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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable BEN
SASSE, a Senator from the State of Ne-
braska.

———
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

O God, You are our refuge. Give us
wisdom to live so we never disgrace
Your Name. Provide our lawmakers
with power and insight to accomplish
Your will on Earth as they look to You
for help. Please become for them their
shade by day and defense by night. As
they acknowledge that You alone are
the source of their strength, surround
them with the shield of Your favor, and
direct their steps.

Lord, we also ask You to bring a spir-
itual awakening to our Nation and
world, prompting people to experience
the transformative power of Your
mercy and grace. Arise, O God, and de-
fend Your purposes in these grand and
challenging times.

We pray in Your great Name. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Presiding Officer led the Pledge
of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. HATCH).

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 6, 2018.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable BEN SASSE, a Senator
from the State of Nebraska, to perform the
duties of the Chair.
ORRIN G. HATCH,
President pro tempore.
Mr. SASSE thereupon assumed the
Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.
————

GROWTH, REGULATORY

AND CONSUMER PRO-
ACT—MOTION TO PRO-

ECONOMIC
RELIEF,
TECTION
CEED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the motion to proceed to S. 2155, which
the clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 287, S.
2155, a bill to promote economic growth, pro-
vide tailored regulatory relief, and enhance
consumer protections, and for other pur-
poses.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 11 a.m. will be equally di-
vided between the two leaders or their
designees.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY LEADER

The majority leader is recognized.

RETIREMENT OF THAD COCHRAN

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, yes-
terday, the Senate learned that its
quiet persuader will be leaving us after
a long and distinguished career. Sen-
ator THAD COCHRAN’s retirement will
mark the end of a tenure defined by
steady, honorable leadership.

Since the day he arrived in this
Chamber, THAD’s focus has been
squarely on serving the people of Mis-
sissippi with integrity. For nearly four
decades, he has done exactly that, and
he has earned the admiration and grat-
itude of countless friends and col-
leagues along the way.

Those of us here today are proud to
have had the privilege of working with
Senator COCHRAN. His expertise as
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee will be sorely missed. So too
will be the collegiality, warmth, and
grace that is so characteristic of the
senior Senator from Mississippi.

But the Senate’s loss is THAD’s fam-
ily’s gain. As we say our farewells over
the next few weeks, I know all of our
colleagues will join me in wishing him
every happiness in his next chapter.

Mr. President, on another matter,
the Senate will vote today to begin
consideration of S. 2155, the Economic
Growth, Regulatory Relief, and Con-
sumer Protection Act.

This bill recognizes a simple truth:
Small community banks and Main
Street credit unions are not the same
as the multitrillion-dollar banks on
Wall Street. It is a simple enough ob-
servation, I might add, but, at present,
our laws fail to account for it.

Since Washington imposed the Dodd-
Frank financial regulations back in
2010, small-scale lenders have been sub-
jected to a litany of new regulatory,
compliance, and examiner demands
that were designed with the country’s
largest banks in mind. Dodd-Frank’s
enormous regulatory burden has been
inefficient and unhelpful for financial
institutions of all sizes, but it has hit
Main Street lenders especially hard.

Many small banks have had to hire
additional staff and expend additional
resources solely to deal with the stag-
gering compliance burden. According
to a survey conducted last year, com-
munity bank compliance costs have
risen to an average of 24 percent of net
income. Let me say that again. Com-
munity bank compliance costs have
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risen to an average of 24 percent of net
income.

This regulatory burden crowds out
the capital that is available to Amer-
ican families and small businesses, es-
pecially in rural communities. Accord-
ing to researchers at the Harvard Ken-
nedy School, community banks provide
over 50 percent of all small business
loans and nearly 80 percent of agricul-
tural loans. In Kentucky, for example,
there are more than 100 community
banks and more than 20 credit unions.
Many of them are the only financial in-
stitutions that are present in rural and
underserved communities.

But while Dodd-Frank supposedly
took aim at too big to fail, in the first
4 years after it passed, the share of
U.S. deposits in small banks shrunk by
nearly a quarter. Deposits in small
banks shrunk by a quarter in the first
4 years of Dodd-Frank. That means less
access to capital for young couples who
are looking to purchase their first
home, less credit for aspiring small
business owners who need help in turn-
ing dreams into reality, and fewer op-
tions for farmers and ranchers who are
hoping to expand.

The bill before us this week will con-
tinue to unwind the damage caused by
an administration and Democrat-run
Congress that kept its foot firmly on
the brake of the American economy.
This is a modest but critical bill. By
streamlining regulations, it will bring
relief to the small financial institu-
tions that have been hurt by Dodd-
Frank’s one-size-fits-all approach.

In a certain respect, this bill is a per-
fect complement to tax reform—fur-
ther expanding opportunities for Amer-
ican families, communities, and small
businesses. It is the product of years of
work and a robust committee process.
It is also a truly bipartisan bill, co-
sponsored by an equal number of Re-
publicans and Democrats or Independ-
ents. Senators had and still have a
wide diversity of views on Dodd-Frank,
but there is a widening agreement that
we should not continue allowing this
unintended consequence to wreak
havoc on community banks and small
credit unions. I hope that soon we can
turn that consensus into law.

TAX REFORM

Mr. President, on one final matter,
every day we hear more ways that tax
reform is immediately helping Amer-
ican workers, job creators, and middle-
class families across our country, but
this generational reform was not de-
signed to be a flash in the pan. We are
already seeing ways it will continue to
benefit hard-working Americans even
decades down the road.

Along with bonuses and wage in-
creases, many of the 400-plus compa-
nies that have announced enhanced
employee benefits are also signifi-
cantly expanding their contributions
to workers’ retirement savings ac-
counts.

In recent years, tight budgets have
forced too many families to forgo in-
vesting for the future in order to cover
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today’s expenses. Recent estimates
suggest that two-thirds of Americans
do not contribute to a 401(k). A lack of
retirement savings can seem like an
abstract concept for young workers,
but for some senior citizens, it becomes
a harsh reality. While the poverty rate
for Americans under 65 has decreased
since 2015, it has increased among
those 65 and older.

Tax reform is already helping remedy
a part of the problem. Many companies
and small businesses alike have an-
nounced plans to reinvest tax reform
savings in their employees’ retirement
accounts. Cigna is adding $30 million to
its employee 401(k) program. Aflac is
doubling its 401(k) match for its 10,000
employees. In Kentucky, workers will
benefit from increased or accelerated
retirement contributions by major em-
ployers such as UPS, Brown-Forman,
Anthem, and FedEx.

As employers of all sizes continue
following suit, more American families
will have more flexibility as they plan
for the future. At the same time, of
course, lower tax rates are increasing
take-home pay, making it a little easi-
er to cover today’s expenses. More
money in workers’ pockets for today
and more money in their retirement
plans for tomorrow—all thanks to tax
reform.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, ever
since President Trump signed the Tax
Cuts and Jobs Act on December 22, we
have seen how one law can literally
transform the economic landscape
across the country. The New York
Times has reported that there is a
wave of optimism surging among job
creators.

Let me just footnote that the New
York Times was certainly a skeptic as
to what the impact of the Tax Cuts and
Jobs Act would be, but they now report
that a wave of optimism is surging
among job creators.

Since January 2017, 2.3 million jobs
have been added in the United States,
and unemployment is at a 17-year low.
U.S. weekly jobless claims are at their
lowest since 1969. Many people who
thought that stagnant growth and flat
wages were the new normal have been
surprised—and maybe a better word is
“gratified”’—to see what the impact of
this policy has been on their take-
home pay, on their confidence in their
future, and on investments and new
jobs. It is pretty exciting. In 2017, aver-
age unemployment rates decreased in
32 States according to the Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

Mr. President, 186,000 manufacturing
jobs have been added over the last 12
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months. I know the President and all
of us are concerned about manufac-
turing moving offshore because the
cost of doing business in some places
around the world is much lower than it
is in the United States, but we should
all be excited about the fact that
186,000 manufacturing jobs have been
added in the last 12 months.

As I mentioned, consumer confidence
is now at its highest level since Novem-
ber 2000, and real disposable incomes
have seen their biggest gain since April
2015.

According to a National Federation
of Independent Business survey, more
small businesses than ever now believe
it is a good time to expand. This is a
very important part of the equation,
and I will say more about small busi-
nesses in just a moment.

In Texas, where I am from, a survey
of Houston businesses found that 2 out
of 3 companies there will increase hir-
ing and wages, while nearly 9 out of 10
said they expected to see an increase in
their revenue. The head economist of
the bank that conducted the survey
didn’t waste any words, saying that
‘““‘something real is happening in the
economy.’”’ I agree. The positive gains
from the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act are
real and undeniable.

Recently, my office heard from one of
my constituents by the name of Judy
Patton. Judy lives in Cleburne, TX,
which is roughly an hour from Dallas,
down U.S. Highway 67. Judy owns a
plumbing company called P&P. She
said that her plumbing company will
be giving both raises and bonuses to all
of its employees this year because of
the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, and she just
wanted to let us know that she appre-
ciates what we are doing.

Well, all of us who have the honor of
representing constituents here in the
Senate hear from our constituents
from time to time, and they don’t al-
ways give us an ‘‘attaboy’ or words of
encouragement. Frequently they say
“Can’t you all do better’” or ‘““You have
done this, and I don’t like that much.”
So it is nice to hear from people like
Judy the encouragement that she has
given us for the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act.
I can say, for my part, to Judy that we
are thrilled you decided to pay the sav-
ings forward to other folks in the
Cleburne area. Plumbers are a good ex-
ample of the untold stories on tax re-
form.

Here in Washington, we are not al-
ways conscious of the ripple effect—the
way in which the changes we have en-
acted affect small businesses and indi-
vidual lives. Judy reminds us of the
positive impacts that are felt all over.
It is not just the big players, the For-
tune 500 companies with thousands of
employees and operations around the
world; it is small businesses like P&P
in Cleburne, too, that are busy helping
out those small communities and mak-
ing lives better. Those examples are
just as important as those in the For-
tune 500.



March 6, 2018

FIX NICS BILL

Mr. President, another issue I will
continue to be focused on concerns a
bill that I cosponsored with the junior
Senator from Connecticut, Mr. MUR-
PHY, called Fix NICS. The President,
when we were over at the White House
last week, said: Well, maybe you need a
better name for the bill. I had to ex-
plain that NICS was the National In-
stant Criminal Background Check Sys-
tem and that we believed it was broken
and needed to be fixed; hence the name
“Fix NICS.” But I take the President’s
point—maybe we ought to do a better
job branding what it is we are selling
here, and what we are selling is some-
thing vitally important that will save
lives.

The Fix NICS bill will fix holes in the
background check system that is uti-
lized when firearms are purchased by
individuals in the United States. As we
know, when you go buy a gun at a gun
store, there is a background check that
has to be conducted. That is current
law. When federally licensed firearm
dealers like McBride’s Guns, Inc., in
Austin, TX, that I patronize—when you
go in to buy a new shotgun to go bird
hunting or something like that, they
will run a background check. Of course
they ask you to answer the questions,
but the problem we discovered in Suth-
erland Springs is that not everybody is
performing their responsibility and
uploading the information that would
show that people who are purchasing
guns are lying on their background
check and are legally disqualified from
purchasing those firearms.

For many, the aftereffects of the
shooting last month at Stoneman
Douglas High School in Parkland, FL,
still resonate—I know that is true for
all of us—and the pain and frustration
aren’t going away. I always worry,
though, after one of these events oc-
curs, that given the relentless carpet-
bombing of news and other information
that we all sustain here in Washington,
in the Nation’s Capital, it is too easy
to begin to lose sight of our objective
to make things different and to im-
prove outcomes when it comes to ter-
rible events like this. Sometimes we
get distracted and we move on to other
topics, but we can’t allow ourselves to
do that. We have heard from Stoneman
Douglas students themselves who are
angry and deserve to be so.

Last week, the junior Senator from
Florida, Mr. RUBIO, and I met with An-
drew Pollack, the father of a victim
who lost her life at Stoneman Douglas.
Mr. Pollack’s daughter isn’t coming
back, sadly, but the least we can do is
to prevent others like her from losing
their lives in similar incidents in the
future.

I wanted to tell Andrew that steps
have already been taken, and I wanted
to say: This will not happen again.
Your daughter and other future vic-
tims have pushed us, finally, to change.

But I couldn’t do that, not with a
straight face, and I still can’t. Here we
are almost a week after the meeting
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and we have taken zero steps forward,
even though the Fix NICS bill is now
cosponsored by 50 Senators on a bipar-
tisan basis. The majority leader, a Re-
publican, and the minority leader, a
Democrat, are cosponsors of the bill.
Senator MURPHY from Connecticut and
Senator CORNYN from Texas—we are
the principal cosponsors of the bill. We
agree about very little in other areas of
public policy, but we agree in this case
that this is simply too important of an
issue and that we really need to dem-
onstrate our competence and to try to
regain the public’s confidence in our
ability to actually function in a way
that will save lives in the future.

Well, unfortunately, much like the
DACA debate, people want to make
this bill a Christmas tree, trying to
decorate it with other legislative orna-
ments that look nice to their political
base but stand no chance of passing
this body or the House. I think we have
to call that what it is—political pos-
turing. It is not about getting a result.
It is not about passing a bill that will
actually improve the background
check system to prevent people like
the shooter at Sutherland Springs, for
example, from actually purchasing a
firearm by lying on the background
check.

Thankfully, Andrew Pollack sees all
this with clear eyes. He has said to me
and Senator RUBIO that we need to
focus on what is achievable. He, him-
self, is focused on school safety, and I
certainly support that.

I know my colleague Senator HATCH
has introduced a bill that is bipartisan
and widely supported by all sides,
which I support.

Another reform that is achievable
today, if we were allowed to vote on it,
is Fix NICS—to fix our broken back-
ground check system. We should start
with what is achievable and what will
actually save lives, and that describes
the Fix NICS bill. It will help prevent
dangerous individuals with criminal
convictions and history of mental ill-
ness from buying firearms. This bill
could easily pass the Senate. It has al-
ready passed the House. The President
would sign it, as he told me when he
called me last Thursday night. He said
he supports the Fix NICS bill. There
are other things he would like to do.
There are other suggestions people
have made, but we need to do what is
achievable, and we need to do that as
soon as we possibly can.

Several publications have endorsed
the Fix NICS bill, saying it is a com-
monsense proposal that is a ‘‘test of
[Democrats’] sincerity.”” Do our col-
leagues really want to work together
to prevent further shootings at church-
es and schools? Voting on this bill
would be one way to do it.

The New York Times calls Fix NICS
a ‘“‘rare piece of gun legislation that
has no meaningful opposition and that
has bipartisan support.” That is one of
the most maddening things about
working here in Washington, DC—when
there are bills that have no meaningful
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opposition and have bipartisan support
and they still don’t go anywhere.

The Dallas Morning News said the
bill ‘“‘keeps deadly weapons away from
people already prohibited from owning
them.” The San Antonio Express News
calls Fix NICS a ‘‘relatively easy place
to start.” That would be wonderful if it
were true in the Senate. The Express
News calls the bill ‘“‘narrow’ and ‘‘nec-
essary.”’

I am not suggesting it is a panacea,
but why don’t we want to take the first
step in the direction of passing legisla-
tion, which essentially enforces exist-
ing law and one that will save lives?

If the shooter at Sutherland Springs
had run into the FBI background check
system in the Air Force, in that case,
and they uploaded his felony convic-
tion as well as his conviction for do-
mestic violence, where he fractured the
skull of his infant stepson—if they had
uploaded that information into the
background check system, he would
not have been able to legally purchase
a firearm, but he did purchase those
firearms, and he used them to walk
around a little Baptist Church in Suth-
erland Springs one Sunday morning
when people were worshiping inside. He
didn’t go inside at first. He shot
through the wall. It wasn’t a stone
building. It wasn’t a brick building. It
was made out of wood. It was a simple
little Baptist Church in Sutherland
Springs. People were gathered to wor-
ship, and 26 of them were gunned down.
He walked into the church, after he
shot dozens of rounds through the
building, and he went inside and shot
them and killed them—26 people. There
were 20 more wounded. Fortunately,
they did not die from their wounds.

I believe, with all my heart, that
those 26 people would be alive today if
we made sure our broken background
check system worked by enforcing cur-
rent law and passing a bill like Fix
NICS. I believe that would have saved
their lives, and it would have stopped
the change that the 20 who were
wounded are now going to experience
as a result of their life-altering inju-
ries.

I told myself, at that time, I am not
going to come back to that small com-
munity and look those families in the
face unless I have done everything hu-
manly possible to change the outcome
in the future. How can any of us, in
good conscience, look our constituents
in the face, those who lose their loved
ones to incidents like this—how can we
look them in the face, in good con-
science, and say we have done our
duty, when we failed to act where we
could on an achievable bill, with no op-
position and broad bipartisan support?

The Waco Tribune says: ‘“‘Second
Amendment advocates who regularly
stress the need to enforce existing gun
laws rather than forging new laws
should welcome’’ the bill. This bill is
supported by the whole political spec-
trum when it comes to guns and the
Second Amendment, from the NRA to
people who say, well, they really have
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reservations about law-abiding citizens
owning guns even for their own defense
or for recreation or hunting purposes.
The whole political spectrum agrees
this is a commonsense, achievable bill,
and so do 49 colleagues in the Senate,
both Republicans and Democrats.

I have said it before, but I am here to
say it again: Let’s pass Fix NICS now.
Andrew Pollack and the rest of the Na-
tion are waiting for a sign that we are
serious about preventing wanton acts
of violence that should not and cannot
continue.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The Democratic leader is recognized.

REPUBLICAN TAX BILL

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, when
the Republican majority forced
through a $1.5 trillion tax cut to big
corporations and the richest Ameri-
cans, a big question was, What will
those companies do with the money?
Roughly, $1 trillion of that $1.5 trillion
was aimed at the biggest corporations.

Republicans promised that corpora-
tions would reinvest the savings from
the tax bill, stimulating jobs and eco-
nomic growth. We Democrats warned
that corporations would do what is
best for themselves, not necessarily
what is best for workers or the econ-
omy. There is often a dichotomy, as we
have learned over the years.

It has been only a few months since
the Republican tax cut was signed into
law, and while a few corporations here
and there announced annual bonuses
with a whole lot of hoopla from the
President and the Republicans, we
don’t hear a peep now that they have
been announcing an avalanche of cor-
porate stock buybacks—an absolute bo-
nanza for corporate leaders and for
wealthy shareholders. Over $200 billion
in corporate buybacks have been an-
nounced since January, putting cor-
porations on pace to spend over $1 tril-
lion this year buying back their own
stock.

This morning, the oil and gas giant
Chevron announced it expects to re-
start its share repurchasing program
since halting it in 2015. Why? Because
they just reaped $2 billion in savings
from the Republican tax bill. Chevron
told the Houston Chronicle last week it
is planning no major changes or bene-
fits given to its workers. Let me repeat
that. Chevron is planning no major
benefits to its workers but huge stock
buybacks. Is that what America wants?
No, but that is what is happening, as
we predicted, with this tax bill.

The Chevron example is not alone,
unfortunately, my fellow Americans.
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An analysis by Just Capital found that
6 percent of the savings companies re-
ceived from the tax bill are going to
employees, while 58 percent are going
to shareholders in the form of divi-
dends, share buybacks, and retained
earnings. The problem is, buybacks
don’t really help workers or average
Americans. They don’t really grow the
economy. In fact, the money corpora-
tions spend on buybacks crowds out in-
vestment in the things that do help
workers and help our economy—re-
search, development, new equipment,
new hires, better pay for employees.
But those benefits are in the long term.
The corporate CEOs, the boards, the
leaders of the corporations—the big
ones—get an immediate benefit when
they buy back stock. The stock goes
up, the shareholders are happy, but
workers and America get no benefit.

What buybacks accomplish is the
funneling of even more money to cor-
porate executives and wealthy share-
holders. Buybacks don’t help the Amer-
ican workers. They don’t grow the
economy. By taking stock off the mar-
ket, corporations inflate the value of
their stockholdings.

Who holds all this stock? Not average
Americans. The richest 10 percent of
America owns 80 percent of the stock.
That is including pension funds and ev-
erything else. When corporations goose
their stock, those benefits go to a tiny
piece of the pie—the upper crust.

(Mr. CRAPO assumed the Chair.)

This is the legacy of the tax bill: fur-
ther benefits to the wealthy, incentives
to raise corporate pay and stocks, and
no real help—minimal real help for
workers. Just as Democrats predicted,
the Republican bill has unleashed a
tsunami of corporate backslapping,
while working Americans get left be-
hind.

NET NEUTRALITY

Mr. President, now on an entirely dif-
ferent matter, yesterday Washington
became the first State to institute its
own net neutrality requirements after
the Republican-led FCC voted to repeal
net neutrality in December, helping
the big ISPs and hurting the average
consumer. That is typical of what the
Senate on the Republican side and
what our President have been doing.
Over half of the States have similar
legislation pending in their legisla-
tures. The States are rightly concerned
about what the end of net neutrality
may mean for their residents.

When the Republican-led FCC re-
pealed net neutrality, they handed the
large internet service providers—your
cable company—all the cards. They
said: Do what you will with the inter-
net. ISPs could charge consumers more
for faster service or start segmenting
the internet into packages, forcing
consumers to purchase faster times for
their favorite websites. Big companies
could pay to get faster internet service,
while startups, small businesses, and
average Americans are left in the slow
lane. High-demand websites that offer
streaming television, sports, and mov-
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ies could be slower if you don’t pay up.
Public schools that don’t pay for pre-
mium service could be put at a signifi-
cant disadvantage. In rural America,
where there is less competition, ISPs
will wield even greater power to raise
the price on consumers without fear of
losing business.

An internet without net neutrality is
a tale of two internets where the best
internet goes to the highest bidder,
those with the money, and everyone
else loses.

Democrats want to keep the internet
free and open, like our highways, ac-
cessible and affordable to all Ameri-
cans regardless of your ability to pay,
where you live, or the size of your busi-
ness, no slow lanes, no paying for inter-
net packages, like cable, no one set of
rules for big corporations and another
for everyone else. Every American
should be able to affordably and easily
access the internet. That is what
Democrats believe.

I am glad Washington State has al-
ready taken action to reinstitute net
neutrality, but we need to do it across
the country. Democrats have put to-
gether a CRA that would undo the
FCC’s decision and put net neutrality
back on the books. As you know, Mr.
President, we will be able to bring that
to the floor. Every Democrat has
signed on, but only one Republican
has—SUSAN COLLINS. I say to the other
50 Republicans who are in this Cham-
ber: Whose side are you on? Whose side
are you on—the big cable providers or
the average consumer who depends on
the internet? This vote will determine
that.

I urge all Americans—particularly
our younger people—to contact their
Senators and demand that they sign up
to save the internet.

One final point. President Trump
campaigned as a populist, but what he
and our Republican colleagues have
been doing over and over again—wheth-
er it is what they tried to do on
healthcare, whether it is the tax bill,
net neutrality, or anything else—they
want to help the wealthiest and the
most powerful. They are the ones who
backed them and funded their cam-
paigns. That is wrong. That is not what
America wants.

The only good news I can see out of
this is that Americans are realizing
this. Over 70 percent of people believe
that Donald Trump favors the wealthy
over the middle class, despite how he
campaigns and despite his occasional
rhetoric and tweets. They are realizing
that the Republican Party seems to
favor them. It is just that the Demo-
crats, whether we had the Presidency
or the majority in the House or the
Senate, were able to block these things
until now. Now the wealthy and power-
ful are getting far too much, and I be-
lieve my Republican colleagues will
reap the whirlwind.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss S. 2155, the Economic
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Growth, Regulatory Relief, and Con-
sumer Protection Act, and to urge my
colleagues to support its passage.

In just a few minutes, we will have
the first vote to vote on cloture to
bring this bill to the floor, cloture on
the motion to proceed—a very critical
vote. Again, I encourage all of my col-
leagues to support bringing this bill
forward to the floor for a full debate
and vote.

First, let me thank each of the co-
sponsors of this bill, including the
many members of the Banking Com-
mittee, for their interest and involve-
ment in the many discussions, hear-
ings, personal negotiations, and con-
versations we have had to get to this
point. Originally introduced by 10 Re-
publicans and 10 Democrats, this pack-
age of commonsense reforms now has
26 Senate cosponsors, including 16
members of the Banking Committee.

Community banks and credit unions
across the country have long struggled
to keep up with ever-increasing regu-
latory compliance and examiner de-
mands coming out of Washington. In
local economies, this places a strain on
small businesses looking to open or to
gTOwW.

In fact, when the Dodd-Frank legisla-
tion was initially proposed and we were
debating it on the floor of this Senate,
I held a news conference in Idaho, on
Main Street in one of our cities. I said
that this bill was not targeted at Wall
Street, as it was being marketed; in-
stead, it was being targeted at Main
Street—our small financial institu-
tions and communities. That has
turned out to be exactly the case.
Since the passage of Dodd-Frank, our
big banks have profited wonderfully,
but our small banks, our small finan-
cial institutions—credit unions and
community banks—have suffered ter-
ribly.

S. 2155 is aimed at right-sizing the
regulation for financial institutions,
primarily community banks and credit
unions, which makes it easier for con-
sumers to get mortgages or obtain
credit. It also increases important con-
sumer protections for veterans, senior
citizens, victims of fraud, and those
who fall on tough financial times.

Congress has held numerous hearings
in prior years exploring many of these
issues, and the product before us today
is the result of a years-long process and
careful vetting.

This bill has received widespread sup-
port from commentators, regulators,
businesses, and institutions rep-
resenting millions of hard-working
Americans and consumers, including
over 10,000 community bankers, more
than 100 million credit union consumer
members, and thousands of small busi-
ness owners and entrepreneurs, among
others.

The reforms in this bipartisan bill
help tailor the current regulatory land-
scape, while ensuring safety and sound-
ness and relieving the burden on Amer-
ican businesses that are unfairly being
treated like the largest companies in
our economy.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The passage of this legislation holds
real promise for local economies across
America, and I encourage all of my col-
leagues to support its passage.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I would
like to have been here today to offer
strong bipartisan support for a bill
that would help with rules and regula-
tions for the smallest banks and credit
unions in the country. There is a real
effort on the part of a lot of us to come
to an agreement particularly aimed at
those banks, the community banks and
the regional banks. I have three. Sen-
ator PORTMAN’s and my State is the
only State in the country that has
three regional banks, the banks that
have $50 billion, $100 billion, $150 bil-
lion—Huntington, KeyCorp, and Fifth
Third.

Unfortunately, this bill started off
that way, but it has become something
else, and the something else is that
this bill seems to me and many others
to be more concerned with the largest
banks and Wall Street than it does
with community banks.

There are lots of things that can
come out of this bill. The bill gives reg-
ulators way too much flexibility—regu-
lators such as Mulvaney, Otting,
Quarles, and others. It vests more
power in FSOC—something that the
Republicans didn’t want to do until
they got regulators like Mnuchin,
Mulvaney, and people like that who are
much more likely to side with Wall
Street. The White House is increas-
ingly looking like a retreat for Wall
Street executives, and these are the
people who are going to be doing the
regulation of this bill.

Republicans and Democrats alike
who believe in the need for regulation
are concerned about this bill or are op-
posed to this bill, people like Dan
Tarullo, who used to be a member of
the Board of Governors at the Federal
Reserve in charge of regulation; Paul
Volcker, a Federal Reserve Chair who
was selected by a Republican and a
Democratic President; Sarah Bloom
Raskin; Gary Gensler; Tom Hoenig, a
Republican; Sheila Bair, President
Bush’s nominee at the FDIC; Phil
Angelides, who did a good analysis of
what actually happened 10 years ago
when Wall Street almost collapsed our
economy.

This body seems to have experienced
sort of a collective amnesia. Take a
look at what happened to the economy
10 years ago, and today we are giving
relief to many of the largest banks in
this country, relief that these things
on the stress test—a weaker stress test,
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a less regular stress test, will mean
many of the larger banks simply will
not be under the intense examination
that we have done in the past. What
does that mean? What that means is
those banks are more likely to jeop-
ardize the safety and soundness of the
banking system. Again, we know what
happened 10 years ago when we had to
bail them out.

There is a Washington Post article
that came out today. The headline is
‘““Senate banking bill likely to boost
chances of bank bailouts, CBO says.”
The CBO says that the Senate banking
bill is likely to boost chances of bank
bailouts. Why would we do that when
banks are doing very well? Banks of all
sizes are very profitable these days. We
just did a tax bill that gives the largest
banks—the financial services industry
overall but especially the Wall Street
banks—huge tax breaks. So we are
going to pass a bill that the Congres-
sional Budget Office—a neutral scorer
here, the referee—the Congressional
Budget Office says that this will cost
taxpayers $671 million, and it will in-
crease the chances of a bailout. Why
would we pass a bill to give the banks
breaks and then give them $671 million
of taxpayer dollars? I just don’t under-
stand why we as a Senate would want
to do such a thing.

Nobody in Ohio, except for some
bank executives, are clamoring for this
bill. Nobody is saying: Oh, we have to
deregulate the banks. We have to help
the biggest banks. We have to help
these banks that drove us into the
ditch 10 years ago. It simply doesn’t
make sense.

I ask for a ‘“‘no” vote on the motion
to proceed.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY).

Pursuant to rule XXII, the Chair lays
before the Senate the pending cloture
motion, which the clerk will state.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 287, S. 2155,
a bill to promote economic growth, provide
tailored regulatory relief, and enhance con-
sumer protections, and for other purposes.

Mitch McConnell, Ben Sasse, John Cor-
nyn, Pat Roberts, Jerry Moran, John
Kennedy, David Perdue, Tim Scott,
Thom Tillis, Dean Heller, Mike Crapo,
James E. Risch, Roger F. Wicker,
James M. Inhofe, Tom Cotton, Richard
Burr, Lindsey Graham.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
proceed to S. 2155, a bill to promote
economic growth, provide tailored reg-
ulatory relief, and enhance consumer
protections, and for other purposes,
shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.
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The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 67,
nays 32, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 48 Leg.]
YEAS—67
Alexander Gardner Paul
Barrasso Graham Perdue
Bennet Grassley Peters
Blunt Hassan Portman
Boozman Hatch Risch
Burr Heitkamp Roberts
Capito Heller Rounds
Carper Hoeven ;
Cassidy Inhofe IS{;:;:
Cochran Isakson Scott
Collins Johnson
Coons Jones Shaheen
Corker Kaine Shelby
Cornyn Kennedy Stat{enow
Cotton King Sullivan
Crapo Lankford Tester
Cruz Lee Thune
Daines Manchin Tillis
Donnelly McCaskill Toomey
Enzi McConnell Warner
Ernst Moran Wicker
Fischer Murkowski Young
Flake Nelson
NAYS—32
Baldwin Gillibrand Reed
Blumenthal Harris Sanders
Booker Heinrich Schatz
Brown Hirono Schumer
Cantwell Klobuchar Smith
Cardin Leahy Udall
Casey Markey Van Hollen
Cortez Masto Menendez N
Duckworth Merkley ‘xiﬁ:ﬁ ouse
Durbin Murphy Wyden
Feinstein Murray
NOT VOTING—1
McCain

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 67, the nays are 32.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session and resume
consideration of the following nomina-
tion, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Terry A. Doughty, of Lou-
isiana, to be United States District
Judge for the Western District of Lou-
isiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the Doughty nomination?

Mr. HELLER. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. McCAIN).
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Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN)
is necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 49 Ex.]

YEAS—98
Alexander Gardner Nelson
Baldwin Gillibrand Paul
Barrasso Graham Perdue
Bennet Grassley Peters
Blumenthal Harris Portman
Blunt Hassan Reed
Booker Hatch Risch
Boozman He}nrlch Roberts
grown geﬂ:kamp Rounds
urr eller :
Cantwell Hirono ls%ublo
N anders
Capito Hoeven S
: asse
Cardin Inhofe
Schatz
Carper Isakson
Schumer
Casey Johnson
: Scott
Cassidy Jones Shah
Cochran Kaine Shalkf en
Collins Kennedy e_ v
Coons King Smith
Corker Klobuchar Stabenow
Cornyn Lankford Sullivan
Cortez Masto Leahy Tester
Cotton Lee Thupe
Crapo Manchin Tillis
Cruz Markey Toomey
Daines McCaskill Udall
Donnelly McConnell Van Hollen
Duckworth Menendez Warner
Durbin Merkley Warren
Enzi Moran Whitehouse
Ernst Murkowski Wicker
Fischer Murphy Wyden
Flake Murray Young
NOT VOTING—2
Feinstein McCain

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRUZ). Under the previous order, the
motion to reconsider is considered
made and laid upon the table and the
President will be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action.

————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

ECONOMIC GROWTH, REGULATORY
RELIEF, AND CONSUMER PRO-
TECTION ACT—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session and consider-
ation of the motion to proceed to S.
2155.

The Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, some-
times—not always—but sometimes
Congress operates under the principle
that anything worth doing is worth
overdoing, and that, to some extent, is
what happened with Dodd-Frank.

It has been almost 8 years since
Dodd-Frank took effect, and in that
time, well over 1,700 community banks
have consolidated, merged, or shut
their doors forever. We are going back-
ward. That is an average of one every 3
days.

I was reading this morning that in
the last 3 years, only 13 new banks
have been formed in America. That is
not 13 per year, that is 13 total. Before
Dodd-Frank, we averaged about 100 a
year. Across America, banks of all sizes
have closed more than 10,000 branches.
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Acknowledging the damage Dodd-
Frank has wrought for our local econo-
mies is long overdue, and it is high
time we did something about it.

In my State of Louisiana, out-of-con-
trol compliance costs have led to banks
boarding up their windows. That
means, at this point in time, in at least
15 communities in my State, folks do
not have access to a bank or to a credit
union. For Louisianians living in these
banking deserts, getting a check or a
savings account may be little more
than a pipedream.

I am not suggesting to you that ev-
erything in Dodd-Frank was misguided.
I think we had a handful of institutions
that precipitated, in part, the melt-
down in 2008, and Dodd-Frank regulates
those institutions, but not every finan-
cial institution, particularly a commu-
nity bank and a small credit union,
should be lumped in with the larger fi-
nancial institutions.

To return to my point, even the ordi-
nary act of cashing a paycheck—some-
thing that goes sight unseen for most
Americans—is next to impossible with-
out paying high fees at the convenience
store, a pawn shop, or a payday lender.
Because of the shrinkage in the bank-
ing community in Louisiana, every
day, ordinary Louisianians are being
told to participate in the economy,
manage their finances, save for their
kids’ future, and plan for their retire-
ments when, thanks to Dodd-Frank
and its overregulation of medium-sized
and community banks and credit
unions, too many Louisianians don’t
even have a bank branch in their com-
munity.

I think it is time to swing the pen-
dulum back toward simple, sensible
regulations. We have legislation that
will be on the floor this week in the
Senate that will do that. It is called
the Economic Growth, Regulatory Re-
lief, and Consumer Protection Act. I
call it the Dodd-Frank fix bill or the
Dodd-Frank reform bill. It doesn’t de-
stroy Dodd-Frank. It doesn’t eliminate
it entirely. It just brings some common
sense to the legislation. I think it is a
vital step in the right direction. Dodd-
Frank, to some extent, particularly for
medium-sized and smaller financial in-
stitutions, was like using a sledge-
hammer to kill a gnat. All our reform
bill does is suggest that we ought to
try using a flyswatter instead of a
sledgehammer.

The changes made in our bill will not
mean the banks that are given relief
will go unregulated—far from it. They
will still be heavily regulated. They
just will not be overly regulated as a
result of the Dodd-Frank bill.

Everybody in America knows that
community banks and credit unions,
which I refer to as relationship bank-
ers, played no role—none, zero, zilch—
in the 2008 financial crisis. When
former Chair of the Federal Reserve
Yellen testified during her term in of-
fice before the Banking Committee, I
asked her point-blank: Chairwoman
Yellen, what did the community banks
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do wrong to contribute to the economic
meltdown in 2008, and she responded:
Nothing.

The businesses of these small institu-
tions revolve around lending. I am
talking about community banks and
credit unions. They lend to farms,
mom-and-pop businesses, and home-
owners. They are not hedge fund man-
agers. They are not playing the mar-
gins. Yet the small banks are the ones
that are suffocating under the weight
of Dodd-Frank’s 20,000 pages of regula-
tions. Let me say that again. Dodd-
Frank is about a 900-page bill, and it
has 20,000 pages of regulations.

Ultimately, our communities pay the
price for the costs that have been im-
posed upon small- and medium-sized
banks to comply with Dodd-Frank,
when these banks did nothing wrong in
2008.

Studies show that when a bank
branch shuts its doors, on average, the
number of small business loans made in
that community falls by 3 percent, and
that has certainly been the case in
Louisiana. The experts say the neigh-
borhoods can take more than 8 years to
recover. You multiply that by 10,000
branches that have closed across this
country, and the figure is breath-
taking. It doesn’t take an economist to
see that the ultimate cost of Dodd-
Frank on our communities in Lou-
isiana, in Texas, and elsewhere has
been job losses and economic decline.

Fortunately, I think we can start to
see a light at the end of the tunnel—at
least if our Dodd-Frank reform bill
passes. Dodd-Frank, as you know, said
that all banks are created with equal
risks and should be subject to the same
regulations. From the largest bank to
the smallest bank, they all create
equal risk for the American financial
system, and they should be subject to
the same regulations. Whoever came up
with that rule must have parachuted in
from another planet.

I am cosponsoring the Dodd-Frank
reform bill because I believe an inter-
national bank—and I think common
sense tells us this—with $50 billion in
assets poses a different risk to our
economy than a community bank in
Bossier City with 30 employees. The
Dodd-Frank reform bill acknowledges
that banks come in all different shapes
and sizes and purposes, and it treats
them accordingly.

We have had 8 years under Dodd-
Frank to see what this level of govern-
ment regulation means for our econ-
omy, and it is time to find some bal-
ance. Dodd-Frank’s purpose was to pre-
vent another financial crisis. Yet, in
practice, banks across this country are
now able to offer fewer products, fewer
services, and fewer loans at much,
much higher prices as a result of over-
regulation by Dodd-Frank. If we want
to get our economy back on track for
working and middle-class Americans,
it has to stop.

I have been working closely with my
colleague Senator SCHATZ on a bipar-
tisan amendment to our Dodd-Frank
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reform legislation to protect con-
sumers. Americans shouldn’t have to
spend months fighting to correct inac-
curate information on their credit re-
port when they didn’t consent to have
it collected in the first place. They
shouldn’t be penalized because a credit
reporting agency, such as Equifax,
can’t keep their data safe.

Our proposal would require that the
Big Three credit reporting agencies
work together to create an online por-
tal that gives consumers access to
their credit reports and their credit
scores. This website would allow folks
to see what information has been col-
lected about them, see who has viewed
their credit report and why, and opt
out of having their information pack-
aged and sold to third parties. It would
make it simple for people to dispute in-
accuracies on their credit reports. In
short, it would give consumers control
over their financial information once
again.

I respectfully urge my colleagues in
the Senate to support this necessary
amendment.

To conclude, the Economic Growth,
Regulatory Relief, and Consumer Pro-
tection Act—the Dodd-Frank reform
bill that I have been talking about—
will help promote stability in our fi-
nancial markets. It will protect Amer-
ican consumers, and it will give breath-
ing room to some of our smaller banks
and to our credit unions. It will ensure
that consumers and small businesses
continue to have access to mortgage
credit and to capital. I respectfully
submit that it will help ensure that our
relationship bankers—95 percent of the
bankers in America, the ones on whose
back this country was built—can afford
to keep their doors open and continue
lending to the middle-class drivers of
our economy.

Thank you.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to 7
minutes.

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

TAX REFORM

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, the
steady stream of good news for Amer-
ican workers continues. Just take a
look at the headlines:

“Craft brewers putting tax savings
toward expansions and new jobs.”” That
is one headline.

“Grocery chain investing in employ-
ees and brand after tax reform.”

““Quad/Graphics to give $22 million in
stock to employees.”’

“Entergy Arkansas files plan to pass
corporate tax cuts to customers.”

“Taco John’s International Inc.
Shares Tax Reform Benefits With Em-
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ployees And Surrounding Commu-
nities.”

“Liargest Health Insurer in New Jer-
sey Says It Will Use Tax Refunds for
Members.”

“Tax reform payday: Kid’s clothing
giant Carter’s giving bonuses, boosting
retirement funds.”

“Tax reform positive for farmers,
ranchers.”

‘““Express scripts giving employee bo-
nuses averaging $1,200 following impact
from tax law.”

“Franklin Savings Bank to Give Em-
ployees $1,000 Bonus; Cites New Tax
Reform.”

“Sprouts plans to invest tax reform
savings in employee programs.”’

“First Horizon announces minimum
pay level increase.”

“NC Blue Cross: Tax cut will hold
down rate increases, workers to get
$1,000 bonuses.”

‘“Hormel to give employees stock
shares, increase wages.”’

I could keep reading. These are all
headlines—headlines from the past 2
weeks that have come from news orga-
nizations around the country, high-
lighting the ways in which tax reform
is benefiting American workers.

Businesses large and small are seeing
the benefits of tax reform, and they are
passing them on. More than 400 compa-
nies, and counting, have announced
good news for American workers, from
wage increases to increased retirement
benefits. Utility companies in at least
39 States are passing tax savings on to
consumers.

CNBC reports that small business
confidence has hit a record high in 2018,
driven by small business owners’ opti-
mism about the new tax law. In other
words, tax reform is working exactly
the way it was supposed to. It is put-
ting more money into Americans’
pockets and giving them access to new
jobs, higher wages, and increased op-
portunity.

I don’t need to tell anyone that
Americans had a tough time during the
last administration or that our econ-
omy had stagnated. All you have to do
is look at the numbers. A chief priority
of the Republican majority of this Con-
gress has been turning things around
for American families, and that is why
we took up tax reform.

The Tax Code might not be the first
thing people think of when they think
of economic prosperity, but it actually
plays a key role in determining the
success of individual families and of
our economy as a whole.

The more money the Federal Govern-
ment takes from you in taxes, the less
money you have to save or pay bills or
buy a house or repair your car. The
more money a business has to give to
the Federal Government, the Iless
money it has to grow the business and
invest in its workers. If businesses are
struggling to grow and succeed, that is
a big problem for American workers.

In order for American workers to
thrive, American businesses have to
thrive. It is pretty hard for a small



S1350

business to hire a new worker or to
raise wages if the owner can barely pay
the tax bill.

It is unlikely that an American com-
pany is going to have a lot of spare
cash for investing in its workforce if it
is struggling to compete with foreign
companies that are paying far less in
taxes. And it is unlikely that Amer-
ica’s global companies are going to
focus on reinvesting in the United
States if they face a tax penalty for
bringing foreign earnings back home.

When it came time to draft a tax re-
form bill, Republicans knew that the
bill had to do two things. First, it had
to lower the tax burden on American
families and put more money in Ameri-
cans’ pockets right away, and it had to
create the kind of economy that would
give American families access to secu-
rity and prosperity for the long term.

To achieve the first goal, we lowered
tax rates across the board for Amer-
ican families. We nearly doubled the
standard deduction, and we doubled the
child tax credit.

To meet the second goal, we lowered
our Nation’s massive corporate tax
rate, which, until January 1, was the
highest corporate tax rate in the devel-
oped world. We lowered tax rates
across the board for owners of small
and medium-sized businesses, farms,
and ranches. We expanded the ability
of business owners to recover invest-
ments they make in their businesses,
which will free up cash so that they
can reinvest in their operations and
their workers. We brought the U.S.
international tax system into the 2l1st
century by replacing our outdated
worldwide system with a modernized
territorial tax system so that Amer-
ican businesses are not operating at a
disadvantage next to their foreign
counterparts. It is working.

In less than 3 months, we have seen
lower tax burdens for American fami-
lies, pay increases, bonuses, new jobs,
increased investment in the American
economy, better employee benefits,
and other kinds of benefits, such as
lower utility bills. All of that means
more money in Americans’ pockets. It
means more money to put toward a
child’s education, more money to save
for a house or a car, and more money
to save for retirement.

Tax reform is accomplishing our goal
of making life better for American
families, and the benefits have just
begun.

I yield the floor.

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:43 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. PORTMAN).
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ECONOMIC GROWTH, REGULATORY
RELIEF, AND CONSUMER PRO-
TECTION ACT—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, 10 years
ago almost to the day, this country
was on the verge of a financial crisis
that would wreck the lives of millions
of families. The experts—let’s say the
so-called experts—had their heads in
the sand. They shrugged off the warn-
ings. They told the public everything
was fine.

Jim Cramer was telling hard-working
Americans to invest their money in
Bear Stearns. Maybe younger Members
of the Senate don’t really remember
what Bear Stearns was. Jim Cramer
said: “I'm not giving up on the thing.”

Bank of America was putting the fin-
ishing touches on its plan to buy the
subprime lender Countrywide, which
they called ‘“‘the best domestic mort-
gage platform.”

Hank Paulson, the last Treasury Sec-
retary who got plucked from Goldman
Sachs—we have had at least one
since—downplayed homeowners’ pain.
He said: ‘“You know, the stock market
goes up and down every day more than
the entire value of the subprime mort-
gages in the country.”

Meanwhile, advocates in commu-
nities—the people who were actually
dealing with the consequences of the
crisis—were sounding the alarm. The
fair lending group Greenlining began
meeting with Federal Reserve Chair-
man Alan Greenspan at least once a
year, starting in 1999—1999—to warn
about predatory mortgage lending. At-
torneys general from across the coun-
try started to caution about troubling
trends.

In Cleveland, which is in the Pre-
siding Officer’s home State, we saw
home prices climb 66 percent in 10
years, with the housing market juiced
by “flipping on mega-steroids,”” accord-
ing to a government panel that inves-
tigated the crisis. City officials in
Cleveland began to hear reports that
predatory home refinances were being
pushed on buyers regardless of whether
they could afford to repay the loans.
Those refinances mean fees to bankers.

Foreclosures began to shoot up in
Cuyahoga County—5,900 foreclosure fil-
ings in 2000, and by 2007, 15,000. My wife
and I live in ZIP Code 44105, which in-
cludes Slavic Village in Cleveland, OH.
In the first half of 2007, that ZIP Code
had more foreclosures than any ZIP
Code in the United States of America.

The city of Cleveland went to the Fed
and asked it to use its authority to re-
strain subprime lending. The Fed did
nothing. The people in charge in Wash-
ington were too certain, too detached,
and perhaps too comfortable to listen
to the warnings from Ohioans and from
people across the country.

We saw what happened. All of these
people who had the hubris to say that
the economy could keep growing and
keep growing and keep growing while
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the middle class was being looted—
those people, thank you very much,
weathered the crisis just fine. No one
with a cable show had their home fore-
closed on. Nobody on Wall Street who
tanked the economy went to jail. In
fact, many of these same people now
have fancy jobs in fancy buildings and
dress in fancy clothes and have fancy
titles and work on Wall Street and in
the White House. But in ZIP Codes like
44105, in Slavic Village and Cleveland,
OH, and places like it across the coun-
try, parents were sitting down at
kitchen tables to have painful con-
versations with their children.

Think about what this means. You
lose your job, or you can’t keep up
with your mortgage payment. The hus-
band, the wife, two teenage children.
You have a family pet, a dog. You real-
ize you are falling further and further
behind. You are still working and you
are still trying, but things aren’t going
well. The first thing you do—your dog
has to go to the vet. You can’t pay for
that. You simply don’t have the
money. You take the dog to the shel-
ter. You do what a lot of families in
Cleveland unfortunately do; you just
try to give your dog away or do some-
thing.

You then face your children. You say
to your children: We are going to lose
our home. We are going to have to
move. We don’t know where we are
going to move yet. We don’t know
which school district. We don’t know
where your friends will be because we
are going to have to move.

I don’t think people around here real-
ly think much about what foreclosures
mean to families. Remember what I
said—>5,900 foreclosures in Cuyahoga
County in 2000 and 15,000 by 2007. Hun-
dreds of those were in ZIP Code 44105.
Think what that does to those families.
My colleagues, when we vote today and
tomorrow and Thursday on whether we
are going to pass this giveaway bill to
Wall Street, just think about that.

The CEOs and the boards at the
banks and people in Washington who
are supposed to be watching failed
these Americans. That is why Con-
gress, including some Republicans, did
something about it 10 years ago, some-
thing to stop this from ever happening
again. We passed a law. We created im-
portant protections for the financial
system, for taxpayers, for homeowners.
We held banks and watchdogs account-
able to prevent another crisis.

Fundamentally, we did it right a dec-
ade ago, but Wall Street never gives up
that easily. They didn’t like that bill.
They opposed that bill—most of them.
Big bank lobbyists, the same ones who
were so sure the 2000s crisis wasn’t
going to happen, those who flippantly
said that things are all right—remem-
ber what Hank Paulson said. Hank
Paulson, the Bush Secretary of the
Treasury, said: You know, the stock
market goes up and down every day
more than the entire value of subprime
mortgages in the country. Well, Hank
Paulson didn’t pay much of a price.
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None of the regulators paid much of a
price.

Ten years ago, we did it right. As I
said, the big banks never gave up. Big
bank lobbyists went to work.

Get this: The day the President
signed the Dodd-Frank bill imple-
menting these safety rules and regula-
tions—implementing the consumer
protections, making sure that the gov-
ernment was actually on the side of
consumers and people paying their
mortgage and homeowners—the same
day President Obama put his ‘‘Barack
Obama’ signature on the Dodd-Frank
law, the top financial services lobbyists
in Washington said: Now it is half
time. In other words, we may have lost
the first half. They passed this bill. We
didn’t want it, but don’t worry about
us in the second half.

To these people, the economy is a
game. They can’t tell the difference be-
tween putting millions of Americans’
lives and homes and savings at risk and
a game of pickup basketball.

Piece by piece, Wall Street has gone
to the agencies, they have gone to the
courts, they have gone to Congress to
dismantle the consumer protections we
put in place. The drumbeat is constant.
It is ongoing. It has been happening for
10 years. They always want a new ex-
emption, they always want a weaker
standard, they always want a new tax
break, and do you know what? They
can always find a whole lot of Senators
and House Members who will write a
letter to the Federal Reserve, who will
make a call to the Office of Consumer
Counsel, who will go at it and will at-
tack in public the Consumer Bureau.
They can always find Members in this
body who are fueled by lots of Wall
Street contributions and a lot of allies
in New York. They can always find
people to do their bidding. That is why
you see this drum. That is how you
hear this drumbeat. They want a new
exemption, a new weaker standard, a
new tax break.

The last year has been a really good
time to be a bank lobbyist. After the
crisis, we had created the Consumer
Protection Bureau to represent the in-
terests of regular Americans who have
to fight with their bank or their credit
card company. Now, in this administra-
tion, the Consumer Bureau, unbeliev-
ably so, is run by a guy who believes—
publicly said it—it shouldn’t even
exist. The Consumer Bureau’s new pro-
tections are under attack.

One quick story. All Democrats, even
some Republicans, agreed we should
protect consumers’ right to take their
bank to court. What is more American
than that; if you think your bank
cheated you, that you should be able to
go to court.

Bank lobbyists, with a lot of allies on
this side of the aisle, convinced the
Vice President of the United States to
come to this very Senate Chamber late
at night—late at night here, at 9 or 10,
the public is not watching, but you can
be damned sure the special interests
are alive and well and watching in
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their offices and making calls and
doing all that.

The Vice President of the United
States came to this Senate Chamber to
break a tie, to cast a tie-breaking vote
to vote against hard-working American
families. Instead of protecting these
families, the Vice President and his al-
lies in the Senate—they voted for Wells
Fargo, they voted for Equifax, they
voted for Citigroup. The rule is gone.
That rule to ensure that consumers
have their day in court if their bank
cheated them, that rule is gone, piece
by piece by piece.

The watchdogs who are supposed to
be protecting Main Street all come to
their jobs fresh from—surprise—Wall
Street and K Street. The President’s
Cabinet looks like an executive retreat
for Wall Street bankers. They have re-
leased blueprint after blueprint on how
to dismantle all the rules put in place
after the crisis, and they are putting
their people in place to do it. They just
rammed through Congress a bill to give
Wall Street an enormous tax break
that will cost American families $1.5
trillion, but it gives big bank CEO’s a
huge raise.

That is 10,000 times more than what
we spend at HUD every year to protect
kids from toxic levels. Back to ZIP
Code 44105, the health department of
the city of Cleveland told me almost
all those homes built before World War
II, 99 percent of them have levels of
toxic lead that will make children
sick—99 percent of those homes. Yet we
can do this big tax cut and not take
care of those families.

Not long ago, another bank lobbyist
told us their plan: We don’t want a seat
at the table, he said, we want the
whole table—and they are about to get
it under the bill the Senate will con-
sider this week. Piece by piece, they
tear these protections down. This bill
gives them the whole table. It leaves
nothing for working families.

If you thought the Secretary of
HUD’s $31,000 he spent to buy that
fancy table for his dining room—31,000
taxpayer dollars—if you thought that
was a bad deal for taxpayers, wait until
I tell you about the billions and bil-
lions of dollars at risk that are packed
into this effort.

This bill puts Americans at risk of
another bank bailout. The Congres-
sional Budget Office, the independent,
nonpartisan scorekeeper, confirmed
yesterday that this bill would increase
the probability of a big bank failure
and a financial crisis. It will add $671
million to the deficit. The Washington
Post said: ‘‘Senate banking bill likely
to boost chances of bank bailouts.”

It is bad enough we are going to
pass—after banks have been so profit-
able the last decade, after they were
bailed out by the public—thank you
very much—they have had a really,
pretty darned good decade. Then they
got a big tax cut. Now they want this
and a little cherry on top. First, they
get this bill, which is about to pass—
which will be really good for bankers—
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but then they get $671 million extra
from taxpayers. So, again, thank you
very much, taxpayers, for taking care
of the banks. So we are going to weak-
en the rules, and we will pay Wall
Street for the privilege of doing it.

This bill weakens stress tests for all
large  banks, even Wall Street
megabanks that are designated as glob-
al, systemically important banks—like
JPMorgan Chase, $2.5 trillion in assets.
Now, 2.5 trillion is 2,500 billion, and a
billion is a thousand million. So $2.5
trillion—that is hard to calculate, but
that is a lot of money. So JPMorgan
Chase gets a break. They get their $2.5
trillion in assets. Bank of America gets
a break. They get $2.3 trillion in assets.
Wells Fargo, which can’t stay out of
trouble—every week there seems to be
something new—$§1.9 trillion in assets.
Citibank, $1.9 trillion in assets. These
banks—and the Wall Street Journal,
hardly a paper hostile to business or a
bank that is really always close to
Wall Street. Wall Street Journal head-
line this morning: ‘“[Wall Street]
Banks Get a Big Win in Senate Roll-
back Bill.”

So don’t let my colleagues—don’t let
anybody who supports this bill—tell
you this is all for the community
banks. The community banks get some
things in this bill. I would love to sup-
port the community banks and make
this a bill about community banks,
about credit unions, even about the re-
gional banks like the ones in my State
that generally do the right thing—Hun-
tington and Fifth Third and KeyBank.
But this bill, this is the Wall Street
Journal: ‘‘Big Banks Get a Big Win in
Senate Rollback Bill.”

This is about those four banks I men-
tioned: JPMorgan Chase, Bank of
America, Wells Fargo, Citigroup. These
banks hold 51 percent—more than
half—of all industry assets. They are a
pretty darned big part of our economy,
and we are doing things for them. As
they are profitable, as their executives
make maybe tens of millions of dollars,
as they are doing stock buybacks to
make even more millions of dollars, we
are doing things for them. We are not
dealing with infrastructure, we are not
dealing with the opioid crisis, we are
doing nothing here about guns, but we
have time to do a lot for America’s
largest banks. With this deregulation,
these are banks whose collapse could
cause ripples across the world.

Together, the country’s biggest
banks took $239 billion in taxpayer
bailouts. So without the rigorous an-
nual stress test that we put in Dodd-
Frank a decade ago and we are relaxing
now, taxpayers could, once again, be on
the hook if too-big-to-fail banks col-
lapse, and we don’t have the right tools
in place to see it coming.

This is maybe even more unbeliev-
able than the fact that this body has
fallen all over itself to help the biggest
banks. This bill also weakens the over-
sight for foreign megabanks operating
in the United States—the same banks
that repeatedly violate U.S. laws. Let’s
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run through the rap sheets of some of
these banks.

Deutsche Bank, a big German bank,
manipulated the benchmark interest
rates used to set mortgages. It is also
known as the only large bank in the
world that will finance the President’s
businesses.

Santander, a Spanish bank, illegally
repossessed cars from members of the
military who were serving our country
overseas. SO we are going to give a
break to a Spanish bank that repos-
sessed the cars of men and women at
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base and
others when they were serving over-
seas. Santander repossessed their cars,
a Spanish bank, and we are going to de-
regulate and make them more profit-
able with less accountability.

Barclays, a British bank, manipu-
lated electric energy prices. If you live
on the West Coast—I don’t; my con-
stituents weren’t affected—but a whole
lot of people were as they manipulated
energy prices.

Credit Suisse and UBS, two Switzer-
land banks—one of them illegally did
business with Iran. We have tried to
tighten the sanctions on Iran to get
Iran to behave better so they don’t
continue to harass—or worse—Israel
and all the threats they make. We are
going to help a bank that did business
with Iran, and UBS sold toxic mort-
gage-backed securities.

It didn’t have to be this way. I tried
for months to work with the chairman
of the committee—and I like Senator
CRAPO a lot. We work together well. I
tried for months to work in a common-
sense package of reforms aimed at lift-
ing up community banks and credit
unions. That is what we ought to do.
That is what we could do. That is what
we still could do. These are the local fi-
nancial institutions that fuel home
ownership and small businesses. I know
a lot of them. They come to see me
when they are in Washington. I see
them in their communities. I see them
in Sycamore, Columbus, and Mansfield,
and all over the State. These are not
the people who caused the meltdown 10
years ago. These are the ones who got
dragged down when big banks crashed
the economy. I support relief to those
banks and regional banks that do
things right and play by the rules. I
want to do more to help average Amer-
icans who have to cope with unfair
tricks and traps, but that is not what
this bill does. That is how it started
out. That is what Wall Street wants
you to think; this is a bill for the com-
munity banks.

Don’t forget, they said that about the
tax cut bill: It is a tax cut for the mid-
dle class. Well, 81 percent of the bene-
fits of the tax cut go to the richest 1
percent. So don’t always believe what
they say when they talk about this.

This was a false choice. Why should
we have to roll back rules for the larg-
est banks in Switzerland to help out
community banks or credit unions in
Ohio? Of course we shouldn’t. It has
been a false choice. We could pass a bill
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today that helps those local banks in-
vest more in their communities while
keeping in place strict rules for Wall
Street megabanks, but Wall Street and
Republicans don’t want to do that.
They want to use the little guys, the
community banks we all want to help.
They want to use the little guys to ex-
tract something for the big guys. It is
the oldest trick in the book around
here.

We are going to cut taxes for the
middle class. Well, really we are Kind
of hoping we can give big tax breaks to
the richest 1 percent. We are going to
help the community banks, but really
we are hoping—we know we are going
to help Wall Street.

This city, Washington, this govern-
ment, this Senate, this Senate Banking
Committee are all suffering from col-
lective amnesia. They just forgot what
happened 10 years ago. Maybe it is con-
venient they don’t want to remember
what happened. Thankfully, the IMF,
the International Monetary Fund—an
agency of international financial ex-
perts—has done us a favor, to help jog
memories. They have cataloged 300
years of history of bank deregulation
efforts all across the globe. Do you
know what they found? We deregulate,
the economy explodes. We put in pro-
tections, the economy gets better. We
deregulate again, the economy ex-
plodes. We put in protections, the econ-
omy gets better. We deregulate again—
wash, rinse, repeat.

We can do better. We owe it to the
people we serve to do better. The Sen-
ate owes it to 176,000 kids in Ohio and
other kids across the country whose
lives and education were disrupted by
the foreclosure crisis. Think how many
children lived in homes when their par-
ents were foreclosed on or their parents
were evicted, and everything in their
lives turned upside down. We don’t care
about them. We are going to forget
about them, this collective amnesia.
We are going to forget about them be-
cause we want to help the big banks
get bigger and bigger and bigger. Is
that what we are going to do? We owe
it to the millions of people whose re-
tirements were wiped out. Millions of
Americans lost big chunks of their re-
tirement, but we bailed out the big
banks at the same time. We owe it to
the students who graduated in the
great recession and may have low earn-
ings for the rest of their lives.

The watchdogs who understand these
markets are trying to warn us. Paul
Volcker, former Chair of the Federal
Reserve, has cautioned us about this
bill. He was the Fed Chair for a Demo-
crat and a Republican President. Shei-
la Bair, who helped us put protections
in place after the crisis, is a Repub-
lican warning us about this bill. Tom
Hoenig, the current Vice Chair at the
FDIC, selected to that position by Re-
publicans, has told us this bill is harm-
ful. Barney Frank, as in Dodd-Frank,
has said he would vote no if he were
here. Former member of the Federal
Reserve Dan Tarullo, who used to do
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the bank regulation with the Federal
Reserve, has outlined a long series of
concerns. Sarah Bloom Raskin, Anto-
nio Weiss, Gary Gensler, law profes-
sors, fair housing advocates, big bank
experts, people who provide legal serv-
ices across this country who deal with
foreclosures and civil rights groups are
telling us we can’t go down that path
again.

We know what happens next. It is hu-
bris to think we can gut the rules on
these banks again but avoid the next
crisis. If you strip the rules away from
the big banks and you turn your back
as regulators on misfeasance and mal-
feasance, that collective amnesia—we
are going to pay for it, and we know we
are.

There are so many important things
we should be doing here instead. We
should be addressing the fact—and the
Presiding Officer and I have been work-
ing on this bill—that workers and re-
tirees in Ohio and across the country
might have their pensions they have
spent a lifetime earning slashed in half
if Congress doesn’t act. We can be
doing that. We could be addressing the
fact that 400,000 Ohioans pay more than
half their income each month on rent
to keep a roof over their head. We
could be creating jobs. We could be at-
tacking the opioid epidemic. We could
be fighting against high drug prices.
We could be investing in our crumbling
roads and bridges. Instead, guess what.
We are here helping the big banks. Ev-
erybody is willing to work full time to
help Wall Street.

It is a question of whose side are we
on? Are we on the side of megabank
lobbyists or are we on the side of
American taxpayers and homeowners
and students and workers?

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

PROTECT PUBLIC USE OF PUBLIC LANDS BILL

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, Mon-
tanans want to access and enjoy our
State’s public lands, and for a very
good reason. Nothing beats our way of
life in Montana—our hunting, fishing,
hiking, biking, skiing, backpacking,
climbing, all with a backdrop of
breathtaking views and a very rich his-
tory of conservation. That is why Con-
gressman GIANFORTE and I introduced
the Protect Public Use of Public Lands
Act.

Our bill protects our pristine natural
resources while also ensuring that
Montanans are able to recreate in U.S.
Forest Service lands that are not wil-
derness, but they have been locked up
in regulatory limbo for decades. Con-
gressman GIANFORTE’s second bill deals
with similarly locked-up Bureau of
Land Management lands.

Here is what the Protect Public Use
of Public Lands Act does. It ensures
public access to land within five wil-
derness study areas across Montana.
They are also called WSAs. While there
are thousands more acres of public land
that are still in limbo, I put these five
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WSAs in my bill for two simple rea-
sons. First, the Forest Service deter-
mined that these lands were not suit-
able for wilderness in their final plan.
In fact, that was a charge given by
Congress in 1977. They said: Go out and
study these Forest Service lands and
tell us which acres are suitable for wil-
derness and which are not.

The acreages I am proposing we
should release are those that were
deemed not suitable for wilderness in
the final plan by the Forest Service.

Second, there is strong local support
for unlocking these lands from the
grassroots up, including the Montana
State Legislature, countless local com-
munity members, and dozens of sports-
men, county commissioners, and wild-
life groups, including the Western Mon-
tana Fish & Game Association and the
Montana Sportsmen for Fish and Wild-
life.

Unlocking these lands from a WSA
does not—does not—automatically au-
thorize any particular use of the land.
It simply opens up and allows for pub-
lic conversation about how the lands
should be used by setting up the plan-
ning process for public comment. In
fact, protections like the 2001 roadless
rule, the Endangered Species Act, and
the existing forest and travel manage-
ment plans remain intact. Do you
know what this means? You can’t con-
struct a new road, and that would be
kept after the release of the WSAs.

This has been a bottom-up approach
from the get-go, and here is the bottom
line. Montana’s public lands are meant
for everyone. They are meant for peo-
ple who like to recreate in many dif-
ferent ways—for those who love to
hike, of course, but also folks who
enjoy recreating with mountain bikes,
hunting, snowmobiling, and riding
ATVs.

Creating access to our public lands is
critical to Montana’s jobs and our $7
billion outdoor economy. In fact, com-
munities in Montana understand this is
an important local economic driver
that will strengthen local economies
that depend on outdoor jobs. In fact,
just recently, the Bureau of Economic
Analysis agreed. They said that out-
door recreation generates $373 billion
of the GDP across our country, mostly
from motorized vehicles, boating, fish-
ing, hunting, and shooting. Our bill
will help Montanans recreate with all
of these uses by unlocking our public
lands.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I am
going to be joined today by some of my
colleagues from the Banking Com-
mittee who are also supporters of the
Economic Growth, Regulatory Relief,
and Consumer Protection Act. We rise
today to speak about this bipartisan
legislation, which advanced out of the
committee last year by a vote of 16 to
7, a bipartisan vote. The primary pur-
pose of this legislation is to make tar-
geted changes to simplify and improve
the regulatory regime for community
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banks, credit unions, midsized banks,
and regional banks to promote eco-
nomic growth.

Many of us represent rural States
where community banks and credit
unions are the primary providers of
credit and financial services. These in-
stitutions hold a competitive advan-
tage over their larger counterparts, op-
erating with a relationship-based
knowledge of their customers and an
understanding of their unique needs.
They are decidedly disadvantaged when
it comes to keeping up with the ever-
increasing compliance and examiner
demands coming out of Washington.

Our bill offers much needed reforms
that will reduce unnecessary burdens
on smaller financial institutions so
that they can use more of their capital
serving customers rather than com-
plying with Federal regulations that
were never intended for them. It also
adds protections against fraud and
identity theft for consumers, veterans,
senior citizens, and others, as well as
for those falling on hard financial
times.

This bill is the product of robust, bi-
partisan negotiation. It was years in
the making. It is the outgrowth of
feedback and input garnered from a
process we initiated in the Banking
Committee across all stakeholders in
America, as well as from previous
meetings, briefings, and many con-
versations and negotiations among the
members.

I see Senator HEITKAMP is here, and I
am going to ask her to talk about this
process, how we reached this point
today, and what it means for North Da-
kotans.

Senator HEITKAMP.

Ms. HEITKAMP. Thank you. I was
going to say ‘‘Mr. Chairman,” but I
guess at this point he is just Senator
CRAPO.

Mr. President, I want to take a mo-
ment and personally thank Senator
CRAPO from Idaho for his incredible
leadership. Frequently we are asked:
What is wrong in the U.S. Senate? Why
can’t you seem to get anything done,
even though there is common purpose;
that is, to protect the American public,
defend the American public, and help
the American public be prosperous?

Frequently my response is that many
times it is a lack of leadership. It is a
lack of willingness to sit down, listen,
and prepare a product that can get re-
sults. That hasn’t been our problem
with Senator CRAPO. He has been there
personally every step along the way,
not delegating to staff but working
with us one on one—sometimes, maybe,
four on one. He may feel a little bit
ganged up on, but I think it was fair
odds for him, I might say. I also know
that this would not be here without the
leadership of Senator CRAPO and the
Banking Committee, a committee that
historically has a reputation for being
notoriously bipartisan. I want to ex-
tend my great appreciation for his
work and for his willingness to listen
and to work with all of us.
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What are we celebrating today? We
haven’t quite gotten it over the finish
line, but certainly the vote we just had
a couple of hours ago, which was broad
bipartisan support on a cloture vote, is
not something we see very often in this
body. I think what we have to say is
that this bill is a piece of almost old-
fashioned legislating. It is a prime ex-
ample of how Senators can work to-
gether to effectively achieve a result
and do it in a bipartisan way.

Despite the Washington gridlock of
partisanship, a group of us on Banking
wrote and introduced this bipartisan
bill through a good-faith negotiation,
which lasted literally years. I have
been working on this since coming to
the U.S. Senate and being assigned to
the Banking Committee. In fact, I have
been working on these reforms since
2013.

The bill didn’t come together over-
night. It was carefully crafted. It was
done not just with these regulators in
discussion but also the Obama-era reg-
ulators as well. We know that we have
an opportunity to do something that
no one thought was possible—take a
piece of legislation that didn’t come
through in rule XIV, didn’t come
through in reconciliation. It came
through in the traditional way,
through a Banking Committee process
where we sat—and I will again applaud
the Chairman. No amendment was told
it was out of order. No amendment
wasn’t given an opportunity to be
heard or voted on. In fact, we sat for 7
hours and voted on amendments and
listened to debate on this bill. Those
people who think it came quickly are
wrong. This did not come quickly. It
came over a long period of time,
through extensive discussions.

I want to talk about why I care so
much about this bill. When I was going
around the State in 2012, talking to
folks who had opinions about the Fed-
eral Government, one of the things I
frequently heard from my small credit
unions and my independent community
bankers and my bankers—in North Da-
kota, independent community bankers
frequently tend to be members of the
North Dakota Bankers Association.
They said one thing to me that really
resonated, and that was: How is it that
Dodd-Frank, which was supposed to
deal with the largest lenders in this
country, the largest institutions in
this country—how is it that you have
this Dodd-Frank bill that was supposed
to stop too big to fail, and it has be-
come too small to succeed? The com-
pliance burdens are overwhelming. The
confusion that we have about this—we
wonder why all of this is on us when we
weren’t part of the problem. We are
getting punished for being a financial
institution and for no good reason,
other than we are in a class that in-
cludes much bigger actors.

One of the things I would tell you is
that this bill is critical to rural Amer-
ica. When you look at the challenges
that rural America faces, access to cap-
ital has to be on top of the list. Plus, I



S1354

think all of those who have been to a
Class B basketball tournament or a
Class B basketball game can look at
the program, turn it over, and what
they will see is sponsorship from their
local lending institution; they will see
a part of the community. Whether it is
helping host fundraisers, whether it is
being involved in cancer drives, that
Main Street institution of the commu-
nity bank is there every step of the
way. We are seeing more and more
those institutions being challenged by
things such as overregulation.

I want to talk a little bit about my
hometown bank, the first bank in
which I had a checking account and a
savings account. It is a little bit of a
funny story. The statute of limitations
has probably run, but back in the day,
in every small town, there was illegal
gambling. I know, people might be
shocked.

My dad put my name in a raffle they
were having. That night at the stag
party, I won the raffle. It was $30,
which years ago was a lot of money.
The first thing my dad did was take me
to Lincoln State Bank to open a sav-
ings account. I put that $30 into a sav-
ings account. That institution was
there, and from there, we had our first
checking account. From there, I knew
that my dad had a relationship with
his banker that would help him
through some tough times when he
needed a little bit of extra cash and
help him through times when he need-
ed a car loan.

When we lose those local lenders,
when we lose the ability of those local
lenders to do business, that means the
opportunity for relationship banking is
gone. What do I mean by that? I have
told this story many times in com-
mittee. You are the small town banker.
A guy comes in, and maybe he has a
shoebox full of receipts. He doesn’t
have a fancy cash flow statement. He
doesn’t have a fancy work plan. But
you know that this guy has never not
paid a bill. He owes nobody any money.
That is part of his character—who he
is. He never cheats anyone. He fixes the
plumbing. He fixes the furnace, and it
stays fixed. He doesn’t ask for a lot in
return, but maybe he needs a new piece
of equipment. Maybe he needs a new
car. He goes to the local lender. That
may not pencil out. It may not be the
best loan they are going to make, but
it is who they are, and it is what they
contribute to that institution.

They give that guy the loan, not
based on any paperwork in that
shoebox. They give that guy the loan
based on who they know he is.

Then, there is the other guy in the
small town who comes in. He may have
a fancy cash flow statement, and he
may have a wonderful statement of net
worth that he can present to the bank.

Yet one thing the banker Kknows
about him is that there may be some
unpaid bills and that he may be the
guy who takes out a loan but then
wants to negotiate 80 cents on the dol-
lar.
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In America, we have to bring back re-
lationship lending. You can say: Well,
none of these regulations really apply
to them. Why don’t you talk to these
folks who are in the banking world and
realize that they have retracted from
mortgage lending because they are
fearful that they will do something
wrong and will not be able to afford the
fines that they may be assessed. They
are fearful that they will not be able to
contribute and be part of the commu-
nity effort because we have overregu-
lated the smallest institutions to the
point at which they wonder if their
children, who could inherit their insti-
tutions, really want to stay in busi-
ness.

There will be a lot of discussion
about this bill. There has been a lot of
discussion already. The one thing I
want to say is that we stand ready to
defend any of these provisions.

Before I close and turn this over to
the Senator from Georgia, I want to
just say that one of the things we need
to be very careful of here when we de-
bate this bill is that we do not in any
way misstate the effects of this bill, be-
cause that misstatement will become
part of the public record. I am going to
be very aggressive in making sure that
we push back against statements that I
believe are false, statements that char-
acterize this bill in a way that was not
intended and that, in fact, is not part
of the legislative language.

Mr. CRAPO. Before the Senator
yields to the Senator from Georgia,
may I make one comment?

Ms. HEITKAMP. Yes.

Mr. CRAPO. I just want to express
appreciation for the Senator’s chart.

For those who cannot see the chart,
this is a chart that the Senator from
North Dakota has put up that shows
the intersection of Main Street and re-
lief for Main Street. The reason I men-
tion this is that back when we were de-
bating this regulatory system that was
put into place that we are now trying
to rightsize and correct, I had held a
news conference on Main Street in
Boise, ID. I had said: This legislation is
being promoted as targeting Wall
Street excesses, but the bulls-eye is on
Main Street across this country, which
is what we are trying to fix today.

So I just wanted to tell the Senator
how much I love her chart.

Ms. HEITKAMP. The Senator from
Idaho can borrow it at any time. I have
no pride of authorship, and there is no
copyright on here. He may pass it
around.

Mr. CRAPO. I will take the Senator
up on that.

I yield to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. PERDUE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator and am honored to follow
my good friend from North Dakota.

It took courage for the Senator from
North Dakota to be a leader on this
issue in committee. The Banking Com-
mittee fought hard and long on this
issue. I think there were 30 amend-
ments that we discussed and voted on
in coming to this bill that we are
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bringing forward today. The Senator
from North Dakota was a shining star
in that debate, one that reminded both
sides of what was most important—the
people back home. The Senator has re-
minded me today of something that I
have come prepared to talk about but
that, I think, warrants merit.

The Citizens State Bank was my
hometown bank, and it has been
bought and sold a few times. My father,
who was a schoolteacher and a school
superintendent, was actually on that
board. It was my first exposure as to
how banking worked. I remember going
with my dad then, who was a school-
teacher and didn’t make a lot of money
but who wanted a loan to buy a car. At
that time, I was a little older, but this
was a 1954 Ford that my dad had been
driving. I am not really that old, but it
was an old car, and he wanted to buy a
new car. I remember sitting off to the
side and listening to the conversation.

When you talk about relationship
lending, relationship lending could not
go very long if that relationship lend-
ing didn’t lead to a loan that got paid
back. I knew the lending officer be-
cause he taught me in Sunday school.
We saw him every week in church. His
children went to the school where my
dad was the principal.

This is a different time today—I un-
derstand that—but the fact still re-
mains that relationship lending, as the
Senator from North Dakota just re-
minded us, should be at the core of
what we consider here when we talk
about this being a lending institution,
making a transaction with an indi-
vidual for him to then pay that loan
back. That is what we tend to forget
sometimes because of the debacle in
2008.

Since Dodd-Frank has become law,
over 1,700 banks have been closed. Let
me say that again. Since Dodd-Frank
has become law, 1,700 banks have been
shut down. Most of these are commu-
nity banks and regional banks—enti-
ties that had nothing whatsoever to do
with the financial situation in 2008.
While some in this body may see that
as encouraging signs that Big Govern-
ment is now getting more control of
the lending principal in the banking in-
dustry, I think they are misguided. I
think they are overlooking the reality
that these 1,700 banks aren’t the mas-
sive big banks or the very few banks
that had responsibility in the 2008 fi-
nancial crisis. These are local banks,
credit unions, regional banks—the
banks supporting our Main Street, as
the Senator from North Dakota just re-
minded us. They are providing small
businesses with capital and sponsoring
Little League Baseball games.

I grew up in Little League, as many
Senators here did—and in softball
leagues and so forth. Right there in
center field was The Citizens State
Bank sign, for, every year, they were
involved in that effort in that commu-
nity. Yet, for nearly 8 years, those
same small town entities have been
hammered by Big Government regula-
tions that had been enacted by the
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Dodd-Frank Act. Credit unions, com-
munity banks, regional banks were
simply not responsible for the financial
crisis of 2008, period. None of the draco-
nian rules put on them make them
safer today than they were in 2007.
These onerous rules have subjected
these small lenders to the same regula-
tion and compliance costs to which the
major four or five banks are now being
subjected. Overall, it is estimated that
compliance costs for community banks
have risen by at least 20 percent, but I
think it is much higher than that.

I met with a regional bank just this
morning from Georgia, and their com-
pliance costs have gone up $400 million
because of Dodd-Frank. That is money
that could be in the community in the
form of loans; yet it is now coming in
the form of higher compliance costs.
Some of those are fines, by the way,
coming from the Federal Government
up here. That is another topic for an-
other day that we don’t address in this
bill.

This is eating up those small banks’
bottom lines and is discouraging some
banks from offering some services to
their communities—services that small
businesses and Main Street rely on for
capital every day as they try to grow.
What happens when a bank grows?
Lending grows. That means small busi-
nesses grow. What happens when small
businesses grow? Jobs are created.
Compliance costs run diametrically op-
posite to that dynamic and do not in-
crease or lower the risk.

The CFPB’s qualified mortgage rule
is a perfect example. This rule has driv-
en many community banks actually
out of the mortgage lending business
altogether. So, while it was intended to
protect the consumer, yes, it protected
the consumer all right. It protected
him from being able to get a mortgage.

Government restrictions on recip-
rocal deposits are what is at topic here
in this bill. Reciprocal deposits have
created uncertainty around this crit-
ical lifeline for community banks and
especially minority-owned banks that
have specialized in serving customers
with limited discretionary income and
limited access to capital. Dodd-Frank
is crippling the ability of community
banks and regional banks to serve
these communities.

We recently heard from one commu-
nity bank in Georgia that has not even
established a residential mortgage de-
partment to serve the community be-
cause of these draconian compliance
regulations. Why isn’t it doing this? It
is simply because the Federal Govern-
ment—the people in this room—decided
a few years ago in the Dodd-Frank Act
that they knew more about the free en-
terprise system, the capital formation
dynamic, the relationship between a
lending entity and a borrowing entity,
and how all of that translates into jobs
and economic growth. Because of that,
we have ended up with this arcane
Dodd-Frank rule that overregulates
these small regional and community
banks.
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Look, we are not trying to blow up
Dodd-Frank. Many of us have taken a
big step back in terms of what we
think we need to do in terms of grow-
ing the economy in order to accommo-
date this bill. I think there are some 14
cosponsors on the other side of the
aisle, and I applaud them for the cour-
age that it has taken to work with us
to get to a bill on which we both give
and take. In the Senate, the No. 1 criti-
cism we get back home is: Why can’t
you guys work together to get any-
thing done? Here is a shining example.
If we can get it across the finish line
here and get a vote on this, we may
have a tremendous example that will
have a dramatic impact on Main Street
back home.

Small banks tend to spend too much
time and resources dealing with the
regulation and compliance costs that
this Dodd-Frank law has created. Put
simply, Dodd-Frank is just another
one-size-fits-all, Washington bureau-
cratic policy that hurts the very people
it claims to champion—the middle
class and the working poor and those
communities that have the least access
to capital to borrow. Fortunately, we
have an opportunity to do something
today to fix these problems.

The Economic Growth, Regulatory
Relief, and Consumer Protection Act
takes major steps to roll back Dodd-
Frank’s overreach. It will bring relief
to the more than 5,000 community
banks across the country. It will help
free up capital for small businesses to
invest in our economy and put people
to work. It will help minority-owned
banks, again, to provide a wider range
of services.

In my State, the Citizens Trust Bank
is a minority-owned bank in Atlanta.
Why is that important? You may have
heard of that bank. Martin Luther
King, Jr., was a customer of the Citi-
zens Trust Bank. Martin Luther King,
Sr., served on its board. Many distin-
guished Atlantans and Georgians have
been customers and members of the
board of this auspicious bank in Geor-
gia. Citizens Trust, though, has been
forced to draw back its entire mort-
gage business because of the regulatory
costs that have been imposed by Dodd-
Frank. This is counterintuitive.
Thanks to the action we are taking
this week in the U.S. Senate, Citizens
Trust will be able to grow its mortgage
business again because of safe harbor
provisions in this plan.

Citizens Trust is not alone. Carver
Bank is a minority-owned bank that
has been serving Savannah, GA, for 90
years. The restrictions and regulatory
uncertainty on reciprocal deposits have
limited its resources. This bill we are
voting on this week will more than re-
move government restrictions on recip-
rocal deposits, meaning Carver Bank
and Citizens Trust and many others
will have additional lending capacity
and lower compliance costs, which is
another way to provide more capital to
the community.

This bill was written by both Demo-
crats and Republicans. It is a shining
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example of what people back home ex-
pect us to do up here—our job. No, it is
not perfect from my perspective. It is
not perfect from the Senator from
North Dakota’s perspective, but do you
know what? Between us, there is com-
mon ground, and we have found it. This
bill will bring relief to rural commu-
nities and help small businesses, which
will, in turn, grow our economy—some-
thing that both sides want dearly. This
bill also preserves and improves con-
sumer credit protections.

A vote on this plan is a vote for Main
Street growth, obviously. It is a vote
for rural communities and small busi-
nesses. It is a vote for people who work
with their local banks to secure capital
so that they can keep building the
American dream.

I commend my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle for coming together
in support of this bipartisan effort, and
I encourage every Member of this body
to think seriously about this and to
support this bill in its final passage.

I thank the chairman of the Banking
Committee, the Senator from Idaho. I
cannot tell him how much I appreciate
his leadership. This has been a yeo-
man’s effort, and I am committed to
seeing this through, across the finish
line, and getting a vote on it this week.
I thank him for his leadership.

Mr. CRAPO. I thank very much the
Senator from Georgia.

I next ask Senator CORKER if he
would like to weigh in and let us know
his thoughts on this.

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I will be
very brief as I know numbers of people
here would like to speak to this bill,
which will be an accomplishment for
us, and we greatly appreciate the Sen-
ator’s leadership in making it happen.

I was here when Dodd-Frank was
passed. I was on the Banking Com-
mittee at that time. I didn’t support it.
The reason I didn’t support it is for the
many reasons and the many things we
are doing today to correct it.

Whenever regulation passes, it begins
at the targeted group, which, in this
case, was made up of the larger institu-
tions in our country which failed.
Then, over time, the regulatory proc-
esses seeped down to the smaller enti-
ties, the smaller banks, that were
housed in the communities all across
our respective States—the members of
the Rotary Club, the Kiwanis Club, the
Lions Clubs International, the Cham-
ber of Commerce—the people who
make things happen in our commu-
nities back home. We have ended up in
a situation now in which our commu-
nity banks and credit unions, which
serve our communities and cause eco-
nomic growth to occur, have these
large back office operations that are
spread over a smaller asset base. It has
made them noncompetitive and has
made it very difficult for them to do
the jobs we all cherish that they do
back home, which is to help to grow
those economies. This bill is focused on
them.

Senator TESTER, I know, has been fo-
cused on this for many years, but what
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we are doing here is giving relief to
those institutions. It is about time. We
have had enough time to see what
needs to happen. This was done in a bi-
partisan way, for which I am thankful.

Mr. President, I would like to thank
Senator CRAPO for his leadership here
in working with people on both sides of
the aisle to create a responsible bill
that is not an overreach. Some of the
provisions of Dodd-Frank, we all know,
are good. Some of them are good, and
we are leaving many of those in place.
At the same time, what we are doing is
taking a very constructive step to
make sure that these smaller institu-
tions, which represent a very small
amount of the assets in our Nation but
have such outsized impact on the com-
munities they are in, have the ability
again to flourish and do the things that
are necessary for our economies back
home to grow.

I thank Senator CRAPO. I am proud to
be a part of this and a cosponsor. I
thank Senator CRAPO for letting us be
a part of it, and I hope that collec-
tively we will ensure that this is a very
successful effort.

I yield the floor.

(Mr. HOEVEN assumed the Chair.)

Mr. CRAPO. I thank Senator CORKER.
I appreciate that.

Next, I would like to turn to my col-
league from the other side of the
aisle—another colleague from the
other side of the aisle, just showing the
bipartisanship we have here on this
bill—Senator TESTER from Montana.

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I thank
Chairman CRAPO. I want to associate
myself with my good friend from Ten-
nessee, Senator BOB CORKER. We al-
ways say ‘‘good friend,” but the truth
is that Senator CORKER has truly been
a good friend. We came to this body to-
gether, and he has exhibited uncom-
mon common sense in this body time
and again, and once again, he has
today. I thank Senator CORKER for his
remarks about this bill.

Mr. President, time and again over
the past year, I have been here on the
Senate floor raising my concerns about
the direction this body is heading—se-
cret backroom deals on the healthcare
bill, a ‘‘take it or leave it’’ tax bill that
was dropped on our desks literally
hours before the vote, and the floor
time that has been wasted to score po-
litical points. Quite frankly, this dys-
function has turned the world’s most
deliberative body into a shell of its
former self.

Folks in Washington have shied away
from the big debates and refused to
tackle the tough issues that are facing
hard-working Americans every day,
but this week I am hopeful that can
change.

Today we begin the debate on the bi-
partisan Economic Growth, Regulatory
Relief, and Consumer Protection Act.
This bill is the product of years of bi-
partisan negotiations, hearings, and
compromises. Under the leadership of
Chairman CRAPO and my good friends
Senators HEITKAMP, DONNELLY, and
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WARNER, we have struck a bipartisan
agreement that is needed to provide an
economic boost for rural America.
Folks from both parties put their dif-
ferences aside. We negotiated from our
points of agreement, and we empha-
sized common ground. We kept work-
ing toward our shared goal of strength-
ening America’s economy by providing
commonsense regulatory reform to
small- and medium-sized banks, com-
munity banks, and credit unions.

During the committee process, this
bill was marked up and debated for 7
hours. We voted on 36 amendments dur-
ing an open amendment process. The
chairman handled that committee
process incredibly professionally.

Since this bill was introduced in the
Banking Committee last year, it has
been strengthened by Senators who are
not on that committee, and it has been
endorsed by regulators, veterans
groups, and job creators from both par-
ties. This bipartisan bill has support
from folks of all walks of life and is co-
sponsored by more than a quarter of
this body because they know that re-
form is desperately needed.

In my home State of Montana, prior
to the financial crisis in 2008, there
were 72 chartered banks. Today that
number has dropped to 49. What we
have seen in Montana is not unique
throughout this country. Across rural
America, bank consolidation is leaving
communities underserved. Community
banks and credit unions didn’t cause
the financial crisis back in 2008, but
they have suffered under a one-size-
fits-all set of regulations specifically
designed to rein in the behavior on
Wall Street. As a result of complying
with these regulations, many of our
community bankers are hanging up
their hats, and our local banks are
being swallowed up by bigger banks.
Ultimately, they will be swallowed up
by the folks on Wall Street.

Furthermore, when a community
bank is bought out by a big bank, its
business model changes and it is no
longer tailored to fit that community.
Despite being a small portion of the
banking industry, community banks
provide—listen to this—48 percent of
the small business loans in this coun-
try, 15 percent of the residential mort-
gage lending, 43 percent of farmland
and farm lending, and 34 percent of
commercial real estate loans. These
banks are designed and built to serve
their communities.

Since the passage of Dodd-Frank, the
number of banks in this country has
declined by 14 percent, and in our State
of Montana, with some quick math, it
is closer to 30 percent. If you are a
product of rural America like I am, you
know full well the consequences when a
bank leaves town. It is just a matter of
time before that community shrivels
up. Folks, something must be done.

Eight years ago, during the dark
days of the financial crisis, I proudly
supported Dodd-Frank. Dodd-Frank
was needed to crack down on risky fi-
nancial behavior. For the most part,
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Dodd-Frank has been successful, but,
like all major bills, Dodd-Frank had
some unintended consequences. Since
its passage, small business lending has
declined by 41 percent. That is why our
bill is needed—to bring more capital to
Main Streets across America and to
protect community banks from further
consolidation.

Our bill provides small and midsized
banks and credit unions with more
flexibility to meet the unique needs of
the communities they serve. It also
provides our community banks with
much needed regulatory relief and cuts
the redtape to keep our local banks
competitive. It includes critical con-
sumer protection provisions to better
protect our veterans, our seniors, and
tenants. This bipartisan bill makes it
easier for young families to purchase
their first home. It helps family farm-
ers and ranchers secure the capital
they need to survive a tough year when
Mother Nature doesn’t cooperate. It
helps small businesses and startups se-
cure the funding they need to grow
their businesses and create more jobs.
It protects the small banks that serve
as a cornerstone of rural communities
from being eaten alive by the big boys
on Wall Street.

In addition to banking reform, this
bill strengthens the rights of con-
sumers. It provides consumers with un-
limited free credit freezes and
unfreezes. It prevents mortgage compa-
nies from immediately kicking tenants
out of their homes if a landlord is fore-
closed on. It increases safeguards
against fraud for veterans, Active-Duty
servicemembers, seniors, and children.

Over the course of this debate, there
are going to be some folks who come to
this floor and peddle misinformation,
so let me be clear about what this bill
does not do. It does not roll back the
regulations on Wall Street’s fat cats. It
does not make structural changes to
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau. It does not weaken or repeal the
Volcker rule for large banks. It does
not change the way the Federal Re-
serve regulates foreign banks. It does
not weaken efforts to combat lending
discrimination.

I have already seen a lot of false-
hoods about this bill claimed out there,
so I hope this debate stays grounded in
the facts, and the fact is that folks in
rural America need this bill.

Take for instance the Community
Bank in Polson, MT. Polson’s popu-
lation is 5,000, and that might be gen-
erous. The Community Bank had faith-
fully served this community for dec-
ades, but the regulations from Dodd-
Frank were so burdensome on that
small bank and so costly that it was
forced to sell out to a larger bank.

But it is not just Polson. Here is
what other folks in my State are say-
ing about the bill. A small credit union
in Billings, MT, said:

As a small credit union, we spend a ridicu-
lous amount of time complying with com-
plex rules and I am pleased to see a bill that
would eliminate some of this red tape so I
can focus my resources on serving members.
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That was from Sydney El-Bakken,
manager of Homestead Federal Credit
Union in Billings, MT.

This is a quote from another bank in
Jordan, MT:

Dodd-Frank has disproportionately af-
fected small banks like mine who have lim-
ited staff and resources to comply with the
regulations created by the bill. Prior to
Dodd-Frank’s passage, my bank was able to
keep up with compliance regulations with
one staff member. Now, in addition to our
one staff person, we also have outside com-
pliance consultants that cost us over $23,000
last year alone.

I am going to get back to that figure
in a second.

I have talked to many of my fellow bank-
ers who decided to sell to, or merge with, an-
other bank. Almost every one of them has
told me that the regulatory burden was one
of the main reasons for them to sell or
merge.

The loss of small community banks is not
good for our country, our consumers, or our
economy. This bill provides many remedies
to lessen the regulatory burden on small
banks, which allow us to remain competi-
tive, viable, and able to serve the needs of
our communities.

The reason I bring up the $23,000 is
that there are some out there who may
be listening and may say that $23,000 is
not even a rounding error in a lot of
businesses. Rex Phipps is the CEO of
Garfield County Bank in Jordan, MT.
Their total assets are $86 million. This
is a small bank that is getting pounded
and that this bill is going to help in a
big, big way.

I am going to tell you, I could go on
reading the words of community bank-
ers and credit union leaders and busi-
nesses in Montana that support this
bill, but the bottom line is this: Folks
sent us to the Senate to do something
to help out the folks we represent. For
too long, this body has been dragged
into the mud, and as a result, we have
had partisan and zero-sum policies and
zero-sum politics. Dysfunction has
kept this Congress from doing its job,
and part of that job is to fine-tune laws
to ensure that regulation fits the risk.

Enough is enough already. We must
do something. And I am proud to work
with 13 Republicans, 12 Democrats, and
1 Independent who worked so hard to
compromise on this bill that I think
works very well for rural America. The
Economic Growth, Regulatory Relief,
and Consumer Protection Act is a jobs
bill, and it is a much needed solution
for the folks who power our local
economies. I look forward to this
week’s debate.

It is encouraging to see that the Sen-
ate is back here doing the job we were
sent here to do. It is encouraging that
we have a bill here that has gone
through the process to gather public
input, gather bipartisan support, and it
is now on the floor so that we can de-
bate it. I look forward to that debate,
and I hope that debate is based on the
facts.

I want to say one more thing before
I yield the floor. We would not be here
today without Chairman CRAPO. Chair-
man CRAPO has done a fine job getting
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everybody’s opinion, respecting
everybody’s opinion, and walking that
line to allow for negotiations and hav-
ing a good bill as the final product. I
don’t know what is going to be in the
final managers’ package, but I hope it
doesn’t change this bill dramatically
because I think this bill really fits the
needs of our economy, especially in
rural America right now.

With that, I would just say, look, we
have some work to do. Hopefully we
can do it in a timely fashion and get
this bill off to the House. Hopefully the
House doesn’t screw it up and we can
get it to the President’s desk for his
signature.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Montana, Senator
TESTER. Earlier in my remarks, I said
that this bill had been years in the
making, and Senator TESTER is one of
those who have been involved the en-
tire time, helping us to get here, as are
Senator DONNELLY from Indiana and
Senator WARNER, who is here—he had
to step out for just a second—and Sen-
ator HEITKAMP, who was here earlier.

I now want to turn to one of our col-
leagues on the Republican side, Sen-
ator MORAN from Kansas, who also is
one of those who have been with us for
years, working to make sure we get
this critically needed legislation to the
floor.

Senator MORAN.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Idaho for his kind re-
marks, and I join my colleagues in ex-
pressing our gratitude for his efforts to
make certain we are here today. What
a long time it has been to get us to this
point.

This is important legislation, and we
ought not suggest that because there is
such bipartisan support, that this is a
minor accomplishment. We come to-
gether, it seems, on the small things
around here, but on the big things, it
seems awfully impossible for us to
bridge the gap. Therefore, to suggest
that what we are doing here today is
nothing important would be a total
mistake,would be a fabrication of the
facts.

If we are successful in passing this
legislation and the House accepting it
in a form that is acceptable to the Sen-
ate and having it signed by the Presi-
dent, this legislation will make a sig-
nificant and tremendous difference in
America and especially on Main Street,
in farms and small businesses across
the country.

A significant component of what I
am about in my work in the Senate is
trying to make certain that my col-
leagues from places that are not rural
understand the rural nature of much of
America and understand how we do
business and how things get done.

As has been indicated by many of my
colleagues, in smalltown America,
nothing gets done without the support
of your local financial institution. We
earn a living in much of Kansas by
small businesses—by farms and
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ranches—and in the absence of access
to credit, the ability for us to continue
to earn a living in smalltown America
disappears.

It was a sad day when the Banking
Committee—mow 3 years or so ago—
passed Dodd-Frank reform legislation
but did so with only Republican votes.
The sadness is that we were unable to
find common ground and make a dif-
ference in a piece of legislation that
was passed in years gone by. We were
unable to make the improvements that
were necessary, the changes, the alter-
ations that could make Dodd-Frank
work for rural America, that could
limit its scope to Wall Street, not Main
Street.

I think when Dodd-Frank was passed
and many of us voted against it, Re-
publicans were saying: We are going to
repeal Dodd-Frank. That caused many
Democrats to say: We are not going to
let you touch Dodd-Frank. So we have
been at an impasse when Republicans
and Democrats alike know that this
legislation, Dodd-Frank, is causing se-
rious harm to places across the coun-
try. But we have gone to our corners.
We have argued for full repeal, and you
have argued that we are not going to
touch it. This is a good day in which we
have decided that it is neither one of
those extremes. It is the idea that we
can find the solutions to problems that
exist as a result of legislation that
Congress approved.

This legislation is important, and it
matters. It is important because it
demonstrates that the Senate can func-
tion in its proper form, that we can ac-
complish good, commonsense things. It
is also important because it will alter
the landscape in the future for commu-
nities across Kansas and around the
country.

In rural America, we need access to
credit. It is too often that access to
credit is only available from that
smalltown lender—that local bank,
that credit union—and they know the
community and know their borrowers.

Earlier, one of my colleagues talked
about relationship banking. It is the
banking system that many of us grew
up with, and it is the banking system
that still works for us in smalltown
America. In the absence of the reforms
included in this legislation, the ability
of many of my banks in Kansas to
make home loans will continue to be
absent.

For the years that I have been on the
Banking Committee, I have questioned
the examiners, the FDIC, the Comp-
troller of the Currency, and the State
banking commissioners: What are you
doing to make certain that the regula-
tions don’t put out of business the
smalltown lenders who are so impor-
tant to the communities that I rep-
resent?

It seems that we have gotten lip-
service: We have a committee. We have
a commission. We study these things.
When you ask ‘“What rule or regulation
have you eliminated?’” there is never
an answer that outlines that that has
happened.



S1358

Today, we are altering the oppor-
tunity for the regulators to continue to
overregulate financial institutions that
are only important to the communities
they serve, and if they have financial
challenges, it does not create a threat
to the rest of our banking system or to
our country’s economy and fiscal con-
dition. Relationship banking matters.

Today we have a regulatory environ-
ment in which bankers are fearful of
making a home loan to a citizen within
their community. If somebody wants to
buy a home or build a home, they are
told by their local bank: We can’t af-
ford the cost associated with the regu-
lations for making these loans. We
can’t afford the risk that if we make a
technical error, the financial con-
sequences to our bank will be so great,
we will be out of the home loan busi-
ness.

Who would ever expect to go to their
hometown bank and discover they
don’t make home loans? And it is not
because there is not the opportunity to
make a loan that will be repaid—the
bank will make money, and the bor-
rower will get the benefit of the loan—
it is because, upon a mistake, the regu-
lations are so onerous and so expensive
that the business decision is made not
that this person is not creditworthy
but that the risk associated with the
regulations is so great that they can’t
make the loan.

We need more banks, more financial
institutions making home loans in
more communities so that more people
in rural American can access the
American dream. If we create a bank-
ing system in which the rules and regu-
lations dictate that every ‘‘t”” must be
crossed and every ‘‘i” must be dotted,
and it is like you have a computer pro-
gram and plug in the numbers and
make a decision whether that local
banker can make a loan, rural America
will no longer be here.

For much of the time I have served in
Congress and tried to explain rural
America to my colleagues, I have indi-
cated that in communities that I rep-
resent, it is often true that economic
development can be the difference be-
tween whether or not there is a grocery
store in town. Most people in Wash-
ington, DC, don’t understand the na-
ture of that small town. Is there a
hardware store? Can the newspaper
continue to print newspapers and sell
enough advertising and subscriptions
to make ends meet? When you lose
your grocery store, you begin to lose
your home town.

What I have learned over time is that
if only that local financial institution
is making a loan, are we going to have
a grocery store in our town? That local
relationship lender knows their com-
munity, knows their borrowers, and
knows whether they have the character
to repay the loan.

I saw this happen recently, and we
are experiencing this in Kansas again
this month. Wildfires are consuming
acres of land across rural Kansas. Our
grasslands are burning. A year ago this
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month, nearly 80 percent of Clark
County, KS, was consumed in a wild-
fire. It is a ranching community. Ash-
land, the county seat, has a population
of 900. That is rural. That is the biggest
town in the county. As a result of those
fires, thousands of head of cattle were
killed in the fire or had to be
euthanized. As you would think, there
was a terrible economic consequence to
the community. You would wonder,
how do we recover? One of the things
you would think about is, well, I can go
to my bank and borrow money to keep
my farm or my cattle operation in
business. But those cattlemen no
longer had any collateral. There was no
collateral. You could not tell your
banker: I pledge my cattle to repay the
loan. If T don’t repay the loan, you get
my cattle. The fire consumed their op-
portunity to rebuild.

The Presiding Officer is a member of
the Agriculture Committee. He will be
asked about the safety net that is in a
farm bill, and that is important to us.
But the safety net that many farmers
and ranchers have in Kansas is the re-
lationship they have with their banker,
who makes a decision. It is not based
upon a computer program or that every
“t” is crossed and every ‘‘i” is dotted.
That banker makes a decision based
upon the character and the relation-
ship and the history.

Many of our banks in Kansas are
owned by families. They have been in
the family for generations. The same is
true of our farms and ranches. That re-
lationship allows a banker to make a
loan even when there is no cattle due
to the result of a natural disaster. The
collateral is gone, but the banker
knows the family. He knows the his-
tory and knows whether this potential
borrower has character. They know
that if he or she makes a promise to
repay, that he or she will.

All too often, those decisions have
been taken away from those relation-
ship lenders and reside here in Wash-
ington, DC, with a myriad of regulators
who are telling our bankers through
their examiners, through the examina-
tion process, this is a loan you can’t
make or this is a loan we will write for
you.

Today, we make another step in the
process toward returning the ability
for smalltown America—its businesses,
its farmers, and its ranchers—to have a
future. This is important legislation
that will make a significant difference
in the future of communities and the
people who live in rural America and in
rural Kansas.

This is not about taking care of
bankers. It is not about taking care of
credit unions. It is about taking care of
the people they serve, their borrowers,
and that means a bright future for the
rest of rural America, for the other
people who live in the communities,
because access to credit determines
whether there is a grocery store in
town or whether a farmer or a rancher
can borrow money to keep their busi-
ness going, to keep their farm or ranch
going.

March 6, 2018

This is a good day, and I commend
my colleagues. It is a good day for the
Senate, to see us working together, Re-
publicans and Democrats, to reach a
result that will make a difference. It is
a good day for America. It is a good
day for rural America. It is an oppor-
tunity for us to correct when we went
too far following the financial collapse
of 2008.

Thank you for the opportunity to
speak. I appreciate my colleagues, es-
pecially the chairman, the Senator
from Idaho, for his tremendous efforts
in bringing us together and getting us
to this point.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Kansas, Mr. MORAN,
for his kind comments and especially
for so clearly explaining the true bene-
ficiaries of this legislation.

There is a lot of talk about financial
institutions and even small banks and
credit unions, but the real beneficiaries
are the borrowers. They are the small
businesses and the individuals who live
in small and rural communities across
this country and, frankly, even in some
of our larger communities across this
country. I thank you for explaining
that so well.

The first words in the name of this
bill are the ‘“Economic Growth,”’ then
“Regulatory Relief, and Consumer Pro-
tection Bill.”

I would like to turn to Senator DON-
NELLY from Indiana—another one of
the giants in terms of sticking to it
and helping us get this important legis-
lation drafted and moved to the floor.

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. President, I
want to thank Chairman CRAPO and my
good friend from Kansas, whose state-
ment is so similar to mine in many
ways.

In rural Indiana—you talked about
relationship banking. That is, in many
ways, the heartbeat of a community.
Our small businesses, our farms that
are handed down from generation to
generation—you find the grandsons of
our farmers dealing with the grandsons
of the person who developed the bank.
It is a privilege to be part of this.

I thank the chairman of the Banking
Committee, Senator CRAPO, for leading
this debate and for his good-faith ef-
forts to make this a bipartisan process.

As we debate the Economic Growth,
Regulatory Relief, and Consumer Pro-
tection Act, the Senate is on the verge
of doing something significant. We are
breaking through the gridlock on a bi-
partisan legislative package to reduce
unnecessary regulatory burdens on
Main Street banks and credit unions,
while also expanding protections for
consumers, servicemembers, and vet-
erans.

This is an example of what we can
achieve when we work together. I am
proud to have worked closely with my
friend the chairman, Senator CRAPO,
among others, to craft this bipartisan
legislation that, as my friend Senator
TESTER mentioned—13 Republicans, 12
Democrats, 1 Independent.

I have worked on this issue since I
came to the Senate in 2013. This bill is
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the result of dozens of meetings, Bank-
ing Committee hearings, and a 7¥%-hour
committee markup, where more than
100 amendments from both sides were
filed, and 36 were considered and voted
on. This bill is carefully written and
narrowly tailored.

This commonsense legislation is in-
tended to help Main Street community
banks and local credit unions to focus
more on traditional banking—our
small businesses, our farms, our fami-
lies—while maintaining the safety and
soundness of our financial system.

In rural areas and in many towns
across my beloved home State of Indi-
ana, Main Street community banks
and credit unions are the institutions
that Hoosiers turn to—whether it is a
family seeking a mortgage for their
first home to make their dreams come
true or an entrepreneur with a dream
who is looking to start a small busi-
ness, create more jobs, and make his or
her community grow.

Unfortunately, the 103 community
banks and 154 credit unions in Indiana
have been unintentionally burdened by
rules and regulations that were in-
tended to hold Wall Street account-
able, to make sure they would never
damage our economy again. Since 2008,
the number of small business loans is
down 41 percent nationally. That is ac-
cording to our Federal banking regu-
lators.

This package includes a number of
important new consumer protections
as well, including for servicemembers,
as I mentioned, for veterans, seniors,
and tenants.

One provision is based on my bipar-
tisan Protecting Veterans Credit Act.
It ensures that veterans are not wrong-
ly penalized when the Department of
Veterans Affairs is late in paying a
vet’s medical bills.

In response to Equifax’s massive data
breach and other data breaches, for the
first time, every American—Ilet me re-
peat that—every American would be
able to freeze and unfreeze their credit
free of charge and set year-long fraud
alerts.

This bill also provides free credit
monitoring for all Active-Duty service-
members.

This makes a big difference. It helps
folks like Cpl Logan Hartz, a Hoosier,
who serves proudly in the U.S. Marine
Corps. He was training at Camp
Lejeune when he learned his personal
information may have been com-
promised by Equifax. He said it was
really stressful to try to figure out
what to do and challenging to get his
credit frozen. Corporal Hartz says the
free credit monitoring in this bill
would provide peace of mind to service-
members like him whose first focus is
on protecting our country.

I also want to highlight another pro-
vision I authored on manufactured
housing, which serves as a vital source
of affordable housing not only in Indi-
ana but across our country, particu-
larly in rural and underserved commu-
nities. This effort provides a narrow ex-
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emption to allow consumers to receive
general financing information from a
manufacturer, while creating new dis-
closures to prevent conflicts of interest
and prohibiting retailers from directly
advising consumers on financial trans-
actions.

This legislation has broad bipartisan
support, it maintains strong financial
oversight, and it adds new consumer
protections. It is reasonable, it is bal-
anced, and it is the result of very
thoughtful negotiation and hard work.
I am very hopeful it will pass the Sen-
ate soon.

Again, I thank our chairman, Sen-
ator CRAPO, for his bipartisan work, for
his willingness to be flexible, to stay
with it when it looked so difficult to
get done. As a result, there are families
who are going to be in homes for the
first time from loans they were able to
get from a banker who knew them in
town, who, when every computer pro-
gram showed something different, they
knew the family was worth investing
in. That is what this bill is going to do.

I very much thank the chairman.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I very
much thank Senator DONNELLY. I truly
appreciate the Senator’s solid, strong,
and continued commitment to making
this bill work, come to be a reality,
and now helping to get it across the
floor of the Senate. The Senator truly
is appreciated.

Next, I turn to my good friend and
another great colleague on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle, Senator WAR-
NER from Virginia, another one of
those who has consistently been there
for years working to help us get to
these solutions and to get them right.

Senator WARNER.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the distin-
guished chair.

Mr. President, first of all, let me
thank my good friend, the Senator In-
diana, for his great work on this and
actually getting rid of half of my
speech. I think he started to go
through, in very good detail, a number
of the new consumer protections that
are put into this legislation, and a lot
of that is due to his good work.

The truth is, in a few days, we may
actually do something that hasn’t been
seen in a really long time—the Senate
producing a meaningful piece of legis-
lation with a strong bipartisan coali-
tion.

Now, neither side got everything
they wanted. I compliment the chair-
man for his good work, but as my
friend from Indiana—you should have
seen the original list of wants of the
Senator from Idaho. The truth is, we
are only here because, at the end of the
day, we all went back and recognized
the people we work for—our constitu-
ents in our respective States and, for
that matter, Americans at large—one,
they want to see the Senate work; and,
two, they want to see it work in a
meaningful way to protect people’s
lives. What this legislation will do is,
bottom line, make sure there is more
access to capital on Main Street by
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cutting some of the excessive regula-
tions on community banks and credit
unions, as well as a number of the con-
sumer protection items and others that
have been put forward. It also provides
some relief for regional banks and, as
mentioned, major expansion of con-
sumer protections.

Let me also step back. As somebody
who got to the Senate right after the
financial crisis, we all know the system
needed stronger financial reform a dec-
ade ago, and I am very proud of the
role I played, in some small way, on
drafting Dodd-Frank. Title I and title
II were areas that then-Chairman Dodd
gave me a great deal of responsibility.

Let me be clear that I will do nothing
and support no legislation that seri-
ously undermines or cuts back on the
provisions and the systemic protec-
tions that were put in place by title I
and title II and, for that matter, for all
of Dodd-Frank, but 8 years later—2
years it took us to do the bill—there is
widespread agreement that some of the
standards we set in Dodd-Frank needed
time for review.

One of those was the standard we put
in place at the $50 billion threshold for
enhanced prudential standards. We
know, 8 years later, that number is just
too low. There is a legitimate debate
about where that standard should be
reset, but recognizing that this stand-
ard was set 8 years ago at $50 billion, if
you just take inflation and growth in
the economy, it would be dramatically
different. That is a view shared by Fed-
eral Reserve Gov. Dan Tarullo, who is
the architect of much of the legislation
implementing Dodd-Frank. It is also
the view of former Federal Reserve
Chair Janet Yellen and current Reserve
Chair Jay Powell.

The fact is, there is an awful lot of
difference even between some of these
regional banks and some of the largest
six banks in our country. At this point,
they still control about 60 percent of
all total assets.

If we don’t do this legislation, what
we will see—and this is where, again, 1
have to disagree with some of my
Democratic colleagues—is there will be
more pressure on consolidation, not
only for community banks and credit
unions but, for that matter, more con-
solidation among regional banks,
which will place more and more power
in those largest of institutions, where 1
think we have pretty good protections
and protections that we don’t want
back at all in this legislation, but I
don’t think we ought to encourage that
greater consolidation. So, again, we
focus not only on community banks
and credit unions but also on some of
these regional banks.

I want to make clear, what we have
done is make no changes to the appli-
cability of enhanced prudential stand-
ards for the big banks with assets
above $250 billion. These are both the
largest and, in many ways, because of
some of their products, the riskiest fi-
nancial institutions, and the full set of
posterisis regulations should apply to
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them, but we have required the Fed to
tailor those standards appropriately
for banks with total assets between
$100 billion and $250 billion. I want to
highlight that the bill actually sets a
very low bar for the Fed to apply en-
hanced standards to regional banks.

Under the bill, the Fed can apply en-
hanced prudential standards to a bank
with assets larger than $100 billion for
financial stability reasons or to pro-
mote the safety and soundness of the
bank—part of their traditional pruden-
tial regulations as they stand, but I
don’t think every enhanced prudential
standard should apply to every bank
with assets larger than $100 billion.
There is a broad agreement that stand-
ards should be tailored for this group.

Again, let me cite someone whom
most of the folks on this side of the
aisle, myself included, have a great
deal of respect for: former Fed Chair
Janet Yellen. She called this bill ‘“‘a
move in a direction that we think
would be good.”

More recently, Chairman Powell tes-
tified that the Fed will implement
standards over the next 18 months for
banks with assets between $100 billion
and $250 billion. Chairman Powell also
testified that the regional banks will
continue to be subject to the most im-
portant enhanced prudential standard:
meaningful, strong, and frequent stress
tests. Those are his words, not mine.
He called himself a strong believer in
stress testing. Again, let me say, so am

Critically, again, this bill does not
change the existing requirement that
the Fed conduct annual stress tests on
banks with assets larger than $250 bil-
lion. I know I am getting into a lot of
details, but details in banking regula-
tions are important. Again, unfortu-
nately, I don’t think some of my col-
leagues who are in opposition to the
bill are setting out what this bill truly
does or doesn’t do.

Again, let me point out another
thing on stress tests. The bill also does
not alter the comprehensive capital
analysis and review or what banking
regulators call the CCAR process. The
Fed capital planning process is actu-
ally not part of Dodd-Frank, but it is
another core pillar of the Fed’s super-
visory regime. We believe it should
continue to apply as much as it does
today.

So for banks within this $100 billion
to $250 billion range, you have not only
CCAR, but you have the chairman him-
self saying he will put in place—some-
what similar to the existing DFAST
stress test—meaningful, strong, and
frequent stress tests. As has been men-
tioned as well, banks with assets above
$250 billion should expect to have the
annual stress test.

Let me touch on another subject, for-
eign banks. Another thing this bill
does not do is change the enhanced
prudential standards applied to the
largest foreign banks’ U.S. operations.
This gets pretty technical, but I think
for the record it is important that it is
reflected.
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All foreign G-SIBs that have total
consolidated assets greater than $250
billion have enhanced prudential
standards, and those enhanced pruden-
tial standards will continue to apply to
these largest and systemic important
foreign banks, and the Fed will con-
tinue to have the authority to apply
these enhanced prudential standards on
foreign banks with total consolidated
assets of more than $100 billion.

So a large foreign bank—Ilet’s say
Deutsche Bank, for example, that had
problems recently—that may have only
$100 billion or less than $250 billion of
American assets, but the fact that
their consolidated balance sheet has
greater than $250 billion will mean that
the Fed will continue to enhance the
full G-SIB regulation.

Again, let’s move to Chairman Pow-
ell. He was approved by 84 Senators to
this post—40 Democrats. He made clear
in his Banking Committee testimony
that the Fed requires establishment of
intermediate holding companies by
certain foreign banking organizations
independently of Dodd-Frank. Chair
Powell made clear that nothing in this
bill requires any change to the IHC re-
quirement. This is by design, as we be-
lieve the THC requirement is an impor-
tant innovation that greatly helps
international holding companies. For
those Kkeeping track of these com-
ments, it is an important innovation
that greatly helps the Federal Reserve
supervise and apply enhanced pruden-
tial standards to the U.S. operations of
foreign banks.

As explained by the Federal Reserve
in its final rule, in applying enhanced
prudential standards to foreign bank-
ing organizations, there were unique fi-
nancial stability issues associated with
some of the large foreign banks’ oper-
ations in the United States during the
crisis.

We remember that it was some of the
foreign banks and operations in the
United States that were part of causing
the crisis back in 2008, and those en-
hanced standards need to stay in place.

In that final rule and in other rules
implementing prudential requirements
for the intermediate holding companies
of foreign banks, the Federal Reserve
has distinguished between which stand-
ards should apply to U.S. banks and the
IHCs of foreign banks and how they
should apply it.

The Federal Reserve remains fully
capable of assessing the unique risks
associated with large foreign banks’
U.S. operations and applying appro-
priate enhanced prudential standards
on these institutions and their IHCs,
giving due regard to the principle of
competitive equality, while remaining
focused on the mandate under this bill
and under section 165 of Dodd-Frank to
protect financial stability and safety
and soundness.

This is the final point I want to
make. I also want to make clear that
my support for section 402 in this bill—
again, which deals with a technical
issue but a very important issue, the
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supplemental leverage issue, which ex-
cludes deposits from the calculation of
supplemental leverage ratio for cus-
tody banks—this exclusion for custody
banks, those assets deposited within a
central bank, such as the Fed, while we
are carving out this one exclusion, it
does not mean that I support removing
other assets from the calculation of
that leverage ratio.

Again, there is widespread agreement
from former Governor Tarullo to cur-
rent Chair Powell that the leverage
ratio should not be the binding capital
constraint on custody banks because of
a unique business model that relies on
less risky business.

When the leverage ratio is the bind-
ing constraint on a business, it encour-
ages actually riskier activity and re-
wards making bets that tend to de-
crease, rather than increase, safety and
soundness. That gives the wrong incen-
tive. This bill will fix the narrow prob-
lem that exists for custody banks and
goes no further.

I personally say that I would have no
support for any movement further than
what is narrowly carved out in this
bill.

I know my friend the Senator from
Vermont is here, and he will have a dif-
ferent opinion on some of these issues,
but I want to again thank Senator
CRAPO. As well, I do hope we will have
a chance to enter into further colloquy
on this debate and to further make
clear for the record both his and my
support for strong capital, that our
system is stronger and, particularly for
the largest institutions, that nothing
we are doing will reverse Kkeeping
American banks the strongest in the
world.

I know there are strong opinions on
the other side. I look forward to the
continued debate. I look forward to a
managers’ package that I believe will
actually continue to expand certain
areas around consumer protections and
other areas where there is broad-based
general agreement. I look forward to
the conclusion of this debate and an
amendment process that again allows
other issues to be vetted.

With that, I thank the chairman, and
I look forward to further discussions.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I thank
Senator WARNER, my good friend and
colleague from Virginia. I see that Sen-
ator SANDERS from Vermont is here
and the time has arrived for his time
on the floor.

I will just conclude by saying that I
agree with Senator WARNER. We both
support strong capital standards for
our banks. I have a pretty solid, long
speech on that that I was going to give
if there was time. I will give it later.

I agree with Senator WARNER that
one thing we need to make clear is that
the foreign banks with $250 billion in
global consolidated assets will con-
tinue and still be subject to enhanced
standards. Our bill does nothing to
change that.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
could ask the Senator a question—we
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may come back for a more formal col-
loquy at some point. We are working
on some additional language to further
reinforce this point.

I thank the chairman for his good
work on this bill. I am thankful for the
fact that the legislative RECORD will
reflect at least this short conversation
and other speeches and conversations
which recognize that a consolidated
balance sheet of foreign banks, if they
only have $100 billion in assets in the
United States but $1 trillion in total
assets, will still be subject to the en-
hanced prudential standards.

Again, I thank the chairman and
look forward to continued debate.

Mr. CRAPO. I thank the Senator
from Virginia.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FLAKE). The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I get
around my own State of Vermont a lot.
In fact, I get around the country a lot.
I hear from a lot of people and I talk to
a lot of people about what is on their
minds.

Needless to say, in these very com-
plicated and difficult times, there is a
lot the American people are concerned
about. They are concerned about gun
violence, and they want strong legisla-
tion to be passed as soon as possible to
protect their kids and the American
people.

Overwhelmingly, they want legisla-
tion—over 80 percent of the American
people in poll after poll—want legisla-
tion to protect the 1.8 million young
people who are eligible for the DACA
Program. That is what people talk
about.

People talk about the high cost of
healthcare, and they talk about the
fact that they cannot afford prescrip-
tion drugs because the drug companies
are ripping us off every single day.

They talk about climate change and
their fear about what kind of planet we
are going to be leaving our kids and
our grandchildren if we don’t trans-
form our energy system away from fos-
sil fuel.

The people I talk to in Vermont and
throughout the country talk about our
crumbling infrastructure.

They talk about the need for decent-
paying jobs.

They talk about the high cost of a
college education. I just talked to a
teacher the other day in Wisconsin.
She had tears in our eyes because she
cannot afford to send her own daughter
to college. I talk, every day it seems,
to people who graduate from college,
$30,000, $50,000, $100,000 in debt, and
they wonder how that debt will impact
the rest of their lives.

I talk to people in Vermont and
around the country about the childcare
crisis that we have and about the lack
of affordable housing and about a mil-
lion other issues that are on the minds
of people in Arizona, in Vermont, and
all across this country.

But I can honestly say that I have
not heard one person come up to me
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and say: Bernie, we have to deregulate
25 of the largest banks in this country
with cumulative assets of $3.5 trillion.
No one has ever come up to me and
said that is a major priority for the
American people. No one has ever sug-
gested to me that instead of talking
this week about and moving forward on
gun safety legislation or the DACA
issue or the high cost of prescription
drugs, we should be here on the floor of
the U.S. Senate talking about the
needs of some of the largest banks in
this country. But that is precisely
what the Senate will be discussing this
week and probably next week as well.

If you want to know why the Amer-
ican people, in very, very strong num-
bers, hold the U.S. Congress in con-
tempt, it is precisely because we have a
Republican leadership that does ex-
actly the opposite of what the Amer-
ican people want. And it is not just not
dealing with the DACA issue or dealing
with the gun violence issue. Over the
last year, despite the overwhelming ob-
jections of the American people, Re-
publican leadership tried to throw
some 32 million Americans off of
health insurance. Thank God we were
able to beat that back.

At a time of massive income and
wealth inequality, the American people
do not believe that the Koch brothers
and other billionaires should receive
massive tax breaks. That is exactly
what the Republican leadership pro-
vided.

And on and on it goes.

The needs of the middle class and
working families are ignored while the
needs of the wealthy and powerful, in-
cluding Wall Street, are addressed.

Today, my Republican colleagues,
along with some Democrats, tell us
that what we should be doing right now
is spending our time on deregulating
some of the largest banks in America.
How absurd is that? Not gun violence,
not the DACA crisis, not the high cost
of prescription drugs, not 30 million
people without health insurance, but
deregulating some of the largest banks
in America.

Are our memories so short that we
learned nothing from the 2008 Wall
Street crash? Have we learned nothing
from the savings and loan disaster of
the early 1990s or the thievery of Wells
Fargo over the last couple of years or
the dishonesty of Equifax or the ac-
counting fraud at Enron and Arthur
Anderson or the failure of long-term
capital management or the billions of
dollars in fines that financial institu-
tion after financial institution has paid
out for illegal or deceptive activities?

Just 10 years ago, as a result of the
greed and the recklessness and the ille-
gal behavior on Wall Street, this coun-
try was plunged into the worst eco-
nomic crisis since the Great Depres-
sion. The official unemployment rate
shot up to 10 percent and the real un-
employment rate jumped to over 17
percent. At the height of the financial
crisis, more than 27 million Americans
were unemployed, underemployed, or
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stopped working altogether because
they could not find employment.

Fifteen million families, as a result
of that financial crisis, lost their
homes to foreclosure as more and more
people could not afford to pay their
mortgages. Thousands of Americans
set up tent cities in Sacramento, Fres-
no, Tampa Bay, and Reno because they
had no place left to live.

As a result of the illegal behavior of
Wall Street, American households lost
over $13 trillion in savings, which shat-
tered retirement dreams, wiped out life
savings, and made it impossible for
parents to send their kids to college.
That is what Wall Street did 10 years
ago. Against my strong opposition
then, Congress and the Federal Reserve
provided the largest taxpayer bailout
in the history of the world to these
huge banks because they were too big
to fail.

But now, 10 years later, hoping that
we forget all about that, these large fi-
nancial institutions are back again.
How pathetic is that? Just yesterday,
the Congressional Budget Office told us
that the legislation we are debating
today will ‘‘increase the likelihood
that a large financial firm with assets
of between $100 billion and $250 billion
would fail.”” That is from the CBO.

In other words, this legislation
makes it more likely that we will see
another financial crisis and makes it
more likely that there will be another
huge taxpayer bailout and massive dis-
location of our economy.

Under this bill, large banks with as-
sets of up to $250 billion will no longer
have to submit comprehensive plans on
winding down if they fail. They will no
longer have to hold sufficient capital
in case their loans go bad. And they
may never have to undergo a stress
test to find out if they are adequately
prepared to withstand an economic
downturn.

Further, this legislation makes it
easier for financial institutions to offer
bogus subprime mortgages that caused
s0 many Americans to suffer during
the 2008 financial crisis.

This legislation makes it easier for
large banks to steer African Ameri-
cans, Hispanics, and the elderly into
mortgages with high interest rates and
hidden fees.

This legislation deregulates foreign
banks like Deutsche Bank—a bank
that in January of 2017 agreed to a $7.2
billion settlement for selling toxic
mortgages during the financial crisis.

This legislation guts the Volker rule,
allowing banks all over this country to
gamble with the bank deposits of their
customers on risky derivative schemes
that were at the heart of the financial
meltdown.

Let us be very clear. The major
banks that we are deregulating in this
bill were forced to pay over $49 billion
in fines for a wide variety of fraudulent
and deceptive activity. These very
same banks received a taxpayer bailout
of $47 billion from the Treasury and
trillions in financial assistance from
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the Federal Reserve. Many of these
banks, it should be pointed out, like
Wall Street in general, have enjoyed
record-breaking profits over the last 2
years. They are not coming here be-
cause they are losing money. Over the
last 2 years, most of these banks have
done very, very well.

So how does it happen that Congress
finds itself worrying about the needs of
huge financial institutions but ignores
the concerns of ordinary Americans?
The answer, as I think most Americans
understand, has everything to do with
following the money. Follow the
money.

Since the 1990s, the financial sector
has given more than $3.2 billion in
campaign contributions and last year
alone spent over $200 million on lob-
bying. If you want to hear about the corrup-
tion of the American political system, here
it is. Since the 1990s, the financial sector has
given more than $3.2 billion in campaign con-
tributions and last year alone spent over $200
million on lobbying. That is why Congress
will be spending day after day trying to
make life easier for these large financial in-
stitutions, while at the same time ignoring
the needs of working families.

No, we can’t get a bill on the floor of
the Senate that will lower the cost of
prescription drugs. We can’t do that.
The American people overwhelmingly
want us to act on gun violence. We
can’t do that. We are not able to pro-
tect the 1.8 million young people who
are eligible for the DACA Program. We
can’t do that. But we can spend a week
or two worrying about the needs of
some of the largest financial institu-
tions in this country. And that is why
the American people are disgusted with
what goes on in Washington, DC.

I have a radical idea, and that is that
maybe—just maybe—instead of listen-
ing to the lobbyists here in DC, maybe
we should listen to the American peo-
ple, who Dbelieve that we should
strengthen, not weaken, Wall Street
regulations.

Believe it or not—of course we are
not going to hear any discussion of this
at all—believe it or not, the four larg-
est banks in America are, on average,
80 percent bigger today than they were
before we bailed them out because they
were too big to fail. Incredibly, the six
largest banks in America—this is
wealth. This is power. This is who owns
America. The six largest banks in
America have over $10 trillion in as-
sets—six banks, $10 trillion—equivalent
to 54 percent of the GDP of this Nation.
The six largest banks hold more than
half of all credit card debt, control over
90 percent of all bank derivatives, un-
derwrite a third of all mortgages, and
control over 40 percent of all bank de-
posits. If any of these financial institu-
tions were to get into financial trouble
again, there is no doubt in my mind
that once again the taxpayers of this
country would be asked to bail them
out—except this time, the bailout
might be even larger than it was in
2008.

Now is not the time to be talking
about deregulating large financial in-
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stitutions—quite the contrary. If a fi-
nancial institution is too big to fail, in
my view, it is too big to exist. Now is
the time to take on the greed and
power of Wall Street and break up the
largest financial institutions in this
country, and I will be introducing an
amendment to this bill to do just that.

I understand fully, as the American
people do, the power of Wall Street and
the huge amounts of money they spend
on campaign contributions and lob-
bying. That should not, however, in-
timidate us. Now is the time for us to
have the courage to stand up to these
very wealthy and powerful institu-
tions, defeat this legislation, and sup-
port the needs of the American people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

SCHOOL SAFETY AND MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
later this week Senators Blunt, Cas-
sidy, Collins, Roberts, and Young will
join me in introducing the School Safe-
ty and Mental Health Services Im-
provement Act.

Three weeks ago, 14 high school stu-
dents, a teacher, a coach, and an ath-
letic director were killed at Marjory
Stoneman Douglas High School in
Parkland, FL. As the authorities tried
to get to the bottom of exactly what
happened in the shooting, many of us
in local, state, and federal government
have been looking at what can be done
to help keep students safe at school.
We can’t stand still and do nothing
while our children are being Killed.

I am the chairman of the Senate
Health and Education Committee and
sponsor, with Senator MURRAY, of the
Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015,
which reauthorized the law overseeing
kindergarten, elementary, and sec-
ondary education. I also sponsored
with Senator MURRAY the 21st Century
Cures Act of 2016, which made the first
major mental health reforms in a dec-
ade, focusing the federal government’s
efforts on early intervention.

The bill I am introducing this week
with several of my colleagues will help
States use every federal dollar avail-
able to them to keep their schools safer
from violence and have the mental
health services they need. This is com-
plementary to a bill Senator HATCH in-
troduced this week that addresses pro-
grams in the Judiciary Committee to
improve school safety and stop school
violence.

There are 100,000 public schools in the
United States, and most of the respon-
sibility for making them safer for chil-
dren lies with the State and local gov-
ernments and families and commu-
nities that provide 90 percent of school
funding. But the Federal Government
can and should help create an environ-

ment where communities, school
boards, and States can create safer
schools.

Under this bill, the Federal Govern-
ment can help in the following four
ways:

No. 1, allow schools to use title II
funding under the Elementary and Sec-
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ondary Education Act to hire more
counselors.

About a fifth of all children age 9 to
17 have ‘‘a diagnosable mental or ad-
dictive disorder that causes at least
minimal impairment.” In the 2014-to-
2015 school year, there was a counselor-
to-student ratio of 482 to 1, while the
American School Counselor Associa-
tion recommends a counselor-to-stu-
dent ratio of 250 to 1. This bill would
help schools make up that difference.

No. 2, make it clear that schools can
use federal funding they are already re-
ceiving through titles II and IV under
the Every Student Succeeds Act to im-
prove the professional development of
school counselors and to improve the
school safety infrastructure, including
installing new alarm systems, improv-
ing entrances and exits of schools, in-
stalling security cameras, and other in-
frastructure upgrades.

No. 3, our bill renews and updates a
law to expand a successful program
that helped to train education per-
sonnel and ensure children have the
services they need after a violent inci-
dent. This program was piloted after
the shooting in Newtown, CT, and has
shown to be effective.

No. 4, create an interagency task
force led by the Secretary of Edu-
cation, with the Departments of Health
and Human Services, Justice, Home-
land Security, Interior, and Defense, to
make recommendations—not man-
dates; recommendations—on best prac-
tices, policies, and procedures to im-
prove school safety and school safety
infrastructure.

This bill would encourage and rein-
force for Tennessee and for all other
States that Federal dollars may be
used to hire more counselors, psycholo-
gists, and other mental health profes-
sionals at schools; to build safety infra-
structure—such as securing doors,
automatic locks, and smart en-
trances—to prevent intruders; and to
develop mental health programs to
identify children who might be dan-
gerous to other children.

While most of the responsibility for
improving the safety of our schools and
the environment or climate of our
schools rests with local and State offi-
cials, the federal government has a role
to play.

In conclusion, in addition to the poli-
cies in this bill that I described, I sup-
port President Trump’s directive to the
Department of Justice to craft regula-
tions to ban so-called ‘‘bump stocks,”
which have the effect of making a
semiautomatic firearm function more
like an automatic firearm.

I, along with 49 other Senators, have
cosponsored bipartisan legislation to
have more effective background
checks. This legislation, sponsored by
Senator MURPHY and Senator CORNYN,
would ensure that Federal agencies and
States get information about individ-
uals who should be prohibited from
buying a gun through the National In-
stant Background Check System.

I hope my colleagues will cosponsor
and support our legislation to help
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States use every Federal resource
available to them to keep their schools
safer from violence and have the men-
tal health services they need.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, this
week we are considering a bill to roll
back the rules on some of the biggest
banks in the country. Over the course
of this week, I am going to be spending
a lot of time on the Senate floor talk-
ing about the problems with this bill
and how it threatens working families
and American taxpayers, but I want to
start by looking back to 2008 and the
reason we have these rules in the first
place.

Ten years ago next week, Americans
started holding our breaths. For years,
financial institutions had been riding
high, selling dangerous products to
consumers, and making risky bets. All
the while, Washington looked the other
way, cozying up to big banks, loosening
rules left and right, and shrugging off
rules they couldn’t get rid of. And no
wonder—the revolving door was spin-
ning like crazy. Bank officials became
regulators and then went back to the
banks, getting richer and richer. Bank
profits were sky high and getting high-
er.

But business built on scams and hype
can’t grow forever. Ten years ago this
month, Bear Stearns, an 85-year-old in-
stitution on Wall Street, went belly up
because of $46 billion in scam mort-
gages and other questionable invest-
ments on its books. The failure gave
the rest of the world a glimpse of Wall
Street’s addiction to risky bets. The
disease spread. It turned out that a lot
of other banks had invested heavily in
scam mortgages too. Investors pan-
icked, sending the markets into a nose-
dive.

When the American economy fell off
a cliff in 2008, American families got
crushed. Almost 9 million people lost
their jobs. Workers lost $2.6 trillion
from their retirement accounts—about
25 percent of their savings for someone
who had been working for 20 years. In
2008 alone, foreclosures spiked 81 per-
cent, and 3.1 million notices went out
to homeowners across the country tell-
ing them they would lose their homes.
In a single year, 1 out of 54 homes in
the United States was in foreclosure.

Behind those enormous numbers were
real people and real families whose
lives were shaken up and turned upside
down, little kids who worried about
where they were going to live, and big-
ger kids who worried about whether
they would lose their chance to go to
college.

I know that feeling. I lived in OKkla-
homa City, and my folks had picked
out our house because it was right in-
side the boundary line of what my
mother believed was the best school
district in the county. Our lives seemed
to be on track right up until the day
my daddy had a heart attack, and then
it all started sliding sideways. He was
out of work for a very long time.
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My mother usually picked me up
from school in our bronze, two-toned
station wagon, and one day she showed
up driving the old, off-white Stude-
baker that daddy had been driving
back and forth to work. As I climbed
into the car, I asked where our station
wagon was.

It is gone.

Gone where?

Gone.

I just kept pushing. My mother was
staring straight ahead, fingers tight on
the steering wheel, and after one more
“Where?”’ from me, she answered in a
low voice: We couldn’t pay. They took
it.

The house was next in line. My fam-
ily was right on the brink of fore-
closure when my mom put on her best
dress, walked into the Sears, and land-
ed a minimum-wage job. But that feel-
ing—the feeling of being on the brink,
the feeling of no security, nothing
under your feet—is a feeling no family
in this country should have, especially
not have it because Congress decided it
was OK to let the big banks gamble
with the economy again. Yet here we
are, on the verge of making the same
mistake Congress has made so many
times before.

The banks don’t want you to know
what is in this bill because if you did
know, you would fight back. It was
written by Senators in back rooms and
jammed through the Banking Com-
mittee, where its authors voted down
every single amendment, every single
idea to make the bill even one smidgen
better or protect consumers just one
tiny bit more. They voted against
every amendment, even if they agreed
with it, because Republicans and
Democrats had locked arms to do the
bidding of the big banks.

There is a lot of dangerous stuff in
this bill. Today I want to focus on the
harm it will do to America’s con-
sumers, but I will start with what is
not in the bill because what is not in
the Dbill should make Congress
ashamed. Strong consumer protec-
tions—that is what is not in this bill.
Banks get their wish list, but con-
sumers get next to nothing. This bill is
called the HEconomic Growth, Regu-
latory Relief, and Consumer Protection
Act, but in all 148 pages, there are only
a few watered-down provisions to help
consumers.

Equifax loses data for nearly half of
all adults in America, lies about it, and
this Congress, these Senators, still
can’t manage to pass a bill with some
teeth in it to hold the company ac-
countable. That says it all.

This bill was written by big banks to
help big banks. It is not a bill to help
American families who are still getting
cheated by the companies that make
huge profits off them.

What is actually in this bill? Start
with the first part of the bill, section
101, “Improving Consumer Access to
Mortgage Credit.”” When you get a
mortgage, usually your lender spends
some time combing through your fi-
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nancial records to make sure you can
repay the loan. That is good. American
families don’t want to take out loans
they can’t afford, and banks don’t want
to make loans that can’t be repaid.

Before the financial crisis, that
whole process went haywire. Lenders
were making crazy loans with balloon
payments and exotic features that con-
sumers didn’t understand. Lenders
didn’t care if their customers could
repay. Why? Because they got their
fees up front and then sold the loans to
distant investors, and the original
lender was long gone before the home-
owner got in trouble. But the families
were stuck. Eventually, the payments
skyrocketed, and homeowners who
couldn’t keep up defaulted and lost
their homes.

After the crisis, Congress changed
the rules. They told lenders that they
had to start underwriting their loans
again to protect consumers and the
economy. But that takes time and
money, so Congress told the Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau to write a
rule that says that there is no need to
investigate if the lender knows that it
is issuing a super-safe, boring, plain-va-
nilla loan. OK. That sounds reasonable.
But section 101 of this bill is not rea-
sonable. It takes the CFPB rule and
stretches it in all directions, tearing
open big, dangerous loopholes. This bill
that is on the floor says: Banks, have
some fun out there. It says: Bring back
the greatest hits of the financial crisis
housing scams. Scoop up profits on the
front end, and leave families holding
the bag on the back end.

I understand breaks for banks that
make straightforward loans, but these
loans in this bill are too risky and they
come at a bad time. Rising interest
rates mean that exotic products like
adjustable rate mortgages are starting
to make a comeback. Bank lobbyists
are dragging us back to the bad old
days when banks had free reign to
scam their customers.

Here is another section. Section 104
makes it harder to enforce anti-dis-
crimination laws by telling loads of in-
stitutions that they don’t have to com-
ply with a law called the Home Mort-
gage Disclosure Act, or HMDA. HMDA
requires most financial institutions to
tell the public and the CFPB who they
are lending to and at what rates and
what terms. Regulators and law en-
forcement then use that data to make
sure that American families don’t have
a harder time getting one of those
loans because of who they are or where
they come from.

This bill takes a sledgehammer to
HMDA by exempting 85 percent of
banks from reporting HMDA data. If
this bill passes, there will be entire
communities in America where there
will be no data whatsoever, which
means there will be no ability to mon-
itor whether people are getting cheated
because of their race or their gender.

Once again, this couldn’t come at a
worse time. Lending discrimination is
real. A new, comprehensive report that
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looked at housing markets all across
the country just came out from the
Center for Investigative Reporting and
Reveal, and its findings should make us
all sick to our stomachs.

In 2015 and 2016, nearly two-thirds of
mortgage lenders denied loans to peo-
ple of color at higher rates than for
White people. According to Reveal, in
the Washington metro area, ‘“‘in 2016,
Native American applicants were 2.3
times as likely to be denied a conven-
tional home mortgage as white appli-
cants. For black applicants, it was 2.2
times as likely. For Latino applicants,
it was 1.9 times as likely. For Asian ap-
plicants, it was 1.6 times as likely.

The Reveal report showed that this
problem happens in giant banks and
also in small banks.

Here is the thing: None of that anal-
ysis—none of it—would have been pos-
sible without HMDA data from big in-
stitutions and small ones. Without the
data, we would all be sitting in the
dark, wondering if maybe some mort-
gage lenders discriminated against Af-
rican Americans or women or Native
Americans, but we wouldn’t have any
way to know. That means we wouldn’t
have any way to change it if it was
happening. Gutting HMDA allows us—
actually forces us—to look the other
way when discrimination happens, and
that is disgraceful.

There is one more section in this bill
that really hurts consumers; that is,
section 107, ‘“‘Protecting Access to Man-
ufactured Homes.”” Eighteen million
Americans live in manufactured
homes. Many are low-income, elderly,
or disabled. It is a good option for
many Americans, especially in rural
areas, but it is very important to make
sure buyers don’t get scammed.

Under today’s law, mortgage lenders
cannot steer a borrower toward a high-
er cost loan so the lender can get a
kickback. That is the law today but
not if this bill passes. Instead, the rules
for mobile home lenders will be weaker
rules, and that means it will be much
easier to cheat buyers of mobile homes.

Congress imposed strict requirements
on loan originators because Congress
knew most of us don’t buy a lot of
homes in our lifetime, and we rely on
the people helping us through the proc-
ess to tell it straight. Owners of mobile
homes deserve the same protection as
people who buy brick-and-mortar
homes. They need that protection.

Abusive lending practices are ramp-
ant in the manufactured housing indus-
try. In 2015, the Seattle Times wrote
about Kirk and Patricia Ackley in Eph-
rata, WA. Kirk worked construction,
and Patricia worked at Walmart. They
had already bought the foundation for
their new mobile home when they sat
down to close on their mortgage. What
happened at closing? Surprise. The in-
terest rate was higher than they had
been told, and the payments were larg-
er than they could afford. The mort-
gage broker then convinced them to go
ahead and sign up anyway, promising
that they could refinance that loan
later on.
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You can probably guess the end of
the story. The Ackleys signed, the
lender wouldn’t refinance, they lost all
the money they had put in up front,
and they lost their home. It turns out
that the homebuilder, the dealer, and
the mortgage lender—all three of
them—were owned by one company,
Clayton Homes. All the incentives were
to push the Ackleys into a loan they
couldn’t afford because Clayton got the
purchase price, the commissions, and
the fees, and they got the mobile home
back again. No one was looking out for
the Ackleys.

The backers of this bill say that this
provision will help small lenders, but
the truth is that manufactured home
lending is mostly done by giant lenders
like Clayton. In fact, in 2013, Clayton
alone—one company—provided 39 per-
cent of mobile home loans. Savings
from rolling back these consumer pro-
tections would go right out of the
pockets of working families like the
Ackleys and right into the pockets of
dealers like Clayton.

The Ackleys’ story is not unique. I
wish it were. These same problems hap-
pen all over the country, and they are
exacerbated by the special characteris-
tics of mobile homes. The lifespan of a
manufactured home is shorter than a
traditional home. That means the pur-
chaser may not be able to take out eq-
uity by reselling it.

A woman from Oklahoma told the
CFPB:

I was given a loan for a single width mobile
home through [a mortgage company]. They
switched it to Green Tree and next to
Ditech. The home started deteriorating in 10
years and is now unsafe to live in, as I have
had electrical problems and many of the
pipes are broken where the bathtub and fau-
cets in the master bathroom are not func-
tioning. The floor under the shower has com-
pletely caved in, windows are crooked and
allow flies to get into the house in warm
weather. Most of the floors have buckled
under the legs of furniture, and the rain has
caused the areas around the windows to
buckle. Walls are little more than cardboard.
I believe the flooring is waferboard and unfit
for floor foundation.

When I tried to trade this [model], the
dealer [] told me he couldn’t because the
house is worth much less than what I owe
and that this sounded like a Predatory Mort-
gage Loan. He said that mobile homes do not
have 30 year mortgages because they don’t
last that long. He said my loan should have
been a 15 year loan at the most. Also, right
before Ditech took the predatory loan over,
they added about {$100.00} to my monthly
payments, which went from {$360.00} to
{$460.00} a month. Ditech claims the {$100.00}
is for insurance; however, as of yet they have
repaired nothing, although I have made sev-
eral claims.

I was also told I should complain because
when they put the mobile home on my prop-
erty, they did not put it on a cement founda-
tion and instead put it on the ground, which
has caused the home to sink.

This bill is designed to make it easier
for the lender/dealer to squeeze people
like this woman from Oklahoma.

This bill is a punch in the gut to
American consumers. If it passes, it
will be harder to police banks that sell
abusive mortgages, harder to police
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lenders who discriminate against their
customers, and harder to police giant
monopolies that build, sell, and offer
financing to mobile home buyers. Only
a bunch of bank lobbyists and their
friends in Washington would call this a
consumer protection bill.

American fa