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time and passed, the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, and that
any statements relating to the bill ap-
pear at the appropriate place in the
RECORD.

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

The bill (H.R. 4337) was considered
read the third time and passed.
f

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON CALIFOR-
NIA INDIAN POLICY EXTENSION
ACT OF 1998

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to the consideration of
calendar No. 595, H.R. 3069.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 3069) to extend the Advisory

Council on California Indian Policy to allow
the Advisory Council to advise Congress on
the implementation of the proposals and rec-
ommendations of the Advisory Council.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Indian Affairs, with an amendment;
as follows:

(The part of the bill intended to be
inserted is shown in italic.)

H.R. 3069
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Advisory
Council on California Indian Policy Exten-
sion Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 2. FINDING AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that the Advi-
sory Council on California Indian Policy,
pursuant to the Advisory Council on Califor-
nia Indian Policy Act of 1992 (Public Law
102–416; 25 U.S.C. 651 note), submitted its pro-
posals and recommendations regarding reme-
dial measures to address the special status of
California’s terminated and unacknowledged
Indian tribes and the needs of California In-
dians relating to economic self-sufficiency,
health, and education.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
allow the Advisory Council on California In-
dian Policy to advise Congress on the imple-
mentation of such proposals and rec-
ommendations.
SEC. 3. DUTIES OF ADVISORY COUNCIL REGARD-

ING IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOS-
ALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5 of the Advisory
Council on California Indian Policy Act of
1992 (106 Stat. 2133) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (6), by strik-
ing the period at the end of paragraph (7) and
inserting ‘‘; and’’, and by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(8) work with Congress, the Secretary,
the Secretary of Health and Human Services,
and the California Indian tribes, to imple-
ment the Council’s proposals and rec-
ommendations contained in the report sub-
mitted under paragraph (6), including—

‘‘(A) consulting with Federal departments
and agencies to identify those recommenda-
tions that can be implemented immediately,
or in the very near future, and those which
will require long-term changes in law, regu-
lations, or policy;

‘‘(B) working with Federal departments
and agencies to expedite to the greatest ex-
tent possible the implementation of the
Council’s recommendations;

‘‘(C) presenting draft legislation to Con-
gress for implementation of the rec-
ommendations requiring legislative changes;

‘‘(D) initiating discussions with the State
of California and its agencies to identify spe-
cific areas where State actions or tribal-
State cooperation can complement actions
by the Federal Government to implement
specific recommendations;

‘‘(E) providing timely information to and
consulting with California Indian tribes on
discussions between the Council and Federal
and State agencies regarding implementa-
tion of the recommendations; and

‘‘(F) providing annual progress reports to
the Committee on Indian Affairs of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Resources of the
House of Representatives on the status of
the implementation of the recommenda-
tions.’’.

(b) TERMINATION.—The first sentence of
section 8 of the Advisory Council on Califor-
nia Indian Policy Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 2136)
is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The Council
shall cease to exist on March 31, 2000.’’.
SEC. 4. HEALTH OR SOCIAL SERVICES FACILITY.

Section 1004(a) of the Coast Guard Authoriza-
tion Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–324; 110 Stat.
3956) is amended by striking ‘‘use other than for
a facility for the provision of health programs
funded by the Indian Health Service (not in-
cluding any such programs operated by Ketch-
ikan Indian Corporation prior to 1993)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘use as a health or social services facil-
ity’’.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendment not be agreed to.

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

The committee amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. COATS. I ask unanimous consent
the bill be considered read a third time
and passed, the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the bill appear at the
appropriate place in the RECORD.

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

The bill (H.R. 3069), as amended, was
considered read the third time and
passed.

f

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STAND-
ARDS AND TECHNOLOGY ACT

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commerce
Committee be discharged from further
consideration of H.R. 1274, and further,
that the Senate then proceed to its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 1274) to authorize appropria-

tions for the National Institute of Standards
and Technology for fiscal years 1998 and 1999,
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 3810

(Purpose: To amend the Technology
Administration Act of 1998)

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, Senator
FRIST has a substitute amendment at
the desk, and I ask for its consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS], for

Mr. FRIST and Mr. ROCKEFELLER, proposes an
amendment numbered 3810.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the substitute
amendment be agreed to, the bill be
read the third time and passed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the
table, and that any statements relating
to the bill appear in the RECORD.

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

The amendment (No. 3810) was agreed
to.

The bill (H.R. 1274), as amended, was
read the third time and passed.

f

WORKFORCE IMPROVEMENT AND
PROTECTION ACT OF 1998

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
3736, a bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to make changes
relating to H–1B nonimmigrants.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. HARKIN. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard.
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I regret

that this objection is being made. The
bill is vital to the technology industry,
and this objection makes it impossible
to pass the bill this year.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield
for about 3 minutes?

Mr. COATS. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate the Sen-
ator from Indiana yielding to me to ex-
plain why I object to this.

Before I get into that, let me say
that I was here for part of his speech.
He thanked his staff. I thought it was
a very gracious and wonderful thing
the Senator did. It was really nice.

I must say, I will miss you here in
the Senate, DAN. As I said before, you
have been a wonderful person to work
with. I hate to end it on this note,
where I am objecting to something
that you are bringing up. You have
been a great Senator. You have been a
great human being to work with. We
will miss you. I will miss you, person-
ally. All of my friends who have left
said there is a life beyond the Senate.
Quite frankly, it is probably a lot bet-
ter, considering we are here at 7:30 on
a Friday night.

Mr. President, I just want to explain
why I object to this bill. This is the bill
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that would have increased the number
of H–1B visas from 65,000 per year to
115,000 for next year and the year after,
then drop down to 107,500 in 2001 and
back down to 65,000 thereafter.

Now, ostensibly, the reason for doing
this, and why this came up in the last
couple of years, is that there was pro-
jected to be a big shortage in computer
programmers. Thus, there was this big
push to increase the number of H–1B
visas, to get these computer program-
mers.

It turns out that has, indeed, not
happened. In fact, I have three recent
articles. One is from the San Jose Mer-
cury News dated October 6, 1998. It
says:

High-tech Layoffs are Accelerating.

They pointed out in the article:
Computers ranked second in total job-cut

announcements, with 44,000. That rep-
resented nearly three times the number from
last year.

The article goes on to say:
The changing job market can be seen at

the Career Action Center, a career resource
center in Cupertino, where counselors are
seeing more people come in. Job searches are
taking more time, companies are taking
longer to make their hiring decision, and
some businesses have even enacted hiring
freezes, said Betsy Collard, the center’s stra-
tegic development director.

While the center posted 10,000 jobs in Au-
gust, that was down from 13,500 it posted a
year earlier.

I ask unanimous consent the article
be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the San Jose Mercury News, Oct. 6,
1998]

HIGH-TECH LAYOFFS ARE ACCELERATING

(By Jonathan Rabinovitz)
High-technology industries have cut four

times as many jobs nationally in 1998 as they
did in the same period last year, imposing
more layoffs than almost every other sector
of the economy, according to a report re-
leased Tuesday by an international outplace-
ment firm.

The survey of job-cut announcements was
yet another signal of the slowing of eco-
nomic growth both in Silicon Valley and na-
tionally. It attributed many of the reduc-
tions to the global financial crisis, particu-
larly the recession that has gripped much of
Asia.

And while the labor market in the San
Jose area remains tight—the 3.4 percent un-
employment rate in August was down from
last year—one of the authors of the study
said that this year’s downsizing tend has al-
ready dimmed the rampant optimism that
once pervaded Silicon Valley.

‘‘People used to say that you don’t have
anything to worry about, but that’s not the
case any more,’’ said John A. Challenger,
chief executive of Challenger, Gray & Christ-
mas Inc., the Chicago-based company that
compiles the monthly survey. ‘‘The ice
seems a little bit thinner right now.’’

Still, Silicon Valley and the state continue
to add thousands of jobs, at a pace that out-
strips the rate of layoffs, though job growth
has slowed both here and nationally.

The layoffs in high-tech companies come
against a backdrop of increased job-cut an-
nouncements across the country. The Sep-
tember figure for job-cut announcements was

the highest reported by the survey since Jan-
uary 1996. The amount has generally in-
creased each month this year.

And the total number of job cuts for all in-
dustries was up 53 percent—about 150,000 job-
cut announcements—from the amount for
the first nine months of 1997.

But perhaps the most striking change was
in the high-tech industries. While elec-
tronics, computers and telecommunications
were not among the top five industries in
job-cut announcements last year at this
time, all three industries were now in that
category.

Electronics, which includes chip manufac-
turing, had more announcements than any
other industry. The number had increased to
nearly 70,000, eight times more than the first
nine months of last year, according to the
Challenger survey.

Computers ranked second in total job-cut
announcements, with 44,000. That rep-
resented nearly three times the number from
last year.

Telecommunications was placed fifth. It
increased to nearly 29,000, four times the
amount in 1997.

The changing job market can be seen at
the Career Action Center, a career resource
center in Cupertino, where counselors are
seeing more people come in. Job searches are
taking more time, companies are taking
longer to make their hiring decision and
some businesses have even enacted hiring
freezes, said Betsy Collard, the center’s stra-
tegic development director.

While the center posted 10,000 jobs in Au-
gust, that was down from the 13,500 it posted
a year earlier.

But, Collard stressed, ‘‘It is still a very
good job market.’’

Indeed, the Challenger survey should not
inspire panic in Silicon Valley. Its findings
reveal only a small and recent dent in an
economic miracle that has included phe-
nomenal job growth.

Another report, issued this week by the
American Electronics Association, showed
how Silicon Valley extended its reach
throughout California from 1990 to 1996.

While Santa Clara County added almost
25,000 high-tech jobs during that period to
reach a total of 221,000 technology jobs—a 12
percent increase—other California metro-
politan areas had substantial employment
growth in the tech industries.

The Sacramento area, for instance, had
30,000 high-tech jobs by 1996, a 56 percent
jump from six years earlier. San Mateo, San
Francisco and Marin Counties had a total of
about 49,000 high-tech jobs, up 37 percent
over the same period. And Alameda and
Contra Costa Counties had 53,000, a 14 per-
cent increase from 1990.

Still, the continued growth had a new facet
this year, it was accompanied by a spate of
down-sizing efforts that approach the scope
of the deepest cuts of the decade in 1993,
Challenger said.

Over the last year, many of Silicon Val-
ley’s most revered companies have an-
nounced layoffs. Santa Clara-based Applied
Materials has eliminated almost one out of
every four positions. Scotts Valley-based
Seagate said in January it would reduce its
work force by 10,000 employees worldwide.
And San Jose-based Adobe Systems said it
would cut anywhere between 240 to 300 jobs.

The Challenger Survey has been conducted
since 1993. It is based entirely on public re-
ports of job cuts and calculates all reduc-
tions announced by U.S.-based companies.

Mr. HARKIN. Another recent article
from Computer World, dated October 5,
1998, talked about the same subject:

The year 2000 retention drama is playing
out differently from what was expected. The

widely anticipated programmer shortage
never quite materialized, but another short-
age has proved far more dangerous.

‘‘We’d always heard the industry speak of
demand for programmers, but the more criti-
cal and unexpected demand is for project
managers,’’ says Irene Dec, vice president of
information systems at the Prudential Insur-
ance Company of America in Newark, NJ.

The article pointed out, quite frank-
ly, that the programmers are in fine
shape. What they are really looking for
are program managers. I understand
the H–1B visa does not in any way ad-
dress that problem at all.

I ask unanimous consent this article
also be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From Computerworld, Oct. 5, 1998]
THE MILLENNIUM’S SUPERSTARS

YEAR 2000 PROJECT MANAGERS ARE WORTH
THEIR WEIGHT IN GOLD. HOW DO YOU KEEP
THEM?

(By Kathleen Melymuka)
The year 2000 retention drama is playing

out differently from what was expected. The
widely anticipated programmer shortage
never quite materialized, but another short-
age has proved far more dangerous.

‘‘We’d always heard the industry speak of
demand for programmers, but the more criti-
cal and unexpected demand is for project
managers,’’ says Irene Dec, vice president of
information systems at The Prudential In-
surance Company of America in Newark,
N.J.

‘‘Those are the people that make the dif-
ferent between success and failure,’’ says
Chas Snyder, who heads the year 2000 project
at Levi Strauss & Co. in San Francisco. ‘‘If
somebody is experienced at running an effort
like this for a large company, the knowledge
they develop is invaluable.’’

Keeping programmers ‘‘has not been as big
a problem as people thought it was going to
be,’’ says Jim Jones, managing director of
the year 2000 group at the Information Man-
agement Forum in Atlanta. ‘‘It’s not the
worker-bee folks they’re hurting for; it’s
project managers.’’

An August survey of 100 contracting and
consulting firms by the Information Tech-
nology Association of America (ITAA)
showed that the ‘‘overwhelming majority’’
have more programmers than they can use.
The ITAA called the anticipated program-
mer shortage ‘‘a marketplace failing to live
up to its prior billing.’’

The supply of year 2000 programmers has
been bigger than expected because many cor-
porations outsourced coding to offshore com-
panies, vendors developed year 2000 tools
that automated much of the coding process,
and schools and training facilities graduated
a bumper crop of programmers geared to the
job.

With programmers available, companies
realized where the real crunch would be.
‘‘Even the best programmers in the world
can’t make it happen if no one is managing,’’
Dec says.

Depending on the organization, year 2000
project managers may be found at every
level—and every salary—from corporate vice
presidents through division managers, busi-
ness functional team leaders and department
honchos. There may be one project manager,
or there may be a pyramid of project man-
agers—from each division or business unit,
for example—reporting to a chief. But wher-
ever they are found, they are hard to keep.
‘‘We know that our people are being called
[by headhunters] because they tell us,’’ says
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Gael Hanover, senior director of human re-
sources for information systems at Sears.
Roebuck and Co. in Hoffman Estates, Ill.
‘‘Consulting firms can dangle pretty big sala-
ries, and we can’t.’’

In fact, some consulting firms are so des-
perate for project managers that they are
willing to pay them at the rate they bill cus-
tomers for their services. ‘‘The projects can’t
get done without project managers, so if
they bill [companies] at $125 an hour, they’re
willing to give [project managers] $125 an
hour,’’ Jones says. ‘‘No corporation can do
that.’’

But corporations have come up with other
strategies to keep their year 2000 project
managers on the job through the millen-
nium. Some strategies rely on the lure of
money and perks, but most are based on the
understanding that retention has to be a
long-term effort because the need for project
managers won’t go away after 2000.

RECOGNITION AND ROTATION

At Kraft Foods, Inc. in Northfield, Ill.,
where the overall IS turnover rate is 5%,
Chief Information Officer Jim Kinney has
been very careful to make year 2000 a high-
profile, high-recognition temporary job.
‘‘We’ve chosen very good people for project
teams,’’ he says. Most work only on the ap-
plication set for which they’re normally re-
sponsible. ‘‘Once that’s finished, they rotate
back to their regular assignment,’’ Kinney
explains.

Smart companies are making sure their
year 2000 project managers don’t stagnate
during the project. ‘‘Folks focused on year
2000 are being sent to appropriate training
and conferences and classes so they can stay
up with technology,’’ Dec says. She has lost
only five of the 60 to 80 people in her year
2000 program management team.

Keane, Inc. in Boston, a provider of year
2000 services, has established an internal or-
ganization to look after the career develop-
ment of its project managers, says David
Pollard, Keane’s director of recruiting.

‘‘Rather than simply throw cash at the
issue, we tapped into meeting their develop-
ment objectives and getting [them] the right
training so they can be successful in the long
haul,’’ he says. Turnover has declined 30%
since the development organization was
founded last year.

MONEY

There’s nothing wrong with money judi-
ciously deployed, and bonuses of 20% of sal-
ary aren’t uncommon. Sears is offering year
2000 project managers and selected other
periodic cash bonuses through April 2000.

‘‘If we lost one of these folks, we would be
hurting more than if we lost 10 other people.
So rather than spread [the money] to every-
one, we do more for some,’’ Hanauer says.

BE PREPARED

Nothing can guarantee that you will retain
the people crucial to your year 2000 effort.
Knowing that, Snyder planned for the worst.
‘‘My biggest fear was to lose people in high
leverage points,’’ he says. ‘‘So for my core
four or five managers, I designed responsibil-
ities to be shared. That way, if I lost one, we
could cover the responsibility easily.’’

He did lose one, he says, ‘‘but we were able
to pick up the slack running.’’

THE BIG PICTURE

Unlike year 2000 programmers, who know
their peak earning time is limited, project
managers have the luxury of a long view. If
your company’s view is the same, you have
an advantage. ‘‘Year 2000 is a short-term
brass ring,’’ Snyder says. ‘‘There might be
enough in a year or two to make it worth-
while for some people to leave, but if you’re
thinking long term, it’s not enough. The peo-
ple I have are long-term Levi’s employees,
and they plan on staying here.’’∑

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I think
this bill, at the time it came up, was
probably well intentioned.

Another article I want to have print-
ed in the RECORD is an article from
Labor Relations Week, dated Septem-
ber 30, 1998:

The latest data from the Challenger report
showed that so far this year, electronics in-
dustry job reductions announcements have
totaled 60,845, and those in the computer in-
dustry totaled 40,642.

I ask unanimous consent this article
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From Labor Relations Week, Sept. 30, 1998]

LAYOFF REPORTS OUTPACING LEVEL SEEN
LAST YEAR; HIGH-TECH HIT HARD

With high-technology industries particu-
larly hard hit, the pace at which U.S. cor-
porations are announcing workforce reduc-
tions remained brisk through August, ac-
cording to the latest figures from the inter-
national outplacement firm Challenger,
Gray & Christmas.

In August, U.S. companies announced that
they plan to make job cuts totaling 37,717,
the Challenger report, released Sept. 8, said.
That figure, while it was smaller than re-
ported in July, put the total for the first
eight months of this year at 358,394—which is
37 percent higher than the total for the com-
parable period of 1997.

In fact, the January-to-August total for
this year is only 11 percent lower than the
total reported by Challenger for the same pe-
riod in 1993, the year that the firm began its
layoff survey.

‘‘There have been a significant number of
downsizing announcements in 1998, reflecting
a number of factors that include the global
situation, especially in Asia.’’ John Chal-
lenger, executive vice president of the firm,
told BNA. He said that given the increased
pressure on some U.S. industries due to the
Asian economic crisis, there are likely to be
more layoff announcements in the industries
most affected.

The latest data from the Challenger report
showed that so far this year, electronics in-
dustry job reductions announcements have
totaled 60,845, and those in the computer in-
dustry totaled 40,642.

‘‘We’ve seen the 10 largest mergers in
[U.S.] history all announced since last fall,’’
Challenger said, citing another indication of
labor market flux. In many cases, companies
are reducing their workforces in one area at
the same time that they are adding employ-
ees in other areas, he said.

While Challenger said that he does not ex-
pect 1998 to surpass 1993 in total layoff an-
nouncements, he said that the fact that the
total for the first eight months of this year
is so close to 1993 total indicates that ‘‘com-
panies are quicker to respond to changes in
the marketplace.’’

Layoff announcements tracked by the
Challenger firm are based on publicly re-
leased estimates of planned workforce reduc-
tions that could take place immediately or
over an extended period of time, the firm
said. Announcements of job reduction plans
are verified by the Challenger firm, and the
tallies are revised only if companies an-
nounce that they have changed their plans,
the firm said.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I object
because I think while this maybe had
some legitimacy at some time because
of the projected shortage in computer
programmers, every indication is that
has not happened.

Obviously, we don’t need to pass this
bill right now. I think we can take an-
other look at it next year to see if, in
fact, there is any problem. We can al-
ways come back and look at this again
next year, but right now it does not ap-
pear that the demand is there that
they anticipated a couple of years ago.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, first of
all, I thank the Senator from Iowa for
his kind comments. We have served to-
gether in the Labor Committee for a
10-year period of time. While we have
had our disagreements, we have also
agreed on a number of things. I have
enjoyed working with him.

I understand, but regret, the objec-
tion of this unanimous consent re-
quest. There obviously is a difference
of opinion as to the need for support in
the technology industry, the computer
industry, particularly with the Y2K
problem. That issue will have to be re-
solved. There is honest disagreement
here. We will pick the issue up in the
next Congress.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
would like to turn my attention briefly
to the issue which was discussed by the
Senator from Iowa in raising objection
to proceeding with the legislation
aimed at trying to expand the number
of H–1B entries as permitted on an an-
nual basis to be employed by American
businesses.

The Senator focused on a very nar-
row issue in raising his objection—spe-
cifically, the argument based on sev-
eral newspaper stories that there is not
a shortage of skilled workers in the
high-tech industries.

Virtually every study that I have
seen—and as the principal sponsor of
the legislation when it was in the Sen-
ate, I made most of those available as
part of the RECORD—indicates that, in-
deed, we have a very severe shortage in
these high-tech worker job slots. Vir-
ginia Tech University conducted a re-
cent study which indicated over 340,000
vacancies in information technology
positions that exist today in this coun-
try. Our Department of Commerce con-
ducted a study which revealed it is an-
ticipated that in each of the next 10
years we will generate over 130,000 new
information technology jobs and yet
the combined resources of our colleges,
universities, and job training programs
and high schools is only likely to fill a
fraction of those every year. This is a
severe problem, and it is especially se-
vere at this time.

The Senator from Iowa talks about
moving us to next year. Well, next year
just happens to be the last few months
prior to the year 2000. By the time this
legislation might be brought back be-
fore us, we will be in a situation where
the Federal Government as well as the
companies from one end of America to
the other are going to be confronted
with the final crisis stages of trying to
prepare our high-tech systems for the
Year 2K problems that we have all been
raving so much about.
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If we do not pass this legislation, it is

going to be Senators such as the Sen-
ator who raised this objection and oth-
ers who have impeded the progress in
this legislation who are going to have
to explain to all of those whose sys-
tems break down why it is that hap-
pened, because one of the problems we
are having confronting the Year 2K
problems is an inadequate number of
people to perform all of the various in-
formation technology jobs required to
be conducted for those problems to be
fixed. That is just one aspect of it. It is
late in the evening so I am not going to
go into all of the many others, but I
think that any study that has been
conducted by serious researchers re-
veals that there not only exists, but
will continue to be, an ever larger
number of vacancies in this area.

This legislation that was stopped to-
night not only covers increasing the
number of high-tech workers, it also is
a very important piece of legislation to
our academic institutions—in two re-
spects. First, regarding many of the
high-tech jobs, many of the H–1B visa
users are in fact employed on our cam-
puses teaching American kids how to
perform these high-technology jobs so
we can meet the demand in this area in
the future. If we do not have these sci-
entists, these educators, we are going
to continue to fail to meet the chal-
lenge.

In addition, our academic institu-
tions were relying on the passage of
this legislation to address a very seri-
ous problem created by the Hathaway
decision with regard to the prevailing
wage they must pay people who come
in under the H–1B Program. So this
does not just affect the private sector,
it affects our academic institutions as
well.

In addition, the Senator from Iowa
and others who question the problem
do not need to just listen to people on
our side of the aisle. They can listen to
the President of the United States who,
I believe just 2 weeks ago this evening,
was in Silicon Valley in California be-
fore a group of executives from the
high-tech industries there talking
about this issue. The day after his staff
and my staff and I reached agreement
on the legislation that has been
blocked this evening, he took credit for
the ability, that we were then appar-
ently going to have, to move forward
to it and acknowledged the need for the
legislation in taking credit for the set-
tlement and agreement we had
reached.

Obviously, whether it is the White
House, the Department of Commerce,
Virginia Tech University, or any one of
a number of other sources, there is an
acknowledged existence of a problem
here that has to be addressed. I am ex-
tremely disappointed at what has tran-
spired this evening.

I would just say, in conclusion, we
have not, obviously, reached the end of
this session. There is still some time,
hopefully, for reconsideration by the
Senator from Iowa and any others who

may have concerns. I hope they will
rethink this. I hope they will realize, in
undermining this legislation, in stop-
ping it at this time, they are going to
be hurting not just the business sector
and the information technology sector,
but the academic sector. They are also
going to prevent us from instituting a
whole new array of job training pro-
grams and scholarship programs that
were going to be launched by this legis-
lation. So I hope they will take a look
at that, reconsider, and if they look at
the numbers a little more closely, I
think they will reach the same conclu-
sions we have.

Mr. President, I close by saying I
hope the Senator from Iowa, and others
who might share his position, again
will look closely at the statistics I
have talked about tonight, examine all
the other aspects of this legislation
and what it will mean if it does not
move forward in all the different con-
texts I have outlined and the many
others I have not had time for, rethink
whether or not it is appropriate to put
this off to some future date, and think
about the consequences, whether it is
in the context of the Y2K problems or
the current economic conditions we
have in the world marketplace where
America’s high-tech industries’ growth
is essential to the maintenance of our
economic strength, and reconsider
their position.

I yield the floor.
f

PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM
SEXUAL PREDATORS ACT OF 1998
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I now ask

unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of cal-
endar No. 587, H.R. 3494.

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

The clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 3494) to amend Title 18 United

States Code with respect to violent sex
crimes against children, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with an amendment
to strike all after the enacting clause
and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Protection of Children From Sexual Preda-
tors Act of 1998’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—PROTECTION OF CHILDREN
FROM PREDATORS

Sec. 101. Use of interstate facilities to transmit
identifying information about a
minor for criminal sexual pur-
poses.

Sec. 102. Coercion and enticement.
Sec. 103. Increased penalties for transportation

of minors or assumed minors for
illegal sexual activity and related
crimes.

Sec. 104. Repeat offenders in transportation of-
fense.

Sec. 105. Inclusion of offenses relating to child
pornography in definition of sex-
ual activity for which any person
can be charged with a criminal of-
fense.

Sec. 106. Transportation generally.

TITLE II—PROTECTION OF CHILDREN
FROM CHILD PORNOGRAPHY

Sec. 201. Additional jurisdictional base for pros-
ecution of production of child
pornography.

Sec. 202. Increased penalties for child pornog-
raphy offenses.

TITLE III—SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION

Sec. 301. Elimination of redundancy and ambi-
guities.

Sec. 302. Increased penalties for abusive sexual
contact.

Sec. 303. Repeat offenders in sexual abuse
cases.

TITLE IV—PROHIBITION ON TRANSFER OF
OBSCENE MATERIAL TO MINORS

Sec. 401. Transfer of obscene material to mi-
nors.

TITLE V—INCREASED PENALTIES FOR OF-
FENSES AGAINST CHILDREN AND FOR
REPEAT OFFENDERS

Sec. 501. Death or life in prison for certain of-
fenses whose victims are children.

Sec. 502. Sentencing enhancement for chapter
117 offenses.

Sec. 503. Increased penalties for use of a com-
puter in the sexual abuse or ex-
ploitation of a child.

Sec. 504. Increased penalties for knowing mis-
representation in the sexual abuse
or exploitation of a child.

Sec. 505. Increased penalties for pattern of ac-
tivity of sexual exploitation of
children.

Sec. 506. Clarification of definition of distribu-
tion of pornography.

Sec. 507. Directive to the United States Sentenc-
ing Commission.

TITLE VI—CRIMINAL, PROCEDURAL, AND
ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS

Sec. 601. Pretrial detention of sexual predators.
Sec. 602. Criminal forfeiture for offenses against

minors.
Sec. 603. Civil forfeiture for offenses against mi-

nors.
Sec. 604. Reporting of child pornography by

electronic communication service
providers.

Sec. 605. Civil remedy for personal injuries re-
sulting from certain sex crimes
against children.

Sec. 606. Administrative subpoenas.
Sec. 607. Grants to States to offset costs associ-

ated with sexually violent of-
fender registration requirements.

TITLE VII—MURDER AND KIDNAPPING
INVESTIGATIONS

Sec. 701. Authority to investigate serial killings.
Sec. 702. Kidnapping.
Sec. 703. Morgan P. Hardiman Child Abduction

and Serial Murder Investigative
Resources Center.

TITLE VIII—RESTRICTED ACCESS TO
INTERACTIVE COMPUTER SERVICES

Sec. 801. Prisoner access.
Sec. 802. Recommended prohibition.
Sec. 803. Survey.

TITLE IX—STUDIES

Sec. 901. Study on limiting the availability of
pornography on the Internet.

Sec. 902. Study of hotlines.
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