, | congratulate Sen-
ator NICKLES and express my admira-
tion for him, quite sincerely, for the
superb job he has done as chairman of
the Budget Committee. It is a very im-
portant committee in this Congress. He
has handled it with great skill. He
knows, and we all know, that this year
we need a budget.

Last year we did not pass a budget.
Last year we did not pass 11 out of the
13 appropriations bills during the ten-
ure of the Democratic leadership, and
we were left to commence this year
with the very difficult problem of fund-
ing the Federal Government by passing
in an omnibus bill 11 appropriations
bills that should have been passed last
year before October 1 when the fiscal
year began. We were operating on a
continuing resolution and operating in
a way that made no sense if anybody
studied it. If the American people had
known how poorly we had operated last
year, they would have perhaps been
even more upset than they have been
with us.

This year, we have a Budget Act and
we passed it out of committee. We have
it before the Senate. If we continue our
timely operation, we will pass it ac-
cording to the time limits of the Budg-
et Act. We will have a framework for
our spending program in the Congress,
and only then will we know what our
limits are and what we have to spend,
what we can do in terms of tax cuts,
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and how we can stimulate and grow
this economy. Those are the issues
that | think are important.

I note, in response to some of the
comments, my good friend Senator
CONRAD complained that Senator
CrRAPO had not been accurate or de-
scribed the full picture when he dis-
cussed the problems with surpluses this
year, the deficit this year, and how it
occurred. What Senator CRAPO said was
absolutely correct. Senator CRAPO
pointed out that they had predicted a
$300 billion-plus surplus this year, and
with that prediction hanging out there,
spending went up substantially the last
couple of years. Now with the economic
slowdown and the 9/11 attack, the stock
market taking hits, those predictions
have not been accurate. He posed a
question: Why is there a deficit this
year? Why is it being projected for next
year? And he explained without dis-
pute, | think, that it was not the 2001
tax cut passed by this Congress and re-
quested by President Bush. It rep-
resented only 19 percent of the reduc-
tion in revenue. That 51 percent of the
reduction in revenue to the Federal
Government was a result of the eco-
nomic slowdown, and 24 percent of the
disappearance of our surplus was the
direct result of increased spending.

The point he was making, and that is
so important for us to know, was that
economic growth is the way we are
going to get out of deficit. It is not
counting numbers. It is what we can do
to strengthen the American economy,
to get people working again.

There are some good aspects in the
President’s package for growth, but
one of them is ANWR. | flatly dispute
the argument that if we could bring on
the oil production out of Alaska, that
the Alaskans want us to produce, that
would not positively impact our econ-
omy. As a matter of fact, the National
Group of Unions has come before Con-
gress and urged us, pleaded with us, to
pass ANWR. Their estimates are that it
would create 600,000 jobs. That is jobs
in the United States of America.

When we buy oil from other countries
such as Venezuela and Saudi Arabia,
who gets the jobs? People in those
countries get the jobs. They pay taxes
to their countries on the income they
make. If we had Americans working on
this pipeline and steel mills build the
pipe and do all that would be a part of
this tremendous endeavor economi-
cally, they would be paying taxes to
the United States of America. When we
buy oil from Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Ven-
ezuela, and places such as that, it is a
transfer of our wealth to those coun-
tries. We want to keep as much of that
wealth home as possible.

Does anyone think the environment
is important in Venezuela? | do not
think they would. | submit that with
the technology, and control by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, and
the watching by the environmentalist
groups, there is no doubt in my mind
we will produce oil cleaner in the
ANWR region than we would in any of
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these other countries. So | believe that
is a red herring, and it is a tremendous
economic potential for us to work on
that. So growth is important.

I also would point out to my friend,
Senator CONRAD, there is no dynamic
scoring whatsoever in his numbers.
They do not suggest there is any
growth in the economy that comes
from allowing people to have revenue
and be able to keep money in their own
pocket. It does create an economic
growth situation. That is unaffected,
and it even becomes more significant
as the years go by in the outyears.

Our friends across the aisle are pro-
posing some sort of growth package,
but it is very anemic, $300 or $350 per
person. That is no answer at all. What
we want to do is get our country back
on steady growth progress. If we can do
that on a healthy level so that we are
leading the world, as we have and real-
ly as we do today in terms of a large
economy that is growing, | think we
can make progress that will begin to
erase these deficits and we will not do
it by taxing American people more.

We have heard Senator KENNEDY
complain with gloom and doom that
everything is going so horribly bad,
this war is going to put us in bank-
ruptcy, and the American economy is
going to fail. Oddly, on the announce-
ment that hostilities may be nearby,
the stock market has been surging
today. | do not think we should be so
gloomy. | think we ought to see the
possibilities for the future.

| say this about funding this war: We
voted last October, and we had a full
debate by all the Members of this body.
Senator KENNEDY, | guess to his credit,
from his point of view—and he is con-
sistent—opposed the war. But over-
whelmingly, we voted to support it, 77
to 23. We talked about the costs at that
time. Everybody knew it was going to
cost, and everybody knew it would be
paid for by a supplemental because it is
not a part of the normal defense budg-
et.

We made a commitment to our
troops. We have a quarter of a million
troops in the lraqg region, and they are
prepared to put their lives at stake for
us. | do not think there ought to be the
slightest suggestion in any way that
we are not going to honor that com-
mitment. When we committed to put
our troops there, we committed to pay
the cost of it.

I, for one, believe we ought to keep it
low. | believe we ought to get our
troops out when the war is successfully
completed, if it goes to a conflict, as
soon as we possibly can. | think we
ought to do everything we can to
strengthen lIraq. But | do not believe
this Nation should permanently attach
itself in a military way to lIraqg, for a
whole lot of reasons, and | do not think
it is going to happen. | do not believe
the Secretary of Defense believes that.
I do not think the President does.

Some of these figures that are being
floated around have been exaggerated.
So we voted. We are going to back him.
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As a member of the Armed Services
Committee, | point out that on Feb-
ruary 27 of this year, in a letter signed
by our chairman, Senator JOHN WAR-
NER, and the ranking Democratic mem-
ber, CARL LEVIN, they suggested clear-
ly that we would fund the costs of a
war by a supplemental. In the letter
they wrote on February 27, it says:

The administration is expected to request
a supplemental appropriations for these con-
current and future military operations. We
urge our colleagues’ consideration for any
such request. We must show strong support
of our troops in the field.

Signed, CARL LEVIN and JOHN WAR-
NER.

Now, that is what we have been doing
all along, and everybody knows it. |
know the Democratic leader, Senator
DASCHLE, has been promoting the
idea—was quoted in the paper, and it
came up at the Budget Committee; now
it has come up on the floor—that they
would start carping about the fact that
we cannot have a budget until the
President sets forth in detail exactly
what money is going to be spent on
this conflict, a conflict that has not
even occurred yet. He should not be ex-
pected to do that.

We had the Congressional Research
Service to check on budgeting for wars
in the past, and they stated this, if it
makes any difference to anybody:

Presidents have not requested and Con-
gress has not provided funding for wars in
advance of the start of operations. Rather,
administrations have requested funding after
operations have begun and Congress has sub-
sequently appropriated money to meet spe-
cific documented budgetary requirements.

Further:

Congress has provided the executive
branch with considerable flexibility in fi-
nancing military operations in advance of
specific congressional action on appropria-
tions.

Of course, that is the way it has been
historically because that is the way it
is. We cannot predict how these things
are going to go with certainty. | be-
lieve that is a red herring and an im-
proper thing to be saying now, to sug-
gest that we may not be willing to fund
this effort. We are going to keep the
cost as low as possible. But this Con-
gress, through its vote last fall, when
Democrats were in the majority, au-
thorized the President to act if he
needed to and we would pay for it.

I will make a couple of points in gen-
eral about where we are with the budg-
et and what we can do about it. The
economy has been sinking. In fact, as |
recall, during the last month of Presi-
dent Clinton’s tenure in office, the
economy was in negative growth. The
President inherited an economy that
began to stall. It began to make some
progress, and then there was 9/11, and
the economy has not moved.

We do not need to get into recrimina-
tions or blame. The question is, What
do we do now to grow this country, get
our economy moving? That is the ques-
tion we ought to deal with. When there
is a robust economy, unemployment
falls. This allows American workers
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choices on jobs. Certainly some work-
ers will be able to find a job and other
workers will have choices and can pick
a better job.

Growth helps employment. It pro-
vides more overtime to workers and it
provides more revenue for the Govern-
ment. That ought to make our big gov-
ernment friends happy. The more peo-
ple work, the more they make over-
time, the more they pay taxes, and the
more we can spend it in Congress.

We clearly are at a point where we
need to strengthen economic growth.
Americans believe and the characteris-
tics we display as a Nation are to focus
on growth in the private sector. Inno-
vation occurs there; investment occurs
there; jobs are created there. That is
how we make progress as a nation.
That is why we remain strong economi-
cally. We are not where we want to be.

| saw recently unemployment in Ger-
many was at 13 percent. The French
economy is in trouble. The Japanese
economy has been in trouble for a long
time. Consistently, our economy has
been stronger than the other industri-
alized nations in the world. We have
done it because we have believed in the
private sector. We learned through the
big government years, it does not
work. Tax and tax and spend and spend
does not create jobs. We remember
President Clinton made that dramatic
announcement, the era of big govern-
ment is over. It represented the collec-
tion of intellect and economic offense
of tax-and-spend government. It was a
big deal when he said that. It was an
important change in our psychology.

| suggest we ought not go back to tax
and spend. We need to watch what we
do. We need to contain the growth in
spending. We have another growth plan
this year. We need not follow that Eu-
ropean model that has stilted their
economy.

It is the time of less taxes, less regu-
lations, and a greater commitment to
the free market has allowed us to be a
vibrant and strong economy and al-
lowed us to have money to spend on a
military, have money to spend on in-
credible amounts for our research and
health care, to be able to help the fight
for AIDS around the world, because we
have a strong economy. We need to de-
fend and cherish that aggressively.

There are a number of components of
this tax package. | don’t know who my
colleagues refer to as the rich, but let’s
talk about some of the people who are
going to benefit from eliminating the
marriage penalty, reducing tax rates
for all groups, accelerating and enhanc-
ing the tax credit individuals get for
children, enhancing the child tax cred-
it, and eliminating double taxation on
dividends.

The President has proposed moving
forward the cuts in the marginal tax
rates. Those are the rates paid, depend-
ing on your income level, with lower
rates made retroactive to January 1 of
this year, which will give a stimulus to
the economy. What does that mean?
Tax brackets in excess of the 15 percent
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rate, already slated to decrease in 2004
and in 2006 based on the existing law,
will be made effective immediately. In
other words, we are phasing in tax cuts
and the reduction of that 15 percent
rate at 10 percent and making that
happen by 2006.

The President said let’s make that
effective immediately. These are work-
ing Americans, lower-income working
Americans. Currently, the tax brackets
in this range are 27 percent, 30 percent,
35 percent, and 38.6 percent at the top.
The President’s proposal will imme-
diately reduce each of these tax brack-
ets to 25, 28, 33, and 35 percent. At their
lowest levels, these benefit married
couples with taxable income of $47,000
and up, and single taxpayers with tax-
able incomes of $28,000 and up. Who
would benefit from the change? The
Treasury Department estimated 28 mil-
lion taxpayers would receive an aver-
age tax reduction of $1,100. That is al-
most $100 per month this Government
will not be extracting from hard-work-
ing American citizens. They will be al-
lowed to keep that money. There is no
tax on this. Remember, there is no
withholding on this reduction in tax. It
is right off what you would be paying
the Federal Government. A taxpayer
who gets a $90 a month benefit receives
a benefit of $90 a month.

Second, the plan calls for accelera-
tion of the reduction of the 10 percent
bracket expansion that has been sched-
uled for 2008 and brings it to 2003, this
year. That means effective imme-
diately, for married couples, their first
$14,000 in taxable income is taxed at
only the rate of 10 percent. It does not
mean their first $14,000 they earn, but
the first $14,000 taxable income after
their deductions. That is a 33 percent
reduction. Under current law, only the
first $12,000 in taxable income is al-
lowed to be received at this pref-
erential rate. Single taxpayers would
see their first $7,000 in taxable income
immediately fall under the lower rate.
Who benefits? The Treasury estimates
it would reduce taxes for over 69 mil-
lion taxpayers.

The President is also proposing an
accelerated reduction in the marriage
penalty. As we have all learned, there
is a penalty on marriage in this coun-
try. It is the result of a quirk in the
Tax Code which assesses additional tax
liabilities on couples who choose to
marry and file jointly rather than re-
maining single where they can file sep-
arately. The marriage penalty is an un-
fair and incredibly unpopular part of
the Tax Code. In fact, we are in the bi-
zarre position in this country of penal-
izing that which we would want to en-
courage—marriage. | know someone
who got divorced in January. They said
had they been clever and gotten their
divorce in December they would have
saved $1,800 on their taxes. We had the
spectacle of the U.S. Government pay-
ing bonuses to people who divorced and
penalizing people who marry. It is not
good social policy. It is not good tax
policy. It is something we ought to
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eliminate. It is past due to be elimi-
nated. We are working on that. We
were going to phase this in by the year
2009, and the President proposes mak-
ing that effective this year so people
get the benefit now. A married couple
earning a taxable income of $47,000 or
more will be able to claim twice the
standard deduction they are currently
allowed.

Who benefits from this? According to
the Treasury Department, 35 million
married couples would receive an aver-
age tax deduction of $574 from this
alone. That is meaningful money for
any family. The economic principle is
when you tax something, you get less
out of it. When you subsidize some-
thing, you get more. We have been tax-
ing marriage and subsidizing divorce.
That is not good for this country to be
doing.

Another of the President’s proposals
is to accelerate the child tax credit,
immediately raising this credit to
$1,000 in 2003 from its current $600 level.
When | got elected to the Senate in
1996, | campaigned on this issue. |
talked to young families all over
America. They are trying to buy a
house. They have to have a car. Maybe
both are working. They have to have
two cars. They are trying to raise chil-
dren and meet those expenses. The tax
deductions that were significant for
children in the 1950s have been totally
eroded, and they are getting whacked
in taxes. They are trying to raise the
next generation of children taking care
of us when we are drawing Social Secu-
rity.

Iythink this is a huge deal. | remem-
ber how excited | was when we passed
the $500-per-child tax credit in 1997.
They said this was cutting taxes too
much. It was too much of a tax cut and
we could not sustain it. But we contin-
ued, ending up later having the huge
surplus we had just a couple of years
ago.

gThis is a fairness issue. In this coun-
try, the people who may be hurting the
most when you look at it fairly are
young couples, just working, just be-
ginning in their careers. They have not
raised up and gotten seniority, been
promoted and making higher wages,
but they have young children they are
trying to take care of, to educate, to
buy shoes for, to take to Disney World
on occasion if, Lord willing, they have
the opportunity.

We ought to pass this tax deduction
and accelerate it as good public policy.
This will also put money in the pockets
of families to spend on behalf of their
children. It will help the economy
when they buy products. Somebody
makes those products. Somebody at
the store benefits from that. You pay
sales taxes on it. The State and local
governments benefit from that also.

According to the numbers | have, 26
million families would receive an aver-
age tax benefit of $623. That is $40-plus
or $50 per month as a tax benefit as a
result—per child under this plan.

We have a plan for small businesses
to be able to accelerate their deprecia-
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tion, their expensing of new invest-
ments from $25,000 to $75,000. We want
to encourage businesses to expand, to
invest. When they do that, they hire
people to do the expansion. They buy
equipment. They expand their building.
They improve their parking lot. They
create economic growth. Small busi-
nesses, for a lot of reasons, are not
being treated fairly in today’s business
environment.

| strongly believe, in the course of
passing legislation that would create a
budget for us and that would allow for
a growth package and would set the
spending levels for America, we need to
create an atmosphere, not of depend-
ence on government benefits; what we
need to do is create an atmosphere that
invigorates employment in the private
sector, creating jobs, creating choices
of jobs for American workers, where
they can get raises and leave one busi-
ness and go to another one for a higher
paying job if they want, where they
can get bonuses, and where they can
have overtime and bring home more
money. That is what we need to do, to
strengthen our economy. Our goal
should be to do that.

One of the reasons the Council of
Economic Advisers has recently esti-
mated that the President’s plan will
spur the American economy to create
over 2.1 million jobs in the next 3 years
is this focus on the private sector. The
President is focused on assuring Amer-
ica’s continued economic growth. This
plan is one large indication of his com-
mitment to promoting job creation.

The President’s plan also calls for
the elimination of double taxation on
corporate dividends. Under his plan,
dividend income received by individ-
uals would be excluded from their tax-
able income, if those dividends are paid
out of previously taxed corporate earn-
ings. This is a very important provi-
sion. Many people in America’s inves-
tor class understand that when they
buy stock and receive dividends, they
are paying probably a third or more of
that in taxes in addition to the fact
that it has been paid previously by the
corporation.

According to the numbers that have
been put together, the United States of
America has the second highest tax in
the world on corporate earnings, sec-
ond only to Japan—over 70 percent
when you total it up. So this is an
unhealthy situation. What is hap-
pening for a lot of reasons is the Amer-
ican businesses realize if they dis-
tribute—after they make a profit and
they pay their 35 percent corporate tax
on that—if they distribute it to their
stockholders, they have to pay another
35 or so percent on it—or more.

So what do we think, and what do the
experts think, this reduction would do
to help the economy? | think one thing
it would do, clearly, is it would make
stocks more attractive. It would cause
people to have an additional reason to
invest in the stock market. Whatever
the level the stock market would be,
whether it was low or high, by passing
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this tax it would make it higher than
it would be otherwise.

I don’t guarantee the stock market
will go up because it passes, but | guar-
antee it will be higher than it would
otherwise have been. Why? Because
when you make the purchase of a stock
that produces a dividend, and that divi-
dend comes to you tax free, it is a more
attractive investment. That is why
people buy tax-free bonds instead of
other bonds. So that would be helpful
in raising the stock market. It would
make it more attractive.

I think it important for us to recall
that revenue to our Government is
volatile. One reason revenue income to
our Government is volatile is the stock
market. When the market is up and
people sell stock, they have to show a
capital gain, and they will pay a tax on
the sale—20 percent normally. When
the market is down and they sell a
stock, they do not take a gain, so they
do not pay 20 percent tax on that prof-
it; they take a capital loss.

If they have some other product they
sold—real estate they sold and showed
a gain on—they can use the loss in the
market to offset that gain. Also, they
are allowed, under the Tax Code, to
take $3,000 per year and offset that cap-
ital loss against their ordinary income,
reducing the ordinary income tax they
would pay.

To me, this is a clear indication that
if the stock market is high and doing
well, the Government will receive more
revenue. That is not factored into any
of these projections whatsoever, what
impact the dividend tax reduction
would have. If the market is up, rev-
enue will be up. It will give businesses
more value if their stock goes up, and
they will be able to invest more and
grow more. With a higher value stock,
they can do that.

In summary, the dividend tax is an
unfair double tax. It is the second high-
est in the world. The elimination of
this tax will help the stock market; it
will help the recovery; it will help busi-
nesses be able to borrow and invest. It
will allow individuals to receive in-
come on which they do not have to pay
taxes. They will have more money to
spend. Because of the change from tak-
ing losses to growth, revenues to the
Government will go up. | think it is the
right thing to do. Dollar for dollar, it is
a good plan.

I tell you, there are many good
things in the President’s proposal. It is
something we have to deal with this
week. This budget will set the frame-
work for where we are going. It will set
the outline for what our spending and
our taxing plans will be.

I hope we will focus on two things:
containing spending, making it at a
reasonable level, and growing this
economy, because it is only through
growth we will be able to return to sur-
pluses and eliminate the deficits that
are now occurring.

I thank the Presiding Officer and
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, let me
just take a few moments to respond to
my colleague, Senator SESSIONS, who is
a valued member of the Budget Com-
mittee, | might add, and whom | serve
with on the Ethics Committee. He has
served there with real distinction as
well. But we fundamentally disagree.
That is what debate is all about. That
is what democracy is all about. And
that is what is healthy for the country.

The Senator described the growth
package on our side as puny, | think.
Let me just say, here is the difference
between our two plans for this year. |
would describe the President’s plan as
puny for this year.

Of the total cost of his plan, which is
over $900 billion, less than 5 percent of
it is for this year, at the time the econ-
omy clearly is weak and needs a lift.

Our plan is more than twice as large
as the President’s plan for this year:
$102 billion of economic stimulus.

An analysis has been done by the dis-
tinguished economist Mr. Mark Zandi
of Economy.com, comparing the lift
our plan will give the economy over
this year and next over the President’s
plan. It shows the plan we have pro-
vided will give almost twice as much in
terms of economic stimulus in 2003 and
2004 as the President’s plan.

Interestingly enough, for the long
term, he finds the President’s economic
growth plan actually hurts economic
growth. Why? Because it explodes defi-
cits and debt. It does not offset the
cost of the tax cuts with spending re-
ductions. It finances the tax cuts with
borrowed money.

Our friends on the other side seem to
have fallen into this notion that you
can borrow your way to wealth and
economic strength. That has never
been true in history. You cannot bor-
row your way to economic strength. It
is as if you had decided you would go
out and run up the credit cards and
make believe you are wealthy. No, no,
no. No, we are not going to buy into
that new theory.

Our friends on the other side of the
aisle used to believe deficits matter.
Many of us on this side still believe
deficits matter. | am happy to say
some on the other side still believe
deficits matter. But it is not just Mr.
Zandi who has found that the plan of
the President will hurt economic
growth in the long term. Macro-
economic Advisers, who is under con-
tract to the White House, under con-
tract to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, to do macroeconomic analysis,
has concluded that after 2004, the
President’s plan actually hurts eco-
nomic growth. We would have less eco-
nomic growth than if we did nothing.
Now, that is not my idea of economic
growth.

I would say this to my colleague: The
one thing that is certain about the
plan on the other side, the thing that is
going to grow is the deficit. The deficit
is going to grow. We are already going
to have record deficits under this plan,
and they are going to continue as far
as the eye can see.
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According to the President’s own
documents, we are never going to get
out of deficit. It is just like falling off
a cliff. Because the cost of the Presi-
dent’s tax cuts explodes at the very
time the cost of the Federal Govern-
ment explodes by the retirement of the
baby boom generation.

But it is not just my view. Newspaper
after newspaper—here is the Deseret
News, in Salt Lake City:

War is unpredictable ... a long, pro-
tracted campaign that triggers counter-at-
tacks by terrorists and lIraqi sympathizers
could be hugely expensive. Coupled with
giant tax cuts, it could send the budget def-
icit back into levels not seen in a decade or
more, which would stifle growth and hamper
investment.

It isn’t a growth plan they have on
the other side; it is a grow-the-deficit
plan, a grow-the-debt plan, that will
hurt economic growth.

Congress ought to put the president’s tax
plan on the shelf for awhile until it knows
better how the men and women in uniform
are going to be spending their year.

Newspaper after newspaper. Here is
the Philadelphia Inquirer:

. . . [B]e careful what’s given away in the
name of any ‘‘growth and jobs” plan. Federal
budget deficits are back. States are reeling
from their own deficits while shouldering
new homeland security chores. The demo-
graphic train wreck facing Social Security
and Medicare as baby boomers age hasn’t
gone away just because politicians have
stopped talking about it. Money is so tight
President Bush can’t pay for even his own
cherished initiatives such as education re-
form.

This is from the News & Observer,
Raleigh, North Carolina:

When the Republicans won the White
House there was a projected surplus of about
$200 billion for this fiscal year and talk
about fully protecting Social Security and
even digging out from beneath the national
debt. Now, in large part because of the ear-
lier Bush tax cut and necessarily higher
spending for the anti-terrorism fight, the na-
tion has plunged into red ink again. . . .

In the meantime, President Bush goes on
pushing hard to make tax-rate reductions
permanent and to cease federal taxation of
stock dividends. Both the federal and state
budgets could face dire consequences from
this economic plan. On and on it goes. “Un-
fair tax proposal rewards wrong group.”’

This is from the Kansas City Star:

There’s no real debate over the fact that
Bush’s proposal on dividends would largely
benefit the rich. Some apologists talk about
wanting to help the elderly, which doesn’t
tell the whole story; Bush’s dividend pro-
posal would help elderly people with lots of
money in the stock market.

Bush’s tax package is unfair, short-sighted
and fiscally irresponsible. He and members
of Congress—particularly Republicans, who
now control Capitol Hill—must develop a far
better plan in the months ahead.

Let me just finish with this one. |
have many more because newspapers
all around the country—not Demo-
crats, not Republicans—that have tried
to analyze the President’s plan have
come back and said it is a nonstarter.
Here is the Los Angeles Times:

. . . Bush’s trickle-down package threatens
to swamp the economy in a wave of debt.
And that’s before taking into account the
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huge but unknowable cost of preparing for
and perhaps fighting a war with Irag. The
White House’s tax-cutting yet free-spending
ways defy history, and taxpayers will be the
ones left responsible for decades to come.

That is just a part of what the Sen-
ator from Alabama said that | think
requires a response. He said some are
saying: Do nothing. That is really not
what Senator DASCHLE has proposed
nor what | have proposed. But | do be-
lieve it would be wise, on the brink of
war, when there is no provision in this
budget for the costs of that war—and
none of us are suggesting—I want to
make clear to my colleague, if | could
have his attention, none of us are sug-
gesting this administration or your
party has any intention but to fund our
men and women in uniform. | have no
doubt of that. I want to make very
clear, we make no suggestion, none,
that there is any reluctance to back
our men and women in uniform. That
is not the point.

The point is this: When we are on the
brink of war, and there has been no
provision in the budget for the cost of
that war, even though we know there
are substantial costs associated with
it, it seems unwise to some of us to in-
crease spending, to have new spending
initiatives—except for defense and
homeland security—or to have new tax
cuts, unless they are for a stimulus
package.

That is the point we are making. And
I think it is a wise one and a prudent
one.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. | am happy to yield for
a question.

Mr. SESSIONS. | understand that. |
think the suggestion is our budget
process has to stop until that occurs.
And | think it is impossible for the
President to give us a number now. |
believe it does cause some confusion in
our unity, which | would not favor.

But | want to ask the Senator this.

Mr. CONRAD. Let me just respond to
that first.

Look, we are not suggesting the
budget process stop. No. We are saying
there ought to be a point of order, a 60-
vote point of order against new spend-
ing initiatives, unless for defense or
homeland security, or for new tax ini-
tiatives, other than for a stimulus
package.

We are not suggesting the budget
process stop. We are suggesting it pro-
ceed, but that it proceed with some re-
striction, some disincentive for new
spending, other than for defense and
homeland security, or for new tax cuts,
other than for a stimulus package.

Mr. SESSIONS. | know the Senator
is committed to whatever figure we
have to do to fund the effort of our fine
men and women in uniform. | was look-
ing at the Democratic proposed stim-
ulus plan, and it is pretty anemic. | ask
Senator CONRAD if he knew that not
only was it basically limited, most of it
in just 1, 2, or 3 years, but that in fact
in 2004, as a result of eliminating the
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depreciation provisions that are in ex-
isting law, it would amount to a $16.7
billion tax increase on small businesses
in 2004 and a $14.8 billion increase in
2005?

Mr. CONRAD. Part of the plan that I
have endorsed would include enhanced
depreciation for small business.

Mr. SESSIONS. We passed it as part
of a stimulus package before. The bill
that has been put forward as the Demo-
crat stimulus plan calls for the elimi-
nation of those which would amount to
a tax increase over the current law of
$16.7 billion in 2004 and $14.8 billion in
2005.

| ask the Senator if he believes this
kind of very large increase in taxes on
small businesses would be wise in a
time of economic slowdown?

Mr. CONRAD. No. In fact, the plan |
have endorsed would expand expensing
for small business. | think that is a
better course and would be a real stim-
ulus. We should aggressively have a
plan of small business expensing, ex-
panding small business expensing in
this year.

| see Senator ALLARD is in the Cham-
ber. Is he seeking time?

Mr. ALLARD. | have a statement |
would like to make when we get an op-
portunity during the debate.

Mr. CONRAD. We are under a time
limit. There needs to be a granting of
time in order for Senators to have an
opportunity to speak. Senator NICKLES
is not here at the moment. Perhaps he
is on his way.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | yield
the Senator from Colorado such time
as he desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
EXANDER). The Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, | need
time to get set up.

Mr. NICKLES. | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

———
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period for morning busi-
ness.

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

———

THE TEACHER TAX RELIEF ACT
OF 2003

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | rise
today in support, once again, of Amer-
ica’s teachers by joining with Senator
COLLINS in introducing the Teacher
Tax Relief Act of 2003.

Senator CoLLINS and | have worked
closely for some time now in support of
legislation to provide our teachers with

The
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tax relief in recognition of the many
out-of-pocket expenses they incur as
part of their profession. In the 107th
Congress, we were successful in pro-
viding much needed tax relief for our
Nation’s teachers with passage of H.R.
3090, the Job Creation and Worker As-
sistance Act of 2002.

This legislation, which was signed
into law by President Bush, included
the Collins/Warner Teacher Tax Relief
Act of 2001 provisions that provided a
$250 above-the-line deduction for edu-
cators who incur out-of-pocket ex-
penses for supplies they bring into the
classroom to better the education of
their students. These important provi-
sions will provide almost half a billion
dollars worth of tax relief to teachers
all across America over the next two
years.

While these provisions will provide
substantial relief to America’s teach-
ers, our work is not yet complete.

It is now estimated that the average
teacher spends $521 out of his or her
own pocket each year on classroom
materials—materials such as pens, pen-
cils and books. First-year teachers
spend even more, averaging $701 a year
on classroom expenses.

Why do they do this? Simply because
school budgets are not adequate to
meet the costs of education. Our teach-
ers dip into their own pocket to better
the education of America’s youth.

Moreover, in addition to spending
substantial money on classroom sup-
plies, many teachers spend even more
money out of their own pocket on pro-
fessional development. Such expenses
include tuition, fees, books, and sup-
plies associated with courses that help
our teachers become even better in-
structors.

The fact is that these out-of-pocket
costs place lasting financial burdens on
our teachers. This is one reason our
teachers are leaving the profession.
Little wonder that our country is in
the midst of a teacher shortage.

Without a doubt, the Teacher Tax
Relief Act of 2001 took a step forward
in helping to alleviate the Nation’s
teaching shortage by providing a $250
above-the-line deduction for classroom
expenses.

However, it is clear that our teachers
are spending much more than $250 a
year out of their own pocket to better
the education of our children.

Accordingly, Senator CoLLINS and |
have joined together to take another
step forward by introducing the Teach-
er Tax Relief Act of 2003.

This legislation will build upon cur-
rent law in three ways. The legislation
will:

No. 1, increase the above-the-line de-
duction for educators from $250 allowed
under current law to $500;

No. 2, allow educators to include pro-
fessional development costs within
that $500 deduction. Under current law,
up to $250 is deductible but only for
classroom expenses; and

No. 3, make the Teacher Tax relief
provisions in the law permanent. Cur-
rent law sunsets the Collins/Warner
provisions after 2 years.



		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-07-16T22:02:16-0400
	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




