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business days. Eliminating the avail-
ability of this data would make it even 
more difficult to monitor the activities 
of reckless gun dealers. In addition, the 
amendment would prohibit the release 
of information related to crime-gun 
tracing requests. 

The amendment would also prohibit 
the ATF from issuing a rule requiring 
Federal Firearm Licensees to submit 
to a physical inventory. A physical in-
ventory recently revealed that a Ta-
coma, WA, gun dealer could not ac-
count for the sniper rifle used by the 
Washington, D.C. area sniper and more 
than 200 other guns in its inventory. 
The amendment would also require the 
immediate destruction of records of ap-
proved firearms purchases and trans-
fers generated by the National Instant 
Criminal Background Check System. 
The retention of these record has as-
sisted law enforcement officials in try-
ing to prevent guns from getting into 
the hands of criminals, as well as iden-
tifying gun trafficking patterns. 

I believe this provision could shield 
reckless and negligent gun dealers 
from public scrutiny and weaken the 
ATF’s oversight and enforcement au-
thority. It will hopefully be rejected 
here in the Senate.

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 
OF 2003 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about the need for hate 
crimes legislation. On May 1, 2003, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduced the 
Local Law Enforcement Enhancement 
Act, a bill that would add new cat-
egories to current hate crimes law, 
sending a signal that violence of any 
kind is unacceptable in our society. 

I would like to describe a terrible 
crime that occurred in Boston, MA. On 
July 4, 2003, a group of teens attacked 
a lesbian woman, Lisa Craig, at a 
Fourth of July fireworks display in 
Piers Park. Craig, her partner, and her 
two daughters were picnicking and 
watching fireworks. The trouble began 
at the park’s playground when a group 
of teens began shouting homophobic 
epithets. When Craig asked the groups 
to leave, she was struck in the head by 
one of the teens. The attackers contin-
ued to punch and kick Craig as she was 
bleeding on the ground. Given the se-
verity of her head injuries, Craig un-
derwent 2 operations and received over 
200 stitches. 

I believe that government’s first duty 
is to defend its citizens, to defend them 
against the harms that come out of 
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act is a symbol that can 
become substance. I believe that by 
passing this legislation and changing 
current law, we can change hearts and 
minds as well.

f 

IRAQ 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, for 
nearly 15 years, our country engaged in 
a bitter struggle with the tyrannical 

regime of Saddam Hussein. We argued, 
negotiated, debated, and compromised 
with this brutal dictator, and yet the 
results were always the same: decep-
tion, deceit, and lies. In the meantime, 
thousands of innocent Iraqis were 
raped, tortured, or murdered. Some dis-
appeared entirely, never to be seen 
again. Meanwhile, Iraq’s enormous 
wealth was pilfered and squandered by 
Saddam’s cronies who were more con-
cerned about their collection of foreign 
sports cars than ensuring the Iraqi peo-
ple had running water and sufficient 
electricity. 

It is easy to lose sight of how far we 
have come. As we constantly hear sto-
ries of the guerrilla style warfare, of 
secret Iraqi resistance groups, and the 
criticism regarding the pace of recon-
struction, we forget about the people 
we have saved or the freedom we have 
provided. Iraqis are now truly free, and 
we must remember that. 

Change is not instantaneous, particu-
larly when it comes to freeing a people 
who have been oppressed for over 25 
years. As the Center for Strategic and 
International Studies recently re-
ported, the reconstruction in Iraq will 
be an enormous task. We cannot and 
should not expect immediate results: 
decades of neglect and degradation 
cannot be overcome by the simple exer-
tion of will. No, rebuilding of Iraq will 
be a slow and deliberate process. It 
cannot be rushed, and we must remem-
ber that we have only been rebuilding 
for 11 weeks. 

The recommendations from the CSIS 
report were helpful in identifying those 
areas that we need to work on. For ex-
ample, the CSIS team found that pub-
lic safety remains the primary concern 
for many Iraqis as well as American 
commanders and recommends quickly 
expanding the Iraqi civilian defense 
forces. Another critical recommenda-
tion is finding work for unemployed 
Iraqis who have far too much time to 
consider their plight. Realistically, I 
believe agriculture and construction 
could provide that employment. 

Though we still have a long road 
ahead, we should also recognize how far 
we have come. Saddam’s brutal dicta-
torship is no longer in power, and we 
have taken steps to track down mem-
bers of his former regime. The recent 
killing of Saddam’s two sons was an 
important victory, and it appears that 
it will only be a matter of time before 
we catch Saddam. The Iraqi people are 
starting to realize that Saddam is not 
coming back to power and that free-
dom is truly theirs. 

We have also restored most of the 
public utilities and improved security. 
Thousands of Iraqis are joining the 
country’s new civil defense force, 
which will free up thousands of Amer-
ican troops for other missions. And oil 
revenue is increasing daily, helping de-
fray the costs of running the country. 

Perhaps most significantly, Iraq’s 
governing council has convened and 
the process of developing a formal 
structure for governing the country 

has begun. We also must not forget 
that 85 percent of the cities are now 
governed by local Iraqi leaders. 

Despite this amazing progress, some 
have criticized the administration’s ap-
proach to Iraq. For example, many 
have wanted to know when our troops 
will come home for some time. Unfor-
tunately, the Army was unable to pro-
vide a rotation schedule until recently 
because of ongoing military operations 
and security concerns.

This concern resonated in my home 
State as well. In Colorado, we have 
been awaiting word on when the local 
soldiers from the 3rd Armored Cavalry 
based at Fort Carson might return 
since the end of Operation Iraqi Free-
dom. Thankfully, the Army recently 
announced its unit rotation schedule, 
which means that if all goes according 
to plan, many of the units in Iraq, in-
cluding the 3rd Armored Cavalry, will 
be home within a year. 

This information will bring joy to 
our troops who have served so val-
iantly over the last several months. It 
will also give hope to the many fami-
lies who had been patiently awaiting 
for information on when their loved 
ones might return. We should not for-
get that without their support and sac-
rifice, our troops would not be able to 
function. It is their families who give 
our troops strength. 

This is why I have been working with 
nonprofit organizations like the Armed 
Forces Foundation that have been pro-
viding support to these families during 
this prolonged deployment. During the 
August recess, for example, I will be 
joining the Armed Forces Foundation 
in organizing a fishing trip for the chil-
dren of the soldiers form Fort Carson. 
While activities like the children’s 
fishing trip cannot replace a mother or 
father, they can lift the spirits of these 
families who have sacrificed so much. 

Other criticism, however, is com-
pletely unjustified at this time. For ex-
ample, some pushed for cost estimates 
on our future operations in Iraq, which 
everyone knows is nearly impossible to 
predict at this time. Department offi-
cials can’t look into their crystal ball 
and pull out the magic number. Future 
operations in Iraq may cost more than 
the $4 billion we are currently spending 
or they may cost less. We just don’t 
know at this time, and we won’t know 
until Iraq is completely stabilized. 

Another criticism centers on Iraq’s 
weapons of mass destruction programs. 
Almost all of us believed, and many of 
us still believe, Iraq had weapons of 
mass destruction. And what happened 
to these weapons is a legitimate ques-
tion. 

Our forces have not found these 
weapons yet, but that does not mean 
they didn’t exist or that we wont’ find 
them in the future. There are few mat-
ters that our intelligence agencies have 
ever conclusively agreed on. One of 
those was that Iraq was developing 
weapons of mass destruction. Last Oc-
tober’s National Intelligence Estimate 
clearly lays out the intelligence sup-
porting this belief. 
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What attracted so much attention, 

unfortunately, was the use of par-
ticular pieces of intelligence in speech-
es by administration officials. The 
President’s State of the Union Address 
for example included a statement that 
the administration now admits did not 
rise to the level of certainty required 
for Presidential speeches. 

While I won’t attempt to justify the 
inclusion of such a statement, I will 
say that the matter does not deserve 
the attention it has received. The 
President’s statement was not false, 
and it was only one statement in a se-
ries that laid out Iraq’s effort to de-
velop weapons of mass destruction. In 
fact, British intelligence still stands 
behind the statement. And no one has 
questioned the veracity of the other 
statements in the President’s speech. 

So despite this statement, it seems 
clear to me that the President laid out 
a very convincing case that the Amer-
ican people and Congress agreed with. I 
also remind my colleagues that we 
voted to force Iraq to comply with 
United Nations resolutions 3 months 
before the President’s speech. 

Mr. President, Operation Iraqi Free-
dom was a spectacular campaign that 
resulted in the freeing of millions from 
tyranny and oppression. We should 
take pride in bringing freedom and lib-
erty to the Iraqi people. Our troops are 
performing admirably and continue to 
believe in their mission. We still have 
much to accomplish, but with patience 
and perseverance, we will make a dif-
ference in this long-troubled region of 
the world.

f 

THE BEGINNING FARMERS AND 
RANCHERS TAX INCENTIVE ACT 
OF 2003 

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss S. 1464, legislation I 
recently introduced with Senator DOR-
GAN to provide a capital gains tax in-
centive to agricultural producers on 
the sale of their farm or ranch land. 

Agriculture is a vital engine that 
helps drive this Nation’s economy. But 
this engine is only as powerful as the 
next generation of producers. The re-
lentless financial problems facing the 
agricultural sector, particularly for be-
ginning farmers, are daunting. It is 
often difficult for beginning farmers to 
compete for land with large capital-
based operations. S. 1464 helps level the 
playing field by easing the transfer of 
land between the old and new genera-
tions of farmers and ranchers. 

S. 1464, the Beginning Farmers and 
Ranchers Tax Incentive Act, would 
provide all agricultural producers sell-
ing their property to a beginning farm-
er or rancher a 100-percent reduction of 
their capital gains tax rate. Producers 
selling their land to someone who 
pledges to keep the land in agricultural 
production would receive a 50-percent 
reduction of their capital gains taxes. 
All producers selling their land would 
receive an automatic 25-percent reduc-
tion of their capital gains taxes. These 

incentives would encourage repopu-
lation of the rural landscape with a 
new generation of young, energetic ag-
ricultural producers. 

Family farmers and ranchers often 
do not benefit from some tax incen-
tives already in place for other Ameri-
cans. In 1997, Congress enacted a 
$500,000 capital gains tax exclusion for 
home sales. Unfortunately, this provi-
sion often does not benefit family 
farmers since their homes are typically 
included as part of the larger 
farmstead. S. 1464 would correct this 
inequity by extending the $500,000 ex-
clusion to farmers and ranchers. 

It is imperative that we do more to 
ensure that beginning farmers and 
ranchers are given opportunities to 
succeed in strengthening rural commu-
nities. S. 1464 helps do this by reducing 
the tax burden on retiring farmers and 
ranchers, so that the continuity of ag-
ricultural production remains unbro-
ken from one generation to the next.

f 

COMPETITIVE SOURCING 
INITIATIVE 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an op-ed article from the 
Government Executive Magazine. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Government Executive Magazine, 

July 28, 2003] 
LET’S COMPETE 

(By Senator Craig Thomas) 
A handful of lawmakers are embracing the 

status quo in an attempt to shield federal 
agencies, such as the National Park Service, 
from restructuring the way they provide 
commercial services. 

This opposition comes as President Bush 
moves forward with his competitive sourcing 
initiative. Competitive sourcing, part of the 
President’s management agenda, represents 
not only an opportunity to improve the way 
federal agencies operate, but a way to save 
taxpayer dollars. 

According to an inventory first conducted 
by the Clinton administration pursuant to 
the 1998 Federal Activities Inventory Reform 
(FAIR) Act, 850,000 positions in the federal 
government were categorized as commercial 
in nature. These are jobs performing engi-
neering services, writing software, making 
maps, hanging drywall, mowing lawns and 
other services ranging from high tech to rou-
tine. These are the same jobs offered by pri-
vate firms and small businesses found in the 
Yellow Pages in any town in America. 

Under Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A–76, competitive sourcing allows 
federal agencies to consider whether the pri-
vate sector could be used to create effi-
ciency. This does not preclude federal em-
ployees from restructuring their depart-
ments and competing to keep the work in-
house. As it is now, many federal employees 
who work in commercial functions are 
struck in inefficient bureaucracies per-
forming activities that are not inherently 
governmental. 

For example, the government is consid-
ering competitive sourcing to help improve 
the services available at our national parks. 
The effort underway at the Park Service to 
use competitive sourcing as a tool for im-
proving fiscal and operational efficiency 

comes at a time when the agency is facing a 
tremendous funding shortfall for mainte-
nance at almost every park. Nationwide, this 
maintenance backlog is estimated at nearly 
$5 billion. 

The Park Service faces many challenges 
while making America’s treasures available 
for million of visitors each year; however, 
funds are limited for maintenance, security, 
safety and a variety of other activities. In 
the past, the Park Service has been in-
structed by Congress to reduce the in-house 
performance of its commercial activities, 
but these efforts have not evolved. It is im-
portant that we now allow the Park Service 
to evaluate its workforce and how best to 
use its funding. 

As the author of the FAIR Act, I strongly 
support improving effectiveness and effi-
ciency in government. At the same time, I 
realize that we need to go about it in the 
right way. We need to have a clear process 
with a reasonable timeline and federal em-
ployees need to be kept informed. It also is 
important that any public-private competi-
tion involves a level playing field—private 
sector contractors and the government 
should be judged on the same requirements. 

At a July 24 hearing of the Senate Energy 
and Natural Resources Subcommittee on Na-
tional Parks, I heard from witnesses who ex-
plained how the competitive sourcing proc-
ess works and who corrected misinformation 
pertaining to the Park Service’s competitive 
sourcing plan. Several witnesses testified 
that the government, on average, saves near-
ly 30 percent regardless of whether in-house 
employees or a private contractor win the 
competition. Although there are some 
unfront costs associated with conducting 
these public-private competitions, the long-
term savings dwarf these expenses. 

Every president for the last 50 years, Re-
publican and Democrat alike, has endorsed 
the elimination of commercial functions in 
the federal workforce, but their plans were 
not vigorously implemented or enforced. 
Thus, early half the civilian federal work-
force is doing work that could be done by the 
private sector. 

We should keep in mind that President 
Bush’s competitive sourcing plan is far dif-
ferent than the Clinton administration’s re-
inventing government initiative. President 
Clinton’s plan established an arbitrary quota 
for eliminating 252,000 federal jobs—without 
any form of competition. By comparison, 
President Bush has set no such requirement 
for outsourcing, but has urged federal agen-
cies to review their commercial functions 
aand open them up for competition. 

Over the past two and a half years, the In-
terior Department has noted that of the 1,600 
full-time employees it has analyzed for com-
petitive sourcing, not one federal employee 
has been involuntarily dismissed from his or 
her job. As the case of the Interior Depart-
ment reveals, agencies try to reassign fed-
eral employees to higher priority, inherently 
governmental positions within their agen-
cies. Some employees transfer to jobs in 
other federal departments, others take early 
retirement, or they go to work for a winning 
contractor. 

The taxpayer is the ultimate lower when 
competitive sourcing is stymied. Inefficient 
monopolies that waste taxpayer dollars di-
vert much-needed federal resources from our 
government’s most pressing programs. 
Through reasonable comeptitive sourcing, I 
believe federal agencies like the Park Serv-
ice can increase services to the public, while 
maintaining the valued resources we all 
enjoy. 

Let’s give good old-fashioned competition 
a chance.
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