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much, or 1 percent, or there is enough with $400 nillion fl oat
out there for the biggest institution. But |et's not make this
any nore of a conplicated issue than it is. |pn jts present form
| think it works pretty well. | thought, when Senator [andis
tal ked about an earlier anendment, when | talked to him that he
was concerned with the amendment we' re talking about now as to
whet her or not he would support or not support the bill. |
was surprised to hear so nuch enotion and concern about the
| egi sl ation based on the Wsely amendnent not passing. And |
have to admit that | share the concerns of Senator Warner.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Ti me. Senat or V\bseIJ/, further discussion.
Thank you, Any further discussion on the adoption of the Landis
amendnent ' ? Senator Landis, for closing.

SENATOR LANDIS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. .| have a history on
this bill, and | hope you' |l take a chance to think back to
General File and the clainms and the arguments that | made (hep
| hope you would take a look that this is the only arrenderre’nt
with my name put on Select File and it's entirely the . same
i ssue. It " swhat | have always argued, it's what I'mgoing to
argue today. This is the piece of change that | suggest to e
body and it's consistent with what | asked on General File. g,
m ght remenber on General File | said that there was a good part
of the anendment that | |iked and that was for the |argest banks
to be free to take over faj |ed S&Ls without respect to any
i nfl uence on the dep05|!: cap. SEParat ed t he questi on, voted for
that anmendnent; argued in favor of it, gave the justification.
| then said, youknow, none of our banks are wit hin $400mill ion
of the existing cap. To raise an existing cap, whichis not now
a burden to anybody, by $600 mllion was biting off a lot,
particularly since it's a major change in the public policy of
the state. And | counseled that weshould cut that down by
$400 nillion, that we should accept a 1 percent change to
acknow edge that, the problens that were there, but by gopng SO0
you woul d allow for $600 million of growth in our largest
bankhol ding conpany. | now have noderated that view and rather
than aski ng for $400 to be cut out of the bill, | amnow gaying
let's cut $200 mllion out of the bill, it will bring he dat’e
in which this argumentwill comeback to us for justi*icatlon,
explanation and review a little earlier, that's true, aswell we
should. At the time my opposition included the very panks who

wanted this |anguage, FirsTier, Nawest. Subsequently, they
have reflected on it. | have cone up $200 nillion and they have
come down $200 mill ion. Now if that's a bad idea, if there is
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