
	

	

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
To:  Michelle Richardson, Chief of Staff, Office of Senator Roger Wicker  

Robert Murray, Legislative Director  
 

 Meg Joseph, Chief of Staff, Office of Senator Kyrsten Sinema 
Michael Brownlie, Legislative Director  
 

From: Sean Kennedy, Executive Vice President, Public Affairs 
Re: Reaction to Draft Restaurant Recovery Proposal 
Date: June 16, 2020 
 
On behalf of the National Restaurant Association, thank you for the opportunity to offer 
our perspective on the draft legislative proposal from Sen. Wicker to provide federal 
support for the restaurant industry.   
 
As you know, the restaurant industry is a critical driver of our nation’s economy.  We 
have over one million locations in the country, with 15.6 million employees and a total 
economic impact of $2.5 trillion.  We are proud to employ more women and minorities 
as managers than any other industry in this country.  The restaurant industry is one of 
small business – more than 7 in 10 restaurants are single-unit independent or franchise 
restaurant owners. 
 
You are well aware of the devastating impact the coronavirus pandemic has had in your 
communities.  This is particularly true in the states of Mississippi and Arizona.  Our 
analysis concludes that over 55,000 Mississippi restaurant employees have been laid 
off or furloughed, and in Arizona we predict that well there is well over $1 billion in lost 
restaurant sales due to the pandemic at this point. 
 
On April 20, the National Restaurant Association and our state restaurant association 
partners released the Blueprint for Recovery, a comprehensive plan to provide federal 
relief for our industry.  The Wicker draft proposal reflects many aspects of our plan, 
which we are pleased to see. 
 
In conversations with both offices, you have been clear in seeking a relief package that 
is more targeted than our Blueprint, and is particularly focused on smaller restaurant 
operators.  Working within the confines of the Wicker draft proposal, we have identified 
changes that would make the bill more equitable and accessible to the many small 
businesses that make up the restaurant industry.  
 
  



	

Overarching Observations 
  

- The Wicker proposal denies federal support to any owner whose restaurant 
exists in more than 20 locations – even if they only own one.  The proposal 
does not distinguish eligibility on total revenue, total employees, or total owner 
locations, as most small business bills do.  Rather, the proposal deems ineligible 
any restaurant owner who owns a single franchise of a larger brand.  A 
restaurant with $30 million in annual revenue would qualify, but a franchise 
owner with $2 million in annual revenue is excluded.  There are many restaurant 
groups that own hundreds of restaurants but have fewer than 20 locations of 
each brand.  The goal of supporting small restaurant owners should include all 
business models. 
 

- The Wicker proposal sets a cap on the total size of the recovery fund, but 
does not cap the size of funding each restaurant can receive.  The goal of 
this proposal should be to benefit as many restaurants as possible.  Similar to the 
Paycheck Protection Program, there should be a cap on how much each 
qualifying restaurant can receive in taxpayer-funded government support. 
 

- The Wicker proposal reduces support for restaurants that used the  
Paycheck Protection Program (PPP) loan program, despite the intent of the 
program.  The goal of PPP was that businesses like ours would serve as an 
administrator of unemployment insurance.  Restaurants that used PPP loans to 
keep their staff on payroll while a restaurant was shuttered should not be 
penalized.  Finally, restaurants are not able to deduct business expenses paid 
with PPP fund – further reducing the economic value of the program for 
struggling restaurants. 
 

- The Wicker proposal requires restaurants to seek federal funding each 
quarter, creating administrative challenges for both the business and the 
government.  The proposal is premised on a restaurant demonstrating revenue 
loss for each quarter of 2020, comparing them to the previous year.  Repeat 
applications will put a burden on the struggling operator as well as stretch federal 
resources. 
 

- The Wicker proposal properly prioritizes the smallest restaurants for initial 
access to federal resources.  We applaud the proposal’s mandate that 
restaurants owned by women and underrepresented communities are prioritized 
in the first tranche of funding, as well as restaurants with small annual revenue.  
These operators are the backbone of our industry, and face unique challenges 
worthy of special access.   
 

  
  



Proposed Changes 
  
Again, working within the confines of the Wicker proposal, we recommend the following 
proposed changes to fully address the policy goals of Senators Wicker and Sinema.  
We feel these changes will make the bill more equitable, reduce abuse, fulfill its 
intended purpose of stabilizing restaurants, and reflect sound and responsible use of 
taxpayer dollars. 
 

- Change eligibility from 20 or fewer restaurants of the same name, replace 
with eligibility to owners of 20 restaurants or less.  If the goal of the proposal 
is to assist smaller restaurant groups and single-unit operators, we suggest 
simply focusing on owners of 20 or fewer restaurants, irrespective of how many 
restaurants of the same name are present in the country. 

 
- Make the grant a one-time award, basing size on estimated bottom line 

performance, not quarterly revenue. We recommend grant size be a simple 
15% of 2019 restaurant-level revenues.  For purposes of the bill, “Restaurant 
Level Revenues” means all sales at or from company-owned or affiliated 
locations in 2019, but excluding any royalties, franchise fees, license fees, 
management fees or any revenue from franchised or managed locations.  In 
sum, the grants would be based on revenues from restaurant locations the 
applicant actually owns or controls.  In order to receive a grant, a proposed 
grantee would need to provide 2019 financial information. The 15% number 
correlates to a healthy profit margin for a restaurant.  In concept, the grant size 
would be the profit that the restaurant is not making in 2020.  Many restaurants 
have profit margins lower and higher than 15%, but this is a reasonable 
number.  This approach would eliminate the penalizing of those that have worked 
hard to maintain some level of operations over the last few months (enabled by 
PPP funds).  It would also be easier to verify and calculate (on both sides).  
  

- Cap aggregate grants at $10,000,000.  Grants for any applying business group 
(and any Affiliated Business group) would be capped at an aggregate total of 
$10,000,000 (the “Grant Cap”).  This is consistent with the PPP cap, except 
applicants will not be able to circumvent the cap through applying at multiple 
affiliated entities.   
 

- Continue to prioritize first tranche of grants (14 day-period in the bill) to 
entities with annual revenues of less than $1,500,000.  If one were to choose, 
this level could be determined based on the “Aggregate Revenue” (see above) 
and the threshold could be adjusted to meet the policy goals.   
 

- Eliminate the grant reduction based on prior PPP loans.  PPP was intended 
to be a bridge for displaced workers, not federal support for the business. 

 
The National Restaurant Association, as well as the Mississippi Restaurant Association 
and the Arizona Restaurant Association look forward to working with you on behalf of all 
restaurant owners in this country. 


