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We need special outreach efforts
dedicated to bringing new business
skills and financial resources to Na-
tive-American communities. But these
efforts have fallen victim to the admin-
istration’s budget priorities. For the
second year in a row, the administra-
tion has proposed to eliminate all fund-
ing for Native-American business out-
reach.

The list of small business programs
on the chopping block is too long to
mention here. Cumulatively, the SBA
has already seen its resources reduced
by this administration by 25 percent,
giving it the unfortunate distinction of
being the most cut of all 26 Federal
agencies. This, to me, does not dem-
onstrate a commitment to economic
development in job creation. We need
to restore adequate funding to the
SBA.

While the SBA’s budget has suffered
the deepest cuts under the administra-
tion, it is not the only agency that has
seen its small business and rural devel-
opment programs cut. The Treasury
Department oversees a fund that pro-
vides capital to community develop-
ment financial institutions, or CDFIs.
These are specialized private sector in-
stitutions that provide financial prod-
ucts and services to people and commu-
nities underserved by traditional finan-
cial markets.

The Treasury Department estimates
that every dollar it invests in a CDFI
leverages 12 non-Federal or private sec-
tor dollars.

There are 13 CDFIs in South Dakota,
and they do enormous good. The
Lakota Fund is one that operates on
the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation. The
two counties that make up the reserva-
tion are the twenty-sixth and second
poorest counties in America. Few areas
need economic development as badly as
Pine Ridge.

When the Lakota Fund began lending
in 1986, there were 40 businesses on the
reservation, and most of them were
owned by nontribal members. Today,
thanks in large measure to the finan-
cial and technical assistance delivered
by the Lakota Fund, Pine Ridge has
nearly 100 businesses, and many of
them are owned by members of the Og-
lala Sioux Tribe.

If the more than 800 CDFIs around
the United States had more funds to
lend, there is no telling how much good
they could achieve. But instead of help-
ing CDFIs meet the growing demand
for their services, the administration
has underfunded them dramatically.
This year, like last year, it requested
only three-fifths of what the CDFIs re-
ceived in 2002.

The President’s proposed budget cuts
also provide cuts in the 2002 Farm Bill.
Democrats worked alongside Repub-
licans to establish new initiatives
under the Department of Agriculture
to bring new jobs and opportunities to
rural communities. When the President
signed the Farm Bill into law, many
people believed those programs would
become a reality. I believed the Presi-
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dent when he expressed his support for
those programs with the stroke of his
pen. But since then, many of these pro-
grams have languished due to inaction
or even opposition by the White House.

From my State and several neigh-
boring States, including Iowa, Min-
nesota, Nebraska, and North Dakota,
the establishment of a Northern Great
Plains Regional Authority was one of
the most exciting features of the Farm
Bill. This authority was modeled on
the successful Appalachian Regional
Commission, which demonstrated the
power of a regional approach to eco-
nomic development.

Unfortunately, nearly 3 years after
its creation, the Northern Great Plains
Regional Authority has yet to fulfill
even a fraction of its promise, in large
part because the administration has
not fulfilled the responsibilities to the
Authority. The administration failed
to appoint Federal and tribal cochairs
to lead the Authority, and it has failed
to support any funding for the
Authority’s activities.

Other programs in the Farm Bill are
also neglected. The Rural Business In-
vestment Program, which is supposed
to provide millions of dollars to private
companies willing to invest and lever-
age that money in rural areas, has not
been implemented even though the
Farm Bill was enacted over 2 years
ago.

The same goes for the Rural Stra-
tegic Investment Program which was
designed to help rural areas develop
plans to attract new investment.

And the list of underfunded programs
goes on and on. They include cuts to
firefighter assistance grants, coupled
with proposed changes in the eligibility
criteria to favor urban areas; cuts in
assistance for rural hospitals, where
costs are rising fast—many rural hos-
pitals are already in danger of having
to close their doors; cuts to USDA
community facility loans, which help
finance construction of fire halls, clin-
ics, daycare centers, senior centers,
and critical community facilities; cuts
to rural housing loans; cuts to rural
electric contribution and telecommuni-
cation programs.

It is hard to understand how we can
slash and eliminate programs that are
designed specifically to strengthen the
economy of rural America and then
claim to be champions of rural commu-
nities and small business.

Unfortunately, the President’s two-
word solution to the economic strug-
gles of rural America is the same two-
word answer he offers on virtually
every other problem: tax cuts. In the
face of exploding deficits and rising
health care costs that threaten the
long-term sustainability of our econ-
omy, the President continues to insist
on the wrong kinds of tax cuts.

Many of us support tax cuts if they
are smart, if they are targeted, if they
are fair, if they are affordable. The
right kinds of tax cuts can help stimu-
late the economy during times of eco-
nomic distress.
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That is why some of us introduced S.
2245 to create a small business health
tax credit that would reduce the bur-
den of health costs on small business
and enable them to retain and hire
more workers. That is also why we
worked to reach a compromise on the
estate tax that would exempt all but
the very richest Americans and fully
exempt farms, ranches, and small busi-
nesses that parents pass on to their
children.

But tax cuts cannot be our only
weapon in the battle against rural pov-
erty. Independent analysis shows the
vast majority of small businesses re-
ceive little or no benefit from the
President’s tax cuts.

And let us not forget that these cuts
have a cost, or as Chairman Greenspan
put it, “The free lunch has still to be
invented.”

In order to help finance his tax cuts,
the President has proposed cutting or
eliminating program after program de-
signed to help small business and resi-
dents of rural America.

If the choice is between ruinously ex-
pensive tax cuts that overwhelmingly
benefit the wealthiest Americans and
proven, cost-effective, and desperately
needed economic development pro-
grams for rural America, I think the
answer should be clear. We should stick
with what works. We should invest in
the targeted, proven solutions we know
will bring new prosperity to Main
Street, not just to Wall Street.

We need to continue to support pro-
grams designed to improve the quality
of life in rural America, and we need to
uphold our common commitment to
ensuring that those programs succeed.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business for up to 60 min-
utes, with the first half of the time
under the control of the Democratic
leader or his designee and the second
half of the time under the control of
the majority leader or his designee.

The Senator from Alaska.

———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized to speak in morning business, to
be followed by Senator MURKOWSKI,
provided that following our remarks,
the Democratic time be extended by an
equal amount of time that we use.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would just
like to say to my Democratic col-
leagues, the reason we are doing this is
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