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As we move forward in the next two years,

the President and Congress should be re-
minded that success is not measured in the
number of laws passed, but in the results.

Is government serving the people better?
Are neighborhoods safer?
Are families stronger?
Are children learning more?
Are we better prepared to meet the future?
Do we have more freedom?
The election in November was a beginning,

not an end—and we are committed to fulfill-
ing the verdict of the voters and enacting
our agenda of hope for the families of Amer-
ica. Change is hard. But we’re going to work
hard.

We will keep faith with America.
We will keep our word.
We will do what you elected us to do.
We will give you results.
On election day you gave us your trust. We

accept your mandate.
President Clinton, you must accept it as

well.
Put the principles of smaller, more effec-

tive government into action. Reduce spend-
ing and cut taxes.

Two weeks ago, in my State of the State
address to the people of New Jersey, I made
them a pledge which, in closing, I would now
like to make to the American people on be-
half of the Republican Party. By the time
President Clinton makes his next State of
the Union address:

We will have lower taxes.
We will have more efficient government.
We will have a stronger America.
We will have more faith in our politics,

more pride in our states and communities,
and more confidence in ourselves.

We will go forward together, as one family
with many faces, building a future with op-
portunity.

A future with security.
A future based on mutual respect and re-

sponsibility.
And most of all, a future filled with hope—

for our children and our children’s children.
Thank you very much and God bless Amer-

ica.
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CONGRATULATIONS TO SORENSON
BROADCASTING FOR 13 YEARS
OF EXCELLENCE AND 10 YEARS
OF GREAT TALK RADIO

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
OF GUAM

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, January 25, 1995

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, in my
home district of Guam, we have many fine
radio personalities and journalists. One of the
island’s communications corporations has
been around for the last 13 years, and has
been the only all talk radio station on our is-
land for the last 10 years. The company is
known as Sorenson Broadcasting, and its all
talk radio station is NEWSTALK: K–57. Since
there is only one all talk station on our local
radio dial, K–57 is more like an electronic vil-
lage meeting which convenes every day.

The mornings are very alive with one of
Guam’s solid citizens, Jon Anderson. This is
morning talk radio at its finest. For 4 hours be-
ginning at 6 a.m., Anderson engages, encour-
ages, stimulates, and informs. Jon Anderson
is the most well-known voice throughout all
segments of Guam’s varied communities. He
has been concerned with island issues for
many years now, and Guam is enhanced by
his show and his concern.

Then, in the afternoon when things seem to
be slowing down, Myk Powell hits the air
waves. If you need a little humor, albeit
tongue-in-cheek, to keep going, Myk, gives
you exactly that, a little humor. He’d be proud
of me for stealing that joke. But seriously
folks. . . .

Myk carries on the same important role of
channeling emotion, conveying information,
and encouraging debate. He has that rare gift
of being able to intelligently sprinkle humor
throughout his show. From his Uncle Myk-ie
alter ego to his hilarious commercials. Myk
can tease an audience immediately after caus-
ing them to question their stance on important
issues.

Beyond all the talk, NEWSTALK K–57 fea-
tures the Island’s only radio news team guided
by news pro, Patty Arroyo, the island’s only
on-the-go Shakespearian traffic reporter, Jef-
ferson Cronin, and knowledgeable news an-
chors and reporters.

Yes, we the radio listeners on Guam are
fortunate indeed. The naysayers said you’d
run out of things to talk about. Ten years later,
we continue to enjoy the fine programs which
K–57 radio offers today and, we hope, for
many years to come.
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FEDERAL MANDATES

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, January 25, 1995

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday,
January 25, 1995 into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

FEDERAL MANDATES

Local officials and small business owners
in Indiana often tell me of the difficulty
they have paying for unfunded federal man-
dates. One of their top priorities is to limit
the ability of Congress to shift costs to busi-
nesses or state and local governments by re-
quiring them to meet certain federal stand-
ards. I agree. Congress is responding to these
concerns by considering a bill this week in
both the Senate and the House to limit the
practice of imposing unfunded federal man-
dates. This bill is similar to legislation I co-
sponsored in 1993.

In the past, state and local governments
have been told they must do things such as
provide safe drinking water, reduce asbestos
hazards, or impose tough criminal penalties.
Businesses were required to improve work-
place standards, protect their customers
from fraud or abuse, and comply with numer-
ous environmental regulations. The objec-
tives of these federal requirements are al-
most always worthy: clean water, safer
roads, trustworthy banks, or consumer pro-
tection. But collectively they often drain
funds from local governments and discourage
business growth. For example, compliance
with the Clean Water Act is expected to cost
state and local governments $32 billion this
year. By one estimate, compliance with
twelve other federal mandates will cost $33.7
billion over the next five years. In all, fed-
eral mandates consume an average of 12.3%
of local revenue. In the private sector, an
EPA study found that environmental compli-
ance costs can at times exceed profits for
some small businesses, including many dry
cleaners, truckers, farmers, and wood finish-
ers.

Unfunded mandates have imposed costs
and inflexible rules on governments and

business. They often dictate priorities to
those who must comply without considering
their views. But since many of the laws and
regulations in question prevent discrimina-
tion, promote worker safety, and protect
health, safety, and the environment, the pro-
posals to reduce unfunded mandates must be
approached with great care. The challenge is
to alleviate the financial burden of unfunded
mandates without letting the worthy objec-
tives slip away.

FEDERAL BUDGET CUTS

The major impetus behind growing federal
mandates is the federal budget deficit. In the
1960s and 1970s, federal money to state and
local governments grew steadily as a per-
centage of state and local outlays, peaking
at 27% in 1978. More recently, the federal
government’s response to budget deficits has
been to reduce its share of state and local aid
to about 18% of their budgets. But mandates
did not decrease, and local costs escalated.

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION

There is broad support in Congress to curb
unfunded mandates. At a minimum, the
House and Senate should be required to take
a separate vote on any measure that would
place costs on state or local governments.

Without such a vote, the House bill’s ‘‘no
money, no mandate’’ provision would require
the federal government to provide funds for
new mandates. Before Congress takes action
on a bill, the Congressional Budget Office
(CBO) would have to determine if the costs of
the proposed legislation would exceed $50
million for states and localities, or $100 mil-
lion for the much larger private sector. For
bills that exceed these thresholds, any one
Member of Congress could demand a separate
vote on whether or not to impose an un-
funded mandate.

In addition, federal agencies would be pro-
hibited from imposing unauthorized costs on
states and localities when issuing new regu-
lations. There would also be reports to Con-
gress on the costs incurred by state and local
governments and the private sector in meet-
ing existing mandates.

DRAWBACKS

There are, however, several drawbacks to
any blanket prohibition on federal mandates.
First, civil rights advocates fear restrictions
on mandates could gut constitutional rights
and anti-discrimination laws. Thus, the
measure should not apply to laws protecting
constitutional rights. It should also exempt
laws to protect against fraud, provide emer-
gency assistance, and protect national secu-
rity. Second, eliminating mandates may
make it more difficult to apply worthy exist-
ing health and safety standards. Third, pro-
tection from mandates should apply equally
to the public and private sector. For exam-
ple, local governments should not be exempt
from labor safety laws just because the fed-
eral government does not subsidize their im-
plementation. Fourth, the analysis of man-
dates should include potential benefits as
well as costs. It would be shortsighted to
abolish public health requirements that pay
for themselves many times over in long-term
health care savings. Fifth, estimating the ef-
fect of complex legislation is extremely dif-
ficult. Calculating direct and indirect costs
of a mandate is so exacting that analysts
will be hard-pressed to present accurate fig-
ures.

While this bill is not perfect, it is a good
start in dealing with the complex problem of
unfunded mandates. It can and will be im-
proved over time. A major flaw in the bill is
that it delays taking effect until October. We
should curb unfunded mandates now, not
later.
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