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Message from the Special Inspector General
for the Troubled Asset Relief Program (“SIGTARP”)

SIGTARP enforces our nation’s criminal laws and conducts audits over everyone and everything involved in the
TARP bailout. Given the massive size and expanse of TARP, we must prioritize our work. We do so by choosing
what law enforcement, what public report, or what action rights a wrong, strengthens a weakness—what drives
change where change is needed. While we target law enforcement to those violating the law, and target audits to
make TARP programs better and more responsive to needs, our work has the power to drive change far beyond one
investigative case or audit. Just as enforcement of seat belt laws saved one life at a time, with the tectonic shift of
drivers who at first put on a seat belt only to avoid “click-it-or-ticket” law enforcement, but now do so out of habit,
so can SIGTARP enforce the law one case at a time, and bring to light one unfair act or need for improvement
through audits. At first, others may change behavior to avoid becoming the subject of a SIGTARP investigation

or audit—that is the deterrent impact of law enforcement and oversight. Over time, just as cultural norms made
seat belt use a habit, SIGTARP’s work has the power to drive change in others, to right what is wrong, strengthen
weakness and protect all Americans.

The world of banking will be changed by SIGTARP’s work resulting in criminal charges against 70 bankers,
including 50 who are already convicted (24 of which have already been sentenced to prison) and their nearly 50
co-conspirators. For example, Ebrahim Shabudin, chief credit officer at United Commercial Bank (the 9th largest
bank to fail since the crisis) was sentenced to 8 years in prison for a fraud uncovered by SIGTARP that caused the
bank to fail and a $300 million loss in TARP. Charles Antonucci, the CEO of Park Avenue Bank, was sentenced

to 30 months in prison for a fraudulent attempt to obtain $11 million in TARP. The world of recalls of defective
automotive parts will be changed by SIGTARP’s finding of criminal conduct by GM with the Manhattan U.S.
Attorney’s office that led to a $900 million deferred prosecution agreement and substantial changes. The world of
banks who sell defective mortgages to the Government will be changed after SIGTARP’s and the Manhattan U.S.
Attorney’s successful jury verdict against Bank of America for the sale of defective mortgages. The world of opaque
sales practices of mortgage-backed securities will be changed by SIGTARP’s investigation that led to the conviction
of Jefferies & Co. senior trader Jesse Litvak (despite the defense that his tactics were consistent across the industry),
and finding of criminal liability by his firm (DOJ entered into a $25 million non-prosecution agreement). TARP
housing programs will be changed by SIGTARP reports on unfair practices by mortgage servicers in HAMP, and
ineffectiveness of the Hardest Hit Fund’s ability to get TARP assistance to homeowners (which is the subject of
SIGTARP’s recent audit as well as section 3 of this report). SIGTARP’s three audits on Treasury approving excessive
compensation for the top 25 employees at GM, Ally, and AIG, while they were in TARP, changed the TARP
companies’ pay proposals, making them less likely to propose, and Treasury less likely to approve, large pay raises
and large cash salaries.

Determining where change is needed is not easy, and SIGTARP is impartial without regard to politics, public
discourse, or influence. Public discourse about the crisis centers around law enforcement of large banks. The crisis
cannot be summed up in one type of case, crime or unfair act, but many, in TARP-bailed out industries that were
weak and susceptible to crisis. To make this determination, SIGTARP looks through the perspective of those most
impacted.

Over time, changes by others viewing SIGTARP’s work may become new habits, like putting on a seat belt, with
incremental change making the industries we work in or transact business in, much safer and stronger. It is a

safer world when defective parts in cars manufactured by one of the largest car companies are replaced before
injury or loss of life. It is a safer world when bank officers who commit a crime to hide past due or defaulted loans
are convicted and removed from banking. It is a safer world when homeowners seeking HAMP do not become
victims of scams, and if members of the struggling middle class are given a fair shot by mortgage servicers and state
housing agencies. It is a safer world if the shadowy, opaque sales tactics by brokers to overcharge customers in the
RMBS market are exposed. We already see the changes driven from our work. There is more to come. We have a
unshakeable commitment to prioritize work that will drive change—changes that will flow far beyond TARP—to
make bailed-out industries safer and stronger.

Respectfully,

CHRISTY GOLDSMITH ROMERO
Special Inspector General
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SIGTARP enforces our nation’s criminal laws and conducts audits over everyone
and everything involved in the TARP bailout. Given the massive size and expanse
of TARP, we must prioritize our work. We do so by choosing what law enforcement,
what public report, or what action rights a wrong, strengthens a weakness—what
drives change.

EXAMPLES OF PUBLIC RESULTS OF SIGTARP'S
WORK THIS QUARTER (SINCE JULY 2015) THAT
REFLECT SIGTARP'S PRIORITIES:

e Ebrahim Shabudin, chief credit officer at United Commercial Bank (the ninth
largest bank to fail since the financial crisis), was sentenced to eight years
in prison for a fraud uncovered by SIGTARP and the U.S. Attorney in San
Francisco. This fraud hid the bank’s failing financial condition and ultimately
contributed to the failure of the bank, which cost TARP a $300 million loss;

¢ SIGTARP found criminal conduct by GM while GM held TARP funds related
to a defective key ignition switch. GM could have fixed the defective part for
less than one dollar per vehicle, but chose not to do so because of the cost. The
defect consisted of an ignition switch that had been designed and manufactured
with torque resistance that was too low, causing the switch to move easily out of
the “Run” position into “Accessory” or “Off.” When the switch moved out of the
Run position, it could disable the affected car’s frontal airbags—increasing the
risk of death and serious injury in certain types of crashes in which airbags were
otherwise designed to deploy. GM has acknowledged 15 drivers who died, as
well as a number of serious injuries, as a result of this defective ignition switch.
GM did not announce the recall of the ignition switch until after it exited
TARP. GM substantially cooperated in the investigation, agreed to substantial
corporate changes so that this type of conduct never happens again, and paid
$900 million (in addition to payments GM made to victims). As a result, the
Manhattan U.S. Attorney agreed to defer prosecution of GM;

¢ The former president and CEO of Park Avenue Bank Charles Antonucci was
sentenced to 30 months in prison for a fraud scheme investigated by SIGTARP
that included an attempt to obtain $11 million in TARP;

¢ Candice White, former vice president at TARP recipient Front Range Bank,
pled guilty to embezzlement uncovered in a SIGTARP investigation;

¢ Four top executives at TARP recipient Wilmington Trust, including the bank
president, CFO, controller, and chief credit officer, were indicted for allegedly
concealing the amount of past due loans, after SIGTARP’s investigation;'

¢ A Delaware developer was sentenced to prison for a fraud against Wilmington
Trust, after SIGTARP’s investigation;

i Criminal charges are not evidence of guilt, a defendant is presumed innocent until proven guilty.
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¢ Three Nomura residential mortgage-backed securities traders who formerly
worked at Lehman Brothers were indicted for fraud uncovered in a SIGTARP
investigation with the Connecticut U.S. Attorney." The traders allegedly
conspired to overcharge their customers, which included an investment firm
that was managing the Government’s bailout money in a PPIP fund,;

¢ TARP recipient Fifth Third Bancorp settled a SIGTARP investigation
with the Manhattan U.S. Attorney after the bank self-reported fraudulent
misrepresentations regarding defective residential mortgages that caused
losses to HUD during the time Fifth Third was in TARP. Fifth Third fired the
responsible employees, agreed to corporate changes, and will pay $85 million;

¢ Five defendants from 21 Century were sentenced to prison (one for 20 years)
for a mortgage modification scam. These defendants scammed homeowners
in 48 states into paying for a “guaranteed” lower mortgage through “Obama’s”
foreclosure prevention program. They performed little to no work, instead
homeowners lost their money and their homes;

¢ A California woman was sentenced to more than five years in prison for a
HAMP mortgage modification fraud investigated by SIGTARP;

® Two New York men were convicted of a mortgage modification fraud scheme
with 8,000 homeowner victims who were seeking help from HAMP and other
mortgage assistance programs, after a SIGTARP investigation;

¢ SIGTARP publicly reported on how the Hardest Hit Fund in Florida is lagging
behind other states with only 20% of homeowners who applied receiving help.
SIGTARP made 20 recommendations to Treasury for improvement;

¢ SIGTARP released a report on homeowners in other states with low rates of
homeowners receiving actual assistance from the Hardest Hit Fund of those
that apply, and lengthy delays by state agencies in reviewing homeowner
applications;

e After SIGTARP publicly reported on how mortgage servicers can take months
or even a year to review a homeowner’s application for HAMP, this quarter
Treasury began analyzing the timeliness of the top 7 mortgage servicers’ review
of HAMP applications;

e SIGTARP publicly reported last quarter about how Treasury shifted TARP
funds from providing direct help to homeowners to prevent foreclosures to
instead attempting to prevent foreclosures by using TARP funds to demolish
vacant homes. One of SIGTARP’s recommendations was that Treasury and state
agencies administering those TARP funds measure whether that demolition
actually results in prevented foreclosures and increased home prices. Several
state housing finance agencies who administer those TARP funds are in the
process of developing performance indicators;

® A Westchester man was convicted of a five-year mortgage fraud scheme
including false statements to a TARP bank to get millions in loans, after a

SIGTARP investigation;

il Criminal charges are not evidence of guilt, a defendant is presumed innocent until proven guilty.
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e The first conviction of a lead generator who connected mortgage modification
fraudsters with homeowner victims, after a SIGTARP investigation;

e A New Jersey loan officer was sentenced to three years in prison for a fraudulent
short sale scheme investigated by SIGTARP that caused losses to banks
including TARP banks;

® Another New Jersey man was sentenced to two years in prison for a $5 million
mortgage fraud scheme investigated by SIGTARP that defrauded banks,
including TARP banks;

¢ A California man was sentenced to more than five years in prison for a fraud
scheme investigated by SIGTARP in which he sold “TARP-owned” foreclosed
property to investors he solicited on LinkedIn;

e The estate of a deceased TARP bank CEO who diverted TARP funds for his
personal use and family’s use settled with DOJ in a SIGTARP investigation,
paying Treasury $4 million and the bank $6.9 million.

Each of these SIGTARP actions has the power to drive change with the
individuals and companies that are the subject of SIGTARP’s action and those
wronged, unfairly treated, or unable to get TARP assistance.

SIGTARP'S WORK DRIVES CHANGE FAR BEYOND
ONE INVESTIGATIVE CASE OR AUDIT

SIGTARP’s work also has the potential to drive change far beyond any one
investigative case or audit—to drive change in industries with weaknesses that

led to a taxpayer bailout. Our law enforcement mission is to investigate specific
evidence of unlawful conduct, targeting those that are violating the law, not those
acting lawfully. Law enforcement has a powerful deterrent effect and can also lead
to changes in culture and habits to strengthen against fraud and other crime. Our
audit mission focuses on making TARP programs better and more responsive to
needs, in industries that have already shown weakness and need for improvement.

We prioritize work that has the power and potential to drive change where
change is needed. We search for harm and for victims of that harm. We seek out
ways to make these emergency programs effectively and urgently reach those in
need. We take action to prevent history from repeating itself, to protect future
victims, to make our system safer and stronger.

To understand the power of law enforcement and oversight to drive change
that leads to greater safety, one need only view the tectonic shift of drivers and
front-seat passengers who once put on a seat belt only to avoid “click-it-or-ticket”
law enforcement, but who now do so out of habit, without thought. In 1982,
about 11% of drivers and front-seat passengers used seat belts.™ By 1995, traffic
accidents were the leading cause of death for young Americans between the ages

iii Center for Disease Control and Prevention, “Primary Enforcement of Seat Belt Laws,” October 2011.
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of 5 and 32. The Federal government in 1997 set an ambitious goal to increase
seat belt usage to 85% by 2000, and 90% by 2005 through mandatory seat belt
laws. By 2009, some 88% of drivers wore seat belts in states where the police
could stop a driver for failure to wear a seat belt. Only 77% of drivers wore seat
belts in states with weaker enforcement laws. The National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (“NHTSA”) has reported that one major reason that highway
fatalities and injuries have declined over past decades is that more motorists are
wearing their seatbelts. It is this incremental change in the habits and culture

of our society that drives the most change. A 2001 study at Harvard Law School
found that a 10% increase in national seat belt usage saves about 500 lives per
year. Each one of those lives matter. Each one is saved by incremental changes in
behavior.

Determining where change is needed is no easy task, especially because
SIGTARP makes those determinations in an objective, impartial manner without
regard to politics, public discourse, or other outside influence. Public discourse
about where change is needed related to the financial crisis centers around law
enforcement of the largest banks. The financial crisis cannot be summed up in
one type of case, crime or unfair act, but many. There were bad or unfair acts by
individuals and companies dispersed throughout the many industries bailed out
by TARP (including banking, housing, autos, and the opaque world of mortgage-
backed securities trading) that were weak and susceptible to crisis, creating harm
for all Americans.

A different vantage point can bring a powerful change in perspective. SIGTARP
looks through the perspective of those most impacted. Every industry bailed out
by TARP can be made stronger and safer by removing bad actors or bringing
unfair or ineffective practices to light. In every one of our investigations and
audits, there is someone who needs protection, someone who wonders who will
stand up for them, someone who demands change so that history does not repeat
itself. Injured drivers of cars with safety defects or the families of those lost, the
regulator of the auto industry who relies on representations made by those in the
auto industry, bank employees who lose their job and bank customers who lose
a source of lending when a bank fails or loses money to fraud, bank examiners
who rely on representations of bank officers, buyers and sellers overcharged for
mortgage-backed securities, homeowners not given a fair shot in TARP foreclosure
prevention programs, are just some whose vantage point SIGTARP endeavors to
see.

Just as enforcement of seat belt laws saved one life at a time, so can SIGTARP
enforce the law one investigative case at a time, and bring to light one unfair act
or area for improvement at a time through audits. This brings immediate change
resulting from each case and each audit. At first, others who view the results
of our work may change behavior to avoid becoming the subject of a SIGTARP
investigation or audit report—that is the deterrent impact of law enforcement and
oversight. Over time, just as cultural norms made seat belt use a habit, SIGTARP’s

v Alma Cohen & Liran Einav, Harvard Law School, “The Effects of Mandatory Seat Belt Laws on Driving Behaviors and Traffic Fatalities,”
November 2001, citing Insurance Information Institute (1995).
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work has the power to drive change in others, to right what is wrong, strengthen
weaknesses and protect all Americans.

The world of banking will be changed by SIGTARP’s work resulting in criminal
charges against 70 bankers and nearly 50 of their co-conspirators.” While trials
take time, these charges have already resulted in the conviction of 50 of these
bankers and 40 of their co-conspirators. And while sentencing takes time after
conviction, already 27 bankers have been sentenced to prison, along with 24 of
their co-conspirators. SIGTARP has also released broad information about red flags
it sees in corporate cultures that can serve as a breeding ground for crime, and
about the motivations SIGTARP has seen with some of these bank officers. Bank
officers, independent directors on a bank’s board, and bank examiners can use
this information to assess a bank and, if necessary, require changes at banks in the
future.

The world of recalls of defective automotive parts will be changed by
SIGTARP’s finding of criminal conduct by GM with the Manhattan U.S. Attorney’s
office that led to a $900 million deferred prosecution agreement and substantial
changes. So too will the manner that GM’s regulator, NHTSA, conducts oversight
over recalls of defective automotive parts. A senior NHTSA official recently testified
before Congress on June 23, 2015, about improvements in their recall review
process based on GM'’s concealment of critical information from NHTSA. The
NHTSA official testified that those improvements can be described in a single
phrase, “question assumptions,” both internal and from the industry.

Similarly, the world of banks who sell defective mortgages to the Government
will be changed after SIGTARP’s and the Manhattan U.S. Attorney’s successful
jury verdict against Bank of America for the sale of defective mortgages to Fannie &
Freddie. Fifth Third Bancorp’s voluntary disclosure in the SIGTARP investigation
and the $85 million settlement with the Manhattan U.S. Attorney announced this
quarter is a key change that other mortgage originators should follow. Fifth Third
Bancorp was not aware of an ongoing SIGTARP investigation or a whistleblower.
It is always better for a corporation to disclose its fraudulent acts voluntarily, rather
than wait for SIGTARP to show up.

The world of opaque sales practices of residential mortgage-backed securities
(where no exchange exists) will be changed by the March 2014 conviction and
sentencing to prison of Jefferies & Co. senior trader Jesse Litvak, who was arrested
by SIGTARP agents in 2013. SIGTARP’s investigation with the Connecticut U.S.
Attorney revealed that as a broker-dealer, Litvak exploited information that only
he had about the selling and asking prices of parties trading by misrepresenting
the residential mortgage-backed securities seller’s asking price to the buyer and
by misrepresenting the buyer’s asking price to the seller. This allowed Litvak to
increase fraudulently the “spread” that Jefferies would pocket. Litvak also took
bonds held in Jefferies’ inventory and sold them to RMBS buyers only after
inventing a fictitious third-party seller, which allowed him to charge the buyer
an extra commission. The victims of his fraudulent scheme included six of eight

V Criminal charges are not evidence of guilt, a defendant is presumed innocent until proven guilty.
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investment firms trading MBS using TARP dollars in TARP’s PPIP program. A
federal jury convicted Litvak, despite his defense that similar negotiation tactics
were widely used by traders at Jefferies and approved by supervisors, and were
consistent across the industry.

Other brokerage firms have seen that SIGTARP’s investigation resulted in
a finding of criminal liability of Litvak’s firm Jefferies & Co. Our investigation
uncovered that senior members in the fixed income division became aware that
Jefferies employees were making misrepresentations to customers, but did nothing
to stop it. The Connecticut U.S. Attorney agreed not to prosecute Jefferies & Co.
only based on the requirement of substantial corporate changes, along with a
payment of $25 million. Other brokerage firms can ensure that the criminal trading
practices conducted by Litvak do not occur within their companies, and make
changes to prevent this criminal conduct. Regulators, including the Securities
and Exchange Commission and FINRA, can look for any similar conduct in their
examinations of firms.

TARP housing programs will be changed by SIGTARP’s reports on unfair
practices by mortgage servicers in HAMP, and ineffective areas of the Hardest
Hit Fund that need improvement to ensure that these emergency foreclosure
prevention programs reach those in need, when they are most in need. SIGTARP’s
report on lengthy review times for HAMP applications drives change. This
quarter, Treasury has agreed to seek accountability at the largest mortgage
servicers who delay in reviewing homeowners’ HAMP applications. SIGTARP’s
groundbreaking reports on high numbers of homeowners falling out of HAMP
(called “redefaulting”), and how homeowners in their fifth year of HAMP faced
rising mortgage payments, drove change as Treasury took a series of steps to stem
harm and help homeowners who continue to struggle. This included Treasury
increasing TARP-funded homeowner incentives as recommended by SIGTARP,
extending TARP payments for six years, requiring mortgage servicers to offer to
recast (reamortize) a mortgage to lower the monthly payment after applying TARP
payments to the principal balance, and announcing a new streamlined HAMP
that eliminates several eligibility requirements. SIGTARP’s report on the use of
TARP funds to demolish vacant houses resulted in several state agencies creating
(or contracting for the creation of) performance indicators to show how that
specific demolition prevented foreclosures and increased home prices, as SIGTARP
recommended.

The seedy world of mortgage modification fraud schemes will be changed by
SIGTARP’s crackdown of those who scam homeowners out of their last dollars
promising them guaranteed admission in HAMP and by training other law
enforcement agencies on these investigations. SIGTARP’s investigations have led
to convictions and prison sentences that serve as a warning to those engaged in, or
contemplating, these crimes.

SIGTARP’s three audit reports on Treasury approving excessive compensation
for the top 25 employees of GM, Ally, and AIG, while they were in TARP, changed
the companies’ pay proposals, making them less likely to propose, and Treasury less
likely to approve, large pay raises and large cash salaries.
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Over time, changes by others’ viewing the results of SIGTARP’s work may
become new habits, just like putting on a seat belt, with each incremental change
making the industries we work or transact business in much safer and stronger.

It is a safer world when defective parts in cars manufactured by one of the largest
car companies in the world are replaced before injury or loss of life. It is a safer
world where bank officers who commit crime to hide past due or defaulted loans
are convicted and removed from the banking industry. It is a safer world when
homeowners seeking help from HAMP do not become victims of scams, and if
members of the struggling middle class are given a fair shot by mortgage servicers
and state housing finance agencies. It is a safer world if the shadowy, opaque sales
tactics by brokers to overcharge customers in the residential mortgage-backed
securities market are exposed.

At SIGTARP, we already see the changes driven from our work. We also know
that there is more to come. A review of this past quarter’s results cements that fact.
We have an unshakeable commitment to prioritize work that will drive change—
change that will flow far beyond TARP—to make bailed-out industries safer and
stronger.
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SIGTARP OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES

SIGTARP continues to fulfill its oversight role on multiple parallel tracks:
investigating allegations of fraud, waste, and abuse related to TARP; conducting
oversight over various aspects of TARP and TARP-related programs and activities
through 24 published audits and evaluations, 17 special reports, and 196
recommendations as of September 30, 2015; and promoting transparency in TARP
and the Government'’s response to the financial crisis as it relates to TARP.

SIGTARP Audit Products

SIGTARP’s audit and oversight work helps detect fraud, waste, and abuse.
SIGTARP recently created a forensic auditing unit to provide better insight into
fraud, waste and abuse. As of September 30, 2015, SIGTARP has issued 24 reports
on audits and evaluations. SIGTARP has also issued 17 Special Reports and 196
recommendations. Section 2 includes a summary of recent recommendations

and a detailed listing of all recommendations to date. Among the ongoing audits
and evaluations in process are reviews of: (i) Treasury’s and the state housing
finance agencies’ implementation and execution of the Hardest Hit Fund; (ii) the
risk factors impacting the effectiveness of Treasury’s Hardest Hit Fund Blight
Elimination Program; and (iii) review of Homeowners who sought or received help
in HHF who ended up in foreclosure.

Recent Audits/Evaluations Released

Factors Impacting the Effectiveness of Hardest Hit Fund Florida
When the Administration and Treasury announced that the Hardest Hit Fund
would give states flexibility to tailor local solutions, it announced that flexibility
would come with strict accountability by Treasury — that program effectiveness
would be measured, and that there would be effective oversight by Treasury. At the
beginning of HHF, Treasury told all state housing finance agencies that they were
required to have a tracking system to measure progress against goals, and report
to Treasury. Former Treasury Home Preservation Office (‘HPO”) Chief Phyllis
Caldwell told SIGTARP in 2011, that Treasury could evaluate success in HHF
in ways such as, “are we reaching the right number of people, are we reaching
them in a sustainable way.” After five years, HHF Florida has only used half of
the allocated $1 billion in TARP dollars in a 7-year program, has decreased the
number of homeowners estimated assisting by 63% from 106,000 to 39,000, and is
underperforming compared to the national average of other HHF states.
SIGTARP found that Treasury abandoned its intent to set goals for HHF
program effectiveness and to measure progress against those goals. Treasury
rejected SIGTARP’s 2012 recommendations to set goals for effectiveness and
measure progress, stating that any numeric targets are “not well suited to the
dynamic nature of HHE.” HHF Florida’s goals are “preserving homeownership”
and “protecting home values,” more high-level expectations that could have been
considered met in the first year. Treasury has not set any numeric or non-numeric
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goals that could measure program effectiveness, except one-time for HHF Florida
in 2012, after SIGTARP’s report. Instead, Treasury’s current HPO Chief Mark
McArdle told SIGTARP, “there is no such thing as one set goal that works or
doesn’t work.”

Treasury setting no measurable goals or targets over fear of impacting the
“dynamic nature” of this TARP program has led to a lack of the strict accountability
promised at the launch of HHF, and what is required of all Federal agencies by
the Government Performance and Results Act. Flexibility and innovation does not
come in a Federal program without accountability that can be measured against
targets.

Treasury has tried it their new way, different than announced, with no numeric
goals and targets to measure the effectiveness of HHF Florida for five years, and as
a result, the numbers have not added up for distressed Florida homeowners.

According to Treasury's data, only 20% of homeowners who applied for help
from HHF Florida received assistance. Treasury has not set a goal for what is the
right number of people for HHF Florida to reach, as former HPO Chief Caldwell
said, instead allowing HHF Florida to decrease the estimate of homeowners to be
helped by 63%. SIGTARP found that this estimate has limited usefulness because
Treasury has permitted Florida HFA to decrease its estimate several times, creating
a shifting baseline that makes it difficult for Treasury to measure HHF Florida’s
progress and to hold itself or Florida’s HFA accountable in getting assistance to
homeowners in a crisis.

Treasury has not set a goal for a target homeowner admission rate for HHF
Florida, and as a result:

¢ According to Treasury’s data, only 20% (22,400 of 109,774) of homeowners
who applied for help from HHF Florida received assistance.

e HHEF Florida has the lowest rate of admitting homeowners into HHF than any
other HHF state.

e HHEF Florida’s 20% homeowner admission rate is far below the other 18 HHF
states that average providing assistance to about half (48%) 204,111 of the
424,632 homeowners who applied.

HHEF Florida has not been as effective in reaching homeowners as other states
and has not progressed effectively. By not measuring progress against a target
homeowner admission rate, the low homeowner admission rate for Florida has
been relatively constant throughout the five-year history of HHF (ranging from
18 to 23%). If Treasury continues to reject setting a goal of the right number of
people to reach in Florida, Treasury should at least, publicly, set a goal specific for
HHF Florida's homeowner admission rate. This goal would target the particular
needs of Florida homeowners, based on the five years of knowledge that Treasury
has about HHF Florida, while ensuring that Florida homeowners have as much a
chance in HHF as homeowners in other HHF states.

HHF Florida consistently denied homeowners at higher rates (38-45%) than the
national average, which improved this year, but is still slightly above the national
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average. Treasury has not set a goal for a target homeowner denial rate for HHF
Florida, and as a result, through the history of the five years of HHF, HHF Florida
has denied a higher percentage of homeowners for assistance than the national
average in HHF, which showed some improvement this year. After the first year

in HHF, according to Treasury’s data, as of March 31, 2011, HHF Florida denied
45% of homeowners who applied, compared to the national HHF average of 21%.
By the second year, HHF Florida denied 43% of homeowners, compared to the
national HHF average of 31%.

Treasury does not have insight into why these homeowners were denied
because it does not publicly report on denial reasons. Treasury’s HPO Chief
told SIGTARP that in 2011, Treasury looked very closely at the reasons why
homeowners were denied in Florida. However, Treasury provides no transparency
on why HHF Florida denied homeowners. After SIGTARP’s April 12, 2012 report,
Florida’s HFA compiled the reasons homeowners were denied, which gave insight
that led to the board of Florida's HFA voting on April 27, 2012, to eliminate four
homeowner eligibility requirements that had led to HHF Florida denying half
of all homeowners. This led to some improvement (HHF Florida denied 38%
of homeowners for the two following years), but was still high compared to the
national HHF average of 28%. For the first time this year ended March 31, 2015,
there was improvement. HHF Florida reported denying 29,554 (27%) of the
109,774 homeowners who applied, which is slightly over the national average of
26%. However, during this same reporting period, HHF Florida had very high rates
of homeowners whose HHF applications were withdrawn (39% compared to the
national HHF average of 27%), and 14,800 homeowners whose HHF applications
were in process (13% compared to the 5% national HHF average), which requires
further Treasury review.

According to Treasury's data, nearly 40% of all homeowners who applied to HHF
Florida either withdrew their application or had their application withdrawn by
Florida’s HFA, which is far higher than the national average. According to Treasury’s
data, 43,030 of the 109,774 homeowners who applied for HHF Florida either
withdrew their application after being approved, or Florida’s HFA withdrew their
application because the homeowner did not respond to requests for information.
Treasury lumps both of these very different situations into one reporting category,
not broken down. The rate has escalated from 35% in 2012. The national HHF
average is 27% withdrawn applications, but HHF Florida drags the national
average up. The average of the other HHF states is 24% withdrawn applications.
Neither Treasury nor Florida’s HFA follow up with the homeowner to ask why they
withdrew their application.

Treasury has not set a goal for HHF Florida for the number of applications
withdrawn by Florida’s HFA. High numbers of applications that Florida's HFA, or
their advisor agencies in counties around Florida, withdraws for homeowners who
are not responding to requests for information, raises questions about whether
HHEF Florida is operating in the most effective way. Treasury also has no goal for
how long it takes Florida’s HFA to process homeowner applications. According to
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Treasury’s data as of March 31, 2015, HHF Florida takes a median of 167 days
(nearly 6 months) to get a homeowner assistance.

SIGTARP found several factors contributed to the Hardest Hit Fund Florida’s
slowness in getting assistance to homeowners and lack of effectiveness during the
height of the crisis when Florida homeowners needed it most:

e HHF Florida lacked comprehensive planning by Treasury, who waited for
Florida’s HFA to get large servicers to participate. According to a senior Florida
HFA official, the lack of big servicer participation was the primary challenge
of implementing HHF. That official told SIGTARP in 2011, “The one billion
dollars has been a nice carrot to use for servicers in Florida, but there is no
stick with the carrot to force servicers to participate,” and that if Treasury had
a stick to use on servicers, they had not used it. Unemployed homeowners
would have to wait more than one year before the statewide rollout of HHF
assistance in Florida. A senior Florida HFA official told SIGTARP that there was
no hint of big servicer participation until the Fannie and Freddie (the GSEs)
put out guidance, and that the Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA), the
GSEs, the big servicers, and the first 10 states looked to Treasury to instigate
improvement. Treasury expected states to talk to servicers, and “wanted to let
that process work out,” according to Treasury’'s HPO Chief. Treasury would later
intervene to “change the game” according to Treasury's HPO Chief, holding a
servicer summit in September 2010, after which the program started to gain
traction. Treasury’s servicer summit was “the first big step” according to a senior
Florida HFA official, and only after that did Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac issue
guidance directing servicers to accept HHF funds (in November 2010). Florida
started 2010 with an 11.8% unemployment rate, and by the time the HHF
program rolled out, Florida’s unemployment rate, although still high at 10.1%,
had already started to improve.

e SIGTARP found that despite choosing Florida for HHF because it had the
third highest home price decline in the nation, the Hardest Hit Fund in
Florida suffered from a lack of comprehensive planning by Treasury to provide
assistance to underwater homeowners when home price declines were at
their highest. There was no HHF Florida program targeted to underwater
homeowners for the first three years (2010 — September 2013). Treasury left it
to Florida HFA, acting deferentially, only taking action in response to a state’s
request. Treasury could have intervened to change the game, by proposing and
pressuring Florida's HFA to start a program targeting underwater homeowners,
but Treasury did not do so until November 2012, after SIGTARP’s report. By
September 2013, when HHF Florida started principal reduction, home values
had already increased by more than 22% from second quarter 2011 lows.

e The first two years of HHF Florida were plagued by the fact that nearly half
of all homeowners were denied as ineligible. By April 1, 2012, Florida’s HFA
denied 12,516 of 27,541 homeowners (45%) as ineligible. Treasury’s HPO Chief
told SIGTARP that Treasury looked closely at the reasons why homeowners
were denied, and that Florida’s HFA had rejected a large number of borrowers
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because they could not be more than some number of months in arrears, and
that because Florida has a long foreclosure timeline, there was an abnormal
number of people in that bucket. Treasury's HPO Chief told SIGTARP, “as

long as they have.. state a justification, you know, we're trying to basically help
people who can still be helped.” Two weeks after SIGTARP’s April 12, 2012
report, the board of Florida’s HFA voted to eliminate the eligibility requirement
that a homeowner not be more than 180 days delinquent (the reason why 2,929
homeowners were denied) and three other eligibility requirements that had led
to HHF Florida denying half of all homeowners who had applied.

e The effectiveness of HHF assistance to unemployed/underemployed Florida
homeowners suffered early on due to a lack of comprehensive planning to
ensure that the assistance lasted long enough for a homeowner to become
reemployed at a level where they could afford to pay their mortgage — the
measure of effectiveness stated in Treasury’s term sheet for HHF Florida.
Although in July 2010, Treasury extended unemployment assistance in
HAMP from 6 months to 12 based on SIGTARP’s warning that nearly 43%
of unemployed workers have been out of work for 27 weeks or longer, months
later (in December 2010), Treasury allowed Florida’s HFA to drop the duration
of HHF unemployment assistance from 18 months to 6 months. Treasury
knew that six months was the shortest duration of unemployment assistance
provided in HHF. Treasury’s HPO Chief told SIGTARP that Treasury “leaves it
to the states that are closer to the situation to decide,” and that the state had a
rationale. In October 2011, California and Nevada, who also had six months of
assistance, would extend their assistance, leaving HHF Florida as the only state
at six months. But still, Treasury took no action. Two weeks after SIGTARP’s
2012 report, Florida’s HFA found that 6 months was not sufficient time for 88%
of HHF-assisted homeowners to achieve a successful outcome, and they would
extend to 12 months. They would make the change retroactive, which according
to Treasury HPO Chief, “totally froze up their operations.”

Treasury also took strong action to increase the effectiveness of HHF Florida
after SIGTARP’s 2012 report and recommendations, by issuing an Action
Memorandum to Florida’s HFA in November 2012, instructing them to increase
the low number of homeowners assisted, raise the ratio of approved homeowners
to denied homeowners, increase inadequate staffing levels, and create a program to
address negative equity. Treasury asked for a written plan and set a minimum target
of an average of 750 funded homeowners a month, warning, “If Florida Housing
fails to achieve these goals, Treasury will consider additional steps, including
possible remedial actions, to improve performance.” Treasury told Florida’s HFA to
lengthen assistance, to “widen the net,” according to Treasury’s HPO Chief.

The improvements made after Treasury intervened to change the game by
taking a stronger role after SIGTARP’s 2012 report prove that the action SIGTARP
recommended can make a difference over whether a state flourishes or flounders.
Treasury described its action as “pressure” or “pushing.” Treasury’s HPO Chief told
SIGTARP that Florida “made dramatic changes under pressure.” Treasury would
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not issue any Action Memorandums after 2012, and would return to deference to
the states, no goals for effectiveness, and no measurement of progress against goals
aimed at effectiveness.

Despite the improvements made in 2013, from Treasury’s intervention, HHF
Florida continues to lag behind other HHF states. Treasury missed an opportunity
to apply what it had learned about the delays and other obstacles HHF Florida
faced in its first two programs when Treasury left it to the state to design and
implement the programs. Treasury lost opportunities with new programs to get
involved in the planning stage to identify obstacles that could drag the effectiveness
of the new programs down. SIGTARP found several factors contribute to this lag.

e HHEF Florida struggled with implementation issues that delayed homeowners
from getting principal reduction assistance when Florida’s HFA stopped
receiving applications for eight months after receiving a flood of in the first week
(September 2013). According to Treasury’s guidelines issued to the HHF states
at the start of the program, Treasury intended to be involved in identifying and
mitigating obstacles to program effectiveness, but Treasury did not anticipate
the flood despite knowing the need and that this was the first HHF program for
underwater homeowners. Treasury did not mitigate the obstacle that Florida’s
HFA was unable to handle the volume of applications. At that time the program
reopened, only 1,756 homeowners had received assistance. Treasury has set no
goals for this program. Underwater Florida homeowners do not have time for
Treasury to defer to Florida for the effectiveness of this program. With such a
great demand, HHF Florida principal reduction can address a great need for
Florida homeowners with underwater homes, but only if it operates effectively.
Only 14% of homeowners who applied have received assistance, and more
than one-third of homeowners were denied. Already, fewer homeowners have
received assistance in the last two quarters compared to earlier quarters, and
it is taking longer (210 days) for a homeowner to get assistance than it took in
the past (154 days). Treasury should reconsider which eligibility requirements
it really needs to see if it can widen the net to target the typical underwater
Florida homeowner.

¢ In the HHF program for senior citizens with reverse mortgages that began
in November 2013, Treasury and Florida lacked comprehensive planning to
identify and mitigate obstacles that senior citizens faced applying to the program
and providing supporting documents. As a result, Treasury’s data shows that
46% of all seniors who applied had their application withdrawn, and it takes
a median 280 days (9 to 10 months) for a senior citizen to obtain approval
for this HHF assistance. Flexibility and innovation does not excuse Treasury
planning for obstacles. Comprehensive planning to identify obstacles unique to
seniors should not take so long that it delays assistance, but does require critical
thinking. Florida’s HFA told Treasury that they were having issues trying to
reach seniors who are not sophisticated in applying and submitting documents
online. HHF Florida now works with a state agency on aging to help go into
seniors’ homes to help gather documents, and Treasury has streamlined the
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underwriting process. Treasury will need to be actively involved to ensure this
program moves as fast as it can to get help to Florida seniors who need the
money now, not in 9 to 10 months. Treasury has no goal for the length of time
Florida’s HFA takes to process an application. Senior citizens do not have the
time for marginal improvements in application processing times each quarter.
Seniors deserve extraordinary effort and care to ensure that the program is
effective, and that effort and care should come from Florida’s HFA and Treasury.

e SIGTARP found that Treasury and Florida’s HFA lacked comprehensive
planning in a program for a non-profit to buy mortgages on underwater homes
and use HHF funds to modify those mortgages by not identifying the obstacle
that the non-profit might not be the successful bidder at Department of
Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) sales. After a 2-year pilot program,
only 92 homeowners have been helped. Rather than take action to hold HHF
Florida accountable or setting performance targets, Treasury’s HHF Program
Director told SIGTARP that Treasury is not at a point to shut the program
down, and that the state “has a tremendous amount of latitude to design and
fund their own programs.” The states are not funding these programs, TARP
is. In the meantime, the $50 million in TARP funds is not being used for other
programs effectively reaching homeowners.

SIGTARP also found that although the Dodd-Frank Act precludes anyone
convicted of a mortgage-related crime within the last 10 years from receiving
HHF funds, Treasury shifts the burden of complying with the Dodd-Frank Act
to homeowners to self-report, not conducting any due diligence to check readily
available public databases for convictions. The Dodd-Frank Act precludes HHF
for those convicted of a mortgage-related crime, not those who say they were
convicted. This makes HHF vulnerable to fraud and thwarts the intent of the
Dodd-Frank Act. Treasury can strengthen HHF even further against fraud by
searching for arrests, as well as convictions for non-mortgage related crimes of
dishonesty that could make HHF vulnerable to fraud such as misrepresented
income and assets. Treasury should also require regular background checks of
those who work on HHF programs.

Despite HHF announced as a TARP program to “help address urgent problems
facing homeowners at the center of the housing crisis,” SIGTARP found that
Treasury has not conducted oversight with a sense of urgency to ensure that HHF
Florida is effective. Instead, Treasury looks for either a change to HHF Florida or
steady growth quarter-to-quarter — “one or the other” — according to Treasury’s
HPO Chief. Treasury only tracks and measures against the goal of HHF Florida
spending their allocated $1 billion in TARP funds by the end of the program in
December 31, 2017. Treasury HPO Chief McArdle told SIGTARP in 2013, “I
believe they're going to utilize their funds with [the HHF principal reduction
program].” Some HHF states have already reached that capacity. After five years,
HHF Florida still has half of their HHF funds, despite Florida’s homeowners
experiencing a critical need.
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Rather than bring strict accountability by measuring program effectiveness as
promised, Treasury has allowed HHF Florida to underperform compared to other
HHEF states, consistently. Although there has been some improvement, it is not
enough to address the urgent needs of Florida homeowners. Underperforming
numbers show areas for Treasury to set goals specific to HHF Florida, rather
than hope for marginal improvement each quarter. The lowest homeowner
admission rate, the highest withdrawn application rate, failure to meet Treasury’s
only minimum benchmark to help 750 homeowners a month, an eight-month
stop in accepting applications for principal reduction assistance, a two-year pilot
program with only 92 homeowners helped, 280 days to get assistance to senior
citizens, are all areas where Treasury has allowed HHF Florida to proceed without
accountability. Treasury's HHF Program Director told SIGTARP that if it's not
working, the state HFAs “tweak it.” She said Treasury’s role is to support them
in those efforts. However, Treasury’s role is to conduct oversight and ensure the
effectiveness of HHF in each state by intervening to change the game when a
program underperforms. That is what Treasury promised to do at the start of the
program, and what has driven any improvement in HHF Florida.

Treasury allowing HHF Florida to underperform is not because of a lack of
communication or close contact with Florida’s HFA. Treasury’'s HHF Program
Director told SIGTARP that she talks to the HHF states every day. Treasury
officials told SIGTARP that they seek insight behind the quarterly performance
numbers by asking Florida’s HFA questions. Treasury’'s HHF Program Director has
described how Treasury communicates constantly with “stakeholders” in HHF to
share best practices, refine programs, and identify obstacles, among other things.
She described how Treasury holds a monthly conference call with all HHF states,
and an annual in- person summit with all states, large servicers, and the GSEs,
to understand their issues and concerns. Despite Treasury’s constant contact,
collaboration, and sharing, Treasury has allowed HHF Florida to lag behind other
HHEF states in program effectiveness, consistently, according to Treasury’s own
performance numbers. Treasury’s HHF Program Director told SIGTARP, “there is
so much going on that we just can'’t see based on a quarterly performance report.”
If Treasury cannot see what is going on, then neither can the public. There should
be greater transparency as to the specific improvement (goal) that Treasury wants
HHEF Florida to meet and how Treasury will measure the state HFA getting there.
To the extent those discussions happen between Treasury and state HFAs, they
are not memorialized, which allows the HHF states to escape accountability from
Treasury, Congress, and the American taxpayers that fund TARP.

There is one significant stakeholder that Treasury did not mention — Florida
homeowners. As times have improved for most, it can be tough for those with a
job, an income sufficient to pay their mortgage, and who do not owe more than
their home is worth, to understand the struggles and frustration of a homeowner
still going through tough times looking to the TARP bailout for help. Without
regular contact and communication with those homeowners, it can be hard for
Treasury officials to put a face to a HHF performance statistic, hard to understand
how an unsophisticated homeowner can get confused about all the documents
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required, hard to understand the desperation of a homeowner who could not wait
months while their application was “in process” and had to go elsewhere for help or
entered into foreclosure, and hard to understand what it is like for a senior citizen
to face a world that has gone online, and face their own forgetfulness about where
documents are to be found.

To make HHF Florida as effective as possible, Treasury should increase
its contact and communication with the stakeholders that matter the most —
Florida homeowners who take part in the HHF application process, who can
give Treasury the best insight into areas that need improvement. Treasury should
not just communicate with those who received assistance, but homeowners who
were denied or had their application withdrawn. Only regular communication
and contact with Florida homeowners who have been part of the HHF Florida
application process will give Treasury a true picture of what lies behind the
performance numbers, what Florida’s HFA might not be able to tell them, and what
obstacles stand in the way of HHF Florida being as effective as possible.

It can be natural with such close contact with a state HFA for Treasury to not
want to come down hard on them. Oversight is not easy or comfortable. There
is a natural tension with holding someone accountable. It is more comfortable
to give deference — “leave it to the states” as Treasury officials told SIGTARP,
to be satisfied with some steady improvement and a state HFA justification for
worse performance than other states. It can be easier for Treasury’s program staff
to leave oversight to Treasury compliance staff, but Treasury’s compliance staff
responsibility relates to following program rules, not the effectiveness of program
performance. Treasury’s approach to oversight has led to HHF Florida not being
as effective as it could be, or as effective as other HHF states. Otherwise, HHF
Florida’s performance numbers would not be lagging behind HHF national
averages. If not Treasury, then who will bring that accountability that was promised,
accountability that could help more Florida homeowners?

The people who have gotten help from HHF Florida have received real
assistance in a critical time of need, and while no program will assist all struggling
homeowners, Treasury should strive for a program that will help the typical
struggling Florida homeowner. As HHF Florida lags behind other HHF states, with
only two years left for HHF, the time for Treasury giving tremendous latitude and
deference to Florida’s HFA without the “strict accountability” Treasury promised
must be over. HHF is not designed to be so dynamic and give such latitude and
deference to the states that state HFAs are allowed to administer a program that
lags well behind other HHF states in providing effective assistance to Florida
homeowners.

Florida homeowners in distress need help now, not by the end of 2017.
According to RealtyTrac, Florida had the nation’s highest foreclosure rate at 2.3%
in 2014. Five years into the program, these are not homeowners who have time for
Treasury and Florida’s HFA to watch for steady improvement that while needed, is
not enough to stop HHF Florida from lagging behind other HHF states. Even with
improvements made in HHF, Florida homeowners still need Treasury to push and
pressure and demand that HHF Florida is the most effective it can be right now, by
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setting targets and measuring progress against those targets, rather than measuring
against the prior quarter. That is the role Treasury signed up for.

Treasury should go back to its roots — how it described HHF — state flexibility
with strict Treasury accountability through goals for effectiveness and measuring
progress against those goals. To change a future outcome for the underperforming
HHEF Florida, it is time for Treasury to change the game. Otherwise, HHF Florida
may spend the $1 billion by December 2017, but it risks not being as effective as
it can be to help the urgent needs of Florida homeowners now. All TARP programs
are emergency programs designed to help during times of crisis. That includes

HHF Florida.

SIGTARP Investigations Results

SIGTARP is a white-collar law enforcement agency. For SIGTARP’s ongoing
criminal and civil investigations, SIGTARP partners with other agencies in order to
leverage resources. SIGTARP takes its law enforcement mandate seriously, working
hard to deliver the accountability the American people demand and deserve.
SIGTARP’s investigations have delivered substantial results, including:

¢ criminal charges' against 294 individuals, including 186 senior officers (CEOs,
owners, founders, or senior executives) of their organizations

e criminal convictions of 215 defendants (others are awaiting trial)

e prison sentences for 125 defendants (others are awaiting sentencing)

¢ civil cases and other actions against 63 individuals (including 49 senior officers)
and 59 entities (in some instances an individual will face both criminal and civil
charges)

e deferred prosecution agreements, nonprosecution agreements, and DOJ actions
for cases with elements of criminal conduct against four individuals (including
three senior officers) and 10 entities

¢ orders temporarily suspending or permanently banning 101 individuals from
working in the banking or financial industry, working as a contractor with the
Federal Government, working as a licensed attorney, or other types of businesses

¢ savings of $553 million in TARP funds that SIGTARP prevented from going to
the now-failed Colonial Bank

¢ orders of restitution and forfeiture and civil judgments and other orders entered
for $8.45 billion. This includes restitution orders entered for $4.34 billion,
forfeiture orders entered for $265.2 million, DOJ actions based on criminal
conduct for $2.5 billion, and civil judgments and other orders entered for
$1.33 billion. Although the ultimate recovery of these amounts is not known,
SIGTARP has escalated its efforts to recover funds lost to TARP-crime or civil
violations of the law; a crucial component of long-term recovery from the crisis.
As of September 30, 2015, SIGTARP has helped recover $2.48 billion to the
Government and other victims, increasing nearly tenfold since 2012.These
orders happen only after conviction and sentencing or civil resolution and many

i Criminal charges are not evidence of guilt. A defendant is presumed innocent until proven guilty.
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SIGTARP cases have not yet reached that stage; accordingly, any recoveries that
may come in these cases would serve to increase the $2.48 billion.

FIGURE 1.1

SIGTARP ESCALATED CRIMINAL CHARGES (CUMULATIVE)
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FIGURE 1.2

MILESTONE: MORE THAN 200 SIGTARP-INVESTIGATED DEFENDANTS
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FIGURE 1.3

TENFOLD INCREASE IN MONEY RECOVERED FROM DEFENDANTS INVESTIGATED
BY SIGTARP (CUMULATIVE)
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SIGTARP anticipates even more financial recovery for the Government and
other victims over the next few years. Court-ordered penalties and agreements with
the Government resulting from a SIGTARP investigation total approximately $8.45
billion. Having already assisted in the recovery of $2.48 billion of these funds, we
will continue to pursue additional recoveries from the rest of the $8.45 billion
where assets are available.

SIGTARP’s investigations concern a wide range of possible violations of the
law, and result in charges including: bank fraud, conspiracy to commit fraud or to
defraud the United States, wire fraud, mail fraud, making false statements to the
Government (including to SIGTARP agents), securities fraud, money laundering,
and bankruptcy fraud, among others.! These investigations have resulted in charges
against defendants holding a variety of jobs, including 70 bank employees, and 68
mortgage modification scammers. 63% of those charged are senior officials.

Figure 1.4 represents a breakdown of criminal charges from SIGTARP
investigations resulting in prison sentences. Figure 1.5 represents a breakdown
of defendants convicted in cases filed as a result of SIGTARP investigations, by
employment or position of the individual. Although the majority of SIGTARP’s
investigative activity remains confidential, over the past quarter there have been
significant public developments in several SIGTARP investigations, described
below.

SIGTARP will ensure that TARP crime does not pay, and that those responsible
pay for their crimes through prison time and returning money back to victims,
including the Government. These escalating criminal results tell a story of how
SIGTARP’s ability to make a difference for justice and accountability gets deeper
each year.

il The prosecutors partnered with SIGTARP ultimately decided which criminal charges to bring resulting from SIGTARP's investigations.
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FIGURE 1.4
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FIGURE 1.5

DEFENDANTS CONVICTED
IN CASES FILED AS A
RESULT OF SIGTARP
INVESTIGATIONS, BY
EMPLOYEE TYPE
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Because TARP fraud is complex, SIGTARP criminal investigations take

time; trials take time; sentencings take time. But holding criminals accountable
and deterring future crime is worth it. Sentences in SIGTARP cases average 60
months, compared to the 36 month average for white-collar crime—indicating the
complexity, damage, reach, and sophistication of the criminal schemes SIGTARP
uncovers. Significantly, 15% (19 of 125) of the defendants sentenced to prison

following a SIGTARP investigation received sentences lasting 10 years or more.

Criminal Convictions Resulting from SIGTARP Investigations
Already, 215 defendants investigated by SIGTARP have been convicted of
TARP-related crime, and 125 have been sentenced to prison (some still await
sentencing). These convictions and prison sentences are important measures of
justice, accountability, and deterrence that SIGTARP has brought in its oversight
over the TARP bailout. SIGTARP works to protect TARP and taxpayers, first by

recommending a fix to Treasury of vulnerabilities to fraud, waste, and abuse in

TARP, and second, by enforcing the law where crime seeped into the financial
industry related to TARP, leaving the industry safer than we found it during the

crisis.

TABLE 1.1
RESULTS FROM RAMP UP OF
SIGTARP INVESTIGATIONS
(CUMULATIVE)
September
2015

Criminal charges™ 294
Cpnvictions (others await 215
trial)
Prison Sentences (others

. . 125
await sentencing)
Civil charges 122
Banned from Industry 101

*Criminal charges are not evidence of guilt.
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TARP bailout-related crime must be stopped. Every time. Without exception.
Without regard to the TARP institution’s size. SIGTARP is the investigative agency
who works with our prosecuting law enforcement partners, to bring cases of TARP-
related crime to satisfy four foundations of our justice system:

1. Accountability— No one is above the law. SIGTARP and our law enforcement
partners held every one of the 215 convicted defendants accountable for
their crimes. In addition to the 125 of these convicted defendants who have
already been sentenced to prison, 90 convicted defendants investigated by
SIGTARP await sentencing. SIGTARP and our law enforcement partners will
hold others accountable in the future. There are an additional 79 defendants
SIGTARP investigated who have been charged with a crime and await trial (294
defendants SIGTARP investigated have been charged with a crime including the
215 defendants already convicted). SIGTARP is conducting investigations that
are not yet at the stage of criminal charges, and we continue to find crime and
open new investigations.

2. Taking the Profit Out of Crime— Crime must not pay. SIGTARP’s
investigations have already resulted in $2.48 billion in real dollars returned
to the Government and victims. SIGTARP works to increase that amount by
assisting in recovering money from an additional $6 billion in court orders and
Government agreements resulting from SIGTARP investigations that have not
yet been recovered.

3. Deterrence— Breaking the banking laws must not be tolerated. Crimes against
banks deserve significant general deterrence efforts. In some cases, the crime
jeopardized the safety and soundness of a bank that applied for or received
TARP. In other cases, the crime did not on its own jeopardize the safety and
soundness of the bank, but multiple loses must be deterred to avoid creating a
risk to a bank’s safety and soundness. Putting a TARP bank’s assets at risk also
puts Treasury’s TARP investment and FDIC-insured bank deposits at risk.

4. Justice and Crisis Recovery— Justice must be brought to victims hurt by these
crimes, such as communities, employees, homeowners, small businesses, the
Government, and others. Additionally, those defendants willing to commit crime
related to the bailout must be removed from the financial system that underpins
the economy on which we all rely on so that they are never in a position again to
put a bank or TARP program at risk.
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FIGURE 1.6

LOCATIONS OF CRIMINAL CONVICTIONS AS A RESULT OF SIGTARP

INVESTIGATIONS
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Prison Sentences Resulting From SIGTARP Criminal Investigations

Of the 215 defendants convicted as a result of a SIGTARP investigation, 125
defendants have already been sentenced to prison for TARP-related crimes, 31
were sentenced to probation, and the remainder await sentencing.

The consequences for TARP-related crime are severe. The average prison
sentence imposed by courts for TARP-related crime investigated by SIGTARP is
60 months, which is nearly double the national average length of prison sentences
involving white collar fraud of 36 months. Nineteen defendants investigated
by SIGTARP were sentenced to 10 years or more in Federal prison, including
Lee Farkas, former chairman of mortgage company Taylor, Bean and Whitaker
Mortgage Corporation LLC (“TBW”), who is serving a 30-year prison sentence,
and Edward Woodard, former chairman of the Bank of the Commonwealth, who
is serving a 23-year prison sentence. Many of the criminal schemes uncovered
by SIGTARP had been ongoing for years, and involved millions of dollars and
complicated conspiracies with multiple co-conspirators. On average, as a result
of SIGTARP investigations, criminals convicted of crimes related to TARP’s
banking programs have been sentenced to serve 67 months in prison. Criminals
convicted for mortgage modification fraud schemes or other mortgage fraud related
investigations by SIGTARP were sentenced to serve an average of 59 months in
prison. Criminals investigated by SIGTARP and convicted of investment schemes
such as Ponzi schemes and sales of fake TARP-backed securities were sentenced to
serve an average of 45 months in prison. Figure 1.7 shows the people sentenced to
prison, the sentences they received, and their affiliations.

iii See the U.S. Sentencing Commission’s 2013 Sourcebook of Federal Sentencing Statistics for additional information.
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FIGURE 1.7
INDIVIDUALS SENTENCED TO PRISON
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Location of TARP-Related Crimes

SIGTARP has found, investigated, and supported the prosecution of TARP-related
crime throughout the nation. Our investigations have led to criminal charges
against 294 defendants (215 of whom have been convicted as of September 30,
2015, while others await trial).” These defendants were charged in courts in 30
states and Washington, DC. SIGTARP investigations have identified victims of
TARP-related crimes in all 50 states and Washington, DC. Victims of TARP-related
crimes include taxpayers, the Federal Government, including Treasury and Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation (“FDIC”), TARP recipient banks, and homeowners
targeted by mortgage modification scams. Figure 1.8 shows locations where
criminal charges were filed by Federal or State prosecutors as a result of SIGTARP
investigations.”

V Criminal charges are not evidence of guilt. A defendant is presumed innocent until and unless proven guilty.
V' The prosecutors partnered with SIGTARP ultimately decide the venue in which to bring criminal charges resulting from SIGTARP’s
investigations.




SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

FIGURE 1.8

LOCATIONS WHERE CRIMINAL CHARGES WERE FILED AS A RESULT OF

SIGTARP INVESTIGATIONS
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SIGTARP Helping to Bring Money Back to Victims and the Government

As of September 30, 2015, investigations conducted by SIGTARP have resulted in
more than $8.45 billion in court orders and Government agreements for the return
of money to victims or the Government. These orders happen only after conviction
and sentencing or civil resolution and many SIGTARP cases have not yet reached
that stage; therefore, any additional court orders would serve to increase this
amount.

Two cases in particular that SIGTARP investigated have resulted in not
only lengthy prison sentences for a number of individuals in each case but also
significant orders of forfeiture and restitution. In the Colonial Bank/Taylor, Bean
and Whitaker Mortgage Corporation LLC (“TBW”) case, former TBW chairman
Lee Bentley Farkas spearheaded a $2.9 billion fraud scheme that contributed to
the failure of Colonial Bank, the sixth largest bank failure in U.S. history. The case
resulted in not only prison time for eight people including Farkas but also court-
ordered restitution of $3.5 billion and forfeiture of $38.5 million. In the Bank of
the Commonwealth case (“BOC”), where former chairman Edward J. Woodard led
a $41 million bank fraud scheme that masked non-performing assets at BOC and
contributed to the failure of BOC in 2011, the court entered a restitution order of
$333 million and a forfeiture order of $65 million against nine defendants, each
responsible for at least a portion.

Other SIGTARP investigations result in Government agreements. For example,
SunTrust, in order to resolve the criminal investigation into its administration of
the HAMP program, agreed to pay $320 million. The agreement includes: $179
million in restitution to compensate borrowers; $16 million in forfeiture; and an
additional $20 million to establish a fund for distribution to organizations providing
counseling and other services to distressed homeowners.

Overall in SIGTARP cases, orders of restitution and forfeiture to victims and
the Government of numerous assets, as well as seized assets pending final order,
include dozens of vehicles, more than 25 properties (including businesses and
waterfront homes), more than 35 bank accounts (including a bank account located
in the Cayman Islands), bags of silver, U.S. currency, antique and collector coins
(including gold, silver, and copper coins), artwork, antique furniture, Civil War
memorabilia, NetSpend Visa and CashPass MasterCard debit cards, Western
Union money orders with the “Pay To” line blank, and the entry of money
judgments by courts against more than 30 defendants.

Of the vehicles ordered to be forfeited (including automobiles, a tractor, water
craft, recreational and commercial vehicles) several are antique and expensive cars,
including a 1969 Shelby Mustang, a 1932 Ford Model A, a 1954 Cadillac Eldorado
convertible, a 1963 Rolls Royce, and a 1965 Shelby Cobra.

As part of the Bank of the Commonwealth case, Thomas Arney, who pleaded
guilty for his role in the bank fraud scheme, agreed to forfeit the proceeds from
the sale of two antique cars to the Government: a 1948 Pontiac Silver Streak
and a 1957 Cadillac Coup de Ville. Figure 1.9 includes pictures of the cars that
have been ordered forfeited, as well as other examples of assets seized by the
Government in SIGTARP investigations.
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FIGURE 1.9
ORDERED SEIZED

2010 Mercedes-Benz GLK 350 4Matic. 2005 Hummer H2. Estimated value in 2013:

Estimated value in 2013: $29,000. (Source $24,000. (Source Kelley Blue Book)
Kelley Blue Book)

]

Property located in Norfolk, Virginia. (Photo 1958 Mercedes-Benz Cabriolet 220. Esﬁmated
courtesy of Bill Tiernan, The Virginian-Pilot) value in 2013: $185,000. (Source Hagerty.com)
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Property located in Chesapeake, Virginia. (Photo French-style gilt, bronze, and green malachite
courtesy of Bill Tiernan, The Virginian-Pilot) columnar 16-light torcheres with bronze
candelabra arms. Estimated appraised value:
$8,000.

Tl

2005 Scout Dorado. (Sold for $1,800)

o A bl .

Artwork with a total value of $71,525, including 19th century English painting of “Royal Family,”
paintings worth up to $10,000 each. oil on canvas. Estimated appraised value:
$6,000.
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Industry Bans Resulting from SIGTARP Criminal Investigations

SIGTARP investigations not only have led to convictions, lengthy prison terms,
restitution and forfeiture orders and civil judgments for TARP-related offenses,
but also have resulted in senior executives being suspended or permanently
banned from working in certain industries. As of September 30, 2015, SIGTARP
investigations have resulted in orders temporarily suspending or permanently
banning 101 individuals from working in the banking or financial industry, working
as a contractor with the Federal Government, or working as a licensed attorney.
Many of these people were at the highest levels of companies that applied for or
received a TARP bailout. They were trusted to exercise good judgment and make
sound decisions The suspensions and bans remove these senior executives from
the banking and financial industries in which many practiced for years. A violation
of the removal, in some instances, could be a basis for further prosecution. These
high-level executives, some of whom were chief executive officers, chief financial
officers, or licensed attorneys, have been sanctioned in a variety of ways, many

by more than one authority: (i) by a sentencing court as part of the terms of
supervised release after a prison term has been served; (ii) by the executive branch
of the Federal Government as a bar from engaging in a Government contract; (iii)
by a Federal banking regulator, which has the authority to ban an individual from
working in the banking industry; (iv) by the Securities and Exchange Commission
(“SEC”), which has the authority to issue certain bans relating to working in the
securities industry; (v) by a Federal court in enforcing a Federal Trade Commission
(“FTC”) request to order a ban against advertising, marketing, promoting, or selling
mortgage assistance or mortgage relief; and (vi) by a state bar association, which
has the authority to suspend or disbar a licensed attorney.

Of the 101 individuals, 56 were heads or owners of companies, including
those who were chairmen, chief executive officers, and presidents of financial
institutions. Most of the remaining 45 individuals were chief financial officers,
senior vice presidents, chief operating officers, chief credit officers, licensed
attorneys, and other senior executives.

This quarter, SIGTARP investigations resulted in five industry prohibitions
as special conditions of supervised release. First, in addition to his five year and
three month prison sentence in connection with his role in two investment fraud
schemes including one designed to sell government-owned properties as official
“TARP partners,” when, in reality, and as he and his co-defendants knew, no such
designation existed, and more than $762,000 restitution ordered, Xue Hue has
been prohibited from accepting any employment which requires him to possess or
exercise control of any third party’s monetary assets or their equivalent. Second,
on top of their prison sentences and multi-million dollar restitution awards in
connection with a massive mortgage fraud scheme based in New Jersey, Delio
Coutinho (sentenced to 36 months in prison and ordered to pay $1.3 million),
Kenneth Sweetman (sentenced to 24 months in prison and ordered to pay $2.2
million), and Carmine Fusco (sentenced to 27 months in prison and ordered to pay
$2.2 million) are each prohibited from holding, seeking, or obtaining employment
in the mortgage and/or real estate industries. Sweetman and Fusco also can not
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provide services related mortgage origination, processing, and or closing. Finally,
in addition to her four year prison sentence for her role in the wide-ranging 21st
Century mortgage refinance fraud scam, Iris Pelayo is prevented from engaging,
as an owner, employee, or otherwise, in any business involving mortgage loan
programs, telemarketing activities, investment programs or any other business
involving the solicitation of funds or cold-calls to customers.

TARP-Related Investigations Activity Since the July 2015 Quarterly
Report

Criminal Charges Filed Against $50 Billion TARP-Recipient General Motors; GM
Agrees to $900 Million Financial Penalty for Failing to Disclose Deadly Safety
Defect in Its Cars to Consumers and U.S. Regulator

On September 17, 2015, criminal charges were filed in the United States District
Court for the Southern District of New York against General Motors Company
(“GM”), a $50 billion dollar TARP recipient, charging GM with concealing a
potentially deadly safety defect from its U.S. regulator, the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (“NHTSA”), from the spring of 2012 through
February 2014, and, in the process, misleading consumers concerning the safety of
certain of its cars.

According to the criminal complaint and related documents, the defect
consisted of a faulty ignition switch that could move easily out of the “Run”
position into “Accessory” or “Off.” When the switch moved out of the Run position,
it could disable the affected car’s frontal airbags—increasing the risk of death and
serious injury in certain types of crashes in which airbags were otherwise designed
to deploy. To date, GM has acknowledged a total of 15 deaths, as well as a number
of serious injuries, caused by the defective switch.

Also on September 17, 2015, GM reached a deferred prosecution agreement
(“DPA”) with federal prosecutors under which the company admitted both
its failure to disclose the safety defect to the NHTSA and that it misled U.S.
consumers about that same defect. As part of the DPA, GM paid a $900 million
financial penalty and has an independent monitor to review and assess policies,
practices and procedures relating to GM’s safety-related public statements, sharing
of engineering data, and recall processes.

The criminal charges are contained in an Information alleging one count of
engaging in a scheme to conceal material facts from NHTSA and one count of wire
fraud.

SIGTARP conducted this investigation together with the United States
Attorney’s Office for the Southern District of New York, the Department of
Transportation Office of Inspector General, the NHTSA, and the Federal Bureau
of Investigation.



SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

Former United Commercial Bank Chief Credit Officer Sentenced to Over Eight
Years in Federal Prison for Felony Fraud Conviction; Securities Fraud Resulted in
over $300 Million TARP Loss to Taxpayers — Ebrahim Shabudin

On September 1, 2015, Ebrahim Shabudin, of Moraga, California, the former
Chief Operating and Chief Credit Officer at United Commercial Bank (“UCB”)
was sentenced to 97 months in federal prison and ordered to forfeit $348,000 by
the United States District Court for the Northern District of California for his role
in a securities fraud scheme and other corporate fraud offenses stemming from
the failure of UCB. The sentence follows Shabudin’s March 25, 2015, conviction
following a six-week jury trial and brings to a close one of the most significant
prosecutions to arise out of the 2008 financial crisis.

Shabudin—the second most senior officer in executive management at UCB—
was charged with and convicted of conspiring with others within the bank to falsify
key bank records as part of a scheme to conceal millions of dollars in losses and
falsely inflate the bank’s financial statements. Among the records Shabudin falsified
were those filed with the United States Securities and Exchange Commission
(“SEC”) and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (“FDIC”) related to the
third and fourth quarters of 2008 describing UCB’s so-called Allowance for Loan
Losses. Also falsified were documents relating to UCB’s quarterly and year-end
earnings per share as announced by the bank to the investing public.

More specifically, testimony at trial revealed that in an effort to have the bank
“break even” in the third quarter 2008, Shabudin and his co-conspirators delayed
downgrading loans despite knowing that collateral had declined in value or was
missing, hoping that something would change. However, based on what they
knew, that hope was unfounded. For instance they knew that: new appraisals
showed collateral value that had declined significantly; there was a third-party
offer to buy one loan for far less than what was owed; the bank did not have proper
documentation for collateral; and one borrower was in receivership. Furthermore,
Shabudin and his co-conspirators were so concerned that inventory securing one
loan was either missing or non-existent, that they thought the bank had been
defrauded and referred it to law enforcement. Indeed, according to trial testimony,
the warehouse that was supposed to contain the inventory securing that loan
looked like a staged set.

Shabudin and his co-conspirators continued this “delay-and-pray” scheme the
following quarter all while the bank applied for and received $298 million in TARP
funds on November 14, 2008. Dividends on the TARP investment grew to over
three million before the bank failed less than a year later, bringing the total loss to
taxpayers to over $300 million.

On November 6, 2009, UCB was closed by the California Department of
Financial Institutions and taken over by the FDIC. Until 2009, the bank’s holding
company, United Commercial Bank Holdings, Inc., was publicly traded on the
NASDAQ. With over $10.9 billion in assets, UCB’s failure was the ninth largest
failure of a bank insured by the FDIC’s Deposit Insurance fund since 2007,
according to the FDIC. The FDIC now estimates the loss to the Deposit Insurance
Fund to be approximately $677 million.
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As previously reported, on December 9, 2014, UCB'’s Chief Financial Officer,
Craig S. On, pled guilty to one count of conspiracy to make a materially false and
misleading statement to an accountant. Additionally, on October 7, 2014, the
bank’s Senior Vice President, Thomas Yu, pled guilty to one count of conspiracy to
make false bank entries, reports and transactions related to his role in preparing the
false and misleading reports. Both On and Yu await sentencing.

This case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the U.S. Attorney’s Office for the
Northern District of California, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation Office of Inspector General, and the OIG for Board
of Governors of FRB.

Former Chief Financial Officer, President, Chief Credit Officer and Controller
at TARP Recipient Bank Indicted for Securities Fraud, Conspiracy and False
Statements to Regulators — David Gibson, Robert Harra, William North & Kevyn
Rakowski, Wilmington Trust Company
On August 5, 2015, David Gibson, of Wilmington, Delaware, Robert V.A. Harra,
of Wilmington, Delaware, William North, of Bryn Mawr, Pennsylvania, and Kevyn
Rakowski, of Lakewood, Florida, the former Chief Financial Officer, President,
Chief Credit Officer and Controller of TARP recipient, Wilmington Trust
Company (“Wilmington Trust”), respectively, were charged in the United States
District Court for the District of Delaware in a nineteen-count indictment for
their respective roles in concealing from the Federal Reserve, the Securities and
Exchange Commission (“SEC”) and the investing public the total quantity of past
due loans on Wilmington Trust’s books from October 2009 until November 2010.
All defendants were charged with conspiracy to defraud the United States,
to commit fraud in connection with the purchase and sale of securities, and
making false statements to regulators. All defendants were charged with one
count of false statements in connection with the purchase or sale of securities,
four counts of making false entries in banking records, seven counts of making
false statements to agencies of the United States government, and two counts
of making false statements in SEC reports. Harra and Gibson were also charged
with two additional counts of making false statements in SEC reports, and Gibson
was charged with three counts of falsely certifying financial reports. Additionally,
in May, 2015, North and Rakowski were previously charged with two counts
of making false statements to an agency of the United States, relating to the
concealment from the market and the Federal Reserve the total quantity of past
due loans on the bank’s books during the months of October and November 2009.
According to the indictment, Wilmington Trust was required to report in its
quarterly filings with both the SEC and the Federal Reserve the quantity of its
loans for which payment was past due for 90 days or more. Investors and banking
regulators consider the 90-day number in evaluating the health of a bank’s loan
portfolio. Harra, Gibson, North, and Rakowski helped conceal the truth about the
health of Wilmington Trust’s loan portfolio from the SEC, the investing public
and from the bank’s regulators. The indictment further alleges that Harra, Gibson,
North, and Rakowski participated in Wilmington Trust’s failure to include in its
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reporting a material quantity of past due loans, despite the reporting requirements
and knowing the significance of past due loan volume to investors and regulators.
Specifically:

¢ North, as the bank’s Chief Credit Officer, approved the exclusion or “waiver”
of such loans from internal reports that he knew would be used to generate the
bank’s external financial reports.

¢ As the bank’s President and Head of Regional Banking, Harra encouraged
the “waiver” of past due loans. He served as a primary point of contact with
the bank’s regulators during 2009 and 2010, signed bank regulatory filings,
participated in quarterly earnings calls with investors, and did not disclose the
bank’s failure to report “waived” loans.

¢ The Chief Financial Officer, Gibson, also knew the bank had “waived” loans
from public reporting and failed to disclose this. Despite this knowledge, Gibson
helped to draft and approved SEC filings and certified that those same filings
fairly presented the financial condition of Wilmington Trust.

e Rakowski, as Controller, approved the bank's filings with the SEC and the
Federal Reserve knowing that those reports did not include past due loans that
had been “waived.”

Each defendant faces up to:

¢ Five years in federal prison for each count of conspiracy to defraud the United
States, conspiracy to make false statements, and false statements to agencies of
the United States government;

e 20 years in federal prison and a $5 million fine for each count of making false
statements in SEC reports; 25 years in federal prison for conspiracy to commit
securities fraud; and

¢ 30 years in federal prison and a $1 million fine for each count of false entries in
banking records.

Additionally, Harra and Gibson each face up to 20 years in federal prison and
a $5 million fine for each of the two additional counts of making false statements
in SEC reports, and Gibson faces up to 20 years in federal prison and a $5 million
fine on each of the three counts of falsely certifying financial reports.

Wilmington Trust received $330 million in TARP funds in December 2008
which remained outstanding until 2011 when Wilmington Trust was acquired by
TARP recipient bank, M&T Bank Corporation (“M&T”"), at a steep discount of
approximately 46 percent from the bank’s share price the prior trading day. M&T
itself also received more than $750 million in TARP funds in 2008.

This case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the U.S. Attorney’s Office for the
District of Delaware, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Internal Revenue
Service Criminal Investigation Division, and the Office of Inspector General for the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. The prosecution is brought in
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coordination with President Barack Obama’s Financial Fraud Enforcement Task
Force.

Four Sentenced to Federal Prison for 21st Century Mortgage Refinance Fraud
Scheme, Ringerleader Imprisoned for 20 Years; Defendants Bilked Over 4,000
Homeowners out of More than $7 Million - Christopher Paul George, Crystal
Taiwana Buck, Albert DiRoberto, Yadira Padilla & 21 Century Legal Services

On September 28, 2015, four defendants who worked for a Rancho Cucamonga,
California-based business that offered bogus loan modifications to struggling
homeowners were sentenced in the United States District Court for the Central
District of California to federal prison, with one of the leaders of the scheme,
Christopher George, a co-owner of 21st Century Legal Services, Inc. (“21st
Century”) receiving 20 years in federal prison, and being ordered to pay $7,065,117
in restitution to victims of the scam. The defendants were convicted on federal
fraud charges for their roles in a telemarketing operation known under a series of
names — including 21st Century — that bilked more than 4,000 homeowners across
the nation, many of whom lost their homes to foreclosure.
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TABLE 1.2

215" CENTURY MORTGAGE REFINANCE FRAUD SCHEME

VICTIMS, BY LOCATION

Number of Number of

Rank State Homeowners | Rank State Homeowners

1 CA 611 27 OR 47

2 FL 349 28 OK 42

3 X 281 29 ur 40

4 OH 206 30 MN 36

5 NC 196 31 MA 33

6 IN 191 32 D 30

7 Mi 181 33 AR 28

8 GA 173 34 IA 28

9 PA 172 35 NM 24

10 NY 148 36 CT 22

11 VA 139 37 KS 20

12 MD 118 38 DE 19

13 NJ 117 39 Wy 19

14 IL 115 40 NH 12

15 AL 112 41 RI 12

16 Wi 112 42 WY 10

17 AZ 111 43 NE 9

18 WA 102 44 DC 7

19 LA 100 45 MT 7

20 MO 90 46 VT 6

21 N 89 47 HI 5

22 SC 77 48 ME 5

23 CO 76 49 AK 3

24 NV 52 50 ND 3

25 KY 50 51 SD 1

26 MS 50

Total Number of Homeowners 4,486

In addition to George, Crystal Buck, a sales “closer” who persuaded numerous
victims to pay fees to 21st Century, received a sentence of five years imprisonment;
Albert DiRoberto who handled sales and marketing—which included making a
commercial for the company and preparing talking points to respond to negative
publicity—also received five years imprisonment; and Yadira Padilla, who handled
client complaints and refund requests, and who posted bogus reviews of the
company on the internet, was sentenced to four years in federal prison.
As previously reported, George, Buck and DiRoberto were found guilty by a

federal jury on various fraud charges in June 2015 following a three-week trial in
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the United States District Court for the Central District of California. Padilla pled
guilty in July 2013.

During a 15-month period that began in the middle of 2008, Andrea Ramirez,
who previously plead guilty to fraud charges and is scheduled to be sentenced
November 15, 2015, operated 21st Century, which defrauded financially distressed
homeowners by making false promises and guarantees regarding 21st Century’s
ability to negotiate loan modifications for homeowners. Employees of 21st Century
made numerous misrepresentations to victims during the course of the scheme,
including falsely telling victims that 21st Century was operating a loan modification
program sponsored by the United States Government, including as part of the
“Obama Plan.” Victims were generally instructed to stop communicating with their
mortgage lenders and to cease making their mortgage payments.

In addition to Ramirez, George, Buck, DiRoberto, Padilla, and Pelayo, five
other California-based defendants previously pled guilty and are scheduled to be
sentenced in the coming weeks. They are:

e Michael Bruce Bates, of Moreno Valley;
e Michael Lewis Parker, of Pomona;

e (Catalina Deleon, of Glendora;

e Hamid Reza Shalviri, of Montebello; and
¢  Mindy Sue Holt, of San Bernardino.

This case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, the Internal Revenue Service-Criminal Investigation Division,
the United States Postal Inspection Service, and the Federal Housing Finance
Agency, Office of Inspector General. The prosecution was brought by the United
States Attorney’s Office for the Central District of California in coordination with
President Barack Obama’s Financial Fraud Enforcement Task Force.

Former Nomura RMBS Traders Charged with Multiple Fraud and Conspiracy
Offenses; TARP Public-Private Investment Program Securities Involved in
Alleged Overcharging—Ross Shapiro, Michael Gramins, Tyler Peters & Nomura
Securities International

On September 3, 2015, a federal grand jury in New Haven, Connecticut, returned
a ten-count indictment by the United States District Court for the District of
Connecticut, charging three former New York-based bond traders for Nomura
Securities International, Ross Shapiro, Michael Gramins, and Tyler Peters, with
conspiracy and fraud offenses.

As alleged in the indictment, Shapiro, Gramins and Peters—all former Lehman
Brothers employees—supervised the Residential Mortgage Backed Securities
(“BMBS”) Desk at Nomura Securities International (“Nomura”) in New York.
Shapiro was the Managing Director who oversaw all of Nomura’s trading in RMBS,
Gramins was the Executive Director of the RMBS Desk and principally oversaw
Nomura’s trading of bonds composed of sub-prime and option ARM loans, and
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Peters was the senior-most Vice President of the RMBS Desk and focused primarily
on Nomura’s trading of bonds comprised of prime and alt-A loans.

The indictment further alleges that Shapiro, Gramins, and Peters engaged in a
conspiracy to defraud customers of Nomura by fraudulently inflating the purchase
price at which Nomura could buy a RMBS bond to induce their victim-customers
to pay a higher price for the bond, and by fraudulently deflating the price at which
Nomura could sell a RMBS bond to induce their victim-customers to sell bonds at
cheaper prices, each causing Nomura and the three defendants to profit illegally.

According to the indictment, the three co-conspirators also trained their
subordinates to lie to customers, provided the subordinates with the language to
use in deceiving customers, and encouraged them to engage in the practice. In
one instance, one of the defendants’ subordinate traders told a salesperson that he
had “lied” about the price of bond and “marked up 2 pts,” to which the salesperson
responded “haha sick . . . well played.”

Further, in an effort to make an unearned and extra profit at the victim-
customers’ expense, the defendants allegedly created fictitious third-party sellers
when the RMBS at issue, in actuality, sat in Nomura’s inventory. The defendants
also allegedly colluded with at least one outside client to deceptively broker trades
on their behalf. In one instance, an investment advisor for another firm concocted
a false story with Shapiro to tell to customers. According to the indictment, he
wrote to Shapiro asking, “when did I buy [the bond] and at what price.”

The victims of this scheme include funds from around the world, retirement
plan providers and a TARP investment firm which was managing taxpayer funds
in an effort to buy and sell “troubled assets” in order to unlock frozen credit
markets during the financial crisis under the Treasury Department’s Public Private
Investment Program (“PPIP").

The indictment charges Shapiro, Gramins, and Peters with one count of
conspiracy, which carries up to five years’ imprisonment; two counts of securities
fraud, each of which carry up to 20 years imprisonment; and seven counts of wire
fraud, which carry a maximum term of imprisonment of 20 years on each count.

In a parallel action also on September 8, 2015, the Securities and Exchange
Commission announced related civil fraud charges against Shapiro, Gramins, and
Peters.

This case is being investigated by SIGTARP; the Federal Bureau of
Investigation; the United States Department of Labor’s Office of Inspector General,
Office of Labor Racketeering and Fraud Investigations; and the Federal Housing
Finance Agency Office of Inspector General. The case is being prosecuted by the
United States Attorney’s Office for the District of Connecticut and is brought in
coordination with President Barack Obama’s Financial Fraud Enforcement Task
Force.
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Former President and CEO of Park Avenue Bank Sentenced to Federal Prison -
Charles Antonnuci, Sr., was the First Defendant Convicted of Fraud Against the
TARP Program; Coconspirators Matthew Morris, former Park Avenue Senior Vice
President, and Businessman Allen Reichman also Sentenced to Prison

On August 20, 2015, Charles Antonucci, Sr., of Woodside, New York, the former
President and Chief Executive Officer (“CEO”) of TARP Recipient Park Avenue
Bank (the “Bank”)—and the first defendant convicted of fraud against the TARP
program—was sentenced in the United States District Court for the Southern
District of New York to 30 months imprisonment for his involvement in a massive
fraud involving self-dealing, bank bribery, embezzlement of bank funds, attempting
to fraudulently obtain more than $11 million worth of taxpayer rescue funds from
TARP, and participating in a $37.5 million fraud scheme that left an Oklahoma
insurance company in receivership. Antonucci was also ordered to forfeit $11.2
million to the United States and to provide more than $54 million in restitution to
victims of his crimes, including, among others, the FDIC. Previously, in October
2010, Antonucci pled guilty pursuant to a cooperation agreement with the
government.

Additionally, on August 19, 2015, Matthew L. Morris, a former Senior Vice
President of the Bank, who also pled guilty pursuant to a cooperation agreement
with the government, was sentenced in the United States District Court for the
Southern District of New York to one year and one day in prison. On August 6,
2015, following his February 2015 guilty plea, Allen Reichman, an executive at
an investment bank and financial services company (the “Investment Firm”), was
sentenced in the United States District Court for the Southern District of New
York to twenty-one months in federal prison and ordered to pay $10 million in
restitution for his role in the scheme that defrauded insurance regulators and the
Investment Firm.

As previously reported, on June 4, 2015, Wilbur Anthony Huff was sentenced
in the United States District Court for the Southern District of New York to 12
years in federal prison and ordered to pay more than $108 million in restitution
for committing various tax crimes that caused more than $50 million in losses to
the Internal Revenue Service and more than $4.8 million in losses to the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation; and for a massive fraud that involved bribery
of bank officials, the fraudulent purchase of an insurance company, and the
defrauding of insurance regulators and an investment bank. The sentence followed
Huff’s guilty plea to related charges in December 2014.

According to court documents and statements made during court proceedings
Antonucci, Morris, and Huff engaged in a massive multifaceted conspiracy from
2006 through 2010 in which they schemed to (i) receive and pay bank bribes, (ii)
engage in self-dealing, (iii) defraud bank regulators and the board and shareholders
of a publicly traded company, and (iv) fraudulently purchase an Oklahoma
insurance company.

The case was investigated by SIGTARP, the Federal Bureau of Investigation,
the IRS, the New York State Department of Financial Services, Immigration and
Customs Enforcement’s Homeland Security Investigations, and the Office of
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Inspector General of the FDIC, with assistance provided by the Department of
Justice’s Tax Division and the United States Attorney’s Office for the Southern
District of Florida. The case was prosecuted by the United States Attorney’s Office
for the Southern District of New York in coordination with President Barack
Obama’s Financial Fraud Enforcement Task Force.

Bank Officer of Failed TARP Applicant Bank Sentenced to 3.5 Years in Federal
Prison for Bank Fraud following Jury Trial - William R. Beamon, Jr., Appalachian
Community Bank

On September 30, 2015, the United States District Court for the Northern District
of Georgia finalized a judgment against William R. Beamon, Jr., aka “Rusty,” of
Dekalb County, Georgia, a former Vice President of TARP applicant Appalachian
Community Bank (“Appalachian”), sentencing Beamon to 3.5 years in federal
prison in connection with Beamon’s December 2014 conviction after a five-day
jury trial on five counts of bank fraud related to his scheme to defraud Appalachian.
Beamon was also ordered to pay more than $540,000 in restitution to his victims
and forfeit real property involved in the offense.

According to court filings, as vice president at Appalachian, Beamon was in
charge of the bank’s foreclosure liquidation department. Beamon was also the
sole owner of a shell company, Newmon Properties, LLC (“Newmon Properties”).
Beamon and his co-conspirators devised and executed a fraudulent scheme in
which they diverted funds from the bank. For example, in October 2009, Beamon
lied to a real estate agent by stating that Beamon owned a property that, as Beamon
knew, was actually owned by Appalachian as a foreclosed property. Beamon
directed the real estate agent to market and lease that property as if Beamon were
the owner. From April 2009 through December 2009, Beamon then collected and
deposited more than $23,000 in illegal rent payments and security deposits into his
personal bank account. Additionally, Beamon also fraudulently caused Appalachian
to issue Newmon Properties a Platinum credit card which he used to obtain a cash
advance from Appalachian for more than $91,000. Beamon further used the cash
to purchase from Appalachian a cashier’s check for the same amount with which
he purchased another property in the bank’s foreclosure inventory at below the fair
market value. Less than two weeks later, Beamon sold the property for more than
$148,000.

In October 2008, Appalachian applied for, but did not receive, $27 million
in TARP funding. On March 19, 2010, Appalachian was closed by the Georgia
Department of Banking and Finance, which appointed the FDIC as receiver. The
FDIC estimated that Appalachian’s failure would cost the deposit insurance fund
more than $419 million.

As previously reported, on April 5, 2013, Adam Teague, former Senior Vice
President and senior loan officer of Appalachian was sentenced to 70 months in
Federal prison, ordered to pay $5.8 million in restitution to the FDIC, and ordered
to forfeit $7 million and certain real property in connection with his conviction
for conspiracy to commit bank fraud for his participation in a scheme to defraud
Appalachian of millions of dollars and hide past-due loans from FDIC. In February
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2012, FDIC issued a lifetime ban against Teague from working in the banking
industry.

This case was investigated by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s Office
for the Northern District of Georgia, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
Office of Inspector General, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation. This case
was prosecuted in coordination with President Barack Obama’s Financial Fraud
Enforcement Task Force.

Senior TARP Bank Executive Pleads Guilty to Embezzlement, Stealing More than
$90,000 From Client Accounts - Candice L. White, Front Range Bank

On August 12, 2015, Candice L. White of Centennial, Colorado, a former Senior
Vice President of TARP recipient Front Range Bank (“Front Range”), also of
Centennial, Colorado pled guilty in the United States District Court for the District
of Colorado to two counts of embezzlement by a bank officer in connection with
her scheme to take money from client accounts and cover her tracks in the process.
At sentencing, which is scheduled for November 2015, White faces up to 30 years
in federal prison on each count.

According to the plea agreement, from at least as early as July 2009 through
March 2011, White embezzled more than $92,000 from client accounts at Front
Range by requesting cashier’s checks and withdrawing cash from the client
escrow accounts and other accounts that were not closely monitored by the victim
account holders. White would then use the embezzled money for her own personal
use. White was familiar with the victim accounts because she was the bank
representative assigned to the accounts. To carry out her embezzlement, White
approached a teller at the bank with a type of withdrawal slip and falsely informed
the teller that she needed the cashier’s check or cash for the client or to pay a bill
on the client’s behalf. Due to her status as a Senior Vice President at the Bank,
the tellers trusted that White was telling the truth and had the required supporting
documentation for the transactions.

As part of her plea agreement, White agreed to pay $92,789.27 in restitution,
reflecting the full amount of the victims' loss, to Front Range, which reimbursed its
clients for their losses.

Omega Capital Corporation (“Omega”), of Centennial, Colorado, the holding
company for Front Range Bank, received $2,816,000 in TARP funds in April 2009.
During its time in TARP, Omega missed fifteen dividend payments totaling more
than $575,000 owed to Treasury. Ultimately, in July 2013, Treasury sold its stake
in Omega at auction at a loss and Omega’s missed payments were not repaid,
resulting in a total taxpayer loss of more than $600,000.

The case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s Office
for the District of Colorado, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation and is brought
in coordination with President Barack Obama'’s Financial Fraud Enforcement Task
Force.



SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

Executives of TARP Recipient Bank Admit Guilt in $13 Million False Invoice
“Factoring” Scheme - Jeffrey Bell, Carolyn Passey & Stearns Bank, N.A.

On September 15, 2015, Jeffrey Bell, the head of the Factoring Division at TARP
recipient Stearns Bank, N.A. (“Stearns Bank”), of St. Cloud, Minnesota, pled guilty
in the United States District Court for the District of Utah to one count of false
bank entries for his role in a $13 million scheme to “purchase” nonexistent invoices
(or “receivables”) from two student loan companies. In addition, on August 17,
2015, Carolyn Passey, the head of operations for Stearns Bank’s Factoring Division,
also pled guilty in the United States District Court for the District of Utah to one
count of making false bank entries for her role in the scheme. At sentencing, which
is scheduled for December 2015, Bell and Passey each face up to 30 years in
prison.

According to court documents and statements made in court, from 2008
through March 2010, Bell and Passey caused Stearns to “purchase” nonexistent
receivables from student loan companies, NextStudent and Cology. As part of the
Factoring Division, Bell and Passey used a computer program called “FactorSoft,”
which allowed bank factoring customers to submit their accounts receivables
through not-yet-paid invoices, and have Stearns Bank “buy” the invoices at a
discount. Without informing Stearns Bank’s directors, Bell and Passey submitted
(or caused to be submitted) through Stearns Bank’s FactorSoft program invoices
that were false and had inflated values. As a result, Stearns Bank provided
significant funds to NextStudent and Cology without actual accounts receivable
or collateral. Ultimately, Stearns Bank sold the portfolio of accounts receivable to
another bank, without that bank’s knowledge of the fraudulent accounts receivable
invoices for NextStudent and Cology.

Stearns Financial Services, Inc., parent of Stearns Bank received $24.9 million
in TARP funds in June 2009.

The investigation is being conducted by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s
Office for the District of Utah, the United States Postal Inspection Service,
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development — Office of
Inspector General, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Estate of TARP Bank President Sued To Recover $17.3 Million Investment in
TARP Bank Related to Concealment of Serial Frauds by President and Other
Executives — Layton P. Stuart, One Financial Corporation & Onebanc & Trust,
N.A.
On July 1, 2015, the United States Department of Justice sued the estate and
trusts of the late Layton P. Stuart, former owner and president of TARP recipient
One Financial Corporation (“OneFinancial”), and its wholly-owned subsidiary,
Onebanc & Trust, N.A. (“Onebanc”), both based in Little Rock, Arkansas, alleging
that Stuart made misrepresentations to induce the United States Department of
the Treasury to invest $17.3 million in TARP funds as part of the Treasury’s CPP
program in June 2009.

According to the complaint, which was brought under the False Claims Act
and filed in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia, Stuart,
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on behalf of One Financial, applied in late 2008 for a TARP investment totaling
$17.3 million. Stuart is alleged to have knowingly made false statements about
Onebanc’s financial condition as well as its intentions for the use of the TARP
funds. In particular, the statements and TARP application allegedly concealed
serial frauds that Stuart and other One Financial directors and bank executives had
been committing and intended to continue committing on Onebanc. Specifically,
as set forth in the complaint, the schemes involved Stuart’s diversion of funds from
Onebanc for personal use including, within 30 days of receiving the $17.3 million
in TARP funds, the diversion of more than $2 million into personal accounts for
his own use. Stuart was terminated from Onebanc in September 2012.

During the time it held TARP funds, OneFinancial missed thirteen dividend
payments totaling more than $5.5 million owed to taxpayers.

As previously reported, on March 3, 2015, the United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Arkansas unsealed an indictment charging a number of
Stuart’s conspirators which included four of Onebanc’s former senior executives,
Tom Monroe Whitehead (former Chief Financial Officer); Michael Francis Heald
(former Chief Operating Officer); Gary Alan Rickenbach (former Senior Executive
Vice President); and Bradley Stephen Paul (former Executive Vice President) with
conspiracy to commit bank fraud, misapplication of loan proceeds, making false
entries in Onebanc’s books and records, making false statements to influence
Onebanc, and obstructing a federal bank examination in connection with a long-
running scheme to deceive Onebanc’s regulators. A trial is scheduled to begin on
December 14, 2015, and, if convicted, each defendant faces up to 30 years in
federal prison on the bank fraud, misapplication, and false entries counts; up to 20
years on the money laundering count and up to five years on the conspiracy count.

In addition, as previously reported, on April 28, 2015, Matthew D. Sweet, of
Timbo, Arkansas, a Onebanc former Vice President and Controller, and another
of Stuart’s conspirators, was sentenced in the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of Arkansas to one year of probation, including six months of home
detention, following his guilty plea to one count of money laundering in connection
with his embezzlement of almost $75,000 from Onebanc.

This investigation was conducted by SIGTARP, the Internal Revenue Service
— Criminal Investigation, the Justice Department Civil Division’s Commercial
Litigation Branch, and the United States Attorney’s Office for the Eastern District
of Arkansas.

Three Sentenced to Prison in TARP-related Scheme to Sell Properties from
Federal Government's HomePath Program - Carla Lee Miller, Xue Heu, Mark
Steven Thompson & Greenfield Advisors, LLC.

On July 20, 2015, Xue Heu, of Modesto, California, was sentenced in the United
States Eastern District of California to five years and three months in federal prison
and ordered to pay more than $762,000 in restitution in connection with his role
in two investment fraud schemes including one designed to sell government-owned
properties as official “TARP partners,” when, in reality, and as Hue and his co-
defendants knew, no such designation existed (the “TARP scheme”). In addition,
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as a special condition of his supervised release, Hue is prohibited from seeking or
obtaining employment that would involve acting in a fiduciary capacity.

On July 29, 2015, Mark Steven Thompson, of Inverness, Florida, was
sentenced in the United States District Court for the Western District Texas to 18
months in federal prison and ordered to pay $634,433 in restitution for his role in
the TARP scheme following his December 2014 guilty plea to two counts of aiding
and abetting and wire fraud. Thompson was further ordered to forfeit more than
$250,000 seized from bank accounts Thompson held at TARP recipient banks as
well as jewelry and two televisions.

On August 5, 2015, Carla Lee Miller was sentenced in the United States
District Court for the Western District of Texas to time-served (which amounted to
eight months imprisonment after her January 2015 pre-trial detention) and ordered
to pay $51,800 in restitution following her April 2015 guilty plea to conspiracy to
commit wire fraud in connection with her role in the TARP scheme.

According to court documents, between October 1, 2013, and December
31, 2013, Hue, Miller, and Price created fake identities in order to contact
real estate investment firms and misrepresent that the defendants’ affiliated
companies, Greenfield Advisors, LLC, and Escrow Professionals, Inc., were
authorized by TARP to sell U.S. Government-held properties through a legitimate
federal government program called HomePath. Through Greenfield Advisors,
the defendants entered into contracts purporting to purchase properties from
the HomePath program when, in fact, defendants had no authority to enter such
contracts. Defendants further lured investors into placing funds into escrow
accounts, and then pocketed the money for their own use. To advance the scheme,
a real estate closing would allegedly occur, and, if pressed, Hue would create
documents falsely purporting to be the deeds. In reality, however, no actual transfer
of properties took place because none of the defendants had the actual authority to
sell the property.

As previously reported, on September 11, 2014, co-defendant Thomas Dickey
Price pled guilty in the United States District Court for the Western District of
Texas to one count of conspiracy to commit wire fraud in connection with his role
in the scheme, and faces up to 20 years imprisonment when sentenced.

This case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s
Office for the Western District of Texas, the United States Attorney’s Office for the
Eastern District of California, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the San
Antonio, Texas, and the Stanislaus County (California) District Attorney’s Offices.

California Man Admits to Bank Fraud Scheme, Paying Kickbacks to Loan Officer
at TARP Recipient Bank — Chester Peggese & Broadway Federal Bank

On September 25, 2015, Chester Peggese, pleaded guilty in the United States
District Court for the Central District of California to bank fraud and filing a false
income tax return in connection with a mortgage fraud scheme in which he paid
kickbacks to Paul Ryan, a loan officer of TARP recipient, Broadway Federal Bank
(“Broadway Federal”), to process loan applications of various Los Angeles-area
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churches. At sentencing, Peggese faces up to 30 years in prison on the bank fraud
count and up to three years in prison on the false tax return count.

According to the plea agreement, Peggese held himself out to Los Angeles-
based churches as a consultant who could obtain mortgage loans or loans to
refinance existing mortgages from Broadway Federal. Between 2007 and 2009,
defendant and others would meet with churches to obtain financial information,
alter the information to make it appear as if the churches were more financially
sound than they were, and then submit the false financial information to Broadway
Federal. Based on these false financial statements, Broadway Federal would issue
mortgages to the churches. Ryan, an insider at Broadway Federal, provided a
template for presenting the financial information for the churches to ensure that
the church loan applications containing the inflated financial information would
be approved. Peggese would be paid out of escrow on the loans at closing, and kept
the funds for himself in addition to giving Ryan kickbacks. The total actual loss to
Broadway Federal resulting from Peggese’s conduct was more than $4,268,000.
Additionally, Peggese falsely reported his income to the Internal Revenue Service,
understating it by hundreds of thousands of dollars from 2007 to 2009.

As previously reported, Ryan pled guilty in July 2014 to one count of bank
bribery, admitting that he demanded and accepted more than $350,000 in
illicit payments in relation to the scheme. Ryan faces up to 30 years in prison at
sentencing which is scheduled for May 2016.

In November 2008, Broadway Financial Corporation, of Los Angeles,
California, the holding company for Broadway Federal, received $9 million in
TARP funds, and, in December 2009, it received another $6 million.

This case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s Office
for the Central District of California, the Internal Revenue Service — Criminal
Investigation, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation Office of the Inspector
General, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

California Fraudster Sentenced to 45 Months Imprisonment for Massive
Foreclosure Rescue Scam; Helped Already-Imprisoned Spouse Execute Scheme
- Tamara Tikal & KATN Trust

On July 16, 2015, Tamara Tikal, of Rio Vista, California, was sentenced in the
United States District Court for the Eastern District of California to three years
and nine months and ordered to pay more than $3,671,000 million in restitution
for her role in a massive foreclosure rescue scam that victimized more than one
thousand struggling homeowners out of millions of dollars. Even after Tamara
Tikal's husband, Alan David Tikal, the scam’s ringleader was twice jailed for his
role in the scheme, Tamara Tikal continued operating the scam on his behalf. The
sentence followed Tamara Tikal’s August 2014 guilty plea to conspiracy to commit
mail fraud in relation to the scheme.

As previously reported in March 2015, Alan Tikal, formerly of Brentwood,
California, was sentenced to 24 years in federal in the United States District Court
for the Eastern District of California, following his conviction after a bench trail
before United States Judge Troy L. Nunley. Additionally on February 19, 2015,
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co-defendant, Ray Jan Kornfeld, of Las Vegas, Nevada, was sentenced in the same
court to five years in federal prison for his role in the scam after pleading guilty to
one count of conspiracy.

According to Tamara Tikal’s plea agreement and evidence presented at Alan
Tikal’s trial, between January 2010 and August 2013, Alan Tikal, the principal
behind a business known as “KATN Trust,” targeted distressed homeowners
experiencing difficulties making their existing monthly mortgage payments.

Alan Tikal promised to reduce victims—many of whom did not speak English—
outstanding mortgage debt by 75 percent, falsely claiming he was a registered
private banker with access to an enormous line of credit and the ability to pay off
homeowners’ mortgage debts in full. Homeowners were told that in return for
various fees and payments, their existing loan obligations would be extinguished,
and the homeowners would then owe new loans to Alan Tikal in an amount
equaling 25 percent of their original obligation.

In fact, however, the Tikals never made any payments to financial institutions
on behalf of homeowners in satisfaction of their pre-existing mortgage debt
obligations; the purported “loan” payments homeowners paid to Tikal were
deposited into accounts at, among others, TARP recipient bank, JPMorgan Chase,
and simply spent by Tikal, his family, and his associates for personal use; and
there was not a single instance in which a homeowner’s debt was paid, forgiven
or otherwise extinguished as a result of the mortgage relief program. In all, the
defendants convinced more than one thousand homeowners in California and
other states to participate in the program. As a result of their participation, many
homeowners became delinquent on their loans and ultimately had their homes
foreclosed upon. Collectively, those homeowners paid more than $5,800,000 in
fees and monthly payments into the program. Of that, $2,500,000 or more was
paid into accounts controlled by the Tikals.

In addition to doing Alan Tikal’s bidding while he was incarcerated, Tamara
Tikal played a variety of roles at KATN, including communicating with individual
homeowners and falsely assuring them of the legitimacy of the program.

The case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the Internal Revenue Service —
Criminal Investigation, the California Department of Justice, and the Stanislaus
County District Attorney’s Office. It is being prosecuted by the United States
Attorney’s Office for the Eastern District of California and the California Attorney
General’s Office, in coordination with President Barack Obama’s Financial Fraud
Enforcement Task Force.

Two Plead Guilty in Massive $18.5 Million Mortgage Modification Scheme; More
than 8,000 Homeowners Victimized Nationwide — Ped Abghari & Justin Romano,
Esq.

On September 14 and 15, 2015, respectively, Justin Romano, of Blue Point, New
York, and Ped Abghari, aka “Ted Allen,” of Irvine, California, pled guilty in the
United States District Court for the Southern District of New York for their roles in
orchestrating a massive mortgage modification scheme that collectively defrauded
over 8,000 desperate homeowners out of over $18.5 million. Abghari and
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Romano collected upfront fees from homeowners, falsely claiming homes could
be saved through TARP’s foreclosure prevention program, the Home Affordable
Modification Program (“HAMP”). In reality, however, Abghari and Romano did
no more than complete the free HAMP application available online and instead
pocketed money homeowners thought were being paid to their lenders on their
mortgage. Abghari and Romano each pled guilty to wire fraud and conspiracy to
commit wire fraud charges and, at sentencing which has been set for January 14,
2016, face up to 20 years in federal prison on each count. Abghari also pled guilty
to misprision of a felony, for which faces up to three years in federal prison.

According to the indictment and statements made at the plea proceedings:

Abghari was a president and owner of an Irvine, California, company that
offered purported mortgage modification services (the “Telemarketing Firm”).
Justin Romano held himself out as the president of two purported law firms (the
“Purported Law Firms”), based in Holbrook, New York, and Sayville, New York,
which offered purported mortgage modification services in conjunction with the
Telemarketing Firm.

From at least January 2011 through May 2014, through the Telemarketing Firm
and the Purported Law Firms, Abghari and Romano, among others, perpetrated
a scheme to defraud homeowners in dire financial straits who were seeking relief
through HAMP and other mortgage relief programs. Through a series of false
and fraudulent representations, the defendants duped thousands of homeowners
into paying thousands of dollars each in up-front fees in exchange for little or no
service from the defendants or their companies. In total, through their scheme, the
defendants obtained over $18.5 million from more than 8,000 victim-homeowners
throughout the United States.

Through the Telemarketing Firm, Abghari and others purchased thousands
of “leads,” consisting of the name, address, and other contact information of
homeowners who had fallen behind in making mortgage payments on their homes.
Abghari and others then caused the Telemarketing Firm to send, by e-mail, false
and fraudulent solicitation letters to the homeowners they identified through the
“leads,” misleading these homeowners into believing that their mortgages were
already under review and that new, modified rates had already been contemplated
and approved by the homeowners’ lenders.

At the direction of Abghari and Romano, among others, the Telemarketing
Firm'’s telemarketer and sales people (the “Sales Staff”) called homeowners and/
or answered telephone calls from homeowners who received the Telemarketing
Firm’s fraudulent solicitations. During these calls, in an effort to convince the
homeowners to pay up-front fees, the defendants, through the Sales Staff, regularly
caused various false and fraudulent representations to be made to homeowners,
including that:

e the homeowners were retaining a “law firm” and an “attorney” who would
complete the HAMP application and negotiate aggressively on the homeowners’
behalf with banks to modify the terms of the homeowners’ mortgages;
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¢ the defendants would “pre-approve” the homeowners for a guaranteed
modification through HAMP;

¢ the defendants employed underwriters who would calculate and guarantee the
homeowners a new, modified rate and monthly mortgage payment; and

¢ the defendants’ mortgage modification services were free, and the up-front fees
paid by the homeowners would be paid directly to the homeowners’ lenders.

In fact, as Abghari and Romano well knew, all of these representations were
false and fraudulent.

As previously reported, co-defendant Dionysius Fiumano, a/k/a “D,” who was
charged in August 2014 together with Abghari and Romano, is scheduled to begin
trial in December 2015 before the Honorable John F. Keenan, in the United States
District Court for the Southern District of New York.

This case is being investigated by SIGTARP. It is being prosecuted by the
United States Attorney’s Office for the Southern District of New York and
is brought in coordination with President Barack Obama'’s Financial Fraud
Enforcement Task Force.

Westchester Businessman Pleads Guilty to Conspiring to Make False Statements
to a TARP Recipient Bank and Filing False Federal Tax Returns — Selim “Sam”
Zherka.
On August 27, 2015, Selim “Sam” Zherka, of Somers, New York, pled guilty in the
United States District Court for the Southern District of New York to conspiring to
make false statements to a bank in order to receive millions of dollars in loans and
to filing materially false tax returns with the Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”). As
part of his plea agreement, Zherka agreed to forfeit $5.23 million. At sentencing,
scheduled for December 2015, Zherka faces up to five years in federal prison.

According to court documents, from December 2005 through the present,
Zherka conspired with others to obtain $63.5 million in loans from TARP-recipient
Sovereign Bank (now Santander), for the purchase and/or refinancing of apartment
house complexes in Tennessee by lying about the purchase price of the real estate
he was acquiring and the amount of the down payment he was making toward the
purchase. Additionally, Zherka admitted to having repeatedly submitted fraudulent
tax returns to the IRS that overstated depreciation expenses and understated
Zherka’s capital gains for the real estate holding companies in which he was a
partner and which, in turn, owned apartment housing complexes, thereby reducing
the real estate companies’ tax liabilities.

Four other individuals, Genaro Morales, Mark Pagani, Pasquale Scarpa,
and Kevin Sisti previously pled guilty to conspiring with Zherka in connection
with these real estate schemes, including obtaining loans from TARP recipient
Sovereign Bank. At sentencing, each faces up to 35 years in federal prison.

This case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s Office
for the Southern District of New York (White Plains Division), the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, and the Internal Revenue Service — Criminal Investigation.
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Three from New Jersey Sentenced for Roles in Massive Mortgage Fraud Scheme
- Delio Coutinho, Kenneth Sweetman, Carmine Fusco

On August 11, 2015, Delio Coutinho, of Woodbridge, New Jersey, a former loan
officer at a northern New Jersey mortgage brokerage company, was sentenced in
the United States District Court for the District of New Jersey to 36 months in
prison and ordered to pay more than $1.3 million in restitution in connection with
his role in a large-scale mortgage fraud scheme that caused millions of dollars in
losses. As a special condition of his supervised release, Coutinho also is prohibited
from holding, seeking, or obtaining employment in the mortgage and/or real estate
industries. The sentence follows Coutinho’s April 2014 guilty plea to conspiracy to
commit wire fraud.

On July 27, 2015, Kenneth Sweetman, of Nutley, New Jersey, was sentenced
in the United States District Court for the District of New Jersey to 24 months in
federal prison for his role in the scheme following his April 2014 guilty plea to one
count of conspiring to commit wire fraud affecting a financial institution and was
ordered to pay more than $2.2 million in restitution. On July 13, 2015, Carmine
Fusco, of East Hanover, New Jersey, who also previously pled guilty to conspiring to
commit wire fraud affecting a financial institution, was sentenced to 27 months in
prison and also ordered, together with Sweetman, to pay more than $2.2 million in
restitution. As a special condition of supervised release, Sweetman and Fusco are
each prohibited from holding, seeking, or obtaining employment in the mortgage
and/or real estate industries, and from providing services related mortgage
origination, processing, and or closing.

According to documents filed in this case and statements made in court:

From March 2008 through June 2012, Coutinho and others conspired to
release liens on encumbered properties through fraudulently arranged short sales,
allowing Coutinho and others to profit from new, fraudulent mortgage loans
obtained on the properties. To complete the short sales, Coutinho and others
submitted materially false closing and other documents to mortgage lenders, as
well as fraudulent mortgage loan applications to lenders to obtain new loans on
multiple properties in Elizabeth, New Jersey, totaling around $2 million in illegal
mortgage proceeds.

For their part, from March 2011 through July 2012, Sweetman and Fusco
formed shell limited liability companies with names similar to licensed title
companies. They then opened bank accounts in the shell companies’ names to
conceal their identity and control the receipt and distribution of fraudulently
obtained mortgage loan proceeds. Sweetman and Fusco also conducted real estate
closings even though they were neither licensed attorneys nor title agents. In
addition, like Coutinho, Sweetman, Fusco, and other conspirators submitted false
and fraudulent loan applications, supporting documents, and closing documents
to mortgage lenders. Among other things, these documents included and reflected
fraudulent gift loans, false appraisals, and documents that misrepresented the
owner of properties and the intended disposition of loan proceeds. Using these
methods, Sweetman, Fusco, and others conducted 16 fraudulent real estate
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transactions, including 11 Elizabeth properties, and obtained more than $5 million
in illegitimate proceeds.

As previously reported, on January 23, 2013, as part of a wide-scale mortgage
fraud investigation in New Jersey, Coutinho, Sweetman, Fusco, and eight other
individuals were arrested by SIGTARP agents and its law enforcement partners
and charged related to their roles in fraudulent mortgage schemes. In addition to
Coutinho, Sweetman, and Fusco, those arrested were: Joseph DiValli, Christopher
Woods, Matthew Amento, Jose Luis Salguero Bedoya, Paul Chemidlin, Jr.,
Christopher Ju, Yazmin Soto-Cruz, and Jose Martins.

¢ In 2012, Woods and Amento each pled guilty to conspiracy to commit
wire fraud and wire fraud, and each were sentenced in 2013 to 18 months
imprisonment and ordered to pay $1,267,851 in restitution to, among others,
the Ggovernment and TARP recipients Bank of America and PNC Bank.

® On June 8, 2015, Ju was sentenced to ten months in prison and ordered to pay
$256,511.07 in restitution, also having pled guilty in 2014 to conspiracy to
commit wire fraud affecting a financial institution.

e In May 2015, DiValli pled guilty to conspiracy to commit wire fraud affecting
a financial institution, wire fraud, and tax evasion, and is scheduled to be
sentenced on November 24, 2015.

¢ In 2014, Soto-Cruz, Martins, Chemidlin, and Salguero each pleaded guilty to
conspiracy to commit wire fraud affecting a financing institution and each is
scheduled to be sentenced in the coming weeks.

The case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s Office
for the District of New Jersey, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the United
States Postal Inspection Service, the United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development Office of Inspector General, Federal Housing Finance Agency
Office of Inspector General, Internal Revenue Service—Criminal Investigation, and
the Hudson County (N.].) Prosecutor’s Office. The case is being prosecuted in
coordination with President Barack Obama’s Financial Fraud Enforcement Task
Force.

Las Vegas Couple Guilty of Defrauding Over 400 Vulnerable Homeowners in
$3.8 Million Mortgage Scam—Kristen Michelle Ayala, Joshua Manuel Sanchez &
“Equity Restoration Group”

On July 28, 2015, Kristen Michelle Ayala, aka “Amber Lynch,” aka “Olivia Benet,”
aka “Grace Williams,” and Joshua Manuel Sanchez, aka “Nelson Cruz,” aka “Chris
Ward,” aka “Daniel Mora,” both formerly of Las Vegas, Nevada, pled guilty in the
United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia to conspiracy to
commit wire fraud for their roles in a $3.8 million dollar mortgage modification
scam, in which they pretended to be part of the United States Government’s
Home Affordable Modification Program (“HAMP”). The guilty pleas follow

the defendants’ indictments and arrests by law enforcement earlier this year. At
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sentencing, scheduled in the coming weeks, each faces up to 20 years in federal
prison.

According to the statement of facts filed with the plea agreement: from in
and around October 2012 through September 2014, Ayala, Sanchez, and others
executed a scheme to defraud vulnerable victim homeowners who were at risk
of foreclosure. Ayala and Sanchez developed fraudulent documents, telephone
scripts, and aliases in an effort to defraud the victim homeowners. The scheme
lulled victim homeowners into believing that the defendants were part of HAMP,
a legitimate U.S. Government program funded by taxpayer dollars through
TARP. During the execution of the ruse, the Ayala and Sanchez used documents
containing fraudulent Government seals, made false statements regarding
modification of the victims’ mortgages through the HAMP program, and pocketed
the victims’ mortgage payments rather than directing the payments to the victims’
lenders. To date, the scheme has defrauded more than 400 victims, caused losses
of over $3.8 million dollars, and resulted in many victims losing their homes despite
the victims’ efforts to modify their mortgages and continue to make payments on
their loans.

The case is being investigated by SIGTARP and the United States Attorney’s
Office for the Eastern District of Virginia.

Owner of Media Agency, Lead Generator That Advertised Government Mortgage
Assistance, Pleads Guilty to False Advertising—Matthew Goldreich & National
Mortgage Help Center LLC
On August 13, 2014, Matthew Goldreich, of East Lyme, Connecticut, the owner
of a media agency, pled guilty in the United States District Court for the District
of Connecticut, to a false advertising offense stemming from his production and
dissemination of false advertisements for mortgage modification services, including
ones that claimed affiliation with the United States Government. Goldreich faces
up to one year in federal prison and a fine of up to $100,000 when sentenced on
November 5, 2015.

According to court documents and statements made in court, Goldreich
used his New London-based media agency, National Media Connection, LLC,
to produce and air television, radio, and internet advertisements for the National
Mortgage Help Center, LLC (“NMHC”), a shell company incorporated by
Goldreich. The advertisements falsely claimed that NMHC could help struggling
homeowners obtain home mortgage loan modifications. For example, one
advertisement that aired in 2010 stated: “Attention homeowners. We know it’s
tough out there. And while America’s homeowners are facing more challenges
than ever before, the National Mortgage Help Center is ready to help.” The same
advertisement also stated: “We may be able to lower your rate to as low as 1%
and cut your mortgage payment in half. Our trained specialists know all the new
regulations to get you quick relief. We help thousands of homeowners every day.”

In addition, seeking to capitalize on the United States Treasury Department’s
mortgage assistance program, the Home Affordable Modification Program or
“HAMP,” many of the advertisements falsely depicted NMHC as being affiliated
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with the federal Government, including through references to Government
stimulus programs and the use of President Barack Obama’s image and

also included toll-free telephone numbers for mortgage borrowers to call for

help modifying their mortgages. In truth, NMHC was not affiliated with the
federal Government, did not provide mortgage modification services for any
homeowners, and operated only as a front. Homeowners who called the toll-free
telephone numbers advertised by NMHC were instead routed to National Media
Connection’s clients. Those clients, in turn, paid National Media Connection for
these “leads.” Under the pretense of helping homeowners modify their mortgages,
certain National Media Connection clients then charged the homeowners fees and
provided no services whatsoever in return.

The investigation is being conducted by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s
Office for the District of Connecticut, the United States Postal Inspection Service,
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development — Office of
Inspector General, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

President of Oregon Onion Farming Company Sentenced After Pleading Guilty
to Bankruptcy Fraud by Concealing Assets From Creditors, Including TARP
Recipient Bank - Farrell Larson & Zions Bancorporation

On September 8, 2015, Farrell Larson, of Meadow, Utah, was sentenced in the
United States District Court for the District of Idaho to five years probation and
ordered to pay $47,000 in restitution to his victim-creditor, TARP recipient, Zions
Bank, of Salt Lake City, Utah, following Larson’s June 2015 guilty plea to one
count of bankruptcy fraud.

As previously reported, according to court documents, Larson was the President
and co-owner of Select Onion and Larson Land Company, which operated an
onion farm and onion processing plant in Ontario, Oregon. In connection with
a 2012 Chapter 11 bankruptcy Larson filed as the debtor in the United States
Bankruptcy Court for the District of Idaho, Larson Land Company merged with
Select Onion. On April 19, 2012, the Chief Bankruptcy Judge for the District of
Idaho ruled that Larson could not use cash collateral of the Larson Land Company
or Select Onion.

But, in the days following the ruling, on April 20 and 23, 2012, Larson caused
a total of $56,000 in cash to be withdrawn from Select Onion bank accounts,
which reflected assets obtained by Select Onion after the bankruptcy filing. These
withdrawals and subsequent money transfers—made to Larson himself, Larson’s
family members, and companies Larson controlled—were done without the
knowledge or authorization of the bankruptcy court or bankruptcy trustee, and
Larson admitted to knowingly concealing assets from the trustee, his creditors and
the bankruptey court with the intent to defraud.

In November 2008, Zions Bancorporation, of Salt Lake City, Utah, parent of
Zions Bank, received $1.4 billion in TARP funds.

This case was investigated by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s Office for
the District of Idaho, and the Internal Revenue Service-Criminal Investigation.
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Five Charged with Mortgage Fraud and Racketeering in Massive Short Sale
Scam; False Promises included TARP’s Home Affordable Foreclosure Alternatives
Program—Christopher Nelson, Niket Kulkarni, Thomas J. Adams, Robyn Reese,
James Reese & American Equity Foundation
On September 18, 2015, Christopher Nelson, of Henderson, Nevada (president,
director, chairman and chief executive officer of American Equity Foundation
(“AEF”); Niket Kulkarni, of Los Angeles, California (AEF’s treasurer and secretary),
as well as Thomas J. Adams, Robyn Reese (both AEF employees) and James
Reese (AEF’s realtor) were charged in Clark County District Court for the State
of Nevada with pattern mortgage lending fraud, racketeering, and theft, among
others, in connection with the operation of their scam short sale business, AEF.

According to the indictment, around August 2012 to April 2014, the defendants
solicited customers to participate in a short sale program purportedly associated
with the federal government called the Neighborhood Stabilization Plan in
exchange for an upfront fee of between $299 and $2,000. The defendants falsely
represented to their clients, however, that AEF could facilitate short sales of
customers’ homes to investors and that AEF was a nonprofit organization with a
primary office located on Pennsylvania Avenue in Washington, D.C. Then, the
customers were told that they could lease their homes back from the purported
investors for a period of time, after which they would have the opportunity to
repurchase their homes at 90 to 100 percent of the home’s market value. The
indictment further alleges that, between May and August 2013, Adams, together
with Robyn and James Reese, lied to clients about their ability to qualify for a short
sale through the TARP-funded Home Affordable Foreclosure Alternatives program
(“HAFA”).

In total, the defendants are alleged to have scammed customers out of more
than $133,000.

The case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the Nevada Attorney General’s
Office, and the Department of Housing and Urban Development — Office of
Inspector General.

Chief Accountant for Nationwide Mortgage Modification Scam Company Pleads
Guilty; Company Feigned Affiliation with Government, including TARP’s Making
Home Affordable Program - Louis Saggiani & U.S. Homeowners Relief
On August 31, 2015, Louis Saggiani of Los Angeles, California, manager and chief
accountant for U.S. Homeowner’s Relief, of Orange County, California, and related
entities, pled guilty in the United States District Court for the Central District
of California, to conspiracy to commit mail and wire fraud in connection with a
fraudulent mortgage modification scam offering bogus loan modification programs
to hundreds of financially distressed homeowners while feigning affiliation with
federal Government programs, including TARP’s Making Home Affordable
Program. Saggiani faces up to five years in prison when sentenced.

As previously reported, on July 22, 2014, Saggiani and co-defendants Aminullah
Sarpas, Samuel Paul Bain (the company’s co-owners and principals), and Damon
Grant Carriger (the company’s principal sales manager) were charged with
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conspiracy and mail and wire fraud in connection with the scam. Bain was also
charged with money-laundering. Saggiani, Sarpas, and Carriger were arrested by
SIGTARP agents and law enforcement partners while Bain was in state custody
at the time of the indictment. If convicted after trial (scheduled for December
2015), Sarpas, Bain, and Carriger each face up to five years in Federal prison for
the conspiracy count, as well as 20 years in prison for each of the mail fraud, wire
fraud, and (with respect to Bain) money laundering counts.

According to the court documents, Saggiani admitted he (and his co-defendants
are alleged to have) operated a series of telemarketing “boiler rooms” that, in
exchange for substantial up-front fees, purportedly offered home loan modification
services to distressed homeowners in the wake of the 2008 financial crisis and
housing market collapse. From late 2008 to early 2010, the defendants operated
multiple offices in California under a series of company names.

When pressure from growing customer complaints about the purported scam
mounted at the Better Business Bureau or attracted attention from state regulators
such as the California Department of Justice, the defendants would shut down,
and change each company name. Further, when served with a cease and desist
order from the California Department of Real Estate prohibiting the defendants
from collecting advance fees, the defendants deliberately ignored the order and
continued collecting advanced fees from struggling homeowners in exchange for
purported loan modification services.

Furthermore, according to court documents, defendants and their associates
used a consistent sales pitch throughout the scheme. Their advertising materials
and telemarketers convinced struggling homeowners to pay upfront fees ranging
from approximately $1,450 to around $4,200 by falsely: (i) promising that the
homeowners were highly likely to secure mortgage modification, including a
reduced interest rate as low as two percent and/or a reduction of principal; (ii)
touting a 97% success rate in securing modifications; and (iii) advertising a
complete money-back guarantee, as well as an affiliation with Federal housing
support programs. For example, the companies’ marketing materials falsely implied
that they were affiliated either with a Government entity or a Government program
designed to offer homeowners mortgage debt relief, and sometimes made specific
references to actual Government websites such as the U.S. Treasury Department’s
www.MakingHomeAffordable.gov website and displayed official Government logos.

According to court documents, however, as the defendants well knew, all of
these claims were false and/or materially misleading. Despite their promises that
homeowners would receive better loan terms, the vast majority of the hundreds
of victims received no favorable loan modifications. In fact, several of the victims
learned from their mortgage lenders that the defendants’ companies had never
made any contact on the homeowners’ behalf. Furthermore, the defendants’
companies were neither affiliated with any Government program, nor were they
licensed real estate brokers. In addition, the customers’ funds were generally
spent on defendants themselves, payments to sales people, and other business
expenses, and were not placed in trust accounts as was promised. Attorneys did not
give personal attention to individual victims and instead were paid by defendants
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to write substantially identical form letters to some lenders. With respect to the
purported money-back guarantee, the defendants routinely used stalling tactics or
just ignored homeowners' repeated demands for refunds after the homeowners did
not receive the promised loan modifications.

This case is being investigated by SIGTARP and the U.S. Attorney’s Office for
the Central District of California, the United States Postal Inspection Service,
and the Internal Revenue Service — Criminal Investigation. This prosecution
was brought in coordination with President Barack Obama’s Financial Fraud
Enforcement Task Force.

Massachusetts Woman Charged with Mortgage Fraud, Victimized TARP
Recipient Banks - Denise Bruce
On September 30, 2015, Denise Bruce, of Hingham, Massachusetts, was charged
in the United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts with five
counts of bank fraud for defrauding mortgage companies, including subsidiaries of
three TARP recipient banks (JPMorgan Chase, Wells Fargo, and Goldman Sachs),
with multiple mortgages she obtained on a single residence. If convicted, Bruce
faces up to 30 years in prison on each count.

According to the indictment, in the run-up to the financial crisis, from no later
than September 2005 until at least March 2008, Bruce fraudulently obtained
five mortgage loans from different banks in amounts ranging from $325,000 to
$487,500 and totaling more than $2.1 million on her residence by submitting
false information regarding her employment history, income, assets, and debt.
In addition, Bruce allegedly filed fraudulent discharges of mortgages with the
Plymouth County Registry of Deeds to create the appearance that the earlier loans
had been paid in full when, in fact, none of them had.

Wells Fargo & Co. and JPMorgan Chase each received $25 billion in TARP
funds, and Goldman Sachs received $10 billion.

The case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s Office
for the District of Massachusetts, and the Federal Housing Finance Agency —
Office of Inspector General.

Two Massachusetts Women Charged with Short Sale Scam that Victimized TARP
Banks - Hyacinth Bellerose & Dahianara Moran
On September 25, 2015, Hyacinth Bellerose, of Dunstable, Massachusetts, and
Dahianara Moran, of Methuen, Massachusetts, were charged in the United States
District Court for the District of Massachusetts with conspiracy to commit bank
fraud in connection with a long-running short sale scam that victimized TARP
recipient banks, Bank of America, JPMorgan Chase, and First Horizon National
Corporation (“First Horizon”). If convicted, Bellerose and Moran each face up to
thirty years in prison.

According to the indictment, between August 2007 and June 2010, Bellerose,
Moran, and others conspired to engage in sham short sales of homes on dozens
of residential properties throughout Massachusetts. Specifically, the defendants
agreed to falsely represent to short-selling banks that the sales were arms-length
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transactions between unrelated parties, when, in fact, as the defendants knew,

the transactions were not arms-length and the sellers retained control of (and
frequently continued to live in) the properties after the sale. Defendants also
conspired to submit misleading and false documents to banks in order to induce
the short-selling banks to permit the sales and to release the sellers from their
unpaid mortgage debts, while also inducing the purported buyers’ banks to provide
financing for the deals. To accomplish the scheme, Bellerose, Moran, and others
used straw buyers which included Moran’s family members, including her mother
and brother-in-law.

Additionally, Bellerose served as the closing attorney on some of the sham short
sales while other co-conspirators served as the real estate agent and mortgage
broker or loan officer. Bellerose and a co-conspirator also operated an entity
called “Foreclosure 911" that marketed itself as a short sale negotiation firm and
negotiated with the selling banks.

For her part, Moran, at the direction of a co-conspirator, prepared fake earnings
statements to submit to the banks in support of some of the false loan applications
on behalf of straw buyers. In one example, in July 2008, Moran’s brother-in-law
acting as a straw buyer completed and submitted to First Horizon Home Loans
a loan application which stated falsely that the brother-in-law was employed as
a maintenance engineer at the not-for-profit organization where Moran was, in
actuality, the director of human resources and interim Chief Executive Officer. In
support of the application, Moran personally prepared phony earnings statements
indicating that her brother-in-law was employed by and received wages from the
non-profit organization. In reality however, as Moran and the others knew, her
brother-in-law was not—and had never been—so employed.

First Horizon, of Memphis, Tennessee, parent of First Horizon Home Loans
received $866.5 in TARP funds in November 2008. Bank of America and
JPMorgan each received $25 billion in TARP funds in 2008.

This case is being investigated by SIGTARP, the United States Attorney’s Office
for the District of Massachusetts, and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development — Office of Inspector General.
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SIGTARP has a responsibility to conduct oversight over everything and everyone
in TARP programs, not just Treasury. Making recommendations to improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of Government, and prevent fraud, waste, and abuse,
is the traditional role of an office of inspector general. Given that SIGTARP is
a Special OIG, our role is not to improve the effectiveness of Treasury, but to
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of Government TARP programs, and
protect TARP from fraud, waste, and abuse.

Within that role, SIGTARP has issued reports raising concerns over
TARP programs that others have not raised before. SIGTARP’s reports and
recommendations raise awareness to obstacles that could stand in the way of TARP
program effectiveness. Improvements in TARP programs can come from Treasury
and other Federal agencies with a role in TARP, as well as others who Treasury has
chosen to administer TARP programs, such as mortgage servicers in HAMP, and
state housing finance agencies in the Hardest Hit Fund.

RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING TARP'S
HARDEST HIT FUND IN FLORIDA

After five years, HHF in Florida has helped only 22,400 homeowners—far less
than expected—using only about half the $1 billion in TARP funds available. On
October 6, 2015, SIGTARP reported on the “Factors Impacting the Effectiveness
of Hardest Hit Fund Florida,” the findings of which are set forth in detail in
Section 1 of this report. SIGTARP found that Treasury abandoned its announced
intent to bring strict accountability by measuring Hardest Hit Fund program
effectiveness, and as a result, Treasury has allowed the Hardest Hit Fund in Florida
to underperform compared to other HHF states, consistently.

At the beginning of the program, Treasury told participating state housing
finance agencies (“HFAs”) that Treasury required specific goals for each HHF
program and that state HFAs measure program progress against those goals. In
April 2012, SIGTARP published an audit report finding that Treasury has no goals
or targets to measure program effectiveness due to fear of impacting the “dynamic
nature” of this TARP program. In SIGTARP’s October 2015 report on HHF
Florida, SIGTARP found that Treasury’s lack of goals or targets has led to a lack of
accountability and effectiveness of both Treasury and Florida’s HFA. HHF Florida
has the lowest homeowner admission rate of any HHF state, one of the highest
withdrawn application rates, and has consistently denied homeowners at higher
rates than the national average. No TARP program is dynamic if it is not effective
in actually providing assistance.

The history of HHF Florida has shown that when Treasury focuses its oversight
on measuring program effectiveness (as originally announced) rather than mere
compliance, the result is improvement in TARP program performance. Treasury
took strong action to increase the effectiveness of HHF Florida after SIGTARP’s
2012 report and recommendations, by issuing an Action Memorandum to Florida’s
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HFA in November 2012. Treasury instructed Florida’s HFA to increase the low
number of homeowners assisted, raise the ratio of approved homeowners to denied
homeowners, increase inadequate staffing levels, and create a program to address
negative equity. Treasury also asked for a written plan and set a minimum target of
an average of 750 funded homeowners a month, warning, “If [HHF Florida] fails
to achieve these goals, Treasury will consider additional steps, including possible
remedial actions, to improve performance.” Treasury told Florida’s HFA to lengthen
assistance, to “widen the net.”

The improvements made after Treasury intervened to change the game
by taking a stronger role after SIGTARP’s 2012 report prove that the action
SIGTARP recommended in 2012 can make a difference over whether a state
flourishes or flounders. Treasury issued similar HHF action memoranda to Arizona,
Georgia, and New Jersey in 2012. After publishing our October 6, 2015 HHF
report, SIGTARP learned that in July 2015, Treasury did exactly what SIGTARP
recommended. On July 10, 2015, Treasury sent an action memorandum holding
HHF Alabama accountable to targeted numbers of homeowners to be assisted
in each of four HHF programs. Treasury measured HHF Alabama’s performance
against those targets, and found performance lacking and that HHF Alabama has
fallen behind other states. Treasury requested a formal written plan identifying
measurable targets for homeowners assisted (and blighted structures removed)
over the next four quarters and specific action to reach those targets. Treasury also
set a goal for the amount of HHF funds to be committed each month. Treasury
even suggested some urgency in its July 2015 letter, recommending HHF Alabama
take “immediate action to improve its performance,” stressing that it “must show
substantial progress over the next two quarters and clearly demonstrate that it can
effectively utilize these funds and reach its target for the number of households
served.”

Treasury’s strong action to bring accountability by measuring HHF Alabama’s
effectiveness demonstrates that conducting the type of strong action that SIGTARP
recommended is in keeping with the “dynamic” nature of HHF, and is necessary
to ensure that the program is effective in providing assistance to homeowners.
However, Treasury must continue to follow up in measuring HHF Alabama’s
effectiveness in order for performance to improve. Despite improvements made
in 2013 from Treasury’s intervention, HHF Florida continues to lag behind other
HHEF states.

In its evaluation report this month, SIGTARP made 20 new recommendations
to improve HHF Florida to provide Florida homeowners the same opportunity for
HHF assistance as homeowners in other states, and to protect HHF against fraud.
Treasury said they would review each one in the ordinary course. SIGTARP urges
Treasury to do so with a sense of urgency.

To improve the effectiveness of the Hardest Hit Fund Florida on an urgent
basis, and to ensure that Florida homeowners have the same chance of
Hardest Hit Fund assistance as homeowners in other HHF states, Treasury
should improve the homeowner admission rate in HHF Florida to a targeted
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level that would bring it closer to the average homeowner admission rate of
the other HHF states. Treasury should set numeric targets that HHF Florida
must meet each quarter to reach the targeted homeowner admission rate and
include those targets in an action memorandum to Florida’s housing finance
agency.

Treasury’s data shows that only 20% of homeowners (22,400 of 109,774) who
applied for help from HHF Florida received assistance, as of March 31, 2015.
HHF Florida has the lowest rate of admitting homeowners into HHF than any
other HHF state. HHF Florida is far below the other 18 HHF states that average
providing assistance to about half of homeowners who applied (204,111 of
426,632, or 48%).

By not measuring progress against a target homeowner admission rate, the low
homeowner admission rate for HHF Florida has been relatively constant (18% to
23%). Treasury sent HHF Florida an action memorandum in 2012, just like the
one Treasury recently sent to HHF Alabama. It is time for Treasury to take this
kind of strong action again. Treasury should go back to its roots—how it described
HHF—of combining state flexibility with strict Treasury accountability, through
goals for effectiveness and measuring progress against those goals. To change a
future outcome for the underperforming HHF Florida, it is time for Treasury to
change the game. Otherwise HHF Florida may spend the $1 billion by December
2017, but it risks not being as effective as it can be to help the urgent needs of
Florida homeowners now. All TARP programs are emergency programs designed to
help during times of crisis. That includes HHF Florida.

To improve the effectiveness of the Hardest Hit Fund in all states on an
urgent basis, Treasury should form a HHF performance committee to meet
each quarter to assess performance by each state housing finance agency

in comparison to other state HHF programs, identify obstacles and risks,

and develop strategies to mitigate those obstacles and risks. Treasury should
memorialize the work of that committee through meeting minutes, and report
on those obstacles and risks, as well as mitigation strategies to the Treasury
Deputy Secretary twice a year.

It can be natural with such close contact with a state HFA for Treasury to not
want to come down hard on them. Oversight is not easy or comfortable. There is
a natural tension with holding someone accountable. It is more comfortable to
give deference—to “leave it to the states,” as Treasury officials told SIGTARP, to
be satisfied with some steady performance and a state HFA justification for worse
performance than other states. The Administration and Treasury announced that
HHF would give states flexibility to tailor local solutions, but that flexibility would
come with strict accountability by Treasury—that program effectiveness would be
measured. A performance committee that is made up of others who do not stay in
close contact with state HFAs can bring objectivity to Treasury’s measurement of
program performance. That committee can ensure that flexibility and innovation
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does not come in a Federal program without accountability that can be measured
against targets. It can be easier for Treasury’s program staff to leave oversight to
Treasury compliance staff, but Treasury’s compliance staff’s responsibility relates to
following program rules, not the effectiveness of program performance. Given the
importance of HHF, this performance committee should elevate its findings to the
highest levels of Treasury.

To improve the effectiveness of the Hardest Hit Fund Florida in reaching
homeowners in Florida on an urgent basis, Treasury should, within 60 days,
reassess eligibility requirements of each HHF Florida program to ensure that
programs target the typical Florida homeowner, keep only those requirements
that are absolutely necessary, and eliminate those that are not. Treasury
should memorialize the findings of this reassessment.

With the lowest homeowner admission rate and with homeowner denial
rates consistently above the national average, Treasury should reassess eligibility
requirements. In other words, can Treasury “widen the net,” as was its desire in
its 2012 action memorandum? Treasury does not have insight into why Florida
homeowners were denied for HHF because it does not publicly report on denial
reasons, or why so many homeowners had their applications withdrawn. Even
though Florida’s HFA includes in a letter to the homeowner the reason for denial,
Treasury does not require reporting on those reasons. After SIGTARP’s 2012
report, Florida’s HFA compiled the reasons homeowners were denied. This gave
insight that led to the board of Florida’s HFA voting two weeks after SIGTARP’s
report to eliminate the four homeowner eligibility requirements that had led to
HHEF Florida denying half of all homeowners. A similar review now could lead
to similar results. It would also be consistent with Treasury’s action in HAMP to
create a new “Streamline HAMP” that eliminates certain eligibility requirements.

To give Treasury insight into areas to improve the effectiveness of the Hardest
Hit Fund on an urgent basis, Treasury should require all participating state
housing finance agencies to report on an overall state HHF level as well as
individual HHF program level: the reasons why homeowners were denied
assistance along with the corresponding number of homeowners denied

for that reason. Treasury should require this reporting on a quarterly and
cumulative basis and post that information on its website for transparency and
accountability.

Knowing the top reasons why homeowners are denied for HHF will
bring insight to Treasury and every participating state HFA that could lead to
improvements in denial rates and homeowner admission rates. SIGTARP designed
this recommendation to apply to HHF in all 19 participating states.

To give Treasury insight into areas to improve the effectiveness of the
Hardest Hit Fund on an urgent basis, Treasury should require each state
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housing finance agency to report county-level data for all HHF programs

and each individual state HHF program on: the number of homeowners

who have applied for HHF, the number of homeowners denied, the number
of homeowners who withdrew their application after being approved for
assistance, the number of homeowners who the state housing finance agency
withdrew their application, the number of homeowners whose applications
are in process, and the median number of days to process homeowner
applications. Treasury should require this reporting on a quarterly and
cumulative basis and post this information on its website for transparency and
accountability.

Transparency in reporting to Treasury at a county level in HHF can be
significantly improved to give insight into the effectiveness of HHF Florida, and
in other states. The number of homeowners who received assistance is the only
county-level data that Treasury requires to be reported. Because Treasury does not
require HHF in any state to report the number of homeowners who applied for
HHEF in each county, Treasury and the public have no insight into each county’s
homeowner admission rate. Treasury also does not require state HFAs to report,
by county, the number of homeowners denied for HHF, whose applications were
withdrawn, or whose applications are in process, which would provide greater
transparency and insight into each county’s performance. Treasury also does not
require HHF in any state to report on a county-level the performance of each
category of assistance (such as principal reduction or unemployment). County-
level HHF performance data is particularly important for a state like HHF Florida
that uses advisor agents in counties to review applications and make decisions on
homeowners.

To improve the effectiveness of the Hardest Hit Fund Florida on an urgent
basis, and ensure that homeowners throughout Florida have the same chance
of HHF assistance as homeowners in other counties within the state, Treasury
should assess whether HHF Florida is operating in the most effective manner
in each county. This should include, at a minimum, Treasury analyzing,

within 60 days, which Florida counties have the lowest homeowner admission
rates, the highest homeowner denial rates, the highest rate of homeowner
applications withdrawn by an advisor agent for Florida’s housing finance
agency, the longest application processing times, and Treasury setting targets
and milestones for improvement in an action memorandum to Florida’s
housing finance agency. Treasury program staff should, within six months,
visit with advisor agents of Florida’s housing finance agency in counties hit the
hardest but where HHF Florida is least effective, not for a compliance review,
but to get an understanding of eligibility requirements that may be too strict
to target the typical Florida homeowner seeking HHF assistance, and the
challenges and obstacles the advisor agents face in making a decision to deny
or withdraw a homeowner.
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Given the various steps and players involved in the homeowner application
process for HHF Florida, measuring county-level performance could bring
transparency and insight to see where there might be delays or other obstacles.
Treasury’s performance staff along with a new performance committee
(recommended by SIGTARP) should meet with advisor agents who make decisions
on Florida homeowner HHF applications to understand the obstacles they face
in getting assistance to homeowners. Treasury's HHF Program Director told
SIGTARP, “There is so much going on that we just can’t see based on a quarterly
performance report.” Intake agencies for HHF bring that different vantage point
to get behind the numbers. Once aware of homeowner obstacles to getting HHF
assistance, Treasury can work to mitigate those obstacles.

To give Treasury insight into areas to improve the effectiveness of the

Hardest Hit Fund on an urgent basis, Treasury should require that state
housing finance agencies report separately the number of homeowners who
withdrew their HHF application from the number of homeowners whose
HHF application was withdrawn by the state housing finance agency. Treasury
should require that reporting on a quarterly and cumulative basis and post
that reporting on its website for transparency and accountability.

With 40% of all homeowners in Florida with withdrawn applications, it is
difficult to gain insight into the meaning of that data because Treasury lumps
two very different situations into one category. HHF in other states also have
high withdrawn application rates as detailed in Section 3 of this report. Treasury
treats the same both a withdrawal of the HHF application initiated by the
homeowner and a withdrawal initiated by HHF in each state for homeowners who
do not respond to requests for information. Treasury does not know how many
homeowners withdrew their application themselves versus how many homeowners
saw their application withdrawn by an HFA because Treasury does not require that
reporting. Greater reporting will lead to greater insight, in HHF Florida and in
HHF in other states.

To improve the effectiveness of the Hardest Hit Fund on an urgent basis,
Treasury should reduce to a targeted level the length of time to process a
senior citizen’s application and give assistance in the Hardest Hit Fund
Florida’s senior citizen program known as ELMORE. Florida’s housing
finance agency should view a targeted length of time to process an application
under ELMORE not as an excuse to deny a homeowner, but instead as a
target for their own improvement in helping homeowners make it through the
approval process. Treasury should set numeric targets that HHF Florida must
meet each quarter to reach the targeted processing time, and include those
targets in an action memorandum to Florida’s housing finance agency, and
measure progress quarterly.
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It takes a median of 9-10 months (280 days) for senior citizens with reverse
mortgages who have suffered a hardship to receive help from HHF Florida to avoid
foreclosure due to their inability to pay taxes, insurance or homeowner association
fee. By that time, the taxes, insurance, or homeowner association fees may be past
due. Treasury has no goal for the length of time Florida’s HFA takes to process an
application. With a median 280 days to obtain approval for this HHF assistance,
Treasury will need to be more actively involved to ensure that the program is
moving as fast as it can to get help to Florida seniors who need the money now, not
in 9 to 10 months.

To improve the effectiveness of the Hardest Hit Fund Florida on an urgent
basis, including the median 280 days to process a homeowner’s application
and the fact that 46% of applications have been withdrawn, Treasury should
identify with more detail the obstacle to senior citizens getting assistance from
the Hardest Hit Fund Florida’s program known as ELMORE by determining
which documents senior citizens are having trouble providing. To assist in
identifying these documents, Treasury should, within 60 days, separately
meet with Florida’s Department of Elderly Affairs, and advisor agencies for
Florida’s housing finance agency in targeted counties with low ELMORE
participation in comparison to the number of senior citizens in those counties
with reverse mortgages. After identifying the documents that are causing
obstacles to homeowner participation, Treasury should determine whether
those documents are essential for HHF Florida to provide assistance, and
mitigate that obstacle by further reducing required documents (beyond what
Treasury and Florida’s housing finance agency have already reduced) to only
those documents that are essential.

According to Treasury and Florida’s HFA, senior citizens are having trouble
providing documentation to support their HHF applications. Treasury has already
asked Florida’s HFA to streamline their guidelines to what was necessary and
the Department of Elderly Affairs to go into the home of a senior citizen and
help them gather the documents, but delays still exist. Treasury has recently
announced a new Streamline HAMP with limited eligibility requirements and no
application required. To be consistent with HAMP, Treasury should streamline this
assistance. The assistance being provided here to senior citizens is limited to taxes,
insurance, and homeowners association fees. Given the limited amounts of dollars
in assistance being provided, and the fact that 9 to 10 months median processing
times may put the homeowner in a past-due status even if they are approved for
help, it is difficult to see why the bill for those taxes, the insurance, or HOA fee is
not sufficient documentation.

To improve the effectiveness of the Hardest Hit Fund Florida on an urgent
basis, Treasury should preclude Florida’s housing finance agency from
withdrawing a senior citizen’s application to the HHF program known

as ELMORE based on homeowner non-responsiveness unless Florida’s
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Department of Elderly Affairs has stated in writing that it has done all it
can to help the homeowner complete the application and find the required
documents.

The obstacles that senior citizens are having trouble applying and submitting
required documents may be one explanation to Treasury’s data showing that 46%
of those homeowners had their applications withdrawn. Rather than withdraw a
homeowner’s application or have the homeowner give up because of lengthy delays
to receive assistance, Treasury should require a streamlined application process and
not withdraw a homeowner’s application until the homeowner has received all of

the help needed.

To identify obstacles to the effectiveness of the Hardest Hit Fund Florida

on an urgent basis, Treasury should increase its contact and communication
with Florida homeowners, particularly those who have gone through HHF
Florida’s application process by: (1) within 90 days, Treasury beginning
communications with Florida homeowners who withdrew their application or
had their application withdrawn to understand the reasons why; (2) inviting
homeowner advocacy groups representing homeowners who have applied

for HHF to an annual summit with Treasury officials similar to Treasury’s
servicer summit; (3) holding targeted Treasury-sponsored outreach events, for
example, at Florida senior citizen centers, and in areas of high underwater
Florida homeowners with limited participation in the principal reduction
program; and (4) having the new HHF performance committee review and
discuss homeowner complaints about HHF Florida at each meeting.

Treasury's HHF Program Director told SIGTARP that she talks to HHF states
every day. Treasury officials told SIGTARP that they seek insight behind the
quarterly performance numbers by asking Florida’s HFA questions. Treasury’s
HHF Program Director described how Treasury communicates constantly with
stakeholders, discussing all states, large servicers, and the GSEs. There is one
significant stakeholder that Treasury did not mention—Florida homeowners. As
times have improved for most, it can be tough for those with a job, an income
sufficient to pay their mortgage, and who do not owe more than their home is
worth, to understand the struggles and frustration of a homeowner still going
through tough times looking to the TARP bailout for help. Without regular
contact and communication with those homeowners, it can be hard for Treasury
officials to put a face to a HHF performance statistic, hard to understand how an
unsophisticated homeowner can get confused about all the documents required,
hard to understand the desperation of a homeowner who could not wait months
while their application was “in process” and had to go elsewhere for help or entered
into foreclosure, and hard to understand what it is like for a senior citizen to
face a world that has gone online, and face their own forgetfulness about where
documents are to be found.
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To make HHF Florida as effective as possible, Treasury should increase
its contact and communication with the stakeholders that matter the most—
Florida homeowners who take part in the HHF application process, who can
give Treasury the best insight into areas that need improvement. Treasury should
not just communicate with those who received assistance, but homeowners who
were denied or had their application withdrawn. Only regular communication
and contact with Florida homeowners who have been part of the HHF Florida
application process will give Treasury a true picture of what lies behind the
performance numbers, what Florida’s HFA might not be able to tell them, and what
obstacles stand in the way of HHF Florida being as effective as possible.

To ensure that HHF Florida is effective and ensure that homeowners
throughout Florida have the same chance of HHF assistance as homeowners
in other counties within the state, Treasury should hold HHF Florida
accountable to maintaining its improvement in homeowner denial rates, by
setting a targeted homeowner denial rate that keeps HHF Florida in line with
the national average for HHF. Treasury should provide that targeted rate in
an action memorandum to Florida’s housing finance agency and each quarter
ensure that it meets that target.

HHF Florida consistently denied homeowners at higher rates (38-45%) than
the national average, and, although it improved this year, is still slightly above the
national average. Treasury has not set a goal for a target homeowner denial rate for
HHF Florida. Treasury should at least set a target rate that does not allow HHF
Florida to slip back into its consistently high rates of denying homeowners for HHF
assistance.

To improve the efficiency of the Hardest Hit Fund Florida on an urgent basis,
Treasury should reduce the length of time HHF Florida takes to process an
application from the median of 167 days to a targeted length of time. Treasury
should provide that target in an action memorandum to Florida’s housing
finance agency and each quarter measure progress against that target.

SIGTARP found that Treasury has no goal for how long it takes Florida’s HFA
(or their county-level advisor agents) to process homeowner applications. According
to Treasury’s data as of March 31, 2015, HHF Florida takes a median of nearly six
months (167 days) for a homeowner to get assistance. The prior quarter’s median
was 174 days. HHF Florida takes a median of 226 days to get reinstatement
assistance.

To improve the effectiveness of the Hardest Hit Fund Florida on an urgent
basis, Treasury should reduce the rate of homeowner applications withdrawn
by the state housing finance agency to a targeted level. Treasury should
provide that target in an action memorandum to Florida’s housing finance
agency and each quarter measure progress against that target.
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According to Treasury’s data, nearly 40% of all homeowners who applied to
HHF Florida (43,030 of 109,774) had their application withdrawn, either initiated
by themselves of by Florida’s HFA. This has been an escalating issue with HHF in
Florida, growing from 2012 reporting of 35% of homeowners who applied. One
possible reason for a homeowner to not timely respond to Florida’s HFA could
be that the homeowner does not have six months to wait to hear on their HHF
application and may have been forced to move to other foreclosure prevention
measures, or may have already become the subject of foreclosure proceedings.
Treasury should isolate the number of homeowners whose applications are
withdrawn by the state HFA to gain insight into areas for improvement, and then
take action to bring improvement.

To improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the Hardest Hit Fund Florida
on an urgent basis, Treasury should, within 90 days, determine to either
convert the Hardest Hit Fund pilot program known as the Modification
Enabling Project to a full program or close it and put the funds to better use
in existing HHF Florida programs.

SIGTARP found that Treasury and Florida’s HFA lacked comprehensive
planning in a program for a non-profit to buy mortgages on underwater homes and
use HHF funds to modify these mortgages by not identifying the obstacle that the
non-profit might not be the successful bidder when those mortgages are auctioned
at HUD sales. Treasury’s term sheet with Florida’s HFA estimated that the HHF
money for this program would be spent over two years. But after two years, the
program still remains in its pilot phase and has helped only 92 homeowners—6% of
the 1,500 homeowners estimated. In the meantime, the $50 million in TARP funds
set aside for this program are not being used for other programs that have a better
chance of reaching homeowners.

To increase nationwide stakeholder communication and address obstacles
on an urgent need basis, Treasury should hold its servicer summit with the
19 Hardest Hit Fund states on a bi-annual instead of an annual basis to keep
proactively apprised of the obstacles and limitations the HHF states are
experiencing, and to make timely interventions to better the performance
and increase effectiveness in every HHF state in getting assistance to
homeowners.

With Treasury ending HHF funding in December 2017, an annual servicer
summit is not sufficient to identify and mitigate obstacles to homeowners receiving
help from HHF on an urgent basis.

To prevent fraud, waste, and abuse in the Hardest Hit Fund and non-
compliance with the Dodd-Frank Act, Treasury should ensure HHF funds
do not go to felons convicted of mortgage-related crimes by searching

or requiring state housing finance agencies to search federal, state, and
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county databases for an applicant homeowner’s criminal history, prior to

the release of any funds to the applicant, given the fact that convictions are
public records. Treasury should make efforts to gain access to other criminal
databases.

SIGTARP also found that HHF Florida has vulnerabilities to fraud that
Treasury should strengthen. Although the Dodd-Frank Act precludes anyone
convicted of a mortgage-related or real estate-related crime from getting TARP
funds, Treasury is not doing enough to ensure that HHF complies with the Dodd-
Frank Act. Rather than conduct due diligence to ensure compliance with the
Dodd-Frank Act, Treasury has shifted the burden to the homeowner to self-report
in an affidavit affirming no mortgage fraud conviction within the past 10 years.
The Dodd-Frank Act precludes HHF assistance for persons convicted of mortgage-
related crimes, not persons who say they were convicted of those crimes. It is not
the homeowner’s duty to comply with the Dodd-Frank Act, it is Treasury’s duty.

However, SIGTARP found that neither Treasury nor Florida’s HFA does any
due diligence to determine whether a homeowner applying for HHF has been
convicted of a mortgage-related crime in the last 10 years, instead relying entirely
on homeowner self-reporting. The language in the self-certification makes clear
that a Treasury background check is routine, saying, “Treasury, or their agents
may investigate the accuracy of my statements by performing routine background
checks, including automated searches of federal, state and county databases, to
conform that I have not been convicted of such crimes.” However, Treasury does
not check or require Florida’s HFA to check any database. While self-certifications
serve an important function, they are not on their own sufficient to protect a TARP
program from being vulnerable to fraud, if discovered at all, the misrepresentations
may not be found until after the applicant spent the funds.

Treasury should inquire into gaining access to criminal databases; however,
even if they do not receive access, or before they gain access, convictions are
public records, typically readily available to search on the Internet or at least to
request records that could come in the days while the state HFA processes the
application. Treasury’s lack of any due diligence to ensure that HHF funds do not
go to ineligible homeowners (those convicted of mortgage-related fraud) makes
HHF vulnerable to potential fraud, and thwarts the intent of the Dodd-Frank Act.
Taxpayers who funded HHF deserve more than reliance on a self-certification to

protect TARP from fraud.

To prevent fraud, waste, and abuse in the Hardest Hit Fund and non-
compliance with the Dodd-Frank Act, Treasury should monitor applicants
(and existing recipients) for subsequent mortgage-related convictions that
would disqualify the homeowner from receiving HHF funds (or additional
HHF funds). If an applicant has been arrested but not yet convicted of a
crime that falls within the Dodd-Frank Act exclusion, Treasury should ensure
that the state housing finance agency checks to see if the applicant (or existing
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recipient) has been convicted as a final underwriting step prior to releasing
any funds (or further funds) to the homeowner.

To strengthen HHF even stronger against fraud, Treasury should also search
not just for convictions, but also for arrests. Many county sheriffs maintain
online records of arrest searches by name. Treasury could put a notation with the
homeowner’s application if they have been criminally charged for mortgage-related
crimes and are awaiting trial. HHF Florida (and some other states as set forth
in Section 3 of this report) has such long application processing times that trials
could happen prior to a decision to provide HHF assistance. A notation in the
system reminds the HFA to go back and check to see whether the person has been
convicted prior to HHF advancing the funds.

For example, an employee at a Florida advisor agency for HHF read an
article in a local newspaper about criminal charges brought against an applicant
who was being processed for HHF funds. Florida HFA’s Office of Inspector
General conducted an investigation that revealed that the applicant had failed to
disclose his subsequent arrest for fraud charges related to a more than $4 million
investment fraud scheme involving more than 50 victims including many active or
retired Florida school teachers and administrators. The scheme included conduct
that could preclude his eligibility as it alleged that proceeds from the fraud had
been used for personal gain to purchase commercial and residential properties. The
applicant received his first HHF assistance just months after the indictment, and
subsequently pled guilty to four felony fraud counts.

To prevent fraud, waste, and abuse in the Hardest Hit Fund, Treasury should
ensure that state housing finance agencies conduct regular criminal history
background checks on staff or contractors who are paid, either directly or
indirectly, with HHF funds by searching federal, state, and county databases.

Treasury should also ensure that companies that state HFAs contract with,
who are paid with TARP funds, also are not run or staffed by felons convicted of
mortgage-related crimes. For example, a Florida homeowner who applied for HHF
and had not heard back became concerned. Her Internet search revealed that the
director of the HHF advisor agency had been arrested and charged with organized
fraud. An investigation by Florida HFA’s Office of Inspector General confirmed the
pending organized fraud charges and also confirmed that a record search of the
Department of Business and Professional Regulation and the Office of Finance
Regulation showed that, in a 2009 final order, this director of the advisor agency
had his real estate license and mortgage broker license revoked for committing
fraud related to a residential mortgage transaction, and that the director admitted
to the fraud. Florida’s HFA had no knowledge of this. Subsequently, it terminated
the contract with this advisor agency.

To prevent fraud, waste, and abuse in the Hardest Hit Fund, Treasury
should conduct due diligence by searching public records for an
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applicant’s conviction for non-mortgage related crimes of dishonesty

(such as embezzlement, forgery, bank fraud, welfare fraud, unemployment
compensation fraud, tax fraud, money laundering, and false statements),
and, if found, conduct further due diligence, including looking into potential
misrepresentations of assets and income based on the nature of the crimes.

The exclusion in the Dodd-Frank Act is a minimum, and there could be other
crimes for which a person is convicted that could make HHF vulnerable to fraud.
Besides the Dodd-Frank Act exclusion for mortgage fraud, HHF Georgia precludes
aid to individuals where the applicant has any federal or Georgia tax liens and
the home must be unencumbered by federal or state tax liens. It is possible that
individuals with other types of serious convictions could make HHF vulnerable to
fraud. This could include persons convicted of a felony within the last 10 years for
crimes of dishonesty unrelated to mortgages, such as embezzlement, forgery, bank
fraud, welfare fraud, unemployment compensation fraud, and false statements.
These types of crimes have the same concerns regarding integrity and truthfulness
as the mortgage fraud exclusion, which should at a minimum require a more
focused review to ensure the truth about statements of assets and income.

For example, according to a 2014 Florida HFA Office of Inspector General
investigative report, a homeowner who had applied for HHF in September 2012,
claimed to be unemployed. A Google search of the applicant’s name reveals a July
23, 2012 press release by the Florida Chief Financial Officer, the Department
of Education Commission, and the State Attorney announcing the arrest of the
applicant for misappropriating state funds, Federal grant funds, and donations of
almost $1 million to fund his extravagant lifestyle. These monies were supposed
to fund his prior employer, a Florida non-profit for disabled persons that later shut
down, where he served as executive director. He was cleared for HHF underwriting
in November 2012, but did not receive HHF funds only because he listed the
wrong servicer, which delayed funding. He would later be sentenced to 39 years
in prison. The arrest and charges were publicly available on Lee County records,
but were not searched. To prevent that type of crime of misappropriating federal
and state dollars, Treasury should at a minimum require HHF Florida and other
state HFAs to conduct greater due diligence to ensure the truth about assets and
income.

UPDATE TO PRIOR RECOMMENDATIONS SIGTARP
MADE TO IMPROVE TARP

Recommendations concerning HAMP redefaults
In April 2013, SIGTARP released a report, the first report by anyone to raise
concerns that high percentages of homeowners were falling out of HAMP
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(which Treasury refers to as “redefaulting”). SIGTARP made the following two
recommendations:

¢ Treasury should conduct in-depth research and analysis to determine the
causes of redefaults of HAMP permanent mortgage modifications and
the characteristics of loans or the homeowner that may be more at risk
for redefault. Treasury should require servicers to submit any additional
information that Treasury needs to conduct this research and analysis.
Treasury should make the results of this analysis public and issue findings
based on this analysis, so that others can examine, build on, and learn from
this research.

¢ As aresult of the findings of Treasury’s research and analysis into the
causes of HAMP redefaults, and characteristics of redefaults, Treasury
should modify aspects of HAMP and the other TARP housing programs in
ways to reduce the number of redefaults.

On April 7, 2014, with the percentage of homeowners redefaulting out of
HAMP rising after these homeowners were unable to pay their mortgage payments
under HAMP, without any action by Treasury, SIGTARP recommended:

¢ Treasury should increase the amount of the annual incentive payment
paid to each homeowner who remains in HAMP. Treasury should require
the mortgage servicer to apply the annual incentive payment earned by
the homeowner to reduce the amount of money that the homeowner must
pay to the servicer for the next month’s mortgage payment (or monthly
payments if the incentive exceeds the monthly mortgage payment), rather
than to reduce the outstanding principal balance of the mortgage.

As a result of SIGTARP’s recommendations, Treasury modified aspects of
HAMP. Treasury officials told SIGTARP that they took the following action based
on SIGTARP’s report and recommendations related to redefaulting homeowners.

First, Treasury doubled the amount of TARP funding for incentives to be paid
to homeowners by adding a $5,000 “Pay for Performance” homeowner incentive
for those that remain in HAMP through the sixth anniversary of their trial
modification. While Treasury still allows servicers to apply this to the principal
balance of their mortgage, rather than pay it directly to homeowners, Treasury
began requiring servicers to offer to recast (reamortize) the loan to reduce the
homeowners’ monthly payment after applying TARP payments to the principal
balance.

Second, Treasury now requires mortgage servicers to consider homeowners
that redefaulted in HAMP Tier 1 for HAMP Tier 2 before any other loss mitigation
action.

Third, Treasury allows servicers to remodify loans at risk of redefault under
HAMP Tier 1 with HAMP Tier 2. Recently, Treasury created Streamline HAMP,
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which can be used to remodify HAMP Tier 1 or HAMP Tier 2 modifications that
redefaulted or are at risk of redefault.

Although Treasury’s actions responding to SIGTARP’s recommendations
demonstrate progress to curb the problem on homeowners falling out of HAMP,
homeowners may still fall out of the program for other reasons that Treasury has
not yet identified, including based on the conduct of their servicer. Therefore,
Treasury should continue to analyze and assess the causes of redefaults including
determining whether and to what extent mortgage servicers may contribute to this
escalating problem, as SIGTARP recommended.

Recommendations concerning lengthy delays in mortgage
servicers’ review of homeowner HAMP applications

In July 2014, SIGTARP released a report, the first report by anyone to raise
concerns that homeowners may not be getting into HAMP in a timely manner
because servicers are slow in reviewing HAMP applications taking many months
or a year or more, leaving the homeowner in limbo and at risk of foreclosure.

SIGTARP recommended:

e Treasury should ensure that mortgage servicers who contract with Treasury
have sufficient staffing and other resources to review the number of
homeowner HAMP applications submitted each month, plus additional
applications to decrease any backlog of homeowners who applied in prior
months without a decision.

After SIGTARP raised this important concern, and named specific large HAMP
servicers and the time they take to review homeowner complaints, some servicers
began decreasing the wait times homeowners experienced waiting for a decision on
their HAMP application, but other servicers increased that delay. This still remains
a serious problem. As of the most recent application processing rates reported
(August 2015), it would take six of the top 10 HAMP servicers longer than three
months to review the number of homeowner applications that had not yet received
a decision, even were they to receive no additional applications. JP Morgan Chase,
Bank of America, CitiMortgage, and Select Portfolio Services would all take over six
months.

This past quarter, Treasury began including in their assessment of the top seven
HAMP servicers a metric for the percentage of completed HAMP applications not
processed within 30 days of receipt, establishing a benchmark of 98% compliance.
The seven mortgage servicers included in Treasury’s reporting accounted for
approximately 87% of active TARP-funded HAMP modifications as of June 30,
2015. If Treasury finds that servicers are not timely reviewing homeowners HAMP
applications, Treasury should take action to hold these servicers accountable, by
ensuring that mortgage servicers who contract with Treasury have sufficient staffing
and other resources to review the number of homeowner HAMP applications
submitted, as SIGTARP recommended, and taking other enforcement action.
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Recommendations concerning HHF’s Blight Elimination
Program

In April 2015, SIGTARP first reported on Treasury’s new use of Hardest Hit
Fund monies to demolish vacant homes. Among 9 recommendations, SIGTARP
recommended:

¢ Treasury should engage in comprehensive planning to ensure that blight
elimination under HHF progresses in the most effective way by, within
60 days, requiring state HFAs participating in blight elimination activities
under TARP to develop performance indicators such as decreases in
default rates or foreclosure filings, or increases in home values through
home sales and annual tax assessments to measure progress towards
Treasury’s target reduction in foreclosures and target increase in home
values. Treasury should use its expertise and resources to help the state
HFAs develop performance indicators. Treasury should require reporting
by state HFAs on a periodic basis no less than bi-annually on chosen
performance indicators and use that reporting to monitor which cities and
states are on track to achieve successfully Treasury’s goal and to identify
improvements to increase effectiveness.

Although Treasury is not requiring the state housing finance authorities to
develop performance indicators, several state housing finance authorities are in the
process of creating performance indicators. Given that TARP funds are limited to
certain uses, including the prevention of foreclosure and the protection of home
values, these performance indicators must show that specific demolition funded by
TARP dollars results in prevented foreclosures and increased home prices.

SIGTARP also recommended:

¢ Treasury should require state HFAs to develop a system of internal controls
targeted specifically at blight elimination.

Although Treasury has not agreed to implement this important
recommendation, in response to SIGTARP’s request, five state HFAs (Michigan,
Ohio, Indiana, Alabama, and South Carolina) provided to SIGTARP internal
control documentation relating to HHF blight elimination; another state HFA,
linois, indicated it would provide such documentation, but has not yet done so.
While this demonstrates a positive step, SIGTARP continues to evaluate the scope
and effectiveness of the states’ internal controls.

SIGTARP RECOMMENDATIONS TABLE

The following chart summarizes SIGTARP’s recommendations to improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of Government TARP programs, and protect TARP
from fraud, waste, and abuse, and any resulting improvements.



SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

a8ed 1xau U0 panuiuoy)

"UOIB JYJINS OU 8YE] [jIM PUB PasOjo UOREPUBLLLLODSI Bl} SIBPISU0D Ainseal] jey} seqealpu) , :8loN

*JOOW UORBPUBLILLOIAY SIY}
SuuapuaJ ‘sueol {yL 404 9|qiBaul 2am SGINY 1Y} PAdUNOUUR SAISSIY [eJapad ay|

'saSe3piow [enuapIsal swdgns pajuswndopun uiepsd suipnjoul

‘pneJy yum pajppul 8q 0} usnoid Usaq dAey Jey} SaLI03a3ed Ul aJe U0 BLIBIID SulmIapun
auIfeseq UIelIad 193w Jou op SgINY Jenoied Suiyoeq sueo| ay} i [Jd)e||0d Se pajoalal
aq [IIm ‘Aoe38| 40 MBU Jaylaym ‘SgINY 1eul os paudisap jou si weigoad ayy yi sjedioned
0} @snjaJ pinoys Ainseal] ‘SGNY Aoe3s| yoes 4o} Suiusaids AYIndss-Ag-A1Indas e
aiinbal pue suoneuwd}ep Aouage Junes ypum asuadsip pjnoys Ainseal] ‘v Ul

< €1

"90e|d SOYe} JOPUBLINS [2JB]L(|0D B §I SRINSOJISIP JOHUOW 0} SNURU0D
M JHY1DIS [e491L]|00 4O JBPUBLINS OU UIS] PRy 29} 1.y} PUe SI8MoLIoq 4Ty
||e 4O SaIIUaP! By} PaSOIOSIP ADIgnd aAIaSBY [B49Pa4 BY} ‘0TOZ ‘T 42qwiadeq up

*JTVL Ul 2918|092 JOpUBLINS OYM SI9MOAI0G BY} JO AYuapl
3y} ‘24nsojosip 21qnd 4o} ‘dyyYLOIS 03} 9pinoid PINOYS SAIBSSY [BIBPa4 U} pue AInseas|

«Cl

"sajewnsa sy saysiiqnd Aeingal pue A393e.)s UOKEN[BA S} PaZI[eWIO) Sey Ainseal|

*olignd By} 0} S)UBLLSBAU
d¥VL 8y} Jo sanjea Suipinoad uIgaq pue AS83eJ)s UOnEN|eA SY 9ZIjBWLIO) PINOYS AInsess]

11

"SAINY 03 Tv1 puedxa jou pIp anIBsay
[e43pa4 By} pue ‘SN 03 109dSaJ Yym pajuaLadil Sem UORRPUSLILLOIRI SIl|

‘uoisuedxs ue
UINS YHMm PajeIdoSSe SYSII JO JUBWSSSSE ||y B Insud 0} weaSoid ay} 03 suoedypow
JuedyudIs Jnoypm SgN Aoe3a| 03 47v1 4o uoisuedxa Aue asoddo pinoys Ainseas

«01

"SAINY 03 Tv1 puedxa Jou pIp anIasay
[e43pa4 8y} pue ‘SGND 03 109dSal Yym pajuaLadil Sem UORRPUSLILLOIRI SIly|

*SU0I}08304d PNeJy WINWIUIW UIepad
SULIBPISUOD INOYHM PUB PAAJOAUI 8] ABL JU} SYSH JO MBIABJ [N} B INOYUM SGIA SpNjoul
0} 47v1 Jo uoisuedxa ay} 0} Suigaie 210599 UOILIBPISUOD [NJaIed BN pINoys Ainseal|

"90ueldwod Yyons 03 109dsaJ Y)IM UoNedLlIad e apiroid pue ‘aoueldwod yans uo
Alleatpoiad 1odal ‘UoRIpuod Yoea 03 199dSal YIIm S|04JU0D [eUIBIUI YSqeIS 0} paJnbal
S| pasodui SI UOIIPUOD BY} YdIym uo Alied 3y} Jeyl ‘47vL Jo Med se pasodwi uoipuod
Aue 0} 0adsaJ YIMm (2) ‘dHVLDIS pue aoueldwon-S40 0 1ySIsiano ayy 0} 10algns aie
A3} (1) 38y} JUBWSPaMOUND. Ue 3pnjoul pinoys sjuedioned 4y 1 YHM SIUBWSISY

«8

“UOIEPUBLLILLODRI SIY} SSJPPE Jey} Swisiueydaw pajdope anlasay [e4apa4 ayL

|BJ238]|00 40} PasN SgY 8y} SuIapuUn S}aSSe ay} Jo

/pue ggy 8y} 0} J0adsas yum ade(d ul Ind 8q SWSIUBYIBW UORUSASId pNesy Jaylo Jo/pue
SpJepuels SunLMISPUN WNWIUIL UIBYIad Jey) ‘wesdoid 8y} 03 Spunj dyyl Suniwuwod
910J9q ‘SulIiNbaJ JBPISU0D pNoYs AINSeas] ‘4Ty1 JO 2INJONAS dy} Bune|nuLioy u|

"}00}S UOWIWOD JO SjUBLIBM 9SI049XS 0} SPUJUI }I JBUIBUM BPIIBP pue SYI0}S
0 oljoj340d S} SSaippe 0} A39)eJ3S JusLLISaAUI [[edan0 ue dojanap 0} suidaq Ainseas|

*A30j0poyjew uonenjen piemio}-3ulod sy saulwialep Axainb Ainseal)

*Aseunjon Ajuo spuaidioal 449 Aq
Surodal sy} spew Ainseal] 0S op 0} paiinbal aiom SjuaIdidas dyyL 49Ul0 ou ‘spuny
d¥VL Jo asn [enjoe J1y} uo 1i0das 03 sjuedioied [Dg) paJinbas sey Ainseal] Sjium

"Spuny 4yy1 JO asn [enjoe sy} uo 1odal 0} suaIdioal dyyL ||e 4nbas pjnoys Ainseal|

*3|qissod Sse UooS Se a)isqam Ainseal| ayy uo pajsod
3q pInoys ‘suoioesues} Mau SUlUISA0S 9SOU} SE [jaM Se ‘SjusLaalge Jyyl Sunsixe |y

"VHIN Ul SI90IAIDS YHM
sjuawaaide sy ul Suipnjour ‘suondadxa Usag SABY BJaY} ‘SjusWISe S Jo Auew ul
UOREPUBLILIOIAY SIY} YHM AIdWOD 0} SI0YS [erURISONS Bpew sey Ainseal] ysnoyyy

"9)e4ndoe S| Jodas yans jey) saueldwod-S40

0} [e10yjo Joluss sjeidoidde ue Wwoay uoieILIIIad Paudis e apinoid (f7) pue ‘uoiIpuod sy}
UHM 9oueldwod S} pue Sj0Jjuod asoy} Jo uoiejuswa|duwi ay} Sulpledai (,aoueldwo)
-540,) AN|Iqe1s |eroueul Jo 92140 ay} Jo Juawiedsp sdueldwo?) sy 03 Ajledipoad
Hodal (€) ‘UoIpU0? Jey} 03 J09dsai YIM S|0JJU0D [UJSUI USI|e)Sa (g) ‘uonsanb ul
JUBWS343e Y} Ul PAUIIUOD SUOIIPUOD By} JO SJUeldWOd 99SISN0 0} ‘JUBAS|RI SB ‘SBIpOq
1YSISI9N0 J3UI0 pue dyy1DIS 4O Aoyine pue uonipsunl ayy Aoldxa aSpajmouyoe

(1) pinoys juedionted weJ3oid yoes jey} Spuswiwodnl dyy1oIS ‘Alieagioads "ysisiano
pue 92ueldwOod S)e}|iok) 0} SJUSWSIZe JyyI Mau ul a3en3ue| apnjoul pjnoys Ainseas

‘lauuosJad pue susWNoop
JUBA3[B4 0} SS8028 dYY1DIS SulNg A|SSaidxa pue 8|04 JY3ISIBN0 S,dHY1DIS SuiSpajmouoe
199US W.s} uondesue.} Asnpul a)iqowoine ay} ut a3ensue| apnjoul pinoys Ainsea.|

sjuswwo)

VN/dgl 9uoN ssadoid U] |ended

1Ind4

snjejs uonejuswajduwy

uonepUBWIWO0I9Y

378VYL SNOILVANININODTY dYV1OIS




SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

a8ed Jxau uo panunuoy)

“UOIOB JBYLNS OU Y[} [[iM PUB PBSOJO UOHEPUSLLILLIOIB Sy} SISPISU0D AInseal] jey) sejeaipy) , 80N

"sjuedijdde Jo SJa2IABS YHIN JaUMe 40 Jed 3y} uo pnesy
Juana.d 0} SUOIOR [2IBASS USYE) Sey AINSeal| ‘panss| Sem UOREPUILILIOIDS SIY} 9oUIS
‘JONIMOH "2InPa204d BYI-BUISO|D B IO} UORBPUBLILLOIBI S,4¥y1DIS Paoalal Ainseal|

(9) pue ‘(sioumoauioy ay} 0}

*Uo11eaYIpoW 8y} 40} padieyd aq pinoys 9} Ou Jeuy} 0.} au}
ISQNS 8} JO Junowe ||ny sy} Suissed Jou pue JUSWUISA0K)
3y} wouj syuswAed 3uds)|0d wodj J921AIBS 3dnI09 e Juanaid 03) weao.d ay} Japun
pajHjus aJe A3U} YoIym 0} SIyauaq sy} (G) ‘Wway} Jo aseme A|nj apew aJe sjuedldde jeyy
0s sjuswAed pue saa) uspply Suipsedal s3uluiem USIIIM pue [egJan () ‘uonoesue}

9y} Ul SjuedionJed [[e JO SUaWNJ0P UOIFRIYIIUBP! JO S81d09 JO uoiualas pue ‘Suikdod
‘uo1}93]|09 Alojepueuw (€) uedioned yoes Jo Juudqunyy pue ainjeusis paziiejou sy} (g)
‘pneJy Jo sa2usnbasuod sy} Jo Juedldde sy} usem pinom ey} 39ays Juluiem Suisold e (1)
3pn|oul piNOM Jey} PajoNpuod aq a1npado.d ayi-8uIso|o e aainbal pinoys Ainseal] ‘VHIN Ul

«9¢

‘uoneayipow agedpow e Juipuny a10jeq Apadoad 30algns ayj ul Suipisal si juedidde
3U} 1y} S0UBPIAS PaYLIBA ALed-paiy} HWANS 0} YHIN Ul SI9IIAISS aJinbaJ pinoys Ainses.|

°14

‘snjesedde aoueldwod pue Ad1j0d SaIyle 3snqo. e ydope
03 pue ‘Anp Aseronpy e Ainseas] amo Aay) Jey} a3pajmouyde 0} ‘siapjoyanels Aynba
4ldd 03 S8sSNe|d uoijeu paloAe) }Sow spinoid 0} sieSeuew didd a4inbas pjnoys Ainseas

74

“UONRLLLIOJUI JBUMO [BIOYBUS] UIBIUIBW PUE UIR}qO
sJa8euew jey) JusWaIINDaL SAREWLYE Ue 9s0dwi JOU PIp AINSEal| USASMOH "SIBUMO
[eroyauaq 03 Suijejal UoISSassod sJageueLl puny e Ul UofjeuLIojul Aue 0} SS920e

aney |[im 31 ey paaiSe sey AInseas] 'sjuswaINbal JWOoISNY INOA MOUY, Se yons
$2Npa204d SUIUBIIS-I0}SBAUI SPNJOUI SJBSRUBL |dd YIM Sjuswaalge sAinseas|

‘9jew)i3s| 94e spuny ay} Ul SI0}S9AUl

ey} aJnsus 03 9ouad|ip sendoidde op ued AunseaJ] Jeyy 0S puny au} Ul S}saJaul ayeald
3} JO SJBUMO [eI10YBUS] B} | JO SBIHIUBPI U} YIM Ainseas] apinoid 0} paiinbal aq

(2) pue ‘wajsAs sy} 3uisnge 0} suoad sJo}oe Jo uonedioned sy} pue Suspune| Asuow
Juanaid 0} uonesado 23e9¥04( |1B}8J J0 Yueq [e124aWWOD € JO Jey} Se snoio3u se

1Se9) e Sjuswalinbal Jawoisny JNOA MouY,, dAISUSYa1dwod Juipnjoul ‘sainpadoid
BUIUS849S-10)SaAUI JUBZULILS SAeY (T) S4aSeuew puny 4|dd e ¥eu} ainbai pjnoys Ainseas

«€C

*spJengajes Jueayiusis Jaylo asoduwi 0} pajie) sey Ing ‘UOREPUBILIOIDI
SIU} 0} PAJeaJ S3|NJ 1SBIBUI01UOD JuedyIUSIS BWos pajdope sey Ainseal|

*SJ3UJ0 JO SAA[BSWAU} JO Jleyaq

UO Pa}SaAUl 9AeY AU} YDIYm Ul SBIHIUS UM SUOIIBSURI} {ldd 39NPU0I (Z) 40 SIUdIID JIBy}
10 S9A|SWBY} JO Jleyaq uo aSeuew Jo pjoy Asy} Jey} S}asse Aoe3s| ul spuny 4|dd 1sanul
(T) ued siadeuew sy} Juslxa Jeym 0} pue Jaylaym ssaippe A||eayioads jey) swessoid

|[e SS0J0€ S1aZeuew Hldd uodn Sa|nJ 3S848JUIH0-}01}U0D JOLIS asodwl pjnoys Ainseal|

«CC

*JOOW UO[}epUBWILIO0Ia)
SIy} Suuspual ‘apew usaq Suiney SJUBLISAAUI Ou Yum wesdoud sy pasojd Ainseal|

"JusWwaaJde ay} Ul PaUILIUOD SUOIIPUOD 33SIAN0 0} ‘S)enidoidde

Se ‘salpoq JYSISI9N0 JaY10 pue 4yy1DIS 4O Aioyine pue uondipsunf ayy Apoldxe
a3pajmoude () pue ‘syuedioiied 4y uo pasodwl Suoipuod |je o0} paijdde aq pjnoys
S}0dal payilIad Jejndal pue S|04U0d [UJSIUL JO BLIBJD SWeS dy} ey} ‘91edndde si Jodal
3U} 1ey} ‘uoioues [euiluld Jo Ayeusd sy} Jopun ‘9aueldwo)-S40 O3} AR (€) ‘Spuny
dYV1 40 8sn [enjoe Jiay} uo Suriodas aporiad apinoid (Z) ‘Spuny 4yyL 4O 9Sn [enjoe Jisy}
JOJUOW 0} [043U0D [euJajul Ue ysi|qelsa (1) 03 syuedioed 4y) a4inbaJ pinoys Ainses.|

« IC

*90ueldWO?)-S 40 03 SIUBISISSE [RUOIIPPE BPINCAD O} SULIY 81eALd INOJ YHIM PBIORILOD
sey pue [9A9] Suyyels ) pasealoul sey aoueldwo)-S40 ‘Ainseal] 0} SuipI0ady

‘weJs3o.d soueldwod
pue juswageuew %su pajel3ajul ue Jo uorejuswa|dwi pue jJuswdoleasp Ajgwi} sy}
2Jnsus pue soueldwod-S40 JO S|ons| Suujels sy} 8seasoul Auedyiugdis pjnoys Anseal|

«0¢

‘suoije|ndaJ paJinbal ay} 3uinssi Ajgjelpaww
Aq uonesuadwod dAINJ9XS UO AulelIadun pue UoISnjuod sy} SSaIPPe pinoys Ainseal|

+61

"9MI9S3Y [e4opa By} 0} SsSO| [erualod Isnf 10U pue ‘spuny Jyyl Suipnjoul
‘A|pe04q SIS849)UI JUBLLUIBAOL) 0} S3SSO| [2RUB}0d 0} JUNOII. PINOYS ‘SLUSIUBYIBL
SSO| PNy J0 JIpatd JBYI0 AUe JO SNJJIRY UO Jaylaym ‘suoisioap pue Suispow 4vL [IY

« 81

"s198uep 9S8y} SSaIpPe 0} PaPN|OUI BJe saInsesl Sunesmw
eoYUBIS SSIUN 4L Ul 1SBAUI 0} Sd|dd S80S KoeSaT Mojle Jou pinoys Ainsess)

A

'S3IP0q JYSISION0 JUBAS[BA JBUJ0 PUB ‘dYVIDIS ‘HoSH 40} Sjuedidiied uonoesuel} 4y
|le 03 Sy31 SSa29e 839|dwod Yum [020304d Soueldwod 3sngos e udisap pinoys Ainseal|

« 91

"SAINY 03 4Tv1 puedxa jou pip pue ‘SN 03} 30adsal
UM UOIEPUBLILIODBI SIY} SSBIPPE 1.y} swisiueyoaw pajdope anIasay [elapad ayl

'S9INSeaW UoiuaAaId pnedy Jayjo pue spiepuels
Suiumiapun wnwiuiw Suipnjaul ‘47y L papuedxs ue ul 3uijedionted ai104eq ‘S| 1€ 03
24198ds ‘suoisinoid UoI}I8}04d JIPaId pue pnesj-iue [euoiyppe ainbai pjnoys Ainseas

«GI

"SAWY 0} 4771 puedxa jou pip anasay
[e43pa4 8y} pue ‘SN 03 109dSal Yym pajuswajdil Sem UONePUBLLILLOIB SIly|

X

'S)I0448 uone3niw aAoaye Ajlenba Jayjo 1o ‘SgiNy Adoe3s| 4o} sindiey yiy
Auenaiped ypm ‘Sgp |e 404 sindJiey Jaydiy Ajpueouyiudis aJinbai pinoys Ainsead] ‘4L Ul

<V

sjuswwo)

¥N/QgL UON $S800id U] [ended [In4

snjels uonejuawa|du)

uonepUBWIWO099Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

a8ed 1xau U0 panuuo)

"UOIIB JYJINS OU BYE] [jimM pUB PasOjo LONEPUBLLLLODSI Blf} SIapISU0D Ainseal jely) s8qealpul , 810N

‘ojendosdde aiaym ‘s8sS$8004d pue S|00} JusLUBZeURW ¥SII ddURYUD pue
dojanap 0} anunuod 0} paaJde aney pue ‘saiousde 3unes sy} yum uiddoys Suied 1o

'sajouade

1paJ2 8y} Suowe 1SIxa Jey} 9)e.lan0 0} Seauadul Jadoadwi 8y} Ag padusnyul Ainpun jou

X SI {TyL Ul [eJ93e[|02 JO 9our}dadde Jey} 8Insua 0} Swisiueydaw dojansp (g) pue Suned
VYY A1eSS808U By} A)Indss {7y [enusiod e aaI3 03 Spiepuels Jamo| 3uisn aie Salouagde

3unjelsano [enusjod N0ge SUIBIU0D PASSNISIP SABY dAIBSAY (eJapa] 8y} pue Ainseal| Sunes Jpaid SWOS ey} SUOIBSSE SAPOOY Bulexa (T) Pnoys ANGY4 pue Ainseal] , 6€
‘uonjedioned
J939p pInom Jysu e yons jey} Sunels ‘J0JSeAUl Ue SAOWSI 10 0} SSa22e Ausp 0} Ajjige
|BJ93R(IUN J{9S) SAIZ 0} UOIIEPUBLILLOIBI By} JdOpe Jou [|IM AINSesl] “uolewoul
JBUMO [e1oyauaq ulejulew pue uie}qo sieSeuew jey) Juswaiinbal annewye X 'sJ0)sanul Aunba ajeald jo uonedidned yquyoid o3 Ayjiqe [essle|iun
ue Suiyew jou SI Anseal] ‘JanBMOH "SJauMO [eloyauaq 0} 3uiejas uoissassod 3y} aney pinoys Ainseal] pue ‘sysasaiul Aunba ajeand 8y} Jo |je Jo diysiaumo [eroyausq
s Jageuew puny e ur uorjewoul Aue 0} SS829€ aAeY Ued Ji Jey) paaide sey Ainseal| 3y} INOQE UOIjewIOUl Ulejulew pue uielqo 0} SieSeuew 4|dd a4nbal pinoys Ainseal] Q¢
*Sal}l|Igel| paje[al 0] Sainsodxe J0 S}asse
X Palejas ur s3uipjoy os|e g s1asse 9|qidie ul sSupjoy Inoge uolewoul Ajuo jou ‘ssed0id
1517 Yd3ep) Bu3 Jo Led se ‘Aunseal| 0] 8S0|IsIp 0} SieSeuew 4|dd a4nbal pjnoys Ainseal| , /€
"YSU Je Spuny JUSLIUIBAOL)

Juedyiudis snd Ajjenuajod uonepuswiwodal siy} ydope 0} ainjie} s,Ainsea] paildxe 'S9|NJ [e21Y1a 40 douel|dwod paje(oIA AjjeLisjew Ssey Jageuew sy} Jey} Sepnjouod
Apeauje sey aweJyoLu} 1ey] ‘SYUoW g1 Joye pouad Juswisaaul sy} pus 03 Jy3u X Ainseal] Ji 10 ‘YJewyouaq pJepuels uiepad e mojaq aduewopad s aSeuew e apnjaul 0}
sAinseal] uo Aj9jos SuiAjas ‘uorepusiwodal siy} Jdope 0} pasnyal sey Ainseai| papuedxa aq pjnoys Ja3euew 4|dd e snows. 0} ,asned, Ainseal] aAIS jey) Suolpuod 8yl , 9¢

dUv19IS Aq
papuawwodas se uonde ajeudoidde aye) pue sieSeuew djdd du} 91enjens 0} SoLlew "9ouew.opad aInseal 0} pue SusWSaIZe Iy} JO SWLId) dy}
953y} 9sn ||ImM Ainseal] moy Jeafd Jou [|3s I} ‘weaSoad sy} ojul Seak noy ueyy siow X Bullyny a1e A8y} unsus 0} Yloq ‘siageuew J|dd dU} JO SSBUBAILIBYS By} Jojuow 0} dde(d

‘JoNMOH *SILIBW dduewopad pue ysu padojanap sey }i Jeyl pajels sey Ainseai| urind aq pjnoys wa)sAs uonenjeAs ue pue soulaw alelidoidde suyep pinoys Ainseas]  Gg

'S41dd 9u} ul apeJ} A1ana JO 21nso|asIp dipoLad Sulinbai Ag palsaaul aJe Siejjop dlgnd 'syodas Apiaienb sy ul ‘suoi}osoid sjqeuoseal
2Jaym moys 0} Aous.edsue.y (Iny Suipiroid 0} PRIWIWIOD Jou Sey Ainsesl] “1alienb sy} 0} J03[qns ‘uoieuLIojul Yans aS0jIsIp Aew 4yy1HIS 1eyl 0S suonenjea pue ‘ssuipjoy
JO 9S0[2 8} JO SAep UBASS UIYIM Jou Inq ‘SdIdd du} Aq saseyaund pajeda.33e noge X ‘Ayninoe 3uiped |je ‘4aienb ay} JO 9S0J0 dU} JO SABP USASS UIYNM ‘dY\1DIS 03 8S0|ISIp
uorewoul [9ASIFY3IY UIe1Iad Siseq Alalienb e uo ysijgnd 03 pajHWLLIod sey Ainseai| 0} sJ1a3euew 4|dd ainbas pue AjAioe 3uipel) 4dd 9S0[9sIp Ajeaipouad pjnoys Ainseas] , €
'spuny 4|dd-uou a3euew oym Auedwod Juswadeuew puny sy} Jo seakojdwa
‘weJs3oad ayy ur Aoualoyap [euslew e sjuasaidal Siy| "1Sa4alul JO SIOIU0d X 3S0U} pue djdd du} JO Jleyaq uo SuoISIoap Juswisanul Sujew siedeuew Jldd au}
Juanaid 0] pausisep ainseaw pneJyjue Juedyusis sy} Jdope 0} pasnyas sey Ainses.| U3aM}aq ,S|lem, 0 SiaLieq uonewLojul JoL3S Jo uomsoduwl ay} aiinbai pjnoys Ainseas] , €€
*JO}SaAUI BY} JO SUIBU SU} SPN|dUI JoU S0P dSeqelep auy} ‘sassalppe
pue Ssaweu Se Yyans ‘uonewoul a|qeyiuapl Ajjeuossad Ssiamoiiog Sujedioned pue *UOIBLLLIOJUI YONS JO 8Seqelep e ulejuiew
‘(38D ‘ojop140d ‘a1ennid) dnoi3 103Ul ‘Sl SIBIINISS SUlRIUIRL JRy} PI0IBI JO X 0} pue uondesue.} uoiedyipow agespow yaes ui juedionted yoes 1oy uoieuLojul
wa)sAs JINYH e padojensp sey ‘ee|y siuue ‘ojesisiuiupe wei3oid sAinseai] sjium SulAyuapl pue saweu ay} Jo yoeJ} desy 03 sjusde sy ainbai pinoys Ainseall ‘YHIN Ul , 2€
‘weJs3o.d sy} ul sjedionJed 0} Aiessadau
X S| 99} OuU Jey} 9z121|gnd pue ‘SisiSpned) andsaJ UONeILIPOW JNoge Wway} uiem ‘welgoid
3U} JO aJnjeu By} INOGe SJaUMOBWOY 81ednpa AjpAiRoeold pinoys Ainseal] ‘VHIN Ul . TE
‘weJ3oid uoneoyipow
X 93e3pow sy} Japun SyuswAed Jo JSquInu WNWIUIW & Spew A|qeyLian Sey Jaumoawoy ay}
Ja)je [Ijun J30IAI3S 3y} 0] BAUBIUI 000‘ TS 8Y} O WawAed Jayap pinoys Ainseas] ‘YHIN Ul . O
‘apew aJe sjuswAed uoieoyipow Aue a10jeq swodul sjuedidde ue wiyuod
X 0} paule}qo aq uoljewriojul Aued-paiy} ‘s|qeyiian Jeyy ainbas pinoys Ainseail ‘YHIN Ul . 62
‘uorjealjdde ueoj [euidLIo ‘suoneoldde

3y} uo papiodal swodul 0} pasedwod aq 0} uoiedldde uonedypow ay} uo papodal X ueo| |eu131I0 ay} uo papiodal SLWOdUI BY} Yim uonedljdde uoiedyipow s3e3pow e

3WOJUI 34INb3J J0U SSOP PUB UOIRPUSWILLOIRI S JYY1DIS Paloslas sey Ainsess| U0 pa}0das awodUl By} 21edwod 0} J9IIAISS dU} aiinbai pinoys Ainseas] ‘YHA Ul , 82
‘Pan0SaI Ble *JaumMoaWoy

SMBIARJ 92ueIdWOD Sy} Ul PaYRuapI SalpeinSaLll 8y} 8.nsus 0} poyew djendoidde 3U} Jo Jyausq ay} 4o} wayy JuiAldde INoyIM SaIPISANS JUSWUIBAOE) SUINISISI S|enpIAIpUl
ue sey AInseal] Jl Jesjoun sulewsJ JI “ISASMOH “UOIFRPUSILLOIBI SIU} SSaIppe 0} X W4} [e3)S 0} SI9IINISS 40} [enualod au} SSappe 0} pue uorjoesues} sy} ul syuedioiied
SM3IASJ 92UeldWOd JoNpuod pue sajdljod Jusws|dwi 0} sda)s usyey sey Ainseai 3y} Jo Ayuapl au} AjIan 0} YHIA Ul paydope 8q pinoys Suoi}os30id pnesj-jue [euoiippy , /2

sjuswwo) YN/QgL 9SUON SS920.d u] |ended |In4 uonepuawWoIay

snjejs uonejuswajduwy

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719VL SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

88

a3ed 1xau U0 panunuo)

“UOIO. JBYLNS OU Y[} [[iM PUB PBSO0JO UOHEPUSLLILLIOIB By} SI8PISU0D Ainseal] jey) sejeaipy) , 80N

*AInseal] Jo ey 0}

|enba spi02aJ S14QD BU} 03 SS9 dAeY |leys JYY1DIS 1eul Ajssaidxa apinoid 0} pasinal
aq p|noys swLid} ay} ‘swe304d dgyy1 49UY10 YHM UOI}IBUUOD Ul SPeW SUOIPUSWILLIOISI
UHIM JUS]SISUOD ‘A|leuciippy ‘paleulllia) St JusWwiSaAul [DdD 243U Sy} [1un SnUiuod
S3y3u Adod pue uondadsul Ainsead] jeyy Ajueld 03 swusy (D) dSIAaJ pinoys Ainseal)

[4°]

*SJUBWISAAUI B1eAld pawield [je Jo SuISo|d pue Junowe
'904N0S U} AJISA 0} S|0JU0D djenbape ysi|qesa 0} pue |9d) Ul dsies jeyded papodind
Aue 40 sapy euoq sy} AjUan pue Jipne o} ainpadoid 3sngoJ e dojaaap pnoys Ainsess

16

*aJn|ley JO 93J9A 8} UO SI Jey} UOINYISUI U OJul SUIMO)
10U aJe spunj Sulydlew dyy1 sy} ey} ainsua 0} [epded JUSIOuNSUl YIM uonnyjsul ue ojul
129 y3noJyy [ended jeuoiyippe Suiind a10§9q 3uIU9IIS |NJaIRI BINYISUI PINOYS Ainseal|

0S

*UOIepUSLIWODa)
SIY} Ul paulejuod $J030e) JaY10 Passalppe Jou Sey g Anba aAe3au Jo sussduod
SSaJppe 0} sadedjiow Jajemiapun 1sisse 0} swe3oid swos pajdope sey Ainseal|

“Jajemiapun

SuIaq S19M0.4I0q AUBLL WO PUB ‘DU SUOIROLIPOW JeSA-DAY BU} Jo)e S}oSal d)es
152493Ul [eided ‘sual| puodas ‘}qop 88eS1OW-UOU WO SUILILUBIS }N.JBP-04 JO %S By}
Suiziwuiw Ajgienbape s ) Jey} 24Nsud 0} BINJONAS S,JNYH dullexa-84 pinoys AInseas|

67

“J90IMIBS BU) AQ SUOHRUILLIBIBP SAIIBIGNS UO PISEQ UORBIYLISA BWODUI JO SULIO}
9AJeUIB}(E SINHISONS 0} SI9DIAISS SMOJ[e Jey) Uosod S} JapISU0daI pjnoys Ainseal|

14

'9snqe pue pneJj Juanaid

pue ‘Aejap pue uoisnjuod plone 0} djay [|IM SIy} — UOHRLLIOJUI 81eindde ‘8)9|dWod Yim
21|gnd 8y} WJe 0} pue wei30id Sy} WOl JYsuaq PIN0d OYM SIaM0410q [BUOIIPPE Yoeas 0}
y10q ‘a)qissod se uoos se ugiedwed d21A49S dljgnd paulrISNS & Syenapun pinoys Ainsea.|

A%

*S}ineyopai Jo} dLBW B|qeIdadde e 18s Jou sey Ainseal|
*s|e03 asoy} JsuleSe aouewIopad PaINSEaW pue dLIBW Yoes 10} S|eos paunuap!
10U sey }i ‘aouewiopiad Ja2IAIBS Jo Suiliodal ) pasealoul sey Ainseal| ygnoyiy

'SajeJ Jnejop-a4 pue ‘uoredyipow jusuewlad o} Joud

weJs30.d 8y} JO N0 [|ey SI8MO0.I0q Auew Moy JO Sajed ‘Ajlesausd $8ins0|2840j Jo uoipiodoid
© Se SUOIeJYIPoW ‘Yneyap ul SUeo| SJa21AI8S e Jo uoipiodold e Se suonedyipow

‘sawi} 3uIsse204d J92IAIBS J0) S|e0d asoy) JsuleSe 1iodaa Ajdignd pue s|eos 38s pinod
Kinseal] ‘s|dwexs 404 ‘dINVH JO $S929nS pue uolejusius|dwl 8y} s} JSA0 aInsesw 0}
way} Jsurese 1iodas AjDignd pue soLaw aduewload Jayjo dojeasp pinoys Ainseal|

9v

‘weJgoad ay} 1oj Sejewi}sa
pue S|eo3 JueAS|RJ PUB Je3|J 8S0[ISIP 0} Pasnal Sey AInseal] ‘ainsesll SSaUSAIJIRYS
pue AduaJedsue. [eruassa siy} jo Sunysiysiy payeadas s4yy19IS audsaq

‘|eo3 jey} Suieaw piemoy ssai3oad Sy uo Ajyjuow

JJodaJ pue suoneayipow jusuewad y3noiyy djay |m weaSoid sy} sisumoswoy Auew
MOy JO (Aiessadau se ‘awi} Jano pajepdn) sajewnss pue sjeod sy Suisojasip Apuaujwoad
AQ dINYH 40} Pasned aney SJUSWISYLIS UMO S} Jey} UOISNJU0D au} 084 pinoys Ainseai]

*i%

‘dyvl
Ul POAJOAUI BJe Jey} SaIoudde [Bapa4 JBUI0 UM A[9SO|0 yIom 0} paaide sey Ainseal|

‘panjoAul I AdusSe [eapa{ suo ueyy aiow
aJaym suoisioap Sulwessoid 4yl Sunjew usym Adusde Jsyjoue 0} Jajep 0} ajeldoidde
S|} Jayiaym Sujuiwasap ul Sujew uoisiosp aping 0y ss1oljod ysiqeisa pinoys Ainses.|

Y

"¥S33 01 Juensind uoinyisul [eldueuy J8Y30 Aue Ui u
diysiaumo a3ejusdiad |enuesgns e 3uiyel ajediolue Jou Sa0p } 1ey} pajels Ainseal|

*SUOINISUI Yons

Suioey sadusjieyo pue suonesiqo sy} Jo aieme Ajqeuoseal aq ued AINseas] 1y} 0S MaINS.
90UBApE U BJINbaJ PINOM Jey} SUOKNYISUI [eIoUBUY Ul uolisod dIYSIBUMO [eruelsqns

© 9} 0} SUOISIOBP anjny Jejiwis Aue aping o} saioljod ysiiqeiss pinoys Ainseal|

«EV

‘papinoid aouelsIsse [esapa4 o) oy Aq predas

198 031 Ajijige ,suonnyisul Yloq Joaye Aew jey suoisioap uonesuadwod anny Juidofeasp
910J9q Sa3ua|[eyd uonuslR. pue swei3oid uonesuadwod 5y Suipueisiapun Ul S|eloujo
ANSY4 YUm Yiom 0} Ja)sel [e1oadg sy} 30a4Ip pinoys Ainsead] ay} Jo Aiejaidss ay|

« ¥

*3upjew uoisioap ay} jo Jed

aq Aew Ady} yaiym 03 swesSoid d2UB)SISSe-4Yy/L JelIiWIS JaU0 pue 449 auy Japun Suipuny
J0 sjuaidioal [eusjod pue [enjoe Jnoge s3uiesL uosad-ul pue s|jed suoyd [euIalXd JO
2JNJeu pue 92USINI0 B} JUSWINIOP 0} SWSISAS 043u0d Sunsixe anoidwl pinoys Ainseal|

« 17

*SpUN dyy/L JO JUBLLISBAUI BY} O} PB)e[es SUOISIOBP |[e 10} JaqUIBL
991HILILLIOY JUBLLISBAU 4OBS JO BJOA By} JuBWNI0P AoIdXe 810w pinoys AInseas|

« 0%

sjuawwos YN/dgl 9UON SS890.id U] |ended
snjels uonejuawa|du)

uonepUBWIWO099Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

28ed 1xau UO panuiuo)

"UOIIB J9YJINS OU 8YE] [jimM PUB PasOjo LOREPUBLLLLODSI Blf} SIBpISU0D Ainseal] jely) s8qealpu) , 810N

"47gS ui uonedion.ed
jueliem 03 a|qeln pue Auyyeay Apuaioyns si uonnyisul Suifjdde ayy Jayieym Jo siskjeue

X MBU B JoNpuod pjnoys siojensau yueq sy} pue Ainseal] ‘dd4d 4oy panoidde aiem Asyy
90UIS Aj[eanewelp padueyd aAey SUOINHSUI JUBAS[] BU} JO Auel 1O} SUOIHIPUOD 8Snedaq
‘479S ojul Juedioned 449 Sunsixa ue 1dedde 0] Jayloym SIapISuod Ainseal] UsUM 9
‘weJgoud dyH ayi Inoge
Ssjuawasunouue d1gnd peoiq seyew )i Jansuaym s3ulliem pnesy snondidsuod apnjoul
X pue ‘pneuj [eusjod noge s3uluiem uo Sndoj Jey S}eyJew 3931} Ul SjuswsduUNouUe
9018S d1ignd Juipnjoul ‘uSiedwed uoljewIojul paseq-peoiq e youne| pinoys Ainseal] €9
‘1102 ‘T 4990300
AA}08YJ ‘SyuowW T 0} Syuow sy} woy weidoad JuswAojdwsun sy} JO wd}
wnwiuiw sy} papuslxa sey Ainseal] pue ‘@3ueyd Adijod e padunouue uone.lsiulLpy X
3y} ‘110 AInr ur “4onemoH “Suluayidus| a1em juswAojdwaun Jo swisy "S M a3eone ‘weJgoid aouelesqloy
Y3noy} UsAs ‘uorepusLIWOdaY SIy} Jdope 0} pasnje. Ainseal] ‘Jeak e uey) aiow o4 JuswAo|dwaun S JYH JO WS} wnwiuiw sy} Jo yr3us| sy} JopIsuodal pjnoys Ainseai] , 29
'$24npad0ad SyH4 UiM JuslsIsuod sweagoad uoiponpai [ediouud pue ajes-1ioys
X paleaIdINYH Pue JINYH IIe $S040e $$820.d [esteadde wuojun e jdope pinoys Anseal] 19
REINN
1S949)Ul JO 1D1Ju0? [elus}0d SSaIpPe pue ‘SIaM0.I0q palenys Ale|iiS JO Juswies.}
"9ouewopad Joyuow X JUB]SISUOD B} 9]qISSOd JUBIXd 1591843 BY} 0} 2INSUD ‘SSBUBAIJIBYS S)I dZIWIXew
0} SNUIUOI [|IM JYV1DIS ‘dHVLDIS 03 dAIsensIadun SWwass 9dey S} U0 Jey} uoleue|dxs Japaq 0} sa3ueyd JapISuod ‘Aiojepuew 1o A1euonaosip Si i Jayiaym Jo aAadsall
ue 3uipinoad ‘wes3oad sy} Jo ainjeu Asejunjon ayy urejuiew o} suejd Ainseas) ‘pue weJ3oad uoionpai |ediounid Sy Jo aunjeu AJejun|o sy} alenjers-ai pjnoys Ainseal] , 09
'suolje}dadxa asay} JsuleSe aduewlopad s,wei3oid sy} 0} se Ajyjuow 1odas
X 1 ‘payoune] st wei3oid yoes Jsjje ‘Jey} pue yoes ui uonedidied pajoadxs pue S3S0d
‘uonjedioned pajoadxa jou Inq ‘s1s09 pajedionue papiroid sey Ainseas| pajedionue sy} ysiqnd pjnoys Ainseas] ‘wessoidgns pue weaoid pajei-diNyH Udoes 104 65
"MSINJ SBIUBISWINDIID Pue JOB) B 0} 393[gns aq pinoys Ajjelisiew Jey} Ja1jaq
SJ 3UIHD ‘UoIIRPUBILLOIBI SIU} Ul PAUIBIUOD SI0}IR) JBUI0 PSSSAIPPE Jou Sey Ainseal] 'pa}0das 8q SUOIR[OIA ||B
"T10Z ‘OE aunf JO se dyyL ul Suluiewsas aiom Jeyy syuedioiied aduejsisse [euoidadxs X ey} aJinbai aAijeusd)je sy} ul 4o ‘Suipiodal JUsW 0} [eLidlew AusIowyns Si UONE|OIA B UyM
3y} 0} 8oueping ey} papinoid pue aduepind padojensp sey ) ey} sojels Ainseal| Jo} sjuedioned 4yy1 SS0Joe Ajjusisisuod Aldde ey sauleping dojansp pinoys Ainseal| , 8G
*'SM3IARJ doueldwod awos 3uunp suoiesiqo aoueldwod
J0 3un}sa} Juapuadapul pa3onNpuod Ssey } ‘synsas 3ul}sa} Jo saunpadoad sdueldwod *9oueldwod sjuedidipied Sunsal Apuspuadapul Aq
sjuaidioas dyy1 e 0} Se Ssuiaduod Jendipied aney Ay} asaym Suiysal Jonpuod 0} X 0S|e Ing saunpado.ad adueldwod ayenbape aney Asyy Jeyy Suinsua Aq Ajuo jou ‘suoiediqo
sued Ajuo 31 yeyy Suneys ‘SunJodasyas uo Aja 03 sanuipuod Aj@die| Ainseal) y3noyyy JI9y} 0} 9duewIojuod siuedionted dyy1 Apan 0} sdeys aye} Ajpdwoud pinoys Ainseal) , /G
'ssa20.4d
uorero3au sy} ul AQUs)SISUOD Sjenbape aINSUd 0} JUBIOWINS SJe S|0JJUOD [eulajul
3unsixa S) ey} Sans1aq Ainseal| ‘JSASMOH *SSINUILL SSILIWIOY) SY} Ul Uolewoul
pappe Aue Jo uoiSIncid By} 810U 0} pue ‘9ajILILLOY) JuLIA SU} WoJy [ercsdde X ‘sjue.liem ay}
BuIn92a4 Jaye Sa3ued uolenjeA 0} UoISSNISIP Wil 0} Aj[esaussd ‘piq e Suinigda. 0} JO uonenjea sAInseas] 3uiuIgdu0d suonnylsul Suiseyaindas Yum pateys aq 0} UoieuLIojul
Joud saigojopoyiaw pue sndui uonenjea juediem Ajuo ssnasip 0} Aaijod e Suipnjoul JO aJnjeu pue 8a439p au} Suipnjoul ‘pansind aq |jIm suonenodau aseyaundal Juessem
‘UoIjepusWIWLIOdaI SIY} SSappe 03 paudisep sainpadoid paydope sey Ainses.| MOY 3UILIBOUOD S|0JJUOD [BUIBIUI PUB SBullapINg MO||0} pue dojaasp pinoys Ainseal] , 9G
*SUOIIRSJBAUOD UYINS JO 9IUBISANS BU} JUSUNIOP 0} pasnyal sey 'soseyandas Juediem SuiuISIUOD
|2 JO Ul 393[qns pue ‘syuedioned ‘Sajep sy} JUSWNIOP 0} paaide sey Ainseal) X SJuaIdIoaJ YJM SUOIRIIUNWLLOD ||B JO 9OURISQNS BU} [IB3ap Ul JUSWNJ0p pjnoys AInseal] GG
'sadueJ anjea
*9JOA J3Y J0 SIY SISED 991WWO 8y} Jo 1oyJew Jiey Uuiypm pajosfes Jo pajdadde aiom Spiq SUOSeas sy} ulpedas SuoljeIapIsuod
Jaquuisw yoea moy Sulkyuapl Jou [13s SI Anseal ‘panoidwll Sey Ssinuiw sy} Jo [leysp X aAjey[enb SJaquis 8y} 8pN|jdUl PINOYS SSNUILL Y} ‘WU e 3y "Sanuiw Surjeaw
3U} YSnoyyy "UOIEPUSLLLIODRI SIy} pajuswa|dwl Sey } Jey} pajedlpul sey Ainseal) 991HIWWOY) Jue.ltep ay} Aq panyded S| [lejep 940w ey} ainsus pinoys Ainseal]  $G
'1D@) Jo asodind sy} aziseydws
X Aj9ni308))9 810w pinom sAanINs Ajiapend) “paje|dwsiuod Ajpualind se Ajjenuue ueyy spuny
dYVL Jo asn sjuedioned (D) e Jo SASAINS Jusanbaiy 910w JBPISUOD PINOYS AINSeal]  €G
sjuswwo) YN/QgL 9SUON SS920.d u] |ended |In4 uonepuawWoIay

snjejs uonejuswajduwy

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719VL SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

a3ed 1xau U0 panunuo)

“UOIO. JBYLNS OU Y] [[iM PUB PBSO0J UOHEPUSLLILLIOIB Sy} SI8PISU0D AInseal] jey) sejeaipu) , :8)0N

"UONR[RISA 1Ry} JO SBLI0INO BY} pue AIL}aJ09g JUBlSISSY ay}
10 [9SUN0Y) [BJBUAY) JO 8IU4Q S,AINseal] 0} uoneeass Suipnjoul dn-mojjoy Aue pue ‘Suijel
pasodoid s,0-VHIA Yim Suiies 1eyy Ul 9ousIayIp Aue 4oy uoneayisnl 4adIAISS Yoes 1o}

"UOI}e|BISA IO SUOIRIR dN-MOJ|0) SSNISIP JOU OP pue ‘S8J0A au} JO Ajle} X SurjeJ [euy sy} JaquIaW 93IWIWOD Yoea JO SS)0A ay} ‘sSurjed SJa01nas Yyoea Suipiedal
© PuoA3q PaJOA SIBqUISW MOY 83eJIpUl JOU OP ‘|IBJBP Ul SUOIIRISGIISP S 91HWW0) SUOIeJaPISUOD dAje}UEND pue SAle}enb SIaquIBW 9310 Y} 49JIAISS UIe 10}
3} Ule|dxa J0u Op SaNUIW 8S8Y} “4SASMOH *SUOISIOBP Surje JUSWSSISSE J3DIAISS JO Sunes pasodoid S, DYHIN 8PN|aUl PINOYS SSINUILL Y} ‘WU e 3y "Sajnuiw Surjesw
suoljeue|dxa Joliq uleju0d s3ulesW SILIWOY Sduel|dwo) YHIA U834 JO SaNUIl d9pIWWOoY daueldwo)) YHIN dul Aq painided Si [1eap 240w Jey) Unsus pinoys Anseal| , v/
‘AMessaoau
|I1}S 94 S|0JJU0D [UJSIUI JO SSBUSAIZIRYS dU} SUjed 40} BLISYID JO SaulapIng pue
‘ulewal Sa110883ed SSurjes 994y} Y} Ul S|0JJU0D [BUIBIUI SIBJIAIBS B} SSSSE 0} X ‘pajySiom aq
SOlBW aAe)enb USASMOH *SILIBW SAeueNnb [esanas Juipnjoul ‘sSurjel auy Joy M B3Je 99ue||dWOD YIes MOY pue pajonpuod aq [IM JUSWISSSSY aoueldwoy) J9dIneS
SouewW 3ulpnjoul AQ SJUSWISSSSE J9JIAIBS S} 0} SaSueyd juepiodwi apew Ainseas| VHIN ®U} Moy 3uluIBA03 S|04JU0D [euJSiul pue adueping pajie}ap ysi|geiss pinoys Anseal] , £/
*aNSS! SIY} UILIBIUOD T UOIRPUBWILLOIDY OS|e 39S SodIeyd
950U} 404 JUBWASINQUIBA AUB %935 0} SasNjaJ AInseal| *9|qeuoseslun se paguasap
Apeaile pey 4yy1oIS ¥eu} SWUy Me| 3AY dU} JO SUO J0j S||Iq 93} [e38] U} pamainaJ Aluo X ‘ajeudoadde se ‘sagieyd asoy} J0j JusLSSINuIDA ¥93S pue ‘sadieyd
AInseal| ‘uonepuswwiodal Siy} Jusws|dwi 03 paasde Ajsnoinaid Ainseal] ysnouyyy 8|gemoj|eun Jo ajqeuoseaJun Ayjuapl 0} s||iq 99} (39| pied Ajsnoinaid mainai pinoys S40 . 2/
'$94NPa204d UM OJUI SPJEPUB)S MBIASY ||Iq 98}
|38 Mau 8y} uo Julule} sy Jo suoipiod Juensjal paesodiodul )i jeyy pajess osje S40
1102 Yosey ypm 3uiitels sporad 1oy 92ueping mau S) Upm 99Ueplodde Ul SDI0AU *$919110d USIIIM S4( Ol dduepINg pue SUuoiINJISUI
Suimainal uidaq |IIm SY109 S4O Y3 1oy pue ‘s|iiq 93} [39] JO MBIASI BU} Ul PAAJOAUI X 950y} aje40diooul pue ‘s|jiq 99} (eS| BumaIASA UBYM asn 0} SY1 0D S40 404 sauepind
}4e3S 4910 pue sy1 09 S0 yum pasedaid aq pinoys sjjiq 89y [e3s] moy 3uiquasaid pue suoioNJsul 9Y193ds ApelIWIS YsSI|geIss J0 }00qysaq [dsunoy apisinQ S,01d4 du}
aouepingd pajdope Amau Sy uo 3ulules} play sey S40 .Ul d4vLDIS PIo} Anses| Ul PauIRIUOd S8NPa20.d pue Spiepuels malnal ||iq 994 [e39] sy} 3dope pinoys S40 , T/
‘||lom Se SpJepue)s 8S0Y} apn|aul 0} SAJIAIBS B39 ‘Aioyepuew
S40 40} S}RAUOD BSeq JulAypow uIZaq 0} UOISIAI] SSDIAISS JUBWINJ0IJ SAInsesl| SUOI3ONJISUI 8y} J0 uorjedldde Suiyew ‘s}oeJuod usdo Sy Ajpow pue Swy me| 0}
UHM YI0M [IM S40 Jeu} palels Jaylany Ainseas] “S40 03 30eJju09d Japun Ajuaind X suoIoNJISUl 8y} apinoid Ajgeedas 4o ‘s|liq 9s) [e33] 4o uoISSIgns pue uoieiedaid sy} uo
SWL Me| || 03 9ouepIng mau S} PaINqLISIp sey S40 .Ul dYYLDIS PIo} Anseal| SWL Me| 40} SjuswaJiNbal pajie}ap S}oeJjuod 321A9s [e3a] uado Sy Ul apnjoul pINoys S40 , 0/
'9|GeMO|[eUN PUB 3|GeMO|e BJe Sa8) pue
S}S0D Y2IYym pue ‘s|jiq ay} Ul pawLIoyad Yiom dy1oads aquasap pue s||iq 994 [eSa| aJedaid
'$92JN0S3J JBYJ0 pue ¥00gySaq [9Suno) X PINOYS SWil me| Moy 4o SuswaJinbal pajie3ap AleIIS YSIigeiss 10 4oogysa( [asuno)
apISINQ $,01Q4 Uy} Suish dIUEPING MAU Pajeasd sey S0 Feu} dYyL9IS plo} Anseal] pISINQ S,01Q4 S} Ul pauleuod spiepuels LoISSIWANS [jiq 88} [e33] ay} idope p|noys S40 . 69
“JusL}SaAUl {79S [euoiippe pasodoid
X 3y} Jo sle}ap pue uonnyisul auj Jo Ausp! 8yl dHY1DIS 03 apinoid pinoys Anseal|
‘spuny JaAedxey [euonippe Sy9as pue 47gS Ol sadueuyal juedioiied 449 e Usum . 89
‘uorjoesues} pasodoid auy Jo S|ie1ap ay} pue uonnyIsul 449 aul Jo Ajjuspl sy}
X dYVLOIS 03 apinoid pinoys ‘Ayied paiyy e 0} JUsWISaAUL 440 SH JO 8|S Jo ‘uonezijendedss
‘Bunnjonuysal pasodoad Aue 3ulusaduod aoussijip anp Sy Jo ed se ‘Aunseas] , /9
. Sallewoue
0} pPes| ||IM auljaseq pajepuell A|lIoJniess siy} uisn Jey} Jesjoun sij, asnedsq ,nydjiay
9 J0U AW, UOIBPUSWIWIOIRI S,dYV1DIS Jeu} pue $Sai3uod JO |ImM Sy} MaAgns X *3uIpus)| Ul 9SB810UI JUBAS[R) AUB JNOYNM SUOIFINPAI PUSPIAIP |[BJpUIM SULINISS WO ddD
pinom uondope sy ey} Sunse33ns ‘uoiepuawLodas siy} ydope 03 pasnyal Ainseas| woJy 479S ay} oul Juidueuyas aJe ey} SuonpISul Jusnaad 0} sdais aye} pjnoys Ainseas] 99
*sjuealdde Jayio
0} Ajdde ,uop Jey} ,8WO029A0 ISNW SjuaIdIdRL 440 Jeu} Sajpiny [enueisans sapinoid
Apealle, 419S 1ey} pue ‘aseq [epded Jiay} Jo 1ed Se pajunod Jou ale SJUBWISSAUL ddD X 'aseq
3unsixe sy} §i suoneondde 47gS Aoy} ul padejueapesip Ajiejun aq Aew sjuedionled |eyded s,uoinyisul 8y} o 1ed Se pajunod aq Jou pjnoys sateys paiiajaid 449 Sunsixe
dd9 a4 jeyy Jaiaq sy Suiio ‘uonepusiwodal Siy} ydope 0} pasnjal Ainseas| 3y} ‘“AjIgeIA pue y}eay S,uoinyiisul ue Jo SISAjeue Mau sy} S}onpuod Ainseal| usym  G9
sjusWWo) YN/QgdL 9SUON S$S920.d U] |ended |In4 uolEpPUBWILI0IY

snjels uonejuawa|du)

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

a8ed 1xau UO panuiuoy)

"UOIOB JYJINS OU Y8} [jIM pUB PasOjo UOREPUBLLLLODSI Bl} SISPISU0D Ainseal] jey) s8qealpul , :8loN

*s309(04d S40 03 awi} 93IeYD pUB UO YIOM 0} Pamolje ae AdY} 210Jq 4elS

*UOIJepUSLILLIOdR. B} YUM paaidesip Jou paaigde Jaypau Ainseal] [e39] pPa3oe.UOD |[e JO Sajel pue SaLI0391ed Joge| payldads anosdde-aud pinoys Ainseal] €8
“Me| padnjoesd aney
sAauloyie sy} S1eak Jo Jaquinu sy} Uuo paseq aq pinoys Sal03aled ajed Joqe| [euonippe
ay| 'Sal0393ed J0qe| 91eID0SSEe pue ‘[asunod ‘Jsulsed SnOLIEA By} UIYIM SBLI0391ed
*UOIJepUSLLILLIOdR. B} YUm paaidesip Jou paaigde Jaypau Ainseal] a)eJ a|diynw S82IAIBS [e39| 104 UOIIRYII0S a4niny Aue Ul a4inbal pjnoys Ainseas]  Zg
'$931eyd 9S0U} 40} SJUBWASINQWIAI ‘ajedoadde se ‘saieyd asoy} J0j JuswSSINQUIRI ¥93S pue
Aue %995 0} sasnja. Ainseal] "9|qeuoseslun se paquIsap Apeaije pey dyy1oIS S98Jeyd 9|gemojjeun JO 8|qeuoseaiun Ajjuspl 0} 10eJju0d uado 10 pPasolo e Ssey I ydlym
1eU} SWLL Me| AL B} JO BUO JO} S||Iq 98 [e33] U} pamainal Ajuo Ainseal) UM SWLIY Me| |[e wodj S|iq 93} [e39] pled Ajsnoinaad |je mainal Adwoad pinoys Ainseas] 18
*T J9pJo %Sk}
‘/00-60-S40 106.4U02 J3pUN PMO]|E J0U SISO JI3UIP JBYI0 Ul 9G‘ZZ$ pue ‘T Japio
%S€1 ‘T1000-60-S40.L 10B41U0I Ul 189S SWNWIXeW 3|qeMO||e 8y} JO SS8IXa Ul SajeJ e pa||iq
Sinoy Joge| 10} 9£6'g9$ a4e asoy) ‘Aljeayroads "10eu0d S40 BY1 JapUN PaMO|[e 10U Biam
eyl pled sasuadxa pue sas) 8|qidiaul ‘pauonsanb ul g8y 16$ 404 417 Hajieg % Jayoey |
*UOIJepUSLLLLIOdR. B} YUM paaidesip Jou paaigde Jaypau Ainseal] uosdwig woJy AI9A0J3J Y99S pue MO|[eSIP PINOYS 920 Sujoesjuod Anseal] a8yl 08
"(6€6°£GS 'd17 UOS|aN 98)I|
044 pajenou) 477 usyaIndI weysuig pue (£98°9¥TS) d1711IPPIT 7B [[2Ssig pioT]
9207 :(G89°E86°TS) dT1 HeL '» WeysIaxdIM Japelempe] :(vz/ 16/ °GS) dT1H9leg B
Jayoey ] uosdwig :swuy me| Suimoj|o) sy} 0} pred sasuadxa pue sy [e3s| papoddnsun
*UOIJepUSLILLIOdR. B} YIm paaidesip Jou paaigde Jaypau Ainseal] ‘pauonsanb u G1z'086°£$ 10 Aujigemojle sy} sulwislep Ajjeayroads pnoys Ainseas] 6/
*J92IMBS Aue JsuleSe uaye) suoijoe [eipawai ||e dljgnd ayew pue juaJedsuely 8q pjnoys
Ainseal] ‘[ans) 9|qedadoe ue je woad 0} [Ie} OYM SISDIAISS 404 SBAIUSIUI YIrq Suime|d
pue ‘3uronpai Ajpusuewrsad ‘Suipjoyyym Se yons saipawas [eroueuy e 3uisn suipnjoul
's)sixe Aoualedsue.y ajendoldde jeyy pue sjelidoidde uaag aney pajoeud Salpawal ‘syuawaaide uonedioned Ja2IAIBS BU} JO SWIB} Yy} Suldiojud A|snoto3in Aq syuawalinbal
93U} Jey} SaAaIaq ¥ Jeyl Suijels ‘uoiepusiwodal Juepoduw siy} pajoalas sey Ainseal| weJgoid ypm Adwod yHN Ut Suiedionted SJa2IAISS ||e Jey} aansus ysnw Ainseal) |, 8/
"BuIssIw aJe Jey) spodas
Snje}s uonedyipow palinbal Jo a3ejuadsad sy} pue ‘sjule|dwod JaUMOSLLOY paje[edss
9A|0S3J 0} SoYe} } dwl} JO Y13ua| |y} ‘Suonedyipow Jusuewad ojul SUOIeILIPOW (e}
10} 9}eJ UOISISAUOD B} ‘SUOIedYIpow Jusuewad ojul Palaauod aq 0} Suoedyipow
. 9lenidoadde asaym ssad0.d sy} anoidwi pue dojansp [eLi} 40} Seye} J1 awi Jo Yyi3us| 8y} :JO Seale ay} Ul SyJewyousq aduewlopad s|qejdadde
0} 8NURUOJ, PINOM )i Jey} Ajuo Suikes ‘uoijepuswwodal Iy} pajdalas sey Ainseas) JsureSe aouew.o}lad wessoid SJadIAIBS WYHIN 0T do} 8y} ssasse Ajolignd pinoys Ainseaiy , //
'SuoljeayIpow jusuewad 0} SUOIRILIPOW [el} WOJ) SB)e. UOISISAUOD “BuIssiw aJe ey} spodas snjels uoiedyIpow palinbai jo a8ejusdiad sy} pue ‘sjulejdwod
10§ yJewyduaq e ysijqelss 03 }oA sey Ainseas] ‘0S|y “YJew ay} passiW dAeY SIS JBUMOBWIOY PaJe|eIsa SA|0SaJ 0} Sa)e} I auil} Jo Y33us| ay} ‘suonesyipou Jusueusad
Auew ‘souewlopiad 9qe}dadde 4o} SyJewyousq sy} aJe 8sayl §| “SAep QE Ul PanjoSal 03Ul SUOIJEIYIPOW [ell} 4O} B} UOISISAUOD SY} ‘SUOIeIYIPOW Jusuewad ol PalaAU0D
9Q pP|NOYS S9SeI Paje(edss pue ‘SYIUOW Jnoj 0} 834y} 3se| pjnoys spouad [eL Jeuy 9 0} SUOIROYIPOW [eLi} 40} SSYe} J Bwi} JO YI3ua| sy} Supnjoul ‘SIaIAISS YHIA |8 404
Suipn|oul ‘ease Sy} ul SyJewyousq paysiiqelss Apeaije 3 1eu} 44y1oIS PIo} Ainsess| 9ouew.oyad wei3oid a|qe}dadde 1oy S|eoS pue SyJewyausq ysiigelss pjnoys Ainseas] , 9/
‘sjuswhed SaAUBdUL JINYH ¥9eq Suime|d 4o Supjoyyim se yans ‘9aueldwod-uou 1oy
uonoe dye) pue asueldwod $Sasse ued ) eyl 0S dIYH Ul Siuswalinbal uoieayou
9say} Juawa|dwi pinoys Ainseas| douelSISSe YHIN Suiess 40 Ul SIaumoawoy o}
Inydjay 99 PINOM YdIYMm JO SLOS ‘SSIURISWNDIID JO S3UBJ SPIM B J9pUN SISUMOSWOY
0} uoleayou usnLm apinoid 0} S18dIAIeS Suuinbas ueSaq g449 ‘1102 ‘1€ 1sn3ny uo
PaNSS| Sem UOIePUSILLIOIRS SIU} J)e SIeak OM} uey} 810 "S93UeYD JO SBUO)Sa|IW
Juepodul UO SJBIIAISS WOJ) UOIRIIUNWLLOISIW SAIBID) OUM SISUMOBIOY SS3Ippe 0} “Bunum ul 9q ‘wes3oid WHIN Sy} ul uonedioned s sumoswioy
S|iey asuodsai s,linseal) pue uoijedldde JAyH e 03 Ajdde sjuswainbai usiim jsow 8y} Suioaye asueyd juedyiusis Jayjo Aue 4o ‘yuswaside yY4yH ‘uonedyipow jusuewad
‘JONSMOH "SaWI} 0T JO 93LJ49AR U JSMOLIO] B YIM SUlIM Ul S1RDIUNWIWIOD 0} 49JIAISS J0 [l ‘uojedljdde UOIRILYIPOW S JSUMOBLLIOY B JO SWLIS) 40 SNIeIS au} ul sasueyd 0}
ueo| e saJinbaJ ApeaJje ) Suikes ‘uoepuswiwods) siy} ydope 0} pasnjaJ sey Ainseal| 3uije|aJ SISUMOBLLOY UM SUOIFRIIUNWLIOD J3DIAISS YYHIA 18y} a4inbaJ pinoys Ainseal) , G/

sjuawwo) YN/dglL 9UON SS890id U] |ended
snjels uonejuawa|duw)

uonepUBWIWOI9Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719VL SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

92

a3ed 1xau U0 panunuo)

"U0IJOB JaY1Nn) OU 9E] [[iM pue PasOjd LONBPUSLLLLIOISI U} SISPISU0D AInseal] jely sa1edipu| , ‘910N

"s9jed J|nejapal JIYH 9Sealoul pue sainsoda.o) ‘Juaasid 0} pasoddo se
‘Rejop Aew pue ‘pajual Jou aJe jey} SBLIOY UOREIBA U0 S93e31I0W J0} SUOIEILIPOW
10} SJ03S9AUI Ked [[IM SPUN dYy1 1By} SYSU 0} B|qetauinA weJ3oid ay) seAes)

"VINY 9u3 J0 Hed se Jueusy e AQ paidndd0 SI un SUO }Sed)| 1e 1y} SIUBPIAS YHIM JSDINISS
3Y} apInoad J1amo4i0q ay} Jeyy aJinbau pinoys Ainseas) a3e3pow suo Japun sanJadoid Jun
-9|diynw JO 3Sed JU} U] "ddUeINSUl S SJUBJ JO Jooid U0 ‘BSUBI| SJBALP ‘[|Iq AN B Se yans

‘ssaippe Apadoid sy} Je SaAl| Jsjuas e Jey} SUIMOYS SIUBINIOP JO WOy ay} ul Aouednddo
JO 92UBPING payLaA Aped-paiy} pue ases| pausis e Yim JadIAISS au} apinoid pinoys

‘pajual Ajjenjoe sI Aliadoid By} pue N0 paLiied SIJusiul SU} Jey} 84nsus 0} swidal X Jamouloq 8y} ‘g 4811 dINYH 404 uoneardde (,IAY,) @ouelsissy a3eS1i0[ 40} 1sanbay oy}
JUBW.0JUd pue ddueldwod 3uo.ys e Jnoyum ‘Ainliad Jo Ayjeuad Jspun ‘uonesyIad J0 Jed sy “Apiadoad 8y} Juas 0} SpUSUI JOMO.I0] BU} Jey} UOIeILIIa e Ajuo Surinbai
-J|9s e Ajuo Suuinbay "ysnous Jej 03 J0u SI0P SIY| “JuSJ O} SHOYS d|qeuoses. 0} pasoddo se ‘uoijeayipow ueo| e 1oy seijdde Jamo.loq ay} awi} ay} je Jueus) e Aq
ayew |m Asy) Jey) pue sieak aay ises) e 1o} Aadoud sy} Juas 0} puajul sy ey} pa1dn2a20 SI pue pajuas usaq sey Aladoid au} Jeyy anoad Jamolioq sy} Jeyy aJinbas pinoys
AJI1492 S19M0410q ey} Suninbai AQ uoizepuaWILOda SIY} 0} papuodsas Ainses.| Ainseal] ‘g Jall dINYH Ul JuSWSJ04us pue ouel|dwod dAIJIBHS 40} MOJe 0} JSpIo U] 06
"}003S PajolISal Wis}
-8U0| Jo asn ay 1o ‘sesles Aed ‘sueipaw Jeyiew Suipasdxs Aed ‘000‘00GS Suipasdxe
saleles ysed Suinoidde 4oy moj|0} ued Ainseal] el [nySuluesw ysi|qeiss jou op
Kay] *saul@ping 4o saunpado.d ‘saroljod 3snqoJ Jo Juawdojansp mau e Jou aJam pue
‘sJa39| uoneulws}ap Aed sy} ul pauiRIUOD Se SIaY10 Jou Ing ‘saulepingd pue sadnoeld X . SuswAed pue sainjoniis s|qesedwod, pue ,‘uoiesusdwod paseq-souewiopad,
3unsixa SISO JO BWOS JO uoeIUBLNIOP B Aja1awW ale Sainpadoid uspum sNSO ,'uoneaoje ajendoidde, jo sajdiounid any |eur wiislu| sy} Aldde Ajjusisisuod Jsisely
'$919110d [BWI0) UMO S} Pa}ea.d Jou Sey NSO ‘@40j248U] "uoneald SNSO 0} Joud [e193dg 8y} J0 92u40 8y} djay pue Aouasedsuely snoidwl [|IM SBINSEIW 8S8Y] ‘PapUBYUSAS
3unsixa sem ydiym Jo ||e ‘a3njels sy} woij a3en3ue| pue ajnJ SAINSeal] sulejuod Ajuo 3Je SUOISIoap S pue $sa204d uoneulwIB}ap Aed S) Jey} ainsua djay 0} saulepIng 4o
Ka1j0d NSO ‘€102 dunr ul saanpadosd pue saioljod usium pajeasd Ainseas] ysnoyyy ‘sainpad0.d ‘sa1a1j0d 3Snqos 10w dojaAsp pinoys 4a3sei [e19adS sy} Jo 8dW0 Yl . 68
"PO0}SJapUN AlIBS|D BJ8 SHIRWYDdUS] pue SUONRUILLIB}SP SH Udam}aq diysuonelas sy}
ey} 0S ejep pue SPJ0JaJ UlejUleW OS|e PINOYS } pue ‘}oxJew sy} Jo a|uadiad Yi0gG au}
X JO SISAjeue sy Ul suosLedwod Se pasn aJe saako|dwa pue saluedwod Ydiym JuswnIop
'saluedwod sy} Aq papILIgNS elep JoxJew sy} ajen|ens 0} Alonizoadsoad pinoys Jajsey [e19adg sy} JO 92L40 Sy} ‘WNWIUIW B Jy *SUOlje|ndjed sy
paljaJ J Ydiym uo ejep }aylew Juspuadapul 8y} anasaid 0} uedaq Ainseal ‘10z ul Ul e3ep Joy4ew JO SN S} JUSWINJOP JaPaq PINoYS Ja1se| [e1oadg sy} JO 8du0 8yl , 88
‘Ainseal)
Aq sisAjeue Aue Jo uoissnosip Aue 10 000‘00GS Sulpaadxa saliejes ysed Juinoidde
10} BLIS}ID AUB UIBIU0D Jou Op SaINPad0.d pue saldljod SAINseal] SuolIasse
s Auedwod ay} puoAaq sisAjeue juspuadapul se |jom se suoidaoxa Junue.3 1oy el
3WOS SaJnbal yaiym ,‘s}eiueisqns, 03 pesjsul Ing “4a)aq JUSWNIOP 0} J0U Sem X ,9Sned
uolepUBWW0JaI 8y *Sapinoid Auedwod sy} Jey ejep JexJew Ajuewd S| uoieuLIojul po03,, 9}eJISUOWSP O} |Ie} 40 d)eJjsuowap sisanbal sy} Jaylaym pue pajsanbal uondadxs
ey} ‘suoipasse sAueduwiod sy} puoAaq UOIJeLLIOUI [BUOIIPPE SWOS SapNn|oul Ji ey} Uoea ajenuelsqns pinoys Jajseyy [e1aads aup Jo 8oLy 8yl ‘ded Alejes ysed 000'005S
ul panoiduwl Sey saliejes ysed asay} Suiues Jo UoRUBWNI0P SAINSeaI] SJIUM 3y} 0} suondadxa syue.d AJua)SISUOD JSISe| [e10adS aU} JO U0 dU} Jey} aInsus o], /8
*UOI}eLLLIOJUI JOMOJI0q SUIAJOAUI PB1INDJ0 Sey
£31Un2ds JO Yoeaiq e UaymM ‘Sinoy g Ulyum 4yy19IS pue Ainseal| Ayjou Apdwoid sy4H
ey} Suuinbai (G) pue ‘uonewlojul Jamolioq o} Sulutesad saunpadoid pue saiolod ‘sme|
a|qeoljdde |je yum adueldwod ui aie Asyy Jeyy Ainseas) 0} SyY4H Aq uoneayiuad jenuue
Suuinbai () ‘uonewJoyur siy} 3uisojdsip pue SuiAdod uo SUOIIIIISSI JO BiemMe spew aq
PINOYS UOIIRWLIOJUI JBMOJIO] 0} SS8J08 pajues3 saiped (e Jey} Suuinbai (€) ‘sSausnoaye
X 2JNSUS 0} pPaJINbai S| Se uoioe YoNs Juiye} pue ‘AjdaYa aJe Ay} §i SuILLIB)p 0}
sa.npad0.d pue sa11j0d S4H Yoes Suimainss AInseal] () ‘UoiieuLIojul Jamoioq
BNIJISUSS JaY}0 pue |4 JO UOIISOdsSIp pue ‘asn ‘sS8dde pazoyineun jsuiese uonosjoid
2INsud 0} Sa4npado.d pue saidljod aAdBYe Juswa|dwi pue dojpasp JHH ul Sunjedionled
(,SY4H,) (S4030BA3U0D J1IBY} puB) SBIUBZY ddueUl{ SUISNOH |[& ‘SAep 06 UIUIM Jey}
*UOI}ePUSLLILIODA BU} Juswa|duwi 0} S0y SAinseal) Suninbai (1) :Aq (,4HH,) PUN4 IH 1SapJeH ay} 404 pa|IdWOD UONRWIOUI JOMOII0] SAHISUSS
JOJUOW [IM JY\1DIS "uonepuswwodal siy} Sunuawsa|duwi i} pies sey Ainseas| JBY30 pue (,Id,) uoneuLiojul sjqeynuapl Ajleuos.iad Jamo.ioq 308304d pjnoys Ainseas] 98
*SJUBWISOAUI SJakedxe) JO anjeA ay} anIasaid djay 0} JapJO Ul 8SeaIdul 83eJ pUapIAIP aU}
X 0} Joud dyy1 ¥xa 0} 9|ge 8q JOU [|IM Jey} Syueq AJUNWIWIOD SOY} 404 S}ORJJU0D WelS0id
*Aym BuISSIPPE J9AS JNOYNM UOIRPUBWILLIOIBS SIU} pajdafes Ainseal) aseyaund [eyde) Sy JO SWJS} Sy} S)eR03aUJ PINOYS } JBYIBUM SS8SSe pinoys Ainseal] , G
‘(Sjuediem pue ‘syuswiAed 3saiaiul pue
PUSPIAIP dyyL Pledun Jo Juswieas} sy} ‘JUsWISaAUl 4yl 8y} Jo unodsip Aue Suipnjour)
SJUBWIISAAUI JYYL SH JO S3Jes pue ‘sadueydxe ‘s3unnjontisal 0} Suiuieyad euspld
'SJ0}e|N3aJ YIM PajNsuod 10 SaI3}es)S JUSWISOAIP aSau} X dojanap pnoys Ainseal] Jouued Jey} Syueq sy} Yum [eap 0} aiedaid pue Juswisaul
10} LIS} Y} passalppe Jou Sey Ainseal] Sojes pue ‘Sulnjoniisas ‘suswiAedss dyv1L ay3 Aedal 8|qissod se syueq Ajunwiwod Auew se jeyl ainsua 0} yied 3xe dyvL
Y3n0JyY} ddD UMOP puIm 0} SLIOKS S} SBNUU0I ) Jey} papuodsal Ainseas Jea|o e dojanap pjnoys ‘siojen3as Sunjueq [eJapaq Ypm UOIRYNSUOD Ul ‘Ainseal] , #8
sjusWWo) YN/QgdL 9SUON S$S920.d U] |ended |In4 uolEpPUBWILI0IY

smels uonejuswajdwy|

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

a3ed 1xau U0 panupuo)

*U01JOB JaY1IN) OU 98] [[iM pUe PasOJo LONBPUSLLLLIOISI U} SIPISU0D AInseal] jel) sajedipy| , 910N

*UOISSNISIP J8Y}Ny J0} g UONIAS 89S
'S|eog pajadiey Jaylo 39S pinoys Ainseas] ‘padjay aq 0} SISUMOBWIOY JO Siaquinu
pajewnsa 0} 9|qejunodoe salels ploy [|im 1 ulkes aq 0} sieadde Ainseal] ‘GT0Z

*S|leod asoy} ysuiede ssai3oad s,wes3oud ayy ainseaw pue ‘weidoid sy} Aq padjay aq |Im
S9JeWNSa AINSeal| S48UMOBWOY JO Jaquuinu ay} ‘wnwiuiw e je ‘uipnjoul weJadoad pun

Ul 8uo pue Z1Qg ul saouade aoueuy 3uiSnoy 81e3s {7 0] JUSS epuelowawl Uofoe u| JIH 1SepJeH 8y} 4o} S|eo3 aouewopad sjgeinsesw pue |njSuluesw }as pinoys Ainseasl /6
's|eo3 asay} Sunasw ul ssai3oad s) uo Ajyjuow podas pue s[eod sy 8sojosip Ajusuiwoid
‘AjIgeunoooe pue Aisnon3iquieun pinoys Ainseai] "z Jall JINYH Aq padjay aq ||Im Sajewi}sa Ainseal|
pioAe 0} 3ulAJ} SI } ey} SUONeSNIJ. 0} 8|geJaUINA }I S9AS| S|e03 d|qelnseaw pue X $19M0440( JO Jaquunu 8y} wnwiuiw e Je 3uipnjoul ‘sjeosd ajqeinseaw pue |njsuiuesw }os
|nj3ulueaw apiroid 03 [esnjal S AINsess| "UuoIepUSLLILIOIAI SIY) pajdalel sey Ainseal| pinoys Aunseal] ‘g 4911 JINYH 4O SS999nS pue Ssai304d ay} JO JUSLLSSISSE 10} MO|e O] 96
*S192IMBS WHIN 0T dOL 8U} JO SJUBLISSASSE 48dIAIBS (,HIN,) 319ePIoNY
awoH Suel AJepienb ayj Jo suondas synsad wei3oad pue synsal aoueldwod sy}
ur g Jal] dINvH 01 paiejas souaw ajeledss ysiignd pue dojaasp pinoys Ainseal] (q)
INoLP SuBWRCIdL X *Z 4811 dINYH Jo Sjuswaiinbas pue sauleping wes3o.id sy} yum sdueldwod ainseaw
2 1911 dIYH 03I 1ySisul pa1ogie} SUpew ‘PapuaLLILIoDal n_m<mo._w se zﬁemaww 1By} SIUBWISSDSSE douel|dWw0d J3DIAISS S Ul BLIBJIID [RUOIIPPE SpNjdul pinoys Ainseal) (e)
uonew.oyul g Jat] Suiodal Jou Si ‘yanamoy ‘Ainseas) g Jal] pue T sl JNYH Ul eep ‘gouewiopad
Jaumoawioy Jo Ssajy Jo sojdwes Juimainai Aq 8oueldwod JadInIeS S8SSasse Ainseal| J9JINIBS SSBSSe pue saulleping g 481l dINYH UM dueldwod JadInIes aInsus 0] G
"9NI}OB0 pue JUBIOLSe SI 0|04 weadoad ay} jey} 0S
SjuswaiInbas souewlopsad pue dn-dweds J9d1AI8S pue uonejusws|dw wei3oid ssnosip 0}
"ONI}OBLO puUR JUBIOLYS IN0-||0J Wes30.ad By} ayew 0} Siepjoyayels £ay (e Jo X SJap|0YaYeIS A8y JO HWWINS B BUBAUOD PINoys Aunseal| ‘g 4all dIAVH 4O uonejuswsjduw
Jwwns e pjay jou Sey AInseaJ] ‘UOepuUaWLLIOda SIy} pajusws|dwli jou sey Ainseal| ay} 03 anp suoiedldde JYH JO SWNJOA 8y} Ul 9SeaJoUl pa}oadxe ay} UBAID) 6
'asnqe pue pne.y Jusnaid 0} pue ‘Aejop pue uoISNjuod
pione 0} weJgoad ay} Noge uonewLIojul 83eandde ‘s3a|dwod ypum dignd sy} wue 0} pue
2 1811 dINVH Aq padiay aq Ajjenuajod pinod oym SI1am0.I0q [euoilppe yaeal 0} yjoq
a|qissod se uoos se ugiedwed 92IA8S lgnd pauleISNS e ayelapun pinoys Ainseal] (q)
X 'z pue T Jal] dINVH 404 pouad uoiesndde auy Jo uoijeaidxa sy} (iun juswslels adediow
Ajypuow A1y} Jo Med se siamo.loq a|qidIe-dINYH (e 0} 1aly pnedq Jawnsuoy) 92104 ¥se|
“pneJy UoneaypoL aSeSHow Juanaid o} 1oy e Juior Aunseal] /9d40/d4V1DIS au} apinoad Siad1AIas Jeyy ainbal pinoys Ainseal] (e)
ul JWYH IN0ge uoiew.Ioul 93eIndde YIm 3|qissod Se SJaumoswoy Auew se 83eanpa ‘pne.y uoiesyipow aSes1ow ul 9sealdul ue 0} pes|
Ainseal] jeyy Juepiodul S 3| “UOIRPUSWILLIOIRS SIU} pajusws|dwi Jou sey Ainseas| JIIM dINYH JO uoisuedxa pue uoisualxa ay) Jeyl Ajjiqissod auyj jsuiede 109304d 0} Jopio U] €6
*Aouedn220 Jo uoneaylian Aued-paiy; papinoid
Sey Jamolioq ay} pue jueusy e Aq paldnodo-a4 ussq sey Ajsadoid ayp Se swiy yons |un
‘SUJUOLL 9.y} LBy} 8J0W J0j Jueden paliodal usaq sey jey) Aadoid e uo uonesyipow
ueo| e Joj juedidijied Aue 03 SSAIRUBIUI PapUN)-dyy1 Jo JuswAed Jeq pjnoys Ainseal] (9)
"SUUOW 934y} UBY} 910W J0J JUBdRA paulewal aAey ey saiadoid
X Aue jo Ainseal] 0} spiodas Alyuow apinoad 03 S1901AIBS aanbal pinoys Ainseal] (q)
'LeJ30.d 33 JO LOISUBAXd papuayu *SUYJUOW 934U} Uey} SJ0LL 40} JUBDBA paulewal Sey
SY} UIYHM 3y Jou Op Jey} sadedpow Aypow 0} pied Suiaq spuny 4yyL 03 d|geJaujna :
sulewa) WweiSoid au ‘eve|d Ui 1 J31UaJ € 18U AUILLISIAP O} SWISAl aoueldwod Aiadoud ayy yi 4921MBS J1BY} Ajij0U Aj9jeIpawLLl S19M04I0q Jey) ainbas pinoys Ainseal] (e)
Ou UMM "Sjuawalinbas uoijejuswniop pue sainpadoid [euonippe juedyiudis ‘S9)eOBA JUBUB) B U0 SaJidXe 9ses)| e Jaye auwl} JO poliad papua)xa ue Joj Juedea
9}e840 PINOM UOIjepusWIWOda) Sy} Sunuswsjduwl 12y} 44y1DIS PIo} Ainsesl] Sululewas wo.y uonedyIpow g 4ol diNvH e paniedal sey Jeyy Aladosd e jusnaud o] g6
*SajeJ Jnejopai
dINYH 8SeaJoul pue Sainso|da40) ‘Juanald 0} pasoddo se ‘Aejsp Aew pue ‘pajual jou
3Je Jey} SaWoy uojjedeA uo sa3e31ow 40} SUOIRILIPOW J0) SI0}SaAUl Aed ||Im spuny
dYV1 38y} SysU 03 a|qeJauna weaoid sy} sanes| ‘pajual Ajjenjoe si Apadoad ayy pue X ‘padueyd aney yAY Sy} Ul Pale3s $9aueiswindild Aouednado sy} Jo auou Jey}
1IN0 paLLIed SI Jusjul 8y} Jey} 8InSua 0} dwWISaJ JUBWSIIoJUS pue ddueldwod uoils e Kinliad jo Ayeuad Jspun A}3482 Jamoaioq sy} ‘uoneayipow jusuewad e 0} uoledyipow
INOYIM ‘UOIBILIRISI-H3S B Ajuo Suuinbay "y3nous Jey 03 J0U SSOP SIY| "UOISISAUOD [eLi} B JO UOISIBAU0D 0} Joud ‘Jey) ainbai pinoys Ainsess] ‘pajiels sey uoneayipow [ery
0} Joud pajsalal jou i ANIqISIie 1eyy Suijels ‘uolepusiwodal iy} pajdafes Ainseal| |} Jae Z Jall dINYH Ul Juswadiojus pue a2ueljdwiod aAI}I8))8 J0) MOJ[e 0} BNUIUOD O 16

sjuswwo)

VN/dgl 9uoN ssadoid U] [ended

lin4 uonepuaWWo2ay

snjejs uonejuswajduwy

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719VL SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

94

a3ed 1xau U0 panunuo)

"U0IJOB Jay1Nn) OU 9e] [[iM pue PasOjd LONBPUSLLLLIOISS U} SIPISU0D Ainseal] jely) Sa1edipy| , ‘910N

.-91eJ 8y} Jo AYjigel|a1 8y} n0ge Aulepsaoun awos

pa1eald sey paje|nojed usaq sey YOg| oy Aem sy} Sulpiesal uonewioul Jusdal, Jeyl
paaJse )1 1ey) dYYLOIS Bulja) anasay [elepad sy} pue ‘Yog Jo AluSalul auy noge
SUIDOUOD [S,dYYLDIS S]aJeys, 3 1.yl JuY19IS Sule} Ainseal| a)idsap uoiepuawW09al

4047 uo sdueyja)
95899 0} ‘4L pue didd ‘uoneywi| inoyym ‘Suipnjour swegoid 4yy1 Sulo3uo Aue adueyd
AJa1eIpawil P|noys aAIasay [e4apa4 sy} pue Ainseal| ‘uonendiuew YOg| Wwoij ynsal

SIy} Jusws|dwi 0} paaie Sey aAIaSaY [e4opad au} Jou AInseal] JsysN 3w Jeyy 1eaayy aunjny Aue jsuieSe 4y papunj oym siakedxe} Joajoid 0} Jepio U] 90T
‘uonenyis ay} Apawa. 0} usye} suonde aysinbas Aue pue ‘passnosip
"B\ 3Ippa.4 Jusde soueldwod suondo [elpawal ‘SIa21ABS AQ paIaunodus swisqosd dy1oads sy} auljno Ajes|d sajnuiw
S} 10 SI92IAIBS JO JYSISION0 By} Ul 3|04 SAINSEaI] AJLUSA 0] B|geun Sem dyy1oIS ey} 84ns dyew pinoys Ainseal] "dIAVH Ul SI92IAISS UO S)IOKS 9dueldwod 0} pajefal
‘JY3ISISN0 S} JUSWINJOP 0} pajie} AINSeal] asnedsq pue sanui Suljeaw SsAnsesl] ul SUOISSNISIP JO 9oULSANS By} SulpJedas senuIw Sulleaw 98)IWWO)) ddueldwo)
|IBISP JO }2B| B PUNO} JYV1DIS "UOIEPUSILIODDI SIY} pajuswa|duwi Jou Sey Ainsesl| 3|qep.oyy SwoH Suiely sy} Aq painjded S| [le}op 940W Jey} 84nsus pjnoys Ainseall  GOT
*JOIINIBS JeU} WOJ) SSAIJUSIUI ployypm Ajjusuew.ad
p|noys AInseas] ‘SuoneduNWWod 9S8y} U0 SauldpIng S,AINSeal] MOJ|0} JOU SSOP JBDINISS
© Jey} JUSJXa By} O] “JsuuewW pawlojul Ajiny pue Ajswiy e ul SSAIeUIS)je 8INSO0|I9104 JBUI0
UHM PJeMIO} SAOW UBD SJSUMOBWIOY Jey} 0S UOIRILIPOW dIAVH € JO [elusp Sulpied3al
SJBUMOBWIOY Y}IM UOIRDIUNWIWIOD JIY} SA0dWl 03 SI9JIAIBS aJinbai pjnoys Ainseas]  #0T
*JOIINIBS JeU} WOJ) SSAIRUSIUI ployyim Ajjusuewad pjnoys Ainsess] ‘soueusjuiew
"YS1 1e J0LID uoleUBWNI0P pue Adeunade ndul Lo SaulBPINg S,AINSeal] MO0} J0U S0P J9JIAISS B
J92INBS 93Ud|[eyd 03 SYSH SJaumoswoy Jo uoijds30id sy} paoeld pue aoueldwod ey} Ju)Xa 3y} 0] *SIndul 19} anjeA Juasaid 13U | JO UOIRIUSWNIOP UlRJUIRW SJSDINISS
paysiuiwip aney sindul AN UO SpJ40daJ paulejulew Apado.d Jo yoe| ayj pue syndul Jey} aunsua pjnoys pue di\\yH 03 Sulkjdde sisumoawoy 104 SYnsaJ 1S} anjen Jussaid
AdN 8UISN SJ04J3 JBIIAISS "UOIIRPUBWILOIB SIY} pajuswa|dwi Jou sey Ainseal) 10U Surjen|eAs USYM UOIJRWIOJUI B}eINdI. BSN SJISDIAISS Jey} aInsud pnoys Ainseal] €01
*SJaUMOBWOY
Sul33n1)S 0} 9IUL)SISSE 8SBAIOUI 0} UOIIRPUBWILOIB SIY} Juswa|dwi pjnoys Ainseal)
‘dINYH USnoJuy sdjay Ainseas] Siaumoswoy payiienb asIMIBUI0 JO Jaquunu sy} Saanpal "}S9} anjeA jussald 18U S JINYH Ul 8jed
wniwaJd %Si e JO UOIIPPE 8y "UOIePUBILWOIBI SIY} pajuswa|dwi Jou sey Ainseal| JUNOJSIP S,08|\ SIpPaI4 0} WNiWwaid ¥S1I e ppe 0} SIB2IAIRS Suimolie dojs pinoys Ainseal]  g0T
*SIauUMosWoyY
*UOISSNISIP JBY}IN} J0f Z OIS 89S 'JHH Ul UOISSILIPE JSUMOSWOY 8Sea.oul Suiyoeal aJe Jey} swei3oid pJemo} asn Japaq 03 spuny sy} ind pinoys Ainseal| ‘poriad
0} 2J0W Op }snw AInseaJ| “4HH J9pun pajsISSe SIBUMOBWIOY JO Jaquinu ay} anoidul SWI} pauYap ay} Ul eaJe wei30id auo Aue ul PajSISSe SISUMOBLIOY JO [9AS] PaIISSP du}
0} ‘syewyouaq ulpnjoul ‘s|eod ||eJano pue wiisiul 8|geinseaw ypm ueld uonoe ue 3A3IY2e JouuRd AINSEal] J| “(JUSLLISIRISUIS JO ‘UOI}ONPaJ USI| PU0dds ‘uoizonpai jediounid
apinoid 03 $a3e3S asoyy Suninbas (GTOZ Ul T pue 210g Ul ) Sarousde adueuy 3uisnoy se yons) weJgoid Jenoipied yoes ul pouad awiy pauysp-AInseas) e ul 3SISse 0} Spusjul )i
SAY 0} SIBJ8| PansS! AINSeas] *Sawoy JuedeA JO UOII|OWap 8y} pue sjuswAedumop SJBUMOBWIOY AuBW MOY 40} SIS WLIBYUI 39S pinoys Ainseal] swei3oid 4HH panoidde
J9ANgaWOY dwi} }SJY J0) 92UB)SISSe 0} AJoauIp Sisumoawoy padjay jeyy sweasoad -fnseaJ] 1oy poddns Aisnpul ule3 0} pue paisISSe SISUMOSLLOY JO SISGUINU BU} 8Sealdul
4HH woJy Suipuny PalIYs Inq ‘a0 Sdue)sISSe Jo adAy sy} papuedxa Sey Ainses| 0} sda)s sapnjoul Jey} pund JH 3sapJeH sy} 4o} ueid uopjoe ue dojgasp pjnoys Anseal] 101
'p4e28.4008 SUISNOH 8y} Ul pun{ JH ISepJeH 8y} 3uluiaduod ||e ‘swies3oid pun{ yH 1sapJeH 91e3s e Aq pajed3a.d3e ‘puey uo yseod
1e ejep Aue ysijgnd Ainseal] SS0p J0U PIPUBILLIOIBI JYY1DIS BIep 8y} Jo |l ysiignd pue ‘SJaUMOBWOY 0} PAJILULLOD SJUR)SISSE ‘SISUMOBWIOY 0} 8JUR)SISSE 10} papusdxa
10U S30p AINSeal] ‘JSNSMOH "aHSam S} uo ejep pajedai33e swos Sulysiignd pajlels SJB||Op pue ‘S8}e}s AQ UMOP UMBJP SpUny ‘palsISSe SIaUMOBWOY 4O Jaquinu [e30} au}
Apuadas Ainseal] “uolepuswiwodal iy} pajuswsdwi Ajjeiried Auo sey Ainseal| siseq Ajapienb e uo piedasodg SuISNOH 8y} ul pue aysgam Sy uo ysiignd pjnoys Anseal) Q0T
‘sjuawisnipe wei3oad 3ujew 0}
JUSWHWIWOD PaUIRISNS B dARY JsnWw Ainseal] “€T(0g Ul BpLO|4 Ul Sjuswanodwi awos
aJam aJay] sjuswisnipe wei3oid ayew pinom }i pies Ainseau| yolym Jaye ‘sjeod "M3IARJ SIU} WoJj syuswisnipe weagoid
|BJOAO pUB WLIB)UI B|qeInsea Yym ued uoijoe ue apinoid 03 S8eys asoyy Suuinbal ayew pue swei3o.d 83e3s [enpiaipul Jo $$84304d aU} MaIABA 3SNW pun{ JH 1SapieH
(GTOZ Ul T puB 2102 Ul %) Sarousde aoueuy 3uiSnoy aAy 0} S1a)s| panss! Ainseal 3y} Ul sa1ouae ddoueuy uISnoY 83e)S By} YdIYm Je SBU03SalIW }8S PInoys AInseal] 66
*uoISSNISIp
JayIny U0} g UONIAS 89S "UOIIEPUSLILIODAI SIY} JO UONeIuSWS|dWI JoyuOW 0}
|NUIIUOD |IM dYY1DIS “wesdoid 4HH 8yl ul salouade aoueuy 3uisnoy ¢ Sululews.
BU1 YIm uorepuswiwodal s dyy19|S 1dope Ajiny pinoys Ainsead) ‘wei3oid 4HH au}
JOpUN 3IUBISISSE JBUMOBWIOY JO [9A3] By} anoidwl 0} ‘sysewyduaq Suipn|oul ‘sjeod ‘sweJ304d 81e}s [enplAlpul Iy} 40} $$84304d BunsesL 0} SoLJeW
||eJ9A0 pue WISl 3|qeinseaw yim uejd uoioe ue apinoid 03 Salels asoy} Suuinbai ajendosdde yum sjeod aouewnoyad wiisiul pue 3ulydIesdan0 sjqesnsesw pue [nySuluesw
(GTOZ Ul T pUB 2102 Ul ) Sarousde aoueuy 3uiSnoy aAy 0} S1aNs| panss! Ainseas| 195 0} pun4 JIH 1S9pJeH auy} ul Salouade adueuy SuISnoy 93e)s JonJysul pjnoys Ainseall 86

sjuswwo)

VN/Qgl ©9uUoN SS820id u] |ended
smels uonejuswajdwy|

uonepUBWIWO099Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

a8ed 1xau U0 panuiuo?)

"UOIOB J3YJINy OU 8Y8] [jIM PUB PasOjo UOREPUBLLLLODSI Bl} SISPISU0D AInseal] jey) S8qealpul , :8loN

"s9akojdwa A||y 10} ¥J01S PaIILISaI WId}

-Buo| pajeurwie Anseai] ‘yT0g U "o|nd S,Ainseal] Aq 4oy pajied se ‘siseq [enpinpul
ue uo AIoyINe Jo S[eA3| pue SUOIISOd JapISUO 0} Pajie) PUe %203S PaoLSal
wia)-3uo| ul Aed saakojdwa Ajy 4O [|e Jo %G Ajuo panoidde AjaAjoaye pue %00}s

's03D Se yons saakojdwa Joluas AlenonJed ‘seakojdwa 4o} }O03S PaIoLISal
wia)-8uol Suisn 0} uinjal pjnoys Ainseal] ‘Ayjigisuodsal Jo s[aAa| Jaysiy aS1049x8 Jey}
suonisod Joy J33eais aq pinoys uonesuadwod 830} 0} pasedwod uonesuadwod paseq

pajoLsal WIS)-3U0| 9AeY 0} Jou Saakojdwa N5 awos pamoje Anseal] ‘€10g | -9ouewJopad Jo uoipiod 8y} Jey s|ny [eul{ WLIBU| SAINSeal] UM Jus)sISuod 8q o] L, v11
‘Auedwod ay} Aq paiiddns ejep joxlew
pue suoipasse sAuedwod sy} yloy s39s pealsul Inq ‘sisAjeue Juspuadapul 82Uapine “aulawi} Aep-09 syl suels
10U S30p uonesysnl S| JO UoieIUBWNIOP S AINSea.]| *Suiyew-uolsiosp Ul Aoualsisuod yoiym ‘sjesodoud Aed Auedwod ayy Suinigoaa SNSO 03 Joud Aed Gz doj Suipas uo yiom
Suunsua pue 000‘00GS$ Ueyl Ja1eals saliefes ysed Jo sasies Aed Suipieme 1oy siseq 0} NSO Mojje pinoys Ainsea.] ‘sisAjeue Siy} 1oNpuod 0} s} JUSIdYNS Sey Jalsey [e1oads
ay1 3uizAjeue Apuapuadapur 0} Jueiodul Si BLIBLID YINS "000‘00SGS Suipaadxa Aejes 3} JO 3IJQ By} Jey} aInsus 0] "000'00GS 49n0 Aiejes ysed e Jo asieJ Aed e sakojdws
yseo e 10 asies Aed e aako|dws ue Juipseme 10} eLIBYIO PAYSI|qelsa Jou Sey Ainseal| Ge do] e pieme 0} S)SIxa asned poo3 Jayleym azAjeue Ajuapuadapul pjnoys Ainseas] , €11
"203s pajoLlsal W) U0 Jo asn 4o ‘000‘00GS uey: Jejeaus 'saulepingd Ainseal] Jo $Saoxa ul Aed 3uinoidde
solie|es Ysed ‘a[puadsad yi0g sy} se yons sauljaping sAinseai] Jo ssedxe ul Aed J0} eLIBYID pue ‘sainpadoid ‘saroljod dojanap pinoys Ainseas] ‘Suie} ¥su 3uionpas pue
Suinoidde Joy eLapId pue ‘saunpadoid ‘saioljod Jes|d paysi|qe)ss Jou sey Ainseal) Aed aAIssa0xa 3ulqund Je pawie sauldping saldde AjaAndaye Ainseas] jeyy ainsus o] , 211
"uoljesuadwod 230} 9anpaJ 0} Jayleym Sululwslep
*0S UI0p Ul JAPISUOD PINOM } Jeu} eLIaid 40 saulaping Aue ssaippe Suipnjoul ‘“4eak Joud sy} wouy Gz doj sy} ul Sululewsad saluedwod adue)sisse jeuoiydadxs
10U PIp NSO Jonamoy ‘Aed aonpas Aew NSO 1Y) 81e3S $94npadosd mau s Ainses| dYv1 1e seakojdwa ssoy} 40y uoiresuadwod [ej0} sjen|easal pinoys Ainses.| ‘Jesk yoey , 111
*UOI}ePUBWIWIODA) SIy} Jusws|dwi 0} SHoYa SAinseal] "3jeuored pajielap
JOHUOW [[IM dYV1DIS "SUOIIRPUSWIWOIBI SJHY1DIS 40 JuSI ul S810eId ) SuIMaING. pue yueq Yyaes J0j apeuw SUoljeJapIsuod sy} 10aya4 Aj9lenbape 03 yueq dyyL e ul saseys
S1Inq ‘uorepuswiwoda) jueliodwi Sy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou Sey Ainses.| paJiajaid S uoIINe 0} J0U IO JBYIBUM UOISIISP SH JUSWNI0P Ja)aq pinoys Anseal] Q11
"UOI}e}NSUO0D pue SISAjeue jey} JuswnIop pPINoYs AINseal] ‘|oAd| [euoijeu pue ‘|euci3al
‘a1e3s ‘“Ajunwiwod e je Anpsnpur Sunjueq ay} uo Joedwi sAe3au e aAeY 10U SA0P dYYL
WoJf JIXd Syueq ay} Jeu} (g) pue ‘saseys pasiajeld sAinses.] Jo uondne ue Jo JUsAS ay}
Ul 3|qeIn pue Ayjesy urewal [ImM Yued sy} eyl (T) :WNWIUIW e Je SullLdlap pinoys 4yl
WoJj JIXd Syueq e Jo SisAjeue AJljigess [eroueuy Siy] “Sulpus| a|qeus pue WalsAs |eloueuy
3U} Ul 92UBPYUOI Ulejulew ‘AYjIgess [eloueuy ajowoad 0} a1 Yyoiym ‘ddd 4o S|eos auy
S9YSIies Jey} Aem e Ul SJUSWISIAUI WeI304d aseyaind [exnded sy Suiixa i} Jey} Saunsus
Jey} sJoje|n3a. 3uiyueq [eJapa4 YIM UOIe}NSUod Ul SisAjeue ue syenspun pinoys Ainses.|
‘Syueq Ayunwiwod suoreu Ino Jo Yrdualls sy} Sensasald pue Ajligess [eroueuy ssjowo.d
*UoIepusWWOda. Juepiodwi sy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou Sey Ainsesl| ey} Aem e Ul SJUBSWISAAUL 4y\L SH UMOP pulm 0} ANjIqISuodsas s Ainseau] [lyny 03 Jspio u| 60T
*UOI}e}NSU0D pue SISAjeu. ey} JUsSWNI0P PINOYS Ainseal] “JusW)SaAUl dyyL (I} au} Aedal
10U [|IM Yueq ay} Jey} ¥S1 Y} SUSISMIN0 JUSWISSAUL JHY/L Sy} 0} JUNOJSIP e Je Saleys
dYVL SH WaspaJ 0} yueq ay} SuImoje Jey} aulwis)ap 0} ‘sioyeinSa. Suiueq [eiapa4 Yum
UOIIR}NSUOD Ul ‘SISAjeue Ue ayepapun pinoys Ainseal] ‘(uonone e Jappiq [nySSadans ay}
Se 9|dwexs J0j) JUBW]SAAUI dH\L SY} 0} JUNOJSIP e Je Saleys 4yyl SAinseas] aseyoind
0} yueq 4yy1 & Sumoje 810j9q ‘S}saiaqul JoAedxey $309304d Jey} Aem e ul SJUSW)SAA
*UoIepusWIWOd3) Juepiodwi sy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou Sey Ainses.| weJ30.d aseyaind [eyde) dyyL SH umop puim 0} Ajjiqisuodsal sAnsead) jyny 0} Jepio U] 80T
‘uofje|n3al [e4apa4 Jo [9A8] 1S93U0IIS BY} SOAIBIRI )l ey} 0S
uonnyisul [eroueuy Juepodwi Ajeoiws)sAs e se pajeudissp aq Hy Feu} (1uno) Y3ISISNQ
“Juepodul AjeolwsisAs se ply ajeudisap ]S [elouBUl{ 3U} 0} PUSLILIOIAI PINOYS SAISSDY [eJapa4 ay) pue Ainseal] ‘s|qissod
0} PaJOA AjSnowiueun [12uno) JY3ISISAQ ANJIqelS [e1oueul4 du} ‘€102 ‘8 AInf up JUSIXS 153N} Y} 03 HIY OJUI SPUN Yy PRISAAUI Oym Siakedxe} 10s304d 03 Jepio U] /0T

sjuswwo)

VN/dgl 9uoN ssadoid U] [ended
snjels uonejuawa|duw)

uonepUBWIWOI9Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719VL SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

23ed 1xau U0 panuiuo)

"U0IJOB JaY1IN) OU 98] [[iM pUe PasOJd LONBPUBLLLLIOISI U} SIPISU0D AInseal] jel) sajedlpu| , ‘910N

“pIemio}
Su08 Buipus| 8seaJOUI 0} SUB|D B|GRABIYOR ‘MBU USI|qeISS 0} SYUBQ B} YIIM Y40M pnoys

*UOepUSWIWOda) Jueliodwi Sy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou Sey Ainseal| Ainseal] ‘419S ul Sunedidied syueq dyy1 Jawio) Aq Suipua| SSauUISNGHewS 8sealdul 0] OZ1
'$24Npad04d 9S8} ‘UM Juswaaide pue ‘Jo Sulpueisiapun Jiay} 93eJiSuoWwap 0}
}J0 udis pjnoys juedioned yoe3 Jaw aJe SaA3Is[qo Jey} aunsus 03 SwalsAs Juijiodas pue
‘S100} JuswaSeuew YSU ‘SpeYIMO| Sulpnjoul ‘saunpadoid pue $85$920.4d Suiuswinoop
Apuiol () pue ‘Apjus yaes Jo sai|Iqisuodsal sy} ssauppe AlJes|d Jeys (S1a1eyd o)
SjuBWINI0P ZuluIaA03 pajoa.Ip pue as10aid Suljeasd Aq SO0 SA1}eI0GR||0D JO 19SIN0 By}
1e sjuedioied ||e o 3|04 ay} uluyap (1) AQ SSAeINUI 4NjNy pue Jus4INd Uo 3uijeioqe||od
*UO}epUsWIWOda) Jueliodwi sy} Juswa|dwi 0} paside Jou Sey Ainseal| usym uoIjeuIp4009 anoidwi pjnoys sioeinSa. Juiyueq [eiopa4 ay) pue Anseal] 611
"PaPUBLILLIOIBI YY1 DIS Se ‘pun4
HH 1S9pJeH 8U} Se Uans gy Japun suoido SoUe)SISSe dAjeuIa}e d|ge|lene Jaylo *JOIINIBS JeU} WOJ) SSAIJUSIUI ployypm Ajjusuewad
3pN|oul 0} SJBIINIBS BJINbaJ pinoys Ainseal] “dINYH Ul Jnejepas Jeyy siaumoaswioy pinoys Ainsea] ‘eale Siy} Ul S9|NJ S,AINSEIL MO0} JOU SBOP JSDIAIBS B Jey) JUsIXs 8y} O]
0} 92UB}SISSE 4HH 4940 0} S49JIAISS BJINbaJ 0} WSIURYISW B SARY ‘4anamoy ‘Jou “Jauuew pawuoyul Ainy pue Alpwiy e ui ‘sjendoadde yi ‘SenieUIS)E JBUI0 UM PIEMIOL SAOL
S0P AINseal] "}nejapal JO ¥SI Je aJe J0 Pa}Nejopal Jey} SUOIRIYIPOW g 4ol UBD SJBUMOBWIOY ey} 0S ‘g 481l dINVH Pue pund JH 3SapieH 8y} Se Yyans 4yyl Jepun
dINWH 40 T 4811 dINVH AJpowas 0} pasn 8q ued Ydiym ‘diNyH suljwesns pajestd Suondo aoUR}SISSE SAJRUIS}E B|ge|IBAR JBUI0 SPN|oUl 0} SI9JIAIBS BU} a4inbal pinoys
finseaJ| ‘“Ausday ‘uonde uone3IW SSO| JaYjo Aue 81048q g 4311 dINYH 40} T 4811 Ainseal] ‘2ins0]2a404 0} suondo 8|qissod Jnoge uoiedIYIPOW JINYH B Uo paynejepal
dINWH Ul paynejapaJ Jey} S1oUmMOoaWoy JapISU0d 0} SJ3JIAIRS Salinbal mou Ainseas| SABY OUM SISUMOBLIOY O} PUaS 0} SI9IINISS Salinbal Apealje finseal| Japs| sy U] 81T
‘sjuawhed SaAUBdUI JINYH ¥oeq Suime|d 4o Suipjoyyim se yans ‘@aueldwod-uou 1oy
uonae dye) pue adueldwod $Sasse Uued 31 1ey} 0S dINYH Ul 3|nJ awes S|y} aew pinoys
Ainseal| “sAep Gy pue 9¢ je sjuawaJinbai 8d10u Aouanbuljap uonuaAsiul A|lJes, oM}
pajuswa|duwl g449 ‘uIadu09 SIY} pasies 4yy1DIS Jaue ‘Y3noyy usns ‘ssjni diNvH Jo 'sweJ3oid 3uISnoy dyyL JoUjo 03 Way} Sundallp pue adue}sisse
1ed siy} ayew 0} sasnjal Ainseal] ‘siaumoawoy anp 3sed 0} N0 YIeas 0} SIDDIAIBS Jayjo pue 3uljasunod 3ulpuawiwodas Jo Julpiroid Suipnjour ‘uoiedyipow asesuow
paJinbai jou sey Ainseal] ‘syuswhed passiL OYM SISUMOBLIOY JOBIUOD 0} SI9JINIBS dINYH & uo Sunnejepai jo %si Je 8q Aew Jey) SISUMOaWOY 03 N0 Yydea pue Apjuspl
a4InbaJ pnom yaiym ‘€10z ‘1 |14dy UO UOIBPUSWILIODD) SIY} PANSSI dYy1OIS YSnoyyy 0} ,WalsAs Suiuiem Ajes, ue asn pue dojaAsp 0} SJ9JIAISS aJinbas pinoys Ainseal) /11
“HNejopaJ JO YSl e 8Je 10 pPa}nejapal ey} SUORILYIPOW g J31] dINYH 40 T Ja1L
dINYH Aypowal 0} pasn 8q ued ydiym ‘diNyH auljwesns pajeasd Ainseal] ‘Ajusday
"2 4811 dINVH YUM T 4311 dINVH 48pun }nejapal Jo %S Je Sueo| AJpoLual 0} SI32IAIRS
SMO||e AINseal] ‘pAIyL "UOI}OR UORSINW SSO| 48Y30 Aue 810J8q Z 4311 dINVH 40} T 4811
dINYH Ul paynejapal Jey} SI9UMOBWIOY JapISUOD 0} SI82IABS 88e3)iow Salinbal mou
finseal] ‘puodag ‘aoueleq [ediound sy} 0} sjuswAed dyy1 Suif|dde Jaye juswAed
Alyuow ,S48uMOoBWIOY BY} INPaJ 0} UBO| BY} JO (UOIRZI}IOWES) }SBII 0} SI9DINIBS
3uuinbaJ uedaq Aunseal| ‘Sisumoswoy 03 Apoalip 3 Aed uey} Jayies ‘e3esriow
J1ay} Jo aoueleq [ediduud ayy 03 siy} Aldde 03 S1901AI8S SMOJ[e ||13S Ainseai] djIum
"UOI}RIYIPOW (eI} JIBY} JO AJBSISNIULE Y19 BY} Y3noay} JIYH Ul UleWwaJ Jey} S0y}
10} BAIJUBOUI JBUMOBLLOY ,80URLLIOMA 10} Aed, 000'GS & Suippe Ag Sisumoswoy 'S)Nejepal JO Jaquinu ay} 8anpai 0} sAem ul sweagoid 3uISnoy dyyL J9Ul0 sy} pue
0} pred 8q 0} SaAUBUI IO} Suipuny 4L JO Junowe ay} pajgnop Ainseai] ‘1S4i4 dINVH Jo Syoadse Aypow pinoys Ainseau) ‘synejopai JO SINSL8}IRIBYD pUB ‘S)nejepal
:UONJPUBLILLIOIRI S YW1 DIS 0} 9su0dsal ul uoijoe SuIMO||0) 8y} 400} Ainseal] dINYH Jo Sasned auyy ojul SisAjeue pue yoieasal sLinseal| Jo S3uIpuy sy} Jo Ynsaie sy 911
“HNejopal JO YSl e 8Je 10 pPa}neapal ey} SUOIRILIPOW g 4311 dINYH 40 T 4oL
dINYH Aypowal 0} pasn 8q ued yaiym ‘diNyH suljwess paeald Ainseal] ‘Ajusday
"2 4811 dINVH YUM T 4811 dINVH 48pun }nejapal Jo ¥Su Je Sueo| AJpoLual 0} SI32IAIRS
SMO||e Anseal] ‘pAIyL “UOIRIR UORSINW SSO| 48Y30 Aue 810J8q Z 4311 dINVH 40} T 411
dINYH Ul paynejapaJ Jey} SI9UMOBWOY JapISUOD 0} SI3dIABS a8e3)iow Salinbal mou
finseal] ‘puodag ‘aoueleq [ediound sy} 03 sjuawAed dyy1 Suifdde Jaye juswAed
Alyuow ,S48uMOBWIOY dY} 9INPaJ 0} UBO| BY} JO (UOIIRZI}IOWESI) }SBIBI 0} SI9DINIS *yaJeasal
3uuinbas ue3daq Aunseal ‘Siaumoswoy 03 Apoalip 3 Aed uey} Jayies ‘e3e3riow SIU} WOJJ LIBD| PUB ‘U0 P|INg ‘BuIlleX® Ued SJBYJ0 Jey} 0S ‘SISAjeue Siy) uo paseq ssuipuy
J19y} Jo ddueleq [ediouid ayy 03 Siy} Aldde 03 SJ1821ABS SMOJ[e [1S Anseal] 3|Iym anss| pue d1gnd SISAjeue Sy} JO S)NSaJ By} SYew pInoys AInseal] ‘SisAjeue pue ydJeasal
"UOI}RIYIPOW (e} JIBY} JO AJBSISAIULE Y19 BY} Y3noay} JIYH Ul UleWaJ Jey} 9Sou} SIU} JONPUOD 0} SPaau AInseaJ| Jey} UONeLLIOUI [BUOIIPPE AUB HWQNS 0} SJBJINIRS
10} BAIUBOUI JBUMOBLLOY ,80URLLIOMA J0) Aed, 000'GS & Suippe Ag Sisumoswoy aJinbaJ pinoys Aunseas) “}nejapaJ J0} ¥S1 Je 310w 8¢ Aew Jey} JSUMOBWOY 8y} 10 SUeo)
0} pred 8q 03 SeAUBUI IO} Suipuny 4yyL JO Junowe ayy} pajgnop Ainseas) ‘1S4i4 JO S21}S1IBIRIRYD BU} puB Suonedypo agel1iow juauewad dAVH 4O S)nejepal
:UONJBPUBLILLIOIRI S YW1 DIS 0} 9suodsal ul uoijoe SuIMO||0) 8y} 400} Ainseal) JO S8SNBI B} BUIWIB)BP 0} SISAjeue pue ydoeasas yydap-ul onpuod pinoys Anseal]  GI11

sjuswwo)

VN/Qgl ©9uUoN SS820id u] |ended
smels uonejuswajdwy|

uonepUBWIWO099Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

a8ed 1xau U0 panuiuoy)

"UOIOB J3YJINS OU 8YB] (M pUB PasOjo UOREPUBLLLLODSI Bl} SISPISU0D AInseal] jey) S8qealpul , :8loN

*UORPUBLLILLO0I3 Juepodu Siy} Juswdjdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

"sjuawAed (3sa493ul J0) PUSPIAIP

Aj4apienb dyy1 10w Jo ySie Aed o} pajie} aney Jeyy suolMAsUl [9dD 0} SI0103.4IP
juiodde 0} Jy3u S} 92404ud piNoYs Ainseas] ‘annery| [eude) Juawdojpraq Ayunwiio)
S,dHYL JO [0S U} SI YIYM SDIHUNLILIOD SWIOIUI 8}eSaPOW PUB MO Ul pud| 0} SNURUOD
SUORN}ISUI 1By} 2NSUB 0} PUB dyy/L Ul apew siakedxe) Jusluisanul ayy 199304d of

8¢I

*UOePUBLLILO0I3 Juepodul Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

*s10}08.1p Juiodde pinoys AINseas) yolym o} syueq Jo uoneulRlep sy Suiznuoud

Ul 3SISse 0} SSURaW pJeoq Syueq U} PAAIISGO dABY 1By} S|BIOLJO AINSeal] W0y
pauJes| UOReWIOMUI 8SN PINOYS AINSeal] ‘UOIIPPE U] *SI0}08JIP JO PJeoq S) J0 yueq ay} Jo
UORIPUOD 40 Yyeay 3y} 0} pajejas S1apJo Aienoned “ojeingas Suijueq [e4opa4 JIay} Woij
19pJo ue 0} 309[GNSs ARUBLIND S| (€) 10 ‘SPUSPIAIP JHyL Jusnbulap Jo Junowe 3sagie| ay}
MO Jey} Jo sjuawAed puspinp dyyL 40 Jaquinu a8ie| e Aed 0} pajie} aney () ‘sSunasw
pJeoq aAJ3SqO 0} S[BIOYI0 PUdS 0} 3sanbas s,AINseal| pajosfas (T) :eualld Suimojjo) sy}
1O 240U JO BUO 199 Jey} SUORNYISUI 440 9SOU} JO pJeoq ay} 0} s4030aJip Suuiodde
azioud pinoys Ainseal) ‘sjuswiAed 1saa)ul J0 PUSPIAIP Aielienb aJow Jo xis Aed 0}
pajie} aABY 1oy} SUORNIASUI ddD) JO P4e0q ay} 0} $403034Ip Juiodde 03 JySu S) SuIIoja U

Lel

‘uoiepuawiWodas juepodu sy} Sunusws|dwi ssai304d awos apew Sey Ainseal|

‘syuawAed

1S9483Ul 10 PUSPIAIP JyyL Alalenb aiow o Xis Aed 0} pajie} aney ey} suonnisul ddo
10} S10300.1p Juiodde 0] Jy3u ) 92404ud pnoys Ainseal] ‘weidold aseyaind [eyde)

S, dHVL O [0S B SI YdIym SSIHUNLIWIOD JIBY} Ul pUS| 03 SNUUOD SYUeq 9S8y} Jey} aInsus
0} pue Syueq AJuUNWWOd Ul 4yy1 Y3no.y} apew siakedxe} Juswisanul ayj 309304d of

9l

*UORPUBLLILLO0I3 Juepoduw iy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

“Jauuew Ajpwiy e ur A|dwod 0} Sjie} Jeyy

J90IM3s Aue oy sjuswAed aauadul yoeq Suimed 4o ‘Suronpad Ajjusuewad ‘Suipjoyyum
SuIpn|oul SBIPSLLIBA JUSWSIIOMS SN PUB ‘JIAYH Ul YNeyapal Oym SIumoawoy Jo
Jaquuinu 3y} 9anpad 0} Sa3ueyD ayew 0} JAJIAISS dU} aJinbai ‘YJewyouaq sy} Jo Hoys (34
192103 Aue Aym s3ealpul ‘suonesyipow s3e3liow jusuewsad JAYH UO 81es Jnejapal
JaUMOBWOY 3|qe}dadde ue U0y yJewydusq sAinseal] Suljeaw Ul SI8dIASS JINYH

15931e| Ud) 8y} JO Sne}s sy} uo Apayienb Jiodas pue ssasse Ajolgnd pinoys Ainsea.|

Gcl

*UOI}epUSWIWOdA) SIy} Juswa|dwi Ajiny 0} AInseal] yum Suiyiom 0} pJemioy Sy00|
dYVLDIS “PaulfenbsIp SIS2IAISS 1oy} SUOIRILIPOW dNYH SI2UMOBLLIOY SUILIBOU0D
saulapIng s,Ainseal] yum paljdwod SIBDIABS dINYH USASS Jaylaym SuIssasse ‘oLlaw
9ouew.0y1ad J9IINIBS MBU B papn|dul Ainseal] ,‘Hoday 9oueLLIONSd 9|qepopy
3WOH SuelN, £T0Z 4290300 SH Ul paysiignd ,‘JusWwSSassy J99IASS YHIN, Al481enb
sfinseal] u| ‘uoiepusWWOdad Siy} Sunuswaldwi piemoy ssai3old spew sey Ainseal|

“Wewyouaq Jeyy ysutede podaa Apignd pue
9ouewJoyiad welaso.d ajqeydadoe spuasaidal Jeyy suonesyipow adespow jusuew.ad
dINYH UO 31eJ }nejopai e 4o} YJewyauaq a|qeAsiyoe ue ysijqelss pjnoys Ainseas

IZ4!

*UOePUBLLILO0D3 Juepodu iy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

*SUOIJRUILLIBISP PUe SUOISN|IU0D
Sy ysignd pinoys Ainseas] ‘Ajjiqejunodde pue Aduaiedsuely apinoid 0] ‘SuoiedyIpow
a8e310w Jusuewad d\YH U0 Sunnejepas SISuMoaWoy 0} INqUIU0d Aew SI9JIAISS

93e310W JNYH 4O JoNpU0d dy} JUSIXS Jeym 0} pue Jaylaym azAjeue pue Ydo1easas pinoys
AInseal] ‘9Ins0|29404 WOJY Ja1ja 3|qeulelsns 198 dAVH Ul SISUMOsWOoY Jey} aInsua o]

€cl

*UORPUBLILLIO0I3 Juepoduwl Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

‘dyVvL1 0 3pISINo s

UYolym ‘pun4 Sulpus SSBUISNG [[EWS Sy} 03Ul PadURUY AINSEa] Jey) SIUSWISOAUL dyV L
ur uoliiq T°2$ 8yl unod jou pinoys Ainsea] ‘predal 10 Paian0dal (SPUny ddd 40) spuny
d¥VL JO Junowe sy} $assnasIp Aunseas] usaym ‘Suipiodal 81eIndde pue Jes|d YUM dyvL
papuny oym siakedxe) Juasaid pue ‘Aouaiedsued) sjowold ‘UoISNJUOD Juanald 0} JapJo U]

ccl

*UORPUBLLILO0D3 Juepodul iy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

*479S Ul 3jiym SuIpus| SSAUISNGH|RWS Paseaioul A[BAId8)e Jou

anBY 1By} SYUBQ d¥yL JOWLIO JO SJIBP|OYaIeys UOWLWWIOD 0} SUORNGLISIP PUSPIAP anoidde
10U pINOYS (D0 40 ‘DI ‘@nIBSaY [elapad ay) siojeingal Suijueq [esepa Alewud ay
‘pus)| 0} aney {7gS U Suiedidnled syueq 4yl Jaw.oy [euded Jo Junowe ay} anesald o

1¢1

sjuswwo)

VN/dgl 9uoN ssadoid U] [ended

1Ind

snjejs uonejuswajduwy

uonepUBWIWOI9Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719VL SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

a3ed 1xau U0 panunuo)

“UOIO. JBYLNS OU Y] [[iM PUB PBSO0J0 UOREPUSLLILLIOIB Sy} SI8PISU0D AInseal] jey) sejeaipu) , :8)0N

uonepuaWWodal Juepodwi iy} Juswajduwi o} paaiSe Jou sey Ainseal|

*JOJJ9 SNOIAGO Ue Sey 40
JUSISISUOUI S Jey} UOIeLIoUl 10 uoiewoul 3uISsiw Aue Joy uoinylsul sy} ypm dn mojjoy

pue ‘ausgam Ainseal] ay} uo skanins ayy Sunsod 03 Joud spuny 4L JO 9sn Jidy} uo
Sjualdioas 4L Ag suoissiwgns ||e pue Aue Jo mainal y3noJoy} e wioyiad pinoys Ainsea.|

8ET

*UORPUBLILLO0D3 Juepodu Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

*SJ0JJ3 959U} JO UOIBUIWIS/UOI}I84400 BU} SUILLILUOD JY1DIS O} UOIeIuSWNI0p
Jwqgns pue ‘Ainseal) 03 papinoad Aisnoinaid dyy19IS UdIum ‘Salousioysp Jo/pue SIoLs
|Ie Xy pnoys Aunseauy ‘spuny [DQ9 40 449 pasn pue Asyy moy Suredlpul syuaidioss
dyv1 Aq papiwgns aysgam s,Ainseal] uo pajsod sasuodsal ASANS sy} SuiuIadu0)

LET

*UONRPUBLILIOD3 Juepoduw Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

“suonnsul (a9 Ag spuny 4yl 4o

asn uo SunodaJ [9dwod 0} SJYS1 SH 9SI048X3 PINOYS AINSEa| “UORNYISUI BYY YIM JSN3)|
Jey} uo dn mojjoy pue “eak yoes 1iodal 0} s|iey Jeyy uoNAsUl [DAD PUe ddd Yyoes 0}
JO1I9| & JeJp PINOYS AINSeas] ‘WNWIUIW B 1 "SPUny 4yy1 JO 8sn 41y} uo Ajjenuue Jodal
suonnsul [DAD (18 ey} JuBWaJINbaJl ) pue ‘spuny 4yjy1 JO 8sn J1dy} uo Ajjenuue Jodal
suonNISUI 4dD |[e 18y} Sisenbai ) 8240ud 0} UOROR BAISSRISSe BYe) pinoys AInseas|

9€1

*UORPUBLILIO0D3 Juepodul Siy} Juswajdwi 03 paside Jou sey Ainseas|

*9)ISgam AInseal| sy} uo sasuodsal sy} Suisod pue ‘Salouedaldsip SuinoSal

‘elep ay} 3unepiien pue 3ulAjuan ‘sasuodsal sy} SuizAjeue pue Suljidwod ‘uone|ndod
Aomnns ay} Suluiwisiap pue JuiuswnNIop Se yans ‘panjoaul sdajs $s820.d [enuew pue
pajewone pue sal|iqIsuodsas pue Sa|0J [euoizauNy Y} SpN|oUl PINoYs Sanpado.d sy
'Spuny dyyL pasn Asy} moy uo susididai DA pue 449 Woij sasuodsas Aanns SuinSdal
pue Sumiwqns Joy saanpadoid Suijesado sjqejeadal uspm dojeasp pinoys Ainseal|

GET

uonepuaWWoda. Juepodwi iy} Juawajduwi o} pasise Jou sey Ainseal|

's)nsal
AanJns a3endjed 0} sadueyd Jo suonendiuew Aue 0} pa3oslgns aq Jou pinoys sasuodsal
pue sAsnns [euidLI0 8y B)SGam Ainseal| sy} 0} Jeak Yyoea 4oy Spuny 4yyL pasn Asyy
MOY UO suonnyuisul (DAY pue dd9 WwoJy paniadal sAsnns [euidLio ayy 3sod pinoys Ainsess|

VeI

*UORPUBLILLOI3 Juepoduw Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

“Juswanoidwl
JO Seale 9Je 99y} JaYIoYM SuluLIB)ap 0} 198[01d B4Rl JaMO.I0g pue yoeannQ YHIN Ui
uo Suriodal pue uLOHUOW PIPUSWILLIOIBIYYLIDIS JO SYNSBI dY} dsN pjnoys Ainseai

€ET

*UONRPUBLILLOI3 Juepoduw Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

*UOIeILIPOW (U} JINVH B 40} 1321AIBS By} Aq
palusp aJam syIopioqusiaN pled Ainseas) yolym Joy uonedldde JpyH e pale|diiod oym
SJaumoawoy Auew moy Siad1Aes 0T dol sy} Jo yoes oy Jodas Ajolignd pinoys Ainseau|

43}

*UORPUBLILLO0D3 Juepoduw iy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainsesas|

'siseq Ajiayenb

e U0 S)nSaJ 9say} JO ||e Jodas Ajd1ignd pinoys Ainseau| siseq A|yjuow e uo synsal
958U} J0JUOW O} SNUIRUOD P|NOYS AINSeaJ| “UOIRILIPOW JNYH Jusuewad e pajues3

S| JSUMOBLLIOY ey} JaUIayM pue uoieaLIpoW (e} dIYH e 0ul paydadde aie 30sl0id
9)elU| JAMOII0g pue YdeasinQ YHIA Y} 4apun syiopmioquiaN pred Ainseas] yoiym Joy
uonedldde JINyH e Pale|dwod oym SISUMOSLLIOY AUBLW MOY SUILLIBYSP pINoys Ainseal|

1€1

*UojepUBLILIOd3 Juepoduw siy} Juswaldwi 0} paside sey Ainsea.|

‘pneJy uonedypow aSed)iow 309dsns Asy} Ji BUIOY S,dYYLDIS 10BIU0D 0} MOy
pue UoISSIW S, dY\1DIS U0 UOIeWw.Iojul }0aJIp pue ajdwis yim Suoje a)ISqem ,d|qepIopy
SWOH Buyel,, 8y} pue a)sgem dyyL SAinseal) Suipnjoul ‘diNyH 03 Pale|as SajIsqam Jo

93ed awoy ay} UO Neaing UO1}I8}01d [BIoUBUIS JBWNSUOY B} pue ‘Aunseal] ‘dyv1oIS Aq
Apuiof pajeald ,sweds uoiedyipopy 83e31op SUIpIOAY 104 sdif,, 18|y pneJd Jawnsuo)
8y} ul Suluiejuod uoiew.oul 8y} Jo ||e Aejdsip Apusuiwoad pinoys Ainseal| ‘pnedy
uonesypow 3e3)ow 0} SWIRIIA SulLL0ddq PIoAR Way} djay pue SISUMOSWOY 8}eanpa 0]

0€T

‘98e31ow ay} Jo soueleq |edioulid SuipuelsINO ay} 8dnpaJ 0} ey} Jayied

‘(uswiAed a3e310wW Ajyluow ay} Spaadxe dAiuadul 8y} Ji suswAed Ayuow o) JuswAhed
93e3iow S,yluow Ixau 8y} J0} 492IAIBS B} 0} Aed SN Jaumoswoy sy} Jeyl Asuow Jo
Junowie ay} 82npaJ 0} Jaumoawoy sy} Aq pauJtes juswAed aaiuadul enuue ay} Ajdde

0} 492I1AJ3S 93e3pow sy} a4inbaJ pinoys Ainseal] “dINVH Ul SUIBWSI OYm JBUMOaWoy
yoea 0} pied juswiAed SAUBDUI [eNUUER B} JO JUNOWE dY} 9SeaJdUl pInoys Ainseal|

6¢1

sjuawwos YN/dgl 9UON SS890.id U] |ended
snjels uonejuawa|du)

uonepUBWIWO099Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

a8ed 1xau U0 panuuo)

"UOIOB JYJINS OU BYe] [jimM PUB PasOjo LOREPUBLLLLODSI Blf} SIapISU0D Ainseal jely) s8qealpul , 810N

‘pauiajsued} Si 3uidinIRS 93e3jow
By} S} U} 18 J8JIAIBS 93eS1I0W MaU By} 0} JajSueJ} suonedayipow Juaueuwnad JiNyYH

X pue ‘suoieayipow [eu} dINYH ‘(dou 1o 8)9jdwod Jayeym) suonedldde JiNyH papiwans
ey} 2InSud 0} J9JINIBS SUIAIDIBS MBU By} pue JadINIBS Sulisjsuel} sy} Je Ajjigisuodsal
*uoljepusLIWOoda) juepoduwi sy} Juswaldwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas| Jo juiod 3j3urs e ajeudisap 0} dINYH Sunsisiuipe SJ1a0IAIeS a3edpow aJnbai finseal] 261
*Saluedwod Jejiwis ul Suomsod Jejiwis 4oy uolesuadwod 2o} ueipaw ‘Auedwod
X 90UB)SISSe [euoidadxa dyyL e Jo 9akojdwa Gz do] yoes Joj ‘}o81e} [IM i Jayleym
*uolepusWwWwodal Juepiodwi sy} Juswajdwi 0} pas.de Jou Sey Ainses.| $4npa20.d USRIM S Ul 9pN|oul 0} NSO 1984Ip pinoys Ainsead] ay} jo Aieaadag ayl  IGI
‘Suelpaw JayJew 3uipaadxe Aejes ysed
X e pied aq 9a/fojdwa Auedwod aduelsIsse [euodadxa dyyL e ¥eyl uoisioap ay} Supiedal
*uoljepusWwWwodal Juepiodwi sy} Juswajdwi 0} pas.de Jou Sey Ainses.| sosAjeue Juapuadapul SH JUBWINIOP 0} NSO 198.41p pnoys Ainseas| a8y} Jo A1ejaadag syl OGI
*saiuedwod Jejiwis ur suorysod
JejiuIS 4o} AJejes ysed uelpawl JoyJeuw sy} Spaaoxa jey) Alejes ysed e pied aq 0} Auedwod
X 90UB)SISSE [eUOIIdaIXa dYYL B JO 99Aojdwa ue Joj ‘suoipiasse pue sjesodoad Auedwod
*uolepusWWodal Juepiodwi Sy} Juswajdwi 0} pas.de Jou Sey Ainsea.| JO Juapuadapul ‘SiSAjeue ue 3onpuod 0} NSO 19841 pinoys Ainseas] sy} Jo Aiejaides 8yl 611
'uoresuadwod [enuue ul 8seaoul ue
X BNI923M ||Im d9k0jdwd Auedwod aaue)sISSe [euoidadxe dyyL e Jeyl uoisioap sy} Supiedal
*uolepusWWodal Juepiodwi sy} Juswajdwi 0} pas.de Jou Sey Ainsea.| sosAjeue Juapuadapul S} JUSWNIOP 0} NSO 198.41p pNoys Ainseas) 8y} Jo A1ejaadag syl 81
*uoIjesuadwod [enuue Ul 8seasdul ue sAIdal 0} Auedwiod
X 90ue)SISSe [euondaoxa dyyL e Jo 9akojdws ue 1o} ‘suorasse pue sjesodoid Auedwod
*uolepusWWodaJ Juepiodwi sy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou Sey Ainsea.| JO Juapuadapul ‘SiSAjeue ue 3onpuod 0} NSO 10841 pinoys Ainseas] sy} Jo Aiejaidss oyl /1
000'00G$ Suipasoxs Aejes ysed
X e pled aq 9ak0jdwa Auedwod aouelsIsse [euondaoxa dyyL e eyl uoisioap ayy Suipiedal
*uoIjepusWWodaJ Juepiodwi sy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou Sey Ainsea.| sosAjeue Juapuadapul S} JUSWNIOP 0} NSO 198.41p pINoys Ainseal] 8y} Jo A1ejaadag syl 9yl
"000°00G$ Bulpaadxa Asejes yseo e pied aq 0} Auedwod
X 90ue)SISSe [euondaoxa dyyL e Jo 9akojdws ue 1o} ‘suoriasse pue sjesodoid Auedwod
*UoIepusWWOdaJ Juepiodwi sy} Juswajdwi 0} pas.de Jou Sey Ainseal| JO Juapuadapul ‘SiSAjeue ue 3onpuod 0} NSO 19341 pinoys Ainseas] sy} Jo Aiejaidas 8yl Gyl
'Spuny 4y Jo JuswAedal
1IN} 8y} pue ‘aduewoyad sAuedwod sy} pue s,@akojdwa 8y} yjoq 03 pai} SI uoiesuadwod
X 2Insua 0} ageyded uonesuadwod s,99k0|dwas SAuedwod 4y yoes jo Jed se
*UoIepusWWOda. Juepiodwi Sy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou Sey Ainseal| %00} Pa)olIsal Wisl-3uo| asn 03 NSO a4inbal pinoys Ainseal] au Jo Aiejaiods syl il
'sajuedwiod 4yy] e uonesuadwod Suipiesal S[eoujo AINSesl] YIm SUOiediuniiod
*UoIjepusWWOda. Juepiodwi sy} Juswajdwi 0} pas.de Jou Sey Ainsea.| X S/NSO JO uoneuaWNd0p uleuiew 03 NSO a4inbai pjnoys Ainseas] sy} jo Aiejaidas 8yl €1
‘uofjesuadwod Suipiedas sauedwod dyyl UM SUOIIRIIUNWIIOD [[e JO UOIeIusWNoop
‘uoljepusLWoa) juerioduwi siy) uswaldwi 0} paaide jou sey Ainseas| X urejurew 0} saakojdwa Ainseal] ||e ainbai pinoys Ainseal] sy} jo Aiejasdes ayl  Zvl
*SaluRdWOd JyyL UHM Suoiedunwwod NSO | 4o aaueisgns
*UOIepusWIWOda) Juepiodwi Sy} Juswa|dwi 0} pas.de Jou Sey Ainseal| X 3} JO UOIRIUBWNDO0P UleluleW 0} NSO 4inbai pjnoys Ainseas) sy} jo Aieaidas syl 1
*UOI}OB JUBWSI0JUS JBYJ0 Suiye) pue ‘papuslilodsl dyy1oIS Se ‘papiwagns
suoijedljdde diAYH 4SUMOBWOY JO JSGUINU dU} MBIASI 0} S8IN0SAI JaY10 pue Juyjels
JUSI0YNS dAeY AINSEaI| YUM JORJIUOD OYM SI3DINIBS aFeSliow jey} Suunsus Aq
‘3|geIUN0J2. SJBDIAIBS 9SBY} P|OY O} U}k Y.} pinoys Ainseal| ‘suonedldde
dINYH S4aumoswioy Suimaina. Ajsuur} Jou a4e SI92IAISS Jey) Spuy Ainseal] | ‘G102
‘0E Bun JO Se SuoeIIPOW JINYH Papuny-dyyL aAIde Jo %/ 8 AlRlewixoidde Joy X
pajunodoe uipiodal S,LINseas] ul papnjoul SJadIAIes adedlow / ay] dduelduwod *UOISIOBP B JNOYHM Syjuow Joud ul paljdde oym Siaumoswoy Jo
%86 40 YJewyouaq e 3ulysijgeiss ‘1disdal o skep Q€ UIyIm passao.d jou 30jyoeq Aue aseasoap 0} suoiedldde jeuonippe snid ‘Yuow yoes pajwgns suonealjdde
suonealdde 4AvH pa3s|dwod Jo a3ejusdlad sy} o) dLIBW e ‘SIBDIAIBS dINYH dINYH 49UMOSWOY JO JBqUINU Y} MBIASA 0} S32IN0SAJ JBUJ0 pue Sulyyels Jusidyns
/ do} 8y} Jo Juswssasse Jiay} ul Suipnjoul uedaq Ainseas) ‘4spenb jsed Siy| aAey Aunseal] UHM JOeJju0d OUM SJ92IAIBS 93e310W Jey) aInsua pinoys Ainseall  Qp1
"SJeak aunynj ul
X 3unpJodad Jey) anuiuod pue sieak Joud 4oy Spuny 4yyL 4O dSn 1By} uo asuodsal AAINS e
uolepuaWWoda4 Juepoduwi Siy} Juswsjdwi 0} paaide jou sey Ainseas| PaRIWLQNS Jou dABY Jey} suonnyisul [DAD pue ddd |e uo 1odas Ajoignd pinoys Ainseal] €1

sjuawwo) YN/dglL 9UON SS820id U] |ended

lin4 uonepuaWWoIay

snjejs uonejuswa|duwy

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




a3ed 1xau U0 panunuo)

"U0IJOB JaY1N) OU 9e] [[iM pue PasOjo LONBPUSLLILLIOISI U} SIPISU0D AInseal] jely sajedipu| , ‘910N

‘|lom Se S8}Isgam umo Jisyy uo sanadoud Jo sisi ysiignd sisupied
[B49ARS *spuny Jy31|q 8y} Jo Sjusidioal/juedldde sy} aJe Jey} SaIUN0I/SSINO dU} UIM
SjuaWaaI3e OJuI PaJSIUS SARY OYm Siaupied Jo 1si| sy} Aualenb spodas dyy1DIS
‘POPUSLLILIODRI 4YY1DIS UojewLIojul 8y} ysiignd Jou saop Ainseas| ysnouyy usng
*SJ0}e2IpUI dIUBWIO0NSd (JO UORR.D By} 0} SuoRJUOD JO) Sullesld Jo $$9204d Y}
u ae Asu3 18y} dYVLDIS IO} dAeY S310US3e 9)e)S JaUJ0 pue SI0}edlpul dduewIopad
pajeald Aouade aoueuy 3uisnoy a3els S,uesIydI ‘Si03edlpul aouew.opad

dojanap 0} sarouade aoueuy Suisnoy a3e3s ayy Suuinbai jou st Ainseas] ysnoyyy

'9)e1s pue A)o Aq ssa4304d aunsesw 0} SJ03edIpUl

aouew.oyad () pue ‘a3els pue A2 Aq sawoolno 193.e} pajoadxs shinseal] (€) ‘siseq

91e31S pue Ao B U0 4HH JSpun PaAOW=SJ JO PaysIowap ussq sey Ajiadoid e assym

9p02 diz uipnjoul S8SSAIPPE JO 11| B () ‘SISeq djels Aq 93els e uo JHH 4apun AjAioe

uoneuiwid 31q ur axedioned |jim jeyy sisuiied jyoad-104 /yoid-uou/yueq puel/Aunod 1o
Ao ||e Jo 1s1) e (T) :8usgem sy uo 3uiziolgnd Aq Aouasedsued) aseaJoul pjnoys Anseal]  6GT

*UONRPUBLILLOI3 Juepoduwl Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside J0u sey Ainseas|

*4HH 48pun panows. Jo
paysijowsap Apadoid Aue uoj sapod diz uipnjour ssaippe Aladoud (g) pue jpooyioqydisu
ey} Suisooyd 4oy A383e4)S By} pue uoneulwld W3Iq JHH 404 Pa3I8I8s Spooysoqysiau
3U} (1) :uo Sy4H a1e1s Aq 3unuodas Suuinbas AQ uoreuiws y3iq 4HH Jepun aded

Sunje} seiIAoe 2o Jo YSISul uied pue pawLojul jasy desy pinoys Anseal]  QGT

‘sJaulled ayy uikypuapl Aq Aoussedsuely uipinosd un3aq sey dyy1oIS
‘JONSMOH °UOIepUSWIWOda) Jueliodwi Sy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou Sey Ainseal|

'siseq 3ulo3uo ue uo Ainseas] 03 Sy4H

a1e1s Aq 3uipiodas palinbas y3noJy) $1030e43u00gns Jiay) pue sisuyled Jyoad Joj/3y0id-uou

/Mueq puel/A&unod 10 Ajd Sulpnjoul Spuny dyyL 918984 10 JHH 4epun AYAIOE uoeulwld

1319 ur jedidned [Im oym [e o saiUSPI By} Suimouy Aq uoneuilfs ySijg JHH Japun
20e|d uiye)} SaiAIoe [2O11D JO JySISul uleS pue pawojul jjasy dasy pinoys Ainseal]  /GT

*UONRPUBLILLO0D3 Juepoduw Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

*4HH J8pun paje|dwajuod SajIAlde uoleUILIR JYSI|q J8Y30 pue ‘uojowsp

‘3U0BJ3U0D Ul 8SBRIJUI B} S|puByY A[SAI}D848 UBD pue ‘10} Apeal aie pue ‘93psjmouy

pue ‘3uiutes} ‘3uyyels ‘seaunosas sy} aAey sieupied Jyoad-10)/3yo.ad-uou/sueq puel/Aunod
J0 AJ12 419y} 4O ||e pue Sa1ouade soueuy SuISNOY 9)e)S Jey) aUnsus pinoys Anseal]  9G1

*UORPUBLILLIOD3 SIY} Juswa|dw 0} SJ0YS SAINseal| Jojuow
M JHY19IS "UOIepUSLILI0da Juepoduw siyy Sunuawwajdwi St )i pies sey Ainseas|

*90uel|dWOd Ul JOU SISIINISS J0J SAJUSIUI [BloUBUY
ployyum Apusuewriad pue Sauy SS9SSe PNoYS pue ‘JuslISSasse JadInIS Alialenb sy ul
eaJe SIU} Ul Jy31S4an0 S) Jo synsal ay} podaa Adignd pinoys Aunsead] “samiqisuodsas sy
X Sulyny Ajpaoaye st Ajjiqisuodsai Jo juiod 8j3uls Jeyy pue ‘siajsuely oy Ayjiqisuodsal
40 Juiod 8|3uIs e pajeudisap aney Asy) Jey ‘siseq Ajpwi} e uo siajsuel) SuldinIeS
a3e3yiow 0] paje[as syuswainbal 3uniodal Ainseal] pue sajni diNvH /e Suimol|os
aJe A3y} 1eY} 2INSUS 0} SJ9JINISS d3e31owW JO JYSISION0 S) 9Sealdul pjnoys Ainseas]  GGI

*UORPUBLILLO0D3 Juepoduw Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainsesas|

‘Ayjqisuodsad jo uiod
3|3UIS SJ921AIBS BUINBIDI B} JO UOIRLLIOJUI JORIUOD pue sweu ay} Suipinoid pue ‘diNvH
Ul Snyeys J1ay} SulLyuOod ‘Panadas Usaq Sey UOIIRIUSLINIO0P PUB uolewIoul JNYH 418y}
ey} sssumoawoy 3uiwojul Apdwoud (€) pue ‘siajsuel) SuidinIeS 83e31ow 0} paje|al
SjuswalinbaJ 3uipiodas Ainseal] pue sajni JINYH e Yim sa1dwod Ajny JadiAias Suinigdal
3y} Jey} Suunsua (g) ‘JajsueJy JO aWi} ay} 3e J82IAIBS JulliajSuel} U} WOJ) SJUSWNIOP pue
uoneuwLoul JINYH 8y} Jo Sunum ui 3disdas Suiiyuod (1) 1404 ajqisuodsal aq aakoldws
Ajiqisuodsai Jo julod 8|3uIS S J92IAI8S SUIAIBIB) MU € ey} aJinbaJ pinoys Ainseas]  HG1

*UORPUBLILLOI3 Juepoduw Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainsess|

SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

‘Ajjgisuodsal Jo juiod 8(3uls SJa01A8S Sulliajsuel) [eui3Lo
3U} JO UOIIRLIOJUI JOBIUOD PUB SWEU BU} puB ‘SIUsNIOop pue Uuolew ol dAvH 40
Jajsuel} 8y} Jo d1ep By} ‘UBDINISS MAU BU} 0} Pa.Ja)SueI} 94am SIUSINJOP PUe Lol IOl
dINWH 4183 1eyy Sunum ui sisumoswoy Suiiojur Adwoud (G) pue siajsues) Suidines
93e31Jow 0} pajeja. syuswaJinbas 3uipiodal Ainseal] pue SN JAYH e yum saldwod
Al 4921A3S Bulajsuel) ay} 1eyy SuLINSud () ‘dINYH 03 Pale|as J9dIAIBS Mau au} 0}
papIA0Ad UOIIRLLLIOJUI PUB SJUBWUNIOP || Sule}as J8dIAIBS Suliajsuel) ay} ey Suunsus
(€) 492INIBS MBU BU} WOJJ SIUSWNIOP puB UOHeWIoNUI JINYH BU3 JO Suim ul 3disdai
BuIwayuod () ‘4a)SueJ} 9IIAIBS JO BWI} SY} I8 J8JIAIBS MBU U} 0} JINVH Pue Jaumoswoy
3y} 0} Paje|aJ SUBWNIOP pue uorewoul ||e Sulidjsuely (T) 404 9|qisuodsas aq sahkojdwa
Ay|iqisuodsau Jo juiod 8|3uIS S4991M8S 3uliiajsuel) e jey} ainbal pjnoys Anseal]  €GT

sjuaWWo) YN/Agl 9UON SS890id U] |ended [Ind uonepUBWIWO099Y

smels uonejuswajdwy|

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS

100



SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

a8ed 1xau U0 panuiuoy)

"UOIOB J3YJINy OU 8YB] [jIM PUB PasOjo UOREPUBLLLLODSI Bl} SISPISU0D Ainseal] jey) s8qealpul , :8loN

‘sweJ3oud soue)sisse JuswAed umop yum
pajeId0sse Sysii 8y} azAjeue pinoys Ainseal] ‘pazAjeue Apealje Ainseal] jey) sweigoud
9S8} JO SJyauaq [enuajod 8y} 03 UOIIPPE U| "SYSL 9SOY} 81eSiHiW 0} S0y 9oueldwod

X 0} uorippe ul ‘sauljaping pue sjuswaiinbas weagoad yum uejd Jysisiano Ainsea.|
BAI}08Y)0 Uk uSISap pinoys pue aduelsIsse JuawAed umop pun{ IH 1sopJeH 03 pajefal
*UoIepusWWodaJ Juepiodwi sy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou Sey Ainsea.| ‘SYSI 9snqe pue ‘a)sem ‘pnesy pue ‘sysu JuswAed Jadoidwi Apjuspl pjnoys Ainseas) /91
*SOWBYIS PneJy JO SWIROIA Sull0d8q WO} SISUMOBWOY
jJuans.id 0} pue weJ3o.d sy} IN0ge Lonewojul 839|dWod pue 8)eindde dAeY SISUMOSLLOY
JeUy} 84nsSua 0} 9|qISSOd Se U0O0S Se ‘Sexa] pue ‘99ssauus] ‘ewoyepQ ‘eloyeq YMoN
X ‘UeBIYDIN ‘Sesuey ‘emo| ‘euelpu| ‘Sesueyly ‘eysely JO Salels panIasIapun-dAvH 0T aY}
UIYYM SBIHD 84nS0[22.104 Y31y pue S0 Jofew |[e ul SJUSWSSIIBAPEe OIped pue UOISIAS|S)
*UIa2U09 SIY} pasiel dyy19IS doulS SJUSAS yoeano uosiad ul ou pjay sey Ainseai pied-dyy1 pue ‘udledwed ao1AI9s dljgnd paulelsns pue [eUOIPPE pjoy pjnoys Ainseas] 991
‘suoijeslidde JYH UHM SIUSAS 958U} PUsle OYm SISUMOSLIOY
JO Jaquinu 8y} djay ued oym SI0jasunod panoidde-gnH USIOYNS SJe 843y} Jey} aInsus
pinoys AInseal] ‘sexs| pue ‘99ssauud] ‘ewoyep|) ‘eloqeq YMOoN ‘ueSIydlp ‘sesuey ‘emo
X ‘euelpu| ‘sesueyJy ‘eySely JO S81e}s PanIasIapun-diNyH QT dUl UIYHM SSIO 94NSO|I3404
Y31y pue said Jolew |[e ul SUSAS YIS0 Jaumoswoy uosiad-ul pjoy pinoys Ainseai
*UI92U09 SIY} Pasiel Jyy19IS SoulS SIUSAS yoeano uosiad ul ou pjay sey Ainseai ‘s1aumosoy a|qi31[e-dINYH (e Sulyoeas Je SSausAldays SdINYH 9Sesloul 03 Japio U] G9T
"SaIAOR Uoneuwld J3Nq 4HH
*A|snoinaid 0S auop Jou pey Asy) Jaym ‘uoiewriojul iy} uizds)j0d Sy4H 10} S30BJJUOIQNS PUB S}ORJIUOD [[B 199]|03 0} SY4H 91e}s ay} Suuinbal (g) pue ‘SsiAloe
9]e1S 3y} 0} Spea| 0S 3uIoq ‘dYYLDIS 0} A08.Ip Wway} 82npo.d 0} Y4H 81els yoes X uoieuIlId JY31|q 4HH 40} SIORQUOIYNS pue S}IRJIU0I |[e uld9)|0d (T) Aq S|9Ad| Y4H
payse sey dyy19IS ‘S10eJu0dqns pue S}oeJuod ||ng J99]|09 Jou S0P Ainsesu] a|Iym 9]e)s pue Anseal] 3y} yoq e JySISISN0 JO SSBUBAIZIRYS BU} aSealdul pinoys Anseal] 491
*S|0JJU0D [BUJBUI SJR)S B} JO SSBUBAIJIRYS pue 8dods sy} aenjers
0} SaNUNUOI dYY19IS ‘do1s ansod e sajeljsuowsp Siul SIYM 0S auop 194 jou Sey
1NQ ‘UOIFRIUBWNIOP YINS SPIACID PINOM JI paledlpul ‘Sioul]| ‘a}e}s Jayloue ‘uoieulw|d
13119 4HH 03 Sulje|aJ UOIEIUBWNIOP [04UO0D [RUISIUI YV 1D|S 03 papiroid (euljole) X
YInog ‘ewedqely ‘euelpu| ‘olyQ ‘UedIydI) S81eIS dAY ‘1sanbai S JYYIDIS 03 ssuodsal ‘uonjeulwfd siq e Ajjeayoads
ul ‘uoijepusiwodad jueyiodw sy} Juswsidwi 03 paaide Jou sey Ainseal] ysnoyyy pajesie) S|0JjU0D [eusdlul JO WIISAS e dojanap 03 Sy4H 83els aanbal pinoys Anseal] €91
'sanypuadxs
J0 A1088)L2 JBYJ0 AUB JO ‘SSIPNIS [JUSLUUOIIAUS ‘SSIPN}S Sulidaul3us ‘|eAOWal S0}Sagse
‘goueudjuiew ‘uiusaid ‘uolyisinboe ‘uoiiowsp Suipnjour ‘AAoe UoneuIWIS Jy3Iq JO
X £10391e2 Yoea Aq Jaulied (20| Yoes 40} Sanjpuadxs pasinquiias dyyL [en1oe sisy|
1eu} 4HH J4apun SsaiyARde uoneulwl|d Jy3iq 404 Sisuped [eo0] uisinquiis. Juads ale
‘uoljepusLWoa) juerioduwi siy) uswaldwi 0} paaide jou sey Ainseas| Spuny 44\ Moy Jo Sy4H 91e3s Aq Suirunodde pajiejap Aapenb aunbas pinoys Ainseasy  z91
*SSOUDAI}OBYS 9SeaI0Ul 0} Sjuswaroidw
Apjuspl 0} pue [eo3 sLinseal] A|nJSSa0INSs 9ASIYIE 0} YIBJ} UO BJe SBJR)S pue SalHd
4o1ym Jojuow 0} uipiodal Jey} asn pue Si0jedlpul duewiopad ussoyd uo Ajlenuue-iq
uey} SS9| ou siseq diporad e uo Sy4H 91e3s Aq Suipiodal auinbas pinoys Ainseas
'S10}edIpul 9ouewLI0yad dojaAsp Sy4H 91els 8y} djay 03 $92n0SaJ pue asiadxa Sy asn
X pinoys Ainseal] *SenjeA sWOY Ul 9sea40ul 1934e} pue S8Ins0|29404 Ul UOIONPa 1931}
s,finseal] spJemo} $$84304d ainsesw 0} SJUSWSSISSe Xe} [enuue pue Ss|es awoy y3no.yy
*UOI}epuUsWIWOda) Jueliodwl S dyy19IS Juswsa|dwi pinoys Ainseal] ‘||iS *Sio03edlpul SoN[eA BWOY Ul S3SeaJoUl JO ‘S3Uljy 94NS0|I9404 JO S3)e JNejop Ul SaSeadsp se yons
9ouBW.I0ad (JO UOIIRaId Y} 40} SUIRORIUOD J0) Suljeasd Jo $Sa204d By} Ul ol $J0}e2Ipul d2uewI0pad do[eAsp 0} dyY1 Jopun SaliAIoe uoieulwd ysiq ul Suedidnled
Salo0uade aoueuy SuISnoy 93e3s [eJansS "{HH 40 uonejusws|dwi Sunusws|dwi Sio3oe} SY4H 91e3s 3uuinbas ‘shep 09 uiypm ‘Aq Aem A9 3S0W By} ul S8ssai3oad 4HH Japun
uo J0dai 210z |Mdy ue ur sy 1S4y Sy} 404 anss| juersodwl iy} pasies d4y1oIS uoieulld y31|q ey} ansus 0} Suiuueld anisusyaidwod ul a3e3us pinoys Ainseas] 191
*Uol}epusLIWOda) Jueliodwl
S, dYVLDIS Juswa|dwi pinoys AinseaJ| ‘|I3S *S403ealpul 9ouwWI0ad (JO Uoeald "V4H 91e3S Yoes Ylim awodlno }o84e} SH 9Jeys pinoys Ainsesl| '$S829Nns auysp 0} Sy4H
3y} 40} Surjoe.JU0D J0) Zuileal JO $$820.4d By} Ul 4. Asy} 1ey} d¥Y1DIS PIO} Sney 9)e3S 0} J9J3P J0U P|NOYS INQg ‘SBWOIN0 J93e} J13SI[edl 18S 0] Se SY4H 91els au} yum
So10usSe 93e)S JaY}0 pue Siojedlpul dduewoad pajestd Aousde aoueuy 3uisnoy X }NSuU09 ued Ainseal| 'sje}s pue AJd AQ S8INS0[02104 8SBSIOP pUB SaNeA SWOY 8Seadul
91e3s S,uediydl ‘sJojedlpul dduew.opad dojaasp 0} Ss1ouagde aoueuy Suisnoy axels 0} gyV1 4apun uoreuild y31|q S}adxa AInseas] yanw moy o uoreulws y31q J4HH 404
8y} Surinbau jou s1 Ainseas) y3noyyy “4HH Jo uonejuswaldwi Sunuswaldwi S1030e) SaWO02IN0 }934e} Suiles ‘shep 09 uypm ‘Ag Aem aA04d J1SOW By} Ul Sassal3oud 4HH
uo J0dai g 10z |4dy ue ur sy 1S4y 8y} 104 anss| juersodwl iy} pasies d¥y1oIS Japun uoieuid 1y31|q ey} aansus 0} Suiuueld anisusyaidwod ul a3e3us pinoys Ainseas] 091

sjuswwo)

VN/dgl 9uoN ssadoid u| [ended

1Ind

snjejs uonejuswa|duwy

uonepUBWIWOI9Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

102

a3ed 1xau U0 panupuo)

"U0IJOB JaY1IN} OU 98] [[iM pue PasOJd LONBPUBLLLLIOISI U} SIPISUOD AInseal] jel) sajedipy| , ‘910N

*UONRPUBLILLOD3 Juepoduw Siy} Juswajdwi 03 paside Jou sey Ainseas|

'salousde aoueuy

3uisnoy ajejs 3unedionied yoea Ypm swodino 193.e} SH aJeys pinoys AInseas| ‘Ssadons

auyap 0} salousde aoueuy 3uISnoy 83e3S 0} J9§ap Jou PINoYS ING ‘SalodNo 1934}

ansijeas 18s 0} Aouade aoueuy uisnoy axels unedidiied yoes yum ynsuod ued Ainsesi|

'Spun} dy\L 9S8} JO 9sN SIY} Woij SYNSas pajoadxa Suikyuenb sawoolno }o8.ey 39S

pinoys Ainsea.) ‘wea3oid sy} Jo 14e3s ayl 18 ‘yS33 Aq palinbas se s8unso|2a.0) sjuanaid
A|Iny$S820NS 3oue)SISSe JuawAed umop pun{ IH 1sapieH dyvL Aue jeyyaansus op  €/1

*UONRPUBLILLOD3 Juepoduw Siy} Juswajdwi 03 paside Jou sey Ainseas|

‘Juud pue ‘olpeJ ‘(Sjuswasipenpe dojs sjnys pue snq pue spieoqj|iq Se yans) awoy
-J04N0 ‘uoIsInge} ‘s3ulyy Jaylo Suowe ‘4o Sunsisuod ‘ugiedwed yoeasino eipsw e JoNpuod
pue aouejsisse juswAed umop pun{ yH 1sapJeH ay3 ul uijedidijied Aunod Yyoes ul S)usna
yoeaJino Josuods pjnoys AInseai] ‘uolewoul jedndde pue 83s|dwod ypm dignd auy
WJe 0} pue ‘pned} Jo SWIROIA SulL08q WOJ} SI9ANGIWOY pue Sisumoswoy Juanaid of g/ 1

*UORPUBLILLO0D3 Juepoduw iy} Juswajdwi 03 paside Jou sey Ainsesas|

‘[9A8] AJunod Jo AjD [B20|

3U} 1e pue |9As) 81k} ay} 1 Yloq ‘swesSold aouelsIsse JuswAed umop 83e3s Jaylo Wolj

9)eJedas pun{ JIH 1sapJeH Japun Suipiodal pue spunj adueySISSe JuswAed umop uleulew

0} sa1ouade aoueuy 3uisnoy axels 3unedidned sy} ainbal pinoys Ainsea.| ‘Suijiodas
Jadoudwi pue SulSuiiwod ysnoayy Aieinaijied asnge pue ajsem ‘pneyjuanaid op /1

*UONRPUBLILLO0D3 Juepoduw iy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainsesas|

"9oueldwod
y3noJy} 3y3is4eno 3uiponpuod 0} uoppe ul ssado.d Jeyy Joy saulpping Sulpiroid Sulpnjoul
$59204d 1By} JO JYSISISN0 BA}IBYHS JONPU0D Pnoys Ainseal] “usl| sy} Suisesja. 0} Joud
awoy sy ur Aouspisal Arewld panuiuod sJ9AnNGawwoy e %98yd 0} $$8204d aA}0BYS LB
dojanap salouade aoueuy 3uisnoy a3els Jeyl ainbas pinoys Ainseas] ‘ual| 8y} jo uonedidxs
3y} 0} Joud awoy auy} S||9s weJ3o.ud adue)sisse JuswAed umop papuny pund JH 1sapieH
Aue ur Sunjedioied JaAngawoy e a1aym spuny 4y Jo uiniaJ ayy 03 y3u sinseal
109}04d 0} pue ‘JY3ISISN0 BAIJIBYS d1e}|I0.) 0} ‘9SNGe PUB B}SeM JO 3SU BU} 9onpal 0] QLT

*UONRPUBLILLO0D3 Juepoduw Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainsess|

‘weJs3oid aoue)sisse JuawAed umop

papuny pun{ ¥H 3sapseH Aue ur SuedionJed siaAngawoy (|8 JO S3SSaJppe pue Ssweu ay}

Ainseal| 0} Auapienb Jiodas 0} serouade adueuy Suisnoy a3els alinbai pinoys Ainseal|
‘JYBISISN0 BNJIBYHD S1e}|I0B) 0} pUe ‘BSnge pue 8)Sem ‘pnedy Jo ¥SK 8y} 8dnNpal 0] 691

*UONRPUBLILLO0I3 Juepoduwl Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainsess|

‘Me| [e19pa4 4ay30 40 TO0T § "0°S'N 8T 49pun
sanjeusd euluiid Jo/pue ‘Z18€-108€ §§ 0°S'N 1€ 10 saipaway [INY pneld Wweisoid
Ul ‘e€£€-62/€ §§ "0°S'N TE 10y Swiej) asje4 ay} Jopun sjusLLssesse pue safjeusd
[IA1D 10} SISEq 8y} 8q P[nOJ AUd 4O UORRIUBSSIASI 40 JUBLUBIE}S JUSINPNR.IY 10 ‘SNORIIIY
‘a5|ey 40 UOISSILIO [elidleW Aue Jey} 9Spajmouyde | pue 104100 pue ‘enJ} ‘83e|dwod
S ‘syuswaje}s SuiAuedwooe Aue ul pue ‘wioy Siy} UO UBAIS ARy | UoHBLLIOjUl BY] |[e
Jeys Ainfiad jo Ajjeusd sspun ‘Ajp4a0 ‘aiogalay) ‘| ‘Me| |eiapa Jepun sjqeysiund awLo e
SauMRsu0d ‘[wesSoid aauelsisse JuswAed Umop Jo aweu] S,pund JH isepieH SAinseal|
40 Juawyieds( “S°M 8y3 4epun juswAed e Joj AjiqiSie Suuiisiap Ul asn Joy uoiesljdde
ue Ul Joej [elLid)ew Jo UoReIUSSaIdal 40 JUSLLIBIE}S JUSINPN..Y 10 ‘SNoRIIdY ‘eSie) B apel
8q 0} Suisned Jo Sunjew Jo ‘[Aouse aoueuy SuiSnoy 81e}s Jo aeu] sy} 0} uonewiojul
[elisleW 850[0sIp 03 Suljie) AiSuimouy jeyl a3paimouyoe | Loy uoiedldde sy ul papnjoul
3¢ UOIeIY}Iad SUIMOJ|0} BU} SPUBLLILIOAI dYy1DIS "Me| [eJapa4 Jaylo 10 TO0T § "0'S'N
81 Japun saijjeuad [euiliid Jo/pue ‘ZT8E-T08E §§ "0°'S'N TE PV SaIpaway |IND pnesd
wea301d au} ‘€E/€-62/E 8§88 'D'S'N TE PV SWiel) as|eq ayj Jopun SUBWISSISSe pue
saleuad [INID 0} SISBQ BU} 7 PINOM SJUBWAIINDaJ Yons SuluIadU0d SJUBWSYLIS SNONIIY
J0 8s|e} Aue jey} Aj10ads pjnoys uoneoyiised ay) “uoiedioned wei3oad 1oy syuswalinbal
[eLS}RW JBYJ0 Aue pue ‘snjeis aouspisal Aewnd ‘snjels JaAngawioy aLw-Say ‘awodul
0} 3unejaJ JaAngawoy ay} Aq pausis aq 0} uoiedyiIad e wei3oid aouelsisse JuawAied
umop pun4 JIH 3sepJeH Aue Joj uonedldde JaAngawoy Aue ui apn|joul Selouade adueuy
Suisnoy a3e1s ey} ainbas pnoys Ainseas) ‘dyyL Ul asnge pue ‘s)sem ‘pnely Jsep

0} pue sisumoawoy 3|qidijaul 03 syuswAed sadoadwi Jo pooyldyl 8y} 8dnpai 0] 891

sjuaWWo) YN/Agl 9UON SS890id U] |ended [Ind uonepUBWIWO099Y

snjels uonejuawa|du)

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

a8ed 1xau U0 panuiuoy)

"UOIOB JYJINS OU Y8} [jIM PUB PasOjo UOREPUBLLLLODSI Bl} SISPISU0D Ainseal] jey) S8qealpul , :8loN

*Z UOI}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jayin} 89S *AoUagin JO aSuss & yym oS op 03 Ainsess) sagin
dYVLDIS *9SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LOIRPUSLLILLIODR SIY} MIIASA PINOM A3U} pIes Ainseal|

*Ay|IgeIUN09J. pue

Aoualedsued 40} 3YISGaM S} UO UOIBLLIOJUI JBy} 3S0d pue SISBQ dAIRNWIND pue Aislienb e

uo SuiiodaJ iy} a4nbal pinoys AINseal| ‘UOSeal ey 40y PAIUBP SISUMOBWIOY JO Jaquinu
SUIPUOdSa4I00 BY} YIM SUOJe SOUBISISSE PIILSP DM SISUMOBLIOY AYM SUOSEDI U}
'|9A3] Wet304d JHH [ENPIAIPU SB [|9M S [9AS] JHH 93L1S ||B49A0 Ue uo Hodai 0} salouage
doueuy Suisnoy ajeys Suiedioned (e a4nbas pjnoys Ainseal| ‘siseq Juagin ue uo pun
YH 1S9pJeH BU3 JO SSBUBAIIBY By} anoidwi 0} sease ojul JySisul Ainseal| ang o)

08T

"2 UOI}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jayin} 89S *AoUagin Jo aSuss & yym oS op 03 Ainsess) sagin
JYVLDIS *9S4N02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LOIRPUSLLILLIODR SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3 ples Ainseal|

“JUBLISSISSLaI
SIY} 4O SBUIpUY Y} SZIjeLOWSW PINOYS AINSeal] Jou Je Jey} S0y} djeulie pue
‘£1eSS908U A|9IN|0Sqe aJe Jey) SJUBWAIINDaI 9S0y} Ajuo dasy “4aumoawoy epLo|4

[e21dA} 2y} 1984} swetgoid Jey) ainsus 0} weagoid epuoj{ 4HH Yoes 40 Sjuawalinbai
AunqiSie ssasseas ‘skep 09 UIyIm ‘pNoys Ainseal| ‘siseq Juasin ue uo epuoj4 Ul

SJUMoaWOY Sulyoeal Ul BPLIOJ4 PUNd HIH 1SOPJeH U} JO SSBUBAIRIBYS By} anoidwi o)

6.1

*Z UOI}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jayin} 89S *AoUadin JO aSuSs & Yym oS op 03 Ainsess) sagin
JYVLDIS *8S4N02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LOIRPUSLLILLIODR S|} MBIASA PINOM A3U} pIes Ainseal|

“1eak e 901m} A1e191098 Anda Ainseal) ay) 0} saigejel)s

uone3nIW Se ||9m Se ‘SySL pue $9|9e}sqo asoy) uo Joda. pue ‘ssjnuiw unesw
43N0.Y} 991HWLLOD 1By} JO YIOM BU} SZI[eLIOWaW PInoys Ainseal] "SySlI pue $s|9esqo
950y} 9)e3niw 0} sai3ajesis dojanap pue ‘Sysu pue $a|oesqo Ayuspr ‘swesdold JHH
9}e]s Jayjo 0} uosuedwod ul Aouade adueuy Suisnoy ajels yoes Aq souewopad
$S9sSe 0] Jajenb oes 19s 0} 99))IWWO0D dduewlopsd JHH & wuoj pjnoys Ainseas
‘siseq Juadin ue uo S93e)ls ||e Ul pund JH 1SapJeH Y} JO SSSUSAIRIBYS ay} anodwil O

8L1

*Z UOI}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jayin} 89S *AoUaBin JO aSUSS & Yym oS op 0} Ainsess) sagin
dYVLDIS *9SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LOIRPUSLLILLIODR SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3U ples Ainseal|

‘Aouasde

9oueuy Suisnoy s,eplioj4 0} WNpUeJOWaW Uode ue Ul S}adie} S0y} apn|oul pue ajel
UOISSIWPE JBUMOBWOY pajadie} ay} yoeas 0} Jejenb yoes 39aw snw epuoj4 4HH 1ey}
S}934B} J1IBWINU }3S PINOYS AINSeal] 'S83elS 4HH 49Ul a3 JO 8}eJ UOISSILIPE JSUMOBLIOY
a8eJane 8y} 0} J8S0|2 )1 Suliq PINOM ey} [9A9] paladie} e 0} BpLIO|{ 4HH Ul 1.l
UOISSIWPE J3UMOBWOY 8y} anoidwi pjnoys AInseal] ‘Sajels 4HH Joy3o Ul Sisumoswioy se
90UB)SISSe pun4 JIH 1SopJeH JO 8dueyd awes ay} aAeY SISUMOBLIOY BPLIO|{ Jey} 8Insua
0} pue ‘siSeq Juadin Ue uo epLIoj{ pund IH 1Sap.JeH dY} JO SSBUBAIJIBY By} anoadwil o

LLT

*UORPUBLLILLOD3 Juepoduwl Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

"}Iom pasinbal Jsyjo pue suoiedldde

Jakngawioy Jo Jaquinu pa3oadxa ay} ajpuey Aj9AROaYS Ued pue Joj Apeal aie Asyy Jey) pue
‘98pajmouy pue ‘Suiutes) ‘Suyels ‘S82n0Sal Y} 9ARY douR)SISSE JuswiAed umop pund IH

1sapJey sy} ur Suijedidijied saiouade aoueuy 3uiSnoy 93els jey} ainsua pinoys Ainsea.|

9/1

*UORPUBLILLIOI3 Juepoduwl Siy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

"goue)sisse JuawAed umop JHH JO SSaUBABYS By} aAoduwi 03 SAem Ajjuapl 0} pue
‘s3]e]s 0 S31IUN0J/S3YID JaYI0 0} BJUB)SISSE By} puedxa 0] Jaylaym ‘ades jo)id ay) ised

90UB)SISSE dyy/L U} SNURUOD 0} JOUIOUM BUILLISIBP 0} 3 BSN pue UOKBLLIoUI SIL} JOHUOW

pinoys Ainseas| "sawwiooino 398ie} s AINSea] 9ASIYOR 0} YO} UO 38 S3JLIS pue SAUN0d
/S3Y10 Y21ym Joyuow o} Suiiodal Jeyl asn pinoys AInseal] *siojedlpul aouewopad uo

‘sypuow Xis AJaA Uey) Ssa) ou siseq oipolad e uo ‘podas doue)sISse JualiAed umop pund

JIH 1sapJeH ul Sunedioipied saiouagde aoueuy uisnoy a3els eyl ainbai pinoys Ainsea.|

QL1

*UORPUBLILO0I3 Juepodul iy} Juswajdwi 0} paside Jou sey Ainseas|

'SJ0}eIpul dduewWIopad

dojansp salouage aoueuy uisnoy a3els sy} djay 0} $82In0Sa4 pue asi1Iadxa S asn
pinoys Ainseal| "sswooino 1951e} payijuenb sAinseal] spiemo} ssai30.4d ainsesu jey}
$103e2IpuUl duew.oad dojaasp 0} selouade aoueuy 3uisnoy ajels Sunedionted ainbas
pinoys Ainsea.) ‘weaSoid sy} Jo 1Je3s ayl 1e ‘yS33 Aq palinbas se s8unso|2a.0) sjuanaid
A|InysS829NS 3oue)sIsSe Juawhed umop pun{ IH 1sapieH dyyL Aue jeyy ansus of

IZA!

sjuawwWo) YN/dglL 9UON SS820id U] |ended [Ind uonepUBWIWOI9Y

snjejs uonejuswajduwy

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719VL SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

104

a8ed 1xau U0 panunuo) "U0IJOB JaY1N) OU 98] [[iM pUB PaSOJO LONBPUSLLLLIOISI U} SIPISU0D AInseal] jel) Sajedipu| , ‘910N

*Z UOI}08S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jayin} 89S *AoUagin JO asuss & yim oS op 0} Ainses’) sagin
JUVLDIS *9SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LUOIRPUSLLILLIODR SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3} ples Ainseal|

‘[enuassa aJe Jey) SJUBWNI0P 8Soy} Ajuo

0} (paonpai Apealje aney Aouade aoueuy 3uISnoy Sepuioj4 pue Ainseal] jeym puokaq)
SjusWINI0p paJinbaJ 3uidnpas Jaylny AQ 8|9L3Sq0 Jey} s1e3Ijw pue ‘9oue)sisse apinoid
0} BPLIO|{ 4HH 4O} [B1}USSSS BJ8 SIUSWNI0P SSOU} JBUIBUM BUILLLIB}SP PINoYs Ainseal|
‘uoijedioned Jaumoswoy 0} S8J0e3Sqo 3UISNed aJe Jey} SJUBWNI0P 8y} Sulkuap! Jayy
*$93e31I0W 9SJ9ASA YIM SSIIUN0D SSOU} Ul SUSZIYD JOIUSS JO Jaquinu dy} 0} uosiedwod
ur uojedioned JYOINTI MO| Ym Saiunod payadie; ul Aouade adueuy Suisnoy s,epliold
10} S310Ua3e J0SIAPE pUB ‘Sileyy Al4ap|3 Jo Juswpedaq S,epuoj4 Yum 1esw Ajpiesedss
‘shep 09 uiyum ‘pinoys Aunseal] ‘syuswindop asay} Sulkyuapl ul 3sisse o] “Juipinoid
9|gnoJ} Buiney dJe SUSZIYI JOIUSS SUBWNIOP Yaiym Juluiwislap Aq JYOINTT Se umouy
weJ3o0.id s,epLol4 pund JH 1SapieH a3 Woij 9oueySISSe Juilad Susziyd JoIussS 0}
3]0B1SUO By} [IB}op S40W YUM AJjuspl pinoys Aunseas) ‘umespyym usaq aney suoneoljdde
J0 %91 1ey} 108} 8y} pue uopedldde ssumoawoy e $sa204d 0} SAep 08z Uelpaw ay}
Buipn|our ‘siseq Juadin ue uo eplioj{ pun4 IH 1SapJeH ay} JO SSBUBAIZIRYS au} snoidwi o)

681

*Z UOI}08S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jaying 89S *AoUagin Jo asuss & yim oS op 0} Ainses’) sagin
JUVLDIS *9SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LUOIRPUSLLILLODR SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3Y)} pies Ainseal|

*Apiapienb ssai3oad aunsesw pue ‘Aouade adueuy Suisnoy s,eplioj4 0} wnpuelowaw
uonoe Ue Ul S}a34e} 8S0y} apnjoul pue ‘awi} 3uissadoid pajesie} sy} yoeal o} Jsjenb
o3 }98W SN BpLIOj{ 4HH ey} S3981e} duawnu 18s pinoys Ainseal) "ssadoid [enoidde
3u} Y3noJy} 3 xew Sisumoswioy 3uld|ay ul JusWSACIdWI UMO JIBY} 40} 1934} B Se peajsul
1nq ‘Jaumoawoy e Ausp 03 asndxe ue se Jou JYOINT3 4apun uonedldde ue ssad04d 0}
awi} Jo yi3us| paradie} e maln pinoys Aouade aoueuy Suisnoy s,epliold “IYOINTI Se
umouy wea3oad uszid JoIuss S,eplLol{ pund JH 3SapJeH 8y} Ul 9JUe)SISSe A3 pue
uoneolidde S,usziyd Joluss e $S820.4d 03 dwI} JO YI3US| Sy} [9A3| palasie} e 0} 9anpal
pinoys Ainseal] ‘siseq juadin ue uo pund JH 1SapieH Sy} JO SSBUBAIRIBYS ay} droidwil O]

¥81

*Z UOI}08S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jaying 89S *Aouagin Jo asuss & yim oS op 0} Ainses’) sagin
JUVLDIS *9SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LUOIRPUSLLILLODA SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3Y} pies Ainseal|

‘AjIgeunodoe pue Adusiedsued) Joj 8)sgam S uo Suipiodai ey 3sod pue siseq
anienwind pue Apspenb e uo 3uiiodal Jeyy aanbas pinoys Aunseal) ‘AousSe aoueuy
Suisnoy a3e1s sy} Aq umepyym sem uonedljdde 4HH 9SOUM SIBUMOBWIOY JO Jaquinu
3y} wouy uonealdde 4HH AU} MBIPYNM OYM SJIBUMOBLLOY JO Jaquinu sy} Ajojesedas
Jodas sarouade aoueuy 3uisnoy 81e3s eyl alinbas pinoys Aunseal] ‘siseq juadin ue uo
pun{ ¥H 3S8pJeH U} JO SSBUBNI}IBYS By} anoidwl 0} Sease ojul Jydisul Ainseal] ang o]

€81

*Z UOI}08S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jaying 89S *Aousgin Jo asuss e yim 0s op 0} Ainses’) sagin
JUVLDIS *8SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul UOIRPUSLLILLODR SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3Y)} pies Ainseal|

*JOUMOBWIOY B MeJpYYM 10 Ausp 0} UOISIoap

e Sujew ul 99e} Sjusde JOSIAPe dy} S9|9.ISqo pue Sa3us|ieyd sy} pue ‘8duelsisse J4HH
3UIy93S JaUMOBWOoY epLIo|4 [e21dA} By} 1984e} 03 }013S 00} 8q Aew Jey} SjuswaJinbal
13119 40 Buipue}sapun ue 183 0} Ing ‘MdINSJ SoUBIALIOD B 10} JOU ‘BAI}IBL0 15e9)
SI BplLIO|4 4HH 348Um Inq 1sapJey ay} Jy sanunod ul Aouade sdueuy 3uisnoy S,epiol4

JO Sjuade JOSIAPE YNM JISIA ‘SYIUOLL XIS Ulypm ‘pinoys yeis weigoid Ainsess| “Aousde
doueuy Susnoy s,epLoj4 0} WNPUBJOWSL UOLJ. L. Ul Juswanoidwl Jo} SBU0)Sa|il pue
s1931e) 3umes Aunseal| ‘sawiy Suissaooid uoneordde 3sa3uol ayy pue ‘Aousde aoueuy
Suisnoy s,epuioj4 404 Juade JoSIApe ue AQ umelpyym suoijedljdde Jaumoawoy Jo ayed
159y31y ay} ‘sajed [elUBp JaumoaLoy 3saydiy sy} ‘Sajed UOISSILUPE JSUMOBIOY }SBMO|
3y} 9ABY SB13UNOJ BPLIO|{ YIIYMm ‘SAep 09 Ulyim ‘SuizAjeue Ainseas] ‘wnwiuiw e e
‘apnjaul pinoys siy] AJunod yoes Ui Jauuew AR08 1sow ayj ul uijesado S epuoj4
4HH 43U3dyM SS3SSE pINoys AInseal] ‘93e)s 8y} UM SSIUN0I JBYJ0 Ul SISUMOBWIOY Se
90URJSISSE {HH JO 92UBYD BWES By} SABY BPLIOj4 INOYSN0IY} SISUMOSLLOY ey} ainsus
pue ‘siseq jJusgin ue uo eplIoj4 pun4 I }SepJeH du} JO SSBUBAIZIRYS By} anoidwi o)

¢81

*Z UOI}08S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jaying 89S *Aouagin Jo asuss e yim 0s op 0} Ainses’) sagin
JUVLDIS *8SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LUOIRPUSLLLLODR SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3Y} ples Ainseal|

*Aj)Igeunodoe pue Aouasedsuesy

0} B}ISGOM S} UO uoleWIOUI SIY} 3S0d pue SISeq aAienwnd pue Aapenb e uo 3uipiodas
SIy} a4inbay pinoys Ainseal| “suoneaijdde Jsumoswoy ss8d04d 03 SAep Jo Jaquunu uelpaw
3y} pue ‘ssad04d Ul aJe suonedldde 8Soym SIBUMOBLLIOY JO Jaquunu sy} ‘uonedrdde sy}
MaJpym AduaSe adueuy 3uISNOY 83LIS dU} OUM SISUMOBLIOY JO Jaquinu dy} ‘9due)sISse
J0} panosdde 3uraq seye uonedndde Jiay} MaIPYNM OUYM SIBUMOBWIOY JO Jaquinu ay}
‘palusp SJBUMOBLLOY JO JBquINU 8y} ‘4HH 40} palidde aaey oym SiauMOBWOY JO Jaquinu
ay} :uo wei3oud 4HH 81e3s [enpiaipul pue swea30id 4HH |[e 40} elep [9As|Aunod Jodal
0} Aouade aoueuy 3uISnoy a3els Yoea aiinbal pinoys Ainseal| ‘siseq juadin ue uo pun4
1H 1S9pJeH 8y} JO SSBUBAIIBY B} anoidwi 0} Sease ojul JySisul Ainseal] anIg o)

181

sjuaWWo) YN/Agl 9UON SS890id U] |ended [Ind

smels uonejuswajdwy|

uonepUBWIWO099Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015

a8ed 1xau U0 panuiuoy)

"UOIOB JYJINS OU Y8} [jIM PUB PasOjo UOREPUBLLLLODSI Bl} SISPISU0D Ainseal] jey) S8qealpul , :8loN

*Z UOI}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jayn} 89S *AoUaBin JO aSuSs & yym oS op 0} Ainsess) sagin
dYVLDIS *9S4N02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LOIRPUSLLILLIODR S|} MBIASA PINOM A3U} ples Ainseal|

'saseqeiep

[RUILLLID JBYO 0} SS8J0€ UleS 0} S}I0Ha dyew pjnoys Ainseal| "spiodal dlgnd ale
SUOIIALOD ey} Joey ay} uani3 quedldde ayj o3 spuny Aue Jo ases|al ayy 03 Joud ‘Kiojsiy
[eulWILID SJaumoawoy Juedldde ue Jo} saseqelep AJUn0d pue ‘aeis ‘[eispay ydieas 0}
sajouagde aoueuy 3uisnoy ajeys 3uuinbas Jo Suiydieas Aq Sewld pajejai-a8esiiow Jo
P3}IAUOD SUO|9) 0} 0F J0U Op SpUN} JHH dINSua pNoYs Anseal] 1oy yuel4-ppoq sy}
UHm aueldwod-uou pue pun4 JH 1SapJeH 8y} ul asnge pue ‘93sem ‘pneuy juanaid o

¢61

*Z UO}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jayn} 89S *AoUagin JO aSuss & yym oS op 03 Ainsess) sagin
JYVLDIS *9S4N02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LOIRPUSLLILLIODR S|} MBIASA PINOM A3U ples Ainseal|

"sweagoud eplio|4 4HH Bunsixa ul asn Japeq 0} spuny ayy Ind

pue 3 9s0|2 Jo weJo.d |n} e 0} J08f04d Suijqeus UoReIYIPO By} Se umouy weJo.d jojid

pun4 ¥H 1S3PJeH BY} HIAU0D JBUHD 0} BUILLIRIBP ‘SABp OF UIyNIM ‘pInoys Ainseas] ‘siseq
JU93IN Ue U0 BPLIOJ4 PUNS HH 1SOPJeH Y} JO AOUBIOLYS PUB SSAUBAIIRYE By} Aol O

T6T

*Z UOI}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jaying 89S *AoUagin Jo asuss & yym oS op 0} Ainsess) sagin
dYVLDIS *9S4N02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LOIRPUSLLILLIODR S|} MBIASA PINOM A3U ples Ainseal|

193181
ey} JsuteSe ssai3oad ainseaw Jajsenb yoes pue Aousde aoueuy 3uisnoy S,epLioj 0}

wnpueJowsaw uoljoe ue ul }934e} Jey} apinoid pinoys Ainseal| ‘|ans| pajasie} e 0} Aouagde
aoueuy uisnoy a3els sy} Aq umepyim suoijedijdde Jaumoswoy JO 83eJ sy} 82npaJ pInoys
Ainseal] ‘siseq Juadin ue uo epLIo|{ pund JH 1SapJeH 8y} JO SSBUBAIRIBYS ay} arodwil O]

06T

*Z UOI}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jayin} 89S *AoUagin JO asuss & yym oS op 03 Ainsess) sagin
dYVLDIS *9SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LOIRPUSLLILLODR SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3} ples Ainseal|

"1934e} Jey} Jsurede ssaigoud
aJnseaw Jalenb yoes pue Aousge aoueuy uisnoy SepLioj{ 0} WNPUBJOWSW Uolde ue
ur }934e} Jeyy apinoad pinoys Aunseau] s jo y3us| pajasie} e 0} shep /9T Jo uelpsw

3y} wouy uonedydde ue ssad04d 0} So¥e} eplIoj4 4HH SwWi} JO Y33us| sy} 82npaJ pinoys
AinseaJ| ‘siseq Juadin ue uo epLIol{ pund JH 1SapJeH sy} JO AousIoufe sy} snoidwl o)

681

*Z UOI}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jaying 89S *AoUaBIn JO aSUSS & Yim 0S op 03 Ainsess) sagin
JYVLDIS *9SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LOIRPUSLLILLIODR SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3} ples Ainseal|

"1o8Je] Jey} )98l Y Jey} 24Nsud

Japienb yoes pue Aousde aoueuy SuISNOY S,2pLI0|4 03 WINPUBIOWSW UOIE Ue Ul 3jed
pajesie) 1ey) apinoid pinoys Ainseas] “JHH 404 949N [BUOIRU BY} YM BUI| Ul BPLIO|4
4HH sdaay jeyy a1k [eluap Jaumoawoy pajasie} e Suines Aq ‘sajed [elusp JaumoaLoy
Ul Juswanosdw s Suiuieluiew 0} 9]qeIUN0dI. BPLIOj4 4HH PIoY pInoys Ainseal) ‘ajels
3U} UIYJIM SB1UNOD JBYI0 Ul SISUMOBLIOY SB 0URISISSE JHH JO 9oUBYD WS ay) arey
Bp1I0|4 INOYSNOJY} SISUMOBLLIOY ey} BINSUS PUB BAI}IDYS S| BPLIO|4 JHH 1By} 84Nsud of

881

*Z UOI}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jayin} 89S *AoUagin JO aSUSS & Yym oS op 0} Ainsess) sadin
JYVLDIS *9SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LUOIRPUSLLILLIODRI SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3U} ples Ainseal|

*BuesW Yoes 3e eplioj4 4HH INoge Sjule|dwod JSUMOSLOY SSNISIP PUe MIIASI
99JHLWIWOD dduewopad JHH mau sy} Suiney () pue ‘wea3oid uorzonpas [ediound auy ul
uonedioned pajwi| YUM SISUMOSWOY epLIOj Jajemispun ysiy JO Seale Ul pue ‘Sisjusd
USZIHID JOIUSS epLIo|4 Je ‘B|dwexa 40} ‘SJUSAS Ydealno pasosuods-Ainseal| pajasie}
SuIpjoy (€) HWwNs J3dIAISS SAINSeal| 0} JejiliS S[e1oyjo Anseas| Ypm Jwwns [enuue
ue 0} 4HH 40} paidde aney oym Sssumoawoy Suipuasaidal sdnoi3 Aoed0Ape JaUMOSLLIoY
3 1 (2) ‘Aum suoseas sy} puelsiapun 0} Umepyiim uonealjdde Jiay} pey Jo uoiedldde
JI9Y} MBJPUHM OUM SISUMOBLIOY BPLIOJ4 YIM SUOIRdIUNWWod uidaq Ainseal] ‘skep 06
ulyim (1) :Aq ss9204d uoneaijdde s,eplioj4 4HH Yy3noay} auo3d aney oym asouy} Aienoned

‘SJ9UMOBLIOY BPLIO{ Y}IM LOIRIIUNLWILIOD PUB JORIUOD S 850Ul pinoys Ainseas] ‘siseq

U93IN U U0 BPLIOj4 PUN4 HH ISOPJBH BU} JO SSBUBAIIBYD BU} 0} S3|ILISGO AJUSp! Of

L81

*Z UOI}03S Ul UOISSNOSIP Jay1in} 89S *AoUadin Jo asuss & yym oS op 03 Ainsess) sadin
JHVLDIS *9SIN02 AJBUIPIO B} Ul LOIRPUSLLILLIODR SIY} MBIASA PINOM A3U} ples Ainseal|

‘SjuaWINI0p
paJinbai sy} puy pue uonesldde sy} 838|dwod Jsumoswoy ay} djay 03 ued 3 ||e suop Ssey
1 1ey} Sunum ul pajess sey siieyy Aliap|3 4o Juswiieds(q SepLol{ SSojun SSaUaAISuUodsal

-Uou Jaumoawwoy uo paseq YO T3 Se umouy wes3oid JHH sy} 03 uonedldde suaziyo
JOIUBS & Suimepyim wouy Aouade aoueuy 3uisnoy s,eplioj{ apnjoaid pinoys Ainseal)
‘siseq Jusdin ue uo epLIoj{ pund NH 1SapJeH Y} JO SSSUBAIRIBYS ay} anoidwi O]

981

sjuawwo) YN/dglL 9UON SS890id U] |ended

1Ind

snjejs uonejuswajduwy

uonepUBWIWOI9Y

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719VL SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS




“UOIOB JBLINS OU DY) [IIM PUB PBSO[O LONBPUSLILLOIA By} SI9PISU0D AiNseal] jel sajeaipu) , 910N

'z uonoag
Ul UOISSNISIP JaylIny 895 *AOUBSIN JO BSUSS B UM 0S Op 0} AINSeas] SaSin duyLDIS

*SI9UMOBLLIOY 0} BOUB)SISSe

Sumas Ul 81e)S JHH AJONS Ul SSBUBAIDBYE 8SBBIOUI PUB SoUBWLIOSd BY} 48] 0}

suOnUBAIB)UI AjoLUT} )ew 0} pue ‘Surousiiadxa aJe Sajels JHH Sy} suoneywl| pue

X $91981SqO 8y} Jo pasudde Ajaanoeoid dasy 0} SISeq [enuue ue Jo pessul [enuue-q e uo
$91L1S Pun4 NH 1S9PJeH 6T U} YHM NWLUNS JBDIAISS SH POY PINOYS AINseal| ‘siseq pasu

snjels uonejuawa|du)

=

<

(a4

S

e}

(a4

o

W *954n02 AJRUIPIO BU} Ul UOIRPUBWILLOIBI SIU} MBIASS pinom Ay} ples Ainseai Ju93INn UB UO $8|IL}SQO SSBIPPE PUB UONRIIUNWWOD JSP|OYYRIS SPIMUOIIRU 9SBaJdUI O] 96T

WL *SOWIID 3U} JO B4NjeU BY} U0 paseq aWOodUl PUB S}SSe JO Suolejuasaidalsiw

w |enuajod ojul Suiyoo| uipnjoul ‘92usijip aNp Jaylng JONPUOd ‘puUNoy i ‘pue ‘(SusWaleIs

2] 1se} pue ‘Suuapune| Asuow ‘pne.y xe} ‘pnedj uoljesuadwod uswAojdwaun ‘pney

a RACIEELS X dJej[om ‘pneJy yueq ‘A193404 YUBWSIZZAGWS Se Yans) A}SaUoYSIP JO SaWILID paje[al

2 Ul UoISSNISIp Jaypny 89 “Aouadin Jo asuas e Yym 0s op 0} Aunseas] sadin 4yy19IS a3e3iow-uou Joy uoiIAU0D sjuedldde ue Joy spodas dlgnd Suiydieas Aq aouadiip anp

3 '954n02 AJBUIPIO BU} Ul UOIRPUBWILLOIBI SIU} MBIASS pinom Ay} ples Ainseas 10Npu0d pjnoys Ainseal] ‘pund JH ISepJeH 8y} Ul asnge pue ‘ajsem ‘pneJyjusnaid o] GET

o

= 'saseqejep AJunod pue ‘aje}s ‘|esapay 3uiydless

m AQ spuny 4HH Yum ‘A3oa4ipul 40 ARoailp Jayya ‘pied aie OYm SI0}ORIUOD JO 4JBIS Uo

it *Z UOI}J3G Ul UOISSNISIP Jaypny 935 *Aouadin Jo asuas e yjim 0S op 0} AInseas] sadin X S$329Yd punoidydeq AI03sIy [eulwLd Jejndal 3onpuod salousde soueuly 3uisnoy a1eys

S dYVLDIS 9S4N09 AJeulplo 8} Ul UOIEPUSLLLLIODDI SIY} MBIASJ PINom Asuy} pies Ainseal| ey} 84nsua pjnoys Ainseas) ‘pun4 JIH }SepJeH au} Ul asnge pue ‘d)sem ‘pnesjjuanaid 0] 61

S

o *JOUMOBWIOY 8} 0} (Spuny Jaypny

_m J0) spuny Aue 3uises|as 03 Joud da)s Sunumiapun [euy e Se pajdIAUOD Udaq Sey (jualdioal

] 3unsixa J0) juedldde ayy 4l 9as 0} S¥28yd Adus3e adueuy SuISnoY 83e)S ay} Jey} aInsus

2 X pInoys Ainseas] ‘uoisn|axa 1oy Juel4-ppoq aU} UIUHM S|[ej 1By} SWLD B JO PaJIIAL0D }9A

= 10U Inq pajsalle usaq sey juedldde ue y| “(spunj 4HH [euolppe Jo) spuny JHH SuInNBd3s

=2 W04 JBUMOBWIOY 3U} AyllenbsIp PNOM Jey} SUOIIAUOD pajejar-a3esiiow Juanbasgns

m *Z UOI}J3G Ul UOISSNISIP Jaypny 938 *Aouadin Jo asuas e yjim 0S op 0} AInseas] sadin Joy (syuardinas Sunsixa pue) sjuedldde Joyuow pinoys AInseas| 1oy yuel4-ppoq syl

g dYVLOIS 9S4N09 AJeulplO 8} Ul UOIEPUSLLLLIODDI SIY} MBIASJ PINom A8y} pies Ainseal| UM doueldwod-uou pue pund JH 1SapJeH auj ul asnge pue ‘ajsem ‘pneJyjusnaid o] €61
sjusWWo) YN/QgdL 9SUON S$S920.d U] |ended |In4 uolEpPUBWILI0IY

(Q3NNLINOD) 3719V.L SNOILYANININOIIY dYVLOIS

106



HOMEOWNERS HAVE STRUGGLED WITH LOW
SECTION 3 ADMISSION RATES AND LENGTHY DELAYS IN

GETTING HELP FROM TARP'S SECOND-LARGEST

HOUSING PROGRAM — THE HARDEST HIT FUND
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With the nation’s largest financial institutions teetering on the brink of failure
and millions of American homeowners facing imminent foreclosure, Congress
rejected Treasury’s initial TARP proposal and insisted that TARP funds be used
not just for banks, but also to aid struggling homeowners.! The “preservation of
homeownership” is an explicit purpose of the law that established TARP, which
includes “the need to help families keep their homes” as a chief consideration
required of the Treasury Secretary in exercising his authorities under TARP.2

In February 2010, the Administration announced TARP’s Housing Finance
Agency Innovation Fund for the Hardest Hit Housing Markets (“Hardest Hit
Fund” or “HHF"), to target help to families in the states “hit the hardest by the
aftermath of the housing bubble.” The program initially targeted five states that
each saw the average price of homes fall by more than 20% from the peak. The
program was expanded to become the second-largest TARP housing program, with
$7.6 billion in funding and covering 18 states and the District of Columbia.

In SIGTARP’s recent evaluation report, “Factors Impacting the Effectiveness
of Hardest Hit Fund Florida,” released earlier this month, SIGTARP found that
Treasury abandoned its intent to set goals for HHF program effectiveness and
to measure progress against those goals.! SIGTARP found that Treasury set the
objective of HHF to allow state housing finance agencies (“HFAs”) “to develop
creative, effective approaches that consider local conditions” [emphasis added],
but that Treasury has not done everything it can do to ensure that HHF Florida is
“effective” in providing assistance to homeowners. In Treasury’s March 29, 2010
press release, and in guidelines given to the HHF states, Treasury stated that the
objective of HHF is to develop creative, effective approaches that consider local
conditions. After Treasury approved state-specific HHF programs, on June 23,
2010, Treasury’s Assistant Secretary for Financial Stability, Herbert Allison, stated
that the Administration “will continue to do everything it can to help those who are
struggling the most during this difficult time.”

In February 2010, the White House announced, “The program will be under
strict transparency and accountability rules.” The White House announced that
“program effectiveness” would be measured, and that there would be “effective
oversight” under the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 (the law that
created TARP) [emphasis added]. Oversight under EESA means Treasury, not just
the state housing finance agencies.

On March 29, 2010, Treasury repeated that program activity will be subject to
effective oversight under EESA, stating;

HFAs will be required to develop and maintain operational and
performance metrics, have a detailed financial reporting system and
track homeowners helped through its programs. HFAs will report data
to Treasury on a periodic basis, including metrics used to measure
program effectiveness against stated objectives. Treasury may request
that the HFA modify the proposed performance measures or seek
additional metrics as necessary [emphasis added].

i SIGTARP, “Factors Impacting the Effectiveness of Hardest Hit Fund Florida,” October 6, 2015, www.sigtarp.gov/Audit%20Reports/
SIGTARP_HHF _Florida_Report.pdf.
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Treasury repeated this statement in its guidelines to state HFAs. Treasury’s
guidelines provide that HHF is designed to allow the maximum possible flexibility
to eligible HFAs in designing programs that are tailored to the needs of the specific
state, while Treasury ensures the effectiveness of the program. The two concepts of
state flexibility and Treasury measuring effectiveness were not mutually exclusive.
Among other things, Treasury required states to provide (i) detailed information
about the specific problems that the program would address, as well as the specific
goals for the program and how progress toward those goals will be measured, and
(ii) a description of the proposed methodology for measuring program progress,
including key performance measurements, frequency of reporting and a tracking
system to measure progress against goals.

Treasury’s former Home Preservation Office Chief, Phyllis Caldwell, told
SIGTARP in 2011, that Treasury could evaluate success in HHF in ways such as,
“are we reaching the right number of people, are we reaching them in a sustainable
way...” [emphasis added]. HHF states’ performance numbers are the only
information Treasury publishes on accountability in HHF.

In its April 2012 audit of HHF" SIGTARP found that—contrary to what the
Administration and Treasury said they would do at the start of HHF to conduct
effective oversight—Treasury had not set any measurable goals and metrics that
would allow Treasury, the public, and Congress to measure the progress of HHF.
Treasury rejected SIGTARP’s recommendations to set goals, stating, “Treasury
believes establishing static numeric targets (as the recommendations seem to
suggest) is not well suited to the dynamic nature of HHF. Treasury has a rigorous
performance management program in place, which requires each HFA to set
goals and targets for all of its initiatives.” The number of people helped is not the
only goal that Treasury could have set. There are a number of goals that Treasury
could have set, but did not. Treasury’s current HPO Chief, Mark McArdle, told
SIGTARP, “There is no such thing as one set goal that works or doesn’t work.”

Treasury’s responsibility to define targeted outcomes and measure progress
against them is important for accountability over the state HFAs’ uses of TARP
funds. The Government Performance and Results Act (“GPRA”) requires Federal
agencies to measure performance against established goals. Congress enacted
this law to hold Federal agencies accountable for achieving program results and
to improve management of Federal programs. Treasury cannot escape GPRA’s
requirements because a state should have flexibility and be innovative under
HHEF. Flexibility and innovation does not come in a Federal program without
accountability that can be measured.

Treasury’s measurement of program effectiveness announced by the
Administration for HHF must include not only how many homeowners are
helped by HHF, but how many homeowners seek help but do not receive it. Each
quarter, Treasury prepares and releases a Hardest Hit Fund Quarterly Performance
Summary, Treasury’s report on the performance of HHF. That 22-page report
discusses the number of homeowners assisted in HHF, but does not discuss or

i SIGTARP, “Factors Affecting Implementation of the Hardest Hit Fund Program,” April 12, 2012, www.sigtarp.gov/Audit%20Reports/
SIGTARP_HHF_Audit.pdf.
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report on all of the homeowners who applied for HHF, but were not assisted.*
To find information on those homeowners, the public would have to look to a
different section of Treasury’s website, where some more detailed aggregate HHF
information is reported, and to the websites of the individual HHF state housing
finance agencies. According to Treasury’s data, of the 551,563 homeowners who
applied as of June 30, 2015, only 234,497 received HHF assistance. This is a
homeowner admission rate of 43%. The homeowner admission rate is simple
arithmetic: the number of people who received HHF assistance divided by the
number of people who applied. Another 293,344 homeowners applied for HHF,
but did not receive assistance for one reason or another. Some were denied. Some
had their applications withdrawn for them by the state agency. Some withdrew their
applications themselves.” Treasury does not require states to report the reasons
why a homeowner is denied or why the agency or the homeowner withdraws an
application.® As homeowners struggle to keep their homes, homeowners face
lengthy and frustrating delays in getting their applications processed, which could
have led homeowners to withdraw their applications and seek help elsewhere.
While the largest financial institutions have recovered from the financial
crisis, many homeowners in this country continue to struggle to keep their homes.
Five years into the program, Treasury and the participating state housing finance
agencies must be accountable for mitigating obstacles to homeowners getting help
from HHF, and for continually ensuring that HHF is effective at getting help to
homeowners. Struggling homeowners—and the taxpayers who funded TARP—
deserve the accountability for performance that the Administration promised when
HHF was launched. Homeowners in distress need TARP’s help now, not by the end
of 2017 when Treasury will stop funding HHF.”

FEWER THAN HALF OF HOMEOWNERS WHO
APPLIED FOR HHF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED HELP,
FAR LESS THAN THAT IN CERTAIN STATES

Struggling homeowners who turned to HHF for help have less than a 50-50
chance of getting HHF assistance, based on a national average in HHF. As of June
30, 2015, only 234,497 homeowners out of 551,563 homeowners who applied for
HHEF assistance (43%) were assisted.® More than half (57%) of homeowners who
applied for help from HHF have not received that HHF assistance. Seven states
have stopped accepting applications for HHF, although they continue to review
applications of homeowners who applied before the cut-off and, according to
Treasury, in several cases have again begun accepting new homeowner applications
on a limited basis.”" Among the other twelve states whose HHF programs have
remained open to accepting homeowner applications, almost two-thirds (62%) of
homeowners who applied for HHF in these states did not receive assistance.'

ii According to Treasury, as of September 30, 2015, four state HFAs had indicated they were again accepting applications for HHF
assistance “under select programs”: lllinois, New Jersey, Oregon, and Washington, DC.
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Ten of the 19 participating HHF states had HHF homeowner admission rates
below 50%, including some of the largest states participating in HHF, such as
California, Florida, and Michigan. Four states have HHF homeowner admission
rates of less than one-third. These states include Florida, which as of June 30,
2015, has an HHF admission rate of only one in five homeowners (20.5%), Arizona
(24.1%), Alabama (26.2%), and Georgia (28.1%). Table 3.1 shows the HHF
homeowner admission rates by state, as of the latest data available (June 30, 2015).

TABLE 3.1

HARDEST HIT FUND HOMEOWNER ADMISSION RATE BY HHF STATE, PROGRAM
TO DATE, AS OF 6/30/2015

Homeowners Homeowner

Homeowners That Received Admission  Still Accepting
State That Applied Assistance Rate  Applications?
Florida 113,086 23,234 20.5% Yes
Arizona 16,156 3,891 24.1% Yes
Alabama 15,650 4,093 26.2% Yes
Georgia 23,785 6,686 28.1% Yes
Nevada 13,749 5,306 38.6% Yes
California 125,765 51,612 41.0% Yes
Oregon 28,301 11,759 41.5% No*
South Carolina 22,837 9,611 42.1% Yes
New Jersey 13,093 6,004 45.9% No*
Michigan 56,252 26,865 47.8% Yes
Mississippi 5,279 3,344 63.3% Yes
Rhode Island 4,833 3,075 63.6% No
Kentucky 10,286 6,992 68.0% Yes
North Carolina 29,698 19,860 66.9% Yes
llinois 20,375 13,868 68.1% No*
Ohio 34,779 24,521 70.5% No
Indiana 7,423 5,718 77.0% Yes
Tennessee 9,352 7,355 78.6% No
District of Columbia 864 703 81.4% No*

Source: SIGTARP analysis of Treasury's Q2 2015 Quarterly Performance Reports, accessed from Treasury's Hardest Hit Fund - State
by State Information website, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-Programs/housing/Pages/Program-Documents.
aspx, accessed 10/1/2015.

* According to Treasury, this state HFA has resumed accepting applications “under select programs” as of September 30, 2015.

During the past year Treasury and states have made almost no progress in
improving homeowner admission to HHF programs. Through June 30, 2014,
only 41.2% of homeowners who applied got HHF assistance; one year later,
that rate was essentially unchanged at 42.5%."" If Treasury and the HHF state
housing finance agencies fail to correct course, homeowners are running out of
opportunities to receive HHF assistance.
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HHF ADMISSION RATES ARE EVEN LOWER FOR
CERTAIN TYPES OF ASSISTANCE

Some categories of HHF assistance have been much more difficult for struggling
homeowners to obtain than others.” As SIGTARP reported in its July 2015
Quarterly Report to Congress, unemployment programs and past-due payment
assistance made up 77.8% of TARP funding for HHF programs as of June 30,
2015."2 Homeowner admission rates for HHF unemployment assistance ranged
from 20% to 76% but, overall, only 48% of homeowners were admitted. HHF past-
due payment assistance programs have admitted homeowners at rates ranging from
11% to 96% but, overall, only 33% of those that applied got that help from HHF."
Mortgage modification programs (including assistance that reduces the principal
amount of a homeowner’s primary mortgage) account for 20.4% of TARP funding
for HHF, but have the lowest homeowner admission rates in HHF. Although
admission rates in individual modification programs range from 1% to 83%, overall,
only 19% of homeowners who applied have received assistance.'? Figure 3.1 shows
the homeowner admission rate of admission by HHF program type.

FIGURE 3.1

HARDEST HIT FUND HOMEOWNER ADMISSION RATE BY PROGRAM TYPE,
PROGRAM TO DATE, AS OF 6/30/2015

Modification

Past-Due Payment

Second Lien Reduction

Transition

Unemployment

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Highest Admission Rate B Average Admission Rate B Lowest Admission Rate

Source: SIGTARP analysis of Treasury’s Q2 2015 Quarterly Performance Reports, accessed from Treasury's
Hardest Hit Fund — State by State Information website, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/
TARP-Programs/housing/Pages/Program-Documents.aspx, accessed 10/1/2015.

V The classification of all state HFF programs is provided by Treasury in response to SIGTARP data calls.
V Several states’ HHF unemployment programs include a past-due/reinstatement component, and so do not have a separate HHF past-
due payment assistance program.
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Treasury and states can take action to fix low homeowner admission rates
in the 12 participating HHF states that remain fully open to new homeowner
applications, as well as in the four states whose HFAs, according to Treasury,
have recently begun to again accept applications for HHF assistance under select
programs. HHF Alabama has the lowest homeowner admission rate (1%) for
HHF with modification assistance, in a program that began in early 2013. HHF
California has the lowest homeowner admission rate (11%) of all HHF past-due
payment programs. HHF Indiana has the lowest homeowner admission rate (18%)
of HHF transition assistance programs. HHF Florida and HHF Nevada have the
lowest homeowner admission rates of all HHF unemployment and second-lien
reduction assistance programs (20% and 26%, respectively).'

LONG WAITING PERIODS FOR HOMEOWNERS TO
RECEIVE HHF ASSISTANCE

Homeowners applying for HHF assistance to keep their homes face long waiting
periods for a decision on their HHF applications for help. Some states offer

more than one HHF program, such as unemployment assistance and past-due
assistance programs. According to Treasury, as of September 30, 2015, there were
77 active HHF programs.'® Treasury requires states to report the waiting periods
for homeowners to receive HHF assistance in terms of the median number of days
it takes a homeowner to receive HHF help for each program. A median number
of days means that half of the homeowners applying had to wait longer than the
reported (median) period to receive assistance after applying, while half received
assistance within a shorter period. As some programs have closed and some are
new, as of June 30, 2015, Treasury has data on homeowner waiting periods for 66
of the 77 of the active HHF programs.

Treasury data shows that it takes months for homeowners to get HHF
assistance. For 15 HHF programs, homeowners had to wait a median of more
than 6 months to get help.'® In more than half of all reported HHF programs
(37), homeowners had to wait a median of 4 months or longer to receive help.
Homeowners applying for help from 45 HHF programs had to wait a median
of at least 3 months to receive assistance. Appendix 3.1 to this report shows the
(median) number of days homeowners had to wait after applying to receive HHF
assistance for each program over the lifetime of the program, as reported by each
state to Treasury as of June 30, 2015. Appendix 3.1 also shows Treasury’s most
recent reporting on how long homeowners who received help in the last 2 quarters
had to wait after applying for HHF assistance.

Homeowners in Ohio have suffered some of the longest delays in seeking HHF
assistance. Unemployed homeowners in Ohio waited more than a median of 6
months to receive HHF unemployment assistance. According to Treasury’s data,
homeowners in Ohio who seek transition assistance when they give up their homes
waited a full year to get help (a median of 366 days). Ohio homeowners who apply
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for HHF help with past-due payments waited almost 9 months (266 days) to get
assistance. Homeowners in Ohio who apply for HHF modification assistance had
to wait more than 7-8 months to get assistance from the state’s Lien Elimination
Program (251 days) and Modification with Contribution Assistance Program (233
days). Given that these are median numbers, some Ohio homeowners waited less
time, but some Ohio homeowners had to wait considerably longer to get HHF help.
HHF Ohio is no longer accepting new homeowner applications for HHF, but has
homeowners who applied before the cut-off. HHF Ohio continues to review those
homeowner applications, and in the most recent quarter ended June 30, 2015,
provided assistance to 36 of those homeowners. Ohio’s HFA reported to Treasury
that the unemployed homeowners who got help from HHF Ohio in the quarter
ended March 31, 2015, had waited a median of 14 months (426 days) to get that
assistance. Ohio’s HFA reported that unemployed homeowners who finally received
HHF unemployment assistance in the quarter ended June 30, 2015, had waited a
median of almost 2 years (710 days) for that assistance.

But Ohio homeowners are not alone. Over the life of HHF programs,
unemployed homeowners in 15 of 19 states had to wait longer than a median of 3
months to get unemployment assistance from HHF. Only 6 programs within the
participating states provided HHF unemployment assistance to homeowners with
less than a 3-month median wait time." Table 3.2 shows the HHF unemployment
and past-due assistance programs—which account for over 77% of TARP funding
for HHF—for which homeowners had to wait at least a median of 3 months to get
assistance.

VI There is more than one HHF program in some categories in some states.
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TABLE 3.2

HARDEST HIT FUND UNEMPLOYMENT & PAST-DUE PAYMENT PROGRAMS FOR WHICH HOMEOWNERS HAD TO WAIT A
MEDIAN OF AT LEAST THREE MONTHS, PROGRAM TO DATE, AS REPORTED TO TREASURY AS OF 6/30/2015

Median Days to

Obtain Assistance -

Median Days to

Obtain Assistance -

Median Days to Obtain
Assistance - Program

State Program During Q1 2015 During Q2 2015 To Date (Q2 2015)
Unemployment Programs

Ohio Mortgage Payment Assistance Program 426 710 198
New Jersey HomeKeeper Program 881 1,158 188
Rhode Island B/I:ertnfsﬁi:dayment Assistance - . . 181
Florida Unemployment Mortgage Assistance 174 167 167
Illinois Homeowner Emergency Loan Program 669 720 165
Georgia Mortgage Payment Assistance 155 153 160
Oregon Mortgage Payment Assistance Program 213 279 159
Washington, DC HomeSaver Program 101 135 145
South Carolina Monthly Payment Assistance Program 165 181 143
Indiana Unemployment Bridge Program 121 105 142
Nevada m?gﬁ:tgi\?eAssistance Program - N N 126
Tennessee Hardest Hit Fund Program * * 121
Mississippi Home Saver Program 93 94 108
North Carolina Mortgage Payment Program -MPP1 75 63 98
Michigan IL)J:](:)gn:egl)rlsyment Mortgage Subsidy 129 129 95
Past-Due Payment Programs

Ohio Homeownership Retention Assistance 494 538 266
Florida Mortgage Loan Reinstatement Program 167 153 224
Florida Elderly Mortgage Assistance Program 280 324 199
Ohio Rescue Payment Assistance Program 474 519 197
Georgia Mortgage Reinstatement Assistance 180 182 181
Michigan Loan Rescue Program 188 219 144
Rhode Island /T\irsr;ps)gﬁcr)é and Immediate Homeowner . . 144
South Carolina Direct Loan Assistance Program 149 152 137
Oregon Loan Preservation Assistance Program 244 309 135
California Reverse Mortgage Assistance Program 92 102 96

* State reported to Treasury either “NA” or zero activity for this program in this period.

Source: Treasury's Q2 2015 Quarterly Performance Reports, accessed from Treasury's Hardest Hit Fund — State by State Information website, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-
Programs/housing/Pages/Program-Documents.aspx, accessed 10/1/2015.
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Unemployed homeowners in New Jersey had to wait a median time longer
than 6 months (188 days) to get HHF unemployment. HHF New Jersey had
stopped accepting applications for its HHF unemployment program but, according
to Treasury, had again begun accepting homeowner applications for HHF on a
limited basis. New Jersey’s HFA continues to review homeowner applications,
and in the most recent quarter ended June 30, 2015, provided assistance to 4
homeowners. New Jersey's HFA reported to Treasury that the unemployed New
Jersey homeowners who received HHF assistance in the quarter ended March 31,
2015, had waited a median of almost 2.5 years (881 days) to get that assistance.
Unemployed New Jersey homeowners who received assistance in the most recent
reported quarter ended June 30, 2015, had waited over 3 years (1,158 days) for
that assistance.

Unemployed homeowners in Rhode Island had to wait a median of 181 days
to get HHF help. In Illinois, unemployed homeowners had to wait a median of
165 days to get HHF help. HHF Illinois had stopped accepting applications for
its HHF unemployment assistance program but, according to Treasury, had again
begun accepting homeowner applications for HHF on a limited basis. Illinois’ HFA
continues to review homeowner applications, and in the most recent quarter ended
June 30, 2015, provided assistance to 40 homeowners. HHF Illinois reported to
Treasury that the homeowners who finally got HHF unemployment assistance
in the 2 most recent quarters had waited considerably longer: 669 and 720 days,
respectively, for those who finally received help in the quarters ended March 31
and June 30, 2015. Overall, Oregon homeowners faced median delays of 159 days
and 135 days in getting help from HHF unemployment and past-due programs,
respectively, though those homeowners who finally received help in the most
recent reported quarter had waited up to over twice as long: 279 and 309 days,
respectively, to receive that help after applying.

Homeowners face similar obstacles in state HHF programs still accepting
applications. Unemployed Florida homeowners seeking HHF unemployment
assistance, for example, had to wait a median of 167 days to get assistance. Florida
homeowners also had to wait over 7 months to get HHF past-due assistance
(224 days). As of June 30, 2015, senior citizens in Florida with reverse mortgages
seeking HHF help had to wait more than a median 6 months to get it (199 days)
over the lifetime of the program (including the most recent quarter). However,
that delay is getting worse with time. As of March 31, 2015, HHF Florida reported
that the senior citizens who got HHF reverse mortgage assistance in that quarter
had waited a median of 9-10 months (280 days) to get help—far longer than
the median of 199 days reported over the lifetime of the program. HHF Florida
reported that the seniors who got HHF reverse mortgage help in the most recent
quarter ended June 30, 2015, had waited a median of almost 11 months (324 days)
to get assistance.

Homeowners in 10 HHF states had to wait over 3 months to get help from
HHF mortgage modification programs, the second-largest category of HHF
assistance (20% of HHF funding). Rhode Island homeowners applying for HHF
mortgage modification in one of HHF Rhode Island’s programs had to wait a
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median of more than 7 months (223 days) for that help. Indiana homeowners
seeking HHF mortgage modification help waited a median of 211 days for that
help. The 18 Georgia homeowners helped in HHF Georgia’s mortgage modification
program since it began in 2013 waited a median of 142 days to get that assistance.
HHF Georgia reported to Treasury that the 5 homeowners who got HHF help from
that program in the quarter ended March 31, 2015, though, had waited a median
of more than a year (369 days).

TABLE 3.3

HARDEST HIT FUND MORTGAGE MODIFICATION PROGRAMS FOR WHICH HOMEOWNERS HAD TO WAIT A MEDIAN OF AT
LEAST THREE MONTHS, PROGRAM TO DATE, AS REPORTED TO TREASURY AS OF 6,/30/2015

Median Days to Median Days to Median Days to Obtain

Obtain Assistance - Obtain Assistance - Assistance - Program

State Program During Q1 2015 During Q2 2015 To Date (Q2 2015)
Ohio Lien Elimination Program 532 573 251
Ohio Modification With Contribution Assistance 440 711 233
Rhode Island Principal Reduction Program * * 223
Indiana Recast/Modification Program 309 208 211
Michigan Modification Plan Program 134 159 199
South Carolina Modification Assistance Program 137 161 168
Florida Principal Reduction Program 210 147 154
Rhode Island %LOGR)Modiﬁcation Assistance Program 13 11 143
Georgia Recast/Modification 369 142 142
Oregon Loan Refinancing Assistance Pilot Project 319 425 142
Nevada Principal Reduction Program * * 132
Michigan Principal Curtailment Program * * 120
Alabama Loan Modification Assistance Program 136 92 108

* State reported to Treasury either “NA” or zero activity for this program in this period.

Source: Treasury's Q2 2015 Quarterly Performance Reports, accessed from Treasury's Hardest Hit Fund — State by State Information website, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-
Programs/housing/Pages/Program-Documents.aspx, accessed 10/1/2015.
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Among the other categories of HHF assistance, South Carolina homeowners
seeking HHF assistance including transition assistance when they give up
their homes faced a median wait time of over 8 months (254 days) to get HHF
assistance over the life of the program. HHF South Carolina reported to Treasury
that the 15 homeowners who received HHF transition assistance in the quarter
ended March 31, 2015, however, had waited a median of over twice that long—
more than 18 months (568 days). South Carolina homeowners who received HHF
transition assistance in the most recent reported quarter had waited a median of 15
months (451 days) for that help. Homeowners seeking HHF assistance including
transition assistance in Indiana had to wait a median of over 4 months (149 days)
over the lifetime of the program, although the 7 homeowners who were helped in
the last two quarters by that program (ended March 31 and June 30, 2015) had
waited a median of more than twice that—almost one year (331 days)—for that
help. California homeowners seeking HHF assistance to reduce a second mortgage
on their homes waited a median of longer than 3 months (108 days) for that help.'”

Treasury’s data shows that, in far too many HHF programs, the delays
confronting homeowners who have applied for HHF assistance are long, and
getting worse. While any help from HHF is welcome, even after many months
or a year or more of waiting, TARP emergency rescue programs should be spent
with a sense of urgency by each HHF state and by Treasury. In its October 2015
evaluation report, SIGTARP found that rather than holding itself and Florida’s
HHEF strictly accountable, Treasury conducts only deferential oversight, without a
sense of urgency. SIGTARP reported that without change HHF Florida may spend
the $1 billion in allocated HHF funds by December 2017, but it risks not being
as effective as it can be to help the urgent needs of Florida homeowners now. All
TARP programs are emergency programs designed to help during a time of crisis.
That includes HHF in all 19 states.

MORE THAN HALF OF HOMEOWNERS ARE DENIED
OR HAVE THEIR APPLICATIONS WITHDRAWN

As of June 30, 2015, more than half (53%) of homeowners who applied for
HHF were denied assistance (26%) or were withdrawn from the application
process (27%). A small number (4%) of homeowner applications were still being
processed.'®

HHF Arizona and HHF New Jersey denied homeowners most frequently,
denying 11,007 out of 16,156 (68.1%) and 6,953 of 13,093 (53.1%) homeowners
who applied, respectively, as of June 30, 2015. Table 3.4 shows homeowners denied
for HHF applications in each state.
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TABLE 3.4

HARDEST HIT FUND HOMEOWNER DENIAL RATE BY HHF STATE, PROGRAM TO
DATE, AS OF 6/30/2015

Homeowners

Homeowners Denied Homeowner
State That Applied Assistance Denial Rate
Arizona 16,156 11,007 68.1%
New Jersey 13,093 6,953 53.1%
Georgia 23,785 9,228 38.8%
South Carolina 22,837 8,090 35.4%
Rhode Island 4,833 1,425 29.5%
Michigan 56,252 16,181 28.8%
California 125,765 33,626 26.7%
Florida 113,086 30,201 26.7%
Mississippi 5,279 1,324 25.1%
Nevada 13,749 2,753 20.0%
Ilinois 20,375 4,059 19.9%
North Carolina 29,698 5,476 18.4%
Kentucky 10,286 1,873 18.2%
District of Columbia 864 125 14.5%
Ohio 34,779 4,882 14.0%
Tennessee 9,352 1,300 13.9%
Alabama 15,650 1,638 9.8%
Oregon 28,301 2,141 7.6%
Indiana 7,423 469 6.3%

Source: SIGTARP analysis of Treasury's Q2 2015 Quarterly Performance Reports, accessed from Treasury's Hardest Hit Fund - State
by State Information website, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-Programs/housing/Pages/Program-Documents.
aspx, accessed 10/1/2015.

HHF Alabama and HHF Oregon had the highest rate of withdrawn homeowner
applications, with 9,860 out of 15,650 (63.0%) and 14,330 out of 28,301
(50.6%) homeowner applications withdrawn, respectively. As SIGTARP found in
its recent audit of HHF in Florida," Treasury does not distinguish in its records
between homeowners who withdrew voluntarily from the application process and
homeowners whom were withdrawn by state agencies. SIGTARP recommended
that Treasury report these two very different situations separately. Treasury said it
would review SIGTARP’s recommendations in the ordinary course, and SIGTARP
urges Treasury to do so with a sense of urgency. Table 3.5 shows the number of
homeowners withdrawn from the application process, by state.

vii SIGTARP, Factors Impacting the Effectiveness of Hardest Hit Fund Florida, 10/6/2015, www.sigtarp.gov/Audit%20Reports/SIGTARP_
HHF_Florida_Report.pdf.
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TABLE 3.5

HARDEST HIT FUND WITHDRAWN HOMEOWNER APPLICATIONS BY HHF STATE,
PROGRAM TO DATE, AS OF 6/30/2015

Homeowner

Homeowners Applications Homeowner

State That Applied Withdrawn Withdrawal Rate
Alabama 15,650 9,860 63.0%
Oregon 28,301 14,330 50.6%
Nevada 13,749 5,687 41.4%
Florida 113,086 45,753 40.5%
Georgia 23,785 6,844 28.8%
California 125,765 35,273 28.0%
Michigan 56,252 11,739 20.9%
South Carolina 22,837 4,598 20.1%
Ohio 34,779 5,119 14.7%
North Carolina 29,698 3,885 13.1%
Indiana 7,423 871 11.7%
Kentucky 10,286 1,157 11.2%
lllinois 20,375 2,204 10.8%
Mississippi 5,279 474 9.0%
Tennessee 9,352 697 7.5%
Rhode Island 4,833 333 6.9%
Arizona 16,156 1,068 6.6%
District of Columbia 864 28 3.2%
New Jersey 13,093 136 1.0%

Source: SIGTARP analysis of Treasury's Q2 2015 Quarterly Performance Reports, accessed from Treasury’s Hardest Hit Fund - State
by State Information website, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-Programs/housing/Pages/Program-Documents.
aspx, accessed 10/1/2015.

Given the lengthy wait times homeowners have experienced in receiving HHF
help after applying, some homeowners may have had their applications withdrawn
because they could not wait any longer for HHF help.

HOMEOWNERS CONTINUE TO NEED HELP FROM
HHF

Low homeowner admission rates and lengthy delays can be formidable obstacles
to homeowners who are still struggling and seek help from HHF. While improved
from the height of the crisis, homeowner foreclosures and mortgage delinquencies
are still critical problems for many struggling homeowners. According to
Corelogic, 2,527,142 homeowners have lost their homes to foreclosure in the 19
HHEF states since August 2010 (the month in which Treasury approved the last of
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FIGURE 3.2

the HHF states to participate in the program), and another 272,093 homeowners
are currently in the foreclosure process. More than one million homeowners
(1,369,638) in HHF states are at risk of foreclosure, currently at least 3 payments
behind. Some 3,340,974 homeowners in HHF states are underwater on their
house (with a mortgage that exceeds what the home is worth).

FORECLOSURES AND AT RISK HOMEOWNERS IN HHF STATES, AS OF 6/30/2015
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Source: Corelogic.

As homeowners continue to struggle to keep their homes, HHF has an
opportunity to provide real help to more people, but only if there are improvements
to HHF. There are more than 2 years for states to draw down TARP funds for HHF.
Treasury must make the most of the opportunity that exists right now to reduce the
obstacles homeowners have faced in receiving assistance from the program.

In its evaluation report on HHF Florida issued this month,'# SIGTARP made
20 recommendations for Treasury and HHF state agencies to make HHF more
effective in providing assistance to homeowners in all 19 states, which Treasury
said it is currently considering. SIGTARP urges Treasury to do so with a sense of
urgency. SIGTARP’s latest 20 HHF recommendations supplement (with more
detail) recommendations SIGTARP made in 2012 focused on Treasury setting
targets designed specifically for each HHF state (such as the targeted numbers of
homeowners to assist), measuring progress, and taking strong action when targets
are not met. In SIGTARP’s HHF Florida report, SIGTARP discusses how, around
the time of SIGTARP’s 2012 report, Treasury took a stronger and more proactive
role that led to stronger HHF performance. That stronger role included Treasury
issuing a formal directive called an Action Memorandum to four states (Florida,
Arizona, George, and New Jersey).

vii SIGTARP, “Factors Impacting the Effectiveness of Hardest Hit Fund Florida,” October 6, 2015, www.sigtarp.gov/Audit%20Reports/
SIGTARP_HHF_Florida_Report.pdf.
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Creativity does not matter if HHF is not effective in reaching homeowners.
HHF performance numbers shown in this report (all based on Treasury data)
highlight that Treasury must focus more on the word “effective” in their oversight
of HHF, and must act with a sense of urgency. Although Treasury continues to
say that targets for state agencies violate the fundamental principles of HHF,
SIGTARP recently learned (after release of its most recent report on HHF Florida)
that Treasury itself had done exactly what SIGTARP recommends. On July 10,
2015, Treasury sent another formal directive (like the ones sent in 2012) to
Alabama’s housing finance agency in HHF holding Alabama’s HFA accountable
to targeted numbers of homeowners to be assisted in each of four HHF programs.
Treasury measured HHF Alabama’s performance against those targets, and found
performance lacking and that HHF Alabama has fallen behind other states.
Treasury requested a formal written plan identifying measurable targets for
homeowners assisted (and blighted structures removed) over the next four quarters
and specific action to reach those targets. Treasury also set a goal for the amount
of HHF funds to be committed each month. This is the type of strong initial
action that SIGTARP recommended that Treasury take to improve HHF so that
it effectively provides assistance to homeowners. Treasury must follow through
with strong action to improve the effectiveness of HHF Alabama with a sense of
urgency, and take similar action with other states.
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APPENDIX 3.1
HARDEST HIT FUND MEDIAN DAYS TO OBTAIN ASSISTANCE BY HHF STATE AND
PROGRAM TYPE, AS OF 6/30/2015
Homeowners Homeowners
Assisted Assisted
During the During the Throughout
Quarter Ended  Quarter Ended the Life of the
State Program Type 3/31/2015 6/30/2015 Program
Unemployment 74 74 81
Alabama Transition * * *
Modification 136 92 108
Modification 58 70 49
wizons Reducion 72 91 70
Unemployment 71 73 59
Transition 186 84 132
Unemployment 50 52 39
Modification 63 61 78
Past-Due Payment 71 66 68
California Transition 58 63 57
Reducion * * 108
Past-Due Payment 92 102 96
pitrict of Unemployment 101 135 145
Past-Due Payment 167 153 224
Unemployment 174 167 167
Florida Modification * * *
Modification 210 147 154
Past-Due Payment 280 324 199
Unemployment 155 153 160
Georgia Past-Due Payment 180 182 181
Modification 369 142 142
Unemployment 669 720 165
llinois Modification * * *
Modification 60 88 48
Unemployment 121 105 142
Indiana Modification 309 208 211
Transition 331 331 149
Kentucky Unemployment 45 45 49
Continued on next page
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HARDEST HIT FUND MEDIAN DAYS TO OBTAIN ASSISTANCE BY HHF STATE AND
PROGRAM TYPE, AS OF 6/30/2015 (CONTINUED)
Homeowners Homeowners
Assisted Assisted
During the During the Throughout
Quarter Ended  Quarter Ended the Life of the
State Program Type 3/31/2015 6/30/2015 Program
Past-Due Payment 188 219 144
Michigan Modification * * 120
Unemployment 129 129 95
Modification 134 159 199
Mississippi Unemployment 93 94 108
Modification * * 132
Reduction * * 59
Nevada Transition * * 66
Unemployment 79 80 78
Unemployment * * 126
New Jersey Unemployment 881 1,158 188
Unemployment 75 63 98
Unemployment 73 79 71
North Carolina ggggzgol;]ien 105 28 101
Modification 145 66 67
Unemployment 426 710 198
Modification 440 711 233
Past-Due Payment 474 519 197
Ohio Transition 1,367 * 366
Past-Due Payment 494 538 266
Modification * * *
Modification 532 573 251
Unemployment 213 213 159
Past-Due Payment 244 309 135
Oregon ——
Modification 319 425 142
Modification * * *
Modification 13 11 143
Past-Due Payment * * 144
Rhode Island Transition * * 118
Unemployment * * 181
Modification * * 223
Continued on next page
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HARDEST HIT FUND MEDIAN DAYS TO OBTAIN ASSISTANCE BY HHF STATE AND
PROGRAM TYPE, AS OF 6,/30/2015 (CONTINUED)

Homeowners Homeowners

Assisted Assisted
During the During the Throughout
Quarter Ended  Quarter Ended the Life of the
State Program Type 3/31/2015 6/30/2015 Program
Unemployment 165 181 143
, Past-Due Payment 149 152 137

South Carolina ——

Modification 137 161 168
Transition 568 451 254
Tennessee Unemployment * * 121

* State reported to Treasury either “NA” or zero activity for this program in this period.

Source: Treasury's Q2 2015 Quarterly Performance Reports, accessed from Treasury's Hardest Hit Fund - State by State Information
website, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/ TARP-Programs/housing/Pages/Program-Documents.aspx, accessed
10/1/2015.
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This section summarizes the Troubled Asset Relief Program (“TARP”).

TARP FUNDS UPDATE

Initial authorization for $700 billion of TARP funding came through the
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 (“EESA”), which was signed into
law on October 3, 2008." The Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer
Protection Act (“Dodd-Frank Act”), which became on July 21, 2010, reduced the
Treasury Secretary’s authority under TARP to $475 billion.*

Treasury had obligated $474.8 billion to 14 programs, but subsequently
deobligated funds, reducing obligations to $454.6 billion.?! Of that amount, as of
September 30, 2015, $429.7 billion had been spent, and taxpayers are owed $35.8
billion.?? Table 4.1 provides a breakdown of financial investments in each funded
TARP program as of September 30, 2015. According to Treasury, as of September
30, 2015, it had $35.1 billion in write-offs and realized losses (shown in Table
4.2), leaving $0.7 billion in TARP funds outstanding.?® Treasury’s write-offs and
realized losses are money that taxpayers will never get back. These amounts do not
include $18 billion in TARP funds spent on housing support programs, which are
designed as a Government subsidy, with no repayments to taxpayers expected.?*
Treasury has also collected $48.6 billion in interest, dividends, and other income,
including proceeds from the sale of warrants and related stock. Obligated funds
remain available to be spent on only TARP’s housing support programs. According
to Treasury, in the quarter ended September 30, 2015, $1.5 billion of TARP funds
were spent on housing programs, leaving $19.5 billion obligated and available to be
spent on TARP housing programs.?

Obligations: Definite commitments
that create a legal liability for the
Government to pay funds.

Deobligations: An agency's cancellation
or downward adjustment of previously
incurred obligations.
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TABLE 4.1

OBLIGATIONS, EXPENDITURES, PRINCIPAL REPAID, PRINCIPAL REFINANCED, AMOUNTS STILL OWED TO TAXPAYERS, AND
OBLIGATIONS AVAILABLE TO BE SPENT ($ BILLIONS)

Obligation Principal Still Owed to
After Dodd- Current Principal Refinanced Taxpayers Available
Frank Obligation Expenditure Repaid into SBLF under TARP to Be Spent
Program (As of 10/3/2010)  (As of 9/30/2015)  (As of 9/30/2015)  (As of 9/30/2015)  (As of 9/30/2015)  (As of 9/30/2015)*  (As of 9/30,/2015)
Housing Support ¢ n
Programs® $45.6 $37.5 $18.0 NA $0.0 NA $19.5
Cabital Purchase 204.9 204.9 204.9 $197.4¢ 2.2 $5.3 0.0
rogram

Community
Development Capital 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.0
Initiative®
Systemically Significant
Failing Institutions 69.8 67.8f 67.8 54.4 0.0 135 0.0
Targeted Investment 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Program ’ ’ ) ’ ’ ' ’
Asset Guarantee
Program 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Automotive Industry . i
Support Programs 81.8¢ 79.7 79.7 63.1 0.0 16.6 0.0
Term Asset-Backed .
Securities Loan Facility 4.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Public-Private 224 186 186 18.6¢ 0.0 0.0 0.0
Investment Program
Unlocking Credit for
Small Businesses 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total $474.8 $454.6 $429.7m $373.7 $2.2 $35.8 $19.5

Notes: Numbers may not total due to rounding. NA=Not applicable.

a Amount taxpayers still owed includes amounts disbursed and still outstanding, plus $35.1 billion in write-offs and realized losses. It does not include $18 billion in TARP dollars spent on housing programs. These
programs are designed as Government subsidies, with no repayments to taxpayers expected.

b Housing support programs were designed as a Government subsidy, with no repayment to taxpayers expected.

¢ On March 29, 2013, Treasury deobligated $7.1 billion of the $8.1 billion that was originally allocated to the FHA Short Refinance Program. On March 31, 2015, Treasury deobligated an additional $900 million
under that program.

4 Includes $363.3 million in non-cash conversions from CPP to CDCI, which is not included in the total of $373.7 billion in TARP principal repaid because it is still owed to TARP from CDCI. Does not include $2.2
billion refinanced from CPP into the Small Business Lending Fund.

¢ CDCI obligation amount of $570.1 million. There are no remaining dollars to be spent on CDCI. Of the total obligation, $363.3 million was related to CPP conversions for which no additional CDCI cash was
expended; this is not counted as an expenditure, but it is counted as money still owed to taxpayers. Another $100.7 million was expended for new CDCI expenditures for previous CPP participants. Of the total
obligation, only $106 million went to non-CPP institutions.

f Treasury deobligated $2 billion of an equity facility for AIG that was never drawn down.

¢ Includes $80.7 billion for Automotive Industry Financing Program, $0.6 billion for Auto Warranty Commitment Program, and $0.4 billion for Auto Supplier Support Program.

" Treasury deobligated $2.1 billion of a Chrysler credit facility that was never drawn down.

1$63.1 billion includes both payments toward principal and proceeds recovered from common stock sales.

i:0n June 28, 2012, Treasury deobligated $2.9 billion in TALF funding, reducing the total obligation to $1.4 billion. On January 23, 2013, Treasury deobligated $1.3 billion, reducing the total obligation to $0.1
billion.

% On April 10, 2012, Treasury changed its reporting methodology to reclassify as repayments of capital to the Government $958 million in receipts previously categorized as PPIP equity distributions. That $958
million is included in this repayment total.

I'PPIP funds are no longer available to be spent because the three-year investment period ended during the quarter ended December 31, 2012. Total obligation of $22.4 billion and expenditure of $18.6 billion for
PPIP includes $356.3 million of the initial obligation to The TCW Group, Inc. (“TCW”") that was funded. TCW subsequently repaid the funds that were invested in its PPIF. Current obligation of $18.8 billion results
because Oaktree, Marathon, RJL Western, BlackRock, AG GECC, Invesco and AllianceBernstein did not draw down all the committed equity and debt. All undrawn debt and equity has been deobligated as of
September 30, 2015.

™ The $5 billion reduction in exposure under AGP is not included in the expenditure total because this amount was not an actual cash outlay.

" Treasury entered into a letter of credit (L/C) to fund the FHA Short Refinance Program. In March 2013, pursuant to the agreement, Treasury funded a reserve account with $50 million for any future loss claim
payments. In March 2015, $40 million of the reserve balance was returned to Treasury. All unused reserve balances will be returned to Treasury at the program'’s conclusion.

Sources: Treasury, Transactions Report, 9/29/2015; Treasury, Monthly TARP Update, 6/1/2015 and 10/1/2015.
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TABLE 4.2
TREASURY’S STATEMENT OF REALIZED LOSSES AND WRITE-OFFS IN TARP, AS OF 9/30/2015 ($ MILLIONS)
Total TARP Realized Loss*
TARP Program Institution Investment Write-Offsbc Description
Autos
L8 S e e o
Chrysler 1,600° Accepted $1.9 bllhot[;]:s;jg;,ll[ roefpg%etr)lit”ifgr:
Chrysler Total $10,465 $2,928
GM 3,203 Treasury sold to GM at a loss
GM 7,1302 Treasury sold to public at a loss
Loss due to bankruptcy plan of
GM 826° rgstXJEturing
GM Total $49,500 $11,159
Sold 219,079 common shares in a private
offering, 95,000,000 common shares,
shares, and 43,685,076 common shares in
five separate public offerings, all for a loss
Ally Financial
Totya | $17,174 $2,473
Total Investment  $79,693¢ Total Realized Loss, Write-Offs $16,560
CDCI
premier Bancorp, §72 Liquidation of failed bank
Total Investment $570 Total Realized Loss, Write-Offs S§7
CPP
197 CPP Banks $1,818eb Sales and exchanges
29 CPP Banks in 810 Bankruptcy in process,
Bankruptcy loss written off by Treasury
Pacific Coast a0 Bankruptcy process completed,
National Bancorp loss written off by Treasury
Ar]chor Bancorp 1042 Bankruptcy process completed,
Wisconsin, Inc. loss written off by Treasury
CIT Group Inc. 2.330° s urtton off by Treasury
Total Investment  $204,895 Total Realized Loss, Write-Offs $5,066
SSFI
AlG¢ $13,4852 Sale of TARP common stock at a loss
Total Investment $67,835 Total Realized Loss, Write-Offs $13,485
Total Realized Loss  $29,307 Total Write-Offs  $5,812
Total TARP Investment  $350,439 Total Realized Loss, Write-Offs $35,119

Notes: Numbers may not total due to rounding.

2 Includes investments reported by Treasury as realized losses. Treasury changed its reporting methodology in calculating realized losses, effective June 30, 2012. Disposition expenses are no longer
included in calculating realized losses.

b Includes investments reported by Treasury as write-offs. According to Treasury, in the time since some transactions were classified as write-offs, Treasury has changed its practices and now classifies sales
of preferred stock at a loss as realized losses.

¢ Includes $1.5 billion investment in Chrysler Financial, $413 million ASSP investment, and $641 million AWCP investment.

d Treasury has sold a total of 1.66 billion AIG common shares at a weighted average price of $31.18 per share, consisting of 1,092,169,866 TARP shares and 562,868,096 non-TARP shares based upon the Treasury's
pro-ata holding of those shares. The non-TARP shares are those received from the trust created by the Federal Reserve Bank of New York for the benefit of the Treasury. Receipts for non-TARP common stock totaled
$17.55 billion and are not included in TARP collections. The realized loss reflects the price at which Treasury sold common shares in AIG and TARP's cost basis of $43.53 per common share.

Sources: Treasury, Transactions Report, 9/29/2015; Treasury, Monthly Report to Congress, September 2015; Treasury Press Release, “Treasury Announces Agreement to Exit Remaining Stake in Chrysler
Group LLC,” 6/2/2011, www.treasury.gov/press-center/press-releases/Pages/tg1199.aspx, accessed 10/1/2015; Treasury, response to SIGTARP data call, 10/5/2015; Treasury, Monthly TARP Update,
6/3/2013, 6/13/2013, 7/1/2014, 10/1/2014, 1/2/2015, 4/1/2015, 7/1/2015, and 10/1/2015.
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TARP PROGRAMS

Some TARP programs are scheduled to last as late as 2023. Other TARP programs
have no scheduled ending date; TARP money will remain invested until recipients
pay Treasury back or until Treasury sells its investments in the companies. As of
September 30, 2015, 91 institutions remain in TARP: 19 banks with remaining
CPP principal investments; 10 CPP banks for which Treasury now holds only
warrants to purchase stock; and 62 banks and credit unions in CDCI (Treasury
applies all proceeds from the sale of warrants to CPP).2® Table 4.3 provides details
on the status of continuing TARP programs.

TABLE 4.3
STATUS OF CONTINUING TARP PROGRAMS
Program Investment status as of 9/30/2015
Home Affordable Modification Program 2023 to pay incentives on modifications*
Hardest Hit Fund 2017 for states to use TARP funds
FHA Short Refinance Program 2022 for TARP-funded letter of credit

Remaining principal investments in 19 banks;

Capital Purchase Program warrants for stock in an additional 10 banks

Remaining principal investments in 62 banks/

Community Development Capital Initiative credit unions

*Note: In November 2014, Treasury extended by one year the period in which certain Home Affordable Modification Program
incentives may be paid.

Sources: Treasury, Transactions Report, 9/29/2015; Treasury, Monthly TARP Update, 10/1/2015; Treasury, response to SIGTARP
data call, 10/5/2015.

Housing Support Programs

The stated purpose of TARP’s housing support programs is to help homeowners
and financial institutions that hold troubled housing-related assets. Treasury
obligated $45.6 billion to TARP’s housing programs, later reduced to $37.5
billion.?” As of September 30, 2015, $18 billion (48% of obligated funds) has been
expended.?

¢ Making Home Affordable (“MHA”) Program — According to Treasury, this

umbrella program for Treasury’s foreclosure mitigation efforts is intended to
“help bring relief to responsible homeowners struggling to make their mortgage
payments, while preventing neighborhoods and communities from suffering the
negative spillover effects of foreclosure, such as lower housing prices, increased
crime, and higher taxes.”” MHA, for which Treasury has obligated $29.8
billion of TARP funds, includes the signature program, the Home Affordable
Modification Program (“HAMP”), and other programs.

As of September 30, 2015, MHA had expended $12.2 billion of TARP
money (41% of the $29.8 billion).*® Of that amount, $10.2 billion was expended
on HAMP, which includes $1.8 billion expended on homeowners’ HAMP
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permanent modifications that later redefaulted.?' In addition, $1.0 billion was
expended on the Home Affordable Foreclosure Alternatives (“HAFA”) program
and $818 million on the Second Lien Modification Program (“2MP”).*2 As of
September 30, 2015, there were 478,621 active Tier 1 and 108,801 active
Tier 2 permanent first-lien modifications under the non-GSE portion of HAMP,
compared to 480,541 and 98,000, respectively, at June 30, 2015. In the
past quarter, the number of active non-GSE Tier 1 permanent modifications
decreased by 1,920, while the number of Tier 2 permanent modifications
increased by 10,741.3 Tier 2 activity continues to increase relative to Tier 1
activity, as during the most recent quarter there were more new HAMP
Tier 2 trial starts (14,952) and permanent modifications started (15,517) than
HAMP Tier 1 trial and permanent modification starts (11,155 and 13,231,
respectively). For more information, including participation numbers for each
of the MHA programs and subprograms, see the “Housing Support Programs”
discussion in this section.

¢ Housing Finance Agency (“HFA”) Hardest Hit Fund (“HHF”) — The stated
purpose of this program is to provide TARP funding for “innovative measures
to help families in the states that have been hit the hardest by the aftermath
of the housing bubble.”** Treasury obligated $7.6 billion for this program.*® As
of September 30, 2015, $5.7 billion had been drawn down by the states from
HHF.** However, as of June 30, 2015, the latest data available on state-level
expenditures, only $4.2 billion had been spent assisting 234,497 homeowners
and $76.8 million to eliminate blighted properties, with $553.2 million used for
administrative expenses and the remaining $446.3 million as unspent cash-on-
hand.?”# For more information, see the “Housing Support Programs” discussion
in this section.

¢ FHA Short Refinance Program — Treasury has provided a TARP-funded
letter of credit for up to $100 million in loss protection on first liens refinanced
into FHA-insured mortgages. As of September 30, 2015, Treasury has paid
$145,330 on claims for six defaults under the program.*® As of September 30,
2015, there have been 6,639 refinancings under the FHA Short Refinance
program, an increase of 463 refinancings during the past quarter.** For more
information, see the “Housing Support Programs” discussion in this section.

Financial Institution Support Programs

Treasury invested capital directly into financial institutions, primarily banks and Subordinated Debentures: Form of

bank holding companies.* debt security that ranks below other
loans or securities with regard to

e Capital Purchase Program (“CPP”) — Under CPP, Treasury directly claims on assets or earnings.

purchased $204.9 billion of preferred stock or subordinated debentures in
707 qualifying financial institutions.*! As of September 30, 2015, 29 of those

i Figures obtained from each state’s Quarterly Financial Report, which reconciles each type of cash disbursements to funds drawn from
Treasury. As such, all expenses are based on actual cash disbursements. Additionally, cash-on-hand may include lien recoveries and
borrower remittances.
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Community Development Financial
Institutions (“CDFIs”): Financial
institutions eligible for Treasury funding
to serve urban and rural low-income
communities through the CDFI Fund.
CDFls were created in 1994 by the
Riegle Community Development and
Regulatory Improvement Act.

institutions remained in TARP; in 10 of them, Treasury holds only warrants

to purchase stock. Treasury does not consider these 10 institutions to be in
TARP, although Treasury applies all proceeds from the sale of warrants in these
banks to recovery amounts in TARP’s CPP program. As of September 30, 2015,
19 of the 29 institutions had outstanding CPP principal investments.** As of
September 30, 2015, taxpayers were still owed $5.3 billion related to CPP.
According to Treasury, it had write-offs and realized losses of $5.1 billion in

the program, leaving $267.9 million in TARP funds outstanding.** According
to Treasury, $197.4 billion of the CPP principal (or 96.3%) had been recovered
as of September 30, 2015. For more information, see the “Capital Purchase
Program” discussion in this section.

e Community Development Capital Initiative (“CDCI”) — Under CDCI,
Treasury used TARP money to buy preferred stock in or subordinated debt
from 84 smaller banks, thrifts, and credit unions that qualify as Community
Development Financial Institutions (“CDFIs”). Treasury intended for CDCI
to “improve access to credit for small businesses in the country’s hardest-hit
communities.”** However, 28 of these institutions converted their existing CPP
investment into CDCI ($363.3 million of the $570.1 million) and 10 of those
that converted received combined additional funding of $100.7 million under
CDCI.* Only $106 million of CDCI money went to institutions that were not
already TARP recipients. As of September 30, 2015, 62 institutions remained
in CDCI.* For more information, see the “Community Development Capital
Initiative” discussion in this section.

According to Treasury, as of September 30, 2015, 235 banks and credit
unions have exited CPP or CDCI with less than a full repayment, including
institutions whose shares have been sold for less than par value (36), or at a
loss at auction (167), and institutions that are in various stages of bankruptcy or
receivership (32).*” Twenty-three banks have been sold at auction at par value
or for more than the par amount of taxpayers’ investment.*® Four CPP banks

merged with other CPP banks.*

COST ESTIMATES

On February 2, 2015, OMB issued the Administration’s fiscal year 2016 budget,
which decreased TARP's lifetime cost to $37.4 billion, based largely on figures from
November 30, 2014.%°

On March 18, 2015, CBO increased its TARP cost estimate by $1 billion, to
$28 billion, based on data as of January 31, 2015, due to an increase in projected
mortgage program spending, offset by a decrease in the automotive program. CBO
estimated that only $28 billion of funds obligated for housing will be spent.*!

On November 7, 2014, Treasury issued its September 30, 2014, fiscal year
audited agency financial statements for TARP, which contained a cost estimate of
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$37.5 billion, which assumes that all of the funds obligated for housing support
programs will be spent.>?
The most recent TARP program cost estimates from each agency are listed in

Table 4.4.

TABLE 4.4
COST (GAIN) OF TARP PROGRAMS ($ BILLIONS)

Treasury Estimate,

TARP Audited Agency
Program Name CBO Estimate OMB Estimate Financial Statement
Report issued: 3/18/2015 2/2/2015 12/16/2014
Data as of: 1/31/2015 11/30/2014 9/30/2014
Housing Support Programs $28 $37.4 $37.52
Capital Purchase Program (16) (8.4) (16.1)
Sy_s_temical_ly Signiﬁcant 15 17.4 15.2
Failing Institutions
Targeted Investment Program
and Asset Guarantee Program @ (7.5) (8.0
ﬁutomotive Industry Support 12 19.4 123
rograms
Term Asset-Backed Securities
Loan Facility (1) (0.5) (0.6)
EE:Im-Prlvate Investment (3) (2.5) (2.7)
gram
Other® * * *
Total® $28 $55.6 $37.5
Interest on Reestimates® (18.1)
Adjusted Total $37.4¢

Notes: Numbers may not total due to rounding.

2 According to Treasury, the estimated lifetime cost for TARP housing programs represent the total commitment except for the FHA
Refinance Program, which for under credit reform, has a lifetime estimate cost representing the total estimated subsidy cost.

® Consists UCSB (approximately $9 million gain) and CDCI (which has less than $500 million in outstanding investments).

¢ CBO estimate is before administrative costs and interest effects. OMB and Treasury estimates include interest on reestimates but
exclude administrative costs.

4 The estimate includes interest on reestimates but excludes administrative costs.

¢ Cumulative interest on reestimates is an adjustment for interest effects on changes in TARP subsidy costs from original subsidy
estimates; such amounts are a component of the deficit impacts of TARP programs but are not a direct programmatic cost.

Sources: OMB Estimate — OMB, “Analytical Perspectives, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2016,” 2/2/2015,
www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/budget/fy2016/assets/spec.pdf, accessed 10/1/2015; CBO Estimate — CBO, “Report
on the Troubled Asset Relief Program—March 2015,” www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/50034-TARP.pdf,
accessed 10/1/2015; Treasury Estimate — Treasury, “Office of Financial Stability—Troubled Asset Relief Program Citizens’ Report
Fiscal Year 2014," 12/16/2014, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/reports/Documents/Citizens%20Report_FY2014_
TARP_FINAL_%2012172014.pdf, accessed 10/1/2015.




136

SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

Mortgage Servicers: Companies
that perform administrative tasks

on monthly mortgage payments

until the loan is repaid. These

tasks include billing, tracking,

and collecting monthly payments;
maintaining records of payments and
balances; allocating and distributing
payment collections to investors in
accordance with each mortgage loan’s
governing documentation; following
up on delinquencies; and initiating
foreclosures.

Investors: Owners of mortgage loans
or bonds backed by mortgage loans
who receive interest and principal
payments from monthly mortgage
payments. Servicers manage the
cash flow from homeowners’ monthly
payments and distribute them to
investors according to Pooling and
Servicing Agreements (“PSAs”).

Government-Sponsored Enterprises
(“GSESs"): Private corporations created
and chartered by the Government to
reduce borrowing costs and provide
liquidity in the market, the liabilities
of which are not officially considered
direct taxpayer obligations. On
September 7, 2008, the two largest
GSEs, the Federal National Mortgage
Association (“Fannie Mae”) and

the Federal Home Loan Mortgage
Corporation (“Freddie Mac”), were
placed into Federal conservatorship.
They are currently being financially
supported by the Government.

HOUSING SUPPORT PROGRAMS

On February 18, 2009, the Administration announced a foreclosure prevention
plan that became the Making Home Affordable (“MHA”) program.>* MHA includes
the following programs:

¢ Home Affordable Modification Program (“HAMP”) — MHA’s signature
program is HAMP, which uses TARP funds to provide incentives for mortgage
servicers and investors to modify eligible first-lien mortgages currently in
default or at imminent risk of default into affordable and sustainable loans.
The Government-sponsored enterprises (“GSEs”) also participate in the HAMP
program, using non-TARP funds to modify the loans they back.>**# HAMP
itself comprises two levels: Tier I and, since June 1, 2012, Tier 2, the latter
of which expanded the pool of homeowners potentially eligible for HAMP
assistance to include non-owner-occupied “rental” properties and homeowners
with a wider range of debt-to-income ratios.”

Through September 30, 2015, 2,210,782 homeowners had started
HAMP Tier 1 trial modifications, of which 1,409,972 had become permanent
modifications (up 13,231 from the prior quarter). As of September 30, 2015,
there were 876,583 active permanent HAMP Tier 1 modifications (down
10,418 from the prior quarter), of which 478,621 were under non-GSE HAMP
and the remainder under the GSE portion of the program. In the quarter
ended September 30, 2015, 11,155 homeowners started new HAMP Tier 1
trial modifications, compared to 14,657 who started in the previous quarter.>
As of September 30, 2015, 158,394 homeowners had started HAMP Tier 2
trial modifications, of which 132,071 had become permanent (up 15,517 from
the prior quarter). As of that date, 108,801 Tier 2 permanent modifications
remained active (up 10,741 from the prior quarter).”” In the quarter ended
September 30, 2015, 14,952 homeowners started new HAMP Tier 2 trial
modifications, compared to 16,344 who started in the previous quarter.’®
Of Tier 2 permanent modifications started, 22,375 were previously HAMP
Tier 1 permanent modifications, of which 17,598 remained active.” The
GSEs do not participate in the Tier 2 program. Additionally, as of September
30, 2015, 467,134 homeowners in HAMP Tier 1 permanent modifications
had redefaulted (13,226 in the most recent quarter), and another 21,994
homeowners redefaulted out of HAMP Tier 2 permanent modifications (4,473
in the most recent quarter).®
Treasury over time expanded HAMP to include sub-programs, including

the Principal Reduction Alternative (“PRA”), Home Affordable Unemployment
Program (“UP”), and Home Price Decline Protection (“HPDP”) programs.

XXXl |n 2015, Treasry began using TARP funds to pay a homeowner incentive for GSE-backed HAMP modifications in certain cases.
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¢ Home Affordable Foreclosure Alternatives (“HAFA”) — HAFA provides

incentives to servicers, investors, and homeowners to pursue short sales and
deeds-in-lieu of foreclosure when the homeowner is unable or unwilling to enter
or sustain a modification and the property is worth less than the outstanding
amount of the mortgage.®! During the quarter ended September 30, 2015,
2,688 homeowners completed short sales or deeds-in-lieu under HAFA,
compared to 6,320 the prior quarter, bringing the total number of homeowners
assisted by the program to 205,562. As of August 31, 2015, (the most recent
date for which detailed data is available) 12,051 of 203,286 HAFA transactions
involved homeowners that had previously received permanent HAMP
modifications.®?

Second-Lien Modification Program (“2MP”) — 2MP is intended to modify
second-lien mortgages when a corresponding first lien is modified under HAMP
by a participating servicer.®* As of September 30, 2015, there were 83,739 active
permanently modified second liens in 2MP.%*

e Agency-Insured Programs — These programs are similar in structure to

HAMP, but apply to eligible first-lien mortgages insured by FHA or guaranteed
by the Department of Agriculture’s Office of Rural Development (“RD”) and
the Department of Veterans Affairs (“VA”).®> Treasury provides TARP-funded
incentives to encourage modifications under the FHA and RD modification
programs, but not for the VA modification program. As of September 30, 2015,
there were 123 RD-HAMP active permanent modifications, 75,797 FHA-
HAMP active permanent modifications, and 576 VA-HAMP active permanent
modifications.®

In addition to MHA, Treasury also allocated TARP funds to support two

additional housing support efforts:

¢ Housing Finance Agency Hardest Hit Fund (“HHF”) — A TARP-funded

program, HHF is intended to fund foreclosure prevention programs run by
housing finance agencies in 18 states and Washington, DC, which were hit
hardest by the decrease in home prices and high unemployment rates.®” As of
June 30, 2015, the latest data available, 234,497 homeowners had received
assistance under HHF.®

FHA Short Refinance Program — This program, which is partially supported
by TARP funds, is intended to provide homeowners who are current on their
mortgage an opportunity to refinance existing underwater mortgage loans that
are not currently insured by FHA into FHA-insured mortgages with lower
principal balances. Treasury has provided a TARP-funded letter of credit that, as
of September 30, 2015, provided up to $100 million in loss coverage on these
newly originated FHA loans.*® As of September 30, 2015, 6,639 loans had been
refinanced under FHA Short Refinance.™

For additional discussion on HAFA,
please see the discussion “Home
Affordable Foreclosure Alternatives”
(“HAFA”) in this section.

Short Sale: Sale of a home for less
than the unpaid mortgage balance. A
homeowner sells the home and the
investor accepts the proceeds as full
or partial satisfaction of the unpaid
mortgage balance, thus avoiding the
foreclosure process.

Deed-in-Lieu of Foreclosure: Instead
of going through foreclosure, the
homeowner voluntarily surrenders the
deed to the home to the investor, as
satisfaction of the unpaid mortgage
balance.

Underwater Mortgage: Mortgage loan
on which a homeowner owes more
than the home is worth, typically as

a result of a decline in the home’s
value. Underwater mortgages also are
referred to as having negative equity.
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Status of TARP Funds Obligated to Housing Support
Programs
Treasury initially obligated $45.6 billion to housing support programs, which was
reduced to $37.5 billion, of which $18 billion, or 48%, has been expended as of
September 30, 2015.7" Of that, $1.5 billion was expended in the quarter ended
September 30, 2015. However, some of the expended funds remain as cash-on-
hand or paid for administrative expenses at state housing finance agencies (“HFAs”)
participating in the Hardest Hit Fund program. Treasury has capped the aggregate
amount available to pay servicer, homeowner, and investor incentives under MHA
programs at $29.8 billion, of which $12.2 billion (41%) has been spent as of
September 30, 2015.7 Treasury allocated $7.6 billion to the Hardest Hit Fund.
As of September 30, 2015, of the $7.6 billion in TARP funds available for HHF,
states had drawn down $5.7 billion.” As of June 30, 2015, the latest date for which
spending analysis is available, the states had drawn down $5.2 billion, spending
$4.2 billion (56% of the allocated funds) to assist 234,497 homeowners, $76.8
million (1%) on blight elimination programs, $553.2 million (7%) for administrative
expenses, and holding $446.3 million (6%) as unspent cash-on-hand.”#xiv
Treasury originally allocated $8.1 billion for FHA Short Refinance, but deobligated
$7.1 billion in March 2013 and a further $900 million in March 2015.7> Of the
$100 million currently allocated for FHA Short Refinance, $20 million has been
spent, which includes $10 million held in a prefunded reserve account to pay
future claims, $10 million spent on administrative expenses, and $145,330 spent
on six refinanced mortgages that later redefaulted.”

Table 4.5 shows the breakdown in expenditures and estimated funding
allocations for these housing support programs. Figure 4.1 also shows these
expenditures, as a percentage of allocations.

XXXIll- According to Treasury, committed program funds are funds committed to homeowners who have been approved to participate
in HHF programs that are anticipated to be disbursed over the duration of their participation; HFAs [states] vary as to when and
how they capture and report funds as committed. HHF funds committed for homeowner assistance are recorded variously as

- homeowner assistance, cash-on-hand, or undrawn funds.

XXXV Figures obtained from each state’s Quarterly Financial Report, which reconciles each type of cash disbursement to funds drawn
from Treasury. As such, all expenses are based on actual cash disbursements. Additionally, cash-on-hand may include lien
recoveries and borrower remittances.
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TABLE 4.5

TARP ALLOCATIONS AND EXPENDITURES BY HOUSING SUPPORT PROGRAMS,
AS OF 9/30/2015 ($ BILLIONS)

ALLOCATIONS EXPENDITURES
MHA
HAMP:
First Lien Modification $19.1 $8.1
PRA Modification 2.0 1.7
HPDP 1.6 0.4
uP —b —
HAMP Total $22.7 $10.2
HAFA 4.2 1.0
2MP 0.1 0.8
Treasury FHA-HAMP 0.2 0.2
RD-HAMP — —
FHA2LP 2.7 —
MHA Total $29.8 $12.2
HHF (Drawdown by States)? $7.6 $5.7
FHA Short Refinance $0.1¢ —f
Total $37.5 $18.0

Notes: Numbers may not total due to rounding. According to Treasury, these numbers are “approximate.”

2 Includes HAMP Tier 1 and HAMP Tier 2.

b Treasury does not allocate TARP funds to UP.

¢ Treasury has allocated $0.02 billion to the RD-HAMP program. As of September 30, 2015, $471,597 has been expended for
RD-HAMP.

4 Not all of the funds drawn down by states have been used to assist homeowners. As of June 30, 2015, HFAs had drawn down
approximately $5.2 billion, and, according to the latest data available, only $4.2 billion (56%) of TARP funds allocated for HHF have
gone to help 234,497 homeowners.

e This amount includes up to $25 million in fees Treasury will incur for the availability and usage of the $100 million letter of credit.

fTreasury's $20 million in program expenditures include a $10 million pre-funded reserve balance (In March 2013, Treasury funded a
reserve account with $50 million for any future loss claim payments, $40 million of the reserve balance was returned to Treasury in
March 2015), and $10 million in administrative expenses.

Sources: Treasury, responses to SIGTARP data calls, 1/5/2012, 10/5/2015 and 10/22/2015; Treasury, Transactions Report-
Housing Programs, 9/28/2015; Treasury, Monthly TARP Update, 10/1/2015.
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FIGURE 4.1
TARP HOUSING SUPPORT FUNDS ALLOCATED AND SPENT,
AS OF 9/30/2015 ($ BILLIONS)
HAMP 45% spent
$§22.7 billion ($10.2 billion)
Hardest Hit Fund 75% spent?
$7.6 billion ($5.7 billion)
HAFA 25% spent
$4.2 billion ($1.0 billion)
FHA2LP
$2.7 billion None spent 0 Fonde é'é%i?ted

ZI_VIP 629% spent
$0.1 billion ($0.8 billion)

Treasury FHA-HAMP 90% spent
$0.2 billion |  ($0.2 billion)

FHA Short Refinance 20% spent
$0.1 billion® (50.02 biIIion)‘

0 5 10 15 20 25

Notes: Numbers may not total due to rounding. HAMP includes HAMP Tier 1, HAMP Tier 2, HPDP, and PRA.
TARP funds are not used to support the UP program, which provides forbearance of a portion of the
homeowner's mortgage payment. RD-HAMP expenditures equal $471,597 as of September 30, 2015. As of
December 31, 2013, the FHA2LP program closed without any payments.

In this figure, Hardest Hit Funds “spent” represents the amount of funds states had drawn down as of
September 30, 2015. Treasury requires states to return any HHF funds drawn down but unspent after
December 31, 2017. According to Treasury, committed program funds are funds committed to
homeowners who have been approved to participate in HHF programs that are anticipated to be disbursed
over the duration of their participation; states vary as to when and how they capture and report

funds as committed. HHF funds committed for homeowner assistance are recorded variously as
homeowner assistance, cash-on-hand, or undrawn funds.

On March 31, 2015, Treasury reduced the maximum amount of the FHA short loss coverage from $1
billion to $100 million by amending its letter of credit.

Sources: Treasury, responses to SIGTARP data calls, 1/5/2012, 10/6/2015, and 10/22/2015; Treasury,
Transactions Report-Housing Programs, 9/28/2015.

As of September 30, 2015, Treasury had active agreements with 77 servicers.”
That compares with 145 servicers that had agreed to participate in MHA as
of October 3, 2010.7 According to Treasury, of the $29.8 billion obligated to
participating servicers under their Servicer Participation Agreements (“SPAs”), as
of September 30, 2015, only $12.2 billion (41%) has been spent, broken down
as follows: $10.2 billion on permanent first-lien modifications, including under
HAMP Tier 1, HAMP Tier 2, PRA, and HPDP; $817.9 million on 2MP; and $1.0
billion on incentives for short sales or deeds-in-lieu of foreclosure under HAFA.7>*
Of the combined amount of incentive payments for all of the housing programs,
according to Treasury, approximately $6.7 billion went to pay investor or lender
incentives, $2.9 billion went to pay servicer incentives, and $2.6 billion went to
pay homeowner incentives. For just HAMP Tier 1 incentives alone (excluding PRA
and HPDP), Treasury has spent $7.8 billion, of which $3.5 billion has been spent
on investor incentives, $2.3 billion has been spent on servicer incentives, and $2.0
billion has been spent on homeowner incentives.® Table 4.6 shows the breakdown
of TARP-funded expenditures related to housing support programs (not including
the GSE-funded portion of HAMP).

XXXV The $10.2 billion in incentives on permanent first lien modifications includes $80 million in Year 6 incentives on GSE backed
modifications that Treasury pays.
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TABLE 4.6
BREAKDOWN OF TARP EXPENDITURES, AS OF 9/30/2015 (S MILLIONS)
MHA TARP Expenditures
HAMP
HAMP First Lien Modification Incentives
Servicer Incentive Payment $775.9
Servicer Current Borrower Incentive Payment $17.0
Annual Servicer Incentive Payment $1,480.2
Investor Current Borrower Incentive Payment §74.5
Investor Monthly Reduction Cost Share $3,451.1
Annual Borrower Incentive Payment $1,718.6
Borrower Sixth Year Bonus Payment $245.5
Tier 2 Incentive Payments $308.2
HAMP First Lien Modification Incentives Total $8,071.0
PRA $1,723.3
HPDP $380.9
upP $—
HAMP Program Incentives Total $10,175.2
HAFA Incentives
Servicer Incentive Payment $292.6
Investor Reimbursement $232.3
Borrower Relocation $515.8
HAFA Incentives Total $1,040.7
Second-Lien Modification Program Incentives
2MP Servicer Incentive Payment $74.3
2MP Annual Servicer Incentive Payment $52.4
2MP Annual Borrower Incentive Payment $54.8
2MP Investor Cost Share $286.8
2MP Investor Incentive $349.7
Second-Lien Modification Program Incentives Total $817.9
Treasury/FHA-HAMP Incentives
Annual Servicer Incentive Payment $105.7
Annual Borrower Incentive Payment $101.5
Borrower Sixth Year Bonus Payment $—b
Treasury/FHA-HAMP Incentives Total $207.2
RD-HAMP $—
FHA2LP $—
MHA Incentives Total $12,241.4
HHF Disbursements (Drawdowns by State HFAs) $5,729.0
FHA Short Refinance (Loss-Coverage) $20.4
Total Expenditures $17,990.8

Notes: Numbers may not total due to rounding.

2 TARP funds are not used to support the UP program, which provides forbearance of a portion of the homeowner's mortgage

payment.

b Treasury/FHA HAMP expenditures on the “Borrower Sixth Year Bonus Payment” were $10,000 through September 30, 2015.

¢ RD-HAMP expenditures equal $471,597 as of September 30, 2015.

Source: Treasury, responses to SIGTARP data calls, 10/6/2015, and 10/22/2015.
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Trial Modification: Under HAMP, a
period of at least three months in
which a borrower is given a chance

to establish that he or she can make
lower monthly mortgage payments and
qualify for a permanent modification.
Also called a Trial Period Plan, or
“TPP.”

HAMP

According to Treasury, HAMP was intended “to help as many as three to four
million financially struggling homeowners avoid foreclosure by modifying loans to
a level that is affordable for borrowers now and sustainable over the long term.”!
Although HAMP contains several subprograms, the term “HAMP” is most often
used to refer to the HAMP First-Lien Modification Program, described below.

HAMP First-Lien Modification Program

The HAMP First-Lien Modification Program, which went into effect on April
6, 2009, modifies the terms of first-lien mortgages to provide homeowners with
lower monthly payments. In designing HAMP, the Administration envisioned a
“shared partnership” between the Government and investors to bring distressed
homeowners’ first-lien monthly payments down to an “affordable and sustainable”
level 3

A HAMP modification consists of two phases: a trial modification that was
designed to last three months, followed by a permanent modification. If the
homeowner makes all three modified mortgage payments on time during the trial
period, the modification is supposed to become a permanent modification. Under a
permanent modification, the modified mortgage interest rate and terms will remain
fixed for five years, and then may increase by up to 1% per year until the interest
rate reaches the level prevailing at the time the homeowner began the trial. Once
in a permanent modification, if the homeowner falls three payments behind, they
redefault out of HAMP and their mortgage reverts to its pre-modification terms.*
Treasury pays several incentives for active TARP (non-GSE) HAMP permanent
modifications for six years. Treasury also pays a one-time homeowner incentive on
GSE-backed HAMP permanent modifications that remain active through the 6th
anniversary of their trial start date.®*

According to Treasury’s official HAMP database, 5,820,622 homeowners
applied for HAMP between December 2009 and August 2015, the latest data
available. As Figure 4.2 shows, 4,071,218 homeowners, or 70 percent of those who
applied, were turned away by their servicers. Another 389,791 fell out during trial,
and another 357,104 redefaulted after they got into HAMP.
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FIGURE 4.2
HAMP APPLICATION OUTCOME SUMMARY, AS OF AUGUST 2015

5,820,622 Homeowners

Applied for HAMP

1,312,938 Homeowners Obtained
HAMP Permanent Modifications

¢ Application Denials (4,071,218 homeowners)
% Fell out during trial period (389,791 homeowners)
¥ Redefaulted and fell out of HAMP (357,104)

910,811 Homeowners
Remain in HAMP

Notes: Prior to December 2009, Treasury did not require servicers to report on HAMP denials. August 2015 is the most recent date detailed
data on HAMP is made available by Treasury. Accordingly, this analysis is limited to the period between December 2009 and August 2015.
Analysis includes HAMP Tier 1, HAMP Tier 2, Treasury/FHA HAMP, and Treasury/RD HAMP data as HAMP denials are not categorized by

program type.

Sources: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Trial Fallout and Denials - Vintage & Reason,” August 2015, accessed 10/19/2015; Treasury HAMP data.

Applying for HAMP

The first step for a homeowner seeking HAMP assistance is to request relief from
their mortgage servicer, either on the homeowner’s own initiative or, if they fall
two payments behind on their mortgage, they must be solicited by their servicer
for HAMP.> Under applicable program guidance, the servicer must notify

the borrower in writing whether their request was complete or not within five
business days after the servicer receives any component of the application and, if
incomplete, afford the borrower at least 30 calendar days to provide any identified
missing documentation.*” Servicers are then required to review and evaluate the
borrower for a HAMP trail modification within 30 calendar days of receiving a

XXXVi Homeowners may request MHA assistance by contacting their mortgage servicer directly, calling 888-995-HOPE (4673), or visiting
www.makinghomeaffordable.gov.

For more homeowners who were denied
HAMP assistance, see “Mortgage
Servicers Have Denied Four Million
Homeowner Applications for HAMP
Assistance,” in SIGTARP’s July 2015
Quarterly Report to Congress, pages
97-117.
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HAMP Tier 1 Modification “Waterfall”:
Steps HAMP servicers apply to reduce
homeowners principal and interest
payments. The HAMP Tier 1 waterfall
uses a series of incremental steps to
obtain a targeted post modification
payment.

Net Present Value (“NPV”) Test:
Compares the money generated by
modifying the terms of the mortgage
with the amount an investor can
reasonably expect to recover in a
foreclosure sale.

For more on the HAMP application
process, eligibility criteria, HAMP
Waterfall, and basic differences
between HAMP Tier 1 and HAMP
Tier 2, see SIGTARP’s January 28,
2015 Quarterly Report, page 143-145
and 149-151.

For more about the HAMP NPV test,
see the June 18, 2012, SIGTARP
audit report “The NPV Test’s Impact
on HAMP.”

For more information on HAMP
servicer obligations and homeowner
rights, see SIGTARP's April 2011
Quarterly Report, pages 67-76.

completed application.®® However, while Treasury requires that servicers review a
completed HAMP application within 30 days, Treasury allows servicers to extend
the review time indefinitely if the application is incomplete, even though the
homeowner may not be at fault for any delay or incompleteness.

Prior to offering HAMP, servicers pre-screen for basic eligibility: the mortgage
must have been originated no later than January 1, 2009; the outstanding
balance of the mortgage cannot exceed $729,750 (more for qualifying multi-unit
properties); the property must not be condemned; and the servicer as well as the
investor/lienholder must have agreed to participate.®’

Once a homeowner submits a complete application,* the servicer will first
determine whether the property, mortgage, and homeowner are all eligible for
HAMP Tier 1. If so, the servicer will follow a prescribed sequence of steps (the
HAMP Tier 1 Waterfall) to try to reduce the monthly mortgage payment to less
than 31% of the homeowner’s monthly income:

1. Add any unpaid interest and fees to the outstanding mortgage balance;

2. Reduce the interest rate in incremental steps to as low as 2%;

3. Extend the term of the mortgage to a maximum of 40 years from the
modification date;

4. At the servicer’s option, defer the due date and cease charging interest on
a portion of the outstanding balance (principal forbearance).®®

If these steps sufficiently reduce the homeowner’s payment and the
modification passes the NPV test, the homeowner must be offered a HAMP Tier
1 Trial Period Plan.* If a homeowner is ineligible for HAMP Tier 1, they must
be evaluated for HAMP Tier 2 (refer to “HAMP Tier 2” within this section),
and if ineligible for both programs, servicers must provide homeowners with a
“Non-Approval Notice” within 10 business days of rejecting them for a HAMP
modification. This notification must specify the reason the homeowner was
rejected and provide instructions for the homeowner to dispute the outcome (for
example, if they believe one or more NPV test inputs is incorrect). Homeowners
can also request reconsideration for HAMP if they experience a change in
circumstances. Servicers must provide homeowners with 30 days to respond, and
evaluate any documentation submitted by the homeowner that could overturn
their denial decision, prior to conducting a foreclosure sale.? Homeowners denied
HAMP due to the NPV test result can double check their servicer’s calculation
using Treasury’s web-based NPV calculator at www.CheckMyNPV.com.

XXXVII A complete homeowner application (a “Loss Mitigation Application”, or “LMA”) comprises four components: a completed “request
for mortgage assistance” (“‘RMA”) form; copies of the most recent Federal tax returns (or transcript requests); paystubs or other
income verification documentation; and a “Dodd-Frank certification” attesting that the homeowner has not been convicted of a real

. estate-related crime within the past 10 years.

XXXVIll Seryicers may use principal forgiveness (PRA or otherwise) to reduce the homeowner's payment, at any point during the HAMP

Tier 1 or HAMP Tier 2 Waterfall, but are not required to do so.
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HAMP Applications — Timeliness of Application Processing Remains an
Issue

Each month, the largest HAMP servicers report their HAMP application activity to
Treasury, which publishes monthly and program-to-date statistics on its website.”
According to Treasury, it does not validate the HAMP application activity data it
reports on its website, although after SIGTARP raised concerns over servicers’
reported application data, Treasury stated that it had worked with servicers
regarding the data they report to correct certain “misimpressions” about the
number of HAMP previously reported as received.”!

More Homeowners Continue to Apply for HAMP Relief Than Servicers Process
Each Month
In its July 2014 Quarterly Report, SIGTARP raised concerns over lengthy delays
that homeowners faced in getting a decision on their HAMP application from
their servicer. SIGTARP reported on delays by servicers of several months to even
a year or more to review a HAMP application. Since that report, some servicers
have decreased the wait times homeowner have experienced to get a decision, but
others have not improved or even increased those delays. According to the most
recent data available on Treasury’s website, servicers received an aggregate 52,105
requests for HAMP assistance in August 2015.°2 However, servicers reported only
processing (i.e., approving or denying) 49,147 applications in that month.”* This
means that HAMP servicers received 2,958 more applications than they processed
during the month (6% of the total received). So long as servicers continue to
receive more applications than they process each month, increasing numbers
of homeowners will face delays in getting action on their requests for HAMP
assistance.

According to data reported by Treasury as of August 2015, only 3 out of the
10 servicers who reported receiving the most applications in that month—Ocwen
Loan Servicing, LLC (“Ocwen”), Nationstar Mortgage LL.C, and Bayview Loan
Servicing, LLC—succeeded in processing more applications than they received.
Those servicers collectively processed only 1,356 more applications than they
received. The remaining servicers reported they were unable to process substantial
numbers of the applications that they received in the month, including 576 (12%)
for Bank of America, NA (“Bank of America”), 363 (19%) for CitiMortgage, Inc.
(“Citi”), 1,546 (26%) for JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA (“JPMorgan Chase”), 883
(11%) for Wells Fargo Bank, NA, 682 (16%) for Select Portfolio Services Inc., 290
(10%) for Specialized Loan Servicing LLC, and 13 (1%) for U.S. Bank National
Association. Figure 4.3 shows the performance of the top HAMP servicers in
August 2015 in reviewing the number of homeowner applications they received
that month.

For additional information about the
HAMP application and modification
process, please see the discussion,
“How HAMP Works,” in SIGTARPs
Quarterly Report to Congress, July 29,
2015, pp. 165-170.
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FIGURE 4.3

SERVICERS ABLE OR UNABLE TO PROCESS THE NUMBER OF HAMP
APPLICATIONS RECEIVED THAT MONTH (AUGUST 2015)
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Source: Treasury, “HAMP Application Activity by Servicer, As of August 2015,” www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-
stability/reports/Documents/HAMP%20Application%20Activity%20by%20Servicer%20Aug%202015.pdf, accessed
10/1/2015."

On a program-to-date basis, the most recent data reported on Treasury’s
website, as of August 2015, shows that servicers had received an aggregate of
8,997,346 applications since June 1, 2010, compared to an aggregate of 8,849,477
previously reported as having been received as of May 2015, an increase of
147,869 applications.”* However, the reliability of these figures is questionable,
as two large servicers significantly revised upward the cumulative number of
applications they reported having received in the March 2015 survey compared
to the February 2015 survey: Ocwen reported it had received 561,133 more
applications through March 2015 than it had through February, despite reporting
only 13,073 new applications in the month of March 2015; JPMorgan Chase
reported it had received 197,199 more applications through March 2015 than it
had through February, despite reporting only 5,576 new applications in the month
of March.”

Treasury’s data shows that 220,560 homeowners had not had their HAMP
applications processed through August 2015, a slight improvement over the
223,338 homeowners who had not as of May 2015.°° Comparisons to prior periods
may be unreliable, given the frequent and substantial revisions to previously-
reported data.
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Timeliness of HAMP Application Processing by Servicer

Despite occasional improvement, homeowners still face significant delays. At the
processing rates reported in Treasury’s most recent data (August 2015), it would
take 6 of the top 10 HAMP servicers longer than three months to process the
number of homeowner applications that hadn'’t yet received a decision, even were
they to receive no additional applications; JP Morgan Chase, Bank of America,
Citi, and Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. would take longer than six months. Table
4.7 presents the latest data published by Treasury on the number of homeowner
HAMP applications the top servicers report having processed in August 2015, as
well as the total number of applications not yet processed as of that month.

TABLE 4.7

MONTHS TO PROCESS OUTSTANDING APPLICATIONS AT MOST RECENT RATE
BY SERVICER, AS OF 8/31/2015

Months to Process the
Applications  Total Applications Homeowners who have

Servicer Name Processed? Unprocessed® already applied®
JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA 4,450 49,367 111
Bank of America, NA 4,247 39,110 9.2
CitiMortgage Inc 1,557 13,969 9.0
Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. 3,643 22,452 6.2
Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC 11,521 47,652 4.1
Wells Fargo Bank, NA 6,818 26,403 3.9
Ditech Financial LLC¢ 925 2,472 2.7
Bayview Loan Servicing, LLC 1,716 3,327 1.9
Specialized Loan Servicing LLC 2,596 4,339 1.7
Nationstar Mortgage LLC 7,977 8,412 1.1
Other 3,697 3,057 0.8
TOTAL 49,147 220,560

Notes:

2 Requests Processed in the most recent month, August 2015.

b Program-to-Date Requests Received less Program-to-Date Requests Processed. Data subject to ongoing revision by servicers.
< Total Applications Unprocessed divided by most recent month’s Applications Processed.

4 Formerly GreenTree Servicing LLC.

Source: Treasury, “HAMP Application Activity by Servicer,” August 2015.

Homeowners Denied HAMP—7 Out of Every 10 Homeowners Who
Apply for HAMP Have Been Turned Away By Their Servicer

Although the rate at which servicers have denied homeowners’ HAMP applications
has decreased over the last several years, it remains high at 63% in 2015. Figure
4.4 shows the aggregate number and percent of homeowners whose HAMP
applications were denied by year.
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FIGURE 4.4

HOMEOWNERS WHOSE HAMP APPLICATIONS WERE DENIED, BY YEAR, AS OF
AUGUST 2015
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0
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I 3,563,012 I

3,887,881 4,071,218

M Cumulative Homeowners Denied == Percent of Homeowners Denied by Year

Note: Includes all denials dated through August 31, 2015.

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Trial Fallout and Denials - Servicer, Vintage & Reason,” August 2015, accessed 10/19/2015;
Treasury HAMP Data.

During the three months ended August 31, 2015, HAMP servicers processed
95,150 homeowner applications, of which 38,465 (40%) were offered trials and
56,685 (60%) were denied. Figure 4.5 shows the number of homeowners who were
denied a HAMP trial modification, and the number who actually started a HAMP
trial, by the seven top HAMP servicers Treasury currently reports on in its quarterly
MHA Program Performance Report.
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FIGURE 4.5

HOMEOWNERS DENIED A HAMP TRIAL VS. HOMEOWNERS WHO STARTED A HAMP TRIAL, BY SERVICER, AS OF
AUGUST 2015

1,200,000
187,608
1,000,000 324,008
448,796
800,000 175,736
281,756
600,000
400,000 I
I 182,600
200,000
100,166
0 348,223 968,506 687,602 756,281 421,072 221,662 96,534 571,338
CITIMORTGAGE INC. JPMORGAN CHASE ~ BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.¢ OCWEN LOAN WELLS FARGO NATIONSTAR SELECT PORTFOLIO OTHER SERVICERS
(88% DENIAL RATE) BANK, N.A® (80% DENIAL RATE) SERVICING, LLC? BANK, NA¢ MORTGAGE LLC® SERVICING, INC. (56% DENIAL RATE)
(84% DENIAL RATE) (70% DENIAL RATE) (60% DENIAL RATE) (55% DENIAL RATE) (49% DENIAL RATE)
M Homeowners Turned Down for HAMP [ Homeowners Starting a HAMP Trial Modification
Notes:

2 Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC includes the former Litton Loan Servicing, LLC, GMAC Mortgage, LLC, and Homeward Residential.

b JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA includes EMC Mortgage Corporation.

¢ Bank of America N.A. includes the former Countrywide Home Loans Servicing, BAC Home Loans Servicing LP, Home Loan Services, and Wilshire Credit Corporation.
4 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. includes Wachovia Bank, NA and Wachovia Mortgage, FSB.

e Nationstar Mortgage LLC includes MorEquity, Inc and the former Aurora Loan Services LLC.

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Trial Fallout and Denials - Servicer, Vintage & Reason,” August 2015, accessed 10/19/2015; Treasury HAMP Data.

CitiMortgage, Inc. had the highest denial rate at 88%, or nearly 9 out of 10
homeowners. The only other servicers to deny 80% or more of homeowners
seeking HAMP were JPMorgan Chase (84%) and Bank of America (80%). Ocwen,
the servicer with the largest number of HAMP modifications, has denied 70% of
homeowners that sought HAMP.

Extended HAMP Trial Modifications and Trial Cancellations

Trial modifications are supposed to last for three months. If the homeowner makes
all three Trial Period Plan payments within the month the payments are due, they
are supposed to transition into a permanent modification. However, according to
Treasury, as of September 2015, 4,007 (13% of the 30,515 active HAMP Tier 1
trials) have lasted at least six months and, of those, 1,978 (6% of active HAMP

Tier 1 trials) have lasted at least a year.”” Additionally, 785,511 of 2,210,782 HAMP
Tier 1 trial starts were cancelled and did not convert to permanent modifications
(along with 11,107 of 158,394 HAMP Tier 2 trail starts).
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Mortgage Recast: Re-amortization of
the loan using the existing interest
rates and remaining term, but reduced
unpaid principal balance. This results in
excess principal payments made prior
to or concurrent with the recast being
used to reduce the minimum monthly
payment rather than to pay the loan off
early.

For additional information about

the HAMP modification process see
SIGTARP's July 2015 quarterly report,
pages 165 — 170.

Active Permanent HAMP Modifications Declined for the Fifth
Consecutive Quarter
Once a homeowner is in a permanent modification, their modified loan will have
fixed terms (other than escrow payments) for the first five years. Beginning in
year six, most homeowners with permanent modifications will experience annual
payment increases and other adjustments over a 2-3 year period until their interest
rates reach the level prevailing at the time their HAMP trial began. In each of
the first five years, homeowners who make monthly payments on time can earn
an annual principal reduction of up to $1,000; homeowners remaining in HAMP
on the sixth anniversary of their trial start date can earn an additional one-time
principal reduction of $5,000 (and may be offered a mortgage recast of their
mortgage to further reduce their monthly payments).

As of September 30, 2015, a total of 876,583 mortgages were in active
HAMP Tier 1 (“HAMP”) permanent modifications under both non-GSE and
GSE HAMP, down from 887,001 as of June 30, 2015. In the most recent
quarter, active non-GSE HAMP modifications decreased by 1,920, along with a
decrease in GSE HAMP active modifications of 8,498. Some 15,299 homeowners
were in active trial modifications. As of September 30, 2015, for homeowners
receiving permanent modifications, 95.8% received an interest rate reduction,
59.7% received a term extension, 30.9% received principal forbearance, and
14.8% received principal forgiveness.”® Table 4.8 shows HAMP modification
activity, broken out by non-GSE and GSE loans. For more detail on redefaulted
modifications over the life of HAMP, see Table 4.13 and Figure 4.8. For more
detail on HAMP modification activity, broken out by non-GSE and GSE loans, see
Table 4.28 on page 184.

TABLE 4.8
CUMULATIVE HAMP TIER 1 MODIFICATION ACTIVITY BY TARP/GSE, AS OF 9/30/2015
Trials

Trials Trials Trials Converted to Permanents Permanents Permanents
Started Cancelled Active Permanent Redefaulted Paid Off Active
Non-GSE 1,126,941 353,923 11,521 761,497 261,716 19,807 478,621
GSE 1,083,841 431,588 3,778 648,475 205,418 44,188 397,962
Total 2,210,782 785,511 15,299 1,409,972 467,134 63,995 876,583

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Program Volumes - Program Type & Payor by Tier - September 2015,” accessed 10/21/2015.
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During this quarter, 11,155 homeowners started new trial modifications (down
from 14,657 last quarter) and 13,231 started new permanent modifications (down
from 17,886 last quarter). As 13,226 homeowners re-defaulted in HAMP during
the quarter, and another 9,122 paid off their modified loans, the number of active
HAMP permanent modifications decreased by 10,418.%

As shown in Figure 4.6, which shows permanent modifications started, by
quarter, the number of new HAMP modifications continues to decline quarter over
quarter.

FIGURE 4.6
HAMP TIER 1 PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS STARTED, BY QUARTER, 2009-2015
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Note: Includes TARP and GSE permanent modifications.

Sources: Treasury, “Making Home Affordable Program Performance Report,” 1/19/2010, 4/20/2010, 7/19/2010,
10/25/2010, 1/31/2011, 5/6/2011, 8/5/2011, 11/3/2011, 2/6/2012, 5/4/2012, 8/3/2012, 11/9/2012, 2/8/2013,
5/10/2013, 8/9/2013, and 11/8/2013; Treasury, responses to SIGTARP data calls, 2/28/2013, 1/23/2014,

1/24/2014, and 7/24/2014; Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Program Volumes - Program Type & Payor by Tier - September
2015," accessed 10/21/2015; Fannie Mae, responses to SIGTARP data calls, 1/23/2014, 4/24/2014, and 7/24/2014.

During this quarter, there were 4,655 fewer loans permanently modified under
HAMP than in the previous quarter, but 153,989 fewer than the second quarter of
2010, the quarter when the most HAMP permanent modifications were started.'®

HAMP Mortgage Servicing Transfers

In its October 2014 Quarterly Report,** SIGTARP reported on homeowners

in and seeking HAMP who got “lost in the shuffle” when their mortgage
servicers transferred their loans to other servicers, but their HAMP application
or modification gets lost or delayed in the transfer. Delays, omissions, or
miscommunications between transferring servicers and new servicers during the
transfer can seriously delay, deny, or decrease relief provided to HAMP-eligible
homeowners. Homeowners applying for HAMP may be required to submit new
applications months later, requiring all new documentation because the past

XXXIX S|GTARP, “Quarterly Report to Congress,” 10/29/2014, www.sigtarp.gov/Quarterly%20Reports/October_29_2014_Report_to_
Congress.pdf.
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For more details, see SIGTARP’s
report, “Homeowners Can Get Lost
in the Shuffle and Suffer Harm
When Their Servicer Transfers
Their Mortgage But Not the HAMP
Application or Modification,” in
SIGTARP’s October 2014 Quarterly
Report, pages 99-112.

documentation may become stale. Many struggling homeowners who could not
afford their original mortgage payment may fall further behind in their mortgage
payments during a new, extended application period, which may put their homes at
risk or hurt their chances of receiving a HAMP modification.

Homeowners already in a HAMP trial or permanent modification are harmed
if the new servicer is not timely informed or does not honor the modification. Even
when the homeowner makes the modified HAMP payments on time, if the new
servicer does not understand that they are in a HAMP modification before the
first monthly payment is due, the new servicer will only see the original terms of
the mortgage and deem that homeowner as delinquent on the original terms. New
servicers also may recalculate income or payments in a way that disadvantages
homeowners. SIGTARP has received homeowner complaints in each of these
scenarios, which it shares with Treasury.

In SIGTARP’s criminal investigation of TARP recipient SunTrust, which
went public in a July 2014 non-prosecution agreement with the Department of
Justice, SIGTARP found problems with SunTrust Mortgage’s administration of
HAMP related to servicing transfers. That agreement discusses that SunTrust
Mortgage harmed hundreds of homeowners in the GSE-version of HAMP by
transferring their mortgages to NationStar for servicing in 2010, but not their
HAMP modifications. The homeowners were required by their new servicer to
reapply for HAMP, sometimes resulting in a new HAMP trial modification with a
higher interest rate, denial of HAMP with a non-HAMP modification with a higher
interest rate, or denial of any assistance leading to them losing their home.!"!

SIGTARP is not the only one expressing concern in this area. In 2013, the
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (“CFPB”) also issued a bulletin on
heightened concerns about homeowner complaints they received on transfers that
resulted in lost trial modifications.!®? Later in 2013, the largest HAMP servicer,
Ocwen, agreed to provide $2 billion in relief to homeowners to settle charges by
CFPB and 49 state attorneys general that it “took advantage of borrowers at every
stage,” including failing to honor previously agreed-upon trial modifications with
prior servicers.'” In 2014, CFPB issued a second bulletin based on similar findings
made in their examinations of servicers.'* More recently, in April 2015, HAMP
servicer Green Tree Servicing agreed to pay $63 million and take additional actions
to protect homeowners to settle charges by the Federal Trade Commission and
CFPB that the servicer harmed homeowners with illegal loan servicing and debt
collection practices, which included failing to honor homeowners’ modifications in
process when the loan was transferred, requiring homeowners to be re-evaluated
for modifications after completing trial modifications, seeking payments under the
pre-modification terms even when it knew or had reason to know the loan had been
modified by a previous servicer, and failing to ensure it had complete and accurate
modification status information when they acquired loan servicing.'"

Treasury's HAMP rules require that HAMP applications, modifications, and
related information be transferred with the mortgages, and that servicers report any
transfers of HAMP mortgages to Treasury.'® Thousands of HAMP homeowners
have had their mortgage servicing transferred, with almost 75% acquired by a
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handful of HAMP servicers. Figure 4.7 presents Treasury’s data on the number of
HAMP modifications (trial and permanent) transferred between mortgage servicers

since the program began.®

FIGURE 4.7

CUMULATIVE HAMP SERVICING TRANSFERS — TRIAL AND PERMANENT
MODIFICATIONS TRANSFERRED
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Note: Analysis excludes 7,528 intracompany transfers.

Source: SIGTARP analysis of Treasury HAMP Servicing Transfer Data.

Through September 2015, Treasury data show that 253,897 mortgages in a
HAMP trial or permanent modification had been transferred. Only 1,526 HAMP
modifications were transferred during 2009, the first year of the program, but
29,002 HAMP modifications were transferred by the end of the second year. The
number of HAMP modifications transferred increased over the next four years,
totaling 237,874 by the end of 2014.

According to Treasury’s data, the firms most active in acquiring HAMP
mortgage servicing through transfers have changed over time. In the first two
years of the program, large bank servicers were among the most active acquirers of
HAMP mortgage servicing. In 2009 and 2010, Wells Fargo Bank, NA and Bank of
America, NA, respectively, led all servicers in the acquisition of HAMP mortgage
servicing; by contrast, non-bank servicer Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC (“Ocwen”)
was the most active receiver of HAMP mortgage servicing transfers in each of the
next four years through 2014. According to Treasury data, Bayview Loan Servicing,
LLC has been the most active acquirer of HAMP mortgage servicing transfers thus
far in 2015.

Xl “4AMP Modification” herein refers to trial and permanent modifications under HAMP (Tier 1 and Tier 2), FHA HAMP, and RD HAMP.
Treasury does not collect detailed information on VA HAMP, as its incentives are not paid using TARP funds.

For more details on HAMP mortgage
servicing transfers, see "HAMP
Mortgage Servicing Transfers,” in
SIGTARP’s April 2015 Quarterly
Report, pages 142-147.
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According to Treasury’s data, three firms—Ocwen, Nationstar Mortgage, LLC,
and Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc.—acquired the servicing for 176,961 HAMP
loans, or 70% of the total number transferred. Ocwen, alone, acquired over
117,226 HAMP loans, 46% of the total number transferred. Table 4.9 provides
further detail on HAMP mortgage servicing transfers, showing the number of

transfers between the top ten selling and acquiring servicers.

TABLE 4.9
HAMP SERVICING TRANSFERS - TOP TEN BUYERS AND SELLERS
© > &
N & P & > N
& o & P 2 M
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SELLERS
Bank of America, National 1,068 15679 10771 — 1529 2 3560 243 23 1070 7,039 40984 16%
Association ! ! ' ' ' ) ), i
American Home Mortgage 57 gqs — — — 11 — 7 9 11 — 64 27,767 11%
Servicing, Inc.
GMAC Mortgage, LLC 24,302 — 52 5 138 3 840 3 16 — 2323 27,682 11%
JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA 10,950 69 7,736 — 412 — 93 12 27 — 494 19,793 8%
OneWest Bank 18,346 — — — — — 1,162 — — — 3 19,511 8%
paxon Mortgage Services, 17,254 — 28 — 29 — 378 - — — 50 17,739 7%
Litton Loan Servicing, LP 11,592 — — — — — 100 — — — 78 11,770 5%
Aurora Loan Services, LLC — 10818 192 — 11 — — — — — 65 11,086 4%
Wilshire Credit Corporation — 9 — 8,938 — — — — — — 31 8,978 4%
CitiMortgage, Inc. 12 1 19 2 3,449 — 29 2,367 609 — 2,083 8,571 3%
Other 6,037 4454 9,907 7,386 5488 7,349 629 2208 2758 2,189 11611 60,016 24%
Grand Total 117,226 31,030 28,705 16,331 11,067 7,354 6,798 4,842 3,444 3259 23,841 253,897

Percentage of Total

46%

12%

11%

6% 4%

3%

3%

1%

1%

9%

Note: Analysis excludes 7,528 intracompany transfers registered in Treasury’s servicing transfers data.

Source: SIGTARP Analysis of Treasury HAMP Data.
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Payment Increases on HAMP-Modified Mortgages

Most homeowners who received HAMP permanent mortgage modifications saw
the interest rates on their loans cut in order to reduce their monthly payments

and make their mortgages more affordable and sustainable over the long term.'"”
Starting with those who received modifications in 2009, homeowners in HAMP
began in 2014 to see their interest rates rise and monthly mortgage payments go
up this year, and will continue to see increases for up to another three years. Some
homeowners may eventually see their monthly payment increase by as much as
$1,788 per month.!%

Homeowners that received HAMP permanent mortgage modifications had
their monthly mortgage payments reduced to 31% of their gross monthly income
through a series of steps including extending the term of the mortgage, reducing
the principal owed, or cutting the interest rate to as low as 2%.' The terms of
HAMP permanent modifications remain fixed for five years.!' However, after five
years, a homeowner’s mortgage interest rate can increase if the modified interest
rate had been reduced below where the national average rate was for a 30-year
conforming fixed-rate mortgage on the date of the modification.'"! The average
interest rate over the last five years has generally been between 3.5% and 5.4%,
and most modifications cut rates well below that benchmark.!'? After five years, the
interest rate on the modified loan can step up incrementally by up to 1% per year
until it reaches that benchmark.'"?

Table 4.10 shows before-modification, after-modification, and after all
modification increases, median interest rates, interest rate increases, payments, and
payment increases for homeowners who face interest rate and payment increases
on HAMP mortgage modifications, by year.
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TABLE 4.10
HAMP TIER 1 PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS WITH SCHEDULED PAYMENT INCREASES BY YEAR, AS OF
8/31/2015
Permanent Interest Rate* Monthly Payment®
Modifications
with
Total Active Scheduled
Year Permanent Payment Median Median
Modified Modifications Increases Modification Status Median Increase Median Increase
Before Modification 6.50% $1,431
2009 28,544 26,776 After Modification 2.00% $748
After All Increases 5.00% 3.00% $1,022 $260
Before Modification 6.50% $1,453
2010 268,668 250,398 After Modification 2.00% §773
After All Increases 5.00% 2.75% $1,034 $247
Before Modification 6.38% $1,448
2011 210,815 188,067 After Modification 2.00% $808
After All Increases 4.63% 2.50% $1,050 $228
Before Modification 6.25% $1,453
2012 140,794 103,859 After Modification 2.00% $793
After All Increases 3.88% 1.63% $959 $156
Before Modification 6.00% $1,402
2013 117,244 79,709 After Modification 2.00% §777
After All Increases 3.50% 1.50% $940 $148
Before Modification 6.13% $1,309
2014 73,576 51,811 After Modification 2.00% $762
After All Increases 4.25% 2.25% $961 $188
Before Modification 6.00% $1,271
2015 40,752 26,484 After Modification 2.00% $740
After All Increases 3.88% 1.75% $898 $149
Before Modification 6.38% $1,427
All Years 880,393 727,104 After Modification 2.00% §782
After All Increases 4.50% 2.25% $1,006 $206

Notes: SIGTARP learned in October 2015 that Treasury allowed servicers to modify loans with non-standard terms, resulting in some HAMP modifications that should have had
scheduled payment increases, but did not.
2 Analysis of HAMP permanent modifications with scheduled interest rate and payment increases excludes 58,513 HAMP permanent modifications with incomplete records.

Source: SIGTARP analysis of Treasury HAMP data.
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As shown in Table 4.10, 727,104 of the 880,393 (83%) homeowners who had
active HAMP Tier 1 permanent modifications as of August 31, 2015 are scheduled
for or have experienced these interest rate and payment increases.!'* That means
just 153,289 homeowners, or 17%, will not experience payment increases.'"
Among homeowners scheduled to have mortgage interest rate and payment
increases, the median interest rate for these loans was 6.38% before modification;
the median monthly payment was $1,427.""* HAMP permanent modifications
reduced the median interest rate for these homeowners’ loans to 2% and their
median monthly payment to $782.'""7 The scheduled payment increases will cause
their median interest rate to rise to 4.5% and their median payment to increase
to $1,006.""® Their median rate increase will be 2.25% and their median payment
increase will be $206.""” Some homeowners could eventually see their mortgage
payments increase by $1,788 per month; and after all payment increases, the
highest mortgage payment any homeowner would pay per month would be $8,276.

As of September 30, 2015, according to Treasury data, 239,285 homeowners
in active HAMP modifications passed the date of their first scheduled payment
increase, and an additional 34,775 homeowners are scheduled for payment
increases by the end of the year.'?

Table 4.11 provides additional detail about interest rate and payment increases
by year.
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Homeowners in All States Will Be Affected by Payment Increases
Table 4.12 shows, as of August 31, 2015, all active HAMP permanent
modifications with scheduled monthly mortgage payment increases, by state.

TABLE 4.12
HAMP TIER 1 PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS WITH SCHEDULED PAYMENT INCREASES, AS OF 8/31/2015
Percentage Median

Total Active Permanent of Active Permanent Payment Maximum

Total Active Modifications With Modifications With Increase Payment

Permanent Scheduled Payment Scheduled Payment After All Increase After

State Modifications Increases Increase Increases®  All Increases®
Alabama 4,560 3,113 68.3% $99 $1,291
Alaska 386 290 75.1% 178 756
Arizona 31,050 26,438 85.2% 192 1,058
Arkansas 1,800 1,339 74.4% 98 746
California 228,038 199,260 87.4% 311 1,788
Colorado 11,568 9,382 81.1% 179 1,128
Connecticut 11,740 9,436 80.4% 199 1,265
Delaware 2,603 2,038 78.3% 170 825
Florida 113,824 93,281 82.0% 170 1,408
Georgia 30,530 23,963 78.5% 138 1,049
Guam 8 6 75.0% 57 167
Hawaii 3,575 3,001 83.9% 378 1,258
Idaho 3,115 2,545 81.7% 163 879
linois 45,347 37,752 83.3% 179 1,556
Indiana 7,757 5,574 71.9% 94 1,108
lowa 1,821 1,371 75.3% 93 667
Kansas 1,923 1,434 74.6% 109 1,236
Kentucky 3,106 2,276 73.3% 94 804
Louisiana 4,740 3,378 71.3% 101 924
Maine 2,391 1,924 80.5% 144 709
Maryland 28,033 22,882 81.6% 250 1,378
Massachusetts 20,788 17,406 83.7% 239 1,245
Michigan 24,033 19,394 80.7% 124 1,301
Minnesota 12,622 10,669 84.5% 177 1,218
Mississippi 2,816 1,854 65.8% 89 800
Missouri 7,906 5,854 74.0% 110 894

Continued on next page
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HAMP TIER 1 PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS WITH SCHEDULED PAYMENT INCREASES, AS OF 8/31/2015

(CONTINUED)
Percentage Median

Total Active Permanent of Active Permanent Payment Maximum
Total Active Modifications With Modifications With Increase Payment
Permanent Scheduled Payment Scheduled Payment After All Increase After
State Modifications Increases Increase Increases®  All Increases®
Montana 956 772 80.8% $168 $1,009
Nebraska 1,062 779 73.4% 91 673
Nevada 18,359 15,748 85.8% 219 1,114
New Hampshire 3,649 3,028 83.0% 181 852
New Jersey 29,926 25,356 84.7% 238 1,564
New Mexico 2,993 2,346 78.4% 144 970
New York 50,065 42,847 85.6% 298 1,586
North Carolina 15,094 11,512 76.3% 117 986
North Dakota 125 96 76.8% 112 465
Ohio 17,576 13,339 75.9% 100 1,002
Oklahoma 1,898 1,331 70.1% 86 667
Oregon 9,803 8,253 84.2% 197 1,682
Pennsylvania 18,602 14,032 75.4% 130 1,014
Puerto Rico 3,118 2,843 91.2% 94 987
Rhode Island 4,253 3,538 83.2% 196 888
South Carolina 7,808 5,844 74.8% 120 1,094
South Dakota 267 210 78.7% 123 822
Tennessee 8,250 5,712 69.2% 101 1,082
Texas 22,994 16,223 70.6% 99 1,138
Utah 7,005 5,877 83.9% 206 1,157
Vermont 771 615 79.8% 152 1,033
Virgin Islands 11 8 72.7% 157 229
Virginia 20,111 16,532 82.2% 235 1,425
Washington 19,018 16,007 84.2% 229 1,160
District of Columbia 1,520 1,289 84.8% 261 1,002
West Virginia 1,093 864 79.0% 126 586
Wisconsin 7,625 5,974 78.3% 126 979
Wyoming 361 269 74.5% 166 869
Total 880,393 727,104 82.6% $206 $1,788

2 Analysis of HAMP permanent modifications with scheduled interest rate and payment increases excludes 58,513 HAMP permanent modifications with incomplete records.

Source: SIGTARP analysis of Treasury HAMP data.
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As shown in Table 4.12 above, homeowners in four states account for more
than half of the HAMP permanent modifications scheduled for interest rate and

12l Homeowners

payment increases: California, Florida, New York, and Illinois.
in 11 jurisdictions face mortgage payment increases that are more than the $206
national median: California, Hawaii, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nevada, New
Jersey, New York, Utah, Virginia, Washington, and Washington, DC.'? While 83%
of homeowners nationally with HAMP-modified mortgages face scheduled interest
rate and payment increases, that percentage is even higher in 16 jurisdictions:
Arizona, California, Hawaii, Illinois, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nevada, New

Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Oregon, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, Utah,
Washington, and Washington, DC.'*?

Homeowners Who Have Redefaulted on HAMP Permanent
Modifications or Are at Risk of Redefaulting*

As of September 30, 2015, more than 1,409,972 homeowners got help to start

a permanent HAMP mortgage modification, of which 467,134 homeowners (or
33%) fell three months behind in payments and, thus, redefaulted out of the
program — often into a less advantageous private sector modification or, even worse,

124:i This is an increase from the 453,908 homeowners who had

into foreclosure.
redefaulted through the end of the previous quarter, as this quarter alone 13,226
homeowners redefaulted in HAMP. As of September 30, 2015, taxpayers lost $1.8
billion in TARP funds paid to servicers and investors as incentives for 261,716
homeowners who received non-GSE HAMP permanent modifications and later
redefaulted, which is an increase of 8,798 from the last quarter.'* Also, 78,625

(9% of active HAMP permanent modifications) had missed one to two monthly
mortgage payments and, thus, are at risk of redefaulting out of the program.'?

The longer a homeowner remains in HAMP, the more likely he or she is to
redefault out of the program, with homeowners redefaulting on the oldest HAMP
permanent modifications at a rate of 52.7%.Mi The likelihood of homeowners
redefaulting on their HAMP modifications increases as their modifications age.
Nearly half of all homeowners who received a HAMP permanent modification
received it in 2009 and 2010.'*” Homeowners who received HAMP permanent
modifications in 2009 redefaulted at rates ranging from 47.5% to 52.7% at the time
they reached 60 months, the latest aging for which Treasury’s monitoring report
provides data, while homeowners who received HAMP permanent modifications
in 2010 redefaulted at rates ranging from 42.4% to 47.2% (compared to 41.3% to
48.4% reported last quarter).!28

Homeowners who redefaulted fell out of the HAMP program, and their HAMP
permanent modification was not sustainable. Once again, they risked losing
their homes and some may have lost their homes. Treasury reported that of the
homeowners with redefaulted loans reported by 20 servicers that participated
X'?,In this section, “HAMP" refers to the original HAMP First-Lien Modification Program, which Treasury later named HAMP Tier 1.

Xl The percentage of homeowners that redefaulted in HAMP (cumulative redefault rate) includes all homeowners who received HAMP
__permanent modifications since the start of the program.
X'!” According to Treasury, Treasury's calculation of redefault rates may exclude some modifications due to missing or invalid data.

XV The most recent HAMP redefault data provided to SIGTARP by Treasury only covers through June 2015 and does not account for
modifications that redefaulted after 60 months.

For more on homeowners who have
redefaulted on HAMP permanent
mortgages or are at risk of defaulting,
see SIGTARP’s July 2013 Quarterly
Report, pages 161-184.

Cumulative Redefault Rate: The

total number of HAMP permanent
modifications that have redefaulted
(as of a specific date) divided by the
total number of HAMP permanent
modifications started (as of the same
specific date).
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in a survey, as of August 31, 2015, the latest data provided by Treasury, 23% of
homeowners moved into the foreclosure process, 12% of homeowners lost their
home via a short sale or deed-in-lieu of foreclosure, and 28% of homeowners
who redefaulted received an alternative modification, usually a private sector
modification.'?

Table 4.13 shows the number homeowners that received HAMP modifications
and the number and percentage of homeowners who have redefaulted by year for
GSE and non-GSE loans.

TABLE 4.13
HAMP TIER 1 PERMANENT MODIFICATION REDEFAULT ACTIVITY, AS OF
9/30/2015
Year Permanents Started Permanents Redefaulted
Modified Redefault Rate
Annual Cumulative Annual Cumulative Cumulative
2009 23,633 23,633 129 129 1%
2010 243,262 266,895 29,015 29,144 11%
2011 185,254 452,149 59,080 88,224 20%
2012 114,745 566,894 58,860 147,084 26%
Non-GSE
2013 98,423 665,317 49,413 196,497 30%
2014 59,967 725,284 41,306 237,803 33%
2015 36,213 761,497 23,913 261,716 34%
Total 761,497 — 261,716 —
2009 43,305 43,305 339 339 1%
2010 269,450 312,755 27,730 28,069 9%
2011 168,423 481,178 51,287 79,356 16%
2012 87,280 568,458 49,229 128,585 23%
GSE 2013 43,497 611,955 33,990 162,575 27%
2014 26,229 638,184 27,122 189,697 30%
2015 10,291 648,475 15,721 205,418 32%
Total 648,475 — 205,418 —
2009 66,938 66,938 468 468 1%
2010 512,712 579,650 56,745 57,213 10%
2011 353,677 933,327 110,367 167,580 18%
Total 2012 202,025 1,135,352 108,089 275,669 24%
2013 141,920 1,277,272 83,403 359,072 28%
2014 86,196 1,363,468 68,428 427,500 31%
2015 46,504 1,409,972 39,634 467,134 33%
Total 1,409,972 - 467,134 —
Notes: Data is as of December 31, 2009; December 31, 2010; December 31, 2011; December 31, 2012; December 31, 2013,
December 31, 2014, and September 30, 2015.
Sources: Treasury responses to SIGTARP data calls, 1/21/2011, 1/20/2012, 1/22/2013, 2/28/2013, 7/19/2013, 10/21/2013,
10/23/2013, 1/23/2014, and 1/24/2014; Fannie Mae, responses to SIGTARP data calls 10/21/2013 and 1/23/2014; Treasury,
“HAMP 1MP Program Volumes — Program Type and Payor by Tier — September 2015,” accessed 10/21/2015; SIGTARP Quarterly
Report to Congress, 1/30/2010; SIGTARP Quarterly Report to Congress, 1/26/2011; SIGTARP Quarterly Report to Congress,
1/26/2012; SIGTARP Quarterly Report to Congress, 1/30/2013



SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015 163

During the current year there were only 46,504 new modifications, while there
were 39,634 redefaults. Redefaults are likely to continue increasing unless Treasury
finds a way to increase participation in the program. Figure 4.8 provides detail on
the status (active and redefaulted) over time of homeowners’ HAMP permanent
modifications by the year they originated.

FIGURE 4.8

ACTIVE AND REDEFAULTED HAMP MODIFICATIONS BY YEAR OF MODIFICATION,
AS OF 9/30/2015
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Source: Fannie Mae, response to SIGTARP data call, 10/21/2015.

Over time the rate at which homeowners redefault on their HAMP
modifications increases, as illustrated in Figure 4.8. More than 45% of the
homeowners that obtained permanent modifications in 2009 and 2010 have
since redefaulted, compared to only 10% of the homeowners that received HAMP
modifications in 2014 and 2015.'%
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Servicer Redefault Rates

servicing the modifications listed.

TABLE 4.14

As of September 30, 2015, of 1,330,313 homeowners’ HAMP permanent
modifications currently serviced by 10 of the largest servicers, 412,784, or 31%,
subsequently redefaulted. Table 4.14 provides data on homeowners’ HAMP
permanent modifications by servicers participating in HAMP and currently

HOMEOWNERS’ HAMP PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS AND REDEFAULTS
CURRENTLY WITHIN SERVICERS’ PORTFOLIOS, BY SERVICER, AS OF

9/30/2015
Percentage
Permanent of Permanent
Permanent Modifications Modifications
Modifications Redefaulted Redefaulted
Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC? 316,353 107,162 33.9%
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.? 210,802 59,122 28.0%
Nationstar Mortgage LLC 176,531 47,861 27.1%
JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A.c 176,141 47,685 27.1%
Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. 101,381 40,815 40.3%
Bank of America, N.A.¢ 103,867 33,485 32.2%
Seterus Incorporated 72,642 27,115 37.3%
Ditech Financial LLCe 106,525 26,203 24.6%
CitiMortgage Inc 43,449 14,011 32.2%
Specialized Loan Servicing LLC 22,622 9,325 41.2%
Other 211,730 76,344 36.1%
Total 1,542,043 489,128 31.7%

modifications listed by the current servicer of the loan.

¢ JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. includes EMC Mortgage Corporation.

e Formerly GreenTree Servicing LLC.

10/21/2015.

Notes: HAMP include HAMP Tier 1 and Tier 2 modifications, including those that received assistance under the Home Price Decline
Protection (“HPDP”) and Principal Reduction Alternative (“PRA”) programs. Includes both TARP and GSE modifications. Includes

2 Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC includes the former Litton Loan Servicing, LLC, GMAC Mortgage, LLC, and Homeward Residential.
® Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. includes Wachovia Bank, NA and Wachovia Mortgage, FSB.

9 Bank of America includes the former BAC Home Loans Servicing LP, Home Loan Services, and Wilshire Credit Corporation.

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Program Volumes - Combined Tier 1/Tier 2: Top 25 HAMP Servicers — September 2015,” accessed

Four servicers account for more than half of homeowners’ HAMP permanent
modifications that redefaulted: Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC, with 107,162

homeowners’ permanent modifications redefaulted; Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., with
59,122 homeowners’ permanent modifications redefaulted, Nationstar Mortgage
LLC, with 47,861 homeowners’ permanent modifications redefaulted and
JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA, with 47,685 homeowners’ permanent modifications
redefaulted.’' Of the 10 largest servicers participating in HAMP, the three with
the highest percentage of homeowners’ HAMP permanent modifications that
redefaulted were Specialized Loan Servicing LLC, with 41.2% of homeowners’
permanent modifications redefaulted; Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc., with 40.3%
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of homeowners’ permanent modifications redefaulted; and Seterus Incorporated,
with 37.3% of homeowners’ permanent modifications redefaulted, as compared
with the average for the 10 of 31%.!3?

Redefaults: Impact on Taxpayers Funding TARP

Taxpayers have lost about $1.8 billion in TARP funds paid to servicers and investors
as incentives for 261,716 homeowners’ non-GSE, HAMP (Tier 1) permanent
mortgage modifications that redefaulted.!** As of September 30, 2015, Treasury
has distributed $9.6 billion in TARP funds for 761,497 homeowners’ non-GSE,
HAMP (Tier 1) permanent modifications.'** According to Treasury, $5.4 billion

of that was designated for investor incentives, $2.3 billion for servicer incentives,

135 (Homeowner incentives are paid to

and $1.9 billion for homeowner incentives.
servicers that, in turn, apply the payment to a homeowner’s mortgage). According
to Treasury, 19% of those funds were paid for incentives on homeowners’ HAMP
permanent modifications that later redefaulted.!

Table 4.15 shows payments for homeowners’ HAMP permanent modifications
(active, redefaulted, and paid off mortgages) that are currently within servicers’

portfolios.




166

SPECIAL INSPECTOR GENERAL | TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PROGRAM

TABLE 4.15

TARP INCENTIVE PAYMENTS ON HOMEOWNERS’ HAMP PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS CURRENTLY WITHIN

SERVICERS’ PORTFOLIOS, AS OF 9/30/2015

Percentage of Total

TARP Incentive TARP Incentive TARP Incentive Total TARP TARP Incentive

Payments for Payments for Payments for Incentive Payments for

Permanents Permanents Permanents Payments for Permanents

Servicer Name Active Redefaulted Paid Off Permanents All Redefaulted
Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC? $2,164,499,275 $563,335,594 $56,412,538  $2,795,383,134 20%
Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. 595,778,997 257,150,076 13,822,594 866,769,043 30%
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.¢ 1,265,173,565 229,739,457 50,568,957 1,547,843,644 15%
JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA® 1,264,211,168 174,748,720 34,377,377 1,476,766,114 12%
Nationstar Mortgage LLCe 563,510,059 124,911,927 16,143,810 704,586,918 18%
Bank of America, N.A. 624,141,258 104,275,129 21,838,312 750,720,855 14%
Specialized Loan Servicing LLC 97,481,581 54,009,433 2,320,926 153,820,523 35%
CitiMortgage Inc 222,033,422 42,591,904 11,723,959 276,622,663 15%
Bayview Loan Servicing LLC 178,306,211 38,701,409 12,020,342 229,757,495 17%
Carrington Mortgage Services, LLC 59,844,921 24,493,195 1,675,063 86,033,174 28%
Other 466,916,332 175,863,400 26,473,288 669,461,250 26%
Total $7,501,896,790 $1,789,820,244 $247,377,164 $9,557,764,814 19%

Notes: Total incentive payments by the current status of the permanent modification (active, redefaulted, or paid off) is broken out in the table by the current servicer of the loan. The incentive
payment totals may not tie to the actual amount paid to the servicer as servicing transfers are not taken into account when the current servicer on the loan is used. Totals shown here exclude
payments and/or drafts performed for modifications that are not currently Permanent Modifications. Totals shown here include payments under the HAMP Tier 1, Home Price Decline Protection
(“HPDP") and Principal Reduction Alternative (“PRA”) programs tied to these loans. Figures do not include TARP funded incentives on GSE loans.
2 Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC includes the former Litton Loan Servicing, LLC, GMAC Mortgage, LLC, and Homeward Residential.

® JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA includes EMC Mortgage Corporation.

¢ Bank of America N.A. includes the former Countrywide Home Loans Servicing, BAC Home Loans Servicing LP, Home Loan Services, and Wilshire Credit Corporation.
4 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. includes Wachovia Bank, NA and Wachovia Mortgage, FSB.

e Nationstar Mortgage LLC includes MorEquity, Inc and the former Aurora Loan Services LLC.
f Totals include $18,670,626 on modifications that the servicer classified as “withdrawals.”

Source: Treasury, response to SIGTARP data call, 10/9/2015.

Redefaults: Impact on States
Homeowners are redefaulting throughout the nation. In most states at least 35%

mortgages currently serviced by 10 servicers (listed in Table 4.15).

of homeowners in the HAMP program have redefaulted on their modifications.
Tables 4.16 — 4.22 and Figure 4.9 show regional and state breakdowns of the
number of homeowners with HAMP permanent modifications, the number

redefaulted on modifications, and the redefault rates.

More than half of TARP funds that Treasury spent for HAMP permanent
modifications that redefaulted were for mortgages currently serviced by three
servicers, Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC, Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc., and Wells
Fargo Bank, N.A. (listed in Table 4.15)."*"" More than 90% of TARP funds
Treasury spent for HAMP permanent modifications that redefaulted were for

138

139

of homeowners with active permanent modifications, the number who have

XV Total incentive payments by the current status of the permanent modification (active, redefaulted, or paid off) is broken out in the
table by the current servicer of the loan. The incentive payment totals may not tie to the actual amount paid to the servicer as
servicing transfers are not taken into account when the current servicer on the loan is used.
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TABLE 4.16

REDEFAULTED HOMEOWNERS' HAMP PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS, BY
REGION, CUMULATIVE AS OF 9/30/2015

Permanent Active  Redefaulted

Modifications  Modifications Modifications = Redefault Rate
West 379,014 259,476 100,841 27%
Mountain West/Plains 75,190 44,382 25,229 34%
Southwest/South Central 113,680 65,101 41,746 37%
Midwest 218,821 127,208 81,282 37%
Mid-Atlantic/Northeast 321,339 195,096 113,875 35%
Southeast 301,928 185,320 104,161 34%
TOTAL 1,409,972 876,583 467,134 33%

Notes: Includes GSE and non-GSE modifications. Of HAMP permanent modifications, 63,995 loans have been paid off.

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Program Volumes Supplemental - Tier 1: State — September 2015,” accessed 10/21/2015.

FIGURE 4.9
REDEFAULTED HAMP PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS, BY REGION, CUMULATIVE
AS OF 9/30/2015
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West

TABLE 4.17

REDEFAULTED HAMP PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS, BY STATE, CUMULATIVE AS OF 9/30/2015

|

—GU

—HI

WEST W >27%

Percentage of Redefaults
on HAMP Permanent
Modifications

Mountain West/Plains

TABLE 4.18

25-27%
<25%

Permanent Active Redefaulted

Modifications Modifications Modifications  Redefault Rate
AK 671 385 216 32%
CA 327,560 226,842 85,037 26%
GU 13 8 3 23%
HI 5,354 3,557 1,469 27%
OR 15,511 9,762 4,713 30%
WA 29,905 18,922 9,403 31%
Total 379,014 259,476 100,841 27%

Notes: Includes GSE and non-GSE modifications, excludes permanent modifications paid off.

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Program Volumes Supplemental - Tier 1: State - September 2015,” accessed
10/21/2015.

REDEFAULTED HAMP PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS, BY STATE, CUMULATIVE AS OF 9/30/2015

MOUNTAIN WEST/
PLAINS

Percentage of Redefaults on
HAMP Permanent Modifications

W -27%
W 25-27%
<25%

Permanent Active Redefaulted

Modifications Modifications Modifications  Redefault Rate
co 18,600 11,464 5,168 28%
ID 5,127 3,092 1,635 32%
KS 3,564 1,904 1,385 39%
MT 1,568 939 452 29%
ND 225 122 73 32%
NE 2,062 1,056 824 40%
NV 31,224 18,246 11,697 37%
SD 517 267 176 34%
uT 11,631 6,933 3,588 31%
wy 672 359 231 34%
Total 75,190 44,382 25,229 34%

Notes: Includes GSE and non-GSE modifications, excludes permanent modifications paid off.

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Program Volumes Supplemental - Tier 1: State - September 2015,” accessed
10/21/2015.
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Southwest/South Central

TABLE 4.19
REDEFAULTED HAMP PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS, BY STATE, CUMULATIVE AS OF 9/30/2015
Permanent Active Redefaulted
Modifications Modifications Modifications  Redefault Rate
AR 3,312 1,795 1,284 39%
AZ 52,556 30,866 18,750 36%
LA 8,929 4,700 3,786 42%
NM 4,939 2,977 1,703 34%
OK 3,623 1,886 1,473 41%
X 40,321 22,877 14,750 37%
SOUTHWEST/ I >27% Total 113,680 65,101 41,746 37%
SOUTH CENTRAL 35253;/0 Notes: Includes GSE and non-GSE modifications, excludes permanent modifications paid off.
Esrﬁzm;gsef:nzﬁgstfaults Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Program Volumes Supplemental - Tier 1: State - September 2015,” accessed
Modifications 10/21/2015.
Midwest
TABLE 4.20
REDEFAULTED HAMP PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS, BY STATE, CUMULATIVE AS OF 9/30/2015
Permanent Active Redefaulted
Modifications Modifications Modifications  Redefault Rate
1A 3,601 1,804 1,492 41%
L IL 74,815 45,160 27,494 37%
M IN 14,012 7,724 5,480 39%
A o KY 5,694 3,001 2,260 40%
L I Mi 39,909 23,897 13,619 34%
Mo KY MN 21,508 12,530 7,704 36%
MO 14,782 7,852 6,094 41%
! P OH 30,524 17,558 11,499 38%
ercentage of Redefaults
on HAMP Permanent <25% Wi 13,976 7,592 5,640 40%
Modifications Total 218,821 127,208 81,282 37%

Notes: Includes GSE and non-GSE modifications, excludes permanent modifications paid off.

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Program Volumes Supplemental - Tier 1: State - September 2015,” accessed
10/21/2015.
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Mid-Atlantic/Northeast

TABLE 4.21

REDEFAULTED HAMP PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS, BY STATE, CUMULATIVE AS OF 9/30/2015

s

MID-ATLANTIC/
NORTHEAST

Percentage of
Redefaults on HAMP
Permanent Modifications

Southeast

TABLE 4.22

0w
W‘%BENJ
: m- DC

B >27%
25-27%
<25%

Permanent Active Redefaulted

Modifications Modifications Modifications  Redefault Rate
CT 19,769 11,723 7,427 38%
DC 2,493 1,503 826 33%
DE 4,668 2,606 1,890 40%
MA 34,354 20,686 11,998 35%
MD 46,318 27,930 16,649 36%
ME 4,312 2,377 1,707 40%
NH 6,471 3,636 2,468 38%
NJ 51,259 29,842 19,785 39%
NY 75,717 50,137 23,423 31%
PA 33,159 18,555 13,214 40%
RI 7,164 4,238 2,687 38%
VA 32,365 20,010 10,576 33%
4 1,320 767 465 35%
wv 1,970 1,086 760 39%
Total 321,339 195,096 113,875 35%

Notes: Includes GSE and non-GSE modifications, excludes permanent modifications paid off.

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Program Volumes Supplemental - Tier 1: State - September 2015,” accessed
10/21/2015.

REDEFAULTED HAMP PERMANENT MODIFICATIONS, BY STATE, CUMULATIVE AS OF 9/30/2015

SOUTHEAST

Percentage of
Redefaults on HAMP
Permanent Modifications

P 3
-

/PR
Vv

P |

B >27%
25-27%
<25%

Permanent Active Redefaulted

Modifications Modifications Modifications  Redefault Rate
AL 8,756 4,536 3,735 43%
FL 175,394 113,514 55,764 32%
GA 51,372 30,374 18,787 37%
MS 5,534 2,806 2,461 44%
NC 26,970 15,020 10,421 39%
PR 4,383 3,094 1,145 26%
SC 13,802 7,768 5,265 38%
TN 15,704 8,196 6,582 42%
\'/ 13 12 1 8%
Total 301,928 185,320 104,161 34%

Notes: Includes GSE and non-GSE modifications, excludes permanent modifications paid off.

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP: Program Volumes Supplemental - Tier 1: State - September 2015,” accessed
10/21/2015.
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As shown in the preceding tables, only 27% of homeowners in the West Coast
have redefaulted in HAMP. This redefault rate is driven primarily by California,
where only 26% of homeowners have redefaulted (only Guam and the Virgin
Islands have lower rates of redefault). Conversely, homeowners in the Midwest and
Deep South have fared the worst in HAMP. In the Midwest, 37% of participating
homeowners have redefaulted on their HAMP modification, the highest of any
region. In the Deep South, 44% of Mississippi homeowners participating in
HAMP have redefaulted, the highest redefault rate in the nation, while 43% of
homeowners in Alabama, and 42% of homeowners in Louisiana and Tennessee,
have redefaulted.

California has the highest number of homeowners who redefaulted on HAMP
permanent modifications with 85,037, followed by Florida, Illinois, and New York
with 55,764, 27,494, and 23,423, respectively. Homeowners in each of these states
have redefaulted at rates lower than their regional average, but these states have
significantly more homeowners in HAMP modifications than any others.

Modification Incentives

Treasury provides servicers with an up front incentive for modifying loans that is
based on the extent of the loans delinquency upon entry into a HAMP TPP. For
loans less than or equal to 120 days delinquent, servicers receive $2,000. For loans
121-210 days delinquent, servicers receive $1,600. For loans more than 210 days
delinquent, servicers receive $1,200. For homeowners whose monthly mortgage
payment was reduced through HAMP by 6% or more, servicers also receive
incentive payments of up to $1,000 annually for three years if the homeowner
remains in good standing (defined as less than three full monthly payments
delinquent).'*

For HAMP Tier 1, homeowners whose monthly mortgage payment is reduced
through HAMP by 6% or more and who make monthly payments on time earn
an annual principal reduction of up to $1,000."*' The principal reduction accrues
monthly and is payable for each of the first five years as long as the homeowner
remains in good standing.'** In addition, homeowners still active in HAMP on the
sixth anniversary of their trial start date will receive a one time principal reduction
of $5,000, after which servicers will be required to offer a loan recast, unless
prohibited by investor guidelines.'** Under both HAMP Tier 1 and HAMP Tier 2,
the investor is entitled to five years of incentives that make up part of the difference
between the homeowner’s new monthly payment and the old one.

HAMP Tier 2 incentives are the same as those for HAMP Tier 1, with some
exceptions, notably that HAMP Tier 2 modifications do not pay annual homeowner
or servicer incentives, with the exception of a $5,000 principal reduction payment
paid on the 6th anniversary of the trial start date for homeowners that remain
active in the program.'*

As of September 30, 2015, of the $29.8 billion in TARP funds allocated to the
77 servicers participating in MHA, 90% was allocated to 10 servicers.'*® Table 4.23
shows incentive payments made to these servicers.
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TABLE 4.23

TARP INCENTIVE PAYMENTS BY 10 SERVICERS, ALL MHA PROGRAMS, AS OF 9/30/2015

SPA Cap Limit

Incentive
Payments
to Borrowers

Incentive
Payments
to Investors

Incentive
Payments
to Servicers

Total Incentive
Payments

Ocwen Loan
Servicing, LLC?

$7,144,221,653

$548,601,651

$1,769,206,818

$655,679,725

$2,973,488,194

JPMorgan Chase

Jhiforgen 4,180,356,154 474,173,623 1,251,085,389 500,000,039  2,226,159,051
Lo Fareo Bank, 4,681,203503 448878376  1,067,150,825 490,602,385  2,006,631,586
ﬁa;\‘k of America, 4,376,483,917 421,913,769 835,562,287 453,042,760  1,710,518816
Select Portfolio 1,739,631,639 180,049,255 329,122,809 180,777,675 689,949,738
Servicing, Inc.

Nationstar

Vorsmaa || 2,155,290,833 147,008,681 353,800,618 159,685,884 660,495,183
CitiMortgage Inc 1,026,222,572 110,289,370 328,916,797 134,048,041 574,154,209
CIT Bank, N.A 890,889,926 66,919,213 231,693,120 89,943,567 388,555,900
Bayview Loan 456,945,127 38,625,129 77,817,104 33,025,910 149,468,143
Servicing LLC

U.S. Bank National

PR 262,349,198 24,637,385 46,442,262 30,191,363 101,271,011
Other Servicers 2,868,329,277 175,300,332 364,519,574 221,263,716 761,083,622

Total

$29,781,923,798 $2,636,354,180 $6,655,119,329 $2,949,967,814 $12,241,441,322

Notes: Numbers may not total due to rounding. On July 1, 2012, Saxon Mortgage Services, Inc. ceased servicing operations by selling its mortgage servicing rights and
transferring the subservicing relationships to third-party servicers. The remaining SPA Cap Limit stated above represents the amount previously paid to Saxon Mortgage

Services, Inc. prior to ceasing servicing operations.
2 Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC includes the former Litton Loan Servicing, LLC, GMAC Mortgage, LLC, and Homeward Residential.
® JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA includes EMC Mortgage Corporation.
< Bank of America N.A. includes the former Countrywide Home Loans Servicing, BAC Home Loans Servicing LP, Home Loan Services, and Wilshire Credit Corporation.
4 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. includes Wachovia Bank, NA and Wachovia Mortgage, FSB.
¢ Nationstar Mortgage LLC includes MorEquity, Inc and the former Aurora Loan Services LLC.

f Formerly OneWest Bank.

Source: Treasury, Transactions Report-Housing Programs, 9/28/2015.
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As shown in Table 4.23, Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC, received $2,973,488,194
in total incentive payments, the most of any servicer. The four largest HAMP
servicers (Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC; JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA; Wells Fargo
Bank, N.A; and Bank of America, N.A.) received 73% of all incentives paid
out. Only 18% of the incentives paid to Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC went to
homeowners, least among the four largest servicers. Conversely, 25% of incentives
paid to Bank of America, N.A. went to homeowners, the highest among the four
largest servicers. Of the $12.2 billion in total incentives paid to all servicers, 22%
went to homeowners, 54% went to investors, and the remaining 24% went to the
servicers.

Table 4.24 below shows similar incentives information, but limited to HAMP
incentives. Of the $10.2 billion in total HAMP incentives paid, 19% went to
homeowners, 57% went to investors, and the remaining 24% went to the servicers.

TABLE 4.24
TARP INCENTIVE PAYMENTS BY 10 SERVICERS, HAMP ONLY, AS OF 9/30/2015
Incentive Incentive Incentive
Payments Payments Payments Total Incentive
to Borrowers to Investors to Servicers Payments
Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC? $474,194,054  $1,725,767,072 $608,143,594 $2,808,104,719
JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA 354,337,021 1,031,066,655 398,682,220 1,784,085,895
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.¢ 312,034,116 947,544,372 386,066,478 1,645,644,966
Bank of America, N.A.c 248,581,085 614,205,109 322,279,874 1,185,066,069
select Portfolo Servicing, 133,850,203 302,654,885 154,156,304 590,661,393
Nationstar Mortgage LLCe 124,667,014 319,654,413 140,219,770 584,541,197
CitiMortgage Inc 98,535,422 225,019,938 115,944,593 439,499,953
CIT Bank, N.Af 50,844,359 198,054,016 77,903,567 326,801,942
Bayview Loan Servicing LLC 25,647,453 69,365,594 22,439,129 117,452,176
e Bark Nationa 24,571,385 46,434,488 30,158,363 101,164,237
Other Servicers 116,810,891 306,509,399 168,824,667 592,144,958
Total $1,964,073,003 $5,786,275,941  $2,424,818,560 $10,175,167,504

Notes: Numbers may not total due to rounding. Includes HAMP Tier 1, HAMP Tier 2, HPDP, and PRA Incentives.

2 Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC includes the former Litton Loan Servicing, LLC, GMAC Mortgage, LLC, and Homeward Residential.

® JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA includes EMC Mortgage Corporation.

¢ Bank of America N.A. includes the former Countrywide Home Loans Servicing, BAC Home Loans Servicing LP, Home Loan Services, and Wilshire Credit
Corporation.

4 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. includes Wachovia Bank, NA and Wachovia Mortgage, FSB.

e Nationstar Mortgage LLC includes MorEquity, Inc and the former Aurora Loan Services LLC.

f Formerly OneWest Bank.

Source: Treasury, Program to Date Cash Disbursement Summary Report, September 2015.
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HAMP Tier 2 Waterfall: The HAMP
Tier 2 waterfall is a consistent set
of actions that are applied to the
loan to get it within a targeted post
modification payment range.

For SIGTARP's recommendations for
the improvement of HAMP Tier 2,
see SIGTARP's April 2012 Quarterly
Report, pages 185-189.

HAMP Tier 2

Effective June 1, 2012, HAMP Tier 2 expanded HAMP to allow for modifications
on mortgages of non-owner-occupied “rental” properties that are tenant-occupied
or vacant.'** HAMP Tier 2 also allows homeowners with a wider range of debt-
to-income situations to receive modifications, and may be used to provide
assistance to homeowners that have, or are at risk of, redefaulting in HAMP Tier
1 Modifications.'*” Treasury’s stated policy objectives for HAMP Tier 2 are that

it “will provide critical relief to both renters and those who rent their homes,
while further stabilizing communities from the blight of vacant and foreclosed
properties.”!*

Homeowners that meet basic eligibility criteria, but are not eligible for a HAMP
Tier 1 modification, are evaluated for HAMP Tier 2 if their servicer and investor/
lienholder participates. When considering a mortgage for HAMP Tier 2, the
servicer will apply the following actions (the HAMP Tier 2 Waterfall) to determine
whether the modification will result in a payment that is between 25-42% of the
homeowner’s monthly income and is no greater than the homeowner’s payment
before the modification™:

1. Add any unpaid interest and fees to the outstanding balance;

2. Change the interest rate to the prevailing rate for a 30-year conforming
fixed interest rate mortgage less 50 basis points;™i

3. Extend the term to up to 40 years;

4. At the servicer’s option, defer the due date and cease charging interest on
a portion of the outstanding balance (principal forbearance) so that the
interest bearing portion of the mortgage is no more than 115% of market
value of the property at the time of the evaluation.

If these steps sufficiently reduce the homeowner’s payment and the
modification passes the NPV test, the homeowner would be offered a HAMP Tier
2 Trial Period Plan.'*

According to Treasury, as of September 30, 2015, a total of 60 of the 77
servicers with active MHA servicer agreements had fully implemented HAMP
Tier 2, including all of the 10 largest servicers.'”® According to Treasury, as of
September 30, 2015, it had paid $537.6 million in incentives in connection
with 132,071 HAMP Tier 2 permanent modifications, 108,801 of which remain
active.”! Approximately 17,598 of homeowners in active HAMP Tier 2 permanent
modifications were previously in HAMP Tier 1 permanent modifications.'>

HAMP Tier 2 mortgage modification activity and property occupancy status is
shown in Table 4.25.

Xi Sepvicers may modify loans with a post modification payment as low as 10% or as high as 55% under HAMP Tier 2, as long as the
_threshold is consistently applied across all loans they service.

XWii Prior to July 1, 2014 the post modification interest rate used on HAMP Tier 2 modifications was the 30-year conforming fixed
interest rate mortgage plus 50 basis points, effective July 1, 2014 Treasury reduced this by 50 basis points, effective January 1,
2015 the rate was further reduced by 50 basis points. As a result, the post modification interest rate for Tier 2 modifications is now
the 30-year conforming fixed interest rate mortgage less 50 basis points. Treasury, “Supplemental Directive 12-04: MHA Dodd-Frank
Certification, Borrower Identity and Owner-Occupancy Verification,” 7/13/2012, www.hmpadmin.com/portal/news/docs/2012/
hampupdate071312.pdf, accessed 10/1/2015; Treasury, “Supplemental Directive 12-02, MHA Extension and Expansion,”
3/9/2013, www.hmpadmin.com/portal/programs/docs/hamp_servicer/sd1202.pdf, accessed 10/1/2015; Treasury, “Making
Home Affordable Program Handbook for Servicers of Non-GSE Mortgages, Version 4.5,” 6/1/2015, www.hmpadmin.com//portal/
programs/docs/hamp_servicer/mhahandbook_45.pdf, accessed 10/1,/2015.
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TABLE 4.25
HAMP TIER 2 FIRST LIEN MODIFICATION ACTIVITY AND OCCUPANCY STATUS, AS OF
9/30/2015
Trials

Trials Trials Trials Converted Permanents Permanents Permanents
Property Type Started Cancelled Active Permanent Disqualified Paid-Off Active
Borrower 148,579 10,472 14,099 124,008 20,814 1,184 102,002
Occupied
Tenant Occupied 8,564 542 978 7,044 1,021 72 5,951
Vacant 1,251 93 139 1,019 159 12 848
Total 158,394 11,107 15,216 132,071 21,994 1,268 108,801

Source: Treasury, “HAMP 1MP Program Volumes - Tier 2 Property Type — September 2015, accessed 10/21/2015.

According to Treasury data, of the 158,394 HAMP Tier 2 trial mortgage
modifications started, 148,579 (94%), were for owner-occupied properties; 8,564
(5%), were for tenant-occupied properties (as represented by homeowner at time
of application), and 1,251 (1%) were for vacant properties. Of the 148,579 owner-
occupied HAMP Tier 2 trials started, 14,099 (9%) remained active, 10,472 (7%)
were cancelled, and 124,008 (83%) were converted to permanent. Of the 124,008
owner-occupied HAMP Tier 2 permanent modifications started, 102,002 (82%)
remained active and 20,814 (17%) redefaulted. Of the 8,564 HAMP Tier 2 trials
started on properties the homeowner represented as tenant-occupied, 978 (11%)
remained active, 542 (6%) were cancelled, and 7,044 (82%) were converted to
permanent. Of the 7,044 HAMP Tier 2 permanent modifications started on
properties the homeowner represented as tenant-occupied, 5,951 (84%) remained
active and 1,021 (14%) redefaulted. Of the 1,251 HAMP Tier 2 trials started for
vacant properties, 139 (11%) remained active, 93 (7%) were cancelled, and 1,019
(81%) were converted to permanent. Of the 1,019 HAMP Tier 2 permanent
modifications started for vacant properties, 848 (83%) remained active and 159
(16%) redefaulted.'>

In the quarter ending September 30, 2015, 14,952 Tier 2 trials were started
(down from 16,344 in the preceding quarter), 15,517 trials converted to permanent
modifications (down from 17,852 in the preceding quarter), and 4,473 Tier 2
modifications redefaulted (up from 3,019 in the preceding quarter). As of
September 30, 2015 there were 15,216 homeowners active in HAMP Tier 2 trial
modifications, compared to 16,968 at the previous quarter end. Of the 132,071
homeowners that received a permanent HAMP Tier 2 modification, 41,908 (32%)
received principal reduction through PRA, and another 802 (1%) received non
PRA principal reduction. Among the largest servicers, Ocwen was the most likely to
provide principal forgiveness, providing forgiveness on about 58% of its HAMP
Tier 2 modifications, while Bank of America only provided forgiveness on less than

1% on its Tier 2 modifications.'>*
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For more on Streamline HAMP
as announced by Treasury, see
SIGTARP’s July 2015 Quarterly
Report, pages 138-139.

For more information on HAMP UP,
see ‘Home Affordable UP: A Highly
Underutilized Program,”in SIGTARP’s
October 2014 Quarterly Report, pages
136-137, and SIGTARP’s October
2013 Quarterly Report, pages 95-96.

Streamline HAMP

On July 1, 2015, Treasury announced “Streamline HAMP™"i for homeowners
already 90 days’ delinquent on their mortgage.*™ Required for the largest HAMP
servicers, and optional for other servicers, Streamline HAMP keeps some of the
same HAMP eligibility requirements and removes others, including income and
front-end debt-to-income ratios, and does not require the homeowner to submit a
complete HAMP application package. According to Treasury, the new Streamline
HAMP, which will be effective January 1, 2016, is modeled after similar programs
offered by the GSEs and intended to reach more homeowners, and get them into
HAMP more efficiently, than Treasury has been able to do under existing HAMP.
As of September 30, 2015, Treasury has not reported any Streamline HAMP
activity undertaken by participating servicers voluntarily prior to the effective date.

Home Affordable Unemployment Program (“UP”)
In July 2010, Treasury created UP, under which eligible unemployed homeowners
seeking HAMP assistance can have their mortgage payments, for up to 12 months,
temporarily postponed or reduced to no more than 31% of their monthly gross
income (including unemployment benefits).'>

Homeowners who are approved to receive unemployment benefits and who also
request assistance under HAMP must be evaluated for and offered UP if eligible,
regardless of the borrower’s monthly mortgage payment ratio or a prior payment
default on a HAMP trial or permanent modification. Servicers are not required
to offer an UP forbearance plan to borrowers who are more than 12 months
delinquent at the time of the UP request.">® Alternatively, servicers may evaluate
unemployed borrowers for HAMP and offer a HAMP trial period plan instead of
an UP forbearance plan if, in the servicer’s business judgment, HAMP is the better
loss mitigation option."*” Re-employed borrowers with reduced income still facing
a hardship must be considered for HAMP. If the borrower is eligible, any payments
missed prior to and during the period of the UP forbearance plan are capitalized
as part of the normal HAMP modification process.'*® If the UP forbearance period
expires and the borrower is ineligible for HAMP, the borrower may be eligible for
MHA foreclosure alternatives, such as HAFA.'>®

As of August 31, 2015, which is the latest data available from Treasury, 44,405
homeowners had started a UP forbearance plan—Iless than one-third of the
160,939 homeowners who had applied for UP relief.'*® As of August 31, 2015,
1,545 homeowners (fewer than 4% of those who had started an UP plan) were
actively participating in the program.'®' The number of homeowners in an active
UP plan has declined in 10 of the last 12 months and, as of August 31, 2015, was
about one-fifth of the corresponding number as of December 31, 2012.'¢2

xlviii Treasury, “Supplemental Directive 15-06 — Streamlined Modification Process,” 7/1/2015. Unless otherwise noted, all details
 regarding the announced Streamline HAMP program described herein are drawn from SD 15-06.
Xlix Streamline HAMP will also apply to homeowners who already completed five years in HAMP, are seeing the first year of their interest
rate rise, and have become 60 days delinquent.
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TABLE 4.26
CUMULATIVE HOMEOWNER HAMP UP ACTIVITY, AS OF 8/31/2015

Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Aug.
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Homeowners Requesting UP Assistance® 24,402 66,842 98,270 125,557 145,622 160,939

UP Forbearance Plans Started 6,961 18,403 30,525 38,445 42,142 44,405
Completed UP Forbearance Plans® 584 8,835 14,583 20,250 22,628 23,445
Active UP Forbearance Plans 5967 6,113 7,786 5,482 3,671 1,545
Notes:

2 “Homeowners Requesting UP Assistance” is the sum of “Total UP Forbearance Plans Started” and “Total UP Forbearance Requested & Denied”
as reported by Treasury.

b Under Treasury guidance, “completed” UP plans include situations where the “forbearance plan term (including any extensions) have expired,
where the borrower has been re-employed, or where the borrower has moved into another forbearance plan, such as a Federal Declared
Disaster (FDD) or Hardest Hit Fund plan.”

Source: Treasury, Home Affordable Unemployment Program Non-GSE Forbearance Plans Worksheets, various dates.

As shown in Table 4.26, as of August 31, 2015, approximately half (53%, or
23,445) of homeowners completed their UP forbearance plan successfully, while
44% (19,415) fell out of UP.'** According to Treasury data, fewer than one out
of every six homeowners who started an UP plan went on to receive a HAMP
modification (including 4,952 homeowners who successfully completed their UP
plans, and 1,814 who did not).'** Servicer participation in UP is voluntary—there
is no TARP funding for UP, and HAMP servicers are not paid for participating—
which may in part explain the program’s low utilization. Through August 31, 2015,
only 2,742 of the homeowners who sought UP assistance had previously been in a

HAMP modification.'®?

Home Affordable Foreclosure Alternatives (“HAFA”)
Starting in April 5, 2010,! Treasury began providing incentives to servicers,
homeowners, and investors to encourage short sales or deeds-in-lieu of foreclosure
as alternatives to foreclosure.'*® Under HAFA, the servicer forfeits the ability to
pursue a deficiency judgment against a borrower when the proceeds from the
short sale or deed-in-lieu are less than the outstanding amount on the mortgage.
In October 2014, Treasury announced an increase from $3,000 to $10,000 in the
relocation assistance payable to eligible homeowners and tenants who are required
to vacate the property as a condition to the short sale or deed-in-lieu transaction for
HAFA transactions closing after February 1, 2015.'°" In exchange for facilitating a
HAFA transaction, the program also pays servicers up to $1,500, and reimburses
investors up to $8,000 for a portion (currently two-thirds) of payments made
to subordinate lienholders in exchange for releasing the lien and the borrower’s
liability.'¢®

Relocation assistance may be paid to qualifying homeowners or tenants as long
as the homeowner or tenant resided in the property at the time HAFA assistance
was requested and was required to vacate as a condition of the short sale or

I Treasury announced that some servicers could implement HAFA before April 5, 2010.

Deficiency Judgment: Court order
authorizing a lender to collect all or
part of an unpaid and outstanding debt
resulting from the borrower’s default
on the mortgage note securing a debt.
A deficiency judgment is rendered

after the foreclosed or repossessed
property is sold when the proceeds are
insufficient to repay the full mortgage
debt.
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FIGURE 4.10

HAFA TRANSACTIONS BY TYPE,

AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 2015
3%— —2%

19%

75%

M Deed-inlieu with Relocation Compensation
Deed-in-lieu without Relocation Compensation
Short Sale with Relocation Compensation
Short Sale without Relocation Compensation

Source: Treasury, “HAFA Program Inventory —

Program Type — September 2015,” accessed
10/21/2015.

deed-in-lieu." If the homeowner qualifies for HAFA relocation assistance, they are
paid when the short sale or deed-in-lieu is closed. If the property was only occupied
by a tenant and not the homeowner, then the servicer must provide the relocation
assistance directly to the tenant, with no proceeds going to the homeowner.'®
Through September 30, 2015, HAFA had facilitated 205,562 transactions,
approximately 94% of which were short sales and 6% of which were deed-in-
lieu transactions.'”® According to Treasury’s data, in the twelve months through
September 30, 2015, just 22,641 HAFA transactions have been completed, down
from 29,048 in the twelve months ended September 30, 2014. HAFA transactions
have decreased quarter over quarter in 8 of the last 10 quarters.'”" According to
Treasury’s data, 78% of HAFA transactions through September 30, 2015, involved
relocation assistance, while 22% did not.'”? As of that date, Treasury had paid $1.0
billion in incentives to borrowers, servicers and investors, or just 25% of the $4.2
billion in TARP funds allocated to the program.'”?

FIGURE 4.11
HAFA TRANSACTION ACTIVITY, AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 2015
250,000
200,000 189813 P
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Source: Treasury, “HAFA Program Inventory — Loan Agreement Issue Month — September 2015,” accessed 10/21/2015.

HAFA may be used to help prevent foreclosures on primary residences,
investment properties, or second/vacation homes. The program provides relocation
assistance for displaced tenants when an investment property is sold. As shown in
Figure 4.12, HAFA transactions to date have largely involved principal residences,
as about 93% of all HAFA transactions involved principal residences, 3% involved
investment properties, and 3% involved second or vacation homes.

As of August 31, 2015 (the latest such data is available), 94% of HAFA
transactions involve homeowners who could not get into HAMP or were
unsuccessful once in, as shown in Figure 4.13.

Table 4.27 provides more detail on the remaining MHA programs.

li For deed-inieu transactions, the servicer can allow the borrower to remain in the home as a renter (referred to as a “deed-for-lease”)
or to repurchase the property later, but such transactions are not eligible for relocation assistance. Treasury, “Making Home Affordable
Program Handbook for Servicers of Non-GSE Mortgages, version 4.5,” 6/1/2015, www.hmpadmin.com/portal/programs/docs/
hamp_servicer/mhahandbook_45.pdf, accessed 6/1/2015.
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FIGURE 4.12

HAFA TRANSACTIONS BY
PROPERTY TYPE, AS OF
SEPTEMBER 30, 2015
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Source: Treasury, “HAFA Program Inventory —

Program Type — September 2015,” accessed
10/21/2015.

FIGURE 4.13

HAMP STATUS OF HOMEOWNERS
COMPLETING HAFA TRANSACTIONS,
AS OF AUGUST 31, 2015
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Source: Treasury HAFA data, as of August 2015.
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TABLE 4.27
ADDITIONAL MAKING HOME AFFORDABLE (“MHA”) HOUSING SUPPORT PROGRAMS, AS OF 9/30/2015
Homeowners Assisted Estimated
Estimated Number TARP TARP
Date Date of Homeowners to be Permanents Permanents Allocation Expenditures
Program Announced Started Purpose Assisted Started Active (In Billions) (In Billions)
To provide incentives
Principal to investors to modify
Reduction homeowners’ mort- . .
Alternative 6/3/2010 10/1/2010 gages under HAMP by — 199,544 151,042 $2.00 S1.7
(“PRA"P reducing the principal
amount owed.
To provide additional
TARP-funded incen-
Home Price tives to investors to
Decline modify mortgages . .
Protection 7/31/2009  9/1/2009 through HAMP by par- — 225,486 139,058 1.55 0.38
(“HPDP”)e tially offsetting possible
losses from home price
declines.
To provide incentives
to servicers, investors,
and borrowers to mod-  “A Second Lien Program
ify second mortgages to Reachupto 1 to
Second Lien (second liens) - with a 1.5 Million Homeown-
Modification partial or full extinguish- ers,” according to
Program 4/28/2009  8/13/2009 ment of the loan bal- Treasury, “Making Home 152,131 83,739 013 0.82
(“2MP") ance - for homeowners Affordable, Program
with a corresponding Update, Fact Sheet,”
first mortgage (first lien) 4/28/2009.
that was modified under
HAMP.
“Tens of thousands
of FHA borrowers will
now be able to modify
their mortgages in the
same manner as so
Treasury/
Administration- To provide TARP-funded, the Administration's
Home HAMP-like incentives to Making Home Affordable
Affordable 7/30/2009¢ 8/15/2009 servicers and homeown- 0 lrgam " according to 100,494 75,797 0.23 0.21
Modification ers to modify mortgag- program, g
. HUD Secretary Shaun
Program es insured by the FHA. D HUD P
(“Treasury/FHA' R IOnovan‘,‘HUD S ress

tary Donovan Announces
New FHA-Making

Home Affordable Loan
Modification Guidelines,”
7/30/2009.

Continued on next page
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ADDITIONAL MAKING HOME AFFORDABLE (“MHA”) HOUSING SUPPORT PROGRAMS, AS OF 9,/30/2015 (CONTINUED)

H Assisted Estimated

Estimated Number __'0MeOWners Assiste TARP TARP
Date Date of Homeowners to be Permanents Permanents Allocation Expenditures

Program Announced Started Purpose Assisted Started Active (In Billions)? (In Billions)

Department

gfug%rlculture To proyide_TARP—lfunded,

Development: HAMP-like incentives to

g servicers and borrow- . e
Home 9/17/2010¢ 9/24/2010 [’ difications 184 123 0.02

/,\\Afécériggg{ﬁm of mortgages insured
Program (“RD- by RD.
HAMP”)
To provide TARP-funded
g;edaesrtgrlyé ousin incentives to servicers
Administration g and investors to partially
. ” or fully extinguish sec- .
greocorr::nUen 3/26/2010 8/6/2010 ond mortgages (second 0 0 2.69 0.00
(“Trgasur JFHA- liens) for mortgages
oLP")e ¥ modified and insured by
the FHA.
Department

of Veterans To provide non-TARP-
i funded, HAMP-like
Affairs-Home . : _
incentives to servicers

Affordable 1/8/2010¢  2/1/2010 and borrowers for modi- — 785 576 —f —f

Modification fications of mortgages
Program (“VA insured by the V/-% ;
HAMP") ’ .
Notes:

2 Estimated TARP allocations are as of January 5, 2012.

b Program is a subprogram of the Home Affordable Modification Program (“HAMP”).

¢ Includes HAMP Tier 1 and Tier 2 modifications.

9In its April 6, 2009 Supplemental Directive, Treasury announced that “Mortgage loans insured, guaranteed or held by a Federal Government agency (e.g., FHA, HUD, VA and Rural Development) may be eligible for the
HAMP, subject to guidance issued by the relevant agency. Further details regarding inclusion of these loans in the HAMP will be provided in a subsequent Supplemental Directive.”

e As of September 30, 2015, $471,597 has been expended for RD-HAMP.

fTreasury does not provide incentive compensation related to VAHAMP.

¢ As of December 31, 2013, the FHA2LP program had expired.

Sources: Treasury, responses to SIGTARP data calls, 1/5/2012, 1/8/2014, 1/24/2014, 4/9/2014, 4/25/2014, 7/8/2014, 7/24/2014, 10/6/2014, 10/10/2014, 1/5/2015, 1/23/2015, 4/23/2015, 7/6/2015
7/23/2015, and 10/6/2015; Treasury, Treasury, “2MP Program Inventory — Program Type by Payor — September 2015,“ accessed 10/21/2015; Treasury, “FHA & RD HAMP Trial Starts — Program Summary —
September 2015,” accessed 10/21/2015; VA, responses to SIGTARP data calls, 1/8/2014, 4/3/2014, 7/7/2014, 10/23/2014, 1/2/2015, 4/1/2015, 7/1/2015 and 10/1/2015; Treasury, “Making Home
Affordable Program Handbook for Servicers of Non-GSE Mortgages, Version 4.5; Treasury, Press Releases, 4/28/2013, 7/31/2009, 11/30/2009, and 3/26/2010; Treasury, “Supplemental Directive 09-01:
Introduction of the Home Affordable Modification Program,” 4/6/2009; Treasury, “Supplemental Directive 09-04: Home Affordable Modification Program - Home Price Decline Protection Incentives,” 7/31/2009;
Treasury, “Supplemental Directive 09-09: Introduction of Home Affordable Foreclosure Alternatives - Short Sale and Deed in Lieu of Foreclosure,” 11/30/2009; Treasury, “Supplemental Directive 09-09 Revised:
Introduction of Home Affordable Foreclosure Alternatives - Short Sale and Deed in Lieu of Foreclosure Update,” 3/26/2010; Treasury, “Supplemental Directive 09-05 Revised: Update to the Second Lien Modification
Program (2MP),” 3/26/2010; Treasury, “Fact Sheet: FHA Program Adjustments to Support Refinancings for Underwater Homeowners,” 3/26,/2010; Treasury, “HAMP Improvements Fact Sheet: Making Home Affordable
Program Enhancements to Offer More Help for Homeowners,” 3/26,/2010; Treasury, “Supplemental Directive 10-05: Home Affordable Modification Program - Modification of Loans with Principal Reduction Alternative,”
6/3/2010; Treasury, Supplemental Directive 10-10: Home Affordable Modification Program — Modifications of Loans Guaranteed by the Rural Housing Service,” 9/17/2010; HUD, press release, 7/30/2009; VA,
Circular 26-10-2, 1/8/2010; and VA, Circular 26-10-6, 5/24,/2010.
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Housing Finance Agency Hardest Hit Fund (“HHF”)

In February 2010, the Administration launched the Housing Finance Agency
Innovation Fund for the Hardest Hit Housing Markets (“Hardest Hit Fund”

or “HHF”) to use $7.6 billion in TARP funds for “innovative measures to help
families in the states that have been hit the hardest by the aftermath of the housing
bubble.”'” This TARP-funded housing support program was to be developed
and administered by state housing finance agencies (“HFAs”) in 18 states and
the District of Columbia with Treasury’s approval and oversight.!”>* Treasury
picked states that it deemed to have significant home price declines and high
unemployment rates.'”®

States’ TARP Allocations and Spending for HHF

Of the $7.6 billion in TARP funds available for HHF, state HFAs collectively had
drawn down $5.7 billion (75%) as of September 30, 2015, up from $5.2 billion
(68%) in the prior quarter.'”” However, as of June 30, 2015, the latest date for
which detailed spending data is available from the state HFA Quarterly Financial
Reports, which are one quarter behind,* only $4.2 billion had been spent on
direct assistance to 234,497 individual homeowners; three states had spent another
$76.8 million on blight elimination (which does not directly assist individual
homeowners). As of June 30, 2015, states had also spent $553.2 million in HHF
funds on administrative expenses, held $446.3 million as unspent cash-on-hand,
and had an aggregate of $2.4 billion remaining in undrawn funds available for
HHE.'"8

Treasury approves state HFAs' allocation of their available HHF funds
to specific HHF programs in each state, documented in HHF participation
agreements entered into between the state HFA and Treasury, and the state HFAs
then commit and disburse those funds. According to Treasury, committed program
funds are funds that the state HFAs have committed and intend to disburse to
homeowners who have been approved to participate in HHF programs. State
HFAs vary as to when and how they capture and report funds as committed and,
in the financial reports submitted to Treasury, state HFAs record funds committed
for homeowner assistance variously as homeowner assistance, cash-on-hand, or
undrawn funds.

As of June 30, 2015, 77.1% of the HHF funds spent by state HFAs went to
unemployment assistance, including past-due payment assistance.'” As SIGTARP
found in its April 2012 audit, these were the only types of assistance for which
the Government sponsored enterprises (“GSE”s) previously directed servicers to
participate. The remaining assistance can be broken down to 20.6% for mortgage

XXXIl participating HFAs in HHF are from: Alabama, Arizona, California, Florida, Georgia, lllinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan, Mississippi,
Nevada, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Washington, DC. According to
Treasury, as of September 30, 2015, there were 77 active HHF programs run by the 19 state HFAs. According to Treasury, seven
state HFAs had previously reported that they had stopped accepting applications for assistance from homeowners after determining
that their allocated HHF funds would likely be spent on homeowners already approved for HHF assistance (lllinois, New Jersey,
Rhode Island, Ohio, Oregon, Tennessee and Washington, DC), although, as of September 30, 2015, four of them indicated they

.. Were again accepting applications for HHF assistance under select programs (lllinois, New Jersey, Oregon, and Washington, DC).

XXXIl The HFA Quarterly Financial Reports reconcile each type of cash disbursement to funds drawn from Treasury, reporting all

expenses based on actual cash disbursements. Cash-on-hand may also include lien recoveries and borrower remittances.
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For more information on the Blight
Elimination Program, please see “The
Update on the Hardest Hit Funds
Blight Elimination Program” on pages
191-210.

FIGURE 4.14

AGGREGATE EXPENDITURES,
BY PROGRAM CATEGORY
PROGRAM THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015

0.4%—1.8%

20.6%

16.2%

B Unemployment ($2,592,035,293)
Past-Due Payment ($689,510,512)
Transition ($6,104,618)

Modification (5877,627,767)
Second-Lien Reduction ($15,835,505)

B Blight (576,780,431)

B Down Payment Assistance (S0)

Source: State HFA Quarterly Performance Reports as

of June 30, 2015, available via hyperlink from Treasury,

“Hardest Hit Fund: State-By State Information”;

www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stabili-

ty/TARP-Programs/housing/Pages/Program-

Documents.aspx, accessed 10/1/2015; Treasury,
response to SIGTARP data call, 10/5/2015.

modification assistance, including principal reduction assistance, 0.4% for second-
lien reduction assistance, and 0.1% for transition assistance. As of June 30, 2015,
three state HFAs (Michigan, Ohio, and Indiana) had spent $76.8 million (up from
$50.5 million as of the prior quarter) to demolish 5,660 properties under the Blight
Elimination Program, representing 1.8% of all HHF expenditures.'® According to
information reported to Treasury by those three state HFAs as of June 30, 2015
(the only ones to report HHF demolition activity to Treasury), HHF Michigan had
spent $65.4 million in removing and greening 4,677 properties, HHF Ohio spent
$10.7 million to remove 924 properties, and HHF Indiana spent $602,117 to
remove 59 properties.'s!

Generally, state HFAs can only reallocate HHF funds between programs by
amending their participation agreements with Treasury. However, for state HFAs
that have committed approximately 80% or more of their allocated HHF funds,
Treasury has established a “streamlined reallocation process,” which allows those
HFAs that Treasury has authorized to use it to reallocate funds among its HHF
programs, subject only to getting Treasury’s written approval rather than formally
amending their HHF participation agreements. As of September 30, 2015, four
state HFAs—Rhode Island, Illinois, Oregon, and Ohio—have been approved to use
this streamlined process.'®? In the quarter ended September 30, 2015, two state
HFAs reallocated HHF funds under this process: HHF Ohio shifted a total of $7.8
million from five different programs primarily into its blight elimination program
($6.5 million) and permitted expenses ($1.2 million); and HHF Illinois reallocated
$30 million to fund its new HHF down payment assistance program, reducing the
HHF funds available for its unemployment program ($26 million) and one of its
modifcation programs ($4 million).'3

Figure 4.15 shows state uses of TARP funds obligated for HHF by percent, as
of June 30, 2015, the most recent figures available.
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FIGURE 4.15

STATE HFA USES OF $7.6 BILLION OF TARP FUNDS AVAILABLE
FOR HHF, BY PERCENT, AS OF 6/30/2015

Alabama
$162.5 million
allocated
Arizona
$267.8 million
allocated
California
$1,975.3 million
allocated
Florida
$1,057.8 million
allocated
Georgia
$339.3 million
allocated
lllinois

$445.6 million
allocated
Indiana
$221.7 million
allocated
Kentucky
$148.9 million
allocated
Michigan
$498.6 million
allocated
Mississippi
$101.9 million
allocated
Nevada
$194.0 million
allocated

New Jersey
$300.5 million
allocated
North Carolina
$482.8 million
allocated

Ohio

$570.4 million
allocated

Oregon*
$220.0 million
allocated
Rhode Island
$79.4 million
allocated
South Carolina
$295.4 million
allocated

Tennessee
$217.3 million
allocated

Washington, DC
$20.7 million
allocated
TOTAL

$7.6 billion

0 2l

=}
N
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[ Homeowner Assistance M Cash-onHand M Blight Assistance
[ Administrative Expenses [ Undrawn Funds

Note: State spending figures from each state’s Quarterly Financial Report are as of June 30, 2015, the most recent available, and include actual
cash expense disbursements and cash-on-hand (which may include lien recoveries and borrower remittances).

* Oregon data reported as percentages of total program and administration expenses, plus cash on hand, reported as of June 30, 2015. The
unique structure of certain of Oregon’s HHF programs (which extended new mortgage loans, and then recycled principal and interest received from
those loans back into the program) enabled HHF Oregon to report total HHF funds used of $241.6 million as of that date: $191.7 million in
homeowner assistance, $34.3 million in administrative expenses, and $15.6 million held as cash-on-hand.

Sources: Treasury, Transactions Report-Housing Programs, 9/28/2015; Treasury, responses to SIGTARP data calls.
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For more information on HHF,

see: SIGTARP's April 12,2012,

audit report, “Factors Affecting
Implementation of the Hardest Hit
Fund Program,” and SIGTARP’s July
2014 Quarterly Report, “Treasury
Should Use HAMP and HHF ‘Together
to Help as Many Homeowners as
Possible Avoid Foreclosure,” pages
277-290.

State HFA Estimates of Homeowner Participation in HHF
According to Treasury, as of June 30, 2015, state HFAs had spent $4.2 billion to
help 234,497 individual homeowners. For the quarter ended June 30, 2015 alone,
states spent $222.9 million to help 7,994 homeowners.'®* In the beginning of
2011, state HFAs collectively estimated that they would help 546,562 homeowners
with HHE.'®> Since then, with Treasury’s approval, state HFAs have reduced
that to 309,102 homeowners (237,460 fewer homeowners than they estimated
helping with HHF in 2011, a reduction of 43%). Six state HFAs have reduced their
estimates by more than 50%: Alabama (51% reduction), Florida (60% reduction),
Mllinois (53% reduction), Michigan (81% reduction), Nevada (66% reduction), and
Rhode Island (74% reduction). Homeowners may be counted more than once if
they receive assistance from multiple HHF programs.

Table 4.29 provides each state HFA's estimate of the number of homeowners it
projects it will help and the actual number of homeowners helped as of June 30,
2015 v

XXXV Program participation and homeowners assisted data does not take into account the status of the mortgage (i.e., active,
delinquent, in foreclosure, foreclosed, or sold) of homeowners who received TARP-funded HHF assistance.



SIGTARP QUARTERLY REPORT TO CONGRESS | OCTOBER 28, 2015 187

TABLE 4.29
HHF ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL NUMBER OF BORROWERS ASSISTED AND
ASSISTANCE PROVIDED BY STATE HFAs AS OF 6/30/2015
Estimated Number
of Participating
Households to Actual Borrowers
be Assisted by Receiving Assistance Assistance Provided

Recipient 12/31/2017> as of 6/30/2015 as of 6/30/2015°

Alabama 6,600 4,093 $32,931,465

Arizona 7,606 3,891 126,853,326

California 71,970 51,612 1,044,324,576

Florida 42,333 23,234 520,682,162

Georgia 13,500 6,686 119,683,343

lllinois 13,500 13,868 333,687,310

Indiana 10,184 5,718 74,223,654

Kentucky 7,700 6,992 89,179,713

Michigan 9,444 26,865 209,235,676

Mississippi 3,500 3,344 53,695,424

Nevada 8,026 5,306 86,953,753

New Jersey 6,845 6,004 222,297,918

North Carolina 20,780 19,860 321,476,289

Ohio 41,201 24,521 416,592,262

Oregon 15,150 11,759 191,668,680

Rhode Island 3,413 3,075 64,267,690

South Carolina 18,350 9,611 144,051,558

Tennessee 7,700 7,355 157,268,818

Washington, DC 1,300 703 13,662,060

Total 309,102 234,497 $4,222,735,677

Notes:

2 Total of the individual program estimates each state HFA provides for all HHF programs (includes highest estimate of a range), which
according to Treasury, may not necessarily match the number of actual borrowers (unique households) that the states expect to
assist because some households may participate in more than one HHF program.

b Actual cash disbursements for program expenses reported on each state’s Quarterly Financial Report.

Sources: Latest HFA Participation Agreements as of 6/30/2015 (subsequent amendments are not included); Second Quarter 2015

HFA Performance Data quarterly reports, Quarterly Performance Reports, and HFA Aggregate Quarterly Report; Treasury, response

to SIGTARP data call, 10/5/2015. Assistance provided excludes money spent on Blight Elimination.
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State by State HHF Updates and Performance
According to Treasury, seven state HFAs had reported that they had previously
stopped accepting applications for assistance from homeowners after determining
that their allocated HHF funds would be spent on homeowners who already have
been approved for HHF assistance: Illinois, New Jersey, Rhode Island, Ohio,
Oregon, Tennessee and Washington, DC.!*¢ According to Treasury, however, as of
September 30, 2015, four of them indicated they were again accepting applications
For more information on the for HHF assistance under select programs (Illinois, New Jersey, Oregon, and
challenges facing homeowners seeking Washington, DC).'*”
HHEF assistance, see SIGTARP's Fewer than half of all homeowners who sought HHF assistance from their
special report, “Homeowners Have state HFA have gotten it, based on a national average as of June 30, 2015 (the
Struggled with Low Admissi.on Rates latest data available): only 42.5% of homeowners who requested HHF assistance
and Lengthy Delays in Getting Help . .
from TARP's Second-Largest Housing were admitted.'®® Table 4.30 shows the number of homeowners who applied for
Program—the Hardest Hit Fund,” in HHF assistance, the number of homeowners who received assistance, and the
this Quarterly Report. homeowner admission rate for each participating state HFA, as of June 30, 2015.
TABLE 4.30
HHF HOMEOWNER ADMISSION RATE BY HHF STATE, PROGRAM TO DATE, AS OF
6/30/2015
Homeowners
Homeowners That Received Homeowner
State That Applied Assistance Admission Rate
Florida 113,086 23,234 20.5%
Arizona 16,156 3,891 24.1%
Alabama 15,650 4,093 26.2%
Georgia 23,785 6,686 28.1%
Nevada 13,749 5,306 38.6%
California 125,765 51,612 41.0%
Oregon 28,301 11,759 41.5%
South Carolina 22,837 9,611 42.1%
New Jersey 13,093 6,004 45.9%
Michigan 56,252 26,865 47.8%
Mississippi 5,279 3,344 63.3%
Rhode Island 4,833 3,075 63.6%
Kentucky 10,286 6,992 68.0%
North Carolina 29,698 19,860 66.9%
linois 20,375 13,868 68.1%
Ohio 34,779 24,521 70.5%
Indiana 7,423 5,718 77.0%
Tennessee 9,352 7,355 78.6%
District of Columbia 864 703 81.4%
Source: Treasury’s Q2 2015 Quarterly Performance Reports, accessed from Treasury's Hardest Hit Fund — State by State Information
\{/gl/)lsi/tgb\{vgw.treasury.gov/initiatives/ﬁnanciaI-stabiIity/TARP-Programs/housing/Pages/Program—Documents.aspx, accessed
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Of the homeowners who applied for HHF assistance from their state HFA,
more than half (53%) had had their applications denied as of June 30, 2015.'%
Table 4.31 shows the number of homeowners who applied for HHF assistance,
the number of homeowners whose applications were denied, and the homeowner
denial rate for each participating state HFA, as of June 30, 2015.!°

TABLE 4.31
HHF HOMEOWNER DENIAL RATE BY HHF STATE, PROGRAM TO DATE, AS OF
6/30/2015
Homeowners

Homeowners Denied Homeowner
State That Applied Assistance Denial Rate
Arizona 16,156 11,007 68.1%
New Jersey 13,093 6,953 53.1%
Georgia 23,785 9,228 38.8%
South Carolina 22,837 8,090 35.4%
Rhode Island 4,833 1,425 29.5%
Michigan 56,252 16,181 28.8%
California 125,765 33,626 26.7%
Florida 113,086 30,201 26.7%
Mississippi 5,279 1,324 25.1%
Nevada 13,749 2,753 20.0%
llinois 20,375 4,059 19.9%
North Carolina 29,698 5,476 18.4%
Kentucky 10,286 1,873 18.2%
District of Columbia 864 125 14.5%
Ohio 34,779 4,882 14.0%
Tennessee 9,352 1,300 13.9%
Alabama 15,650 1,538 9.8%
Oregon 28,301 2,141 7.6%
Indiana 7,423 469 6.3%

Source: Treasury’s Q2 2015 Quarterly Performance Reports, accessed from Treasury’s Hardest Hit Fund — State by State Information
website, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-Programs/housing/Pages/Program-Documents.aspx, accessed
10/1/2015.

As of June 30, 2015, more than one-quarter (27%) of homeowners who applied
for HHF assistance from their state HFA had withdrawn from the application
process or had their applications withdrawn by their HFA."! Table 4.32 shows
the number of homeowners who applied for HHF assistance, the number of
homeowners whose applications were withdrawn, and the homeowner withdrawal
rate for each participating state HFA, as of June 30, 2015.1%2
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TABLE 4.32
HHF WITHDRAWN HOMEOWNER APPLICATIONS BY HHF STATE, PROGRAM TO
DATE, AS OF 6/30/2015
Homeowner

Homeowners Applications Homeowner
State That Applied Withdrawn Withdrawal Rate
Alabama 15,650 9,860 63.0%
Oregon 28,301 14,330 50.6%
Nevada 13,749 5,687 41.4%
Florida 113,086 45,753 40.5%
Georgia 23,785 6,844 28.8%
California 125,765 35,273 28.0%
Michigan 56,252 11,739 20.9%
South Carolina 22,837 4,598 20.1%
Ohio 34,779 5,119 14.7%
North Carolina 29,698 3,885 13.1%
Indiana 7,423 871 11.7%
Kentucky 10,286 1,157 11.2%
llinois 20,375 2,204 10.8%
Mississippi 5,279 474 9.0%
Tennessee 9,352 697 7.5%
Rhode Island 4,833 333 6.9%
Arizona 16,156 1,068 6.6%
District of Columbia 864 28 3.2%
New Jersey 13,093 136 1.0%

Source: Treasury's Q2 2015 Quarterly Performance Reports, accessed from Treasury's Hardest Hit Fund - State by State Information
website, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-Programs/housing/Pages/Program-Documents.aspx, accessed
10/1/2015.
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UPDATE ON THE HARDEST HIT FUND'S BLIGHT
ELIMINATION PROGRAM TO DEMOLISH VACANT

AND ABANDONED HOMES

TARP's Hardest Hit Fund (“HHF") Blight Elimination Program, launched in the
summer of 2013, continues to expand in TARP dollars spent and as Treasury
approves new state housing finance agencies (“HFAs”) to participate. Existing
state HFAs continue to ramp up activity. Treasury describes HHF's Blight
Elimination Program as the demolition and greening of certain vacant and
abandoned single-family and multi-family structures.* With Treasury's approval
of HHF Tennessee on September 29, 2015, HHF blight elimination is now with
seven state HFAs. il As of June 30, 2015 (the latest data reported to Treasury),
participating state HFAs report that HHF blight elimination had funded the
demolition and greening of a total of 5,660 properties (up 76% from the 3,220
reported as of the prior quarter), with one state HFA, Michigan, accounting for
almost 83% of the total (4,677 properties).

Background

Treasury initially approved HHF to provide assistance to homeowners in five
categories: (i) principal reduction; (i) second-lien reduction or payoff; (iii)
reinstatement through payment of past due amounts; (iv) unemployment or
underemployment assistance; and (v) transition assistance such as a short

sale, deed-inieu of foreclosure, or relocation assistance. As SIGTARP reported

in its April 2012 in-depth audit report, HHF was slow in getting assistance to
homeowners.*" Beginning in mid-2013, Treasury approved blight elimination as a
sixth HHF category.

The seven states Treasury has approved for the HHF Blight Elimination Program
as of September 30, 2015, are: Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, lllinois, South Carolina,
Alabama and, commencing November 1, 2015, Tennessee. Treasury did not
authorize new TARP funds for these states, but instead reallocated funds from the
states’ other HHF programs. As highlighted in the following pages, the HHF Blight
Elimination Program differs across states in terms of program eligibility (including
definition of “blighted property”), activities covered (e.g., acquisition, demolition,
greening, and maintenance), and per-property assistance amounts.

XXXIl Treasury, Action Memorandum for Assistant Secretary Massad, Approval for HFA Hardest-Hit Fund Program Change Requests,
6/5/2013.

XXXIll Tennessee Ninth Amendment to Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 9/29,/2015,

www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-Programs/housing/Documents/Redacted%209th%20Amendment%20t0%20
_ HPA-%20Tennessee.pdf, accessed 10/6/2015.

XXXV SIGTARP, “Factors Affecting Implementation of the Hardest Hit Fund Program,” 4/12/2012, www.sigtarp.gov/Audit%20Reports/
SIGTARP_HHF_Audit.pdf.

XXXV On April 21, 2015, Treasury approved a seventh category of HHF assistance for Florida’s HHF, the Down Payment Assistance
Program, which provides up to $15,000 for first time homebuyers in the state. Florida Eleventh Amendment to Commitment to
Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 4/21/2015, www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-
Programs/housing/Documents/Redacted%201 1th%20Amendment%20to%20HPA%20-%20FL.PDF, accessed 10/1/2015. Treasury
subsequently approved HHF to offer down payment assistance in two additional states, lllinois and North Carolina.

For more information on the Hardest
Hit Fund’s Blight Elimination
Program, see SIGTARP’s April 21,
2015, Audit, “Treasury Should Do
More to Increase the Effectiveness of
the TARP Hardest Hit Fund Blight
Elimination Program.”
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A Shift in Approach Entailing New Risks

As SIGTARP found in its April 2015 Audit,* Treasury’s Blight Elimination Program
represents a significant shift in Treasury’s approach to the use of HHF and HHF
funds. Previously, Treasury used HHF to make payments to homeowners or to
mortgage servicers to help keep homeowners in their homes. Treasury’s Blight
Elimination Program now allows for substantial payments of TARP funds to

cities, counties, land banks, non-profit and for-profit partners, and other parties,
including demolition contractors, in cash and mortgages that can be forgiven over
time. For example, the HHF Blight Elimination Program provides up to $25,000
per property in Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, Tennessee and Alabama, and up to
$35,000 in lllinois and South Carolina.

SIGTARP's 2015 Blight Elimination Program audit also noted that much of the
decision-making and actual blight elimination activities are in the hands of city or
county land banks, non-profits or for-profit partners, whose identities are unknown
to Treasury. SIGTARP recommended, among other things, that Treasury keep
itself informed of the critical activities taking place in this new program (including
knowing the identities of the program partners), and develop and implement
appropriate oversight tools as well as target outcomes for the program. Effective
oversight by Treasury is critical to protecting taxpayers, while continuing to

allow states ample flexibility to tailor and operate their HHF programs to suit

local needs. Treasury should not wait until the end of the program to measure
progress and success toward the goals set by Congress for TARP. SIGTARP also
recommended that Treasury increase transparency, including publicizing blight
elimination activity on its website and requiring detailed quarterly accounting by
state HFAs on how TARP funds are spent reimbursing local partners for blight-
related activities. Tracking the program on a periodic basis, according to the audit
report, would allow Treasury and the HFAs to give guidance to the city, county,
and other partners that could allow for a greater impact for homeowners.

State HFAs’ Reported Blight Elimination Program Activity
Treasury requires state HFAs to report limited information on demolitions under
the HHF Blight Elimination Program on a quarterly basis. These reports, which
are one quarter behind, do not appear on Treasury's website, but are instead
hyperlinked to the state HFA websites. The following pages report on HHF Blight
Elimination Program activities (including demolitions) reported by individual state
HFAs, which in some cases continue to show zero or limited activity. As of June
30, 2015, the latest available, three state HFAs—Michigan, Ohio and Indiana—
are the only ones to report funded demolitions to Treasury. HHF lllinois reported
zero demolitions, while HHF South Carolina reported receiving applications (45
properties submitted for eligibility review) though no funded demolition activity,

XXXVi SGTARP Audit Report, “Treasury Should Do More to Increase the Effectiveness of the TARP Hardest Hit Fund Blight Elimination
Program,” April 21, 2015, www.sigtarp.gov/Audit%20Reports/SIGTARP_Blight_Elimination_Report.pdf.
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as of June 30, 2015. HHF Alabama has not yet filed a Blight Elimination Program
report with Treasury in the year since it was approved for the program.

BLIGHT ELIMINATION PROGRAM AND ACTIVITY, AS OF 6/30/2015

Allocation Expenditures Properties Removed
Actual

Blight % of Total | Q2 2015 Cumulative | State HFA Q2 % of
State HFA  (Millions) HHF | (Millions) (Millions) | Estimate 2015 Cumulative Estimate*
Michigan $175.0 35% §22.5 $65.4 7,000 1,457 4,677 67%
Ohio*** 73.0 13% 3.1 10.7 5,000 259 924 18%
Indiana 75.0 34% 0.6 0.6 5,000 59 55 1%
Ilinois 1.9 0.4% 0 0 50 0 0 0%
Alabama 25.0 15% b o 1,000 o o o
gg?ctrina 35.0 12% 0 0 1,300 0 0 0%
Tennessee 5.5 3% * ** 220 * ** **

Total $390.4 $26.3 $76.8 19,570 1,775 5,660

Notes: Numbers may not total due to rounding. Estimated includes highest estimate of a range.

* Cumulative properties reported removed as a percent of the state’s program estimate.

** No report filed with Treasury as of 10/13/2015.

*** Ohio’s allocation amount is as of 9/8/2015 to reflect most current data reported by Treasury.

Sources: For each state: the state’s Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement and subsequent amendments, various

dates, accessed 10/13/15; the state’s Hardest Hit Fund Quarterly Performance Reports, Q2 2015, no date. accessed 10/13/2015; Treasury response to
SIGTARP data call, 10/5/2015.

As of June 30, 2015, the HHF Blight Elimination Program already represented
approximately 35% of the total HHF allocation in Michigan, 34% in Indiana, 15%
in Alabama, 12% in South Carolina, 13% in Ohio, 3% in Tennessee and 0.4% in
Illinois. Treasury needs to identify, understand, and mitigate the new and different
risks posed by using TARP taxpayer funds for the Blight Elimination Program,
especially as the program continues to represent a growing portion of HHF
expenditures.

Taxpayers are entitled to transparency regarding how states are using these TARP
funds. The information currently available to the public through Treasury on the
use of these funds is scarce. SIGTARP is publishing on the following pages the
limited, basic information made available on HHF state websites that the state
HFAs reported to Treasury. Because these reports are one quarter behind (as of
June 30, 2015), and given how quickly the state HFAs are spending HHF Blight
Elimination Program funds, the reported information is supplemented with more
recent data and reports gleaned from other public sources.

1y

SIGTARP is also publishing a list for each state of entities approved as “partners’
for the HHF Blight Elimination Program, based on information SIGTARP has been
able to obtain from the respective state HFAs. Treasury has told SIGTARP that it
does not obtain or have information about the partners approved in each state.
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MICHIGAN
Approved by Treasury: Q2 2013

Program Description:* “decreasing foreclosures and stabilizing neighborhoods through the
demolition and greening of vacant and abandoned single-family and multi-family structures in
designated areas across Michigan.”

Initial Allocation: $100 Million (20% of total HHF allocation) (6,/6/2013)

Current Allocation: $175 Million (35% of total HHF allocation)

Eligibility: Single-family (1-4 units) and multi-family (4+ units)

Structure of Assistance: 0% 5-year loan secured by the property, forgiven at 20% per year

Per Property Cap: $25,000; includes payoff of existing lien (if applicable), demolition costs, a
$500 one-time project management fee, and a $750 maintenance fee

Initial MI Estimate: 4,000 properties (6/6/2013)
Current Ml Estimate: 7,000 properties

Cumulative Program Activity Reported by HHF Michigan (as of 6/30/2015):* *
Applications Received: 9,346
Denied: 0 (0%); Approved: 4,677 (50%); In Process: 3,603 (39%); Withdrawn: 1,066 (11%)
Total Assistance Provided: $65,435,042
Median Assistance Spent on Acquisition: S0
Median Assistance Spent on Demolition: $10,664
Median Assistance Spent on Greening*i $2,700

Through June 30, 2015, the latest data available, HHF Michigan reported to
Treasury that it had spent $65.4 million (37% of the $175 million allocated for
blight elimination as of June 30, 2015) to remove and green 4,677 properties—a
45% increase over the 3,220 reported removed as of the first quarter of 2015—
yielding an average cost of $13,991 per property (up from the $13,333 average
cost through March 31, 2015). As shown in the following chart, for the second
consecutive quarter, HHF Michigan reported for the quarter ended June 30,
2015, more demolitions funded under the Blight Elimination Program (1,457) than
unigue homeowners assisted under all its other HHF programs combined (1,292).

Obtaining more current data is difficult, as there is no other statewide source of
comprehensive data, and most participating cities and counties do not publish
separate data. However, based on information available directly from the Detroit
and Genesee County (Flint) land banks, which are designated partners for the
HHF Blight Elimination Program in Michigan, actual demolitions to date have
accelerated since the data available through the Treasury reports: those two
cities, alone, report that at least 6,124 properties had been removed as of
August 12, 2015*i—31% more than the number shown on the Treasury report
for the entire state as of June 30, 2015. According to a third-party website,
another city, Pontiac, reports having demolished 50 properties as of March 10,
2015, the latest data updated on that site.** Treasury approved HHF Michigan's
request to increase its Blight Elimination Program allocation from $100 million
to $175 million on October 10, 2014, at which time Michigan also added 11

XXXVIl prior to March 31, 2015, Michigan reported “site restoration expenses” as part of demolition costs, and reported “Median
Assistance Spent on Greening” as $0. Beginning with the second quarter of 2015, Michigan began reporting the “Greening
..expense” separately.
XXXVIll The Detroit Land Bank reports 4,373 properties removed as of 8/12/2015 (www.buildingdetroit.org/our-programs/hardest-
hitfunddemolition/, accessed 10/1/2015); the Genesee County Land Bank (Flint, MI) reports 1,751 properties removed as of
. 7/10/2015 (www.thelandbank.org/blightfree.asp, accessed 10/14/2015).
XXXIX ADR Consultants, LLC, “Hardest Hit Funds,” www.mlbdemo.us/Hardest_Hit_Funds.php, accessed 10/13/2015.
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additional cities to the program (which have not yet been added to the state’s
quarterly report to Treasury): Ecorse, Highland Park, River Rouge, Ironwood,
Muskegon Heights, Inkster, Jackson, Hamtramck, Port Huron, Adrian and Lansing.
Separately, Treasury has approved Michigan's engagement of Michigan State
University's Land Policy Institute to evaluate the impacts of HHF Michigan’s Blight
Elimination Program in the 16 participating cities and develop performance
indicators for the program.®

Xl Treasury response to SIGTARP data call, 10/6/2015.

MICHIGAN HHF BLIGHT ELIMINATION PROGRAM PARTNERS AND DEMOLITION ACTIVITY AS OF 6/30/2015* *
Most Recent

Quarter Cumulative

Applications Submitted 5,198 9,346
Properties Demolished/Removed 1,457 4,677

Demolished in

Most Recent Demolished,

City/County Partner® Quarter Cumulative
Detroit Detroit Land Bank Authority 991 2,518
Flint Genesee County Land Bank Authority 297 1,510
Grand Rapids {2 or tumanity of Kent County 9 78
Pontiac Michigan Land Bank Authority 34 34
Saginaw gfg'g?g;gﬁggfa”k Authority 126 537
Adrian Lenawee County Land Bank L b
Hamtramck Michigan Land Bank B B
Highland Park Michigan Land Bank g g
Inkster Michigan Land Bank B B
ronwood gic;s%tf)ilcrg]wg(% Land Bank 3 3
Lansing Ingham County Land Bank 2 g
Muskegon Hgts City of Muskegon Heights B B
Port Huron Port Huron Neighborhood Housing Corporation g g
Wayne Metro Wayne Metro Community Action Agency 2 2
River Rouge City of River Rouge B B

2 Michigan Homeowner Assistance Nonprofit Housing Corporation (MHA).
b Michigan State Housing Finance Development Authority has announced these cities/counties are participating in the program, but has not yet reported activity to Treasury for them, as
of June 30, 2015.

*Michigan Homeowner Assistance Nonprofit Housing Corporation, Seventh and Tenth Amendments to Agreements, 6/6/2013 and 3/6/2015.
** Michigan Homeowner Assistance Nonprofit Housing Corporation, Hardest Hit U.S. Treasury Reports, Quarterly Performance Report Q2 2015, no date.
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MICHIGAN HARDEST HIT FUND: HOMEOWNERS HELPED AND BLIGHTED PROPERTIES REMOVED AS REPORTED
BY QUARTER
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M Blight Elimination Program, Properties Removed == State Estimated Homeowner

M Other HHF Programs, Unique Homeowners Program Participation
Assisted

Note: Estimated program participation shows the estimated number of program participants over the life of the program. However, unique homeowners assisted are displayed on a
quarter to date basis. States report estimated participation individually for each HHF program they operate. Estimated program participation shows the aggregate estimate for each
state. Therefore, these totals do not necessarily translate into the number of unique households that the states expect to assist because some households may participate in more than
one HHF program.

Sources: Michigan Homeowner Assistance Nonprofit Housing Corporation, Hardest Hit U.S. Treasury Reports, Quarterly Performance Reports, Q1 2014 through Q2 2015, no date;
Michigan Homeowner Assistance Nonprofit Housing Corporation, Eighth through Tenth Amendments to Agreements, 12/12/2013, 10/10/2014, and 3/6/2015.
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OHIO
Approved by Treasury: Q3 2013
Program Description:* “stabilize property values by removing and greening vacant and
abandoned properties in targeted areas to prevent future foreclosures for existing
homeowners.”
Initial Allocation: $60 Million (11% of total HHF allocation) (8/28/2013)
Current Allocation: $73 Million (13% of total HHF allocation)<
Eligibility: 1-4 unit residential properties, as well as “mixed use” propertiesX'
Structure of Assistance: 0% 3-year loan secured by the property, forgiven at end of term
OH Estimate: 5,000 properties
Per Property Cap: $25,000; includes acquisition (if applicable), payoff of existing loan, approved
demolition, remediation and greening of the site, maintenance and administration for up to 3
years

Cumulative Program Activity Reported by HHF Ohio (as of 6/30/2015):* *
Applications Received: 1,002
Denied: 0 (0%); Approved: 924 (92%); In Process: 68 (7%); Withdrawn: 10 (1%)
Total Assistance Provided: $10,743,272
Median Assistance Spent on Acquisition: $225
Median Assistance Spent on Demolition: $8,165
Median Assistance Spent on Greening: $4.75xi

As of the second quarter of 2015, Ohio is one of three states (with Michigan and
Indiana) to have reported completed demolitions to Treasury on its HHF Blight
Elimination Program report. As of June 30, 2015, HHF Ohio reported that it

had spent $10.7 million, 15% of the $73 million allocated for blight elimination
as of that date, to remove and green 924 properties, a 39% increase over the
665 properties reported as of the first quarter of 2015, for an average cost of
$11,627 per property (compared to a $11,425 average cost through March 31,
2015). In the quarter ended June 30, 2015, HHF Ohio reported that it funded the
demolition of 259 properties (up from 237 in the prior quarter), the first time HHF
Ohio reported demolishing more homes under the Blight Elimination Program than
the number of unique homeowners it assisted under all its other HHF programs
combined (36).

As in Michigan, there is no other statewide source of comprehensive data on
properties removed, and limited or no public reporting at the local level. In a
departure from other states, HHF Ohio allows “mixed use” properties to be
demolished in their program, in addition to 1-4 unit residential properties. After
having awarded $49.5 million to 11 HHF Blight Elimination Program partners
across the state in February 2014, HHF Ohio awarded its remaining blight
allocation to 15 partners, including nine counties that had not previously received
funding v

Xli Treasury, response to SIGTARP data call, 10/5/2015.
li Neighborhood Initiative Guidelines, 2/6/2015, ohiohome.org/savethedream/Neighborhoodnitiative-Guidelines.pdf, accessed
.10/1/2015.
Xl According to Ohio, prior to 12/1/2014, “site restoration expenses” were reported as demolition costs, but were reclassified as
 “Greening” effective as of that date.
XV Ohio Housing Finance Agency, “OFHA Continues Efforts to Tackle Blighted Communities, Awards $10.4 Million to 15 Counties,”
8/21/2014, ohi-ohome.org/newsreleases/rlsNIPannouncement2.aspx, accessed 9/10/2015.
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OHIO HHF BLIGHT ELIMINATION PROGRAM PARTNERS AND DEMOLITION ACTIVITY AS OF 6/30/2015* *
Most Recent

Quarter Cumulative
Applications Submitted 328 1,002
Properties Demolished/Removed 259 924
Demolished in
Most Recent Demolished,
City/County Partner? Quarter Cumulative
Ashtabula Ashtabula County Land Reauthorization Corporation 0 0
Belmont Belmont County Land Reutilization Corporation 0 0
Butler Butler County Land Reutilization Corporation 0 0
Clark Clark County Land Reutilization Corporation 0 0
Columbiana Columbiana County Land Reutilization Corporation 0 0
Cuyahoga Cuyahoga County Land Reutilization Corp. 143 724
Erie Erie County Land Reutilization Corporation 0
Fairfield Fairfield County Land Reutilization Corporation 0
Franklin Central Ohio Community Improvement Corp.
Hartiton [ County Land Reutizaton Corporation 0 0
Jefferson Jefferson County Regional Planning Commission 0 0
Lake Lake County Land Reutilization Corp. 0 0
Lorain Lorain County Port Authority 0 0
Lucas Lucas County Land Reutilization Corp. 116 176
Mahoning Mahoning County Land Reutilization Corp. 0 0
Montgomery Montgomery County Land Reutilization Corp. 0 0
Portage Portage County Land Reutilization Corporation 0 0
Richland Richland County Land Reutilization Corp. 0 0
Stark (S;LZI?f()%?JgttsnLand Reutilization Corporation 0 0
Summit Summit County Land Reutilization Corp. 0 0
Trumbull Trumbull County Land Reutilization Corp. 0 24

2 Ohio Housing Finance Agency, “OFHA Awards 11 Counties a Portion of $49.5 Million to Tackle Blighted Communities,” 2/28/2014; ohiohome.org/newsreleases/
rIsNIPannouncement.aspx, accessed 10/1,/2015; Ohio Housing Finance Agency, “OFHA Continues Efforts to Tackle Blighted Communities, Awards $10.4 Million to 15 Counties,”
8/21/2014, ohiohome.org/newsreleases/rlsNIPannouncement2.aspx, accessed 9/11/2015.

* Ohio Homeowner Assistance LLC, Eleventh Amendment to Agreement, 12/18/2014.
** Ohio Homeowner Assistance LLC, Save the Dream Ohio: Quarterly Reports, Quarterly Performance Report, Q2 2015, no date.
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OHIO HARDEST HIT FUND: HOMEOWNERS HELPED AND BLIGHTED PROPERTIES REMOVED AS REPORTED BY
QUARTER
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Note: Estimated program participation shows the estimated number of program participants over the life of the program. However, unique homeowners assisted are displayed on a
quarter to date basis. States report estimated participation individually for each HHF program they operate. Estimated program participation shows the aggregate estimate for each
state. Therefore, these totals do not necessarily translate into the number of unique households that the states expect to assist because some households may participate in more than
one HHF program.

Sources: Ohio Homeowner Assistance LLC, Save the Dream Ohio: Quarterly Reports, Quarterly Performance Reports, Q1 2014 through Q2 2015, no date; Ohio Homeowner Assistance
LLC, ninth through eleventh Amendment to Agreement, 12/12/2013, 2/27/2014, and 12/18/2014.
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INDIANA
Approved by Treasury: Q4 2013

Program Description:* “decrease foreclosures, stabilize homeowner property values and
increase neighborhood safety in communities across the state of Indiana through the demolition
and greening of vacant, abandoned and blighted residential properties.”

Allocation: $75 Million (34% of total HHF allocation)

Eligibility: Single-family (1-4 units) and multi-family (4+ units)

Structure of Assistance: 0% 3-year loan secured by the property, forgiven 33.3% per year

Per Property Cap: $25,000; includes the costs of acquisition (if necessary), demolition and up to
$1,000/year for property stabilization for a period of 3 years

IN Estimate: 3,000-5,000 properties

Cumulative Program Activity Reported by HHF Indiana (as of 6/30/2015):* *
Applications Received: 3,078
Denied: 0 (0%); Approved: 59 (2%); In Process:X 3,019 (98%); Withdrawn: O (0%)
Total Assistance Provided: $602,117

Median Assistance Spent on Acquisition: SO
Median Assistance Spent on Demolition: $9,027
Median Assistance Spent on Greening: $1,500

As of June 30, 2015, HHF Indiana for the first time has reported demolition
activity and expenditures to Treasury. As of that date, HHF Indiana reported
spending $602,117 of its $75 million blight elimination allocation approved by
Treasury to remove 59 properties. Separately, HHF Indiana told SIGTARP that,
as of September 30, 2015, it had removed a total of 287 properties and spent
nearly $1.7 million under the HHF Blight Elimination Program, although the state
has not yet filed its report to Treasury for that quarter.

XV The cumulative number of applications still in process as of the reporting date is the cumulative “Total Number of Structures
Submitted for Eligibility Review” less the sum of the cumulative number approved, denied and withdrawn.
XVl Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority.
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INDIANA HHF BLIGHT ELIMINATION PROGRAM PARTNERS AND DEMOLITION ACTIVITY AS OF 6/30/2015* *

Most Recent

Quarter Cumulative
Applications Submitted 0 3,078
Properties Demolished/Removed 59 59

Demolished in

Most Recent Demolished,
City/County Partner? Quarter Cumulative
. . Alexandria Redevelopment Commission
City of Alexandria Madison County Council of Governments 0 0
Anderson Redevelopment Commission
. South Meridian Church of God
City of Anderson Bethesda Missionary Baptist Church 0 0
Habitat for Humanity of Madison County
City of Arcadia Curtis and Mary Parr 0 0
. Habitat for Humanity of Northeast Indiana
City of Auburn City of Auburn Redevelopment Corp.
. . Austin Redevelopment Commission (ARC)
City of Austin Southern Indiana Housing & Community Development Corp. 0 0
City of Bicknell City of Auburn Redevelopment Commission 0 0
City of Brazil Clay County Economic Redevelopment Commission 0 0
. . South Meridian Church of God
City of Coatesville National Road Heritage Trail 0 0
City of Columbus ARA (Administrative Resources Association) 0 0
. ) House of Ruth
CitylofiConnersyills Connersville Urban Enterprise Association U.E.A. 0 0
City of Delphi Not Available 0 0
City of Dunkirk Not Available 0 0
City of East Chicago East Chicago Department of Redevelopment 0 0
City of Elwood Elwood Redevelopment Commission 0 0
Comfort Homes
Community One, Inc.
Evansuville Brownfields Corp.
Evansville Housing Authority
ECHO Housing Corporation
Full Gospel Mission
City of Evansville Gethsemane Church 24 24
Habitat for Humanity of Evansuville, Inc.
Hope of Evansville
JBELL Properties, LLC
Memorial Community Development Corporation
New Odyssey Investments, LLC
Ozanam Family Shelter Corp.
City of Fort Wayne Housing and Neighborhood Devt. Svcs, Inc. 0 0
City of Garrett Garrett State Bank 0
Broadway Area Community Development Corp.
. Fuller Center for Housing of Gary
City of Gary The Gary Redevelopment Commission 35 35
The Sojourner Truth House
City of Hammond United Neighborhoods, Inc. 0 0

Continued on next page
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INDIANA HHF BLIGHT ELIMINATION PROGRAM PARTNERS AND DEMOLITION ACTIVITY AS OF 6/30,/2015 (CONTINUED)

Demolished in

Most Recent Demolished,
City/County Partner® Quarter Cumulative
Rosalie Adkins
. . Jay Dawson
City of Hartford City Blackford Development Corp. 0 0
Community & Family Services
Community Alliance of Far Eastside
Near East Area Renewal
City of Indianapolis Near North Development Corporation 0 0
Riley Area Development Corporation
Renew Indianapolis
City of Knox Starke County Economic Devt. Foundation, Inc. 0 0
City of Kokomo Kokomo Community Development Corp. 0 0
. Lawrence/Fort Harrison Development Corporation dba
City of Lawrence Lawrence Community Development Corporation 0 0
City of Lebanon Not Available 0 0
City of Logansport Logansport Municipal Building Corporation 0 0
City of Marion Marion Redevelopment Commission 0 0
City of Montpelier Blackford Development Corp 0 0
P Community & Family Services
City of Muncie Muncie Redevelopment Commission 0 0
Healthy Communities of Henry County
5 Interlocal Community Action Program, Inc.
City of New Castle New Castle Housing Authority 0 0
Westminster Community Center
City of Peru Not Available 0 0
City of Portland Community & Family Services
. . Habitat for Humanity of Greater Richmond,
City of Richmond Neighborhood Services Clearinghouse 0 0
. - Redevelopment Commission of City of Rising Sun
City of Rising Sun RSOC Senior Citizen Housing Inc. 0 0
City of Rushville Southern Indiana Housing & Community Development Corp 0 0
City of Seymour Southern Indiana Housing & Community Development Corp
Near Northwest Neighborhood Inc.
City of South Bend South Bend Heritage Foundation, Inc. 0 0
Urban Enterprise Assoc. of South Bend, Inc.
. Terre Haute Department of Redevelopment
City of Terre Haute West Terre Haute Redevelopment Commission 0 0
Dan Vories
Jack Stilwell
Leonard Stevenson
Larry Stuckman
Priscilla Wissell
Rick Szudy
City of Vincennes wm;sgagié:;:mh 0 0

Mark Loveman
Carol Anderson
Chris Case

Karen Evans
Randall E. Madison
Matt McCoy

Continued on next page
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INDIANA HHF BLIGHT ELIMINATION PROGRAM PARTNERS AND DEMOLITION ACTIVITY AS OF 6/30/2015 (CONTINUED)
Demolished in

Most Recent Demolished,
City/County Partner? Quarter Cumulative
Davies County Economic Development Foundation, Inc.
City of Washington Habitat for Humanity of Daviess County, Inc. 0 0
Washington Housing Authority
City of Aurora Redevelopment Commission
Casey Kaiser
County of Dearborn John & Darlene Albright 0 0
Laura Williams
Town of Moores Hill Redevelopment Commission
County of Elkhart LaCasa Inc. 0 0

Princeton Redevelopment Commission
Kenneth L. Wolf
Leslie T. Marshall
Mark A. Tooley
Nicholas Burns
Ralph B DeBord
Richard Ellis
Sheryl Walker-Isakson/Allen Isakson
Steve & Brian Dyson
Sheiln J. Besing
Timothy A. Beadles
County of Gibson Thomas R. Johnstone, Sr. 0 0
Tim Thompson
Anna Marie Kiel
Brenda Boyer
Billy Ray Walden
Brandon Taylor
David O. Hill
Daniel R. Engler
John D. Young
Joseph H. Gardner
Jason Spindler
Brian Dawson

County of Greene Greene Redevelopment Commission
County of Howard Not Available
Mt. Vernon Redevelopment
County of Posey Dale Reuter 0 0

Beverly Stone/Katrina Wagner
James C. Welch, Jr

County of Pulaski White's General Contracting 0 0
n Sullivan City Redevelopment Commission

Courty of Sullivan Sullivan County Redevelopment Commission 0 0

County of Vigo West Terre Haute Redevelopment Commission 0 0

Continued on next page
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INDIANA HHF BLIGHT ELIMINATION PROGRAM PARTNERS AND DEMOLITION ACTIVITY AS OF 6,/30/2015 (CONTINUED)

Demolished in

Most Recent Demolished,

City/County Partner? Quarter Cumulative

Habitat for Humanity of Warrick County

Charles L. Allen

Larry & Karen Willis

Andy R & Donna VanWinkle

Brian Hendrickson

Boonville Now, Inc.

. Christopher Lunn

County of Warrick Josh Barnett 0 0

James B. Decker, Il

Lori Lamar

Ronald Evans

Scott Speicher

Tim A. McKinney

Zachary Lee Bailey
Monroe City Not Available 0 0
Noble County /Kendallville Not Available 0 0
Richland City The Friends of Richland 0 0
Shelby County/City of Shelbyville Habitat for Humanity For Shelby Co. 0 0
Town of Brookville Not Available 0 0
Town of Cambridge City Not Available 0 0
Town of Daleville Daleville Parks, Inc. 0 0

Community Center

Cathy Griffith
Town of Decker David & Bonnie Wehmeirer 0 0

Delora Koenig

Darrell & Robin Lindsay
Town of Edwardsport Not Available 0 0
Town of Greens Fork Not Available 0 0
Town of Hagerstown Not Available 0 0
Town of Lagro Not Available 0 0
Town of Oaktown Knox County Housing Authority 0] 0]
Town of Silver Lake Not Available 0 0

Habitat for Humanity of Northeast Indiana
Town of St. Joe Michael Mills 0 0
Town of Sweetser Sweetser Redevelopment Corp. 0 0
City of Walton Cass County Redevelopment Commission 0 0

Habitat for Humanity of Northeast Indiana
Town of Waterloo RP Wakefield Co. 0 0

Waterloo Redevelopment Commission

2 Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority, accessed as of 9/30/2015 (partners). Data is as of 6/30/2015.

* Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority, Ninth Amendment to Agreement, 7/31/2014.

**Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority, Indiana’s Hardest Hit Fund, Quarterly Reports to the U.S. Treasury, Quarterly Performance Report, Q2 2015, no date.
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ILLINOIS
Approved by Treasury: Q2 2014

Program Description:* “to decrease preventable foreclosures through neighborhood stabilization
achieved through the demolition and greening of vacant, abandoned and blighted residential
properties throughout lllinois. Such vacant, abandoned and blighted residential properties will
be returned to use through a process overseen by approved units of government and their
not-for-profit partner(s).”

Allocation: $1.9 Million (0.4% of total HHF allocation)

Eligibility: 1-4 unit residential structures

Structure of Assistance: 0% 3-year loan secured by the property, forgiven one-third per year

Per Property Cap: $35,000, which may include the following on a per unit basis (if applicable):
acquisition, closing costs, demolition, lot treatment/greening, $3,000 flat fee for maintenance,
and up to $1,750 for administrative expenses.

IL Estimate: 50 properties

Cumulative Program Activity Reported by HHF lllinois (as of 6/30/2015):* *
Applications Received: O
Denied: 0 (0%); Approved: 0 (0%); In Process: 0 (0%); Withdrawn: 0 (0%)
Total Assistance Provided: $SO

Median Assistance Spent on Acquisition: S0
Median Assistance Spent on Demolition: S0
Median Assistance Spent on Greening: S0

As of June 30, 2015, HHF lllinois reported that, more than one year after it was
approved by Treasury, it had still not expended any of its $1.9 million Blight
Elimination Program allocation, and had not removed any properties as of that
date. While HHF lllinois’ Blight Elimination report to Treasury reveals no actual
demolitions as of June 30, 2015, state HHF reports to Treasury are one quarter
behind.
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ILLINOIS HHF BLIGHT ELIMINATION PROGRAM PARTNERS AND DEMOLITION ACTIVITY AS OF 6/30/2015* *
Most Recent

Quarter Cumulative
Applications Submitted 0 0
Properties Demolished/Removed 0 0

Demolished in

Most Recent Demolished,
City/County Partner? Quarter Cumulative
Aurora Fox Valley Habitat for Humanity 0 0
Chicago Heights Cook County Land Bank Authority 0 0
Chicag_o (Cook County Land Bank Greate_r Englewood_QDC_ 0 0
Authority) Sunshine Gospel Ministries
Freeport NW Homestart, Inc. 0 0
Joliet South Suburban Land Bank and Devt. Authority 0 0
Moline Moline Community Development Corporation 0 0
Ottawa Starved Rock Homes Development Corp 0 0
Park Forest South Suburban Land Bank and Devt. Authority 0 0
Riverdale Cook County Land Bank Authority 0 0
Rock Island Rock Island Economic Growth Corp. 0 0
Sl Eﬂgssggplzgmsgﬁggﬁ?od Improvement Association & &
Sterling Rock Island Economic Growth Corp. 0 0
Urbana Habitat for Humanity of Champaign County 0 0
Rockford (Winnebago County) Comprehensive Community Solutions, Inc. 0 0

2 lllinois Housing Development Authority, 6/30/2015 and 9/30/2015.

* Treasury, response to SIGTARP data call, 10/5/2015; lllinois Housing Development Authority, Tenth and Eleventh Amendments to Agreement, 4/11/2014, and 7/30/2015.
**Illinois Housing Development Authority, lllinois Hardest Hit Program, Reporting, Quarterly Performance Report, Q2 2015, no date.
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SOUTH CAROLINA
Approved by Treasury: Q3 2014

Program Description:* “decrease foreclosures and stabilize homeowner property values in
communities across South Carolina through the demolition of vacant, abandoned, and blighted
residential structures, and subsequent greening/improvement.”

Allocation: $35 Million (12% of total HHF allocation)

Eligibility: Single-family (1-4 units) and multi-family (4+ units)

Structure of Assistance: 0% 3-year loan secured by the property, forgiven at one-third per year
Per Property Cap: $35,000; includes acquisition costs (if applicable); demolition and greening/
improvement costs; and a $2,000 one-time project management fee to cover management

and maintenance expenses for a period of three years.

SC Estimate: 1,000-1,300 properties

Cumulative Program Activity Reported by HHF South Carolina (as of 6/30/2015):* *
Applications Received: 45
Denied: 0 (0%); Approved: O (0%); In Process: 45 (100%); Withdrawn: O (0%)
Total Assistance Provided: SO

Median Assistance Spent on Acquisition: S0
Median Assistance Spent on Demolition: S0
Median Assistance Spent on Greening: S0

As of June 30, 2015, HHF South Carolina reports it had not expended any of

the $35 miillion Blight Elimination Program allocation approved by Treasury, and
had not funded the removal of any properties as of that date. While HHF South
Carolina’s Blight Elimination report to Treasury reports no actual demolitions as
of June 30, 2015, it reports that 45 structures have been submitted for eligibility
review. As in other states, HHF South Carolina’s reports to Treasury are one
quarter behind.
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SOUTH CAROLINA HHF BLIGHT ELIMINATION PROGRAM PARTNERS AND DEMOLITION ACTIVITY AS OF

6/30/2015**
Most Recent
Quarter Cumulative
Applications Submitted 45 45
Properties Demolished/Removed 0 0
Demolished in
Most Recent Demolished,
City/County Partner? Quarter Cumulative
; Second Baptist CDC
Aiken County Nehemiah Community Revitalization Corp. 0 0
Southeastern Housing Foundation
Allendale County Allendale County Alive 0 0
Pelzer Heritage Commission
Anderson County Nehemiah Community Revitalization Corp. 0 0
Anderson Community Development Corp.
Bamberg County Southeastern Housing Foundation 0 0
Southeastern Housing Foundation
Barnwell County Blackville, CDC 0 0
Sea Island Habitat for Humanity
Charleston County PASTORS, Inc. 0 0
Chester County Not Available
Chesterfield County Town of Cheraw Community Development Corp.
Florence County Downtown Development Corporation
Allen Temple Community Economic Devt. Corp.
Habitat for Humanity of Greenville County
Homes of Hope, Inc.
Greenville County Nehemiah Community Revitalization Corp. 0 0
Neighborhood Housing Corp. of Greenville, Inc.
United Housing Connections
Genesis Homes
Hampton County Southeastern Housing Foundation 0 0
Horry County Myrtle Beach Community Land Trust 0 0
Kershaw County Santee-Lynches Regional Development Corp. 0 0
Lancaster County Not Available 0 0
Columbia Housing Development Corporation
Richland County Eau Claire Development Corporation 0 0
Columbia Development Corporation
Homes of Hope
Habitat for Humanity
Spartanburg County Nehemiah Community Revitalization Corp. 0 0
Northside Development Group
Upstate Housing Partnership
Sumter County Santee-Lynches Regional Development Corp
Union County Not Available
York County Housing Development Corporation of Rock Hill 0 0

Catawba Regional Development Corp.

a SC Housing Corp., “Neighborhood Initiative Program,” www.schousing.com/Housing%20Partners/Neighborhood%20Initiative%20Program, accessed 9/11/2015.

*SC Housing Corp., Seventh and Eight Amendments to Agreement, 7/31/2014 and 9/29/2015.
**SC Housing Corp., SC HELP, Reports, Quarterly Performance Reports, Q2 2015, no date.
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ALABAMA
Approved by Treasury: Q3 2014

Program Description:* “reduce foreclosures, promote neighborhood stabilization and maintain
property values through the removal of unsafe condemned single family structures and
subsequent greening in areas across the State of Alabama.”

Allocation: $25 Million (15% of total HHF allocation)

Eligibility: 1-4 unit residential properties, owned by an Affiliate of Alabama Assoc. of Habitat for
Humanity Affiliates

Structure of Assistance: 0% loan secured by the property, forgiven at 33.3% per year

Per Property Cap: $25,000; including demolition, greening and maintenance (not to exceed
$3,000) for 3-years

AL Estimate: 1,000 properties

Partners: The Alabama Association of Habitat for Humanity Affiliates will administer the program,
working in partnership with its members (Affiliates)

Cumulative Program Activity Reported by HHF Alabama (as of 6/30/2015):* *

HHF Alabama has not filed a Blight Elimination Program activity report with Treasury.

* Alabama Housing Finance Authority, Ninth Amendment to Agreement, 1/31/2015.
** Alabama Housing Finance Authority, Treasury Reports, Quarterly Performance Report, Q2 2015, no date.
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TENNESSEE
Approved by Treasury: Q3 2015

Program Description:* “reduce foreclosures, promote neighborhood stabilization, and maintain
or improve property values through the demolition of vacant, abandoned, blighted residential
structures, and subsequent greening/improvement of the remaining parcels.”

Allocation: $5.5 Million

Eligibility: Single- family (1-4 unit) properties located in targeted area.

Structure of Assistance: 0% loan secured by the property, forgivable over 3 years.

Per Property Cap: $25,000

TN Estimate: 220 properties

Cumulative Program Activity Reported by HHF Tennessee (as of 6/30/2015): * *

HHF Tennessee was approved for the Blight Elimination Program in Q3 2015, to commence
November 1, 2015.

* Tennessee Housing Development Agency, Ninth Amendment to Agreement, 9/29/2015.
** Tennessee Housing Development Agency, Treasury Reports, Quarterly Performance Report, Q2 2015, no date.
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Alabama’s HHF Programs

Treasury obligated $162,521,345 in HHF funds to Alabama.'** At the end of
2010, HHF Alabama estimated that it would help as many as 13,500 homeowners
with HHF but had reduced that by 51%, to 6,600 homeowners, as of June 30,
2015. As of that date, HHF Alabama had four active programs: one to provide
unemployment assistance to homeowners, a second to modify homeowners’
mortgages, a third to provide HHF transition assistance to homeowners, and a
fourth for blight elimination. As of June 30, 2015, HHF Alabama had helped
4,093 individual homeowners with HHF, almost all of them with the Unemployed
Homeowners Program.'** HHF Alabama’s Short Sale program, launched in March
2013, had not helped a single homeowner during its nearly two-year history. Its
Loan Modification Program had helped just 22 homeowners since it began in
March 2013.

In addition to decreasing the number of homeowners it estimated helping,
HHF Alabama has shifted $25 million of its HHF funds (15%) away from existing
HHF programs to blight elimination. This represents a shift from making payments
directly to homeowners or their mortgage servicers to help keep homeowners in
their homes. Treasury’s Blight Elimination Program allows for substantial payment
of TARP funds to land banks, non-profits and other parties, including demolition
contractors, in cash and mortgages that can be forgiven over time. For more
information about HHF blight elimination in Alabama, please see the “Update on
the Hardest Hit Fund’s Blight Elimination Program” discussion on page 209 of this
Quarterly Report.

As of June 30, 2015, HHF Alabama had only spent 20% of its HHF funds to
help homeowners, the lowest amount of any state in the HHF program.'*® The
state’s HFA had drawn down $47 million (29%) of its HHF funds as of June 30,
2015, the most recent data available, and spent $32.9 million (20% of its obligated
funds) to help homeowners.'”® The remaining $8.2 million (5%) was spent on
administrative expenses, and $6.4 million (4%) was held as cash-on-hand.'”” No
HHF funds have yet been spent on the Blight Elimination Program.

Figure 4.17 shows, in aggregate, the number of homeowners estimated to
participate in HHF Alabama’s programs (estimated program participation), the
reported number of homeowners who participated in one or more programs
(program participation), and the total number of individual homeowners assisted,
as of June 30, 2015. Because homeowners may participate in more than one
program, the reported program participation numbers can be higher than the total
number of individual homeowners assisted. Figure 4.18 shows the number of
homeowners estimated to participate (estimated program participation) and the
reported number of homeowners who participated (program participation) in each
of HHF Alabama’s programs, as of June 30, 2015.

FIGURE 4.16

AL HHF EXPENDITURES, BY
PROGRAM CATEGORY
PROGRAM THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015

|—1%

99%

Unemployment ($32,492,305)
B Transition ($0)
Modification ($486,819)
M Blight (S0)
Source: Alabama Housing Finance Authority, Treasury
Reports, Quarterly Performance Report Q2 2015,

no date (may differ from cash disbursements reported
on the state’s Quarterly Financial Report).
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FIGURE 4.17
HHF ALABAMA PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, ALL HHF PROGRAMS, AS OF 6/30/2015

20,000

15,000

10,000

5,000

As of 6/30/2015:
Estimate: 6,600 (Peak: 13,500)
Homeowner Applications: 15,650

Program Participation: 4,095 ~
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2014

Q1 Q2
2015

[ State Estimated Program Participation H Homeowners Assisted
M Program Participation M Homeowner Applications

Notes: Estimated includes highest estimate of a range, but excludes Alabama’s estimate of the number of blighted properties to be eliminated. Program
participation numbers may have double-counted individual homeowners who received assistance from more than one program. Applications are the total
number of unique borrower applicants reported to Treasury, which Treasury began reporting as of Q3 2012. Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative
Homeowners Assisted as a percent of Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and Alabama Housing Finance Authority, Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 9/23/2010, and
Amendments to Agreement one through nine, as of 6/30/2015; Alabama Housing Finance Authority, Quarterly Performance Reports Q1 2011-Q2 2015, no
date; Treasury, HFA Aggregate Reports Q3 2012 - Q2 2015, no date.
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FIGURE 4.18

HHF ALABAMA ACTUAL VS. ESTIMATED PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, BY PROGRAM, AS OF

6/30/2015
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BLIGHT ELIMINATION PROGRAM (BLIGHT)-
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Notes: Programs may have been started or ended at different times. Estimated includes highest estimate of a range, but excludes Alabama’s estimate of the number of blighted properties to be
eliminated. Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative Homeowners Assisted as a percent of reported Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and Alabama Housing Finance Authority, Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 9/23/2010, and Amendments to Agreement one through

nine, as of 6/30/2015; Alabama Housing Finance Authority, Quarterly Performance Reports Q1 2011-Q2 2015, no date.
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FIGURE 4.19

AZ HHF EXPENDITURES, BY
PROGRAM CATEGORY
PROGRAM THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015

1%

39%
53%

7%

Modification ($53,560,085)
Second-Lien Reduction (57,347,061)
Unemployment ($38,933,559)
B Transition ($686,617)
Source: Arizona (Home) Foreclosure Prevention Funding
Corporation, Hardest Hit Fund Reporting (quarterly
performance reports), Quarterly Performance Report

Q2 2015, no date (may differ from cash disbursements
reported on the state’s Quarterly Financial Report).

Arizona’s HHF Programs

Treasury obligated $267,766,006 in HHF funds to Arizona.!*® At the end of 2010,
HHF Arizona estimated that it would help as many as 11,959 homeowners with
HHF but had reduced that by 36%, to 7,606, as of June 30, 2015. As of that

date, HHF Arizona had four active HHF programs: one to modify homeowners’
mortgages with principal reduction assistance, a second to provide HHF second-
lien reduction assistance, a third to provide unemployment assistance, and a fourth
to provide transition assistance to homeowners. As of June 30, 2015, HHF Arizona
had helped 3,891 individual homeowners with its HHF programs, with the largest
numbers in the unemployment/underemployment and the principal reduction
assistance programs.'?’

As of June 30, 2015, the state’s HFA had drawn down $155.8 million
(58%) of its HHF funds.>® As of June 30, 2015, the most recent data available,
HHF Arizona had spent $126.9 million (47% of its obligated funds) to help
homeowners.?”' The remaining $18.1 million (7%) was spent on administrative
expenses, and $11.6 million (4%) was held as cash-on-hand.*"?

Figure 4.20 shows, in aggregate, the number of homeowners estimated to
participate in HHF Arizona’s programs (estimated program participation), the
reported number of homeowners who participated in one or more programs
(program participation), and the total number of individual homeowners assisted,
as of June 30, 2015. Because homeowners may participate in more than one
program, the reported program participation numbers are higher than the total
number of individual homeowners assisted. Figure 4.21 shows the number of
homeowners estimated to participate (estimated program participation) and the
reported number of homeowners who participated (program participation) in each
of HHF Arizona’s programs, as of June 30, 2015.
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FIGURE 4.20
HHF ARIZONA PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, ALL HHF PROGRAMS, AS OF 6/30/2015
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Notes: Estimated includes highest estimate of a range. Program participation numbers may have double-counted individual homeowners who received
assistance from more than one program. Applications are the total number of unique borrower applicants reported to Treasury, which Treasury began
reporting as of Q3 2012. Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative Homeowners Assisted as a percent of Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and Arizona (Home) Foreclosure Prevention Funding Corporation, Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation
Agreement, 6/23/2010; and Amendments to Agreement one through fifteen, as of 6/30/2015; Arizona (Home) Foreclosure Prevention Funding Corporation,
Quarterly Performance Reports Q3 2010 - Q2 2015, no date; Treasury, HFA Aggregate Reports Q3 2012 - Q2 2015, no date.
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FIGURE 4.21

HHF ARIZONA ACTUAL VS. ESTIMATED PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, BY PROGRAM, AS OF
6/30/2015
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California’s HHF Programs

Treasury obligated $1,975,334,096 in HHF funds to California.?** At the end

of 2010, HHF California estimated that it would help as many as 101,337
homeowners with HHF but had reduced that by 29%, to 71,970, as of June 30,
2015. As of that date, HHF California had six active HHF programs: one to provide
unemployment assistance to homeowners, a second to modify homeowners’
mortgages with principal reduction assistance, a third to provide HHF transition
assistance to homeowners, a fourth and a fifth to provide past-due payment
assistance to homeowners, and a sixth to provide HHF second-lien assistance to
homeowners. As of June 30, 2015, HHF California has defunded two programs:
the NeighborWorks Sacramento Short Sale Gateway Program (September 2013)
and the Los Angeles Housing Department Principal Reduction Program (February
2014).%* Both programs ended without helping a single homeowner. As of June 30,
2015, HHF California had helped 51,612 individual homeowners, with the largest
number in unemployment and past due payment assistance.?”

As of June 30, 2015, California’s HFA had drawn down $1,217.5 million (62%)
of its HHF funds.?* As of June 30, 2015, HHF California had spent $1,044.3
million (53% of its obligated funds) to help homeowners.?” The remaining $112.6
million (6%) was spent on administrative expenses, and $88.8 million (4%) was
held as cash-on-hand.?*®

Figure 4.23 shows, in aggregate, the number of homeowners estimated to
participate in HHF California’s programs (estimated program participation),
the reported number of homeowners who participated in one or more programs
(program participation), and the total number of individual homeowners assisted,
as of June 30, 2015. Because homeowners may participate in more than one
program, the reported program participation numbers are higher than the total
number of individual homeowners assisted. Figure 4.24 shows the number of
homeowners estimated to participate (estimated program participation) and the
reported number of homeowners who participated (program participation) in each
of HHF California’s programs, as of June 30, 2015.

FIGURE 4.22

CA HHF EXPENDITURES, BY
PROGRAM CATEGORY
PROGRAM THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015
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Source: CalHFA Mortgage Assistance Corporation,
“Keep Your Home California, Reports & Statistics,
Quarterly Reports,” Quarterly Performance Reports Q2
2015, no date (may differ from cash disbursements
reported on the state’s Quarterly Financial Report).
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FIGURE 4.23
HHF CALIFORNIA PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, ALL HHF PROGRAMS, AS OF 6/30/2015
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Notes: Estimated includes highest estimate of a range. Program participation numbers may have double-counted individual homeowners who received
assistance from more than one program. Applications are the total number of unique borrower applicants reported to Treasury, which Treasury began
reporting as of Q3 2012. Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative Homeowners Assisted as a percent of Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and CalHFA Mortgage Assistance Corporation, Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement,
6/23/2010; and Amendments to Agreement one through sixteen, as of 6/30/2015; CalHFA Mortgage Assistance Corporation, Quarterly Performance
Reports Q4 2010 - Q2 2015, no date; Treasury, HFA Aggregate Reports Q3 2012 — Q2 2015, no date.
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FIGURE 4.24

HHF CALIFORNIA ACTUAL VS. ESTIMATED PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, BY PROGRAM, AS

OF 6/30/2015
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Notes: Programs may have been started or ended at different times. Estimated includes highest estimate of a range. Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative Homeowners Assisted as a percent of

reported Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and CalHFA Mortgage Assistance Corporation, Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 6/23/2010; and Amendments to Agreement one
through sixteen, as of 6/30/2015; CalHFA Mortgage Assistance Corporation, Quarterly Performance Reports Q4 2010 - Q2 2015, no date.
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FIGURE 4.25

FL HHF EXPENDITURES, BY
PROGRAM CATEGORY
PROGRAM THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015
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Source: Housing Finance Corporation, Florida Hardest
Hit Fund (HHF) Information, Quarterly Reports, Quarterly
Performance Report Q2 2015, no date (may differ

from cash disbursements reported on the state’s
Quarterly Financial Report).

Florida's HHF Programs

Treasury obligated $1,057,839,136 of HHF funds to Florida.?* At the start of
2011, HHF Florida estimated that it would help as many as 106,000 homeowners
with HHF but had reduced that by 60%, to 42,333, as of June 30, 2015, although
that represented an increase over the 39,000 homeowners estimated as of the
prior quarter. As of June 30, 2015, HHF Florida had six active HHF programs:
one to provide unemployment assistance to homeowners, a second and third to
provide past-due payment assistance to homeowners, a fourth and fifth to modify
homeowners’ mortgages and a sixth to provide down payment assistance. As of
June 30, 2015, HHF Florida had helped 23,234 individual homeowners with its
HHF programs, with the largest numbers in the unemployment and reinstatement
programs.?'® Approved in April 2013, HHF Florida’s Modification Enabling
Program had only assisted 105 homeowners in more than two years, as of June 30,
2015.

As of June 30, 2015, the state’s HFA had drawn down $626.3 million (59%) of
its HHF funds.?'! As of June 30, 2015, the most recent data available, HHF Florida
had spent $520.7 million (49% of its obligated funds) to help homeowners.?'? The
remaining $54.6 million (5%) was spent on administrative expenses, and $54.1
million (5%) was held as cash-on-hand.?"?

Figure 4.26 shows, in aggregate, the number of homeowners estimated to
participate in HHF Florida’s programs (estimated program participation), the
reported number of homeowners who participated in one or more programs
(program participation), and the total number of individual homeowners assisted,
as of June 30, 2015. Because homeowners may participate in more than one
program, the reported program participation numbers are higher than the total
number of individual homeowners assisted. Figure 4.27 shows the number of
homeowners estimated to participate (estimated program participation) and the
reported number of homeowners who participated (program participation) in each
of HHF Florida’s programs, as of June 30, 2015.
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FIGURE 4.26
HHF FLORIDA PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, ALL HHF PROGRAMS, AS OF 6/30/2015
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Notes: Estimated includes highest estimate of a range. Program participation numbers may have double-counted individual homeowners who received
assistance from more than one program. Applications are the total number of unique borrower applicants reported to Treasury, which Treasury began
reporting as of Q3 2012. Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative Homeowners Assisted as a percent of Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and Florida Housing Finance Corporation, Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 6/23/2010;
and Amendments to Agreement one through eleven, as of 6/30/2015; Florida Housing Finance Corporation, Quarterly Performance Reports Q3 2010 - Q2
2015, no date; Treasury, HFA Aggregate Reports Q3 2012 — Q2 2015, no date.
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FIGURE 4.27

HHF FLORIDA ACTUAL VS. ESTIMATED PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, BY PROGRAM, AS OF
6/30/2015
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Notes: Programs may have been started or ended at different times. Estimated includes highest estimate of a range. Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative Homeowners Assisted as a percent of
reported Homeowner Applications.

*Florida estimates that it will serve approximately 25,000 homeowners in the aggregate between its Unemployment Mortgage Assistance Program and its Mortgage Loan Reinstatement Program.

Sources: Treasury and Florida Housing Finance Corporation, Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 6/23/2010; and Amendments to Agreement one through
eleven, as of 6/30/2015; Florida Housing Finance Corporation, Quarterly Performance Reports Q3 2010 - Q2 2015, no date.
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Georgia’s HHF Programs

Treasury obligated $339,255,819 in HHF funds to Georgia.?'* At the end of 2010,
HHF Georgia estimated that it would help as many as 18,300 homeowners with
HHF but had reduced that by 26%, to 13,500, as of June 30, 2015. As of that

date, HHF Georgia had three active HHF programs: one to provide unemployment
assistance to homeowners, a second to provide past-due payment assistance to
homeowners, and a third to modify homeowners’ mortgages. As of June 30, 2015,
HHF Georgia had helped 6,686 individual homeowners with HHEF, the vast
majority with the unemployment program.'® As of June 30, 2015, HHF Georgia’s
Recast/Modification program had helped only 18 homeowners (compared to an
estimate of 1,000), and its Mortgage Reinstatement program had assisted only 126
homeowners (compared to a current estimate of 3,500), since those programs were
approved in December 2013.

As of June 30, 2015, the state’s HFA had drawn down $194 million (57%) of its
HHF funds.?'° As of June 30, 2015, the most recent data available, HHF Georgia
had spent $119.7 million (35% of its obligated funds) to help homeowners.?'” The
remaining $22.7 million (7%) was spent on administrative expenses, and $52.5
million (15%) was held as cash-on-hand.?'®

Figure 4.29 shows the number of homeowners estimated to participate in
HHF Georgia’s program and the number of homeowners who have been assisted,
as of June 30, 2015. Figure 4.30 shows the number of homeowners estimated
to participate (estimated program participation) and the reported number of
homeowners who participated (program participation) in each of HHF Georgia’s
programs, as of June 30, 2015.

FIGURE 4.28

GA HHF EXPENDITURES, BY
PROGRAM CATEGORY
PROGRAM THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015
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Source: GHFA Affordable Housing Inc., HomeSafe
Georgia, US Treasury Reports, Quarterly Performance
Report Q2 2015, no date (may differ from cash
disbursements reported on the state’s Quarterly
Financial Report).
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FIGURE 4.29
HHF GEORGIA PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, ALL HHF PROGRAMS, AS OF 6/30/2015
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Notes: Estimated includes highest estimate of a range. Program participation numbers may have double-counted individual homeowners who received
assistance from more than one program. Applications are the total number of unique borrower applicants reported to Treasury, which Treasury began
reporting as of Q3 2012. Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative Homeowners Assisted as a percent of Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and GHFA Affordable Housing Inc., Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 9/23/2010, and
Amendments to Agreement one through seven as of 6/30/2015; GHFA Affordable Housing Inc., Quarterly Performance Reports Q4 2010 - Q2 2015, no
date; Treasury, HFA Aggregate Reports Q3 2012 - Q2 2015, no date.
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FIGURE 4.30

HHF GEORGIA ACTUAL VS. ESTIMATED PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, BY PROGRAM, AS OF
6/30/2015
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Notes: Programs may have been started or ended at different times. Estimated includes highest estimate of a range. Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative Homeowners Assisted as a percent of
reported Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and GHFA Affordable Housing Inc., Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 9/23/2010, and Amendments to Agreement one through seven as
of 6/30/2015; GHFA Affordable Housing Inc., Quarterly Performance Reports Q4 2010 - Q2 2015, no date.
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FIGURE 4.31

IL HHF EXPENDITURES, BY
PROGRAM CATEGORY
PROGRAM THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015
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Source: lllinois Housing Development Authority, lllinois
Hardest Hit Program, Reporting, Quarterly
Performance Report Q2 2015, no date (may differ
from cash disbursements reported on the state’s
Quarterly Financial Report).

llinois’s HHF Programs

Treasury obligated $445,603,557 in HHF funds to Illinois.?"* In mid-2011, HHF
Ilinois estimated that it would help as many as 29,000 homeowners with HHF
but had reduced that by 53%, to 13,500, as of June 30, 2015. As of that date,
HHEF Illinois had four active HHF programs: one to provide unemployment
assistance to homeowners, a second and third to modify homeowners’ mortgages,
and a fourth for blight elimination. As of June 30, 2015, HHF Tllinois had helped
13,868 individual homeowners with HHF programs, with the largest numbers in
the unemployment and home preservation modification programs.?** According to
Treasury, Illinois stopped accepting new applications from struggling homeowners
seeking help from the state’s HHF programs after September 30, 2013, but, as of
September 30, 2015, is again accepting applications for select programs.?!

In the most recent quarter ended September 30, 2015, Treasury approved HHF
Ilinois to add a fifth HHF program, for down payment assistance for first-time
homebuyers.?*?

In addition to decreasing the number of homeowners it estimated helping,
HHEF Tllinois has shifted $1.9 million (0.4%) of its HHF funds away from existing
HHF programs to blight elimination. This represents a shift from making payments
directly to homeowners or their mortgage servicers to help keep homeowners in
their homes. Treasury’s Blight Elimination Program allows for substantial payments
of TARP funds to land banks, non-profits and other parties, including demolition
contractors, in cash and mortgages that can be forgiven over time. For more
information about blight elimination in Illinois, please see the “Update on the
Hardest Hit Fund’s Blight Elimination Program” discussion on pages 205-206 of
this Quarterly Report.

As of June 30, 2015, the state’s HFA had drawn down $395 million (89%) of its
HHF funds.?? As of June 30, 2015, the most recent data available, HHF Illinois
had spent $333.7 million (75% of its obligated funds) to help homeowners.?** The
remaining $33.1 million (7%) was spent on administrative expenses, and $35.5
million (8%) was held as cash-on-hand.?*> No funds had yet been spent on blight
elimination.??

Figure 4.32 shows, in aggregate, the number of homeowners estimated to
participate in HHF Illinois’s programs (estimated program participation), the
reported number of homeowners who participated in one or more programs
(program participation), and the total number of individual homeowners assisted,
as of June 30, 2015. Because homeowners may participate in more than one
program, the reported program participation numbers are higher than the total
number of individual homeowners assisted. Figure 4.33 shows the number of
homeowners estimated to participate (estimated program participation) and the
reported number of homeowners who participated (program participation) in each
of HHF Illinois’s programs, as of June 30, 2015.
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FIGURE 4.32
HHF ILLINOIS PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, ALL HHF PROGRAMS, AS OF 6/30/2015
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Notes: Estimated includes highest estimate of a range, but excludes lllinois estimate of the number of blighted properties to be eliminated. Program
participation numbers may have double-counted individual homeowners who received assistance from more than one program. Applications are the total
number of unique borrower applicants reported to Treasury, which Treasury began reporting as of Q3 2012. Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative
Homeowners Assisted as a percent of Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and lllinois Housing Development Authority, Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 9/23/2010,
and Amendments to Agreement one through ten, as of 6/30/2015; lllinois Housing Development Authority, Quarterly Performance Reports Q1 2011 - Q2
2015, no date; Treasury, HFA Aggregate Reports Q3 2012 — Q2 2015, no date.
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FIGURE 4.33

HHF ILLINOIS ACTUAL VS. ESTIMATED PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, BY PROGRAM, AS OF
6/30/2015
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Notes: Programs may have been started or ended at different times. Estimated includes highest estimate of a range, but excludes lllinois estimate of the number of blighted properties to be eliminated.
Homeowner Admission Rate is cumulative Homeowners Assisted as a percent of reported Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and lllinois Housing Development Authority, Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation Agreement, 9/23/2010, and Amendments to Agreement one through
ten, as of 6/30/2015; lllinois Housing Development Authority , Quarterly Performance Reports Q1 2011 - Q2 2015, no date.
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Indiana’s HHF Programs
Treasury obligated $221,694,139 in HHF funds to Indiana.??” At the start of 2011,
HHF Indiana estimated helping as many as 16,257 homeowners with HHF but
had reduced that by 37%, to 10,184, as of June 30, 2015. As of that date, HHF
Indiana had four active HHF programs: one to provide unemployment assistance
to homeowners, a second to modify homeowners’ mortgages, a third to provide
transition assistance to homeowners, and a fourth for blight elimination. As of
June 30, 2015, HHF Indiana had helped 5,718 individual homeowners with
HHF programs, with the largest number in its unemployment program; HHF
Indiana’s Recast Program, which began in March 2013, had only 93 participants,
while the Transition Assistance Program, also started on the same date, had just 7
participants.>*®

In addition to decreasing the number of homeowners it estimated helping,
HHF Indiana has shifted $75 million (34%) of its HHF funds away from existing
HHF programs to blight elimination. This represents a shift from making payments
directly to homeowners or their mortgage servicers to help keep homeowners in
their homes. Treasury’s Blight Elimination Program allows for substantial payments
of TARP funds to land banks, non-profits and other parties, including demolition
contractors, in cash and mortgages that can be forgiven over time. For more
information about blight elimination in Indiana, please see the “Update on the
Hardest Hit Fund’s Blight Elimination Program” discussion on pages 200-204 of
this Quarterly Report.

As of June 30, 2015, the state’s HFA had drawn down $110.7 million
(50%) of its HHF funds.?* As of June 30, 2015, the most recent data available,
HHF Indiana had spent $74.2 million (33% of its obligated funds) to help
homeowners.?** HHF Indiana had also spent $602,117 to demolish 59 properties
as of June 30, 2015.%! The remaining $20.9 million (9%) was spent on
administrative expenses, and $15.5 million (7%) was held as cash-on-hand.?*?

Figure 4.35 shows, in aggregate, the number of homeowners estimated to
participate in HHF Indiana’s programs (estimated program participation), the
reported number of homeowners who participated in one or more programs
(program participation), and the total number of individual homeowners assisted,
as of June 30, 2015. Figure 4.36 shows the number of homeowners estimated
to participate (estimated program participation) and the reported number of
homeowners who participated (program participation) in each of HHF Indiana’s
programs, as of June 30, 2015.

FIGURE 4.34

IN HHF EXPENDITURES, BY
PROGRAM CATEGORY
PROGRAM THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015

0.03%
0.8%:|||—3.44%

95.72%

Unemployment ($71,622,631)
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M Transition ($25,000)
M Blight (5602,117)
Source: Indiana Housing and Community Development
Authority, Indiana’s Hardest Hit Fund, Quarterly Reports
to the U.S. Treasury, Quarterly Performance Report Q2

2015, no date (may differ from cash disbursements
reported on the state’s Quarterly Financial Report).
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FIGURE 4.35
HHF INDIANA PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, ALL HHF PROGRAMS, AS OF 6,/30/2015
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Notes: Estimated includes highest estimate of a range, but excludes Indiana's estimate of the number of blighted properties to be eliminated. Applications
are the total number of unique borrower applicants reported to Treasury, which Treasury began reporting as of Q3 2012. Homeowner Admission Rate is
cumulative Homeowners Assisted as a percent of Homeowner Applications.

Sources: Treasury and Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority, Commitment to Purchase Financial Instrument and HFA Participation

Agreement, 9/23/2010 and Amendments to Agreement one through nine, as of 6/30/2015; Indiana Housing and Community Development
Authority, Quarterly Performance Reports Q2 2011 - Q2 2015, no date; Treasury, HFA Aggregate Reports Q3 2012 - Q2 2015, no date.
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FIGURE 4.36

HHF INDIANA ACTUAL VS. ESTIMATED PROGRAM PERFORMANCE, BY PROGRAM, AS OF

6/30/2015
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