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amendment that was a $600 million
emergency famine starvation relief
amendment for sub-saharan Africa.
There was a good bit of drama that oc-
curred in the well, because the vote
was so razor thin in difference. The
final vote on a motion to table my
amendment was agreed to 48 to 46. One
vote change would have had the vote 47
to 47, and the motion to table my
amendment would have failed, which
would have given me the opportunity
to go on and try to pass the amend-
ment.

I have spoken to the substance, the
reason for this amendment. There is
not a person in the Senate who has not
seen sights of those children with the
spindly legs, the distended bellies, the
thatched hair, and the soulful eyes. A
lot of it is caused by the lack of rain.
This has gone in cycles.

In 1985, I had the privilege of assist-
ing my wife who had put together the
first private group, other than the NGO
organizations, responding to the fam-
ine in Ethiopia. My wife had raised the
money in Florida. I was then a Member
of the House of Representatives and
had arranged for this stretch DC8 air-
plane. We rode the sacks of food into
Addis Ababa and went into the feeding
camps to see that food was distributed.
Of course, when you see those starving
children, and when my wife had the ex-
perience of holding a near lifeless Afri-
can child in her arms, realizing in only
a matter of moments that child would
expire, it makes an impression. When
famine comes back to that part of the
land some 17 years later, it is hard to
sit still.

Although my amendment was de-
feated yesterday by the razor-thin mar-
gin of one vote, I am not going to sit
still. I am going to offer that amend-
ment again and, fortunately, am in a
parliamentary procedure by which I
can do so because a very similar
amendment to the one that was de-
feated yesterday had been filed by me.

For those Senators on the other side
of the aisle—and there were four or five
yesterday—who have been deeply
touched by personal experiences in Af-
rica, having seen that famine and the
ravages of it on human beings, for
those five or six on the other side of
the aisle, and a score more who wanted
to vote for that amendment, first, I
thank you profoundly for your votes.
You know, each one of you, who you
are. And second, I want to say that we
are going to have another chance. We
are going to have another chance this
afternoon.

I ask Senators to examine their
hearts and see if they don’t think that
this is the right thing to do.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. REID. Mr. President, to help
move things along and to notify Demo-
crats as to whose amendment would
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come, I ask unanimous consent that
the Democratic amendments—and Sen-
ator STEVENS may want to intersperse
these with Republican amendments,
and that is his privilege, but I ask
unanimous consent that the next Dem-
ocrat amendment be that of Senator
KENNEDY, No. 123; Senator CLINTON, No.
89; Senator BINGAMAN, Nos. 126 and 138,
and Senator CANTWELL, No. 108.

Mr. President, I also would say on
each of these our members have agreed
to time. But until the majority has
seen the amendments, I am not going
to ask time limits be established, even
though we have established what our
people have asked for in the way of
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. THOMAS. I think probably there
is no disagreement but at this time
there needs to be some more agreement
from our leader, so I object for the mo-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, how much
time do the Democrats have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes forty seconds.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, all we are
trying to do is move things along. We
have a right to have our amendments
in the order we want. If we want to
move this bill along, as the two leaders
want, we cannot have these foolish—I
know someone told the Senator to ob-
ject. I am not calling the Senator fool-
ish—these foolish objections. I know
there is nothing that can be done be-
cause there is an objection that has
been raised, but it is too bad.

Democratic Senators should be aware
this is the order we are going to offer
amendments.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. REID. I am happy to yield.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, have these priorities
been established already and agreed to
with Mr. STEVENS?

Mr. REID. Yes, I have talked to Sen-
ator STEVENS. I talked to him this
morning in the presence of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. BYRD. What the distinguished
whip is trying to do is simply to lay
the prioritization in the RECORD, so
Senators will not have to wait around;
they will know when their amendments
are going to be called up?

Mr. REID. Absolutely right. We have
a number of Senators who have been
waiting since yesterday or the day be-
fore to offer amendments. This is done
so they are not standing around here
waiting, so there is some Kkind of order
in the Chamber rather than people try-
ing to get recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Perhaps, when Senator
STEVENS is back on the floor, you can
get that consent. I would hope so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

The Senator from Wyoming.
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PUBLIC-PRIVATE COMPETITION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we
would like to take the remainder of the
time that has been assigned to this side
of the aisle to talk about an amend-
ment that would be before us this
morning, the Mikulski amendment,
which has been proposed as an amend-
ment to the bill. It has to do with the
implementation of the Federal Activi-
ties Inventory Reform Act, the FAIR
Act, which was passed in 1998. It basi-
cally requires all Federal agencies to
itemize jobs that are classified as non-
inherently governmental in nature, so
there will be an opportunity for com-
petition for those kinds of activities
that the private sector, in the cases
where it is appropriate, can be a com-
petitor and can, indeed, do generally
more efficiently than having it con-
tinue, as it has, with no competition.

In 2001 the FAIR Act inventory noted
over 840,000 Federal jobs that are non-
inherently governmental. Those are
jobs that could be done by contract,
that could well be done by contract.
There should be opportunity for that
competition to exist.

The goal, of course, of the FAIR Act
is to spend taxpayers’ money as effi-
ciently as possible, to ensure the Fed-
eral Government is not without com-
petition with the private sector.

I think most of us would like to have
as much done in the private sector as
we reasonably can do. This, obviously,
is not all the things Government does.
There are inherently governmental
programs, and they will continue to be
that. The goal of the FAIR Act is to
spend the taxpayers’ money as effi-
ciently as possible to ensure the Fed-
eral Government does not compete
with the private sector. Wherever that
can be, whether it is in contracting,
whether it is the Kkinds of things that
could be better done in the private sec-
tor, that is what we are seeking to do.

President Bush’s Competitive
Sourcing Initiative asked the Federal
agencies to conduct private sector
competitions in up to 15 percent of the
jobs listed in the FAIR Act inventory.
Of course, that is exactly what needs to
be done, to identify these roles and
then to have an opportunity to put
them into the private sector and let
the Government compete with the pri-
vate sector and do it that way. It is a
pretty basic sort of philosophy and
something which I think most people
would agree to do.

The amendment that has been put
forth was to not allow the administra-
tion to move forward with their plans.
I will later offer a copy of a letter that
the President has sent through his ad-
ministration, saying that they are op-
posed to this idea, that they want to
move forward.

The fact is, during the Clinton ad-
ministration, after the 1998 passage of
the FAIR Act, there was very little
done to implement it. Now we have an
administration that believes they
ought to implement the law as it ex-
ists, and we want to move forward in
doing that.
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That is what this is all about. We
will be voting on that amendment later
today. It has been before the Senate
several times. It has failed before.
Hopefully, it will fail again. In fact, it
was put on the appropriations bill for
the Treasury Department last year and
then taken off before it became part of
this bill. So there has been a strong
feeling about that, and that is what we
want to pursue.

I yield the Senator from Virginia 5
minutes to comment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Wyoming, Mr. THOM-
As, for his leadership. I will not repeat
his eloquent explanation of the FAIR
Act. I am rising with him, and hope-
fully with a majority of our colleagues,
in opposition to Senator MIKULSKI’S
amendment which would prohibit the
administration from applying and en-
forcing efforts to get the private sector
involved where it is appropriate in var-
ious governmental services.

This amendment would weaken the
executive branch’s ability to manage
the Federal Government. It would im-
pede improvement of many of the Gov-
ernment’s significant commercial ac-
tivities and prevent the outsourcing of
inherently nongovernmental jobs to
the private sector. It really would be
one of anti-efficiency.

I think the Bush management plan
has a relatively modest goal of inject-
ing some competition to the commer-
cial activities performed by the Gov-
ernment. I believe we ought to be en-
couraging, not impeding, public-pri-
vate competition reviews. Clearly, the
President ought to have the flexibility
to best execute governmental functions
and to enforce important management
objectives and goals, specifically in the
area of competitive sourcing.

The fact that they look at poten-
tially competitive areas each year
doesn’t mean that these jobs will go to
the private sector. It only means that
there will be an analysis. It may be
that the Government functions at less
cost and with better service and effi-
ciency than the private sector.

They also realize even if the Govern-
ment continues to perform a service or
function that there are better ways of
doing it. We will need to be looking at
ways of improving, of innovating, of
adapting and not just keep doing
things the same old way.

This amendment is opposed by large
and small business enterprises all
across the country. The U.S. Chamber
of Commerce is opposed to this, whose
letter I will submit along with my
statement.

For example, they state the time is
now to create a more efficient and ef-
fective partnership between the public
and private sectors and not to enact re-
strictive policies that limit funding,
flexibility, and the decisionmaking
process.

We also have received letters from
the Professional Services Council
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which represents 140 different busi-
nesses—the CADI, Northrup-Grumman,
Lockheed, Quest, and many others.
They point to what we all recognize as
the truth. Competition is the greatest
and the best guarantor of optimal per-
formance and efficiency, and the Gov-
ernment’s increasing reliance on com-
petition has proven essential to achiev-
ing both meaningful savings and sig-
nificant performance improvements.

Also, the Northern Virginia Tech-
nology Council that represents 1,600
member companies with 180,000 em-
ployees in Northern Virginia, is op-
posed to this.

The Information Technology Associa-
tion of America, which represents 400
corporate technology companies, is op-
posed to it.

In addition, there is a coalition on
outsourcing and privatization made up
of small, minority, and women-owned
businesses, national security organiza-
tions, experts in technology, commu-
nity, and taxpayer groups that says do
not be fooled by the hype and that
urges Congress to hold the executive
branch responsible for the highest pos-
sible level of performance and effi-
ciency without placing procedural ob-
stacles in the way of achieving that
goal.

The Contract Services Association
also points out that many of their
members oppose this. Many of their
members are small businesses, includ-
ing eight A-certified companies, small,
disadvantaged businesses, and Native
American-owned firms. The goal of
their Contract Services Association is
to put the private sector to work for
the public good. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all of these letters be sub-
mitted as part of my statement.

Perhaps as important as all of these
job opportunities is the recognition
right now that this could have not only
negative economic ramifications, but
that it could impact national security
as well. Indeed, at a time when our Na-
tion is at war, the Federal Government
must have the flexibility to contract
out for services.

For example, look at the Depart-
ments of Defense and Homeland Secu-
rity. What is going to be most useful
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity is not where all these boxes are lo-
cated and who is moved from one place
to the other, but the adaptation and
the utilization of enterprise systems
that will allow them to analyze vol-
umes of information, analyze it accu-
rately, and share it within the institu-
tion and also with others.

Furthermore, such contracting cre-
ates more private sector jobs and al-
lows federal agencies to focus on their
core missions, instead of concentrating
on commercial activities.

I think at this point we need to be
working for the taxpayers. We need to
be increasing security. And we should
be embracing advancements in tech-
nology and have the private sector help
where they can help.

Therefore, I suggest that no member
of this body should support legislation
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that increases the cost of government
for taxpayers while limiting the gov-
ernment’s ability to respond to the
changing economic and security needs
of the American people.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letters to which I referred be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, January 21, 2003.

To MEMBERS OF THE U.S. SENATE: The U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, the world’s largest
business federation, representing more than
three million businesses and organizations of
every size, sector and region, offers our
strong support of H.J. Res. 2—the Fiscal
Year 2003 Omnibus Appropriations bill. Pas-
sage of this measure is critical for con-
tinuity of existing domestic spending pro-
grams and initiation of funding for new pro-
grams for Homeland Security.

The U.S. Chamber and the business com-
munity applaud the Senate’s resolve to wrap
up the Fiscal Year 2003 spending bills prior
to the upcoming Appropriations Committee’s
important work on the Fiscal Year 2004 ap-
propriations measures. While separate pas-
sage of the 11 remaining individual Fiscal
Year 2003 spending bills would be preferable,
we support the Senate’s determination in
creating and moving this $385.9 billion spend-
ing package during this compressed time
frame. We are troubled that passage of this
important appropriations measure could be
jeopardized by the addition of several oner-
ous policy riders to this package.

The Chamber strongly opposes any efforts
to stall needed reform of the new source re-
view (NSR) program. The amendment offered
by Senator John Edwards (D-NC) would ef-
fectively prohibit the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) from expending
funds to implement recently promulgated
changes to the NSR program. This amend-
ment would derail much needed NSR reforms
at a time when the courts are reviewing the
regulations.

The Edwards NSR amendment would dis-
rupt the Clean Air Act permitting process,
and stifle economic activity during an eco-
nomic downturn by making the maintenance
and expansion of existing industrial facili-
ties and power plants almost impossible. The
new regulations have restored some cer-
tainty to the troubled NSR process. Congress
should not interfere in the regulatory efforts
of two administrations in this way.

In addition, we specifically urge you to op-
pose an amendment offered by Senator Bar-
bara Mikulski (D-MD) that would prohibit
the expenditure of funds by executive agen-
cies to establish, apply or enforce any nu-
merical goals, targets or quotas for public-
private competitions of commercial func-
tions with Federal agencies. Such language
would legislatively weaken any President’s
authority to manage the Federal govern-
ment and effect real saving and fundamental
improvements. It is directly counter to ef-
forts by the Bush Administration to increase
government efficiency through competition
between the public and private sectors. It
would limit the President’s ability to estab-
lish goals for outsourcing, and other procure-
ment and acquisition workforce initiatives.
Such a prohibition could significantly limit
private sector involvement and discourage
competition, which has proven to reap sig-
nificant cost savings and performance en-
hancements regardless of who wins. The time
is now to create more efficient and effective
partnerships between the public and private
sector, not to enact restrictive policies that
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limit funding or flexibility in the sourcing
decision-making process.

We also ask you to oppose an amendment
sponsored by Senator Mark Dayton that
would deny new contracts to subsidiaries of
a publicly traded corporation if the corpora-
tion is incorporated in certain tax-advan-
taged foreign countries. By imposing these
bans on contracting with domestic sub-
sidiary corporations, Congress is seeking to
discourage corporate ‘‘inversions,” i.e., cor-
porate flight from U.S. tax domicile in order
to achieve tax parity with foreign competi-
tors. We believe Congress should be asking
why our tax system is causing corporate
flight increasingly to occur.

Corporations should be free to incorporate
where they choose, without the Federal gov-
ernment imposing economic penalties upon
their free exercise of prudent business deci-
sion-making, and that the U.S. Congress cer-
tainly should not favor foreign firms over
U.S. firms in the tax code. These contract
bans are a poor substitute for needed reform
of the U.S. tax code’s archaic international
provisions which currently put our corpora-
tions at a competitive disadvantage inter-
nationally and provide great incentive for
them to leave this country. We believe that
the proper response should be the under-
taking of serious and overdue tax reform,
such as conversion of the U.S. tax system to
one based on territoriality, to active parity.

We also urge you to oppose the amendment
offered by Senator Tom Harkin (D-IA) and
Senator Russ Feingold (D-WI) pertaining to
cash balance plans. Cash balance plans have
become popular among both employers and
employees. Because they are a relatively
new ‘“‘hybrid” type of plan, until last month,
Treasury had not provided clear guidance to
plan sponsors about how such plans should
be designed. On December 10, 2002, after more
than three years of study by an interagency
task force, the Treasury Department issued
proposed cash balance plan regulations.

The Harkin/Feingold amendment would
prohibit the Treasury Department from fi-
nalizing or enforcing this rule. The proposed
regulation clarifies how cash balance plans
must be designed in order to satisfy existing
laws pertaining to age discrimination and
pension accruals. While the Chamber has
concerns about certain parts of the regula-
tions, which we will be conveying in com-
ments to the Treasury Department, we do
not believe the appropriations process is the
proper place for enforcing pension laws and
regulations.

We urge your swift consideration of the
Fiscal Year 2003 Omnibus spending measure.
In addition we strongly support the concept
that spending restraint is a critical compo-
nent to encouraging economic growth and
long-term prosperity. Because of the impor-
tance of fully funding our domestic spending
priorities, the U.S. Chamber may include
votes on or in relation to these issues in our
annual How They Voted Ratings for 2003.

Sincerely,
R. BRUCE JOSTEN,
Ezxecutive Vice President, Government Affairs.

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES COUNCIL,
Arlington, VA, January 8, 2003.
Hon. TED STEVENS,
Committee on Appropriations,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR STEVENS: I write on behalf
on the 140 member companies of the Profes-
sional Services Council (PSC), the leading
national trade association representing the
Federal, professional and technical services
industry. PSC’s companies provide services
including information technology, research
and development, and high-end consulting to
every government agency, and represent a
significant portion of the government’s tech-
nology industrial base.

U.S. Senate,
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As the Senate considers the remaining FY
2003 appropriations bills, I urge you to re-
move Section 640 of the Fiscal Year 2003
Treasury Appropriations bill, or any related
provision that prohibits the expenditure of
funds by executive agencies to establish,
apply or enforce any numerical goals, tar-
gets or quotas for public-private competi-
tions for commercial functions within agen-
cies.

While Congress should hold the Executive
Branch responsible for the highest levels of
performance and efficiency, it should not
place obstacles in the way of achieving that
goal. Section 640 prohibits the President
from establishing and enforcing important
management objectives and goals, specifi-
cally in the area of competitive sourcing,
which is one key element of his management
agenda. It is an inappropriate constraint on
executive branch management and on the
President’s flexibility to best execute gov-
ernmental functions. Competition is the best
guarantor of optimal performance and effi-
ciency, and the government’s increasing reli-
ance on competition has proven essential to
achieving both meaningful savings and sig-
nificant performance improvements.

Again, on behalf of the member companies
of the PSC, and the hundreds of thousands of
working Americans who provide support to
our government every day, I urge you to re-
move Section 640 of the Fiscal Year 2003
Treasury Appropriations bill.

Sincerely,
STAN Z. SOLOWAY,
President.
NORTHERN VIRGINIA
TECHNOLOGY COUNCIL,
Herndon, VA, January 23, 2003.
Hon. GEORGE ALLEN,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ALLEN: On behalf of the
more than 1,600 member companies of the
Northern Virginia Technology Council
(NVTC), I urge you to oppose an amendment
offered by Senator Barbara Mikulski that
would prohibit the expenditure of funds by
executive agencies to establish, apply or en-
force any numerical goals or targets for pub-
lic-private competition of commercial func-
tions within federal agencies.

During floor action on the FY 2003 Omni-
bus Appropriations bill, Senator Mikulski
intends to offer an amendment (#61) which
would prevent President Bush from setting
any goals for federal agencies as a way to
save taxpayer dollars and make the govern-
ment more efficient. It is directly counter to
efforts by the Bush Administration to in-
crease government efficiency through com-
petition between the public and private sec-
tors. This amendment would significantly
limit private sector involvement and dis-
courage competition vital to the technology
community.

I am concerned that this amendment
hinders the flexibility of the President to ef-
ficiently manage the Federal government.
By prohibiting the President from estab-
lishing and enforcing important manage-
ment goals, specifically in the area of com-
petitive sourcing, this amendment inappro-
priately hinders private-public competition.
Competition creates the best environment
for optimal performance and efficiency. The
government’s increasing reliance on com-
petition has proven beneficial to taxpayers,
private industry and the overall economy.

Again, on behalf of the more than 1,600
member companies representing over 180,000
employees in Northern Virginia that heavily
rely on federal procurement contracts, I urge
you to oppose the Mikulski amendment. Our
membership includes companies from all sec-
tors of the technology industry including in-
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formation technology, software, Internet,
ISPs, ASPs, telecommunications, bioscience,
and aerospace, as well as the service pro-
viders that provide vital support and services
to the Federal government.
Sincerely,
BOBBIE KILBERG,
President.
CONTRACT SERVICES
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
Arlington, VA, January 23, 2003.
Hon. GEORGE ALLEN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. ALLEN: On behalf of the members
of the Contract Services Association of
America (CSA), I urge you to vote against an
amendment offered by Senator Barbara Mi-
kulski.

This provision would prohibit the expendi-
tures of funds by executive agencies to estab-
lish, apply or enforce any numerical goals,
targets or quotas for public-private competi-
tions for commercial functions within agen-
cies.

I am concerned, however, that the amend-
ment hinders the flexibility of the President
to efficiently manage the Federal govern-
ment. One long-established management
tool, used by all Presidents, is to set goals—
whether it is for outsourcing targets within
the Department of Defense (as established by
the Clinton Administration), goals for per-
formance-based services contracting or even
small business contracting goals. Indeed, the
amendment is directly counter to efforts by
the Bush Administration aimed at increasing
government efficiency through competition
between the public and private sectors.

CSA is the premier industry representative
for private sector companies that provide a
wide array of services to Federal, state, and
local governments. CSA members are in-
volved in everything from maintenance con-
tracts at military bases and within civilian
agencies to high technology services, such as
scientific research and engineering studies.
Many of our members are small businesses,
including 8(a)-certified companies, small dis-
advantaged businesses, and Native American
owned firms. The goal of CSA is to put the
private sector to work for the public good.

Again, I urge you to vote against the Mi-
kulski amendment.

Sincerely,
GARY ENGEBREISON,
President.
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
January 23, 2003.
Hon. GEORGE ALLEN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ALLEN: On behalf of the In-
formation Technology Association of Amer-
ica, we urge you to oppose an amendment
that Senator Barbara Mikulski will be offer-
ing today during floor consideration of the
Omnibus Appropriations bill. ITAA appre-
ciates your leadership in raising the IT in-
dustry’s concerns on this restrictive amend-
ment.

As you know, this amendment would pro-
hibit agencies from using appropriated funds
to establish, apply or enforce any numerical
goals aimed at conducting public-private
competitions for commercial functions with-
in Federal agencies. President Bush and his
Administration would be hampered in their
efforts to promote competition and to man-
age the Federal government. All future Ad-
ministrations would also face these restric-
tions. The Mikulski Amendment would also
undermine the intent of the new revisions to
the OMB Circular A-76, which were recently
issued by the Office of Federal Procurement
Policy.
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The Information Technology Association
of America consists of over 400 corporate
members throughout the United States, and
a global network of 49 countries’ IT associa-
tions. ITAA members range from the small-
est IT start-ups to the industry leaders in
the Internet, software, IT services, ASP, dig-
ital content, systems integration, and tele-
communications services sectors.

Again, we urge you to vote ‘“No’” on this
amendment and thank you for your leader-
ship in opposing this restrictive amendment.

Sincerely,
HARRIS N. MILLER,
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Virginia who cer-
tainly touched on the issues involved.

I yield to my friend and colleague,
the Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in opposition to the amendment
that was offered by my colleague, the
Senator from Maryland. This amend-
ment would prohibit the administra-
tion from applying or enforcing any
numerical goals for competitive
sourcing within agencies, or converting
Federal employees doing this work to
private sector contractors. This provi-
sion would prevent this President and
all future Presidents from managing
Federal agencies for increased cost-ef-
fectiveness and quality.

I want to emphasize that again.

It would prevent this President and
all future Presidents from managing
Federal agencies for increased cost-ef-
fectiveness and quality. That is what
we are trying to do. It is good for Gov-
ernment. Congress passed the first
step, which was the Federal Activities
Inventory Reform Act—the FAIR Act—
in 1998. That was the bill that was
drafted and sponsored and put through
the process by my colleague from Wyo-
ming, Senator THOMAS. It requires all
Federal agencies to itemize jobs classi-
fied as noninherently governmental in
nature. These are positions which po-
tentially could be from the private sec-
tor, lessening the size of the Federal
Government, and creating more oppor-
tunities for our economy through pri-
vate business.

This is a tremendous step we have
taken. It is one that recognizes we pay
Government with taxes to operate, and
we provide buildings and space for
them—and a lot of other things that
are kind of hidden costs. We have said
the hidden costs ought to be counted in
all of this. There ought to be competi-
tion with the private sector in all areas
where it is traditionally done.

It seems to me like a pretty basic
concept. President Bush’s Competitive
Sourcing Initiative requires Federal
agencies to conduct public-private
competition on 15 percent of the jobs
listed on the FAIR Act inventory—that
is, 840,000 jobs in 2001. That is to con-
duct public-private competition on just
15 percent of these 840,000 jobs that
were listed in the inventory as being
noninherently governmental in nature.
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This amendment would prevent the
President from setting and enforcing
this reasonable goal. If this amend-
ment passes, one of the losers will be
the small business community.

I host an annual procurement con-
ference in Wyoming to encourage small
businesses to seek Federal procure-
ment opportunities. Small businesses,
services, and products is one of the
treasures we will leave in the ground if
this amendment is agreed to. We have
a tremendous resource—the small busi-
nesses out there—that can provide
services in a very competitive way. We
need to make sure they have that op-
portunity.

I was visiting one Federal agency
where they were talking about how
they were going to check on bills that
were coming in for Medicare. They
were building their own program to do
that. The interesting thing is the pri-
vate sector already had programs that
would do thousands more procedures
than they were able to program in
their first year of programming. Their
agency wasn’t designed to program it.
But they tried doing it from the ground
up.
I see that in agency after agency.
When I take a look at this Government
Performance Results Program, that is
another thing that we put on agencies.
They are supposed to tell us what they
are doing, how we will know when they
get it done, and how that relates to the
budget. Congress needs to enforce that
a little bit more to make sure it is hap-
pening because it gives us tremendous
insight into all of the agencies and
what their job is and the ways they are
infringing on the private sector at
greater expense than what the private
sector would have. It is also resulting
in some greater efficiencies in Govern-
ment.

A couple of weeks ago, I visited the
mint in Philadelphia. Those people are
aware of this particular amendment.
They are working like crazy to make
sure they are the most competitive
agency for being able to perform that
work, and I am certain that they will.
It is that kind of spirit of American
competitiveness that they have at that
Government agency. They do out-
standing work there. I am sure, as a re-
sult, that is the way they will continue
to handle it.

But it is an awareness that agencies
have to have. President Bush’s initia-
tive encourages Federal agencies to
allow private industry—including
small business—to compete for jobs.
Everybody wins because Federal agen-
cies can concentrate on their real goals
and private industry is encouraged at
the same time.

I urge my colleagues to defeat this
amendment, allow the administration
to manage Federal agencies, and give
small businesses a chance.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Senator
for his comments. Certainly, his inter-
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est in small business activities is re-
flected in his comments on this bill.

I think there are a number of reasons
why we should oppose this amendment.
The administration opposes such limi-
tations on the management agenda. I
think all of us in the Government need
to push the idea of having some vision
as to where we are going and look be-
yond next week but to look to the fu-
ture as to what we want to do with a
number of activities that could well be
in the competitive arena and to make
some plans to get those out there.

That is basically what the adminis-
tration is seeking to do. Senior advis-
ers to the President are recommending
that he veto any legislation that chal-
lenges this management agenda. Cer-
tainly we do not want that to happen.

Mr. President, how much time do we
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
minutes ten seconds remain.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I yield
2% minutes to my friend from Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Wyoming for
recognizing me.

I rise in opposition to the Mikulski
amendment to this omnibus appropria-
tions bill. Succinctly put, we held a
hearing 4 or 5 years ago on this very
particular point. Much of it has been
covered in the discussion and the de-
bate so far, but if we want to have an
efficient Government, we need to allow
the private sector to compete.

What we need to do as well is make
sure this 47-year-old Federal policy—
which states ‘‘the government should
not be involved in commercial activi-
ties”’—is complied with and is enforced.

The goal of the FAIR Act was to
eliminate the Government’s direct
competition with the private sector
while at the same time providing a bet-
ter utilization of taxpayer dollars. This
is going both ways: So we do not have
direct competition with the private
sector, which we should not do, which
is against Federal law for us to do, and
at the same time provide a better utili-
zation of taxpayer dollars so we con-
centrate the Government workers in
areas where only the Government can
do the work.

This seems to me to be good manage-
ment and good objectives.

In 2001, the FAIR Act inventory
noted that over 840,000 Federal jobs
were noninherently governmental.
President Bush’s Competitive Sourcing
Initiative requires Federal agencies to
conduct public-private competition on
15 percent of the jobs listed on the
FAIR Act inventory. This seems to be
minimal at best.

The Mikulski amendment prohibits
the President from establishing or en-
forcing goals for competitive sourcing.
This is not the direction in which we
should go. In addition, it would se-
verely impede our ability to manage
the Federal Government. We need that
management flexibility at this time.
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Where we have budget deficits that are
rising, we need to get those down and
to use every tool we have at our dis-
posal to be able to keep those budget
deficits down as efficiently and effec-
tively as we possibly can.

This amendment would prevent im-
proving the performance of the Govern-
ment’s many commercial activities.
We certainly do not need to do that.
The amendment goes against the con-
gressionally mandated findings of the
Commercial Activities Panel which
unanimously adopted the principle of
competition.

Competition has been good in this
country. It is the basis for what our
economy is—so that things can grow
based on competition.

For those reasons, I will oppose the
Senator’s amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his time.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I yield the floor.

Mr. THOMAS. Our time has expired,
Mr. President. I thank the Chair for
the opportunity to express these views.
I urge that Members vote against this
amendment when it comes before the
Senate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has yielded back his time.

Mr. THOMAS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of H.J. Res. 2,
which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 2) making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2003, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Feingold Amendment No. 200, to restrict
funds made available for IMET assistance for
Indonesian military personnel to ‘‘Expanded
International Military Education and Train-
ing”’ assistance unless certain conditions are
met.

Mikulski Amendment No. 61, to prohibit
funds to be used to establish, apply, or en-
force certain goals relating to Federal em-
ployees and public-private competitions or
workforce conversions.

Murray Amendment No. 39, to provide
funding for the community access program.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 200

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong opposition to the Fein-
gold amendment. The Feingold amend-
ment, as my colleagues probably know,
deals with Indonesia and makes not too
subtle suggestions about evil doings
and suggests that we can only work
with them in certain circumstances. As
one who has traveled frequently to
that region, I am very much disturbed
by the intent and the apparent direc-
tion of this amendment.

It is very clear to the Government of
Indonesia and its people that there is a
legitimate terrorism threat in that
country today. The tragic bombing in
Bali, a major international tourist des-
tination and the source of essential
revenue in the country, brought the re-
ality of terrorism squarely on the
heads of the Indonesian Government.
This is a country which, if super-
imposed geographically on the United
States, would extend from San Fran-
cisco to Bermuda. It is the fourth larg-
est country in the world, with the larg-
est Muslim population in the world. It
is also, unfortunately, home to many
elements of al-Qaida and Jamaah
Islamiyah, another Islamic terrorist
group.

The tragic bombing in Bali, with al-
most 300 people killed, has brought
home to that country the real threat of
terrorism, and they are taking that
threat seriously.

I have talked with our resources in
the area, our embassies. I have talked
with neighboring countries that are
very much concerned about the future
of Indonesia. We believe they are per-
forming a credible and thorough inves-
tigation of the bombing. Arrests have
been made. But the investigation con-
tinues and the Government is com-
mitted to arresting all those involved.

Indonesia is a majority Muslim na-
tion. Many of its citizens, regrettably,
hear continually from extreme ele-
ments within the country that the
United States is targeting Muslims and
is anti-Islam. This creates a very dif-
ficult political climate for the coun-
try’s moderate Muslim President. She
is one who has visited this country. I
have met with her on a number of occa-
sions, and I know she understands the
importance of our relationship and the
importance of their efforts against ter-
rorism.

The country is making an effort now
to investigate the terrorists who com-
mitted the bombing, to control the ter-
rorism problem, and to strengthen the
military.

I ask, Is this the best we can offer in
the Senate to encourage cooperation
between the two countries, to pursue a
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warmed-over agenda, to embarrass the
military because some activist groups
are not satisfied with the results of the
tribunals that investigated the out-
rages in East Timor?

This is a time when we in the United
States have to be serious about our re-
lationship with moderate Muslim na-
tions. We need to support the people
within these countries who are resist-
ing the extremists. It is a tremendous
challenge for them to stand up to ex-
treme voices. We should be supportive.
We ought not to be sticking a finger in
their eye. We ought not to be gratu-
itously slapping them in the face.

In the case of Indonesia, we should
encourage strengthening those institu-
tions which the Government will rely
on to investigate terrorism, apprehend
terrorists, and prevent further attacks.
In Indonesia, the only institution with
that capacity is the military.

I have talked with our Secretary of
State and our Secretary of Defense,
and I have asked them what we can do
to improve our relations with Indo-
nesia to assure they have the strength
to resist terrorism and to provide their
share of the role in the international
battle against terrorism.

What they have said, quite frankly,
to bipartisan groups in front of them is
to stop congressional interference and
slurs on the Indonesia military. Unfor-
tunately, rather than moving in a sen-
sible direction to encourage military-
to-military contact, to take actions to
raise the standards of their military to
levels we are comfortable with and to
promote relationships between officers,
we would, by adopting this measure,
pursue a course that insults the people,
strains relations, and will aid the ex-
tremist elements in their efforts to de-
monize the United States.

This may be presented as a harmless
amendment, one that can be satisfied
easily by us and the Indonesians, but
those people are our friends. Our allies
in Southeast Asia take note of what we
do; they hear our message. What we
pass is loud, and it is clear; it reso-
nates. It is not only a bad idea, it is
dangerous.

We need to stand up and support our
friends, especially in these challenging
times. As I have met with friendly na-
tions in Southeast Asia, they have
been dumbfounded that we continue to
insult, denigrate, and downgrade Indo-
nesia. We should be supporting them.

This amendment is not grounded in
legitimate policy concerns but, rather,
in an ongoing interest by some to
refight the East Timor battle year in
and year out, despite the fact that East
Timor is now an independent country.
It is hollow all the way through.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in defeating this amendment, to send
the message that we will support mod-
erate Islam countries, struggling de-
mocracies trying to fight terrorism.

I thank the managers and yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.
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