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On May 15, 2014, the US Senate Banking Committee 
approved legislation to reform the nation’s housing 

finance system. The bipartisan proposal drafted by Senate 
Banking Committee Chairman Senator Tim Johnson 
(D-S.D.) and Ranking Senate Banking Committee 
Member Senator Mike Crapo (R-Idaho) would imple-
ment the most extensive restructuring of the nation’s hous-
ing finance system since the Great Recession.1 Changes 
would include winding down parts of the housing finance 
infrastructure that were established as far back as the Great 
Depression, potentially bringing the 70-year-long era of 
the relatively high homeownership rate to an end.

Housing finance reform is long overdue. During 
the inflating of the house price bubble in the early and 
mid-2000s the US mortgage market became saturated 
with poorly underwritten and unsustainable, high-cost 
loans. In the aftermath of the collapse of the mortgage 
market, many lenders have responded with overly rigid 
underwriting standards, originating loans to borrow-
ers with credit scores and down payments substantially 
higher than historic norms. Currently, mortgage origi-
nations are at their lowest level in 17 years, resulting in 
a decrease of originated mortgages2 and thus a decrease 
in the homeownership rate for households headed by 
young adults under 40 years of age from nearly 50 
percent in the mid-2000s to 42 percent in 2013.3 Also, 
home purchase loans to Blacks/African Americans and 
Hispanics/Latinos have decreased by 55 percent and 45 
percent, respectively, between 2001 and 2012.4

Rather than focusing on the dearth of mortgage 
lending, however, suggested legislation in both the 
US Senate and the House of Representatives priori-
tizes winding down the Federal National Mortgage 
Association (Fannie Mae) and the Federal Home 
Loan Mortgage Corporation (Freddie Mac), channel-
ing their business and thus profits to private financial 
firms. The justification for the termination of Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac is that greater levels of private 
capital in the housing finance system will protect 
US taxpayers from future bailouts. Interestingly, 
private capital was not in short supply in the years 
leading up to the implosion of the housing finance 
market. Indeed, “the market share of private-label 
mortgage-backed securities issuers grew from roughly 
8 percent to 12 percent in 2003 to 38 percent in 
2006.”5 Indeed, estimates conclude that mortgages 
will become more, not less, costly with enactment of 
any of the major bills currently pending in the House 
or Senate that include the elimination of Fannie Mae 
and Freddie Mac.6

The lack of focus on access to and affordably 
of mortgages is a shift in public policy dating back 
to the early 1930s, when the Federal Housing 
Administration, Federal Home Loan Banks, and 
Fannie Mae were established. These institutions are a 
major reason for the United States becoming a nation 
of homeowners. However, over the past several 
decades, special preferences, as well as the exceptional 
profits enjoyed by the government-sponsored enter-
prises (GSEs) have increasingly become a target for 
private firms.

This article examines the establishment and the char-
ters of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, the evolution of 
more than two decades of actions to reduce or remove 
their special preferences, the current status of Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac, and the current ongoing hous-
ing finance reform debates on Capitol Hill.
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The Ascent of Fannie Mae 

and Freddie Mac

In 1938, President Franklin D. Roosevelt established 
Fannie Mae to encourage the flow of credit to home-
buyers, homebuilders, and financial institutions,7 just 
four years after the Federal Housing Administration 
(FHA) had been established.8 Prior to the FHA, down 
payment requirements were large, oftentimes more 
than 50 percent; repayment schedules were short, typi-
cally five years; and balloon payments at the end of the 
loan term were also large.9 Thus, the establishment of 
Fannie Mae and FHA made homeownership affordable 
for millions of US households.10

Three decades later, in 1968, Congress split Fannie 
Mae into two units: One that bought government-
issued loans and would remain a government entity, 
called Ginnie Mae,11 and one that became the priva-
tized Fannie Mae, from then on owned by stockhold-
ers, although its public mission continued.12 Congress 
had become concerned about Fannie Mae’s increased 
debt, and thus a potential government liability, and 
about increasing interest rates and thus a decrease in 
housing construction and housing finance activity.13

In 1970, Congress, in response to a request by the 
savings and loan industry, passed a law that became 
part of the Federal Home Loan Bank System, then 
the regulator of the savings and loan industry.14 Fannie 
Mae securitized and bundled mortgages originated by 
banks, and Freddie Mac securitized and bundled mort-
gages originated by savings and loans, expanding the 
secondary market for mortgages.15

Securitization revolutionized home mortgage finance 
by wedding Wall Street with Main Street. It tapped 
huge new pools of capital across the nation and abroad 
to finance home mortgages in the United States. 
Lenders, in a continuous cycle, could make loans, sell 
those loans for securitization, and then plow the sales 
proceeds into a new batch of loans, which in turn could 
be securitized. Securitization also solved an age-old 
problem for banks. In the past, banks had held home 
mortgages until they were paid off, which meant that 
banks were financing long-term mortgage loans with 
short-term demand deposits. This “lending long and 
borrowing short” destabilized banks. Securitization 
solved that problem by allowing banks to move mort-
gages off their books in exchange for upfront cash.16

Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac were granted several 
advantages that were perceived, depending on one’s 
point of view, as preferential or special treatment,17 
unfair competition,18 subsidies,19 or simply assistance 
fulfilling their charters.20 These advantages were exten-
sive and included:

• an implicit federal guarantee;21

• exemption from state and local taxes;22

• the low minimum capital requirement of 2.5 percent 
of total assets plus 0.45 percent of off-balance sheet 
items,23 the former standard being less than half the 
capital held by most banks;24

• the commitment of the US Treasury to buy up to 
$2.25 billion of their debt securities in case of need;25

• federal charters that could preempt certain state 
laws;26

• exemptions from having to register their securities 
under the Securities Act of 1933 and the Securities 
Exchange Act of 193427 and paying registration fees 
for issued securities and from financial reporting 
and disclosure rules to the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC);28

• exemptions from SEC oversight;29

• the allowance to obtain longer-term fixed-rate 
financing and thus lower interest-rate risk compared 
to any other lenders, “barely above the rate paid by 
the Treasury”30;

• the eligibility of Fannie Mae’s securities for unlim-
ited investment by federally regulated lenders;31

• the exemption from the Gramm-Leach-Bliley finan-
cial privacy restrictions;32 and

• the privilege of having government appointees on 
their boards.33

In return for the preferential or special treat-
ment by the government, Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac were tasked to support housing finance by 
lowering the cost of mortgage credit for many bor-
rowers34 and by purchasing conforming mortgages, 
pooling and insuring them against default, and then 
issuing bonds or securitized claims to the public,35 
and to absorb some risk in the mortgage market.36 
Starting in 1992, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac 
were also required to meet affordable housing goals 
set by the US Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, first established in the Federal Housing 
Enterprise Safety and Soundness Act of 1992 and later 
modified.37
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Technocratic Arguments against Fannie 

Mae and Freddie Mac

Before 2008 most arguments launched against the 
two GSEs were technocratic and small scale, seeking 
mostly to decrease or offset the preferential or special 
treatment of the two GSEs or to require Fannie Mae 
and Freddie Mac to pay fees to the government to 
compensate for the preferential or special treatment so 
the playing field would be more level in terms of the 
cost of business between the GSEs and private firms. 
Only a few critics presented ideological arguments at 
a larger scale against Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac to 
the point of suggesting that they should not exist at 
all.38 “Most of Fannie Mae’s competitors wanted the 
company to be more tightly regulated and its business 
powers to be limited and strictly defined (though a few 
favored full privatization). And the Federal Reserve 
and Treasury, at least initially, were focused on con-
straining Fannie Mae’s size and risk taking.”39 More 
specifically, arguments were that government sponsor-
ship distorts the housing market40 and that it “impairs 
market discipline, enriches shareholders, and promotes 
artificial growth and excessive risk taking.”41 Another 
argument was that the implicit government guarantee 
was ultimately supported “by the US taxpayer and that 
it should be formally abandoned.”42 Thus, Fannie Mae 
should be privatized, “along the model of the successful 
privatization of Sallie Mae [ … ], a former GSE that is 
now a fully-private corporation.”43

At a smaller, technocratic scale, many critics took 
issue with Fannie Mae’s and Freddie Mac’s accounting 
approaches44 based on their interpretations of rules and 
regulations,45 pointing out that they made it appear 
that they were adequately capitalized46 to disguise the 
operational risk,47 to disguise insolvency by employ-
ing certain hedging strategies that prevent a mismatch 
between interest payments owed versus received,48 
or to hedge against interest rate swings.49 In addition, 
many critics pointed out the pay and benefits for Fannie 
Mae’s and Freddie Mac’s executives, which were at the 
industry standard level, not at the government level.50

For decades many strategies had been launched to 
decrease or offset the preferential or special treatment 
of the two GSEs or to privatize them.51 For example, 
the Reagan administration suggested imposing user 
fees on borrowings of Fannie Mae to compensate for 
their ability to borrow at a lower rate in the capital 

markets than others.52 However, these fees were never 
implemented.53 In 1995, the Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO) proposed charging Fannie Mae fees 
“equaling half the estimated benefits they received 
from their government backing. The fees would have 
raised about $700 million a year for the government,” 
but these fees were never imposed either.54 Other sug-
gestions to decrease or offset the preferential or special 
treatment were:

• limiting the size of Fannie Mae’s and Freddie Mac’s 
retained mortgage portfolios;55

• freezing the conforming loan value to limit the size 
of mortgages they could buy, thereby limiting their 
size;56

• raising their capital requirements;57

• strengthening their subordinated debt programs;58

• requiring a complete hedging of their interest rate 
risk;59

• requiring them to obtain ratings from rating agen-
cies for their debt issuances that discount the implied 
guarantee;60

• chartering additional GSE competitors, such as the 
Federal Home Loan Banks, to spread the risk that 
they pose as well as to erode their profits;61

• enhancing the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise 
Oversight (OFHEO) stress test to measure their 
interest rate risk;62

• regulating them as a public utility;63

• stripping them of some or their unique privileges to 
signal to the market that the implied guarantee had 
been weakened;64 or

• “truly privatizing” them.65

Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac responded to these 
arguments through massive lobbying efforts and many 
voluntary affordable housing and philanthropic initia-
tives since the mid-1990s.66 For example, Fannie Mae 
earmarked $1 trillion to be spent on affordable housing 
between 1994 and 2000 through its Trillion Dollar 
Home initiative.67 The goal was to finance 10 million 
homes for underserved borrowers through national 
consumer education efforts, Fannie Mae’s regional 
partnership offices, new mortgage products, and a 
streamlined application process, among other efforts.68 
Fannie Mae also launched the Fannie Mae Foundation, 
a national housing-focused foundation with an initial 
grant of $350 million in Fannie Mae stock and an 
annual operating budget of more than $100 million.69 
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Freddie Mac established the Hoops for the Homeless 
program to benefit homeless service organizations in 
the Washington, DC area.

But neither powerful lobbying nor voluntary afford-
able housing efforts were sufficient to quiet the critics 
of the GSEs. FM Watch, later renamed FM Policy 
Focus,70 which was established in 1999 as a loose coali-
tion of financial companies including Chase Mortgage, 
Wells Fargo, PNC Financial Service Groups Inc., 
PNC Mortgage, Household Financial, Household 
International Inc., General Electric, GE Capital Service, 
and AIG, started monitoring Fannie Mae and lobbying 
against its role in the mortgage market.71

Fannie Mae’s lobbying efforts ended after it had 
been placed in conservatorship in September 2008.72 
Around that time many critics elevated their arguments 
from a small technocratic scale to a bigger ideological 
level, suggesting the elimination of Fannie Mae,73 as we 
will discuss later in greater detail.

The Descent of Fannie Mae 

and Freddie Mac

The descent of the two GSEs began when first 
Freddie Mac and then Fannie Mae were found to 
have engaged in accounting improprieties in the early 
2000s.74 These accounting problems energized GSE 
critics, who felt vindicated that some of their major 
concerns had now come to light.75

The subprime, foreclosure, and economic crises, 
which started in 2007, placed enormous additional 
pressures on Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Although 
the GSEs had largely remained on the sidelines with 
respect to the purchase and securitization of subprime 
loans that were at the center of the foreclosure crisis,76 
they did purchase bonds backed by poorly underwrit-
ten subprime loans and later securitized high-risk Alt-A 
prime mortgages that would eventually contribute to 
hemorrhaging losses for both GSEs.77 The result was 
that both GSEs, similar to most Wall Street companies, 
required substantial financial support from the govern-
ment to continue operating.

In September 2008, the US Department of the 
Treasury and the Federal Housing Finance Agency 
(FHFA) placed Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac into 
conservatorship,78 “a process in which the government 

holds a failed financial institution with the purpose of 
restoring the firm to solvency.”79 First, the implicit 
federal guarantee became explicit when the federal 
government guaranteed principal and interest payments 
on the two GSEs’ debt- and mortgage-backed bonds.80 
Second, the government allowed access to the discount 
window of the Federal Reserve.81 Third, the govern-
ment established Preferred Stock Purchase Agreements, 
subject to caps,82 which allowed the Treasury to receive 
senior preferred equity shares, paying 10 percent per 
year (plus unspecified quarterly payments) that not only 
protected taxpayers but also allowed them to receive 
profits, leaving common and preferred shareholders 
to bear losses first.83 Fourth, the government received 
stock warrants, that is, purchase rights, allowing it to 
purchase up to 79.9 percent of their common shares 
for less than $1 per share.84 Fifth, the government 
allowed both GSEs direct borrowing privileges under 
the new Secured Lending Credit Facility through the 
Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008 in case 
private debt markets dried up.85 Sixth, the government 
established a temporary program to purchase mortgage-
backed securities of the two GSEs.86 Seventh, the gov-
ernment replaced both CEOs.87

Since then, policymakers have discussed the role 
of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac in the housing and 
homeownership market.88 Although many earlier pro-
posals suggested a reduced role for both GSEs, later 
proposals suggested eliminating them.89 Fannie Mae 
and Freddie Mac had become political pariahs, based 
on the surge of ideological arguments launched against 
them.

Ideological Arguments against Fannie 

Mae and Freddie Mac

Before 2008 only a few critics presented ideologi-
cal arguments at a larger scale against Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac, as discussed previously. After 2008 the 
number of critics who launched ideological broad-
brush arguments against Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac 
increased.90 One often-used ideological argument was 
taxpayer protection.91 “Only privatization will protect 
the federal government from the serious risks posed 
by the implied guarantee and it should not be dis-
missed merely because it has not yet gained traction 
in Washington.”92 Although Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac received $187.4 billion from the government after 
2008, they have paid the Treasury $192 billion as of 
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February 2014.93 A simple calculation shows that both 
firms have started generating profits and have repaid 
the government more in dividends than they received 
in bailout funds, which has led some to conclude that 
as Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac have turned profit-
able, they should be taken out of conservatorship and 
be allowed to operate again as shareholder owned, 
quasi-government institutions. Although AIG and 
GM repaid their government bailout monies in full in 
201394 and were allowed to return to doing business 
as usual, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mae returned more 
money than they had received but are nevertheless 
being wound down.95

Interestingly, after 2008, the number of hous-
ing finance reform proposals that have called for the 
elimination of Fannie Mae have increased, including 
proposals from progressive think tanks,96 although 
other think tanks have launched proposals on how to 
fix them.97 Reform proposals have been issued by U.S. 
Representative Jeb Hensarling (R-TX),98 U.S. Senators 
Bob Corker (R-Tenn.) and Mark Warner (D-VA),99 
U.S. Senators Tim Johnson and Mike Crapo,100 and 
U.S. Representative Maxine Waters (D-CA).101

Interestingly, Fannie Mae’s shareholders have been 
treated differently than shareholders of other compa-
nies that had been bailed out by the government. In 
June 2010 the FHFA directed Fannie Mae to delist 
its common and preferred stock from the New York 
Stock Exchange, stating that “[a] voluntary delisting at 
this time simply makes sense and fits with the goal of 
a conservatorship to preserve and conserve assets.”102 
This move caused shares to decrease from around $1 to 
about 30 cents per share. Ralph Nader has pointed out 
that requiring Fannie Mae to pay all future profits in 
the form of dividends, based on an amendment enacted 
in 2012, will prevent it from recovering and building 
up capital reserves.103 “Fannie and Freddie shareholders 
were repeatedly told that the preferred and common 
stock would have value only if anything remained 
after taxpayers were fully repaid for the rescue.”104 
However, this assessment changed over time.

In the spring of 2013, Paulson stated:

Recognizing the improved conditions, the Obama 
administration produced a budget in April 2013 
that projected that if the GSEs remained in current 

form, they would repay in the coming decade all 
of the $187 billion invested in them by Treasury, 
as well as pay a profit in dividends of $50 billion 
more. That’s welcome news, but it comes with a 
downside: Now any attempt to reform the GSEs 
will appear to cost the Treasury in the short term. 
Thus, ironically, as the market heals, the govern-
ment has a major disincentive to make changes in 
the very system that brought us to near ruin.105

Interestingly, in December 2010, the Obama admin-
istration had stated a “commitment to ensure exist-
ing common equity holders will not have access to 
any positive earnings from the G.S.E.’s [sic] in the 
future,”106 called a “net worth sweep” by some,107 in a 
memorandum that was, interestingly, only released in 
February 2014.108 In the same vein, in August 2012, 
Treasury and FHFA amended the senior preferred 
stock agreement.

Effective January 1, 2013, Fannie Mae would be 
required to remit to Treasury all of its retained 
earnings in excess of an applicable “capital reserve 
amount” (initially set at $3 billion, dropping to 
zero in 2018). Incredibly, a 10 percent dividend 
on non-repayable draws pushed artificially high 
by conservative accounting had not been enough 
to keep Fannie Mae from beginning to rebuild 
its capital. To ensure that it could not continue 
to do so, Treasury changed the already crushingly 
punitive terms of its senior preferred stock agree-
ment to make them confiscatory: in the future, 
the required dividend on the $1 billion in senior 
preferred stock the company had been given in 
2008 would be “everything you ever earn.”109

These developments are an interesting departure in 
comparison to arguments made previously. For exam-
ple, in a Congressional hearing in October 2003, Alan 
Greenspan, the Chairman of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System, stated that “I feel uncom-
fortable when their [i.e., Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac] 
profit is made by subsidies. [ … ] If the Congress decides 
that it is perfectly all right for a significant part of the 
subsidy to go to shareholders, that is a judgment for the 
Congress to make.”110

Fannie Mae was placed in conservatorship, not 
 receivership, the latter being the equivalent of 
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bankruptcy. Interestingly, a current lawsuit launched 
by Perry Capital against the government from share-
holders of Fannie Mae (and Freddie Mac) challenges 
the decision of the administration to not share profits 
with the shareholders “saying that Treasury was flout-
ing the rule of law by keeping the companies’ prof-
its.”111 Similarly, Ralph Nader has argued that Fannie 
Mae common shareholders “deserve a chance to 
recover some of the value of their stock.”112

The Current Housing Finance 

‘Reform’ Debate

As already discussed previously, arguments launched 
against the two GSEs were technocratic and small scale 
earlier and ideological and large scale later. Arguments 
against them particularly grew with the rise in private label 
securitizations that placed private firms in direct compe-
tition with Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Arguments 
against the GSEs reached their zenith after the account-
ing scandals and, ultimately, the conservatorship of both 
agencies. Currently, arguments against the existence of 
the GSEs have crystallized across the political aisle, where 
both progressive and conservative policymakers argue 
that the GSEs have outlived their usefulness.

The major reform proposals discussed in both the 
US Senate and the House of Representatives suggest 
eliminating Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, although 
they differ from one another in terms of the future path 
of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac.

The House bill, sponsored by the House Financial 
Services Committee Chair Jeb Hensarling (R-TX) and 
titled the Protect American Taxpayers and Homeowners 
(PATH) Act, would replace Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac with an entirely private housing finance system 
without any government backing with the exception of 
a modest continuing role for FHA. There is widespread 
agreement among housing finance analysts that the sug-
gested shift towards the private sector in the housing 
finance system would greatly diminish the use of the 
30-year fixed rate mortgage as the principal mortgage 
product and also eliminate the To Be Announced 
(TBA) market.113 The bill will likely result in down 
payments of less than 20 percent being rare. Also, mul-
tifamily housing financing that is currently provided by 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac would not be replaced. 
Finally, the bill would provide inadequate countercycli-
cal market support in times of economic downturns.114

The irony of the proposed PATH Act is that it 
removes the government backstop for conventional 
mortgages. However, by failing to explicitly recognize 
(and pay for) the government’s willingness to step in 
and potentially bail out financial firms that pose a sys-
temic risk to the US financial markets, the PATH Act 
maintains the implicit government guarantee that has 
been in place since Fannie Mae was established. That 
implicit guarantee allows lenders to pocket profits in 
good times and send the losses to the US taxpayers in 
periods of financial crises.

The Senate bill, that is, the Johnson-Crapo GSE 
reform bill, also proposes to wind down Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac, but it would replace them 
with a newly established Federal Mortgage Insurance 
Corporation (FMIC) that would provide but charge for 
a government guarantee for private securitizations. This 
government guarantee is accessed only after the first 
10 percent of losses are absorbed by private investors. 
Other positive aspects of the Senate bill include greatly 
expanded funding for the currently unfunded National 
Housing Trust Fund and the Capital Magnet Fund, the 
creation of a Market Access Fund to support research 
and development of products to serve more eligible 
borrowers, multifamily provisions that support the 
financing of affordable rental housing servicing stan-
dards that would require loss mitigation and affordable 
loan modifications, and an office to monitor access to 
mortgages in underserved markets and provide techni-
cal assistance and best practices information.

However, there are many challenges to this Senate bill. 
Most importantly, mortgage interest rates would increase 
from an estimated 45 basis points to more than 2 percentage 
points.115 In part, this is due to the 10 percent loss reserves 
required to be held by private lenders. Interestingly, dur-
ing the Great Recession the loss by private securitizations 
and Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac combined was less than 
5 percent.116 The result of the Senate bill would be that 
interest rates will be unnecessarily high as firms hold capital 
far above the level that is likely ever to be needed in the 
event of a financial downturn.

In addition, access to credit would be further 
restricted by requiring that all loans meet the recently 
released Qualified Mortgage (QM) rule plus 3.5 or 5 
percent down payment. The QM rule establishes the 
standards for mortgages that are presumed to meet the 
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borrower’s ability-to-pay requirement that was estab-
lished in the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and 
Consumer Protection Act. Johnson-Crapo also proposes 
to eliminate the affordable housing goals of the GSEs.

Given that the housing finance market’s current 
major challenge is the dearth of lending, focusing first 
on how to best enable private financial firms to ben-
efit from the elimination of Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac represents a major shift in priority focus in fed-
eral homeownership policy over the past half century. 
Although winding down Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac might be an appropriate step for housing finance 
reform, there are a variety of alternative proposals that 
might better meet the needs of borrowing public, and 
particularly low- and moderate-income and wealth-
constrained households for affordable mortgages while 
also increasing private capital.117

One of these alternative suggestions was made by 
the Center for Responsible Lending (CRL), which has 
proposed that Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac be replaced 
by a mortgage finance cooperative that resembles the 
model of the Federal Home Loan Bank system.118 
The Federal Home Loan Banks, established in 1932, 
are not well-known by the public, in part because 
they were the only segment of the housing finance 
system that neither failed nor required a taxpayer bail-
out. CRL’s proposal would bring private firms to the 
housing finance table as cooperative owners of a new 
quasi-government institution. The mission of this new 
entity would be the promotion of safe, affordable, and 
sustainable mortgages to meet the needs of the nation’s 
diverse borrower population.

Conclusion

For the past 70 years, homeownership has been 
the cornerstone of the American Dream, serving 
as the single largest and most sustainable source of 
wealth building, pride, and accomplishment for many 
Americans. Current proposals pending in Congress 
will limit access to homeownership and, by extension, 
reduce wealth building and economic mobility, thus 
impacting the US economy. The current battle lines 
are drawn between those who prioritize how best to 
bring private capital to the market and those who are 
most concerned with improving access and affordability 
to mortgage finance. Finding a solution that achieves 
both goals currently seems a long way away.
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