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Judge Bryant. In the last Congress, Ms. NOR-
TON was instrumental in House consideration
of H.R. 4294, a bill to name the annex for
Judge Bryant. Unfortunately, the Senate did
not consider the bill. In this Congress, Ms.
NORTON introduced H.R. 1015 to continue her
effort to honor this distinguished jurist.

Judge Bryant is 94 years old, and is leg-
endary in District legal circles. He practiced
law in the 1940’s and 1950’s when the city
was segregated. He could not join the D.C.
Bar Association or use its facilities. Yet, he
has achieved great stature as a trial lawyer
and enjoys an enviable reputation.

Judge Bryant is a lifelong D.C. resident who
attended D.C. public schools and Howard Uni-
versity Law School, where he graduated first
in his class. He began his legal career in pri-
vate practice in the District with the legendary
African American law firm of Houston, Bryant
and Gardner. In 1965, he was nominated by
President Johnson to the federal bench and
confirmed by the Senate later that year. Judge
Bryant is the first African American to hold the
post of Chief Judge for the U.S. District Court
for the District of Columbia.

During his long, productive legal career
Judge Bryant also served as the first African
American Assistant U.S. Attorney for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and taught at Howard Uni-
versity Law School.

The judges of the U.S. District Court for the
District of Columbia unanimously agreed to
name the annex in honor of Judge Bryant and
approached Congresswoman NORTON and
Senator JOHN WARNER for their help. For the
past several years, Ms. NORTON and Senator
WARNER have worked to overcome Senate ob-
jections to naming the annex in honor of
Judge Bryant because he continues to serve
in active, senior status.

It is an extraordinary testament to Rosa
Parks that, even in her death, her work is not
done. The bill to honor her became the
unstoppable legislative vehicle to ensure that
Judge Bryant, this extraordinary African Amer-
ican jurist, be honored with this designation
while he is still living.

| strongly support S. 1285 and urge my col-
leagues to join me in honoring these leg-
endary American heroes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise in support of the proposed legislation
“To designate the Federal building located at
333 Mt. Elliott Street in Detroit, Michigan, as
the ‘Rosa Parks Federal Building’.”

More than 50 years ago, on December 1,
1955, Rosa Parks boarded her normal bus
home and sat down in one of the “colored”
aisles toward the back of the bus. Soon, the
bus began to fill, and Rosa was ordered to va-
cate her seat to accommodate the white pas-
sengers. She simply but stubbornly refused.

This peaceful act of protest sparked a city-
wide boycott of the bus system by the African
American community. Men, women and chil-
dren of Montgomery, Alabama refrained from
riding the bus and instead either walked, rode
their bikes or carpooled to work. In an impres-
sive show of strength and courage, the boy-
cott endured for over a year, and people
across the nation joined with those in Mont-
gomery. After 381 days, the City bus line fi-
nally relented and desegregated the buses.

Four days after the initial incident on the
bus, a young man stood up in front of a large
audience, having just been appointed as the
head of the boycott: “There comes a time,”
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the man said, “that people get tired. We are
here this evening to say to those who have
mistreated us for so long, that we are tired,
tired of being segregated and humiliated, tired
of being kicked about by the brutal feet of op-
pression.” The name of that young man
spurred to action by Rosa Parks was Dr. Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr.

Rosa was found guilty that very same day
of breaking the city’s segregation law. It was
over 50 years ago that Rosa Parks chose to
peacefully but willfully stand up—or rather sit
down—against the abhorrent laws that seg-
regated this country. Let us honor and cele-
brate what Rosa Louise Parks helped this
country accomplish half a century ago by urg-
ing for this federal building be named in her
honor. But let us also remember that her fight
is not over. Let this building, the “Rosa Parks
Federal Building,” stand as a pillar of remem-
brance for this and future generations. Let this
building always remind us of the battle she
fought for freedom and equality, and the bat-
tles still being fought here and across the
world today.

| support the proposed resolution for the
foregoing reasons, and | urge my colleagues
to follow suit.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DENT) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill, S. 1285.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the mo-
tion to instruct on H.R. 2862.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

————

MOTION TO GO TO CONFERENCE
ON H.R. 2862, SCIENCE, STATE,
JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2006

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
clause 1 of rule XXII and by direction
of the Committee on Appropriations, I
move to take from the Speaker’s table
the bill (H.R. 2862) making appropria-
tions for Science, the Departments of
State, Justice, and Commerce, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2006, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments, and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WOLF).

The motion was agreed to.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MS.
SCHWARTZ OF PENNSYLVANIA

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion to instruct
conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania moves that
the managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the
bill, H.R. 2862, be instructed to insist on the
House level for the Small Business Adminis-
tration’s Business Loan Program Account
and recede to the Senate on Section 525 of
the Senate amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania (Ms.
SCHWARTZ) and the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania (Ms.
SCHWARTZ).

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The motion the gentleman from New
York and I are offering has two parts.
First, it calls for maintaining the Sen-
ate-passed provision requiring the Fed-
eral Trade Commission to investigate
gasoline prices and determine if price
gouging is occurring; and, secondly, it
supports allocating $79 million for the
Small Business Administration 7(a)
loan program, the same level of fund-
ing provided last year and the same
level supported by 234 Members of the
House this year.

First, Mr. Speaker, with regard to
gasoline prices. Last week, oil compa-
nies announced record high third quar-
ter profits. Exxon-Mobil corporation
posted more than $9 billion in profits,
the largest amount ever by a U.S. com-
pany. Royal Dutch Shell Group gen-
erated $9 billion, an increase of 68 per-
cent over last year. ConocoPhillips
made $3.8 billion, an increase of 89 per-
cent over last year. British Petroleum
brought in $6.53 billion, up from almost
$56 billion last year.

All told, these profit levels have put
the world’s five largest publicly traded
o0il companies on track to earn more
than $100 billion before year’s end. Yet,
at the same time that Big Oil’s bottom
line is going up, so are Americans’ en-
ergy costs. This year, the average
American family will pay $4,500 to
meet their energy needs, up nearly 19
percent from last year. These increases
in cost are reflected in 30 to 70 cents
per gallon cost of gasoline. These in-
creases mean that everyday Americans
are likely to pay double-digit increases
in home heating oil and costs this win-
ter. From my own constituents in
northeast Philadelphia and Mont-
gomery County, these increases are se-
riously affecting their budgets and
forcing them to stretch their hard-
earned dollars even further than they
have before.
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Mr. Speaker, Americans believe that
private enterprises, American busi-
nesses, have the right to earn profits
on the products that they sell; but
Americans also want to know whether
o0il companies during a time of national
emergency and national sacrifice are
making egregious profits at their ex-
pense. They want to know why they
are paying record high gas prices at the
same time that oil refiners’ profits are
going up more than triple over last
year, and they want to know why the
cost of gasoline is rising faster than
the actual price of crude oil, and they
want to know why Congress has failed
to examine these questions or to act on
their behalf.

The gentleman from New York and I
believe that we ought to provide our
constituents with the answers to their
questions and to take action, and that
is what our motion is about. It would
ensure that the Federal Trade Commis-
sion investigates the profits of all en-
ergy companies at every level of the
process, the refiners, the producers, the
distributors, and the direct sales com-
panies; and it would result in rec-
ommendations to Congress on actions
needed to protect consumers from price
gouging.

My colleagues, hardworking Ameri-
cans are looking to Congress to take
immediate action and meaningful steps
to combat price gouging. The FTC
study will examine the costs of the dra-
matic increases in energy costs and
will provide us with a road map on how
best to address this problem now and
over the long term. My colleagues, a
vote for the Schwartz-Bishop motion is
also a vote to make sure that our Na-
tion’s small businesses succeed. Small
businesses are vital contributors to our
economy. They are the economic en-
gine that is creating jobs, exploring in-
novation, and expanding opportunities
for Americans in every community
across the Nation. The Small Business
Loan program is a proven job creator,
and should be continued.

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Govern-
ment has an obligation to ensure our
national security, promote oppor-
tunity, and build economic prosperity.
The Schwartz-Bishop motion would do
that by helping to protect American
consumers and cultivating small busi-
nesses. With this in mind, I urge my
colleagues to support the Schwartz-
Bishop motion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I support a study on gas
price gouging and want to thank my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
for offering this motion to instruct. I
am very concerned, as I know every
Member is over here, with regard to
high gas prices and their impact on the
country; and I believe that the Con-
gress needs to address this issue. So I
thank the gentlewoman from Mont-
gomery County, actually I used to live
in Montgomery County, Ardmore. Do
you know where Ardmore is?
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Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. A
very nice place to live.

Mr. WOLF. My father was a Philadel-
phia policeman, and so I know your
area very, very well; and I am glad you
offered this.

However, on the other segment of it,
and I am going to urge Members to just
support this, on the 7(a) subsidy, I real-
ly do not think that is a very good
idea. The program is running strong.
We do not need to provide the subsidy
and take critically needed funds that
could be used to combat terrorism, es-
pionage, drugs, gangs, secure our State
Department embassies, consulates
overseas, providing funding to invest in
NASA and sciences. Members from
your side who have asked and been ap-
proaching us, if we were to do this, we
would take away from almost every
one of these programs and many of the
programs your Members have come and
we have in a good spirit of bipartisan
tried to work to help them.

The 7(a) program has been operating
at record levels without a subsidy ap-
propriation since the beginning of fis-
cal year 2005. The SBA administrator
continues to assure us that the pro-
gram is running strong. I have a letter
from him confirming the success of re-
designing the 7(a) program so that it
does not require a subsidy appropria-
tion. Media reports all over the coun-
try have touted the recent success of
the 7(a) lending program. Headlines
from the Chicago Tribune and the Cin-
cinnati Business Carrier state: the SBA
program looks sound and stable. Fund-
ing turns banks on to SBA lending.

The SBA guaranteed 88,912 loans in
fiscal year 2005, an increase of 22 per-
cent increase over the previous year. In
fact, lending at every segment of the
population, including women and mi-
norities, is up from last year’s levels.
Lending to minorities is up 23 percent,
lending to women is up 42 percent,
lending in rural areas is up 10 percent.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, it is not
necessary to provide a subsidy appro-
priation for the 7(a) loans program.
With everyone expressing their interest
in the deficit, and while I want to com-
mend the gentlewoman for the first
part of this motion to instruct with re-
gard to the gasoline price, on the other
one, and I know this is not the inten-
tion of the author of it, this is a sub-
sidy for banks. Here we are in one half
of the amendment we want to do what
is good by looking at the oil compa-
nies. Now, on the other half of the
amendment, we want to give the bank-
ing lobby a victory. Why would we
want to give the banking lobby, and I
have seen some of the memos that have
gone back and forth with regard to the
banking lobby, why would we want to
give the banking Ilobby, who have
record profits at this time, a subsidy of
79 some million dollars?
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I just do not understand it. Lending
to minorities is up by 23 percent, lend-
ing to women is up by 42 percent, and
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lending to rural areas is up by 10 per-
cent. People are talking about the def-
icit, and we are talking about going
after it to make sure the gouging
stops, and now we are going to help the
bankers to do this.

I wish we could have split these off. I
would have been excited about your
first one, would have spoken for it,
would have put my name down for it if
you would have had me as a cosponsor,
but on subsidies to bankers, I just do
not understand it in these days of high
deficits. Just look at the profits. Why
would we give the banks this subsidy?

So, with that, I urge my colleagues,
particularly because of the gentle-
woman’s first part of the amendment,
to support the motion; and I will vote
for it. But I just wanted the Record to
show that, on the second part, wow,
not a good idea.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BISHOP).

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania, for yielding
and for her leadership on this motion
to instruct the conferees. I will confine
my remarks to the price-gouging com-
ponent of the motion to instruct.

After two bites of the apple, this Con-
gress is running out of opportunities to
prove to the American people that we
will stand in their corner as the oil and
gas companies continue a campaign of
price-gouging in the wake of human
suffering.

Twice in this session, we have given
away tax breaks to the oil and gas
companies amounting to $14.5 billion
and $2 billion, respectively. The most
recent was passed just in time for Hal-
loween, a treat for BP, Exxon-Mobil,
and Conoco, but a bad trick on the
American families.

Exxon-Mobil reaped profits of almost
$10 billion this quarter alone. We have
heard the gentlewoman from Pennsyl-
vania talk about these numbers, but
they are so astounding that they bear
repeating. This is a record-breaking
amount for an American company and
represents a 75 percent increase over
the same period last year.

Shell rang up profits that rep-
resented a 68 percent increase, just
over $9 billion.

I would be remiss in failing to con-

gratulate the shareholders of
ConocoPhillips, whose dividends will
soar after an almost 90 percent in-
crease from last year’s quarterly earn-
ings.

Now there is nothing wrong with
healthy profits. In fact, they are what
this Nation and the world’s greatest
economy are built on. But when profits
come at the expense of American fami-
lies, and when profiteering is clearly
reflected by a company’s bottom line,
then there is something very wrong,
and that is when it is time for us to do
our job to protect consumers.

These profits were being earned just
as the major oil companies claimed
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they needed more incentives to expand
refining capacity after Hurricane
Katrina. Almost immediately, this
House responded by passing the so-
called Gasoline for America’s Security
Act, which rolled back environmental
laws and opened Federal lands and
coastal waters to drilling and explo-
ration.

While the public was pleading for re-
lief from profiteering corporations, the
majority actually reduced penalties for
price-gouging. Let me say that again.
This House voted to weaken price-
gouging laws at a time when the public
was paying almost an average of $3 a
gallon.

Clearly, our failure to do the right
thing then contributed to the spike in
gas prices and the exorbitant increases
in the oil companies’ bottom lines.
That is why my colleagues, Mr. STU-
PAK, Mr. DINGELL, Ms. SCHWARTZ, and I
offered a substitute to create a stra-
tegic refinery reserve expanding refin-
ing capacity and, perhaps most impor-
tantly, increasing price-gouging pen-
alties.

As winter approaches, families will
struggle to put food on the table and
heat their homes. Still, we keep hear-
ing the same rhetoric from the other
side that free enterprise is the answer
to every one of our Nation’s problems,
and it is the great equalizer that
should be applied to every challenge.
But Hurricane Katrina exposed
vulnerabilities that still exist in the
energy market, a problem that is com-
pounded by the administration’s en-
ergy policy.

Consequently, it makes little, if any,
sense that we gave away one of the
most generous corporate welfare pack-
ages bestowed on any industry in the
form of the last two energy bills. This
is precisely why we must vote to in-
struct the Science-State-Justice-Com-
merce conferees to adopt the Senate
position directing the FTC to inves-
tigate price-gouging and other forms of
market manipulation.

Before we vote next week to slash the
budget for food stamps or Medicaid or
student aid, let us make sure we at
least give American families a break at
the pump by voting for this motion to
instruct. Now is the time we must act,
to prove the interests of middle-class
Americans are paramount, not the oil
companies. Let us put an end to price-
gouging once and for all. Let us not let
another opportunity go by without giv-
ing middle-class families the relief
they so desperately need and deserve.

Mr. Speaker, on price-gouging, the
House is down by two strikes. This mo-
tion makes sure we do not strike out.
If we want to do the right thing for
America and the American taxpayers
here and now, vote for this motion to
instruct.

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to my col-
league from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ),

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, to-
day’s motion to instruct conferees is
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about keeping costs down for the
American people. Whether it be pro-
tecting prices at the gas pump against
price-gouging or ensuring entre-
preneurs have access to affordable
loans, the bottom line is that we must
work to relieve our citizens of rising
costs.

For aspiring entrepreneurs and small
business owners, access to capital is ac-
cess to opportunity. Unfortunately,
right now, businesses all over the coun-
try are seeing their capital options
dwindle. At the same time, the typical
small business owner is paying thou-
sands more than they did last year to
receive a loan.

The simple economics of this are that
if a small business has to give the gov-
ernment more of their money, not to
the banks, like the chairman inferred,
but to the Federal Government, then
they have less to invest into their busi-
ness and less to create jobs. This is a
loss our country simply cannot afford
today.

By not funding the largest long-term
lending initiative for small businesses,
the 7(a) loan program, this is exactly
what is happening. In a little more
than a year, costs for lenders and bor-
rowers have increased by 110 percent.
These new program costs have already
resulted in the termination of impor-
tant programs that direct capital to
rural areas and minority businesses.
The situation will only worsen if Con-
gress fails to provide funding.

This winter, it is projected that there
will be yet another round of fee in-
creases. In addition, the program will
feel even greater cost pressures as the
impact of Hurricane Katrina starts to
bear down. In the gulf region today,
there are over $2 billion in SBA loans.
Even OMB acknowledges that signifi-
cant loan defaults will occur as a result
of this year’s hurricanes. In fact, some
estimates place this amount as high as
$500 billion. The program costs that
will result will not only affect those
firms in the gulf region but will impact
businesses in every district across the
country as the cost to cover these
loans rises.

Without an appropriation, the only
way to cover this additional cost will
be through more fee increases. Unfor-
tunately, in a little over a year, we
have run out of room to increase fees.
The results will be program caps, lim-
its on program size, and even the possi-
bility of a shutdown next year. This is
something our Nation’s small business
owners should not have to endure.

Clearly, spending decisions are dif-
ficult. However, on this, we should not
be penny wise and dollar foolish, and
that is exactly what this body will be
doing by eliminating the funding for a
program that makes up less than two-
tenths of a percent of the entire bill
but provides 30 percent of all long-term
lending for small businesses and is a
proven job creator.

I just would like to say to the chair-
man, how could we say that the pro-
gram is doing better? The program is
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not doing better. Small businesses now
pay double what they paid last year to
get a loan. Of course, the Small Busi-
ness Administration is going to say
that they are doing more loans, but
they are not telling us that those loan
sizes are much, much smaller. Loans
are much smaller, even though the cost
of operating a business are much high-
er, and fewer and fewer lenders are par-
ticipating in the program.

This is not a program that is doing
better. The African-American business
owner gets half the loan size than in
mainstream business. Is that minority
businessperson doing better when they
are getting half the loan size that a
mainstream business gets? I do not
think so.

I would urge my colleagues to vote
“yes” on the Schwartz-Bishop motion
to instruct conferees.

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, small businesses, large
corporations, schools, families, every-
one is worried about how they are
going to cover their energy costs this
year. Recent efforts to address this
issue have failed. We cannot allow an-
other opportunity to bring relief to
consumers to go by. We owe Americans
an examination of current gasoline
prices and ways to bring down these
costs, and we owe small businesses our
commitment to help them grow and
succeed.

Mr. Speaker, my motion is simple. It
is about ensuring our Nation’s eco-
nomic well-being, it is about pro-
tecting the financial security of hard-
working Americans, and it is about
promoting the continued success of
America’s small business.

I appreciate the chairman’s support
on this motion to instruct, and I urge
all of my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes” on
the Schwartz-Bishop motion to in-
struct.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I am not
going to take a lot of time, but I think
it is important for the Record to dem-
onstrate I think Members should vote
‘‘aye’ on this instruction.

There were $2 billion more in loans,
though, this year than last year. The
Record has to demonstrate this. It was
$12 billion, then to $14 billion. It went
from $12 billion to $14 billion. When we
say it is not for the banks, and I am
not saying that is your intention, let
me just stipulate, I do not believe it is
your intention. But let me just read
you what it is saying here.

This is an article from the Chicago
Tribune. ‘“‘Clearly there were Members
of Congress that felt this program was
worthy of receiving an appropriation,”
said James Ballentine, Director of
Community and Economic Develop-
ment of the American Bankers Asso-
ciation.

It was the bankers. You did not get
any letter from small businesses ask-
ing for this. It is the bankers. It is the
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bankers. And the inconsistency of deal-
ing with the one thing which I honor
you and say great, but this was the
bankers. The loans are up. So I think
truth has to demonstrate that the
loans are really up. It is $2 billion
more.

We are always talking about low-
ering the deficit and reducing spending.
Last year, the Congress reconfigured
and the chairman of the committee,
Mr. MANZULLO, supported this. So why
would we want to turn our backs on
successful reform? We have a stable
program.

I would like to submit, if I may, for
the RECORD, the articles from the Busi-
ness Courier and also the Chicago Trib-
une saying that the Small Business Ad-
ministration’s Federal funding is on
more stable footing this year than it
was last year. ‘“‘That gives lenders
more confidence in making SBA
loans,” said Michael Shepherd, Fifth
Third Bancorp’s SBA national man-
ager. So they are up, and it has
worked.

Members on both sides want to deal
with the deficit. I think the gentle-
woman from Montgomery County has a
good thing.

With regard to the oil prices on the
7(a) and what we have been doing about
that, I would just say, working with
the minority on your side on the
money that we have saved from this,
we have helped you on other things.
And there is, as my mother used to say,
there is not a money tree; it just
reaches a certain point. So with the
money that we have saved from this
with additional loans, $2 billion, not
just $1 million, $2 billion more, we have
actually helped programs that you all
are interested in.

We have increased the National
Science Foundation. Do you want to
take away from the National Science
Foundation? Hello. Go back to Mont-
gomery County and tell them you are
cutting funding for sciences, for math,
for chemistry, for biology. Tell them
that. They would not want to cut that
out. That is what we did with this.

We put it in NSF loans. We put it in
NASA with regard to education. We
put it into the Jason program that Dr.
Bell, who discovered the Titanic, is
able to teach young kids math and
science and physics and chemistry by
learning that.

O 1630

That is what we did. If we were to
take this $79 million and give it back
to the bankers, the big bankers, we
would be taking money from edu-
cation. You could not explain that. I do
not care what district it is, you cannot
explain why you were taking money
from the NSF. You cannot explain why
you were taking money from embassy
security.

Thirty people from my district died
in the attack on the Pentagon. You
cannot explain, whether it be New
York City where two of my children
live, or Philadelphia where I am from,
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and my district, why you are taking

money from the FBI to give money to

bankers so we do not have money for
the FBI to do what they are doing.

So I was going to ask, can we split
these things out and give you an oppor-
tunity to offer both? I understand that
we cannot. I do not think you want it
down on the record that you supported
taking $79 million out of the National
Science Foundation or out of the FBI
or out of embassy security so we can
give money to the banking lobby. That
is just not a good vote.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Let me just say for the record that I
am here not to do the job for banks. I
am here to fight to protect small busi-
nesses, small businesses that create 99
percent of the jobs in this country.

And let me say, Mr. Speaker, that I
will include in the RECORD the letter
sent to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WOLF) and to the ranking member
of the committee, the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN).

Mr. Speaker, that contains 25 groups.
They are not banks. They are the Na-
tional Small Business Association, the
National Black Chamber of Commerce,
the National Association of Conven-
ience Stores, the National Association
for the Self-employed, American Soci-
ety of Travel Agents, and the list goes
on and on. These are 25 national groups
in support of restoring the funding for
the 7(a).

And let me just also say to you, sir,
that the SBA is going to claim that
they are doing record levels, of course,
because the numbers that they are
using, they are comparing their num-
bers when the program was shut down
by SBA. But comparing the last two
quarters, SBA lending is actually de-
clining by nearly $50 million in the last
quarter alone.

And when comparing the fourth quar-
ter 2005 to the fourth quarter 2004, SBA
has done $150 million less in lending to
small businesses. SBA claimed that
they would do $16 billion, but they
were $2 billion below for fiscal year
2005.

OCTOBER 27, 2005.

Hon. FRANK WOLF,

Chairman, Appropriations Subcommittee on
Science, State, Justice and Commerce, The
Capitol, Washington, DC.

Hon. ALAN MOLLOHAN,

Ranking Member, Appropriations Subcommittee
on Science, State, Justice and Commerce,

Longworth House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

Hon. RICHARD SHELBY,

Chairman, Appropriations Subcommittee on

Commerce, Justice, and Science, The Cap-
itol, Washington, DC.

Hon. BARBARA MIKULSKI,

Ranking Member Appropriations Subcommittee
on Commerce, Justice, and Science, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMEN WOLF AND SHELBY AND

RANKING MEMBERS MOLLOHAN AND MIKULSKI:

As the House and Senate prepare to go to
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conference on the Science, State, Justice
and Commerce (SSJC) and Commerce, Jus-
tice, and Science (CJS) appropriations bills,
we wanted to bring to your attention an
issue that is of critical importance to small
businesses and small business lenders, and to
request your assistance in ensuring that this
Nation’s entrepreneurs have access to afford-
able capital through an adequately funded
small business lending program. The Small
Business Administration 7(a) program sup-
ports nearly one-third of all long-term cap-
ital financing for our Nation’s small busi-
nesses. Notably, both the House and Senate
have included funds in their FY 2006 appro-
priations bills for the 7(a) program. As the
House and Senate are preparing to go to con-
ference on SSJC-CJS, we are writing to ex-
press our strong support for the modest fund-
ing of this vital program.

The fees associated with the 7(a) program
are becoming prohibitively expensive for
both small business borrowers and lenders.
For FY 2005, the full cost of the program was
shifted to small businesses and their lenders
through a series of fee increases. As a result,
small businesses are being forced to pay sub-
stantial upfront fees to use the program—
more than $2,000 for a small loan and nearly
$16,000 for a mid-size loan. For smaller loans
of less than $150,000, fees are doubled, which
translates into nearly $1,500 more in upfront
closing costs for entrepreneurs. For a loan of
$700,000, this increase would raise the fees by
approximately $3,000 and for larger loans this
fee can approach $50,000.

These fee increases are making it more ex-
pensive for lenders to lend and businesses to
borrow. As a result, many small businesses—
particularly those in the areas affected by
Hurricane Katrina—may be unable to access
the capital they need to hire new employees
or expand their operations. Most recently,
actions have been taken that have made the
program more costly and less accessible to
small businesses. On October 1st, a third fee
increase was levied on the program’s partici-
pants—making 7(a) loans more costly than
ever. And, in an attempt to cut the pro-
gram’s costs, the SBA eliminated the pop-
ular 7(a) LowDoc program, which has been a
key initiative used by community banks and
rural small businesses.

We are also concerned about the impact of
Gulf Coast hurricanes on the program, as
SBA’s loan portfolio contains more than $2
billion in loans to businesses in hurricane-af-
fected areas. There is the potential that a
sizeable portion of these loans will default,
leading to increased program costs. Without
a T(a) appropriation, the only possibility to
cover these increased program costs will be
to raise fees on small businesses and lenders,
place a cap on the program or on loan size,
or, in the worst case scenario, shut down the
program altogether. These undesirable meas-
ures would be extremely counterproductive
at a time when adequate small business lend-
ing will be more important than ever in re-
covery and rebuilding post-Katrina.

We urge you to support our Nation’s small
businesses. Securing funding for this impor-
tant program is a top priority for the broad
small business and lending community and
we are pleased that both the House and Sen-
ate appropriations bills contain needed fund-
ing for the 7(a) program. We urge the SSJC-
CJS conferees to work to ensure that the 7(a)
program is provided with an appropriation of
$79.132 million for FY 2006 and that such
funding be used to reduce the fees for busi-
ness borrowers and their lenders.

We recognize your commitment to our Na-
tion’s small businesses and truly appreciate
your efforts in supporting the SBA’s T(a)
loan program. In order to ensure the vi-
brancy of our local communities, we want to
stress our strong support for funding for the
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T(a) program. We are eager to work with you
to accomplish this goal. By giving entre-
preneurs access to affordable capital, we can
ensure that they can continue to serve as the
catalyst for our Nation’s economy.
Sincerely,
National Small Business Association.
National Black Chamber of Commerce.

National Association of Convenience
Stores.
National Association for the Self-Em-
ployed.

Associated Equipment Distributors.

Aeronautical Repair Station Association.

American Society of Travel Agents.

Independent Office Products & Furniture
Dealers Association.

Silver Users Association.

Small Business Majority.

National Procurement Council.

United Motorcoach Association.

Office Furniture Dealers Alliance.

U.S. Women’s Chamber of Commerce.

American Bus Association.

National Ready Mixed Concrete Associa-
tion.

National Propane Gas Association.

Women Impacting Public Policy.

American Subcontractors Association.

American Dental Association.

National Office Products Alliance.

American Hotel and Lodging Association.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, the record just has to show,
again, SBA guaranteed 88,912 loans in
fiscal year 2005, an increase of 22 per-
cent over the previous year.

Mr. Speaker, let me stipulate that I
know the gentlewoman is a strong sup-
porter of small business. But where
will you take the money from? Will
you take it from NSF, education, Na-
tional Science Foundation, will you
take it from math, will you take it
from science, or would you just take it
from the air?

We just cannot take things from the
air, and the end result is we will cut
embassy security.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF)
will invite me to be a conferee, I will
work with you.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I work with your ranking
member. We are good friends. Ask the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN) if we have been fair. The
next time you see him, ask him.

The next time you see him, ask him;
and ask him if the two ought to meet.
We would not be able to deal with this
issue. We would have to cut FBI, em-
bassy security, NSF, NASA, NIST,
NOAA. That is where we would get it
from, and we would get it to give it to
the bankers.

[From the Business Courier, May 27, 2005]
STABLE FUNDING TURNS BANKS ON TO SBA
LENDING
(By Steve Watkins)

The news is getting better for small busi-
nesses looking for financing.

The Small Business Administration’s fed-
eral funding is on more stable footing this
year than it was last year. That gives lenders
more confidence in making SBA loans, said
Michael Shepherd, Fifth Third Bancorp’s
SBA national manager.
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“We’re not afraid the program will be
pulled out from under us,” Shepherd said.
‘“Borrowers are in a much better position
than they have been in the past.”

That’s good news for small-business bor-
rowers, who are reaping the benefits of more
activity. Fifth Third’s SBA loan volume is
up 20 percent to 25 percent so far this year
compared with last year, Shepherd said.

National City Bank’s entry into the mar-
ket should heat up the SBA loan business.
National City was the top SBA lender in
both Ohio and Kentucky for the third
straight year in the SBA’s 2004 fiscal year
ending in September.

National City Corp. bought Cincinnati-
based Provident Financial Group Inc. in July
2004, marking its first entry to the local re-
tail banking market. Small business has
been a big push.

““Mike Price (CEO of National City’s Great-
er Cincinnati market) started the small-
business program at National City some
seven years ago,” said Joe Chasteen, Na-
tional City’s area manager of small business
banking for Cincinnati and Northern Ken-
tucky.

National City already has boosted its local
small-business banking unit by 50 percent, to
12 bankers, since July, Chasteen said.

U.S. Bank, PNC, Bank One, Huntington
Bank and KeyBank also play a big role in
making SBA loans.

“It’s always a competitive market,”’” Shep-
herd said.

[From the Chicago Tribune, Dec. 27, 2004]
SBA PROGRAM LOOKS SOUND
(By Rob Kaiser)

Holiday magic isn’t the likely reason the
U.S. Small Business Administration and its
numerous critics appear in harmony for the
first time in years.

A more likely explanation is the $16 billion
stocking stuffer for the SBA’s flagship 7(a)
loan program, which will likely keep it from
suffering short-falls in 2005 that drew the ire
of banks and small-business owners this
year.

‘““The risk of a cap or a shutdown is basi-
cally nil,” said Tony Wilkinson, president of
the National Association of Government
Guaranteed Lenders and a frequent SBA crit-
ic.

Such an outlook is a vast improvement
from recent years, when frequent loan limits
and speculation about shutdowns sent bank-
ers scurrying to submit loan applications
and left many business owners in limbo—
often with unpaid bills—when expected loans
suddenly evaporated.

To achieve the peace, bankers grudgingly
accepted a return to paying higher fees as
the Bush administration got its wish to wipe
away a nearly $80 million subsidy that had
been supporting the 7(a) program. In return,
the bankers expect to inherit a more stable
program.

Such stability would have saved Julie
Valenza a lot of time and money.

Valenza was close to purchasing her second
Jimmy John’s sandwich franchise in Janu-
ary when the $250,000 loan she expected to se-
cure through the 7(a) program was suddenly
stalled when SBA stopped accepting new ap-
plications due to a funding short-fall.

To salvage the deal to purchase an existing
store in Westmont, Valenza recruited her sis-
ter as a investor.

‘At least I didn’t have to bring in a strang-
er off the street,” she said.

Still, the setback delayed the purchase by
two months and means Valenza now has to
split the store’s profits.

Paul Andreotti, an executive vice president
at National City Bank in Chicago, said SBA
loans exist so such situations are avoided.
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Without 7(a) loans, many business owners
would have to finance growth on their credit
cards or through other expensive means.

“If the SBA wasn’t guaranteeing loans,
banks couldn’t be as aggressive and provide
as much capital,” said Andreotti, whose
bank is putting together a 7(a) loan so
Valenza can open a third Jimmy John’s loca-
tion in Oak Lawn.

While he’s not happy to see the fees climb-
ing, Andreotti said, ‘‘In the long run I think
it will positively impact small businesses.”’

Fees for the 7(a) program are now 2 percent
on loans up to $150,000, up from 1 percent.
Loans between $150,001 and $700,000 carry a 3
percent fee, up from 2.5 percent. Loans for
more than $700,000 still carry a 3.5 percent
fee.

The loan applicant usually pays these fees.
Banks have to pay another fee, which has
also increased recently.

The SBA guarantees 85 percent of 7(a)
loans up to $150,000 and 75 percent of loans
for more than $150,000.

Previously, the highest loan guarantee was
$1 million, but under the new legislation
that figure was raised to $1.5 million. This
means the program will now guarantee 75
percent of a $2 million loan, the largest 7(a)
loan available.

Still, not everyone in the SBA universe is
sold that the recent compromise was the
best solution.

‘““‘Clearly there were members of Congress
that felt this program was worthy of receiv-
ing an appropriation,” said James
Ballentine, director of community and eco-
nomic development at the American Bankers
Association.

Balentine said some business owners as
well as leaders may be dissuaded from taking
part in the program because of the fees.

Early indications, though, are that partici-
pation in the 7(a) program is at record levels.

From Oct. 1, the beginning of the fiscal
year, through Dec. 10, the program has done
more than 18,000 loans, worth nearly $2.8 bil-
lion. During the same period last year, the
program did fewer than 15,000 loans, worth
$2.4 billion.

In all of the last fiscal year, the 7(a) pro-
gram did nearly 75,000 loans, worth $12.6 bil-
lion. The program has $16 billion in loans
available for the current fiscal year.

“We think that should be sufficient,” said
Jodi Polonet, senior vice president of Busi-
ness Loan Express LLC in New York. “We
are satisfied.”

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the motion
to instruct.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentlewoman from Penn-
sylvania (Ms. SCHWARTZ).

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will appoint conferees at a later
time.

————
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 35 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.
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