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SECTION A



This outline is designed to provide general information on the subject matters covered. It is not
intended to provide either a complete survey of all possible developments or a comprehensive
explanation or analysis of those developments mentioned. Readers should consult the original
source materials referenced. Furthermore, this outline is not intended nor should it be used as a
substitute for specific legal advice or opinion. Finally, this outline is published with the
understanding that the publisher is not engaged in rendering legal service.

Note: The author is currently, or in the future may be, engaged in representing clients in lawsuits
and other proceedings which directly involve some or all of the materials set forth in this outline.
No statements contained herein or any statements made by the author during his presentation
should be construed as the position of those clients for purposes of those proceedings. Nor should
such statements be construed as precluding the author from advocating any position on behalf of
those or other clients.
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Case Law Developments Update

Federal Financial Services Modernization — H.R.10 & S.900.

A. Different Views Of The Legislation’s Status:

International Banking Regulator:
“Veto Threat Still Hangs Over FinMod.” After passing the Senate on

a partisan vote, the ball on financial modernization legislation is now
in the hands of the House Commerce Committee, which is expected
to act on the bill in time for the full House to consider it before the
July 4th recess.

Bank Mutual Fund Report:
After passing the Senate on a partisan vote, the ball on financial

modemization legislation has now been passed to the House
Commerce Committee, which is not expected to act until late June,
postponing floor action in the House until late next month at the
earliest.

B. Summary Of HR 10 -- Exhibit 1.

Judicial Developments.
(Not Otherwise Within Scope Of Other Seminar Topics).

Parol Evidence; Statute Of Frauds.

George Nichols III. Liguidator v. R. Dudley Webb. et al., Kentucky Court of Appeals, 98-
CA-002487. Court of Appeals currently considering appeal from Circuit Court’s decision

that unconditional personal guarantees provided by the Webbs to Kentucky Central Life
Insurance Company were, in fact, subject to various conditions before they could be
enforced. Since those unwritten conditions had not been met, the Circuit Court held that the
guarantors had no obligation to satisfy the unpaid promissory notes. Case involves the parol
evidence rule, the statute of frauds, and various other doctrines bearing upon the ability of
borrowers and guarantors to avoid the language of the written documents they signed.
Kentucky Bankers Association has filed an amicus curiae brief urging the Court to decide
the case in such a manner that bank can draft written loan agreements that put borrowers on
notice that the agreements will be enforced as written.

Duty of Good Faith.

Qusley v. First Commonwealth Bank of Prestonsburg, Kentucky Court of Appeals, No.
1997-CA-001938-MR (2/12/99) (petition for rehearing filed March 24, 1999). Kentucky

Court of Appeals ruled on whether a former customer has a right to copies of bank account
records. The Court held that “there is implied in the duty of good faith and fair dealing a

A-1




duty on the part of the bank to account to its customer at the customer’s request. Thus, a-

present customer of a bank clearly has the right to ask for and receive records of his accounts
and loans with a bank at any time. We likewise believe that this duty extends to former
customers of a bank so long as the bank still has the records and the former customer is
willing to pay the cost of obtaining the records.”

Star Bank, Kenton County. Inc. v. Parnell, Kentucky Court of Appeals, No. 1996-CA-
002788-MR (9/25/98) (motion for discretionary review pending). Bank’s action in
accelerating loan upon deeming itself insecure did not indicate a lack of good faith, even if
bank was negligent in failing to acquire sufficient knowledge of dealerships financial
condition before approving loan. Reversing jury verdict against bank. “Good faith” is

honest in fact not negligence and “negligence cannot be considered when determining ‘good
faith.””

Promissory Notes.

Hibbitts v. Cumberland Valley National Bank & Trust Co., Ky.App., 977 S.W.2d 252
(1998). Court of Appeals affirmed entry of summary judgment holding that bankruptcy

reaffirmation agreement was valid obligation to pay debt even absent the execution of a new
promissory note. The “reaffirmation agreement reinstates the terms of the promissory note
and mortgage.” Also, “it is well settled that no precise form is necessary to constitute a
promissory note.” No need to conduct discovery because discovery could not have
uncovered any material fact or potential evidence.

Check Fraud.

Cockrell v. First Tennessee Bank, (W.D. Tenn. 98-2497-D/A). Noncustomer of bank
attempted to cash checks drawn on the bank. The bank, as a condition of doing so, required
that he place his thumbprint on the check. He refused, and the bank declined to cash the
check. Noncustomer then filed suit alleging invasion of privacy, wrongful conversion, and
other assorted legal theories. Trial court ruled for bank holding that since there was no
contract between payee and bank, there was no breach of contract. Similarly, the bank had
no fiduciary duty to noncustomer and did not convert the check. More importantly, the court
held the bank was entirely reasonable in demanding the thumbprint as identification to
prevent fraud, found the lawsuit frivolous and ordered the plaintiff to pay costs of any appeal
inadvance. Similar wins for banks in Koch v. Wells Fargo Bank (California); Raesz v. Bank
of America Texas, N.A. (E.D. Tex.); and Barnhill v. Nationsbank (Virginia).

Electronic Signatures.

1. On May 6, 1999, the Comptroller of the Currency issued guidance on a national bank
acting as a certification authority for electronic signatures, i.e., an on-line notary.

2. IRS Initiative. In an effort to streamline electronic filing of individual tax returns,
the Internal Revenue Service recently awarded a contract to VeriSign, Inc. to
supervise a pilot program with the goal of allowing taxpayers to use digital
signatures. The digital signatures are intended to replace the paper form that
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electronically-filing taxpayers must now sign and send via physical mail to the
Internal Revenue Service. The forms give the IRS a means to verify the identity of
the individual taxpayer not currently available with the electronic form. VeriSign will
conduct a pilot which will use digital signatures to verify the filer, without using any
paper forms. The pilot will be conducted in two phases: Phase One will employ
digital signatures for communications and transactions between certain IRS
employees; Phase Two will implement digital signatures in connection with the filing
of IRS-required forms, and will also be tested by IRS employees. IRS officials intend
to begin the pilot during the 1999 tax year

House Bill 708 enacted by the 1998 General Assembly (1998 Ky. Acts Ch. 363)
(codified at KRS 369.010 et seq.) addresses electronic signatures and electronic
records in transactions involving state government and also in transactions between
private parties. However, the statute exempts from its scope wills, trusts,
“conveyances of any interest in real property, and the “creation or transfer of any
negotiable instrument or any instrument establishing title or an interest in title.”
Also, the statute does not obligate a person to accept an electronic record or
electronic signature unless the parties “have freely and voluntarily agreed to” do so.
The regulation codifying the statute in the insurance context is set forth at 806 KAR
14:130.

The Government Paperwork Elimination Act (a part of the Omnibus Consolidated
Appropriations Act (Pub. Law 105-277) addresses electronic signatures at the federal
government level.

Bellco First Federal Credit Union v. Kaspar, 125 F.3d 1358 (10" Cir. 9/30/97). A
loan application taken over the telephone and entered into a computer without being
seen or signed by borrowers is not a “writing” under §523(a)(2)(B) of the Bankruptcy
Code. Thus, the lender could not argue that the debtors’ obtained credit based upon
the “use of a statement in writing” that was materially false thereby precluding them
from discharging the debt in bankruptcy.

On July 15, 1998, the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council issued a
Guidance On Electronic Financial Services And Consumer Compliance.
[http://www.ffiec.gov/pr071598.htm].

The Internet Law & Policy Forum maintains an extensive reference web-site on the
issue. [http://www.ilpf.org].

Telephonically Authorized Drafts.

1.

Payment method: payee obtains a customer’s account agreement, including account
number, routing numbers and transit numbers, typically by asking over the telephone
to read the information from the MICR line on the customer’s check. The payee uses
this information to produce a draft on a computer with the necessary MICR
information already encoded. The draft is not signed by the customer and typically
contains information such as “By XZY as Authorized Signatory for Jane Doe” or
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“customer authorized debit.” Upon receiving the statement (and after suffering
buyer’s remorse), the customer demands the bank recredit the account.

Legal analysis.
Step 1: Has the midnight deadline passed? If not, dishonor the item.

Step 2: Is the draft an “item™ which “authorized by the customer and in accordance
with any agreement between the customer and bank™? If so, it is “properly payable”
under KRS 355.4-401.

a. Is the draft an “item™? “Item” is defined in KRS 355.4-104(1)(h) as “an
instrument or a promise or order to pay money handled by a bank for
collection of payment.” However, “payment orders governed by Article 4A”
or “a credit or debit card slip” are excluded. An “instrument” is defined in
KRS 355.3-104(2) as a “negotiable instrument”.

b. Was the draft have to have the actual manual signature? KRS 355.1-201(39)

defines “signed” as “includes any symbol executed or adopted by a party with
present intention to authenticate a writing.”

Step 3: Did the draft create an overdraft? KRS 355.4-401(2) provides that a
“customer is not liable for the amount of an overdraft if the customer neither signed
the item nor benefitted from the proceeds of the item.”

Step 4: Does the bank have other defenses? Account holder negligence?
Ratification? Customer benefitting from the payment of the item?

Possible solutions.

Solution 1: Amend the account agreement providing that the debit is “authorize” if
the customer has given MICR information in person, over the phone, or otherwise
regardless of whether or not the customer later believes the particular debit in
question was not authorized.

Solution 2: Legislation. Texas effective September 1, 1997, amended its UCC
provisions to adopt a non-standard warranty the every person in the forward
collection process warrants to the payor bank that if the instrument is a “demand
draft” the creation of the instrument according to the terms on its face was authorized
by the person identified as the drawer.”

Solution 3: Clearinghouse Rules. The Clearinghouse Association of the Southwest
implemented on January 1, 1996, a rule requiring the presenting bank to warrant that
the check has no unauthorized signatures and is not counterfeit. Such clearinghouse
rules are valid and govern under KRS 355.4-103(2)
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Truth In Lending Act Recission Rights.

Beach v. Ocwen Federal Bank, 118 S.Ct. 1408 (1998). Residential mortgage borrowers
could not assert a right of rescission as an affirmative defense to the lender’s foreclosure suit
more than three years after the loan transaction closed. The three year time limit on the right
of rescission provided by 15 U.S.C. §1635(f) is not just a statute of limitations but wholly
extinguishes any right at the end of the three-year term. By comparison, the statute allows
recoupment of damage claims to be asserted regardless of the time limits.

Joint Accounts.
Sroka-Calvert v. Watkins, Ky.App., 971 S.W.2d 823 (1998). Narrowly construing

provisions of joint brokerage account agreement to preclude one joint owner from
transferring ownership into his own name.

The undersigned jointly and severally agree that each of them shall
have the authority on behalf of the joint account to buy, sell
(including short sales) and otherwise deal in, through you as brokers,
stocks, bonds and other securities and commodities, on margin or
otherwise; to receive on behalf of the joint account demands, notices,
confirmations, reports, statements of account and communications of
every kind . . . and generally to deal with you on behalf of the joint
account as fully and completely as if he alone were interest in said
account, all without notice to the others interested in said account.
[Court’s emphasis).

Omission of the word “transfer” was the critical fact. Fact issues existed on whether
spouse’s signature was forged on transfer documents.

Employment.

Margques v. Bank of America, 69 Cal.Rptr.2d 154 (1997), cert. denied, 119 S.Ct. 65 (1998).
A dismissed bank officer’s employment discrimination claims under state law were not
preempted by the National Bank Act. The authority granted to national banks by 12 U.S.C.
§24 to dismiss officers “at pleasure” was superceded and repealed by implication by the later
enactment of the federal anti-discrimination laws. Since the federal laws prohibited
employment discrimination on various grounds and preserved more lenient state laws, state
anti-discrimination laws did not interfere with 12 U.S.C. §24.

Landrum v. Braun, Ky.App., 978 S.W.2d 756 (1998). Recognizing a qualified privilege
against claims of libel, slander, false light and intentional infliction of emotional distress for
necessary communications between employees in the chain of command. Issue of existence
of privilege is an issue of law for the court.

Bank Examination Litigation.

Rockwood Bank v. Gaia, 170 F.3d 833 (8" Cir. 1999). Bank and its president were not



protected by either absolute or qualified immunity under Missouri law for statements made

during an FDIC examination if the statements were made “with malice”.

In re: Powell, 227 B.R. 61 (Bkrtcy.Vt. 1998). In lender liability litigation, bankruptcy court
ordered Vermont Commissioner of Banker to produce reports of examination of the
defendant bank and its holding company concerning credit administration practices at the
bank despite the existence of the Vermont statute hold that such information “shall be
confidential communications, shall not be subject to subpoena, and shall not be made
public.” Court narrowly construed the statute and reasoned that an exception in the statute
giving Commissioner discretionary authority to release such material to “civil and criminal
law enforcement authorities” permitted the court to order production of the documents.

Sisters of Charity Health Systems, Inc. v. Raikes, Ky., 984 S.W.2d 464 (1998). Supreme
Court narrowly construed the medical peer review privilege of KRS 311.377(2) to limit the

protection to suits against peer review entities thereby ordering that production of such
records be made in a medical malpractice lawsuit to which the peer review entities were not
defendants.

Punitive Damages.

Williams v. Wilson, Ky., 972 S.W.2d 260 (1998). KRS 411.184(1), Kentucky’s statute on
the circumstances under which punitive damages may be awarded, is unconstitutional insofar
as it requires a plaintiff to show more than “gross negligence” on the part of the defendant
before the plaintiff can secure punitive damages.

Owens-Corning Fiberglass Corp. v. Golightly, Ky., 976 S.W.2d 409 (1998). Affirming
$435,000 punitive damages award against manufacturer of asbestos-containing pipecovering
in suit brought by former pipefitter suffering from asbestosis and lung cancer. Kentucky’s
system of reviewing awards of punitive damages — the “first blush” rule at the trial level and
the “clearly erroneous” standard at the appellate level — satisfies due process.

Liens.

Redondo Construction Corp. v. United States, 157 F.3d 1060 (6" Cir. 1998). IRS tax lien
had priority over judgment lien claimant where judgment creditor did not comply with the
registration requirements of Kentucky’s Uniform Enforcement Of Foreign Judgments Act
(KRS 426.950 et seq.). Filing of lis pendens notice while judgment creditor attempted to set
aside fraudulent conveyance of property did not create a lien. Rather, the judgment creditor
needed to comply with the judgment lien filing requirements of KRS 426.720. In dicta, the
Court indicated that a nunc pro tunc order can retroactively recognize an out-of-state
judgment for purposes of actually enforcing that judgment within the state’s boundaries.

In re: Excell Engineering, 224 B.R. 582 (Bkrtcy.W.D.Ky. 1998) (Roberts, J.) Unpaid
construction subcontractor violated bankruptcy automatic stay by filing, postpetition, a lien
statement under KRS 376.210 against funds owed general contractor on government
contract. Lien claim under KRS 376.210 does not relate back to a prepetition date, so safe
harbor under Bankruptcy Code 362(b)(3) to post-petition lien filings was not available.
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Furthermore, the subcontractor failed to perfect its lien by timely instituting a lawsuit in the
face of a protest from the general contractor. Sanction imposed against subcontractor was
payment of 100% of contractor’s attorneys’ fees and costs in litigating the validity of the
claimed lien.

Escheat.

Implementation of 1998 state escheat amendments. KRS 393.130(3) mandates that the
holder of interest bearing property which is presumed abandoned under Kentucky’s escheat
laws place such property “in an interest-bearing account made assignable to the department.”
Exhibit 2 contains draft regulations being considered by the Kentucky State Treasurer to
implement the 1998 legislation. The first proposed regulation (20 KAR 1:080) regulates
reports to be submitted to the Treasury Department concerning the account. The second
proposed regulation (20 KAR 1:090) which would regulate how the interest bearing account
is created and operated.

Cassady v. Hamilton, Franklin Circuit Court, No. 98-CI-00259. On March 18, 1999, the
Franklin Circuit Court determined that Kentucky State Treasurer John Kennedy Hamilton
had improperly expended escheat funds to purchase radio advertisements during the 1998
General Assembly urging voters to support escheat legislation which he supported. The
Circuit Court held that escheat funds were private property in the protective custody of the
state and the state statutes describing the permissible uses of such funds did not include the
radio advertisements being challenged. Mr. Hamilton was order to personally repay the
expenditures.

Citibank (South Dakota), N.A. v. South Dakota, (S.D.2d Jud. Cir. Ct., Civil No. 96-93). On
January 11, 1996, bank sued to resolve dispute over proper characterization of funds that the

bank received as obvious attempts by cardholders to make payments on credit card balances
due from them but which the bank was unable to match to a specific account. South Dakota
claimed that such funds constituted “abandoned property” and must be escheated. Citibank
sued claiming that such funds belong to it and do not fit within the statutory definition of
abandoned funds as those that are “payable or distributable” by the bank to someone else.
On March 16, 1998, the court entered summary judgment for the bank, concluding that
Citibank was the true owner of the funds and that they were not subject to escheat.

Wills, Trusts, And Estates.

McElroy v. Taylor, Ky., 977 S.W.2d 929 (1998). District Court has jurisdiction to determine
whether guardian of incompetent surviving spouse properly acted to renounce (pursuant to
KRS 392.080) the will of the deceased spouse. Court liberally construed the phrase “matters
involving probate” in KRS 24A.120(2) (relating to a District Court’s jurisdiction).

Sanders v. Pierce, Ky.App., 979 S.W.2d 457 (1998). Wife is required to renounce deceased
husband’s will within six month’s after probate. Failing to do so, she had no dower interest
and could not bring an action asserting pre-death property transfers by deceased spouse as
a fraud against dower. Despite being time barred from being able to renounce the will, the
wife was not required to renounce the will in order to assert a claim for the exceptions




provided in KRS 391.030. The 1992 amendment of the statute construed as overruling the
decision in Brown v. Sammons, Ky., 743 S.W.2d 23 (1988).

Goforth v. Gee, Ky., 975 S.W.2d 448 (1998). Trust construed as a support trust not a
spendthrift trust when it authorized trustee “to pay such amount of the interest quarterly to
my said daughter so that she may be maintained and cared for in accordance with her station
inlife.” A trustisnota “spendthrift” trust to the extent the beneficiary “may demand it from
the trustee”. Thus, a judgment creditor of daughter could reach interest earnings on trust but
could not reach the principal.

Bye v. Mattingly, Ky., 975 S.W.2d 451 (1998). Undue influence case where the jury found
the will valid even though a partial disability order had been entered against the testator.
Upholding the lucid interval doctrine and reaffirming Kentucky’s “commit[ment] to the
doctrine of testatorial absolutism.” Thus, “[m]erely being an older person, possessing a
failing memory, momentary forgetfulness, weakness of mental powers or lack of strict
coherence in conversation does not render one incapable of validly executing a will.”

Automobile Leases.

In re Reed, 226 B.R. 1 (Bkrtcy.W.D.Ky. 1998) (Dickinson, J.). In the absent of evidence to
the contrary, a consumer will generally be allowed six months in Chapter 13 plans to cure
automobile lease arrearages. If a different cure period is proposed, the Court will engage in
a case-by-case analysis of whether the cure is “prompt” and will consider the nature of the
leased property, the provisions of the lease, the amount of the arrearage, the remaining term
of the lease, and the provisions of the debtor’s proposed plan.

Arbitration.

Badie v. Bank of America, 67 Cal.App.4th 779, 79 Cal.Rptr. 273 (1998) (review denied by
California Supreme Court on 2/24/99). Bank of America could not change its existing
deposit account agreements simply by mailing customers an insert adding an arbitration
provision despite provision in original agreements permitting the bank to change “terms and
conditions” on prior written notice to customers in their monthly statements. Appellate
Court seemed to be resting its decision on (i) a narrow reading of the phrase “terms and
conditions” as being limited to interest rates, fees, charges, grace periods, and the like
(matters integral to the bank/creditor relationship) but not to the method and forum for
dispute resolution and (b) the fact that the change in term procedure does not amount to a
“knowing waiver” of a jury trial.

Harris v. Green Tree Financial Corp., (3 Cir. No. 97-2029). Home equity loan contract
contained a mandatory arbitration clause which the lender sought to invoke upon suit filed
by the borrower. The District Court refused to enforce the arbitration clause because it was
“one sided” in that it reserved to the lender the right to pursue judicial and nonjudicial
remedies such as foreclosure outside the arbitration context. Oral argument in Third Circuit
held on September 17, 1998.

Buck Run Baptist Church. Inc. v. Cumberland Surety Ins. Co., Ky., 983 S.W.2d 501 (1998).
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Trial court erred in staying arbitration of dispute between owner and surety on performance
bond for construction project where surety bond expressly incorporated provisions of owner-
contractor agreement containing an arbitration clause.

“Kentucky has favored the enforcement of private arbitration contracts.”

“InMYS Corp., this Court observed that there is a significant difference between an adhesion
contract in which the parties have disparate bargaining power and a contract which
voluntarily has been entered into by sophisticated and knowledgeable businessmen
concerning a financial transaction of considerable magnitude. Here, the church had the
advice of a professional architect who in fact recommended that it terminate the original
construction contract. As noted in MYS Corp., the parties should not be free to repudiate
promises to arbitrate.”

Hill v. J.J.B. Hilliard, W.L. Lyons, Inc., Ky.App., 945 S.W.2d 948 (1996) (discretionary
review denied). Female employee’s claims of sexual harassment, retaliation, and violation
of equal pay laws were required to be arbitrated pursuant to securities registration form
requiring arbitration of claims “arising out of employment”. However, claims against
supervisor for assault, battery and false imprisonment arising out of alleged rape while on
job trip was not within scope of arbitration clause. Similar result for slander counterclaim.
“We will not expand the arbitration agreement merely for the sake of efficiency.”

Floyd County Board of Education v. EUA Cogenex Corp., 19 F.Supp.2d 735 (E.D.Ky. 1998)

(arbitrator’s denial of continuance was fundamentally unfair).

Oldroyd v. Elmira Savings Bank, 134 F.3d 72 (2™ Cir. 1998). A former bank employee was
required to arbitrate a claim that his discharge violated the whisleblower protection
provisions of the FIRREA (12 U.S.C. §1831j).

Set-Off.

In re: Alexander, 225 B.R. 145 (Bkrtcy. W.D.Ky. 1998) (Roberts, J.). IRS was not entitled
to exercise a set-off against tax refund in which Chapter 7 debtor had claimed exemption, in
order to reduce a dischargeable prepetition tax debt not secured by a tax lien. Tax refunds
which were earned income credit and $1,000 general exemption applied to protect taxpayer.

PENDING LITIGATION THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY.

See attached ABA Report, “Status Of Important Banking Cases” (May 1, 1999) [Exhibit 3].

DEVELOPMENTS TO WATCH.
Federal Thrifts Owned By Nonbanks.
March 16, 1999. “Principal’s Virtual Bank Holding Its Own.” Principal Financial Group,

an insurance company that made a novel and closely scrutinized decision to open a virtual
bank through a unitary thrift holding company structure, is already calling the experiment
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a success. {[Bank Mutual Fund Report, 476 words].

March 19, 1999. “Capital Briefs: Harris of Michigan Seeking Thrift Charter.” Harris
Financial Group of Troy, Mich., filed an application March 11 for a thrift charter, becoming
the 48th nonbank with arequest pending before the Office of Thrift Supervision. [American
Banker, 135 words].

April 16, 1999. “Nonbanks Facing Long Waits For OTS Charter Approval.” The Office of
Thrift Supervision is taking roughly 14 months-or more than twice as long as usual-to
process all but plain-vanilla charter applications. [American Banker, 654 words].

April 16, 1999. “Wisconsin Banks, Thrifts Push for Universal Charter.” Wisconsin bankers
are pushing for a bill that would allow state- chartered banks and thrifts-as well as national
banks-to share each other's powers. [American Banker, 332 words].

April 23, 1999. “Insurer, Farm Group Get Thrift Charters.” The Office of Thrift Supervision
granted charters to two nonbanks this week. CNA Financial Corp., the Chicago-based
insurer, won permission to convert its California-chartered trust company to a federal thrift.
[American Banker, 188 words].

Internet Bill Paying,.

1. “On-Line Banking: HP Unit’s Chief Aims To Be King Of The Hill In Internet
Banking.” The head of Hewlett-Packard Co.’s financial services division is
unequivocal about his goal. “We’re fighting to be No. 1 in Internet banking,” said
Olivier Trancart, general manager of the worldwide unit. [American Banker, April
22, 1999 (599 words)].

2. Fugitte, “The Battle For Retail Bank Customers,” Kentucky Banker Magazine (May
1999) (Exhibit 4).

Something Ironic.

United States v. Dezarn, 157 F.3d 1042 (6" Cir. 1993). Sixth Circuit affirmed the perjury
conviction of Adjutant General of Kentucky National Guard who claimed he gave technically
accurate, though misleading, answers to questions from Inspector General’s office about a

fundraising party for former Governor Brereton Jones. Sentence of 15 months incarceration
and $5,000 fine upheld.
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EXHIBIT 1

BILL SUMMARY AND STATUS REPORT FOR THE 106™ CONGRESS

Finance

1. H.R.10: A bill to enhance competition in the financial services industry by providing a prudential

framework for the affiliation of banks, securities firms, and other financial service providers, and for
other purposes.
Sponsor: Rep Leach, James A. .- LATEST ACTION: 03/23/99 Reported to House from Committee
on Banking and Financial Services, amended, H. Rept. 106-74 (Part 1) .

2. H.R.833: A bill to amend title 11 of the United States Code, and for other purposes.
Sponsor: Rep Gekas, George W. .- LATEST ACTION: 05/12/99 Placed on calendar in Senate .

3. 8.576: An original bill to provide for improved monetary policy and regulatory reform in financial
institution management and activities, to streamline financial regulatory agency actions, to provide
for improved consumer credit disclosure, and for other purposes.

Sponsor: Sen Gramm, Phil .- LATEST ACTION: 03/10/99 Placed on calendar in Senate .

4. 5.625: A bill to amend title 11, United States Code, and for other purposes.
Sponsor: Sen Grassley, Charles E. .- LATEST ACTION: 05/11/99 Reported to Senate from the
Committee on the Judiciary, amended, S. Rept. 106-49 .

5. S.900: An original bill to enhance competition in the financial services industry by providing a
prudential framework for the affiliation of banks, securities firms, insurance companies, and other
financial service providers, and for other purposes.

Sponsor: Sen Gramm, Phil .- LATEST ACTION: 05/06/99 Measure passed Senate, amended, roll
call #105 (54-44) .
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H.R.10 (Major Legislation)
SPONSOR: Rep Leach, James A. (introduced 01/06/99)

SUMMARY:

(AS INTRODUCED)

TABLE OF CONTENTS:

o Title I: Facilitating Affiliation Among Securities Firms, Insurance companies, and Depository
Institutions

Subtitle A: Affiliations

Subtitle B: Streamlining Supervision of Financial Holding Companies

Subtitle C: Subsidiaries of National Banks

Subtitle D: Wholesale Financial Holding Companies; Wholesale Financial Institutions

Subtitle E: Preservation of FTC Authority

Subtitle F: Applying the Principles of National Treatment and Equality of Competitive
Opportunity to Foreign banks and Foreign Financial Institutions

Subtitle G: Federal Home Loan Bank System Modernization
Subtitle H: Direct Activities of Banks
Subtitle I: Deposit Insurance Funds

Subtitle J: Effective Date of Title
Title II: Functional Regulation

Subtitle A: Brokers and Dealers

Subtitle B: Bank Investment Company Activities

Subtitle C: Securities and Exchange Commission Supervision of Investment Bank Holding
Companies

Subtitle D: Studies
Title III: Insurance

Subtitle A: State Regulation of Insurance

Subtitle B: Redomestication of Mutual Insurance

Subtitle C: National Association of Registered Agents and Brokers
Title IV: Unitary Savings and Loan Holding Companies
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Financial Services Act of 1999 - Title I: Facilitating Affiliation Among Securities Firms,
Insurance Companies, and Depository Institutions - Subtitle A: Affiliations - Amends the
Banking Act of 1933 (Glass-Steagall Act) to repeal the prohibitions: (1) against affiliation of any
Federal Reserve member bank with an entity engaged principally in securities activities (securities
affiliate); and (2) against simultaneous service by any officer, director, or employee of a securities
firm as an officer, director, or employee of any member bank (interlocking directorates).

(Sec. 102) Amends the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 (BHCA) to exempt from its prohibition
against interests in nonbanking organizations the shares of any company whose activities had been
determined by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System (the Board), as of the day
before the date of enactment of this Act, to be so closely related to banking as to be a proper incident
thereto.

(Sec. 103) Creates a statutory mechanism for the establishment of financial holding companies
(FHCs) whose subsidiary depository institutions are well-capitalized and well-managed and meet
other specified criteria. Instructs the Board to establish and apply comparable capital standards to a
foreign bank with a subsidiary bank or commercial lending company in the United States.

Permits an FHC and a Board-supervised investment bank holding company (BHC) to engage in any
activity and acquire the shares of any company whose activities have been determined by the Board to
be either financial in nature, or incidental to financial activities. Mandates consultation and
coordination, according to specified guidelines, between the Board and the Department of the
Treasury regarding determination of whether an activity is financial in nature, or incidental to
financial activities.

Includes among such activities any investments, lending, insurance, securities transactions, certain
financial operations abroad, and ownership or control of banking interests. Requires an FHC to make
assurances that risk management procedures adequately protect insured depository institution
subsidiaries, including reasonable measures to preserve separate corporate identity and limited
liability. Mandates notification to the Board of certain large business combinations with FHCs or
wholesale FHC:s.

Cites circumstances under which an FHC (and its foreign counterpart) may engage in nonfinancial
activities. Permits FHCs which were not BHCs or foreign banks before becoming FHCs to retain
limited non-financial activities and affiliations. Sets forth cross-marketing restrictions for FHC-
controlled depository institutions.

(Sec. 104) Preempts State anti-affiliation laws restricting transactions among insured depository
institutions, wholesale financial institutions, insurance concems, and national banks. Cites exceptions
to such preemption, especially for State regulation of the business of insurance, including the
retention of State capitalization requirements for an insurance entity acquired by another entity, and
specified consumer protections. Declares that this Act shall not affect State antitrust and general
corporate law. Retains State oversight authority over specified financial activities other than
insurance.




Bill Summary & Status

Prohibits State regulation of the insurance activities of an insured depository institution or wholesale
financial institution in any way that discriminates adversely between insured depository institutions or
wholesale financial institutions and other entities engaged in insurance activities.

(Sec. 105) Requires that mutual bank holding companies be regulated on the same terms as bank
holding companies.

(Sec. 106) Amends the Riegle-Neal Interstate Banking and Branching Efficiency Act of 1994
(RNIBBEA) to apply its prohibition against deposit production offices to interstate branches acquired
or established under this Act, including all branches of a bank owned by an out-of-State BHC.

(Sec. 107) Amends the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (FDIA) to apply to any branch of a bank
controlled by an out-of-State BHC certain requirements for branch closures by an interstate bank.

(Sec. 108) Authorizes well-capitalized and well-managed limited purpose banks to engage in any
banking activity. (Maintains the restriction that such banks may accept demand deposits or make
commercial loans, but not both.) Prohibits such banks from permitting any overdraft (including
intraday overdrafts), or incurring overdrafts in their accounts at a Federal Reserve Bank, on behalf of
an affiliate, with certain exceptions. Permits such banks to: (1) issue corporate credit cards; (2) cross
market affiliates; and (3) avoid divestiture by correcting violations within six months of receiving
notice from the Board.

(Sec. 109) Directs the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) to present interim reports to Congress
regarding an ongoing multistage study of consumer privacy issues.

(Sec. 110) Directs the Comptroller General to study and report to Congress on the projected impact
that the enactment of this Act will have on financial institutions with total assets of $100 million or
less.

Subtitle B: Streamlining Supervision of Financial Holding Companies - Prohibits the Board from
imposing any capital or capital adequacy criteria upon a non-depository institution FHC subsidiary
that is in compliance with State or Federal capitalization rules, or is registered under the Investment
Advisers Act of 1940. Prohibits the Board, in developing capital adequacy requirements, from taking
into consideration any affiliated investment company which is not a bank holding company nor
controlled by one holding 25 percent or more shares of the investment company worth more than $1
million. :

Authorizes the Board to transfer its BHC oversight authority to the appropriate Federal banking
agency if a BHC is not significantly engaged in non-banking activities.

Mandates Board deference to the SEC and relevant State securities and insurance authorities with
respect to interpretations and enforcement of activities (functional regulation) within their respective
jurisdictions.

(Sec. 112) Provides that a declaration filed by a company seeking to be an FHC shall satisfy BHC
registration requirements but not any requirement to file an application to acquire a bank.

Revises BHCA divestiture procedures to permit a BHC to elect divestiture of either a nonbanking
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subsidiary or an insured depository institution.

(Sec. 113) Declares ineffective and non-enforceable any Board actions requiring an insurance
company BHC or a registered securities broker-dealer BHC to provide assets to a subsidiary insured
depository institution if the State insurance authority, or the SEC, determines in writing that such
actions would have a material adverse effect on the BHC's financial condition. Permits the Board to
order divestiture of the subsidiary in lieu of other action.

(Sec. 114) Authorizes the Board to restrict relationships or transactions between: (1) a BHC
depository institution subsidiary and its affiliates (other than a subsidiary of the institution); and (2) a
foreign bank and its U.S. affiliates.

(Sec. 115) Grants the SEC exclusive authority to examine and inspect any non-BHC registered
investment company. Prohibits a Federal banking agency from inspecting or examining such a non-
BHC company.

Permits the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) to examine the affiliate of an insured
depository institution in order to disclose fully the impact of their relationship upon such institution.

(Sec. 116) Prohibits the Board from taking any action under the BHCA or the FDIA against a BHC-
regulated subsidiary unless it is necessary to prevent or redress an unsafe or unsound practice or
breach of fiduciary duty by the subsidiary that poses a material risk to the financial safety, soundness
or stability of an affiliated depository institution or to the domestic or international payment systems.

(Sec. 117) Declares it is the intent of Congress that the Board and State insurance regulators should:
(1) coordinate their respective supervision of companies that control a depository institution and a
company engaged in insurance activities; and (2) share relevant information on a confidential basis
(including information regarding the financial health of the consolidated organization, and
transactions and relationships between insurance companies and affiliated depository institutions).
States that Federal banking agencies for depository institutions should also share information with
State insurance regulators on a confidential basis regarding transactions and relationships between
depository institutions and affiliated companies engaged in insurance activities. Sets forth guidelines
for such information exchange and confidentiality.

(Sec. 118) Declares that BHCA restrictions placed upon Board authority over bank holding
companies and their nonbank subsidiaries shall also limit the authority of the FDIC with respect to
such companies and their nonbank subsidiaries.

(Sec. 119) Amends the FDIA to prohibit the use of the Bank Insurance Fund (BIF) and the Savings
Association Insurance Fund (SAIF) to benefit any affiliates or subsidiaries of certain insured
depository institutions in receivership, in default, or in danger of default, or of any insured depository
institution in such circumstances that is acquiring another insured depository institutions.

Subtitle C: Subsidiaries of National Banks - Amends Federal law governing national banks to
prohibit a subsidiary of a national bank from engaging in any activity, or owning any shares of a
company engaged in any activity, that a national bank is not permitted to engage in directly, or that is
conducted under terms or conditions other than those that would govern the conduct of the activity by
a national bank. Authorizes a national bank to own a subsidiary engaged in activities that are not
permissible for a national bank only if a national bank is specifically authorized by the express terms
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of a Federal statute to own or control the subsidiary.

(Sec. 121) Authorizes a national bank, with Comptroller of the Currency approval, to control a
company that engages in agency activities determined to be financial in nature or incidental to such
activities if: (1) the company engages in such activities solely as agent and not directly or indirectly as
principal; and (2) the national bank and all its depository institution affiliates are well-capitalized and
well-managed and have achieved a satisfactory or better record of meeting community credit needs
under the Community Reinvestment Act of 1977 (CRA) at the institution's most recent examination.

(Sec. 122) Amends Federal criminal law to proscribe misrepresentations regarding depository
institution liability for obligations of affiliates.

(Sec. 123) Amends the Federal Reserve Act to repeal: (1) the Board's power to restrict the percentage
of individual bank capital and surplus represented by loans secured by stock or bond collateral; and
(2) the Board's duty to establish such restrictions with a view to preventing the undue use of bank
loans for the speculative carrying of securities.

Subtitle D: Holding Companies; Wholesale Financial nstitutions - Chapter 1: Wholesale
Financial Holding Companies - Sets forth a statutory mechanism for regulation of wholesale
financial holding companies that do not control a bank other than a wholesale financial institution
(WFI) or specified, limited-purpose institutions. Requires such a company to be a registered bank
holding company predominantly engaged in certain financial activities, and in control of one or more
WFIs. Specifies the limits of Board examinations of such companies.

Prohibits the Board, in developing capital adequacy requirements, from taking into consideration any
affiliated investment company which is not a bank holding company nor controlled by one holding 25
percent or more shares of the investment company worth more than $1 million.

Specifies the kinds of nonfinancial activities in which Board-supervised companies may engage.

Sets forth guidelines for the treatment of certain nonfinancial investments and affiliations of foreign
banks operating within the United States as Board-supervised wholesale financial holding companies.

Chapter 2: Wholesale Financial Institutions - Amends the Revised Statutes to permit a national
bank to operate as a noninsured national WFI subject to FRA and the regulatory authority of the
Comptroller of the Currency. Amends FRA to prescribe procedural guidelines for State bank
membership as a noninsured WFI in the Federal Reserve System, subject to FDIA enforcement
authority and prompt corrective action requirements. Subjects such institutions to the Community
Reinvestment Act of 1977.

Prohibits a WFI from receiving initial deposits of $100,000 or less except on an incidental and
occasional basis. Limits incidental deposits of $100,000 or less to a maximum five percent of a WFI's
total deposits.

Sets forth capital and managerial requirements for certain WFIs controlled by companies under the
jurisdiction of either the SEC or the BHCA. Empowers the Comptroller of the Currency (in the case
of a national WFI) and the Board to direct a WFI conservator or receiver to file a petition under title
II of the Federal bankruptcy code.
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Bill Summary & Status

Amends FDIA to prescribe procedures whereby an insured State-chartered bank or a national bank
may voluntarily terminate its status as an insured depository institution. Requires any such terminated
bank to become a WFI in order to accept any deposits. Subjects a State bank that is a WFI to the
Community Reinvestment Act of 1977.

Amends Federal bankruptcy law to prescribe WFI liquidation guidelines.

Subtitle E: Preservation of FTC Authority - Amends the BHCA to require the Board to notify the

FTC of its approval of a proposed acquisition, merger, or consolidation which involves acquisition of
nonbanking interests.

(Sec. 142) Directs certain Federal banking agencies to make data available to the Attorney General
and the FTC that they deem necessary for antitrust review under specified statutes.

(Sec. 143) Excludes from FTC jurisdiction any nondepository institution subsidiary or affiliate of a
bank or savings association.

Amends the Clayton Act to apply its premerger notification and waiting period requirements to any
portion of a merger or acquisition transaction that does require notice under BHCA but does not
require approval.

(Sec. 144) Instructs the Comptroller General to report annually to the Congress on market
concentration in the financial services industry and its impact on consumers.

Subtitle F: Applying the Principles of National Treatment and Equality of Competitive
Opportunity to Foreign Banks and Foreign Financial Institutions - Amends the International
Banking Act of 1978 (IBA) to terminate the grandfathered authority of a foreign bank or company
under the IBA to engage in any financial activity, if it files a BHCA declaration to function as a
qualified BHC (QBHC). (Consequently, foreign banks with grandfathered affiliates would be
permitted to keep them on the same terms and conditions that govern domestic banking
organizations.)

(Sec. 152) Amends the FDIA to allow insured foreign banks and foreign WFIs to terminate deposit
insurance voluntarily in the same manner and to the same extent as insured State or national banks.

(Sec. 153) Amends the International Banking Act of 1978 to authorize the Board to examine any
affiliate of a foreign bank conducting business in any State in which the Board deems it necessary to
determine and enforce compliance with Federal banking law.

Subtitle G: Federal Home Loan Bank System Modernization - Federal Home Loan Bank System
Modemization Act of 1999 - Amends the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (FHLBA) to expand Federal
Home Loan Bank (FHLB) membership parameters to make a Federal savings association's
membership in the FHLB system voluntary instead of mandatory. Permits such an association to
withdraw its membership (currently such withdrawal is prohibited).

(Sec. 164) Modifies guidelines governing long-term advances to: (1) allow advances to any
community financial institution for small businesses, agricultural, rural development, or low-income
community development lending; (2) make the cash (as well as the deposits) of an FHLB eligible




Bill Summary & Status

collateral for securing a bank's interest in a loan or advance; and (3) repeal the 30 percent of capital
cap on the aggregate amount of outstanding advances secured by real estate related collateral.
Includes within the categories of collateral eligible for bank loan secured loans for small business,
agriculture, rural development, or low-income community development, or securities representing a
whole interest in such secured loans, in the case of any community financial institution. Authorizes
an FHLB to renew certain advances on its own determination without concurrence by the Federal
Housing Finance Board (FHFB). Requires an FHLB member with an advance secured by insufficient
eligible collateral to reduce its level of outstanding advances according to a schedule determined by
the FHLB (currently, by the FHF Board). Authorizes such Board to: (1) review the collateral
standards applicable to each Federal home loan bank for designated classes of collateral; and (2)
require an increase in such standards for safety and soundness purposes.

(Sec. 165) Revises eligibility criteria to permit certain community financial institutions to gain FHLB
membership regardless of the percentage of total assets represented by residential mortgage loans.

(Sec. 166) Amends the FHLBA to increase from two years to four years the term of an elective
director of a Federal home loan bank. Repeals the mandates for: (1) a procedure for informal review
of certain supervisory decisions; and (2) the Housing Opportunity Hotline program.

Repeals: (1) the prohibition against an FHLB's acquisition of a bank building by purchase or over ten-
year lease; (2) the requirement for FHFB approval of personnel decisions as well as the exercise of
corporate powers by any FHLB; and (2) authorization for an FHLB president to be a member of the
FHLB board.

Grants the FHFB power to: (1) issue charges upon an FHLB or any executive officer or director for
violation of law or regulation in connection with the granting of any application or other request by
the bank, or any written agreement between the bank and the FHFB, and take affirmative action to
correct conditions resulting from violations or practices, or to limit FHLB activities; (2) address
insufficiencies in capital levels resulting from automatic membership of a Federal savings association
in the local FHLB; and (3) sue and be sued.

Repeals FHFB jurisdiction to approve the granting by an FHLB of a member's application to secure
an advance.

Expands the mandate of FHLB Affordable Housing Programs to include providing subsidies (in
addition to subsidized interest rates) on advances for member lending for low- and moderate-income
housing.

Authorizes each FHLB board of directors to approve member requests for Affordable Housing
Program subsidies.

Revises guidelines governing reserves and dividends to permit dividend payments out of previously
retained earnings or current net earnings (currently, only out of net earnings). Repeals the requirement
for: (1) FHFB approval for such dividend payments; and (2) investment of FHLB reserves
exclusively in U.S. obligations or certain other Federal Government-related securities.

(Sec. 167) States that FHLB payments to the Resolution Funding Corporation to cover interest

payments on obligations shall be a specified percentage of net earnings (currently an aggregate sum
certain).
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Subtitle H: Direct Activities of Banks - Amends Federal banking law to provide that limitations
placed on securities transactions by a national banking association for its own account do not apply to
State, local, or municipal bond transactions by a well-capitalized national banking association.

Subtitle I: Deposit Insurance Funds - Directs the Board of Directors of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation to study and report to Congress on specified issues regarding the BIF and the
SAIF, including their safety and soundness, and the adequacy of their reserve requirements in light of
mergers and consolidations within the industry.

(Sec. 187) Amends the FDIA and the Deposit Insurance Funds Act of 1996 to eliminate the Special
Reserve of the Savings Association Insurance Fund (SAIF), and the Deposit Insurance Fund (DIF),
respectively (established to provide emergency funds if the reserve ratio of either fund remains below
50 percent of its designated ratio for one year).

Subtitle J: Effective Date of Title - Sets forth the effective date of title I of this Act.

Title II: Functional Regulation - Subtitle A: Brokers and Dealers - Amends the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 (Exchange Act) to include certain bank activities within the definition of
"broker" and "dealer” (thus subjecting them to registration requirements and regulation under the
Exchange Act).

(Sec. 203) Requires a registered securities association to create a limited qualification category,
without a testing requirement, for certain bank employees effecting sales as part of a non-public
primary securities offering (private placement sales).

(Sec. 204) Amends the FDIA to direct the appropriate Federal banking agencies to: (1) promulgate
regulations and complaint procedures applicable to retail transactions, solicitations, advertising, or
offers of any security by any insured depository institution or affiliate other than a registered broker
or dealer; (2) jointly establish a grievance process for customer complaints against banks or bank
employees arising in connection with securities sales or purchases; and (3) establish recordkeeping
requirements for banks relying on exceptions and exemptions from the definitions of broker and
dealer under the Exchange Act.

(Sec. 206) Defines traditional banking product. Amends the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to
authorize the SEC to determine by regulation that a bank that effects transaction in, or buys or sells,
new product should be subject to certain registration requirements. Sets forth procedural guidelines
for the filing of a petition for judicial review by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System or any aggrieved party.

]

(Sec. 207) Amends the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to define: (1) derivative instrument so as to
exclude a traditional banking product; (2) qualified investor; and (3) government security, so as to
include a qualified Canadian government obligation.

Subtitle B: Bank Investment Company Activities - Amends the Investment Company Act of 1940
to authorize the SEC to prescribe conditions under which a bank or its affiliate serving as promoter,
organizer, or principal underwriter for a registered management company or a registered unit
investment trust may also serve as custodian of such company or trust. Permits the SEC to bring a
civil action against a custodian for a registered investment company for breach of fiduciary duty




Bill Summary & Status

involving personal misconduct.

(Sec. 212) Declares it is unlawful for an affiliate, promoter, or principal underwriter for a registered
investment company to lend to it or its subsidiaries in contravention of SEC prescriptions.

(Sec. 213) Modifies the definition of "interested person" to identify transactions, services, and loans
taking place during the six months preceding determination of an interested person which would
make a person an affiliated person of a broker or dealer.

Prohibits a registered investment company from having a majority of its board of directors consisting

of personnel or senior officers of the subsidiaries of any one bank, or of any single BHC, its affiliates
and subsidiaries.

(Sec. 214) Modifies guidelines pertaining to unlawful misrepresentation of guarantees and the
deceptive use of names.

(Sec. 215) Modifies the definition of "broker" to exclude any person who would be deemed a broker
solely by reason of the fact that such person is an underwriter for one or more investment companies.

(Sec. 216) Modifies the definition of "dealer" to exclude an insurance or an investment company.

(Sec. 217) Amends the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 to modify the definition of investment

adviser to remove the exclusion for banks that advise investment companies. Revises the definitions
of broker and DEALER.

(Sec. 220) Mandates interagency sharing between the appropriate Federal banking agency and the
SEC of examination results and other information pertaining to the investment advisory activities of a
registered BHC and its separately identifiable departments or divisions.

(Sec. 221) Amends the Securities Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to revise the
exclusion from their purview of certain bank common trust funds to specify the exclusion of any
interest or participation in any common trust fund or similar fund that is excluded from the definition
of "investment company" under the Investment Company Act of 1940. Amends the Investment
Company Act of 1940 to revise such exclusion guidelines for certain bank common trust funds.

(Sec. 222) Amends the Investment Company Act of 1940 to prescribe circumstances under which an
investment adviser holding shares of an investment company in a fiduciary capacity must transfer the
power to vote such shares to the beneficial owners or to another non-affiliated fiduciary.

Subtitle C: SEC Supervision of Investment Bank Holding Companies - Amends the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 to permit certain investment bank holding companies that do not have a bank
or savings association affiliate to elect SEC supervision.

(Sec. 231) Provides for voluntary withdrawal from SEC supervision by specified investment bank
holding companies. Sets forth the parameters of SEC supervision of investment bank holding
companies, including authority to set capital adequacy standards. Instructs the SEC, in developing its
rules, to consider use of debt and other liabilities (double leverage) by the supervised investment
BHC in order to fund capital investments in affiliates.
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Bill Summary & Status

Prohibits the SEC from imposing capital adequacy requirements on regulated nonbanking entities
(other than a broker or a dealer) that are in compliance with the capital requirements of another
Federal regulatory body or State insurance authority.

Mandates SEC deference to appropriate regulatory banking agencies and State insurance regulators
with respect to the banking and insurance laws under their purviews.

Grants the SEC backup inspection authority for certain wholesale financial holding companies for
monitoring and compliance enforcement purposes.

Subtitle D: Studies - Directs the Comptroller General to report to Congress on the efficacy, costs,
and benefits of requiring a federally-insured depository institution to disclose to its retail consumers
through the use of a logo or seal that its investment or insurance products are not FDIC-insured.

(Sec. 242) Directs the Comptroller General to report to Congress regarding the efficacy and benefits
of uniformly limiting commissions and costs incurred by customers in the acquisition of financial
products.

o Title III: Insurance - Subtitle A: State Regulation of Insurance - Declares that the McCarran-
Ferguson Act remains the law of the United States.

(Sec. 302) Mandates: (1) State licensure of any entity providing insurance in a State as principal or
agent; and (2) State functional regulation of insurance sales activity.

“(Sec. 304) Prohibits a national bank and its subsidiaries from providing insurance as principal in a

State, except for certain authorized products (which may not include title insurance or taxable annuity
contracts).

(Sec. 305) Prohibits national banks and subsidiaries from selling or underwriting title insurance,
except for certain grandfathered banks and subsidiaries already doing so.

(Sec. 306) Establishes expedited dispute resolution for regulatory conflicts between State insurance
regulators and Federal financial regulators.

(Sec. 307) Requires each Federal banking agency to: (1) issue consumer protection regulations
(including physical segregation of banking activities from insurance product activities); and (2)
prohibit discrimination against victims of domestic violence.

Expresses the sense of Congress that the States should adopt regulations prohibiting such
discrimination regarding insurance products that are at least as strict as those under this Act.

Mandates that the Federal banking agencies jointly establish a consumer complaint mechanism to
address violations of this Act expeditiously.

(Sec. 308) Preempts State law restricting: (1) insurance companies or insurance affiliates from
becoming a financial holding company or acquiring control of a bank; and (2) the amount of an
insurer's assets that can be invested in a bank (except that the insurer's State of domicile may limit
such investments to five percent (or any higher threshold) of the insurer's admitted assets). Preempts
State laws that restrict reorganization by an insurer from mutual form to stock form.




Bill Summary & Status 3

Subtitle B: Redomestication of Mutual Insurers - Applies this title only to a mutual insurance
company in a State which has not enacted a law expressly establishing reasonable terms for a mutual
insurance company domiciliary to reorganize into a mutual holding company.

(Sec. 312) Authorizes a mutual insurer organized under the laws of any State to transfer its domicile %
to another State pursuant to a reorganization in which such insurer becomes a stock insurer that is a
subsidiary of a mutual holding company. Requires prospective redomesticating insurers to comply
with specified reorganization requirements of the State insurance regulator of the transferee domicile.
Preempts State laws restricting such redomestication.

[}

o Subtitle B: National Association of Registered Agents and Brokers - Sets forth a regulatory
framework for uniform multistate licensing for insurance sales practices, to take effect only if a
majority of the States have not enacted uniform laws and regulations governing the licensure of
insurance sales by individuals and entities within three years after enactment of this Act.

(Sec. 322) Establishes the National Association of Registered Agents and Brokers (the Association)
as a non-profit, non-Federal agency, to provide a mechanism for uniform licensing, appointment,
continuing education, and other insurance producer sales qualification requirements which can be
adopted and applied on a multistate basis, while preserving the right of States to regulate insurance
producers and insurance-related consumer protection and unfair trade practices.

(Sec. 324) Subjects the Association (which shall not be considered a Federal agency or
instrumentality) to regulation by the National Association of Insurance Commissioners. Requires the
Association to establish an office of consumer complaints. Vests management of the Association in a
board of directors. Cites circumstances under which Association rules preempt State regulation of
insurance producers. Requires the Association to coordinate with the National Association of
Securities Dealers in order to mitigate administrative burdens that may result from dual membership.

Title IV: Unitary Savings and Loan Holding Companies - Amends the Home Owners' Loan Act to
prohxbxt new affiliations between savings and loan holding companies and certain commercial firms,
except in specified circumstances.

(Sec. 402) Amends specified Federal law to declare that any depository institution the charter of
which is converted from that of a Federal savings association to a national bank or a State bank after .
enactment of this Act may retain the term "Federal" in its name so long as it remains an insured a
depository institution. 1
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S.900 (Major Legislation)
SPONSOR: Sen Gramm, Phil (introduced 04/28/99)

SUMMARY:

(AS INTRODUCED)

TABLE OF CONTENTS:

Title I: Facilitating Affiliation Among Banks, Securities Firms, and Insurance Companies
Subtitle A: Affiliations

Subtitle B: Streamlining Supervision of Bank Holding Companies
Subtitle C: Activities of National Banks

Subtitle D: National Treatment of Foreign Financial Institutions
Title II: Insurance Customer Protections

Title III: Regulatory Improvements

Title IV: Federal Home Loan Bank System Modemization

Title V: Functional Regulation of Brokers and Dealers
Title VI: Unitary Savings and Loan Holding Companies

Digest will follow.

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d106:SN00900: @@@D
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EXHIBIT 2

DRAFT REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE REPORTING AND ACCOUNTING
BY ESCHEAT HOLDERS OF INTEREST BEARING PROPERTY

PROPOSED KENTUCKY ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS 20 KAR 1:080, and 20 KAR 1:090

General Government Cabinet

Kentucky State Treasurer

(New Administrative Regulation)

20 KAR 1:080. Repoits to be filed by holders of unclaimed property.

RELATES TO: KRS 393.110

STATUTORY AUTHORITY: KRS 393.280, 393.110

NECESSITY, FUNCTION, AND CONFORMITY: KRS 393.110 mandates that the holder of
unclaimed property annually makes certain rcports to the State Treasurer concerning such
property. This administrative regulation governs those reports, directing what must be included
in the report élnd the filing of the report.

Scction 1. Reports filed by all holders of unclaimed property that are not financial organizations.

All holders of any unclaimed properly that arc not financial organizations or banking
organizations shall annually file with thc Kentucky State Treasurer a report on such property,
This rcport shall be made on Form 400A and shall be filed in the main office of the Statc
Treasurer no later than the closc of business on November first of each ycar.

Section 2. Rcmittance of unclaimed property.

All holders of unclaimed property that is not property held in an interest-bearing demand,
savings, or time deposit, shall annually turn over to the State Treasurer such property. The
property shall be turned over to the Statc Treasurer by the close of business on the first day of
November at the main office of the State Treasurer. If it is not feasible to turn such property over
to the State Treasurer at the main office, the holdcr of such property shall contact the State
Treasurer prior to November first and make other arrangements for the remittance of the

properly.




Scction 3. Holders of unclaimed property that are financial organizations or banking

organizations.

All holders of unclaimed property that arc financial organizations or banking
organizations shall annually file with the Statc Treasurer a report on such property. The rcport
shall be made on Form 400B. The report shall be filed at the main office of the State Treasurcr
no later than the closc of business, November first cach year.

Scction 4. Reports on property held in interest bearing account,

When the holder of unclaimed property is required to place that property in an intcrest
bearing account, the holder shall submit to the State Treasurer the following reports:

1.) Statements on the interest-bearing account holding unclaimed property. Such
statcments shall be the kind normally issued on interest-bearing accounts and shall be filed with
the office of Statc Treasurcr according to the holder’s normal course of business but no less than
quarterly, The statcments shall include the value of the unclaimed property and the amount of
interest paid on the account. Thc statemcnts shall be filed at the main office of the State
Treasurer.

2.) Reporls on any amount paid out of an account holding unclaimed property. A report
shall be filed within ten business days by any holdcr paying any amount out of such account.
The report shall includc the name, social security number and the address of the property owner,
the amount paid, the portion of thc amount that represents interest paid and the portion that
represents (he original amount of unclaimed property, the date that the property was presumed
abandoned, if not paid to the owner to whom the amount was paid, proof of payment, an

ilemization of any fees or cxpenses charged against the account and an affidavit indicaling:
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(1)what specific proof was uscd in determining that the person that received the amount/payment
was the rightful claimant, and

(2)that the procedures for paying a claim for unclaimed property as outlined in 20 KAR 1:040
were followed.

This report shall be filed at the main office of thc State Treasurer.

Scction S. Incorporation by Reference.

(1) The following are incorporated by rcference:

(a) Form 400A , “1998 Unclaimed Propcrty Report/Remit Form™ (Non Financial

Institutions) 1998;

(b) Form 400B, “1998 Unclaimecd Property Report/Remit Form™ (Financial Institutions)

1998;

(2) Thesce form$ may be inspected, copied or obtained at the Kentucky State Treasurer,
Capitoi Annex, Room 183, Frankfort, Kentucky, 40601, Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m.

through 4:00 p.m,, e.s.t.




Genceral Government Cabinct

Kenlucky Statc Treasurer

(New Administrative Regulation)

20 KAR 1:090. Accounts for unclaimed property that was held in an interest-bearing demand,

savings or titnc deposit,

RELATES TO: KRS 393.130

STATUTORY AUTIIORITY: KRS 393.110, 393.130 and 393.280

NECESSITY, FUNCTION, AND CONFORMITY: KRS 393.130 mandatcs that the holder of
unclaimed property that is held in an interest-bearing demand, savings, or time deposit shall place
such property in an interest-bearing account assignable to the Dcpartment. This administrative
regulation governs thosc accounts. |
Scction 1. All holders of unclaimed property which is held in an interest-bearing demand, savings
or time deposit account shall, from the time it is presumed abandoned, place such property in an
interest-bearing account made assignable to the Departinent. A separate account shall be created
for cach reporting year. The account shall indicate in its title the reporting year relating to the
property included in the account. The account shall yicld the a weighted average rate of interest
based the intcrest rates of the presumptively abandoned accounts held by the financial institution.
The weighted average interest ratc shall be calculated by multiplying the dollar value held in cach
account by the contractual intcrest rate for the account, adding the product for all presumptivcly
abandoncd accounts held by the financial institution togcther, and dividing the total by the total

dollar value of those accounts. This average interest rate shall be paid on all accounts that arc
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assignable to the Dcpartment, and shall be calculated by the financial institution annually and
reported to the Departinent. Flowever, in the event that the owner of the unclaimed property claims
the account, he shall reccive the contractual rate of interest.

Scclion 2. Intcrest-bearing accounts holding presumptively abandoned property previously held in
an interest-bearing demand, savings or time deposit interest-bearing account shall be automatically
remitted to the Departinent aftcr the expiration of ten years from the date that the account was
opencd, if the property has not been paid to a rightful claimant. The account shall be remitted to the

Department along with any accumulated intercst on the account.
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EXHIBIT 3

STATUS OF IMPORTANT BANKING CASES

The American Bankers Association, May 1, 1999

MICHAEL F. CROTTY
DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL
FOR LITIGATION

1120 Connecticut Avenue, N.W,
AMERICAN Washington, D.C. 20036
BANKERS (202)663-5028

ASSOCIATION FAX (202) 828-4548

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
STATUS OF IMPORTANT BANKING CASES
May 1, 1999

NEW THIS MONTH:
* 11th Circuit allows insurance commissioner to bar Retirement CD (§ 23)
* Oklahoma Supreme Court disallows branching by creation of interim banks (§ 7)
* Court issues preliminary injunction against Connecticut ATM fee ban. (§ 8 )
* Amended complaint, defense motions filed in common bond case. (§ 16)

* Indenture trustee wins summary judgment in letter of credit case. (§ 31)

© 1999 American Bankers Association. Not-for-profit reproduction is authorized without
prior permission provided that the source is credited.

New cases and cases in which there have been significant developments since the last
monthly report are marked *,

A-31




2
ANTITRUST

1. United States v. Visa, U.S.A. (S.D.N.Y. No. 98-CIV-7076). On October 7, 1998,
Justice Department filed antitrust suit against Visa and Mastercard challenging the "rules" of
both networks prohibiting their respective member banks from offering credit cards that compete
with those two. The rules allegedly have the effect of eliminating real competition between Visa
and Mastercard and hampering competition or potential competition from other networks.

ARBITRATION

2. Harris v. Green Tree Financial Corp. (3d Cir. No. 97-2029). Home equity loan
contract contained a mandatory arbitration clause which the lender sought to invoke upon suit
filed by the borrower. District Court refused to enforce the arbitration agreement because it was
“one-sided” in that it reserved to the lender the right to pursue judicial and nonjudicial remedies
such as foreclosure outside the arbitration context. The lender appealed. On April 21, 1998,
ABA and two co-sponsors filed amici brief supporting the lender, arguing that remedies such as
foreclosure were reserved to the courts and could not be submitted to arbitration; there is no
requirement of “mutuality” so long as a contract as a whole is supported by consideration; and
the Federal Arbitration Act (which occupies the field) requires no such thing in any event. Oral
argument was held September 17, 1998.

3. Badie v. Bank of America (Cal.App. 1, No. A068753). Provision of credit card
contract reserved to the bank the right to alter terms, conditions, services and features of account
upon notice to the consumer. Pursuant to that provision, the bank added a mandatory arbitration
clause to its customers' contracts, advising them of same by means of a "statement stuffer.”
Consumers sued to enjoin implementation of the provision. On November 3, 1998, appeals court
ruled in favor of consumers. A bank may reserve the right to alter terms and conditions of a
contract, within limits, but here the addition of an arbitration clause was not an alteration of
"terms and conditions." "Terms and conditions” set forth in the original contract dealt with
interest rates, fees, charges, grace periods and the like—matters integral to the bank/creditor
relationship—-but they did not deal at all with the method and forum for dispute resolution, a
matter collateral to the relationship. While parties may agree to arbitrate disputes, the court
holds, it could not have been within the reasonable contemplation of the consumers here that they
were agreeing to some future unspecified waiver of their rights to a trial by judge or jury. Bank
of America filed a petition for review in the California Supreme Court. On January 4, ABA and
four co-sponsors filed a "letter brief" as amici in support of that petition. The California
Supreme Court denied review on February 24.

BANKRUPTCY

4. Bank of America v. 203 N. LaSalle Street Partnership (S. Ct. No. 97-1418). On
September 29, 1997, Seventh Circuit held that the “new value” exception to the absolute priority

rule in bankruptcy, created by the Supreme Court in 1939, survived the subsequent enactment of
the Bankruptcy Code (126 F.3d. 955). On February 19, 1998, the Second Circuit reached exactly
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the opposite conclusion in Coltex Loop Central Three Partners (No. 96-5140). It is an issue that
bas divided the lower courts so much so that the Supreme Court granted certiorari in 1994 in In
Re Bonner Mali Partnership, 2 F.3d 899 (9* Cir. 1993), in order to resolve the conflict. That
case was, however, dismissed as moot when it settled. Cert. petition filed in LaSalle February
23, 1998; ABA and California Bankers supporting amici brief on April 1. Court granted
certiorari May 4; Petitioner brief and supporting amici brief of ABA and California Bankers filed
June 26. Oral argument held November 2.

BRANCH BANKING

5. McQueen v. Ludwig (6® Cir. No. 97-2005). On February 26, 1996, the
Commissioner of Financial Institutions of Michigan filed suit against the Comptroller of the
Currency in federal district court to set aside the conversion of KeyCorp-owned Society Bank of
Ann Arbor, Michigan to a national bank, the two-step relocation of its headquarters to Angola,
Indiana, and its merger with Society National Bank of South Bend, thereby creating Michigan
branches of an Indiana bank. On September 2, 1997, court granted summary judgment to the
Comptroller, holding that the applicable statutes did not specifically address the precise questions
raised by the litigation and that, therefore, the court had to defer to reasonable interpretations of
those statutes by the Comptroller. (W.D. Mich. No. 5:96-CV-36). Commissioner appealed. Oral
argument held September 22, 1998.

6. Bank One Utah v. Guttau. (8th Cir. No. 98-3166). National bank headquartered
in Utah, with no branches in Iowa nevertheless installed ATMs in Sears stores in Iowa. State law
prohibits the establishment of a "satellite terminal” in Iowa except by financial institutions with a
business location in the state. Bank One challenged the restrictions alleging that federal law
preempted this provision of the Iowa Code and alternatively that the state statute was
unconstitutional as applied because it unduly burdened interstate commerce and denied equal
protection of the laws to out-of-state businesses in favor of local ones. On July 24, 1998, in the
course of denying a preliminary injunction, the District Court rejected each of those (and several
related) arguments (S.D. Ia. No. 4-98-CV-10247). Case was argued on January 12 in the Eighth
Circuit.

* 7. Community Bankers Association v. Oklahoma State Banking Board (S. Ct. Okla.
No. 91,465). Oklahoma remains a "limited" branching state, allowing only one de novo branch
per bank, and even that must be in the bank's home town or in a town not more than 25 miles
away that does not already have a bank. The exception to this general rule is that a bank may
acquire pre-existing banks (or thrifts) and continue to operate them as branches without numerical
or geographic limits. Armstrong Bankshares received approval from the Board under this
exception to create an "interim" bank more than 25 miles away from its pre-existing subsidiary
bank, in an already "banked" town, to have the original bank immediately "acquire” the interim
bank, merge it into the original bank and operate it as a branch of the original bank. On March
30, 1999, the state Supreme Court overruled the Board, holding that the transaction was a sham
and that the reality was that the holding company and its subsidiary were effectively creating a de
novo branch in violation of the branching laws.
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* 8. Fleet Bank v. Burke (S. Ct. No. 98-1661) Connecticut law explicitly recognizes
an interchange fee that may be imposed for ATM transactions. Connecticut Banking
Commissioner concluded that there was a negative inference to be drawn from that, namely that
other ATM fees could not be charged. Fleet sued to overturn that determination, and on
September 30, 1998, U.S. District Court in Connecticut held that state law did allow bank to
charge a fee to nondepositors who used Fleet ATMs (Fleet Bank v. Burke, D. Conn. No.
3:97cv133 (JBA)). Commissioner appealed. On November 9, Second Circuit vacated and
remanded district court decision with instructions to dismiss the complaint, holding that "federal
question jurisdiction is lacking because the lawsuit is primarily an attempt to have a federal court
construe a state regulatory statute.” (160 F.3d 883). Petition for Writ of Certiorari filed April 14,
1999. In the companion case in state court, on November 24, a judge refused to grant a
temporary injunction against the Commissioner's cease and desist order that he had issued to the
banks on November 10 (Fleet Bank v. Burke, Conn. Super. Ct. No. CV 98-0584565).
However, on remand of the federal case, the Comptroller of the Currency intervened, asserting
that he had sole jurisdiction to enforce laws, even state laws, applied to national banks, to the
exclusion of the State Banking Commissioner here. On April 7, 1999, federal district court
granted a preliminary injunction, concluding that the intervenor was likely to succeed on the
merits of that claim.

* 9.  Riviere v. Banner Chevrolet (5th Cir. No. 97-31226). Truth in Lending Act
authorizes private actions by consumers against "creditors." On November 4, 1998, court held
that auto dealer who assigned buyers' loan to GMAC was not a creditor, but a mere "credit
arranger” and, consequently, was not subject to suit for disclosure violations (158 F.3d 335).
Consumer filed petition for rehearing and rehearing en banc. On November 24, four bank trade
associations, including ABA, filed amici brief supporting consumer. Obviously, if the auto
dealer is not the "creditor” then the purchaser of the loan is. The amici brief contends that the
court applied statute and precedent from a time prior to enactment of the Truth in Lending
Simplification Act and that the Act had legislatively reversed all of that. Almost simultaneously
with the Fifth Circuit panel decision, a panel of the Eleventh Circuit held, on November 13, that
the assignee of a similar dealer-originated auto loan was not liable for any Truth in Lending
disclosure violations that were not apparent on the face of the disclosure document. (Ellis v.
GMAC (11th Cir. No. 97-6963)). On January 27, the Fifth Circuit granted a panel rehearing in
Riviere (166 F.3d 727). Oral argument is to be held the week of May 3.

10. Cul v, d Mortgage Co. (11* Cir. No. 97-6109) Section 2607 of
RESPA permits payments to a settlement service provider for services actually performed, but
prohibits the payment of fees or "kickbacks" solely to compensate one for a referral. This is one

of a growing list of cases in which mortgage brokers were compensated, from the proceeds of”

settlements, by means of a "yield spread premium," i.e., the amount of compensation was
dependent upon the rate of interest negotiated with the borrower above the "par” rate established
by the lender, and in which plaintiffs maintain that such an arrangement is an unlawful kickback.
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The District court held that the yield spread premium constituted lawful compensation for
actual services provided (953 F. Supp. 367, N.D. Ala. Jan. 31, 1997). That decision was
reversed by the Eleventh Circuit on January 9, 1998. The court held that the yield spread
premium was a “referral fee” and not a payment for goods or services. The court also vacated
the District Court’s order in which a motion for class certification was declined since summary
judgment was being granted to the defendants. The District Court is instructed to rule upon the
class certification motion ab initio (132 F.3d 692).

On June 22, 1998, the court "denied" a petition for rehearing and rehearing en banc. It
took the opportunity, however, to "address several concerns” raised in the petition. It held that
yield spread premiums can be lawful in certain circumstances, that the panel's original opinion
was "highly dependent upon the facts in the current record about rhis...transaction.” It left open
the possibility that Inland could prove facts at trial that were not before the District Court at the
summary judgment stage (144 F.3d 717).

A similar case, in the Southern District of Florida, Gibson v. Imperial Credit, was
dismissed February 25, 1997, on statute of limitations grounds. See also Mack v. GMAC (M.D.
Ala. No. 95-T-1000-N) 1996 U.S.Dist. LEXIS 20319. A plaintiff motion for summary judgment
was denied on June 19, 1997, and a motion to certify a class was denied on July 2 in Moniz v.
Crossland Mortgage Corp. (D. Mass. No. 12260-WGY); a motion to certify a class was also
denied in Briggs v. Countrywide Funding Corp. (M. D. Ala. No. 95-D-859-N) (but see:

DuBose v. First Security Savings Bank (M.D. Ala., 1997 WL 4676600). Summary judgment
was granted to the lender on September 5, 1997, in McWhorter v. Ford Consumer Finance Co.

(N.D. Ga. No. 96-CV-0572-JOF).

Similar cases include Ryan v. National Mortgage Corp. (D. Mass. No. 97-10014 NG),
Potchin v. Prudential Home Mortgage (E.D.N.Y. No. 97-524), Marinaccio v. Barnett Banks
(S.D.N.Y. No. 97-00762)(court refused to certify a class in late October 1997), Taylor v.
Flagstar Bank (M.D. Ala. No. 98-A-50-N)(7/21/98)(same), Chandler and Wagner v. Washtenaw
Mortgage Co. (M.D. Ala. No. 94-A-1418-N)(7/29/98)(same), Schmitz v. Aegis Mortgage Corp.
(D. Minn. No. 97-2142 (8/3/98)(same), Allen v. Fleet Mortgage Corp. (E.D.N.Y. No. 97-0065
MJL) and Conomos v. Chase Manhattan (S.D.N.Y. No. 97-0909)(motion for class certification
denied March 17, 1998; yield spread premiums are not per se violations of RESPA). But see
Mulligan v, Choice Mortgage Corp. (D. N.H., Civil No. 96-596-B, August 11, 1998)(class
certified.); Brancheau v. Residential Mortgage Group (D. Minn. No. 97-00053 JRT)
(9/4/98)(same).

On October 21, 1998, Congress enacted, as part of the HUD/Veterans Administration
Appropriation Act, a requirement that HUD promulgate a clear position on the legality of
mortgage broker fees within 90 days. On March 1, 1999 HUD published its final rule in the
Federal Register (64 Fed.Reg. 10,080). It should have a still-to-be-determined, but nevertheless
meaningful impact upon the outcome of this class of cases.
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11.  Stefiuk v. First Union National Bank of Florida (S.D. Fla. No. 98-1377).
Noncustomer of a bank attempted to cash checks drawn on the bank. The bank, as a condition of
doing so, imposed a one dollar fee upon the noncustomer. Plaintiff filed suit as a putative class
action on June 15, 1998, alleging unjust enrichment and wrongful dishonor in violation of state
law, and seeks federal court jurisdiction by claiming an illegal "tying" in violation of the Bank
Holding Company Act, in that the bank will waive the fee if and only if the noncustomer
becomes a customer by subscribing to one of several other enumerated services offered by the
bank. On August 27, bank filed motion for judgment on the pleadings, pointing out that there is
a specific exclusion in the Bank Holding Company Act for "tying" to deposit accounts, that a
payee of a check has no standing to sue over "wrongful dishonor" (only the account owner
does), and that any "enrichment” of the bank is not "unjust” because it is entirely legal to charge
a fee for services provided.

12.  Heller v. First Town Mortgage Corp. (S.D.N.Y. No. 97 CIV 8575 JSM).
Section 10(a) of RESPA establishes the federal formula for calculating the maximum amount that
a mortgage company may require to be kept in escrow for taxes and insurance. Three U.S.
Courts of Appeals and numerous federal district courts have held that there is no private right of
action to enforce Section 10(a). A 1980 Sixth Circuit decision, however, reaches the opposite
conclusion, and on September 11, 1998, the court in this case adopted the minority view in
allowing a borrower's suit to proceed over a claimed excess escrow requirement.

13.  Patterson v. NationsBank (20th Jud. Cir. St. Clair County IL No. 97L665B).
This class action lawsuit challenges alleged practice of bank in ordering the payment of checks
presented from largest to smallest. Where there are insufficient funds to honor all checks
presented on any given day, this practice is said to maximize the bank's receipt of overdraft fees.
Plaintiff class contends that the practice violates state Consumer Fraud Act, is a breach of
contract and a breach of the duty of good faith and fair dealing. In late summer, 1998, court
denied motion to dismiss and the bank has sought an interlocutory appeal to the Illinois Court of
Appeals. Shortly after the court's refusal to dismiss the case, a second class action was filed in
the same court. (Kennedy v. Magna Bank (20th Jud. Cir., St. Clair County IL, No. 98L806A).
A similar case in California was withdrawn when it became apparent that the bank was not
actually ordering presented checks in the manner alleged (Sturm v. Wells Fargo). A state court
in Kentucky dismissed a similar case for failure to state a claim upon which relief could be
granted (Stephens v. PNC Bank of Kentucky, No. 98-CI-04051, Jefferson Cir.Ct., Div. 12). A
Tennessee appeals court has held that banks may process checks in any order they choose. Smith
v. First Union, 958 S.W.2d 113 (Tenn.App. 1997) Other such cases now in progress include
Kalifeh v. AmSouth, No. CV-98-2022 (Cir. Ct. Mobile County, AL), Rago v. Compass Bank,

No. 98-2384 (Cir. Ct. Mobile County, AL) and Shelley v. AmSouth, No. 97-1170-RV (S.D.
Ala.).

14.  First Massachusetts Bank v. Marengo (Worcester District Ct. [Mass.] No. 9862
CV 409). After borrower became delinquent in making payments on unsecured line of credit,
bank collected a portion of the debt by offset against the borrower's checking account and sued
for the balance. The borrower has counterclaimed that the offset was unlawful in that the only
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money in the checking account was the borrower's Social Security and Supplemental Security
Income benefits. Federal law, 42 U.S.C. § 407(a), provides that no such benefits "shall be
subject to execution, levy, attachment, garnishment or other legal process.” In a similar case, the
Texas First District Court of Appeals held that offset was a self-help remedy, did not fit within
the statutory language of "execution, levy," etc., and was not, therefore, unlawful. (Derryberry
v. NationsBank of Texas, No. 01-95-01438-CV [March 5, 1998] (unpublished)). The U.S.
Supreme Court denied certiorari January 25, 1999. (No0.98-842). Other lower courts are split on
the matter: Tom v. First American Credit Union, 151 F.3d 1289 (10th Cir. 1998) and Crawford
v. Gould, 56 F.3d 1162 (9th Cir. 1995) disagree with the Texas court; Frazier v. Marine
Midland, 702 F. Supp. 1000 (W.D.N.Y. 1988) and In_re Gillespie, 41 B.R. 810 (Bankr. D.
Colo. 1984) both come out on the other side.

CREDIT UNIONS

15. National Association of State Credit Union Supervisors v. NCUA (4th Cir. No.
95-2905). In November, 1994, NCUA adopted a final rule designed to limit the influence of

credit union trade associations on "corporate” credit unions, i.e., credit unions whose members
are other credit unions. Corporate credit unions exist primarily to provide investment and
liquidity services to their member credit unions. The rules provide that a majority of a
corporate's directors may not serve as officers, directors or employees of a credit union trade
association or an affiliate thereof. The rule applies not only to federally chartered, but also
federally insured/state chartered corporate credit unions. On February 3, 1995, credit union
trade association filed suit claiming violations of the Administrative Procedure Act in that the
adoption of the rule was arbitrary and capricious and in excess of the agency's statutory
authority. On February 28, the trade association for state credit union supervisors filed a
companion case as well. On September 25, 1995, court ruled in favor of NCUA holding that the
issuance of the rules in question was well within the statutory authority of the agency. NASCUS
filed notice of appeal on October 25, 1995; CUNA did not appeal. Oral argument held October
30, 1996 (sic).

* 16.  American Bankers Association v. National Credit Union Administration (D.D.C.
No. 99-42). On January 8, ABA filed suit to enjoin implementation of NCUA's new "field of
membership" rules, alleging that in numerous respects the rule exceeds the limits on membership
that Congress left in the law when it amended the Federal Credit Union Act last August. In
addition, the agency ordered most of the new regulation into effect two days after publication,
whereas the Administrative Procedure Act requires a 30-day delay. Plaintiff has sought a
preliminary injunction as to those parts put immediately into effect, but even so the agency
approved over 60 additions to credit union fields of membership under the authority of the new
rule on the first business day it was in effect and over 170 in the first week. The complaint also
challenged the legitimacy of those portions of the rule that went into effect in March, but did not,
on grounds of ripeness, seek a preliminary injunction on those portions. CUNA and NAFCU
filed petitions to intervene on January 12, IBAA did so as well on January 15. On March 4, a
small upstate New York federal credit union intervened in the case as a plaintiff, complaining of
illegal competitive injury to the credit union as a result of NCUA's bias in favor of ever-larger
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FCUs. On March 10, court denied a motion for a preliminary injunction. With respect to most
of the issues raised by the motion, the court found an insufficient likelihood of success on the
merits; with respect to the one issue upon which there was a great likelihood of success, the
motion was denied on the grounds of failure to show irreparable injury. ABA filed amended
complaint on April 1 asserting specific instances where agency implementation of its rules
violated the statute. NCUA and intervening trade associations filed motions for partial summary
judgment on April 15. ABA response to those motions is due May 31.

17.  Metropolitan Service Federal Credit Union v. National Credit Union
Administration (E.D. Pa. No. 96-CV-7855). South Philadelphia military facility with its own
credit union was slated to close with its functions and personnel to be transferred to pre-existing
North Philadelphia facility with its own credit union. The two credit unions had discussed
merger between themselves, but South Philadelphia credit union was, instead, approved to merge
with a Toledo, Ohio, non-defense-oriented credit union. On November 26, 1996, disappointed
merger partner sued NCUA claiming that there was no common bond among the members of the
merged credit union, and that lack of a common bond violated the Federal Credit Union Act. On
April 17, 1998, court held that the merger was illegal because it resulted in the mixing of
dissimilar common bonds. The court directed NCUA to propose to the court a plan for
divestiture of illegal members by the acquiring Toledo credit union, which the agency did. The
court, however, vacated the earlier order on March 25, 1999 in light of the new Credit Union
Membership Access Act and implementing regulations.

18.  Colonial Bank v. Colorado Financial Services Board (Colo.App. No. 97 CA
0436). On December 28, 1995, five banks and two associations challenged approval of
conversion by Gates Credit Union from employment-based to a "community” credit union, the
"community” in question consisting of about 300,000 people. State law allows "community"
credit unions to serve areas not exceeding 25,000 people, but also grants some apparent leeway
to regulator, the extent of which is at issue in the case. On January 31, 1997, the District Court
affirmed the Board's order, holding that there was no requirement in Colorado law for a single
common bond, there was no abuse of discretion, the decision was supported by enough evidence,
and the statute granted the Board apparently unlimited power to "otherwise authorize" credit
union fields of membership. Bankers appealed. On May 14, 1998, appeals court affirmed,
substantially for the reasons set forth in the trial court opinion.

ENFORCEMENT

19. Lee v. Bankers Trust (2d Cir. No. 98-7504). After an investigation into certain
of his activities by the bank, an employee resigned and filed suit for defamation contending,
among other things, that the bank had filed a "suspicious activities report™ with the local U.S.
Attorney concerning the employee. The bank moved to dismiss and the district court granted that
motion. On February 10, 1999, the Second Circuit affirmed, holding that SARs were required to
be filed by law and that the bank was immune from civil liability for having done so (if, in fact, it
had: The court points out that it is illegal for the bank to either admit or deny that it had done
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so0). The immunity is unqualified, and there is no obligation that the SAR filings be done "in
good faith."

20. DeMartini v. Mechanics Bank (Cal.App.3d No. AO 79928, Div. 3). Part owner
of a business attempted to withdraw funds from corporate account and deposit them in her own
account at a different bank. Bank advised corporate officer who, in turn, notified police, and the
part owner was arrested. She later sued the bank for “false imprisonment.” San Francisco
Superior Court dismissed the suit and she appealed. On March 30, 1998, California Bankers
Association and ABA filed amici curiae brief contending that bank was immune from such
litigation under the “safe harbor” provisions of the Annunzio-Wylie Act.

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW

21.  Canadyne-Georgia Corp. v. NationsBank (11th Cir. No. 97-9357). CERCLA
imposes liability for cleanup costs upon the “owner” of contaminated property, but does not
define “owner.” Consequently, courts have held that state law determines who is and is not an
“owner” of property. In this case, the court looked to Georgia law to determine that a
testamentary trustee did not possess all of the incidents of ownership of the property in question
and, therefore, was not an “owner.” “Where the privileges of ownership are restricted, the
obligations of ownership should be limited accordingly.” (M.D. Ga. No. 5:96-CV-114-1 (DF)).
On a petition for reconsideration, plaintiff argued that “federal common law” should control, not
state law. On November 10, 1997, court denied petition but found it to be a close question and
recommended that the Eleventh Circuit grant an interlocutory appeal. In April, 1998, the
Eleventh Circuit did so. On June 25, ABA filed amicus brief urging the court to uphold the
lower court decision so as to retain the viability of trusteeships of potentially contaminated real

property.
PRODUCTS & SERVICES

22. Independent Bankers Association of America v. Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System (D.C. Cir. No. 98-1482). [Federal Reserve approved the merger of
Citicorp, a bank holding company, with Travelers Insurance. The approval will require the
divestiture of nonconforming assets or activities several years from now unless federal law
changes in the interim so as to allow such an affiliation. Nevertheless, the Independent Bankers
filed a Petition for Review of the Board's Order on October 21, 1998. ABA Securities
Association filed a motion for leave to appear as amicus curiae supporting the Federal Reserve on
December 18. Opening briefs due May 12; ABASA brief due June 28; oral argument October 1.

* 23. Blackfeet National Bank v. Nelson (11th Cir. No. 96-3021). $12 million asset
bank on Indian reservation in Montana is offering "retirement CDs" to customers, wherever
found. The retirement CD purports to be a tax-advantaged instrument and in many respects
resembles an annuity. FDIC and Comptroller have concluded that it is, nonetheless, a "deposit”
instrument within the power of national banks to offer. Insurance Commissioner of Florida
instituted an administrative proceeding by issuing an Order to Show Cause alleging that the bank
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was unlawfully engaged in the insurance business in Florida (because the CD was advertised in
the Wall Street Journal, a newspaper known to be read by some Floridians and because annuities
are "insurance" under Florida law). Bank filed suit. On June 13, 1996, district court granted
summary judgment to Commissioner (N.D. Fla. No. 94-40496-WS), following the reasoning of
the Seventh Circuit in American Deposit v. Schacht, 84 F.3d 834 (1996). Blackfeet appealed.
ABA and three co-sponsors filed amici brief February 18, 1997, arguing that annuities are not
insurance for McCarran-Ferguson Act purposes; federal law therefore prevails over contrary
state law; and under federal law, national banks have the right to offer retirement CDs to
customers. On April 7, 1999, Eleventh Circuit affirmed.

24, Independent Insurance Agents of America v. Hawke (D.D.C. No. 98-CV-562
JLG) In December, 1997, Comptroller’s office issued an authorization to national banks to sell
crop insurance as agent pursuant to the banks’ “incidental powers” under Section 24(Seventh) of
the National Bank Act. On March 4, 1998, IIAA and four other insurance trade associations
sued, alleging that Section 92 limits the sales of insurance by national banks to those located in
small places, whereas the Comptroller’s ruling here would authorize such sales by banks
wherever they are located. On March 23, 1999, court granted summary judgment to the Agents.
The court held that Section 92 is a limitation on the rights of national banks to sell insurance
generally since it grants that power only to small-town banks. The court said that only one
exception to that limitation had been carved out by the D.C. Circuit—for credit life insurance—-but
that crop insurance was not the same thing, and that if the D.C. Circuit wished to expand its
exception, IT could do so; the District Court was not about to on its own authority.

25.  Association of Banks in Insurance v. Duryee. (S.D. Ohio No. C2 98-1120). On
November 6, 1998, ABI, ABA Insurance Association, Ohio Bankers Association and Huntington
National Bank sued state Superintendent of Insurance for declaratory judgment and injunction
against enforcement of state's "controlled business” statutes that do not allow licensing of banks
as title insurance agents and place limitations upon the market that may be served by a banks'
offering of other types of insurance. With respect to national banks located and doing business in
places with a population not exceeding 5,000 population, those state laws are preempted by
federal law. Superintendent filed answer on December 17. The Independent Insurance Agents of
America and a coalition of other industry trade associations filed a petition for leave to intervene
in the case as defendants. On January 25, plaintiffs filed a motion for summary judgment.

Commissioner's motion for summary judgment filed March 1. Plaintiff's reply to it was filed on
March 18S.

26.  Steele v. First Deposit National Bank (Ala. Ct. Civ. App. No. 2970854).
National bank sold "credit protection" contracts to customers whereby, for a fee of 49 cents per
bundred dollars, bank would agree to suspend payments on outstanding debts for up to nine
months, during which no interest would accrue, in the event of the borrower's unemployment,
illness or disability. Consumer sued, alleging that this constituted the sale of insurance without a
license in violation of Alabama law, which was not preempted by federal law because of the
McCarran-Ferguson Act. Trial court dismissed complaint and on February 5, 1999, Court of
Civil Appeals affirmed, holding that the credit protection contracts did not constitute "insurance"
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for purposes of the McCarran-Ferguson Act in that the product did not have the effect of
spreading risk, was not an integral part of the relationship between the parties, and was not a
product limited to entities within the insurance business. Consequently, McCarran-Ferguson did
not protect Alabama insurance laws from preemption and they were in fact preempted by the
"incidental powers" clause of the National Bank Act.

TAX

27. American Society of Association Executives v. U.S. (D.C. Cir. No. 98-5563).
Lobbying organization filed suit challenging constitutionality of new tax law abolishing the

deductibility, as an ordinary and necessary business expense, of that portion of dues paid to a
trade association that is used for purposes of lobbying. Association argued that the law imposes
content-based restrictions on speech, petition and association, and therefore violates the First
Amendment. On October 28, 1998, district court held that the law had a rational relation to a
legitimate government purpose and therefore passed the minimal test for constitutionality
(D.D.C. No. 95-918). ASAE appealed.

28. PNC Bancorp, Inc. v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue. (U.S.T.C. Docket
Nos. 16002-95, 16003-95, 1610996, 16110-96). In 1995, PNC Bancorp, as successor to two

banking institutions, sued the IRS in U.S. Tax Court claiming that loan origination costs should
be fully deductible as ordinary and necessary business expenses. In 1995, the IRS issued a notice
of deficiency to each PNC Bancorp bank contending that a portion of categories of each bank's
loan origination costs must be allocated to completed loans and capitalized. PNC Bancorp claims
that such costs should not be considered capital expenditures under provisions of the Internal
Revenue Code, as interpreted by the Supreme Court, nor should financial accounting rules
govern for federal tax purposes in this case. A trial was held on May 22 and 23, 1997. ABA
filed a post-trial amicus brief with the Tax Court on August 6, 1997. On June 8, 1998, court
held that the loan origination costs in questions were not ordinary and necessary business
expenses that could be deducted in the year incurred, but rather, since they were incurred in
order to produce new assets, they had to be amortized over the life of the assets. PNC has
appealed to the Third Circuit.

29.  Norwest v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue. (U.S.T.C. Docket No. 13908-
92). Section 41 of the Internal Revenue Code provides a tax credit for certain expenses incurred
by a business in research and experimentation. A bank holding company engaged in research and
experimentation activities in developing internal use computer software, but the IRS denied a
claim for tax credits, contending that the activities in question did not satisfy the statutory and
regulatory criteria. The holding company sued in Tax Court. On February 12, ABA filed an
amicus curiae brief supportive of the taxpayer, arguing that denial of the credit in this case, for
the stated reasons, would effectively bar banks from ever taking advantage of Section 41—a
result Congress clearly did not intend. On June 29, 1998, court determined that only one of the
eight representative internal use software systems developed by the bank met all seven
requirements set forth in the Act and its legislative history for the credit.
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MISCELLANEOUS

30. Independent Bankers Association of America v. Farm Credit Administration.
(D.C. Cir. No. 98-5020) On April 9, 1997, ABA and IBAA sued for declaratory judgment that
new regulations of the Farm Credit Administration exceeded the statutory power of the agency
and authorized Farm Credit instrumentalities to provide services not allowed by law to customers
they were not permitted to serve by law. On June 25, 1997, plaintiffs filed a motion for a
preliminary injunction which court determined to treat as a motion for summary judgment. On
November 21, 1997 court granted summary judgment to the agency. The court held that the
plaintiffs had standing, but that the court was obligated to defer to “reasonable” interpretations of
the law by the agency charged with its administration (986 F. Supp. 633, D.D.C.). Bankers
appealed. On January 19, 1999, Circuit held that FCA had exceeded plain language of statute in
allowing System lending to owners of rural housing who did not reside in such housing, and in
allowing Farm Credit Bank lending to farm-related businesses for purposes other than initial
working capital, structures and equipment. Other regulatory expansions of System powers to
lend to farm related businesses, and processing or marketing operations, and the expansion of the
definition of "bona fide farmer" were upheld by the court (164 F.3d 661).

31. Parsons Main v. Brown & Root (D. Mass. No. 98-CV-10131-REK). Indenture
trustee was directed by the owner of the project financed by bonds held in the trust to draw upon
a letter of credit. The owner certified that it was entitled to the draw because the contractor
which had posted the letter had defaulted in some material respect in its performance. Trustee
did draw against the letter, and the contractor sued, claiming that the trustee had a duty to
conduct an independent investigation into whether there had been a material default. Trustee
- filed motion for summary judgment. On January 27, ABA filed supporting amicus brief
contending that the conduct of any such independent investigation would be inconsistent with,
and deleterious of the entire point of both letters of credit transactions and trust indentures. On
April 14, court held that under the undisputed facts, trustee acted in good faith in determining
that the owner had made its certification in good faith, and that the trustee was, therefore, entitled

to summary judgment.

CALENDAR
May 3 Oral argument in Riviere v. Banner Chevrolet
(week of)
May 12 Petitioner brief due in IBAA v. Federal Reserve
May 31 ABA brief due in ABA v. NCUA
June 28 ABASA brief due in IBAA v. Federal Reserve

October 1 Oral argument in IBAA v. Federal Reserve




1

e

-~y

B R B |

B I |

-~

B |

B

EXHIBIT 4

The hattle for retail hank customers

by James R. Fugitte

“When the elephants
fight the grass
suffers.”

— Indian proverb

ust when you thought your
Jrctail customers were safe

from new sources of compe-
tition — when it looked like all the
brokerage houses, credit unions,
big bank holding companies,
finance companies, and insurance
companies had taken their best
shot at removing your retail cus-
tomers (or at least the profitable
business) — you’re faced with the
coming battle for bill payment.

Americans (unlike most of the
rest of the world) pay bills at their
mailbox. They receive a detailed
bill. They review the billed
amount, determine the amount
they will pay and mail a check. It
takes time and money to find
checks, buy stamps, and mail
envelopes. In the 90s time is more
valuable than money as you can
tell from the ATM surcharges peo-
ple are willing to pay.

Do you remember when we
decided that credit card statements
had to have descriptive billing?
How long ago was that?

Today your customers have a
number of ways to pay bills. They
can arrange for an automatic debit
from their account, a charge to
their credit card, or they can
arrange to have the bill paid by a

“It costs the average large biller around $1.50 to print and
mail a bill. Processing the check that the customer sends
back may run about 50 cents. That $2 amounts to billions in
the U.S. economy. If your company’s stock is trading at 25
times earnings you can boost next quarter’s market price
nicely by shifting only a fraction of your billing and account
receivable workload to electronic commerce.”

non-bank third party. These alter-
natives have drawbacks compared
to the old-fashioned method.

While automatic debits are con-
venient and reliable they take con-
trol away from the customer. The
consumer doesn’t decide when to
pay or how much to pay. Auto-
matic debits meet their conve-
nience needs if they trust the mer-
chant or vendor and normally
maintain an appropriate account
balance. Billing detail is on their
mailed statement.

Credit cards are seldom used to
make consumer bill payments.
Business applications are more
widespread. The consumer may
have control over the timing of the
payment and the amount. How-
ever, many customers try to avoid
credit card transactions to keep
from building debt.

Third-party bill payers have
existed for years; many evolved
from bank trust departments.
These services are relatively
expensive. Private banking clients
are the biggest users. Non-bank
bill payers combine the conve-
nience of automatic bill payment
with some personal review of the
bill being paid. Customer control
depends on the specifics of their

arrangement with the bill payer.

The New Era
. |
The banking industry is now
posed for a radical change. What
if the consumer doesn’t receive
bills through the mail? No trips to
the mail box, no envelopes to
open, no checks to write, and no
stamps to buy. Powerful? Yep — a
lot of consumer convenience. But
it’s even more important to the
company mailing the bill. It costs
the average large biller around
$1.50 to print and mail a bill.
Processing the check that the cus-
tomer sends back may run about
50 cents. That $2 amounts to bil-
lions in the U.S. economy. If your
company’s stock is trading at 25
times earnings you can boost next
quarter’s market price nicely by
shifting only a fraction of your
billing and account receivable
workload to electronic commerce.
Your company saves processing
dollars, improves the speed of
cash flow, and improves coilec-
tions all at once.

First lesson — Electronic bill
payment will grow rapidly in the
future because the biller wants a
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solution, not because of customer
convenience. .

Don’t get me wrong. Customer
acceptance is important and grow-
ing. In fact consumers are adopt-
ing electronic bill payment much
faster than they adopted ATMs. In
the case of ATMs most users wait-
ed until they wanted money after
the bank closed for the day to try
the new device — electronic bill
presentment will be offered by the
merchant along with a reason to
accept it, i.e. discount, frequent
user points, etc.

The biller doesn’t care where the
bill goes after it leaves the compa-
ny. The company wants it to cost
less to deliver and bring the money
back quicker. The consumer is the
one who will choose a bill destina-
tion. Each merchant will electroni-
cally mail the detailed bill to the
selected or registered electronic
address. The consumer simply
wants a convenient way to receive
and pay bills.

Second lesson — The con-
sumer will only act in her/his best
interest.

The consumer will not act solely
to save money for the biller or the
bank. They will instruct the biller
to deliver their bills to the most
convenient address only with an
incentive. That incentive could be
the time they save with an easier
bill payment method, it could be a
merchant incentive, or it could be
information that they gain about
their personal finances. Whatever
the motivation, the destination
must be a place where. they can
easily review it, modify it, and pay
it. The current contenders for the
“electronic bill box”, think e-mail
box for bills, are: portals, banks,
PCs, and third parties. Who cares
which one they choose? After all
they can change addresses in a
twitch of their mouse.

Third lesson — Any bill
address election other than your

KENTUCKY BANKER MAGAZINE ll MAY 1999

“To pay the bill they click on the ‘pay now’ aption and confirm
the number of the transaction account they want to pay it
from . Call Me Bill has actually reserved-the domain name
‘pointclickpay.com.’ The customer has no tie to your bank.
They can change accounts at the drop of a hat without worry-
ing about outstanding checks, unused checks, lists of mer-
chants to pay, envelopes, transfers, etc.”

bank releases your customer to
move their transaction account.

Assume the consumer chooses
to have bills delivered to their per-
sonal home page at www.excite.
com. They see a “you have bills”
box when they log on the Internet
via their home page. The customer
simply clicks the box to see all of
the bills they’ve received since the
last time they open their bill box.
They review each bill and decide
to either return it, pay it now, or
pay it later.

To pay the bill they click on the
“pay now” option and confirm the
number of the transaction account
they want to pay it from. Call Me
Bill has actually reserved the
domain name “pointclickpay.
com.” The customer has no tie to
your bank. They can change
accounts at the drop of a hat with-
out worrying about outstanding
checks, unused checks, lists of
merchants to pay, envelopes, trans-
fers, etc. In fact they may just go
ahead and open an Excite bank
account specifically for Internet
bill payment? It could automati-
cally debit their regular account
and make the money available to
pay bills. It could also help them
budget their monthly bills by tak-
ing a predetermined amount from
each pay day to escrow for bill
received later in the month. If the
kids need dental work it won’t
mean a bad credit rating or leaving
the rent unpaid because these
itemns are budgeted and paid auto-
matically.

Why would the consumer
choose a portal like Excite or Ya-

hoo rather than a bank? Because
the portal is more convenience and
cheaper. The portal can be cheaper
because it wants to sell your cus-
tomer a lot more than bill pay-
ment. The portal wants to use the
customer information derived
from bill payment to offer all sorts
of things to your customer includ-
ing financial products like mort-
gage loans. For example, assume
that I'm paying most of your bills
and I notice that your mortgage
payment amount has remained
constant for the past three years —
would you be a good target for
refinancing?

The portal location will appeal
to consumers who want a basic
alternative to writing checks.
Those who want a great deal of
control over their personal fi-
nances and budgeting will choose
the software PC option. They’ll
install Quicken on their computer
and have their bills transferred
there where they can automatically
be entered into their budgeting and
payment program. They can not
only pay the electric bill but they
can compare this months usage to
the same month last year, compare
the percent of their income going
to pay for electricity compared to
others, perhaps even e-mail an
electric bill comparison to a new
provider of electricity for a price
quote. This method is great for
taxes and noticing unusual
changes but only a small portion
of the population has the computer
literacy to handle PC banking.
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Those seeking an easy solution
go to the portal and the smart go
to Quicken. Who's left for banks?

Fourth Lesson — The com-
munity bank market for retail ser-
vices is becoming the financial
users that don’t trust the Internet.

Most financial services “power
users” have already dramatically
reduced the share of business they
do with banks — otherwise the
tremendous growth in upper
income Americans would have
propelled bank deposits like it has
the Dow Jones Industrial Average.

Most of your retail customers
are classified either as matures,
born before 1946, or Xers, born
after 1970. The mature consumer
is afraid of technology and the Xer
doesn’t have enough money to
enter the higher return markets.
Both classes need a traditional
delivery system. The mature be-
cause it’s comfortable and the Xer
because it’s cheap. The bank keeps
hoping the Xer will grow up and
act more like a mature. Un-
fortunately, technology is becom-
ing more appealing to both
groups.

When a mature finds out that
WebTV will allow him/her to chat
with a grandchild over the living
room TV it won't be long until the
same channel (portal) offers high-
er rate insured bank deposits.
Xer’s are simpler. They want a lot
of service at little or no cost. And
markets are giving it to them — 40
percent + of employers now have
401ks because administration
costs have fallen. Xer’s will con-
centrate their savings in these
“open” vehicles.

Fifth lesson — You don’t
have to do everything the younger

generation wants in technology
but you have to do enough to
maintain a relationship with them.

Here’s a commercial for bill pay-
ment. It’s the day to day activity
that has the highest convenience
payoff to the consumer. And if
you’re a young person without a
budget it’s the method by which
the bank can give you advice. If
you're a baby boomer with aging
parents it’s the way you can man-
age to pay their bills and yours
every month. Point, click, and pay
— as easy as it gets.

“Customer retention is the
primary reason banks offer
electronic bill payment.
They plan to begin a
relationship with customers
that will evolve into the type
of budgeting and lending
activity in the future that will
prove very profitable.”

If not bill pay then what service
will tie the consumer to the bank?
There are a number of anchor ser-
vices: mortgage loans, 401k plans,
insurance, and regular checking
accounts. There are also signifi-
cant competitors in each of these

product areas. Customer retention -
" is the primary reason banks offer

electronic bill payment. They plan
to begin a relationship with cus-
tomers that will evolve into the
type of budgeting and lending
activity in the future that will
prove very profitable.

The typical bank made little
money when it installed the first
ATM. The ATM was considerably
cheaper than visiting a teller on a

cost accounting basis but if you
had the teller anyway — it saved
nothing. -Inteinet banking and bill
payment is cheaper for you than a
visit to the bank, calling the bank,
or writing a check. Every non-
paper item does save money, but
it’s hard to cost justify Internet
banking on that basis.

Sixth lesson — Internet
banking builds a fee platform for
tomorrow.

MCI taught us that revenue fol-
lows customers. Eventually if you
want to increase profits you must
first increase revenue. That’s why
portals are so highly valued on the
stock market. Yahoo may appear
overvalued but on a per customer
basis it is worth only $1,200. Will
Yahoo be able to control the deliv-
ery of goods and services to its 17
million customers? Will Yahoo be
able to sell them enough to gener-
ate $1,200 in profits? Yahoo isn’t
asking those questions yet; they’re
simply trying to get another mil-
lion customers.

To build a defense to the coming
assault for your retail customer
you need to offer a basic Internet
banking solution free. It won’t pay
for itself until a significant num-
ber of your customers are using it.
That may not be too long. There
are community banks today that
have over 20 percent of their per-
sonal checking accounts using
Internet banking. Some credit
unions are now over 50 percent.
Convenience does sell.

If you'd like to know more about
the emerging bill presentment and
payment market you can send me
an e-mail at jimrf@fortknoxna-
tional.com and I’ll add you to my
list server. About once a month I
share an observation about the
industry.

James R. Fugitte is chairman of the board of Call Me Bill, L.L.C.,
and vice chairman of the board and CEO of Fort Knox National Bank.
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I. Introduction

The Internet has evolved from a resource used primarily by computer professionals, to one used,
more and more, by the lay citizen. The Internet has become an entertainment center, a marketplace for
products and ideas, but more importantly for the practicing attorney, it has become a vast resource of
information from which one might help one’s client. Statutory, administrative and judicial materials are
becoming increasingly available over the Internet, as is a variety of information on a whole range of
topics, from Bankruptcy to Interest Rates, and beyond. It is becoming possible to research a client’s case
without ever leaving one’s desk. The Internet has opened up a pandora’s box for attorneys, and like that
box the Internet can be either a hindrance or a great help for those who delve into it.

There are many benefits to using the Internet in one’s legal practice. Cost is one major factor.
Used properly the Internet can save an attorney money in research costs. Materials that previously had to
be copied from a book or downloaded from an expensive commercial database can now be found on the
Internet at little or no cost to the user. But caution must be exercised for not every nugget of gold found
on the Internet is true gold. A recent New York State Bar Association Ethics Opinion warns attorneys
that “[w]hen relying upon legal research obtained through the Internet, the lawyer must insure the
reliability of such information.” These are words to live by for attorneys who plan to increase their usage
of the Internet as a tool for legal research.

At the same time that great caution should be exercised when using the Intemnet for legal
research, there are indications that it might be considered imprudent for an attorney to ignore the Internet
in his/her research. The courts have advised that lawyers brush up on their online skills if they are to
represent their clients effectively. In Whirlpool Financial Corp. v. GN Holdings, Inc.,> the court opined
that people need to know how to find current information on the Intemnet.

"In today's society, with the advent of the ‘information superhighway,” federal and state legislation
and regulations, as well as information regarding industry trends, are easily accessed."® The court went on
to admonish the plaintiff’s attorney for failing to uncover information that was easily accessible in the
public domain.

In McNamara v. United States* the court, in dealing with an ineffective assistance of counsel
claim, was clearly concerned that lawyers keep on top of the latest developments in legal research so that
they could aid their clients in an effective manner. "In the modern environment of law practice, the law
changes rapidly as a matter of course. One consequence of this modemn environment, and of dramatic
advancements in technology, is the advent of extensive resources for staying abreast of developments in

! New York State Bar Association Ethics Opinion 709 (9/16/98). Found in ABA/BNA Lawyers’
Manual on Professional Conduct, 1101:6106.

2 67 F.3d 605 (7th Cir. 1995).
31d. at 610.

4 867 F.Supp. 369 (E.D.VA. 1994), rev’d, 74 F.3d 514 (4th Cir. 1996).




the law." The court went on to note that "[a]s technology and resources develop, the minimum knowledge
and preparation required of lawyers develops as well."* (Although the Court of Appeals reversed this
court’s holding on the Strickland claim, the lower court's reasoning on the issue of legal research cautions
us not to ignore new legal research tools.)

I1. Evaluating Legal Information on the Internet

Before we begin to explore the plethora of resources available to the attomey on the Internet,
prudence suggests that we examine first how to approach information found through the Internet.
Like all legal resources which an attorney relies upon in the course of practice, there are skills which must
be tapped when using, and evaluating the information found. The Internet is no different then a book one
picks up in the library. The same questions a legal researcher asks prior to relying on a printed resource
must be asked before relying on a resource found online. A lawyer who relies too heavily on information
obtained through the Internet without attempting to verify the accuracy of this information runs the risk of
not only losing one’s case, but could also possibly land an attorney in trouble with the Bar Association.®

To a large degree, lawyers tend to research in one main area; primary legal resources. The
Internet is fast becoming a gold mine for primary legal information.” Attorneys can find the current version
of the Kentucky Revised Statutes®, the Kentucky Administrative Regulations®, and to a much lesser
extent, some Kentucky Supreme Court opinions'®, over the Intemnet. These sources are all made available
to the public by various branches of the Kentucky government, yet even on these pages a lawyer can not
blindly accept what he or she reads. The Administrative Office of the Courts’ page includes a warning"’

$1d. at 374, 375 n.3.

6 Professor Catherine J. Lanctot & Professor James Edward Maule, The Internet -- Hip Or
Hype? Legal Ethics and the Intemet, (visited January 4, 1999)
<http://www.law.vill.edu/vcilp/MacCrate/mcle/lanctot. htm>.

7 For an excellent review of Kentucky Legal materials available over the Internet please see:
Kurt X. Metzmeier, Kentucky Legal Research on the Internet, 86 KY L. J. 971 (1997-98).

§ http://www.Irc.state. ky. us/statrev/frontpg.htm
? http://www.lrc.state.ky.us/kar/frntpage.htm

10 http://www.aoc. state.ky.us/

! Disclaimer: No endorsement is intended or made of this or any hypertext link, service, or
information either by its inclusion or exclusion from this site. Even though all attempts are made to insure
the correctness and suitability of information under our control and to correct any errors brought to our
attention, no representation or guarantee can be made as to the correctness or suitability of that
information or any linked information presented, referenced, or implied. All critical information should
be independently verified. (Page visited April 27, 1999) <http://www.aoc. state.ky.us/introjava.htm>,
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and on the site with published opinions of the Kentucky Supreme Court, a disclaimer wamns that: “These
opinions are not intended to be used for Legal Research. They are being provided for Informational
Purposes only.”'?Therefore an attorney who reads a case from this web site would be wise to verify the
accuracy in the official printed reports.'

Life is made easier when a Web site has the courtesy to tell it’s readers up front not to rely on
the information found at the site. This is usually not the case with most Web pages you will visit. The
question then, is how does one decide whether or not to trust what they find online? In order to answer
this question one must learn to evaluate with a critical eye any information found on the Internet. To do
this five questions must be asked of each web page visited.

These questions are:
1)Accuracy,

2) Authority,

3) Objectivity,

4) Currency, and

5) Coverage.™

These questions should sound familiar. They are the same questions a competent legal researcher
should be asking of any legal resource relied upon. When asking these questions of web sites you should
try and focus on the following points:

A. Accuracy & Authority

- How reliable is the information?
- Has anyone double checked the information?

Remember that it is very easy to post information on the Internet. There is very little regulation of
what is posted on the Internet, so you must try and determine if there is anyone in charge of the
information posted on a given Web site. If there is no one listed as being responsible for a given
site, this is a good indicator that you should not put too much trust into any information found at
that web site. Even if the site lists who posted the information it is often hard to verify how
qualified that person is to post said information. It is best to stay with web sites maintained by
educational institutions, government agencies, or well established, and respected organizations.

B. Objectivity

- Is this a neutral analysis of the topic being covered?

12 Ibid.

13 West’s South Western Reporter 2nd.

14 Marsha Tate & Jan Alexander, Teaching Critical Evaluation for World Wide Web
Resources, 16 Computers in Libraries 49 (Nov./Dec. 1996)



Try to determine why a web page has been created. ‘Is this a publishing company, professional or ?
trade organization, government agency, non-profit, for profit, etc. Every group has its own agenda

and it is important to find out what this agenda is, before placing too much reliance on a given site. |
If you are looking for information on gun control and you go to the National Rifle Association’s g
web site'®, you should realize that this group has a definite bias. This does not mean that the

information found at a particular site is faulty, simply that you need to realize that you are getting g
the information through the filter of a biased publisher. g

Often Objectivity is not a problem when dealing with government or educational sites that are Y
simply posting judicial opinions, regulations or statutes online.'® These sites offer a straight g
forward republishing of primary legal materials and nothing more. If you are trying to find the

most current banking law for a particular State, try that State’s web site before relying on the
information found at another site.. ‘a

C. Currency

- When was the work published?
- When was it last updated, or how often will it be updated?

Unlike many other disciplines, current information is vital for attorneys as they represent their
clients. No other discipline pays as much attention to continually updating information as the law.
Think of the money spent annually on pocket parts, advance sheets, and looseleaf filings by law
libraries in an effort to keep their collections up to date. The same is true for materials posted to,
and found on the Internet. Be very wary of a site that does not tell you when the last time the
information found there was updated. Even when it does tell you, try to find some current
information. If a site claims to have all the current case law on an issue, try and search for some
recent cases. If the newest case found is close to a year old (for example) chances are you are
not getting the most current information available. In the same way you would not rely on a book
that was published in 1994 for current information on a topic, do not place your reliance on a web
site which either does not give any currency information, or which has not been updated recently.

D. Coverage

You find a book in the library on Lender Liability. Great you think, as you open it up, but inside
you find no table of contents, and no index at the back of the book. This type of resource is of
little use to a legal researcher. Not only does it take extra time (which we all know equals money)

15 http://www.nra.org

16 For example the Kentucky Legislative Research Commission’s page includes the full text of
the Kentucky Revised Statutes. This is just a simple republishing of the Statutes, but caution must be
taken as the page wams that these are an unofficial version of the statutes.
<http://www.Irc.state.ky.us/statrev/frontpg.htm>.

- What is included? What is not included? i
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but it causes one to have little trust in a resource that omits such vital information. This is the type
of thinking that should take place when you find a web site. How is it laid out? Is there something
akin to a table of contents? Is there a way to search the contents of the site? If the answer is no

to these questions then you must ask yourself, how accurate will any information on this site be?
Furthermore, how much time do you want to waste surfing through the various web pages that
make up this one site? Remember, time is worth just as much when looking through printed
materials as it is when looking for information online.

These five questions should help you in determining whether or not to rely on materials you find
on the Internet. Try and stick to web sites maintained by educational institutions and governmental bodies.
These sites tend to be the best maintained, and often carry the only, or most authoritative information in a
given area of research. You should exercise as much diligence in searching for material on the Internet as
you do when looking for information in the books. As lawyers move more and more to reliance on the
Internet for finding information, the duty to insure the reliability of such information goes along with it.

II1. Primary Legal Resources on the Internet

Let us now tumn to the business of where one can find primary legal material on the Internet. First
we will look at Federal primary sources (case law, statutory law, and regulations) and then turn to primary
sources for State law. We will then turn to resources that would be of particular use to attorneys working
with financial institutions.

A. Federal Material

The federal government is the largest producer of legal information in the world. Fortunately for
American attomneys, the federal government is also a big proponent of disseminating a large part of this
information directly to the public via the Internet. As an added bonus there is normally no charge for this
information, presumably since it is paid for out of our tax dollars to begin with. In this section we will look
at finding the United States Code, bills, regulations, and case law from the three levels of United States
Courts.

1. Statufory Material

a. Bills

It is often imperative for attorneys to keep abreast of new or proposed laws that might affect
their clients interests. Often this is done by reading newspapers and current awareness
periodicals. One short coming of these resources is that they do not reprint the text of the bill.
Now the Internet can be used in conjunction with these sources to find the full text of federal
bills.

The Library of Congress maintains Thomas: Legislative Information on the Internet at
hitp://thomas.loc.gov. This site is chock full of great current material about the goings on of the
United States Congress. You will find bills (in all its versions, from introduction to. passage) from
the current Congress as well as information about House and Senate members and committees.



Thomas contains an archive of past bills. The full text of past bills is available from the 101%
Congress on, and a summary of bills is available back to the 93" Congress.

b. Public Laws

Public Laws first appear as Slip Laws. The law is eventually broken up and placed by subject into
the various titles of the United States Code. It normally takes about a week for a Slip Law to
appear in print. Now Slip Laws are placed on the Internet as soon as they are released. Public

Laws found on the GPO Access Service [http://www.access. gpo.gov/nara/index.html] are
considered official versions of the law."?

¢. United States Code

The United States Code (U.S.C.) is also found on the Internet. Unfortunately the version on the
Internet is simply just the text of the Code as it appears in the official print source. Most attomeys
tend to shy away from the official version of the U.S.C. as it does not have all the nice features
that annotated codes provide the researcher. Nonetheless, if all you want is the language of a
Code section, then it is available for free on the Internet at a variety of places.

GPO Access: http://www.access. gpo.gov/su_docs/aces/aaces002.html

Comell: http://www4 law.comell edu/uscode/
U.S. House of Representatives: http://uscode house gov/usc.htm

]

Caution needs to be exercised when using the online versions of the U.S.C. One needs to pay
attention to the date on the Code version that you are searching. Often the versions being
searched will be up to two years out of date. In order to bring your Code section up to date, you

must run your search through the Public Laws site to see if any changes have occurred to your
law.'®

2. Case Law

a. United States Supreme Court

In the late 1980's the United States Supreme Court initiated a study to determine the feasibility of
releasing their opinions directly onto the Internet as they are decided. This became known as

Project Hermes, and in 1990 the Supreme Court began to electronically disseminate it’s decisions
online."” Since then the availability of United States Supreme Court opinions on the Internet has

17 See hitp://www.nara.gov/fedreg/nfpubs.html#publaw

18 See Sally J. Kelley, How to use the Internet to Find and Update the United States Code, 7
Perspectives 23 (Fall 1998) an online version of this article is available at
http://law.uark edu/arklaw/aglaw/usc/uscupdate. htm

19 J. Myron Jacobstein et al., Fundamentals of Legal Research 47 (7" ed. 1998)
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far outpaced that envisioned by Project Hermes.

Through Project Hermes the public can access recent Supreme Court decisions within minutes of
their release from the court. The Supreme Court itself only set its sights on future cases, but
schools like Comell and some commercial companies set about putting the full text of older cases
onto the Internet. In 1996 the U.S. Air Force released the contents of its FLITE (Federal Legal
Information Through Electronics) service which contains over 7,000 Supreme Court opinions
dating from 1937 through 1975, from volumes 300 through 422 of U.S. Reports.? Today it is now
possible to find United States Supreme Court cases going back to it’s inception over the Internet.

Comell’s Legal Information Institute provides access to cases from 1990 to present including a
collection of 610 historical cases. http://supct.law.cornell.edu/supct/

The FLITE database of cases from 1937-1975 can be found at FedWorld.
http://www.fedworld. gov/supcourt/index.htm

FindLaw provides a searchable database of cases from 1893 to present.
http://www findlaw.com/casecode/supreme.html

USSCPlus.com by InfoSynthesis, Inc. contains 9,917 cases, including complete coverage from
1931 to present plus some 300 additional earlier leading cases dating as far back as 1793.

http://www.usscplus. com/

It is also possible to get a variety of other information about the court including court calendar,
schedule of oral arguments, court rules, biographical information of current and former justices,
and even the audio of some of the oral arguments (found at http://oyez. nwu.edu/). Most of this
current awareness information can be found at any of the sites listed above.

b. United States Courts of Appeals

The Circuit Courts have their opinions available on the Internet but not to the same extent as that
of the Supreme Court. For the most part the Circuits have allowed academic institutions (i.e. law
school libraries) to put their opinions on the Internet. Opinions of the Circuits are generally
available from 1995 to the present. The exact dates vary by Circuit. For example, “[t]he opinions
of the Sixth Circuit since January 1995 are brought to you by the Hugh F. Macmillan Law
Library, Emory University School of Law, in cooperation with the United States Court of Appeals
for the Sixth Circuit. All cases are in full text on the Web, or can be downloaded. The files to

2 Interestingly enough this file had previously been determined to be exempt from release under

the Freedom of Information Act by the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California. That
decision was not appealed. Nonetheless, the Air Force has agreed as a matter of discretion to release
these materials. See http://www.fedworld.gov/supcourt/index.htm.



download are located at the end of each case.”®

The Federal Court Locator of the Center for Information Law and Policy at Villanova University
provides links to the United States Supreme Court, the 13 Circuit Courts, and the District and
Bankruptcy Courts that have a presence on the Internet. It can be located at
http://www.law.vill. eduw/Fed-Ct/fedcourt. html '

First Circuit http://www.law.emory edu/1 circuit/
Second Circuit http://www.law.pace.edu/lawlib/legal/us-legal/judiciary/second-circuit.html

Third Circuit http://www . law. vill. edu/Fed-Ct/ca03 . html

Fourth Circuit http://www law. emory.edu/4circuit/

Fifth Circuit http:/Anww. law.utexas.edu/usSth/us3th html

Sixth Circuit http://www law.emory.edu/Gcircuit/

Seventh Circuit http://www kentlaw.edu/7circuit/

Eighth Circuit http://www. wulaw, wustl. edu/8th. cir/

Ninth Circuit hitp://www. law. vill.edu/Fed-Ct/ca09.himl

Tenth Circuit http://www kscourts.org/cal0/

Eleventh Circuit http://www.law.emory.edu/1 1 circuit/

D.C. Circuit http://www.ll. georgetown edu/Fed-Ct/cadc.html

Federal Circuit http://www.ll.georgetown.edu/Fed-Ct/cafed.html

¢. United States District and Bankruptcy Courts

The District and Bankruptcy courts are new comers to the placement of free opinions on the
Internet. The Federal Court Locator (mentioned above) is a good resource to use to see if a
particular court has a Web site. Many of the Courts with web sites offer more than just judicial
opinions. For example the Western District of Kentucky’s Web site is full of useful information to
attorneys. You can find the Court’s docket, calendar, local rules, phone numbers, use the
Electronic Case Filing System (user must register to use this service), court supplied forms, court
filing fee schedule, jury information, and find a collection (not comprehensive) of recent court

2! Taken from http://www.law.emory.edw/6circuit/
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decisions. The Court’s Web address is http://www.laywd. uscourts. gov/

3. Administrative Law
a. Federal Register

The Federal Register is the first place to find new and proposed regulations from administrative
agencies. As such, the Federal Register is an extremely important document for attorneys
working in the banking and financial industries. Previously, lawyers had to wait for a copy of the
Federal Register to reach their desk by mail. This is no longer the case. Now the Federal Register
is available for free over the Internet. Daily issues are uploaded each moming at 6 a.m. Unlike
much of the other information found on the Internet, the text of the Federal Register online is
official. 2

The Federal Register is available from volume 59 (1994) to the present. It is possible to do a full
text search of all the issues from volume 60 (1995) to the present. It is also possible to search by
page number, or simply browse through the Register’s daily table of contents. The Federal

Register can be found at: http:/Avww.access.gpo.gov/su_docs/aces/aces140.html
b. Code of Federal Regulations

The government has also been kind enough to place the full text of the current edition of the Code
of Federal Regulations (CFR) on the Internet to compliment the Federal Register. The CFR on
the Internet is updated as often as the print version. You can search the full text of the CFR,
retrieve a particular section, or simply browse through a particular title. The CFR can be found at:

http://www.access. gpo.gov/nara/cfr/index.html

Once a CFR section has been found it is not enough to just trust that it is still good law. Since the
Federal Register comes out every day, and the CFR is only updated once a year, it is necessary
to check that your CFR section has not been affected by any new regulations published in the
Federal Register. Normally one turns to the monthly print title List of CFR Sections Affected
(LSA) to update a CFR section. This title is also available on the Internet. It is now possible to
find and update a CFR section from your desktop, all at no charge. The LSA can be found at:
http://Awww.access.gpo.gov/nara/lsa/aboutlsa html

¢. Administrative Agencies and Decisions

Most federal agencies have established a presence for themselves on the Internet. They use their

221 C.F.R. 5.10 (1998) reads: “Pursuant to section 1506 of title 44, United States Code, the

Administrative Committee publishes the Federal Register in the following formats: paper; microfiche; and
online on GPO Access (44 U.S.C. 4101)”



Web sites as a place to disseminate information about themselves. Normally at an agency Web
site you can find the following types of information: history, purpose, powers, personnel,
regulations, and some times administrative decisions. The following Web site compiles a list of
administrative agencies with a presence on the Internet.

Federal Web Locator: http://www . law vill edu/Fed-Agency/fedwebloc html

B. State Materials

The States have not been as quick to embrace the Internet as the federal government. The
variety of information available varies from State to State. Interestingly enough there does not appear to
be any corollary between the size or wealth of a given State and its presence on the Internet. For
example, Alaska and Vermont were among the first States to make their judicial opinions available on the
Internet. Today most States have a large amount of legal information posted on their Web sites. Over half
the States provide access to their statutes, regulations and recent judicial opinions on the Internet.

1. Statutory Material

Most States have placed a version of their Code onto the Internet. One of the main drawbacks to
these Codes is that they do not contain the editorial features that accompany the Annotated
Codes that most attorneys use when doing statutory research. But if all you want is the plain text
of the Code then the Internet provides a free way to look at the desired provision. Caution should
be exercised when using Codes online. Make sure that you are looking at an up to date version of
the Code. There is often a lag time between the passage of an Act and its integration into a
State’s compiled Code.

Kentucky was one of the first State’s to place it’s Code online for all to see.?Although the
Kentucky Revised Statutes (KRS) online are not official?**they provide an easy interface for

2 On March 6, 1996 the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Kentucky passed HB 413,
an act relating to legislative publications. This act charged the Legislative Research Commission (LRC)
with the task of making certain legislative documents available to the public in electronic format.

7.500 Public access to electronic form of Kentucky Constitution, statutes, acts, and
administrative regulations. (Effective September 1, 1996)

(1) The Legislative Research Commission shall make available to the public in electromc form the
following texts:

(a) The Constitution of Kentucky;

(b) The Kentucky Revised Statutes;

(c) The Kentucky Acts; and

(d) The administrative regulations comprising the Kentucky Administrative Regulations Service and the
Administrative Register of Kentucky

24 The files making up this Internet version of the Kentucky Revised Statutes do not constitute
official text of the statutes and are intended for informational purposes only. No representation is made as
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looking up the text of a particular section. The KRS can be accessed either through a full text
search engine, or by chapter and section number.

2. Case Law

The publication pattern of judicial opinions on the Internet mirrors that of the print reporters. For
the most part only appellate level decisions can be found (when available at all) over the Internet.
Unlike the Federal Courts, the States have not farmed out the publication of their judicial opinions
over the Internet. Each State that posts its decisions online, usually does through on the State’s
judiciaries Web site. The amount of decisions placed online varies from State to State, and the
best thing to do is to simply check the State you are interested in to see what the breadth of
coverage is.

Kentucky is far behind most of the other States in its placement of judicial opinions on the
Internet. Currently only a test batch of ten Kentucky Supreme Court decisions have been placed
online.?*The Kentucky Court of Justice page does contain useful information to attorneys, despite
its lack of judicial opinions. Information appears for the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, Circuit
and District Courts. This information includes judges for each court, phone numbers, locations,
forms (60+), local rules (for some but not all the counties), and other valuable mformatlon The
Kentucky Court of Justice page can be found at: http://mwww.

To find links to courts in other States visit these Web sites:

hitp://www . law.comell. edu/states/index. html
hutp://www findlaw.com/1 1stategov/index.himl

3. Administrative Law

Administrative Codes and Registers were among the last pieces of primary legal materials to
appear on the Internet. Again, like with the statutes, not all States have placed their administrative
materials online. States that have placed their judicial opinions or State Statutes online have not
necessarily placed their administrative material there as well. Another anomaly with State
administrative materials is that some States have placed their Administrative Code and/or
Register online, but the same does not appear on either Westlaw or Lexis. Kentucky is a perfect
example of this phenomenon.

to the accuracy or completeness of these sections. The certified versions of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes should be consulted for all matters requiring reliance on the statutory text. [Taken from the KRS

Web site at : http://www.Irc.state.ky.us/statrev/frontpg.htm]

25 These cases appear with the following warning: Note: These opinions are not intended to be

used for Legal Research. They are being provided for Informational Purposes only.
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The same Act that charged the Legislative Research Commission (LRC) with placing the KRS
online, also had the LRC place the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KAR) online.? Like the
KRS, the KAR online is not considered official. The KAR online is not updated in the same
manner as the print KAR, i.e. with the print Administrative Register of Kentucky. The KAR
online is: ’

The administrative regulations available on the Internet are:

1) administrative regulations in effect as of the 15th of the previous month,;

2) emergency and new administrative regulations filed by noon on the 15th of the previous month;
and

3) proposed amendments to administrative regulations filed by noon on the 15th of the previous
month.

The KAR can be found at: http://www:lrc.state ky

Links to Administrative Codes and/or Registers from other States can be found at:
http://mwww.nass.org/acr/acrdir.htm

IV. Banking and Financial Sites

The banking and financial industry are some of the most heavily regulated industries in the United
States. Attorneys working for these companies must keep abreast of all the changes that develop
throughout the year. The Internet has become a great place to find current information on financial
information, both legal and otherwise. One of the best places on the Internet to find information on a given
industry is to find a Web site set up by an association that covers that particular industry. In the financial
field there are numerous associations that fill this description and their Web sites are particularly helpful in
providing links to key online information. Two useful sites are:

g
g

American Bankers Association http://Awww.aba.com/aba/AboutAB A/homepage. asp
Kentucky Bankers Association http://www.kybanks.com/

A. Federal Sites

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation

The following Web sites provides lots of useful information including, but
not limited to: Official documents, laws and regulations, current
information (including statistics), press releases, and links to other
government and financial sites of interest.

http:/~mwww fdic.gov/

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System

This web site includes the Board’s regulations, forms, reports to Congress
statistics, press releases, links to all the Federal Reserve Banks, and much 3¢
more.

http://www . bog frb. fed.us/

26 See note 23.
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Securities and Exchange Commission
http://~ww.sec.gov/index.html

Comptroller of the Currency
http:/Awww.occ treas. gov/

Department of the Treasury
http://www.treas. gov

B. Kentucky Sites

Secretary of State

http://www.sos. state ky. us/

This site has information including:

On-Line Business Database enabling you to search for detailed information on over 360,000
Kentucky businesses,

Business Filing Forms -- Save time by downloading, printing and using these official business filing
forms,

Name Availability Search -- Perform a preliminary check of name availability for business

entities,

Kentucky Lien Information System Search -- Search for Uniform Commercial Code filings.

Department of Financial Institutions

http://www-.dfi state ky.us/

This site provides essential information for those working with financial
institutions in Kentucky. Including information from the Division of
Financial Institutions which has:

Division Information (Bank Branch, Credit Union Branch, and
Compliance Branch),

Mortgage license status,

Bank Activities,

Balance Sheets for KY Banks

Department of Insurance

http://www. doi. state. ky.us/

This site includes bulletins and advisory opinions, reports and fees, news releases, laws and
regulations, and much more.




C. News and Financial Information

NASDAQ http:/Avww.nasdaq.com/

New York Stock Exchange http:/Aww.nyse.com/

Bankrate.com hitp://www.bankrate com/brm/default.asp g
CNN FN http://www.cnnfn.com/ 3
Dun & Bradstreet http://www.dnb.com/
New York Times http://www.nytimes.com/ g
Wall Street Journal http://www.wsj.com/

Loutsville Courier-Journal http://www. courier-journal. com/

Lexington Herald-Leader http://Awvww.kentuckyconnect. com/heraldleader/index. htm
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Federal Restrictions on Private Mortgage Insurance (PMI)

Background

Congress passed new legislation last year that imposes restrictions and disclosure
requirements on banks that require borrowers to purchase PMI. The new rules
mandated by the Homeowners Protection Act of 1998 (S. 318) go into effect on
July 29, 1999. All “residential mortgage transactions” originated on that date and
beyond with PMI are covered, as well as this type of existing loans.

Coverage

The cancellation and termination provisions of the Homeowners Protection Act
apply to residential mortgage loans originated one year after the enactment date.
Certain disclosure provisions apply to existing residential mortgage loans and
future residential mortgage loans. Bank paid PMI loans are exempt from the
termination and general disclosure provisions of the new law, but require specific
bank-paid PMI disclosures.

Overview of New Rules

1. Specific points in time are established when the borrower may cancel the

PMI coverage or it terminates automatically:

e When the loan-to-value (LTV) ratio reaches 78% PMI is automatically
cancelled if the borrower(s) have a good payment history.

e When the LTV ratio reaches 80% the borrower(s) may request the PMI to
be cancelled if he/she has a good payment history and the value of the
property has not deteriorated.

¢ Upon reaching the mid-point of the loan PMI must be cancelled

2. New disclosures regarding PMI are required at the time of commitment, at
closing, and during the term of the loan:
e Closing disclosure for either fixed- or variable-rate mortgage loans
(ARM).
e Annual disclosure of the borrower’s PMI cancellation rights.
e Cancellation date disclosure for ARM loans.
e Termination disclosure within 30 days after termination of PMI.



New Rules for PMI
3. Banks cannot charge fees to cover the cost of making the required
disclosures and notices.
4. The new law contains civil liability provisions for violations:

e Up to $2000 per violation for individual actions, cost of action, and
reasonable attorney fees.

o Up to the lesser of $500,000 or 1% of net worth of an insured institution
in class actions.

5. The new contains a federal preemption except for state laws enacted prior to
January 2, 1998 and amendments to such laws made not later than 2 years
after enactment of the Homeowners Protection Act.

Cancellation Requirements

PMI Cancellation Date — The day the principal balance reaches 80 percent of the
original value of the property securing the loan, a borrower may cancel the PMI
coverage. To cancel, the borrower must:

1. Send a written cancellation request,
2. Have a “good payment history,” and
3. Provides evidence that the value of the property has not declined and

certifies that there is no subordinate lien on the property.

The PMI premiums must terminate no more than 30 days after the date of the
request or the date the borrower meets the evidence or certification requirements,
whichever is later. ‘

Automatic_Termination Date —When the principal balance reaches 78% of the
original value (based solely on the amortization schedule rather than the
borrower’s actual payments), and the borrower is current on their payments, PMI
automatically terminates. If the borrower is not current at this point on payments,
PMI automatically terminates no later than 30 days after he/she becomes current.

Final Termination Date — The new law requires cancellation of PMI at the
midpoint of the amortization schedule regardless of whether the borrower is
current or not. Specifically, PMI must end on the first day of the month
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New Rules for PMI

immediately following the midpoint of the amortization schedule. No payments
may be required after 30 days following this date.

Exceptions — The new law exempts “high risk” loans from both the 80% LTV

borrower-initiated cancellation and the 78% LTV automatic termination

requirements. However, PMI is subject to termination when:

e Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac “high risk mortgages” reach the midpoint of
maturity, and ,

e “High risk mortgage,” by any other definition, is scheduled to reach 77% of the
original value of the property securing the loan. Such loan is also subject to
final termination at the midpoint of the amortization schedule.

Disclosure Requirements

Existing Residential Mortgage Loans

All existing borrowers and borrowers whose loans are originated before the end of
the 12-month period following the effective date of the new law, must receive an
annual disclosure. It must explain that PMI may be cancelled (if allowed by the
bank) and tell how to contact the bank to get cancellation information. The notice
may be included in either the:

e Annual escrow disclosure statement, or

e IRS Form 1098 Mortgage Interest Statement

Note: The IRS will have to issue a revised form for this purpose.

Future Residential Mortgage Loans

Loans originated after the end of the 12-month period following the effective date
of the new law require the following:

At the loan closing:

Fixed Rate Loans with PMI — Borrower must get a written amortization schedule
(showing P&I payments, accrued interest, and the amount of principal remaining
after each payment), and a written notice containing the borrower-initiated
cancellation (i.e., 80% LTV) requirements:




New Rules for PMI

e The date the borrower can cancel PMI based on the initial amortization
schedule;

e A statement that the borrower may request cancellation before the scheduled
cancellation date based on actual principal payments;

e Disclose the automatic termination date (78% LTV based on the amortization
schedule), and

¢ Explain the high-risk mortgage exemption and state whether it applies to the
particular loan.

Adjustable Rate Loans with PMI — Similar written notice containing:

e A statement that the borrower may request the PMI to be cancelled when the
80% LTV is reached;

e An explanation of the automatic termination provision (i.e., 78% LTV) and the
fact that the PMI will be terminated on that date or as soon after that date that
the borrower becomes current on the loan (if applicable); and

e Explain the high-risk mortgage exemption and state whether it applies to the
particular loan.

High Risk Loans — A written notice describing that PMI will terminate at the
midpoint of the loan.

Note: There is no reference in this section of the requirements to the 77% LTV
automatic termination requirements for bank-defined high risk loans.

After the loan closing:

Annual Notice — The notice must disclose the borrower’s PMI cancellation rights
and a telephone number that the borrower can call to find out whether he/she can
cancel.

ARM Loan Cancellation Date Disclosure — Borrower’s with ARM loans must be
notifted when the 80% LTV date is reached.
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Verification of Cancellation — Within 30 days of canceling PMI, a written notice
that verifies such action must be sent to the borrower. The notice must explain that
PMI has been terminated, the bank no longer has PMI, and that no further PMI
premiums or charges will be due in connection with the loan.

Note: This notice must be sent to all borrower’s whose PMI is terminated,
regardless of when the loan was originated in relation to the effective date of the
new law.

Declination Notice — If the PMI cannot be cancelled or terminated for cause e.g.,
poor payment history, a descriptive decline notice must be sent to the borrower.

Bank Paid Mortgage Insurance

Covered loans where the bank pays the mortgage insurance are exempt from the
cancellation and disclosure requirements described above. There are, however,
two special disclosure requirements.

Commitment Disclosure — At commitment (rather than at closing), the bank must
provide a notice that explains:

e Bank paid PMI may not be cancelled or terminated, but borrower paid PMI
would be cancelled or terminated.

e Bank paid PMI usually results in higher interest rates on loans.

e The advantages and disadvantages of bank paid PMI together with a 10-year
analysis of the varying costs and benefits of a loan with bank paid PMI
compared to a borrower paid PMI transaction.

e Bank paid PMI may be tax-deductible.

Servicing Disclosure — At the point PMI would be eligible for automatic
termination if the PMI had been borrower paid, a notice explaining that the PMI
would otherwise have been terminated at this juncture of the loan term had the
borrower been paying the PMI. The notice must also suggest that the borrower
may wish to check out other financing options so as possibly to eliminate bank
paid PML.
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Key Definitions

“Residential Mortgage Transaction” -- Any transaction where a bank takes a
consensual security interest in a single-family dwelling that is the primary
residence of the borrower to finance the acquisition, initial construction, or
refinancing of that dwelling.

“Good Payment History” — The borrower has not, in the 12-month period
preceding the date he/she requested PMI to be cancelled, been 30 days late with
any payment. Also, in the 12-month period preceding the first 12-month period,
the borrower has not been 60 or more days late with any payment.

“Automatic Termination Date” — The day the principal balance reaches or was
originally scheduled to reach 78 percent of the original value of the property
securing the loan. \

“High Risk Loans” — Defined by FNMA and FHLMC guidelines or designated by
the bank as high risk based on a higher original principal loan balance.
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One Aundred Fifth Congress
of the
- Bnited States of America

AT THE SECOND SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Tuesday,
the twenty-seventh day of January, one thousand nine hundred and ninety-eight

An dAct

To require automatic cancellation and notice of cancellation rights with respect
to private mortgage insurance which is required as a condition for entering
into a residential mortgage transaction, to abolish the Thrift Depositor Protection
Oversight Board, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TTITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as the “Homeowners
Protection Act of 1998”.
ABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of contents for this Act

is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Definitions. .

Sec. 3. Termination of private mortgage insurance.

Sec. 4. Disclosure requirements. .

Sec. 5. Notification upon cancellation or termination.

Sec. 6. Disclosure requirements for lender paid mortgage insurance.
Sec. 7. Fees for disclosures.

Sec. 8. Civil liabili

Sec. 9. Effect on ottger laws and agreements.

Sec. 10. Enforcement.

Sec. 11. Construction. .

Sec. 12. Amendment to Higher Education Act of 1965.

Sec. 13. Effective date.
Sec. 14. Abolishment of the Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board.

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act, the following definitions shall apply:

(1) ADJUSTABLE RATE MORTGAGE.—The term “adjustable
rate mortgage  means a residential mortgage that has an
interest rate that is subject to change.

(2) CANCELLATION DATE.~—The term “cancellation date”
means— ]

(A) with respect to a fixed rate mortgage, at the option
of the mortgagor, the date on which the principal balance
of the mortiage—

(i) based solely on the initial amortization schedule
for that mortgage, and irrespective of the outstanding
balance for that mortgage on that date, is first sched-
uled to reach 80 percent of the original value of the
property securing the loan; or

(ii) based solely on actual payments, reaches 80
percent of the original value of the property securing
the loan; and
(B) with respect to an adjustable rate mortgage, at

the option of the mortgagor, the date on which the principal

balance of the mortgage—




S.318—2

(i) based solely on amortization schedules for that
mortgage, and irrespective of the outstanding balance
for that mortgage on that date, is first scheduled to
reach 80 percent of the original value of the property
securing the loan; or

(ii) based solely on actual payments, first reaches
80 percent of the original value of the property securing
the loan.

(3) FIXED RATE MORTGAGE.—The term “fixed rate mortgage”
means a residential mortgage that has an interest rate that
is not subject to change.

(4) GOOD PAYMENT HISTORY.—The term “good payment his-
1tlory" means, with respect to a mortgagor, that the mortgagor

as not—
(A) made a mortgage payment that was 60 days or

longer past due during the 12-month period beginning 24

months before the date on which the mortgage reaches

the cancellation date; or

(B) made a mortgage payment that was 30 days or
longer past due during the 12-month period preceding the
date on which the mortgage reaches the cancellation date.

(5) Mﬁgmwm.—ne term “initial
amortization schedule” means a schedule established at the

time at which a residential mortgage transaction is con-
summated with respect to a fixed rate mortgage, showing—
(A) the amount of principal and interest that is due
at regular intervals to retire the principal balance and
ac%rued interest over the amortization period of the loan;
an
(B) the unpaid principal balance of the loan after each
scheduled payment is made.

(6) MORTGAGE INSURANCE.—The term “mortgage insurance”
means insurance, including any mortgage guaranty insurance,
against the nonpayment of, or default on, an individual mort-
gage or loan involved in a residential mortgage transaction.

(7) MORTGAGE INSURER.—The term “mortgage insurer”
means a provider of private mortgage insurance, as described
in this Act, that is authorized to transact such business in
the State in which the provider is transacting such business.

(8) MORTGAGEE.—The term “mortgagee” means the holder
of a residential mortgage at the time at which that mortgage
transaction is consummated.

(9) MORTGAGOR.—The term “mortgagor” means the original
borrower under a residential mortgage or his or her successors
or assignees.

(10) ORIGINAL VALUE.—The term “original value”, with
respect to a residential mortgage, means the lesser of the
sales price of the property securing the mortgage, as reflected
in the contract, or the appraised value at the time at which
the subject residential mortgage transaction was consummated.

(11) PRIVATE MORTGAGE INSURANCE.—The term “private
mortgage Insurance  means mortgage insurance other than
mortgage insurance made available under the National Housing
Act, title 38 of the United States Code, or title V of the Housing
Act of 1949.

(12) RESIDENTIAL MORTGAGE.—The term “residential mort-
gage” means a mortgage, loan, or other evidence of a security
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interest created with respect to a single-family dwelling that
is the primary residence of the mortgagor.

(13) RESIDENTIAL MORTGAGE TRANSACTION.—The term
“residential mortgage transaction” means a transaction con-
summated on or after the date that is 1 year after the date
of enactment of this Act, in which a mortgage, deed of trust,
purchase money security interest arising under an installment
sales contract, or equivalent consensual security interest is
created or retained against a single-family dwelling that is
the primary residence of the mortgagor to finance the acquisi-
tion, initial construction, or refinancing of that dwelling.

(14) SERVICER.—The term “servicer” has the same meaning
as in section 6(i)(2) of the Real Estate Settlement Procedures
Act of 1974, with respect to a residential mortgage.

(15) SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING.—The term “single-family
dwelling” means a residence consisting of 1 family dwelling
unit.

(16) TERMINATION DATE.—The term “termination date”
means-—

(A) with respect to a fixed rate mortgage, the date
on which the principal balance of the mortgage, based
solely on the initial amortization schedule for that mort-
gage, and irrespective of the outstanding balance for that
mortgage on that date, is first scheduled to reach 78 percent
of c;.he original value of the property securing the loan;
an
) (B) with respect to an adjustable rate mortgage, the
date on which the principal balance of the mortgage, based
solely on amortization schedules for that mortgage, and
irrespective of the outstanding balance for that mortgage
on that date, is first scheduled to reach 78 percent of
the original value of the property securing the loan.

SEC. 3. TERMINATION OF PRIVATE MORTGAGE INSURANCE.

(a) BORROWER CANCELLATION.—A requirement for private mort-

gage insurance in connection with a residential mortgage trans-
action shall be canceled on the cancellation date, if the mortgagor—

(1) submits a request in writing to the servicer that can-
cellation be initiated;
(2) has a good payment history with respect to the residen-
tial mortgage; and
(3) has satisfied any requirement of the holder of the mort-
gage (as of the date of a request under paragraph (1)) for—
(A) evidence (of a type established in advance and
made known to the mortgagor by the servicer promptly
upon receipt of a- request under paragraph (1)) that the
value of the property securing the mortgage has not
declined below the original value of the property; and
(B) certification that the equity of the mortgagor in
the residence securing the mortgage is unencumbered by
a subordinate lien.
(b) AUTOMATIC TERMINATION.—A requirement for private mort-

gage insurance in connection with a residential mortgage trans-
action shall terminate with respect to payments for that mortgage
insurance made by the mortgagor—



S.318—+4

(1) on the termination date if, on that date, the mortgagor
is current on the payments required by the terms of the residen-
tial mortgage transaction; or

(2) on the date after the termination date on which the
mortgagor becomes current on the payments required by the
terms of the residential mortgage transaction.

(c) FINAL TERMINATION.—If a requirement for private mortgage
insurance is not otherwise canceled or terminated in accordance
with subsection (a) or (b), in no case may such a requirement
be imposed beyond the first day of the month immediately following
the date that is the midpoint of the amortization period of the
loan if the mortgagor is current on the payments required by
the terms of the mortgage. "

(d) No FURTHER PAYMENTS.—No payments or premiums may
be require m the mortgagor in connection with a private mort-
gage insurance requirement terminated or canceled under this sec-
tion—

(1) in the case of cancellation under subsection (a), more
than 30 days after the later of— . )

(A) the date on which a request under subsection (a)(1)
is received; or

(B) the date on which the mortgagor satisfies any
Eev;%nce and certification requirements under subsection

a)(3);

(2) in the case of termination under subsection (b), more
than 30 days after the termination date or the date referred
to in subsection (b}(2), as applicable; and

(3) in the case of termination under subsection (c), more
than 30 days after the final termination date established under
that subsection.

(e) RETURN OF UNEARNED PREMIUMS.—

(1) IN_GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days after the termi-
nation or cancellation of a private mortgage insurance require-
ment under this section, all unearned premiums for private
mortgage insurance shall be returned to the mortgagor by
the servicer.

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO SERVICER.—Not later than 30
days after notification by the servicer of termination or cancella-
tion of private mortgage insurance under this Act with respect
to a mortgagor, a mortgage insurer that is in possession of
any unearned premiums of that mortgagor shall transfer to
the servicer of the subject mortgage an amount equal to the
amount of the unearned premiums for repayment in accordance
with paragraph (1).

(f) EXCEPTIONS FOR HIGH RISK LOANS.—

(1) IN_GENERAL.—The termination and cancellation provi-
sions in subsections (a) and (b) do not apply to any residential
mortgage or mortgage transaction that, at the time at which
the residential mortgage transaction is consummated, has high
risks associated with the extension of the loan—

(A) as determined in accordance with guidelines pub-
lished by the Federal National Mortgage Association and
the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation, in the case
of a mortgage loan with an original principal balance that
does not exceed the applicable annual conforming loan
limit for the secondary market established pursuant to
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section 305(a)(2) of the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Cor-

poration Act, so as to require the imposition or continuation

of a private mortgage insurance requirement beyond the
terms specified in subsection (a) or (b) of section 3; or

(B) as determined by the mortgagee in the case of
any other mortgage, except that termination shall occur—

(i) with respect to a fixed rate mortgage, on the
date on which the principal balance of the mortgage,
based solely on the initial amortization schedule for
that mortgage, and irrespective of the outstanding bal-
ance for that mortgage on that date, is first scheduled
to reach 77 percent of the original value of the property
securing the loan; and

(i1) with respect to an adjustable rate mortgage,
on the date on which the principal balance of the
mortgage, based solely on amortization schedules for
that mortgage, and irrespective of the outstanding bal-
ance for that mortgage on that date, is first scheduled
to reach 77 percent of the original value of the property
securing the loan.

(2) TERMINATION AT MIDPQINT.—A private mortgage insur-
ance requirement in connection with a residential mortgage
or mortgage transaction described in paragraph (1) shall termi-
nate in accordance with subsection (c).

(3) RULE_OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this subsection
may be construed to require a mortgage or mortgage transaction
described in paragraph (1)A) to be purchased by the Federal
National Mortgage Association or the Federal Home Loan Mort-
gage Corporation.

(4) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Comptroller General of the
United States shall submit to the Congress a report describing
the volume and characteristics of residential mortgages and
residential mortgage transactions that, pursuant to paragraph
(1) of this subsection, are exempt from the application of sub-
sections (a) and (b). The report shall—

(A) determine the number or volume of such mortgages
and transactions compared to residential mortgages and
residential mortgage transactions that are not classified
as high-risk for purposes of paragraph (1); and

(B) identify the characteristics of such mortgages and
transactions that result in their classification (for purposes
of paragraph (1)) as having high risks associated with
the extension of the loan and describe such characteristics,
including—

(i) the income levels and races of the mortgagors
involved;

(ii) the amount of the downpayments involved and
the downpayments expressed as percentages of the
acquisition costs of the properties involved;

(iii) the types and locations of the properties
involved;

(iv) the mortgage principal amounts; and




S.318—6

(v) any other characteristics of such mortgages
and transactions that may contribute to their classifica-
tion as high risk for purposes of paragraph (1), includ-
ing whether such mortgages are purchase-money mort-
gages or refinancings and whether and to what extent
such loans are low-documentation loans.

SEC. 4. DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS.

(a) DISCLOSURES FOR NEW MORTGAGES AT TIME OF TRANS-
ACTION.—

(1) DISCLOSURES FOR NON-EXEMPTED TRANSACTIONS.—In
any case in which private mortgage insurance is required in
connection with a residential mortgage or mortgage transaction
(other than a mortgage or mortgage transaction described in
section 3(f)(1)), at the time at which the transaction is con-
summated, the mortgagee shall -provide to the mortgagor—

(A) if the transaction relates to a fixed rate mortgage—
(i) a written initial amortization schedule; and .
(ii) written notice—

(I) that the mortgagor may cancel the require-
ment in accordance with section 3(a) of this Act
indicating the date on which the mortgagor may
request cancellation, based solely on the imitial
amortization schedule;

(II) that the mortgagor may request cancella-
tion in accordance with section 3(a) of this Act
earlier than provided for in the initial amortization
schedule, based on actual payments;

(III) that the requirement for private mortgage
insurance will automatically terminate on the
termination date in accordance with section 3(b)
of this Act, and what that termination date is
with respect to that mortgage; and

(IV) that there are exemptions to the right
to cancellation and automatic termination of a
requirement for private mortgage insurance in
accordance with section 3(f) of this Act, and
whether such an exemption applies at that time
to that transaction; and

(B) if the transaction relates to an adjustable rate
mortgage, a written notice that—

(1) the mortgagor may cancel the requirement in
accordance with section 3(a) of this Act on the cancella-
tion date, and that the servicer will notify the mortga-
gor when the cancellation date is reached;

(ii) the requirement for private mortgage insurance
will automatically terminate on the termination date,
and that on the termination date, the mortgagor will
be notified of the termination or that the requirement
will be terminated as soon as the mortgagor is current
on loan payments; and

(iii) there are exemptions to the right of cancella-
tion and automatic termination of a requirement for
private mortgage insurance in accordance with section
3(f) of this Act, and whether such an exemption applies
at that time to that transaction.

i
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(2) DISCLOSURES FOR EXCEPTED TRANSACTIONS.—In the case
of a mortgage or mortgage transaction described in section
3(f)(1), at the time at which the transaction is consummated,
the mortgagee shall provide written notice to the mortgagor
that in no case may private mortgage insurance be required
beyond the date that is the midpoint of the amortization period
of the loan, if the mortgagor is current on payments required
by the terms of the residential mortgage.

(3) ANNUAL DISCLOSURES.—If private mortgage insurance
is required 1n connection with a residential mortgage trans-
action, the servicer shall disclose to the mortgagor in each
such transaction in an annual written statement—

(A) the rights of the mortgagor under this Act to can-
cellation or termination of the private mortgage insurance
requirement; and

(B) an address and telephone number that the mortga-
gor may use to contact the servicer to determine whether
the mortgagor may cancel the private mortgage insurance.
(4)_APPLICABILITY.—Paragraphs (1) through (3) shall apply

with respect to each residential mortgage transaction con-

summated on or after the date that is 1 year after the date
of enactment of this Act.

(b)_DISCLOSURES FOR EXISTING MORTGAGES.—If private mort-
gage insurance was requred In connection with a residential mort-
gage entered into at any time before the effective date of this
Act, the servicer shall disclose to the mortgagor in each such trans-
action in an annual written statement—

(1) that the private mortgage insurance may, under certain
circumstances, be canceled by the mortgagor (with the consent
of ;he mortgagee or in accordance with applicable State law);
and .

(2) an address and telephone number that the mortgagor
may use to contact the servicer to determine whether the
mortgagor may cancel the private mortgage insurance.

(c) 5NCLUSION IN_OTHER ANNUAL NOTICES.—The information
and disclosures required under subsection (b) and paragraphs (1)(B)
and (3) of subsection (a) may be provided on the annual disclosure
relating to the escrow account made as required under the Real
Estate Settlement Procedures Act of 1974, or as part of the annual
disclosure of interest payments made pursuant to Internal Revenue
Service regulations, and on a form promulgated by the Internal
Revenue Service for that purpose.

(d SEANDARDIZED FOrRMS.—The mortgagee or servicer may use
standardized forms for the provision of disclosures required under
this section.

S'EC. 5. NOTIFICATION UPON CANCELLATION OR TERMINATION.

(a) IN_GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days after the date of
cancellation or termination of a private mortgage insurance require-
ment in accordance with this Act, the servicer shall notify the
mortgagor in writing—

(1) that the private mortgage insurance has terminated
and that the mortgagor no longer has private mortgage insur-
ance; and

(2) that no further premiums, payments, or other fees
shall be due or payable by the mortgagor in connection with
the private mortgage insurance.
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(b) NOTICE OF GROUNDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a servicer determines that a mortgage
did not meet the requirements for termination or cancellation
of private mortgage insurance under subsection (a) or (b) of
section 3, the servicer shall provide written notice-to the mort-
gagor of the grounds relied on to make the determination
(including the results of any appraisal used to make the deter-
mination).

(2) TIMING.—Notice required by paragraph (1) shall be
provided—

(A) with respect to cancellation of private mortgage
insurance under section 3(a), not later than 30 days after
the later of—

(i) the date on which a request is received under
section 3(a)(1); or

" (ii) the date on which the mortgagor satisfies any

evidence and certification requirements under section

3(a)(3); and

(B) with respect to termination of private mortgage
insurance under section 3(b), not later than 30 days after
the scheduled termination date.

SEC. 6. DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR LENDER PAID MORTGAGE

INSURANCE
(a) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this section—

(1) the term “borrower paid mortgage insurance” means
private mortgage insurance that is required in connection with
a residential mortgage transaction, payments for which are
made by the borrower;

(2) the term “lender paid mortgage insurance” means pri-
vate mortgage insurance that is required in connection with
a residential mortgage transaction, payments for which are
made by a person other than the borrower; and

(3) the term “loan commitment” means a prospective mort-
gagee’s written confirmation of its approval, including any
applicable closing conditions, of the application of a prospective
mortgagor for a residential mortgage loan.

(b) EXCLUSION.—Sections 3 through 5 do not apply in the

case of lender paid mortgage insurance.

(c) NOTICES TO MORTGAGOR.—In the case of lender paid mort-

gage insurance that is required in connection with a residential
mortgage or a residential mortgage transaction—

(1) not later than the date on which a loan commitment
is made for the residential mortgage transaction, the prospec-
tive mortgagee shall provide to the prospective mortgagor a
written notice— .

(A) that lender paid mortgage insurance differs from
borrower paid mortgage insurance, in that lender paid
mortgage insurance may not be canceled by the mortgagor,
while borrower paid mortgage insurance could be
cancelable by the mortgagor in accordance with section
3(a) of this Act, and could automatically terminate on the
termination date in accordance with section 3(b) of this
Act;

(B) that lender paid mortgage insurance—

B
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(1) usually results in a residential mortgage having

a higher interest rate than it would in the case of

borrower paid mortgage insurance; and

(ii) terminates only when the residential mortgage
is refinanced, paid off, or otherwise terminated; and

(C) that lender paid mortgage insurance and borrower
paid mortgage insurance both have benefits and disadvan-
tages, inclu a generic analysis of the differing costs
and benefits of a residential mortgage in the case lender

aid mortgage insurance versus borrower paid mortgage
msurance over a lO-year period, assuming prevailing
interest and property apgreciation rates;

(D) that lender paid mortgage insurance may be tax-
deductible for purposes of Federal income taxes, if the
mortga%or itemizes expenses for that purpose; and
(2) not later than 30 days after the termination date that

would apply in the case of borrower paid mortgage insurance,

the servicer shall provide to the mortgagor a written notice

indicatinﬁ that the mortgagor may wish to review financing

options that could eliminate the requirement for private mort-

age insurance in connection with the residential mortgage.

51) StaNDARD FOrMS.—The servicer of a residential mortgage

may develop and use a standardized form or forms for the provision
of notices to the mortgagor, as required under subsection (c).

SEC. 7. FEES FOR DISCLOSURES.

No fee or other cost may be imposed on any mortgagor with
respect to the provision of any notice or information to the mortga-
gor pursuant to this Act.

SEC. 8. CIVIL LIABILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any servicer, mortgagee, or mortgage insurer
that violates a provision of this Act shall be liable to each mortgagor
to whom the violation relates for—

(1) in the case of an action by an individual, or a class
action in which the liable party is-not subject to section 10,
any actual damages sustained by the mortgagor as a result
of the violation, including interest (at a rate determined by
the court) on the amount of actual damages, accruing from
the date on which the violation commences;

(2) in the case of— :

(A) an action by an individual, such statutory damages
as the court may allow, not to exceed $2,000; and

(B) in the case of a class action—

(i) in which the liable party is subject to section
10, such amount as the court may allow, except that
the total recovery under this subparagraph 1n any
class action or series of class actions arising out of
the same violation by the same liable party shall not
exceed the lesser of $500,000 or 1 percent of the net
wogth of the liable party, as determined by the court;
an

(ii) in which the liable party is not subject to
section 10, such amount as the court may allow, not
to exceed él,OOO as to each member of the class, except
that the total recovery under this subparagraph in
any class action or series of class actions arising out
of the same violation by the same liable party shall
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not exceed the lesser of $500,000 or 1 percent of the
gross revenues of the liable party, as determined by
the court;

(3) costs of the action; and

(4) reasonable attorney fees, as determined by the court.
(b) TIMING OF ACTIONS.—No action may be brought by a mortga-

gor under subsection (a) later than 2 years after the date of the
discovery of the violation that is the subject of the action.
(c) LIMITATIONS ON LIABILITY.—

(1) IN_GENERAL.—With respect to a residential mortgage
transaction, the failure of a servicer to comply with the require-
ments of this Act due to the failure of a mortgage insurer
or a mortgagee to comply with the requirements of this Act,
shall not be construed to be a violation of this Act by the
servicer.

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in paragraph (1)
shall be construed to impose any additional requirement or
liability on a mortgage insurer, a raortgagee, or a holder of
a residential mortgage.

SEC. 9. EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS AND AGREEMENTS,

(a) EFFECT ON STATE Law.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to any residential mortgage
or residential mortgage transaction consummated after the
effective date of this Act, and except as provided in paragraph
(2), the provisions of this Act shall supersede any provisions
of the law of any State relating to requirements for obtaining
or maintaining private mortgage insurance in connection with
residential mortgage transactions, cancellation or automatic
termination of such private mortgage insurance, any disclosure
of information addressed by this Act, and any other matter
specifically addressed by this Act.

(2) PROTECTION OF EXISTING STATE LAWS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of this Act do not
supersede protected State laws, except to the extent that
the protected State laws are inconsistent with any provision
of this Act, and then only to the extent of the inconsistency.

(B) INCONSISTENCIES.~—A protected State law shall not
be considered to be inconsistent with a provision of this
Act if the protected State law—

(i) requires termination of private mortgage insur-
ance or other mortgage guaranty insurance—

(I) at a date earlier than as provided in this
Act; or

(II) when a mortgage principal balance is
achieved that is higher than as provided in this
Act; or
(ii) requires disclosure of information—

(I) that provides more information than the
information required by this Act; or

(II) more often or at a date earlier than is
required by this Act.

(C) PROTECTED STATE LAWS.—For purposes of this
paragraph, the term “protected State law” means a State

law—

1
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(i) regarding any requirements relating to private
mortgage insurance in connection with residential
mortgage transactions;

(ii) that was enacted not later than 2 years after
the date of the enactment of this Act; and

(iii) that is the law of a State that had in effect,
on or before January 2, 1998, any State law described
in clause (i).

(b) EFFECT ON OTHER AGREEMENTS.—The provisions of this
Act shall supersede any conflicting provision contained in any agree-
ment relating to the servicing of a residential mortgage loan entered
into by the Federal National Mortgage Association, the Federal
Home Loan Mortgage Corporation, or any private investor or note
holder (or any successors thereto).

SEC. 10. ENFORCEMENT.

(2) IN GENERAL.—Compliance with the requirements imposed
under this Act shall be enforced under—
(1) section 8 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act—
(A) by the appropriate Federal banking agency (as
defined in section 3(q) of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Act) in the case of insured depository institutions (as
defined in section 3(c)(2) of such Act);
(B) by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation in
the case of depository institutions described in clause (i),
(i), or (iii) of section 19(b)(1XA) of the Federal Reserve
Act that are not insured depository institutions (as defined
in section 3(c)(2) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act);
and
(C) by the Director of the Office of Thrift Supervision
in the case of depository institutions described in clause
(v) and or (vi) of section 19(b)(1)(A) of the Federal Reserve
Act that are not insured depository institutions (as defined
in section 3(c)(2) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act);
(2) the Federal Credit Union Act, by the National Credit
Union Administration Board in the case of depository institu-
tions described in clause (iv) of section 19(b)(1)(A) of the Federal
Reserve Act; and

(8) part C of title V of the Farm Credit Act of 1971 (12
US.C. 2261 et seq.), by the Farm Credit Administration in
the case of an institution that is a member of the Farm Credit
System.
(b) ADDITIONAL ENFORCEMENT POWERS.—

(1) VIOLATION OF THIS ACT TREATED AS VIOLATION OF OTHER

ACTS.—For purposes of the exercise by any agency referred
to in subsection (a) of such agency’s powers under any Act
referred to in such subsection, a violation of a requirement
imposed under this Act shall be deemed to be a violation
of a requirement imposed under that Act.

(2) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY UNDER OTHER ACTS.—In addi-
tion to the powers of any agency referred to in subsection
(a) under any provision of law specifically referred to in such
subsection, each such agency may exercise, for purposes of
enforcing comphance with any requirement imposed under this
Act, any other authority conferred on such agency by law.




S.318—12

(c) ENFORCEMENT AND REIMBURSEMENT.—In carrying out its
enforcement activities under this section, each agency referred to
in subsection (a) shall—

(1) notify the mortgagee or servicer of any failure of the
mortgagee or servicer to comply with 1 or more provisions
of this Act;

(2) with respect to each such failure to comply, require
the mortgagee or servicer, as applicable, to correct the account
of the mortgagor to reflect the date on which the mortgage
‘i‘fsurax:ice should have been canceled or terminated under this

ct; an

(3) require the mortgagee or servicer, as applicable, to
reimburse the mortgagor in an amount equal to the total
unearned premiums paid by the mortgagor after the date on
Xhich the obligation to pay those premiums ceased under this

ct.

SEC. 11. CONSTRUCTION.

(a) PMI Not REQUIRED.—Nothing in this Act shall be construed
to impose any requirement for private mortgage insurance in
connection witn a residential mortgage transaction.

(b) No PRECLUSION OF CANCELLATION OR TERMINATION AGREE-
MENTS.—Nothing 1n this Act s e construed to preclude cancella-
tion or termination, by agreement between a mortgagor and the
holder of the mortgage, of a requirement for private mortgage
insurance in connection with a residential mortgage transaction
before the cancellation or termination date established by this Act
for the mortgage.

SEC. 12. AMENDMENT TO HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1968.
Section 481(a)(4) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1088(a)(4)) is amended by—
(1) inserting the subparagraph designation “(A)” imme-
diately after the paragraph designation “(4)”;
(2) redesignatin subsnaragraphs (A) and (B) as clauses
(i) and (ii), respectively; an
gi) adding at the end thereof the following new subpara-
graph:

“(B) Subparagraph (A)(i) shall not apply to a nonprofit
institution whose primary function is to provide health
care educational services (or an affiliate of such an institu-
tion that has the power, by contract or ownership interest,
to direct or cause the direction of the institution’s manage-
ment or policies) that files for bankruptcy under cha.?ter
11 of title 11 of the United States Code between July
1, and December 31, 1998.”.

SEC. 13 EFFECTIVE DATE.
This Act, other than section 14, shall become effective 1 year
after the date of enactment of this Act.

SEC. 14. ABOLISHMENT OF THE THRIFT DEPOSITOR P

(a) IN_ GENERAL.—Effective at the end of the 3-month period
beginning on the date of enactment of this Act, the Thrift Depositor
Protection Oversight Board established under section 21A of the
Federal Home Loan Bank Act (hereafter in this section referred
to as the “Oversight Board”) is hereby abolished.
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(b) DISPOSITION OF AFFAIRS.—

1) POWER OF CHAIRPERSON.—Effective on the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Chairperson of the Oversight Board (or
the designee of the Chairperson) may exercise on behalf of
the Oversight Board any power of the Oversight Board nec-
essary to settle and conclude the affairs of the Oversight Board.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds available to the Over-
sight Board s e available to the Chairperson of the Over-
sight Board to pay expenses incurred in carrying out paragraph

(1).
(c) SAVINGS PROVISION.—

ZI) EXISTING RIGHTS, DUTIES L NS N
AFFECTED.—NoO provision o section shall be construed as

affecting the validity of any right, duty, or obligation of the
United States, the Oversight Board, the Resolution Trust Cor-
poration, or any other person that—

) arises under or pursuant to the Federal Home

Loan Bank Act, or any other provision of law applicable

with respect to the Oversight Board; and

(B) existed on the day before the abolishment of the
Oversight Board in accordance with subsection (a).

(2) CONTINUATION OF SUITS.—No action or other proceeding
commenced by or agamst the Oversight Board with respect
to any function of the Oversight Board shall abate by reason
of the enactment of this section.

(3) LIABILITIES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—All liabilities arising out of the oper-
ation of the Oversight Board during the period beginning
on August 9, 1989, and the date that is 3 months after
the date of enactment of this Act shall remain the direct
Liabilities of the United States.

(B) No SuBSTITUTION.—The Secretary of the Treasury
shall not be substituted for the Oversight Board as a party
}:2 )any action or proceeding referred to in subparagraph
(4) QONTINUATIONS OF ORDERS, RESOLUTIONS, DETERMINA-

TIONS, AND REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO THE RESOLUTION FUND-
ING CORPORATION.— ’

A GENERAL.—AIll orders, resolutions, determina-
tions, and reE_u]atmns regarding the Resolution Funding
Corporation shall continue in effect according to the terms
of such orders, resolutions, determinations, and regulations
until modified, terminated, set aside, or superseded in
accordance with applicable law if such orders, resolutions,
determinations, or regulations—

(i) have been issued, made, and prescribed, or
allowed to become effective by the Oversight Board,
or by a court of competent jurisdiction, in the perform-
ance of functions transferred by this section; and

(ii) are in effect at the end of the 3-month period
beginning on the date of enactment of this section.
(B) ENFORCEABILITY OF ORDERS, RESOLUTIONS, DETER-

MINATIONS, AND REGULATIONS BEFORE TRANSFER.—Before

the effective date of the transfer of the authority and

duties of the Resolution Funding Corporation to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury under subsection (d), all orders,
resolutions, determinations, and regulations pertaining to
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the Resolution Funding Corporation shall be enforceable
by and against the United States.

(C) ENFORCEABILITY OF ORDERS, RESOLUTIONS, DETER-
MINATIONS, AND REGULATIONS AFTER TRANSFER.—On and
after the effective date of the transfer of the authority
and duties of the Resolution Funding Corporation to the
Secretary of the Treasury under subsection (d), all orders,
resolutions, determinations, and regulations pertaining to
the Resolution Funding Corporation shall be enforceable
by and against the Secretary of the Treasury.

(d) TRANSFER OF THRIFT DEPOSITOR PROTECTION OVERSIG

he period beginning on the date of enactment of this
Act, the authority and duties of the Oversight Board under sections
21A(a)(6)I) and 21B of the Federal Home Loan-Bank Act are
transferred to the Secretary of the Treasury (or the designee of
the Secretary).

(e) MEMBERSHIP OF THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ADVISORY
BoaRrD.—Effective on the date of enactment of this Act, section
T4(b)(2) of the Resolution Trust Corporation Completion Act (12
U.S.C. 1831q note) is amended—

(1) by striking subpara%raph (C); and

(2) b redes(%nating subparagraphs (D) and (E) as subpara-
graphs (C) and (D), respectively. .
(f) TIME OF MEETINGS OF THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ADVISORY

BOARD.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 14(b)(6)(A) of the Resolution Trust
Cgrporatmn ompletion Act (12 U.S.C. 1831q. note) is amend-

e ma——

(A) by striking “4 times a year, or more frequently
if requested by the Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight
Board or” and inserting “2 times a year or at the request
of”; and

(B) by striking the second sentence.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 14(b)(6)(A) of the Reso-
lution Trust Corporation Completion Act (12 U.S.C. 1831q note)
is amended, in the subparagraph heading, by striking “AND
LOCATION".

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Vice President of the United States and
President of the Senate.
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HUD Policy Statement on the Legality of Payments by Lenders to Mortgage

I Background

Brokers under the RESPA

A. Financial industry seeking guidance

1.

Over 100 law suits on yield spread premiums

2. Courts split in their decisions
a) Some decisions...”prohibited referral fees under
RESPA”
b) Other decisions...”permissible based on reasonable
payment”
c) Some courts denied class action status
d) Other courts have certified class action status
B.  Congress’ Position
1. “Congress never intended payments by lenders to mortgage
brokers for goods and facilities actually furnished or for
services actually performed to be violations of...RESPA.”
2. RESPA intended to protect consumers

a)

Unnecessarily high settlement charges caused by abusive
practices.

II. HUD’s Policy Statement

A. Coverage

1.

Fees paid to mortgage brokers

a)

Mortgage broker: “a person (not an employee or
exclusive agent of a lender) who brings a borrower and
lender together to obtain a federally-related mortgage

loan, and who renders...”settlement services” (24 CFR
3500.2(b).”



HUD Policy Statement

Secondary Market Exemption

1. Loans originated and closed in the name of the mortgage
brokers

a) Funded with the broker’s own funds or warehouse line of
credit.

HUD’s Conclusions
1. Yield spread premiums are not illegal per se

a)  Not pronounced legal in individual cases or classes of
transactions

2. Fees that violate Section 8 of RESPA are illegal

HUD’s Fee Analysis

1. Goods or facilities must actually be furnished for broker fees to
be legal

2. Fees must reasonably relate to the value of goods or facilities

actually furnished or performed
Total Broker Compensation
1. Direct and indirect compensation and fees

a)  Includes interest rate paid by borrower
b)  Combination of compensation, fees and interest rate

2. Higher interest rates

a) Alone cannot justify higher total fees to brokers
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

24 CFR Part 3500
[Docket No, FR~4450-N-01]
RIN 2502-AH33

Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act
(RESPA) Statement of Policy 18951
Regarding Lender Payments to
Mortgage Brokers

AGENCY: Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Housing-Federal Housing
Commissioner, HUD.

ACTION: Statement of Policy 1999-1.

SUMMARY: This Statement of Policy sets
forth the Department of Housing and
Urban Development's position on the
legality of lender payments to mortgage
brokers in connection with federally
related mortgage loans under the Real
Estate Settlement Procedures Act
(“RESPA") and HUD's implementing
regulations. While this statement
satisfies the Conferees’ directive in the
Conference Report on the 1999 HUD
Appropriations Act that the Department
clarify its position on this subject. HUD
believes that broad legislative reform
along the lines specified in the HUD/
Federal Reserve Board Report remains
the most effective way to resolve the
difficulties and legal uncertainties
under RESPA and the Truth in Lending
Act (TILA) for industry and consumers
alike. Statutory changes like those
recommended in the Report would, if
adopted, provide the most balanced
approach to resolving these contentious
issues by providing consumers with
better and firmer information about the
costs associated with home-secured
credit transactions and providing
creditors and mortgage brokers with
clearer rules. Such an approach is far
preferable to piecemeal actions.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This Statement of
Policy is effective March 1, 1999.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Rebecca J. Holtz, Director RESPA/ILS
Division Room 9146, Department of
Housing and Urban Development.
Washington, DC 20410: telephone 202-
708-4560, or (for legal questions)
Kenneth A. Markison, Assistant General
Counsel for GSE/RESPA or Rodrigo
Alba, Attorney for RESPA, Room 9262,
Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Washington, DC 20410;
telephone 202-708-3137 (these are not
toll free numbers). Hearing or speech-
impaired individuals may access these
numbers via TTY by calling the toll-free
Federal Information Relay Service at 1-
800-877-8339.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
Preamble to the Statement of Policy
includes descriptions of current
practices in the industry. It is not
intended to take positions with respect
to the legality or illegality of any
practices: such positions are set forth in
the Statement of Policy itself.

L Backﬂund
A. General Background

The Conference Report on the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development. and
Independent Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1999 (H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 105-769,
105th Cong., 2d Sess. 260 (1998)) (FY
1993 HUD Appropriations Act) directs
HUD to clarify its position on lender
payments to mortgage brokers within 90
days after the enactment of the FY 1999
HUD Appropriations Act on October 21,
1998. The Report states that “Congress
never intended payments by lenders to
mortgage brokers for goods or facilities
actually furnished or for services
actually performed to be violations of
[Sections 8](a) or (b) of the Real Estate
Settlement Procedures Act (12 U.S.C.
2601 er seq.) (RESPA)]” (Id.). The Report
also states that the Conferees “are
concerned about the legal uncertainty
that continues absent such a policy
statement’” and “expect HUD to work
with representatives of industry. Federal
agencies. consumer groups, and other
interested parties on this policy
statement” (Id.).

This issue of lender payments. or
indirect fees, to mortgage brokers has
proven particularly troublesome for
industry and consumers alike. It has
been the subject of litigation in more
than 150 cases nationwide (see
additional discussion below). To
understand the issue and HUD's
position regarding the legality of these
payments requires background
information concerning the nature of the
services provided by mortgage brokers
and their compensation. as well as the
applicable legal requirements under
RESPA.

During the last seven years. HUD has
conducted three rulemakings respecting
mortgage broker fees. These rulemakings
first addressed definitional issues and
issues concerning disclosure of
payments to mortgage brokers in
transactions covered under RESPA. (See
57 FR 49600 (November 2, 1992); 60 FR
47650 (September 13, 1995).) Most
recently in a regulatory negotiation (see
60 FR 54794 (October 25, 1995) and 60
FR 63008 (December 8. 1995)) and then
a proposed rule (62 FR 53912 (October
16. 1997)). HUD addressed the issue of
the legality of payments to brokers

under RESPA. In the latter. HUD
proposed that pavments from lenders to
mortgage brokers be presumed legal if
the mortgage broker met certain
specified conditions. including
disclosing its role in the transaction and
its total compensation through a binding
contract with the borrower. This
rulemaking is pending.

In July 1998, HUD and the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
delivered to Congress a joint report
containing legislative proposals to
reform RESPA and the Truth in Lending
Act. If the proposals in this reform
package were to be adopted. the
disclosure and legality issues raised
herein would be resolved for any
mortgage broker following certain of the
proposed requirements. and consumers
would be offered significant new
protections.

B. Mortgage Brokerage Industry

When RESPA was enacted in 1974.
single family mortgages were largely
originated and held by savings and
loans, commercial banks. and mortgage
bankers. During the 1980's and 1990’s,
the rise of secondary mortgage market
financing resulted in new wholesale and
retail entities to compete with the
traditional funding entities to provide
mortgage financing. This made possible
the origination of loans by retail entities
that worked with prospective borrowers.
collected application information. and
otherwise processed the data required to
complete the mortgage transaction.
These retail entities generally operated
with the intent of developing the
origination package. and then
immediately transmitting itto a
wholesale lender who funded the loan.
The rise in technology permitted much
more effective and faster exchange of
information and funds between
originators and lenders for the retail
transaction.

Entities that provide mortgage
origination or retail services and that
bring a borrower and a lender together
to obtain a loan (usually without
providing the funds for loans) are
generally referred to as "'morigage
brokers.” These entities serve as
intermediaries between the consumer
and the entity funding the loan. and
currently initiate an estimated half of all
home mortgages made each year in the
United States. Mortgage brokers
generally fit into two broad categories:
those that hold themselves out as
representing the borrower in shopping
for a loan. and those that simply offer
loans as do other retailers of loans. The
first type may have an agency
relationship with the borrower and. in
some states. may be found to owe a
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responsibility to the borrower in
connection with the agency
representation. The second type, while
not representing the borrower, may
make loans available to consumers from
any number of funding sources with
which the mortgage broker has a
business relationship.

Mortgage brokers provide various
services in processing mortgage loans,
such as filling out the application,
ordering required reports and
documents, counseling the borrower
and participating in the loan closing.
They may also offer goods and facilities,
such as reports, equipment. and office
space to carry out their functions. The
level of services mortgage brokers
provide in particular transactions
depends on the level of difficulty
involved in qualifying applicants for
particular loan programs. For example,
applicants have differences in credit
ratings. employment status, levels of
debt, or experience that will translate
into various degrees of effort required
for processing a loan. Also, the mortgage
broker may be required to perform
various levels of services under different
servicing or processing arrangements
with wholesale lenders.

Mortgage brokers vary in their
methods of collecting compensation for
their work in arranging. processing, and
closing mortgage loans. In a given
transaction, a broker may receive
compensation directly from the
borrower. indirectly in fees paid by the
wholesaler or lender providing the
mortgage loan funds, or through a
combination of both.

Where a broker receives direct
compensation from a borrower, the
broker's fee is likely charged to the
borrower at or before closing. as a
percentage of the Joan amount (e.g.. 1%
of the loan amount) and through direct
fees (such as an application fee,
document preparation fee, processing
fee, etc.).

Brokers also may receive indirect
compensation from lenders or
wholesalers. Such indirect fees may be
referred to as “‘back funded payments,”
“servicing release premiums,” or “yield
spread premiums.” These indirect fees
paid to mortgage brokers may be based
upon the interest rate of each loan
entered into by the broker with the
borrower. These fees have been the
subject of much contention and
litigation. Another method of indirect
compensation, also the subject of
significant controversy and uncertainty,

is “volume-based”” compensation. This
generally involves compensation to a
mortgage broker by a lender based on
the volume of loans that the mortgage
broker delivers to the lender in a fixed

period of time. The compensation may -
come in the form of: (1} a cash payment
to the broker based on the amount of
loans the broker delivers to the lender
in excess of a “'threshold” or “floor
amount’’; or (2) provision of a lower
“start rate” (often called a discount) for
such loans; the compensation to the
broker results from the difference in
vield between the “start rate”” and the
loan rate. Volume based compensation
may be received at settlement or well
after a particular loan has closed.

Payments to brokers by lenders,
characterized as yield spread premiums,
are based on the interest rate and points
of the loan entered into as compared to
the par rate offered by the lender to the
mortgage broker for that particular loan
(e.g-. a loan of 8% and no points where
the par rate is 7.50% will command a
greater premium for the broker than a
loan with a par rate of 7.75% and no
points).! In determining the price of a
loan. mortgage brokers rely on rate
quotes issued by lenders, sometimes
several times a day. When a lender
agrees to purchase a Joan from a broker,
the broker receives the then applicable
pricing for the loan based on the
difference between the rate reflected in
the rate quote and the rate of the loan
entered into by the borrower. In some
cases, the broker can increase its
revenues by arranging a loan with the
consumer at a particular rate and then,
based on market changes or other factors
which decrease the par rate, increase his
or her fees. Some consumers allege that
the compensation system for brokers
results in higher loan rates for borrowers
and/or that this compensation system is
illegal under RESPA.

Lender payments to mortgage brokers
may reduce the up-front costs to
consumers. This allows consumers to
obtain loans without paying direct fees
themselves.2 Where a broker is not
compensated by the consumer through
a direct fee, or is partially compensated
through a direct fee, the interest rate of
the loan is increased to compensate the
broker or the fee is added to principal.
In any of the compensation methods
described, all costs are ultimately paid
by the consumer. whether through
direct fees or through the interest rate.

! The term “par rate™ refers to the rate offered to
the broker (through the lender’s price sheets) at
which the lender will fund 100% of the loan with
no premiums or discounts to the broker.

2In many instances, these loans are called “no
cost” or “'no fee” loans. This terminology. however,
may prove confusing because in such cases the
costs are still paid by the borrower through a higher
interest rate on the loan or by adding fees to
principal. HUD's regulations implementing RESPA
use the name “'no cost”” or "'no point” loans
consistent with industry practice.

C. Coverage of This Policy Statement

HUD's RESPA rules. found at 24 CFR
part 3500 (Regulation X). define a
mortgage broker to be “'a person (not an
employee or exclusive agent of a lender)
who brings a borrower and lender
together to obtain a federally-related
mortgage loan, and who renders * * *
‘settlement services’ "' (24 CFR
3500.2(b)). In table funding. mortgage
brokers may process and close loans in
their own names. However. at or about
the time of settlement, they transfer
these loans to the lender, and the lender
simultaneously advances the monies to
fund the loan. In transactions where
mortgage brokers function as
intermediaries, the broker also provides
loan origination services, but the loan
funds are provided by the lender and
the loan is closed in the lender’s name.

In other cases, mortgage brokers may
originate and close loans in their own
name using their own funds or
warehouse lines of credit. and then sell
the loans after settlement in the
secondary market. In such transactions,
mortgage brokers effectively act as
lenders under HUD's RESPA rules.
Accordingly, the transfer of the loan
obligation by. and payment to. these
brokers after the initial funding is
outside of RESPA’s coverage under the
secondary market exemption, found at
24 CFR 3500.5(b)(7). which states that
payments to and from other loan
sources following settlement are exempt
from disclosure requirements and
Section 8 restrictions. HUD's rule
provides that in determining what
constitutes a bona fide transfer in the
secondary market. HUD considers the
real source of funding and the real
interest of the funding lender. (24 CFR
3500.5(b)(7).)

Because this Statement of Policy
focuses on the legality of lender
payments to mortgage brokers in
transactions subject to RESPA. the
coverage of this statement is restricted
to payments to mortgage brokers in
table-funded and intermediary broker
transactions. Lender payments to
mortgage brokers where mortgage
brokers initially fund the loan and then
sell the loan after settlement are outside
the coverage of this statement as exempt
from RESPA under the secondary
market exemption.

D. RESPA and Its Legislative History

In enacting RESPA. Congress sought
to protect the American home-buying
public from unreasonably and
unnecessarily inflated prices in the
home purchasing process {S. Rep. No.
93-866 (1974) reprinted in 1974
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U.S.C.C.A.N. 6548). Section 2 of the Act
provides:
“significant reforms in the real estate
settlement process are needed to insure that
consumers throughout the Nation are
provided with greater and more timely
information on the nature and costs of the
settlement process and are protected from
unnecessarily high settlement charges caused
by certain abusive practices that have
developed in some areas of the country.
* * *Itis the purpose of this act to effect
certain changes in the settlement process for
residential real estate that will result—
in more effective advance disclosure to home
buyers and sellers of settlement costs: [and)
(2) In the elimination of kickbacks or
referral fees that tend to increase
unnecessarily the costs of certain settlement
services. * * *" 12 U.5.C. 2601.

Section 4(a) of RESPA requires the
Secretary to create a uniform settlement
statement which “‘shall conspicuously
and clearly itemize all charges imposed
upon the borrower and all charges
imposed upon the seller in connection
with the settlement” (12 U.S.C. 2603(a)).

Section 5(c) of RESPA requires the
provision of a “good faith estimate of
the amount or range of charges for
specific settlement services the
borrower is likely to incur in connection
with the settlement as prescribed by the
Secretary” (12 U.S.C. 2604(c)).

Section 8(a) of RESPA. prohibits any
person from giving and any person from
accepting any fee, kickback, or other
thing of value pursuant to any
agreement or understanding that
business shall be referred to any person.
(See 12 U.S.C. 2607(a).) Section 8(b) also
prohibits anyone from giving or
accepting any portion, split, or
percentage of any charge made or
received for the rendering of a
settlement service other than for
services actually performed. (12 US.C.
2607(b).) Section 8(c) of RESPA
provides. however, that nothing in
Section 8 shall be construed as
prohibiting the payment to any person
of a bona fide salary or compensation or
other payment for goods or facilities
actually furnished or services actually
performed. (12 U.S.C. 2607(c)(2).)

Under Section 19 of RESPA, HUD is
authorized to issue rules. establish
exemptions, and make such
interpretations as is necessary to
implement the law. (12 U.S.C. 2618(a).)

RESPA's legislative history refers to
HUD-VA Reports and subsequent
hearings by the Housing Subcommittee
as defining “‘major problem areas that
{had to] be dealt with if settlement costs
are to be kept within reasonable
bounds.” (S. Rep. No. 93-866, at 6547.)
One “"major problem area’ identified
was the “'[a]busive and unreasonable

practices within the real estate
settlement process that increase
settlement costs to home buyers without
providing any real benefits to them.”
Another major concern was “[t]he lack
of understanding on the part of most
home buyers about the settlement
process and its costs, which lack of
understanding makes it difficult for a
free market for settlement services to
function at maximum efficiency.”

The legislative history reveals that
Congress intended RESPA to guard
against these unreasonable and
excessive settlement costs in two ways.
Under Section 4, Congress sought to
“mak|e] information on the settlement
process available to home buyers in
advance of settlement and requir(e]
advance disclosures of settlement
charges.” (S. Rep. 93-866. at 6548.) The
Senate Report explained that “home
buyers who would otherwise shop
around for settlement services, and
thereby reduce their overall settlement
costs, are prevented from doing so
because frequently they are not apprised
of the costs of these services until the
settlement date or are not aware of the
nature of the settlement services that
will be provided.”

Under Section 8. Congress sought to
eliminate what it termed "‘abusive
practices’” —kickbacks, referral fees, and
unearned fees. In enacting these
prohibitions, Congress intended that
“the costs 10 the American home buying
public will not be unreasonably or
unnecessarily inflated.” (S. Rep. 93-866
at 6548.) In describing the Section 8
provisions, the Senate Report explained
that RESPA “is intended to prohibit all
* * *referral fee arrangements whereby
any payment is made or ‘thing of value’
is provided for the referral of real estate
settlement business.” (S. Rep. 93-866. at
6551.)

The legislative history adds that “*[t]o
the extent the payment is in excess of
the reasonable value of the goods
provided or services performed. the
excess may be considered a kickback or
referral fee proscribed by Section (8].”
(S. Rep. 93-866, at 6551.) The Senate
Report states that “‘reasonable payments
in return for services actually performed
or goods actually furnished” were not
intended to be prohibited (Id).3 It also
provided that “'[t]hose persons and
companies that provide settlement

3One of the examples of abusive activities listed
in the legislative history that RESPA was intended
to remedy is “a title insurance company [that] may
give 10% or more of the title insurance premium
to an attorney who may perform no services for the
title insurance company other than placing a
telephone call to the company or filling out a
simple application.” (S. Rep. 93-866. at 6551.)
Accordingly, where insufficient services are
provided, RESPA is intended to prohibit pavment.

services should therefore take measures
to ensure that any payments they make
or commissions they give are not out of
line with the reasonable value of the
services received.” (Id.)

The Department has consistently held
that the prohibitions under Section 8 of
RESPA cover the activities of mortgage
brokers, because RESPA applies to the
origination, processing. and funding of
a federally related mortgage loan. This
became an issue when. in 1984, the 6th
Circuit Court of Appeals held that in
applying Section 8 as a criminal statute.
the definition of settlement services did
not clearly extend to the making of a
mortgage loan. (U.S. versus Graham
Mortgage Corp., 740 F.2d 414 (6th Cir.
1984).) In 1992, Congress responded by
amending RESPA to remove any doubt
that, for purposes of RESPA. a
settlement service includes the
origination and making of a mortgage
loan. (Section 908 of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1992
(Pub. L. 102-550, approved October 28,
1992: 104 Stat. 4413). At the same time.
Congress also specifically made RESPA
applicable to second mortgages and
refinancings. (Id)

E. HUD's RESPA Rules

On November 2, 1992 (57 FR 49600).
the Department issued a major revision
of Regulation X. the rule interpreting
RESPA. The rule defined the term
“mortgage broker™ for the first time.
Under the rule, mortgage brokers are
required to disclose direct and indirect
payments on the Good Faith Estimate
(GFE) no later than 3 days after loan
application. (See 24 CFR 3500.7(a) and
(¢).) Such disclosure must also be
provided to consumers. as a final figure.
at closing on the settlement statement.
(24 CFR 3500.8; 24 CFR part 3500,
Appendix A (Instructions for Filling Out
the HUD-1 and HUD-1A).) On the GFE
and the settlement statement, lender-
paid mortgage broker fees must be
shown as “‘Paid Outside of Closing”
(P.0.C.). and not computed in arriving
at totals. (See 24 CFR 3500.7(a)(2) and
24 CFR part 3500. Appendix A.) The
1992 rule treats mortgage brokers as
settlement service providers whose fees
are disbursed at or before settlement,
akin to title agents. attorneys.
appraisers, etc., whose fees are subject
to disclosure and otherwise subject to
RESPA., including Section 8.

The 1992 rule did not explicitly take
a position on whether yield spread
premiums or any other named class of
back-funded or indirect fees paid by
lenders to brokers are per se legal or
illegal. By illustration, codified as
Nlustrations of Requirements of RESPA,
Fact Situations 5 and 12 in Appendix B
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to 24 CFR part 3500. the 1992 rule
specifically listed “'servicing release
premiums’ and “yield spread
premiums’’ as fees required to be
itemized on the settlement statement.
Although the 1992 rule specifically
acknowledged the existence of such fees
and provided illustrations of how they
were to be denominated on HUD
disclosure forms, this requirement was
intended to ensure their disclosure, but
not to create a presumption of per se
legality or illegality.
he anti-kickback. anti-referral fee

and unearned fee provisions of RESPA
are implemented by 24 CFR 3500.14.
Regulation X repeats the Section 8
prohibitions against compensation for
the referral of settlement service
business and for the giving or accepting
of any portion. split or percentage of any
charge other than for services actually
rendered. (24 CFR 3500.14(c).)
Regulation X provides that a charge by
a person for which no or nominal
services are performed or for which
duplicative fees are charged is an
unearned fee and violates the unearned
fee prohibition. (See 24 CFR 3500.14(c).)
Moreover. 24 CFR 3500.14(g)(1)(iv)
clarifies that Section 8 of RESPA
permits “‘[a] payment to any person of
a bona fide salary or compensation or
other payment for goods or facilities
actually furnished or for services
actually performed.”

The Department's regulations provide,
under 24 CFR 3500.14(g)(2). that:

The Department may investigate high
prices to see if they are the result of a referral
fee or a split of a fee. If the payment of a
thing of value bears no reasonable
relationship to the market value of the goods
or services provided. then the excess is not
for services or goods actually performed or
provided. These facts may be used as
evidence of a violation of section 8 and may
serve as a basis for a RESPA investigation.
High prices standing alone are not proof of
a RESPA violation. The value of a referral
(i.e., the value of any additional business
obtained thereby) is not to be taken into
account in determining whether the payment
exceeds the reasonable value of such goods,
facilities or services. * * * (emphasis
supplied).

In addition. Regulation X clarifies that
“[w]hen a person in a position to refer
settlement service business * * *
receives a payment for providing
additional settlement services as part of
a real estate transaction, such payment
must be for services that are actual,
necessary and distinct from the primary
services provided by such person.” (24
CFR 3500.14(g)(3).)

Since 1992, HUD has provided
various interpretations and other
issuances under these rules stating the
Department's position that the legality

of a payment to a mortgage broker is not.
premised on the name of the particular
fee. Rather, HUD has consistently
advised that the issue under RESPA is
whether the compensation to a mortgage
broker in covered transactions is
reasonably related to the value of the
goods or facilities actually furnished or
services actually performed. If the
compensation, or a portion thereof. is
not reasonably related to the goods or
facilities actually furnished or the
services actually performed, there is a
compensated referral or an unearned fee
in violation of Section 8(a) or 8(b) of
RESPA, whether the compensation is a
direct or indirect payment or a
combination thereof.

F. Recent HUD Rulemaking Efforts

The Department received comments
on the 1992 rule's requirement that
mortgage brokers disclose indirect
payments from lenders on the GFE and
the settlement statement. In response,
the Department reviewed whether the
disclosure of indirect or back-funded
fees is necessary or in the borrower’s
interest and whether additional
rulemaking was needed to clarify the
legality of fees to mortgage brokers.
Brokers had alleged that these
disclosures were confusing to
consumers and disadvantaged brokers
as compared to other originators who
were within the secondary market
exemption and were not required to
disclose their compensation for the
subsequent sale of the loan. Consumer
representatives said that consumers
needed to understand the existence of
indirect fees and whether brokers
represented consumers in shopping for
loans. On September 13, 1995, the
Department issued a proposed rule (60
FR 47650) and in December 1995
through May 1996, embarked on a
negotiated rulemaking on these subjects.

Although the negotiated rulemaking
did not result in consensus, on October
16, 1997, HUD published a proposed
rule (62 FR 53912) that was shaped by
views from both industry and consumer
representatives provided during the
negotiated rulemaking (as well as by
comments received from the September
13. 1995, proposed rule (60 FR 47650)).
The 1997 proposed rule proposed a
qualified “safe harbor™ for payments to
mortgage brokers under Section 8.
Under the proposal. if a broker enters
into a contract with consumers
explaining the broker’s functions
(whether or not it represented the
consumer) and the total compensation
the broker would receive in the
transaction, before the consumer
applied for a loan. HUD would presume
the broker fees, both direct and indirect.

to be legal. The 1997 proposal also
provided, however, that this qualified
safe harbor would only be available to
those payments that did not exceed a
test, to be established in the rulemaking,
to preclude unreasonable fees. This
proposal was intended. among other
things, to establish that vield spread
premiums paid to brokers meeting the
rule’s requirements were presumed legal
when brokers provided consumers with
prescribed information concerning the
functions and compensation of mortgage
brokers. The Department has received
over 9,000 comments in response to this
proposed rule.

G, Litigation

During the last several vears. more
than 150 lawsuits have been brought
seeking class action certification based
in whole or in part on the theory that
the making of indirect payments from
lenders to mortgage brokers violates
Section 8 of RESPA. In various cases,
plaintiffs have argued that yield spread
premiums or other denominated
indirect payments to brokers, regardless
of their amount, constitute prohibited
referral fees under Section 8(a). These
plaintiffs generally argue that yield
spread premiums are payments based
upon the broker's ability to deliver a
loan that is above the par rate. Some
lawsuits have alleged that such vield
spread premiums or other indirect
payments are a split of fees between the
lender and the broker, or are simply
unearned fees and, therefore. also
violate Section 8(b) of RESPA. Other
challenges rely. in part, on the alleged
unreasonableness of brokers’ fees. These
complaints assert that under the RESPA
regulations, payments must bear a
reasonable relationship to the market
value of the good or the service
provided and that payments in excess of
such amounts must be regarded as
forbidden referral fees.

Many of the lawsuits involve
allegations that consumers were not
informed by mortgage brokers
concerning the mortgage brokers’ role
and compensation. A common element
in many allegations is that borrowers
were not informed about the existence
or the amount of the yield spread
premiums paid to the mortgage broker,
and the relationship of the yield spread
premium to the direct fees that the
borrower paid. The facts in these cases
suggest generally that even where there
were proper disclosures on the GFE and
the settlement statement. borrowers
allege that they were unaware of. or did
not understand. that a yield spread
premium was tied to the interest rate
they agreed to pay, and that they could
have reduced this charge or their direct
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payment to the broker either by further
negotiation or by engaging in additional
shopping among mortgage loan
providers.

Courts have been split in their
decisions on these cases. Some of the
decisions have concluded that yield
spread premiums may be prohibited
referral fees or duplicative fees in
contravention of Section 8 of RESPA
under the specific facts of the case.
Some have held that the permissibility
of yield spread premiums must be based
on an analysis of whether the premiums
constitute a reasonable payment, either
alone or in combination with any direct
fee paid by the borrower, for either the
goods, services or facilities actually
furnished. Because some courts have
found that this necessitates an
individual analysis of the facts of each
transaction, some courts have denied
plaintiffs’ requests for class action
certification. Some courts have certified
a class without reaching a conclusion on
the RESPA issues. Others have held that
yield spread premiums constitute valid
consideration to the mortgage broker in
exchange for the origination of the loan
and the sale of the loan to the lender.
These courts have found that the
payment of yield spread premiums is
one method among many of
compensating the broker for the
origination services rendered.

In July 1998, the Department and the
Federal Reserve Board delivered a
report to Congress recommending
significant improvements to streamline
and simplify current RESPA and Truth
In Lending Act requirements. The
Report proposed that along with a
tighter and more enforceable scheme for
providing consumers with estimated
costs for settlements, an exemption from
Section 8's prohibitions should be
established for those entities that offer a
package of settlement services and a
mortgage loan at a guaranteed price, rate
and points for the package early in the
consumer'’s process of shopping for a
loan. Such an approach. which also
includes other additional consumer
protection recommendations, would
largely resolve these issues for any
mortgage broker who chooses to abide
by the requirements of this exemption.
The Report’s consumer protection
recommendations included. among
other items. that Congress consider
establishment of an unfair and
deceptive acts and practices remedy.

Under the “packaging” proposal set
forth in the Report. settlement costs
would be controlled more effectively by
market forces. Consumers would be
better able to comparison-shop. thereby

encouraging creditors and others to
operate efficiently and pass along
discounts and lower prices. In addition,
the Report’s recommendations would
greatly simplify compliance for the
industry and clarify legal uncertainties
that create liability risks.

1. This Policy Statement

This policy statement provides HUD's
views of the legality of fees to mortgage
brokers from lenders under existing law.
In accordance with the Conference
Report, in developing this policy
statement, HUD met with
representatives of government agencies,
as well as a broad range of consumer
and industry groups, including the
Office of Thrift Supervision, the
Comptroller of the Currency, the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, the
Federal Reserve Board, the National
Association of Mortgage Brokers, the
Mortgage Bankers Association of
America, the American Bankers
Association. the Consumer Mortgage
Coalition. America's Community
Bankers, the Consumer Bankers
Association. the Independent Bankers
Association of America, AARP, the
National Consumer Law Center,
Consumers Union. and the National
Association of Consumer Advocates.

IL. RESPA Policy Statement 1999-1
A. Introduction

The Department hereby states its
position on the legality of payments by
lenders to mortgage brokers under the
Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act
(12 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) (RESPA) and its
implementing regulations at 24 CFR part
3500 (Regulation X). This Statement of
Policy is issued pursuant to Section
19(a) of RESPA (12 U.S.C. 2617(a)) and
24 CFR 3500.4(a)(1)(ii). HUD is
cognizant of the Conferees’ statement in
the Conference Report on the FY 1999
HUD Appropriations Act that “'Congress
never intended payments by lenders to
mortgage brokers for goods or facilities
actually furnished or for services
actually performed to be violations of
[Sections 8](a) or (b) (12 U.S.C. Sec.
2607) in its enactment of RESPA.” (H.
Rep. 105-769. at 260.) The Department
is also cognizant of the congressional
intent in enacting RESPA of protecting
consumers from unnecessarily high
settlement charges caused by abusive
practices. (12 U.S.C. 2601.)

In transactions where lenders make
payments to mortgage brokers, HUD
does not consider such payments (i.e.,
yield spread premiums or any other
class of named payments), to be illegal
per se. HUD does not view the name of
the payment as the appropriate issue

under RESPA. HUD's position that
lender payments to mortgage brokers are
not illegal per se does not imply,
however, that yield spread premiums
are legal in individual cases or classes
of transactions. The fees in cases or
classes of transactions are illegal if they
violate the prohibitions of Section 8 of
RESPA.

In determining whether a payment
from a lender to a mortgage broker is
permissible under Section 8 of RESPA,
the first question is whether goods or
facilities were actually furnished or
services were actually performed for the
compensation paid. The fact that goods
or facilities have been actually
furnished or that services have been
actually performed by the mortgage
broker does not by itself make the
payment legal. The second question is
whether the payments are reasonably
related to the value of the goods or
facilities that were actually furnished or
services that were actually performed.

In applying this test, Hblg believes
that total compensation should be
scrutinized to assure that it is
reasonably related to goods, facilities. or
services furnished or performed to
determine whether it is legal under
RESPA. Total compensation to a broker
includes direct origination and other
fees paid by the borrower. indirect fees,
including those that are derived from
the interest rate paid by the borrower, or
a combination of some or all. The
Department considers that higher
interest rates alone cannot justify higher
total fees to mortgage brokers. All fees
will be scrutinized as part of total
compensation to determine that total
compensation is reasonably related to
the goods or facilities actually furnished
or services actually performed. HUD
believes that total compensation should
be carefully considered in relation to
price structures and practices in similar
transactions and in similar markets.

8. Scope

In light of 24 CFR § 3500.5(b){7).
which exempts from RESPA coverage
bona fide transfers of loan obligations in
the secondary market. this policy
statement encompasses only
transactions where mortgage brokers are
not the real source of funds (i.e., table-
funded transactions or transactions
involving “intermediary” brokers). In
table-funded transactions. the mortgage
broker originates. processes and closes
the loan in the broker’s own name and.
at or about the time of settlement. there
is a simultaneous advance of the loan
funds by the lender and an assignment
of the loan to that lender. (See 24 CFR
3500.2 (Definition of “'table funding™).)
Likewise, in transactions where
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mortgage brokers are intermediaries, the
broker provides loan origination
services and the loan funds are provided
by the lender; the loan. however, is
closed in the lender’s name.

C. Payments Must Be for Goods,
Facilities or Services

In the determination of whether
payments from lenders to mortgage
brokers are permissible under Section 8
of RESPA, the threshold question is
whether there were goods or facilities
actually furnished or services actually
performed for the total compensation
paid to the mortgage broker. In making
the determination of whether
compensable services are performed.
HUD's letter to the Independent Bankers
Association of America, dated February
14, 1995 (IBAA letter) may be useful. In
that letter, HUD identified the following
services normally performed in the
origination of a loan:

(a) Taking information from the
borrower and filling out the
application; 4

b) Analyzing the prospective
borrower’s income and debt and pre-
qualifying the prospective borrower to
determine the maximum mortgage that
the prospective borrower can afford;

(c) Educating the prospective
borrower in the home buying and
financing process. advising the borrower
about the different types of loan
products available, and demonstrating
how closing costs and monthly
payments could vary under each
product:

(d) Collecting financial information
(tax returns, bank statements) and other
related documents that are part of the
application process;

(e) Initiating/ordering VOEs
(verifications of employment) and VODs
(verifications of deposit);

(f) Initiating/ordering requests for
mortgage and other loan verifications:

(g) Initiating/ordering appraisals;

(h) Initiating/ordering inspections or
engineering reports,

g) Providing disclosures (truth in
lending. good faith estimate, others) to
the borrower;

()) Assisting the borrower in
understanding and clearing credit
problems:

(k) Maintaining regular contact with
the borrower, realtors. lender, between
application and closing to appraise
them of the status of the application and
gather any additional information as
needed;

“In a subsequent informal interpretation, dated
June 20. 1995, HUD stated that the filling out of a
mortgage loan application could be substituted by
a comparable activity. such as the filling out of a
borrower’s worksheet.

(1) Ordering legal documents;

(m) Determining whether the property
was located in a flood zone or ordering
such service; and

(n) Participating in the loan closing.

While this list does not exhaust all
possible settlement services. and while
the advent of computer technology has,
in some cases, changed how a broker’s
settlement services are performed, HUD
believes that the letter still represents a
generally accurate description of the
mortgage origination process. For other
services to be acknowledged as
compensable under RESPA, they should
be identifiable and meaningful services
akin to those identified in the IBAA
letter including. for example, the
operation of a computer loan origination
system (CLO) or an automated
underwriting system (AUS).

The IBAA letter provided guidance on
whether HUD would take an
enforcement action under RESPA. In the
context of the letter’s particular facts
and subject to the reasonableness test
which is discussed below, HUD
articulated that it generally would be
satisfied that sufficient origination work
was performed to justify compensation
if it found that:

¢ The lender’s agent or contractor
took the application information (under
item (a)}; and

e The lender's agent or contractor
performed at least five additional items
on the list above.

In the letter and in the context of its
facts, HUD also pointed out that it is
concerned that a fee for steering a
customer to a particular lender could be
disguised as compensation for
“counseling-type" activities. Therefore,
the letter states that if an agent or
contractor is relying on taking the
application and performing only
“counseling type’” services—(b), (c). (d}.
(§). and (k) on the list above—to justify
its fee, HUD would also look to see that
meaningful counseling—not steering—is
provided. In analyzing transactions
addressed in the IBAA letter. HUD said
it would be satisfied that no steering
occurred if it found that:

* Counseling gave the borrower the
opportunity to consider products from
at least three different lenders:

* The entity performing the
counseling would receive the same
compensation regardiess of which
lender’s products were ultimately
selected; and

¢ Any payment made for the
“counseling-type” services is reasonably
related to the services performed and
not based on the amount of loan
business referred to a particular lender.

In examining services provided by
mortgage brakers and payments to

mortgage brokers, HUD will look at the
types of origination services listed in the
IBAA letter to help determine whether
compensable services are performed.s
However, the IBAA letter responded to
a program where a relatively small fee
was 1o be provided for limited services
by lenders that were brokering loans.¢

Accordingly. the formulation in the
IBAA letter of the number of origination
services which may be required to be
performed for compensation is not
dispositive in analyzing more costly
mortgage broker transactions where
more comprehensive services are
provided. The determinative test under
RESPA is the relationship of the
services, goods or facilities furnished to
the total compensation received by the
broker (discussed below). In addition to
services, mortgage brokers may furnish
goods or facilities to the lender. For
example, appraisals, credit reports, and
other documents required for a
complete loan file may be regarded as
goods. and a reasonable portion of the
broker's retail or “‘store-front” operation
may generally be regarded as a facility
for which a lender may compensate a
broker. However, while a broker may be
compensated for goods or facilities
actually furnished or services actually
performed, the loan itself, which is
arranged by the mortgage broker. cannot
be regarded as a “‘good " that the broker
may sell to the lender and that the
lender may pay for based upon the
loan’'s yield's relation to market value,
reasonable or otherwise. In other words,
in the context of a non-secondary
market mortgage broker transaction,
under HUD's rules. it is not proper to
argue that a loan is a "good.” in the
sense of an instrument bearing a
particular yield, thus justifying any
yield spread premium to the mortgage
broker. however great. on the grounds
that such yield spread premjum is the
“market value” of the good.

D. Compensation Must Be Reasonably
Related to Value of Goods, Facilities or

Servic

The fact that goods or facilities have
been actually furnished or that services
have been actually performed by the
mortgage broker. as described in the
IBAA letter, does not by itself make a
payment by a lender to a mortgage

SIn the June 20. 1995 letter. the Department
clarified that the counseling test in the IBAA letter
would not apply if an entity performed only non-
counseling services (a. e. f. g. h.i. . m. n) or a mix
of counseling and non-counseling services (but did
not rely only on the five counseling services (b. c.
d. j. and k)).

¢In the panticular program reviewed by HUD in
the IBAA letter. the average total compensation for
performing six of the origination services histed
above was below $200.
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broker legal. The next inquiry is
whether the payment is reasonably
related to the value of the goods or
facilities that were actually furnished or
services that were actually performed.
Although RESPA is not a rate-making
statute, HUD is authorized to ensure
that payments from lenders to mortgage
brokers are reasonably related to the
value of the goods or facilities actually
furnished or services actually
performed, and are not compensation
for the referrals of business, splits of
fees or unearned fees.

In analyzing whether a particular
payment or fee bears a reasonable
relationship to the value of the goods or
facilities actually furnished or services
actually performed. HUD believes that
payments must be commensurate with
that amount normally charged for
similar services. goods or facilities. This
analysis requires careful consideration
of fees paid in relation to price
structures and practices in similar
transactions and in similar markets.” If
the payment or a portion thereof bears
no reasonable relationship to the market
value of the goods. facilities or services
provided, the excess over the market
rate may be used as evidence of a
compensated referral or an unearned fee
in violation of Section 8{a) or (b) of
RESPA. {See 24 CFR 3500.14(g)(2}.)
Moreover, HUD also believes that the
market price used to determine whether
a particular payment meets the
reasonableness test may not include a
referral fee or unearned fee, because
such fees are prohibited by RESPA.
Congress was clear that for payments to
be legal under Section 8, they must bear
a reasonable relationship to the value
received by the person or company
making the payment. (S. Rep. 93-866, at
6551.)

The Department recognizes that some
of the goods or facilities actually
furnished or services actually performed
by the broker in originating a loan are
“for” the lender and other goods or
facilities actually furnished or services
actually performed are “for” the
borrower. HUD does not believe that it
is necessary or even feasible to identify
or allocate which facilities, goods or
services are performed or provided for
the lender, for the consumer, or as a
function of State or Federal law. All
services, goods and facilities inure to
the benefit of both the borrower and the
lender in the sense that they make the
loan transaction possible (e.g., an
appraisal is necessary to assure that the

7HUD recognizes that settlement costs may vary
in different markets. The cost of a specific service
in Omaha, Nebraska, for example. may bear little
resemblance to the cost of a similar service in Los
Angeles, California.

lender has adequate security, as well as
to advise the borrower of the value of
the property and to complete the
borrower’s loan).

The consumer is ultimately
purchasing the total loan and is
ultimately paying for all the services
needed to create the loan. All
compensation to the broker either is
paid by the borrower in the form of fees
or points, directly or by addition to
principal, or is derived from the interest
rate of the loan paid by the borrower.
Accordingly. in analyzing whether
lender payments to mortgage brokers
comport with the requirements of
Section 8 of RESPA, HUD believes that
the totality of the compensation to the
mortgage broker for the loan must be
examined. For example, if the lender
pays the mortgage broker $600 and the
borrower pays the mortgage broker
$500, the total compensation of $1,100
would be examined to determine
whether it is reasonably related to the
goods or facilities actually furnished or
services actually performed by the
broker.

Therefore, in applying this test. HUD
believes that total compensation should
be scrutinized to assure that it is
reasonably related to goods, facilities, or
services furnished or performed to
determine whether total compensation
is legal under RESPA. Total
compensation to a broker includes
direct origination and other fees paid by
the borrower, indirect fees. including
those that are derived from the interest
rate paid by the borrower, or a
combination of some or all. All
payments, including payments based
upon a percentage of the loan amount,
are subject to the reasonableness test
defined above. In applying this test. the
Department considers that higher
interest rates alone cannot justify higher
total fees to mortgage brokers. All fees
will be scrutinized as part of total
compensation to determine that total
compensation is reasonably related to
the goods or facilities actually furnished
or services actually performed.

In so-called "'no-cost’" loans,
borrowers accept a higher interest rate
in order to reduce direct fees. and the
absence of direct payments to the
mortgage broker is made up by higher
indirect fees (e.g.. yield spread
premiums). Higher indirect fees in such
arrangements are legal if, and only if,
the total compensation is reasonably
related to the goods or facilities actually
fumished or services actually
performed.

In determining whether the
compensation paid to a mortgage broker
is reasonably related to the goods or
facilities actually furnished or services

actually performed. HUD will consider
all compensation. including any volume
based compensation. In this analysis,
there may be no payments merely for
referrals of business under Section 8 of
RESPA. (See 24 CFR 3500.14.) 8

Under HUD's rules. when a person in
a position to refer settlement service
business receives a payment for
providing additional settlement services
as part of the transaction, such payment
must be for services that are actual.
necessary and distinct from the primary
services provided by the person. (24
CFR 3500.14(g)(3).) While mortgage
brokers may receive part of their
compensation from a lender, where the
lender payment duplicates direct
compensation paid by the borrower for
goods or facilities actually furnished or
services actually performed. Section 8 is
violated. In light of the fact that the
borrower and the lender may both
contribute to some items, HUD believes
that it is best to evaluate seemingly
duplicative fees by analyzing total
compensation under the reasonableness
test described above.

E. Information Provided to Borrower

Under current RESPA rules mortgage
brokers are required to disclose
estimated direct and indirect fees on the
Good Faith Estimate (GFE) no later than
3 days after loan application. (See 24
CFR 3500.7(a) and (b).) Such disclosure
must also be provided to consumers. as
a final exact figure, at closing on the
settlement statement. (24 CFR 3500.8:
24 CFR part 3500. Appendix A.) On the
GFE and the settlement statement,
lender payments to mortgage brokers
must be shown as “Paid Outside of
Closing” (P.0.C.). and are not computed
in arriving at totals. (24 CFR
3500.7(a)(2).) The requirement that all
fees be disclosed on the GFE is intended
to assure that consumers are shown the
full amount of compensation to brokers
and others early in the transaction.

The Department has always indicated
that any fees charged in settlement
transactions should be clearly disclosed
so that the consumer can understand the
nature and recipient of the pavment.
Code-like abbreviations like “"YSP 1o
DBG. POC". for instance, have been
noted.® Also, the Department has seen

t The Department generally has heid that when
the payment is based on the volume or value of
business transacted. it is evidence of an agreement
for the referral of business (uniess. for exampla. it
is shown that pavments are {or legitimate business
reasons unrelated to the value of the referrals}. (See
24 CFR 3500.14(e).)

¥This is an example only. HUD recognizes that
current practices may leave borrowers confused.
However. the use of any particular terms. including
abbreviations. may not. by itself. violate RESPA.
Nevertheless. going forward, HUD recommends that
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examples on the GFE and/or the
settlement statement where the identity
and/or purpose of the fees are not
clearly disclosed.

The Department considers unclear
and confusing disclosures to be contrary
to the statute’s and the regulation’s
purposes of making RESPA-covered
transactions understandable to the
consumer. At a minimum, all fees to the
mortgage broker are to be clearly labeled
and properly estimated on the GFE. On
the settlement statement, the name of
the recipient of the fee (in this case, the
mortgage broker) is to be clearly labeled
and listed, and the fee received from a
lender is to be clearly labeled and listed
in the interest of clarity. For example. a
fee would be appropriately disclosed as
*Mortgage broker fee from lender to
XYZ Corporation (P.O.C.)." In the
interest of clarity, other fees or
payments from the borrower to the
morigage broker should identify that
they are mortgage broker fees from the
borrower. !0

There is no requirement under
existing law that consumers be fully
informed of the broker’s services and
compensation prior to the GFE.
Nevertheless, HUD believes that the
broker should provide the consumer
with information about the broker’s
services and compensation, and
agreement by the consumer to the
arrangement shouid occur as early as
possible in the process. Mortgage
brokers and lenders can improve their
ability to demonstrate the
reasonableness of their fees if the broker
discloses the nature of the broker’s
services and the various methods of
compensation at the time the consumer
first discusses the possibility of a loan
with the broker.

The legislative history makes clear
that RESPA was not intended to be a
rate-setting statute and that Congress
instead favored a market-based
approach. (S. Rep. No. 93-866 at 6546
(1974).) In making the determination of
whether a payment is bona fide
compensation for goods or facilities
actually furnished or services actually
performed. HUD has, in the past,
indicated that it would examine
whether the price paid for the goods,

the disclosures on the GFE and the settement
statement be as described in the text. HUD
recognizes that system changes may require time for
lenders and brokers to implement.

1WHUD recognizes that current software may not
currently accommodate these additional
disclosures. Both industry and consumers would be
better served if these additional disclosures were
included in future forms.

facilities or services is truly a market
price; that is. if in an arm’s length
transaction a purchaser would buy the
services at or near the amount charged.
If the fee the consumer pays is disclosed
and agreed to, along with its
relationship to the interest rate and
points for the loan and any lender-paid
fees to the broker. a market price for the
services, goods or facilities could be
attained. HUD believes that for the
market to work effectively, borrowers
should be afforded a meaningful
opportunity to select the most
appropriate product and determine
what price they are willing to pay for
the loan based on disclosures which
provide clear and understandable
information.

The Department reiterates its long-
standing view that disclosure alone does
not make illegal fees legal under RESPA.
On the other hand, while under current
law, pre-application disclosure 10 the
consumer is not required, HUD believes
that fuller information provided at the
earliest possible moment in the
shopping process would increase
consumer satisfaction and reduce the
possibility of misunderstanding.

HUD commends the Nationa
Association of Mortgage Brokers and the
Mortgage Bankers Association of
America for strongly suggesting that
their members furnish consumers with
a form describing the function of
mortgage brokers and stating that a
mortgage broker may receive a fee in the
transaction from a lender.

Although this statement of policy
does not mandate disclosures beyond
those currently required by RESPA and
Regulation X, the most effective
approach to disclosure would allow a
prospective borrower to properly
evaluate the nature of the services and
all costs for a broker transaction, and to
agree to such services and costs before
applying for a loan. Under such an
approach, the broker would make the
borrower aware of whether the broker is
or is not serving as the consumer's agent
to shop for a loan. and the total
compensation to be paid to the mortgage
broker, including the amounts of each of
the fees making up that compensation.
If indirect fees are paid. the consumer
would be made aware of the amount of
these fees and their relationship to
direct fees and an increased interest
rate. If the consumer may reduce the
interest rate through increased fees or
points. this option also would be
explained. HUD recognizes that in many
cases, the industry has not been using

this approach because it has not been
required. Moreover, new methods may
require time to implement. HUD
encourages these efforts going forward
and believes that if these desirable
disclosure practices were adhered to by
all industry participants. the need for
more prescriptive regulatory or
legislative actions concerning this
specific problem could be tempered or
even made unnecessary.

While the Department is issuing this
statement of policy to comply with a
Congressional directive that HUD clarify
its position on the legality of lender
payments to mortgage brokers, HUD
agrees with segments of the mortgage
lending and settlement service
industries and consumer representatives
that legislation to improve RESPA is
needed. HUD believes that broad
legislative reform along the lines
specified in the HUD/Federal Reserve
Board Report remains the most effective
way to resolve the difficulties and legal
uncertainties under RESPA and TILA
for industry and consumers alike.
Statutory changes like those
recommended in the Report would, if
adopted, provide the most balanced
approach to resolving these contentious
issues by providing consumers with
better and firmer information about the
costs associated with home-secured
credit transactions and providing
creditors and mortgage brokers with
clearer rules.

III, Executive Order 12866, Regulatory
anning and Review

The Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) reviewed this Statement of
Policy under Executive Order 12866,
Regulatory Planning and Review. OMB
determined that this Statement of Policy
is a “'significant regulatory action." as
defined in section 3(f) of the Order
(although not economically significant,
as provided in section 3(f)(1) of the
Order). Any changes made to the
Statement of Policy subsequent to its
submission to OMB are identified in the
docket file, which is available for public
inspection in the office of the
Department's Rules Docket Clerk, Room
10276, 451 Seventh Street. SW,
Washington, DC 20410-0500.

Dated: February 22. 1999.
William C. Apgar,
Assistant Secretary for Housing-Federal
Housing Commissioner.
[FR Doc. 99-4921 Filed 2-26-99; 8:45 am]
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Harmonizing Regulation Z and RESPA

Overview

Almost all consumer-purpose real estate secured transactions are covered by the
requirements of both the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act (RESPA) and the
Truth in Lending Act (Regulation Z). There are certain aspects of the requirements
that need to be harmonized in order to ensure a good compliance position. Some
of the predominate ones are discussed below.
L Business Loan Exemption
A.  Business-Purposes Loans are Exempt — RESPA and Regulation Z
1. RESPA now harmonizes with Regulation Z in this regard
II. Home Equity Loan Exemption
A. Home Equity Lines of Credit (HELOC)
1.  No RESPA required

2. Regulation Z program disclosures and booklet must be
provided

III.  Early Truth in Lending Disclosure
A. “Residential Mortgage Transaction” under Regulation Z
B. Covered by RESPA
C. Disclosure Required When A and B Apply
IV. Itemization of Amount Financed
A.  Required by Regulation Z

B.  HUD-I Satisfies Requirement




Harmonizing Regulation Z and RESPA

1. HUD-1 must identify prepaids

V.  Payment Schedule Disclosures

]

A. Regulation Z Commentary Revision
1. Addresses new PMI rules

B. Automatic Termination Date

1. Payment schedule should reflect PMI payments through this
date

—— . s \ i 1
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FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM
12 CFR Part 226

[Regulation Z; Docket No. R-1029}
Truth in Lending

AGENCY: Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System.

ACTION: Final rule; official staff
interpretation.

SUMMARY: The Board is publishing
revisions to the official staff
commentary to Regulation Z (Truth in
Lending). The commentary applies and
interprets the requirements of the
regulation. The update addresses the
prohibition against the issuance of
unsolicited credit cards. It provides
guidance on calculating payment
schedules involving private mortgage
insurance. In addition, the update
discusses credit sale transactions where
downpayments include cash and
property used as a trade-in, and adopts
several technical amendments.

DATES: This rule is effective March 31,
1999. Compliance is optional until
March 31, 2000.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James H. Mann or Obrea O. Poindexter
(open-end credit), or Michael E. Hentrel
or Kathleen C. Ryan (closed-end credit),
Staff Attorneys; Division of Consumer
and Community Affairs, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, at (202) 452-3667 or 452-2412;
for users of Telecommunications Device
for the Deaf (TDD) only, Diane Jenkins
at (202) 452-3544.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

L. Backzround

The purpose of the Truth in Lending
Act (TILA; 15 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) is to
promote the informed use of consumer
credit by providing for disclosures about
its terms and cost. The act requires
creditors to disclose the cost of credit as
a dollar amount (the finance charge) and
as an annual percentage rate (APR).
Uniformity in creditors’ disclosures is
intended to assist consumers in
comparison shopping. TILA requires
additional disclosures for loans secured
by a consumer’s home and permits
consumers to rescind certain
transactions that involve their principal
dwelling. In addition, the act regulates

certain practices of creditors. The act is
implemented by the Board's Regulation
Z (12 CFR Part 226). The Board's official
staff commentary (12 CFR Part 226
(Supp. 1)) interprets the regulation, and
provides guidance to creditors in
applying the regulation to specific
transactions. The commentary is a
substitute for individual staff
interpretations; it is updated
periodically to address significant
questions that arise.

In December, the Board published
proposed amendments to the
commentary to Regulation Z (63 FR
67436, December 7, 1998}. The Board.
received about 50 comments. Most of
the comments were from financial
institutions and other creditors; state
attorneys general and consumer
representatives also submitted
comments. Overall, commenters
generally supported the proposed
amendments. Views were mixed on
comments concerning multifunction
cards that are or may be used as credit
cards and credit sale transactions where
downpayments involve cash payments
and property used as a trade-in.

Except as discussed below, the
commentary is being adopted as
proposed; some technical suggestions or
concerns raised by commenters are
addressed. In response to concerns
about the uncertainty of computer
readiness for the Year 2000 date change,
the effective date for mandatory
compliance with the commentary
update is March 31, 2000.

I1. Commentary Revisions
Subpart A—General

Section 226.2—Definitions and Rules of
Construction

2(a) Definitions
2(a)(15) Credit Card

Section 226.2(a)(15) defines a credit
card to include any card or credit device
that may be used from time to time to,
obtain credit. Comment 2(a)(15)-2
provides examples of cards and devices
that are and are not credit cards. The
comment is revised to include a new
example of cards or devices that are
credit cards, addressing recent programs
where cards are marketed from the
outset with both credit and non-credit
features. (Two additional examples were
proposed. Some commenters suggested
technical changes to ensure consistency
in the new examples; the changes were
made by merging them.)

2(a)(18) Downpayment

Comment 2(a)(18)-3 provides
guidance on how a creditor discloses
the downpayment if a trade-in is
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involved in a credit sale transaction and
if the amount of an existing lien exceeds
the value of the trade-in. Under
Regulation Z, the term “downpayment”
refers to an amount, including the value
of any property used as a trade-in. paid
to a seller to reduce the “cash price.” If
the amount of an existing lien exceeds
the value of the property being used as
a trade-in and no cash payment is
involved, creditors must disclose zero as
the downpayment and not a negative
number. The proposed comment also
added an example where the consumer
makes a cash payment. In that example.
creditors would apply the cash payment
to the excess lien amount rather than
reduce the price of the purchased item.
In response to commenters’ concerns.
the comment has been revised to
provide flexibility. At their option,
creditors may first apply the cash
payment to reduce the price of the
purchased item.

Many commenters opposed the
proposal. Some believed that applying
the cash payment to the excess lien
amount would be confusing to
consumers because the creditor’s
treatment of the cash payments might
not be readily apparent. They argued
that the comment should comport with
consumers’ general expectations—that
cash payments would be disclosed as
downpayments that reduce the cash
price.

Moreover, commenters stated that,
where cash payments are made in credit
sales involving a trade-in and a lien on
the property that exceeds the value of
the trade-in. many creditors currently
apply the cash payment to any excess
lien amount. These creditors disclose
the cash payment as a downpayment.
Many of these creditors. along with
consumer advocates and state Attorneys
General commenting on the issue,
believe disclosing a downpayment equal
to the cash payment is more helpful to
consumers. They express concern about
the potential for confusion under the
proposal when. for example. a cash
payment of $500 is applied to an excess
lien amount of $2.000 and the
downpayment is disclosed as $0, even
if the cash payment is disclosed
elsewhere in the itemization of the
amount financed. (See § 226.18(¢).)
Some commenters also believed the
proposal potentially conflicts with some
state laws regarding the disclosure of
downpayments.

In response to comments received and
upon further analysis. the proposed
example has been revised. In disclosing
a downpayment where cash payments
are made in credit sales involving a
trade-in and a lien on the property that
exceeds the value of the trade-in,

creditors may, but need not. apply the
cash payment first to any excess lien
amount.

Subpart B—Open-end Credit

Section 226.12—Special Credit Card
Provisions

12(a) Issuance of Credit Cards
12(a)(1)

Section 226.12(a) prohibits creditors
from issuing credit cards except in
response to a consumer's request or
application for the card or as a renewal
of. or substitute for, a previously
accepted credit card. The prohibition,
which parallels the statute, addresses
various concerns including the potential
for theft and fraud and the consumer
inconvenience of refuting claims of
liability. The law does not prohibit
creditors from issuing unsolicited cards
that have a non-credit purpose—such as
check-guarantee or purchase-price
discount cards—so long as they cannot
also be used to obtain credit. Consumers
may later be able to convert these cards
to credit cards if the issuer makes a
credit feature available and the
consumer requests the credit.

Comment 12(a)(1)-7 provides
guidance regarding a card that is issued
to and accepted by the consumer as a
non-credit device and that subsequently
is converted for use as a credit device
at the consumer's request. The revisions
clarify the comment's applicability to
recent programs where unsolicited cards
are marketed from the outset as both
stored-value cards and credit cards. The
Board proposed revisions to the
comment to reflect more clearly its
intended purpose.

Views were mixed on the proposal.
Commenters that opposed the revisions
cited a variety of reasons for their
position. Some believed the concerns
associated with the prohibition—theft,
fraud, and the inconvenience of refuting
claims of liability—were outdated. due
to advances in technology and industry
practice regarding fraud prevention, and
TILA's $50 maximum potential loss for
consumers. Others believed the
proposal would inappropriately deter
the development of multifunction cards.
They discussed the convenience of such
cards and urged that any rule be crafted
narrowly so as to not affect the
continuing development of
multifunction cards. The prohibition is.
however statutory.

Comment 12(a)(1)-7 is revised in
accord with the proposal, with some
changes to address commenters’
concerns. The fundamental import of
the comment remains unchanged:
Multifunction cards connected with

credit plans when they are issued are
credit cards. and they may not be sent
without the consumer’s prior request or
application. New examples have been
added to provide further guidance. The
comment makes clear that card issuers
do not violate the prohibition merely by
sending a card imprinted with
information that identifies the
consumer. so long as the issuer does not
propose to connect the card to a credit
plan at the time the card is issued.

To the extent that the interpretation of
the TILA rule previously may have been
unclear. the Board believes that liability
should not attach to a card issuer’s prior
reliance on comment 12{a}(1)-7 in
issuing multifunction cards that
included a credit feature.

Section 226.14—Determination of
Annual Percentage Rate

14(c) Annual Percentage Rate for
Periodic Statements

Comment 14(c)-10 addresses finance
charges that are imposed during the
current billing cycle but that relate to
account activity that occurred during a
prior billing cycle. The comment is
revised to refer expressly to current-
cycle or prior-cycle debits and current-
cycle or prior-cycle credits.

Subpart C—Closed-end Credit
Section 226.18—Content of Disclosures

18(g) Fayment Schedule

The Homeowners Protection Act of
1998 limits the amount of private
mortgage insurance (PMI) consumers
can be required to purchase. Borrowers
may request cancellation of PMI under
some circumstances and lenders must
terminate PMI automatically when
certain conditions are met.

Comment 18(g)-5 is added in
response to creditors’ requests for
guidance on how the new statutory
requirements affect TILA disclosures.
PMI premiums are finance charges and
are figured into disclosures such as the
APR and payment schedule. TILA
disclosures are based on the legal
obligation between the parties, and the
comment provides that the pavment
schedule disclosure should reflect all
components of the finance charge.
including PMI for the time period there
is a legal obligation to maintain the
insurance.

Commenters generally supported the
proposed guidance, although a few
believed the guidance was unnecessary
and others believed the guidance was
not detailed enough. In response to
comments received. the comment is
revised to clarify that creditors may rely
on assumptions used for variable-rate
transactions and discounted and
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premium variable-rate transactions in
calculating payment schedules that
involve PML

18(j) Total Sale Price

Comment 18(j}-2 provides the
formula for calculating the total sale
price in a credit sale transaction: it is
the sum of the cash price. certain other
amounts financed, and the finance
charge. In response to requests for
guidance, the commentary is revised to
address how the total sale price may be
affected by downpayments involving
both cash and property used as a trade-
in with a lien exceeding the value of the
trade-in. This guidance is provided ina
new comment 18(j)-3.

Under the proposal. creditors were to
calculate the downpayment by applying
cash payments first to reduce excess
lien amounts. In response to
commenters’ concerns about the Board's
proposed approach to disclosing the
downpayment, the guidance has been
revised. See comment 2(a)(18)-3.

The flexibility provided to creditors
in disclosing a downpayment may result
in disclosures of a total sale price that
may differ among creditors. However.
key disclosures such as the amount
financed. finance charge, and APR
remain uniform and will not be affected
by the creditor’s approach in disclosing
the downpayment and total sale price.

Subpart E—Special Rules for Certain
{iome Mortgage Iransactions )
Section 226.32—Requirements for
Certain Closed-end Home Mortgages
32(a) Coverage

32(a) (1))

Creditors must follow the rules in
§226.32 if the total points and fees
payable by the consumer at or before
loan closing exceed the greater of $400
or 8 percent of the total loan amount.
The Board is required to adjust the $400
amount each year. The adjusted amount
for 1999 (8441}, published on December

8, 1998 (63 FR 67575) is added to
comment 32(a)(1)(ii)-2.

List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 226

Advertising, Banks, banking,
Consumer protection. Credit, Federal
Reserve System, Mortgages. Reporting
and recordkeeping requirements, Truth
in lending.

For the reasons set forth in the
preamble. the Board amends 12 CFR
part 226 as follows:

PART 226—TRUTH IN LENDING
(REGULATION 2)

1. The authority citation for part 226
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 3806: 15 U.S.C. 1604
and 1637(c)(5). .

2. In Supplement I to Part 226, under
Section 226.2—Definitions and Rules of
Construction, the following
amendments are made:

a. Under Paragraph 2(a)(15) Credit
card., paragraph 2. is revised; and

b. Under Paragraph 2(a)(18)
Downpayment., paragraph 3. is revised.

The revisions read as follows:

Supplement I to Part 226—Official Staff

Interpretations

- - = = *
Subpart A—General

= * - - *

Section 226.2—Definitions and Rules of
Construction

2(a) Definitions.

* - * * *

2(a)(15) Credit card.

x x * *x

2. Examples. i. Examples of credit
cards include:

A. A card that guarantees checks or
similar instruments, if the asset account
is also tied to an overdraft line or if the
instrument directly accesses a line of
credit.

B. A card that accesses both a credit
and an asset account (that is, a debit-
credit card).

C. An identification card that permits
the consumer to defer payment on a
purchase.

D. An identification card indicating
loan approval that is presented to a
merchant or to a lender, whether or not
the consumer signs a separate
promissory note for each credit
extension.

E. A card or device that can be
activated upon receipt to access credit,
even if the card has a substantive use
other than credit, such as a purchase-
price discount card. Such a card or
device is a credit card notwithstanding
the fact that the recipient must first
contact the card issuer to access or
activate the credit feature.

ii. In contrast, a credit card does not
include, for example:

A. A check-guarantee or debit card
with no credit feature or agreement,
even if the creditor occasionally honors
an inadvertent overdraft.

B. Any card. key, plate, or other
device that is used in order to obtain
petroleum products for business
purposes from a wholesale distribution
facility or to gain access to that facility,
and that is required to be used without
regard to payment terms.
® - - - -

2(a)(18) Downpayment.

- = * * L]

3. Effect of existing liens. i. No cash
payment. In a credit sale, the
“downpayment” may only be used to
reduce the cash price. For example.
when a trade-in is used as the
downpayment and the existing lien on
an automobile to be traded in exceeds
the value of the automobile, creditors
must disclose a zero on the
downpayment line rather than a
negative number. To illustrate. assume a
consumer owes $10,000 on an existing
automobile loan and that the trade-in
value of the automobile is only $8,000,
leaving a $2,000 deficit. The creditor
should disclose a downpayment of $0.
not —$2,000.

ii. Cash payment. If the consumer
makes a cash payment, creditors may:, at
their option, disclose the entire cash
payment as the downpayment, or apply
the cash payment first to any excess lien
amount and disclose any remaining
cash as the downpayment. In the above
example:

A. If the downpayment disclosed is
equal to the cash payment, the $2,000
deficit must be reflected as an
additional amount financed under
§226.18(b)(2).

B. If the consumer provides $1,500 in
cash (which does not extinguish the
$2.000 deficit). the creditor may
disclose a downpayment of $1,500 or of
$0.

C. If the consumer provides $3,000 in
cash, the creditor may disclose a
downpayment of $3,000 or of $1.000.
=

* L] = -

3. In Supplement | to Part 226. under
Section 226.12—Special Credit Card
Provisions. undéer Paragraph 12(a)(1),
paragraph 7. is revised to read as
follows:

* * L d - *

Subpart B—Open-end Credit

= = * = =

Section 226.12—Special Credit Card
Provisions

* = - * =

12(a} Issuance of credit cards.
Paragraph 12(a)(1)

* -

7. Issuance of non-credit cards. i.
General. Under § 226.12(a)(1), a credit
card cannot be issued except in
response to a request or an application.
(See comment 2(a)(15)-2 for examples
of cards or devices that are and are not
credit cards.) A non-credit card may be
sent on an unsolicited basis by an issuer
that does not propose to connect the
card to any credit plan; a credit feature
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may be added to a previously issued
non-credit card only upon the
consumer’s specific request.

if. Examples. A purchase-price
discount card may be sent on an
unsolicited basis by an issuer that does
not propose to connect the card to any
credit plan. An issuer demonstrates that
it proposes to connect the card to a
credit plan by, for example. including
promotional materials about credit
features or account agreements and
disclosures required by §226.6. The
issuer will violate the rule against
unsolicited issuance if, for example, at
the time the card is sent a credit plan
can be accessed by the card or the
recipient of the unsolicited card has
been preapproved for credit that the
recipient can access by contacting the
issuer and activating the card.

= = = * -

4. In Supplement I to Part 226,
Section 226.14—Determination of
Annual Percentage Rate, under
Paragraph 14(c) Annual percentage rate
for periodic statements., paragraph 10.ii.
is republished and paragraph 10.ii.B. is
revised to read as follows:

= * » - *

Section 226.14—Determination of
Annual Percentage Kate
- = - - -

14(c) Annual percentage rate for
periodic statements.

* = » * =

10. Prior-cycle adjustments.

* * * * =

ii. Finance charges relating to activity
in prior cycles should be reflected on
the periodic statement as follows:

- * * x *

B. If a finance charge that is posted to
the account relates to activity for which
a finance charge was debited or credited
to the account in a previous billing
cycle (for example. if the finance charge
relates to an adjustment such as the
resolution of a billing error dispute, or
an unintentional posting error, or a
payment by check that was later
returned unpaid for insufficient funds
or other reasons), the creditor shall at its
option:

1. Calculate the annual percentage
rate in accord with ii.A. of this
paragraph, or

2. Disclose the finance charge
adjustment on the periodic statement
and calculate the annual percentage rate
for the current billing cycle without
including the finance charge adjustment
in the numerator and balances
associated with the finance charge

adjustment in the denominator.
= - * - »

5. In Supplement I to Part 226, under
Section 226.18—Content of Disclosures,
the following amendments are made:

a. Under 18(g) Payment schedule., a
new Baragraph 5. is added: and

b. Under 18(j) Total sale price., a new
paragraph 3. is added.

The additions read as follows:

- ® Ed = =

Subpart C—Closed-end Credit

- * * * -

Section 226.18—Content of Disclosures

= * L] = -

18(g) Payment schedule.

5. Mortgage insurance. The payment
schedule should reflect the consumer’s

mortgage insurance payments until the
date on which the creditor must
automatically terminate coverage under
applicable law, even though the
consumer may have a right to request
that the insurance be cancelled earlier.
(For assumptions in calculating a
payment schedule that includes
mortgage insurance that must be
automatically terminated, see comments
17(c)(1)-8 and 17(c)(1)-10.)

*®

= = * - *
18(j) Total sale price.
- = - x =

3. Effect of existing liens. When a
credit sale transaction involves property
that is being used as a trade-in (an
automobile, for example) and that has a
lien exceeding the value of the trade-in,
the total sale price is affected by the
amount of any cash provided. (See
comment 2(a)(18)-3.) To illustrate,
assume a consumer finances the
purchase of an automobile with a cash
price of $20.000. Another vehicle used
as a trade-in has a value of $8,000 but
has an existing lien of $10,000. leaving
a $2,000 deficit that the consumer must
finance.

i. If the consumer pays $1,500 in cash,
the creditor may apply the cash first to
the lien, leaving a $500 deficit, and
reflect a downpayment of $0. The total
sale price would include the $20,000
cash price, an additional $500 financed
under §226.18(b)(2), and the amount of
the finance charge. Alternatively, the
creditor may reflect a downpayment of
$1.500 and finance the $2,000 deficit. In
that case, the total sale price would
include the sum of the $20,000 cash
price, the $2,000 lien payoff amount as
an additional amount financed, and the
amount of the finance charge.

ii. If the consumer pays $3.000 in
cash, the creditor may apply the cash
first to extinguish the lien and reflect
the remainder as a downpayment of
$1.000. The total sale price would

reflect the $20,000 cash price and the
amount of the finance charge. (The cash
payment extinguishes the trade-in
deficit and no charges are added under
§226.18(b)(2).) Alternatively, the
creditor may elect to reflect a
downpayment of $3.000 and finance the
$2.000 deficit. In that case. the total sale
price would include the sum of the
$20.000 cash price, the $2.000 lien
payoff amount as an additional amount
financed, and the amount of the finance
charge.
» - * = =

6. In Supplement I to Part 226,
Section 226.32—Requirements for
Certain Closed-end Home Mortgages,
under Paragraph 32(a)(1)(ii), paragraph
2.iv. is added to read as follows:

L d = = = L ]
Subpart E_—Special Rules For Certain
Home Moﬁgﬂe ransactions
= ® = * =
Section 226.32—Requirements for
Certain Closed-end Home Morigages
- L L] - »
32(a) Coverage.
* - - - -

Paragraph 32(a)(1)(ii).
* » = * =
2. Annual adjustment of $400
amount.
*® = = * =

iv. For 1999, $441, reflectinga 1.4

percent increase in the CPI-U from June
1997 to June 1998. rounded to the
nearest whole dollar.

» = * = L d

By order of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, acting through the
Secretary of the Board under delegated
authority, March 31, 1999.

Robert deV. Frierson,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 99-8413 Filed 4-5-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6210-01-P
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ETHICAL ISSUES IN DRAFTING OPINION LETTERS

James H. Newberry, Jr., Esq.’
Wyatt, Tarrant & Combs
1700 Lexington Financial Center
Lexington, Kentucky 40507
(606) 233-2012

L INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose - Sensitize attorneys to some of the ethical dilemmas which arise in the course of
rendering legal opinions to third parties.

B. Approach

1. Review selected rules from the Kentucky Rules of Professional Conduct (KRPC)
and selected portions of the Commentary from the KRPC which relate to the
issuance of opinion letters. All citations to the KRPC and the Commentary are from
the 1999 Kentucky Rules of Court - State. The issues of professional responsibility
can be analyzed much as any other legal problem because there are some analogous
tools available for use.

a. The KRPC serves as the code or statutory material.

b. The Commentary serves somewhat like regulations which expand our
understanding of the statutory materials.

c. There is a small, but growing body of case law which can be used to
develop a better understanding of the both the KRPC and the Commentary.

2. Discuss the application of these rules in the context of rendering legal opinions to
third parties in commercial transactions.

I THIRD PARTY OPINIONS

A. KRPC 2.3 - The KRPC provides specific guidance when attorneys are asked to provide
third parties with opinions about matters involving clients. Rule 2.3 states:

"(a)  Alawyer may undertake an evaluation of a matter affecting a client
for the use of someone other than the client if:

1) The lawyer reasonably believes that making the evaluation
is compatible with other aspects of the lawyer’s
relationship with the client; and

) The client consents after consultation.

'The author gratefully acknowledges the assistance of Rick G. Alsip, Esq. in the preparation of this outline.
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C.

)] Except as disclosure is required in connection with a report of an
evaluation, information relating to the evaluation is otherwise
protected by Rule 1.6."

Selected Comments to KRPC 2.3

1.

Definition - ". . .The question is whether the lawyer is retained by the person whose
affairs are being examined. When the lawyer is retained by that person, the general
rules concerning loyalty to client and preservation of confidences apply, which is
not the case if the lawyer is retained by someone else. For this reason, it is
essential to identify the person by whom the lawyer is retained. This should be
made clear not only to the person under examination, but also to others to whom
the results are to be made available." (Comment 3 to KRPC 2.3; emphasis added.)

Duty to Third Person - "When the evaluation is intended for the information or use
of a third person, a legal duty to that person may or may not arise. That legal
question is beyond the scope of this Rule. However, since such an evaluation
involves a departure from the normal client-lawyer relationship, careful analysis of
the situation is required. The lawyer must be satisfied as a matter of professional
judgment that making the evaluation is compatible with other functions undertaken
in behalf of the client. . . . [T]he lawyer should advise the client of the implications
of the evaluation, particularly the lawyer’s responsibilities to third persons and the
duty to disseminate the findings." (Comment 4 to KRPC 2.3; emphasis added.)

Access to and Disclosure of Information - "The quality of an evaluation depends on
the freedom and extent of the investigation upon which it is based. Ordinarily, a
lawyer should have whatever latitude of investigation seems necessary as a matter
of professional judgment. Under some circumstances, however, the terms of the
evaluation may be limited. For example, certain issues or sources may be
categorically excluded, or the scope of search may be limited by time constraints
or the non-cooperation of persons having relevant information. Any such limitations
which are material to the evaluation should be described in the report. If after a
lawyer has commenced an evaluation, the client refuses to comply with the terms
upon which it was understood the evaluation was to have been made, the lawyer’s
obligations are determined by law, having reference to the terms of the client’s
agreement and the surrounding circumstances." (Comment 5 to KRPC 2.3;
emphasis added.)

Analysis

1.

Legal duties to intended recipient of opinion beyond the scope of KRPC 2.3.
(Comment 4 to KRPC 2.3.)

An attorney must make his or her own reasonable determination, independent of
consent given by client, that giving the opinion is otherwise compatible with the
attorney’s relationship with the client.
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KRPC defines "reasonable", when used to describe the conduct of a lawyer,
as "the conduct of a reasonably prudent and competent lawyer." (KRPC
Terminology Section (7).)

An attorney should consider whether the duty of loyalty to the client
conflicts with the attorney’s own professional interests. For example, a
client’s desire to close a transaction and have his attorney give the opposing
party any opinion the opposing party wants conflicts with attorney’s self-
interest in limiting the scope of the opinion so as to limit the attorney’s own
exposure.

Client’s informed consent is necessary.

a.

KRPC 1.4(b) - "A lawyer should explain a matter to the extent reasonably
necessary to permit the client to make informed decisions regarding the
representation.”

Generally, the purpose and scope of the opinion and its consequences
should be discussed with the client in order that client’s consent be
informed. (Comment 4 to KRPC 3.1.)

Consent may be given in the form of the client’s signature to the acquisition
agreement or letter of intent that requires the opinion or may be implied
from past experiences with the client.

Level of consultation with client regarding the opinion varies with
sophistication and experience of client. (See discussion of KRPC 2.1,
below.)

Clients should be informed if the opinion will require the assistance or
perhaps even the opinion of special or local counsel.

An attorney’s duties to client, including confidentiality, still apply when rendering
legal opinions to third parties.

a.

KRPC 2.3(b) recognizes information that would otherwise be privileged by
KRPC 1.6 might have to be disclosed to third party in the opinion.

An attorney should discuss the necessity and consequences of disclosing in
the opinion information otherwise privileged in order for consent from the
client to be meaningful.

The opinion should state the name of the client. Such a disclosure makes it clear
to all concerned that the issuer has an attorney/client relationship with the client, not
with the recipient. It also makes it clear to the recipient of the opinion that no
attorney/client relationship exists between the recipient and the attorney rendering
the opinion.




Disclose in the opinion any material limitations on access to or disclosure of -

information.

Set forth all limitations on the opinion so as to minimize the extent of liability to
third parties. Generally, opinions set forth numerous qualifications designed to
clarify and limit the scope of what opinion. Attorneys also often rely on certificates
from client as to the existence of certain facts and assumptions. Common
limitations found in opinions rendered in commercial transactions include the
following:

a. Issues Limitation (Sample Language) - “This opinion relates solely to the
question(s) of law set out above and does not address, and should not be
construed to address, other questions of law which may be presented by the
facts specified above.”

b. Reliance Limitation (Sample Language) - “This opinion is furnished to you
solely for your benefit in connection with [describe the reason for giving
the opinion] and may not be relied upon in any other context or by any
other person without our prior written consent.” '

c. Practice Limitation (Sample Language) - “This opinion is limited to the
laws of the State of X and the federal laws of the United States of America,
and we do not express any opinion concerning any other law.”

d. Subsequent Events Limitation (Sample Language) - “We expressly disclaim
any responsibility for advising you of any change occurring hereafter in
circumstances concerning the matters which are the subject of this opinion,
including any changes in the law or in factual matters occurring after the
date of this opinion.”

IHI. FALSE STATEMENTS

A. KRPC 4.1 - "In the course of representing a client a lawyer shall not knowingly make a
false statement of material fact or law to a third person."

B. Selected Comments to KRPC 4.1

1.

“A lawyer is required to be truthful when dealing with others on a client’s behalf,
but generally has no affirmative duty to inform an opposing party of relevant facts.
A misrepresentation can occur if the lawyer incorporates or affirms a statement of
another person that the lawyer knows is false. Misrepresentations can also occur
by failure to act.” (Comment 1 to KRPC 4.1; emphasis added.)

“This Rule refers to statements of fact. Whether a particular statement should be
regarded as one of fact can depend on the circumstances. Under generally accepted
conventions in negotiations, certain types of statements ordinarily are not taken as
statements of material fact. . . .” (Comment 2 to KRPC 4.1.)
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Analysis

1. If a lawyer knows that a portion of the materials upon which an opinion is based is
not true, it is a violation of KRPC 4.1 to blindly rely upon those materials.

2. KRPC states that "‘knowingly’. . . denotes actual knowledge of the fact in question.
A person’s knowledge may be inferred from circumstances." (KRPC Terminology
Section (5).)

3. Reliance upon and references to an officer’s certificate as to factual assumptions an

attorney knows to be false would violate KRPC 4.1.

4. Reliance upon and references to an opinion of local counsel that an attorney knows
to be false or to be based on false assumptions would violate KRPC 4.1.

5. Negotiations provide a setting where attorneys have more flexibility with their
statements, but other exceptions will be rare.

IV.  CRIMINAL OR FRAUDULENT CONDUCT

A.

KRPC 1.2(d) - "A lawyer shall not counsel a client to engage, or assist a client, in conduct
that the lawyer knows is criminal or fraudulent. . . ."

Selected Comments to KRPC 1.2(d)

1. "A lawyer is required to give an honest opinion about the actual consequences that
appear likely to result from a client’s conduct. The fact that a client uses advice in
a course of action that is criminal or fraudulent does not, of itself, make a lawyer
a party to the course of action. However, a lawyer may not knowingly assist a client
in criminal or fraudulent conduct. . . ." (Comment 6 to KRPC 1.2.)

2. "When the client’s course of action has already begun and is continuing, the
lawyer’s responsibility is especially delicate. The lawyer is not permitted to reveal
the client’s wrongdoing, except where permitted by Rule 1.6. However, the lawyer
is required to avoid furthering the purpose. ... A lawyer may not continue assisting
a client in conduct that the lawyer originally supposes is legally proper but then
discovers is criminal or fraudulent. Withdrawal from the representation may
therefore be required." (Comment 7 to KRPC 1.2.)

Analysis

1. Ordinarily, one would not think it necessary to include such a basic tenet of
professional responsibility in a discussion of opinion letters. However, in 1998, a
loss prevention specialist cited “the representation of crooks” as one of the two
most prominent areas of losses for attorneys issuing opinion letters. Freivogel, "The
Ethics and Lawyer Liability Issues Raised by Third-Party Opinion Letters," 1054
PLI/Corp 227.




To avoid potential liability, know your clients well, either as a result of extensive -

prior representation or as the result of an appropriate due diligence investigation
prior to the issuance of an opinion letter on behalf of the client.

Within firms, a policy mandating the use of multiple lawyers to oversee the
preparation of opinion letters for new clients would provide another line of defense
against a firm being accused of violating KRPC 1.2(d).

V. CONFIDENTIALITY

A.

B.

KRPC 1.6 - Although attorneys and many clients know that client communications are
confidential, a review of the rule reveals that there are limits on attorney-client confidences.
The rule states:

“(a) A lawyer shall not reveal information relating to representation of
a client unless the client consents after consultation, except for
disclosures that are impliedly authorized in order to carry out the
representation, and except as stated in paragraph (b).

(b) A lawyer may reveal such information to the extent the lawyer
reasonably believes necessary:

1) To prevent the client from committing a criminal act that
the lawyer believes is likely to result in imminent death or
substantial bodily harm;

) To establish a claim or defense on behalf of the lawyer in
a controversy between the lawyer and the client, to
establish a defense to a criminal charge or civil claim
against the lawyer based upon conduct in which the client
was involved, or to respond to allegations in any
proceeding concerning the lawyer’s representation of the
client; or

3) To comply with other law or a court order."

Selected Comments to KRPC 1.6

1.

"The observance of the ethical obligation of a lawyer to hold inviolate confidential
information of the client not only facilitates the full development of facts essential
to proper representation of the client but also encourages people to seek early legal
assistance." (Comment 2 to KRPC 1.6.)

"A fundamental principle in the client-lawyer relationship is that the lawyer
maintain confidentiality of information relating to the representation. The client is
thereby encouraged to communicate fully and frankly with the lawyer even as to
embarrassing or legally damaging subject matter." (Comment 4 to KRPC 1.6.)

"The Rules of Professional Conduct in various circumstances permit or require a
lawyer to disclose information relating to the representation. See Rules2.2,2.3,3.3
and 4.1. In addition to these provisions, a lawyer may be obligated or permitted by
other provisions of law to give information about a client. Whether another

.
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provision of law supercedes Rule 1.6 is a matter of interpretation beyond the scope

of these Rules, but a presumption should exist against a supersession." (Comment
21 to KRPC 1.6; emphasis added.)

C. Analysis

1. Unlike the Rules of Professional Conduct of some other jurisdictions, KRPC 1.6
does not permit a lawyer to disclose privileged information of a client in order to
prevent the client from perpetrating a fraud on a third party. KRPC therefore would
not permit the attorney to "whistle-blow" in the ordinary context of providing legal
opinions.

2. Both Comment 21 to KRPC 1.6 and KRPC 2.3 make it clear that confidential
information may be disclosed, but in light of Comment 21's presumption against
disclosure, attorneys are wise to have clear client authorization to disclose any
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information which might be deemed confidential.

CONFLICTS

A. Three Provisions of the KRPC Governing Conflicts

1. KRPC Rule 1.7 - "(a) A lawyer shall not represent a client if the representation of

that client will be directly adverse to another client, unless:

¢)) The lawyer reasonably believes the representation will not
adversely affect the relationship with the other client; and
2) Each client consents after consultation.”

"(b) A lawyer shall not represent a client if the representation of that
client may be materially limited by the lawyer's responsibilities to
another client or to a third person, or by the lawyer's own interests,

unless:

) The lawyer reasonably believes the representation will not
be adversely affected; and

2) The client consents after consultation. When

2. KRPC Rule 1.8 - "(a) A lawyer shall not enter into a business transaction with a
client or knowingly acquire an ownership, possessory, security or other pecuniary

representation of multiple clients in a single matter is
undertaken, the consultation shall include explanation of
the implications of the common representation and the
advantages and risks involved."

interest adverse to a client unless:

ey

(2)
(3)

The transaction and terms on which the lawyer acquires
the interest are fair and reasonable to the client and are
fully disclosed and transmitted in writing to the client in a
manner which can be reasonably understood by the client;
The client is given a reasonable opportunity to seek the
advice of independent counsel in the transaction; and
The client consents in writing thereto."
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3.

" (b)

ll(f)

"(h)

A lawyer shall not use information relating to representation of a
client to the disadvantage of the client unless the client consents
after consultation."

* %k %
A lawyer shall not accept compensation for representing a client
from one other than the client unless:

1) Such compensation is in accordance with an agreement
between the client and the third party or the client consents
after consultation;

2) There is no interference with the lawyer’s independence of
professional judgment or with the -client/lawyer
relationship; and

3) Information relating to the representation of a client is
protected as required by Rule 1.6."

* Xk ¥

A lawyer shall not make an agreement prospectively limiting the

lawyer’s liability to a client for malpractice unless permitted by

law and the client is independently represented in make the

agreement. . . ."

KRPC Rule 1.9 - "A lawyer who has formerly represented a client in a matter shall

not thereafter:

(a)

(b)

Represent another person in the same or substantially
related matter in which that person's interests are
materially adverse to the interests of the former client
unless the former client consents after consultation; or

Use information relating to the representation to the
disadvantage of the former client except as Rule 1.6 would
permit with respect to a client or when the information has
become generally known."

Selected Comments Relating to Conflicts

1.

Selected Comments to KRPC Rule 1.7

¢y

@

Loyalty to a Client

"Loyalty is an essential element in the lawyer's relationship to a
client. . . ." (Comment 1 to KRPC 1.7.)

"As a general proposition, loyalty to a client prohibits undertaking
representation directly adverse to that client without that client's
consent. Paragraph (a) [of Rule 1.7] expresses that general ruie.
Thus, a lawyer ordinarily may not act as advocate against a person
the lawyer represents in some other matter, even if it is wholly
unrelated. On the other hand, simultaneous representation in
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unrelated matters of clients whose interests are only generally
adverse, such as competing economic enterprises, does not require
consent of the respective clients. Paragraph (a) [of Rule 1.7]
applies only when the representation of one client would be
directly adverse to the other." (Comment 2 to KRPC 1.7.)

3) "Loyalty to a client is also impaired when a lawyer cannot
consider, recommend or carry out an appropriate course of action
for the client because of the lawyer's other responsibilities or
interests. The conflict in effect forecloses alternatives that would
otherwise be available to the client. . . . The critical questions are
the likelihood that a conflict will eventuate and, if it does, whether
it will materially interfere with the lawyer's independent
professional judgment in considering alternatives. . .." (Comment
3to KRPC 1.7.)

Lawyer's Interests - ". . . A lawyer may not allow related business interests
to affect representation, for example, by referring clients to an enterprise
in which the lawyer has an undisclosed interest." (Comment 4 to KRPC
1.7.)

2. Selected Comments to KRPC Rule 1.8

Person Paying for Lawyer’s Services - "Paragraph (f) requires disclosure
of the fact that the lawyer’s services are being paid for by a third party
unless such payment is provided for in an agreement between the client and
the third party. Such an arrangement must also conform to the
requirements of Rule 1.6 concerning confidentiality and Rule 1.7
concerning conflict of interest. . . ." (Comment 4 to KRPC 1.8.)

Limiting Liability - "Paragraph (h) is not intended to apply to customary
qualifications and limitations in legal opinions and memoranda.”
(Comment 5 to KRPC 1.8.)

3. Selected Comments to KRPC Rule 1.9

a.

"After termination of a client/lawyer relationship, a lawyer may not
represent another client except in conformity with [Rule 1.9]. . . .”
(Comment 1 to KRPC 1.9.)

"The scope of a 'matter' for purposes of paragraph (a) [of Rule 1.9] may
depend on the facts of a particular situation or transaction. The lawyer's
involvement in a matter can also be a question of degree. When a lawyer
has been directly involved in a specific transaction, subsequent
representation of other clients with materially adverse interests clearly is
prohibited. On the other hand, a lawyer who recurrently handled a type of
problem for a former client is not precluded from later representing another
client in a wholly distinct problem of that type even though the subsequent
representation involves a position adverse to the prior client. . . . The




underlying question is whether the lawyer was so involved in the matter
that the subsequent representation can be justly regarded as a changing of
sides in the matter in question." (Comment 2 to KRPC 1.9.)

C. Representative Cases

1.

Use of a screening devise (“Chinese wall”) may be built around an incoming
attorney so that the attorney’s representation of a client by his/her former firm is not
imputed to the remainder of the new firm. Such a screen will not work to segregate
members within a firm working for adverse clients. Westinghouse v. Kerr-McGee
Corp., 580 F.2d 1311, 1321 (7th Cir. 1981), cert. denied, 439 U.S. 955 (1978).

In reviewing motions for disqualification on the basis of a conflict in interest, one
court established a three-part test:

a. Is there a substantial relationship between the matter at issue and the matter
of the former firm’s prior representation?

b. If there is a substantial relationship between these matters, is the
presumption of shared confidences within the former firm rebutted by
evidence that the attorney had no personal contact with or knowledge of the
related matter?

c. If the attorney did have personal contact with or knowledge of the related

matter, did the new law firm erect adequate and timely screens to rebut a-

presumption of shared confidences with the new firm so as to avoid
imputed disqualification?

Kala v. Aluminum Smelting & Refining Company. Inc., 688 N.E.2d 258 (Ohio
1998). This case arose in a litigation context, but it provides useful guidance for
transactional lawyers who are trying to evaluate their own situations.

D. Analysis

1.

Conflicts of interest are one of the leading causes of legal malpractice losses. Ifa
deal goes bad and a plaintiff can succeed in showing a conflict of interest, the
lawyer who wrote an opinion letter and the lawyer’s firm become prime targets,
regardless of whether the letter had anything to do with the loss. Freivogel, Id.

A clear conflict would exist when the attorney issuing the opinion on behalf of a
borrower has a longstanding attorney-client relationship with the lending institution,
and such a representation can only be undertaken in accord with KRPC 1.7(a).

However, less certain conflicts can impact the attorney-client relationship.

a. For instance, if the attorney issuing the opinion has not represented the”
lending institution but hopes to refer enough clients to the lender so as to

generate legal work later, a potential conflict may arise in violation of
KRPC 1.8(a).
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b. Another potential violation of KRPC 1.8(a) could arise if the borrower’s
attorney is directing the borrower toward a lender in which the attorney
owns stock. See also KRPC 1.7(b) and Comment 4 to KRPC 1.7.

In each of the two instances, KRPC 1.8(a) requires disclosure, the opportunity to
seek independent counsel, and written consent.

Comment 3 to KRPC 1.7 clearly imposes a duty on attorneys to not undertake work
when the attorney cannot carry out an appropriate course of action because of other
responsibilities or interests. This broad statement can impact attorneys who because
of workload considerations or because of positions taken in other representations
are unable to meet their client’s needs.

KRPC 1.8(f) and Comment 4 can also impact transactions since attorneys for
lending institutions are often paid by the borrowers. To avoid potential problems,
the lender’s attorney should request payment directly from the lender, and have the
borrower pay the lender for the cost of legal services surrounding the transaction.
However, some lenders prefer for the borrower to pay the fees directly to the
lender’s counsel, and in those cases, the attorney must make a determination as to
whether KRPC 1.8(f) can be satisfied.

VII. ATTORNEYS AS ADVISORS

A.

KRPC Rule 2.1 - "In representing a client, a lawyer shall exercise independent professional
judgment and render candid advice. Inrendering advice, a lawyer may refer not only to law
but to other considerations such as moral, economic, social and political factors, that may
be relevant to the client's situation."

Selected Comments to KRPC 2.1

1.

"A client is entitled to straightforward advice expressing the lawyer's honest
assessment. Legal advice often involves unpleasant facts and alternatives that a
client may be disinclined to confront. . . ." (Comment 1 to KRPC 2.1.)

"Advice couched in narrowly legal terms may be of little value to a client,
especially where practical considerations, such as cost or effects on other people,
are predominant. Purely technical legal advice, therefore, can sometimes be
inadequate. It is proper for a lawyer to refer to relevant moral and ethical
considerations in giving advice. Although a lawyer is not a moral advisor as such,
moral and ethical considerations impinge upon most legal questions and may
decisively influence how the law will be applied." (Comment 2 to KRPC 2.1.)

"A client may expressly or impliedly ask the lawyer for purely technical advice.
When such a request is made by a client experienced in legal matters, the lawyer
may accept it at face value. When such a request is made by a client inexperienced
in legal matters, however, the lawyer's responsibility as advisor may include
indicating that more may be involved than strictly legal considerations."
(Comment 3 to KRPC 2.1.)




"Matters that go beyond strictly legal questions may also be in the domain of
another profession. . . . Where consultation with a professional in another field is
itself something a competent lawyer would recommend, the lawyer should make
such a recommendation. At the same time, a lawyer's advice at its best often
consists of recommending a course of action in the face of conflicting
recommendations of experts." (Comment 4 to KRPC 2.1.)

C. Analysis

1.

The Impact of Client Sophistication - Comment 3 and KRPC 2.1 make it clear that
the attorney's responsibility as counselor may vary depending on the level of the
client's sophistication. However, a single individual's level of sophistication can
vary depending on the light in which it is evaluated. Thus, to determine the nature
of the attorney's obligation to the client, an attorney must carefully evaluate each
client's sophistication level relative to the advice sought.

The Lawyer's Position as Moral and Ethical Advisor to the Client - Comment 2 to
KRPC 2.1 clearly authorizes attorneys to refer their clients to moral and ethical
considerations in giving advice, and it notes that moral and ethical considerations
impinge on most legal questions. When should attorneys refrain from referring to
moral and ethical considerations when legal advice is rendered? On the other and,
when should attorneys seize the opportunity to expand their advice beyond strict
legal parameters?

VIII. ETHICAL ISSUES INVOLVED IN RENDERING ROUTINE OPINIONS

A. Due Organization Opinion

L.

Sample Language - "X is a corporation duly organized and validly existing under
the laws of the State of Y."

Purpose of the Due Organization Opinion

a. To confirm that X is a corporation, which in turn requires the attorney to
verify that:

¢)) X complied with all the then-applicable requirements for
incorporation when it incorporated;

¥)) X’s incorporation documents were filed by the secretary of state;

and
3) X has not subsequently ceased to exist.
b. To confirm that X is duly organized, which in turn requires the attorney to

review the then-applicable law to verify that:

¢9)] X’s articles of incorporation were filed;
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2) X’s officers and directors were elected, bylaws were adopted and -
minimum payment of capital, if any, was made; and

3) X’s board of directors authorized initial issuance of stock.

c. To confirm that X is validly existing, which in turn requires the attorney to
verify that X has not ceased to exist or not engaged in a merger,
consolidation or other transaction which it did not survive.

Potential Ethical Issue - Since clients usually do not prepare corporate documents,
the attorney’s investigation of the incorporation process might uncover mistakes the
attorney made which must be corrected in order for the attorney to render the due
organization opinion without violating KRPC 4.1. Such a dilemma creates a
professionally embarrassing moment, but the professional embarrassment pales in
comparison to a potential disciplinary proceeding.

B. Corporate Power Opinion

1.

1.

Sample Language - "X has the corporate power to own its properties, to conduct its
businesses, and to execute and deliver the Transaction Documents and to perform
its obligations under the Transaction Documents.”

Purpose of the Corporate Power Opinion

a. To confirm X has the capacity to act under applicable corporate law and its
articles and bylaws.

b. To confirm X has the capacity to perform each of the contractual
obligations which it is undertaking to perform.

Potential Ethical Issues

a. To avoid making a false statement in violation of KRPC 4.1, it may be
necessary for an attorney to investigate and review the applicable law if X
is in a heavily regulated industry or is a special corporation (e.g., a national
bank) whose existence is derived from a unique set of statutes which might
limit or otherwise vary its corporate powers from those of typical
corporations.

b. Similarly, the issuing attorney will need to review the borrowing entity’s
organizational documents and the contracts in order to ensure that the
statements made are true.

Qualification Opinion

Sample Language - "Based solely upon certificates provided by agencies of the
states of , , and , X is qualified as of the
respective dates of those certificates to transact business as a foreign corporation

D-13



in those states. X is not required to be qualified as a foreign corporation in any
other state."

Purpose of Qualification Opinion

a. To confirm that X is qualified to do business in each state in which the
conduct of its business or its ownership of property would require it to
qualify to do business in that state.

b. To address the opinion recipient’s concerns about any adverse
consequences from the failure of X to qualify to do business in a particular
Jjurisdiction, such as its inability to maintain suits in that jurisdiction.

Potential Ethical Issue - KRPC 2.3 requires the client to consent to the attorney
rendering an opinion to a third party. To the extent a lender demands a qualification
opinion that would require extensive research and analysis of the applicable laws
of several states and the business conducted or property owned by the client in those
states, the client should be informed of the potentially considerable expense in order
to give meaningful consent. ‘

D.  Authorized Stock Opinion

1.

Sample Language - "The authorized shares of X consist of common shares,
of which common shares are outstanding. The outstanding shares have
been duly authorized and validly issued and are fully paid and nonassessable."
Purpose of the Authorized Stock Opinion

a. To confirm the number of authorized and the number of issued shares.

b. To confirm the outstanding shares have been duly authorized by virtue of
having requisite attributes permitted by law and X’s articles.

c.  To confirm the outstanding shares were validly issued.
(1) Sale or transfer complies with applicable corporate and securities
law.

2) Sale or transfer complies with any applicable charter.provisions.

3) Issuance approved by directors/shareholders as required.
C)) Issuance complies with any requirements imposed in authorizing
resolutions.
d. To confirm that all issued shares are fully paid and nonassessable under

applicable state corporate law.
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Potential Ethical Issues

a. Avoiding False Statements - The issuing attorney must review stock
transfer records, articles, and resolutions, as well as then- applicable law to
determine the above requirements were met. In addition, filings with state
and/or federal securities regulators may also have to be reviewed to
determine compliance with all applicable securities laws.

b. Confidentiality - If securities law problems are detected, the pridr sales of

the corporation’s shares could be subjected to orders of recission, and those
orders could have devastating consequences for the corporate entity.

(1) The attorney is unable to disclose the violation without the client’s
consent since Kentucky has not adopted the "whistle-blower"
exception to KRPC 1.6.

2) Without such a disclosure, the attorney cannot issue the requested
opinion because the limitations of KRPC 4.1 prohibiting false
statements.
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NEW REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
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Benjamin Cowgill, Jr.
Chief Deputy Bar Counsel
Kentucky Bar Association

“Dear Bank

Officer...”

A Suggested Letter to Your Escrow and Trust Account Depository

If you have been wondering how to comply with the new overdraft reporting rule in Kentucky Rules of

Professional Conduct (KRPC) 1.15, here is an example

Dear Bank Officer;

I am required to follow as a member of the Kentucky

Bar. I need your assistance and cooperation to
comply with this rule, because it relates to one or more
accounts at your bank.

The new rule requires that I obtain an agreement from
your bank to notify the Kentucky Bar Association if and
when any overdraft occurs in any escrow or trust
account established by me or my firm. I will identify the
particular accounts to which the rule applies.

This overdraft reporting requirement is designed to
help the KBA fulfill its mission of protecting the public by
maintaining a proper discipline among members of the
Bar.! Experience in other states has shown that over-
draft reporting rules are an effective means of identifying
and correcting shortcomings in the management and
application of client funds by practicing attomeys. The
corollary benefit to the bank is that such problems are
promptly resolved.

The rule recognizes that an overdraft is not always the
lawyer’s fault. A report of overdraft does not constitute
a complaint or allegation of misconduct by the bank
against the attorney. It is merely an informational report
which permits the Bar to investigate the circumstances
and determine whether any action is necessary with
respect to the attorney’s management of the account.

The new requirement appears in Rule 1.15 of the
Kentucky Rules of Professional Conduct (SCR 3.130-

1.15). Rule 1.15 has long required that I hold any funds
of clients or third persons in one or more escrow or trust
accounts separate from my personal and business
accounts. The new requirement was added through an
amendment to the Rule, effective October 1, 1998, to
which the Supreme Court of Kentucky added the follow

I am writing to inform you of a new ethics rule which

to follow in discussing the matter with your banker.

ing sentence:
The separate account...shall be maintained in a
bank which has agreed to notify the Kentucky
Bar Association in the event that any overdraft
occurs in the account.

A number of banks in Kentucky are already providing
their attorney customers with letters confirming their
agreement to notify the KBA of any
overdraft in the escrow or trust
accounts maintained by those attor-
neys. If your bank is unable to make
such an agreement, it will be my
ethical obligation to move my escrow
and trust accounts to another bank
that does report. I am therefore
eager to provide you with the infor-
mation you need to understand the new requirement and
assist me in bringing my accounts at your bank into
compliance with the rules of the Kentucky Supreme
Court that govern my professional conduct.

In order to comply with the new requirement, I need
to obtain a letter from your bank confirming your agree-
ment to notify the Kentucky Bar Association if and when
any overdraft occurs in any account to which the Rule
applies. I am presently maintaining the following ac-
counts at your bank which are subject to the new
requirement:

Ben Cowgill

[Identify all escrow accounts, trust accounts, real
estate closing accounts and other “clearing” ac-
counts which contain funds of clients or third per-
sons. J?

I will be responsible for updating this information when
any escrow or trust account is opened or closed.

Bench & Bar, March 1999




Your confirmation letter should
identify each of these accounts by
name and number, to avoid any
misunderstanding as to which ac-
counts will be “flagged” for overdraft
reporting to the KBA.

The only other essential component
of your letter is the confirmation that
your bank agrees to report any
overdraft in the specified account(s).
It is sufficient for your letter to read
as follows:

Dear Attorney:

Re: [List each account by name
and number]

You have advised us that your
firm maintains the above-refer-
enced account(s) at our Bank, and
that such account(s) contain (or
may at times contain) funds of
clients or third persons. You have
further advised us that Rule 1.15 of
the Kentucky Rules of Professional
Conduct requires you to maintain
any such account at a financial
institution which agrees to notify
the Kentucky Bar Association in the
event that any overdraft occurs in
the account.

Our Bank agrees to comply with
the overdraft reporting requirement
with respect to the above-refer-
enced account(s). Accordingly, this
will confirm that we will immedi-
ately notify the Office of Bar
Counsel at the Kentucky Bar
Association, 514 West Main Street,
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601, if and
when any properly payable instru-
ment is presented for payment
against an account identified
above which contains insufficient
funds to pay the instrument in full,
whether or not the instrument is

actually dishonored.
s/
Bank Officer

I will maintain your letter in my
files as evidence of my compliance
with the new requirement. I ask that
you also send a copy of your letter
directly to the KBA Office of Bar
Counsel at the address indicated.
This will provide the KBA with the
name of the appropriate contact
person at your bank in the event any
question arises.

For purposes of the reporting
requirement, an overdraft occurs
whenever a properly payable instru-
ment is presented against an account
which contains insufficient funds to
pay the instrument in full. It does not
matter whether the instrument is
actually dishonored or paid.

When an overdraft occurs, it must
be reported to the KBA. The bank
does not need to concern itself with
the circumstances of the overdraft or
the reason it occurred, because the
KBA will investigate to determine
whether any further action is neces-
sary.

The notice to the KBA must be in
writing, sent to the attention of the
Office of Bar Counsel at the KBA
as indicated in the sample confirma-
tion letter. The notice must provide
the KBA with enough basic informa-

tion about the overdraft to initiate an
inquiry —i.e., the name of the
attorney (or firm), the account name
and number, and the date and amount
of the overdraft. Otherwise, the
notice does not need to follow any
particular form, it can simply be a
duplicate copy of the overdraft notice
sent to the attorney customer, so long
as it is issued when there is any
overdraft as defined above.

If you have any further questions
regarding the new requirement,
please contact Barbara S. Rea, Chief
Bar Counsel, or Benjamin Cowgill,
Jr., Chief Deputy Bar Counsel, at
502-564-3795. Otherwise, I look
forward to receiving your letter

confirming that you will notify the
KBA of any overdraft in the ac-
counts mentioned above. Please
remember to send a copy of your
letter to the Office of Bar Counsel.

Sincerely yours,
Member of the Kentucky Bar

ENDNOTES

1. SCR3.025.

2. The Rule applies to all client escrow
and trust accounts, whether or not
they are part of the Kentucky IOLTA
program (“interest on lawyers’ trust
accounts). Under IOLTA, the interest
on pooled accounts is paid into the
IOLTA Fund which in turn grants the
funds to law-related charitable
organizations. The overdraft reporting
requirement is separate and distinct
from participation in the [OLTA
program.
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SCR 3.130(1.15)  SAFEKEEPING PROPERTY

(a) A lawyer shall hold property of clients or third
persons that is in a lawyer’s possession in connection with
a representation separate from a lawyer’s own property.
Funds shall be kept in a separate account maintained in
the state where the lawyer’s office is situated, or elsewhere
with the consent of the client or third person. The separate
account referred to in the preceding sentence shall be
maintained in a bank which has agreed to notify the Ken-
tucky Bar Association in the event that any overdraft
occurs in the account. Other property shall be identified as
such and appropriately safeguarded. Complete records of
such account funds and other property shall be kept by the
lawyer and shall be preserved for a period of five years
after termination of the representation.

(b) Upon receiving funds or other property in which a
client or third person has an interest, a lawyer shall
promptly notify the client or third person. Except as stated -
in this rule or otherwise permitted by law or by agreement
with the client, a lawyer shall promptly deliver to the client
or third person any funds or other property that the client
or third person is entitled to receive and, upon request by
the client or third person, shall promptly render a full
accounting regarding such property.

(c) When in the course of representation a lawyer is in
possession of property in which both the lawyer and
another person claim interests, the property shall be kept
separate by the lawyer until there is an accounting and
severance of their interests. If a dispute arises concerning
their respective interests, the portion in dispute shall be
kept separate by the lawyer until the dispute is resolved.

(d) A lawyer may deposit funds in an account for the
limited purpose of minimizing bank charges. A lawyer may
also participate in an IOLTA program authorized by law
or court rule.

[Amended by Order 98-1, eff. 10-1-98; adopted by Order
89-1, eff. 1-1-90]




COMMENTARY

Supreme Court

1989: [1] A lawyer should hold property of others with the
care required of a professional fiduciary. Securities should be kept
in a safe deposit box, except when some other form of safekeeping
is warranted by special circumstances. All property which is the
property of clients or third persons should be kept separate from
the lawyer’s business and personal property and, if monies, in one
or more trust accounts. Separate trust accounts may be warranted
when administering estate monies or acting in similar fiduciary
capacities.

[2] Lawyers often receive funds from third parties from which
the lawyer’s fee will be paid. If there is risk that the client may
divert the funds without paying the fee, the lawyer is not required
to remit the portion from which the fee is to be paid. However, a
lawyer may not hold. funds to coerce a client into accepting the
lawyer’s contention. The disputed portion of the funds should be
kept in trust and the lawyer should suggest means for prompt
resolution of the dispute, such as arbitration. The undisputed
portion of the funds shall be promptly distributed.

[3] Third parties, such as a client’s creditors, may have just
claims against funds or other property in a lawyer’s custody. A
lawyer may have a duty under applicable law to protect such third-
party claims against wrongful interference by the client, and
accordingly may refuse to surrender the property to the client.
However, a lawyer should not unilaterally assume to arbitrate a
dispute between the client and the third party.

[4] The obligations of a lawyer under this Rule are indepen-
dent of these arising from activity other than rendering legal ser-
vices. For example, a lawyer who serves as an escrow agent is
governed by the applicable law relating to fiduciaries even though
the lawyer does not render legal services in the transaction.

[5] A “clients’ security fund” provides a means through the
collective efforts of the bar to reimburse persons who have lost
money or property as a result of dishonest conduct of a lawyer.
Where such a fund has been established, a lawyer should
participate.
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[. OVERVIEW

A. Definition of Lender Liability: “Lender liability” is a broad and loosely defined

clarification for a number of more specifically designed actions, usually torts, alleged
against banks in defense of collection efforts. We define it as:

1. Action taken by a debtor or debtors, usually in connection with a bank’s efforts to
collect a debt, for the purpose of:
(a) Avoiding the debt;
(b) Making an otherwise unprofitable business profitable.
B. Causes -
1. Sloppy paperwork;
2. Lack of attention to detail;
3. Loose lips;
- 4. Overreaching, sometimes after overreacting;
5. Inaccurate statements, whether intentional, reckless or negligent.
C. Effects:
1. Bad loans and damage verdicts;
2. Significant attorneys’ fees;
3. Loss of reputation;
4. Lost jobs.

II. THEORIES OF RECOVERY

A. Interference with corporate management — the aegis of modern lender liability.

1.

State Nat’l Bank v. Farah Manufacturing Company, Tx.App., 678 S.W.2d 661
(1984). First significant damage award against a bank and the impetus for debtor’s
lawyers to explore, and expand, lender liability theories.

Mr. Farah, the majority shareholder and CEO, finds his Company in financial difficulty.
Upon notification, the bank decides that “it would be in the best interest of the
Company” (actually the best interest of the bank) to install its own officers and directors
to manage the Company. The Company continues to suffer precipitous declines and the
bank moves to protect its collateral. Farah counterclaims, alleging that the bank had no




business running the business. Jury finds that the bank’s officers and directors ran the
Company into financial difficulty and that it must pay lost profits.

2. Moral. Do not take control of the Company’s business. This includes implicit
control as well as the overt control illustrated by Farah.

B. Contract - Prior course of dealing/Waiver.
1. Seems to be fairly common in Kentucky.
2. Example: Bank has permitted Mr. Debtor to:
(a) pay late; or
(b) intermingle accounts.
3. Suddenly, and without warning, bank stops credit line based upon the same acts.
Debtor losses customer or suppliers and goes out of business. Debtor will assert

lender liability action when bank attempts to protect collateral.

C. Breach of Duty of Good Faith. See Ranier v. Mt. Sterling Nat’] Bank, Ky., 812 SW.2d
154 (1990).

1. As a whole, the Uniform Commercial Code provides significant protection to banks.

2. Exception: The exception relates to ambiguous duty of good faith which includes
“honesty in fact” and “reasonable expectations of the trade.” The banks’ attorneys
will have a very difficult time persuading a Court, as a matter of law, that the case
should be dismissed due to the ambiguity of the law. Accordingly, case may go to the

jury.

3. Best defense - Solid paperwork will protect the bank by confirming representations
made to the debtor. File memoranda and letters to the debtor from years before will
serve to contradict any “new testimony” provided by the debtor.

D. Fraud and Misrepresentation. See Hanson v. American Nat’l Bank and Trust Co., 812
S.w.2d 154 (1991).

1. Fraud means an intentional misrepresentation, deceit or concealment of material fact
known to the defendant and made with the intention of causing injury to the plaintiff.

2. The primary danger from this theory arises from the debtor alleging that the bank
failed to advise him of certain facts (concealment of material fact). For example,
debtor may state that bank failed to advise her that it had ability to repossess the
collateral. Or, debtor may allege that banks stated that it would not repossess the
collateral. In either event, bank repossesses collateral and plaintiff counter-sues.
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3.

Best Defense:
(a) Plain and simple language;

(b) Encourage debtor to obtain counsel in connection with the loan and use clause in
contract that states that the debtor “had an opportunity to consult counsel”;

(c) Debtor acknowledges in contract that no representations have been made to her
which are not contained in the contract.

. Breach of Fiduciary Duty. See Steelvest v. Scansteel Service Center, Inc., Ky., 807

S.W.2d 476 (1991).

1.

2.

3.

Standard - Debtor vested trust and confidence in the bank.
Best Defense. Always maintain arms-length business relationship with the debtor.

The new dilemma - Lending to competing businesses. See United Parcel Service v.
Rickert, 1999 Ky. LEXIS 58.

. Promissory Estoppel - Almost a contract? But see KRS 371.010(9).

1.

Debtor will allege promissory estoppel where there have been discussions concerning
a loan but no loan agreement reached.

Example - Debtor alleges that bank promised to loan money, debtor relied upon the
promise by entering into contracts with suppliers in the amount of $500,000 and then
the bank did not loan the money. When the supplier came to collect, the debtor sues
the bank on this theory. The primary danger seems to arise from letters of intent.

Best Defense. — Paperwork - Letters of Intent must clearly state that the bank has not
yet agreed to loan money. Back-up memoranda will support the statements.

. Oral Representations Constitute Contract.

1.

Bank advises customer that loan will contain terms X, Y and Z. Contract documents
are then prepared containing terms X, Y and A. Debtor seeks to impose oral
representation against the bank.

Best defenses:

(a) Letter to the debtor which states that on March 2, 1993 we discussed possible
contract terms which included X, Y and Z. We have not yet entered into a
contract.

Merger Agreements.




H. Interference with Contractual Relations. See NCAA v. Hornung, Ky., 754 S.W.2d 855

(1988).

1.

Mr. Seller considers allowing Mr. Debtor to purchase goods on credit. Mr. Seller
discusses Mr. Debtor’s credit with Mr. Banker at happy hour. Mr. Banker suggests to
Mr. Seller that Mr. Debtor is a deadbeat. Mr. Seller decides not to extend credit to
Mr. Debtor. Mr. Debtor cannot buy goods, then cannot sell goods, then goes broke.
Mr. Debtor comes looking for at least Mr. Banker and perhaps the bank. In due
course, Mr. Banker is thankful for Mr. President’s extension of unemployment
benefits.

2. The Hornung case and the Restatement set forth affirmative defenses.
I. Duress.

1. Bank threatens an act which it has no legal right to do.

2. For example - bank threatens to sell the house if the business debts are not paid. The
debtor caused to take steps which were not ordinarily taken, such as entering into new
agreement with bank. The new agreement will not be enforceable.

3. Remember, however, that threatening to do that which a party has a legal right to do

cannot form the basis of a claim duress by business compulsion.

J.  Violation of Policy or Statute — See Lillard v. Farm Credit Services of Mid-America,

Ky.App., 831 S.W.2d 626 (1991).

1.

Bank’s violation of its own policies or statute may evidence lack of good faith or
negligence.

K. Bank’s violation of its own policies or statute may evidence lack of good faith or

negligence.

&

Agreement to Agree. See Walker v. Keith, Ky., 382 s.w.2d 198 (1964).

. Securities -- Trust Department.

Government Involvement - SBA Loans.

© Z X

ERISA.

III. DAMAGES

A. Actual losses.

1.

Difference in the rate of interest.
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4.

5.

Incidental expenses incurred in obtaining loans, such as architectural fees and
engineering fees.

Lost profits.
Lost equity.

Loss of business opportunity.

B. Punitive Damages.

1.

2.

3.

Fraud.
Breach of fiduciary duty.

Intentional interference with business relationship.

C. Recission.

D. Damage to Reputation.

IV. THE KENTUCKY CASES

A. Steelvest v. Scansteel

1.

2.

3.

Breach of fiduciary duty and aiding and abetting breach of fiduciary duty.
Loan to each of two competitors.

A very difficulty summary judgment standard.

B. Ranier v. Mount Sterling National Bank

1.

2.

3.

Implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing apply to third party who executed
subordination agreement.

Damages-loss of superior position.

Application of proceeds to unsecured line found wrongful.

C. Hanson v. American National Bank

1.

Debtor alleges that the bank’s pre-contract representations were different from the
contract.

Debtor further alleges that bank would not permit him to consult attorney in
connection with loan documentation.



3.

Bank stops line of credit and debtor goes out of business.

4. Bank pays $9,000,000 which includes $5,000,000 in punitive damages and

$3,000,000 in interest.

D. United Parcel SeWice Company v. Rickert, 1999 Ky. LEXIS 58

1.

2.

4.

No need to identify a corporate representative who makes a fraudulent statement.
“Fraud may be established by evidence which is wholly circumstantial.”

The reviewing court must accept the evidence as true, draw all reasonable inferences
from it in favor of the claimant, refrain from questioning the credibility of the
witnesses of the claimant and refrain from assessing the weight that should be given

to any particular item of evidence.

Dangerous damage language regarding the “benefit of the bargain.”

V. LEGAL DEFENSES

A. Contract Terms.

1.

Merger Agreements.

Entire Agreement - This Agreement constitutes and contains the complete and final
agreement between the parties. No agreement or promise of any kind whatsoever
which is not expressed herein has been made to, or amongst, the parties to this
Settlement Agreement.

Jury Waivers.
Waiver of Jury Trial - Debtor and Creditor acknowledge and agree that any

controversy which may arise under this Settlement Agreement, or any relationship
they may have in connection with Creditor’s business activities, will be based upon
difficult and complicated issues. Therefore, the parties agree that any lawsuit
growing out of such controversy will be tried in a Kentucky court by a judge sitting
without a jury. The parties further agree that this clause shall not be admissible as
evidence in any trial arising between the parties.

Ability to hire counsel.

Advice of Counsel - “Debtor and Creditor” hereby represent and warrant that they
execute this Note having had the opportunity to seek advice from counsel. This
Agreement has been jointly negotiated and drafted, and shall not be construed more
strongly in favor of or against any party.

No Modification or Waiver of terms.

(a) Amendments - No agreements or other understandings in any way purporting to
modify the terms and conditions set forth herein shall be binding upon the parties
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unless the same shall be in writing and duly executed by all of the parties on or
subsequent to the date of this Agreement.

(b) Waiver of Breach - The waiver by any party of a breach of any provision of this
Agreement by any other shall not operate or be construed as a waiver of any
subsequent breach of the same or different provisions by such other party.

B. Failure to mitigate damages.

C. Debtor fraud - Document debtor’s representations.

D. Release - The workout agreement.

VI. DEFENSE LITIGATION STRATEGY

A. Discourage Frivolous Suits.

1.

2.

3.

Discourage future lender liability actions by aggressively defending all such actions.

Discourage debtor’s counsel who hope to reap a 33% contingency fee for a small
amount of work.

Protect the bank’s reputation.

B. Protect your documents.

1.

Regulatory protection for OTS and SEC documentation.

C. Bank takes the first deposition, the second deposition and the third deposition, quickly.

1.

2.

The Bank deposes CEO, accountant and primary employees to quickly end the case.

Avoid multiple bank employee depositions on the same day.

VII. Email and Spoliation.

A. E-Mail — A treasure trove of documents

1.

2.

Written Discovery Request: Please produce all email containing communications
between John Doe and X, Y, and Z employers regarding debtor

Computer experts

B. Spoliation.

1.

“It has always been understood — the inference indeed is one of the simplest in human
experience — that a party’s falsehood or other fraud in the preparation and




3.

presentation of his cause, his fabrication or suppression of evidence by bribery or
spoliation, is receivable against him as an indication of his consciousness that his case
is a weak or unfounded one; and from that consciousness may be inferred the fact
itself of the cause’s lack of truth and merit. 2 Wigmore @278(2) (Chadbourne Rev.
1979).... Itis of no significance that this is a criminal case and McQueeney was a
civil case, for KRE 404(b) applies to both civil and criminal cases.” Tamme v.
Commonwealth, Ky., 973 S.W.2d 13 (1998).

The “missing evidence instruction” advises the jury that the destruction of evidence

creates a favorable inference for the other party. Sanborn v. Commonwealth, Ky.,
754 S.W. 2d 534 (1988).

No separate cause of action for spoliation. Monsanto v. Reed, Ky., 950 S.W.2d 811
(1997).
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II.

III.

Iv.

Background
A. Intense interest in Year 2000 Issues
B. SEC not satisfied with current disclosure

C. FDIC encourages use of SEC model

Duty to Disclose
A. Two-Part Materiality Test:
1. If assessment of Year 2000 issues is not complete or
2. If consequences of Year 2000 issues would have a material effect using a
worst case analysis
B. Deadlines being met

C. May not disclose status ranking

Duty to Update Disclosure
A. “In almost all cases, companies will have material events and changes requiring
updated Year 2000 disclosure in each quarterly and annual report filed with

”

us.

Prescribed Elements of Disclosure
A. The Company’s state of readiness

B. Costs



VI
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IX.

C. Risks

D. Contingency Plans

State of Readiness
A. Cover both IT and non-IT systems

B. Disclose progress, stage by stage

C. Discuss Year 2000 issues relating to significant third parties
Costs
A. Historical costs

B. Estimated future costs

Risks
A. Describe “most reasonably likely worst case Year 2000 scenarios”
B. Discuss uncertainties

Contingent Plans

A. Describe existing contingency plans
B. Discuss if there are no contingency plans
C. State whether a contingency plan will be developed and the related timetable

Specific Disclosures If Applicable

A. Historical and estimated costs adjusted quarterly

G-2
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Sources of funds for costs; % of IT budget

IT projects deferred because of Year 2000 efforts
Description of independent verification processes
Possible chart

Breakdown of costs

Other Possible Disclosure Areas

A.

B.

Description of Business
Material Contracts
Current Report on Form 8-K

Financial Statements

Safe Harbor Protection

A.

SEC examples of Year 2000 forward-looking statements for purposes of safe

harbors

1. Estimated costs of remediation and testing
2. Future costs of business disruption

3. Timetables

4, Contingency plans
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Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council

Board of Gavernors of the Federal Reserve System

Ib Office of the Comptroller of the Currency
‘ Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
Office of Thrift Supervision
National Credit Unjon Administration

2100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 200 * Washington, DC 20037 ¢ (202)634-6526 * FAX (202)634-6556

Interagency Statement
May 13, 1998 statement
Y2K

Guidance on Year 2000 Customer Awareness Programs

To: The Board of Directors and Chief Executive Officer of all federally supervised
financial institutions, service providers, software vendors, senior management of each
FFIEC agency, and all examining personnel.

Background

The Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) has issued several
statements on the Year 2000 problem. These interagency statements address project
management phases, specific responsibilities of the board of directors and senior
management with respect to business risks, due diligence with respect to service providers
and software vendors, risks associated with financial institution customers, and testing for
Year 2000 readiness.

On December 17, 1997 the FFIEC issued business risk guidelines which required
institutions to develop strategies for responding to inquiries from customers and business
partners regarding the institution's Year 2000 readiness. Financial institutions have a
responsibility to provide forthright and honest responses to questions and concerns that
customers and business partners may have concerning their financial institution's Year 2000
readiness. The scope of this guidance is customer awareness (in contrast to business
partner) policies. Institutions should consider including the components described below in
their customer awareness programs, as appropriate.

Purpose

Customers of financial institutions will look to institutions for assurances that the institution
is taking appropriate steps in preparation for the century date change. This statement
provides suggestions for developing a customer awareness program and identifies issues
that financial institutions should be prepared to discuss with customers.

Awareness Program for Customers

The regulators expect financial institutions to develop a customer awareness program which
responds to questions and communicates with customers on Year 2000 matters. During
on-site Year 2000 examinations, examiners will be reviewing the adequacy of an
institution's customer awareness strategy. Effectively responding to customer inquiries also
is in the best interests of the financial institution. It can serve to disclose to customers the
institution's Year 2000 efforts and to provide information on how products and services
used by those customers may be affected by the institution's readiness efforts. Ultimately,
achieving Year 2000 readiness and ensuring that customers and business partners receive
adequate information about an institution=s efforts is and must be the responsibility of a
financial institution=s directors and officers. Management is in the best position to know
how the Year 2000 date change will affect an institution=s operations, strategies, resources

G-5



and exposures, and how and when it would be best to respond to the specific concerns of its
customers.

The FFIEC agencies are encouraging customers with questions and concerns about Year
2000 readiness to contact their financial institutions directly. Financial institutions are of
different sizes, offer different ranges of products, and vary in the complexity of information
systems. This guidance recognizes these differences and provides the following suggestions

that can be used to develop a program to respond to customer inquiries about the Year 2000
problem.

In developing a customer awareness strategy, financial institutions should identify those
customers who should be proactively informed of efforts to address business risks arising
from the Year 2000 problem. Customers may include depositors, borrowers, fiduciary
clients, or others who engage in transactions with the institution. Next, financial institutions
should consider the most effective ways of communicating with various types of customers
about the status of the financial institution's Year 2000 readiness. Depending upon the
institution's size and business environment, possible methods include:

® Providing informational brochures or other written disclosures in monthly or
quarterly statements;
Establishing toll-free hotlines for customer inquiries;
Holding seminars to discuss the Year 2000 problem and efforts the financial
institution is taking to prepare for the century date change; and
Developing Internet sites-or perhaps an exclusive portion of their existing site-to
inform customers of their Year 2000 preparedness efforts.

It is recommended that financial institutions consult with legal counsel before issuing
information describing the status of Year 2000 readiness efforts.

The customer awareness program should ensure that personnel who regularly interact with
customers are trained to respond appropriately to inquiries by referring customers to
appropriate explanatory materials or expert financial institution staff. Institutions also may
consider including interested external parties (such as the news media and community
organizations in the financial institution's service area) in the communication program, as
appropriate.

In developing customer awareness programs, financial institutions should consider some of
the issues customers may be interested in discussing and effectively communicate with
them about what could happen and what they should do if problems do arise. Some
potential customer inquiries include concerns about:

® The safety of the money in their accounts.
Access to their funds, such as access through ATMs, debit cards, telephone lines or
the Internet, and the arrangements the financial institution will make to ensure
alternative means of access to funds if disruptions occur.
Whether they should withdraw some cash from their accounts prior to December 31,
1999.
Availability of information on or summaries of the financial institution's Year 2000
project management and contingency plans.
Whether direct deposit, direct debit and other automatic electronic payments will be
made on a timely basis and credited or debited accurately to the proper accounts, and
what arrangements the institution will make to deal with such transactions should
disruptions occur.
How the financial institution will assist any customers who may be affected by
incorrect automatic transactions such as direct deposit and direct debit initiated by the
o institution or by third parties.

Whether customers might not receive proper credit for loan payments.
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The financial institution's record keeping practices.
The types of records customers should maintain prior to and after January 1, 2000.

The FFIEC is developing a consumer brochure that provides information to consumers
about the Year 2000 challenge. The brochure will explain the steps financial institutions
and the federal financial institution regulators are taking to address the century date change
and emphasizes that the Year 2000 date change will not affect deposit insurance coverage.
Financial institutions may wish to use the brochure as part of their communications with
customers. The brochure will be available by June 1998. The federal financial institution
regulatory agencies will supply each institution with one copy of the brochure along with
instructions for ordering multiple copies, should institutions wish to provide them to their
customers.

Depository institutions are reminded that they may not disclose publicly the contents of
federal supervisory agency examination reports or reviews of the institution or any service
provider or software vendor, including the confidential Year 2000 summary ratings
contained therein. Thus, in designing their Year 2000 public awareness plans and efforts,
institutions should be careful not to violate this prohibition. Moreover, they should avoid
any statements that indicate or imply that the institution's readiness has been approved or
certified by a supervising agency with regard to its Year 2000 plan.

Conclusion

Financial institutions should develop a pragmatic strategy for responding to customer
inquiries about their institution's Year 2000 readiness. The guidance in this interagency
statement is designed to assist financial institutions in developing their programs. Each
institution may choose to tailor its customer awareness program based on its own business
environment, but ultimately, it is essential that each institution develop a program to
address customer questions and concerns about the status of Year 2000 readiness.

Maintained by FF/EC. All suggestions regarding this site may be forwarded via ¢-mail.
Last Updated: May 14, 1998
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FINANCIAL INSTITUTION LETTERS

FIL-111-98
October 8, 1998

YEAR 2000 DISCLOSURE OBLIGATIONS

TO: CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
SUBIJECT: Disclosures Involving Year 2000 Issues

The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) on July 29, 1998, issued the attached
"Statement of the Commission Regarding Disclosure of Year 2000 Issues and Consequences
by Public Companies, Investment Advisers, Investment Companies, and Municipal
Securities Issuers." The statement, which took effect August 4, 1998, supersedes disclosure
guidance provided in SEC Staff Legal Bulletin No. 5 (see FIL-24-98, issued February 27,
1998).

The statement requires a public company to make Year 2000 disclosures in "Management's
Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations" when:

m its assessment of its Year 2000 issues is not complete, or

m management determines that the consequences of the company's Year 2000 issues
would have a material effect on the company's business, results of operations or
financial condition (assuming the company performs no remediation).

If disclosure is required, it must include, at a minimum:

m the company's current state of Year 2000 readiness and expected completion dates of
each remediation phase;

m material historical and estimated costs of remediation;

a risks of the company's Year 2000 issues, i.e., a description of its most likely
worst-case Year 2000 scenarios and the effect on operations, liquidity and financial
condition; and

m the company's contingency plans for the most likely worst-case scenarios if it is not
Year 2000-ready. If the company does not have a contingency plan, it should disclose
if and when it will create one.

Among other things, in assessing its own readiness, a public company should determine the
Year 2000-readiness of third parties with whom it has material relationships. A company
should assume that material third parties will not be Year 2000-ready unless it receives
written assurances from the third parties that they expect to be Year 2000-ready.

This summary of the attached statement is not intended to be comprehensive or a definitive
statement of the Year 2000 disclosure obligations of public companies. Detailed guidelines
and recommendations are contained in the statement.

A public company must make Year 2000 disclosures in its Forms 10-K and 10-Q
(disclosures in Form 10-Q must be made beginning no later than the quarter ending after
August 4, 1998). FDIC-supervised institutions registered under the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934, as implemented by 12 C.F.R. Part 335, or institutions selling securities under an
offering circular should prepare their disclosures of Year 2000 obligations in public filings
so that such disclosures are consistent with the attached statement.

The FDIC strongly encourages other insured depository institutions to use the statement as
the basis for appropriate disclosure concerning Year 2000 issues in publicly available




documents that report on the institution's financial results. The FDIC recommends that
disclosure of Year 2000 readiness be included in one or more of the following:

m the annual disclosure statement prepared by each FDIC-supervised institution under
12 C.F.R. Part 350;

m for an insured depository institution with $500 million or more in total assets, its
annual report prepared under 12 C.F.R. Part 363; or

m its publicly available annual report to shareholders.

For further information, please contact your Division of Supervision regional office.
Additional information on the Year 2000 issue is available from the Internet at:

http://www.fdic.gov/about/y2k/ , http://www ffiec.gov or

http://www.sec.gov/news/home2000.htm.

Nicholas J. Ketcha Jr.

Director, Division of Supervision
Attachment: August 4, 1998, Federal Register, pages 41394-41404.

Distribution: FDIC-Supervised Banks (Commercial and Savings)

NOTE: Paper copies of FDIC financial institution letters may be obtained through the

FDIC's Public Information Center, 801 17th Street, NW, Room 100, Washington, DC 20434

(800-276-6003 or 202-416-6940).
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Interpretation:

Disclosure of Year 2000 Issues and
Consequences by Public Companies, Investment
Adpvisers, Investment Companies, and Municipal
Securities Issuers

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
17 CFR Parts 231, 241, 271, 276

(Release Nos. 33-7558; 34-40277; 1A-1738; IC-23366; International Series Release No. 1149 )

STATEMENT OF THE COMMISSION REGARDING DISCLOSURE OF YEAR 2000 ISSUES
AND CONSEQUENCES BY PUBLIC COMPANIES, INVESTMENT ADVISERS,
INVESTMENT COMPANIES, AND MUNICIPAL SECURITIES ISSUERS

AGENCY: Securities and Exchange Commission
ACTION: Interpretation

SUMMARY: The Securities and Exchange Commission ("we" or "the Commission") is publishing
guidance for public companies, investment advisers, investment companies, and municipal securities
issuers regarding their disclosure obligations about Year 2000 issues. This release provides guidance to
public companies so they can determine whether their Year 2000 issues are known material events,
trends, or uncertainties that should be disclosed in the Management’s Discussion and Analysis of
Financial Condition and Results of Operations ("MD&A") section of their disclosure documents. This
release also sets forth our guidance regarding specific matters for companies to address in their MD&A
Year 2000 disclosure. In addition, we address the need for companies to consider the Year 2000 issue in
connection with other rules and regulations and when they prepare financial statements. Finally, we
remind municipal securities issuers, as well as public companies, investment advisers, and investment
companies, that the anti-fraud provisions of the federal securities laws apply to disclosure about the Year
2000 issue. This guidance supersedes the current staff guidance in revised Staff Legal Bulletin No. 5
("Staff Legal Bulletin").

EFFECTIVE DATE: August 4, 1998. For information regarding the first periodic reports filed by
public companies that should follow this release’s guidance, see Section L. A.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Broc Romanek or Joseph Babits, Office of Chief
Counsel, Division of Corporation Finance at 202-942-2900 (with respect to public companies), Anthony
Vertuno, Division of Investment Management, at 202-942-0591 (with respect to investment companies);
Arthur Laby, Division of Investment Management, at 202-942-0716 (with respect to investment ’
advisers), and Mary Simpkins, Office of Municipal Securities, at 202-942-7300 (with respect to
municipal securities).

Supplemetary Information

1. Executive Summary

The "Year 2000 problem" arose because many existing computer programs use only the last two digits
to refer to a year. Therefore, these computer programs do not properly recognize a year that begins with
"20" instead of the familiar "19." If not corrected, many computer applications could fail or create
erroneous results. The extent of the potential impact of the Year 2000 problem is not yet known, and if




not timely corrected, it could affect the global economy.
A. Public Companies 1

Congress enacted the Securities Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to provide for full

and fair disclosure to investors. 2 Our disclosure framework requires companies to disclose material
information that enables investors to make informed investment decisions. For public companies, our
authority basically is directed towards eliciting disclosure.

Under this disclosure framework, all companies must provide specific categories of information.
Companies have the flexibility, however, to tailor disclosure to their particular circumstances. In almost
every case, we rely on this general framework and rarely provide specific guidance on any particular
issue. Companies already disclose in their MD&A their assessment of known trends, demands,
commitments, events or uncertainties that are likely to have a material impact. 2 MD&A is designed to
allow investors to see the company through the eyes of management. Investors deserve no less with
respect to management’s assessment of their company’s Year 2000 problems. To help companies with
their disclosure obligations, we are providing specific guidance on what public companies should
consider when disclosing information about their Year 2000 readiness. %

This follows similar actions taken by our staff. During the past year, the staff of the Divisions of
Corporation Finance and Investment Management issued and then revised the Staff Legal Bulletin to

provide specific guidance regarding Year 2000 disclosure obligations. 2 Both of the Divisions created
task forces to determine the effectiveness of the guidance.

While the number of companies disclosing Year 2000 issues has increased dramatically, the task force
surveys show that many companies are not providing the quality of disclosure that we believe investors
expect. In response to continuing concerns regarding this important issue, we are providing more
extensive guidance in this formal Commission interpretive release. This release supersedes the revised
Staff Legal Bulletin.

Public companies should apply this interpretive guidance immediately after August 4, 1998. Companies
with June 30th or July 31st fiscal year ends need to follow this guidance when they file their annual
reports. Companies with quarter ends after the effective date of this release also need to follow this
guidance. We encourage companies with quarters that end on June 30th or July 31st to consider this
guidance in their quarterly reports.

This release provides our guidance based on the current requirements of the federal securities laws. It
briefly addresses a number of disclosure requirements, but focuses on MD&A. We address two
important issues under MD&A -- whether companies are required to provide Year 2000 disclosure and
the type of Year 2000 disclosure that is required. As discussed in Section III.A below, we believe a
company must provide Year 2000 disclosure if:

(1) its assessment of its Year 2000 issues is not complete, or
(2) management determines that the consequences of its Year 2000 issues would have a material effect
on the company’s business, results of operations, or financial condition, without taking into account the
company’s efforts to avoid those consequences.
We expect that for the vast majority of companies Year 2000 issues are likely to be material, and
therefore disclosure would be required. When a company has a Year 2000 disclosure obligation, we
believe that full and fair disclosure includes:

(1) the company’s state of readiness;

(2) the costs to address the company’s Year 2000 issues;
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(3) the risks of the company’s Year 2000 issues; and
(4) the company’s contingency plans.

Each company also must consider if its own Year 2000 circumstances require MD&A disclosure of
additional information. This release provides suggestions to help companies meet their disclosure
obligations. In addition to MD&A, this release reminds companies that Year 2000 disclosure may be
required in their financial statements and under other rules and regulations, as discussed in Sections III.B
and C below.

B. Investment Advisers and Investment Companies

Because of the key role that investment advisers and the investment companies they manage play in the
financial markets, we believe it is important for us to monitor the progress of these entities in preparing
for the Year 2000, regardless of the materiality of any individual entity’s Year 2000 issues. We believe
that the best approach to monitoring the readiness of investment advisers and investment companies is to
require that registered investment advisers provide detailed reports to us. In June 1998, we proposed a
rule to implement this approach, as discussed in Section III.D below. Under the proposal, investment
advisers would describe their Year 2000 preparedness, and that of any investment companies that they
advise, in publicly available reports.

Investment advisers and investment companies that conclude that the Year 2000 issue is material to their
operating results and/or financial condition would need not only to report to us but also to include
disclosure in their public filings. Investment advisers and investment companies are reminded of their
obligations under the anti-fraud provisions of the federal securities laws. These entities should follow the
guidance provided in Section III.D.

C. Municipal Issuers

Municipal issuers also have disclosure obligations. Our regulatory authority over disclosure by issuers of
municipal securities is not as broad as our authority over disclosure by public and investment

companies. Generally, municipal securities offerings are, by statute, exempt from registration and
municipal securities issuers are exempt from the reporting provisions of the federal securities laws,
including line-item disclosure rules.

Municipal securities issuers, and persons participating in the preparation of municipal securities issuers’
disclosure, however, are subject to the anti-fraud provisions of the federal securities laws. ]

Approximately 50,000 state and local governments have over $1.3 trillion in municipal securities
outstanding. Z Municipal securities issuers, like other organizations, have Year 2000 issues. Year 2000
problems may affect their operations, creditworthiness, and ability to make timely payment on their
indebtedness. We encourage municipal securities issuers and persons who assist in preparing their
disclosure documents to consider whether Year 2000 issues may be material to investors. If material, the
disclosure documents used by municipal issuers should contain a discussion of Year 2000 issues to
avoid misleading statements or omissions that could violate the anti-fraud provisions. In Section IILE,
we provide guidance to municipal issuers, and persons assisting in the preparation of their disclosures,
regarding Year 2000 disclosure.

II. Background

A. Significance of the Year 2000 Issue

As the end of this century nears, there is worldwide concern that Year 2000 technology problems may
wreak havoc on global economies. No country, government, business, or person is immune from the

potential far-reaching effects of Year 2000 problems. President Clinton recently stated that "ail told, the
worldwide cost will run into the tens, perhaps the hundreds of billions of dollars, and that’s the cost of




fixing the problem, not the cost if something actually goes wrong." & Some estimates that include not
only software and hardware costs, but also costs related to business interruptions, litigation, and liability,
run in the hundreds of billions of dollars. 2

Only one thing is certain about the impact of the Year 2000 -- it is difficult to predict with certainty what

truly will happen after December 31, 1999. 12 To reduce the impact of this potentially serious,
widespread problem, many public officials and private commentators have spoken out about the need to
plan properly now. 11

We intend to intensify our efforts to elicit meaningful disclosure from companies about their Year 2000
issues. Only through that disclosure can investors make informed investment decisions. We believe that
companies have sufficient incentive to provide meaningful disclosure to investors and meet their Year
2000 disclosure obligations. These incentives include business reasons, investor relations concerns, and
possible referrals to our Division of Enforcement.

B. Staff Efforts Regarding Year 2000 Disclosure: Divisions of Corporation Finance and
Investment Management

The Year 2000 issues faced by the securities industry and ourselves are very serious. Every Division and
Office within the Commission has participated in special initiatives to promote Year 2000 readiness in
the securities industry, the capital markets, and their underlying industries. 12 Our staff has been
providing reminders and guidance to companies for over a year regarding their Year 2000 disclosure
obligations. To educate investors, the Office of Investor Education has posted on our web site a series of
questions that investors can use. 12

In May 1997, the Division of Corporation Finance updated its Current Issues and Rulemaking Projects
outline to discuss the need for public companies to disclose the effect of Year 2000 technology

problems. 12 On October 8, 1997, the Divisions of Corporation Finance and Investment Management
issued a joint Staff Legal Bulletin reminding entities with disclosure obligations that our rules and
regulations apply to Year 2000 issues, just like any other significant issue. 12 On January 12, 1998, the
Divisions revised the Staff Legal Bulletin to provide more specific guidance under existing rules and
regulations, 16

After the Staff Legal Bulletin was revised, the Division of Corporation Finance created a Year 2000 task
force to determine how many public companies are addressing the Year 2000 issue and to assess
whether the disclosure being provided is meaningful. The task force found that only 10% of the annual
reports filed by public companies during the first four months of 1997 contain the phrase "Year 2000."
For the quarterly reports filed after the staff published the Staff Legal Bulletin, this percentage increased
to 25%. After the staff revised the Staff Legal Bulletin in January 1998, 70% of the annual reports
contained the phrase "Year 2000."

To evaluate the quality of the Year 2000 disclosure, the task force read the Year 2000 disclosure in the
filings of 1,023 public companies selected from 12 major industries, including 66 small business issuers.
The task force believed that this sampling of filings fairly represented a cross-section of public
companies. The task force also surveyed the most recent annual or quarterly reports filed by the Fortune
100 companies that file periodic reports with us. 12

Based on the specific guidance provided in the revised Staff Legal Bulletin, the task force looked for
eight categories of information. The task force discovered that companies were providing a wide variety
of Year 2000 disclosures. While the number of companies disclosing Year 2000 issues has increased
dramatically, the task force survey shows that many companies are not providing the quality of detailed
disclosure that we believe that investors would expect. 18

In its review of Year 2000 disclosures made by investment companies, the Division of Investment
Management found that twenty-four of the twenty-five largest investment company complexes have
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made Year 2000 disclosure to their fund shareholders. In addition, the Division surveyed 740
registration statements of investment companies filed since January 1, 1998, and found that 81% of these
contained Year 2000 disclosure. 12 Typically, investment companies’ Year 2000 disclosure was generic
and included acknowledgment of the Year 2000 issue, that the issues are being addressed and will be
resolved, and that they cannot guarantee that its remediation efforts will prevent all consequences.

The generic nature of an investment company’s Year 2000 disclosure may be related to its Year 2000
compliance reliance on entities whose Year 2000 readiness efforts it does not control. Investment
companies rely heavily on external service providers (e.g., investment advisers, transfer agents, brokers,
and custodians) that may have represented to the investment companies that they anticipate being Year
2000 compliant.

C. The Statutory Safe Harbors for Forward-Looking Information

We recognize that companies face difficult disclosure challenges due to the forward-looking nature of
Year 2000 issues. In drafting disclosure documents, companies necessarily have to address uncertainties
and describe future events relating to their Year 2000 issues. To help companies in this task, we provide
the following interpretive guidance regarding the application of the two statutory safe harbors for

forward-looking information provided by the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995. 20

The statutory safe harbors apply to forward-looking statements =1 provided by eligible companies. 22
Almost all of the required MD&A disclosures concerning Year 2000 problems contain forward-looking
statements. For example, in our view, a projection of capital expenditures or other financial items -- such
as the estimated costs of remediation and testing -- is a forward-looking statement because it anticipates
how remediation and testing will proceed in the future. =3

- A company's statement regarding the estimated future costs due to business disruption caused by

vendors, suppliers, customers, or even the possible loss of electric power or phone service, typically
would be a statement of future economic performance, as well as a projection of a financial item. Much
of the description of a company's Year 2000 problems would be part of a forward-looking statement
because the statement contains assumptions concerning estimated costs or plans for future operations.
Contingency plans that assess which scenarios are most likely (such an assessment is typically necessary
in deciding which scenarios to spend time and money preparing for) would be forward-looking
statements of plans and objectives of management for future operations.

Some matters that are simply statements of historical fact are not forward-looking. For example,
historical costs are not forward-looking. Similarly, whether a company has a contingency plan at all
would be a matter of fact. Whether a company actually has performed an assessment would be a fact, as
would its inventory of hardware, software, and embedded chips. However, a description of the problems
that the company anticipates, which form the basis of its assessment, is sufficiently forward-looking to
constitute either a forward-looking statement or an assumption relating to a forward-looking statement.
Similarly, statements identifying the remediation phase that a company currently is in would be a matter
of fact, but timetables for implementation of future phases, including estimates of how long the internal

- and third-party testing phases will take, would be forward-looking statements, at least until the phases

are completed.

For the statutory safe harbors to apply, material forward-looking statements must be accompanied by
"meaningful cautionary statements." 2% The meaningful cautionary statements cannot be boilerplate
language. 23 The safe harbors do not apply if the statement was knowingly false when made.
Furthermore, the statutory safe harbors were meant to apply only to private actions in federal court. 2¢

II1. Our Specific Disclosure Guidance
As the end of the century draws near, the Year 2000 technical and legal issues become increasingly

material to investors. We are concerned that some companies may not be meeting their Year 2000
disclosure obligations. With each passing month, the extent of the Year 2000 risks become more evident
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and companies’ obligations to disclose their Year 2000 issues becomes clearer. Investors need to know
how companies are addressing these issues.

The federal securities laws are dynamic and responsive to changing circumstances. As companies
remediate their Year 2000 issues, their circumstances change as they discover new issues. Companies
need to adjust their disclosure accordingly. In almost all cases, companies will have material events and

changes requiring updated Year 2000 disclosure in each quarterly and annual report filed with us. 27
A. Specific Guidance for Year 2000 Disclosure under MD&A

The following specific guidance sets forth the type of Year 2000 disclosure that companies should
provide under MD&A and other rules and regulations.

1. Basic MD&A Analysis

MD&A is intended to give investors the opportunity to look at a company through the eyes of
management by providing both a short and long-term analysis of the company’s business -- with
particular emphasis on the company’s prospects for the future. MD&A requires a discussion of liquidity,
capital resources, results of operations, and other information necessary to an understanding of a
company’s financial condition, changes in financial condition, and results of operations. The language of
the MD&A requirement is intentionally general. This reflects our view that a flexible approach best
elicits meaningful disclosure and avoids boilerplate discussions.

One of the challenges that a company faces when drafting its MD&A is discussing forward-looking
information. One of the few regulations that require forward-looking disclosure, MD&A contains a
variety of formulations calling for this information, including a requirement to disclose known material
events, trends or uncertainties. 28

In the 1989 Release, we gave guidance to companies on various aspects of MD&A disclosure. Under the
1989 Release, companies should apply the following analysis to determine if they should disclose
forward-looking information.

Where a trend, demand, commitment, event, or uncertainty is known, management must make two
assessments:

(1) Is the known trend, demand, commitment, event or uncertainty likely to come to fruition? If
management determines that it is not reasonably likely to occur, no disclosure is required.

(2) If management cannot make that determination, it must evaluate objectively the consequences of the
known trend, demand, commitment, event or uncertainty on the assumption that it will come to fruition.
Disclosure is then required unless management determines that a material effect on the company’s
financial condition or results of operations is not reasonably likely to occur.

The determination made by management must be objectively reasonable, viewed as of the time the
determination is made.

This test essentially requires companies to disclose forward-looking information based on currently
known events, trends or uncertainties that are reasonably likely to have material effects on the

company’s financial condition or results of operations. 22 Because of the prevalence of computers and
embedded technology in virtually all businesses and the potential consequences of not adequately
addressing the Year 2000 problem, we believe that almost every company will need to address this issue.

2. How We Interpret MD&A in the Year 2000 Context
a. Whether to Disclose Year 2000 Issues
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The first decision that a company must make is whether it has an obligation to provide any disclosure |

regarding its Year 2000 issues. 20 By applying the 1989 Release’s guidance regarding forward-looking
information, we believe that a company must provide Year 2000 disclosure if:

(1) its assessment of its Year 2000 issues is not complete, or

(2) management determines that the consequences of its Year 2000 issues would have a material effect
on the company’s business, results of operations, or financial condition, without taking into account the
company’s efforts to avoid those consequences.

Our two-part test is substantially similar to the revised Staff Legal Bulletin’s guidance for whether
companies have a Year 2000 disclosure obligation. We believe that a large majority of companies will
meet one or both of these tests and therefore will be required to provide Year 2000 disclosure. We
expect that significantly more companies will be providing Year 2000 disclosure in future disclosure
documents than the 70% found by the task force.

Under the first test, a company’s assessment should take into account whether third parties with whom a
company has material relationships are Year 2000 compliant. The determination of whether a
relationship is material depends on the nature of the relationship.

For vendors and suppliers, the relationship is material if there would be a material effect on the
company'’s business, results of operations, or financial condition if they do not timely become Year 2000
compliant. The same analysis should be made for significant customers whose Year 2000 readiness
could cause a loss of business that might be material to the company. The company also should consider
its potential liability to third parties if its systems are not Year 2000 compliant, resulting in possible
legal actions for breach of contract or other harm.

In our view, a company’s Year 2000 assessment is not complete until it considers these third party issues
and takes reasonable steps to verify the Year 2000 readiness of any third party that could cause a
material impact on the company. We understand that this is often done by analyzing the responses to
questionnaires sent to these third parties. In the absence of receiving responses to questionnaires, there

may be other means to assess third party readiness. 31

Under the second test, companies must determine whether they have a Year 2000 disclosure obligation

by evaluating their Year 2000 issues on a "gross" basis. 3= In other words, in the absence of clear
evidence of readiness, a company must assume that it will not be Year 2000 compliant and weigh the
likely results of this unpreparedness. 33 As part of this analysis, the company must assume that material
third parties will not be ready either, unless these third parties have delivered written assurances to the
company that they expect to be Year 2000 compliant in time. The test is driven by measuring the
consequences if the company is not prepared, rather than the amount of money the company spent, or

plans to spend, to address this issue. 3%

b. What to Disclose about Year 2000 Issues

Once a company determines that it has a Year 2000 disclosure obligation, it has to decide what to
disclose about its Year 2000 issues. MD&A does not require categories of specific information because
each company has to consider its own circumstances in drafting its MD&A. For Year 2000 disclosure to
be meaningful, we believe that companies will have to address the following four categories of
information in their MD&A, as discussed in more detail below:

(1) the company’s state of readiness;

(2) the costs to address the company’s Year 2000 issues;

(3) the risks of the company’s Year 2000 issues; and




(4) the company’s contingency plans.

The disclosure should be specific to each company and quantified to the extent practicable. Some

companies may have to provide this information by business segment or subdivision. <2 Companies
should avoid generalities and boilerplate disclosure. In addition, each company must consider if its own
Year 2000 circumstances require that additional matters be disclosed.

(1) The Company’s State of Readiness

When a company has to provide disclosure regarding a known material event, trend, or uncertainty, it
first has to describe that event, trend, or uncertainty. 3¢ A company should describe its Year 2000 issues
in sufficient detail to allow investors to fully understand the challenges that it faces. We suggest that the
description be similar to that provided to a company’s board of directors -- which typically is
non-technical plain English and answers the important questions -- such as "will we be ready?" and

"how far along are we?" So far, most companies have provided only a cursory description of their Year
2000 issues. ‘

A full description of a company’s Year 2000 readiness will generally include, at the very least, the
following three elements. First, the discussion should address both information technology ("IT") and
non-IT systems. 2Z Non-IT systems typically include embedded technology such as microcontrollers. 38
These types of systems are more difficult to assess and repair than IT systems. In fact, companies often
have to replace non-IT systems since they cannot be repaired. To date, only a few companies have
addressed non-IT issues in their disclosure. 22 We are concerned that companies are overlooking non-IT
systems when they provide Year 2000 disclosure. 0

Second, for both their IT and non-IT systems, companies should disclose where they are in the process
of becoming ready for the Year 2000. 41 The status of the company’s progress, identified by phase,
including the estimated timetable for completion of each remaining phase, is vital information to
investors and should be disclosed. 22 There are no universal definitions for the phases in a Year 2000
remediation program. 42 However, for the most part, the phases are self-explanatory, and we recommend
that companies briefly describe how they define each phase. Another challenge is describing the status
of multiple computer systems. Companies should tailor the disclosure and the format for their own
particular circumstances. 44

The third essential component is a description of a company’s Year 2000 issues relating to third parties
with which they have a material relationship. Due to the interdependence of computer systems today, the
Year 2000 problem presents a unique policy issue. For example, if a major telecommunications
company discloses that it may have a business interruption, this may require many other companies to
disclose that they too may have a business interruption, if material. Thus, each company’s Year 2000
issues may affect other companies’ disclosure obligations. Companies should disclose the nature and
level of importance of these material relationships, as well as the status of assessing these third party
risks. 33

(2) The Costs to Address the Company’s Year 2000 Issues

Companies must disclose material historical and estimated costs of remediation. This includes costs
directly related to fixing Year 2000 issues, such as modifying software and hiring Year 2000 solution
providers. In most cases, the replacement cost of a non-compliant IT system should be disclosed as an
estimated Year 2000 cost. This is so even if the company had planned to replace the system and merely

accelerated the replacement date. 46 A company does not need to include the replacement cost as a Year
2000 estimated cost if it did not accelerate the replacement due to Year 2000 issues.

(3) The Risks of the Company’s Year 2000 Issues

Companies must include a reasonable description of their most reasonably likely worst case Year 2000
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scenarios. The essence of MD&A is whether the consequences of a known event, trend, or uncertainty
are likely to have a material effect on the company’s results of operations, liquidity, and financial
condition. If a company does not know the answer, this uncertainty must be disclosed, as well as the
efforts made to analyze the uncertainty and how the company intends to handle this uncertainty. For
example, companies must disclose estimated material lost revenue due to Year 2000 issues, if known.

(4) The Company’s Contingency Plans

Companies must describe how they are preparing to handle the most reasonably likely worst case
scenarios. This information will help investors evaluate the company’s Year 2000 exposure by
answering the important question -- "what will the company do if it is not ready?" Under this category of
information, the company must describe its contingency plans. 4Z We recognize that describing
contingency plans may be particularly challenging. Many companies have not yet established a
contingency plan. In this case, the company should disclose that it does not have a contingency plan,
whether it intends to create one, and the timetable for doing so.

(5) Suggested Disclosure

We cannot address the virtually unlimited number of differing circumstances relating to Year 2000
issues that may require a company to provide disclosure. For example, the departure of a senior
management member who heads the company’s Year 2000 project may be material for some companies
but not all companies. Some companies face material Year 2000 risks outside the United States. 48
Software and hardware manufacturers must address whether their products will be Year 2000 compliant
and may face potentially greater litigation risks than companies in other industries. Companies regulated
by other agencies, such as financial institutions, may face formal supervisory or enforcement actions

relating to Year 2000 issues that need to be disclosed. 42

Companies must be aware that providing the minimum level of Year 2000 disclosure set forth in the four
categories of information above may not be enough to meet their disclosure obligations. Each company
must consider if its own Year 2000 circumstances require disclosure of other matters. The following
suggestions are intended to help companies meet their disclosure obligations. While each of the
suggestions may not be relevant for each company, all companies should consider them.

1. Disclose historical and estimated costs related to their Year 2000 issues, even if disclosure of the
dollar amounts is not required because these amounts are not material.

2. As of the end of each reporting period, disclose how much of the total estimated Year 2000 project
costs have already been incurred.

3. Identify the source of funds for Year 2000 costs, including the percentage of the IT budget used for
remediation. This allows investors to determine whether Year 2000 funds will be deducted from the
company’s income.

4. Explain if other IT projects have been deferred due to the Year 2000 efforts, and the effects of this
delay on financial condition and results of operations.

5. Describe the use of any independent verification and validation processes to assure the reliability of
their risk and cost estimates. The use of independent verification may be particularly important in the

testing phase. 20

6. Use a chart to provide Year 2000 disclosure. The chart may help investors track a company’s progress
over time, as it is updated, and make peer comparisons based on the same data. In addition, a chart can
reduce lengthy Year 2000 disclosure that otherwise may overwhelm other disclosure.

7. Include a breakdown of the costs, such as disclosure of costs to repair software problems, and costs to
replace problem systems and equipment.
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B. Year 2000 Financial Statement Considerations

Existing accounting and auditing standards provide guidance concerning the accounting and disclosure
issues arising from the Year 2000 problem. Matters that companies and their auditors should consider
include the following.

1. Accounting and Disclosure in Financial Statements

Costs of Modifying Software. A company’s need or plan to modify its own software for Year 2000
compliance does not result in a liability that is recognized in financial statements. Instead, the costs of

modifying the software are charged to expense as they are incurred. 2L

Costs of Failure to Be Year 2000 Compliant. Operating losses expected to result if a company, its
suppliers, or customers fail to correct Year 2000 deficiencies are recognized only as they are incurred.

Disclosure of Year 2000 Related Commitments. Companies should consider the need to disclose
payments to be made pursuant to unfulfilled or executory contracts or commitments with vendors to

remediate Year 2000 noncompliance problems. 32 Companies also should consider the need to disclose
the potential for acceleration of debt payments due to covenant defaults tied to Year 2000 readiness.

Revenue and Loss Recognition. Year 2000 issues may affect the timing of revenue recognition in
accordance with AICPA Statement of Position 97-2, Software Revenue Recognition. For example, if a
vendor licenses a product that is not Year 2000 compliant and commits to deliver a Year 2000 compliant
version in the future, the revenue from the transaction should be allocated to the various elements--the
software and the upgrade. Entities also should consider FASB Statement No. 48, Revenue Recognition
When the Right of Return Exists, relating to any product return issues such as for products containing
hardware and software, including whether the necessary conditions have been met to recognize revenue
in the period of sale, whether that revenue should be deferred, or whether an allowance for sales return
should be provided.

Allowances for Loan Losses. The credit quality of a loan may be affected by the failure of a borrower’s
operating or other systems as a consequence of a Year 2000 issue or a borrower’s failure to comply with
debt covenant terms regarding Year 2000 issues. Creditors’ allowances for loan losses, however, should
be provided only for losses incurred as of the balance sheet date, and should not be based on the effects
of future events.

Losses from Breach of Contract. Possible losses from asserted and nonasserted claims of breach of
contract or warranty due to Year 2000 noncompliance must be disclosed in notes to the financial

statements, and must be recognized as a liability if those losses are probable and reasonably estimable.

33 For example, companies selling products with an express or implied warranty of Year 2000
compliance may have a potential liability that must be evaluated at each balance sheet date. Companies

will be required to disclose potential lawsuits when there is at least a reasonable possibility that a loss, or

additional loss, may be incurred even if the amount of loss cannot be reasonably estimated.

Impairment of Assets. Certain companies may need to consider if a write-down of capitalized software
may be required in accordance with the guidance of FASB Statement No. 86, Accounting for the Costs
of Computer Software to Be Sold, Leased or Otherwise Marketed. Also, Year 2000 compliance issues
may indicate impairment of long-lived assets that contain hardware or software and require application
of the guidance in FASB Statement No. 121, Accounting for the Impairment of Long-Lived Assets and
Jfor Long-Lived Assets to Be Disposed Of. An adjustment to the estimated useful lives of hardware or
internal use software may be appropriate even if the assets are not considered to be impaired. In addition,
companies should consider the accounting for costs associated with developing or obtaining computer
software for internal use, as discussed in AICPA Statement of Position 98-1, Accounting for the Costs of
Computer Software Developed or Obtained for Internal Use.
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Disclosure of Risks and Uncertainties. A company must explain any risk or uncertainty of a
reasonably possible change in its estimates in the near term that would be material to the financial
statements. Examples of estimates that may be affected by Year 2000 issues include estimates of
warranty liability, reserves for product returns and allowances, capitalized software costs, inventory,

litigation, and deferred revenue. 24

Additional guidance concerning accounting and auditing issues related to the Year 2000 issue is
included in The Year 2000 Issue - Current Accounting and Auditing Guidance, published by the AICPA
on October 31, 1997, 33

2. Auditor Responsibilities

Conducting the Audit. Existing generally accepted auditing standards provide guidance that would
apply to performing an audit involving Year 2000 issues. The AICPA publication, The Year 2000 Issue -
Current Accounting and Auditing Guidance, also addresses auditing issues related to the Year 2000
issue. The auditor should consider professional standards concerning matters such as planning and
supervision of the audit, auditor responsibilities for disclosures outside the financial statements in filings
made with us, processing of transactions by service organizations, and auditor communications with the

client, management and audit committee. <6

Although the term "may" is used throughout the AICPA’s guidance, perhaps suggesting that the
guidance is discretionary, we believe that the procedures outlined by the AICPA should be considered
appropriate practice at this time and we expect companies and their auditors to comply with that

guidance. If they do not, they should be prepared to justify why the procedures were not followed. &2

"Going Concern' Issues. An auditor must evaluate whether or not the procedures performed during the
course of the audit identify conditions and events that, in the aggregate, indicate there could be
substantial doubt about the entity’s ability to continue as a going concern. Year 2000 issues, either alone
or when considered in relation to other conditions and events, may indicate going concern issues about
an entity. The going concern issues may affect the disclosures in the financial statements and result in a

modification of the auditor’s report. 28

Resignation of an Independent Auditor. Item 4 of Form 8-K requires a company to file a Form 8-K
within 5 business days if its principal auditor resigns. 22 The company must disclose in the Form 8-K

any disagreements on accounting or reportable events that relate to Year 2000 issues. The company must
request the auditor to review its disclosures and invite comment on their completeness and accuracy.
C. General Guidance for Public Companies’ Year 2000 Disclosure under Other Regulations

Other federal securities rules or regulations may require disclosure related to companies’ Year 2000
issues. The following is a list of rules and regulations that companies should consider.

1. Description of Business. ¢0 This item requires a description of the general development of the
business of the company, its subsidiaries, and any predecessors during the past five years (or the period
the company has been in business, if shorter). Among other things, this item requires a discussion of:

® any material changes in the mode of conducting the business;

® the principal markets for the company’s products and services;

d competitive conditions in the business; and

® financial and narrative information about the company’s industry segments.

2. Legal Proceedings. &1 A company must describe material pending legal proceedings in which the
company or any of its subsidiaries is a party, or to which its property is subject. Generally, no




information is required regarding claims for damages unless the amount involved exceeds ten percent of
the current assets of the company and its subsidiaries on a consolidated basis. However, it may be

necessary to describe routine litigation where the claim differs from the usual type of claim. 82

3. Material Contracts. 63 A company must file as an exhibit certain contracts that are considered
material to its business. These contracts include contracts upon which the business is substantially
dependent, such as contracts with principal customers and principal suppliers.

4. Risk Factors. & Registration statements filed under the Securities Act must include under the caption
"Risk Factors" a discussion of the factors that make the offering speculative or risky. This discussion
must be specific to the particular company and its operations, and should explain how the risk affects the

company and/or the securities being offered. Generic or boilerplate discussions do not tell investors how
the risk may affect their investment.

5. Form 8-K. 93 Year 2000 issues may reach a level of importance that prompts a company to consider
filing a Form 8-K under Item 5 of the form. In considering whether to file a Form 8-K, companies
should be particularly mindful of the accuracy and completeness of information in registration
statements filed under the Securities Act that incorporate by reference Exchange Act reports, including
Forms 8-K. &6

6. Any Additional Material Information Necessary to Make the Required Disclosure Not
Misleading. In addition to the information that the company is specifically required to disclose, the
disclosure rules require disclosure of any additional material information necessary to make the required
disclosure not misleading. &2

D. Guidance for Year 2000 Disclosure for Investment Advisers and Investment Companies

Because of the key role that investment advisers and the investment companies they manage play in the
financial markets, we believe that it is important that investment advisers provide detailed reports on
their Year 2000 readiness to the Commission. In June 1998, we published for comment a proposed rule

to require investment adviser Year 2000 reports. 88 Since these reports will be publicly available, they
will help analysts and the public, as well as the Commission, to evaluate the progress of investment
companies and investment advisers in addressing the Year 2000 issue. In addition to these reports,
investment companies and investment advisers that conclude that the Year 2000 issue is material to their

operating results and/or financial condition are required to provide disclosure in accordance with other
statutory provisions.

The anti-fraud provisions of the Investment Advisers Act generally impose on investment advisers an
affirmative duty, consistent with their fiduciary obligation, to disclose to clients or prospective clients
material facts concerning their advisory or proposed advisory relationships. 62 If the failure to address
the Year 2000 issue could materially affect the advisory service provided to clients, an adviser that will
not be able to, or is uncertain about, its ability to address Year 2000 issues has an obligation to disclose
that information to its clients. The adviser must provide the disclosure in a timely manner so that the
clients and prospective clients may take steps to protect their interests. In addition, investment advisers
that are public companies have disclosure obligations under the Securities Act and Exchange Act and
should follow our interpretive guidance for public company disclosure in Sections III.A, B, and C.

The Investment Company Act provides that it is unlawful for investment companies to omit from
registration statements and other public filings "any fact necessary in order to prevent the statements
made therein, in light of the circumstances under which they were made, from being misleading.” 29 If
investment companies determine that their Year 2000 risks are material, they are required to discuss
such risks in their registration statements and other public documents and should follow the guidance
provided in this section. Z1

Whether Year 2000 issues are material depends upon the particular facts and circumstances for each

P

Wﬁ\' m



B |

-y

T

-

investment company. Consideration should be given, for example, to whether Year 2000 issues affect an
investment company’s own operations, and its ability to obtain and use services provided by third
parties, or its portfolio investments. Investment companies could face difficulties, among other things,
performing various functions such as calculating net asset value, redeeming shares, delivering account
statements and providing other information to shareholders. Because many investment company
operations are performed by external service providers, we expect that investment companies would, as
a matter of course, discuss Year 2000 issues with their service providers and seek reasonable assurance
from these service providers that they will address Year 2000 issues so as to allow the continuation of

the provided services without interruption, and consider carefully the responses provided. Z=

Discussion of Year 2000 issues and their effect on an investment company may need to be made in
response to specific items of the registration forms for investment companies. For example, open-end
investment companies (mutual funds) are required by Item 6 of Form N-1A to describe in their
prospectuses the experience of their investment adviser and the services that the adviser provides. In
response to this item, investment companies may need to disclose the effect that the Year 2000 issue
would have on their advisers’ ability to provide services described in their registration statements. Item 7
of that form requires funds to describe their pricing procedures and purchase and redemption procedures.
Investment companies should consider the effect of Year 2000 issues on the effectiveness and operation
of these procedures. Investment companies also may need to consider the effect of the Year 2000 issue
in discussing their investment strategies and risks, and consider whether their investment objectives or

policies need to be changed in light of Year 2000 concerns. 23

Although those provisions are not specifically applicable to investment companies, investment
companies seeking further guidance in preparing Year 2000 disclosure may find it helpful to review the
provisions of this release applicable to other public companies and their preparation of MD&A
disclosure. For example, investment companies may find it appropriate to include disclosure about the
costs of remedying their Year 2000 issues, any liabilities associated with these problems, or contingency
plans to deal with their disruptions that may occur when Year 2000 issues are encountered.

Investment companies that conclude that the Year 2000 is not material to their financial operating results
and/or financial condition may nonetheless choose to include Year 2000 disclosure in periodic reports to
shareholders or in special reports to shareholders on Year 2000 matters. We encourage such reporting,
and consider that it is particularly appropriate in cases in which an investment company concludes that
the materiality of the problem does not trigger a disclosure obligation in a registration statement. Finally,
when providing Year 2000 disclosure, investment advisers and investment companies should avoid
boilerplate disclosure that may not be meaningful to shareholders.

E. Guidance for Year 2000 Disclosure for Municipal Issuers

Generally, municipal securities offerings are exempt from registration and municipal securities issuers
are exempt from the reporting provisions of the federal securities laws, including line-item disclosure
rules. However, they are not exempt from the anti-fraud provisions. Disclosure documents used by
municipal issuers are subject to the prohibition against false or misleading statements of material facts,
including the omission of material facts necessary to make the statements made, in light of the

circumstances in which they are made, not misleading. 24

Issuers of municipal securities and persons assisting in preparing municipal issuer disclosures are
encouraged to consider whether such disclosures should contain a discussion of Year 2000 issues.
Persons, including "obligated persons" as defined in Rule 15¢2-12, 13 who provide information for use
in disclosure documents or in ongoing disclosure to the market, are urged to consider their own Year
2000 issues. Year 2000 issues should be considered in preparing all disclosure documents, whether in
the context of an official statement, continuing disclosure provided in compliance with a disclosure

covenant, or other information that is reasonably expected to reach investors and the trading markets. 28

Whether Year 2000 issues are material depends upon the particular facts and circumstances for each
municipal issuer. Consideration may be given, for example, to whether Year 2000 issues affect internal
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operations of an issuer or affect an issuer’s ability to provide services and meet its obligations, including
timely payment of its indebtedness.

Because of the varieties of municipal issuers and of municipal securities, the examples provided below
may or may not apply to a particular issuer and an issuer may be subject to facts and circumstances
requiring disclosure not described below. Issuers and the persons assisting in disclosure preparation
should give careful consideration to Year 2000 issues within the context of the facts and circumstances
applicable to the disclosing issuer or the securities.

Examples of Potential Year 2000 Problems

For municipal issuers, Year 2000 issues may be divided into three categories: Internal, External and
Mechanical. Internal Year 2000 issues may arise from an issuer’s own operations and materially affect
its creditworthiness and ability to make timely payment of its obligations. External Year 2000 issues
may arise from parties, other than an issuer, that provide payments that support the debt service on an
issuer’s municipal securities. Such payments may include, for example, health care reimbursement
payments and payments under housing and student loan programs, as well as payments made by an
obligated person under a lease, loan or installment sale agreement in a conduit financing.

Mechanical Year 2000 issues may arise if Year 2000 problems disrupt the actual mechanical process
used to send payments to bondholders. For example, many municipal securities pay interest
semiannually on January 1 and July 1 of each year, or have periodic sinking fund instaliments due to an
indenture trustee or fiscal agent. Issuers may wish to determine whether Year 2000 issues affect their
ability to identify and meet such obligations in a timely manner and to disclose any measures that will be
undertaken if an issuer determines it will not be able to meet such obligations.

Issuers of general obligation debt may wish to consider, for example, the adverse effects, if any, Year
2000 issues may pose to their ability to assess and collect ad valorem taxes and allocate receipts and
disbursements to proper funds in a timely manner to make debt service payments when due. In addition,
while Year 2000 issues may not directly affect an issuer’s ability to pay debt service, they may affect an
issuer’s general accounting and payment functions, which may be material to investors.

Revenue bond issuers may wish to consider, for example, any adverse effects Year 2000 issues may
have on their ability to collect and administer the revenue stream securing their bonds and their ability to
make timely payment of principal and interest on their obligations, as well as adverse effects to general
accounting and payment functions, which may be material to investors.

Conduit borrowers, such as hospitals, universities and others, may wish to consider, for example, any
adverse effects Year 2000 issues may have on their ability to deliver services, collect revenue and make
timely payment on their obligations, including the obligation to pay debt service relating to municipal
securities, which may be material to investors.

All issuers and conduit borrowers also may wish to consider the impact of Year 2000 problems facing
third parties on their own ability to satisfy their responsibilities.

Other examples of suggested disclosure for consideration include, but are not limited to, the costs
associated with fixing an issuer’s Year 2000 problems, any loss associated with fixing an issuer’s Year
2000 problems, any loss an issuer may incur because of Year 2000 problems, and any liabilities
associated with an issuer’s Year 2000 problems.

While not binding on issuers of municipal securities, issuers and persons assisting in preparing
municipal issuer disclosure seeking further guidance may wish to review Sections III.A, B, and C of this
release applicable to public companies. ZL The anti-fraud provisions of the federal securities law prohibit

materially false and misleading statements or omissions, including those relating to the Year 2000 issues
we have discussed in this release.
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17 CFR Parts 231, 241, and 276

Securities.

17 CFR Part 271

Investment companies, Securities.

AMENDMENTS TO THE CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS

For the reasons set forth in the preamble, the Commission is amending title 17, chapter II of the Code of
Federal Regulations as follows:

PART 231 - INTERPRETATIVE RELEASES RELATING TO THE SECURITIES ACT OF 1933
AND GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS THEREUNDER

1. Part 231 is amended by adding Release No. 33-7558 and the release date of July 29, 1998, to the list
of interpretative releases.

PART 241 - INTERPRETATIVE RELEASES RELATING TO THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT
OF 1934 AND GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS THEREUNDER

2. Part 241 is amended by adding Release No. 34-40277 and the release date of July 29, 1998, to the list
of interpretative releases.

PART 271 - INTERPRETATIVE RELEASES RELATING TO THE INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT
OF 1940 AND GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS THEREUNDER

3. Part 271 is amended by adding Release No. IC-23366 and the release date of July 29, 1998, to the list
of interpretative releases.

PART 276 - INTERPRETATIVE RELEASES RELATING TO THE INVESTMENT ADVISERS ACT
OF 1940 AND GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS THEREUNDER

4. Part 276 is amended by adding Release No. IA-1738 and the release date of July 29, 1998, to the list
of interpretative releases.

By the Commission.

Jonathan G. Katz

Secretary
Dated: July 29, 1998

FOOTNOTES

=[1]- As used in this release, "public companies" generally refers to corporate and similar issuers, rather
than investment companies and investment advisers, which are addressed separately.

-[2]- The Securities Act of 1933 ("Securities Act") can be found at 15 U.S.C. 77a et seq . The Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 ("Exchange Act") can be found at 15 U.S.C. 78a et seq .
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-[3]- Item 303 of Regulations S-K (17 CFR 229.303) and S-B (17 CFR 228.303). The interpretive
guidance in this release applies equally to companies that file forms under Regulation S-K and small
businesses that file forms under Regulation S-B. Foreign private issuers should follow the guidance in
this release, including MD&A disclosure called for by Item 9 of Form 20-F (17 CFR 249.220f).

-[4]- In 1988, we followed a similar approach when we specifically addressed the disclosure issue of
illegal or unethical activities relating to government defense contract procurements. See Securities Act
Rel. No. 6791 (August 1, 1988), 53 FR 29226 (August 3, 1988).

-[5]- The Staff I.cgal Bulletin was first issued on October 8, 1997 and revised on January 12, 1998.

-[6]- Section 17(a) of the Securities Act, 15 U.S.C. 77q(a); Section 10(b) of the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934, 15 U.S.C. 78j(b); and Rule 10b-5 promulgated thereunder, 17 CFR 240.10b-5. See Statement of
the Commission Regarding Disclosure Obligations of Municipal Securities Issuers and Others
("Municipal Securities Interpretive Release"), Securities Act Rel. No. 7049 (March 9, 1994), 59 FR
12748 (March 17, 1994).

-[71- SEC Staff Report on the Municipal Securities Market (The Division of Market Regulation),
September 1993, p. 1; The Bond Buyer Securities Data Company 1998 Yearbook , 1998, p. 64.

-[8]- Speech of July 14, 1998 to National Academy of Science.

-[9]- See , e.g., "Year 2000 Time Bomb," U.S. News & World Report , June 8, 1998, page 45; "Experts
Say Bug Will Be Costly; So Will The Cure," Chicago Tribune , March 2, 1998, page C1; and
"Debunking Year 2000’s Computer Disaster," Los Angeles Times , Nov. 3, 1997, page Al.

-[10]- Year 2000 problems have already occurred and will continue to occur before the Year 2000. The
Information Technology Association of America recently conducted a survey showing that 44% of
responding companies have already experienced Year 2000 disruptions in their business. This survey

can be found at http://www.itaa.org/softpr7.htm.

-[11]- The United Nations recently passed a resolution callmg on member states to cooperate on global
awareness initiatives and called upon the public and private sectors to share Year 2000 information. See
U.N. Passes Year 2000 Appeal (June 26, 1998) www.news.com/News/Item/0.4.23624,00.html.
President Clinton has formed the President’s Council on the Year 2000 Conversion, and the Senate has
established the Senate Special Committee on the Year 2000 Technology Problem to focus and provide
leadership to reduce the impact of this issue. On July 14, 1998, the President held a press conference to
stress the importance of assessing and remedying the Year 2000 problem and promised to send proposed
legislation to Congress addressing liability issues relevant to the Year 2000. The President’s Council’s
web site can be found at http://www . y2k.gov. The Senate Special Committee Chairman, Senator Robert
Bennett, has a web site with materials relating to the committee at
http://www .senate.gov/~bennett/y2k.html . In addition, in November 1997, Senator Bennett introduced
legislation, the Year 2000 Computer Remediation and Shareholder Protection Act of 1997 (S.1518),
which would require public companies to disclose their Year 2000 issues. Finally, Representatives
Dreier and Cox recently introduced legislation to encourage companies to fix their Year 2000 problems,
the Y2K Liability and Antitrust Reform Act (H.R. 4240).

-[12]- In June of 1997 and 1998, the staff provided reports to Congress on the Readiness of the
Securities Industry and Public Companies to Meet the Information Processing Challenges of the Year
2000 ("Staff Report to Congress on Year 2000"). Both of these reports are on our web site at

mp,//www ,sgg,ggvlngws/sgudlgs /yrZQQQ,hIm for the 1997 report and
; m for the 1998 report.

=[13]- These questions can be found at http://www.sec.gov/c r/y2kas

-[14]- The update described generally the nature of these issues and the disclosures that public
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companies should make. The latest Current Issues Qutline can be found at
http://www.sec.gov/rules/othrindx.htm and scroll to it.

-[15]- The Staff Legal Bulletin contains the staff’s specific guidance on good disclosure practices in the
Year 2000 context.

=[16]- In the revised Staff Legal Bulletin, the staff’s guidance focused on MD&A, but also noted that
other rules might require disclosure. The staff stated that a company should disclose, at a minimum: its
plans to address the Year 2000 issues that affect its business and operations, including operating
systems; material effects if its customers, suppliers, and other constituents are not Year 2000 ready; its
timetable for carrying out these plans; and, if material, an estimate of the Year 2000 costs and any
material impact it expects these costs to have on its results of operations, liquidity, and capital resources.

-[17]- Seven of the Fortune 100 companies are not required to file periodic reports with us.

-[18]- The task force survey is on our web site at h

-[19]- The Division of Investment Management also reviewed the disclosure of all of the public utility
holding companies registered with us under the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935. While we
regulate the corporate and financial structure of registered public utility holding companies under that
Act, these companies are subject to the same disclosure obligations as other public companies, including
the MD&A requirement. The interpretive guidance provided in this release is therefore specifically
applicable to public utility holding companies.

-[20]- There is a statutory safe harbor for both the Securities Act and the Exchange Act. See Section 27A
of the Securities Act (15 U.S.C. 77z-2) and Section 21E of the Exchange Act (15 U.S.C. 78u-5). The
statutory safe harbors have certain limitations. For example, the safe harbors do not by their terms apply
to lawsuits in state court. We note, however, that pending legislation would address class actions
brought in state court. The Securities Litigation Uniform Standards Act of 1998, S. 1260, and its
companion bill, H.R. 1689, recently have been passed by Congress.

-[21]- "Forward-looking statement" is defined in Section 27A to include: (A) a statement containing a
projection of revenues, income, earnings, capital expenditures, or other financial items; (B) a statement
of the plans and objectives of management for future operations; (C) a statement of future economic
performance; (and) (D) any statement of the assumptions underlying or relating to any statement
described in subparagraph (A), (B), or (C). In addition, Securities Act Rule 175 (17 CFR 230.175) and
Exchange Act Rule 3b-6 (17 CFR 240.3b-6) provide some protection for similar "forward-looking
statements" that may apply to companies that are excluded from the statutory safe harbors.

-[22]- The statutory safe harbors apply to disclosures made by: a company; a person acting on behalf of
the company; an outside reviewer retained by the company making a statement on behalf of the
company; or an underwriter, with respect to information derived from information provided by the
company. See Securities Act Section 27A(a) and Exchange Act Section 21E(a). There are exclusions
from the statutory safe harbors for specific types of filings, and companies need to review the safe
harbors before relying on them. For example, the safe harbors are not available to initial public offerings
or investment companies. See Securities Act Section 27A(b) and Exchange Act Section 21E(b).

-[23]- Statements included in a financial statement prepared in accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles are not covered by the statutory safe harbors. See Securities Act Section
27A(b)(2)(A) (15 U.S.C. 77z-2(b)(2)(A)); Exchange Act Section 21E(b)(2)(A) (15 U.S.C.
78u-5(b)(2)(A)). Consequently, statements of estimated costs included in MD&A disclosure outside the
financial statements would generally be covered. Inclusion of those costs in the financial statements, or
discussion of them in the footnotes to the financial statements, would not be covered.

-[24]- Securities Act Section 27A(c)(1)(A)(1) (15 U.S.C. 77z-2(c)(1)(A)(i)); Exchange Act Section

21E(c)(1)(A)() (15 U.S.C. 78u-5(c)(1)(A)(i)). Further, certain courts have adopted the "bespeaks
caution" doctrine to afford protection of forward-looking statements that are accompanied by full and
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meaningful discussion of their limitations and assumptions. See , e.g. , In re Donald J. Trump Casino ‘
Sec. Litig. , 7 F.3d 357 (3rd Cir. 1993), cert. denied , 114 S.Ct. 1219 (1994).

-[25]- See H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 104-369 (1995).

-[26]- Securities Act Section 27A(c)(1) (15 U.S.C. 77z-2(c)(1)); Exchange Act Section 21E(c)(1) (15
U.S.C. 78u-5(c)(1)). In contrast, Securities Act Rule 175 and Exchange Act Rule 3b-6 also would apply
to Commission actions.

-[27]- Item 303(b) of Regulation S-K (17 CFR 229.303(b)) and Item 303(b)(2) of Regulation S-B (17
CFR 229.303(b)(2)) set forth the MD&A requirements for interim reports. In a 1989 interpretive release
("1989 Release"), we noted that companies need to update known trends, demands, commitments,

events, and uncertainties for any material change in each subsequent periodic report. Securities Act Rel.
No. 6835 (May 18, 1989), 54 FR 22427 (May 24,1989), text at note 40.

-[28]- A general instruction in MD&A states that companies "shall focus specifically on material events
and uncertainties known to management that would cause reported financial information not to be
necessarily indicative of future operating results or of future financial condition." Item 303(a) of
Regulation S-K, Instruction 3 (17 CFR 229.303(a)). For small businesses, Item 303(b) of Regulation
S-B (17 CFR 228.303(b)) states in part that " discussion should address the past and future financial
condition and results of operation of the small business issuer . . ." for each of the last two fiscal years.
Item 303(b) of Regulation S-B contains an instruction (Instruction 1) similar to Instruction 3 of Item
303(a).

-[29]- In addition to the analytical guide, the 1989 Release provides several examples of forward-looking
disclosure. These may be useful to help companies determine the type of forward-looking information
that should be provided when they have triggered the 1989 two-part test.

-[30]- The Year 2000 issue is certainly "known" to all companies. The problems associated with this
issue have been widely publicized, and no company can reasonably argue that it does not know about the
Year 2000 issue.

-[31]- A company’s statement of its own readiness based on third party representatlons would be
forward-looking and fall within the statutory safe harbors. Further, a company’s reasonable reliance on
the third party statements would be assumptions underlying that statement and also entitled to safe
harbor protection.

-[32]- The gross basis determination is similar to the analysis in Staff Accounting Bulletin (SAB) No. 92
(June 8, 1993) relating to accounting and disclosures related to loss contingencies. In SAB No. 92, our
staff gave guidance regarding the need to separately disclose environmental liabilities and related
potential claims for recovery, unless the recovery was probable. The staff stressed the uncertainties
related to potential claims for recovery. We stress in this release the uncertainties related to remediation,
third parties, litigation, insurance coverage and other contingencies in the Year 2000 context.

-[33]- If a company has substantially completed its testing and assessment of third party issues, and thus
has a reasonable basis to believe that it is Year 2000 ready, it need not make this assumption. Thus,
MD&A disclosure may not be required, although we encourage all companies to address the Year 2000
issue and describe their Year 2000 status.

-[34]- In considering whether potential Year 2000 consequences are material, companies may offset
quantifiable dollar amounts of those consequences that would be covered by Year 2000-specific
insurance policies, provided that the policies have a sufficiently broad coverage to cover all risks.

-[35]- Item 303(a) of Regulation S-K (17 CFR 229.303(a)).

-[36]- For example, Instruction 3 to Item 303(a) of Regulation S-K (17 CFR 229.303(a)) states that the
discussion and analysis should include "descriptions and amounts" of matters that would have an impact
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on future operations and have not had an impact in the past.

-[37]- Companies in some industries, such as software and hardware manufacturers, also may need to
discuss whether their products will be Year 2000 compliant, and related consequences.

-[38]- For example, most equipment and machinery, such as elevators, contain microcontrollers. For
more information regarding the Year 2000 risks of embedded technology, see the Institution of

Electrical Engineers web site, http://www.i¢e.org/2000risk.

-[39]- Reportedly, some companies only recently became aware that their non-IT systems have Year
2000 issues. See , e.g. , "Industry Wakes Up to Year 2000 Menace," Forbes , April 27, 1998 at 163.

-[40]- A good description of a company’s Year 2000 issues would address whether all its hardware and
software systems, and all of its embedded systems contained in the company’s buildings, plant,
equipment and other infrastructure, have been assessed. If this assessment is not complete, the company
should disclose the kinds and percentage of hardware and software systems and embedded systems that
remain to be assessed.

-[41]- Companies should discuss their progress in a manner that will best inform investors about where
the company is on their timetable. For example, some companies may decide that the amount of money
spent may be their best indicator of progress, while other companies may decide that labor still required
to be undertaken may be a more appropriate indicator.

-[42]- We are particularly concerned about the testing phase. Experts have stated that companies with
numerous systems and third party relationships should be planning to conduct testing for at least one
year. Serious consideration should be given to disclosing, as of the end of each reporting period: (1)
what kinds and percentage of the company’s hardware and software systems have been tested and
verified as Year 2000 compliant, (2) what kinds and percentage of embedded systems have been tested
and verified as Year 2000 compliant, and (3) what testing and verification methodology was used.

-[43]- Public companies and municipal issuers should consider the phases identified by the General
Accounting Office in its checklist guide to federal agencies. The guide describes five phases
representing a major Year 2000 activity or segment -- awareness, assessment, renovation, validation, and
implementation. General Accounting Office, GAO/AIMD-10.1.14, Year 2000 Computing Crisis: An
Assessment Guide (1997) The guide is available as a PDF file on the GAO web site at

g :2kr.htm. Investment advisers and investment companies should consider the
phases 1dent1ﬁed in our Investment Advisers Year 2000 Reports release, cited in note 68 below.

-[44]- Companies may want to disclose the average phase for all of their mission critical systems or may
want to use a chart to disclose the status for each mission critical system.

-[45]- Item 101(c)(vii) of Regulation S-K sets forth the circumstances under which identification of
material customers is required. 17 CFR 229.101(c)(vii).

-[46]- If a system is replaced, as part of the description of phase progress, a company should disclose the
date of replacement and the status of testing for Year 2000 compliance with the new system.

-[47]- For example, a company might disclose that it stands ready to switch vendors, has back-up
systems that do not rely on computers, or has stockpiled raw materials in the months before Year 2000.
Contingency plans typically include: identification of the companies’ systems and third party risks that
the plan addresses; an analysis of strategies and available resources to restore operations; and a recovery
program that identifies participants, processes, and any significant equipment needed.

-{48]- It is widely reported that some countries, and organizations within those countries, are not
intensively acting to remediate their Year 2000 issues. See, e.g. , "Governments Aid Companies in
Preparation," Journal of Commerce , Feb. 25, 1998, page A4.




-[49]- In November 1997, the FDIC issued Orders to Cease and Desist against three Georgia banks
relating to Year 2000 readiness. See FDIC Press Release, "Orders to Cease and Desist Issued Against
Georgia Banks," PR-83-97 (11/17/97), Jiwww fdic.gov/ publish/archive/press/97press/pr9783 .htmi.

-[50]- Companies may retain experts or advisers to evaluate their Year 2000 readiness. The retention of
experts and whether an evaluation has been performed would be hlstoncal facts. Statements made by the
experts about the company’s readiness likely would be statements "on behalf of the company" about its
future economic performance and therefore entitled to protection under the statutory safe harbors.
Similarly, the company’s disclosure of the expert’s evaluation is likely to be an assumption regarding its
own statement of future economic performance and fall within the statutory safe harbor.

-[51]- See Emerging Issues Task Force ("EITF"), Issue No. 96-14, "Accounting for the Costs Associated
with Modifying Computer Software for the Year 2000," which notes the remarks of our former Chief
Accountant, Michael Sutton, at the July 23-24, 1997 meeting of the EITF that future costs to modify
software for Year 2000 problems are not a current liability, and the staff would object to the accrual of
such costs.

-[52]- See FASB Statement No. 5, paragraph 18. See also AICPA, Statement of Position 94-6,
"Disclosure of Significant Risks and Uncertainties."

-[53]- See FASB Statement No. 5, paragraphs 24-26.
-[34]- See AICPA, Statement of Position 94-6, "Disclosure of Significant Risks and Uncertainties."

=[55]- This publication can be found on the AICPA web site at http://www aicpa.org/
members/v2000/intro.htm.

-[56]- See AICPA, Codification of Statements on Auditing Standards, section ("AU Section") 311,
"Planning and Supervision."”

-[57]- In the 1998 Staff Report to Congress on Year 2000, our Office of Chief Accountant expressed this
view on page 49.

-[58]- See AU Section 9341, "Effect of the Year 2000 Issue on the Auditor’s Consideration of an
Entity’s Ability to Continue as a Going Concern."

-{59]- Form 8-K (17 CFR 249.308).

-[60]- Item 101 of Regulation S-K (17 CFR 229.101). Item 101 of Regulation S-B (17 CFR 228.101)
and Item 1 of Form 20-F require similar disclosure. A company may need to address Year 2000 issues
related to each reportable segment.

-[61]- Item 103 of Regulations S-K (17 CFR 229.103) and S-B (17 CFR 228.103), and Item 3 of Form
20-F.

-[62]- Instruction 1 to Item 103 of Regulation S-K, and Item 3 of Form 20-F.

-[63]- Item 601(b)(10) of Regulations S-K (17 CFR 229.601(b)(10)) and S-B (17 CFR 228.601(b)(10)),
and Item 19 of Form 20-F.

-[64]- Item 503(c) of Regulations S-K and S-B. This item was amended in Securities Act Release No.
7497 (January 28, 1998) to require companies to describe risk factors in plain English. 63 FR 6370 (Feb.
6, 1998). This amendment takes effect October 1, 1998.

-[65]- Item 5 may be used by a company to report on Form 8-K any events, for which information is not
otherwise required by the form, that the company deems of importance to securityholders.
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-[66]- General Instruction B.4 of Form 8-K.

-[67]- Securities Act Rule 408 (17 CFR 230.408), Exchange Act Rules 12b-20 (17 CFR 240.12b-20) and
14a-9 (17 CFR 240.14a-9). Companies also should consider the anti-fraud provisions of the Securities
Act and the Exchange Act. These anti-fraud requirements apply to statements and omissions both in
Commission filings and outside of Commission filings. Securities Act Section 17(a), Exchange Act
Section 10(b), and Exchange Act Rule 10b-5. Companies also should consider potential civil liabilities
under Securities Act Sections 11 (15 U.S.C. 77k) and 12(a)(2) (15 U.S.C. 771(a)(2)) and Exchange Act
Section 18 (15 U.S.C. 78r).

-[68]- Investment Advisers Year 2000 Reports, Release Nos. IA-1728 and IC-23293 (June 30, 1998), 63
FR 36632 (July 7, 1998). Comments must be received on or before August 10, 1998.

-[69]- Sections 206(1) and (2) of the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-6(1) and (2)). See
SEC v. Capital Gains Research Bureau, Inc. , 375 U.S. 180 (1963).

-[70]- Section 34(b) of the Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-33(b)).

-[71]- In evaluating these risks, investment companies should consider whether Year 2000 issues present
material risks for their investment portfolios as well as for investment company operations. See, e.g. ,
Item 4 of Form N-1A (17 CFR 274.11A), and Item 8 of Form N-2 (17 CFR 274.11a-1).

-[72]- When assessing the Year 2000 readiness of an external service provider that is a registered
broker-dealer or transfer agent, the Year 2000 reports that are required to be submitted to us by most
broker-dealers and transfer agents are one source of information.

-[73]- See e.g. , Item 4 of Form N-1A (17 CFR 274.11A), Item 8 of Form N-2 (17 CFR 274.11a-1).
-[74]- See Municipal Securities Interpretive Release, cited at note 6 above.

-[75]- Exchange Act Rule 15¢2-12 (17 CFR 240.15¢2-12).

-[76]- See Municipal Securities Interpretive Release.

-[77]- See also Proposed Governmental Accounting Standards Board Technical Bulletin No. 98-a,

"Disclosures about Year 2000 Resources Committed," July 24, 1998. It can be found at
http://www.rutgers.edu/ unting/raw/gasb/casbhome.html.

http://www.sec.gov/rules/concept/33-7558. htm
Last update: 08/05/98
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FINANCIAL INSTITUTION LETTERS

FIL-137-98
December 30, 1998

CUSTOMER AWARENESS AND THE YEAR 2000

TO: CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
SUBJECT: Two New FDIC Publications for Consumers on the Year 2000 Problem

On May 13, 1998, the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) issued
guidance requiring all FDIC-insured financial institutions to establish Year 2000 customer
awareness programs (see FIL-52-98). This guidance requires insured institutions to make an
effort to inform their customers of the Year 2000 issue and the steps they are taking to
minimize the risk that customers may be affected by Year 2000-related computer problems.
As part of the FDIC's efforts to help educate consumers about the Year 2000, the agency in
June sent all insured institutions an FDIC brochure, The Year 2000 Date Change, together
with camera-ready art that institutions may use to reproduce the brochure for their customers
(see FIL-67-98). Now, the FDIC has published two new products that insured institutions
may wish to use in their customer awareness programs:

*A special report -- The Year 2000, Your Bank and You -- that was published in the Fall
1998 edition of the FDIC's quarterly FDIC Consumer News.

® A Year 2000 customer account "statement stuffer."

insured institutions with the attached camera-ready versions that thev may use to
l he; lies. More details. includ; ] for obtaini —y
i in thi . One copy of the Fall 1998 FDIC Consumer News also is

enclosed.

Consumers are looking for information on the Year 2000 from credible sources. That is why
the FDIC has devoted the latest edition of its quarterly consumer newsletter to the Year
2000. The Year 2000, Your Bank and You includes:

® Answers to questions bank customers may have about the Year 2000;

® Comments from FDIC Chairman Donna Tanoue about how the agency's Year 2000
efforts will serve the interests of banking customers;

® Information about how banking institutions are working to minimize the potential for
Y2K disruptions;

® Suggested steps bank customers can take to protect themselves;
® Reminders that FDIC-insured deposits are completely safe; and

® A list of useful government resources on Y2K matters, including Internet sites and
toll-free call centers.

The attached camera-ready copy of the newsletter has been specially designed for use by

institutions. In particular, this version does not carry a publication date so that institutions
can easily use it in educational campaigns throughout 1999. Also, the back page was
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intentionally left blank so that an institution could add its name, logo, a special message to
customers and/or self-mailing information. FDIC Consumer News or related articles may be
reprinted without advance permission. Institutions cannot alter articles by, for example,
adding or deleting a sentence or paragraph in a reprinted version. Please credit material used
to "FDIC Consumer News, a publication of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation."

F

The FDIC's Year 2000 statement stuffer is an envelope-sized document intended to help
institutions reassure customers that the Year 2000 computer conversion will not affect the
safety of their insured deposits. One side of the statement stuffer contains a brief message
from the FDIC describing the steps being taken to address the Year 2000 problem, and
reminding customers that the Year 2000 computer conversion will not affect their deposit
insurance coverage. The opposite side contains a message from your institution. The
statement stuffer currently is available only in English. The FDIC will issue a Spanish
language version in the first quarter of 1999.

An institution may add its name logo and contact information
only. If the text of the document will be modified in any way, except to include the
institution's identifying information, the FDIC logo may not be used, and no attribution to
the FDIC is permitted. In addition, an institution may translate the statement stuffer into
another language without advance approval from the FDIC but copies should be sent to the
FDIC's Year 2000 Project Manager, 550 17th Street, NW, MB-5092, Washington, DC
20429.

Obtaini Printine Extra Copi

- W ints: One camera-ready copy of both the
consumer newsletter and the statement stuffer are enclosed for use by institutions in printing
any quantity desired. Additional single copies of the camera-ready art may be obtained by
writing to: FDIC Public Information Center, 801 17th Street, NW, Room 100, Washington,
DC 20434. Requests may also faxed to the Public Information Center at 1-202-416- 2076 or
e-mailed to publicinfo@fdic.gov. Your written request should include your institution's
letterhead, a contact name, a telephone number where the contact may be reached, and the
title of the document requested. Note: The attached camera-ready versions include
instructions for your printer's use, including the designated locations for adding an
institution name or logo.

- ! : Financial
institutions may tell consumers that single copies are available free of charge from these two
government agencies:
® The Consumer Information Center: Write to the Consumer Information Center, Item
613-F, Pueblo, Colorado 81009. Consumers also may call toll-free 1-888-878-3256 or
1-888-8-PUEBLO. Consumers also can order a copy of The Year 2000, Your Bank
and You through the Consumer Information Center's Internet site at

www.pueblo.gsa.gov.

: Write, fax or e-mail a request to the FDIC
Public Information Center at the addresses listed previously in this letter.

Bulk Copies of FDIC Consumer News — The Year 2000, Your Bank and You: The FDIC
will provide each institution up to 50 additiona] copies of the Fall 1998 edition of the
consumer newsletter free of charge. Please fax your request to the FDIC Warehouse at
1-703- 516-5201. Your request should be written on your institution's letterhead and include
a contact name, a telephone number, the title of the document and the number of copies
requested. For more than 50 copies, institutions may either produce their own supplies
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(using the attached camera-ready version or photocopying an actual newsletter) or they can
order copies from banking industry trade associations that will be duplicating and
selling printed copies of the newsletter in large quantities.

Internet; Both the consumer newsletter and the statement stuffer can be accessed from the
FDIC's Year 2000 Web site at www.fdic.gov/about/v2k. Institutions that have their own
Interet sites also are encouraged to include links to the FDIC's Year 2000 publications for
consumers at this same Web site.

Carmen Sullivan
Director

Division of Compliance
and Consumer Affairs

Nicholas J. Ketcha Jr.
Director
Division of Supervision

Phil Battey
Director

Office of Corporate
Communications

Enclosures:

Year 2000 jssue of Consumer News

PDF version of statement stuffer

Distribution: All Insured Institutions

NOTE: A paper copy of this financial institution letter with the camera-ready art of both
attachments will be available around January 5, 1999, at the FDIC's Public Information

Center, 801 17th Street, NW, Room 100, Washington, DC 20434 (800-276-6003 or
202-416-6940).
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Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council

Year 2000 Customer Communication Outline

To: The Board of Directors and Chief Executive Officers of all federally supervised financial
institutions, service providers, software vendors, federal branches and agencies, senior
management of each FFIEC agency, and all examining personnel.

The Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) has issued numerous interagency
statements concerning the Year 2000 project management process and other significant Year 2000
issues. In May 1998, the FFIEC issued guidance advising financial institutions to develop customer
awareness programs that would provide information on their Year 2000 readiness efforts and ensure
complete and accurate responses to customer questions and concerns. The FFIEC has noted that
educating customers about the Year 2000 issue is critical to minimizing unwarranted public alarm that
could cause serious problems for financial institutions and their customers. Customer awareness
programs should consider appropriate communications channels to effectively respond to and anticipate
these customer concerns. The programs also should address how a financial institution will respond to
its customers should Year 2000 disruptions occur, whether caused by internal problems or external
events.

The FFIEC believes that providing meaningful information to customers is an important part of a
financial institution's Year 2000 project plan and financial institutions are in the best position to
communicate with their customers. The FFIEC also recognizes that solutions to the Year 2000 challenge
are as different as financial institutions themselves, and therefore, each institution will need to tell its
own Year 2000 story. Financial institutions may consider: training tellers and other front-line personnel
to provide information and respond to customer inquiries; providing informational brochures or other
written disclosures in monthly or quarterly statements; establishing toll-free hot lines for customer
inquiries; holding educational seminars; and developing Year 2000 Web sites. These efforts can be an
important part of a program to help maintain customer confidence in the institution.

Many of the customer awareness programs developed by financial institutions use common elements in
crafting effective communications statements on Year 2000 readiness. The FFIEC encourages financial
institutions to consider incorporating the following elements in future communications with customers.
The appropriate level of detail may vary depending on the financial institution's business activities and

customer base.

Elements of a Year 2000 Customer Communication Statement

® Describe the Year 2000 Issue: Explain that the purpose of the communication is to inform
customers of efforts undertaken by the financial institution to be prepared for the century date
change and other dates that may affect its computer systems. Clearly explain what the Year 2000
issue is and how extensive it is, including, where appropriate, its effect on businesses and
governments worldwide.

Address Customer Expectations: Inform customers up-front that maintaining their confidence in
banking with the financial institution -- now and after the Year 2000 -- is a top priority. Explain
that the institution takes this project very seriously and mention the resources devoted to it and the
level of senior management involvement. Explain that the institution and federal and state
regulators are working hard to make sure that customer service is not disrupted. In particular, state
that the institution will have contingency plans in place to ensure customers have access to their
money and accurate account information in the event any problems occur. The institution may
want to point out that the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation and National Credit Union Share
Insurance Fund have issued Year 2000 notices to remind consumers that the Year 2000 date
change will not affect their $100,000 deposit insurance coverage.
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® Describe the Financial Institution's Year 2000 Project Plan: Describe the institution's
comprehensive plan to address the Year 2000 challenge, including remediation efforts and testing
of internal and external systems. Track the institution's progress and discuss the milestones put in
place, as reflective of business priorities and customer needs. Financial institutions may want to
outline their progress using the five phases of Year 2000 project planning in the FFIEC guidelines

-- awareness, assessment, renovation, testing, and implementation. Institutions also may want to
discuss the status of mission-critical systems.

Describe Year 2000 Contingency Plans: Provide information on the institution's business
resumption contingency plans to be used in the event of a Year 2000 disruption. Describe how the
plan will help the institution resume operations and continue to provide services in the event of a
Year 2000 disruption.

Financial institutions may wish to consult with their legal counsel in designing their Year 2000 customer
awareness programs. Among other things, they can review with counsel the application and effect of the
recently enacted "Year 2000 Information and Readiness Disclosure Act" of 1998, which is available on
the Web site of President's Council on Year 2000 Conversions (__kagg_ﬂngkmfg_.hmD
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YEAR 2000: ASSESSMENT, READINESS & REMEDIATION

The Y2K problem, in some manner, has or will impact virtually every business
enterprise. In order to identify and properly address the legal risks associated with Y2K, you
should have an understanding of Y2K related claims and defenses. Armed with that
understanding, you can take the steps that will help your company either avoid or prevail in
Y2K litigation.

CLAIMS AND DEFENSES
Insurance

Every company should check the status of their insurance coverage to make sure it has
appropriate Y2K coverage. Insurance companies have responded to the potential Y2K
litigation explosion in three different ways:

1. A number of insurance companies have “added” exclusions to their policies in
an effort to exclude coverage for Y2K problems. If a business receives an
“endorsement” that purports to exclude Y2K coverage, common sense steps
should be taken - depending on the applicable language - to make sure the
business does not waive its rights. For example, if the business believes that
the original policy should cover Y2K matters, then a letter to that extent may be
of significant evidentiary value.

2. Some insurance companies are offering riders or separate policies that expressly
provide Y2K coverage. Each business should do a risk analysis and determine
whether to purchase such coverage.

3. Some insurance companies are doing nothing with their policies and are taking
the position that Y2K is a foreseeable event that is implicitly excluded from
business interruption coverage.

In order to avoid any misunderstandings and coverage disputes, insureds should check
with their insurers now to determine the status of coverage. Their respective positions should
be documented in writing, with a view that those documents may be necessary court exhibits.

Dj 1 Offi Liabili
As a general rule, directors and officers are legally bound by the fiduciary duties of
loyalty and due care to manage the corporation in the best interest of its shareholders. If a

corporation fails to address Y2K problems successfully, and the business is significantly
impacted, shareholders may seek to hold the directors and officers liable.
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The general defense to such claims is the “business judgment rule,” which provides
that directors and officers are insulated from liability if they can make a showing that they
acted in good faith, were reasonably diligent in informing themselves of the facts, and relied

upon knowledgeable experts. The following basic steps should be taken and documented by
the board:

1. Designate a company Y2K committee that includes representatives from all
management areas.

2. Mandate and document a company Y2K compliance and contingency plan.
3. Consult with knowledgeable experts and budget a realistic line item for Y2K
expenditures.

4. Require regular Y2K progress reports to the board.

If a Y2K claim is brought, the entire process in which the company handled Y2K issues
will be the subject of discovery in the litigation. Therefore, you should involve the proper
technical and legal experts to make sure nothing is overlooked or can be misconstrued under
the scrutiny of an opposing litigator.

Securities Clai

Various federal and state securities statutes import a duty to public companies to
disclose material facts. Counsel and company management should make sure that reasonable
care is exercised in making appropriate Y2K disclosures.

The general spectrum of common defenses to securities actions may apply, including:
lack of materiality, Y2K exposure is common knowledge, and lack of intent to mislead.

Intellectual Property and Consuitant Claims

Numerous intellectual property and trade secret issues arise with respect to Y2K
remediation measures. Commonly litigated issues are whether existing software can be
accessed to outside remediation companies in violation of license agreements, and whether
software can be reversed engineered for remediation purposes.

Counsel should be fully aware of the company’s rights and duties before enlisting
outside assistance for preventative and remediation measures. It may be necessary to extend,
modify, or renegotiate applicable agreements - or to obtain a Court approved protective order -
in order to achieve the desired result of avoiding the often conflicting nature of intellectual
property claims and Y2K claims.




Compliance Letters

The economy has been flooded with compliance requests and response correspondence
between vendors and purchasers. Purchasers send compliance requests in order to determine
whether they are reliant on vendors who are not Y2K complaint. The end result is a massive
paper trail of contractual rights, duties, warranties, representations and disclaimers.

It is imperative that counsel thoroughly review the contents of compliance request and
response letters. Many of these documents will become court exhibits and serve as the
evidentiary cornerstone of the rights and duties between claimants.

In the fall of 1998, the federal Y2K Readiness and Disclosure Act was signed into law.
The Act significantly impacts the enforceability of compliance letters. The Act requires a
company to include certain “magic language” in compliance letters in order to enjoy the
protection of the Act.

Contract Claims

Y2K contract claims usually arise when a business is unable to fulfill its obligations
because of a computer failure somewhere in the supply chain. Each contract claim is
governed by the terms of the particular contract, as reflected in written agreements,
compliance letters, purchase orders and invoices.

Typically these types of disputes are viewed as “sales of goods” which are governed by
the UCC. (It should be noted that the courts are split on whether software sales or license
agreements are governed by Article 2 of the UCC.)

Within the normal business context, most companies have at some time had their
contract forms reviewed by counsel so they are protected under the UCC. It is important to
recognized that some vendors are expressly disclaiming Y2K liability in their purchase
documents. Counsel should review the status of the contract forms being received and
generated by the company to make sure UCC protections remain in place.

Particular attention should be paid to whether the writings are creating or disclaiming

expressed or implied warranties, and whether the writings limit remedies by excluding indirect
or consequential damages, or require only repair or replacement.

Tort Claims

Depending of the particular fact situation, Y2K tort claims have or will run the gambit
of tort claims ranging from fraud, misrepresentation, negligence, and strict liability.
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A tort claim requires more than “economic injury.” There must be injury to property
or to a person. Some courts have held that the requisite “property damage” must occur to the
property of another, rather than to the property itself. Hence, the failure of computer
software has not been viewed as “property damage” - even though the business lost valuable
information as a result of the failure.

It is believed that Y2K tort claims for personal injury will arise from the failure of
imbedded chips in equipment such as medical devices, elevators, traffic control devices, motor
vehicles, and environmental and electrical support systems. Such claims will follow the
traditional analysis of negligence, and strict liability claims.

In order to avoid such claims, each business should review its equipment and systems.
It is noteworthy that the FDA has assembled a lengthy list of types of medical equipment that
have embedded chip problems.

Counsel and company management should realized that with the bombardment of Y2K
publicity, the “foreseeability” of Y2K defects has been heightened and the applicable
“standard of care” has risen.

Statutory

Numerous federal acts are being considered by Congress to address what is perceived
to be a flood of Y2K litigation that could seriously disrupt the global economy. The acts
presently under consideration seek to curtail Y2K suits, require “cooling off periods”, and
limit punitive damages, attorneys’ fees, and class actions.

Some states (such as California) have consumer protection statutes under which Y2K
actions have been brought.

THE REALITY OF Y2K LITIGATION

No one knows whether Y2K will lead to a litigation explosion. But one thing is certain
- Y2K defects are real, and litigation has begun. Suits have already been filed in Michigan,
California, and even in Kentucky over equipment that either is not Y2K compliant, or which
has already failed. Computer failures have caused the temporary closure of an airport in the
Orient, and of a manufacturing plant in Europe. Damages in those case have been calculated
as running in the millions of dollars.

% ok ok ok ok ok Kk %k K

J. Mark Grundy has been engaged in a full-time business litigation practice for the past
12 years with the Greenebaum Doll & McDonald, PLLC. He has advised and represented
numerous companies in Y2K related matters.
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Are you ready for Y2K litigation?

Year 2000 has yet to arrive, but the litigation has
already begun over widespread defects in many
computer programs that fail to process data related
to the year 2000 and beyond.

The “Y2K" problem — and potential litigation
— threatens virtually every business.

Either the business has a computer system that
may be at risk or the business is faced with the
potential failure of computer systems at the compa-
nies that it relies upon for materials, supplies, serv-
ices or revenue.

Has your business adequately addressed the Y2K
problem? Are you reliant on suppliers and cus-
tomers who have not addressed the problem?

Word to the wise — in most instances, it is not
enough to simply rely on an “opinion” that your
system is Y2K “compliant.”

For example, a Michigan grocery store chain
bought computerized cash registers in 1995 based
on assurances that the registers were “free of prob-
lems” and would enhance customer service and
profitability.

After the registers were put into operation, the
store leammed that the registers do not process credit
cards with expiration dates of the year 2000 or
beyond. As a result, the system repeatedly fails, shuts
down and needs to be “rebooted™ at least once a day.

The grocery has filed suit against the register
vendor seeking to recover its lost profits and reme-
diation costs.

Many businesses have been somewhat “luckier”
in that they have performed Y2K audits and have
upgraded their systems to avoid any such business
interruptions.

A large number of those businesses have discov-
ered that their software vendors are charging sub-
stantial fees for the upgrade, however.

Irate over such practices, a group of businesses in
California recently filed a class action suit seeking
to recoup their upgrade costs. The lawsuit alleges
that as recently as last year, the software companies
sold systems that are not Y2K compliant and are
improperly requiring the businesses to pay substan-
tial fees to purchase upgrades.

As has been widely reported, the heart of the Y2K
problem is a defect in software programs that express
the year in two digits on the assumption that the first
two digits of the year are always going to be *19."

Therefore, those programs are not geared to
address data that relate to the year 2000 and
beyond. When data for that time period is entered,
such computer programs either incorrectly roll back
to the year 1900, shut down, or experience other
technical difficulties.

The problem is so significant that the U.S.
Securities and Exchange Commission has adopted
strict disclosure requirements, and public corpora-
tions — including their management personally —
can be subjected to liability if they fail to make the
disclosures. Similarly, Congress is setting in motion

a task force in the event the Y2K problem leads to a
severe disruption of our economy.

Accounting firms are now including Y2K audits
as an exception in their audit reports. Law firms
have begun to include Y2K audits as due diligence
matters in acquisitions.

Many businesses are requiring that vendors and

On
Addressing
%! Y2K Problems

J. Mark Grundy

suppliers provide centification that they are Y2K
compliant.
Many business owners face a wide range of legal
and business issues as a result of the Y2K problem.
As evident by the Michigan and California law-
suits, the initial round of litigation consists of two
types of cases. Businesses are suing either to recoup

their remediation costs. or in the worse case scenar-

ios, an interruption of their businesses’ operations
has actually occurred, and they have sued to recov-
er lost profits and other consequential damages.

By all accounts, a second round of lawsuits soon
will be under way that will seek to spread the lia-
bility for the Y2K problem — and its “chain reac-
tion™ in the economic world.

Potential targets of such litigation include business
advisers who failed to timely address the need for
Y 2K audits; accountants who failed to make adequate
disclosures in audit reports; corporate officers and
directors who failed to take reasonable and prudent
measures to avoid or timely remedy Y2K problems:
software consultants; and insurance companies.

Speculation suggests that the Y2K problem may
even lead to personal injury or medical malpractice
claims.

For example, it was recently reported that a hos-
pital had to postpone an operation because a Y2K
glitch in a hospital computer system incorrectly told
the doctors that swabs needed during the surgery
were out of stock.

The legal theories that most likely will be assert-
ed to spread the Y2K liability range from basic con-
tract and breach of warranty claims to negligent or
fraudulent misrepresentation. Claims have also
been filed under state and federal consumer protec-
tion statutes.

It is even contemplated that disgruntled share-
holders will bring actions against corporate officers
and directors in the event Y2K glitches cause a
reduction in the value of the company stock.

If the Y2K problem is as extensive as has been
initially predicted, the potential scenarios for litiga-
tion are numerous. For example, reports have been

made of predicted litigation in the following illus-
trative areas:

« Pension and fund computers that miscalculate
or fail to process benefits for participants;

« Health care settings where drug inventory and
distributions systems miscalculate the delivery and
expiration dates of medicines and supplies:

« Banking systems that provide improper
accountings and fail to allow the filing of timely
regulatory reports:

« Companies that have interfaced their computer
systems with defective systems from other compa-
nies;

* Insurance companies that reject claims because
their systems inaccurately reflect that the time
allowed for the claims has expired:

« Businesses and individuals who are at the
mercy of computer systems that operate transits.
traffic devices, environmental controls for build-
ings, elevators, telephone switches, and countless
other industrial and commercial activities.

What can your company do to avoid or to pre-
pare for Y2K litigation? Although not an exhaustive
list, some basic steps to consider include the fol-
lowing:

« Put together a Y2K “team” and evaluate vour
exposure.

« Prepare a contingency plan in the event a Y2K
emergency arises.

« Consider measures such as keeping hard copies
of critical records.

« Institute a Y2K compliance audit program.

« Work with ceniified and bonded specialists to
correct existing Y2K problems.

¢ Review not only your company’s systems, but
also require your suppliers and vendors to certify that
their systems are Y2K compliant and that they will
reimburse or indemnify you for any related Josses.

« Educate your customers and revenue sources
about Y2K issues so they do not experience busi-
ness interruption.

« Have an expert review your business forms and
contracts to make sure you have protection in the
event Y2K problems arise.

* Check your insurance coverage. It has been
widely reported that insurance companies may deny
Y2K claims on the grounds that the problem should
have been foreseen by the insured and timely reme-
died. Consider purchasing a separate rider for cov-
erage of Y2K-related losses.

Finally, if a Y2K problem requires vou to
upgrade your system or interrupts youc business.
immediately speak to a knowledgeable consultant
or attomney who can advise you as to your rights and
duties and assist you with mitigating your losses.

J. Mark Grundy is an attorney and member of the
Y2K team with Greenebaum Doll & McDonald
PLLC in Louisville.

Reprinted with permission {rom Business First of Louisville, inc.
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BANKRUPTCY UPDATE:
BANKRUPTCY CASES AND DEVELOPMENTS OF INTEREST
TO FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

Lea Pauley Goff
Stoll, Keenon & Park, LLP
Louisville, Lexington, Frankfort and Henderson, Kentucky!

L INTRODUCTION

This outline is intended to bring the reader up to date on selected developments in bankruptcy
case law during approximately the last year. This material concentrates on developments of interest
to lenders, and particularly U.S. Supreme Court, Sixth Circuit and Kentucky decisions. Decisions
of interest during the past year demonstrate continued development of the law on subjects such as
discharge, plan confirmation, good faith and other subjects which are of particular interest to
financial institutions today.

The 1997 recommendations of the National Bankruptcy Review Commission do not appear
to be moving toward enactment. Numerous other proposals are pending. Also, Chapter 12 has been
extended.

II. BANKRUPTCY CASES OF INTEREST TO FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

A. Discharge

The general discharge available to debtors, and the dischargeability of particular debts
continue to be active areas for litigation. There are several recent and interesting discharges cases.
Review of the discharge provisions of the Code is useful in analyzing them.

The Bankruptcy Code provides for the discharge of debts under 11 U.S.C. §§ 727, 1141,
1228 and 1328. A debtor may be denied a discharge generally for various types of misconduct. 11
U.S.C. § 727. Also, particular debts may be excepted from discharge for reasons related to the
nature of the debt themselves. These include, among other things, certain tax-related debts, debts
for fraud or defalcation while acting in fiduciary capacity, debts for domestic obligations and debts
arising from willful injuries. The exceptions which probably are of most interest to the banking

"Many thanks to my partners for their thoughts and advice regarding this presentation, and
to our associate Richard Warne for his very valuable research and drafting assistance.



community are the exceptions to discharge for debts incurred as a result of borrower
misrepresentation. 11 U.S.C. §523(a) excepts from discharge debts including that:

(2) for money, property, services, or an extension, renewal, or refinancing of
credit, to the extension, renewal, or refinancing of credit, to the extent obtained by:

(A) false pretenses, a false representation, or actual fraud, other
than a statement respecting the debtor’s or an insider’s financial
condition;

(B)  use of a statement in writing:
@) that is materially false;

(ii)  respecting the debtor’s or an insider’s
financial condition;

(iii)) on which the creditor to whom the
debtor is liable for such money,
property, services, or credit reasonably
relied; and

(iv)  that the debtor caused to be made or
published with intent to deceive; or

(C)  for purpose of subparagraph (A) of this paragraph, consumer
debts owed to a single creditor and aggregating more than $1,000 for
“luxury goods or services” incurred by an individual debtor on or
within 60 days before the order for relief under this title, or cash
advances aggregating more than $1,000 that are extensions of
consumer credit under an open end credit plan obtained by an
individual debtor on or within 60 days before the order for relief
under this title, are presumed to be nondischargeable; “luxury goods
or services” do not include goods or services reasonably acquired for
the support or maintenance of the debtor or a dependent of the debtor;
an extension of consumer credit under an open end credit plan is to
be defined for purposes of this subparagraph as it is defined in the
Consumer Credit Protection Act;

If the creditor brings and loses a nondischargeability action concerning consumer debt under
§ 523(a)(2), there is a statutory provision which may result in an award to the debtor of his or her
attorney fees. 11 U.S.C. § 523(d) provides:
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(D)  Ifacreditor requests a determination of dischargeability of a
consumer debt under subsection (a)(2) of this section, and such debt
is discharged, the court shall grant judgment in favor of the debtor for
the costs of, and a reasonable attorney’s fee for, the proceeding if the
court finds that the position of the creditor was not substantially
justified, except that the court shall not award such costs and fees if
special circumstances would make the award unjust.

The Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals has rendered a couple of recent decisions in favor of
creditors who have objected to discharge on the ground that the credit was obtained improperly
under § 523(a)(2)(A) - - In re Campbell, 159 F.3d 963 (6" Cir. 1998), and In re Rembert, 141 F.3d
277 (6th Cir. 1998). In Campbell, the Sixth Circuit stated the issue as:

Whether a fraudulently obtained new promise to forebear on an
unpaid, non-fraudulent, dischargeable old indebtedness should render
the new extension of credit non-dischargeable, even though the
creditor may in fact be no worse off economically as a result of the
fraudulent refinancing.

The Sixth Circuit answered the questions with an emphatic yes, stating “otherwise, an insolvent
debtor would have no legal incentive to be truthful in obtaining refinancing.” Id. at 964.

In this case, the initial debt was acquired free from fraud or misrepresentation. After the
debtor’s business began to falter, several extensions of payment were procured from the lenders.
Thereafter, the debtor forwarded to the lenders several earnings statements and balance sheets which
significantly overstated the assets of his company in an attempt to secure refinancing. The parties
reached an oral understanding in April, 1993 extending the repayment period and providing more
frequent interest payments, to begin in July, 1993. The borrower failed to make that July interest

. payment and the lender filed suit. The debtor’s bankruptcy followed.

The first issue for the Sixth Circuit was whether the forbearance from collection is a “debt
for money property services, or an extension, renewal, or refinancing of credit.” The court
determined that it need not decide whether the mere forbearance from instituting collection
proceedings constituted an extension of credit within the scope of §523(a). Here, there was more
than the mere act of forbearance. There was a promise to forebear in exchange for new promises
given by the debtor. Although the forbearance agreement was only oral and not in writing, the Sixth
Circuit determined that, even if the arrangement did not constitute a legally binding bilateral
contract, it was nonetheless enforceable under principles of promissory estoppel. Thus, even an oral
forbearance or renewed extension of credit, if obtained by fraud, may possibly satisfy the
requirements for nondischargeability in §523(a).

The second question for the Sixth Circuit was one of causation. The decision reflects no
dispute on appeal that the lender had reasonably relied on the debtor’s false representations agreeing



to forebear from collection. Instead, the debtor argued that his fraud caused the lenders no additional
injury beyond the original loan, which was legitimately obtained. As the Sixth Circuit phrased it:

[Debtor] argues that the statutory phrase ‘to the extent obtained by’
requires a creditor to demonstrate in a quantifiable manner that he
was further injured because he lost a collection remedy or incurred
some other detriment for forbearing . . . In other words, [debtor]
claims that the [lenders] lost nothing as a result of waiting to pursue
collection because they would not have been able to collect from him
anyway at the time they decided to forbear.

Id. at 966. The Sixth Circuit noted a split among the circuits on the requirement injury, siding with
those who do not require the creditor to prove damage. It held:

As a result of their reliance on the false financial statements [the
debtor] provided the [lenders] elected not to exercise their right to
demand immediate repayment of the remaining $391,000 due on the
note. Thus, the entire amount was ‘obtained by’ [debtor’s] use,
within intent to deceive, of a false statement in writing regarding [his
company’s] financial condition, and the entire amount is
nondischargeable under §523(a)(2)(B).

To hold otherwise would create a perverse incentive for
insolvent debtors to lie to creditors to get them to forbear collection
of past due indebtedness and would remove the primary legal
incentive for fair dealing namely, nondischargeability in bankruptcy
when a contract is induced by fraud. A borrower’s incentive to act
with integrity should not end once he becomes insolvent. The
bankruptcy law should encourage, not discourage, honesty among
contracting parties, especially when there is temptation to lie because
of the risk of default. We believe the nondischargeability provision
is designed to establish such a set of incentives for borrowers,
including borrowers who seek to roll over or refinance previous
loans.

Id at 967.

Rembert is one of many recent decisions concerning dischargeability in the context of an
underlying gambling problem. In this case, over a seven-month period the debtor incurred gambling
losses of between $18,000 and $24,000. To finance the gambling, the debtor withdrew cash from
automated teller machines at the casino on two separate credit card accounts. In order to repay these
debts, the debtor obtained a second mortgage on her home approximately half-way through this six-
month period in the amount of $28,000. The debtor used the loan proceeds to pay off roughly



B |

-~y

.

D I |

-

o

$9,000 on two of the credit cards. Nonetheless, the debtor continued to gamble, and ran up
significant balances on each of her credit cards. In the month prior to filing bankruptcy, the debtor
paid an additional $3,500 to her credit card accounts. Both credit card issuers filed adversary
proceedings against the debtor, seeking an adjudication that their debts were non-dischargeable
pursuant to Code § 523(a)(2)(A).

The debtor testified at trial that, at the time she used the credit cards to obtain cash advances,
she believed that she would be able to win enough money to repay her credit card debts. Neither of
the credit card issuers presented evidence tending to contradict the debtor’s subjective intent.
Nonetheless, the bankruptcy court found that the debtor did not intend to repay the debts and had
reason to know that she would not be able to repay them. The district court reversed, concluding that
the debts were dischargeable because the cardholders had not established the debtor’s fraudulent
intent at the time of the case advances. The Sixth Circuit agreed that the debts were dischargeable.

The Sixth Circuit first reiterated that, in order to demonstrate a material misrepresentation
and intent to defraud, the bankruptcy court must focus on whether the debtor possessed a subjective
intent to defraud. The Sixth Circuit expressly rejected a view which would permit a court to gauge
a debtor’s intention to repay by her ability to do so. The court concluded that, when a cardholder
uses a credit card in a transaction, the only representation made is that the debtor intends to repay
the debt. The court acknowledged that establishing a debtor’s subjective intent is a difficult matter
of proof. It likewise acknowledged that the hopeless state of a debtor’s financial condition may
certainly be relevant as a basis for inferring the debtor’s subjective intent. The court also set forth
a non-exclusive list of factors which may be of assistance in determining the debtor’s state of mind.
In this case, the court considered it significant that the debtor took out a second mortgage on her
home and used a large portion of it to pay her credit card debts, and made further substantial
payments to the credit card issuers after her balances again grew large.

The Sixth Circuit Bankruptcy Appellate panel recently held that a creditor’s settlement and
release of a fraud claim does not convert that creditor’s claim from a nondischargeable claim to a
dischargeable one. It also discussed collateral estoppel in the context of nondischargeability
litigation. In Ed Schory & Sons, Inc. v. Francis (In re Francis), 226 B.R. 385 (6™ Cir. BAP 1998),
the creditor sued the debtor for fraud, and they settled in 1991. The debtor gave the creditor a note,
secured by a mortgage on real property. The parties released each other. The debtor defaulted on
the note and the creditor foreclosed. The parties then entered into an amended settlement agreement
with an attached letter from the debtor admitting the misappropriation of funds. The debtor again
defaulted on the amended agreement and the creditor again foreclosed. The debtor counterclaimed
that he had been coerced into signing the letter and that the creditor had defamed him by showing
it to others. The trial court in Ohio granted summary judgment to the creditor. The debtor appealed
to the Ohio Court of Appeals, which affirmed, and to the Ohio Supreme Court, which affirmed. The
debtor filed a bankruptcy proceeding in 1997 and sought to discharge the debt. The bankruptcy court
held the debt to be nondischargeable. The BAP affirmed. ‘



The bankruptcy court held the debt to be nondischargeable based on the admission, and not
withstanding the settlements. The panel noted that the issue of whether the acceptance of a note for,
and the release of, a nondischargeable debt works a novation, making the “new” debt dischargeable,
is an issue of first impression in the Sixth Circuit. The panel noted that the Eleventh and Seventh
Circuits disagree on the issue. The Schory panel held that “. . . a general release as part of a tort
settlement does not constitute a novation which extinguishes a creditor’s fraud claim in the context
of § 523(a)(2(A).” Id at 387-8. Further, the panel affirmed the bankruptcy court’s use of principles
of collateral estoppel to find the debt nondischargeable in bankruptcy as a result of the Ohio court’s
decision concerning the fraud. The panel so concluded because “the elements of a dischargeability
claim under 11 U.S.C. § 523(a)(2)(A) are virtually identical to the elements of a fraud claim in
Ohio.” Id. at 389.

There are other recent decisions concerning the effect in a bankruptcy of a prior state court
judgment. Prior to Schrory, in 1998, Judge Howard ruled that the elements of fraud in Ohio were
substantially the same as those required for a nondischargeability judgment under § 523(a)(2)(A),
in the context of the preclusive effect of a state default judgment for fraud. See In re Brown, 215
B.R. 844 (Bankr.E.D.Ky., 1988).

The Sixth Circuit recently addressed a similar issue - - when a state court judgment for
malicious prosecution will be deemed nondischargeable pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 523(a)(6). In the
case of In re Abbo, 168 F.3d 930 (6™ Cir. 1999), the Sixth Circuit held that a judgment against a
debtor obtained in state court for malicious prosecution and abuse of process was nondischargeable
in bankruptcy. The court determined, based on the language and wording of the jury instructions
and the definitions of the acts, that the state court fully and necessarily determined, in each instance,
that the harm was the result of willful and malicious injury. The court thus determined that the
bankruptcy court properly found each judgment debt (including both compensatory and punitive
damages) nondischargeable pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 523(a)(6).

In In re Madaj, 149 F.3d 467 (6™ Cir. 1998), the Sixth Circuit confirmed that a debt will not
be excepted from discharge merely because a debtor fails to list it in the schedules. In Madaj, the
debtor’s foster parents lent him a substantial sum of money prior to his bankruptcy filing. The
debtor listed the debt in neither the petition nor the schedules, and the debtor obtained a discharge
pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 727. This was a no asset case. The debtor subsequently moved to reopen
the Chapter 7 proceeding in order to list the debt. The Sixth Circuit affirmed the bankruptcy court’s
denial of the debtor’s motion to reopen, holding that the unscheduled debt was discharged. The
Sixth Circuit stated that a discharge under § 727 discharges every pre-petition debt, regardless of
whether a proof of claim has been filed, unless the debt is nondischargeable under § 523. Section
523(a)(3) sets forth the discharge exceptions for unlisted or unscheduled debts. Section 523(a)(3)(B)
excepts from discharge debts incurred by means of fraud or false pretenses, or malicious conduct;
§ 523(a)(3)(A) excepts from discharge all other debts such as debts other than those fraudulent debts
specified in 523(a)(2), (4), or (6), which are not listed. The Sixth Circuit reasoned that, in a no asset
Chapter 7 case, the court does not set a deadline for filing a proof of claim. Therefore, there is no
date by which a proof of claim needs to be filed in order to be timely. However, in a no asset case,
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there is no estate from which a creditor can recover. Thus, a debtor has his debt discharged in a no
asset case, even where he has filed to include it in the schedules, assuming that the discharge
exceptions of § 523(a)(3) do not apply. The Sixth Circuit further held that the failure, whether
knowing or inadvertent, to schedule a debt, does not transform an otherwise, dischargeable debt into
a fraudulently incurred debt which may be rendered nondischargeable.

In re Penick, 1998 WL 344039 (6™ Cir. 1998) (unpublished opinion noted at 149 F.3d 1184)
is a case in which the creditor bank made a series of loans to the debtor and his wholly-owned
corporate entity. For a period of several years, the debtor transferred money from his business drawn
on the account of the corporation and designated them as loans or “shareholder receivables.” The
funds were invested in a hotel which eventually failed. The total of these transfers grew to
approximately $500,000. When the debtor filed for bankruptcy, the bank sought to hold the debt
non-dischargeable pursuant to § 523(a)(4), which excepts from discharge debts incurred by fraud
or defalcation from one acting in a fiduciary capacity. The creditor bank argued that the law of
Kentucky creates a trust whenever a corporation is insolvent, placing upon the director of the
corporation a fiduciary duty not to make payments to shareholders to the detriment of the insolvent
corporation’s creditors.

At the outset, the Sixth Circuit noted that § 523(a)(4) applies only to express or technical
trusts, and not to mere constructive trusts that courts may impose as an equitable remedy. The Sixth
Circuit employs a narrow and limited exception from discharge for defalcation while acting in a
fiduciary capacity. It requires a preexisting fiduciary relationship, and a preexisting express or
technical trust whose res encompasses the property at issue. For example, the Sixth Circuit has held
that the attorney-client relationship standing alone, is not the kind of fiduciary relationship which
may satisfy § 523(a)(4). In response to the bank’s argument for a trust, the Sixth Circuit held:

We find that [the creditor] has failed to establish that, under Kentucky
law, the assets of an insolvent corporation form the res of a trust fund
that the directors of the insolvent corporation hold in trust for their
creditors. The cases upon which [the creditor] relies failed to
establish more than the principle that an insolvent corporation owes
fiduciary duties to its creditors.

Id at 4.

The cases discussed above address the dischargeability of particular debts. There is also a
recent Kentucky bankruptcy discussion concerning the denial of a discharge generally for debtor
misconduct, In re Keeney, 221 B.R. 401 (Bankr.E.D.Ky. 1998). In this case, a judgment creditor
sought a determination that a Chapter 7 debtor should be denied the bankruptcy discharge pursuant
to 11 U.S.C. § 727(a)(4)(A) (the making of a false oath or account in a case) and § 727(a)(2)(A)
(transfer or concealment of property within a year preceding the bankruptcy). Several years prior
to the filing of bankruptcy, the debtor had placed title to both real and personal property in his
parents’ names. However, the debtor maintained his residence at the real estate and made mortgage
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payments on it. Section 727(a)(2)(A) only sanctions the debtor if he or she transfers or conceals
property within one year before the filing of the bankruptcy petition. In this case, the transfer of title
to his parents’ names occurred well before this period. However, the case law recognizes that a
transfer of property before the one-year period may warrant the denial of a discharge if the transfer
is concealed or beneficial interests are retained into and during the one-year period before the filing
of bankruptcy. The Court found this “continuous concealment” doctrine satisfied in this case, and
denied a discharge under § 727.

In In re Brown, 224 B.R. 595 (Bankr.W.D.Ky. 1998) underscores the scrupulous attention
that bankruptcy courts pay to the narrow time limits prescribed by Bankruptcy Rule 4007, for
objection to discharge or seeking the nondischargeability of a particular debt. In this case, the
plaintiff, a federal credit union, timely filed a complaint stating a cause of action under § 727. The
plaintiffs had noticed the deposition of the debtors pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule 2004, but the
debtors have failed to appear at that deposition. The parties executed an agreed order extending the
bar date for filing nondischargeability actions. The debtors failed to appear at a second deposition,
but the plaintiffs were unable to reach debtors’ counsel to again extend the deadline. The plaintiffs
then filed their complaint under § 727, and stated therein that it desired to preserve possible
nondischargeability grounds under § 523, but did not make any factual allegations to support such
a claim. Thereafter, the debtors were deposed, and the plaintiff filed a motion to amend its
complaint to assert its nondischargeability claim under § 523. Under these facts, the plaintiff had
failed to file its nondischargeability action within the time frame required by Bankruptcy Rule 4007.
The plaintiff asserted that the nondischargeability claims should relate back to the filing of the
original complaint pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15. The Court, applying the
“sufficient identity” test, determined that the factual allegations set forth in the § 727 complaint were
not sufficiently identical to or related to the allegations that would be required to make out a § 523
claim, and thus failed to provide the defendants with fair notice of the § 523 claims against them.
Accordingly, the amended complaint could not relate back to the filing of the § 727 complaint, and
thus the nondischargeability claims were time barred.

B. Plan Confirmation
1. Property Valuation And Cram-Down.

In In re Tower, 168 F.3d 845 (5" Cir. 1999), deals with a debtor’s attempt to divide collateral
in a Chapter 13 cram-down. Here, the debtor owed slightly over $1000 on a single note, secured by
a long and varied list of personal property (personal and household items). The debtor sought to
modify a prior Chapter 13 plan by returning some of the personal property items and paying the
present value (i.e., the cram-down value) of the remaining personal property items she wanted to
keep. The bankruptcy court declined to approve the modification and the district court affirmed.
The Fifth Circuit agreed. The debtor argued that since § 1325(a)(5) permits a debtor to either retain
the property and pay its value “or” surrender the property, the term “or” is not exclusive and she
should be able to split the collateral. The court concluded that the drafters of the Code did not use
the term “or” with the intent to create another alternative and a debtor must retain or surrender the
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collateral as a whole, at least where the creditor is undersecured. The court also rejected her
alternative argument that, by seeking to transfer some of the property to the creditor, she was making
a “distribution” to the creditor on the theory that distributions need not be in cash.

In determining that the Code does not give debtors the option which the Tower debtor
suggests, the Fifth Circuit relied heavily on the discussion of how to determine cram-down value
which is found in Associates Commercial Corp. v. Rash, 520 U.S. 953,117 S.Ct. 1879, 138 L. Ed.2d
148 (1997). The Rash decision resolved a conflict among the circuits regarding the appropriate
valuation of collateral for “cram down” purposes in a Chapter 13. In Rash, the debtor financed the
purchase of a truck. He subsequently filed a chapter 13 and sought to cram-down a plan under which
he would keep the truck and pay the lender the net amount it would realize if it repossessed and sold
the truck - - which was much less than what the debtors would have to pay to replace the truck.
Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. §506(a), a lender’s claim is secured only to the extent of the value of the
collateral. In order to have a plan confirmed, a debtor must (a) gain the secured creditor’s acceptance
of the plan; (b) surrender the collateral; or (c) invoke the cram down power. In a cram down, the
debtor keeps the property over the objection of the creditor, with the creditor retaining its lien and
the debtor paying to that creditor the present value of the allowed secured claim over the life of the
plan. The allowed secured claim is the present value of the collateral, and the source of the dispute
in this case. The U.S. Supreme Court held that the proper measure of value is the replacement value
(i.e., fair market value, not the cost of a new replacement item).

2. New Value And The Absolute Priority Rule

In 1997, the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals followed the Ninth Circuit by concluding, in
a single asset real estate case, that a “new value corollary” to the absolute priority rule still exists.
The U.S. Supreme Court reversed the Seventh Circuit decision but expressly declined to answer the
question.

The absolute priority rule provides generally that the members of one class of creditors
cannot be paid until claims of a senior objecting class have been paid. “[A] dissenting class of
unsecured creditors must be provided for in full before any junior classes can receive or retain any
property under a reorganization plan.” Norwest Bank Worthington v. Ahlers, 485 U.S. 197,202, 108
S.Ct. 963, 966, 99 L.Ed.2d 169 (1988) (internal quotations and brackets omitted). Thus, ordinarily,
if unsecured creditors are not being paid in full, equity owners cannot retain their interest. The “new
value corollary” to this rule provides that the equity owners can retain their interest if they contribute
new and “reasonably equivalent” value in the form of money or “money’s worth.” There has been
considerable discussion in the case law about whether this exception to the absolute priority rule still
exists. The Sixth Circuit has impliedly acknowledged the new value corollary. Inre U.S. Truck,
800 F.2d 581, 588 (6™ Cir. 1986).

The Seventh Circuit confirmed its recognition of the new value corollary in Matter of 203
N. LaSalle Street Partnership, 126 F.3d 955 (7" Cir. 1997). LaSalle is a limited partnership which
owns certain office space encumbered by a lien in favor of Bank of America. LaSalle owed Bank



of America over $93 million, secured by a non-recourse mortgage. Bank of America was
significantly undersecured and elected to split its claim, to be treated as a secured claim and an
unsecured claim under 11 U.S.C. § 1111(b). Over the Bank of America’s objection, the bankruptcy
court approved a plan which paid Bank of America’s secured claim valued at $55.8 million over the
course of a seven to ten year plan period, amortized over thirty years. If the property were sold or
refinanced, the secured claim would be paid and any additional amounts would be applied towards
Bank of America’s $38 million unsecured claim. The debtor’s partners were permitted to retain their
interest during this period of time in exchange for contribution of new capital in the amount of $3
million, at the time of confirmation, and five annual installments of $625,000. In exchange, the
partners deferred or saved an enormous tax recapture and they retained an interest in property in the
event that it increased over the term of the plan. The bankruptcy court also confirmed the plan
notwithstanding Bank of America’s argument that the plan was not feasible because the debtor’s
own projections anticipated cash flow shortfalls in years seven and eight of the plan.

The Supreme Court affirmed the Seventh Circuit on May 3, 1999. The Supreme Court’s
decision, by Justice Souter, does not actually decide whether there is indeed a new value corollary
or exception to absolute priority rule. Rather, it simply holds that, if there were such a corollary, the
equity holders’ plan in this case would not meet its minimum requirements. As set forth above, a
key issue in these cases is whether the junior interest holders (i.e., the equity holders) are retaining
an interest “on account of” their prior interest, rather than for a sufficient infusion of new capital.
The decision cites a 1939 decision, Case v. Los Angeles Lumber Products Co., 308 U.S. 106, which
is apparently the source of what is now known as the new value corollary. The decision discusses
at length potential interpretations of the “on account of” language. It hints that the inclusion of the
language in the present Code could suggest that there is a new value corollary. The Court concluded
that, even if there is a new value corollary, the LaSalle partners’ proposal, made with the benefit of
exclusivity and without competition, does not satisfy the requirement that old equity holders not
retain their interest simply because they are old equity holders. The Court noted as follows:

If the price to be paid for the equity interest is the best obtainable, old
equity does not need the protection of its exclusiveness (unless to
trump an equal offer from someone else); if it is not the best, there is
no apparent reason for giving old equity a bargain. . . . Hence it is
that the exclusiveness of the opportunity, with its protection against
the market scrutiny of the purchase price by means competing bids or
even competing plan proposals, renders the partners’ right a property
interest extended “on account of” the old equity position and therefore
subject to an unpaid senior creditor class’s objection.

Id. at 20 (not final page numbers).

The Court finally concluded as follows:
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Whether a market test would require an opportunity to offer
competing plans or would be satisfied by a right to bid for the same
interest sought by old equity, is a question we do not decide here. It
is enough to say, assuming a new value corollary, that plans
providing junior interest holders with exclusive opportunities free
from competition and without benefit of market valuation fall within
the prohibition of § 1129(b)(2)(B)(ii).

Id. at 220-23.

Justice Stevens dissented, arguing that the court should use the opportunity presented by the
case to hold that there is a new value exception or corollary and that the equity holders’ retention of
an interest is not “on account of” the old interest when they contribute adequate new value. He
argues that whether an equity holder’s plan provides for adequate new value can be determined by
the bankruptcy court in the confirmation process and that such a plan should not be disqualified
merely because it was not otherwise tested by the market.

3. Other Confirmation Issues.

In the case of In re Markham, 224 B.R. 599 (Bankr.W.D.Ky. 1998), the bankruptcy court
determined that a Chapter 13 plan can separately classify a co-signed debt, but it can only pay a
claim on a co-signed debt at a higher rate than other unsecured claims, not at a lower rate. In this
case the debtor co-signed for a loan taken out by his brother in order to purchase a vehicle. The
brother defaulted on the loan, and the bank repossessed and sold the vehicle, leaving a substantial
deficiency. The debtor then filed for bankruptcy protection, proposing a Chapter 13 plan which
classified the bank’s unsecured deficiency claim at a substantially lower rate than other unsecured
debt. The court sustained the bank’s objection to confirmation under Code Section 1322(b)(1). The
literal language of Section 1322(b)(1) appears to permit separate classification of unsecured claims,
as long as there is not “unfair” discrimination. However, it is not clear that this is a limitation on
separate classification of consumer claims with a cosigner. The court, citing the legislative history
and the bankruptcy court’s practical inability to ensure repayment of the co-signed obligation by the
non-debtor party, stated a requirement that the co-signed debt be treated at least as well as other
unsecured debt if separately classified.

In Inre Reed, 226 B.R. 1 (Bankr.W.D.Ky. 1998), the court addressed the period of time in
which a consumer lease can be cured. In this case, at the time the debtors filed their bankruptcy
petition, they were several months in arrears on their automobile lease. The debtors’ Chapter 13 plan
proposed to cure the lease arrearage over a period of 18 months. The bankruptcy court held that this
period was too long, and the plan could not be confirmed until the period was shortened. The court
first determined that whether or not the cure period under Code §365(b)(1)(a) was reasonable must
be determined on a case by case basis. The court recommended guidelines for evaluating the facis
of each case. It held that a court should consider:



(1)  the nature of the leased property;

2) the lease provisions;

3) the amount of the arrearage under the lease;
4) the remaining term under the lease; and

(5) the provisions of the debtor’s proposed plan.

While noting that each case must be decided on its own facts, the court held that, “absent evidence
to the contrary, six months in consumer cases would be considered the maximum permissible period
of time in which to cure a lease arrearage under 11 U.S.C.A. §365(b)(1).” Id. at 2. The court stated
that this period should be considered as a baseline for bankruptcy attorneys to use in other plans.
The court further noted that it was allowing the debtors in this case the full six-month period only
because there was no prior guidance as to a permissible cure period. The court suggested that, in the
ordinary course, shorter cure periods for automobile leases should be required under Chapter 13
plans.

C. Liens

In Inre Edwards,219 B.R. 970 (Bankr.W.D.Ky. 1998), the bankruptcy court determined that
a transfer of funds to a judgment creditor pursuant to a valid order of garnishment is a perfected lien
as of the date the garnishment order is entered. Citing In re Battery One Stop Limited, 36 F.3d 493
(6™ Cir. 1994), the bankruptcy court held that in order to avoid a post-judgment garnishment as a
preference, the garnishment order must be served upon the garnishee within the preference period.
Interpreting the Kentucky garnishment statute, KRS 425.506(1), the bankruptcy court held that the
date of the transfer for preference purposes is the date the garnishment lien is created, which is the
date of service of the garnishment order upon the garnishee. Because the garnishment lien was
perfected upon service, more than 180 days prior to the bankruptcy filing, the garnishment payments
were not avoidable as a preference.

In In re McPherson, 230 B.R. 99 (Bankr.E.D.Ky. 1999) concerns the release of liens
following Chapter 13 plans. In McPherson the Chapter 13 Trustee requested a secured creditor to
release its lien on the debtor’s vehicle after the secured creditor had received payment in full of its
allowed secured claim pursuant to the Chapter 13 plan. The creditor refused, contending that the
release of its lien was not required or permitted until the debtor had received its order of discharge.
The bankruptcy court ordered that the release of a lien is required upon successful completion of a
Chapter 13 plan, before the formalities of the entry of an order of discharge. It noted that, upon
completion of its payments, the Debtor has nothing more to do under the plan in order to be entitled

" to release of the lien, and the secured creditor is no longer at risk of losing the value of its lien.
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D. Secured Claims Issues

Appellate courts have issued two recent opinions concerning what a secured creditor may
recover under 11 U.S.C. § 506. The Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals recently permitted a secured
creditor a default rate of interest in Chapter 11 in Southland Corp. v. Toronto-Dominion (In re The
Southland Corp.), 160 F.3d 1054 (5™ Cir. 1998). The Sixth Circuit affirmed a bankruptcy court’s
sharp curtailment of lender charges in In re Brunswick Apartments of Trimbell County, Ltd., 169
F.3d 333 (6™ Cir. 1999). 11 U.S.C. § 506(b) provides as follows:

“To the extent that an allowed secured claim is secured by the
property the value of which, after any recovery under subsection (c)
of this section, is greater than the amount of such claim, there shall be
allowed to the holder of such claim, interest on such claim, and any
reasonable fees, costs, or charges provided for under the agreement
under which such claim arose.”

Thus, the Bankruptcy Code generally permits an oversecured creditor to recover interest, but
does not specify the rate, i.e., a contract rate or a default rate. A default rate obviously allows the
secured creditor to recover more. It also makes it more difficult for the debtor in a plan. The court
held that the contract itself should control this question and that, if it provides for a higher rate on
default, there is a presumption that the rate should apply in the Chapter 11. The Southland court held
that this rate applies during the entire period from the pre-bankruptcy default to the effective date
of the reorganization plan. There is simply a “presumption” of the creditor’s entitlement to a default
interest rate because the court held that the lender will not get the higher default rate where the
“equities” dictate otherwise.

Here, the debtor filed a Chapter 11. Its banks, which were oversecured, filed proofs of claim
which did not expressly mention a default rate of interest, but which calculated the interest based on
the default rate set forth in the loan documents. The bankruptcy court confirmed a plan reinstating
the credit agreement and the debtor later objected to the banks’ claims. The bankruptcy court
overruled the objection and the debtor and a bondholders’ committee appealed, claiming that the
banks had not demanded the higher rate, the reinstatement of the credit agreement returned the
parties to a pre-default state and that the equities did not support a default rate. The court held that
a pre-bankruptcy letter telling the debtor that the default rate was applicable, together with the proofs
of claim, constituted an adequate demand. The court further held that the “reinstatement” returned
the parties to a pre-bankruptcy, not a pre-default, state. Finally, the court held that there is a
presumption that the contract controls unless that would produce an inequitable result. The court
noted that this equity determination is made on a case by case basis. The “equitable” factors the
court considered here included the following:

€8 The amount of difference between the regular contract rate and the default
rate;



) Whether the creditor was obstructing confirmation of the plan; and

3) Whether junior creditors would be harmed by the senior creditor
getting interest at the default rate.

Here, the Fifth Circuit held that the 2% default premium was not too much, the lender must not have
obstructed confirmation because the plan was confirmed in only four months, and the junior creditors
would not be harmed.

In Brunswick, pursuant to §506(b) an over-secured creditor sought to recover fees and
charges provided for by the loan documents. However, the court sharply limited the nature and
extent of charges. In this case, the bank was owed a principal balance of $1.25 million. To that
balance, the bank sought to use § 506(b) to claim as secured its claims for $220,000 in additional
fees and costs. These included: (1) a $46,000 “consultant’s fee,” (2) a “service charge” of $62,000
(5% of the remaining principal balance), (3) $23,000 in attorney’s fees, and (4) $39,000 of salaries
and other costs of the employees of the bank working on the debtor’s loan. The bankruptcy court
determined that only the attorney’s fees could constitute a portion of the secured claim, but greatly
reduced the attorney fee. On appeal, the Bankruptcy Appellate Panel and the Sixth Circuit affirmed.

With respect to the consultant’s fee, the bankruptcy court found that the consultant was both
a director of the bank and the father of the principal shareholder of the bank. Further, the
documentation of the time and effort made in consulting were incomplete to evaluate their
reasonableness. In confirming the denial of the consultant’s fee, the Sixth Circuit stated “a secured
creditor of a debtor in default may not take advantage of its position to unjustly enrich itself by
charging a debtor with unreasonable insider fees, windfall profits, and similar fees.” Id. at 335.
With respect to attorneys’ fees, the bankruptcy court allowed attorneys’ fees in just a fraction of the
amount claimed. The Sixth Circuit affirmed. It agreed with the bankruptcy court’s finding that the
attorneys’ fees were incurred due to the bank’s desire to litigate unreasonable demands including to
enforce a settlement agreement which the bankruptcy court found never to have been formed or
agreed upon. With respect to the claim for charging the collateral with the fees of salaried
employees of the bank, the court found that the proof failed to demonstrate any extraordinary costs
in dealing with this particular loan, nor any basis in law for surcharging the collateral with the
ordinary and normal business expenses associated with making loans in the ordinary course of
business. The court also affirmed the disallowance of the service charge on the ground that it would
apply only to installments, not to the principal balance.

In In re Crutcher Concrete Construction, 218 B.R. 376 (Bankr.W.D.Ky. 1998) involves
surcharge under § 506(c). In this case, the trustee sought to recover from a secured creditor the costs
and expenses incurred in selling the creditor’s collateral - - three vehicles. 11 U.S.C. § 506(c)
provides that “the trustee may recover from property securing an allowed secured claim the
reasonable, necessary costs and expenses of preserving, or disposing of, such property to the extent
of any benefit to the holder of such claim.” The trustee sought to surcharge the bank’s collateral.
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For the trustee to recover the costs and expenses of such a sale from the secured creditor’s
collateral, the trustee must demonstrate that the costs and expenses were reasonable, necessary, and
of benefit to the secured creditor. The bankruptcy court determined that it was the trustee’s
anticipation, at the time of the sale, that the vehicles were likely to produce a surplus available for
unsecured creditors, and that this satisfied the requirement that the expenses associated with the sale
were “necessary” for purposes of Code § 506(c). However, the trustee failed to demonstrate that his
disposition of the collateral had produced any benefit to the secured creditor. Under § 506(c), the
trustee’s recovery is limited to the extent of the benefit conferred on the creditor. Not any benefit
will suffice; rather, it is a benefit over and above that which the creditor could have realized without
the trustee’s involvement. In this case, the trustee’s costs of sale were substantially higher than those
that would have been incurred by the secured creditor. Furthermore, the secured creditor would have
been entitled to add the costs of sale onto its secured claim pursuant to the terms of the loan
agreement with the debtor. Accordingly, the surcharge was denied.

E. Reaffirmation

Sears appears to be concluding its reaffirmation agreement practice problems. Debtors may
reaffirm debts, making them enforceable notwithstanding the discharge otherwise available under
11 U.S.C. § 727. The agreement must be filed with the court under 11 U.S.C. § 524(c)(3). Thisis
not just an administrative requirement, but allows the bankruptcy court to ensure that the agreement
was not obtained improperly or is too great a burden on the debtor. See 11 U.S.C. § 524(c).

A Massachusetts debtor signed a reaffirmation agreement with Sears in order to keep the
television set he bought there. Sears did not file this agreement with the court. The debtor
eventually asked the court to relieve him of the obligation. At that time, the bankruptcy judge
discovered that no agreement had been filed, and eventually discovered that this was a nationwide
practice. Sears is reported to have discovered approximately 187,000 of the agreements which were
not filed with the courts. As a result, Sears was collecting debts which were no longer enforceable
and in violation of the stay that arises as a result of discharge. Sears ultimately had to settle with
customers, shareholders, the FTC and Attorneys General in all fifty states. The Wall Street Journal
reported in February, 1999 that Sears will have paid or incurred $185 million in reimbursements and
penalties to card holders, $40 million in state fines, $12 million in shareholder suits, $120 million
in credit card debt written off, $56 million in administrative and legal costs and a $60 million
criminal fine.

Sears is not alone. There is a national class action against G.E. Capital Corp. for failure to
file reaffirmation agreements. The class includes those who purportedly reaffirmed in 1993-1996
and the first half of 1997. Consumer Bankruptcy News reports that there is a pending settlement that
could cost GECC over $100 million, for principal, interest, credit insurance and other charges in
improperly “reaffirmed” debt and several million dollars for consumer bankruptcy education

programs.



F. Set Off/Automatic Stay

In the case of In re Excel Engineering, Inc., 224 B.R. 582 (Bankr.W.D.Ky. 1998), the
bankruptcy court determined that a subcontractor willfully violated the automatic stay of § 362 by
filing a statement of lien pursuant to the Public Lien Statute, KRS 376.210. Such a lien attaches only
to the funds actually earned by the contractor, and not to the property improved. Since these funds
constituted property of the estate under § 541, the subcontractor’s action in liening the property of
the estate constituted an attempt to encumber property of the debtor in violation of the automatic
stay. The bankruptcy court further rejected the subcontractor’s argument that the Statement of Lien
should relate back to the time when the furnishing of materials began, and thus should be construed
as occurring pre-petition. The lien filed pursuant to KRS 376.210 does not have a relation back
provision and thus the action was clearly taken post-petition for purposes of 362.

In In re Alexander, 225 B.R. 145 (Bankr.W.D.Ky. 1998), addresses “whether a creditor may
exercise a right of set-off against exempt property of the Debtor.” Here, the bankruptcy court
determined that the IRS was not entitled to setoff a dischargeable pre-petition tax debt, unsecured
by a lien, against the debtor’s tax refund for which he properly claimed an exemption. Section 553
of the Code permits a creditor to offset against a debt owed to the debtor, provided there exists a
right of setoff under applicable non-bankruptcy law. However, noting that the court’s decision
whether or not to permit setoff is discretionary, the court noted that the IRS sought to setoff its
obligation to the debtor against exempt property of the debtor. Because the debtor’s tax refund was
exempt under Code § 522(a), that refund was not available to pay an obligation arising pre-petition
under §522(c).

G. Bad Faith Filings

In In re Emge, 226 B.R. 396 (Bankr.W.D.Ky. 1998), the Court dismissed the debtor’s
Chapter 7 case for bad faith. Here, the debtor filed the Chapter 7 in response to the bankruptcy
court’s prior determination in the debtor’s previous Chapter 13 case that the debtor had failed to
input all of her disposable income into the plan. In determining that the debtor’s Chapter 7 case had
not been filed in good faith, the court noted that the debtor continued to make substantial monthly
contributions to her 401k plan, failed to disclose an IRA in her schedules, and had cashed the IRA
post-petition and made a preferential transfer to her mother, was continuing to pay the graduate
school expenses of her adult daughter, and continued to lease a $40,000 vehicle. The debtor had also
filed bankruptcy shortly after a single set of creditors obtained a $90,000 judgment against the
debtor. Analyzing the totality of the circumstances as required by the Sixth Circuit in In re Zick, 931
F.2d 1124 (6™ Cir. 1991), the court determined the petition could be dismissed for lack of good faith
under 11 U.S.C. § 707(a).
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H. Miscellaneous Cases of Interest.

In re Andaco, Inc., 226 B.R. 578 (Bankr.W.D.Ky. 1998) addresses consignment issues.
Here, the debtor operated a convenience store in Bullitt County, Kentucky. As part of this operation,
the debtor sold fuel in separate tanks on a consignment basis. Upon breach of the consignment
agreement, the owner repossessed the fuel, the tanks and all of the associated storage facilities. The
debtor then filed for bankruptcy protection. The trustee then brought an adversary proceeding
asserting that the trustee’s removal of the tanks constituted a preferential transfer. On the
consignor’s motion for summary judgment, the bankruptcy court determined that there were genuine
issues of material fact with respect to whether the property constituted property of the debtor’s
estate. The court noted that the property would not constitute property of the debtor where the
consignor gives conspicuous notice of its ownership interest at the place where the property is
located, where it is generally known by debtor’s creditors that the debtor is substantially engaged
in the business of selling goods on a consignment basis, or where the goods are subject to a properly
perfected security interest. Each of these issues had to be determined by the specific facts of the case
thus precluding entry of summary judgment. This suggests that a consignor runs the risk of the loss
of the goods unless it is made clearly known to either creditors of the retailer or by the posting of a
conspicuous notice of the consignment relationship and that the goods belong to the creditor.

In In re National Financial Realty Trust, 226 B.R. 586 (Bankr.W.D.Ky. 1998), the
bankruptcy court determined that an option agreement to repurchase real property, executed pre-
petition and assigned to another post-petition, was not an executory contract within the meaning of
11 U.S.C. § 365, which had to be assumed in a timely fashion. The court, utilizing Professor
Countryman’s definition, held that an unexercised option is distinguishable from an ordinary
contract, in that while both sides have unperformed obligations, they only exist upon the optionee’s
decision to exercise the option. The bankruptcy court, noting a split of authority, held that an option
contract is typically considered an executed unilateral contract, not an executory one. This is
because the optionee (at the time of filing of the petition) has fulfilled its only unqualified obligation,
which is to pay for the option itself. Accordingly, an unexecuted option is not an executory contract
requiring assumption.

Inre Holland, 151 F.3d 547 (6™ Cir. 1998) appears to be the first case decided by the Sixth
Circuit regarding the effect of the 1994 Bankruptcy Amendments to §522(b) of the Code. Prior to
the 1994 amendments, the Sixth Circuit had held that a debtor’s homestead exemption under Ohio
law, while available to the debtor, was not effective until a judicial sale or involuntary execution.
This determination was based on the language of the Ohio statute. The 1994 amendments were
specifically directed to change this anomalous result. Section 522(f)(1) permits a debtor to avoid
a judicial lien on exempt property to the extent it impairs the exemption. The 1994 amendments to
§522 add a definition of impairment of an exemption. The amended section provides: “for the
purposes of this subsection, a lien shall be considered to impair an exemption to the extent that the
sum of (i) the lien; (ii) all other liens on the property; (iii) the amount of the exemption that the
debtor could claim if there were no liens on the property; exceeds the value that the debtor’s interest
in the property would have in the absence of any liens.” 11 U.S.C. §522(f)(2)(a). This new federal




definition of impairment provides a mathematical formula which, applied along with the Ohio
exemption statute, makes clear that even absent a forced judicial sale or pending involuntary
execution, the homestead exemption is available to the debtor, and may be used along with §522(b)
to remove a judicial lien that impairs it.

III. LEGISLATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

Chapter 12, permitting family farm reorganizations, was to have expired, but once again has
been extended.

House Bill 833, designated HR 833, the Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1999, proposes numerous
changes to the Bankruptcy Code, some of which are noted here.

Section 211 of the Act amends the ordinary course of business exception to § 547(c)(2) of
the Code, which applies to preferential transfers. Under the revised Code section, a creditor must
only prove that the transfer was in accord with the historical business relationship between the debtor
and creditor without the necessity of putting on proof regarding industry standards. This should
reduce the amount and complexity of proof that a transfer was made in the ordinary course of
business. This section would also increase the minimum threshold requirement to $5,000 for
avoidance of non-consumer debt.

Section 212 of the Act requires that the venue of preference actions to avoid a non-consumer
debt of less than $10,000 be commenced at the creditor’s place of business. While such a provision
helps to reduce the burden on small trade creditors by requiring that litigation of small preference
actions against them be held locally, this change will dramatically increase costs to the debtor in
instances where the debtor has a large number of trade creditors in a variety of locations.

Section 216 of the Act amends § 365(d)(2)(D) of the Code to clarify that assumption of an
unexpired lease or executory contract does not require the trustee to cure a default in the nature of
a penalty rate of interest or a penalty provision arising from a default.

Section 1101 eliminates the $4,000,000 cap for single asset real estate cases. Section 1117
adds a new Section 547(h) to the Code. This section is designed to further pull the Code away from
the consequences of the Deprezio case.

Section 1129 of the Act extends the time period to perfect a security interest, currently 20
days, to 30 days. This period prevents the perfection of a security interest from constituting an
avoidable preference within the stated period.

Also pending before Congress is Senate Bill 625, also titled the Bankruptcy Reform Act of
1999. Section 306 of the Act amends § 1325(a)(S)(B)(1) to prevent a Chapter 13 debtor from
discharging a secured creditor’s lien upon completion of payments on the secured creditor’s lien,
delaying it until the completion of the entire plan and an order of discharge is entered. Section 306
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further amends § 506 of the Code by barring the stripping of liens for any automobile acquired by
the debtor within five years prior to the filing of the bankruptcy petition.

Section 314 of the Act changes § 523 of the Code by rendering nondischargeable any debt
incurred to pay an otherwise nondischargeable debt with the intent to discharge the newly acquired
debt. Section 314 also imposes a presumption of nondischargeability for most debts incurred to pay
nondischargeable debts incurred within 70 days of the filing of the petition.

The controversy over a bankruptcy trustee’s ability to recover debtors’ pre-petition transfers
to churches has been addressed by legislation. 11 U.S.C. § 548 provides that a trustee may avoid,
or recover, certain pre-bankruptcy transfers for which the debtor received less than “reasonably
equivalent value.” In In re Young, 82 F.3d 1407 (8" Cir. 1996), the Eighth Circuit held that a
bankruptcy court could not recover funds that the debtors had tithed to their church. The appellate
court agreed that the transfers would ordinarily be avoidable transfers but concluded that permitting
the recovery of the money would violate the Religious Freedom Restoration Act, as a substantial
burden on the debtor’s free-exercise of religion without furthering a compelling governmental
interest. In 1997, the U.S. Supreme Court vacated and remanded Young in light of its decision in
City of Boerne v. Flores, 521 U.S. 507, 117 S.Ct. 2157 (1997), reversing a Fifth Circuit decision that
RFRA is constitutional. See Christians v. Crystal Evangelical Free Church, ___,U.S. __, 117 8.
Ct. 2502, 138 L. Ed.2d 1007 (1997). The Religious Liberty and Charitable Donation Protection Act
has now been enacted, which protects those contributions if they do not exceed 15% of the debtor’s
income in that year or the transfer is consistent with the debtor’s past charitable practices. 11 U.S.C.

§ 548(a)(2)(A).

The current versions of both H.R. 833 and S. 625 include provisions which prohibit the use
of Chapter 7 by those debtors who have the means to repay 25% of their unsecured nonpriority debts
over 5 years.
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OVERVIEW. The purpose of this outline is to provide a brief overview of certain
recent developments involving banks and bank holding companies, and is not
intended to provide a complete discussion or analysis on any of the specific topics.

F

! My comments are limited to: (1) loan loss reserve provision issues; (2) branching
and main of fice relocations in Kentucky; (3) "pooling of interests” accounting

F' treatment for acquisitions; (4) SEC "Plain English" and proposed new securities

' offering regime; and (5) a quick review of several issues affecting holding
companies.

r

I. LOAN LOSS RESERVE PROVISION: HOW MUCH IS ENOUGH?

A.  Sun Trust Dilemma. Inlate 1998, the SEC began reviewing the loan
loss reserve practices of several large bank holding companies,
including Sun Trust Banks, Inc. The SEC expressed concern that Sun
Trust may not have followed GAAP in establishing its loan loss reserve
and, moreover, may have intentionally inflated the reserve in an
attempt to manipulate its earnings. At the same time, bank regulators
were generally encouraging financial institutions like Sun Trust to
bolster their loan loss reserves to provide protection against a
possible down turn in the economy. A classic dilemma of one regulator
saying one thing and a second regulator demanding the opposite.

B. First Joint Interagency Statement. On November 24, 1998, the
SEC, FDIC, Federal Reserve, OCC and the OTS (the "Agencies")
issued a joint statement, a copy of which is attached hereto as
Exhibit “A,"” which provides the following guidance:

Although management's process for determining
allowance adequacy is judgmental and results in a range
of estimated losses, it must not be used to manipulate
earnings or mislead investors, funds providers, regulators
or other affected parties. Management's process must
be based on a comprehensive, adequately documented,
and consistently applied analysis of the institution's loan



portfolio. The depository institution must ensure that its
allowance is supportable in light of the accompanying
disclosures made to investors, including those made in
management’s discussion and analysis and financial
footnotes, with respect to the underlying economics and
trends in the portfolio and any other facts that
significantly affect the collectability of loans.

C. Second Joint Interagency Statement. On March 10, 1999, the
Agencies issued a second joint statement, a copy of which is attached
as Exhibit B to this outline, which acknowledges “continued
uncertainty among financial institutions, as to the expectations of the
banking and securities regulators” with respect to loan loss reserves.
The joint statement also stated:

¢ the issue will be addressed prospectively

e Agencies are to establish a "Joint Working Group to seek industry
comments and provide “"improved guidance” within a year on (1)
appropriate methodologies and supporting documentation; and (2)
enhanced disclosures.

II. BRANCHING AND MAIN OFFICE RELOCATIONS IN KENTUCKY.

A.  Existing Kentucky Branching Laws. Kentucky bank branching statutes
are presently governed by KRS 287.180 (dealing with banking business
where done - branch and agency banks); KRS 287.915 (dealing with
branching by acquisitions). and KRS 287.920 (dealing with interstate
branching).

B. Proposed Changes to Branching Statute. At the present, the
Department of Financial Institutions is promoting a change to be
considered at the next regular session of the legislature that would
amend Kentucky laws to permit banks to branch statewide with no
intrastate geographic restrictions.

C.  Principal Office Relocations for Banks. The Office of the
Comptroller ("OCC") presently permits a national bank to relocate its
main office on an intrastate basis up to 30 miles pursuant to the
provisions of 12 U.S.C. § 30 and retain its existing branches pursuant
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to the provisions of 12 U.S.C. § 36 including the location of the
former main office. The Commissioner of the Department of Financial
Institutions has issued Parity Letter 98-1 (see Exhibit "C" attached
hereto) which permits and presently deals with principal office
relocations for state chartered banks in Kentucky.

Resurrection of Former Main Office Charter. KRS 287.915(2)(d)
permits a holding company to resurrect a banking charter that has
been surrendered after a banking combination pursuant to KRS
287.915 with the approval of the commissioner.

Federal Thrift Branching Rights. Many bank holding companies have
formed or acquired thrifts to take advantage of a federal thrift's
favorable branching rights which allow both interstate and intrastate
branch banking. Thrifts are permitted to be merged into commercial
banks with the approval of the regulators and are permitted to retain
their branches.

ATM's of National Banks. On April 1, 1997, the OCC issued OCC
Interpretative Letter No. 772 (March 6, 1998) permitting national
banks to set up ATMs free of geographic restrictions.

III. "POOLING OF INTERESTS" ACCOUNTING TREATMENT FOR

ACQUISITIONS.

A.

Existing accounting practice for acquisitions. The present financial
accounting for business combinations applying GAAP as set forth in
Accounting Principals Board Opinion No. 16 requires that a business
combination must be reported as either:

e "pooling of interests"” accounting: or
e "purchase” accounting

APB 16 sets forth 12 detailed conditions (briefly described below)
which must each be present to utilize "pooling of interests”
accounting. If any one of the 12 pooling conditions is not satisfied,
then the business combination must be accounted for utilizing
“purchase” accounting.



“Pooling of Interests” Financial Accounting. The 12 conditions which

are set forth in APB 16 for pooling of interests are briefly
summarized as:

Neither of the combining companies may have been a subsidiary or a
division of another corporation within two years before the
combination is initiated.

Each of the combining companies is independent (generally 10% or
less) of the other combining companies.

There may be no change of equity interests in contemplation of the
combination within two years prior to the initiation of the
combination.

There may be no unusual transaction involving reacquiring voting
common stock during the two years preceding the initiation of the
combination.

The ratio of interest of individual stockholders to those of other
stockholders in a combining company remains the same (/e., pro-
rata) as a result of the exchange to effect the combination.

Shares issued must possess immediate voting rights.

 No voting shares may be issued contingent upon future operating

sales or earnings or the future price of the acquirer's stock.

e Consummation of the combination must occur within one year after

initialization.

No special financial arrangements made for the benefit of a
target's stockholders.

e Shares issued in a pooling may not be reacquired from distributees

under a plan to reacquire the shares.

The issuers may not intend to sell of f significant assets within two
years of the target after combining other than the normal course
of business.

1-4
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¢ Only voting common shares may be issued in the combination in
exchange for at least 90% of the outstanding voting common shares
of the target corporation. SEC limits the resale by affiliates for a
period of time.

In general, pooling of interests accounting reflects that the two
combining companies have been combined since inception. The
companies’ balance sheets are added together at their stated
historical cost values and not revalued to fair value. As a result of
"pooling,” no intangible assets (/.e., goodwill) are created. Income
statements of constituents are retroactively combined including prior
periods.

“Purchase” Accounting. If the 12 conditions set forth for “pooling of
interests” are not met, the combination will be accounted for utilizing
purchase accounting.

In general under "purchase accounting”, all assets that are acquired
and liabilities that are assumed or incurred in connection with the
purchase are recorded at their respective fair value at the date of
consummation. Under purchase accounting, the acquiring company
must allocate the excess value of the stock issued, or other
consideration paid, over the fair value of the assets acquired as
goodwill or other intangible assets. The goodwill or other intangible
assets must be amortized against earnings over a period of time
appropriate to the assets not to exceed 40 years as set forth in APB
17.

FASB Proposes Changes to Accounting for Business Combinations.
On April 21, 1997, the Financial Accounting Standards Board ("FASB")

tentatively decided to eliminate the "pooling of interests” method of
accounting for business combinations, and utilize only the “purchase”
method of accounting. This ruling would be consistent with
international standards now being utilized by other countries to solely
utilize “purchase” accounting methods for business combinations.

The timetable for the elimination of poolings would be effective for
business combinations initiated after FASB issues final rules on the
topic. This date is likely to be in late 2000. Draft rules may be ready
for comment by late July, 1999. The FASB had earlier tentatively
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agreed that purchased goodwill should be amortized over its presumed -

valuable life, 10 years, with an absolute cap of 20 years. FASB
proposes to discuss further likely amortization period for purchased
goodwill.

Effect of Accounting Change. The accounting change to eliminate
“poolings” may slow business combinations short term and lower
premiums of fered to target companies. The net effect to acquiring
companies undertaking business combinations with premiums attached
to the price would be lower earnings per share. This impact could be
mitigated by changing the acceptable amortization period for goodwill.
Some commenters have suggested that if everyone looks at cash
earnings instead of the bottom line, then the accounting change would
be less bleak.

In 1998, the total value of bank mergers accounted for as poolings
was $257.6 billion, according to Sheshunoff Information Services,
where purchase accounting amounted to only $19.6 billion. This is
partly so because banking regulators call for strong capital and
require the deduction of intangible assets from a bank's capital for
purposes of meeting required capital standards.

The essence of the difference between "poolings” versus “purchase”
accounting is that "poolings” avoid potential earning dilution from
intangible amortization where premiums are paid.

IV. SEC's "PLAIN ENGLISH” REQUIREMENTS AND PROPOSED NEW
SECURITIES OFFERING REGIME.

A.

SEC's "Plain English.” On October 1, 1998, the SEC commenced
requiring the use of "plain English” when preparing prospectuses filed
under the Securities Act of 1933. The staff at the SEC screens dll
filings to determine if a good faith effort was made to incorporate
“plain English" and may return a prospectus for non-compliance.
Substantial delays have resulted as both issuers and SEC staff work
through what constitutes “plain English.”

Rule 421(d)(2) requires as a minimum that “plain English” be utilized
when preparing the front and back cover pages, the summary and the
risk factors sections of a prospectus. Some of the requirements are:

I-6
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short sentences
definite, concrete, every day words
active voice

no legal jargon (/.e., hereof, notwithstanding, etc.) or highly
technical business terms

no multiple negatives

e use plain English throughout prospectus

do not use defined terms

use descriptive headings where possible

e avoid glossaries and defined terms

avoid boilerplate
avoid copying directly from legal documents
avoid repetition

do not use the terms "Company,” "Certain,” "Such,” or “(as defined
below)"

do not (a) define commonly understood terms; (b) use parenthetical
phrases; or (c) use right justified margins

avoid long paragraphs

" w

avoid vague terminology like “strategic alternatives,” "synergy,”

“leverage”

limit overuse of footnotes and cross-references

The SEC staff has issued “A Plain English Handbook" for greater
detail and many publishing companies have produced plain English
pamphlets.

[-7



Proposed New Securities Offering Regime. In October, 1998, the
SEC released a proposed major over-haul of its rules on mergers,
tender offers and other types of business combinations. The
proposes are quite extensive and have been commonly referred to as
the “aircraft carrier” proposals. The proposal constitutes a complete
overhaul of the registration/distribution process coupled with
significant changes that are required for mergers, acquisitions and
tender offers.

L Proposal contains two principal registration forms under the 33
Act.
a. Form B - eligibility for large or well-followed seasoned
issuers
b. Form A - issuers not eligible to use Form B, which would

become the basic registration form, replacing Forms S-1,
S-2, and S-11, among others.

c. Form SB-1 and SB-2 - eligibility for small business
issuers

2. All mergers, other business combinations and exchange offers,
other than those involving a small business issuer as registrant,
should be registered on Form C (which would replace the S/4).
However, small business issuers would use Form SB-3.

3. One aspect to the new regime is to give registrants greater
freedom to communicate with shareholders.

V.  MISCELLANEOUS POINTS FOR DISCUSSION.

A,

B.

Proposed revisions to ease rules for S corporations.

New Joint Policy Statement by agencies on income tax allocation (See
"Exhibit D).

Pending Litigation on what constitutes "fair value” as set forth in KRS
271B.13-010(3) in a dissenters’ action.
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Pending litigation challenging a main office relocation by the
Commissioner of Department of Financial Institutions pursuant to
"parity” authority.
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EXHIBIT A

FIRST JOINT INTERAGENCY STATEMENT TO FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
ON LOAN LOSS RESERVE PRACTICES

Release Date: November 24, 1998

For immediate release

The Securities and Exchange Commission, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal
Reserve Board, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, and Office of Thrift Supervision
have jointly issued the following statement on the allowance for loan losses of depository
institutions.

Joint Interagency Statement

The Securities and Exchange Commission, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal
Reserve Board, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency and Office of Thrift Supervision
(the Agencies) recognize the importance of meaningful financial statements and disclosure
for both the benefit of investors and a safe and sound financial system. The Agencies also
recognize the importance of depository institutions having prudent, conservative, but not
excessive loan loss allowances that fall within an acceptable range of estimated losses.
Accordingly, the Agencies are issuing this Statement to better ensure the consistent
application of loan loss accounting policy and to improve the transparency of financial
statements.

In 1986, the Securities and Exchange Commission issued FRR 28 concerning Procedural
Discipline in Determining the Allowance and Provision for Loan Losses to be Reported. In
1993, the four Federal banking agencies jointly issued the Interagency Policy Statement on
the Allowance for Loan and Lease Losses (Interagency Statement). These documents
provide guidance to depository institutions on the establishment and maintenance of an
allowance consistent with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). As these
materials make clear, the allowance for loan losses should reflect estimated credit losses for
specifically identified loans, as well as estimated probable credit losses inherent in the
remainder of the loan portfolio at the balance sheet date. When determining the appropriate
level for the allowance, management should always ensure that the overall allowance
appropriately reflects a margin for the imprecision inherent in most estimates of expected
credit losses. Management's judgment should be exercised in a disciplined manner that is
based on and reflective of adequate detailed analyses of the loan portfolio.

Although management's process for determining allowance adequacy is judgmental and
results in a range of estimated losses, it must not be used to manipulate earnings or mislead
investors, funds providers, regulators or other affected parties. Management's process must
be based on a comprehensive, adequately documented, and consistently applied analysis of
the institution's loan portfolio. The depository institution must ensure that its allowance is
supportable in light of the accompanying disclosures made to investors, including those
made in management's discussion and analysis and financial footnotes, with respect to the
underlying economics and trends in the portfolio and any other factors that significantly
affect the collectibility of loans.

The Agencies have discussed their respective concerns about accounting for allowances for
loan losses and agree that the approach to the allowance should be consistent with the
guidance noted above. Accordingly, each of the Agencies will continue to fulfill its
respective responsibilities for ensuring that the allowance for loan losses is appropriately



determined and that earnings are not improperly managed, consistent with safety and
soundness objectives and investor protection objectives. The banking agencies understand
that the SEC's general concerns about earnings management issues extend to all SEC
registrants, not merely banking organizations, and that questions have arisen with respect to
loan loss allowances in this context only with regard to a small number of banking
organizations.

The Agencies today have agreed to work together with the public accounting profession and
banking industry in developing further guidance consistent with GAAP, the Interagency
Statement and FRR 28. This additional guidance will help to ensure the transparency of the
reported amounts, improve auditability, and serve as a benchmark for the exercise of
prudent judgment. The Chief Accountants of each of the Agencies will meet quarterly to
coordinate this and other projects of mutual interest.
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EXHIBIT B

SECOND JOINT INTERAGENCY STATEMENT TO FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

ON LOAN LOSS RESERVE PRACTICES

JOINT INTERAGENCY LETTER TO FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

Last November, the Securities and Exchange Commission, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
Federal Reserve Board, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, and Office of Thrift Supervision (the
Agencies) issued a Joint Interagency Statement in which they reaffirmed the importance of credible
financial statements and meaningful disclosure to investors and to a safe and sound financial system.
The Joint Interagency Statement underscored the requirement that depository institutions record and
report their allowance for loan and lease losses in accordance with generally accepted accounting
principles (GAAP). We stress and continue to emphasize the importance of depository institutions
having prudent, conservative, but not excessive, loan loss allowances that fall within an acceptable range
of estimated losses. We recognize that today instability in certain global markets, for example, is likely
to increase loss inherent in affected institutions’ portfolios and consequently require higher allowances
for credit losses than were appropriate in more stable times.

| Despite the issuance of the November Joint Interagency Statement, there is continued uncertainty among

financial institutions as to the expectations of the banking and securities regulators on the appropriate
amount, disclosure, and documentation of the allowance for credit losses. The Agencies now announce
additional measures designed to address this continued uncertainty. These measures are consistent with
the Agencies' mutual objective of, and focus on, addressing prospectively, where feasible, issues related
to improving the documentation, disclosure, and reporting of loan loss allowances of financial

institutions.

» The Agencies are establishing a Joint Working Group, comprised of policy representatives from
each of the Agencies, to gain a better understanding of the procedures and processes, including
"sound practices," used generally by banking organizations to determine the allowance for credit
losses. An important aspect of the Joint Working Group's activities will be to receive input from
representatives of the banking industry and the accounting profession on these matters, and will
not involve joint examinations of institutions. The common base of knowledge that results will
facilitate the joint and individual efforts of the Agencies to provide improved guidance on
appropriate procedures, documentation, and disclosures to the banking industry. This will assist
the banking community in complying with GAAP and will improve comparability among
financial statements of depository and other lending institutions. The Joint Working Group will
also share information and insights concerning issues of mutual concern that may arise.

« Using information gathered through the Joint Working Group and from representatives of the
accounting profession and the banking industry, the Agencies will work together to issue parallel
guidance, on a timely basis, and within a year on the first two items listed_below, in the following
key areas regarding credit loss allowances:

o Appropriate Methodologies and Supporting Documentation. The Agencies intend to issue

guidance that will suggest procedures and processes necessary for a reasoned assessment of
losses inherent in a portfolio and discuss ways to ensure that documentation supports the
reported allowance.

o Enhanced Disclosures. This guidance will address appropriate disclosures of allowances for
credit losses and the credit quality of institutions' portfolios by identifying key areas for
enhanced disclosures, including the need for institutions to disclose changes in risk factors
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and asset quality that affect allowances for credit losses. The enhanced disclosures would
contribute to better understanding by investors and the public of the risk profile of banking
institutions and improve market discipline.

« The Agencies will work together to encourage and support the Financial Accounting Standards
Board’s process of providing additional guidance regarding accounting for allowances for loan
losses. The Agencies emphasize that GAAP requires that management's determination be based on
a comprehensive, adequately documented, and consistently applied analysis of the particular
institution's exposures, the effects of its lending and collection policies, and its own loss
experience under comparable conditions.

« In addition, the Agencies will support and encourage the task force of the American Institute of
Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) that is developing more specific guidance on the
accounting for allowances for credit losses and the techniques of measuring the credit loss
inherent in a portfolio at a particular date. In particular, the AICPA task force will focus on
providing guidance on how best to distinguish probable-losses inherent in the portfolio as of the
balance sheet date -- the guidepost agreed to by the Agencies for reporting allowances in
accordance with GAAP -- from possible or future losses not inherent in the balance sheet as of that
date. Additionally, the Agencies will ask the AICPA task force to consider recently developed
portfolio credit risk measurement and management techniques that are consistent with GAAP as
part of this effort. The AICPA project already has been initiated and will include representatives
from the accounting profession and the banking industry, as well as observers from the SEC and
the banking agencies.

« Senior staff of the Agencies will continue to meet to discuss banking industry accounting and
financial disclosure policy issues of interest that affect the transparency of financial reporting and
bank safety and soundness. These discussions will address progress in the application of
accounting and disclosure standards by banking institutions, including those impacting the
allowance for credit losses, with particular focus on recently identified issues and trends. The
meetings also will be used to coordinate projects of the Agencies in areas of mutual interest. The
first of these meetings was held on January 27.

The Agencies believe that the actions announced above will promote a better and clearer understanding
among financial institutions of the appropriate procedures and processes for determining credit losses in
accordance with GAAP. The Agencies intend that these steps will enhance the transparency of financial
information and improve market discipline, consistent with safety and soundness objectives. In
recognition of the specialized regulatory nature of the banking industry and in order to resolve ongoing
uncertainties in the industry, with the announcement of these initiatives, the Agencies’ focus, in so far as
feasible, will be on enhancing allowance practices going forward. -
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EXHIBIT C

PARITY LETTER 98-1, REGARDING PRINCIPAL OFFICE RELOCATIONS
FOR CHARTERED BANKS IN KENTUCKY

DEPARTMENT OF FiNANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
477 Versawres Roap
FranksorT, KenTucky 40601
TeLe. 502/573-3390
Fax 502/573-8787

ARTHUR L. FrREEMAN PauL E. PaTtron
COMMISSIONER GoVvERNOR
MEMORANDUM
TO: All Kentucky State Chartered Banks

FROM: Arthur L. Freeman
Commissioner
RE: Parity Letter 98-1

Principal Office Relocztions
DATE: October 12, 1998
Attached is a copy of Parity Letter 98-1 relating to the relocation of a Kentucky state chartered
bank's principal office. The effective da:e of Parity Letter 98-1 is October 12, 1998.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (502) 573-3390.
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PARITY LETTER 98-1

PRINCIPAL OFFICE RELOCATIONS

EFFEGTIVE DATE: Octoher 12,1998




PARITY LETTER 98-1

PRINCIPAL OFFICE RELOCATIONS

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 12, 1998

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

On June 24, 1996, under the authority of KRS 287.020(3), then Commissioner Larry D.
Lander issued Parity Letter 96-1. That Parity Letter allowed a Kentucky state chartered bank to

take advantage of the principal office relocation powers that 12 USC §30(b) grants to a national
bank.

At the time Commissioner Lander issued Parity Letter 96-1, the Office of the Comptroller
of the Currency, based on its interpretation of 12 USC §30(b) and its rulings concerning intrastate
relocations, permitted a national bank to:

1) relocate its principal office up to thirty miles across state and county lines,

2) retain former branches,

3) establish a branch at the location of its former principal office under 12 USC §36(c),
and

™y Ty Y

4) establish additional branches in the Kentucky counties where the bank could have
established branches prior to the relocation under 12 USC §36(c).

Parity Letter 96-1 applied only to a request for a principal office relocation to a new
county and permitted a state bank, upon a vote of the shareholders owning two-thirds of the stock
of the bank and upon approval of the Commiissioner, to:

1) relocate its principal office to a site in another county that was within thirty miles of
the city, town, or village of its existing principal office;

2) retain its former branches;

3) establish a branch at the location of its former principal office under KRS 287.180;
and

T

4) establish additional branches in the Kentucky counties where the bank could have
established branches prior to the relocation under KRS 287.180.

R

While permitting the above, Parity Letter 96-1 contained certain restrictions limiting the
ability of some state banks to relocate their principal office. It provided that a state bank, which
was not in existence on or before May 31, 1996, must have been in existence for a minimum of
five years before it could apply to relocate its principal office to another county. In addition, it



provided that a state bank which had relocated its principal office to another county must wait at
least five years before it could apply to again relocate its principal office to another county.

PARITY STATEMENT

The Department believes that competitive inequalities have arisen since Commissioner
Lander issued Parity Letter 96-1. These inequalities have resulted because the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency has not placed the same restrictions on principal office relocations
by national banks as the Department has placed on principal office relocations by state banks.
Because the Department no longer believes that public policy requires these restrictions, Parity
Letter 96-1 is nullified. '

Consequently, to eliminate the competitive inequalities and increase parity with national
banks, the Department will permit a Kentucky state chartered bank to:

1) file an application to relocate its principal office to a site in another county that is
within thirty miles of the city, town, or village of its existing principal office,

2) file an application for a branch in any county where it has a principal office or an
existing branch, and

3) file an application for a branch simultaneous with the closure of its former principal
 office if the bank has an existing branch in the county of its former principal office.

A state bank may file an application regardless of the date that the bank was chartered or
the bank's length of existence. Further, a state bank which has relocated its principal office may,
at any time, file a subsequent application to again relocate its principal office.

PUBLIC COMMENT

On July 24, 1998, the Commissioner issued Proposed Parity Letter 98-1 and invited
public comments on the Proposed Finding of Permissible Activities, Services, or Products
contained in the Letter. The comment period ended on August 14, 1998. A number of financial
institutions submitted comments both in favor of and opposed to the Proposed Finding. The
Commissioner has considered all the comments.

A number of institutions expressed concerns with multiple relocations that might occur
under this Parity Letter. To address these concerns, the Finding of Permissible Activities requires
that the Commissioner make a determination that a relocation will serve the public convenience
and advantage and that the principal office will have a reasonable probability of successful
operation in the new location. In addition, to avail itself of the branching activities permitted by
the Finding, a bank that relocates its principal office to another county must have an existing

branch office in the original county. If the bank has no branch in the original county then the

bank may not establish a branch at its former principal office after the relocation nor may it
establish a new branch in the original county.

I-18
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FINDING OF PERMISSIBLE ACTIVITIES, SERVICES, OR PRODUCTS

Under KRS 287.020(3), the Commissioner of the Department of Financial Institutions
issues this Finding of Permissible Activities, Services, or Products.

On and after the effective date of this Finding, a state bank may, through a resolution of
its board of directors, adopt the provisions of 12 USC §30(b). Then, upon a vote of the
shareholders owning two-thirds of the stock of the bank and upon approval of the Commissioner,

the state bank may:

1) relocate its principal oftice to a site in another county that is within thirty miles of the
city, town, or village in which its principal office was originally located;

2) retain its former branches;
3) establish a branch at the location of its former principal office; and

4) establish additional branches in the Kentucky counties where the bank could have
established branches prior to the relocation.

A bank may engage in the permissible activities regardless of the date that the bank was
chartered or the bank's length of existence. However, the Commissioner, when considering an
application for relocation, shall determine that the relocation will serve the public convenience
and advantage and that the principal office will have a reasonable probability of successful
operation in the new location. In addition, to avail itself of the branching activities permitted by
this Finding, a bank that relocates its principal office to another county must have an existing
branch office in the original county. If the bank has no branch in the original county then the
bank may not establish a branch at its former principal office after the relocation nor may it
establish a new branch in the original county.

In accordance with this Finding, Parity Letter 96-1 is nullified and Parity Letter 98-1
shall control those subjects previously controlled by Parity Letter 96-1.

(oS e

— . N
Arthur L. Freeman,Commissioner

October 12,1998
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EXHIBIT D

INTERAGENCY POLICY STATEMENT ON INCOME TAX ALLOCATION
IN A HOLDING COMPANY STRUCTURE
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency

[Docket No. 98—-17]

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM
[Docket No. R-1022]

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION :

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Office of Thrift Supervision
[Docket No. 98-93]

Interagency Policy Statement on
Income Tax Allocation in a Holding
Company Structure

AGENCIES: Office of the Comptroller of
the Currency. Treasury: Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System; Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation; and Office of Thrift
Supervision, Treasury.

ACTION: Notice of interagency policy
statement.

SUMMARY: The Office of the Comptroller
of the Currency (OCC), the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System (Board). the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation (FDIC), and the
Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS)
(collectively, the Agencies) are adopting
a uniform interagency policy statement
regarding intercompany tax allocation
agreements for banking organizations
and savings associations (institutions)
that file an income tax return as
members of a consolidated group. The
intent of this interagency policy
statement is to provide guidance to
institutions regarding the allocation and
payment of taxes among a holding
company and its depository institution
subsidiaries. In general, intercorporate
tax settlements between an institution
and its parent company should be
conducted in a manner that is no less
favorable to the institution than if it
were a separate taxpayer. This policy
statement is the result of the Agencies’
ongoing effort to implement section 303
of the Riegle Community Development
and Regulatory Improvement Act of
1994 (CDRI Act). which requires the
Agencies to work jointly to make
uniform their regulations and guidelines
implementing common statutory or
supervisory policies.

DATES: This interagency policy
statement is effective November 23,
1998.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
OCC: Gene Green, Deputy Chief

Accountant, (202/874-4933), or Tom
Rees. Senior Accountant, (202/874—-
5411), Office of the Chief Accountant,
Core Policy Division, Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency. 250 E
Street, SW, Washington, DC 20219.

Board: Charles Holm, Manager, (202/
452-3502), or Arthur Lindo,
Supervisory Financial Analyst, (202/
452-2695), Division of Banking
Supervision and Regulation, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, 20th and C Streets, NW,
Washington, DC 20551. For the hearing
impaired only, Telecommunication
Device for the Deaf (TDD), Diane Jenkins
(202/452-3544).

FDIC: For supervisory issues, Robert
F. Storch, Chief, (202/898-8906), or
Carol L. Liquori, Examination
Specialist, (202/898-7289). Accounting
Section, Division of Supervision; for
legal issues, Jamey Basham, Counsel,
(202/898-7265), Legal Division, FDIC,
550 17th Street, NW, Washington, DC
20429.

OTS: Timothy J. Stier, Chief
Accountant, (202/906-5699), or
Christine Smith, Capital and
Accounting Policy Analyst, (202/906-
5740), Accounting Policy Division,
Office of Thrift Supervision, 1700 G
Street, NW, Washington, DC 20552.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

Section 303(a)(3) of the of the CDRI
Act directs the Agencies, consistent
with the principles of safety and
soundness, statutory law and policy.
and the public interest, to work jointly
to make uniform regulations and
guidelines implementing common
statutory or supervisory policies.
Section 303(a)(1) of the CDRI Act also
requires the~Agencies to review their
regulations and written policies and to
streamline those reguiations where
possible.

In 1978, the FDIC, the OCC. and the
Board each published a separate’policy
statement regarding the allocation and
payment of income taxes by depository
institutions which are members of a
group filing a consolidated income tax
return. The OTS provides supervisory
guidance on this subject in its Holding
Company Handbook. As part of the
ongoing effort to fulfill the section 303
mandate, the Agencies have reviewed,
both internally and on an interagency
basis, the present policy statements and
the supervisory guidance that has
developed over the years. As a result of
this review, the Agencies identified
minor inconsistencies in the policy
statements and supervisory guidance.
Although largely limited to differences
in language and not to the substance of
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the policies and guidelines themselves,
the Agencies determined that it would
be beneficial to adopt a uniform
interagency policy statement regarding
intercorporate tax allocation in a
holding company structure.

IL Policy Statement

This interagency policy statement
reiterates and clarifies the position the
Agencies will take as they carry out
their supervisory responsibilities for
institutions regarding the allocation and
payment of income taxes by institutions
that are members of a group filing a
consolidated return. The interagency
policy statement reaffirms that
intercorporate tax settlements between
an institution and the consolidated
group should result in no less favorable
treatment to the institution than if it had
filed its income tax return as a separate
entity. Accordingly. tax remittances
from a subsidiary institution to its
parent for its current tax expense should
not exceed the amount the institution
would have paid had it filed separately.
The payments by the subsidiary to the
parent generally should not be made
before the subsidiary would have been
obligated to pay the taxing authority had
it filed as a separate entity. Similarly, an
institution incurring a tax loss should
receive a refund from its parent. The
refund should be in an amount no less
than the amount the institution would
have received as a separate entity,
regardless of whether the consolidated
group is receiving a refund. However,
adjustments for statutory tax
considerations which may arise ina
consolidated return are permitted as
long as the adjustments are made on a
basis that is equitable and consistently
applied among the holding company
affiliates. Regardless of the method used
to sattle intercorporate irncome tax
obligations, when depository institution
members prepare regulatory reports,
they must provide for current and
deferred income taxes in amounts that
would be reflected as if the institution
had filed on a separate entity basis.

An institution should not pay its
deferred tax liabilities or the deferred
portion of its applicable income taxes to
its parent since these are not liabilities
required to be paid in the current
reporting period. Similarly, transactions
in which a parent “forgives” any
portion of a subsidiary institution’s
deferred tax liability should not be
reflected in the institution’s regulatory
reports. This is because a parent cannot
relieve its subsidiary of this potential
future obligation to the taxing
authorities, since these authorities can
collect some or all of a group liability

m
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from any of the group members if tax
payments are not made when due.
Finally, the Agencies recommend that
financial institution members of a
consolidated group have a written,
comprehensive tax allocation agreement
to address intercorporate tax policies
and procedures.
This interagency policy statement
revises and replaces the Board's “'Policy
- Statement on Intercorporate Income Tax
Accounting Transactions of Bank
Holding Companies and State Member
Banks,” (43 FR 22782, May 26, 1978);
the OCC's *Statement of Policy on
Income Tax Remittance to Holding
Company Affiliates.” (Banking Circular
No. 105, May 22, 1978); the FDIC's
Statement of Policy on “Income Tax
Remittance by Banks to Holding
Company Affiliates” (43 FR 22241, May
24, 1978); and the OTS’s “OTS Tax-
Sharing Policy,” (Section 500, “Funds
Distribution,” OTS Holding Companies
Handbook). This interagency policy
statement does not materially change
any of the guidance previously issued
by any of the Agencies.
The text of the interagency policy
statement follows:

Interagency Policy Statement on
Income Tax Allocation in a Holding
Company Structure

The Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System, the Office
of the Comptroller of the Currency, and
the Office of Thrift Supervision (“‘the
Agencies’) are issuing this policy
statement to provide guidance to
banking organizations and savings
associations regarding the allocation
and payment of taxes among a holding
company and its subsidiaries. A holding
company and its depository institution
subsidiaries will often file a
consolidated group income tax return.
However, each depository institution is
viewed as, and reports as, a separate
legal and accounting entity for
regulatory purposes. Accordingly, each
depository institution’s applicable
income taxes, reflecting either an
expense or benefit, should be recorded
as if the institution had filed on a
separate entity basis.! Furthermore, the
amount and timing of payments or
refunds should be no less favorable to
the subsidiary than if it were a separate
taxpayer. Any practice that is not

! Throughout this policy statement, the terms
“separate entity” and “separate taxpayer” are used
synonymously. When a depasitory institution has
subsidiaries of its own, the institution’s applicable
income taxes on a separate entity basis include the
taxes of the subsidiaries of the institution that are
included with the institution in the consolidated
group retum.

consistent with this policy statement
may be viewed as an unsafe and
unsound practice prompting either
informal or formal corrective action.

Tax Sharing Agreements

A holding company and its subsidiary
institutions are encouraged to enter into
a written, comprehensive tax allocation
agreernent tailored to their specific

circumstances. The agreement should be

approved by the respective boards of
directors. Although each agreement will
be different, tax allocation agreements
usually address certain issues common
to consolidated groups. Therefore, such
an aireement should:

» Require a subsidiary depository
institution to compute its income taxes
{both current and deferred) ona
separate entity basis;

¢ Discuss the amount and timing of
the institution’s payments for current
tax expense, including estimated tax
payments;

¢ Discuss reimbursements to an
institution when it has a loss for tax
purposes; and

¢ Prohibit the payment or other
transfer of deferred taxes by the
institution to another member of the
consolidated group.

Measurement of Current and Deferred
Income Taxes

Generally accepted accounting
principles, instructions for the
preparation of both the Thrift Financial
Report and the Reports of Condition and
Income, and other guidance issued by
the Agencies require depository
institutions to provide for their current
tax liability or benefit. Institutions also
must provide for deferred income taxes
resulting from any temporary
differences-and tax carryforwards.

When the depository institution
members of a consolidated group
prepare separate regulatory reports, each
subsidiary institution should record
current and deferred taxes as if it files
its tax returns on a separate entity basis,
regardless of the consolidated group's
tax paying or refund status. Certain
adjustments for statutory tax
considerations that arise in a
consolidated return, e.g., application of
graduated tax rates, may be made to the
separate entity calculation as long as
they are made on a consistent and
equitable basis among the holding
company affiliates.

In addition, when an organization’s
consolidated incorme tax obligation
arising from the alternative minimum
tax (AMT) exceeds its regular tax on a
consolidated basis, the excess should be
consistently and equitably allocated
among the members of the consolidated
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group. The allocation method should be
based upon the portion of tax
preferences, adjustments, and other
items generated by each group member
which causes the AMT to be applicable
at the consolidated level.

Tax Payments to the Parent Company

Tax payments from a subsidiary
institution to the parent company
should not exceed the amount the
institution has properly recorded as its
current tax expense on a separate entity
basis. Furthermore, such payments,
including estimated tax payments,
generally should not be made before the
institution would have been obligated to
pay the taxing authority had it filed as
a separate entity. Payments made in
advance may be considered extensions
of credit from the subsidiary to the
parent and may be subject to affiliate
transaction rules, i.e., Sections 23A and
23B of the Federal Reserve Act.

A subsidiary institution should not
pay its deferred tax liabilities or the
deferred portion of its applicable
income taxes to the parent. The deferred
tax account is not a tax liability required
to be paid in the current reporting
period. As a result, the payment of
deferred income taxes by an institution
to its holding company is considered a
dividend subject to dividend
restrictions,? not the extinguishment of
a liability. Furthermore, such payments
may constitute an unsafe and unsound
banking practice.

Tax Refunds From the Parent Company

An institution incurring a loss for tax
purposes should record a current
income tax benefit and receive a refund
from its parent in an amount no less
than the amount the institution would
have been entitled to receive as a
separate entity. The refund should be
made to the institution within a
reasonable period following the date the
institution would have filed its own
return, regardless of whether the
consolidated group is receiving a
refund. If a refund is not made to the
institution within this period, the
institution’s primary federal regulator
may consider the receivable as either an
extension of credit or a dividend from
the subsidiary to the parent. A parent
company may reimburse an institution
more than the refund amount it is due
on a separate entity basis. Provided the

2These restrictions include the Prompt Corrective
Actlon provisions of section 38(d)(1) of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1831o(d)(1)) and
its implementing regulations: for insured state
nonmember banks. 12 CFR part 325, subpart B: for
national banks, 12 CFR 6.6; for savings associations,
12 CFR part 565: and for state member banks, 12
CFR 208.45.

s
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institution will not later be required to
repay this excess amount to the parent,
the additional funds received should be
reported as a capital contribution.

If the institution, as a separate entity,
would not be entitled to a current
refund because it has no carryback
benefits available on a separate entity
basis, its holding company may still be
able to utilize the institution’s tax loss
to reduce the consolidated group’s
current tax liability. In this situation.
the holding company mdy reimburse the
institution for the use of the tax loss. If
the reimbursement will be made on a
timely basis, the institution should
reflect the tax benefit of the loss in the
current portion of its applicable income
taxes in the period the loss is incurred.
Otherwise, the institution should not
recognize the tax benefit in the current
portion of its applicable income taxes in
the loss year. Rather, the tax loss
represents a loss carryforward, the
benefit of which is recognized as a
deferred tax asset, net of any valuation
allowance.

Regardless of the treatment of an
institution’s tax loss for regulatory
reporting and supervisory purposes, a
parent company that receives a tax
refund from a taxing authority obtains
these funds as agent for the consolidated
group on behalf of the group members.3
Accordingly, an organization’s tax
allocation agreement or other corporate
policies should not purport to
characterize refunds attributable to a
subsidiary depository institution that
the parent receives from a taxing
authority as the property of the parent.

Income Tax Forgiveness Transactions

A parent company may require a
subsidiary institution to pay it less than
the full amount of the current income
tax liability that the institution
calculated on a separate entity basis.
Provided the parent will not later
require the institution to pay the
remainder of the current tax liability,
the amount of this unremitted liability
should be accounted for as having been
paid with a simultaneous capital
contribution by the parent to the
subsidiary.

In contrast, a parent cannot make a
capital contribution to a subsidiary
institution by “forgiving” some or all of
the subsidiary’s deferred tax liability.
Transactions in which a parent
“forgives™ any portion of a subsidiary

institution's deferred tax liability shouid

not be reflected in the institution’s
regulatory reports. These transactions
lack economic substance because the
parent cannot legally relieve the

3See 26 CFR 1.1502-77(a).

subsidiary of a potential future
obligation to the taxing authorities.
Although the subsidiaries have no direct
obligation to remit tax payments to the
taxing authorities, these authorities can
collect some or all of a group liability
from any of the group members if tax
payments are not made when due.

Dated: October 14, 1998.

Julie L. Williams,
Acting Comptroller of the Currency.

By order of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, October 29, 1998.
Jennifer J. Johnson,

Secretary of the Board.
By order of the Board of Directors.

Dated at Washington, DC, this Sth day of
November, 1998.

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.
Robert E. Feldman,
Executive Secretary.
Dated: October 14, 1998.
By the Office of Thrift Supervision.
Ellen Seidman,
Director.
{FR Doc. 98-31179 Filed 11-20-98; 8:45 am]

BILUNG CODE 4810~13-P, 6210-01-P, 6714~01-P,
§720-01-P
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L CASE LAW DEVELOPMENTS.
A. In Re: Grieb Printing Company, 230 BR 539 (Bankr. W.D. Ky. 1999).

Judge Stosberg decided a classic battle between a secured creditor, Bayer Financial Services,
and a Trustee in Bankruptcy, each vying for the proceeds from the sale of the bankrupt debtor’s
equipment. The Trustee argued that the secured party’s lien was not perfected because it was not
signed by the debtor but was signed by the secured party as the debtor’s “Attorney-in-Fact.”

The principle that a financing statement must be signed by an individual authorized to sign
on behalf of a corporate debtor was established in American Pulverizer Co. v. Cantrell, 694 S.W.2d
714 (Ky. App. 1985). The Trustee for Grieb argued that the financing statement filed and signed by
Bayer Financial Services did not have a valid signature of the debtor for three reasons: (1) the
document from Grieb to Bayer did not grant Bayer a power of attorney; (2) if Grieb granted Bayer
a power of attorney it was invalid because it was not recorded; and (3) Bayer did not act within the
scope of its power of attorney, or its authorization, when it signed the financing statement without
first seeking a signature from Grieb.

The lease executed by Grieb’s CEO granted Bayer a security interest and specifically
authorized Bayer to execute for Grieb . . . any and all necessary documents to effect any such filing
as aforesaid (including the filing of any such financing or continuation statement) without further

authorization of lessee.”

Bayer’s problem stemmed from the designation of the signature as by an “Attorney-in-Fact”.
Bayer was not acting as an attorney-in-fact but was acting as Grieb’s agent. Judge Stosberg correctly
distinguished the fact situation from the one in American Pulverizer and found that the debtor’s
signature on the financing statement, as executed by Bayer, was a valid exercise of the power granted
to Bayer under the terms of the lease.

An important part of Judge Stosberg’s Opinion is its concluding reference to KRS 355.1-102.
The Judge stated that he evaluated the Trustee’s attack on the financing statement in light of the
purposes and policies of the UCC set forth in the statute: “(a) to simplify, clarify, and modernize the
law governing commercial transactions; (b) to permit the continued expansion of commercial
practices through custom, usage and agreement of the parties; (c) to make uniform law among the
various jurisdictions.” The Judge also cited KRS 355.1-103(1): “. .. that this chapter shall be
liberally construed and applied to promote its underlying purposes and policies.” The Judge then




observed that Bayer clearly intended to comply with the purpose of the UCC to notify interested
parties of its security interest. He concluded that sustaining the Trustee’s argument would defeat the
underlying purposes of the UCC.

B. Ousley v. First Commonwealth Bank of Prestonsburg, 1999 W.L. 93233 (Ky.
App. February 12, 1999). (NOT FINAL)

This is a declaratory judgment action brought by former customers of a bank seeking access
to all of the bank’s records pertaining to their past loans and accounts. The first impression case in
Kentucky finds that the former customers have a fundamental right to the bank’s records of their past
accounts regardless of their reason for seeking access to the records, and that neither the
corporation’s dissolution nor its bankruptcy precluded the customers from seeking the records. The
decision references, and mis-cites, KRS 355.4-406. In its analysis, the Court correctly states that the
statute does not require a bank to send a periodic statement of account to its customer. The Court
also notes that if a bank does not send the customer a periodic statement that “, . . the customer does
not have a duty to reasonably discover any unauthorized payment.” The Court then states that if the
bank does not send a statement it cannot take advantage of the one year “statute of limitation”
contained in the statute.

The one year outer limit of K’S 355.4-406 is not a statute of limitation. It is an important
absolute bar rule. See Concrete Materials Corporation v. Bank of Danville and Trust Company,
938 SW2d 254 (Ky. 1997). “It is the holding of this Court that the Court of Appeals and the Circuit
Court correctly determine that the failure of Concrete Materials to inspect its bank statement and to
notify the bank of the claimed unauthorized withdrawals within one year of the time the statements
and items were made available to it, precludes any claim for such unauthorized withdrawals.” Id.
at p.260.

C. Star Bank, Kenton County, Inc. v. Parnell, 1998 W.L. 655693 (Ky. App.
September 25, 1998, as modified October 9, 1998) (NOT FINAL).

The Court of Appeals reversed a lender liability jury verdict finding that the bank could not
enforce personal guarantees on the basis that the bank’s acceleration of a recreational vehicle
dealership loan, on the grounds of general insecurity, was not in good faith. In reversing the jury
verdict the Court looked to K’S 355.1-201(19) that defines “good faith” as “honesty in fact in the
conduct or transaction concerned.” (This definition changes in the Revised Article 9.) The Court
then applied the definition to K’S 355.1-208 that limits acceleration on the grounds of insecurity to
situations where the creditor “. . . in good faith believes that the prospect of payment . . . is
impaired.” The statute places the burden of establishing lack of good faith on the party against
whom the power has been exercised.

The Court also cited the intent of the UCC “to make uniform law among the various
jurisdictions”, and looked to cases from other jurisdictions discussing both the standard of good faith
and its application to acceleration on insecurity cases.
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The Court of Appeals found that the trial court erred in denying Star Bank’s motion for a
directed verdict and reversed the judgment of the Kenton Circuit Court.

II. THE KENTUCKY LIEN INFORMATION SYSTEM.

A. Overview,

1.

Secured parties who file, continue, amend, assign, partially release, or
terminate a financing statement in Kentucky must meet the new filing and
debtor identification requirements of House Bill 739 that became law on July
15, 1998.

Two Distinct Changes:

a. Identification Number Requirement for UCC Statements. New

requirement that a debtor’s “identification number” be added to all
financing statements (UCC-1s), and continuation, amendment,
assignment, partial release and termination statements (UCC-3s).

b. Additional Filing With Secretary of State. Secured parties must
make an additional filing with the Secretary of State for certain UCC

filings.
Effective Dates:

a. Identification Numbers. July 15, 1998 (some argument for January
4, 1999)

b. Additional Filings. January 4, 1999 (some argument for July 15,
1998).

Computérized Searching Capability Established
http://www.sos.state.ky.us.

Special Issues:
a. Title Lien Statements.
Exhibits To Outline:

a. 30 KAR 4:010.




b. Secretary of State Web Pages.

c. “Kentucky’s New filing Requirements for Personal Property Liens”,
63 Kentucky Bench & Bar 1 (1999).

B. Identification Number Requirement.

1. HB739 amends sections 9-402, 9-403, 9-404, 9-405, and 9-406 of Article 9
of the Uniform Commercial Code to require that “the identification number
of the debtor” be included in financing, continuation, termination,
assignment, and partial release statements.

2. What is an “Identification Number”?
a. Defined in K’S 355.9-105(1)(i) and 30 KAR 4:010 §2.
b. Natural persons (including sole proprietorships):
i. Social Security Number or an alphanumeric designator that
consists of the first three letters of the individual’s last name
followed by their date of birth in the format mm/dd/yy. If an

individual’s name has only two letters, the letter “z” is used
as the third letter.

ii. 30 KAR 4:010 §2(2) provides the individual with the right to
refuse to provide social security number. No express

obligation of secured party to advise debtor of that option.

iii. What about twins?

c. Any other legal entity: its federal taxpayer identification number.
i. Is there a legal entity without a federal taxpayer identification
number? Foreign corporations?
3. What new information must be included on UCC forms?
a. Debtor identification numbers should be included in a/l financing,

continuation, amendment, assignment, partial release, and termination
statements filed with a Kentucky county clerk beginning July 15,
1998.
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6.

b. UCC filings must include this information even if the document does
not have to be filed with the Kentucky Secretary of State because it
is a fixture filing or relates to minerals (other than coal) or timber to
be cut. Mortgages filed as a financing statement must also meet the
information requirements of part 4 of Article 9, including the debtor’s
identification number.

c. No specific location is specified. The best location is probably the
box as part of the debtor’s name and address, and our firm is
suggesting using the format “Id#: ”,

What if you filed a UCC document after July 15 that did not contain an
identification number?

a. A UCC-3 amendment can be used to correct errors, however, priority
arguments may arise between competing filings. If a continuation
statement did not contain the I.D. number, and you are within the six-
month window for filing, file a new continuation statement with the
required information.

b. The “not seriously misleading™ defense of KRS 355.9-402(8) always
remains available.

Effective Date. The legislative intent was clearly that the effective date for
the amendments would coincide with the January 4, 1999, operational date
for the Kentucky Lien Information System, however, the Legislature included
no special effective date in the bill. Thus, the consensus is that the
requirement for identification numbers was effective July 15, regardless of
the date that filing is required with the Secretary of State.

No Special Penalty For Non-Compliance.

C. Secretary Of State Filing Requirement.

1.

Applicability.

a. Unlike the ID number requirement, the requirement for filing with the
Secretary of State does not cover all UCC filings.

b. KRS 355.9-401A(3) provides: “The filing requirement of this section
shall not apply when the collateral is timber to be cut or is minerals
or the like, including oil and gas, other than coal, or accounts subject
to subsection (5) of KRS 355.9-103 [accounts resulting from the sale




at the wellhead or minehead of minerals, oil and gas], other than
accounts arising out of the sale of coal, or when the financing
statement is filed as a fixture filing under K’S 355.9-33 and the
collateral is goods which are or are to become fixtures.”

Filings made outside KRS Chapter 355 (e.g., title liens) are also
exempt from the Secretary of State’s system.

What do you file with the Secretary of State?

a.

The administrative regulation specifies that the document to be filed
is “a file stamped copy” of the document filed with the county clerk.
The Secretary of State will not promulgate either a special form to be
filed or a transmittal form to accompany documents to be filed.

The filing sent to Frankfort need not be a “carbon” of the UCC-1 or
UCC-3 but may be a copy of an acknowledgment received from a
county clerk. The document filed with the Secretary of State must
show all of the local filing information such as file number, date, and
time.

If the county clerk’s filing stamp is illegible, the Secretary of State
will attempt to contact the clerk to obtain the local filing information.
Filings on which the local filing information has been “enhanced” for
clarity will be accepted. If the copy submitted to the Secretary of
State does not evidence the place of filing that information should be
included in a transmittal letter.

How do you file?

a.

The file stamped copy is sent with $1.00 per form to the Secretary of
State, UCC Filings, P.O. Box 1470, Frankfort, KY 40602-1470.

While not expressly permitted by th