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No one who loves justice has ever had

cause to regret this historic event.
I have been taught that a true leader

stands up for what is right, whatever
adversity that may bring, hanging on
to his principles until the rest of the
world catches up. This is how I will al-
ways remember Judge Joseph Howard.

He cleared the path and set the
standards of excellence and principle
for all of us who followed him into the
law. Those of us who were blessed to
know Judge Howard understand that
the principles he fought to advance are
far from being secured. We will carry
on in the certain knowledge that a man
who loved humanity has chartered our
course and won the opening argument.

Judge Howard used to remind us that
justice must always seek to improve
the human condition. He quoted Elea-
nor Roosevelt’s words so often:

Human rights must begin in small places
close to home. They are the world of the in-
dividual person, where every man, woman
and child seeks equal justice, equal oppor-
tunity and equal dignity without discrimina-
tion. Unless these rights have meaning
there, they have little meaning anywhere.

Judge Howard understood the funda-
mental truth in Eleanor Roosevelt’s
words. That conviction was the source
of his greatness.

Judge Howard’s funeral last Friday
was one of those brief moments when
everyone, both black and white, be-
came one heart and one mind. Balti-
more came together last Friday to pay
respect to the life of a man who taught
us lasting lessons about the seeds of
justice within the human spirit.

‘‘There was a fury about Judge Jo-
seph Howard, a sense of justice that lay
at the center of his soul,’’ recalled Dis-
trict Court Chief Judge J. Frederick
Motz. ‘‘At the same time, he was a man
of compassion to all, whatever their
station in life.’’

Maryland’s Chief Judge, Robert Bell,
concurred, observing, ‘‘Joe Howard was
a man who built bridges so that those
who followed could cross to oppor-
tunity on the other side.’’

What touched me most deeply, Mr.
Speaker, though, was the honesty and
the candor with which those of us who
spoke addressed the struggles in Joe
Howard’s life. We talked openly about
how in 1968 as a young man and Assist-
ant State’s Attorney, Joe Howard had
gone against the legal establishment of
that time, challenging racial dispari-
ties in sentencing and pushing for a
higher level of equity.

We remembered how the system at-
tempted to punish Joe Howard’s pur-
suit of justice during his campaign for
a seat on the Supreme Bench. In a free
society, the seeds of justice can take
hold and grow only in the shared soil of
our respect for ourselves and each
other as human beings.

So, my colleagues and friends, I rise
not to mourn the death of Joseph
Clemens Howard, but to celebrate the
life of a man who exemplified ‘‘equal
justice under the law.’’

To the beloved ones in Judge How-
ard’s life, his wife, Gwendolyn Lynn

Howard; his son, Joseph; his brother,
Lawrence; and the entire Howard fam-
ily, we simply say thank you for shar-
ing with us the life of a great man.
Judge Joseph Clemens Howard was be-
loved by all who loved justice, and he
will be sorely missed.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. CLAYTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

INJURED COLD WAR VETERANS
DESERVE ASSISTANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
during this unusual period of the day
when we should be busy at work mov-
ing our appropriation bills on this floor
in the full light of the public to talk
and plead about an issue that should be
resolved through the appropriations
process and the defense authorization
bill that is moving both through this
body and the other body, and it con-
cerns Americans who worked, who
fought on behalf of this country’s Cold
War efforts, working in the nuclear in-
dustry, the beryllium industry, the
gaseous diffusion industry, and who are
now dying or have died because of ill-
nesses contracted as a part of their
working life.

We have tried to bring that issue to
bear in the current bills being worked
on in the back rooms here somewhere.
We have been told that those provi-
sions have now been dropped from the
bill.

I am here this afternoon to say, pay
attention to what I am saying, because
these Americans are veterans, just like
those who fought on foreign soil or de-
fended us here at home.

It is terrible to be a Member of Con-
gress and to have someone walk into
your office on a breathing machine and
say to you, ‘‘Congresswoman KAPTUR, I
worked in the beryllium industry, and
I am dying, and I cannot get work-
man’s compensation, I cannot get de-
cent health benefits for myself, and
what is going to happen to my family
after my life is over?’’

I stand here today in memory of
Galen Lemke, just one of hundreds of
people, patriotic Americans, who
served, worked every day, and produced
the weaponry that now has made
America the premier military and eco-
nomic power on the Earth. I would
plead with the Defense conferees to lis-
ten to them, to care for their lives and
their families, and to do what is right,
what is just.

The Department of Energy, under the
leadership of Secretary Bill Richard-
son, has produced a piece of legislation
that covers most, but not all, of the

workers who worked in the nuclear in-
dustry, the gaseous diffusion industry,
and the beryllium industry.

We have a bipartisan effort here in
the House comprised of people like the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND)
of Ohio, the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. WHITFIELD), the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SMITH), the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. UDALL), myself, and, in
the other body, several Members, in-
cluding two Senators from my home
state of Ohio, who are very supportive
of this legislation.

There is absolutely no reason that
this Congress cannot help these Ameri-
cans, who are truly deserving of our re-
spect, and, behind that respect, placing
the kind of assistance they need in the
most difficult moments of their lives.

If the American people were sitting
here, they would vote on this 100 per-
cent. They would not leave out one of
those families. Yet we are poised to
move bills through here which cast
them aside. That is truly wrong, when
we know it is a discrete number of
workers, we know who they are, we
know how they have suffered, and we
have this time, this year, in the begin-
ning of the year 2000, to put the unfin-
ished business of the 20th century be-
hind us and to take care of these fami-
lies, as we properly should.

So I would say to the defense con-
ferees, to the conferees on the appro-
priations bill, there is no better time
than now. Do what is right, do what is
in the interest of America, and treat
these families like the true American
patriots and veterans that they are. In-
clude these beryllium workers, gaseous
diffusion workers and nuclear workers
in a compensation bill that is no dif-
ferent than any other Federal com-
pensation program that exists.

I would say to Secretary Richardson,
thank you; and I would say to the Sec-
retary of Defense, where are you?
Where are you lobbying on behalf of
people who helped this country win the
Cold War?

Please conferees, do not do this to
Americans who truly deserve the sup-
port of the American people.

f

‘‘THE REST OF THE STORY’’ ON
THE BUDGET SURPLUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, we
will be taking this hour, I will be
joined by many of my fellow Demo-
crats, Blue Dogs, and perhaps several
others today, to talk about the budget,
to talk about debt reduction, and, as
Paul Harvey says quite often, to talk
about ‘‘the rest of the story,’’ that
which we are not hearing in much of
the rhetoric that is going on today.

The first point I want to make is that
through August 31, 2000, there has been
no surplus, other than trust fund sur-
pluses. You would not believe that with
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the carried-away rhetoric that all of us
have been guilty of using of late.

The $4.6 trillion projected surplus
over the next 10 years, remember, that
is projected. But, more important, re-
member that as of August 31 of this
year, there still has been no surplus,
other than trust funds, and, therefore,
that is why many of us on this side of
the aisle have been arguing that before
we spend these projected surpluses,
that we ought to fix Social Security
and Medicare first, that we ought to be
doing the Nation’s business today. In-
stead of adjourning at 3 o’clock in the
afternoon, or completing business at
2:15, we ought to be dealing in the re-
spective committees with how do we
fix Medicare and the tremendous needs
of rural health care.

Why have we been on the floor for
the last several weeks talking about
tax cuts of $1.3 trillion, when you add
them all up, again spending projected
surpluses, before we fix Social Security
and Medicare? Again, let us calm our-
selves and acknowledge the fact that as
of August 31, there is no surplus, other
than trust fund surpluses.

That is why today the Blue Dog
Democrats reiterated the plan that we
were talking about at the beginning of
this session of Congress, the same plan
that we brought to the floor of the
House that got, if memory serves me
correct, 177 votes, 144 Democrats and I
believe 37 Republicans joined with us.
That would be 181. Not quite a major-
ity, but there was a significant bipar-
tisan group that recognized that you
needed a plan if you were going to ac-
complish all of the rhetoric that both
sides take part in from time to time.

Today we come to the floor to discuss
in quite some detail the plan that the
Blue Dogs put forward months ago that
we reiterate today. The Blue Dog out-
line demonstrates that it is still pos-
sible to reach an agreement on a fis-
cally responsible budget plan that pays
off the debt, maintains fiscal discipline
and provides substantial tax relief, in-
cluding estate tax relief and marriage
penalty repeal.

The Blue Dogs have been advocating
debt reduction since surplus projec-
tions first materialized 2 years ago.
The Republican leadership has adopted
Blue Dog rhetoric in the last few days
on debt reduction, but only for 1 year,
and the question we ask today of the
leadership of this House is why only 1
year? If debt reduction is truly some-
thing that we all agree on in a bipar-
tisan way, why not do it over a 10-year
period?

The Blue Dogs believe that to be
meaningful, a commitment to debt re-
duction must be long-term. That is
why we are calling on the leadership of
this House to extend the principles of
their debt reduction lockbox for 10
years. Under the Blue Dog framework,
$3.65 trillion, 80 percent of the unified
surplus, would be devoted to debt re-
duction over 10 years. This would put
us on the path to eliminate the pub-
licly held debt by 2010.

b 1500
That is what we say we are for.
Why do we not have policies on this

floor that do that which we say? Why
do we continue on having political ral-
lies talking about debt reduction when
we really do not mean it except for 1
year? That is a question we ask, and
hopefully someone will come to the
floor and answer that question. It
would be nice to have some simple dis-
cussions of these points, instead of just
one side talking to the other in the ab-
sence of the other. We will be here.

By contrast, the debt reduction
lockbox passed last week would only
reserve 60 percent of the unified sur-
plus for debt reduction over the next 10
years. Blue Dogs say 80, Republican
leadership says 60, and still says we are
doing a better job. We do not under-
stand that.

The Blue Dog framework would re-
sult in the budget being balanced with-
out counting any trust funds beginning
in 2001.

The gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
TAYLOR) has been the one that con-
tinues to bring the record from Treas-
ury, source monthly statement of the
public debt that anyone can pick up,
which is what I was talking about when
I started my comments today. There is
no surplus except trust fund surpluses.
If we are conservative in our approach,
we can begin paying off the debt with-
out using any of the trust fund sur-
pluses beginning in 2001.

If we can only reach an agreement on
a 10-year debt reduction plan, it will
establish a foundation that will make
it much easier to reach an agreement
on significant tax cuts, including es-
tate tax relief and repeal of the mar-
riage penalty, without jeopardizing fis-
cal discipline.

The Blue Dogs are prepared to work
within the 90/10 framework for fiscal
year 2001 to balance competing prior-
ities. Ironically, where we have been
talking about 50/25/25, for 10 years, 90/10
fits almost exactly with where we be-
lieve we ought to be in the year 2001.

The Blue Dogs believe that it is im-
portant that Congress and the Presi-
dent look beyond the short-term cost
of legislation and keep in mind the
long-term impact of budget decisions
we make today. Before agreeing on any
tax cuts or new spending programs, we
need to know how all of these proposals
add up over the next 5 to 10 years, even
if they fit within the 90/10 framework
for next year. It is important that this
Congress consider the 10-year costs of
any tax cuts and new spending initia-
tives, not just the cost in fiscal 2001.

Likewise, once Congress and the
President agree on the level of discre-
tionary spending for next year, and
this is what is being fought out. It
bothered me considerably when I see on
the front page of the Washington Post
this morning that members of the
other body in the other party are talk-
ing about ‘‘spending is going to go out
of the window.’’ It should not. All we
have to do is agree on a framework of

what spending should be this year, in a
bipartisan way, working with the
White House. I believe that is achiev-
able. That is the Blue Dog plan.

Mr. Speaker, we have looked at the
President’s proposals. We have looked
at the Republican budget, and we have
said somewhere in between is where we
need to be, close to the middle. I think
if all of our colleagues on both sides of
the aisle would look at this proposal,
we hope they would find the same de-
gree of enthusiasm for it that we bring
to the floor today.

Once we get through the 90/10 for
2001, let us talk about the 10 percent.
How do we propose spending that 10
percent of the projected surplus? Re-
member, there is no surplus as yet. It
is projected. But we do believe if we
stay fiscally conservative with our
spending and our tax-cutting euphoria,
that what I am saying today can be
achieved.

We have a projected surplus of $268
billion for fiscal year 2001. Ten percent
of that is $26.8 billion, and that is to be
divided between tax cuts and spending,
divided equally between Medicare pro-
vider restorations and discretionary
spending and tax cuts. The Blue Dog
framework would allow a tax cut of $8.5
billion in 2001 and $377 billion over the
next 10 years. This will allow for estate
tax and marriage tax penalty relief
with room for other tax cuts of $4.4 bil-
lion in 2001 and approximately $200 bil-
lion over the next 10 years.

Why should we be considering today
going home without dealing respon-
sibly with the marriage tax penalty?
Why should we be going home in a few
weeks or days without dealing respon-
sibly with the death tax, when every-
one in this body knows there is a good,
sound, conservative middle ground that
would be very appealing to every single
small businessman and woman in the
United States and give significant re-
lief to everyone above $4 million in es-
tates? Why would we go home without
completing our work?

Devoting an additional $8.5 billion for
discretionary spending will provide
room to increase spending in the appro-
priation bills to fund agricultural dis-
aster relief, increase funding levels for
education, health care, veterans and
military retiree health care, all of
which have bipartisan agreement that
we do need to make some increases in
those areas.

We also provide for $8.5 billion in 2001
to address problems facing health care
providers as a result of the reductions
of the 1997 balanced budget agreement,
the kind that our rural hospitals are
clamoring, praying for the relief so
that they do not have to close. All of
this can be achieved within the frame-
work of debt reduction, sincere debt re-
duction, recognizing also that the sur-
pluses that everybody talks about are
projected.

One of the fundamental questions
this body should be concerned a little
bit about is when we look at this debt
that we are talking about, one-third of
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it is owned by foreign interests and the
question that we all want to answer, I
think, sooner than later, how much
longer can our economy continue to
grow at the unprecedented rate that it
has for the last 8 years? How much
longer can we go in the longest sus-
tained peacetime economic expansion
in the history of our country? Can we
go another 2 months, 3 months, 6
months, 1 year, 2 years? No one knows
the answer to that question.

But the Blue Dogs believe that the
most conservative thing we can do
right now is spend our time discussing
how we fix Social Security and Medi-
care for the future. And until we do
that, let us pay down the debt and let
us be very fiscally prudent with the ex-
penditure of our taxpayer dollars. That
is our message.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I am glad
to yield to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JOHN).

Mr. JOHN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
for yielding to me, and I also thank
him for his work on this issue. He has
been a real bulldog at dealing with fis-
cal matters of this Nation.

I just left a Blue Dog press con-
ference just hours ago, and our mes-
sage was very simple. It is that there is
still time in this Congress to get some-
thing done. I believe that there are
some people in this Congress that have
thrown in the towel, have raised the
white flag and said: we are not getting
what we want, so we are going to go
home. Go back to the American people
and say they would not let us do any-
thing.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that is the
wrong approach. I think we give up a
golden opportunity to do something be-
cause we have it in hand. What we
heard the gentleman from Texas so elo-
quently articulate, our position, is not
a new position. It is a position that we
have been advocating for over 2 years
now: 50 percent for debt reduction, 25
percent for targeted tax cuts, 25 per-
cent for priority spending.

But we underscored today in our
press conference that it was good 2
years ago, it was good last year, it was
good 2 weeks ago, and it is better today
because there is no other plan on the
table as comprehensive as this is
today.

I believe it is reasonable for this body
to come together and do what I think
the American people want us to do: be
conservative with their money. I frank-
ly think being conservative with their
money is being conservative, is looking
at it as we would in our families, in our
businesses. What is the first thing we
do with a windfall? Pay down our debt.
The Blue Dogs have talked about debt
reduction until we are blue in the face,
frankly; and it finally caught some
traction. Now everyone is talking
about it. No one was talking about it a
year ago; but now they are talking
about it, and I think it is a good thing.

The best tax cut that we could give
our children and our grandchildren is

keeping down the interest rates on our
credit cards and our mortgages. How do
we do that? We get out of debt with
this country. That is what the center-
piece of our proposal is. Whatever the
surplus is, let us pay down the national
debt.

Another piece of our puzzle is 25 per-
cent to targeted tax cuts. We go home,
and we have heard in this Congress a
lot of rhetoric about tax cuts. Well, I
am for this tax cut, I am for that tax
cut, I am going to be for this, and I am
going to be for that. But I believe that
it has been all rhetoric up to this point
in time.

Frankly, that is the legislative proc-
ess. We take 2 years to debate, talk
about different angles, let everyone
come in. That is the American way. It
is representative democracy at its best,
and it has worked.

But now is the time to fish or cut
bait, as we say back home in Lou-
isiana. This is the only program on the
table that can be done. It is doable. It
is reasonable. It is affordable.

In the area of tax cuts, I believe we
would be derelict in our duties in this
Congress not to go home with a signifi-
cant tax cut. A reasonable tax cut.
Something we can afford. We could not
afford a trillion dollars. That is why
the program failed. But I believe there
is room for it, and this is the way to
go.

Estate tax. Everyone talks about es-
tate tax. I left a press conference just
30 minutes ago, right after our Blue
Dog press conference, where we un-
veiled the Estate Tax Relief Now plan
of the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
TANNER). A wonderful plan. If my col-
leagues are truly for estate tax relief,
they must embrace this plan. It is the
only plan on the table. It is a plan that
my friends on the other side of the
aisle have basically abandoned, saying
we either want repeal or no repeal.

Well, I have come to this Congress to
compromise. We do it in our business
life every day. We do it in our married
life every day. We do it in State legis-
latures, and it is done here every day.
Compromise. And if we do not do it, we
go home with nothing; and I think that
is a serious mistake.

What does the Tanner bill do for es-
tate tax? It cuts the rate in January 1,
2001, 20 percent. I have heard from
every person in my district, from the
coffee shops to the bus stops, to the
rice fields, to the boats that we need to
cut the rates. We ought not to pay 55
percent of our income just because one
of our loved ones has passed away.
Well, Mr. Speaker, I think they are
correct; and that is what this bill does.
And it does not backload it, and it does
not phase in. It starts January 1. It
cuts the rate 20 percent.

What else does it do? It doubles the
deduction from $675,000 to $1.3 million,
which is $2.6 million for couples. It is a
reasonable plan. It covers most small
businesses and also small farms, and it
is what we should be doing. It fits in
the Blue Dog proposal. It fits in any
reasonable proposal. It fits very well.

The marriage penalty, I think we
ought to do it. I have voted for it in the
past. It was vetoed by the President.
But what do we do? Take our marbles
and go home? I do not believe that. I
think if we look at marriage penalty
and double the deduction, for a married
couple double the deduction, that is
marriage tax penalty relief in its tru-
est form.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that there are
so many more other smaller tax cuts
that we can do if we live within the
means and not just go off on some
spending spree and say we are going to
do all of these tax cuts or we are not
going to do any. I would tell my col-
leagues, there is middle ground and
this is it.

The other part of our program is 25
percent of whatever the surplus is to
priority spending. My farmers in south-
west Louisiana have been devastated.
Salt water intrusions in our wells have
killed our rice crop. Prices are low be-
cause this Congress has not been able
to, I believe, fulfill our promise in the
Freedom to Farm bill and open new
markets, especially Cuba. We need to
give our farmers a break.

Disaster relief. Something that we
can do that fits in priority spending.
Veterans and health care. Education.
Our Conservation and Reinvestment
Act that is now in the midst of being
enacted into law. We need some pri-
ority spending and we ought to spend it
on programs that are important to the
American people.

b 1515

That is your program. Our program is
very simple and very straightforward.
And it is very serious. It is a proposal
that I commend and I beg the other
side that we need to get engaged with,
with only 21⁄2 weeks left, because I can
say all I want about how I fought for
my people of the seventh district, but I
do not want to go home and say we
could not get a budget package to-
gether, a framework, and bring us for-
ward for the next 10 years, because I
know I would do that in my business,
and I know my constituents want me
to do that.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
look at the Blue Dog plan seriously. I
beg of the Senate, the administration
and the other aisle, because I think it
is the way that we should go. And as
we say so many times, ‘‘follow the
Dogs, we’ll lead you out of this prob-
lem.’’

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from the 4th District
of Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS).

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM) for allowing me to be up here
and thank him for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I guess this gets down
to priorities; and when we are talking
about priorities do we care more about
tax cuts or do we care more about pro-
tecting and giving our country a fu-
ture? I was talking to the Rotary Club
and a lot of businessmen were in the
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Rotary Club, and one of the gentlemen
asked me a question, ‘‘do you think it
is more important to give tax cuts or
pay down our national debt?’’ I said to
him paying down our national debt,
and when I got on the stand, there was
applause for me for making that rec-
ommendation, because it is true; the
future in this country is in us paying
down our national debt. The Blue Dogs
have the right idea, that is the reason
I am proud to be a Blue Dog.

We have our 50–25–25 plan to lower
the national debt, protect Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, lower taxes, secure
health care, promote family life policy
and in supporting and helping our
farmers. It is the safest, most afford-
able and workable plan being offered
today, and I am proud to be a part of it.

Let us think about what are we going
to do with Social Security. Well, the
first thing we ought to do, let us say
this is the Social Security surplus, we
ought to set it in a trust fund and take
it off budget and let us leave it off
budget and let us leave it for Social Se-
curity. The same thing with Medicare.
That way we are working with a true
budget surplus, 50 percent of the non-
Social Security and nonbudget Medi-
care budget surplus will eliminate the
national debt by 2010.

Let us think about it, 50–25–25. We
take Medicare, Social Security, Medi-
care off budget, we operate from a true
budget surplus. We take 50 percent of
our budget surplus and pay down our
national debt. Within several years, we
will have our debt down to what it was
in 1970. Helping to lower interest rates,
what does that do? That keeps busi-
nesses going.

What started the economy going any
way was lowering interest rates. These
are the things that are going to give
our children and our country a future.

What do we do with the rest of it? We
have 25 percent that we can use for tax
cuts. We were talking about this estate
tax in the press conference that went
on a while ago. And I guess all of us
here supported some kind of elimi-
nation of the estate tax one way or the
other or cutting down on it, that is
something we should do.

The marriage penalty tax, we ought
to do something about that. Tax incen-
tives for retirement savings; tax incen-
tives for small business for employers
to provide their employees with insur-
ance, give them tax credits for that;
tax credits to expand access to health
insurance, which we have already said;
tax incentives for school construction
and educational tax breaks; tax incen-
tives to encourage economic develop-
ment in distressed communities.

There are so many things that we can
do to help reinvest into our people in
this country, and we ought to be look-
ing for that.

The other thing we ought to go look
at is the other 25 percent of the bal-
anced budget surplus, that ought to go
into priority spending programs. We
were talking about prescription medi-
cine.

I will tell this story. I did a bus tour
in our district last year. We made 17
speeches in 4 days, and what we did, we
took 30 Federal agencies and State
agencies in the district and we went to
courthouses and we asked people to sit
there, and the people who were having
problems to meet there, having prob-
lems with housing, medical, health
care, farming issues and agendas,
something like this, to meet with us
there and we would subdivide the group
up.

Mr. Speaker, I was standing there in
the front and this elderly couple came
walking up to me and said we need to
talk about our hospital bill and pre-
scriptions and our health care. Well, I
directed them over to the lady that
was handling them. Well, I was talking
to some other folks, and I looked over
there and the elderly man was crying
and his wife was crying and the lady
who was helping them was crying. We
all started crying because of the situa-
tion.

Well, what happened to this man?
Here is a person, part of the greatest
generation of this country, he worked
hard, he was a carpenter. He provided
for kids, they have good jobs and gone
out on their own, and now he is having
a problem with his health care. He was
self-employed, and he cannot pay his
hospital bills.

He cannot buy the medicine for his
prescriptions, now he is being turned in
for bad credit because he cannot pay
his hospital bills.

These are the priorities we ought to
be talking about. These are the prior-
ities we ought to be investing into, we
should be investing in our people. That
is not throwing money away, rein-
vesting back into the people.

Think about it, 50 percent of the
budget surplus going to national debt,
25 percent of it going to priority spend-
ing, tax cuts, and then 25 percent of it
going for discretionary spending on pri-
ority programs, such as Medicare, pre-
scription drug benefits, restored Medi-
care cuts that hurt our small health
care providers, improving and extend-
ing safety net for our farmers who are
going out of business and the gen-
tleman from Texas was good enough to
come talk to our farmers not too long
ago, and our foreign military retirees,
the men and women who have saved
this country, who have given to this
country so we can get on the floor and
talk today about what we can do for
this country. We are not keeping the
promise to them, they are broken
promises.

The military retirees should have
better health care benefits. Veterans,
we are not providing those kinds of
benefits, because we need to take this
budget surplus and reinvest back in the
people. Also increase defense spending,
pass a patients’ bill of rights, discre-
tionary spending, with some increases
in inflation for these hospitals, and for
education, health care to our veterans.

These are issues that are really close
to our heart, and we feel really serious

about it. Remember the formula, 50–25–
25. It is the best deal in town, and we
ought to take. I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) for
this time.

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS)
for his contribution today and for his
contribution to the 106th Congress and
to the Blue Dogs. He has been one of
our real bulldogs, as we heard him say-
ing, in sticking with the plan.

Before I yield to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER), my fellow col-
league, let me kind of refocus why we
are here. We are supposed to complete
our work in this body by September 30,
that is what the Constitution requires.
We do not always do that. When Demo-
crats were in control, we quite often
did not accomplish that goal, but usu-
ally we ended up with a plan of how we
were going to complete our work.

We now have only two appropriation
bills that have been completed. It
seems to those of us on the outside of
the appropriation process that the
leadership of the House and the Senate
are having a difficult time coming up
with a plan to get us out of here. We
are submitting the Blue Dogs’ perspec-
tive that this is a plan that can get bi-
partisan support. We believe that it not
only can get bipartisan support here,
but that it can get Presidential sup-
port, that is what it is going to take
for us to complete our work. And when
we complete our work, it is something
that we all want to go home and take
a little credit for and take credit for it
in an honest way.

Mr. Speaker, so often around here,
most of us tell the truth most of the
time, if not all of the time, but many
of us do not tell the truth, the whole
truth and nothing but the truth, and
what the Blue Dogs are trying to say
today is the rest of the story, the
truth, the whole truth and nothing but
the truth. There is no surplus yet
through August the 31st.

When we hear $4.6 trillion in pro-
jected surpluses, the word that should
be emphasized is projected. We readily
acknowledge that this is your money
and we are just trying to give some of
it back to you. And in the rhetoric
prior to last week, certainly Congress
has no money, other than what we take
from the American people in the way of
taxes, it is your money.

But the Blue Dogs also remind you it
is your debt, the $5 trillion 678 billion
debt as of August 31, 2000, which is $21
billion more debt than we had 1 year
ago.

It is your debt, and that is why we
have suggested the 50–25–25, and that is
why we come back to the floor today
and reiterate debt reduction, program
priorities, tax cuts targeted carefully
towards meeting a real human need.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. TURNER).
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Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM) for yielding to me, and I
certainly want to thank him for the
leadership that he has shown for so
many years now on these budgetary
issues.

I am pleased to join with him and my
fellow colleagues in the Blue Dog Dem-
ocrat Coalition, our group of about 30
or so Democrats, who believe in the
balanced budget, who believe in paying
off the debt, who believe in a respon-
sible tax cut plan. I think that the rea-
son that we have come to the floor
today is because of our mutual sense
that the leadership of this Congress has
failed in the area of budgetary policy.

The Republican leadership started off
this year with a big tax cut plan. Now,
we all know it was based on some esti-
mates of a future surplus that may
never arrive, and so the Blue Dog
Democrats put together our own budg-
et plan.

As has been said by previous speak-
ers, it is really a pretty simple plan. It
says keep your hands off the surplus
and the Social Security trust fund,
keep your hands off the surplus that
accrues in the Medicare trust fund.
And with regard to the general fund
surplus, we call it the on-budget sur-
plus, let us use 50 percent of that
money to pay down the national debt,
25 percent to give reasonable and
meaningful tax cuts to the American
people, and let us reserve 25 percent for
spending priorities. That is the plan
shown on the chart to my right, the
Blue Dog budget.

Mr. Speaker, it provides debt reduc-
tion of $955 billion over the next 10
years from the on-budget surplus, a net
tax cut of $387 billion plus the savings
of $91 billion in interest costs since we
are paying down the debt with $955 bil-
lion. And program priorities, things
like being sure we save our rural hos-
pitals, who are struggling today to
keep the doors open, to be sure that we
have money set aside so that when the
baby boomers retire and the stresses
and strains come on the Social Secu-
rity trust fund and the Medicare trust
fund, we will be able to take care of
that generation; priorities like
strengthening national defense.

Within the Blue Dog budget, we take
care of program priorities, areas where
we can all agree we need to spend dol-
lars, and yet we provide a meaningful
tax cut for the American people.

Our Blue Dog plan, I think, is the
most fiscally responsible plan, and it is
also the plan that recognizes as a pri-
ority debt reduction.

On the chart that I am showing my
colleagues now, we can see the com-
parison of the debt reduction plans
that have been presented to this Con-
gress. The first one that is mentioned
is the Blue Dog plan that I have re-
ferred to which reduces the national
debt $3.6 trillion over the next 10 years.
That reduction, debt reduction plan,
will totally eliminate the publicly held
debt over the next 10 years.

We went 30 years in this Congress
spending more money every year than
we took in. We are just now at the
point where we are able to say we have
a balanced Federal budget, that is be-
cause of the fiscal restraint that we
have exercised, and that is because the
American people have worked hard to
produce a prosperous economy. And
those additional tax revenues have
brought us to the balanced Federal
budget.

While times are good, we need to
take advantage of what is, I think, a
historic opportunity to pay off that na-
tional debt so our children and our
grandchildren will not inherit the free
spending practices of the past genera-
tion. And if we can pay off the national
debt, we will, in fact, give our people
the best tax cut they could ever have.

Even the trillion dollars tax package
that the Republican leadership advo-
cated in this House, that would only
give middle-income families about a
dollar a day in tax relief. If we pay
down the national debt, economists tell
us that it will lower interest rates
across the board for everybody that has
to borrow money.

b 1530
In fact, the economists tell us, and

Alan Greenspan himself has testified
before this Congress many times, that
the best use of the surplus is to pay off
the national debt. If we get the govern-
ment out of the business of borrowing
so much money every year and rolling
that debt over year after year, the
economists say that it will take this
pressure off the credit markets, and in-
terest rates will go down.

So folks trying to borrow money to
own a home, folks borrowing money to
buy a car, people who borrow money to
send their children to college, they will
all experience lower interest rates. A 2
percent reduction in interest rates for
a family that has a $100,000 home mort-
gage they are paying on, it would save
them $2,000 a year. That is a much bet-
ter tax cut than the $323 that a middle-
income family would get under the
trillion dollars Republican tax cut
plan.

Yes, we Blue Dog Democrats and all
Democrats believe in tax cuts, but we
believe that they must be granted
within the context of reality. The re-
ality is that, even though the surplus
we are talking about is about $2 tril-
lion over the next 10 years, it is just an
estimate. If we cut taxes with about 70
to 80 percent of that number, which is
Governor Bush’s plan, we may very
well find out that the surplus has never
materialized. If the economy is not as
strong as we assume it may be, that
surplus may never arrive; and we, as
the Federal Government, will be back
into deficit spending again.

Our Blue Dog plan leaves room for
$77 billion of tax cuts over 10 years.
That is a conservative plan. That is a
realistic plan. That is a plan that will
keep us on the road to economic pros-
perity by lowering interest rates for
the American people.

But let us compare the plans. The
Blue Dog plan reduces the national
debt $3.65 trillion over the next 10
years. That is equal to using 80 percent
of what we call the unified surplus for
debt reduction. The unified surplus
simply means we devote all of the So-
cial Security trust fund surplus to pay-
ing down that debt. We devote 100 per-
cent of the Medicare trust fund to pay-
ing down debt, and we devote 50 per-
cent of the general fund, the so-called
on-budget surplus, to paying down
debt. So 80 percent of the surplus that
will accrue over the next 10 years goes
to debt reduction.

The Clinton administration budget
allocates 75 percent of the unified sur-
plus to paying down debt. Vice Presi-
dent GORE’s proposal that he has
talked about in his campaign dedicates
68.5 percent of the unified surplus to
paying down the debt.

If we look on the other hand at the
Republican proposals, the Republican
proposal in this House would dedicate
60 percent of the unified surplus to pay-
ing down debt. Governor Bush’s pro-
posal would dedicate only 58 percent of
the unified surplus to paying down the
national debt.

The question I ask my colleagues is,
who are the fiscal conservatives in the
Congress? I think it is the party that
advocates paying off the national debt.
The Blue Dog plan would pay it off the
fastest. This plan would pay it off in 10
years. Governor Bush’s plan, by our
calculations, would still, after 10 years,
leave us owing a trillion dollars. We be-
lieve the thing that we should do for
the American people is pay down the
national debt over the next 10 years.

It is interesting that our 50/25/25
budget plan has received bipartisan
support. During the budget debates on
the floor of this House, our plan was
presented. As the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) mentioned, it
received over 170 votes in this 435 Mem-
ber House. Thirty-three Republicans
joined with Democrats in supporting
that Blue Dog plan.

It is the right plan for the American
people. It will ensure our future pros-
perity. It represents what my daddy al-
ways taught me, and that is, the first
thing you do if you have a little extra
money is pay off what you owe. That
rule applies at my colleagues’ house, it
applies at my house, and it should
apply in the people’s house here in the
United States House of Representa-
tives.

So we hope that our Republican lead-
ership will adopt our plan. Frankly, I
was disappointed in the Republican
leadership after they so vigorously
pushed for over a trillion dollars in tax
cuts, not setting the priority that we
wanted to on paying down the national
debt. After their plans were vetoed, as
the President vetoed tax cut after tax
cut, they threw in the towel and said,
well, we will just forget about tax cuts.

Democrats in this House believe the
American people need tax relief. We
just believe that we need to give that
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tax relief within the framework of a
sound and sensible Federal budget.

With $377 billion in tax cuts under
our plan, we can eliminate the mar-
riage penalty; we can reduce estate
tax. For all estates of $2 million or
less, that means a family, husband and
wife, could be worth $4 million and pay
absolutely no estate tax under our
plan. It reduces all estate tax rates
above that 20 percent.

We believe that within our $377 bil-
lion plan, we can increase the amount
that families can put in an IRA or put
in their 401(k) plan, saving more for the
future, and being able to deduct more
on their income tax return.

We believe we can provide some relief
for our seniors, many of whom have to
pay tax on their Social Security bene-
fits. We believe we can provide mean-
ingful tax relief to allow urban and
rural areas some incentives to invest
and do projects that would renew their
communities.

These are tax cuts that make sense
for the American people. They are tax
cuts that fit within an overall budget
plan that will allow us to pay off the
national debt over the next 10 years.

I believe and I hope that our Repub-
lican colleagues will listen to this plan
and listen to our appeal and join with
us in these closing weeks of this ses-
sion to put America on the right course
for the next decade.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TURNER) for his contribution today
and, again, for the last several months
as he has been, again, one of our Blue
Dog bulldogs.

When my colleagues sit here and
they listen to what we are saying today
and they listen to what our colleagues
from the other side of the aisle are say-
ing, I get confused sometimes as to
what are we fussing about. What is it
that divides us so much? What is it
that causes colleague after colleague
on the other side of the aisle to come
over and point the finger at this side of
the aisle and blame us for the impasse
in the Congress?

We Democrats are in the minority.
We got there the old fashioned way in
1994. We earned it. We are no longer in
the majority.

It is my understanding the majority
leader will be coming over to take his
hour after we finish. I would be glad to
yield the remainder of my time for an
honest discussion with the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) regarding the
plan that we are talking about and
what is wrong with it. Perhaps we can
change it.

The Blue Dogs have suggested all
along that bipartisanship is what it is
going to take for us to do the Nation’s
work. A lot of times, we will hear we
are spending too much. Well, perhaps
we are. But let us work that out.

The Committee on Appropriations
gets blamed for doing a lot of things.
But if we give them the numbers of
what they have to spend, they usually
stay within that. But it is the majority

of this body that determines what we
are going to spend, and the majority is
now in the other side of the aisle’s
hands.

If we do not want to spend any more
money on Medicare, say so. Let us tell
our hospitals we are not going to spend
any additional money. The solution for
our Nation is to close the hospitals
that cannot cut it with the balance-
the-budget agreement, the plan that
was put into effect in 1997 that was sup-
posed to be the salvation of health
care. Well, it has not worked out that
way.

Come to the floor and say we are not
going to spend on Medicare. Come to
the floor and say we are not going to
deal with veterans and military retir-
ees; that we are not going to deliver on
the promise that we have made; that
we have been shortchanging. Come to
the floor and say we are not going to
recognize the disasters that have oc-
curred, weather related, fire, drought.
Come to the floor and say we do not
give a rip whether communities will
not have drinking water because we do
not wish to spend any more than the
budget we submitted 6 months ago.

That is an honest debate. It is an
honest discussion to have. I think we
will find that we will have bipartisan
agreement, that we can find something
close to what the Blue Dogs are sug-
gesting.

Do not take our marbles and go home
because we did not get the tax cuts we
were for. Respect some of us on this
side of the aisle that say we are for
dealing with the estate tax, the death
tax. We just believe it ought to be done
from a fiscally responsible way; that
we ought not to leave the problems of
Social Security 10 years from today to
some future Congress because we want
to deal with the repeal of the death tax
in 2010. Some of us believe we ought to
deal with it in 2001, but deal with it in
a fiscally responsible way, an honest
discussion, an honest debate. I feel
very strongly that we could come to a
bipartisan agreement.

Understand the process around this
place. The process is, if we have got 218
votes and 51 votes and a presidential
signature, it becomes law. If we do not
have 218 votes, 51 votes, and a presi-
dential signature, it does not become
law. That means we have to sit down
and, in a good-faith effort, with folks
on the other side of the aisle, if one is
in the majority, to find that middle
ground. That is the way our Founding
Fathers intended that this place should
work.

Where have we lost that? Why is
there no sincere effort ever to reach
out to this side of the aisle from the
current leadership when we are here
extending the hand of saying we are
prepared to work with you, and we
offer a plan to start with? Did we say it
is perfect? No. Can it be improved? Ab-
solutely.

Spending. We proposed today that we
should not have abandoned caps on dis-
cretionary spending that worked pret-

ty darn good for 3 years before we
began to run into the unrealistic level
of the caps. Because even those in the
majority party refuse to live up to
what they said we were going to do be-
cause it could not have been done. We
would have gutted Defense had we done
that.

We are suggesting now, let us agree
on the spending levels for this year
within the 90/10 philosophy that we
have heard espoused. Then let us set a
new set of caps for the next 5 years at
this year’s level with inflation and de-
mographic adjustment. We believe that
that is a very fiscally prudent way for
us to handle the prospects of future
spending. If my colleagues disagree,
come to the floor and disagree with us.

October 6 is going to be here before
we know it. What is the plan for get-
ting out? Remember, we have to get a
presidential signature or we do not go
home, nor should we. But what is the
plan? What is the plan that can get the
kind of bipartisan support that is going
to be required?

This is what the Blue Dogs are saying
today, and we say it not in a
confrontational way. We remind our
friends on the other side of the aisle,
we were here in February, in March, in
April, in May, in June and July and
August. Now here we are in September
saying the same thing that we have
been saying all year. Here is a plan
that can get support including presi-
dential support. But somehow, some
way, and I do not point this finger in
an accusing way, because I was re-
minded a long time ago, when you
point the finger, Mr. Speaker, there is
always three pointing back at you. I
accept the three pointing back at me.

But I do not sincerely understand
why the leadership of this House has
chosen not to come forward and to
have a serious discussion regarding
how do we get out of this place and
complete the 106th Congress.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I think
one of the points that the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) made there
deserves our further discussion. I
noted, when the Republican leadership
abandoned their plans for tax cuts,
they came back and began to talk as
we have for 2 years now about debt re-
duction as a priority. I think they have
said for this year it would be okay with
them to use a portion of that surplus
for debt reduction.

I believe that when we look at what
they have proposed for the next year, if
we could just persuade them to put
that in place, that plan for the next 10
years, we could basically have the Blue
Dog budget plan that we have advo-
cated.

So I think we are really at a point
where we could possibly reach some ac-
cord with regard to the future Federal
budget and probably do the American
people a great service by letting them
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know now that, in 10 years, we will pay
down the publicly held national debt,
and we will provide some meaningful
tax relief to the American people.
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I think it all comes down to what the
gentleman said earlier, and that is it
comes down to one’s view of how this
process is supposed to work. The Re-
publican leadership knew before they
passed their almost trillion dollar tax
cut bill that the President was going to
veto it. He told them that. It was
passed anyway. And that is fine, that is
the process working its will. But once
that occurred, then it seems to me that
the right thing to do was to realize
that a half a loaf, from their point of
view, would have been better for the
American people than none at all.

And if we come back to a more real-
istic Federal budget plan that puts a
priority on the national debt and that
provides about $377 billion, as we have
in our plan, in tax cuts, then we can
tell the American people that we have
done the people’s work; that we have
set our Nation on a course of fiscal re-
sponsibility and we have taken the
good times that we have and the pro-
jected surplus and we have allocated it
in a way that is going to work for the
American people and work to keep this
prosperous economy going.

So I hope that this hour has not been
spent in vain. I hope our Republican
leadership will take a look at the Blue
Dog plan, which we have advocated for
2 years now, and perhaps get us back to
the point where we can come together
and do the job the American people ex-
pect us to do, both Democrats and Re-
publicans, and do the right thing. Even
though it might not be what everybody
wants, it will at least represents a true
compromise. And after all, that is what
the legislative process is all about.

So I really appreciate the time that
we have had here to talk about this
issue. And again I thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) for his
leadership on this issue on our side of
the aisle.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman, and will now
yield to the gentleman from the 19th
District of Illinois (Mr. PHELPS), one of
our Blue Puppies, that has now
achieved the full rank of Blue Dog in
this year.

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM) and the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TURNER), and I want to also com-
mend the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CRAMER) and the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. TANNER) and many oth-
ers. The leadership of the Blue Dog or-
ganization has been right on target and
made me feel very comfortable in being
a part of the membership. I have
learned a lot as a new Member in look-
ing at this budget.

And I want to thank the Blue Dogs
for being consistent. To me that is very
important. My father gave me some ad-
vice a long time ago. He said, ‘‘Don’t

reject an idea just because it is not
your own.’’ I think that is what we are
coming down to here.

Mr. Speaker, as the budget discus-
sions continue, I encourage my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
look at the Blue Dog budget framework
as a workable fiscally sound solution.
This budget framework shows that it is
still possible to responsibly pay down
the debt while providing critical fund-
ing for education and health care pro-
grams.

I am pleased to see that both sides
are now focused on paying down the
debt, something the Blue Dogs have
supported from the very beginning.
Under the Blue Dog plan, the debt re-
duction lockbox would be extended 10
years to save 100 percent of the Social
Security and Medicare surpluses, plus
half of the on-budget surpluses for debt
reduction.

We owe it to our children to not
squander the surplus but invest it into
their future by paying down what we
already owe. At the same time, this
budget would suggest that 10 percent of
the fiscal year 2001 surplus be divided
between tax cuts, BBA relief, and dis-
cretionary spending. I have favored
some of the tax cuts proposed this
year, and I will continue to do so, but
we must provide necessary funds for
the problems we are now facing in
health care and education.

In my district these are critical
funds. In my district, for example, edu-
cation funding is critical to providing
our students, especially those with spe-
cial needs, with the education they
need to make it in the real world.

In my district, home health and rural
health centers are the only point of ac-
cess to health care for many people.
Funding of these programs and pro-
viding them with BBA relief, which is
included in the Blue Dog alternative,
literally can mean life or death for
these programs and the patients they
serve.

In 1997, with the Balanced Budget
Amendment, we asked our citizens to
accept cuts to put us on the path to a
fiscally secure future. Well, now we are
fiscally responsible and we have a sur-
plus. It is our duty to also use the sur-
plus responsibly by investing in our
kids’ education and providing access to
necessary health care for our citizens.
The Blue Dog alternative best meets
these goals.

It is not too late to come to agree-
ment on a fiscally sound budget that
pays down the debt, gives tax relief,
and provides for health and education.
I ask my colleagues to use the Blue
Dog framework and agreement to come
to the end of this budget impasse. I
hope that we all are reasonable and
will come forward and be sure that we
act responsibly on behalf of our citi-
zens.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his contribu-
tion.

In closing, I would just say, Mr.
Speaker, that we have taken this hour

in good faith, in the spirit of which we
have spoken. We believe that we have
some ideas worthy of consideration,
Mr. Speaker, and we hope that our col-
leagues will give them their just due.

f

HUNGER
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

NEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, hunger
is an issue that many in America
would prefer to ignore, and I perhaps
wish I did not have to speak on it. I
have spoken on this before and have
said many of the things I must repeat
again.

The economy is soaring for some. In
fact, it is good for most. Unemploy-
ment is at a 30-year low. Welfare rolls
have been slashed. Still, every day in
America, 31 million Americans, 31 mil-
lion Americans, are either hungry or
living under the specter of hunger. The
economy is sinking for far too many of
our citizens: Those who are hungry.

There is evidence of hunger in 3.6 per-
cent of all households in America.
Close to 4 million children are hungry.
Fourteen million children, 20 percent
of the population of children, live in
food insecure homes. In food insecure
homes, meals are skipped or the size of
the meal is reduced. More than 10 per-
cent of all households in America are
food insecure.

Because there is such hunger and
food insecurity, there is also infant
mortality, growth stunting, iron defi-
ciency, anemia, poor learning, and in-
creased chances for disease. Because
there is such hunger and food insecu-
rity, the poor are more likely to re-
main poor and the hungry more likely
to remain hungry.

It seems strange that we must fight
for food for those who cannot fight for
themselves. It really is time to stop
picking on the poor. Less than 3 per-
cent, less than 3 percent of the budget
goes to feed the hungry. It is for those
reasons that Congress should, Congress
must pass hunger relief legislation. If
we do, we can achieve several impor-
tant goals: We will build on the bipar-
tisan progress we made in 1998 with the
passage of the Agriculture Research
Act. In that act we restored some bene-
fits for legal immigrants.

In legislation I have co-sponsored in
this Congress, we restore food stamp
benefits for all immigrants, including
the working poor, families with young
children, and needy seniors. With the
Hunger Relief Act of 1999, we also seek
to update the food stamp rules.

We change the vehicle limit so that
families can retain a reliable car with-
out losing food stamp benefits. We
change the shelter cap, raising it from
$275 to now $340 over the next 4 years,
and then we index it to inflation. Fi-
nally, the Hunger Relief Act authorizes
another $100 million over 5 years for
commodity purchases and food dis-
tribution.
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