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April 6, 2018
The Honorable Jeb Hensarling
Chairman
House Committee on Financial Services
2129 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Maxine Waters
Ranking Member
House Committee on Financial Services
4340 O’Neil Federal Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20024

The Honorable Bill Huizenga
Chairman
House Committee on Financial Services,
Subcommittee on Capital Markets
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Carolyn Maloney
Ranking Member
House Committee on Financial Services,
Subcommittee on Capital Markets
Washington, D.C. 20515

Re:

The Securities Fraud Act of 2018 (H.R. 5037)

Dear Chairman Hensarling, Ranking Member Waters, Chairman Huizenga and Ranking
Member Maloney:
On behalf of the North American Securities Administrators Association (NASAA),1 I write
to express strong opposition to H.R. 5037, the “Securities Fraud Act of 2018,” which was
introduced in the House and referred to the Financial Services Committee in February. This
proposed legislation would harm investors by preempting state securities regulators’ civil antifraud authority and hampering – if not outright preempting – state criminal securities fraud
prosecutions. The bill is an attempt to tie the hands of the regulators who are the “cops on the
beat” and the closest to Main Street investors in favor of large companies engaged in or suspected
of securities fraud. It is bad for investors and bad for our capital markets.
As a threshold matter, the putative findings in Section 2 of the bill are inaccurate or
misleading. More deeply, though, H.R. 5037 is problematic because of the negative impact it
would have on the ability of states to deter and punish securities fraud, which would undermine
the integrity of our capital markets and the trust of investors.
First, the bill would preempt the authority of state securities regulators and state law
enforcement agencies to pursue certain civil claims of securities fraud. The preemptive language
is vague and securities fraud defendants will surely assert it applies broadly to preempt all state
civil enforcement authority with respect to transactions involving the securities of exchange listed
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companies. Second, the bill would impose a requirement that state criminal securities fraud
activities comply “in all respects” with federal law. This would have uncertain and potentially
chilling implications, and could be interpreted to require, for example, that state prosecutors follow
federal procedural obligations, such as the federal rules of criminal procedure or federal rules of
evidence, or abide by other federal requirements that differ from the laws and procedures of state
courts. Third, under the bill, defrauded investors, such as pension funds, would no longer have a
choice of forum to pursue their claims against publicly traded companies as the bill would force
them to bring their claims in federal court.2 Such policies are overwhelmingly against the interests
of all law-abiding market participants.
Enacting policies that would make it more difficult, and in some cases impossible, for state
regulators – the regulators closest to the investing public and the “cops on the beat” – to hold
accountable the most powerful companies serves no valid interest. State antifraud provisions deter
improper conduct by companies and incentivize issuers to provide investors complete and accurate
information.3 Moreover, while state regulators are judicious in exercising their enforcement
authority against publicly traded companies, states’ authority to pursue enforcement activity
against issuers of securities, and doing so independently when appropriate, is a major deterrent to
fraud and one of many reasons investors have confidence in America’s capital markets.
Beyond the overarching backwardness of the policies prescribed by H.R. 5037, the
enactment of which would be inadvisable at any juncture, NASAA questions the basis for
Congress’s interest in curtailing state enforcement authorities at the present time. Indeed, given
the recent and marked decline in enforcement actions by the SEC against public companies, this
would appear to be the most inopportune time for Congress to tie the hands of states in policing
fraud by publicly traded companies.4 The proposed legislation would shift policies in a direction
diametrically opposed to those encouraged by the Trump Administration, which favors states’
rights, and encourages the exercise of state authority in regard to enforcement activity.5
Further, H.R. 5037 is premised on the specious assertion that state enforcement of laws
prohibiting securities fraud is detrimental to the public interest and is in some way connected to
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the “declining interest in the United States public market.”6 Such a premise is unsupported by
logic or fact. As the U.S. Treasury Department recently reported, America’s capital markets are
“the largest, deepest, and most vibrant in the world,” and U.S. businesses “successfully derive a
larger portion of business financing from [America’s] capital markets, rather than the banking
system, than most other advanced economies.”7 For more than two decades, bipartisan majorities
in Congress have repeatedly recognized the importance of preserving robust state authority to
protect investors from both civil and criminal fraud.8 The Financial Services Committee has, for
the past five-and-a-half years, conducted rigorous oversight of the U.S. capital markets holding at
least twenty hearings with dozens of witnesses. The Committee has also passed numerous capital
formation bills all of which left untouched state antifraud authority in recognition of the important
role this authority plays in maintaining confidence in U.S. markets.9
H.R. 5037 also takes the position that state enforcement authority should be curtailed by
Congress as a consequence of its overlap with the federal enforcement function.10 Unfortunately,
this premise is similarly misguided. In the realm of securities regulation, state and federal
securities regulators often collaborate on a voluntary basis – usually at the regional level – with
the common goals of sharing information and leveraging resources efficiently. However, because
state securities regulators frequently prioritize the protection of retail investors, forcing states to
take a backseat during investigations that involve publicly listed companies would put “mom and
pop” investors more directly in harm’s way.
In summary, H.R. 5037 is a misguided and dangerous bill. It is premised on a flawed
understanding of the importance of state securities enforcement functions in protecting “mom and
pop” investors and deterring fraudulent conduct in our securities markets. In every instance, the
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bill places the interests of big companies above those of the hardworking Americans who look to
our capital markets to help build a secure retirement. For all the foregoing reasons, NASAA
opposes the bill, and strongly encourages the Committee to reject it.
Thank you for your time and consideration of NASAA’s views. If I may be of any further
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me or Michael Canning, NASAA’s Director of Policy
and Government Affairs, at (202) 737-0900.

Sincerely,

Joseph P. Borg
NASAA President and Alabama Securities Commission Director

4

