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R A H M E M A N U E L 
MAYOR 

O F F I C E O F T H E M A Y O R 

C I T Y OF C H I C A G O 

September 24, 2015 

TO THE HONORABLE, THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF CHICAGO 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

At the request of the Commissioner of Plarming and Development, I transmit herewith an 
ordinance authorizing the execution of a multi-family loan agreement for St. Edmunds Meadows, 
LP. 

Your favorable consideration of this ordinance will be appreciated. 

Very truly yours. 

Mayor 



/ 



O R D. I N A N C E 

WHEREAS, the City of Chicago (the "City"), a home rule unit of government under 
Section 6(a), Article Vll of the 1970 Constitution of the State of Illinois, has heretofore found and 
does hereby find that there exists within the City a serious shortage of decent, safe and sanitary 
rental housing available to persons of low and moderate income; and 

WHEREAS, the City has determined that the exacerbation of such a shortage of 
affordable rental housing is harmful to the health, prosperity, economic stability and general 
welfare of the City; and 

WHEREAS, the City's Department of Planning and Development (the "DPD") was 
established by ordinance of the City Council of the City; and 

WHEREAS, the DPD has the power and authority to act on behalf of the City and has as 
its primary purpose the revitalization of Chicago neighborhoods by improving the quality of 
housing through various rehabilitation and housing redevelopment programs; and 

WHEREAS, St. Edmund's Meadows Limited Partnership, an Illinois limited partnership 
(the "Borrower"), of which St. Edmund's Meadows, Inc., an Illinois corporation, is the general 
partner (the "General Partner") and of which Centerline Corporate Partners XXII, LP, a 
Delaware limited partnership, is the limited partner (the "Limited Partner"); and 

WHEREAS, in 2003, the City conveyed a City owned vacant lot to the Borrower for use 
as parking for a seven (7) building affordable housing development consisting of fifty-six (56) 
units (the "Development") being rehabilitated on scattered sites leased by the Borrower from 
the CHA pursuant to a long-term lease and located in the City generally at 6100-6114 South 
Michigan Avenue, 51-56 East 6 1 " Street, 63-73 East 61^'Street, 6101-6111 South Wabash 
Avenue, 6141-6143 South Wabash Avenue, 6145-6147 South Wabash Avenue and 48-58 East 
57"̂  Street, as legally described on Exhibit A as attached hereto (the "Property"); and 

WHEREAS, construction ofthe Development was completed in two phases, with the first 
phase completed in 2005 ahd the second phase completed in 2007; and 

WHEREAS, the Development is currently financed by (a) a senior loan insured by the 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD") and currently held by 
PNC Bank, N.A., doing business as PNC Real Estate, in the outstanding aggregate principal 
amount of $2,167,437.36 as of September 1, 2015, with an interest rate of five and one quarter 
percent (5.25%) per annum, and secured by, among other thing.s, a senior leasehold mortgage 
on the Property recorded in the office of the Cook County Recorder's Office (the "Recorder's 
Office") on June 4, 2003, as document number 0315532118 (the "Senior Loan"); (b) two 
separate loans from the CHA, one in the outstanding aggregate principal amount of $811,281, 
with an interest rate of four and seventy-nine hundredths percent (4.79%) per annum, and the 
other in the outstanding aggregate pnncipal amount of $560,000, with an interest rate of four 
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and seventy-nine hundredths percent (4.79%) per annum, both of which CHA loans are 
secured by a leasehold mortgage on the Property recorded with the Recorder's Office on June 
4, 2003, as document number 0315532123, that is junior to the mortgage on the Property 
securing the Senior Loan (the "Second Lien CHA Loan"); (c) an Affordable Housing Program 
recapturable grant in the outstanding aggregate principal amount of $300,000 with an interest 
rate of zero percent (0%) as evidenced by a recapture agreement recorded with the Recorder's 
Office on June 4, 2003, as document number 0315532125; and (d) a loan from the Limited 
Partner in the outstanding aggregate principal amount of approximately $1,500,000, with an 
interest rate of eight percent (8%) per annum, (the "LP Note"); and 

WHEREAS, the LP Note was issued by the Limited Partner in 2006 to mitigate shortfalls 
in the financing for completion of the Development; and 

WHEREAS, the Limited Partner is agreeable to refinancing of the LP Note to have the 
principal balance paid in full and to write off the accrued interest from the date of issuance of the 
LP Note to the date of the refinancing (the "Note Retirement"); and 

WHEREAS, DPD has funds available to its Multi-Family Loan Program (the "Multi-
Program Funds"), which are administered through DPD; and 

WHEREAS, DPD has preliminarily reviewed and approved the making of a loan to the 
Borrower in an amount not to exceed $1,500,000, to be funded from Multi-Program Funds, for a 
term not to exceed twenty-nine (29) years at an interest rate of zero percent (0.0%) per annum 
to effectuate the Note Retirement (the "Loan"); and 

WHEREAS, the Loan shall be secured by a mortgage subordinate to mortgages on the 
Property described above, and the balance of said Loan shall be due in full upon its maturity, 
upon sale of the Development and upon such other terms and conditions as set forth in the 
documentation evidencing the Loan; and 

WHEREAS, the DPD has reviewed the public benefits conferred by the Development, 
the ownership and financial structures of the Development, and the need for public assistance, 
has determined that the Borrower will be unable to retire the LP Note without such assistance, 
and has determined, within its discretion, that the Note Retirement is in the best interest of the 
City; now therefore, 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHICAGO: 

SECTION 1. The above recitals are expressly incorporated in and made a part of this 
ordinance as though fully set forth herein. 

SECTION 2. The Commissioner of the DPD (the "Commissioner") and a designee of 
the Commissioner are each hereby authorized, subject to approval by the Corporation Counsel, 
to enter into and execute such agreements and instruments, and perform any and all acts as 
shall be necessary or advisable in connection with the Loan. The Commissioner is hereby 
authorized, subject to the approval of the Corporation Counsel, to negotiate any and all terms 



and provisions in connection with the Loan. The Commissioner and a designee of the 
Commissioner are each hereby further authorized, subject to approval by the Corporation 
Counsel, to enter and execute such agreements and instruments and perform any and ail acts 
as shall be necessary or advisable, and to negotiate any and all terms and provisions in 
connection with any future restructuring of the Loan which do not substantially modify the terms 
of the Loan. 

SECTION 3. To the extent that any ordinance, resolution, rule, order or provision of the 
Municipal Code of Chicago, or part thereof, is in conflict with the provisions of this ordinance, 
the provisions of this ordinance shall control. If any section, paragraph, clause or provision of 
this ordinance shall be held invalid, the invalidity of such section, paragraph, clause or provision 
shall not affect any of the other provisions of this ordinance. 

SECTION 4. This ordinance shall be effective as of the date of its passage and 
approval. 



C I T Y OF C H I C A G O 
E C O N O M I C D I S C L O S U R E S T A T E M E N T 

AND A F F I D A V I T 

S E C T I O N I ~ G E N E R A L INFORMATION 

A. Legal name of the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS. Include d/b/a/ i f applicable: 

St. Edmund's Meadows Limited Partnership 

Check ONE of the following three boxes: 

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS is: 
1. [X] the Applicant 

OR 
2. [ ] a legal entity holding a direct or indirect interest in the Applicant. State the legal name ofthe 

Applicant in which the Disclosing Party holds an interest: 
OR 

3. [ ] a legal entity with a right ofcontrol (see Section II .B.I . ) State the legal name of the entity in 
which the Disclosing Party holds a right of control: 

# 
B. Business address of the Disclosing Party: 6105 S, Michigan Avenue ^ 

Chicago, liiinois 60637 

C. Telephone: 773-752-8893 Fax: 773-752-8067 Email: ceceliahunt@stedmundsrc.org 

D. Name of contact person: Cecelia Hunt 

E. Federal Employer Identification No. ( i fyou have one):.- _. 

F. Brief description of contract, transaction or other undertaking (referred to below as the "Matter") to 
which this EDS pertains. (Include project number and location of property, i f applicable): 
To authorize new multi-family financing. Meadows is a 56 unit mixed-income development located at 6100-14 S. 
Michigan, 51-73 E. 61st St., 6101-11, 6141-47 S. Wabash and 48-58 E. 57th St. in Chicago, Illinois 60637. 

i 

G. Which City agency or department is requesting this EDS? Department of Planning & Development 

I f the Matter is a contract being handled by the City's Department of Procurement Services, please 
complete the following: 

Specification # and Contract # 

Ver. 01-01-12 PagC 1 o f 1 3 



SECTION II -- D I S C L O S U R E OF OWNERSHIP I N T E R E S T S 

A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY 

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party: 

Person [ ] Limited liability company 
Publicly registered business corporation [ ] Limited liability partnership 
Privately held business corporation [ ] Joint venture 
Sole proprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit corporation 
General partnership (Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(c)(3))? 
Limited partnership [ ] Yes [ ] No 
Trust [ ] Other (please specify) 

2. For legal entities, the state (or foreign country) of incorporation or organization, i f applicable: 

liiinois 

3. For legal entities not organized in the State of Illinois: Has the organization registered to do 
business in the State of Illinois as a foreign entity? 

[ ] Ycs [ ] No [x] N/A 

B. IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY: 

1. List below the full names and titles of all executive officers and all directors of the entity. 
NOTE: For not-for-profit corporations, also list below all members, i f any, which are legal entities. I f 
there are no such members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar entities, list below 
the legal titleholder(s). 

I f the entity is a general partnership, limited partnership, limited liability company, limited liability 
partnership or joint venture, list below the name and title of each general partner, managing member, 
manager or any other person or entity that controls the day-to-day management of the Disclosing Party. 
NOTE: Each legal entity listed below must submit an EDS on its own behalf. 

Name Title 
St. Edmund's Meadows, Inc. General Partner 

2. Please provide the following information conceming each person or entity having a direct or 
indirect beneficial interesl (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% of the Disclosing Party. Examples 
ofsuch an interest include shares in a corporation, partnership interest in a partnership or joinl venture, 
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interest of a member or manager in a limited liability company, or interest of a beneficiary of a trust, 
estate or other similar entity. I f none, state "None." NOTE: Pursuant to Section 2-154-030 of the 
Municipal Code of Chicago ("Municipal Code"), the City may require any such additional information 
from any applicant which is reasonably intended to achieve full disclosure. 

Name Business Address Percentage Interest in the 
Disclosing Party 

Centerline Corporate Partners, XXII, LP 100 Church St. 15th Floor, New York, NY 10007 99.98% 

S E C T I O N III -- BUSINESS R E L A T I O N S H I P S WITH C I T Y E L E C T E D O F F I C I A L S 

Has the Disclosing Party had a "business relationship," as defined in Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal 
Code, with any City elected official in the 12 months before the date this EDS is signed? 

[ ] Yes [x] No 

I f yes, please identify below the name(s) of such City elected official(s) and describe such 
relationship(s): 

S E C T I O N IV - D I S C L O S U R E OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND O T H E R R E T A I N E D P A R T I E S 

The Disclosing Party must disclose the name and business address of each subcontractor, attorney, 
lobbyist, accountant, consultant and any other person or entity whom the Disclosing Parly has retained 
or expects to retain in connection with the Matter, as well as the nature of the relationship, and the total 
amount of the fees paid or estimated to be paid. The Disclosing Party is not required to disclose 
employees who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll. 

"Lobbyist" means any person or entity who undertakes to influence any legislative or administrative 
action on behalf of any person or entity other than: (1) a not-for-profit entity, on an unpaid basis, or (2) 
himself. "Lobbyist" also means any person or entity any part of whose duties as an employee of 
another includes undertaking to influence any legislative or administrative action. 

I f the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosure is required under this Section, the 
Disclosing Party must either ask the Cily whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure. 
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Name (indicate whether Business Relationship to Disclosing Party Fees (indicate whether 
retained or anticipated Address (subcontractor, attorney, paid or estimated.) N O T E : 
to be retained) lobbyist, etc.) "hourly rate" or "t.b.d." is 

^ not an acceptable response. 
Albert Whitehead, P.C. 10 N. Dearborn Suite 600 Chicago, IL 60602 Attorney $ 15,000 

PNC Bank 525 Market St. 28th Floor SanFrancicso, CA 94105 Lender / GNMA Fees $ 10,000 

(Add sheets i f necessary) 

[ ] Check here ifthe Disclosing Party has not retained, nor expects to retain, any such persons or entities. 

S E C T I O N V -- C E R T I F I C A T I O N S 

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT COMPLIANCE 

Under Municipal Code Section 2-92-415, substantial owners of business entities that contract with 
the City must remain in compliance with their child support obligadons throughout the contract's term. 

Has any person who directly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the Disclosing Party been declared in 
arrearage on any child support obligations by any Illinois court of competent jurisdiction? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No [x] No person directly or indirectly owns 10% or more ofthe 
Disclosing Party. 

I f "Yes," has the person entered into a court-approved agreement for payment of all support owed and 
is the person in compliance with that agreement? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 1 -23, Article I ("Article I")(which the Applicant should 
consult for defined terms (e.g., "doing business") and legal requirements), i f the Disclosing Party 
submitting this EDS is the Applicant and is doing business with the City, then the Disclosing Party 
certifies as follows: (i) neither the Applicant nor any controlling person is currently indicted or charged 
wilh, or has admitted guilt of, or has ever been convicted of, or placed under supervision for, any 
criminal offense involving actual, atlempted, or conspiracy to commil bribery, theft, fraud, forgery, 
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against an officer or employee of the City or any sister agency; and (ii) the 
Applicanl understands and acknowledges lhal compliance wilh Arlicle I is a continuing requirement for 
doing business with the City. NOTE: I f Article 1 applies to the Applicant, the permanent compliance 
timeframe in Article I supersedes some five-year compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below. 
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2. The Disclosing Party and, i f the Disclosing Party is a legal entity, all of those persons or entities 
identified in Section II.B. 1. of this EDS: 

a. are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or voluntarily 
excluded from any transactions by any federal, state or local unit of government; 

b. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted of a criminal 
offense, adjudged guilty, or had a civil judgment rendered against them in connection with: 
obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (federal, state or local) transaction or 
contract under a public transaction; a violation of federal or state antitrust statutes; fraud; 
embezzlement; theft; forgery; bribery; falsification or destruction of records; making false 
statements; or receiving stolen property; 

c. are not presently indicted for, or criminally or civilly charged by, a governmental entity (federal, 
state or local) with committing any of the offenses set forth in clause B.2.b. of this Section V; 

d. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date ofthis EDS, had one or more public 
transactions (federal, state or local) terminated for cause or default; and 

c. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted, adjudged 
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, or in any criminal or civil action, including actions 
concerning environmental violations, instituted by the City or by the federal government, any 
state, or any other unit of local government. 

3. The certifications in subparts 3, 4 and 5 concern: 

• the Disclosing Party; 
• any "Contractor" (meaning any contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in 

connection with the Matter, including but not limited to all persons or legal entities disclosed under 
Section IV, "Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties"); 
• any "Affiliated Entity" (meaning a person or entity that, directly or indirectly: controls the 

Disclosing Party, is controlled by the Disclosing Party, or is, with the Disclosing Party, under 
common control of another person or eniity. Indicia of control include, without limitation: 
interlocking management or ownership; identily of interests among family members, shared facilities 
and equipment; common use of employees; or organization of a business entity following the 
ineligibility of a business eniity to do business with federal or state or local government, including 
the City, using substantially the same management, ownership, or principals as the ineligible entity); 
with respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Entity means a person or entity that direclly or 
indirectly controls the Conlractor, is controlled by it, or, with the Contractor, is under common 
control of another person or entity; 
• any responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Eniity or any 

olher official, agenl or employee of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Eniity, 
acting pursuant to the direction or authorization of a responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any 
Conlractor or any Affiliated Eniity (collectively "Agenis"). 
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Neither the Disclosing Party, nor any Contractor, nor any Affiliated Eniity of either the Disclosing Party 
or any Contractor nor any Agenis have, during the five years before the date this EDS is signed, or, with 
respect to a Contractor, an Affiliated Entity, or an Affiliated Entity of a Contractor during the five years 
before the date of such Contractor's or Affiliated Entity's contract or engagement in connection with the 
Matter: 

a. bribed or attempted to bribe, or'been convicted or adjudged guilty of bribery or attempting to 
bribe, a public officer or employee of the City, the State of Illinois, or any agency ofthe federal 
government or of any state or local government in the United States of America, in that officer's 
or employee's official capacity; 

b. agreed or colluded with other bidders or prospecdve bidders, or been a party to any such 
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of agreement or collusion among bidders or 
prospective bidders, in restraint of freedom of competition by agreement to bid a fixed price or 
otherwise; or 

c. made an admission of such conduct described in a. or b. above that is a matter of record, but 
have not been prosecuted for such conduct; or 

d. violated the provisions of Municipal Code Seclion 2-92-610 (Living Wage Ordinance). 

4. Neither the Disclosing Party, Affiliated Entity or Contractor, or any of their employees, officials, 
agents or partners, is barred from contracting with any unit of state or local government as a result of 
engaging in or being convicted of (1) bid-rigging in violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-3; (2) bid-rotating in 
violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-4; or (3) any similar offense ofany state or of the United States of 
America that contains the same elements as the offense of bid-rigging or bid-rotating. 

5. Neither the Disclosing Party nor any Affiliated Entity is listed on any ofthe following lists 
maintained by the Office of Foreign Assets Control of the U.S. Department of the Treasury or the 
Bureau of Industry and Security of the U.S. Department of Commerce or their successors: the Specially 
Designated Nationals List, the Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the Entity List and the 
Debarred List. 

6. The Disclosing Party understands and shall comply with the applicable requirements of Chapters 
2-55 (Legislative Inspector General), 2-56 (Inspector General) and 2-156 (Governmental Ethics) of the 
Municipal Code. 

7. I f the Disclosing Party is unable to certify to any of the above statements in this Part B (Further 
Certifications), the Disclosing Party must explain below: 
None 
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I f the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lines above, it wil l be conclusively 
presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

8. To the best ofthe Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the following is a 
complete list of all current employees of the Disclosing Party who were, at any time during the 12-
month period preceding the execution date of this EDS, an employee, or elected or appointed official, 
ofthe City of Chicago (if none, indicate with "N/A" or "none"). 
None 

9. To the best ofthe Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the following is a 
complete list of all gifts that the Disclosing Party has given or caused to be given, at any time during the 
12-month period preceding the execution date of this EDS, to an employee, or elected or appointed 
official, of the City of Chicago. For purposes of this statement, a "gift" does not include: (i) anything 
made generally available to City employees or to the general public, or (ii) food or drink provided in the 
course of official City business and having a retail value of less than $20 per recipient ( i f none, indicate 
with "N/A" or "none"). As to any gift listed below, please also list the name of the City recipient. 
None 

C. CERTIFICATION OF STATUS AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 

1. The Disclosing Party certifies that the Disclosing Party (check one) 

[ ] is [x] is not 

a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) ofthe Municipal Code. 

2. I f the Disclosing Party IS a financial institution, then the Disclosing Party pledges: 

"We are not and will not become a predatory lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal 
Code. We further pledge that none of our affiliates is, and none of them will become, a predatory 
lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal Code. We understand lhat becoming a predatory 
lender or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss ofthe privilege of doing 
business with the City." 

I f the Disclosing Party is unable lo make this pledge because it or any of its affiliates (as defined in 
Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code) is a predatory lender within the meaning of Chapter 
2-32 ofthe Municipal Code, explain here (attach additional pages if necessary): 
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If the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lines above, it wil l be 
conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

D. CERTIFICATION REGARDING INTEREST IN CITY BUSINESS 

Any words or terms that are defined in Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal Code have the same 
meanings when used in this Part D. 

1. In accordance with Section 2-156-110 of the Municipal Code: Does any official or employee 
of the City have a financial interest in his or her own name or in the name of any other person or 
entity in the Matter? 

[ ] Yes [X] No 

NOTE: I fyou checked "Yes" to Item D.L, proceed to Items D.2. and D.3. I f y o u checked "No" to 
Item D . l . , proceed to Part E. 

2. Unless sold pursuant to a process of competitive bidding, or otherwise permitted, no City 
elected official or employee shall have a financial interest in his or her own name or in the name of 
any other person or entity in the purchase of any property that (i) belongs to the City, or (ii) is sold 
for taxes or assessments, or (iii) is sold by virtue of legal process at the suit of the City (collectively, 
"City Property Sale"). Compensation for property taken pursuant to the City's eminent domain power 
does not constitute a financial interest within the meaning of this Part D. 

Does the Matter involve a City Property Sale? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

3. I f you checked "Yes" to Item D . l . , provide the names and business addresses ofthe City 
officials or employees having such inlerest and idenlify the nature ofsuch interest: 

Name Business Address Nature of Interest 

4. The Disclosing Party further certifies that no prohibited financial interesl in the Matter will 
be acquired by any Cily official or employee. 

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

Please check cither 1. or 2. below. I f lhe Disclosing Party checks 2., the Disclosing Party must 
disclose below or in an attachment to this EDS all information required by paragraph 2. Failure to 
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comply with these disclosure requirements may make any contract entered into with the City in 
connection with the Matter voidable by the City. 

X 1, The Disclosing Party verifies that the Disclosing Party has searched any and all records of 
the Disclosing Party and any and all predecessor entities regarding records of investments or profits 
from slavery or slaveholder insurance policies during the slavery era (including insurance policies 
issued to slaveholders that provided coverage for damage to or injury or death of their slaves), and 
the Disclosing Party has found no such records. 

2. The Disclosing Party verifies that, as a result of conducting the search in step I above, the 
Disclosing Party has found records of investments or profits from slavery or slaveholder insurance 
policies. The Disclosing Party verifies that the following constitutes ful l disclosure ofa l l such 
records, including the names ofany and all slaves or slaveholders described in those records: 

S E C T I O N VI - C E R T I F I C A T I O N S FOR F E D E R A L L Y FUNDED M A T T E R S 

NOTE: I f the Matter is federally funded, complete this Section V I . I f t h e Matter is not federally 
funded, proceed to Section V I I . For purposes of this Section V I , tax credits allocated by the City 
and proceeds of debt obligations of the City are not federal funding. 

A. CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

1. List below the names ofa l l persons or entities registered under the federal Lobbying 
Disclosure Act of 1995 who have made lobbying contacts on behalf ofthe Disclosing Party with 
respect to the Matter: (Add sheets i f necessary): 

(If no explanation appears or begins on the lines above, or i f the letters "NA" or i f the word "None" 
appear, it wil l be conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party means that NO persons or entities 
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Acl of 1995 have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the 
Disclosing Party with respect to the Mailer.) 

2. The Disclosing Party has not spent and will not expend any federally appropriated funds to pay 
any person or entity listed in Paragraph A . l . above for his or her lobbying activities or to pay any 
person or entity to influence or attempt lo influence an officer or employee of any agency, as defined by 
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
member of Congress, in conneclion with the award ofany federally funded coniract, making any 
federally funded granl or loan, entering inlo any cooperative agreement, or to extend, continue, renew, 
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
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3. The Disclosing Party wil l submit an updated certification at the end of each calendar quarter in 
which there occurs any event that materially affects the accuracy of the statements and information set 
forth in paragraphs A . l . and A.2. above. 

4. The Disclosing Party certifies that either: (i) it is not an organization described in section 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or (ii) it is an organization described in section 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 but has not engaged and will not engage in "Lobbying 
Activities". 

5. I f the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party must obtain certifications equal in 
form and substance to paragraphs A . l . through A.4. above from all subcontractors before it awards any 
subcontract and the Disclosing Party must maintain all such subcontractors' certifications for the 
duration of the Matter and must make such certifications promptly available to the City upon request. 

B. CERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

I f the Matter is federally funded, federal regulations require the Applicant and all proposed 
subcontractors to submit the following information with their bids or in writing at the outset of 
negotiations. 

Is the Disclosing Party the Applicant? 

[JYes [ ] N o 

I f "Yes," answer the three questions below: 

1. Have you developed and do you have on file affirmative action programs pursuant lo applicable 
federal regulations? (See 41 CFR Part 60-2.) 

[ ] Y e s [ ] N o 

2. Have you filed with the Joint Reporting Committee, the Direclor ofthe Office of Federal 
Contract Compliance Programs, or the Equal Employinent Opportunity Commission all reports due 
under the applicable filing requirements? 

[ ] Y e s [ ] N o 

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts subject lo the 
equal opportunity clause? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

If you checked "No" to question 1. or 2.'above, please provide an explanation: 
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SECTION VII - A C K N O W L E D G M E N T S , C O N T R A C T INCORPORATION, 
C O M P L I A N C E , P E N A L T I E S , D I S C L O S U R E 

The Disclosing Party understands and agrees that: 

A. The certifications, disclosures, and acknowledgments contained in this EDS will become part of any 
contract or other agreement between the Applicant and the City in connection with the Matter, whether 
procurement, City assistance, or other City'action, and are material' inducements to the City's execution 
of any contract or taking other action with respect to the Matter. The Disclosing Party understands that 
it must comply with all statutes, ordinances, and regulations on which this EDS is based. 

B. The City's Governmental Ethics and Campaign Financing Ordinances, Chapters 2-156 and 2-164 of 
the Municipal Code, impose certain duties and obligations on persons or entities seeking City contracts, 
work, business, or transactions. The ful l text of these ordinances and a training program is available on 
line at www.cityofchicago.org/Ethics, and may also be obtained from the City's Board of Ethics, 740 N . 

Sedgwick St., Suite 500, Chicago, IL 60610, (312) 744-9660. The Disclosing Party must comply fully 
with the applicable ordinances. 

C. I f the City determines that any information provided in this EDS is false, incomplete or inaccurate, 
any contract or other agreement in connection with which it is submitted may be rescinded or be void or 
voidable, and the City may pursue any remedies under the contract or agreement (if not rescinded or 
void), at law, or in equity, including terminating the Disclosing Party's participation in the Matter and/or 
declining to allow the Disclosing Party to participate in other transactions with the City. Remedies at 

• law for a false statement of material fact may include incarceration and an award to the City of treble 
damages. 

D. It is the City's policy to make this document available to the public on its Internet site and/or upon 
request. Some or all of the information provided on this EDS and any attachments to this EDS may be 
made available to the public on the Internet, in response to a Freedom of Information Act request, or 
otherwise. By completing and signing this EDS, the Disclosing Party waives and releases any possible 
rights or claims which it may have against the City in connection with the public release of information 
contained in this EDS and also authorizes the City to verify the accuracy ofany information submitted 
in this EDS. 

H. The information provided in this EDS must be kept currenl. In the event of changes, the Disclosing 
Party must supplement this EDS up to the time the City takes action on the Matter. I f the Matter is a 
contract being handled by the Cily's Deparlment of Procurement Services, the Disclosing Parly must 
update this EDS as the coniract requires. NOTE: With respect lo Matters subject to Article 1 of 
Chapicr 1-23 ofthe Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT I N E L I G I B I L I T Y for certain specified 
offenses), the information provided herein regarding eligibility musl be kept current for a longer period, 
as required by Chapler 1-23 and Seclion 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code. 

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that: 
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Department:̂ f;Re^ 
firifeV'f̂ ^̂ ^ • 
sewer Qharges;.!̂  

: use, n'or permit-.their-subcontractors to use, any facility iisted by the U.S: E.P.A::6n the federal Excluded 
Parties L:ist;$ystem (''EPLS") maintained by:the U. S. General Services-Adniinistration. f -

F?3 If theiDisclosing Party is the Applicant, the DisclosingfRarty will obtain from any 
contractors/subcpntractors hired or4o be hired in connection;>with the Matter certifications'equal in ^ 

;form and'siibstance tofithose in F.liand F.2. above and wilf not, without the prior written,consent ofthe 
Citŷ ûse any such coritractor/subcontractoKthat doeSinot provide suchscertifications or that the ; • 
Disclpsing Eartyihas reason to believe has notiprovided;or cannot provide truthful certifications.; 

NOTE: I f thê^̂^̂  Party cannot ceitify asUo any of the itemsIinF.f., F.2. or F.3. above, an 
explanatory statement must b 

CERTIFICATION 

Underspen̂ ^̂ ^̂  signing belowr ^l);warrahtsithat he/she'isVauthorized to execute 
this?EDS!an"d-:A A (if applicable);on behalf of therDiscIbsihg 
certificatibnsYand^tat^ in this EDS and-Appehdix A ( i f apphcable) are true, accurate 
and complete as of the date furnished to the City. ^ 

- St:>Edmund's.Meadows Limited Partnership 

(Print or type name of Disclosing Party) 

(Signihere) -

Richard L. Tolliver;* :, : , 

(Print or typcrname of person signing) 

President orGen. Ptnr., Sl. Edmund's Meadows, Inc. 

(Print or type title of person signing) 

Signed and swom to'before me on (date) ^f^jliQ/rvJ}-^ 
at Q j m ^ , .County. yJi!^£u^JU^ (state). 

Public. 

Commission expires: 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIX A 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH E L E C T E D CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal entity which has a direct 
ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 percent. It is not to be completed by any legal entity 
which has only an indirect ownership interest in the Applicant. 

Under Municipal Code Section 2-154-015, the Disclosing Party must disclose whether such Disclosing Party 
or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently has a "familial relationship" with 
any elected city official or department head. A "familial relationship" exists if, as of the date this EDS is 
signed, the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof is related to 
the mayor, any alderman, the city clerk, the city treasurer or any city department head as spouse or domestic 
partner or as any ofthe following, whether by blood or adoption: parent, child, brother or sister, aunt or uncle, 
niece or nephew, grandparent, grandchild, father-in-law, mother-in-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, stepfather 
or stepmother, stepson or stepdaughter, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or half-sister. 

"Applicable Party" means (1) all executive officers of the Disclosing Party listed in Secdon II.B.l .a., i f the 
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all partners ofthe Disclosing Party, i f the Disclosing Party is a general 
partnership; all general partners and limited partners ofthe Disclosing Party, i f the Disclosing Party is a limited 
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party, i f the Disclosing Party is a 
limited liability company; (2) all principal officers ofthe Disclosing Party; and (3) any person having more than 
a 7.5 percent ownership interest in the Disclosing Party. "Principal officers" means the president, chief 
operating officer, executive director, chief financial officer, treasurer or secretary of a legal entity or any person 
exercising similar authority. 

Does the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently 
have a "familial relationship" with an elected city official or departmenl head? 

[ ] Yes [x ] No ^ ' 

If yes, please identify below (1) the name and title of such person, (2) the name of the legal entity lo which 
such person is connected; (3) the name and title of the elected city official or department head to whom such 
person has a familial relationship, and (4) the precise nature of such familial relationship. 

None 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIX B 

BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEM LANDLORD CERTIFICATION 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal entity 
which has a direct ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 percent (an "Owner"). 
It is not to be completed by any legal entity which has only an indirect ownership interest in 
the Applicant. 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 2-154-010, is the Applicant or any Owner identified as a 
building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-416 of the Municipal 
Code? 

[ ] Yes ~ [X ] No 

2. If the Applicant is a legal entity publicly traded on any exchange, is any officer or director of 
the Applicant identified as a building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 
2-92-416 of the Municipal Code? 

[ J Y e s [ ]No [X ] Not Applicable 

3. I f yes to (1) or (2) above, please identify below the name of the person or legal entity 
identified as a building code scofflaw or problem landlord and the address ofthe building or 
buildings to which the pertinent code violations apply. 

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONSTITUTES ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AND AGREEMENT THAT THIS APPENDIX B IS INCORPORATED BY 
R E F E R E N C E INTO, AND MADE A PART OF, THE ASSOCIATED EDS, 
AND THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE IN THIS APPENDIX B ARE 
SUBJECT TO THE CERTIFICATION MADE UNDER PENALTY OF 
PERJURY ON PAGE 12 OF THE ASSOCIATED EDS. 



C I T Y OF C H I C A G O 
E C O N O M I C D I S C L O S U R E S T A T E M E N T 

AND A F F I D A V I T 

SECTION I - G E N E R A L INFORMATION 

A. Legal name of the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS. Include d/b/a/ i f applicable: 

St. Edmund's Meadows, Inc. 

Check ONE ofthe foUoVving three boxes: 

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS is: 
1. [ ] the Applicant 

OR 
2. [ ] a legal entity holding a direct or indirect interest in the Applicant. State the legal name of the 

Applicant in which the Disclosing Party holds an interest: 
OR 

3. [x] a legal enfity with a right of control (see Section II .B.I . ) State the legal name of the entity in, 
which the Disclosing Party holds a right of control: St. Edmund's Meadows Limited Partnership 

B. Business address of the Disclosing Party: 6105 S. Michigan Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60637 

C. Telephone: 773-752-8893 Fax: 773-752-8067 Email: ceceiiahunt@stedmundsrc.org 

D. Name of contact person: Cecelia Hunt 

E. Federal Employer Identification No. (if you have one):._ 

F. Brief description of contract, transaction or other underiaking (referred to below as the "Matter") to 
which this EDS pertains. (Include project number and location of property, i f applicable): 

To authorize new multi-family financing. Meadows is a 56 unit mixed-income development located at 6100-14 S. 
Michigan, 51-73 E. 61st SL, 6101-11, 6141-47 S. Wabash and 48-58 E. 57th St. in Chicago, Illinois 60637. 

G. Which City agency or department is requesting this EDS? Department Planning & Development 

If the Matter is a contract being handled by the Cily's Department of Procuremenl Services, please 
complete the following: 

Specification # and Contracl # 
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S E C T I O N II - D I S C L O S U R E OF OWNERSHIP I N T E R E S T S 

A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY 

I . Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party: 
[ ] Person 
[ ] Publicly registered business corporation 
^ ] Privately held business corporation 
[ ] Sole proprietorship 
[ ] General partnership 
[ ] Limited partnership 
[ ] Trust 

[ ] Limited liability company 
[ ] Limiled liability partnership 
[ ] Joint venture 
[ ] Not-for-profit corporation 
(Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(c)(3))? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 
[ ] Other (please specify) 

2. For legal entifies, the state (or foreign country) of incorporation or organization, i f applicable: 

Illinois 

3. For legal enfifies not organized in the State of Illinois: Has the organizafion registered to do 
business in the State of Illinois as a foreign enfity? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No [x] N/A 

B. IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY: 

1. List below the ful l names and titles of all executive officers and all directors ofthe enfity. 
NOTE: For not-for-profit corporations, also list below all members, i f any, which are legal entities. I f 
there are no such members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar entities, list below 
the legal titleholder(s). 

I f the entity is a general partnership, limited partnership, limited liability company, limited liability 
partnership or joint venture, list below the name and title of each general partner, managing member, 
manager or any other person or enfity that controls the day-to-day management ofthe Disclosing Party. 
NOTE: Each legal entity listed below must submit an EDS on its own behalf. 

Name 
Richard L. Tolliver 

Tit le 
President 

Chester A. Slaughter Vice-President 

Michael A. Mitchell Treasurer/Secretary 

2. Please provide the following informaiion concerning each person or eniity having a direct or 
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% ofthe Disclosing Party. Examples 
of such an interest include shares ih a corporation, partnership interest in a partnership orjoinl venture, 
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interest of a member or manager in a limited liability company, or interest of a beneficiary of a trust, 
estate or other similar entity. I f none, state "None." NOTE: Pursuant to Section 2-154-030 ofthe 
Municipal Code of Chicago ("Municipal Code"), the City may require any such additional information 
from any applicant which is reasonably intended to achieve full disclosure. 

Name Business Address Percentage Interest in the 
Disclosing Party 

St. Edmund's Redevelopment Corp. 6105 S. Michigan Avenue, Chicago, IL 60637 100% 

SECTION III -- BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS W I T H C I T Y E L E C T E D O F F I C I A L S 

Has the Disclosing Party had a "business relationship," as defined in Chapter 2-156 ofthe Municipal 
Code, with any City elected official in the 12 months before the date this EDS is signed? 

[ ] Yes [x] No 

I f yes, please identify below the name(s) of such City elected official(s) and describe such 
relationship(s): 

SECTION IV - D I S C L O S U R E OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND O T H E R R E T A I N E D P A R T I E S 

The Disclosing Party must disclose the name and business address of each subcontractor, altorney, 
lobbyist, accountant, consultant and any other person or entity whom the Disclosing Party has retained 
or expects to retain in connection with the Matter, as well as the nature ofthe relationship, and the total 
amount of the fees paid or estimated to be paid. The Disclosing Party is not required to disclose 
employees who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll. 

"Lobbyist" means any person or entity who undertakes to influence any legislative or administrative 
action on behalf of any person or entity other than: (1) a not-for-profit enlily, on an unpaid basis, or (2) 
himself "Lobbyisl" also means any person or eniity any part of whose duties as an employee of 
another includes undertaking to influence any legislative or administrative action. 

I f the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosure is required under this Section, the 
Disclosing Parly must either ask the City whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure. 
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Name (indicale whether Business 
retained or anticipated Address 
to be retained) 

Relationship to Disclosing Parly Fees (indicate whether 
(subcontractor, atlorncy, paid or estimated.) N O T E : 
lobbyist, etc.) "hourly rate" or "t.b.d." is 

not an acceptable response. 

(Add sheets i f necessary) 

[x] Check here if the Disclosing Party has not retained, nor expects to retain, any such persons or entities. 

S E C T I O N V -- C E R T I F I C A T I O N S 

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT COMPLIANCE 

Under Municipal Code Section 2-92-415, substantial owners of business entities that contract with 
the City must remain in compliance with their child support obligations throughout the contract's term. 

Has any person who directly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the Disclosing Party been declared in 
arrearage on any child support obligations by any Illinois court of competent jurisdiction? 

[ ] Ycs [ ] No [x] No person directly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the 
Disclosing Party. 

I f "Ycs," has the person entered into a court-approved agreement for payment ofa l l support owed and 
is the person in compliance with that agreement? 

[ ] Yes [ ] N o 

B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article I ("Article I")(which the Applicant should 
consult for defined terms (e.g., "doing business") and legal requirements), i f the Disclosing Party 
submitting this EDS is the Applicant and is doing business with the City, then the Disclosing Party 
certifies as follows: (i) neither the Applicanl nor any controlling person is currently indicted or charged 
with, or has admitted guilt of, or has ever been convicted o f or placed under supervision for, any 
criminal offense involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theft, fraud, forgery, 
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against an officer or employee ofthe City or any sister agency; and (ii) the 
Applicant understands and acknowledges that compliance with Arlicle 1 is a continuing requirement for 
doing business with the City. NOTE: I f Article 1 applies to the Applicant, the permanent compliance 
timeframe in Article 1 supersedes some fivc-ycar compliance timeframes in ceriifications 2 and 3 below. 
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2. The Disclosing Party and, i f the Disclosing Parly is a legal entity, all of those persons or enfities 
identified in Section I I . B . I . ofthis EDS: 

a. are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or voluntarily 
excluded from any transactions by any federal, state or local unil of government; 

b. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted of a criminal 
offense, adjudged guilty, or had a civil judgment rendered against them in connection with: 
obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (federal, state or local) transacfion or 
contract under a public transaction; a violation of federal or state antitrust statutes; fraud; 
embezzlement; theft; forgery; bribery; falsification or destruction of records; making false 
statements; or receiving stolen property; 

c. are not presently indicted for, or criminally or civilly charged by, a governmental entity (federal, 
state or local) with committing any of the offenses set forth in clause B.2.b. ofthis Section V; 

d. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, had one or more public 
transacfions (federal, state or local) terminated for cause or default; and 

e. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted, adjudged 
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, or in any criminal or civil action, including actions 
concerning environmental violations, instituted by the City or by.the federal government, any 
state, or any other unit of local government. 

3. The certifications in subparts 3, 4 and 5 concern: 

• the Disclosing Party; 
• any "Contractor" (meaning any contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in 

connection with the Matter, including but not limited to all persons or legal entities disclosed under 
Section IV, "Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties"); 
• any "Affiliated Entity" (meaning a person or eniity that, directly or indirectly: controls the 

Disclosing Party, is controlled by the Disclosing Party, or is, with the Disclosing Parly, under 
common control of another person or entity. Indicia of control include, without limitation: 
inlerlocking management or ownership; identity of interests among family members, shared facilities 
and equipment; common use of employees; or organization of a business entity following the 
ineligibility of a business enfity to do business wilh federal or state or local government, including 
the City, using substantially the same managemenl, ownership, or principals as the ineligible entity); 
wilh respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Eniity means a person or entity lhat direclly or 
indirectly controls the Contractor, is controlled by it, or, with the Contractor, is under common 
control of another person or entity; 
• any responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity or any 

other official, agent or employee of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity, 
acting pursuant to the direction or authorization of a responsible official ofthe Disclosing Parly, any 
Contractor or any Affiliated Entity (collectively "Agents"). 
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Neither the Disclosing Party, nor any Contractor, nor any Affiliated Entity of either the Disclosing Party 
or any Contractor nor any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is signed, or, with 
respect to a Contractor, an Affiliated Entity, or an Affiliated Eniity of a Contractor during the five years 
before the date ofsuch Contractor's or Affiliated Entity's contract or engagement in connection with the 
Matter: 

a. bribed or attempted to bribe, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of bribery or attempting to 
bribe, a public officer or employee of the City, the State of Illinois, or any agency of the federal 
government or of any state or local government in the United States of America, in that officer's 
or employee's official capacity; 

b. agreed or colluded with other bidders or prospecfive bidders, or been a party to any such 
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of agreement or collusion among bidders or 
prospective bidders, in restraint of freedom of competition by agreement to bid a fixed price or 
otherwise; or 

c. made an admission of such conduct described in a. or b. above that is a matter of record, but 
have not been prosecuted for such conduct; or 

d. violated the provisions of Municipal Code Section 2-92-610 (Living Wage Ordinance). 

4. Neither the Disclosing Party, Affiliated Entity or Contractor, or any of their employees, officials, 
agents or partners, is barred from contracfing with any unit of state or local government as a result of 
engaging in or being convicted of (1) bid-rigging in violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-3; (2) bid-rotating in 
violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-4; or (3) any similar offense of any state or of the United States of 
America that contains the same elements as the offense of bid-rigging or bid-rotating. 

5. Neither the Disclosing Party nor any Affiliated Entity is lisled on any of the following lists 
maintained by the Office of Foreign Assets Control of the U.S. Department of the Treasury or the 
Bureau of Industry and Security of the U.S. Department of Commerce or their successors: the Specially 
Designated Nationals List, the Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the Entity List and the 
Debarred List. 

6. The Disclosing Parly understands and shall comply with the applicable requirements of Chapters 
2-55 (Legislative Inspector General), 2-56 (Inspector General) and 2-156 (Governmental Eihics) ofthe 
Municipal Code. 

7. I f the Disclosing Party is unable to ceriify to any ofthe above statements in this Part B (Furiher 
Certifications), the Disclosing Party must explain below: 
None 
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If the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lines above, it will be conclusively-
presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

8. To the best of the Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the following is a 
complete list of all current employees of the Disclosing Party who were, at any time during the 12-
month period preceding the execution date of this EDS, an employee, or elected or appointed official, 
of the City of Chicago ( if none, indicate with "N/A" or "none"). 
None 

9. To the best ofthe Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the following is a 
complete list ofa l l gifts that the Disclosing Party has given or caused to be given, at any time during the 
12-month period preceding the execution date of this EDS, to an employee, or elected or appointed 
official, ofthe City of Chicago. For purposes of this statement, a "gift" does not include: (i) anything 
made generally available to City employees or to the general public, or (ii) food or drink provided in the 
course of official City business and having a retail value of less than $20 per recipient (if none, indicate 
with "N/A" or "none"). As to any gift listed below, please also list the name of the City recipient. 
None 

C. CERTIFICATION OF STATUS AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 

1. The Disclosing Party certifies that the Disclosing Party (check one) 

[ ] is [x] is not 

a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code. 

2. I f the Disclosing Party IS a financial institution, then the Disclosing Party pledges: 

"Wc are not and will not become a predatory lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal 
Code. We further pledge that none of our affiliates is, and none of them will become, a predatory 
lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal Code. We understand lhat becoming a predatory 
lender or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilege of doing 
business wilh the City." 

I 

I f lhe Disclosing Party is unable to make this pledge because it or any of ils affiliales (as defined in 
Section 2-32-455(b) ofthe Municipal Code) is a predatory lender within the meaning of Chapter 
2-32 ofthe Municipal Code, explain here (attach additional pages i f necessary): 
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I f the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lines above, it will be 
conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party cerfified to the above statements. 

D. CERTIFICATION REGARDING INTEREST IN CITY BUSINESS 

Any words or terms that are defined in Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal Code have the same 
meanings when used in this Part D. 

1. In accordance with Section 2-156-110 of the Municipal Code: Does any official or employee 
of the City have a financial interest in his or her own name or in the name of any other person or 
entity in the Matter? 

[ ] Yes [x] No 

NOTE: I fyou checked "Yes" to Item D . l . , proceed to Itenis D.2. and D.3. I f y o u checked "No" to 
Item D. I . , proceed to Part E. 

2. Unless sold pursuant to a process of competitive bidding, or otherwise permitted, no City 
elected official or employee shall have a financial interest in his or her own name or in the name of 
any other person or entity in the purchase of any property that (i) belongs to the City, or (ii) is sold 
for taxes or assessments, or (iii) is sold by virtue of legal process at the suit of the City (collectively, 
"City Property Sale"). Compensation for property taken pursuant to the City's eminent domain power 
does not constitute a financial interest within the meaning of this Part D. 

Does the Matter involve a City Property Sale? 

[JYes [ ] N o 

3. I fyou checked "Yes" to Item D . l . , provide the names and business addresses of the City 
officials or employees having such interest and identify the nature ofsuch interest: 

Name Business Address Nature of Interest 

4. The Disclosing Party further certifies that no prohibited financial interesl in the Matter will 
be acquired by any City official or employee. 

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

Please check either 1. or 2. below. I f the Disclosing Parly checks 2., the Disclosing Party must 
disclose below or in an allachment to this EDS all informaiion required by paragraph 2. Failure lo 
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comply wilh these disclosure requirements may make any coniract entered into wilh the City in 
connection with the Matter voidable by the City. 

X L The Disclosing Party verifies that the Disclosing Party has searched any and all records of 
the Disclosing Party and any and all predecessor entities regarding records of investments or profits 
from slavery or slaveholder insurance policies during the slavery era (including insurance policies 
issued to slaveholders that provided coverage for damage to or injury or death of their slaves), and 
the Disclosing Party has found ho such records. 

2. The Disclosing Party verifies that, as a result of conducting the search in step 1 above, the 
Disclosing Party has found records of investments or profits from slavery or slaveholder insurance 
policies. The Disclosing Party verifies that the following constitutes full disclosure o fa l l such 
records, including the names of any and all slaves or slaveholders described in those records: 

S E C T I O N VI -- C E R T I F I C A T I O N S F O R F E D E R A L L Y FUNDED M A T T E R S 

NOTE: I f the Matter is federally funded, complete this Section,VI. I f the Matter is not federally 
funded, proceed to Section V I I . For purposes ofthis Section V I , tax credits allocated by the City 
and proceeds of debt obligations of the City are not federal funding. 

A. CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

1. List below the names of all persons or entities registered under the federal Lobbying 
Disclosure Act of 1995 who have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the Disclosing Party with 
respect to the Matter: (Add sheets i f necessary): 

(If no explanafion appears or begins on the lines above, or i f the letters "NA" or i f the word "None" 
appear, it will be conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Parly means that NO persons or entities 
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the 
Disclosing Parly wilh respect to the Matter.) 

2. The Disclosing Party has not spent and will not expend any federally appropriated funds to pay 
any person or entity listed in Paragraph A . l . above for his or her lobbying aclivilies or lo pay any 
person or entity lo influence or attempt to influence an officer or employee ofany agency, as defined by 
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
member of Congress, in connection with the award of any federally funded contract, making any 
federally funded granl or loan, enlering inlo any cooperative agreement, or to extend, continue, renew, 
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, granl, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
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3. The Disclosing Party wil l submit an updaled certification at the end of each calendar quarter in 
which there occurs any event that materially affects the accuracy of the statements and information set 
forth in paragraphs A . l . and A.2. above. 

4. The Disclosing Party cerfifies that either: (i) it is not an organization described in section 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or (ii) it is an organizafion described in secfion 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 but has not engaged and will not engage in "Lobbying 
Activities". 

5. I f the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party must obtain certifications equal in 
form and substance to paragraphs A . l . through A.4. above from all subcontractors before it awards any 
subcontract and the Disclosing Party must maintain all such subcontractors' certifications for the 
duration ofthe Matter and must make such certifications promptly available to the City upon request. 

B. CERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

I f the Matter is federally funded, federal regulations require the Applicant and all proposed 
subcontractors to submit the following information with their bids or in writing at the outset of 
negotiations. 

Is the Disclosing Party the Applicant? 

[ ] Y e s [ ] N o 

I f "Yes," answer the three questions below: 

1. Have you developed and do you have on file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable 
federal regulafions? (Sec 41 CFR Part 60-2.) 

[ ] Y e s [ ] N o 

2. Have you filed with the Joint Reporting Committee, the Direclor ofthe Office of Federal 
Conlracl Compliance Progratus, or the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission all reports due 
under the applicable filing requirements? 

[ ] Yes [ ] N o 

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subconlracls subject lo the 
equal opportunity clause? 

[ ] Ycs [ ] No 

If you checked "No" to question 1. or 2. above, please provide an explanation: 
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SECTION v n - A C K N O W L E D G M E N T S , C O N T R A C T INCORPORATION, 
C O M P L I A N C E , P E N A L T I E S , D I S C L O S U R E 

The Disclosing Party understands and agrees that: 

A. The certifications, disclosures, and acknowledgments contained in this EDS will become part of any 
contract or other agreement between the Applicant and the City in connection with the Matter, whether 
procurement. City assistance, or other City acfion, and are material inducements to the City's execution 
of any contract or taking other action with respect to the Matter. The Disclosing Party understands that 
it must comply with all statutes, ordinances, and regulafions on which this EDS is based. 

B. The City's Governmental Ethics and Campaign Financing Ordinances, Chapters 2-156 and 2-164 of 
the Municipal Code, impose certain duties and obligations on persons or entities seeking City contracts, 
work, business, or transactions. The ful l text of these ordinances and a training program is available on 
line at www.cityofchicago.org/Ethics, and may also be obtained from the City's Board of Ethics, 740 N . 

Sedgwick St., Suite 500, Chicago, IL 60610, (312) 744-9660. The Disclosing Party must comply fully 
with the applicable ordinances. 

C. I f the City determines that any informafion provided in this EDS is false, incomplete or inaccurate, 
any contract or other agreement in connecfion with which it is submitted may be rescinded or be void or 
voidable, and the City may pursue any remedies under the contract or agreement (if not rescinded or 
void), at law, or in equity, including terminafing the Disclosing Party's participation'in the Matter and/or 
declining to allow the Disclosing Party to participate in other transactions with the City. Remedies at 
law for a false statement of material fact may include incarceration and an award to the City of treble 
damages. 

D. It is the City's policy to make this document available to the public on its Internet site and/or upon . 
request. Some or all of the information provided on this EDS and any attachments to this EDS may be 
made available to the public on the Internet, in response to a Freedom of Information Act request, or 
otherwise. By completing and signing this EDS, the Disclosing Party waives and releases any possible 
rights or claims which it may have against the City in connection with the public release of information 
conlained in this EDS and also authorizes the City to verify the accuracy of any information submitted 
in this EDS. 

E. The information provided in this EDS musl be kept current. In the event of changes, the Disclosing 
Party must supplement this EDS up to the lime the Cily lakes action on the Matter. I f the Matter is a 
contracl being handled by the City's Department of Procurement Services, the Disclosing Party must 
update this EDS as the contract requires. NOTE: With respect to Matters subject lo Arlicle I of 
Chapter 1-23 ofthe Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT I N E L I G I B I L I T Y for certain specified 
offenses), the informaiion provided herein regarding eligibility must be kept current for a longer period, 
as required by Chapter 1-23 and Seclion 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code. 

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that: 
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F.J. The Disclosing Party is not delinquent̂ n?the/payment ofany tax administered Illinois; v 
Departmentt^f Revenue,vriorl̂ ^ in paying any * 
fine,,fee, taxî or ether charge-pŵ ^̂  the City.; T̂^̂^ includesv but js!not limited to."i^Ifwater charges 
sewer charges, license feesi*parkiĥ ^̂ ^ • • . 

Fi2 Tftherpisclosing Partyjis the Applicant, the;^ Party and.its Affiliated Entities will not ^ 
use; noriperimit their subcontractors to use, any,facility listed byithe U.SsE.P.A. on the federal Exclu 
Parties List̂ System (''EPLS'');maintained by the,̂ ^ i 

F.3 If the;bisclosing Party'isA 
contractprs/subcontractors hiredsor to be hirediiniconnectioniwith certifications equal in : 
form and substanceitoithose iniE;»hsand F.2. above and wiU not;twIthoutithe prioriwrittenrconsent of the ? 
Cityi iusê anyisuch contractor/subcontractor that does not provide ;suchxcertifications or:that the 
Disclpsingipartyvhas reason^o^belieye JiasmotSprpvided or̂ carinb̂ ^̂  truthful:Ce^ifications: v p - ŝ ^ 

NOTE: If the Diisclosin'g Party,carinot certify as to any of the iterns iri F.l., F.2. or F.31 above, an 
explanatory statement must be attached to this EDS. 

CERTIFICATION 

UnderN p̂enaUyiof perJury, the;p̂ ^̂  S'gning below: (l)kwarrarits;̂ ^ authorized to executeVi?! 
this EDŜ ^̂ and Appendix A*(if applic and (2) wairrantŝ that all ^̂v̂̂â̂̂^̂̂̂^̂  
certifications and statements,contained in this EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) are true, accurate s 
and complete as of the date furnished to the City: 

St. Edmurid's^Meadows, Inc::; -

(Print 6ritype;snaine of Disclosing Party) 

By: -̂5«-€l2>-«̂  O/^.'^WsMk^, 
(Sigh:here) 

Richard L. Jo|liver 
(Pririt or type riame of persbri signing) 

President 

(Print or type title of persofi sigrijrig) 

Signed and sworn to before me on (date) W 
at Cfi^M2> County, d M l t ^ M d ^ [ s t a t e ) ! 

_ Notary Public. 

Commission expires: 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIX A 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH E L E C T E D CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal entity which has a direct 
ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 percent. It is not to be completed by any legal entity 
which has only an indirect ownership interest in the Applicant. 

Under Municipal Code Secfion 2-154-015, the Disclosing Party must disclose whether such Disclosing Party 
or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently has a "familial relationship" with 
any elected city official or department head. A "familial relationship" exists if, as ofthe date this EDS is 
signed, the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof is related to 
the mayor, any alderman, the city clerk, the city treasurer or any city department head as spouse or domestic 
partner or as any of the following, whether by blood or adoption: parent, child, brother or sister, aunt or uncle, 
niece or nephew, grandparent, grandchild, father-in-law, mother-in-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, stepfather 
or stepmother, stepson or stepdaughter, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or half-sister. 

"Applicable Party" means (1) all executive officers ofthe Disclosing Party listed in Secfion II.B.l.a., i f the 
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all partners of the Disclosing Party, i f the Disclosing Party is a general 
partnership; all general partners and limited partners ofthe Disclosing Party, if the Disclosing Party is a limited 
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party, ifthe Disclosing Party is a 
limited liability company; (2) all principal officers of the Disclosing Party; and (3) any person having more than 
a 7.5 percent ownership interest in the Disclosing Party. "Principal officers" means the president, chief 
operating officer, executive director, chief financial officer, treasurer or secretary of a legal enfity or any person 
exercising similar authority. 

Does the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently 
have a "familial relationship" with an elected city official or department head? 

I 

[ ] Ycs [ ] No 

If yes, please identify below (1) the name and tille of such person, (2) the name ofthe legal enfity to which 
such person is connected; (3) the name and title of the elected city official or departmenl head to whom such 
person has a familial relationship, and (4) the precise nature ofsuch familial relationship. 

None 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIX B 

BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEM LANDLORD CERTIFICATION 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal entity 
which has a direct ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 percent (an "Owner"). 
It is not to be completed by any legal entity which has only an indirect ownership interest in 
the Applicant. 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 2-154-010, is the Applicant or any Owner identified as a 
building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-416 ofthe Municipal 
Code? 

[ ]Yes [ ]No 

2. If the Applicant is a legal entity publicly traded on any exchange, is any officer or director of 
the Applicant identified as a building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 
2-92-416 ofthe Municipal Code? 

[ JYes [ ]No [ ] Not Applicable 

3. If yes to (1) or (2) above, please idenfify below the name ofthe person or legal entity 
identified as a building code scofflaw or problem landlord and the address ofthe building or 
buildings to which the pertinent code violations apply. 

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONSTITUTES ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AND AGREEMENT THAT THIS APPENDIX B IS INCORPORATED BY 
REFERENCE INTO, AND MADE A PART OF, THE ASSOCIATED EDS, 
AND THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE IN THIS APPENDIX B ARE 
SUBJECT TO THE CERTIFICATION MADE UNDER PENALTY OF 
PERJURY ON PAGE 12 OF THE ASSOCIATED EDS. 



C I T Y O F C H I C A G O 
E C O N O M I C D I S C L O S U R E S T A T E M E N T 

AND A F F I D A V I T 

S E C T I O N I -- G E N E R A L INFORMATION 

A. Legal name of the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS. Include d/b/a/ i f applicable: 

St. Edmund's Redevelopment Corporation 

Check ONE ofthe following three boxes: 

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS is: 
1. [ ] the Applicant 

OR 
2. [ ] a legal entity holding a direct or indirect interest in the Applicant. State the legal name of the 

Applicant in which the Disclosing Party holds an interest: 
OR 

3. [X] a legal entity with a right of control (see Section II.B. 1.) State the legal name of the enfity in 
which the Disclosing Party holds a right of control: SL Edmund's Meadows Limited Partnership 

B. Business address of the Disclosing Party: 6105 S. Michigan Avenue . 
Chicago, Illinois 60637 

C. Telephone: 773-752-8893 Fax: 773-752-8067 Email: ceceliahunt@stedmundsrc.org 

D. Name of contact person: Cecelia Hunt 

E. Federal Employer Identification No. (if you have one): 

F. Brief description of contract, transaction or other undertaking (referred to below as the "Matter") to 
which this EDS pertains. (Include project number and location of property, i f applicable): 

To authorize new multi-family financing. Meadows is a 56 unit mixed-income development located at 6100-14 S. 

Michigan, 51-73 E. 61st St., 6101-11, 6141-47 S. Wabash and 48-58 E 57th St. in Chicago, Illinois 60637. 

G. Which City agency or deparlmenl is requesting this EDS? Department of Planning & Development 

I f the Matter is a coniract being handled by the City's Department of Procurement Services, please 
complete the following: 

Specification U _ and Contract # 
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SECTION II - D I S C L O S U R E OF OWNERSHIP I N T E R E S T S 

A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY 

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party: 

Person ' [ ] Limited liability company 
Publicly registered business corporation [ ] Limited liability partnership 
Privately held business corporation [ ] Joint venture 
Sole proprietorship [x] Not-for-profit corporation 
General partnership (Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(c)(3))? 
Limited partnership [x] Yes [ ] No 
Trust [ ] Other (please specify) 

2. For legal entities, the state (or foreign country) of incorporation or organizafion, i f applicable: 

Illinois 

3. For legal entities not organized in the State of Illinois: Has the organization registered to do 
business in the State of Illinois as a foreign entity? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No [x] N/A 

B. IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY: 

1. List below the full names and titles of all executive officers and all directors ofthe entity. 
NOTE: For not-for-profit corporations, also list below all members, ifany, which are legal entities. I f 
there are no such members, wrile "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar entities, list below 
the legal tifieholder(s). 

I f the entity is a general partnership, limited partnership, limited liability company, limited liability 
partnership or joinl venture, lisl below the name and title of each general partner, managing member, 
manager or any other person or entity that controls the day-to-day management ofthe Disclosing Party. 
NOTE: Each legal entity listed below must submit an EDS on its own behalf 

Name Title 
Richard L. Tolliver President / Director 

Chester A. Slaughter Vice-President / Director 

Adele Polk Secretary / Director 

_MQ_m_ejTib.er5_ 

2. Please provide the following information concerning each person or cniily having a direct or 
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% ofthe Disclosing Party. Examples 
ofsuch an interest include shares in a corporaiion, partnership interest in a partnership orjoinl venture, 
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interest of a member or manager in a limited liability company, or interesl of a beneficiary of a trust, 
estate or other similar entity. I f none, state "None." NOTE: Pursuant to Section 2-154-030 ofthe 
Municipal Code of Chicago ("Municipal Code"), the City may require any such additional information 
from any applicant which is reasonably intended to achieve full disclosure. 

Name Business Address Percentage Interest in the 
Disclosing Party 

None 

S E C T I O N III - BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH C I T Y E L E C T E D O F F I C I A L S 

Has the Disclosing Party had a "business relationship," as defined in Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal 
Code, with any City elected official in the 12 months before the date this EDS is signed? 

[ ] Yes [x] No 

I f ycs, please identify below the name(s) of such City elected official(s) and describe such 
relationship(s): 

S E C T I O N IV - D I S C L O S U R E OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND O T H E R R E T A I N E D P A R T I E S 

The Disclosing Party must disclose the name and business address of each subcontractor, attorney, 
lobbyist, accountant, consultant and any olher person or entity whom the Disclosing Party has retained 
or expects to retain in connection with the Matter, as well as the nature of the relationship, and the total 
amount of the fees paid or estimated to be paid. The Disclosing Party is not required to disclose 
employees who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll. 

"Lobbyist" means any person or entity who undertakes to influence any legislative or administrative 
aclion on behalf ofany person or entity other lhan: (1) a not-for-profit entity, on an unpaid basis, or (2) 
himself. "Lobbyist" also means any person or entity any part of whose duties as an employee of 
anolher includes underiaking lo influence any legislative or administrative action. 

I f the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosure is required under this Section, the 
Disclosing Parly must either ask the Cily whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure. 
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Name (indicate whether Business 
retained or anticipated Address 
to be relained) 

Relationship to Disclosing Parly Fees (indicate whether 
(subcontractor, attorney, paid or estimated.) N O T E : 
lobbyist, etc.) "hourly rate" or "t.b.d." is 

not an acceptable response. 

(Add sheets i f necessary) 

[x] Check here if the Disclosing Party has not retained, nor expects to retain, any such persons or enfifies. 

S E C T I O N V - C E R T I F I C A T I O N S 

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT COMPLIANCE 

Under Municipal Code Section 2-92-415, substantial owners of business entifies that contract with 
the City must remain in compliance with their child support obligations throughout the contract's term. 

Has any person who directly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the Disclosing Party been declared in 
arrearage on any child support obligations by any Illinois court of competent jurisdicfion? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No [x] No person direclly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the 
Disclosing Party. 

I f "Yes," has the person entered into a court-approved agreement for payment ofa l l support owed and 
is the person in compliance with that agreement? 

[ ] Yes [ ] N o 

B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article I ("Article l")(which the Applicant should 
consult for defined terms (e.g., "doing business") and legal requirements), i f lhe Disclosing Party 
submitting this EDS is the Applicant and is doing business vvith the Cily, then the Disclosing Party 
certifies as follows: (i) neither the Applicant nor any controlling person is currently indicted or charged 
with, or has admitted guilt of, or has ever been convicted of, or placed under supervision for, any 
criminal offense involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theft, fraud, forgery, 
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against an officer or employee ofthe Cily or any sister agency; and (ii) the 
Applicant understands and acknowledges that compliance wilh Article I is a continuing requirement for 
doing business with the Cily. NOTE: I f Article 1 applies to the Applicant, the permanent compliance 
timeframe in Arlicle 1 supersedes some five-year compliance timeframes in certificaiions 2 and 3 below. 
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2. The Disclosing Party and, i f the Disclosing Parly is a legal entity, all of those persons or entities 
identified in Section II.B. 1. of this EDS: 

a. are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or voluntarily 
excluded from any transactions by any federal, stale or local unit of government; 

b. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted of a criminal 
offense, adjudged guilty, or had a civil judgment rendered against them in connecfion with: 
obtaining, attempfing to obtain, or performing a public (federal, state or local) transaction or 
contract under a public transacfion; a violation of federal or state antitrust statutes; fraud; 
embezzlement; theft; forgery; bribery; falsification or destrucfion of records; making false 
statements; or receiving stolen property; 

c. are not presently indicted for, or criminally or civilly charged by, a governmental entity (federal, 
stale or local) with committing any of the offenses set forth in clause B.2.b. ofthis Section V; 

d. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, had one or more public 
transactions (federal, state or local) terminated for cause or default; and 

e. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted, adjudged 
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, or in any criminal or civil action, including actions 
concerning environmental violations, instituted by the City or by the federal government, any 
state, or any other unit of local government. 

3. The certifications in subparts 3, 4 and 5 concern: 

• the Disclosing Party; 
• any "Contractor" (meaning any contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in 

connection with the Matter, including but not limited lo all persons or legal enfities disclosed under 
Section IV, "Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties"); 
• any "Affiliated Entity" (meaning a person or entity lhal, direclly or indirectly: controls the 

Disclosing Party, is controlled by the Disclosing Parly, or is, wilh the Disclosing Party, under 
common control of another person or entity. Indicia of control include, wilhout limitation: 
interlocking management or ownership; identity of inlerests among family members, shared facilities 
and equipment; common use of employees; or organization of a business entity following the 
ineligibility of a business entity to do business with federal or slate or local government, including 
the City, using substantially the same management, o\ynership, or principals as the ineligible entity); 
with respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Entity means a person or entity that directly or 
indirectly controls the Conlractor, is controlled by i l , or, wilh the Contractor, is under common 
control of another person or eniity; 
• any responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity or any 

other official, agent or employee of the Disclosing Parly, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity, 
acting pursuani to the direction or authorization of a responsible official ofthe Disclosing Party, any 
Contractor or any Affiliated Entity (collectively "Agenis"). 
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Neither the Disclosing Party, nor any Conlractor, nor any Affiliated Entity of either the Disclosing Party 
or any Conlractor nor any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is signed, or, with 
respect to a Contractor, an Affilialcd Entity, or an Affiliated Entity of a Contractor during the five years 
before the date ofsuch Contractor's or Affiliated Entity's contract or engagement in connection with the 
Matter: 

a. bribed or attempted to bribe, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of bribery or attempting to 
bribe, a public officer or employee of the City, the State of Illinois, or any agency ofthe federal 
government or ofany state or local government in the United Slates of America, in that officer's 
or employee's official capacity; 

b. agreed or colluded with other bidders or prospective bidders, or been a party to any such 
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of agreement or collusion among bidders or 
prospective bidders, in restraint of freedom of competition by agreement lo bid a fixed price or 
otherwise; or 

c. made an admission of such conduct described in a. or b. above that is a matter of record, but 
have not been prosecuted for such conduct; or 

d. violated the provisions of Municipal Code Section 2-92-610 (Living Wage Ordinance). 

4. Neither the Disclosing Party, Affiliated Entity or Contractor, or any of their employees, officials, 
agents or partners, is barred from contracting with any unit of slate or local government as a result of 
engaging in or being convicted of (1) bid-rigging in violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-3; (2) bid-rotating in 
violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-4; or (3) any similar offense of any state or ofthe United States of 
America that contains the same elements as the offense of bid-rigging or bid-rotating. 

5. Neither the Disclosing Party nor any Affiliated Entity is listed on any of the following lists 
maintained by the Office of Foreign Assets Control of the U.S. Department of the Treasury or the 
Bureau of Industry and Security of the U.S. Department of Commerce or their successors: the Specially 
Designated Nafionals List, the Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the Eniity List and the 
Debarred List. 

6. The Disclosing Party understands and shall comply with the applicable requirements of Chapters 
2-55 (Legislative Inspector General), 2-56 (Inspector General) and 2-156 (Governmental Ethics) ofthe 
Municipal Code. 

7. I f the Disclosing Party is unable to ceriify lo any ofthe above statements in this Part B (Further 
Certifications), the Disclosing Parly must explain below: 
None 
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I f the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lines above, it will be conclusively 
presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

8. To the best of the Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the Ibilowing is a 
complete list of all current employees of the Disclosing Party who were, at any time during the 12-
month period preceding the execufion date of this EDS, an employee, or elected or appointed official, 
of the City of Chicago ( if none, indicate with "N/A" or "none"). 
None 

9. To the best of the Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the following is a 
complete list of all gifts that the Disclosing Party has given or caused to be given, at any time during the' 
12-month period preceding the execution date ofthis EDS, to an employee, or elected or appointed 
official, of the City of Chicago. For purposes of this statement, a "gift" does not include: (i) anything 
made generally available to Cily employees or to the general public, or (ii) food or drink provided in the 
course of official City business and having a retail value of less than $20 per recipient (if none, indicate 
with "N/A" or "none"). As to any gift listed below, please also list the name of the City recipient. 
None 

C. CERTIFICATION OF STATUS AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 

1. The Disclosing Party certifies that the Disclosing Party (check one) 

[ ] is [x] is not 

a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code. 

2. I f lhe Disclosing Party IS a financial institution, then the Disclosing Party pledges: 

"We are not and will not become a predatory lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal 
Code. We furiher pledge that none of our affiliates is, and none of them will become, a predatory 
lender as defined in Chapler 2-32 of the Municipal Code. We understand that becoming a predatory 
lender or becoming an affiliale of a predatory lender may result in the loss ofthe privilege of doing 
business wilh the City." 

I f the Disclosing Party is unable lo make this pledge because it or any of ils affiliales (as defined in 
Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code) is a predatory lender wiihin the meaning of Chapter 
2-32 of the Municipal Code, explain here (attach additional pages i f necessary): 
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I f the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lines above, it wil l be 
conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

D. CERTIFICATION REGARDING INTEREST IN CITY BUSINESS 

Any words or terms that are defined in Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal Code have the same 
meanings when used in this Part D. 

1. In accordance with Section 2-156-110 ofthe Municipal Code: Does any official or employee 
of the City have a finaneial interest in his or her own name or in the name of any other person or 
entity in the Matter? 

[ ] Yes [X] No 

NOTE: I fyou checked "Yes" to Item D . I . , proceed to Items D.2. and D.3. I f you checked "No" to 
Item D . l . , proceed to Part E. 

2. Unless sold pursuant to a process of competitive bidding, or otherwise permitted, no City 
elected official or employee shall have a financial interest in his or her own name or in the name of 
any other person or entity in the purchase of any property that (i) belongs to the City, or (ii) is sold 
for taxes or assessments, or (iii) is sold by virtue of legal process at the suit of the City (collectively, 
"City Property Sale"). Compensation for property taken pursuant to the City's eminent domain power 
does not constitute a financial interest within the meaning of this Part D. 

Does the Matter involve a City Property Sale? 

[ ] Y e s [ J N o 

3. I f you checked "Yes" lo Item D . l . , provide the names and business addresses ofthe City 
officials or employees having such interest and identify the nature of such intercsl: 

Name Business Address Nature of Interest 

4. The Disclosing Party further certifies that no prohibited financial inlerest in the Matier wil l 
be acquired by any Cily official or employee. 

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

Please check eilher 1. or 2. below. I f the Disclosing Parly checks 2., the Disclosing Parly must 
disclose below or in an attachment to this EDS all information required by paragraph 2. Failure to 
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comply with these disclosure requirements may make any contract entered into with the City in 
connection with the Matter voidable by the City. 

X \. The Disclosing Party verifies that the Disclosing Party has searched any and all records of 
the Disclosing Party and any and,all predecessor entities regarding records of investments or profits 
from slavery or slaveholder insurance policies during the slavery era (including insurance policies 
issued to slaveholders that provided coverage for damage to or injury or death of their slaves), and 
the Disclosing Party has found no such records. 

2. The Disclosing Party verifies that, as a result of conducting the search in step 1 above, the 
Disclosing Party has found records of investments or profits from slavery or slaveholder insurance 
policies. The Disclosing Party verifies that the following constitutes full disclosure ofa l l such 
records, including the names of any and all slaves or slaveholders described in those records: 

S E C T I O N VI - C E R T I F I C A T I O N S F O R F E D E R A L L Y FUNDED M A T T E R S 

NOTE: I f the Matter is federally funded, complete this Section V I . I f t h e Matter is not federally 
funded, proceed to Section VI I . Fbr purposes ofthis Section V I , tax credits allocated by the City 
and proceeds of debt obligations ofthe City are not federal funding. 

A. CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

1. Lisl below the names of all persons or entifies registered under the federal Lobbying 
Disclosure Act of 1995 who have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the Disclosing Party with 
respect to the Matter: (Add sheets i f necessary): 

(If no explanation appears or begins on the lines above, or ifthe letlers "NA" or i f the word "None" 
appear, it will be conclusively presumed lhat the Disclosing Parly means that NO persons or entities 
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying conlacts on behalf ofthe 
Disclosing Party with respecl to the Matter.) 

2. The Disclosing Party has not spent and will not expend any federally appropriated funds to pay 
any person or entity listed in Paragraph A . l . above for his or her lobbying aclivilies or lo pay any 
person or enfity to influence or attempt to influence an officer or employee ofany agency, as defined by 
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
member of Congress, in connection wilh the award ofany federally funded contract, making any 
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agrccmenl, or to extend, continue, renew, 
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
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3. The Disclosing Party wil l submit an updated certification at the end of each calendar quarter in 
which there occurs any event that materially affects the accuracy ofthe statements and information set 
forth in paragraphs A . l . and A.2. above. 

4. The Disclosing Party certifies that either: (i) it is not an organizafion described in section 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or (ii) it is an organization described in section 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 but has not engaged and will not engage in "Lobbying 
Activifies". 

5. I f the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party must obtain certifications equal in 
form and substance to paragraphs A . l . through A.4. above from all subcontractors before it awards any 
subcontract and the Disclosing Party must maintain all such subcontractors' certifications for the 
duration of the Matter and must make such certifications promptly available to the City upon request. 

B. CERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

If lhe Matter is federally funded, federal regulations require the Applicant and all proposed 
subcontractors to submit the following information wilh their bids or in writing at the outset of 
negotiations. 

Is the Disclosing Party the Applicant? 

[ J Yes [ J No 

I f "Yes," answer the three questions below: 

1. Have you developed and do you have on file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable 
federal regulafions? (See 41 CFR Part 60-2.) 

[ J Yes [ J No 

2. Have you filed with the Joint Reporting Commillee, the Director ofthe Office of Federal 
Coniract Compliance Programs, or the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission all reports due 
under the applicable filing requirements? 

[JYes [ J N o 

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts subjecl lo the 
equal opportunity clause? 

[JYes [ J N o 

I fyou checked "No" lo question 1. or 2. above, please provide an explanation: 
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SECTION VII - A C K N O W L E D G M E N T S , C O N T R A C T INCORPORATION, 
C O M P L I A N C E , P E N A L T I E S , D I S C L O S U R E 

The Disclosing Party understands and agrees that: 

A. The certifications, disclosures, and acknowledgments contained in this EDS wil l become part ofany 
contract or other agreement between the Applicant and the City in connection with the Matter, whether 
procurement. City assistance, or other City acfion, and are material inducements to the City's execution 
of any contract or taking other acfion with respect to the Matter. The Disclosing Party understands that 
it must comply with all statutes, ordinances, and regulations on which this EDS is based. 

B. The City's Governmental Ethics and Campaign Financing Ordinances, Chapters 2-156 and 2-164 of 
the Municipal Code, impose certain duties and obligations on persons or entities seeking City contracts, 
work, business, or transactions. The ful l text of these ordinances and a training program is available on 
line at www.cityofchicago.org/Ethics, and may also be obtained from the City's Board of Ethics, 740 N . 

Sedgwick St., Suite 500, Chicago, IL 60610, (312) 744-9660. The Disclosing Party must comply fully 

with the applicable ordinances. 

C. I f the City determines that any informaiion provided in this EDS is false, incomplete or inaccurate, 
any contract or other agreement in connection with which it is submitted may be rescinded or be void or 
voidable, and the City may pursue any remedies under the contract or agreement ( i f not rescinded or 
void), at law, or in equity, including terminating the Disclosing Party's participation in the Matter and/or 
declining to allow the Disclosing Party to participate in other transactions wilh the City. Remedies at 
law for a false statement of material fact may include incarceration and an award to the City of treble 
damages. 

D. It is the City's policy to make this document available lo the public on its Internet site and/or upon 
request. Some or all of the informafion provided on this EDS and any attachments lo this EDS may be 
made available to the public on the Internet, in response to a Freedom of Information Act request, or 
otherwise. By completing and signing this EDS, the Disclosing Parly waives and releases any possible 
rights or claims which it may have against the City in connection with the public release of information 
contained in this EDS and also authorizes the City to verify the accuracy of any information submitted 
in this EDS. 

E. The information provided in this EDS must be kept currenl. In the event of changes, the Disclosing 
Parly must supplement this EDS up to the time the Cily takes action on ihe Matier. I f the Matter is a 
contract being handled by the City's Department of Procurement Services, the Disclosing Party must 
update this EDS as the conlracl requires. NOTE: With respect to Maiters subject lo Article I of 
Chapter 1-23 ofthe Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT I N E L I G I B I L I T Y for certain specified 
offenses), the informaiion provided herein regarding eligibility musl be kept current for a longer period, 
as required by Chapler 1-23 and Seclion 2-1 54-020 ofthe Municipal Code. 

The Disclosing Parly represents and warrants thai: 
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F. 1ThcjDisclosing P^rty is npt delinquepM^ ;paymeni:pf any tax administered by the Illinois « 
Department;pf Revenue,"}̂  iri'paying any 
fme; feeiitax or other bharge;^ to theiCity:-This includes, but is 
sewer chargeSj license feeSi parking dcketSi property taxes or sales taxes. ; ^ ^isn:^-. • 

F;2 i I f the Disclosing Pafjy is the Apjjlicant, the DisclosingsParty and its Affilia ted Entitiesjwjll not 
use, nor;permit'their;sub;cohtra^ to useV(any facility listedeby>t̂ ^̂  
Parties.L|s^System ("EPbS")̂  S. Gerierai?ServicesvAdminis • 

F.3: Ifthe Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclpsing Party will obtain from any : 
contractors/subcontractors^hired or to be hired in connection with the Matter certifications eqiial in 
fonh andisubstance to thpsetin F. 1. ;and F.2iCabove and; wilj;not, wIthoutithe;jprior written consent of the 
Gity, uselahyisuch cohtr£(ctpr/subcoritract6r;!tHat̂ ^^ that the 
Disclosiiig R^rty has reason-tojbelieve haS'rip provide-triithful certificatiphs.'' s 

NOTE:Tf the.Disclosing Party cannot certify as to any ofthe items in F.l.; F.2. or F.3. above.̂ ian iis 
explanatory statement must be attached to this EDS. v 

CERTIFICATION 

Undenpenalty of perjury, ,the person signing below: (l)%warrants that he/she is authorized to .execute 
this EDSiand Appendix A;'(if applicable) on behalf of the.pisclosing Party; and (2) warrants/that all la 
certifications and staterrientS;Contained:in;ithis EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) are true,-accurate fsj 
and corripiete as ofthe dateVfurnished to theiGity. ;̂ : ^̂ :̂ ^̂ -;v̂ ;̂̂ ^̂  : . 

st: Edmund's Redevelopment Corporation 

(Print or type name of Disclosing Party) 

By: 
(Sign here) 

Richard L. Tolliver 
(Print or type name of person signing) 

President 

(Pririt or type title of person signing) 

Signed and sworn to before me on (date) AiU 
at (2 iHJ-^ Countv, ^J^ii^/?aWMstate)" 

Notary Public. 

Commission expires: QM^^JLA^ 3^ dkOlffi . 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
MARY R WILLIAMS 

Notary Public - State of llllnolB 
My Commission Expires Aug 3, 2016 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIX A 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH E L E C T E D CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal entity which has a direct 
ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 percent. It is not to be completed by any legal entity 
which has only an indirect ownership interest in the Applicant. 

Under Municipal Code Secfion 2-154-015, the Disclosing Party luust disclose whether such Disclosing Party 
or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currenfiy has a "familial relafionship" with 
any elected city official or department head. A "familial relationship" exists if, as of the date this EDS is 
signed, the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof is related to 
the mayor, any alderman, the city clerk, the city treasurer or any city department head as spouse or domestic 
partner or as any ofthe following, whether by blood or adoption: parent, child, brother or sister, aunt or uncle, 
niece or nephew, grandparent, grandchild, fathcr-in-law, mother-in-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, stepfather 
or stepmother, stepson or stepdaughter, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or half-sister. 

"Applicable Party" means (1) all execufive officers of the Disclosing Party listed in Secfion II.B.l.a., i f the 
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all partners of the Disclosing Party, i f the Disclosing Party is a general 
partnership; all general partners and limited partners of the Disclosing Party, i f the Disclosing Party is a limited 
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party, ifthe Disclosing Party is a 
limited liability company; (2) all principal officers ofthe Disclosing Party; and (3) any person having more than 
a 7.5 percent ownership interest in the Disclosing Party. "Principal officers" means the president, chief 
operating officer, executive director, chief financial officer, treasurer or secretary of a legal entity or any person 
exercising similar authority. 

Does the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Parly" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently 
have a "familial relationship" with an elecled city official or department head? 

[ J Yes [ J No 

If yes, please identify below (1) the name and title of such person, (2) the name ofthe legal enfity to which 
such person is connected; (3) the name and title of the elected cily official or deparlment head to whom such 
person has a familial relationship, and (4) the precise nature of such familial relalionship. 

None 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIX B 

BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEM LANDLORD CERTIFICATION 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal entity 
which has a direct ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 percent (an "Owner"). 
It is not to be completed by any legal entity which has only an indirect ownership interest in 
the Applicant. 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 2-154-010, is the Applicantor any Owner idenfified as a 
building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-416 ofthe Municipal 
Code? 

[ J Y e s [ ]No 

2. I f the Applicant is a legal entity publicly traded on any exchange, is any officer or director of 
the Applicant idenfified as a building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 
2-92-416 ofthe Municipal Code? 

[ JYes [ ]No [ J Not Applicable 

3. If yes to (1) or (2) above, please identify below the name of the person or legal entity 
identified as a building code scofflaw or problem landlord and the address of the building or 
buildings to which the pertinent code violations apply. 

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONSTITUTES ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AND AGREEMENT THAT THIS APPENDIX B IS INCORPORATED BY 
R E F E R E N C E INTO, AND MADE A PART OF, THE ASSOCIATED EDS, 
AND THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE IN THIS APPENDIX B ARE 
SUB.IECT TO THE CERTIFICATION MADE UNDER PENALTY OF 
PERJURY ON PAGE 12 OF THE ASSOCIATED EDS. 



CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

AND AFFIDAVIT 

SECTION I GENERAL INFORMATION 

A. Legal name of the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS. Include d/b/a/ i f applicable: 

Centerline Corporate Partners XXII LP 

Check ONE of the following three boxes: 

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitdng this EDS is: 
1. [J the Applicant 

OR 
2. a legal enfity holding a direct or indirect interest in the Applicant. State the legal name of the 

Applicant in which the Disclosing Party holds an interest: st. Edmund's Meadows Limited Partnership 
OR 

3. [J a legal eutity with a right of control (see Secfion II.B.I.) State the legal name of the entity in 
which the Disclosing Party holds a right of control: 

B. Business address ofthe Disclosing Party: 1225 17th Street, Suite 1400 

Denver. CO 80202 

C. Telephone: 303-723-5793 Fax: 303-927-5001 Email: "ic°ie.wideman@huntcompanies.com 

D. Name of contact person: Nicole Wideman 

E. Federal Employer Identification No, (if you have one): 

F. Brief description of contract, transaction or other undertaking (referred to below as the "Matter") to 
which this EDS pertains. (Include project number and location of property, i f applicable): 

Applicant lo obtain a loan from the City so thai Applicant may repay a loan made fo the Applicant by its limited partner. Tho project Is a 56 unit mixed-Income 
development located at 6100-14 S. Michigan. 51-73 E. 61et Street, 6101-11, 6141-47 S. Wabash and 48-58 E. 57th Street In Chicago, iL 60637. 

G. Which City agency or department is requesting this EDS? Department of Planning & Development 

Ifthe Matter is a contiact being handled by the City's Department of Procurement Services, please 
complete the following: 

Specification # and Contract # 
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SECTION n - DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS 

A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY 

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party: 
[ ] Person [ ] Limited liability company 
[ J Publicly registered business corporation [ J Limited liability partnership 
[ J Privately held business corporation [ ] Joint venture 
[ J Sole proprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit corporation 
[ J General partnership (Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(c)(3))? 
M Limited partnership [ ] Yes [ ] No 
[ J Tmst [ J Other (please specify) 

2. For legal entities, the slate (or foreign country) of incoi-poration or organization, i f applicable: 

Delaware 

3. For legal entities not organized in the State of Illinois: Has the organization registered to do 
business in the State of Illinois as a foreign entity? 

[ J Yes f / N o [ ] N/A 

B. IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY: 

1. List below the full names and titles ofall executive officers and all directors ofthe cnlity. 
NOTE: For not-for-profit corporations, also list below all members, if any, which are legal entities. I f 
there are no such members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar enfifies, list below 
the legal titleholder(s). 

Ifthe entity is a general partnership, limited partnership, limited hability company, limited liability 
partnership or joint venture, list below the name and title of each general partner, managing member, 
manager or any other person or entity that controls the day-to-day management of the Disclosing Party. 
NOTE: Each legal enthy Hsted below must submit an EDS on its own behalf 

Name Title 
RCC Asset Managers XXII L.L.C. General Partner 

2. Please provide the following information concerning each person or entity having a direct or 
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% ofthe Disclosing Party. Examples 
of such an interest include shares in a coiporation, partnership interest in a partnership orjoinl venture. 
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interest of a member or manager in a limited liability company, or interest of a beneficiary of a tmst, 
estate or other similar enfity. I f none, state "None." NOTE: Pursuant to Secfion 2-154-030 ofthe 
Municipal Code of Chicago ("Municipal Code"), the City may require any such additional informafion 
from any applicant which is reasonably intended to achieve full disclosure. 

Name Business Address Percentage Interest in the 
I K-j -V— "> Disclosing Party 

l^-UvUP^-^M tt\j^^^ kP,.^^,^.^^ G^-ftu.Y ^'^^-^V ^"ft- '^•i^c^oV-ey tot ^02, ^S.j-^H- 8 % 

SECTION III -- BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH C I T Y E L E C T E D OFFICIALS 

Has the Disclosing Party had a "business relationship," as defined in Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal 
Code, with any City elected official in the 12 months before the date this EDS is signed? 

[ ] Yes [^fNo 

I f yes, please idenfify below the namc(s) of such City elected official(s) and describe such 
relationship(s): 

SECTION IV - DISCLOSURE OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND OTHER RETAINED PARTIES 

The Disclosing Party must disclose the name and business address of each subcontractor, attorney, 
lobbyist, accountant, consultant and any other person or entity whom the Disclosing Party has retained 
or expects to retain in connection with the Matter, as well as the nature of the relationship, and the total 
amount of the fees paid or estimated to be paid. The Disclosing Party is not required to disclose 
employees who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll. 

"Lobbyist" means any person or entity who undertakes to influence any legislative or administrafive 
acfion on behalf of any person or entity other than: (1) a not-for-profit enfity, on an unpaid basis, or (2) 
himself. "Lobbyist" also means any person or entity any part of whose dufies as an employee of 
another includes undertaking to influence any legislative or administrafive acfion. 

I f the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosure is required under this Section, the 
Disclosing Party must either ask the City whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure. 
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Name (indicate whether Business 
retained or anficipated Address 
to be retained) 

Relafionship to Disclosing Party 
(subcontractor, attorney, 
lobbyist, etc.) 

Fees (indicate whether 
paid or estimated.) NOTE: 
"hourly rate" or "t.b.d." is 
not an acceptable response. 

(Add sheets i f necessary) 

I^^Check here i f the Disclosing Party has not retained, uor expects to retain, any such persons or entifies. 

SECTION V -- CERTIFICATIONS 

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT COMPLIANCE 

Under Municipal Code Secfion 2-92-415, substantial owners of business entities that contract with 
the City must remain in compliance with their child support obligations throughout the contract's term. 

Has any person who directly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the Disclosing Party been declared in 
arrearage on any child support obligations by any Ilhnois court of competent jurisdiction? 

[JYes [ J No "^No person directly or indirecfiy owns 10% or more of the 
Disclosing Party. 

I f "Yes," has the person entered into a court-approved agreement for payment of all support owed and 
is the person in compliance with that agreement? 

[ J Yes [ J No 

B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 1 -23, Article I ("Article r')(which the Applicant should 
consult for defined terms (e.g., "doing business") and legal requirements), ifthe Disclosing Party 
submitling this EDS is the Applicant and is doing business with the City, then the Disclosing Party 
certifies as follows; (i) neither the Applicant nor any controlling person is currently indicted or charged 
with, or has admitted guilt of, or has ever been convicted of, or placed under supervision for, any 
criminal offense involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy lo commit bribery, theft, fraud, forgery, 
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against an officer or employee ofthe City or any sister agency; and (ii) the 
Applicant understands and acknowledges that compliance wilh Article I is a continuing requirement for 
doing business with the City. NOTE: I f Article I applies to the Applicant, the permanent comphance 
timeframe in Article I supersedes some five-year compliance fimeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below. 
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2. The Disclosing Party and, i f the Disclosing Party is a legal entity, all of those persons or entities 
idenfified in Secfion II .B.I . ofthis EDS: 

a. are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or voluntarily 
excluded from any transactions by any federal, state or local unit of government; 

b. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date ofthis EDS, been convicted of a criminal 
offense, adjudged guilty, or had a civil judgment rendered against them in connection with: 
obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (federal, state or local) transacfion or 
contract under a public transaction; a violation of federal or state anfitrust statutes; fraud; 
embezzlement; theft; forgery; bribery; falsificafion or destruction of records; making false 
statements; or receiving stolen property; 

c. arc not presently indicted for, or criminally or civilly charged by, a governmental entity (federal, 
state or local) with commitfing any ofthe offenses set forth iu clause B.2.b. ofthis Section V; 

d. have not, withm a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, had one or more public 
transactions (federal, state or local) terminated for cause or default; and 

e. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted, adjudged 
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, or in any criminal or civil action, including actions 
concerning environmental violafions, instituted by the City or by the federal government, any 
state, or any other unit of local government. 

3. The certifications in subparts 3, 4 and 5 concern: 

• the Disclosing Party; 
• any "Contractor" (meaning any contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in 

connection with the Matter, including but not limiled to all persons or legal entities disclosed under 
Section IV, "Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parfies"); 
• any "Affiliated Entity" (meaning a person or entity that, directly or indirectly: controls the 

Disclosing Party, is controlled by the Disclosing Party, or is, with the Disclosing Party, under 
common control of another person or entity. Indicia of control include, wilhout limitation: 
interlocking management or ownership; identity of interests among family members, shared facilities 
and equipment; common use of employees; or organization of a business enfity following the 
ineligibihty of a business entity to do business with federal or state or local government, including 
die City, using substantially the same management, ownership, or principals as the ineligible eutity); 
with respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Entity means a person or entity that directiy or 
indirectiy controls the Contractor, is controlled by it, or, with the Contractor, is under common 
control of another person or entity; 
• any responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity or any 

other official, agent or employee of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity, 
acting pursuant to the direction or authorization of a responsible official ofthe Disclosing Party, any 
Contractor or any Affihated Entity (collectively "Agents"). 
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Neither the Disclosing Party, nor any Contractor, nor any Affiliated Enfity of either the Disclosing Party 
or any Contractor nor any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is signed, or, with 
respect to a Contractor, an Affiliated Enfity, or an Affiliated Entity of a Contractor during the five years 
before the date of such Contractor's or Affiliated Enfity's contract or engagement in connecfion with the 
Matter; 

a. bribed or attempted to bribe, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of bribery or attempting to 
bribe, a public officer or employee of the City, the State of Illinois, or any agency ofthe federal 
government or of any state or local government in the United States of America, in that officer's 
or employee's official capacity; 

b. agreed or colluded with other bidders or prospective bidders, or been a party to any such 
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of agreement or collusion among bidders or 
prospective bidders, in restraint of freedom of competition by agreement to bid a fixed price or 
otherwise; or 

c. made an admission ofsuch conduct described in a. or b. above that is a matter of record, but 
have not been prosecuted for such conduct; or 

d. violated the provisions of Municipal Code Section 2-92-610 (Living Wage Ordinance). 

4. Neither the Disclosing Party, Affihated Enfity or Contractor, or any of their employees, officials, 
agents or partners, is barred from contracting with any unit of state or local government as a result of 
engaging in or being convicted of (1) bid-rigging in violafion of 720 ILCS 5/33E-3; (2) bid-rotafing in 
violafion of 720 ILCS 5/33E-4; or (3) any similar offense ofany state or ofthe United States of 
America that contains the same elements as the offense of bid-rigging or bid-rotating. 

5. Neither the Disclosing Party nor any Affiliated Entity is listed on any of the following lists 
maintained by the Office of Foreign Assets Control of the U.S. Department ofthe Treasury or the 
Bureau of Industry and Security of the U.S. Department of Commerce or their successors: the Specially 
Designated Nationals List, the Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the Entity List and the 
Debarred List. 

6. The Disclosing Party understands and shall comply with the applicable requirements of Chapters 
2-55 (Legislative Inspector General), 2-56 (Inspector General) and 2-156 (Governmental Ethics) of the 
Municipal Code. 

7. Ifthe Disclosing Party is unable to certify to any ofthe above statements in this Part B (Further 
Certifications), the Disclosing Party must explain below; 

N/A 

Page 6 of 13 



I f the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lines above, it will be conclusively 
presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

8. To the best of the Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the following is a 
complete list ofall current employees ofthe Disclosing Party who were, at any time during the 12-
month period preceding the execution date ofthis EDS, an employee, or elected or appointed official, 
of the City of Chicago (if none, indicate with "N/A" or "none"). 

N/A 

9. To the best of the Disclosing Party's loiowledge after reasonable inquiry, the following is a 
complete list of all gifts that the Disclosing Party has given or caused to be given, at any time during the 
12-month period preceding the execution date ofthis EDS, to an employee, or elected or appointed 
official, ofthe Cily of Chicago. For purposes ofthis statement, a " g i f f does not include: (i) anything 
made generally available to City employees or to the general public, or (ii) food or drink provided in the 
course of official City business and having a retail value of less than $20 per recipient (if none, indicate 
with "N/A" or "none"). As to any gift listed below, please also list the name of the City recipient. 

N/A 

C. CERTIFICATION OF STATUS AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 

1. The Disclosing Party certifies that the Disclosing Party (check one) 

[ ] is 1^is not 

a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) ofthe Municipal Code. 

2. I f the Disclosing Party IS a financial institution, then the Disclosing Party pledges: 

"We are not and will not become a predatory lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal 
Code. We further pledge that none of our affiliates is, and none of them will become, a predatory 
lender as defined ii i Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal Code. We understand that becoming a predatory 
lender or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilege of doing 
business with the City." 

If the Disclosing Party is unable to make this pledge because it or any of its affiliales (as defined in 
Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code) is a predatory lender within the meaning of Chapter 
2-32 ofthe Municipal Code, explain here (attach additional pages if necessary): 

N/A 
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Ifthe letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lines above, it will be 
conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

D. CERTIFICATION REGARDING INTEREST IN CITY BUSINESS 

Any words or terms that are defined in Chapter 2-156 ofthe Municipal Code have the same 
meanings when used in this Part D. 

1. In accordance with Section 2-156-110 of the Municipal Code: Docs any official or employee 
of the City have a financial interest in his or her own name or in the name of any other person or 
entity in the Matter? 

[ J Yes y[-No 

NOTE: Ifyou checked "Yes" to Item D.L, proceed to Items D.2. and D.3. Ifyou checked "No" to 
Item D,l . , proceed to Part E. 

2. Unless sold pursuant to a process of competitive bidding, or otherwise.permitted, no City 
elected official or employee shall have a financial interest in his or her own name or in the name of 
any other person or entity in the purchase of any property that (i) belongs to the City, or (ii) is sold 
for taxes or assessments, or (iii) is sold by virtue of legal process at the suit of the City (collectively, 
"City Property Sale"). Compensation for property taken pursuant to the City's eminent domain power 
does not constitute a financial interest within the meaning of this Part D. 

Does the Matter involve a City Property Sale? 

[ J Yes [ J No 

3. Ifyou checked "Yes" to Item D.l . , provide the names and business addresses ofthe City 
officials or employees having such interest and identify the nature ofsuch interest: 

Name Business Address Nature of Interest 

4. The Disclosing Party further certifies that no prohibited financial interest in the Matter will 
be acquired by any City official or employee. 

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

Please check cither 1, or 2. below. I f the Disclosing Party checks 2., the Disclosing Party must 
disclose below or in an attachment to this EDS all information required by paragiaph 2. Failure to 
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comply with these disclosure requirements may make any coniract entered into with the City in 
connection with the Matter voidable by the City. 

1. The Disclosing Party verifies that the Disclosing Party has searched any and all records of 
the Disclosing Party and any and all predecessor entities regarding records of investments or profits 
from slavery or slaveholder insurance policies during the slavery era (including insurance policies 
issued to slaveholders that provided coverage for damage to or injury or death of their slaves), and 
the Disclosing Party has found no such records. 

2. The Disclosing Party verifies that, as a result of conducting the search in step 1 above, the 
Disclosing Party has found records of investments or profits from slavery or slaveholder insurance 
policies. The Disclosing Party verifies that the following consfitutes full disclosure of all such 
records, including the names of any and all slaves or slaveholders described in those records: 

SECTION VI ~ CERTIFICATIONS FOR F E D E R A L L Y FUNDED MATTERS 

NOTE: I f the Matter is federally funded, complete this Section VI. I f the Matter is not federally 
funded, proceed to Section VII . For purposes of this Section VI , tax credits allocated by the City 
and proceeds of debt obhgations ofthe City are not federal funding. 

A. CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

1. List below the names of all persons or entities registered under the federal Lobbying 
Disclosure Act of 1995 who have made lobbying contacts on behalf ofthe Disclosing Party with 
respect to the Matter; (Add sheets i f necessary): 

(If no explanation appears or begins on the lines above, or i f the letlers "NA" or ifthe word "None" 
appear, it will be conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party means that NO persons or entities 
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts on behalf ofthe 
Disclosing Party with respect to the Matter.) 

2. The Disclosing Party has not spent and will not expend any federally appropriated funds to pay 
any person or entity listed in Paragraph A . l . above for his or her lobbying activities or to pay auy 
person or entity to influence or attempt to influence an officer or employee of any agency, as defined by 
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
member of Congress, in connection with the award ofany federally funded contract, making any 
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agreement, or lo extend, continue, renew, 
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
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3. The Disclosing Party will submit an updated certification at the end of each calendar quarter in 
which there occurs any event that materially affects the accuracy of the statements and information set 
forth ill paragraphs A . l . and A.2. above. 

4. The Disclosing Party certifies that either: (i) it is not an organization described in section 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or (ii) it is an organization described in section 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 but has not engaged and will not engage in "Lobbying 
Activities". 

5. I f the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party must obtain certifications equal in 
form and substance to paragraphs A . l . through A.4. above from all subcontractors before it awards any 
subcontiact and the Disclosing Party must mamtain all such subcontractors" certifications for the 
duration ofthe Matter aud must make such certifications promptly available to the City upon request. 

B. CERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Ifthe Matter is federally funded, federal regulations require the Applicant and all proposed 
subcontractors to submit the following information with their bids or in writing at the outset of 
negotiations, 

Is the Disclosing Party the Applicant? 

[ ] Yes [ J No 

I f "Yes," answer the three questions below: 

1. Have you developed and do you have on file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable 
federal regulations? (See 41 CFR Part 60-2.) 

IJ Yes [ J No 

2. Have you filed with the Joint Reporting Committee, the Director of the Office of Federal 
Contract Compliance Programs, or the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission all reports due 
under the applicable filing requirements? 

[ J Yes [ J No 

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts subject lo the 
equal opportunity clause? 

[JYes [JNo 

Ifyou checked "No" to quesfion 1. or 2. above, please provide an explanation: 
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SECTION v n - ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION, 
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE 

The Disclosing Party understands and agrees that: 

A. The certifications, disclosures, and aclaiowledgments contained in this EDS will become part ofany 
contract or other agreement between the Applicant and the City in connection with the Matter, whether 
procurement, City assistance, or other City action, and are material inducements to the City's execution 
of any contract or taking other action with respect to the Matter. The Disclosing Party understands that 
it mu.st comply with all statutes, ordinances, and regulations on which this EDS is based. 

B. The City's Governmental Ethics and Campaign Financing Ordinances, Chapters 2-156 and 2-164 of 
the Municipal Code, impose certain duties and obligations on persons or entities seeking City contracts, 
work, business, or transactions. The full text of these ordinances aud a training program is available on 
line at www.citvofchicaRO.org/Ethics. and may also be obtained from the City's Board of Ethics, 740 N. 

Sedgwick St., Suite 500, Chicago, IL 60610, (312) 744-9660. The Disclosing Party must comply fully 
with the applicable ordinances. 

C. Ifthe City determines that any information provided in this EDS is false, incomplete or inaccurate, 
any contract or other agreement in connection with which it is submitted may be rescinded or be void or 
voidable, and the City may pursue any remedies under the contract or agreement (if not rescinded or 
void), at law, or hi equity, including terminating the Disclosing Party's participation in the Matter and/or 
declining to allow the Disclosing Party to parficipate in other transactions with the City. Remedies at 
law for a false statement of material fact may include incarceration and an award to the City of treble 
damages. 

D. It is the City's policy to make this document available to the public on its Internet site and/or upon 
request. Some or all ofthe iuformatiou provided on this EDS and auy attachments to this EDS may be 
made available to the pubhc on die Internet, in response to a Freedom of Information Act request, or 
otherwise. By completing and signing this EDS, the Disclosing Party waives and releases any possible 
rights or claims which it may have against the City in coimection with the public release of information 
contained in this EDS and also authorizes the City to verify the accuracy of any information submitted 
in this EDS. 

E. The informafion provided in this EDS must be kept current. In the event of changes, the Disclosing 
Party must supplement this EDS up to the time the City takes aclion on the Matier. Ifthe Matter is a 
contract being handled by the City's Department of Procurement Services, the Disclosing Party must 
update this EDS as the contract requires. NOTE: With respect to Matters subject to Article 1 of 
Chapter 1 -23 ofthe Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain .specified 
offenses), the information provided herein regarding eligibility must be kept current for a longer period, 
as required by Chapter 1-23 and Secfion 2-154-020 ofthe Municipal Code. 

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that; 
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F. l . The Disclosing Party is not delinquent in the payment of any tax administered by the filinois 
Department of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing Party or its Affihated Enfifies delinquent in paying any 
fine, fee, tax or other charge owed to the City. This includes, but is not limited to, all water charges, 
sewer charges, hcense fees, parking tickets, property taxes or sales taxes. 

F.2 I f the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party and its Affiliated Enfities will not 
use, nor permit their subcontractors to use, any facility listed by the U.S. E.P.A. on the federal Excluded 
Parfies List System ("EPLS") maintained by the U. S. General Services Administrafion. 

F.3 I f the Disclosing Party is the Apphcant, the Disclosing Party will obtain from any 
contractors/subcontractors hired or to be hired in connection with the Matter certifications equal in 
form and substance to those in F. l . and F.2. above and will not, without the prior written consent ofthe 
City, use any such contractor/subcontractor that does not provide such certifications or that the 
Disclosing Party has reason to believe has not provided or cannot provide truthful cerfificafions. 

NOTE: I f the Disclosing Party cannot certify as to any of the items in F.l . , F.2. or F.3. above, an 
explanatory statement must be attached to this EDS. 

CERTIFICATION 

Under penalty of perjury, the person signing below: 
this EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) on behalf 
certificafions and statements contained in this EDS 
and complete as of the date furnished to the City. 

(Print or type name of Disclosing Party) 

By: . . ^ 
(Sign here) 

(Print or type name of person signing) 

(Print or lype fitle of person signing) 

(I) warrants that he/she is authorized to execute 
of the Disclosing Party, and (2) warrants that all 
and Appendix A (if applicable) are true, accurate 

Signed and sworn to before me on (date) f~:^^^ ^ 0 } ^ , 
at j y ^ / ) l / e r County, C n l O ^ C ^ b (state). " 

' L ^ / ? ^ / l y l A a J A ^ C ) s / A . A ^ / S ^ r i ^ { m ^ t Public. 

expires'. j^/ir^ '2.(j^ cP^ ^ } . 

cz 

Commission 

TAWNEE DAVENPORT 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

STATE OF COLORADO 
NOTARY ID 20144033571 

MY r.nK̂ .Mi-̂ SinN' FXPIRES AUGUST 26,2018 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIXA 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

This Appendix is to be completed oidy by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal entity which has a direct 
ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 percent. It is not to be completed by any legal entity 
which has only an indirect ownership interest in the Applicant. 

Under Municipal Code Section 2-154-015, tlic Disclosing Party must disclose whether such Disclosing Party 
or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof cuirently has a "familial relationship" with 
any elected city official or department head. A "famihal relationship" exists if, as of the date this EDS is 
signed, the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof is related to 
the mayor, any aldennan, tiie city clerk, the city tieasurer or any city department head as spouse or domestic 
partner or as any of tiie following, whether by blood or adoption: parent, child, brother or sister, aunt or uncle, 
niece or nephew, grandparent, grandchild, father-in-law, mother-in-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, stepfather 
or stepmother, stepson or stepdaughter, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or half-sister. 

"Applicable Party" means (1) all executive officers of the Disclosing Paity listed in Section n.B.l .a., ifthe 
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all partners of the Disclosing Party, if the Disclosing Party is a general 
partnership; all general partners and limited partners of the Disclosing Parly, ifthe Disclosing Party is a limited 
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party, ifthe Disclosing Party is a 
limited liability company; (2) all principal officers of the Disclosing Party; and (3) any person having more than 
a 7.5 percent ownership interest in the Disclosing Party. "Principal officers" means the president, chief 
operating officer, executive director, chief financial officer, treasurer or secretary of a legal entity or any person 
exercising similar authority. 

Docs the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner tiiereof currently 
have a "familial relationship" with an elected city official or departinent head? 

[ ] Yes - ^No 

If yes, please identify below (1) the name and title of such person, (2) the name of the legal entity to which 
such person is connected; (3) the name and titie of the elected city official or department head to whom such 
person has a familial relationship, and (4) tiie precise nature of such familial relationship. 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIX B 

BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEM LANDLORD CERTIFICATION 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) auy legal entity 
which has a direct ownership interest in the Applicant exceedhig 7.5 percent (an "Owner"). 
It is not to be completed by any legal eutity which has only an indirect ownership interest in 
the Applicant. 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 2-154-010, is the Applicant or any Owner identified as a 
building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-416 of the Municipal 
Code? 

[ JYes [-^^No 

2. Ifthe Applicant is a legal entity publicly traded on any exchange, is any officer or dhector of 
the Applicant identified as a building code scofflaw orproblem landlord pursuant to Section 
2-92-416 ofthe Municipal Code? 

[JYes [ J N o jV^ Not Applicable 

3. If yes to (1) or (2) above, please identify below the name ofthe person or legal entity 
identtfied as a building code scofflaw orproblem landlord and the address ofthe building or 
buildings to which the pertinent code violations apply. 

FHXING OUT Tins APPENDIX B CONSTITUTES ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AND AGREEMENT THAT THIS Al^PENDIX B IS INCORPORATED BY 
REFERENCE INTO, AND MADE A PART OF, THE ASSOCIATED EDS, 
AND THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE IN THIS APPENDIX B ARE 
SUBJECT TO THE CERTIFICATION MADE UNDER PENALTY OF 
PER.TURY ON PAGE 12 OF THE ASSOCIATED EDS. 



CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

AND AFFIDAVIT 

SECTION I - GENERAL INFORMATION 

A. Legal name of the Disclosing Party submitthig this EDS. Include d/b/a/ i f applicable: 

Centerline Housing Partnership I LP-Series 3 

Check ONE of the following three boxes: 

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS is: 
1. [ J the Apphcant 

OR 
2. -y^ a legal entity holding a direct or indirect interest iu the Applicant. State the legal name of the 

Applicant in which tiie Disclosing Party holds an interest: st. Edmund's Meadows Limited Partnership 
OR 

3. [ J a legal entity with a right ofcontrol (see Section II.B.I.) State the legal name oftiie entity in 
which the Disclosing Party holds aright ofcontrol: ' 

B. Business address of the Disclosing Pai ty: 1225 17th Street. Suite 1400 

Denver. CO 80202 • 

C. Telephone: 303-723-5793 Fax: 303-927-5001 Email: nicoie.wideman@huntcompanies.com 

D. Name of contact person: Nicole Wideman 

E. Federal Employer Identification No. (ifyou have one):;'_ 

F. Brief description of contract, transaction or other undertalcing (referred to below as the "Matter") to 
which this EDS pertains. (Include project number and location of property, i f applicable): 

Applicant lo olilain a loan (rom Iho Cily so that Applicant may repay a loan made lo the Applicant by its limited partner. Tiie project Is a 56 unit mixod-income 
dovofopment located at 6100-14 S. Michigan, 51-73 E. 61s( Slreet, 6101-11, 6141-4/ S. Wabash and46-58 E. 57lh SIrtiet In Chicago, IL 60637. 

G. Which City agency or department is requesting this EDS? Department of Planning & Development 

If the M atter is a contract being handled by the City's Deparlment of Procurement Services, please 
complete the following: 

Specification //- and Contract # 
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SECTION I I ~ DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS 

A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY 

1. Indicate the uature of the Disclosing Party: 
[ ] Person, [J Limited liability company 
[ J Publicly registered business corporation [ J Limited liability partiiership 
[ J Privately held business corporation [ J Joint venture 
[ ] Sole proprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit corporation 
[ ] General partiiership (Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501 (c)(3))? 

Limited partnership [ J Ycs [ J No 
[ J Trust [ ] Other (please specify) 

2, For legal entities, the state (or foreign country) of incorporation or organization, i f applicable: 

Delaware 

3, For legal enfifies not organized in the State of Illinois: Has the organization registered to do 
business iii the State of Illinois as a foreign enfity? 

[ J Ycs l / N o [ J N/A 

B. IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY; V 

1. List below the fi i l l names and tities of all executive officers and all directors of the entity. 
NOTE: For not-for-profit corporafions, also list below all members, i f any, which are legal enfifies. I f 
there are no such members, write "no members." For husls, estates or otiier similar entities, list below 
the legal titleholder(s). 

If the entity is a general partnership, limited partnership, limited liability company, limited liabihty 
partnership or joint venture, list below the name and title of each general partner, managing member, 
manager or any other person or entity that controls the day-to-day management of the Disclosing Party. 
NOTE: Each legal entity listed below must submit an EDS on its own behalf 

Name • Titie 
RCHP General I L.L.C.-Series 3 General Partner 

2. Please provide tiie following iufornialion concerning each person or entity having a direct or 
indirect beneficial iutercst (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% of (he Disclosing Party, Examples 
of such an interest include shares in a corporation, partner.ship interest in a partnership or joint venture, 
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interest of a member or manager in a limited liability company, or interest of a beneficiary of a trust, 
estate or other similar eutity. I f none, state "None." NOTE: Pursuant to Section 2-154-030 ofthe 
Municipal Code of Cliicago ("Municipal Code"), the City may require any such additional information 
frora auy applicant which is reasonably intended to achieve full disclosure. 

Name Business Address Percentage Interest in tiic 
Disclosing Party 

Bank of America, N.A. | 0 M . T^ypr, S\<"c£^^ ^ A J k , ' \ < ~ 99-99% 

SECTION III - BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH CITY E L E C T E D OFFICIALS 

Has the Disclosing Party had a "business relationship," as defined in Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal 
Code, with any City elected official iu the 12 months before the date this EDS is signed? 

[JYes • M N o 

Jf yes, please identify below tho nanie(s) ofsuch City elected official(s) and describe such 
relationsliip(s): 

SECTION IV - DISCLOSURE OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND OTIIER RETAINED PARTIES 

The Disclosiag Party must disclose the name and business address of each subcontractor, attorney, 
lobbyist, accountant, consultant aud auy other person or entity whom the Disclosing Parly has retained 
or expects to retain in comiectiou with the Matter, as well as the uature of the relationship, and the total 
anioujit of the fees paid or estimated to be paid. The Disclosing Party is not required to disclose 
employees who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll. 

"Lobbyist" nieans any person or enfity who undertakes to influence any legislative or administrative 
action ou behalf of any person or entity other tiian: (I) a uot-for-profit entity, on an unpaid basis, or (2) 
himself. "Lobbyist" also means any person or eutity any part of whose duties as an employee of 
another includes undertaking to influence any legislafive ur administrative action. 

I f tiie Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclo.sure is required under this Section, the 
Disclosing Party must either ask the Cily whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure. 
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Name (indicate whetiier Business 
retained or anticipated Address 
to be retained) 

Relationship to Disclosing Party 
(subcontractor, attorney, 
lobbyist, etc.) 

Fees (indicate whether 
paid or estimated.) NOTE: 
"hourly rate" or "t.b.d." is 
not an acceptable re.sponse. 

(Add sheets i f necessary) 

^Chcck here if the Disclosing Party has not retained, nor expects to retain, auy such persons or enfifies. 

SECTION V - CERTIFICATIONS 

A. COURT-ORDERED CHH^D SUPPORT COMPLIANCE 

Under Muiucipal Code Section 2-92-415, substantial owners of business entities that contract with 
tiie City must remain in compliance with thek child support obligations tiiroughout the contract's term. 

Has any person who directly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the Disclosing Party been declared in 
arrearage ou auy child support obligations by any IlUnois court of competent jurisdiction? 

[JYes [ J No "^No person direcfiy or indirectiy owns 10% or more ofthe 
Disclosing Party. 

I f "Yes," has die person entered into a court-approved agreement for payment of all support owed aud 
is the person iu compliance with that agreement? 

[JYes [JNo 

B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article I ("Article r')(which the Applicant should 
consult for defined terms (e.g., "doing business") and legal rcquircmcnls), ifthe Disclosing Party 
submitting this EDS is tiie Applicant and is doing business witii the City, tiien tiie Disclosing Party 
certifies as follows: (i) ucither the Applicant nor any controlling person is currently indicted or charged 
with, or has admitted guilt of, or has ever been convicted of, or placed under supervision for, any 
criminal offense involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theft, fraud, forgery, 
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against au officer or employee of tiie City or any sister agency; and (ii) tiie 
Applicant understands and acknowledges that compliance with Article I is a continuing requirement for 
doing business with the City. NOTE: I f Arficle I applies to the Applicant, the permanent compliance 
timeframe in Article I supersedes some five-year compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below. 
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2. The Disclosing Party and, if the Disclosing Party is a legal entity, all of those persons or entities 
ideutified in Section ILB.l . ofthis EDS: 

a. are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or voluntarily 
excluded from any transactions by any federal, state or local unit of government; 

b. have not, wiihin a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted of a criminal 
offense, adjudged guilty, or had a civil judgment rendered against them in comiection with: 
obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performmg a public (federal, state or local) transaction or 
contract under a pubhc ti-ansaction; a violation of federal or state antitrust statutes; fraud; 
embezzlement; theft; forgery; bribery; falsification or destmction of records; making false 
statements; or receiving stolen property; 

c. are not presently indicted for, or criminally or civilly charged by, a governmental entity (federal, 
state or local) with committing any ofthe offenses set forth in clause B.2.b. ofthis Section V; 

d. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date ofthis EDS, had one or more public 
transactions (federal, state or local) terminated for cause or default; and 

e. have not, within a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted, adjudged 
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, or iu any criminal or civil action, including actions 
concerning cuviromneutal violations, instituted by the City or by the federal government, any 
state, or any other unit of local government, 

3, The certifications in subparts 3, 4 and 5 concern; 

• the Disclosing Party; 
• auy "Contractor" (meaning any contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in 

connection with the Matter, including but not limited to all pcrsous or legal entities disclosed under 
Sectiou IV, "Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retaiued Parties"); 
• any "Affihated Eutity" (meaning a person or entity that, directiy or indirectly; controls tiie 

Disclosing Party, is controlled by the Disclosing Party, or is, with the Disclosing Party, under 
common contiol of another person or entity. Indicia of control include, without limitation: 
interlocking managemeut or ownership; identity of interests among family members, shared facilities 
aud equipment; common use of employees; or organization of a business entity following the 
ineligibility of a business entity to do business with federal or state or local government, including 
die City, using substanfially the same mauagcment, ownership, or principals as the ineligible entity); 
wilh respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Entity means a person or enfity that direclly or 
indirectly controls the Contractor, is controlled by it, or, witii tiic Contractor, is under common 
control of anotiier person or entity; 
• auy responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or auy Affihated Eutity or any 

other official, agent or employee of the Disclosing Parly, auy Goutractor or any Affilialcd Enlily, 
acting pursuant to (he direction or authorization of a responsible official ofthe Disclosing Party, auy 
Contractor or any Affiliated Enfily (collectively "Agents"), 
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Neither tiie Disclosing Party, nor any Contractor, nor any Affihated Entity of either the Disclosing Party 
or any Contractor nor any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is signed, or, with 
respect to a Contractor, an Affiliated Entity, or an Affiliated Entity of a Contractor during tiie five years 
before the date of such Contractor's or Affiliated Entity's contract or engagement in connecfion with the 
Matter: 

a. bribed or attempted to bribe, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of bribery or attempting to 
bribe, a public officer or employee of the City, the State of Illmois, or any agency of the federal 
government or of auy state or local government in the United States of America, in that officer's 
or employee's official capacity; 

b. agreed or colluded with other bidders or prospective bidders, or been a party to any such 
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of agreement or collusion among bidders or 
prospective bidders, in restraint of freedom of competition by agreement to bid a fixed price or 
otherwise; or 

c. made an admission of such conduct described iu a. or b. above that is a matter of record, but 
have not been prosecuted for such conduct; or 

d. violated the provisions of Municipal Code Section 2-92-610 (Living Wage Ordinance). 

4. Neither the Disclosing Party, Affiliated Enfity or Contractor, or any of their employees, officials, 
agents or partners, is barred from coutractiug with any unit of state or local government as a result of 
engaging in or being convicted of (1) bid-rigging in violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-3; (2) bid-rotating in 
violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-4; or (3) any similar offense of any state or of the United States of 
America that contains the same elements as the offense of bid-rigging or bid-rotating. 

5. Neither the Disclosing Party nor auy Affiliated Entity is listed ou any of tiic following lists 
maintained by tiie Office of Foreign Assets Control ofthe U.S. Department of the Treasury or the 
Bureau of Industry and Security ofthe U.S. Department of Commerce or their successors: the Specially 
Designated Natiouals List, the Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, tiie Entity List and the 
Debarred List. 

6. 'fhe Disclosing Party understands aud shall comply witii the applicable requirements of Chapters 
2-55 (Legislative Inspector General), 2-56 (luspector General) aud 2-156 (Governmental Ethics) ofthe 
Municipal Code, 

7. I f the Disclosing Party is unable to certify to any ofthe above statements in tifis Pari B (Further 
Certification.s), the Disclosing Parly must explain below: 

N/A 

Page 6 of 13 



I f the letters "NA," the word "None," or uo response appears on the lines above, it will be conclusively 
presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

8. To tiie best of the Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the following is a 
complete list of all current employees of the Disclosing Party who were, at any time during the 12-
month period preceding the execution date of this EDS, an employee, or elected or appointed official, 
of the City of Chicago (if none, indicate with "N/A" or "none"). 

N/A 

9. To the best of the Disclosing Party's Imowledgc after reasonable inquiry, the following is a 
complete list of all gifts that the Disclosing Party has given or caused to be given, at any time during the 
12-inonth period preceding the execution date ofthis EDS, to an employee, or elected or appointed 
official, ofthe City of Chicago. For purposes ofthis statement, a "gift" does uot include; (i) anything 
made generally available to City employees or to the general public, or (ii) food or drink provided in the 
course of official City business and having a retail value of less than $20 per recipient (if uoue, indicate 
with "N/A" or "none"). As to miy gift listed belovv, please also list the ntmic of tiic City recipient, 

N/A 

C. CERTIFICATION OF STATUS AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 

1. The Disclosing Party certifies that the Disclosing Party (check one) 

[Jis -^isuot 

a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) ofthe Municipal Code. 

2. I f the Disclosing Party IS a financial institution, then the Disclosing Party pledges: 

"We are not and will uot become a predatory lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 ofthe Municipal 
Code. We further pledge that none of our affiliates is, and none of them will become, a predatory 
lender as defined iu Chapter 2-32 ofthe Municipal Code. We understand that becoming a predatory 
lender or becoming an affihate of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilege of doing 
business with tiic City." 

Ifthe Disclosing Party is unable to make this pledge because it or any of ils affiliates (as defined iu 
Section 2-32-455(b) ofthe Municipal Code) is a predatory lender within the meaning of Chapter 
2-32 of the Municipal Code, explain here (attach additional pages i f necessary): 

N/A 
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I f the letters "NA," the word "None," or uo response appears on the lines above, it will be 
conclusively presumed that tho Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

D. CERTIFICATION REGARDING INTEREST IN CITY BUSINESS 

Auy words or tenns that are defined in Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal Code have the same 
meanings when used iu this Part D, 

1. In accordauce with Section 2-156-110 of the Municipal Code: Does any official or employee 
of the City have a financial interest in his or her own name or in the name of any other person or 
entity ia the Matter? 

[JYes >S/No 

NOTE: Ifyou checked "Yes" to Item D.l . , proceed to ItemsD.2. audD.3. Ifyou checked "No" to 
Item D.l . , proceed to PartE. 

2. Unless sold pursuant to a process of competitive bidding, or otherwise permitted, no City 
elected official or employee shall have a financial interest in his or her own name or in the name of 
any other person or entity in the purchase ofany property that (i) belongs to the City, or (ii) is sold 
for taxes or assessments, or (iii) is sold by vhtue of legal process at the .suit ofthe City (collectively, 
"City Property Sale"), Compeusatiou for property taken pursuant to the City's eminent domain power 
does uot constitute a financial iulcrest within the meaning ofthis Part D. 

Does the Matter involve a City Property Sale? 

[ ] Yes [ J No 

3. Ifyou checked "Yes" to Item D.l . , provide the names aud business addresses ofthe City 
officials or employees having such interest and identify tiie uature of such interest; 

Name Business Address Nature of Interest 

4. The Disclosing Parly furtiier certifies that no prohibited financial interest in the Matter will 
be acquij cd by any City official or employee. 

E. CERTIFlCA'flON REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

Please check eilher 1. or 2. below. If the Disclosing Party checks 2,, tiic Disclosing Party must 
disclose below or in an attachment to tiiis EDS all information required by paragraph 2. Failure to 
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comply with these disclosure requirements may make any contract entered into with the City in 
connection with the Malter voidable by the City. 

1, The Disclosing Party verifies that the Disclosing Party has searched any and all records of 
the Disclosing Party and any and all predecessor eutities regarding records of iiivestnieuts or profits 
from slavery or slaveholder insurance,policies during the slavery era (including uisurance poUcies 
issued to slaveholders that provided coverage for damage to or injury or death of tiieir slaves), and 
the Disclosing Party has found no such records. 

2. The Disclosing Party verifies that, as a result of couducting the search iu step 1 above, the 
Disclosing Party has found records of investments or profits from slavery or slaveholder insurance 
policies. The Disclosing Party verifies that the following coustitutes full disclosure of all such 
records, including the names ofany and all slaves or slaveholders described in those records; 

SECTION VI - CERTIFICATIONS FOR F E D E R A L L Y FUNDED MATTERS 

NOTE: I f the Matter is federally funded, complete this Sectiou VI . I f the Matter is not federally 
funded, proceed to Secfion VII . For purposes ofthis Section VI , tax credits allocated by the City 
and proceeds of debt obligations of tiie City are not federal funding. 

A. CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

1. List below the names of all persons or entities registered under the federal Lobbyiug 
Disclosure Act of 1995 who have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the Disclosing Party with 
respect to the Matter; (Add sheets i f necessary): 

(If no explanation appears or begins ou the lines above, or ifthe letters "NA" or i f tiie word "None" 
appear, it will be conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party means that NO pcrsous or entities 
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts ou behalf of the 
Disclosing Party with respect to the Matter.) 

2. The Disclosing Party has not .spent and will not expend any federally appropriated funds to pay 
any person or entity listed iu Paragraph A . l . above for his or her lobbying activities or to pay any 
person or entity to infiuence or attempt to influcuce an officer or employee of any agency, as defined by 
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
member of Congress, iu connection with the award ofany federally funded contracl, making any 
federally funded grant or loan, enlering into any cooperative agreement, or lo extend, continue, renew, 
niuend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan, or coopeiative agreement. 
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3. The Disclosing Party will submit an updated cerfification at the end of each calendar quarter iu 
which there occurs any event that materially affects the accuracy of the statemeuts and information set 
forth in paragraphs A . l . tmd A.2. above. 

4. The Disclosing Party certifies that either: (i) it is not an organization described in section 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or (u) it is an organization described in sectiou 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 buthas not engaged and will not engage in "Lobbyiug 
Activities". 

5. I f the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party must obtain certifications equal in 
form aud substance to paragraphs A . l . through A.4, above from all subcontractors before it awards any 
subcontract and the Disclosing Party must maintain all such subcontractors' certificafious for the 
duration of the Matter and must make such certifications promptly available to the City upon request. 

B. CERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Ifthe Malter is federally funded, federal regulations require the Applicant aud all proposed 
subcontractors to submit the following information with their bids or in writing at the outset of 
negotiations. 

Is the Disclosing Party the Applicant? 

[ ] Yes [ J No 

I f "Yes," answer the three questions below: 

1. Have you developed and do you have ou file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable 
federal regulations? (See 41 CFR Part 60-2.) 

[ J Yes [ ] No 

2. Have you filed with the Joint Reporting Committee, the Director of the Office of Federal 
Contract Compliance Programs, or the Equal Employment Opportuniiy Commission all reports due 
under the applicable filing requirements? 

[ ] Yes [ J No 

3. Have you participated'in any previous contracts or subcontracts subject lo the 
equal opportunity clause? 

[ j Yes [ J No 

Ifyou checked "No" to question 1. or 2. above, please provide an explanation: 
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SECTION V I I - ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION, 
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE 

The Disclosing Party understands and agrees that: 

A. The certificafions, disclosures, and acknowledgments coutaiued iu this EDS will become part of any 
contract or other agreement between the Applicant and the City iu connection with the Matter, whether 
procurement. City assistance, or other City action, and are material hiducemeuts to the City's execution 
of any contract or talcing otiier action with respect to the Matter. The Disclosing Party understands that 
it must comply with nil statutes, ordinances, and regulations ou which this EDS is based. 

B. The City's Goverumental Ethics and Campaign Financing Ordinances, Chapters 2-156 and 2-164 of 
the Municipal Code, impose certain duties aud obligations ou persous or entities seeking City contracts, 
work, business, or transactions. The full text of these ordinances and a training program is available on 
line at www.citvofclucago.org/Ethics, aud may also be obtained from the City's Board of Ethics, 740 N. 

Sedgwick St., Suite 500, Chicago, IL 60610, (312) 744-9660. TheDisclosing Party must comply fully 
with the applicable ordinances. 

C. I f the City determines that any information provided in this EDS is false, incomplete or inaccurate, 
any contract or other agreement in connection with which it is submitted may be rescinded or be void or 
voidable, and the City may pursue auy remedies under the contract or agreement (if not reschided or 
void), at law, or in equity, iucluduig terminating the Disclosing Party's participation in the Matter and/or 
declhung to allow the Disclosuig Party to participate in olher transactions with the City. Remedies at 
law for a false statement of material fact may include incarceration and an award to the City of treble 
damages. 

D. It is tiic City's pohcy to make this document available to the public on its Internet site and/or upon 
request, Some or all of the information provided ou this EDS and any attachments to this EDS may be 
made available to the public on the Internet, in response to a Freedom of Information Act request, or 
otiierwise. By completing and signing this EDS, the Disclosing Party waives and releases any possible 
riglits or claims which it may have against the City in connection with the public release of information 
contained iu this EDS aud also auihorizes the Cily to verify the accuracy ofany information submitted 
in this EDS. 

E. The information provided in this EDS must be kept current. In tiie'event of changes, tiie Disclosing 
Party must supplement this EDS up to the time tiie City takes action on the Matter. I f the Mattel' is a 
contract being handled by the City's Department of Procurement Services, tiie Disclosing Party must 
update this EDS as the coniract requires. NOTE: With respect to Matters subject to Article I of 
Chapter 1 -23 of the Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain sjiecified 
offenses), the information provided herein regarding eligibility must be kept current for a longer period, 
as required by Chapter 1-23 aud Section 2-154-020 ofthe Municipal Code. 

The Disclosing Parly represents aud warrants that; 
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F. l . The Disclosing Party is not definqueut in the payment of any tax administered by the Illinois 
Department of Revenue, uor are the Disclosing Party or its Affihated Entities delinquent in paying any 
fine, fee, tax or other charge owed to the City. This includes, but is not limited to, all water charges, 
sewer charges, ficense fees, parking tickets, property taxes or sales taxes. 

F.2 I f tiie •Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party and its Affiliated Enfities will not 
use, nor permit their subcontractors to use, any facility Hsted by the U.S. E.P.A. ou the federal Excluded 
Parfies List System ("EPLS") maintained by the U. S. General Services Administration. 

F.3 I f the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party will obtain from any 
contractors/subcontractors hired or to be hired iu connection with the Matter certificatious equal in 
form and substance to those in F . l . and F.2. above and will uot, without the prior written consent of the 
City, use any such contractor/subcoutractor that does not provide such cerfificafions or that the 
Disclosing Party has reason to believe has not provided or cannot provide truthful certifications. 

NOTE: I f the Disclosing Party cannot cerfify as to any of the items in F. l . , F.2. or F.3. above, an 
explanatory statement must be attached to this EDS. 

CERTIFICATION 

Under penalty of perjury, the person signing below: (1) warrants that he/she is authorized to execute 
this EDS aud Appendix A (if applicable) on behalf of the Disclosing Party, and (2) warrants that all 
certificafions and statements contained in this EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) are true, accurate 
and complete as of the date furnished to the City. 

(Print or type name of Disclosing Party) 

,'4 J 5 , C r . 

(Sign here) 

(Print or type name of person signing) 

(Print or lype title of person siguing) 

LLC. 

Signed and sworn to before mc on (date) 
O'Py^ \ J O C County, C o ) d r O y J b (state). 

Notary Public. 

Comniission expires: ^^A^ JZ.^, 2-^}^-
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIXA 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSfflPS WITH ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

This Appendix is fo be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal enfity which has a direct 
ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 percent. I t is not to be completed by any legal entity 
which has only an hi direct OAvnership interest in the Applicant. 

Under Municipal Code Scciion 2-154-015, the Disclosing Parly must disclose whether such Disclosiug Party 
or any "Applicable Party" or auy Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof cunently has a "familial relatiouship" with 
any elected city official or departinent head. A "familial relationship" exists if, as of the date this EDS is 
signed, the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or auy Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof is related to 
the mayor, auy alderman, the city clerk, the city treasurer or any city department head as spouse or domestic 
partner or as any of die following, whether by blood or adoption: parent, child, brotiier or sister, aunt or uncle, 
niece or nephew, grandparent, grandchild, fatiier-in-law, motiier-hi-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, stepfather 
or stepmother, stepson or stepdaugliter, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or half-sister, 

"Applicable Party" means (1) all executive officers ofthe Disclosing Party listed in Section II.B.I .a., ifthe 
Disclosiug Party is a coiporation; all partners of the Disclosing Party, i f tiie Disclosing Party is a general 
partuership; all general partuers and limited partners of the Disclosing Party, if tiie Disclosing Party is a limited 
partnership; all managers, managing members aud members ofthe Disclosing Party, if the Disclosing Party is a 
liniited liability company; (2) aU principal officers ofthe Disclosing Party; and (3) any person havmg more lhan 
a 7,5 percent ownership interest iu the Disclosing Party. "Principal officers" means the president, chief 
operatuig officer, executive director, chief financial officer, treasurer or secretary of a legal entity or any person 
exercising similar authority. 

Does the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently 
have a "familial relationsliip" with an elected cily official or department head? 

[ J Yes •^No 

If yes, pletise identify below (1) Uie name and title ofsuch person, (2) the name of tiie legal eutity to which 
such j-jersoii is connected; (3) the name and titie oftiie elecled cily official or department head to whom such 
person has a familial relationship, and (4) the precise nature ofsuch familial relationship. 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIX B 

BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEM LANDLORD CERTIFICATION 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal entity 
which has a direct ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 percent (an "Owner"). 
It is not to be completed by any legal entity which has only an indirect ownership interest iu 
the Applicant. 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 2-154-010, is the Applicant or any Owner identified as a 
building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-416 of the Municipal 
Code? 

[ JYes f / l No 

2. If the Applicant is a legal entity publicly traded on any exchange, is any officer or director of 
tiie Applicant identified as a building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 
2-92-416 ofthe Municipal Code? 

[JYes [ J N o l y j Not Applicable 

If yes to (1) or (2) above, please identify below the name of the person or legal entity 
identified as a building code scoffiaw orproblem landlord and the address of the building or 
buildings to which the pertinent code violations apply. 

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONSTITUTES ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AND AGREEMENT THAT TIHS APPENDIX B IS INCORPORATED BY 
REFERENCE INTO, AND MADE A PART OF, THE ASSOCIATED EDS, 
AND THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE IN THIS APPENDIX B ARE 
SUB.TECT TO THE CERTIFICATION MADE UNDER PENALTY OF 
PERJURY ON PAGE 12 OF THE ASSOCIATED EDS. 



C I T Y OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

AND AFFIDAVIT 

SECTION I r- G E N E R A L INFORiVIATIGN 

A. Legal name of th^ pisclosihg Party sub^ Inchide d/b/a/ i f apphcable: 

Bank of America, N.A. 

Check O N E of the following three boxes: 

IndicateiWhefher the Disclosing Party submitting-thiS:,EDS is: 
1. [ } the AppHcant 

OR 
:2. EcJ a legal entity holding a .direct of .indirect interest in the Applicant. State the.iegaimame"of the 

Applicant in which the Disclosing Party holds:au interest: ^t. Edmunds Meadows Limited Partnership 
OR 

,3. [ J a legal enfity with a right of control (see Section ILB.l .) State the legafnanie of the entity in 
which the Disclpsing Fafty holds a fight of control: ^ . 

. , . 101 N. Tryon St. 
B. Business address of the Disclosing Party:" 

Charlotte, NC 28285 

. _ , 917-232-2988 646-822-5978 ^ ., michelle.mllitello@baml.com 
C. Telephone; Fax: Email: ^ 

Michelle Militello 
D. Name of contact person: . . 

E. Federal Employer Identification No. ( i f you have one):~;_; 

F. Brief description of contract, transaction or other undertaking (referred to below as the "Matier") to 
which this EDS pertains. (Include project number and locafion of property, i f applicable): 
Appiicant to obtain a loan from the City so tiiat Applicant may repay a loan to ttie Appiicant made by ttie L P. The project is a 56 unit 
muiti-income development iocated at 6100-14 S. Michigan, 51-73 E. 61st, 6104-47 S. Wabash, and 48-58 E. 57th in Chicago, IL. 

Dept. of Planning and Development 
G. Which City agency or department is requesting this EDS? 

If the Malter is a contract being handled by the Cily's Deparlmenl of Procurement Services, please 
complete the following: N/A 

Specification ft and Contract # ^ 
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SECTION I I - DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS 

A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY 

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party: 
[ j Person [ J Limited hability company 
[J Publicly registered business ebrpbratipri [J Lirnited liability partnership 
[,] Priyately held business corpofatibn [ j J dint venture 
[ J Sole proprietorship [ J Not-for-profit cprppration 
[ ] General partnership (Is the not-fbr-prpfit corporation also ia 501 (c)(3));? 
[ J Limited partnership [*] t 
[ J. Trust [^ Other (please specify") 

National Banking Association 

2v For legal eiitities, the state (orToreign country} of incorporation or.organization, i f applicablis; 

National Banking Association 

3 .. For legal entities not ofgariized in the State of Illinois; Has the organization registered.̂ to do 
business: in the State of Illinois as a fbireigh-entity? 

[JYes [ J ; N O [^N/A 

Bv IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY: 

I . List below the fullhames arid titles of all executive officers and all directors of the.entity. 
NOTEi Forhot-for-profit corporations, also list below all members, i f any, which are.legal entities. I f 
there are no.such members, write "no inembers." For trusts, estates or other,similar entities, list below 
the legal fitleholder(s). 

I f the entity is a general partnership; limiled partnership, limited liability company, limited liabiUty 
partnership or joinl venture, list below .the name and tifie of each general partner, managing member, 
manager or any other person or entity that controls the day-to-day management of the Disclosing Party, 
NOTE: Each legal entity listed below fnust submit an EDS on its own behalf 

Name Title 
Please see attached list of executive officers and directors. 

2. Please provide the following information concerning each person or entity having a direct or 
indirect beneficial iutercst (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% ofthe Disclosing Party. Examples 
ofsuch an interest include shares in a coiporation, partnership inlerest in a partnership orjoinl venture, 
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interesl of a member.or manager in a limited liability company, or interest of a beneficiary of a trust, :; 
estate or other s imi lar p.ntity I f none, state "None " i \ O T F . : Piirsiinnl to .SftClion 9 - t S i - O ^ n of" the 

Municipal Code of Chicago ("Municipal Code"), the City may require any such addifional informafion 
from any applicant which is reasonably intended to achieve full disclosure. • : ; • 

Name - t . 'Business Address Percenlage Interest iuihe: 
. ' Disclosing Party 

BANA Holding Corporation, ; i-:.̂ - / - i ' ; 100% Direct Owner 

101 N/tryonSt. • • . ' • ' 
Charlotte, Ne "28255: 

SECTION H I -- BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH CITY ELECTED OFFICIALS ' 

Has the Disclosing Partyliad a "business relationship,";as defined in Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal; 
Code, with any Ci.ity elected official in the 12 months before ihe dale ihis,EDS is signed?. 

I>^ Yes ; : [JNo See Attached. 

i f yes, jilease identify below the name(s) of such.City elected ofncial(s) and describe such 

r e l a t i o n s h i p ( s ) ; . . i . v . . - - ^ • •. 

SECTION IV - DISCLOSURE OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND O T H E R RETAINED PARTIES 

The Disclpsing Party must disclose the name and business address of each subcontractor, aUorney, 
lobbyist; accountaul, consultani and any other person or entity whom the Disclosing Party has relained • 
or expects to retain in connection with the .Matter, as well as ihe nature ofthe relalionship, arid the total., 
amount ofthe fees paid or estimated to be paid. The Disclosing Pariy is not required to disclose 
employees who are paid solely through the Disclosing Parly's regular payroll. 

"Lobbyisl" means any person or entity who undertakes to infiucnce any leginlaiive or adminisirauve 
action on behalf ofany person or entity other than: ( i ) a not-for-piofit cnlity, on an unpaid basis, or (2) 
himself "Lobbyist" also means any person or enlily any part of whose duties as au employee of 
another includes undertaking to influence any legislative or administrative action. 

If tiic Disclosing Parly is uncertain whether a disclosure is required under ihis Seclion, the 
Disclosing Parly musl cither ask the City whclhcr disclosure is required or make ihc disclosure. 
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Name (indicate.whether Business 
retained or anficipated Address 
to be retained) 

Sidley Austin LLP 

Relationship to Disclosing Party Fees (indicate whether 
(subcontractor, attomey, paid or estimated.)-ISOTE: 
lobbyist, etc.). "hoprly rate" br:"t.b.d.'' is 

riot ah aeijeptable response. 
Attorney $5,000 (est.) 

One South Dearborn 

Chicago, IL 60603 

Attn: David R. Hill, Esq. 

(Add sheets i f necessary) 

[ ] Cheek here i f the Disclosing Party has not,,re;tained, hor expects to retain-,' any such persons dr entities. 

SECTION V - G E R T I F I C A T I O N S 

A. C O U R T T O R D E R E D CHILD SUPPORT COMPLIANCE 

Under Municipal Code Secfion 2.^92-4I5,,substa,ntial owners of business ehtities that coritract with 
the City must remain:in compliance with.their child suppprl obligations thrbughput the contract's terra. 

Has any person who; directly or indirectly owiis 10% Or more of the Disclosing; Party been declared in 
arrearage on any child support obligations by any illihois court of competent jurisdiction? 

[ J Yes [ ] No No person directly or indirecfiy owns 10% or more pf the 

Disclosing Party, see Attached. 

I f "Yes," has the person entered into a court-approved agreenient for payment of a:ll support owed and • 
is the person ih compliance with that^agreement? 

[ J Yes [ J N o 

B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS See Attached Additional Information, including Litigation and Regulatory 
matters. 

1. Pursuant lo Municipal Code Chapter 1.-23, Article I ("Article l")(which the Apphcant should 
consult for defined terriis (e.g., "doing business") and legal requirements), i f the Disclosing Party 
submitting this EDS is the Applicanl and is doing business with the City, then the Disclosing Party 
certifies as follows: (i) neither the Appficant nor any controlling person is currently indicted or charged 
with,.or has admitted guilt of, or has ever been convicted of, or placed under supervision for, any 
criminal offense involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theft, fraud, forgery, 
perjury, dishonesty pr deceit against an officer or employee ofthe City or any sister agency; and (ii) the 
Applicant understands aud acknowledges that compliance with Article I is a continuing requirement for 
doing business with the City. NOTE: If Article 1 applies to the Applicant, the permanent compliance 
timeframe in Arlicle I supersedes some five-year compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below. 
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2. The Disclosing Party and,;if the Disclosing.Party is a legal entity, all of those persons or enfifies 
identified in Section I I .B . I . of ihisEiDS: 

a. are-not presently debarired, suspended, proposed.for d.ebannerit; declared ineligible or vbltintarily 
exclhded from any transacfions by any federal; state or local unif of government;'': 

b. have not, within a five-year period precedirigthe date Of this EE)S, beencorivicted of a criminal 
offense, adjudged guilty, or had a civil judgment renidered against them in connection with: 
obtaining, attempting-to; obtain, or performing a puhlic (federal; state or local) transaction or 
contract under- a public;transac,tion; - a yiplafibn of .federal or state ahtitrust.statiites ;;fraud;; 
embezzlement; tlieft; forgery; bribery; falsificatioh/pf-destrucfion of redofds; niakihg false 
statements; or receiving^stolen property; 

c. are not presently indicted for, or criminaliy Pr eiviliy charged by> a govemmental entity (federal, 
state or local) with committiiig any of ther offenses set forth in clause B.2,b. of this Secfion Vy, 

d. , havemot, within, a.five-year pefibd preceding the date Of this Eps,,had one or ihore pubfie 
transactions (federal, state Or local) terminated for cause or default; and 

ei have not, wfithinia five-year period-preceding the date of this EDS^ been convicted, adjudged 
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, oriin any criminal or civd action, including actions 
concerhing environmental violafions, instituted by the .City or by the federal gpyernra(snt, .,any 
state, or any other unit of local government. 

I c e r t i f y t he above t o be t r u e . 

3. Thexertificatipns in subparts^, 4 and 5 coricern: 

• the Disclosing Party; 
• any "Contractor" (meaning any contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in 

connection with the.Matter, including but.not limited to all persons or legal entities disclosed under 
Section IV, "Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties"); 
• any "Affiliated Eiitity" (meaning aiperson or entity that, direcfiy or iudirectly: controls the 

Disclosihg Party, is controlled by the Disclosing Parly, or is, with the Disclosing Party, under 
common control of anolher person or enfity. Indicia ofcontrol include, without limitation: 
interlocking management or ownership; identily of inlerests among family members, shared facilifies 
and equipment; common use of employees; or organization of a business enfity following tlie 
ineligibility of a business entity to do business with federal or state or local government, including 
the City, using substantially the same management, ownership, or principals as the ineligible entity); 
with respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Eniity means a person or entity that directly pr 
indirectly controls the Contractor, is controlled by it, or, wilh the Contractor, is under common 
control of another person or eniity; 

• any responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Enfily or any 
olher official, agent or employee of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Enfity, 
acting pursuant to the direction or authorization of a responsible official ofthe Disclosing Party, any 
Contractor or any Affiliated Eutity (collecfively "Agents"). 
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Neilher the Disclosing Party, nor any Contractor, nor any Affiliated Enfity of either the Disclosing Party 
or any Contractor nor any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is sighed, or, with 
respect to .a Contractor, an Affiliated Entity, pr-an Affiliated Entity of a Contractor during the fiye years; 
before the date of such Contractor's pr Affiliated Entity's contract or engagement in cOrinecfion with the 
Matter: 

a. bribed or attempted-to .bribe.̂ ôr been conyicted.oradjudged guilty of bribery or attempting to 
bribe, a public officer or employee of theiCity, the State of Illinois, or any agency oT the federal 
government orpf any Estate pf.: local gpyernment in the United States of America, in that officer's 
or employee's official-capacity; 

b: agreed or colluded with other bidderis or pfOspective.bidders, or been a party to any such, 
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of agreement or collusion.among bidders or 
prospecti ve bidders, in restraint of freedom of comp.etition by agreement to bid a fixed, price or 
otherwise; or 

c, made an adinissioh of such'conducf described in a. or b. above that is a riiatter of record,rbut 
have riot beiin prosecuted for such conduct; or 

d. yiolated the provisions of Munieipal Code Secfion 2̂^̂  Wage Ordinance). 
I c e r t i f y the above to be tru e . 

4; Neither the Disclosing Party, AffilwtedEritity-pr CbntractOr,,^ any of their ertiployees, bfficialSi,; 
agents of partners, is barred from contracting with any unit of state or local government as a result of 
engaging in;pr being convicted of (I ) bid-figging i ILCS 5/33E-3; (2) bid-rOtating in 
violation Of 720 ILCS:5/33E-4; or (3) any similar offense ofany stale or of the United .States of 
America that c.ontains .the same elements as the offense of bid-rigging or bid-rptafing, 

I c e r t i f y the above to be tru e . 

5. Nehher the Disclosing Party nof .any Affiliated Enfity is listed on any of the following lists 
maintained by the Office of Foreign Assets Control ofthe U.S. Department of the Treasury or the 
Bureau of Industry and Security of:the U.S. Department of Commerce or their successors: the Specially 
Designated Nationals List, the.Deriied Persons List, the Unverified List, the Emily List and the 
Debarred List. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

6. The Disclosing Party understands and shall comply wilh the applicable requirements:pf Chapters 
2-55 .(Legislative Inspector General), 2-56 (Inspector General) and 2-156 (Governmental Ethics) of the 
Municipal Code, 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

7. I f the Disclosiug Party is unable to certify to any of the above statements in this Part B (Further 
Certificafions), the Disclosing Party must explain below: 

I tiave a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 
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If the letlers "NA," the word "None,".or no response'appears on the lines above, it will be conclusively 
presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

8. To the best o f the Disciosing Party's knowledge afterreasonable inquiry, thefollowing is a. 
complete list of alf cun-ent employees of the Disclosing ,Piarty who, were,,at any time during the 12-
month period precedmg fhe execufion date of this EI>S,. an. employee, or elected of appointed pfficial, 
of the City of Chicago,(if npne,;;in "N/A" or "none"). 
I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 

9, To fheibest of the Disclpsing Party's kri6\yledge after.feasonable inquiiy, the follp>vihg i ^ a 
complete -list of alli-gifts that th^ Disclpsing; Party has g tifne during the; 
12-month period preceding the:executipn date ofthis EDS, tO an employee, of elected or appointed 
Qfficialy.bf the City of Chicago. Fof-purposes of this statement, a.-"gift',' :does.;not include;~(-i)-'anythiitg-
made genefally available to City employees or to the general public, or (ii) food or drink provided-in tlie 
course of official City business:and;having a retail value of Jess than $20 per recipient (if none, indicate 
with "N/A" or "none")- As to any gift listed below, please; also list the riame O'f the City recipient. 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 

C. CERTIFlGATiON OF STATUS AS FINAiNCIAL;INSTITUTION 

1. The Disclosing Partyeer.fifies thaf the Disclosihg Party (check one) 

[xJ is [J isnot 

a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code. 

2. Ifthe Disclosing Party IS a financial insfitution, then.the Disclosing Party pledges: 

" We are not and will not become a predatory lender as defmed in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal 
Code. We further pledge that none of otir .affiliates iŝ  and none of them will become, a predatory 
lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal Code. We understand that becoming, a predatory 
lender or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilege of doing 
business w i t h the Ci ty ." The D i s c l o s i n g P a r t y makes t h e above p l e d g e . 

I f the Disclosing Party is unable to make this pledge because it or any of its affiliates (as defined in 
Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code) is a predatory lender within the meaning of Chapter 
2-32 of the Municipal Code, explain here (attach additional pages if necessary): 
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I f the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on ithe Hnes above, it will'be 
coriclus ively presumed that the D isclosing Pafty certified to -ihe above statements. 

D. CERTIFICATION REGARDING INTEREST IN CITY BUSINESS, 

Any words orterms that are defined in Chapter.2-156 of ithe Municipal Code haye the same; 
meariings when used in this Paft D. 

I . In accordance wifir Secfion 2T;156-110 pf the Municipal, Code: Does any officialipr emplbyee 
bffhe City have ai;finairicial ihtfefest in his or her own hairaeibr iinithe hiaine of-ariy other-person or 
entity iri the Matter?, 

t j Yes H No 

NOTE: Ifyou checked "Yes" to Item D . l , , proceed to. Items D.2. and D.3. I f you checked "No" to 
Item D. l . , proceed to Part E. 

2,. Unless soid;,pursiuaht4o a process of corripefitive bidding, or.otherwise permitted, no City 
ielecfed official of ernployee shall have a financial interest-in his or her own name or in the;name of 
any Other person or enfity.in the purchase of any property:that (i) belongs to the City, or (ii);is sold 
for taxes or assessments, or (iii) is sold by virtue of legal process at thesuit ofthe City (colliecfiyely, 
"City Property Sale'-). Compensation for property taken pursuant tpi theiCity's e doiuiihipibwer 
does not,constitu.te a;financial interest withinfhe;meaning oif this,Part D. 

Does the:Matter involve a City Property Sale? 

[JYes [JNO 

3. I f you checked."Yes" to I temp.I . , provide the haines and business addresses of the City 
officials or employees having such inlerest and idenfify the nature Ofsuch inlerest; 

Name Business Address Nature of Interest 

4. The Disclosing Pany further certifies that uo prohibited financial interest in the Matter will 
be acquired by any City official or employee. 

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

Please check either 1. or 2. below. If the Disclosing Party checks 2., the Disclosing Parly musl 
disclose below or in an attachment to this EDS all informafion required by paragraph 2. Failure to 
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comply with these disclosure requirements may make any contract eritered into with the City in 
connection with the Matter voidable by the City. 

2^ 1. The Disclosing Party verifies that the Discloising Pariy has searched any and all records of 
thCiDisclosing Party and any and all predecessor entifies regarding records of investments or profits 
from slaxery or slaveholder insurance policies during the/slayeiy era (includingiinsufanceipblici^^ 
issuedfto slaveholders that provided coverage for damage tQ. pr injuiry or death Of their slaves), and 
the Disclo.sing Party has foiirid ho -siuch recordsi 

2: The Disclosing Party'iverifies that,'as a resulf-of coriductirig the search in step ,1 above, thei 
Disclosing Party has found records of investments or profitsfrom slavery or slaveholder insurance 
pdiicies. The Disclosing Piarty verifies that thevfollowihg constitutes full disclosure of all siich 
records, iricluding themames; of any and.all slaves of slaveholdm^ in.fhose records: 

I can make the; v e r i f i c a t i o n (#1) 

SECTION VI - CERTIFICATIONS FOR F E D E R A L L Y FUNDED MATTERS 

NOTE: I f the Matter is federally funded, cpraplete this Sectioh V I , I f the Matter is not federally 
funded, proceed to Secfion VII . Fpir purposes o f this; Section V I ^ credits allocated by the City^ 
and proceeds of debt bbligatibns ofthe City are hot federal funding. 

A, CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

1. Listbelow the names of allpersons or enthies registered under the federal Lobbying; 
Disclosure Act-of 1995' who have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the Disclosing Party with 
respect to the Matter; (Add sheets i f necessary): 

(If no explanation appears or begins on the lines,above,, or i f tiie letlers "NA" or if the word "None" 
appear, i l will be conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Parly iheans that NO persons of enfities 
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act ofT995 have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the 
Disclosing Party with respect to the Malter.) 

2. The Disclosing Parly has nol spent and will not expend any federally appropriated funds to pay 
any person or entity listed in Paragraph A. 1. above for his or her lobbying activities or to pay any 
person or entity to infiuence or attempt to infiucnce an officer or employee of any agency, as defined by 
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
member of Congress, in conneclion wilh the award of any federally funded contracl, making any 
federally funded grant or loan, entering inlo any cooperative agreemenl, or to extend, continue, renew, 
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
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3. The Disclpsing Party will submii an updated certification at the end of each calendar quartet: in. 
whieh there occurs any eycnt -thaf materially affects the-accuracy;of ithe sfatemeritsiarid inform'atipn 'set 
forth in.jparagraphs A .L arid A.2, above., 

4. The Disclosing Party certifies that either: (i) it is not an organizafion described in section 
501(c)i(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or (ii) it is an organizafion described in section 
501(c)(4) of the internal Revenue Code of 19,86 but has not engaged and will not engage in "Lobbying 
Activities". 

5. I f the Disclosing Party is the; Applicarit, the Discilosing.Earty must.obtairi eertifications equal in. 
form arid substance to paragraphs A;;l-.:thfotigh A.4. above'from;ali siibcontractors before it;awaivds aiiy 
'subcOntfact'and the DisclG'sing;Party mus.t.maintain all,s the 
;duration;of the Matter and must make .such. certificafions promptly availableytb theVCity upon request. 

Bi CERTIFICATION REGARDING JEQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

I f the Matter is federally funded, federal regulations require the Applicant and all proposed 
subcontractors to submit the following infonnation witii their bids or in. writing at the outset of 
negotiations.-

Is the.Disclosirig Party the Applicaht? 

[JYes [J;NO 

I f "Yes," answer the three quesfions below: 

1. Have you developed and do you have on file affirmative action programs pursuant to apphcable 
federal regulations? (See 41 CFR Part 60^2;), 

[JYes [JNo 

2. I-iave you filed with the Joint Reporfing Committee, the Director ofthe Office of Federal 
Contract Compliance Programs, Or the.EqualiEmployment Opportuniiy Commission all reports due 
under the.applicable fihng reqijirements? 

[JYes [J;No 

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts subject to the 
equal opportunity clause? 

[JYes [ JNo 

Ifyou checked "No" to question 1. or 2. above, please provide an explanation: 

Page 10 of 13 



SECTION V I I - ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION, 
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE 

The Disclosing Party understands and agrees that:; 

A. The certifications,: disclosures, and acknowledgmerits, contained in this EDS w i l l become: part of any 
/contract or other agreement between the AppUcanf and the City in connection \yith the Matter, whether 
procurement,/Ci.ty assistance, or otheir City action,fand. ai:e ma inducernents tO the-Gity's execufion 
of any;contract of'taking o'thef acfion with respect to the Matter. The Disclosing Party uhdierstand.s that 
it musit comply withvall statutes, ordinances, arid regulations priiwhich.this EDS is based. 

;B., The City's Gov.isrnmentaliEthics and iCampaign Financing Ordinances, Chapters 2-156; and 2-164 of 
.the-Muriicipai'Codei imppsis,icertaih dufies.̂ and obligations:Qnp,;ersons or enfities seeking Cify conifracts, 
work, business, or transactions. The full texit .pf.,these prdmarices arid a training program iis iavailable on 
line at: www.citYOfchica.go.org/Ethics, and:mav: also be obtainedi Board of Ethics, 740iN;.̂  

Sedgwick St.,;Suite 500, Chicago,,IL 60610, (312);744-9660. The Disclosing Party must comply fully 
iwi th the applicable ordinances. I acknowledge and consent t o t he above. 

C. I f the City determines that;any:!nforma,fipn provided in this EDS is falsie, incomplete or iiriaccurate, 
any contract or other agreement in connection with which-it is submitted riiay be rescihded~6r be void or 
yoidable, and the City riiay-pursue.any reimedies under the contract prî agreement (if not rescinded .of 
void), at laWi or in equity, including tefihiriating iUie Disclosing-iParty's participafion in the;Matter and/or' 
declining to allow the Disclosing Party tO :participate iri,other transactions with tiie City. Remedies at 
law fOr a false statement of material fact may include iricarcerafion and an award to the City of treble 
damages, 

D. It is the City's policy to make this document availabli; to the public on its Internet site and/or upon 
request, Sonie or all of the:information proyided.on thisEDS and any attachments to this EDS maybe 
made available to the public on the Internet, in response to a Freedom Of Information Act request, of 
otherwise. By completing and signing this EDS, the Disclosing Party waives and releases any possible: 
rights or claims which it may have againsf'the City in connection with the public.release.of information 
contained in this EDS and also autiiorizes the City to verify the accuracy ofany information submitted 
in this EDS. 

E. The informafion provided in this EDS must be.kept current. In the event of changes, the Disclosing 
Parly musl supplement this EDS up lo the time the City takes action on the Malter. Ifthe Malter is a 
contract being handled by the City's Department of Procurement Services, the Disclosing Party must 
update this EDS as the contract requires. NOTE: With respect to Matters subject to Article I of 
Chapter 1-23 ofthe Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain specified 
offenses), the information provided herein regarding eligibility must be kept current for a longer period, 
as required by Chapter 1-23 and Seclion 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code. 
I acknowledge and con.sent t o the above. 

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that: 
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r . l . . The l,;)isclo.S!Hu Pajiy is nut (.Iclinqufiil in the payment cfun) iidniin isicK'ci by (he Illinois 
Dcp;irtnicni of Re\'enuc, uor arc the Disclosing I'ai-iy or its .AfTiliatcti Hniiiics delinquent m pa '̂in.si any 
fine, fee, la.x or other charge owed to the Cily. This nicliidcs, bul is nol limiiod !o, all \%atcr cliargcs. 
scwcr charges, license fees, parking tickets, property taxes or sales la.xus. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be t rue . 

F.2 Ifthe Disclosiag Party is the Applicant, ihc Disclosuig Party and lis .Affiliated iintities -vs-ili not 
i;se, nor permit their suhcoiuractors to use, any facility listed by the U.S. H.P:.A. on tho federal H.xcludcd 
Panics Lisl System f"EPLS"i) maiiuained by the U. S. General Services .Administration. 

I c e r t i f y che above to be t rue . 

F.."? Ifthe Disclosing Party is the .Applicant, the Disclosing Party w-ill obtain from any 
contractor.s/subcontractors hired or to be hired in connection with the .Matter certifications equal in 
form and subsiance to those in F. 1. and F.2. above and will not, without the prior written consent of the 

• City, iisii' anysnr li c£)nti'acro'-/sMhfnnlrnclor that docs.uol providi:- .such ci:;Ui-£ica4uws-(,).ii-U;.a4-tlM; 
Disciosing Party has reason lo believe has nol provided or cannot provide trullifiil certifications. 

I c e r t i f y the above to he t rue . 

N O T l r !:"thc Disclosing Party cannor certify as to any ofthe itenis in F ':., F 2. or F..1 above, an 
cxplanaioiy si.itcnieni must bo attaclied to this EDS. 

CEKTIFJC.MIO.N 

Lhider penalty of petjiity, ilic person signing belou': (1) wai'rants ihat he/slic is authorized lo cxcciiic 
ihis FDS and .Appendi.x ,A ( i f applicable) on behalf of the Disclosing Party, and (2) warrants that all 
ccrtilTcations and statements contained in this EDS and .Appendix A (if applicable) arc true, accurate 
and coni[)le;e as ol' liic date furnished lo the Ciiy. 

Bank of America, N.A 

(Pnni or [ypo name of .Oisciosing Party) 

^"' (Sign here) 

Michelle L. M i l i t e l l o 

(Pnn; or type name of person signing) 

Vico President 

iP- 'Mi o'- iy|;c iiiic of poison M;; 

. ; / • -: L? ... 
SMinoO;-ri,!!.' i..) bc!oiC iHO Oil i^laio i / / ' •' '• ""' ' 

NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS 
iii .•,^:)M,.^ ^MV COMMISSION EXPIRES 1/5/2019 

I'jsiL- \2 oi 13 



CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIXA 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH E L E C T E D CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

This Appiehdix iis to.be completed only by (a):tHe Applicant,:and (b) any legal entity which has a direct 
ownership interesl in theyApplicant exceeding Viî  If is hot to bei completed iby any legal entity 
which has only anindirect ownership interest in- the AppUcant, 

Under;Munieipal Code Section 2-154-015, t 
or atty "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently has a "famihal: nslationship" with 
iahy'ele'cteicl city official.pfdepartmerit heâ  A 'Taihilial refatiohship" ê  i f j as of the date this EDS is 
signed, the.DisclosingPar^ or any-"Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof is related to 
;t:he niaypr, any alderman, the city .clerk, the city treasurer or aiiy city department head as spouscior dbihestic 
.partner or asariy of the following, whetiier:by blood or adoption: parent, child, brother or,sister,;aunt or uncle, 
n̂iecc or nephew, grandparent, grandchildj father-in-law, rhother-ih-law, son-ih-law, daughter-in-law, stepfather 

or stepmotiier, stepson or stepdatiglitcr, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or halfrsister. 

"Applicable Party" means (l);all executive officers of the Disclosing Party hsted in Section II.B.1.a., ifthe. 
Djsclosing Party is a cprporation;;;.all partners of the Discloshig Party, i f the Disclosirig Party ,is; a general 
•partnership; alf gehisral paftrierS: and~Iimited:partners of the Discidsihg Party,'if the r)isclosirig;Party;is a limited 
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the DisclosingiParty, ifthe Disclosing Party is a 
fimited liability cprapaiiy;;(2) all principal officers of the Disclpsing Paily; arid (3) anyjpersoh having more than 
a 7.5 percent ownership interest in the Disclosing Paify. "Principal officers" means the president, chief 
operating officer, executive dhectpr, chief fmancial bfficer,'treasurer or secretary of a legal entity or any person 
exercising similar authority. 

Does the Disclosing Party or any "Apphcable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently 
have a "familial.relationship" with an elected city official of department head? 

[ ] Yes [^]No 

If yes, please idenfify below (1) the name and title of such person, (2) the name of the legal entity to which 
such person is connected; (3) tiie name and title of the elected city official or department head to whom such 
person has a familial relationship, and (4) the precise nature of such familial relationship. 
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CITYOFCHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT.AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDL^B 

BUILDING CODE SCOFIXAW/PROBLEM LANDLORD CERTIFICATION 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a);the Applicant, arid (b) any legal entity 
which has a direct ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding,?.? percent (an "0\yner"). 
I t is hbf to be completed by any legal entity which has only an indirect ownership interest in 
the Applicant. 

1. Puiisuant to Municipal̂ Code Section 2-154-010',- is the Applicant pfiany Owner idehtified as a, 
building code scofflaw.or piroliiem laiidlord pursuant to Section 2-92-416 of tlie Municipal 
Code? 

[ lYes [^]No 

2, f f the Applicant: is a legal eutity pubiiciy traded on any exchange, is any officer or director .of 
the Applicant identified as a building.code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant fo-Section > 
2-92-416 of the Municipal Code? 

[ ;] Yes [ ^ ] No [ ,] Not Applicable 

3. If iyes to (1) 6r(2);abpve, please identify below the name of tire person or legal entity 
identi fied as a building code scofflaw or probleiu landlord and the address of the building,or 
buildings toi\yhich the pertinent code violations apply. 

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONSTITUTES ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AND AGREEMENT THAT THIS APPENDIX B IS INCORPORATED BY 
REFERENCE INTO, AND MADE A PART OF, THE ASSOCIATED EDS, 
AND THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE IN THIS APPENDIX B ARE 
SUBJECT TO THE CERTIFICATION MADE UNDER PENALTY OF 
PERJURY ON PAGE 12 OF THE ASSOCIATED EDS. 



BANK OF AMERICA, N.A. 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

LIST OF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS 

RESPONSE TO SECTION II.B.1 

Bank of America, N.A. 

Directors 

Brian T. Moynihan 

Chairman ofthe Board and Chief Executive Officer, Bank of America Corporation 

Chades K. Gifford 

Former Chairman, Bank of America Corporation 

Jack O. Bovender, Jr. 

Lead Independent Director, Bank of America Corporation 

Linda P. Hudson 
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, The Cardea Group, and former President and Chief 
Executive Officer, BAE Systems, Inc. 
Sharon L. Allen 

Former Chairman, Deloitte LLP 

Monica C. Lozano 

Chairman of the Board, US Hispanic Media Inc. 

Susan S. Bies 

Former Member, Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 

Thomas J. May 

Chairman, President and Chief Execuiive Officer, Eversource Energy 

Frank P. Bramble, Sr. 

Former Executive Officer, MBNA Corporation 

Lionel L. Nowell, III 

Former Senior Vice President and Treasurer of PepsiCo, Inc. 

Pierre J. P. de Week 

Former Chairman and Global Head of Private Wealth Management, Deutsche Bank AG 

R. David Yost 

Former Chief Executive Officer, AmerisourceBergen Corporation 

Arnold W. Donald 
President and Chief Executive Officer, Carnival Corporation & pic 



Senior Officers 

Brian T. Moynihan 

Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer 

Terry Laughlin 

President of Strategic Initiatives 

Dean Athanasia 

President, Preferred and Small Business Banking Co-head, Consumer Banking 

Gary G. Lynch 
Vice Chairman and Global General Counsel 
Catherine P. Bessant 
Chief Operations and Technology Officer 
Thomas K. Montag 
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BANK OF AMERICA, N.A. 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

SECTION 11(A) Disclosure of Ownership Interests 

The disclosing Party operates as a national bank association incorporated under the law ŝ ofthe United States 
and subject lo examination by the Office of the Comptroller of Currency. 

SECTION III -Business Relationships with City Elected Officials 

Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of Bank of America Corporation ("BAC"). BAC and its 
subsidiaries, which include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time equivalent employees 
as of December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not possible for the Disclosing Party to perform due diligence 
across the full panoply of associates and the Disclosing Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing 
Party's response. Additionally, the Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in various state and 
federal courts. The Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by its regulators, including all 
required disclosures in its Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on Form 10-0, which 
are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. Those Reports include disclosures of investigations and olher matters as 
required by federal law and are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the 
existence of any other, non-public investigation conducted by any government investigator unless 
required to do so by law. Further, to the knowledge ofthe individual signing below and without 
independent inquiry, there are no Officers, Directors, or key employees of the Disclosing Party who are 
also employed by the City. However, employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a wriUen Code 
of Ethics (which each employee, on an annual basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) 
that requires all employees to disclose any outside activities and relationships that may pose a conflict 
of interest with BAC and its activities. Attached to this Addendum is a copy of the Litigation and 
Regulatory Matters from a recent Report. 

BAC and, or, its affiliates, have engaged the law firm of Klafter & Burke for legal representation in the 
past, which engagement may continue to the date ofthis Statement, and BAC and, or, its affiliates, may 
engage the law firm of Klafter & Burke for legal representation in the future. Alderman Edward M. 
Burke Principal of Klafter & Burke. 

SECTION V. - Certifications 

SECTION V(A) Court-Ordered Child Support Compliance 

As a public corporation, BAC does not have any "substantial" owners as defined by the provision. No individual 
or group of individuals owns 10% or more of BAC. In addition, the Disclosing Party complies with all child support 
orders it receives. 

B. Further Clarifications 

1. Disclosing Party is not the Applicant. 

Neither BAC nor its Executive Officers and Director identified wiihin this EDS is subject to any order, judgment or 
decree by any court or government authority in which it is barred, suspended or otherwise limited from engaging in 
any type of business practice. 

SECTION V(B)(2) b, c and e: 

BAC makes all required disclosures in its Form 10-k as filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission and its 
Annual Report as posted on its website. In addition, BAC's registered broker-dealer and investment adviser 
subsidiaries make all required disclosures on their Form BDs and filed with FINRA and their Form ADVs as filed 
with the SEC. These filings include disclosures of investigations and litigation as required by the securities 
regulatory organizations and federal law, and are publicly available.- BAC cannot confirm or deny the existence of 



any other non-public investigation conducted by any governmental agency unless required to do so by law. 

Please let us know if any additional information is needed. 



SECTION V(B)(2)d 

The Disclosing Party performed due diligence within the Public Sector Banking and Markets Group of BAC to 
determine whether any Public Sector Banking and Markets Group of BAC employees were aware of any public 
finance transactions (federal, state or local) having been terminated for cause or default within the last five years, 
and none of such employees were aware of any such transactions. 

SECTION V(B)(3)a, b, c and d 

Please note that our responses are on behalf ofthe Disclosing Party only and not on behalf of any contractors or 
retained parties disclosed in SECTION IV. 

a, b and c - Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, c and e above. Additionally, b and c - Please see 
response to SECTION V(4) below. 

SECTION V(4): Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, c and e above. 

SECTION V(B)(6) 

BAC and its affiliates maintain strict policies and procedures to ensure compliance with applicable, local, stale and 
federal law and regulations, including Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal Code. To the best of the individual signing 
this EDS, BAC and its affiliates are currently in compliance, and have policies and procedures in place to ensure 
continued compliance. 

SECTION V(B)(7) AND (8) 

Please see responses to SECTION VII(C). 

SECTOIN V(E) CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

The Disclosing Party verifies that a) the Disclosing Party has searched any and all records ofthe Disclosing Party 
and any and all predecessor entities for records of investments or profits from slavery, the slave industry, or 
slaveholder insurance policies, and (b) the Disclosing Party has found no records of investments or profits from 
slavery, the slave industry, or slaveholder insurance policies and no records of any slave or slaveholders. 

SECTION Vll - Acknowledgments, Contract Incorporation, Compliance, Penalties, Disclosure 

SECTION VII(B) and (C). Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of BAC. BAC and 
its subsidiaries, which include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time 
equivalent employees as of December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not possible for the 
Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the full panoply of associates and the 
Disclosing Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's response. Additionally, the 
Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in various state and federal courts. The 
Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by its regulators, including all required 
disclosures in its Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, which 
are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities 
and Exchange Commission. Those Reports include disclosures of investigations and other 
matters as required by federal law and are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot 
confirm or deny the existence of any other, non-public investigation conducted by any 
government investigator unless required to do so by law. Further, to the knowledge of the 
individual signing below and without independent inquiry, there are no Officers, Directors, or 
key employees of the Disclosing Party who are also employed by the City. However, 
employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a written Code of Ethics (which each 
employee, on an annual basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that requires 
all employees to disclose any outside activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of 
interest with BAC and its activities. 

F 1-

Representatives and agents of BAC or its affiliates meet with representatives of the City on a monthly or 
other regular basis to identify outstanding amounts duly payable by BAC or its affiliates to the City and settle 



them accordingly. 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED OFFICIAL AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of BAC. BAC and its subsidiaries, which include 
Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time equivalent employees as of December 31, 2014. 
Accordingly, It is not possible for the Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the full panoply of 
associates and the Disclosing Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's response. 
Additionally, the Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in various state and federal courts. The 
Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by its regulators, including all required disclosures in its 
Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarteriy Reports on Form 10-Q, which are updated In Reports on 
Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission. Those 
Reports include disclosures of investigations and other matters as required by federal law and are 
publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence of any other, non-public 
investigation conducted by any government investigator unless required to do so by law. Further, to the 
knowledge of the individual signing below and without independent inquiry, there are no Officers, 
Directors, or key employees of the Disclosing Party who are also employed by the City. However, 
employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a written Code of Ethics (which each employee, on an 
annual basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that requires all employees to disclose 
any outside activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of interest with BAC and its activities. 



Litigation and Regulatory Matters 

Document Follows This Page 



Litigation and Regulatory Matters 
In the ordinary course of business, ttie Corporation and its subsidiaries are 
routinely defendants in or parties to many pending and ttireatened legal actions 
and proceedings, including actions brought on behalf of various classes of 
claimants. These actions and proceedings are generally based on alleged 
violations of consumer protection, securities, environmental, banl<ing, 
employment, contract and other laws. In some of these actions and proceedings, 
claims for substantial monetary damages are asserted against the Corporation 
and its subsidiaries. 

In the ordinary course of business, the Corporation and its subsidiaries are 
also subject to regulatory and governmental examinations, information gathering 
requests, inquiries, investigations, and threatened legal actions and proceedings. 
For example, certain subsidiaries of the Corporation are registered broker-dealers 
or investment advisors and are subject to regulation by the SEC, the Financial 
Industry Regulatory Authority, the European Commission, the PRA, the FCA and 
other international, federal and state securities regulators. In connection with 
formal and informal inquiries, the Corporation' and its subsidiaries receive 
numerous requests, subpoenas and orders for documents, testimony and 
information in connection with various aspects of the Corporation's regulated 
activities. 

In view of the inherent difficulty of predicting the outcome of such litigation, 
regulatory and governmental matters, particularly where the claimants seek very 
large or indeterminate damages or where the matters present novel legal theories 
or involve a large number of parties, the Corporation generally cannot predict what 
the eventual outcome of the pending matters will be, what the timing of the 
ultimate resolution of these matters will be, or what the eventual loss, fines or 
penalties related to each pending matter may be. 

In accordance with applicable accounting guidance, the Corporation 
establishes an accrued liability for litigation, regulatory and governmental 
matters when those matters present loss contingencies that are both probable 
and estimable. In such cases, there may be an exposure to loss in excess of any 
amounts accrued. As a litigation, regulatory or governmental matter develops, the 
Corporation, in conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter, 
evaluates on an ongoing basis whether such matter presents a loss contingency 
that is probable and estimable. When a loss contingency is not both probable and 
estimable, the Corporation does not establish an accrued liability. If, at the time of 
evaluation, the loss contingency related to a litigation, regulatory or governmental 
matter is not both probable and estimable, the matter will continue to be 
monitored for further developments that would make such loss contingency both 
probable and estimable. Once the loss contingency related to a litigation, 
regulatory or governmental matter is deemed to be both probable and 
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estimable, the Corporation will establish an accrued liability with respect to such 
loss contingency and record a corresponding amount of litigation-related 
expense. The Corporation continues to monitor the matter tor further 
developments that could affect the amount of the accrued liability that has been 
previously established. Excluding expenses of internal or external legal service 
providers, litigation-related expense of $16.4 billion was recognized for 2014 
compared to$6.1 billion for 2013. 

For a limited number of the matters disclosed in this Note for which a loss, 
whether in excess of a related accrued liability or where there is no accrued 
liability, is reasonably possible in future periods, the Corporation is able to 
estimate a range of possible loss. In determining whether it is possible to 
estimate a range of possible loss, the Corporation reviews and evaluates its 
material litigation, regulatory and governmental matters on an ongoing basis, in 
conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter, in light of potentially 
relevant factual and legal developments. These may include information learned 
through the discovery process, rulings on dispositive motions, settlement 
discussions, and other rulings by courts, arbitrators or others. In cases in which 
the Corporation possesses sufficient appropriate information to estimate a range 
of possible loss, that estimate is aggregated and disclosed below. There may be 
other disclosed matters for which a loss is probable or reasonably possible but 
such an estimate of the range of possible loss may not be possible. For those 
matters where an estimate of the range of possible loss is possible, management 
currently estimates the aggregate range of possible loss is $0 to $2.7 billion in 
excess of the accrued liability (if any) related to those matters. This estimated 
range of possible loss is based upon currently available information and is 
subject to significant judgment and a variety of assumptions, and known and 
unknown uncertainties. The matters underlying the estimated range will change 
from time to time, and actual results may vary significantly from the current 
estimate. Those matters for which an estimate is not possible are not included 
within this estimated range. Therefore, this estimated range of possible loss 
represents what the Corporation believes to be an estimate of possible loss only 
for certain matters meeting these criteria. It does not represent the Corporation's 
maximum loss exposure. 

Information is provided below regarding the nature of all of these 
contingencies and, where specified, the amount of the claim associated with 
these loss contingencies. Based on current knowledge, management does not 
believe that loss contingencies arising from pending matters, including the 
matters described herein, will have a material adverse effect on the consolidated 
financial position or liquidity of the Corporation. However, in light of the inherent 
uncertainties involved in these matters, some of which are beyond fhe 
Corporation's control, and the very large or indeterminate damages sought in 
some of these matters, an adverse outcome in one or more of these matters 
could be material to the Corporation's results of operations or cash flows for any 
particular reporting period. 

liond InsufHnce Litigation 

Ambac Count rywide L/t/gat/on 
The Corporation, Countrywide and other Countrywide entities are named as 
defendants in an action filed on September 29, 2010 and as amended on May 
28, 2013, by Ambac Assurance Corporation and the Segregated Account of 
Ambac Assurance Corporation (together, Ambac), entitled Ambac Assurance 

Corporation and The Segregated Account of Ambac Assurance Corporation v. 
Countrywide Home Loans, inc., et al. This action, currently pending in New York 
Supreme Court, New York County, relates to bond insurance policies provided by 
Ambac on certain securitized pools of second-lien (and in one pool, first-lien) 
HELOCs, first-lien subprime home equity loans and fixed-rate second-lien 
mortgage loans. Plaintiffs allege that they have paid claims as a result of defaults 
in the underlying loans and assert that the Countrywide defendants 
misrepresented the characteristics of the underlying loans and breached certain 
contractual representations and warranties regarding the underwriting and 
servicing of the loans. Plaintiffs also allege that the Corporation is liable based on 
successor liability theories. Damages claimed by Ambac are in excess of $2.2 
billion and include the amount of payments for current and future claims it has 
paid or claims it will be obligated to pay under the policies, increasing over time 
as it pays claims under relevant policies, plus unspecified punitive damages. 

On December 30, 2014, Ambac filed a second complaint in the same court 
against the same defendants, claiming fraudulent inducement against 
Countrywide and successor and vicarious liability against the Corporation relating t 
o eight partially Ambac-insured RMBS transactions that closed between 2005 
and 2007, all backed by negative amortization pay option adjustable-rate 
mortgage (ARM) loans that were originated in whole or in part by Countrywide. 
Seven of the eight securitizations were issued and underwritten by non-parties to 
the litigation. Ambac claims damages in excess of $600 million consisting of all 
alleged past and future claims against its policies, plus other unspecified 
compensatory and punitive damages. 

Also on December 30, 2014, Ambac filed a third action in Wisconsin Circuit 
Court, Dane County, against Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., claiming that it was 
fraudulently induced to insure portions offive securitizations issued and 
underwritten in 2005 by a non-party that included Countrywide originated first-
lien negative amortization pay option ARfVI loans. The complaint claims damages 
in excess of $350 million for all alleged past and future Ambac insured claims 
payment obligations plus other unspecified compensatory and punitive damages. 

Ambac First Frank/in Litigation 
On April 16, 2012, Ambac sued First Franklin Financial Corp., BANA, MLPF&S, 
Merrill Lynch Mortgage Lending, Inc. (MLML), and Merrill Lynch Mortgage 
Investors, Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. Plaintiffs' claims 
relate to guaranty insurance Ambac provided on a First Franklin securitization 
(Franklin Mortgage Loan Trust, Series 2007-FFC). The securitization was 
sponsored by MLML, and certain certificates in the securitization were insured by 
Ambac. The complaint alleges that defendants breached representations and 
warranties concerning the origination of the underlying mortgage loans and 
asserts claims for fraudulent inducement, breach of contract and 
indemnification. Plaintiffs also assert breach of contract claims against BANA 
based upon its servicing of the loans in the securitization. The complaint alleges 
that Ambac has paid hundreds of millions of dollars in claims and has accrued 
and continues to accrue tens of millions of dollars in additional claims, and 
Ambac seeks as damages the total claims it has paid and its projected claims 
payment obligations, as well as specific performance of defendants' contractual 
repurchase obligations. 
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On July 19, 2013, the court denied defendants' motion to dismiss Ambac's 
contract and fraud causes of action but granted dismissal of Ambac's 
indemnification cause of action. In addition, the court denied defendants' motion 
to dismiss Ambac's claims for attorneys'fees and punitive damages. 

European C'omniLssion - Credit Default Swaps Antitrust Investigation 
On July 1, 2013, the European Commission (Commission) announced that it had 
addressed a Statement of Objections (SO) to the Corporation, BANA and Banc of 
America Securities LLC (together, the Bank of America Entities), a number of 
other financial institutions, Markit Group Limited, and the International Swaps 
and Derivatives Association (together, the Parties). The SO sets forth the 
Commission's preliminary conclusion that the Parties infringed European Union 
competition law by participating in alleged collusion to prevent exchange trading 
of CDS and futures. According to the SO, the conduct of the Bank of America 
Entities took place between August 2007 and April 2009. As part of the 
Commission's procedures, the Parties have reviewed the evidence in the 
investigative file, responded to the Commission's preliminary conclusions and 
attended a hearing before the Commission. If the Commission is satisfied ttiat its 
preliminary conclusions are proved, the Commission has stated that it intends to 
imposes fine and require appropriate remedial measures. 

Fontaincblcau Las Vegas Litigation 
On June 9, 2009, Avenue CLO Fund Ltd., et aL v. Bank of America, N.A., Merrill 
Lynch Capital Corporation, et ai. was filed in the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Nevada by certain Fontainebleau Las Vegas, LLC (FBLV) project lenders. 
Plaintiffs alleged that, among other things, BANA breached its duties as 
disbursement agent under the agreement governing the disbursement of loaned 
funds to FBLV, then a Chapter 11 debtor-in-possession. Plaintiffs seek monetary 
damages of more than $700 million, plus interest. This action was subsequently 
transferred by the U.S. Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (JPML) to the U.S. 
District Court for the Southern District of Florida. 

On March 19, 2012, the district court granted BANA's motion for summary 
judgment on all causes of action against it In its capacity as disbursement agent 
and denied plaintiffs' motion for summary judgment on those claims. On July 26, 
2013, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit affirmed in part and 
reversed in part the district court's dismissal of the disbursement agent claims 
against BANA, holding that there were factual disputes that could not be resolved 
on a summaryjudgmcnt motion, and remanded the case to the district court for 
further proceedings. 

Dismissal of the other claims was affirmed on a separate appeal. On 
December 13, 2013, the JPML remanded the action to the District of Nevada for 
trial. 

The parties have settled the action for $300 million, an amount that was fully 
accrued as of December 31, 2014. Pursuant to the settlement, plaintiffs have 
stipulated to the voluntary dismissal of their remaining claims with prejudice. 

In rc Rank of America Securities, Derivative and Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act (ERISA) Litigation 
Beginning in January 2009, the Corporation, as well as certain current and 
former officers and directors, among others, were named as defendants in a 
variety of actions filed in state and federal courts. The actions generally concern 
alleged material misrepresentations and/or omissions with respect to certain 
securities filings by the Corporation. The' securities filings contained information 
with respect to events that took place from September 2008 through January 
2009 contemporaneous with the Corporation's acquisition of Merrill Lynch & Co., 
Inc. (Merrill Lynch). Certain federal court actions were consolidated and/or 
coordinated in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York (the 
District Court) under the caption in re Bank of America Securities, Derivative and 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) Litigation. 

Plaintiffs in the consolidated securities class action (the Consolidated 
Securities Class Action) asserted claims under Sections 14(a), 10(b) and 20(a) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and Sections 11, 12(a)(2) and 15 of the 
Securities Act of 1933 and asserted damages based on the drop in the stock 
price upon subsequent disclosures. On April 5, 2013, the District Court granted 
final approval of the settlement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On 
November 5, 2014, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit affirmed the 
final approval of the settlement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On 
February 3, 2015, the deadline for filing a petition for writ of certiorari with the 
U.S. Supreme Court elapsedwithoutany objector filing a petition. 

Certain shareholders opted to pursue their claims apart from the Consolidated 
Securities Class Action. Following settlements in an aggregate amount that was 
fully accrued as of December 31, 2013, the District Court dismissed the claims 
of these plaintiffs with prejudice. 

In addition, on January 11, 2013, the District Court approved the settlement 
of claims filed by plaintiffs in a derivative action in the Consolidated Securities 
Class Action, which also resolved a consolidated derivative action filed in the 
Delaware Court of Chancery. 

In addition, the District Court dismissed a complaint filed by plaintiffs in the 
ERISA actions in the Consolidated Securities Class Action on August 27, 2010, 
and the parties stipulated to the withdrawal of the appeal of that decision on 
January 14, 2013. 

Interchange and Related Litigation 
In 2005, a group of merchants filed a series of putative class actions and 
individual actions directed at interchange fees associated with Visa and 
MasterCard payment card transactions. These actions, which were consolidated 
in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of New York under the caption In 
Re Payment Card Interchange Fee and Merchant Discount Anti-Trust Litigation 
(Interchange), named Visa, MasterCard and several banks and bank holding 
companies (BHCs), including the Corporation, as defendants. Plaintiffs allege 
that defendants conspired to fix the level of default interchange rates and that 
certain rules of Visa and MasterCard related to merchant acceptance of payment 
cards at the point of sale were unreasonable restraints of trade Plaintiffs sought 
unspecified damages and injunctive relief. 
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On October 19, 2012, defendants settled tho matter The settlement provides 
for, among other things, (i) payments by defendants to the class and individual 
plaintiffs totaling approximately S6.6 billion, allocated proportionately to each 
defendant based upon various loss-sharing agreements; (ii) distribution to class 
merchants of an amount equal to 10 bps of default interchange across all Visa 
and MasterCard credit card transactions for a period of eight consecutive 
months, to begin by July 29, 2013, which otherwise would have been paid to 
issuers and which effectively reduces credit interchange for that period of time; 
and (iii) modifications to certain Visa and MasterCard rules regarding merchant 
point of sale practices. 

The court granted final approval of the class settlement agreement on 
December 13, 2013. Several class members appealed to the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the Second Circuit. In addition, a number of class members opted out of the 
settlement of their past damages claims. The cash portion of the settlement was 
adjusted downward as a result of these opt outs. 

The Corporation is named in three of the opt-out suits, including one brought 
by cardholders, and, as a result of various sharing agreements from the main 
Interchange litigation, the Corporation remains liable for any settlement or 
judgment in opt-out suits where it is not named as a defendant. All but one of the 
opt-out suits filed to date have been consolidated in the U.S. District Court for the 
Eastern District of New York. On July 18, 2014, the court denied defendants' 
motion to dismiss opt-out complaints filed by merchants, and on November 26, 
2014, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss the Sherman Act claim in 
the cardholder complaint. 

LIBOR, Other Reference Rate and Foreign Exchange (FX) Inquiries and 
Litigation 
The Corporation has received subpoenas and information requests from 
government authorities in North America, Europe and the Asia Pacific region, 
including the DoJ, the U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) and 
the FCA, concerning submissions made by panel banks in connection with the 
setting of LIBOR and other reference rates. The Corporation is cooperating with 
these inquiries. 

In addition, the Corporation and BANA have been named as defendants along 
with most of the other LIBOR panel banks in a series of individual and class 
actions in various U.S. federal and state courts relating to defendants' LIBOR 
contributions. All cases naming the Corporation have been'or are in the process 
of being consolidated for pre-trial purposes in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York by the JPML. The Corporation expects that any 
future cases naming it will similarly be consolidated for pre-trial purposes. 
Plaintiffs allege that they held or transacted in U.S. Dollar LIBOR-based derivatives 
or other financial instruments and sustained losses as a result of collusion or 
manipulation by defendants regarding the setting of U.S. Dollar LIBOR. Plaintiffs 
assert a variety of claims, including antitrust and Racketeer Influenced and 
Corrupt Organizations (RICO), common law fraud, and breach of contract claims, 
and seek compensatory, treble and punitive damages, and injunctive relief. 

In a series of rulings, the court dismissed antitrust, RICO and certain state 
law claims, while permitting the Commodity Exchange Act and other state law 
claims to proceed. As a result of a procedural ruling by the Supreme Court, 
plaintiffs are pursuing an immediate appeal of the dismissal of their antitrust 
claims. Further, based on the statute of limitations, the court has substantially 

limited the time period for which manipulation claims under the Commodity 
Exchange Act may t>e pursued. As to the Corporation and BANA, the court has also 
dismissed manipulation claims based on alleged trader conduct, and certain 
common law claims by plaintiffs who alleged no direct dealings with the 
Corporation or BANA. Other claims against the Corporation and BANA remain 
pending, however, and the court is continuing to consider motions regarding 
them, including the applicability of its prior rulings to subsequently filed actions. 

Certain regulatory and government authorities in North America, Europe and 
the Asia Pacific region are conducting investigations and making inquiries of a 
significant number of FX market participants, including the Corporation, 
regarding FX market participants' conduct and systems and controls over 
multiple years. The Corporation is cooperating with these investigations and 
inquiries, some of which are likely to lead to regulatory or legal proceedings and 
expose the Corporation to material penalties, fines or losses, and could adversely 
affect its reputation. 

In particular, in Novemljer 2014, the Corporation resolved a matter with the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC) by agreeing to the imposition of 
mandatory remedial measures and payment of $250 million in civil penalties 
associated with the Corporation's FX business and its systems and controls. 

The Corporation is in separate advanced discussions to resolve the regulatory 
matters of concern to another U.S. banking regulator involving the Corporation's 
FX business and its systems and controls. There can be no assurances that 
these discussions will lead to a resolution, or of the amount or timing of any such 
resolution. 

In addition, in a consolidated amended complaint filed on March 31, 2014, 
the Corporation and BANA were named as defendants along with other FX market 
participants in a putative class action filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York on behalf of plaintiffs and a putative class who 
allegedly transacted in FX and are domiciled in the U.S. or transacted in FX in the 
U.S. (the U.S. Action). On April 30, 2014, a substantively similar class action was 
filed against the Corporation and other FX market participants on behalf of a 
plaintiff and putative class allegedly located in Norway (the Foreign Action). The 
complaints allege that class members transacted with defendants at or around 
the time of the fixing of the WM/Reulers Closing Spot Rates or entered into 
transactions that settled in whole or in part based on the WM/Reuters Closing 
Spot Rates and that they sustained losses as a result of the defendants' alleged 
conspiracy to manipulate the WM/Reuters Closing Spot Rates. Plaintiffs in the 
U.S. Action assert a single claim for violations of Sections 1 and 3 of the 
Sherman Act, and plaintiff in the Foreign Action asserts claims for violations of 
the Sherman Act, as well as certain claims under New York statutory and 
common law. Plaintiffs seek compensatory and treble damages, and declaratory 
and injunctive relief. 

On January 28, 2015, the court denied defendants' motion to dismiss the U.S. 
Action, finding that plaintiffs had sufficiently pleaded the elements of an 
antitrust claim. In the same decision, the court granted with prejudice 
defendants' motion to dismiss the Foreign Action, finding that the Sherman Act 
does not apply extraterritorial ly, except in limited circumstances not present in 
the case, and that plaintiff had failed to plead an actionable state law claim. 
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Montgomery 
The Corporation, several current and former officers and directors. Banc of 
America Securities LLC (BAS), MLPF&S and other unaffiliated underwriters have 
been named as defendants in a putative class action filed in the U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York entitled Montgomery v. Bank of 
America, et al. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint on January 14, 2011. 
Plaintiff seeks to sue on tiehalf of all persons who acquired certain series of 
preferred stock offered by the Corporation pursuant to a shelf registration 
statement dated May 5, 2006. Plaintiff's claims arise from three offerings dated 
January 24, 2008, January 28, 2008 and May 20, 2008, from which the 
Corporation allegedly received proceeds of $15.8 billion. The amended complaint 
asserts claims under Sections 11, 12(a)(2) and 15 of the Securities Act of 1933, 
and alleges that the prospectus supplements associated with the offerings: (i) 
failed to disclose that the Corporation's loans, leases, CDOs and commercial MBS 
were impaired to a greater extent than disclosed; (ii) misrepresented the extent of 
the impaired assets by failing to establish adequate reserves or properly record 
losses for its impaired assets; (iii) misrepresented the adequacy of the 
Corporation's internal controls in light of the alleged impairment of Its assets; (iv) 
misrepresented the Corporation's capital base and Tier 1 leverage ratio for risk-
based capital in light of the allegedly Impaired assets; and (v) misrepresented the 
thoroughness and adequacy of the Corixiration's due diligence in connection with 
its acquisition of Countrywide. The amended complaint seeks rescission, 
compensatory and other damages. On March 16, 2012, the court granted 
defendants' motion to dismiss the first amended compIainL On December 3, 
2013, the court denied plaintiffs' motion to file a second amended complaint On 
February 6, 2014, plaintiffs appealed the denial of their motion to amend to the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit. 

The Corporation, Countrywide, Merrill Lynch and/or their affiliates may have 
claims for and/or may be subject to claims for contractual indemnification in 
connection with their various roles in regard to MBS. 

On August 15, 2011, the JPML ordered multiple federal court cases involving 
Countrywide MBS consolidated for pretrial purposes in the U.S. District Court for 
the Central District of California in a multi-district litigation entitled fn re 
Countrywide Financial Corp. Mortgage-Backed Securities Utigation (the 
Countrywide RMBS MDL). 

Federal Home Loan Sank Litigation 
On March 15, 2010, the Federal Home Loan Bank ot San Francisco (FHLB San 
Francisco) filed an action in California Superior Court, San Francisco County, 
entitled Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco v Credit Suisse Securities 
(USA) LLC, et ai. FHLB San Francisco's complaint asserts certain MBS Claims 
against BAS, Countrywide and several related entities in connection with its 
alleged purchase of 51 MBS offerings and one private placement issued and/or 
underwritten by those defendants between 2004 and 2007 and seeks rescission 
and unspecified damages. FHLB San Francisco dismissed the federal claims with 
prejudice on August 11, 2011. On September 8, 2011, the court denied 
defendants' motions to dismiss the state law claims. On December 20, 2013, 
FHLB San Francisco voluntarily dismissed its negligent misrepresentation claims 
with prejudice. On October 15, 2014, the court denied the parties' cross-motions 
for summary judgment with respect to two Countrywide trusts that were to be 
part of a bellwethertrial. 

The parties have settled the action and other related actions for $420 million, 
as well as with respect to certain claims, additional consideration; all amounts 
were fully accrued as of December 31, 2014. Pursuant to the settlement, FHLB 
San Francisco has voluntarily dismissed its remaining claims with prejudice. 

Mortgage-backed Securities Litigation 
The Corporation and its affiliates. Countrywide entities and their affiliates, and 
Merrill Lynch entities and their affiliates have been named as defendants in a 
number of cases relating to their various roles as issuer, originator, seller, 
depositor, sponsor, underwriter and/or controlling entity in MBS offerings, 
pursuant to which the MBS investors were entitled to a portion of the cash flow 
from the underlying pools of mortgages. These cases generally include purported 
class action suits and actions by individual MBS purchasers. Although the 
allegations vary by lawsuit, these cases generally allege that the registration 
statements, prospectuses and prospectus supplements for securities issued by 
securitization trusts contained material misrepresentations and omissions, in 
violation of the Securities Act of 1933 and/or state securities laws and other 
state statutory and common laws. 

These cases generally Involve allegations of false and misleading statements 
regarding: (i) the process by which the properties that served as collateral for the 
mortgage loans underlying the MBS were appraised; (ii) the percentage of equity 
that mortgage borrowers had in their homes; (iii) the borrowers' ability to repay 
their mortgage loans; (Iv) the underwriting practices by which those mortgage 
loans were originated; (v) the ratings given to the different tranches of MBS by 
rating agencies; and (vi) the validity of each issuing trust's title to the mortgage 
loans comprising the pool for that securitization (collectively, MBS Claims). 
Plaintiffs in these cases generally seek unspecified compensatory damages, 
unspecified costs and legal fees and, in some instances, seek rescission. 

Luther Class Ac t ion L i t igat ion and Rela ted Act ions 
Beginning in 2007, a number of pension funds and other investors filed putative 
class action lawsuits alleging certain MBS Claims against Countrywide, several 
of its affiliates, MLPF&S, the Corporation, NB Holdings Corporation and certain 
other defendants. Those class action lawsuits concerned a total of 429 MBS 
offerings involving over $350 billion in securities issued by subsidiaries of 
Countrywide between 2005 and 2007. The actions, entitled Luther v. 
Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., Maine State Retirement System v. 
Countrywide Financial Corporation, et ai.. Western Conference of Teamsters 
Pension Trust Fund v. Countrywide Financial Corporation, et aL , and Putnam 
Bank v. Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., were all assigned to the 
Countrywide RMBS MDL court. On December 6, 2013, the court granted final 
approval to a settlement of these actions in the amount of $500 million. 
Beginning on January 14, 2014, a number of class members appealed to the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit 

Prudential Insurance Litigation 
On March 14, 2013, The Prudential Insurance Company of America and certain 
of its affiliates (collectively Prudential) filed a complaint in the U S. District Court 
for the District of New Jersey, in a case entitled Prudential Insurance Company of 
America, et ai. v. Bank of America, N.A., et al. Prudential has named the 
Corporation, Merrill 
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Lynch and a number of related entities as defendants. Prudential asserts certain 
MBS Claims pertaining to 54 MBS offerings from which Prudential alleges that it 
purchased securities between 2004 and 2007. Prudential seeks, among other 
relief, compensatory damages, rescission or a rescissory measure of damages, 
punitive damages and other unspecified relief. On April 17, 2014, the court 
granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to dismiss the complaint. 
Prudential thereafter split its claims into two separate complaints, filing an 
amended complaint in the original action and a complaint in a separate action 
entitled Prudent/a/ Portfolios 2, et al. v. Bank of America, N.A., et ai. Both cases 
are pending in the U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey. On February 
5, 2015, the court granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to 
dismiss those complaints, granting plaintiff leave to replead in certain respects. 

Lending, Inc., Merrill Lynch Mortgage Investors, Inc., and Ownit Mortgage 
Solutions Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. The summonses 
indicate that defendants may be subject to breach of contract claims alleging 
that they breached representations and warranties related to loans securitized in 
the Trusts. The summonses allege that defendants failed to repurchase 
breaching mortgage loans from the Trusts. The summonses seek specific 
performance of defendants' alleged obligation to repurchase breaching loans, 
declaratory judgment compensatory, rescissory and other damages, and 
indemnity. On February 5, 2015, defendants demanded complaints on three of 
the Trusts. Defendants currently have until March 3, 2015 to demand the 
complaint with respect to one of the remainingTrusts, and until July 15, 2015 to 
demand complaints on the final three Trusts. 

Mortgage Repurchase Litigation 

U.S. Bank Litigation 
On August 29, 2011, U.S. Bank, National Association (U.S. Bank), as trustee for 
the HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust 2005-10 (the Trust), a mortgage pool backed 
by loans originated by Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (CHL), filed a complaint in 
New York Supreme Court, New York County, in a case entitled U.S. Bank National 
Association, as Trustee for HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust, Series 2005-10 v. 
Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (dba Bank of America Home Loans), Bank of 
America Corporation, Countrywide Financial Corporation, Bank of America, N.A. 
and NB Holdings Corporation. U.S. Bank asserts that, as a result of alleged 
misrepresentations by CHL in connection with its sale of the loans, defendants 
must repurchase all the loans in the pool, or in the alternative that It must 
repurchase a subset of those loans as to which U.S. Bank alleges that defendants 
have refused specific repurchase demands. U.S. Bank asserts claims for breach 
of contract and seeks specific performance of defendants' alleged obligation to 
repurchase the entire pool of loans (alleged to have an original aggregate principal 
balance of $1.75 billion) or alternatively the aforementioned sut>set (alleged to 
have an aggregate principal balance of 'over $100 million"), together with 
reimbursement of costs and expenses and other unspecified relief. On May 29, 
2013, the New York Supreme Court dismissed U.S. Bank's claim for repurchase 
of all the mortgage loans in the Trust. The court granted U.S. Bank leave to amend 
this claim. On June 18, 2013, U.S. Bank filed its second amended complaint 
seeking to replead Its claim for repurchase of all loans in the Trust. On February 
13, 2014, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss the repleaded claim 
seeking repurchase of all mortgage loans in the Trust; plaintiff has appealed that 
order. 

On November 13, 2014, the court granted U.S. Bank's motion for leave to 
amend the complaint; defendants have appealed that order. The amended 
complaint alleges breach of contract based upon defendants' failure to 
repurchase loans that were the subject of specific repurchase demands and also 
alleges breach of contract based upon defendants' discovery, during origination 
and servicing, of loans with material breaches of representations and warranties. 

U.S. Bank Summonses with Notice 
On August 29, 2014, U.S. Bank, solely in its capacity as Trustee for seven 
securitization trusts (the Trusts), served seven summonses with notice 
commencing potential actions against First Franklin Financial Corporation, 
Merrill Lynch Mortgage 

Ocala Investor Litigation 
On November 25, 2009, BNP Paribas Mortgage Corporation (BNP) and Deutsche 
Bank AG each filed claims (the 2009 Actions) against BANA in the U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York entitled BNP Paribas Mortgage 
Corporation v. Bank of America, N.A and Deutsche Bank AG v. Bank of America, 
N.A. Plaintiffs allege that BANA failed to properly perform its duties as indenture 
trustee, collateral agent, custodian and depositary for Ocala Funding, LLC 
(Ocala), a home mortgage warehousing facility, resulting in the loss of plaintiffs' 
investment in Ocala. Ocala was a wholly-owned subsidiary of Taylor, Bean & 
Whitaker Mortgage Corp. (TBW), a home mortgage originator and servicer which is 
alleged to have committed fraud that led to its eventual bankruptcy. Ocala 
provided funding for TBW's mortgage origination activities by issuing notes, the 
proceeds of which were to be used by TBW to originate home mortgages. Such 
mortgages and other Ocala assets in turn were pledged to BANA, as collateral 
agent, to secure the notes. Plaintiffs lost most or all of their investment in Ocala 
when, as the result of the alleged fraud committed by TBW, Ocala was unable to 
repay the notes purchased by plaintiffs and there was insufficient collateral to 
satisfy Ocala's debt obligations. Plaintiffs allege that BANA breached its 
contractual, fiduciary and other duties to Ocala, thereby permitting TBW's alleged 
fraud to go undetected. Plaintiffs seek compensatory damages and other relief 
from BANA, including Interest and attorneys' fees, in an unspecified amount, but 
which plaintiffs allege exceeds $1.6 billion. 

On March 23, 2011, the court granted in part and denied in part BANA's 
motions to dismiss the 2009 Actions. Plaintiffs filed amended complaints on 
October 1, 2012 that included additional contractual, tort and equitable claims. 
On June 6, 2013, the court granted BANA's motion to dismiss plaintiffs' claims 
for failure to sue, negligence, negligent misrepresentation and equitable relief. 

On November 24, 2014, BANA moved for summary judgment and plaintiffs 
moved for partial summary judgment. 

On February 19, 2015, BANA and BNP reached an agreement in principle to 
settle the 2009 actions for an amount not material to the Corporation's results of 
operations, subject to the execution of a final settlement agreement. 

O'Donncll Litigation 
On February 24, 2012, Edward O'Donnell filed a sealed qui tam complaint under 
the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery and Enforcement Act of 1989 
(FIRREA) and the False Claims Act against the Corporation, Individually and as 
successor to Countrywide, 
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CHL and a Countrywide business division known as Full Spectrum Lending. On 
October 24, 2012, the DoJ filed a complaint-in-Interventlon to join the matter, 
adding BANA, Countrywide and CHL as defendants. The action Is entitled United 
States of America, ex re/, Edward O'Donnell, appearing Qui Tam v. Bank of 
America Corp., et ai., and was filed in the U.S. District Court for the Southern 
District of New York. The complalnt-in-intervention asserted certain fraud claims 
in connection with the sale of loans to FNMA and FHLMC by Full Spectrum 
Lending and by the Corporation and BANA On January 11, 2013, the government 
filed an amended complaint which added Countrywide Bank, FSB (CFSB) and a 
former officer of the Corporation as defendants. The court dismissed False 
Claims Act counts on May 8, 2013. On September 6, 2013, the government filed 
a second amended complaint alleging claims under FIRREA concerning allegedly 
fraudulent loan sales to the GSEs between August 2007 and May 2008. On 
September 24, 2013, the government dismissed the Corporation as a defendant. 

Following a trial, on October 23, 2013, a verdict of liability was returned 
against CHL, CFSB and BANA. On July 30, 2014, the court imposed a civil penalty 
of $1.3 billion on BANA. On February 3, 2015, the court denied the Corporation's 
motions for judgment as a matter of law, or in the alternative, a new trial. The 
Corporation will appeal the verdict and judgment. 

Pcnnsyhania Public School Employees' Retirement System 
The Corporation and several current and former officers were named as 
defendants In a putative class action filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York entitled Pennsylvania Public School Employees' 
Retirement System v. Bank of America, et ai. 

Following the filing of a complaint on February 2, 2011, plaintiff subsequently 
filed an amended complaint on September 23, 2011 in which plaintiff sought to 
sue on behalf of all persons who acquired the Corporation's common stock 
between February 27, 2009 and October 19, 2010 and "Common Equivalent 
Securities" sold in a December 2009 offering. The amended complaint asserted 
claims under Sections 10(b) and 20(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
and Sections 11 and 15 of the Securities Act of 1933, and alleged that the 
Corporation's public statements: (i) concealed problems in the Corporation's 
mortgage servicing business resulting from the widespread use of the Mortgage 
Electronic Recording System; (ii) failed to disclose the Corporation's exposure to 
mortgage repurchase claims; (Hi) misrepresented the adequacy of internal 
controls; and (iv) violated certain Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. The 
amended complaint sought unspecified damages. 

On July 11, 2012, thi; court granted in part and denied in part defendants' 
motions to dismiss the amended complaint. All claims under the Securities Act 
were dismissed against all defendants, with prejudice. The motion to dismiss the 
claim against the Corporation under Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act was 
denied. All claims under the Exchange Act against the officers were dismissed, 
with leave to replead. Defendants moved to dismiss a second amended complaint 
in which plaintiff sought to replead claims against certain current and former 
officers under Sections 10(b) and 20(a). On April 17, 2013, the court granted In 
part and denied in part the motion to dismiss, sustaining Sections 10(b) and 
20(a) claims against the cu rrent and former officers. 

Policemen's Annuity Litigation 
On April 11, 2012, the Policemen's Annuity & Benefit Fund of the City of Chicago, 
on its own behalf and on behalf of a proposed class of purchasers of 41 RMBS 
trusts collateralized mostly by Washington Mutual-originated (WaMu) mortgages, 
filed a proposed class action complaint against BANA and other unrelated parties 
in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York, entitled 
Policemen's Annuity and Benefit Fund of the City of Chicago v. Bank of America, 
N.A. and U.S. Bank National Association. BANA and U.S. Bank are named as 
defendants in their capacities as trustees, with BANA (formerly LaSalle Bank 
National Association) having served as the original trustee and U.S. Bank having 
replaced BANA as trustee. Plaintiff asserted claims under the federal Trust 
Indenture Act as well as state common law claims. Plaintiff alleged that, in light 
of the performance of the RMBS at issue, and In the wake of publicly-available 
information about the quality of loans originated by WaMu, the trustees were 
required to take certain steps to protect plaintiff's interest in the value of the 
securities, and that plaintiff was damaged by defendants' failures to notify it of 
deficiencies in the loans and of defaults under the relevant agreements, to 
ensure that the underlying mortgages could properly be foreclosed, and to 
enforce remedies available for loans that contained breaches of representations 
and warranties. Plaintiff sought unspecified compensatory damages and/or 
equitable relief, and costs and expenses. The court dismissed some of the 
common law claims, but allowed the Trust Indenture Act claim and a claim for 
breach of contract to proceed. After the filing of two amended complaints and the 
consolidation of the case with a related matter filed on August 23, 2013, entitled 
Vermont Pension investment Committee and the Washington State investment 
Board v. Bank of America, N.A. and U.S. Bank National Association, 10 named 
plaintiffs filed a third amended complaint on October 31, 2013, on behalf of two 
proposed classes of purchasers of 35 trusts collateralized mostly by WaMu-
origlnated mortgages (later reduced to 34 trusts). 

On June 5, 2014, the parties informed tho court that they had reached an 
agreement in principle to settle the case for an amount not material to the 
Corporation's results of operations, subject to approval of plaintiffs' boards. The 
settlement remains subject to final court approval and various conditions. On 
November 10, 2014, the court preliminarily approved the proposed settlement, 
and scheduled a final approval hearing for March 12, 2015. 

Takcfuji Litigation 
In April 2010, Takefuji Corporation (Takefuji) filed a claim against Merrill Lynch 
International and Merrill Lynch Japan Securities (MLIS) in Tokyo District Court. 
The claim concerns Takefuji's purchase in 2007 of credit-linked notes structured 
and sold by defendants that resulted in a loss to Takefuji of approxitnately 
JPY29.0 billion (approximately$270 million) following an event of default. 
Takefuji alleges that defendants failed to meet certain disclosure obligations 
concerning the notes. 

On July 19, 2013, the Tokyo District Court issued a judgment in defendants' 
favor, a decision that Takefuji sutisequently appealed to the Tokyo High Court. On 
August 27, 2014, the Tokyo High Court vacated the decision of the District Court 
and issued a judgment awarding Takefuji JPY14.5 billion (approximately $135 
million) In damages, plus interest at a rate of five percent from March 18, 2008. 
On September 10, 2014, defendants filed an appeal with the Japanese Supreme 
Court. 



GITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

AND AFFIDAVIT 

SECTION I - G E N E R A L INFORMATION 

A. Legal narae.of the.p submitting Jhis^EDS. Include dA)/a/if applieable^^ 

BANA Holding Corporation 

Check ONE of the follovvring three box^ 

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitting this ED̂ S is; 
1. [ ], the Applicant 

OR 
2. [c] a legail entity holding a direct or indirect interest in the Applicant. State the legal name 'of the 

Applicant in which the Disclosing Party holds an interest:. Edmunds Meadows Limited Partnership 
OR.. 

3. [ ] a legalentity with a right of control (see Section,ILB. 1.) State the legal name of the entity in 
which the Disclosing Party holds a right of control; ^ ._. .. . ,. 

101 N. Tryon St. 
B. Business address of the Disclosing Party: 

Charlotte, NC 28285 

^ ^ , , 917-232-2988 646-822-5978 ^ michelle.militello(gbaml.com 
C. Telephone: Fax; Email: - •. . 

Michelle Militello 
D. Name of contact person; 

E. Federal Employer Idenlification No. ( ifyou have one): 

F. Brief description of contract, transaction or other undertaking (referred to below as the "]S4atter") to 
which this EDS pertains. (Include project number and location of property, i f applicable): 
Applicant to obtain a loan from the City so that Applicant may repay a loan to Applicant made by the L.P. The project Is a 56 unit 
multi-income development located at 6100-14 S Michigan, 51-73 E. 61st, 6104-47 S. Wabash, and 48-58 E. 57th in Chicago, IL. 

Dept. of Planning and Development 
G. Which City agency or deparlmenl is requesting this EDS? 

I f the Matier is a contract being handled by the Cily's Department of Procurement Services, please 
complete the following: N/A 

Specification # and Contract # 
I r _ _ _ _ 
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SECTION I I - DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS 

A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY 

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party; 
[ ] Person [.] Limited jiabnity eompany 
[ ] Publicly-registered business cbrpbratioh [ ] Limited liability parthershii) 

Privately-held business corporation [ ] Joint venture 
[ J Sole prdprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit corppratioB' 
[ ] General partnership (Is the not-fbr-prpfitcbip.oratiph als'6 a; 5pi((;)(3))? 
[ ] Limited'partiiere^^ [ ] j??s [ ] NP-
[ J Trust [ ] Other (please specify) 

2. For legal entities, the state (or foreign country) of incorporation pr organization, i f applicable,: 

DF.I a.Wrirp , : : : 

3'. For legal entities not organized in the State of liiinois: Has the organizatiori registered/to do 
busiiiess; iri the State of Illinois; as a foreign entity? 

[]y.es M N o [ ] N / A 

B. iF THEpiSCLOSiNG PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY: 

1. List below the full names and titles of all executive officers and all directors of the entity. 
NOTE: For not-rforTprofit corporations, also list below all members, i f any, which:arevlegal;entities. I f 
.there are no siich members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar entities,,list below 
the legal titleholder(s). 

I f the entity is a general partnership, limiled partnership, limited liability^cprnpany, limited liability 
partnership or joinl venture, list below the name and title of each general partner, managing member, 
manager or any other person or entity that controls the-day-tb-day management,of the Disclosihg Parly. 
NOTE: Each legal entity listed below must submit an EDS on its own behalf. 

Name Title 
Please see attached list of executive officers and directors. 

2. Please provide the following information concerning each person or entity having a direct or 
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% of the Disclosing Party. Examples 
ofsuch an interest include shares in a coi-poration, partnership inlerest in a partnership orjoinl venlure, 
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interest of a member or manager in a limited liability company, or interest of a beneficiaty of a lt;ust; • 
estate or other similar eniity. I f none, state "None.", NOTE: Pursuant to Seclion 2-1 54.030 ofthe 
Municipal Code of Chicago ("Municipai Code"), the City-may require any such additional informatipn 
from'any applicatvt which is reasonably iiitcnded to achieve fuH , 

Mame Business Address . Percenlage Interest in the 
. Disclosing Party , ., 

:"BAC N o r t h America HordingV',Company ' ;.' . ' 100% D i r e c t Owner - -• - ' . ,- ' 

100 N'L Tryon S t r e e t 

Charlotte,- NC 58255 

SECTION III -- BUsiK'ESS-RELATIONSHIPS WITH C I T Y E L E C T E D O F F I C I A L S 

Has the Disclbsing Party had a "business rclatibnship,":as defined/in Chapicr 2-156,of the Municipal 
CodeV vviih any Gity elecled official in the .12 months bclbre the dale ihi.s,EDS is signed? 

D^Yes C]Mo See Attached. 

I f yeiJ, please identify bclow the namc(s) of such City eleclcd,official(s) and describc such 

i-elationship(s): ' ,• • , '; 

SECTION IV - DISGLOSURE OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND OTHER RETAINED PARTIES 

1-hc Disclosing Parly must disclose the name and business address of each subcontractor, attorney, 
lobbyist, accounlanl, consultant and any other peî son, or cniily whoni the Disclosing Parly has retained 
or.expecis to retain in connection with the Matter, as well;as the nature ofthe relationship, and the total 
amount of the fees paid or estimated to be paid. The Disclosirig Party is not required to disclose 
eniployees who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll. 

•̂•Lobbvisi'̂  means anv person or entity who undertakes to infiucnce any legislative or administrative 
action on'behalf of any person or entity other than: (1) a not-for-profil entity, on an unpaid basis, or (2) 
himself. "Lobbyisl" also means any person or cniily any part of whose duties as an employee of 
another includes undertaking lo influence any legislative or administrative action. 

If the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosure is required under this Section, the 
Disclosing Parly imist eilher ask the City whclhcr disclosure is required or make the disclosure. 
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Name (indicate whether Business 
retained or anticipated Address 
to be regained) 

Relationship lo Disclosing Party Fees (indicate whether 
(subcontractor, attomey, paid o.r estimated,) NOTE: 
lobbyist, etc.) 'aiburly,rate" pr"t.b,d'." is 

not an acceptable response. 

;(Add sheets i f necessary) 

Check here i f the Disclosing Party has not retained, i?or expects tp- retatirij.-aiiy silch-perso ehtities. 

SECTION y - - G E R ' n F I C A T I O N S 

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD-SUPPORT COMPLIANCE 

Under Municipal Code Section 2-92-415, substantial owners of business|entities that̂  with 
the City must remain in cbmpliahce with their child support dbligatfpiis throughout the confr'act's tenn. 

Has any person who directly 01̂  indirectly owns 10% or more ofithesDisclPsirig Party been,declared in 
arrearage on any child support obligations by any Illinois court Of competent jurisdiction?-

[ ] Yes [ ] N o No person directly or indirectlymvns !([)% prmore ofthe 

DisclosingParty. See Attached. 

I f "Yes," has the perso.nentered into acourl-approved agreement for payment of all support owed.and 
is the person ih compliance with that agreement? 

[ ] Yes [ ] N o 

B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS Attached Additional Information, including Litigation and Regulatory 
Matters. 

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article I ("Arlicle I")(which the Applicant should 
consult for defined terms (e.g.,."doing business") and legal requirements), i f the Disclosing Party 
submitting this EDS is the Applicant and is doing business with the Cily, then the Disclosing Party 
certifies as follows: (i) neither the Applicant nor any controlling person is currently indicted or charged 
with, or has admitted guilt of, or has ever been convicted of, or placed under supervision for, any 
criminal offense involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theft, fraud, forgery-
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against an officer or employee of the City or any sister agency; and (ii) the 
Applicant understands ahd acknowledges that compliance with Article I is a continuing requirement for 
doing business with the City. NOTE: If Article I applies to the Applicant, the permanent compliance 
timeframe in Article 1 supersedes some five-year compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below. 
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2; The Disclosing Party ahd.ifthe Disclosing Party is a legalentityi all of those persons ;or entiiies 
identified in Section I I . B . l . of this EiDS: 

a. , are not presently debarred, .suspended,,proposedTor debarinent, declared ineligible or volunta,rily 
excluded from.ariy transactiGns by any federal, state or Ipcal unit of gpyerrimefit;; 

b. have npty within a five-year period preceding the date o f this iEDS, been convicted -of a: Criminal 
offense, adjudgedi;guilty, or had.a civil judgment;rendered against tliem i,ii:e,onn:eption with:, 
obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a-public (federal, state or local)^transac,tion,Qr 
contract under a public transactioti; a violation of federal pr state antitrust statiites; fraud;, 
enil5ez2::l€;inent>; theft; forgery; bribery; falsificatibii or destruction of rec'pr̂ ^ itriak,ing false 
stiatements; or receiyihg;stblen property; 

c. are not presently indicted for, or criminally ;Pr civilly charged by, a^gpYemmental entity (federal, 
state oriocal) witli eommittihg any of the offenses setforthJn clause B.2:b. ,oflthis;Se 

d. have ript, within a.five-year period preceding the date Ofthis EDS, had one or more publie 
transactions (federal, state'or local) terminated for cause or ,iiefault; and: 

e: have not, within a fiVe-year period preceding the date o f this EDS, been convicted, adjudged 
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, or in any criminal or civiLactiGn, including actions 
concerning environmental violations, instituted by the City or by the;:federai;goyerrimen,t,̂ ,̂a^ 
state, or any other-unit of local governnient. <> 

I c e r t i f y the above t o be t r u e . 

3;,, The certifications in subparts 3, 4 and 5 concern: 

• the Disclosing Party; 
•, any "Contractor" (meaning any, contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in 

connection with,the Matter, including but not limited to all persons,or lega} entities disclosed under 
Section IV, "Disclosiire of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties");, 
• any "Affiliated Entity" (meaning a person or entity that, directly or indirectly: controls the 

Disclosing Party, is controlled by the Disclosing Party, or is, with the Disclosing Partyi under 
common control of anolher person or entity. Indicia ofcontrol include, without limitation: 
inti^rlocking.management or ownership; identity Of inlerests among family members, shared facilities 
and equipment;, common use of employees; or organization of a business entity following the: 
ineligibility of a business entity to dO business with federal, or state or local government, including 
the City, using substantially the same managemenl, ownership, or principals as the ineligible entity);-
with respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Entity means a person or entity that directly or 
indirectly controls the Contractor, is "controlled by it, or, v/ilh the Contractor,.is under commPn 
control of another person or entity; 
• any responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity or any 

other offieial, agent or- employee of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Enlily, 
acting pursuant to the direction or authorization of a responsible official ofthe Disclosing Party, any 
Contractor or any Affiliated Entity (collectively ".Agents"). 
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Neither the Disclosing Party, nor any Contractor, nor any Affiliated Entity of either t̂he. Disclosing Party 
or any,Contractor nor .any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is signedj or, with 
respect tp.,a Contractorv an ;Affiliated,Entity, or an Affiliated,Entity p f a Contractor during the fiye years; 
before: the:date of,such Cbntractor's Or Affilia.ted Entity's contrapt or engagement in coiinectiori Willi the 
Malter: 

a. bribed or attempted to bribe, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of bribery or attempting tb 
bribe, apublic officer or employee of the City, the State pf TllihpiSi or anŷ agife'ney o f the federa 
goyernnQen.t or0f any ŝ^̂  gpyernment in the Uriited States pf Americav,iri that pffiper's 
or eriiplpyee's offieial capacity; 

b. ,agreed orscdlluded-with other bidders or prospective bidders.iOr been a.party t̂o any; such 
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of agreement or eollusipn among bidders or 
prospective hidders,:in restraint of freedom of cpmpetitipn.by agreement' to bid a.fixed.price or 
otherwise; or 

c. made aih admission of :such:c a. 6r;b; above-that is a.matter bf recordi but 
have hot beeri'prosecuted for such conduct; or 

d. violated the provisions of Municipal Code Section 2-92-610'(Liyiiig W age Grdiharicc). 
I c e r t i f y t he above t o be t r u e . 

4. Nfeither the:Disclosing Party^ Affiliated Entity or Contractor, or aiiy pf their empjpyees, ipfficials,; 
,agehts dr.partners, is barred frpm ,contracting with any unit,of statexor,Ipcal government as a res.ult of 
engaging ihVpr beiiig convicted of (;l:):bid-rigging in violation Of 720 ILGS 5/33,E-3; (2-) bid-rOtating in 
violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-4; or (3) any similar offense of any stale or of the United'iStates of. 
America that contains the.same elements as the offense of bid-rigging or bid-rptating. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

5. Neither the Disclosing Party nor any Affiliated Entity is listed on any of the following lists 
maintairiedty the .Office pf Foreign Assets^Control of the U.S. Department ofthe Treasury or the 
Bui-eau of Industry and Security ofthe U.S. Department of Commerce; or their successors: the Specially 
Designated Nationals List, the,Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the Entity List and the.. 
Debarred List. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

6. The Disclosing Party understands and shall comply with the applicable requirements of Chapters 
2-55 (Legislative Inspector General), 2-56 (Inspector General) and 2-156 (Govemmental Ethics) ofthe 
Municipal Code, 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

7. I f the Disclosing Parly is unable to certify to any of the above statements in this Part B (Furiher 
Certifications), the Disclosing Party musl explain below: 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information 
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Ifthe: lettersr"NA," the word: "None," or no response appears on the lines above, i t w i l l be cbhclusively 
presumed lhat the Disclosing Party certified 'to the above statements. 

8. To tiie best of'the Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the .following is a 
.compie~te,list;of all current ernployees of the DisclosingiParty who were, at any time duriiig tlie 1,2-
monlh period preceding the execution date of this EDSj ahvemployee, or elected or appointed pfficial, 
ofthe City pf Ghipago (if npnei indica "N/A" or "none"). 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 

9. To the best ofthe Disclosing Party's;knowledge after reasonable inquiry, thef6.llp^wi,h^ is .a 
complete! list Of alfgifls that the PXsclosi.rig/Partyhas giyeh or e'aused tp be giŷ ^̂ ^ tihie during the; 
12-ra6nth period preceding, the execution date of this EDS, tp an employee, or elected Or appointed 
.offieiai, 0̂^ the City of Chicago.. For:purpioses o f this statement, a •-gift" doesinPt inelude::(̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
made generally available fp .City employees or to the ,general public, pr:(ii) fopd or drink proyidedih-the 
course of official City business and having a retail value of less than-$20 per recipiie'nt ( i f nô ^̂  indicate 
with "N/A" pr "none"). As to any gift listed below, please,also :list;the hairie pfthe|2ity,.recipient. 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 

G. CERTIFICA:tlbN :GF STATUS AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 

1. The Disclosirig Party eertifies that/the Disclosing Party (icheck prie,) 

[ ]jis: m is not 

a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code. 

2. Ifthe Disclosing Party IS a financial institution, then the Disclosing P^rty pledges: 

"We are not and will not become a predatory lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal 
Code, We further pledge that none of our affiliales is, and none-of them will;become, a predatory 
lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal Code. We understand that becoming s predatoiy 
lender or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss ofthe privilege of doing 
business w i l h the C i l y . " The D i s c l o s i n g P a r t y makes the above p l e d g e . 

Ifthe Disclosing Party is unable to make this pledge because iter any of its affiliates (as defined in 
Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code) is a predatory lender within the meaning-of Chapter 
2-32 of the Municipal Code, explain here (attach additional pages i f necessary): 
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Ifthe letters "NA," the Avord "None," orno response appears on the lines above, it willfee : , ^ 
•conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. . . fc 

D. CERTIFICAJION REGARDING INTEREST IN CITY BUSINESS 

•Any words or terms that are defined in Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal Code have the sarne .. / 
meanings when used iilthiS:iPart;D. ; . w;;;; \v::̂ :, 

1. In accordance with Section 2-156-110 ofthe Municipal Code: D'bes any officiaif or employee 
ofthe City have a firiancial interest in his or her own name or in the name ofany other person dr 

„entiiy iii.the Matter? ••;:• . ' • ;̂  • • 
• Yes' ' . •, H N o • 

NOTE:,' -If youcheckcd'''Yes" to Item D. l . , proceedto.ltems D.2. and,D.3. I f you cheplced "No" IP • • 

Item D.lproceed-to Part E. 

2. Unless sold pursuant to a process of competitive bidding, or otherwise permitted,.no Gity 
elected official or employee shall have a financial interest.in his or her own name or in the name of 
aiiy other person, or entity in the purchase ofany property ;ihat (i) belongs to the City,cor„(ii) is sold .. 
for taxes or assessments, or (iii) is sold by virtue of legal process at the suit of the Cit'y (colleclively, 
"City Property Sale"). Compensation for properly taken pursuant to ihevCity's eminent domain power 
does not constitute a financial 'intercsl within ihe meaning of this Part D.-. • • - ̂  ' 

Does the Matter involve a City Property Sale? ;, 

. [ '\ Yes , -> i ] No .•.;• V" 

3. ff you checked "Yes" tO;-ilcm D. l . , provide the names and business addresses of/the City 
omcials or einplpyces having such interest and idenlify the nature ofsuch interest:' .̂ ^^^^ 

Name Business Address Nature of Interesl 

4. The Disclosing Party further certifies that no prohibiicd financial interest in the Malter will 

be acquired by any City official pr employee. 

E. Cf-:RT1F1CATI0N REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

Pl-asc check eilher 1, or 2. below, ifthe Disclosing Parly checks 2., the Disclosing Party must 
disclose below or in an atiachmcnl to this EDS ail infonnation required by paragraph 2. Failure lo 
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comply with these disclosure requirements may make any contract eiitered into with the City in 
connection with the Matter ypidable by the City. 

2^ 1. The Disclpsing Party verifies that the Disclpsing Party,has searched any;and all ,records of 
the Disclosing Party and any ,and all predecessor entities regarding records of investments pr profits 
from slavery or slaveholder insurance policies during the'slavery era (including insurance policies 
issued to slaveholders thatipirovided coy.erage,for dainage to or injury or death of their sla.yes), and 
the Disclpsihg.Party has found no siich records. 

2. The Disclosing Party verifies that, as a resultof conducting the search in-step 1 above, thc;; 
Disclosing Party has found records of investments or profits from slavery or.,slave,liplder insurance 
policies, the DisclosingJI^artyverifies that the following constitutes,full disclosure o.f all suph 
records,'ihcluding' the, narnes of any and all slaves pr.slayeholders^ in thpse records: 

I can iTiake the v e r i f i c a t i o n (#1) 

S E C t i d N V I ~ GERTiFICATIONS FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED MATTERS 

NOTE-Tfthe Matter isyfe.derally funded, complete this Section V I . I f t he Matter is not federally 
funded, proceed to Seetibn V I I . F.pr purposes of this See.lipn V I , tax;cr^its allpcated .by' the Gity-
•and proceed^ pf debt pbligatibns ofthe City are not federal funding. 

A. CERTIFICATION 3R.EGARDING LOBBYING 

1. List:.below the names of all persons, or enlities registered under the federal Lobbying 
Disclosure Act-of 1995 who. have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the Disclosirig Party with 
respect to the Matter: (Add sheets if iiecessary): 

(If no explanation appeai-s or begins on the lines afaove,.or ifthe letters "NA" or i f the word; "None" 
appear, it will be conclusively presumed that the Disclosihg Parly means that NO persohs or entitie.s 
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the 
Disclosing Party with respect to the Malter.) 

2. The Disclosing Parly has not spenl and will not expend any federally appropriated funds to pay 
any person or eniity listed in Paragraph A. 1. above for his or her lobbying activities or to pay any 
person or entity lo influence or attempt to infiucnce an officer or employee ofany agency, as defined by 
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or au employee of a 
member of Congress, in connection with the award ofany federally funded contract, making any 
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agreemenl, or to extend, continue, renew, 
amend, or modify any federally funded coniract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
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3:. The Disclosing Party will submit an updated certification at the end of each calendar quarter in 
which there occurs any event that materially affects the accuracy ofthe statements and ihforrn'atioh Set 
forth in paragraph's A . l . and A.2. above. 

4. The Disclosing Party certifies that either: (i) it is not.an organization describedjn sectipn 
501(c)(4) Of the Internal RevenueGpde Pf 1986; pr (ii) it is an'Organization-described in;s,ection; 
.501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Gode of.l98;6 but has not engaged and will iiot engage in "Lobbying 
.'ActivitiesV., 

5.;: I f the Disblpsihg Party is the Ajpplicahti the DisclosingParty must .dbtairi^certificationsequalih 
-fprrh and substance to paragraphs A . l . through' A.4. above from all subcontractors,before it'awards-ariy 
subcontract and the Disclosing Party must maintain;a1l,such subcontractors' certifications :ifpr the 
duration .of the "Matter and: must make such certifications promptly available to the> Gity upon request. 

B. GERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

I f the'Matter is federally funded; federal regulations require tlie. Applicant and all proposed 
subcpntractors to submitsthe follpwing infonnation witli their bids or in w.riting-at the outset of 
negotiations. 

Is tHe:Disclosing Party the Applicaht? 

[] ,No 

I f "Yes," answer the three qiiestions below: 

1. Have you developed and do you have on file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable 
federal regulations? (See 4:i CFR Part 60-2.) 

[JYes [ ] N o 

2. Have you filed with the Joint Reporting Committee, the Director of the Office of Federal 
Contract Compliance Programs, or the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission all repoirts due 
under the applicable filing requirements? 

[ ] Yes • • [ ] No • 

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subconlracls subject lo the 
equal opporlunily clause? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

Ifyou checked "No" to question 1. or 2. above, please provide an explanation: 
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SECTION V I I ~ A G K N 0 W L E I ) G M E N T S , CONTRACT INGORPORATiON, 
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE 

The Disclosing;Party understands and agrees that: 

A. The certifications, disclosures, and acknowledgments, contained in this EDS wi l l becoipie part,Pf ;any 
contract or. other agreement-between the Applicant and the Gity 'n connection; with the! Matter, whether 
procurement, City assistance.ior other City adtipn, and are material indueem.̂ ixts to the Gity's exepptipri 
df'any contractor takingvpther action with respect to the Matter. The Disclosihg Party uhdiBrstands that 
itrhiiist eomply with all- sta.tutes, brdihanceSi, and iregulatibns on which this EDS is based. 

B. the City's Governmehtal Ethics and Campaign Financing Qrdinances,,Ghapters 2̂ 15.(5 and 2-164 of 
the. Municipal Gbde-j impose certain duties: and obligations on persons or entities seeking City cojatracts, 
work, businessv or transactibns'. The full text-pf these .prdinances and a training prograra,.is -£̂ ^̂ ^ 
line.at'www.citybfchica.gb'.ol'g/Ethics, and may also bepbtained from the City's B6ard;pf,Ethics; 740 N . 

Sedgwiclc ŜM -Ŝ^ 500,-Chicago, IL 60610,; (312) 744r9660. the Disclosihg Party must comply fully 
w i t h the applicable prdinariees. I acknowledge and consent t o t he above. 

C. Ifthe City-determines that any;information provided in this EDS is false, incomplete or inaccurate, 
any epntract or other agreemenf-:ih cprinecitipn.with which it is subniitted̂ niaŷ ^̂ ^ rescinded or b'e vbid or 
voidable, and'the.Gity niay pursue.ahy remedies under the contract or agfeiim'ent (if not rescinded or 
void), at law. Or in equity, including terminating the Disclosing Party's participatiOh.ih the Matter and/or 
declinihg tp.:allpw the Disclosing Party to participate in .other transactions with the City. Remedies: at 
law fdir a false statement of material 'fact may include iricarceratibn and an award to the Gity of treble 
damages. 

D. It is the City's policy.;tO make this document available to the public on its jnternet.site and/pr upon 
request. Some of all ofthe information provided on this EDS and any attachments to this EDS rnay be 
niade available to the public on the Internet, in response to a Freedom of Informatioii Act request, or 
otherwise. By cbmpletirig and signing this ,EDS, theDisclosing Party waives and releases any possible 
rights Or claims which it may have against.the City in connection with the public release, of information 
contained in this EDS and also authorizes, the City to verify the accuracy of-any information submitted 
in this EDS. 

E. The inform£ition provided in this EDS must be kept current. In the event of changes, the Disclosing 
Party must supplement this EDS up to the time the Cify takes action ou thc Matter. Ifthe Matter is a 
contracl being handled by the City's Department of Procuremenl Services, the Disclosing Party must 
update this EDS as the Contract requires. NOTE: With respect to Matters subject to Article I of 
Chapter 1-23 ofthe Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain specified 
offenses), the information provided herein regarding eligibility must be kept current for a longer period, 
as required by Chapter 1-23 and Section 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code. 
I acknowledge and consent t o the above. 

The Disclosing Party repiesents and warrants that: 
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F . l . The Disclosing Pany is not delinquent in the payment ofany tax administered by the Illi i iois 
Department of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing .Parly or its Affiliated Entities delinquent in paying any 
fine, fee. tax or other charge owed to the City. Thi.s includes, but is nol limited to, all water charges, 
sewer charges, license fees, parking tickets, properly taxes or sales taxes. 

I c e r t i f y ehe above to be t rue . 

F.2 I f the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party and its Aff i l ia ted Entities wi l l not 
use, nor permit their subcontractors to use, any facility listed by the U.S. E.P.A. on the federal Excluded 
Parties List Systeni ("EPLS") maintained by the U. S. General Services Administration. 

I c e r t i f y the ab-ove to be t rue . 

f'.3 I f the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, tlie Disclosing Party wi l l obtain from any 

contractors/subcontractors hired or to be hired in connection with the Matter ccitifications equal in 

form and substance to those in F . l . and F.2. above and w i l l not, witliout thc prior written consent of the 
City, use any such contractor/subcontractor thai dofi.s nor prnvirift such certifir.arinns or that the , — _ 

Disclosing Party has reason to believe has not provided or cannot provide truthful certillcations. 
I c e r t i f y the above t o be t rue . 

NOTE: I f the Disclosing Party cannot certify as to any of thc items in F . l . , F.2. or F.3. above, an 

explanatory statement must be attached to this EDS. 

C E R T I F I C A T I O N 

Under penalty of perjury, the person signing below: (1) warrants that he/she is authorized to execute 

this EDS and Appendix A ( i f applicable) on behalf o f the Disclosing Party, and (2) warrants that all 

certifications and statements contained in this EDS and Appendix A ( i f applicable) are true, accurate 

and complete ns ofthe date furnished to the City. 

BANA Holding Corporation 

(i^rint or tvpc name of Disclosine Partyi 

4 
(Sign h/'rc) 

P h i l l i p ,^. Wertz 

(Print or type name of person signing) 

A.ssociar.e fieneral Counsel & Senior Vice President 

(Pl ini or type liUe of person signing) 

•Signed;7;tui sworn lo before mej,m (dale) J j f [ 1 • -̂

- / / M.A^^:H . / rU.G- j 

Co rmission expires: 

Notary Public. 
" O F F I C I A L S E A r ^ 

DAVID R. HILL 
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 1/5/2019 
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GITY OF CHICAGO 
EGONOMiC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIXA 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS "AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant,:and (bj anj^ legal entity which hias a direct 
owncrship jnterest in th It is not to;b,c; compIeted by anyleĝ ^̂ ^ 
Svhich hias only an indirect ownership interest in the Apiplicant. 

Under,Municipal Code Sectioh 2-154-015,; the Disclosing Party iifhust disclose wlbiethe 
or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partaer thereof currently has a ''fai'ralial relationship" with 
any elected city official Or departrrieht head,; A "fainiilial rela.tionship" ,exists if, as of the date this EDS is 
signed} the;DjsclosingJ? r̂tyor,any;̂ ^ or apySpouse^or Domestic: Partaer thereof is related 
:tHe m'ayorj kny aldehnan, the city clerkj the city treasurer or any city department head as spouse or: dbiriestie 
partaer or as any, of tlie following, whether by blood or adoption: parent, child, brother or sister, aunt or uncle, 
nieee or nephew, gfaifidparentysgrandch^ father-in-law, mother-in-law, son-in-law, daughterriri-lavy!/stepfaA^ 
Or stepmother,-stepson or stepdaughter, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or half-sister. 

"Applicable Party" means (I) all executive.officers of the Disclbsing Party listed in Section n.B.l,a., if.the= 
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all partners ofthe Disclosing Party, i f the Disclosiiig Party is; a, general, 
partnership; aU general partaers and-iiiTiited parthei^ ;oft^ Party,-if the :Disciosirig Party;is a limited 
partnership; all managers, managing members and nietiibers of theDisclosing Party; i f the DisclosingParty is a 
Hmited; liability cpmpaiiy; (2):all;pnricipal officers of the Disclosing Paity; and (3);ahy person haivirig more:than; 

:a 7.5 percent ownership interest in the Disclosing Patty. "Principal officers" means the president, chief 
operating officer, executive director, chief financial officer, treasurer or secretary ofia legal entity or any person 
exercising similar authorify. 

Does the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently 
have a "familial relationship" with an elected city official or department head? 

[ ] Yes [^]No 

If yes, please identify below (I) the name and title of such person, (2) the name ofthe legal eiitity to which 
such person is connected; (3) the name and dtle of the elected city official or depaitment head to whom such 
person has a familial relationship, and (4) the precisenahire ofsuch familial relationship. 

Pace 13 of 13 



GITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIX B 

BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEM LANDLORD CERTIFICATION 

This Appendix is tp be completed pinly by (a)the Applicant^ and (b) any legal entity 
whicli has a direct ownership interest in fhC:Applicant exceeding 7.5;percent (a "0\vher'% 
It is riot to be conipleted bj? any legal entity which has only an indirect ownership interesf in 
the Applicant. 

1. Pursuaatto Municipal Code Sectiori:2-154-010, is theApplicant or any Owner identified asa 
building code'scOfflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-4.16 of tlie Muni cipat 
Cbde?" 

[.]Yes: [XJNo 

2, If the Applicant is a legal entity publiidly traded on any exchange, is any officeis Or directorof 
the Applicant identified as a.building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 
2^92-416 ofthe Mimicip^, Code? ~ 

[ J Y e s [X]No' [ ] Not Applicable 

3. If yes to (1) or (2);above, please identify below the name ofthe person or legal entity 
identified as a building code'scofflaw or problem landlord and the address of theibuilding or 
buildings to whichVthe perlirieiit code yiblalions apply. 

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONSTITUTES ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AND AGREEMENT THAT THIS APPENDIX B IS INCORPORATED BY 
REFERENCE INTO, AND MADE A PART OF, THE ASSOCIATED EDS^ 
AND THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE IN THIS APPENDIX B ARE 
SUBJECT TO THE GERTIFICATION MADE UNDER PENALTY OF 
PERJURY ON PAGE 12 OF THE ASSOCIATED EDS. 
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BANA HOLDING CORPORATION 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 
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BANA HOLDING CORPORATION 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

SECTION III -Business Relationships with Cily Elecled Officials 

Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of Bank of America Corporation ("BAC"). BAC and its 
subsidiaries, which include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time equivalent employees as of 
December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not possible for the Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the 
full panoply of associates and the Disclosing Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's 
response. Additionally, the Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in various state and federal courts. 
The Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by its regulators, including all required disclosures in its 
Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, which are updated In Reports on Form 8-
K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission. Those Reports include 
disclosures of investigations and other matters as required by federal law and are publicly available. The 
Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence of any other, non-public investigation conducted by any 
government investigator unless required to do so by law. Further, to the knowledge of the individual signing 
below and without independent inquiry, there are no Officers, Directors, or key employees of the Disclosing 
Party who are also employed by the City. However, employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a written 
Code of Ethics (which each employee, on an annual basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that 
requires all employees to disclose any outside activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of interest 
with BAC and its activities. Attached to this Addendum is a copy ofthe Litigation and Regulatory Matters from 
a recent Report. 

BAC and, or, its affiliates, have engaged the law firm of Klafter & Burke for legal representation in the 
past, which engagement may continue to the date of this Statement, and BAC and, or, its affiliates, may 
engage the law firm of Klafter & Burke for legal representation in the future. Alderman Edward M. 
Burke Principal of Klafter & Burke. 

SECTION V. - Certifications 

SECTION V(A) Court-Ordered Child Support Compliance 

As a public corporation, BAC does not have any "substantial" owners as defined by the provision. No individual 
or group of individuals owns 10% or more of BAC. In addition, the Disclosing Party complies with all child 
support orders il receives. 

B. Further Clarifications 

1. Disclosing Party is not the Applicant. 

Neither BAC nor its Executive Officers and Director identified within this EDS is subject to any order, judgment or 
decree by any court or government authority in which it is barred, suspended or otherwise limited from engaging 
in any type of business practice. 

SECTION V(B)(2) b, c and e: 

BAC makes all required disclosures in its Form 10-k as filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission and its 
Annual Report as posted on its website. In addition, BAC's registered broker-dealer and investment adviser 
subsidiaries make all required disclosures on their Form BDs and filed with FINRA and their Form ADVs as filed 
with the SEC. These filings include disclosures of investigations and litigation as required by the securities 
regulatory organizations and federal law, and are publicly available. BAC cannot confirm or deny the existence of 
any other non-public investigation conducted by any governmental agency unless required to do so by law. 

Please let us know if any additional information is needed. 

SECTION V(B)(2)d 

'The Disclosing Party performed due diligence within the Public Sector Banking and Markets Group of BAC to 



determine whether any Public Sector Banking and Markets Group of BAC employees were aware of any public 
finance transactions (federal, state or local) having been terminated for cause or default within the last five years, 
and none of such employees were aware of any such transactions. 



SECTION V(B)(3)a, b, c and d 

Please note that our responses are on behalf of the Disclosing Party only and not on behalf of any contractors or 
retained parties disclosed in SECTION IV. 

a, b and c - Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, c and e above. Additionally, b and c - Please see 
response to SECTION V(4) below. 

SECTION V(4): Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, c and e above. 

SECTION V(B)(6) 

BAC and its affiliates maintain strict policies and procedures to ensure compliance with applicable, local, state and 
federal law and regulations, including Chapter 2-156 ofthe Municipal Code. To the best ofthe individual signing 
this EDS, BAC and its affiliates are currently in compliance, and have policies and procedures in place to ensure 
continued compliance. 

SECTION V(B)(7) AND (8) 

Please see responses to SECTION VII(C). 

SECTOIN V(E) CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

The Disclosing Party verifies that a) the Disclosing Party has searched any and all records ofthe Disclosing Party 
and any and all predecessor entities for records of investments or profits from slavery, the slave industry, or 
slaveholder insurance policies, and (b) the Disclosing Party has found no records of investments or profits from 
slavery, the slave industry, or slaveholder insurance policies and no records of any slave or slaveholders. 

SECTION Vll - Acknowledgments, Coniract Incorporation, Compliance, Penalties, Disclosure 

SECTION VII(B) and (C). Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of BAC. BAC and its subsidiaries, 
which include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time equivalent employees as of December 31, 
2014. Accordingly, It is not possible for the Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the full panoply of 
associates and the Disclosing Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's response. Additionally, the 
Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in various state and federal courts. The Disclosing Party makes all 
disclosures required by its regulators, including all required disclosures in its Annual Reports on Form 10-K and 
Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, which are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed 
with the Securities and Exchange Commission. Those Reports include disclosures of investigations and other 
matters as required by federal law and are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the 
existence of any other, non-public investigation conducted by any government investigator unless required to do 
so by law. Further, to the knowledge of the individual signing below and without independent inquiry, there are no 
Officers, Directors, or key employees of the Disclosing Party who are also employed by the City. However, 
employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a written Code of Ethics (which each employee, on an annual 
basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that requires all employees to disclose any outside activities 
and relationships that may pose a conflict of interest with BAC and its activities. 

F.l. 

Representatives and agenis of BAC or its affiliates meet with representatives of the City on a monthly or other 
regular basis to identify outstanding amounts duly payable by BAC or its affiliates to the City and settle them 
accordingly. 

FAMILIAL REU\TIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED OFFICIAL AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of BAC. BAC and its subsidiaries, which include Disclosing 
Party, had approximately 224,000 full time equivalent employees as of December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is 
not possible for the Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the full panoply of associates and the 
Disclosing Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's response Additionally, the Disclosing Party 
is routinely involved in litigation in various state and federal courts. The Disclosing Party makes all disclosures 
required by its regulators, including all required disclosures in its Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly 
Reports on Form 10-Q, which are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission Those Reports include disclosures of investigations and other matters 
as required by federal law and are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence 



of any other, non-public investigation conducted by any government investigator unless required to do so by 
law. Further, to the knowledge ofthe individual signing below and without independent inquiry, there are no 
Officers, Directors, or key employees ofthe Disclosing Party who are also employed by the City. However, 
employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a written Code of Ethics (which each employee, on an annual 
basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that requires all employees lo disclose any outside 
activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of interest with BAC and its activities. 



Litigation and Regulatory Matters 

Document Follows This Page 



Litigation and Regulatory Matters 
In thc ordinary course of business, thc Corporation and Its subsidiaries are 
routinely defendants In or parties to many pending and threatened legal actions 
and proceedings, Includmg actions brought on behalf of various classes of 
claimants. These actions and proceedings are generally based on alleged 
violations of consumer protection, securities, environmental, banking, 
employment, contract and other laws. In some of these actions and proceedings, 
claims for substantial monetary damages arc asserted against the Corporation 
and Its subsidiaries. ' 

In the ordinary course of business, the Corporation and its subsidiaries are 
also subject to regulatory and governmental examinations. Information gathering 
requests. Inquiries, investigations, and threatened legal actions and proceedings. 
For example, certain subsidiaries of the Corporation are registered broker<)eaIers 
or Investment advisors and are subject to regulation by thc SEC, the Financial 
Industry Regulatory Authority, the European Commission, thc PF!A, the FCA and 
other International, federal and state securities regulators. In connection with 
formal and Informal Inquiries, the Corporation and its subsidiaries receive 
numerous requests, subpoenas and orders for documents, testimony and 
information In connection with various aspects of the Corporation's regulated 
activities. 

In view of the inherent difficulty of predicting the outcome of such litigation, 
regulatory and governmental matters, particularly where the claimants seek very 
large or Indeterminate damages or where the matters present novel legal theories 
or Involve a large number of parties, the Corporation generally cannot predict what 
the eventual outcome of the pending matters will be, what the timing of the 
ultimate resolution of those matters will be, or what the eventual loss, fines or 
penalties related to each pending matter may be. 

In accordance with applicable accounting guidance, the Corporation 
establishes an accrued liability for litigation, regulatory and governmental 
matters when those matters present loss contingencies that are both probable 
and estimable. In such cases, there may be an exposure to loss In excess of any 
amounts accrued. As a litigation, regulatory or governmental matter develops, the 
Corporation, in conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter, 
evaluates on an ongoing basis whether such matter presents a loss contingency 
that is probable and estimable. When a loss contingency Is not both probable and 
estimable, the Corporation does not establish an accrued liability. If, at the time of 
evaluation, the loss contingency related to a litigation, regulatory or governmental 
matter Is not both probable and estimable, the matter will continue to be 
monitored for further developments that would make such loss contingency both 
probable and estimable. Once the loss contingency related to a litigation, 
regulatory or governmental matter Is deemed to be both probable and 
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estimable, the Corporation will establish an accrued liability with respect to such 
loss contingency and record a corresponding amount of litigation-related 
expense. The Corporation continues to monitor the matter for further 
developments that could affect the amount of the accrued liability that has been 
previously established. Excluding expenses of Internal or external legal service 
providers, litigation-related expense of $16.4 billion was recognized for 2014 
compared to $6.1 billion for 2013. 

For a limited number of the matters disclosed in this Note for which a loss, 
whether In excess of a related accrued liability or where there Is no accrued 
liability. Is reasonably possible In future periods, thc Corporation is able to 
estimate a range of possible loss. In determining whether It Is possible to 
estimate a range of possible loss, the Corporation reviews and evaluates Its 
material litigation, regulatory and governmental matters on an ongoing basis. In 
conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter. In light of potentially 
relevant factual and legal developments. These may Include Information learned 
through the discovery process, rulings on dispositive motions, settlement 
discussions, and other rulings by courts, arbitrators or others. In cases in which 
the Corporation possesses sufficient appropriate information to estimate a range 
of possible loss, that estimate Is aggregated and disclosed below. There may be 
other disclosed matters for which a loss is probable or reasonably possible but 
such an estimate of the range of possible loss may not be possible. For those 
matters where an estimate of the range of possible loss Is possible, management 
currently estimates thc aggregate range of possible loss Is $0 to $2.7 billion In 
excess of the accrued liability (If any) related to those matters. This estimated 
range of possible loss is based upon currently available Information and Is 
subject to significant judgment and a variety of assumptions, and known and 
unknown uncertainties. The matters underlying the estimated range will change 
from time to time, and actual results may vary significantly from the current 
estimate. Those matters for which an estimate Is not possible are not Included 
within this estimated range. Therefore, this estimated range of possible loss 
represents what the Corporation believes to be an estimate of possible loss only 
for certain matters meeting these criteria. It does not represent the Corporation's 
maximum loss exposure. 

Information Is provided tielow regarding the nature of all of these 
contingencies and, where specified, the amount of the claim associated with 
these loss contingencies. Based on current knowledge, management does not 
believe that loss contingencies arising from pending matters, including the 
matters described herein, will have a material adverse effect on the consolidated 
financial position or liquidity of the Corporation. However, In light of the Inherent 
uncertainties involved In these matters, some of which are beyond the 
Corporation's control, and the very large or indeterminate damages sought In 
some of these matters, an adverse outcome in one or rnore of these matters 
could be material to the Corporation's results of operations or cash flows for any 
particular reporting period. 

ISond Insurance Litigation 

Ambac Countrywide Litigation 
The Corporation, Countrywide and other Countrywide entitles are named as 
defendants In an action filed on September 29, 2010 and as amended on May 
28, 2013, by Ambac Assurance Corporation and the Segregated Account of 
Ambac Assurance Corporation (together, Ambac), entitled Ambac Assurance 

Corporation and The Segregated Account of Ambac Assurance Corporation v. 
Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., et ai. This action, currently pending in New York 
Supreme Court, New York County, relates to tx)nd Insurance policies provided by 
Ambac on certain securitized pools of second-lien (and in one pool, first-lien) 
HELOCs, first-lien subprime home equity loans and fixed-rate second-Men 
mortgage loans. Plaintiffs allege that they have paid claims as a result of defaults 
In the underlying loans and assert that the Countrywide defendants 
misrepresented the characteristics of the underlying loans and breached certain 
contractual representations and warranties regarding the underwriting and 
servicing of the loans. Plaintiffs also allege that thc Corporation Is liable based on 
successor liability theories. Damages claimed by Ambac are in excess of $2.2 
billion and Include the amount of payments for current and future claims it has 
paid or claims it will be obligated to pay under the policies, increasing over time 
as it pays claims under relevant policies, plus unspecified punitive damages. 

On December 30, 2014, Ambac filed a second complaint in the same court 
against the same defendants, claiming fraudulent inducement against 
Countrywide and successor and vicarious liability against the Corporation relating t 
0 eight partially Ambac-insured RMBS transactions that closed between 2005 
and 2007, all backed by negative amortization pay option adjustable-rate 
mortgage (ARM) loans that were originated In whole or in part by Countrywide. 
Seven of the eight securitizations were Issued and underwritten by non-parties to 
thc litigation. Ambac claims damages in excess of $600 million consisting of all 
alleged past and future claims against Its policies, plus other unspecified 
compensatory and punitive damages. 

Also on December 30, 2014, Ambac filed a third action in Wisconsin Circuit 
Court, Dane County, against Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., claiming that It was 
fraudulently Induced to insure portions of five securitizations Issued and 
underwritten In 2005 by a non-party that Included Countrywide originated first-
lien negative amortization pay option ARM loans. The complaint claims damages 
In excess of $350 million for all alleged past and future Ambac insured claims 
payment obligations plus other unspecified compensatory and punitive damages. 

Ambac First Franklin Litigation 
On April 16, 2012, Ambac sued First Franklin Financial Corp., BANA, MLPF&S, 
Merrill Lynch Mortgage Lending, Inc. (MLML), and Merrill Lynch Mortgage 
Investors, Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. Plaintiffs' claims 
relate to guaranty Insurance Ambac provided on a First Franklin securitization 
(Franklin Mortgage Loan Trust, Series 2007-FFC). Thc securitization was 
sponsored by MLML, and certain certificates In the securitization were Insured by 
Ambac. The complaint alleges that defendants breached representations and 
warranties concerning the origination of the underlying mortgage loans and 
asserts claims for fraudulent Inducement, breach of contract and 
indemnification. Plaintiffs also assert breach of contract claims against BANA 
based upon its servicing of the loans in the securitization. The complaint alleges 
that Ambac has paid hundreds of millions of dollars In claims and has. accrued 
and continues to accrue tens of millions of dollars In additional claims, and 
Ambac seeks as damages the total claims It has paid and Its projected claims 
payment obligations, as well as specific performance of defendants' contractual 
repurchase obligations. 
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On July 19, 2013, the court denied defendants' motion to dismiss Ambac's 
contract and fraud causes of action but granted dismissal of Ambac's 
indemnification cause ol action. In addition, the court denied defendants' motion 
to dismiss Ambac's claims for attorneys' fees and punitive damages. 

European Coinniission - Credit Default Swaps Antitrust Investigation 
On July 1, 2013, the European Commission (Commission) announced that It had 
addressed a Statement of Objections (SO) lo the Corporation, BANA and Banc of 
America Securities LLC (together, the Bank of America Entities), a number of 
other financial institutions, Markit Group Limited, and the International Swaps 
and Derivatives Association (together, the Parties). The SO sets forth the 
Commission's preliminary conclusion that the Parties infringed European Union 
competition law by participating In alleged collusion to prevent exchange trading 
of CDS and futures. According to the SO, the conduct of the Bank of America 
Entities took place between August 2007 and April 2009. As part of the 
Commission's procedures, the Parties have reviewed the evidence In the 
Investigative file, responded to thc Commission's preliminary conclusions and 
attended a hearing before the Commission. If the Commission is satisfied that its 
preliminary conclusions are proved, the Commission has stated that it intends to 
impose a fine and require appropriate remedial measures. 

Fontaincblcau Las Vegas Litigation 
On June 9, 2009, Avenue CLO Fund Ltd., et al. v. Bank of America, N.A., Merrill 
Lynch Capital Corporation, et al. was filed in the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Nevada by certain Fontainebleau Las Vegas, LLC (FBLV) project lenders. 
Plaintiffs alleged that, among other things, BANA breached its duties as 
disbursement agent under the agreement governing the disbursement of loaned 
funds to FBLV, then a Chapter 11 debtor-in-possession. Plaintiffs seek monetary 
damages of more than $700 million, plus interest. This action was subsequently 
transferred by thc U.S. Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (JPML) to the US. 
District Court for the Southern District of Florida. 

On March 19, 2012, the district court granted BANA's motion for summary 
judgment on all causes of action against it In Its capacity as disbursement agent 
and denied plaintiffs' motion for summary judgment on those claims. On July 26, 
2013, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit affirmed In part and 
reversed In part the district court's dismissal of the disbursement agent claims 
against BANA, holding that there were factual disputes that could not be resolved 
on a summaryjudgmcnt motion, and remanded the case to the district court for 
further proceedings. 

Dismissal of the other claims was affirmed on a separate appeal. On 
December 13, 2013, the JPML remanded the action to the District of Nevada for 
trial. 

The parties have settled thc action for $300 million, an amount that was fully 
accrued as of December 31, 2014. Pursuant to the settlement, plaintiffs have 
stipulated to the voluntary dismissal of their remaining claims with prejudice. 

In rc Rank of ..\mcrica Securities, Derivative and Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act (KRISA) l.iligatinn 
Beginning in January 2009, the Corporation, as well as certain current and 
former officers and directors, among others, were named as defendants in a 
variety of actions filed in state and federal courts. The actions generally concern 
alleged material misrepresentations and/or omissions with respect to certain 
securities filings by the Corporation. The securities filings contained informafion 
with respect to events that took place from September 2008 through January 
2009 contemporaneous with the Corporation's acquisition of Merrill Lynch & Co., 
Inc. (Merrill Lynch). Certain federal court actions were consolidated and/or 
coordinated In the U.S. District Court tor the Southern District of New York (the 
District Court) under the caption In re Bank of America Securities, Derivative and 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) Litigation. 

Plaintiffs in the consolidated securities class action (the Consolidated 
Securities Class Action) asserted claims under Sections 14(a), 10(b) and 20(a) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and Sections 11, 12(a)(2) and 15 of the 
Securities Act of 1933 and asserted damages based on the drop In the stock 
price upon subsequent disclosures. On April 5, 2013, the District Court granted 
final approval of the settlement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On 
November 5, 2014, the U.S. Court of Appeals for thc Second Circuit affirmed the 
final approval of the settlement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On 
February 3, 2015, the deadline for filing a petition for writ of certiorari with the 
U.S. Supreme Court elapsed without any objector filing a petition. 

Certain shareholders opted to pursue their claims apart from the Consolidated 
Securities Class Action. Following settlements In an aggregate amount that was 
fully accrued as ot December 31, 2013, the District Court dismissed the claims 
of these plaintiffs with prejudice. 

In addition, on January 11, 2013, the District Court approved the settlement 
of claims filed by plaintiffs in a derivative action In the Consolidated Securities 
Class Action, which also resolved a consolidated derivative action filed In the 
Delaware Court of Chancery. 

in addition, the District Court dismissed a complaint filed by plaintiffs In the 
ERISA actions In the Consolidated Securities Class Action on August 27, 2010, 
and the parties stipulated to thc withdrawal of the appeal of that decision on 
January 14, 2013. 

Interchange and Related Litigation 
In 2005, a group of merchants filed a series of putative class actions and 
Individual actions directed at interchange fees associated with Visa and 
MasterCard payment card transactions. These actions, which were consolidated 
In the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of New York under the caption In 
Re Payment Card Interchange Fee and Merchant Discount Anti-Trust Litigation 
(Interchange), named Visa, MasterCard and several banks and bank holding 
companies (BHCs), including the Corporation, as defendants. Plaintiffs allege 
that defendants conspired to fix the level of default Interchange rates and that 
certain rules of Visa and MasterCard related to merchant acceptance of payment 
cards at the point of sale were unreasonable restraints of trade. Plaintiffs sought 
unspecified damages and injunctive relief. 
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On October 19, 2012, defendants settled the matter. The settlerrient provides 
for, among other things, (I) payments by defendants to the class and Individual 
plaintiffs totaling approximately $6.6 billion, allocated proportionately to each 
defendant based upon various loss-sharing agreements; (ii) distribution to class 
merchants of an amount equal to 10 bps of default interchange across all Visa 
and MasterCard credit card transactions for a period of eight consecutive 
months, to begin by July 29, 2013, which otherwise would have been paid to 
issuers and which effectively reduces credit interchange for that period of time; 
and (ill) modifications to certain Visa and MasterCard rules regarding merchant 
point of sale practices. 

The court granted final approval of thc class settlement agreement on 
December 13, 2013. Several class members appealed to the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the Second CircuiL in addition, a number of class members opted out of the 
settlement of their past damages claims. The cash portion of the settlement was 
adjusted downward as a result of these opt outs. 

The Corporation Is named in three of the opt-out suits. Including one brought 
by cardholders, and, as a result of various sharing agreements from the main 
Interchange litigation, the Corporation remains liable for any settlement or 
judgment In opt-out suits where it Is not named as a defendant. All but one of the 
opt-out suits filed to date have been consolidated in the U.S. District Court for the 
Eastern District of New York. On July 18, 2014, the court denied defendants' 
motion to dismiss opt-out complaints filed by merchants, and on November 26, 
2014, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss the Sherman Act claim in 
the cardholder complaint. 

LIBOR, Other Reference R.ite and Foreign Exchange (FX) Inquiries and 
Litigation 
The Corporation has received subpoenas and information requests from 
government authorities In North America, Europe and the Asia Pacific region, 
including the DoJ, the U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) and 
the FCA, concerning submissions made by panel banks In connection with thc 
setting of LIBOR and other reference rates. The Corporation Is cooperating with 
these Inquiries. 

In addition, the Corporation and BANA have been named as defendants along 
with most of the other LIBOR panel banks In a series of Individual and class 
actions In various U.S. federal and state courts relating to defendants' LIBOR 
contributions. All cases naming the Corporation have been or are In the process 
of being consolidated for pre-trial purposes in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York by the JPML. The Corporation expects that any 
future cases naming it will similarly be consolidated for pre-trial purposes. 
Plaintiffs allege that they held or transacted In U.S. Dollar LIBOR-based derivatives 
or other financial instruments and sustained losses as a result of collusion or 
manipulation by defendants regarding the setting of U.S. Dollar LIBOR. Plaintiffs 
assert a variety of claims, including antitrust and Racketeer Influenced and 
Corrupt Organizations (RICO), common law fraud, and breach of contract claims, 
and seek compensatory, treble and punitive damages, and Injunctive relief. 

In a series of rulings, the court dismissed antitrust, RICO and certain state 
law claims, while permitting the Commodity Exchange Act and other state law 
claims to proceed. As a result ot a procedural ruling by the Supreme Court, 
plaintiffs are pursuing an immediate appeal of the dismissal of their antitrust 
claims. Further, based on the statute of limitations, the court has substantially 

limited the time period tor which manipulation claims under the Commodity 
Exchange Act may be pursued. As to the Corporation and BANA, the court has also 
dismissed manipulation claims based on alleged trader conduct, and certain 
common law claims by plaintiffs who alleged no direct dealings with the 
Corporation or BANA. Other claims against the Corporation and BANA remain 
pending, however, and the court is continuing to consider motions regarding 
them, Including the applicability of its prior rulings to sutisequently filed actions. 

Certain regulatory and government authorities in North America, Europe and 
the Asia Pacific region are conducting investigations and making inquiries of a 
significant number of FX market participants, including the Corporation, 
regarding FX market participants' conduct and systems and controls over 
multiple years. The Corporation Is cooperating with these investigations and 
inquiries, some of which are likely to lead to regulatory or legal proceedings and 
expose thc Corporation to material penalties, fines or losses, and could adversely 
affect its reputation. 

In particular, in November 2014, the Corporation resolved a matter with the 
Office of the Comptroller ot the Currency (OCC) by agreeing to the imposition of 
mandatory remedial measures and payment ot $250 million In civil penalties 
associated with the Corporation's FX business and Its systems and controls. 

The Corporation is in separate advanced discussions to resolve the regulatory 
matters of concern to another U.S. banking regulator involving the Corporation's 
FX business and its systems and controls. There can be no assurances that 
these discussions will lead to a resolution, or of the amount or timing of any such 
resolution. 

In addition, in a consolidated amended complaint filed on March 31, 2014, 
the Corporation and BANA were named as defendants along wifh other FX market 
participants In a putative class action filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York on behalf of plaintiffs and a putative class who 
allegedly transacted in FX and are domiciled in the U.S. or transacted in FX in the 
U.S. (the U.S. Action). On April 30, 2014, a substantively similar class action was 
filed against the Corporation and other FX market participants on behalf of a 
plaintiff and putative class allegedly located In Norway (the Foreign Action). The 
complaints allege that class members transacted with defendants at or around 
the time of the fixing of the WM/Reuters Closing Spot Rates or entered into 
transactions that settled in whole or in part based on the WM/Reuters Closing 
Spot Rates and that they sustained losses as a result of the defendants' alleged 
conspiracy to manipulate the WM/Reuters Closing Spot Rates. Plaintiffs in the 
U.S. Action assert a single claim for violations of Sections 1 and 3 of the 
Sherman Act, and plaintiff in the Foreign Action asserts claims for violations of 
the Sherman Act, as well as certain claims under New York statutory and 
common law. Plaintiffs seek compensatory and treble damages, and declaratory 
and Injunctive relief. 

Ori January 28, 2015, the court denied defendants' motion to dismiss the U.S. 
Action, finding that plaintiffs had sufficiently pleaded the elements of an 
antitrust claim. In thc same decision, the court granted with prejudice 
defendants' motion to dismiss the Foreign Action, finding that the Sherman Act 
does not apply extraterritorially, except in limited circumstances not present in 
the case, and that plaintiff had failed to plead an actionable state law claim. 
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Montgomery 
The Corporation, several current and former officers and directors. Banc of 
America Securities LLC (BAS), MLPF&S and other unaffiliated underwritei'S have 
been named as defendants in a putative class action filed in the U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York entitled Montgomery v. Bank of 
America, et al. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint on January 14, 2011. 
Plaintiff seeks to sue on behalf of all persons who acquired certain series of 
preferred stock offered by the Corporation pursuant to a shelf registration 
statement dated May 5, 2006. Plaintiff's claims arise from three offerings dated 
January 24, 2008, January 28, 2008 and May 20, 2008, from which the 
Corporation allegedly received proceeds of $15.8 billion. The amended complaint 
asserts claims under Sections 11, 12(a)(2) and 15 of the Securities Act ot 1933, 
and alleges that the prospectus supplements associated with the offerings: (i) 
failed to disclose that the Corporation's loans, leases, CDOs and commercial MBS 
were impaired to a greater extent than disclosed; (11) misrepresented the extent of 
the impaired assets by failing to establish adequate reserves or properly record 
losses for Its impaired assets; (iii) misrepresented the adequacy of the 
Corporation's Internal controls In light of the alleged Impairment of its assets; (iv) 
misrepresented the Corporation's capital base and Tier 1 leverage ratio for risk-
based capital In light of the allegedly Impaired assets; and (v) misrepresented the 
thoroughness and adequacy of the Corporation's due diligence In connection with 
Its acquisition of Countrywide. Thc amended complaint seeks rescission, 
compensatory and other damages. On March 16, 2012, the court granted 
defendants' motion to dismiss thc first amended complainL On December 3, 
2013, the court denied plaintiffs' motion to file a second amended complaint. On 
February 6, 2014, plaintiffs appealed thc denial of their motion to amend to the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit. 

The Corporation, Countrywide, Merrill Lynch and/or their affiliates may have 
claims for and/or may be subject to claims for contractual indemnification in 
connection with their various roles in regard to MBS. 

On August 15, 2011, the JPML ordered multiple federal court cases involving 
Countrywide MBS consolidated for pretrial purposes in the U.S. District Court for 
the Central District of California in a multi-district litigation entitled In re 
Countrywide Financial Corp. Mortgage-Backed Securities Litigation (the 
Countrywide RMBS MDL). 

Federal Home Loan Bank Litigation 
On March 15, 2010, the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco (FHLB San 
Francisco) filed an action in California Superior Court, San Francisco County, 
entitled Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco v. Credit Suisse Securities 
(USA) LLC, et ai. FHLB San Francisco's complaint asserts certain MBS Claims 
against BAS, Countrywide and several related entities In connection with its 
alleged purchase of 51 MBS offerings and one private placement issued and/or 
underwritten by those defendants between 2004 and 2007 and seeks rescission 
and unspecified damages. FHLB San Francisco dismissed the federal claims with 
prejudice on August 11, 2011. On September 8, 2011, the court denied 
defendants' motions to dismiss the state law claims. On December 20, 2013, 
FHLB San Francisco voluntarily dismissed its negligent misrepresentation claims 
with prejudice. On October 15, 2014, the court denied the parties' cross-motions 
for summaryjudgmcnt with respect to two Countrywide trusts that were to be 
part of a bellwethertrial. 

The parties have settled the action and other related actions for $420 million, 
as well as with respect to certain claims, additional consideration; all amounts 
were fully accrued as of December 31, 2014. Pursuant to the settlement, FHLB 
San Francisco has voluntarily dismissed Its remaining claims with prejudice. 

Mortgage-backed Securities Litigation 
The Corporation and Its affiliates. Countrywide entities and their affiliates, and 
Merrill Lynch entitles and their affiliates have been named as defendants in a 
number of cases relating to their various roles as issuer, originator, seller, 
depositor, sponsor, underwriter and/or controlling entity in MBS offerings, 
pursuant to which the MBS Investors were entitled to a portion of the cash flow 
from the underlying pools of mortgages. These cases generally include purported 
class action suits and actions by Individual MBS purchasers. Although the 
allegations vary by lawsuit, these cases generally allege that the registration 
statements, prospectuses and prospectus supplements for securities issued by 
securitization trusts contained material misrepresentations and omissions, in 
violation of the Securities Act of 1933 and/or state securities laws and other 
state statutory and common laws. 

These cases generally involve allegations of false and misleading statements 
regarding: (I) the process by which the properties that served as collateral for the 
mortgage loans underlying thc MBS were appraised; (11) the percentage of equity 
that mortgage borrowers had In their homes; (iii) the borrowers' ability to repay 
their mortgage loans; (Iv) the underwriting practices by which those mortgage 
loans were originated; (v) the ratings given to the different tranches of MBS by 
rating agencies; and (vi) the validity of each Issuing trust's title to the mortgage 
loans comprising the pool for that securitization (collectively, MBS Claims). 
Plaintiffs in these cases generally seek unspecified compensatory damages, 
unspecified costs and legal fees and. In some Instances, seek rescission. 

Luther Class Act ion L i t iga t ion and Rela ted Act ions 
Beginning In 2007, a number of pension funds and other Investors filed putative 
class action lawsuits alleging certain MBS Claims against Countrywide, several 
of its affiliates, MLPF&S, the Corporation, NB Holdings Corporation and certain 
other defendants. Those class action lawsuits concerned a total of 429 MBS 
offerings involving over $350 billion in securities issued by subsidiaries of 
Countrywide between 2005 and 2007. The actions, entitled Luther v. 
Countrywide Financial Corporation, ct ai., Maine State Retirement System v. 
Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al.. Western Conference of Teamsters 
Pension Trust Fund v. Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., and Putnam 
Bank V. Countrywide Financial Corporation, et aL, were all assigned to the 
Countrywide RMBS MDL court. On December 6, 2013, the court granted final 
approval to a settlement of these actions in the amount of $500 million. 
Beginning on January 14, 2014, a number of class members appealed to the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. 

Prudential Insurance Litigation 
On March 14, 2013, The Prudential Insurance Company of America and certain 
of its affiliates (collectively Prudential) filed a complaint in the U.S. District Court 
for the District of New Jersey, in a case entitled Prudential Insurance Company of 
America, et al. v. Bank of America, N.A., ct al. Prudential has named the 
Corporation, Merrill 
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Lynch and a number of related entities as defendants. Prudential asserts certain 
MBS Claims pertaining to 54 MBS offerings from which Prudential alleges that It 
purchased securities between 2004 and 2007. Prudential seeks, among other 
relief, compensatory damages, rescission or a rescissory measure of damages, 
punitive damages and other unspecified relief. On April 17, 2014, the court 
granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to dismiss the complaint. 
Prudential thereafter split Its claims Into two separate complaints, filing an 
amended complaint in the original action and a complaint In a separate action 
entitled Prudential Portfolios 2, et al. v. Bank of America, N.A., et al. Both cases 
are pending In the U.5. District Court for the District of New Jersey. On February 
5, 2015, the court granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to 
dismiss those complaints, granting plaintiff leave to replead in certain respects. 

Lending, Inc., Merrill Lynch Mortgage Investors, Inc., and Ownit Mortgage 
Solutions Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. The summonses 
indicate that defendants may be subject to breach of contract claims alleging 
that they breached representations and warranties related to loans securitized In 
the Trusts. The summonses allege that defendants failed to repurchase 
breaching mortgage loans from the Trusts. The summonses seek specific 
performance of defendants' alleged obligation to repurchase breaching loans, 
declaratory judgment, compensatory rescissory and other damages, and 
Indemnity. On February 5, 2015, defendants demanded complaints on three of 
the Trusts. Defendants currently have until March 3, 2015 to demand the 
complaint with respect to one of the remainingTrusts, and until July 15, 2015 to 
demand complaints on the final three Trusts. 

Mortgage Repurchase Litigation 

U.S. Bank Litigation 
On August 29, 2011, U.S. Bank, National Association (U.S. Bank), as trustee for 
the HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust 2005-10 (the Trust), a mortgage pool backed 
by loans originated by Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (CHL), filed a complaint in 
New York Supreme Court, New York County, In a case entitled U.S. Bank National 
Association, as Trustee for HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust, Series 2005-10 v. 
Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (dba Bank of America Home Loans), Bank of 
America Corporation, Countrywide Financial Corporation, Bank of America, N.A. 
and NB Holdings Corporation. U.S. Bank asserts that, as a result of alleged 
misrepresentations by CHL In connection with its sale of the loans, defendants 
must repurchase all the loans In the pool, or in the alternative that It must 
repurchase a subset of those loans as to which U.S. Bank alleges that defendants 
have refused specific repurchase demands. U.S. Bank asserts claims for breach 
of contract and seeks specific performance of defendants' alleged obligation to 
repurchase the entire pool of loans (alleged to have an original aggregate principal 
balance of $1.75 billion) or alternatively the aforementioned subset (alleged to 
have an aggregate principal balance of 'over $100 million"), together with 
reimbursement of costs and expenses and other unspecified relieL On May 29, 
2013, the New York Supreme Court dismissed U.S. Bank's claim for repurchase 
of all the mortgage loans In the Trust. The court granted U.S. Bank leave to amend 
this claim. On June 18, 2013, U.S. Bank filed Its second amended complaint 
seeking to replead its claim for repurchase of all loans in the Trust. On February 
13, 2014, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss thc repleaded claim 
seeking repurchase of all mortgage loans in the Trust; plaintiff has appealed that 
order. 

On November 13, 2014, the court granted U.S. Bank's motion for leave to 
amend the complaint; defendants have appealed that order. The amended 
complaint alleges breach of contract based upon defendants' failure to 
repurchase loans that were the subject of specific repurchase demands and also 
alleges breach of contract based upon defendants' discovery, during origination 
and servicing, of loans with material breaches of representations and warranties. 

U.S. Bank Summonses with Notice 
On August 29, 2014, U.S. Bank, solely In its capacity as Trustee for seven 
securitization trusts (the Trusts), served seven summonses with notice 
commencing potential actions against First Franklin Financial Corporation, 
Merrill Lynch Mortgage 

Ocala Investor Litigation 
On November 25, 2009, BNP Paribas Mortgage Corporation (BNP) and Deutsche 
Bank AG each filed claims (thc 2009 Actions) against BANA In thc U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York entitled BNP Paribas Mortgage 
Corporation v. Bank of America, N.A and Deutsche Bank AG v. Bank of America, 
N.A. Plaintiffs allege that BANA failed to properly perform Its duties as indenture 
trustee, collateral agent, custodian and depositary for Ocala Funding, LLC 
(Ocala), a home mortgage warehousing facility, resulting In the loss of plaintiffs' 
investment in Ocala. Ocala was a wholly-owned subsidiary of Taylor, Bean & 
Whitaker Mortgage Corp. (TBW), a home mortgage originator and servicer which is 
alleged to have committed fraud that led to Its eventual bankruptcy. Ocala 
provided funding for TBW's mortgage origination activities by issuing notes, the 
proceeds of which were to be used by TBW to originate home mortgages. Such 
mortgages and other Ocala assets In turn were pledged to BANA, as collateral 
agent, to secure the notes. Plaintiffs lost most or all of their investment In Ocala 
when, as the result of the alleged fraud committed by TBW, Ocala was unable to 
repay the notes purchased by plaintiffs and there was insufficient collateral to 
satisfy Ocala's debt obligations. Plaintiffs allege that BANA breached its 
contractual, fiduciary and other duties to Ocala, thereby permitting TBW's alleged 
fraud to go undetected. Plaintiffs seek compensatory damages and, other relief 
from BANA, including interest and attorneys' fees, in an unspecified amount, but 
which plaintiffs allege exceeds $1.6 billion. 

On March 23, 2011, thc court granted In part and denied In part BANA's 
motions to dismiss the 2009 Actions. Plaintiffs filed amended complaints on 
October 1, 2012 that Included additional contractual, tort and equitable claims. 
On June 6, 2013, the court granted BANA's motion to dismiss plaintiffs' claims 
for failure to sue, negligence, negligent misrepresentation and equitable relief. 

On November 24, 2014, BANA moved for summaryjudgmcnt and plaintiffs 
moved for partial summary judgment. 

On February 19, 2015, BANA and BNP reached an agreement in principle to 
settle the 2009 actions for an amount not material to the Corporation's results of 
operations, subject to the execution of a final settlement agreement. 

O'Donnell Litigation 
On February 24, 2012, Edward O'Donncll filed a sealed qui tam complaint under 
the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery and Enforcement Act of 1989 
(FIRREA) and the False Claims Act against the Corporation, individually, and as 
successor to Countrywide, 
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CHL and a Countrywide business division known as Full Spectrum Lending. On 
October 24, 2012, the DoJ filed a complaint-in-intervention to join the matter, 
adding BANA, Countrywide and CHL as defendants. The action is entitled United 
States of America, ex re/, Edward O'Donnell, appearing Qui Tam v Bank of 
America Corp., et a i , and was filed In the U.S. District Court for thc Southern 
District of New York. The complaint-in-intervention asserted certain fraud claims 
in connection with the sale of loans to FNMA and FHLMC by Full Spectrum 
Lending and by the Corporation and BANA On January 11, 2013, the government 
filed an amended complaint which added Countrywide Bank, FSB (CFSB) and a 
former officer of the Corporation as defendants. The court dismissed False 
Claims Act counts on May 8, 2013. On September 6, 2013, the government filed 
a second amended complaint alleging claims under FIRREA concerning allegedly 
fraudulent loan sales to the GSEs between August 2007 and May 2008. On 
September 24, 2013, the government dismissed the Corporation as a defendant. 

Following a trial, on October 23, 2013, a verdict of liability was returned 
against CHL, CFSB and BANA On July 30, 2014, the court Imposed a civil penalty 
of $1.3 billion on BANA On February 3, 2015, thc court denied the Corporation's 
motions for judgment as a matter of law, or In the alternative, a new trial. The 
Corporation will appeal the verdict and judgment 

Pennsylvania Public School Employees' Retirement System 
The Corporation and several current and former officers were named as 
defendants in a putative class action filed In the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York entitled Pennsylvania Public School Employees' 
Retirement System v. Bank of America, et al. 

Followingthe filing of a complaint on February 2, 2011, plaintiff subsequently 
filed an amended complaint on September 23, 2011 in which plaintiff sought to 
sue on behalf of all persons who acquired the Corporation's common stock 
between February 27, 2009 and October 19, 2010 and 'Common Equivalent 
Securities" sold In a December 2009 offering. The amended complaint asserted 
claims under Sections 10(b) and 20(a) of thc Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
and Sections 11 and 15 of the Securities Act of 1933, and alleged that the 
Corporation's public statements: (1) concealed problems in the Corporation's 
mortgage servicing business resulting from the widespread use of the Mortgage 
Electronic Recording System; (il) failed to disclose the Corporation's exposure to 
mortgage repurchase claims; (lli) misrepresented thc adequacy of Internal 
controls; and (iv) violated certain Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. Thc 
amended complaint sought unspecified damages. 

On July 11, 2012, the court granted in part and denied In part defendants' 
motions to dismiss the amended complainL All claims under the Securities Act 
were dismissed against all defendants, with prejudice. The motion to dismiss the 
claim against the Corporation under Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act was 
denied. All claims under the Exchange Act against the officers were dismissed, 
with leave to replead. Defendants moved to dismiss a second amended complaint 
in which plaintiff sought to replead claims against certain current and former 
officers under Sections 10(b) and 20(a). On April 17, 2013, the court granted In 
part and denied in part thc motion to dismiss, sustaining Sections 10(b) and 
20(a) claims against thc current and former officers. 

Policemen's Annuity Litigation 
On April 11, 2012, the Policemen's Annuity & Benefit Fund of the City of Chicago, 
on its own behalf and on behalf of a proposed class of purchasers of 41 RMBS 
trusts collateralized mostly by Washington Mutual-originated (WaMu) mortgages, 
filed a proposed class action complaint against BANA and other unrelated parties 
in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York, entitled 
Policen-ien's Annuity and Benefit Fund of the City of Chicago v. Bank of America, 
N.A. and U.S. Bank National Association. BANA and U.S. Bank are named as 
defendants In their capacities as trustees, with BANA (formerfy LaSalle Bank 
National Association) having served as the original trustee and U.S. Bank having 
replaced BANA as trustee. Plaintiff asserted claims under the federal Trust 
Indenture Act as well as state common law claims. Plaintiff alleged that, in light 
of the performance of the RMBS at issue, and in thc wake of publicly-available 
information about the quality ot loans originated by WaMu, the trustees were 
required to take certain steps to protect plaintiff's interest In the value of the 
securities, and that plaintiff was damaged by defendants' failures to notify it of 
deficiencies In thc loans and of defaults under the relevant agreements, to 
ensure that the underlying mortgages could properly be foreclosed, and to 
enforce remedies available for loans that contained breaches of representations 
and warranties. Plaintiff sought unspecified compensatory damages and/or 
equitable relief, and costs and expenses. The court dismissed some of the 
common law claims, but allowed the Trust Indenture Act claim and a claim for 
breach of contract to proceed. After the filing of two amended complaints and the 
consolidation of the case with a related matter filed on August 23, 2013, entitled 
Vermont Pension Investment Committee and the Washington State investment 
Board v. Bank of America, N.A. and U.S. Bank National Association, 10 named 
plaintiffs filed a third amended complaint on October 31, 2013, on behalf of two 
proposed classes of purchasers of 35 trusts collateralized mostly by WaMu-
originated mortgages (later reduced to 34 trusts). 

On June 5, 2014, the parties Informed the court that they had reached an 
agreement in principle to settle the case for an amount not material to the 
Corporation's results of operations, subject to approval of plaintiffs' boards. The 
settlement remains subject to final court approval and various conditions. On 
November 10, 2014, the court preliminarily approved the proposed settlement, 
and scheduled a final approval hearing for March 12, 2015. 

Takefuji Litigation 
In April 2010, Takefuji Corporation (Takefuji) filed a claim against Merrill Lynch 
International and Merrill Lynch Japan Securities (MLIS) in Tokyo District Court 
The claim concerns Takefuji's purchase in 2007 of credit-linked notes structured 
and sold by defendants that resulted in a loss to Takefuji of approximately 
JPY29.0 billion (approximately $270 million) following an event of default 
Takefuji alleges that defendants failed to meet certain disclosure obligations 
concerningthe notes. 

On July 19, 2013, the Tokyo District Court issued a judgment In defendants' 
favor, a decision that Takefuji subsequently appealed to the Tokyo High Court. On 
August 27, 2014, the Tokyo High Court vacated the decision of the District Court 
and issued a judgment awarding Takefuji JPY14.5 billion (approximately $135 
million) in damages, plus interest at a rate of five percent from March 18, 2008. 
On September 10, 2014, defendants filed an appeal with the Japanese Supreme 
Court. 



CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

AND AFFIDAVIT 

SECTION I - GENERAL INFORMATION 

Legal name of the Disclosiiig Party-submitting this EDS. Incliided/b/a/ i f applicable: 

BAC North America Holding Company 

Check ONE of the following three boxes: 

Indicatejwhether the D.iscloslng Party submitting-this EDS is; 
l . [• .]' the Applicaint 

OR 
•2, fc] a l(2g,a| entity holding a direct.dr iiidifect interest in tihe'Applicjant. State the legaiiname of the 

Applicant in which the Disclosing Party holdsian interest: St. Edmunds Meadows Limited Partnership 
OR 

3. [ ] a legal entity with a right of c;ontrpr(s.ee Section II .B.I .) State the legal name of the entity in 
which the Disclosing: Party holds a right of-control:; . 

, 1 0 1 N. Tryon St. 

,B; Business addre'ssvbf the Disclosing Party:̂  
Charlotte, NC 28285 

917-232-2988 646-822-5978 . .. nnichelle.militello@baml.com 
C. Telephone: Fax: Email: 

Michelle Militello 

b. Name of contact person: 

E. Federal Employer Identification No. ( i f you have one): 

F. Brief description of contracl, transactiori' or other undertaking (referred to below as the "Matter") to 
which this EDS pertains. (Include project number and location of property, i f applicable): 

Applicant to obtain a loan from the City so that Applicant may repay a loan to Applicant made by the L P. The project Is a 56 unit multi-income 
development located al 6100-14 S. Michigan, 51-73 E. 61sl, 6104-47 S. Wabash, and 48-58 E 57th in Chicago, IL. 

Dept. of Planning and Development 

G. Which City agency Or department is requestmg this EDS? 

If thc Malter is a contract being handled by the City's Departinent ofProcurement Services, please 
complete the following: N/A 

Specification # and Conlracl # 
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SECTION I I - DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS 

A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY 

1. indicate the nature of the,Disclosing Party: 
[ ] Pcrspri [.] LimiteiJ liability.(loinp 
[. ] Ptiblicly registered^ [ ] Limited liability'partnership. 

Privately held ijusiness corporatibii [ ] Joint venture. 
[,] Sole proprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit corporation 
[ ]• General partnership (Is the npt-for-profit.c.orporation.d a.50il(c)(3)X? 
i ] Limlte.d partnership [ ] v̂ ps [ ] No 
[ ] Trust [ '] Other (please specify^^ 

2. ijFor legal entities; the state (or foreign country) of incorporationtor^organization. Jf applicable: 

,Df?,1 qWf^rp 

3., E'er legal entities not organized in the State, of HUnoiis: Has the organization'registered tb do 
busiiiessvin the State of HIinois asa foreign-entity? 

[ ] Y e s M N o [ ] N / A 

B. IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY: 

1. List below the full naihes and titles of all executive officers and all directors of the entity. 
NOTE;, For not-for-profit corporations, also list below all members, i f any, which are legal entities. I f 
there are;no such members, write "no members:" For trusts, estates or other similar entities, list below 
the legal titleholdei-(s). 

I f the entity is a general partnership, limited partnership,.limited liability company, limited liability 
partnership or joint venture, list below the name and title: of each general partner, managing member, 
manager or any other person or entity that controls the day-to-day management of the Disclosing Pany. 
NOTE:,Each legal entity listed below must subrhit an EDS oh its own behalf 

Name Title 
Please see attached list of executive officers and directors 

2. Please provide the following information concerning each person or entity having a direct or 
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% of the Disclosing Party. Examples 
ofsuch an inlerest include shares in a coiporation, partnership interest in a partnership orjoinl venture, 
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• • ^r^r,,{ of a beneficiary of .a irusU-
UmrtedUabimy company, ovv^tcc^^^ 

. . - s t or a - X ^ l ^ - : : : : : : : . ^ ^ . o n c . " - O ^ a ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ , , , , . 0 ^ . .formation 

estate o r - 0 ^ < ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ . . u ^ c . p ^ Code''), Uie C.Uv n. > q • 
Municipal Code ox Chic go ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ .̂ ^̂ ^ ,,h,eve full 
fvom any appUcant which is icas p.^eeniagclntcrcst m.the • , 

• ^ - - r - ^ r ^ : - ^ ^ : • ^ WITH GITY ELECT£T>X)FF1CIALS ; 

. , f,5,o see Attached, ^. ; 

' ,relationshiR(s):-- \. 

1 1 3 ^ — — - " ' ^ ^ " ^ ^ . n OTHER RETAINED PARTIES 
^ r M i B C O M R A C T O R S AND OTHER H 

• c ^ C T l O N l V ^ - DlSCLOSURL^^ - ^ ' f f c h subconiracior, attorney 

^^^^^^^ 

anolhcr includes imdutAm» ^̂^̂^ g^^„„„. ,hc 

n the DisJo^ui, ^̂ ^̂  ^ .̂̂ ^eih.i ̂ ^̂ suc 

D.-selosing Party n^"^^^"'̂ *^ ^ 
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Nanie (indicate whether Business 
retaiiied or anticipated Address 
to be retained) 

Relationship to Disclosing Party 
(subcontractor, attomey, 
lobbyist, etc.) 

Fees (indicate whether 
paid or estimated,) NOTE: 
'fhouflyirate" or "t.b.d." is 
not ah acceptable response. 

(Add s h ee ts i f n ee es s ary) 

Check here i f the Disclosing'Party haX ndtretiained,,,nor-expects to retain?:̂ ^ 

SECTION Y - GERTIFICATIONS 

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT COMPLIANCE 

UnderMunicipal Code Section 2-92-415,,substantial owners of business entities that contract with 
the City must remain in compliance withjthisir child support obligations throughoiit the contract's term. 

Has any person who dirisctly or indirectly owns 10%:0r more of thciDisclOsing Party been declared in 
arrearage on any child support obligations by any Illinois court of competent jurisdiction? 

[ ] Yes [ ) No N.o person directly or indirectly,:owns.lO% or;m6re ofthe 

.Disclosing Party, see Attached. 

I f "Yes;" lias thc person entered into a court-approved agreement for payment of all supportowed and 
is the person in compliance with that agreement? 

[ ] Y6S [JNo 

B FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS Attached Additional Information, including Litigation and Regulatory 
Matters. 

1. Pursuant lo Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article 1 ("Article r')(which the Applicant should 
consult for defined lerms (e.g., "doing business") and legal requirements), i f lhe Disclosing Party 
submitting this EDS is the Applicanl and is doing business with the City, .then the Disclosing Party 
certifies as follows: (i) neither the Applicant nor any controlling person is currently indicted or charged 
with, or has admitted guilt of, or has ever been convicted of, or placed under supervision for, any 
criminal offense involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, ihcft, fraud, forgery, 
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against an officer or employee of the Gity or any sister agency; and (ii) the 
Applicanl understands and acknowledges lhat compliance wilh Article I is a continuing requirement for 
doing business wilh the City. NOTE: If Article I applies.to the Applicanl, the permanenl compliance 
timeframe in Article I supersedes some five-year compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below. 
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2, The Disclosing Party and, ifthe Disclosing Party is a legal entity, all of those persons or entiiies 
identified in Section ILB. 1. of this EDS: 

a. are not presently debarred, suspended,.propose;d,forde:banneiit; declared ineligible or voluntarily 
excluded from any transactions by any federal, state or local unit of gpyerriment;; 

b. have hot, within a five-year ,period preceding this date'ofthis^^^^ convicted of a criminail 
offense, adjudged guilty,-'or had a civil judgment rendered against them in connection \yith:. 
^obtaining, attismpting to:obtain, orperforming a public\(federal, state or local) transaction,or 
contract under a piiblip transaction; a violation of federal or state an titrust statutes ;; fraud;; 
embezzlemeht; theft; forgery; bribery; falsifleatioh'qrVdestruc^^ making false 
statements; pr receiying stolen prdperty; 

c. are not presently indicted for, or criminally or civilly charged by; a govemmental entity (federal, 
state oriocal) witli committing any of the offenses set;forth, i.n clause B.2,b.,of this: Section V; 

d. have:,not, within a five-year period preceding the date .of this E,D$iliad one or more,public 
;transactibns (federal, state or local) terminated-for cause or ;defaiilt; aiid 

e; havenot, .within a five-year period preceding thedate o f this EDS, been convicted, adjudged 
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, or in any criminal or civil action, including actions 
concerhing environmental violations, instituted by the City or by the,; federal government, any 
state, or any other unit of local government. 

I c e r t i f y t he above t o be t r u e . 

3: The certifications in subparts 3,'4 ahd-'5 cbiicern: 

f the D isc Ids ing Party; 

• any "Contractor" (meaning any contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in 
connection with,the.Matter, including but notiimited to alLpersons or legal entities disclosed under 
Section IV, "Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties"); 
• any "Affiliated Entity" (meaning a.person or entity that, directly or indirectly: controls the 

DisclosingTarty, is controlled by the Disclosing Pairty, or is, with the Disclosing Party, under 
common control of anolher person or entity. Indicia of control include, wilhout limitation: 
iiitisrlockihg management Or ownership; identity o f interests among family members,̂  shared facilities 
and equipment; common use of employees; or organization of a business entity following the 
ineligibility of a business entity to do business with federal or stale or local government, including 
the City, using subslantially the same managemenl, ownership, or principals as the ineligible entity); 
with respect lo Contraclors, the term Affiliated Eniity means a person or entity that direclly or 
indirectly controls the Contractor, is controlled by it, or, wilh the Contractor, is under common 
control of another person or entity; 
• any responsible official of thc Disclosing Parly, any Conlractor or any Affiliated Enlily or any 

other official, agenl or employee ofthe Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Eniity, 
acting pursuani to the direction or authorization of a responsible official of the Disclosing Parly, any 
Contractor or any Affiliated Entity (colleclively "Agenis"). 
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Neilher the DisclosingParty, nor any Contractor, nor anyAffiliated Entity of either.the Disclosing Party 
or any Contractor nor any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is. signed, or, with 
respect to,a Contractor, an Affiliated Entity, of an Affiliated Entity of a Contriaetorduring the five years 
be.fo,re the;date of such Contractor's Or Affiliated Entity's contract or engagement in. connection with the 
Matter: 

a. bribed or attempted to bribe,: or been convicted, or. adjudged guilty o f bribery or attempting to 
brib:e, a public officer or employee of die City, thei-State of Illinois; or any-agency of the? fede^^^ 
goyernment or of any state or, local government ih thp United; S.tates of Arnerica, iri that officer's 
of employee's official capacity; 

b;. agreed or colluded with other bidders or pfospective bidders, Or been a party, to any such 
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged guilty/of agreement or collusion among bidders or 
p.rospectiv.e bidders, in restraint of freedom of cornpctitipntby-agreeiment to bid a.fixed price 6r 
otherwise; or 

c, made ail admission of Siich;conducf:described in a. Of above that-is a matter of fecordj but 
haye ndt been prosecuted for such conduct; or 

d. violated the pro visions of Municipal Code Sectipn 2-92-610 (Living Wage Ordinance); 
I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

4. Neither the.Disclosing Party, Affiliated Entity or Contractor, or any of their employees, officials, 
agents or parfilers, is barred from contracting vî itlv any unit bfstate oriocal government as a resultof 
engaging in or being convicted of (1) bid-rigging in violation of 720 .ILCS 5/33E-3; (2) bid-rotating in 
violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-4; or (3) any simiianoffense of any s'ta'te'or of the United:States of 
America that contains the same elements as the offense of bid-rigging or bid-rotating. • 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

5. Neither the Disclosing Parly nor any Affiliated Entity is listed on any of the following lists 
raaintainedby the Office of Foreign Assets Control of the U.S. Department of the Treasury or the 
Bureau o f Industry and Security ofthe U.S. Departmentof Gommerce-or their successors; the Specially 
Designated Nationals List, the Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the Entity List and the 
Debarred List. 

I c e r t i f y t he above t o be t r u e . 

6. The Disclosing Party understands and shall comply with the applicable requirements of Chapters 
2-55 .(Legislative Inspector General), 2-56 (Inspector General) and 2-156'(Governmental Ethics) of the 
Municipal,Code. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

7. Ifthe Disclosing Party is unable lo certify to any .of thc above statements in this Part B.(Furiher 
Certifications), thc Disclosing Party must explain below: 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 
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I f the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lines above, it will be conclusively 
presumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the rabove statements. 

8. To the best ofthe Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonableiriquiry, ;'the followirig is a 
complete listof allcurrent employees of the DisClosing:Party who were,,.al any time during the 12-
nionth;p,eriod preceding the execution date ofthis EDS,:;an employee,© appoihte'd: official, 
of the. City pffeh.icagb,(if none, indicate w^ "N/A" or "none")^ 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 

9. To the best of the Disclosing Party's knowiedge after reasonable inquiry,; .the followihg is a 
complete list of all gifts that the pisclosing;P,arty has giy.eh p time during, the 
|2-mpnth period preceding; the::executibn date of this EDS, to an ismployee, or elected or appointed 
offi,cial,;Qf of Chicago. For purposes of this statement, a,"gift" does not include:,(i):ariything 
made generally available to City, employees or to the general public, or (ii) food or drink provided in the 
course;of official City business and haying a retail value of less than $20,per recipient (if nisne, indicale, 
with "N/A" or'"none"). As to any gift listed below, please also list the nahie pf ' 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 

0. fCERTIFlGATlbN OF STATUS ES FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 

1. The Disclosing Party,certifies that the Disclbsing Party (check one) 

[ ] is. is not 

a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code. 

2. Ifthe Disclosing Party IS a financial institution, then the Disclosing Party pledges: 

"We arc not and will not become a predatory lender as defined in Chapter-2-32 of the Municipal 
Code. We further pledge that none of our affiliales is, and none of them wil l become, a predatory 
lisnder as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal Code: We understand that becoming a predatory 
lender or becoming an affiliale of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilege of doing 
business w i t h the C i l y . " The D i s c l o s i n g P a r t y makes the above p l e d g e . 

I f lhe Disclosing Parly is unable to make this pledge because it or any of its affiliates (as defined in 
Section 2-32-455(b) ofthe Municipal Code) is a predatorylender within the meaning of Chapter 
2-32 ofthe Municipal Code, explain here (attach additional pages if necessary): 
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I f theletters "NA," the word "None/' or no ,response.appears on the liiies above, it wil j be 
conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party certified fd the above sta'tethents. 

D. CERTIFICATION REGARDING INTEREST IN CITY BUSINESS 

Any words or terms that are defined in Chapteir'2-156 of the Municipd.iCode.have-thesam.e 
meanings wheri used in this iPart D. 

1. :In accordance with Sectibh 2^156-110 of the Municipal Code: Does any official;or:emp>i6yce 
of the Gity'haye a: financial interest in- his or her bvvn-name.br in the n.airie of any oth'er iperson '.or 
erititi^irf the Matter? 

[ J Yes H No 

NOTE: Ifyou checked "Yes" to Item.D.l., proceed to.ltems D.2. andD.3. I f you checked "No" to 
Item D.l.,^proceed to,Part E, 

2. Uhless sold puirsuant:to a process of comijetitive •bidding, or otherwise pennitted, no City 
elected official or employee shall have a financial interest in his or her own name~orin the nameiof 
any other person or entity in the purchase of any property that (i)'belongs to the City, or ,(ii)as sold 
for taxeS;;or.assessments,:or (iii) is sold by virtue;,of legal process.at the suit of the.City (collectiyely, 
'•City.Property.Sale"). Cpinpensatioii for p,rdperty taken pursu t6::the;,,Gity's eminent domain power 
;dpes not'.constitute a financial interest within the'nieaning Of this Part D. 

Does' the;Matter involve a Gity Property Sale? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

3. If you, checked "Yes" to item D. l . , provide the names and business addresses of the City 
officials or employees having such interest and identify the nature of such interest: 

Name Business Address Nature oif Interest 

4. The Disclosing Party further certifies that no prohibited financial interest in the Matter will 
be acquired by any City official or employee. 

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

Please check eilher I . or 2. below. I f the Disclosing Party checks 2., the Disclosing Party musl 
disclose below or in an attachmenl lo this EDS all information required by paragraph 2. Failure lo 
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comply with these disclosiirc rcquirernents may make any contract entered into with the-City in 
connectioii with the Matter voidable by the City. 

_^ 1. The Disclosing Party verifies that the Disclosing Party has searched any and all.records of 
the Disclosing Party and any and alf predecessor entities regarding, records .of investments pr profits 
from: slavery or slaveholder insurance policies during the. slavery era (including insurance polieie;s 
issued to slaveholders that provided,coverage for damage to or injury or death of their slaves), and 

'the: Disclosing Party has found ino-such records;. 

_2. The Disclosing Party verifies that, as a resuh of conducting the search in stepT above, the 
Disclosihg Party has found records of investments or profits from slavery oiT rslayeholder,insurance 
poiicies. The Disclosing Party verifies that the fQllowiiig constitutes<fu,ll discl,osure of all such 
records, including the names of any,and all slaves or slaveholders-descri iii thos,e records: 

I can make the v e r i f i c a t i o n (#1) 

SfeCtlON V I ~ CERTIFICATIONS FOR F E D E R A L L Y FUNDED MATTERS 

NOTE: I f the Matter is federally funded, complete this Section V I . I f t h e Matter isnot federally 
funded, proceed to Sectlbh VII . For pufppses b f this Section V I , lax credifs:;allpcated;^by die City^ 
and proceeds of debt obligations,of the City are not federal funding. 

A; CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

1, List below the names of allpersons or entities registered under the federal Lobbying 
Disclosure Actof 1995 who. have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the Disclosing Party with 
resp.ect to the Matter: (Add sheets if necessary): 

( I f no explanation appears or begins on the lines above, or i f the, letters "NA" or if the word "None" 
appear, it Avill be conclusively presunied that the Disclosing Parly means that NO pbrsbns or entities 
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the 
Disclosing Parly with respect to the Matter.) 

2. The Disclosing Parly has not spent and will not expend any federally appropriated ,funds to pay 
any person or entity listed in Paragraph A . l . above fpr his or her lobbying activities or to pay any 
person or entity to infiuence or attempt to infiucnce an officer or employee ofany agency, as defined by 
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
member of Congress, in conneclion wilh the award of any federally funded contract, making any 
federally funded granl or loan, entering into any cooperative agreement, or to extend, continue, renew, 
amend, or modify any federally funded contiact, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
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3. The Disclosing Party will submit an updated certification at the end pf each calendar quartei: in 
which there occurs any event that materially affects the accuracy,of the statements and iriforniatipn set 
forth ih paragraphs A.l..and-A.2, above. 

4. The Disclosing Party certifies that either: (i) itis not an organizatibnrdescribcd in section 
5b l (c)(4) of the,Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or (ii) it is an;organization;d,escribed in section 
;5,dr(c)(|) of the Internal ,Re.yenue .Code of 19,86 but'has not engag,̂ d ,and will-hot engage in "Lobbying 
jActiyities". 

5. ;. i f the Disclosing;Party is tlie Applicant, the Et1sclosing Party"must,obtairi certifications equal in 
.forhi arid subsfaiice to paragraphs A. 1, thfbiigii; A.4. "ab'bVe from .all^siibcontraetors before itiawai;^ 
subcontract and the Disclosing Party must maintain all such subcontractors' certifijcations for the 
:duration of the-Matter and must make such certifications prpmptly available, to the .City upon request. 

B. GERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

I f tlielMatter is federally funded; federal regiilations require the Applicant and all proposed 
subcontractors to submit the following infonnation witli their bids or in-writing at the outset of 
negotiations. 

Is:'the;Disclosiug Party-the Applicant? 

[ ]Yes [];No 

I f "Yes," answer the three questions below: 

I . Have you developed and do you have^pn file affirniative action progfain's pursuant to applicable 
federal regulations? (Sec 41 CFR Part 60-2.) 

[:]Y;es [ ] N o 

2. - Have you filed with the JointReporting Committee, the Director pf the Office of Federal 
Contract Compliance Programs, or the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission all reports due 
under.the applicable filing requirements? 

[ ]Yes [ ] N o 

3, Have you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts subject to the 
equal.opportunity clause? 

[JYes [ JNo 

I fyou checked "No" lo question I . or 2. above, please provide an explanation: 
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SECTION V I I - ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORAtlON, 
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE 

The Disclosing Party understands and agrees that: 

A. The eertiftcatioris, disclosures, and acknowledgments contained in this EDS wi l l become: part of any 
,contract or other agreement ;between the Applicant a,nd the Gity in connection with the.,Matter,,whether 
procurement, City assistaince, or^bther City' actioH, and are materialinducementSi t̂ ^̂  the City's executiori 
of any contract or ;:taking; other aiction with respect tO:'thfe Matter. The Disclosing Party understands that 
'it iiiusf comply/with:*^ ordinances, and regulatibris bri.which this EDS'S -̂based 

B. The.City'is Goviernmerital Ethics and Campaign Financing brdinances,;Gh^ 2-lS6;and 2-164:of 
the Muriicipal. Cbd;e; impose certain duties;and obligations ;on:persons.or entities seeking City-cojntracts, 
work, business, o,r'transac,tibns. The full,,text p.f these bH ,and a traininglprpgra ^vailable oh 
line at-ww-w.citvofchicagO;Otg/Ethics, arid may also:bê  obtained frojii'^the/City's Bp.ard' 6"f Ethics, 740 N . 

Sedgwick St., Suite 500, Chicago, IL 60610,; (312)74A-966D.. The^Sisclosing Party.mtist,qomply fully 
w i t h the applicable ordinances. I acknowledge and consent t o t he above. 

C. I f the City determines that any infonnation provided in this EDS is false, incbmplete or inaccurate;, 
any contractor other agreement, in connection.with which it is-subriiitted.ni.ay be rescinded or be void or 
voidable, and theCity niayipursue any rerriedies under the coiitractof agreement (if ridtrescirided or 
void), atlawV. br in equity, including terminating the Disclosing Party's participation in the Matter and/or 
declining toiallow' the Disclbsing Party to participate in other transactions- with the Gify. Remedies at 
law for a false statement of material fact may include, incarceration and an award to the City of treble 
damages. 

D. It is the City's policy.to niake this document available to the public on its Internet site aiid/or upon 
feques't. Some or all of the;iriformation provided on this EDS and any attachments to this EDS may be 
made available to the public on the Internet, in response to a Freedom of Information Act request, or 
otherwise. By completing arid signing'this EDS, the.Disclosing Party waives and. releases any possible 
rights or clairiis which it may have against the City in connection with the public release .of information 
contained in this EDS and also authorizes the; City to verify the accuracy of any information submitted 
in this EDS. 

E. Thb, information provided in this EDS must be kept current. In the event of changes, the Disclosing 
Parly must supplenient this EDS up lo the time the City takes action on the Matter. I f the Matter is a 
contraict being handled by the City's Department ofProcurement Services, the Disclosing Party must 
update this EDS as the contract requires. NOTE: With respect to Matters subject to Arficle I of 
Chapter 1-23 ofthe Municipal Code (imposingPERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain specified 
offenses), the information provided herein regarding eligibility must be kept current for a longer period, 
as required by Chapter 1-23 and Section 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code. 
I acknowledge and consent t o the above. 

The Disclosing Party represenls and warrants lhat: 
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F. l . Thc Dis-closing Party is not dcliiu|ucnt in the payment ofany tax administcied by the Illinois 
Department of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing Party or its Affiliated Enlities delinquent in paying any 
fine, fee, tax or other charge owed to the Cily. This includes, but is not limited to, all water charges, 
sewer charges, license fees, parking tickets, pioperiy taxes or sales taxes. 

1 c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

F.2 If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, thc Disclosing Party nnd its Affiliated Entities will not 
use, nor permit their subconti-actor.s to use, any facility lisled by the U.S. E.P.A. on the federal Excluded 
Parties Li.'it System ("EPLS") maintained by the U. S. General Scrviees Administration. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

F.3 If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party will obtain from any 
contractors/subcontractors hired or to be hired in connection wilh the Matter certifications equal in 
fonn and substance to those in F. l . and F.2. above and will not, without the prior written consent of the 
Cily, use aî :y-such oontraotor/s-nlH^QHtj-aet̂ F-lha-t-does n&t-{>yov4de-sit&h-certificati»»-s-&î tl«U4b.€ 
Disclosing Party has reason to believe has not provided or cannot piovide truthful certifications. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

NOTE: I f thc Disclosing Party cannot certify as to any of the items in F. 1., F.2. or F.3. above, an 
explanatory statement must be attached to this EDS. 

CERT7FICATI0N 

Under penalty of perjury, the person signing below: (1) warrants that he/she is authorized to execute 
this EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) on behalf of the Disclosing .Party, and (2) warrants that all 
eertifications and statements contained in this EDS and .Appendix A (if applicable) are true, accurate 
and complete as ofthe date furnished to the City. 

BAC North America Holding Company 

(Print or type name of Disclosing Party) 

By: 
(Sign hc/c) 

P h i l l i D A. Wertz 

(Print or type name of person signing) 

A.ssociatri General Counsel & .Senior Vice President 

(Prin; or'iypc title of pcr.<:on sig.'iing) 

/-;.;• j ' —j \ '] ••- -y^ 

Si.iMiec aify s\s'orn lo before niê o.n (date) • ..L'..JT..'".l. .1 

-" ' / l l ^f^.^C'y'l{ I'A-'-^-'^ Notary Public. 

• j -) 1 t - i - 1 "7 
L.ominissioii exDir'js- ' ! •• 

" O F F I C I A L S E A L " 
DAVID R. HILL 

NOTARY PUBLIC. STATE OF ILLINOIS 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 1/6/2010 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIXA 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH E L E C T E D GIT¥ OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

This Appendix is to be completeid only by (a), the Applicant, and (b) any legal cntiQ' which has a direct 
ownership interest in the/Applicanfe-exceeding JiS percê ^̂ ^̂  It is npt to be complfeted by any legal en 
which has only in indirect ownership interest in the Appiicant. 

Under Municipal C6(fe Seĉ  
or.aiiy "Applicable :=Party''pr,any SpoiJse or Domestic Partner tiiereof currently has a,'Tamilial= relationship" with 
any elected city official-or depa^ A "familiairreiatibrisliip"=e^^^ as of the date this HDS is 
signed, the Disclosing Party or any ''Applicable-Party" or any Spouse: or Domes tip .Partner thereof is related to 
the mayor, any aldennan,'the;city clerk, the city-treasure;r or any city departnierit''head as spouse or domestic, 
partnefeor as any ofthe following, whether by:b pare.nt,:,child, brother or sister, aunt or uncle, 
nicce;Or nephew, grandparent, grandchild, fathef-iri-law, rnptlier-ih-law, son-ih-law; daughterrih-laiw, stepfather 
or stepmother, stepson or stepdaughter, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or half-sister. 

"Applicable Party" meahs (i):all executive dfficers-of tlie,Discldsing Party listed in Section tB^l.a:.,;the 
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all pat1nei"s of the Disclbsing Party"; if the Disclosing Partyjis: a general 
partnership; all.:general partners and limited partners of the Disclosing Party, if the Disclosirig Party is a limited 
partnership; all managers, .rn.anaging members and;mernbers of the,;PisclQsing: Partŷ  i f the Disclosing, Party is a 
lirnited liability cpmpaiiy;,(2) all principal officers of the Disclosing Paily; arid (3) any person having moret 
a 7.5 percent ownership interest in the Disclosing Pai1y. "Principal officers" means the president, chief 
operating officer, executive director, chief fiiiancial officer, treasurer or secretary pf a legal entity or any person 
exercising similar authority. 

Does the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently 
have a "familial relationship" with an.elected city official or departnnent head? 

[ ] Yes [^] No 

If yes, please identify below (1) the name and title of such person, (2), the name ofthe legal.entity to which 
such person; is connected; (3) the name and title of the elected city official or department head to whoirrsuch 
person has a familial relationship, and (4) the precise nature of such familial relationship. 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
E C O N O M I C D I S C L O S U R E S T A T E M E N T A N D A F F I D A V I T 

A P P E N D I X B 

B U I L D I N G C O D E S C O F F L A W / P R O B L E M L A I N D L O R D C E R T I F I C A T I O N 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal entity 
which has a direct ownership interest in the AppUcant exceeding 7.5 p 
I t is not tff b.e completed by any legal entity which has only an indirect ownersliip interest in 
the Appiicant, 

1. Pursuant to lylunicipal Gô^̂  2-154-O lOi iS the Applicant or any P\yneriidentified as a 
building code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-41.6'of tire Municipal 
Code? 

[ '],Yes [ x ] N d 

2, I f the Applicant is ;,a; legal entity piiblicly traded pri any exchange, is any officer or director of 
the Applicant ideritified as a.bijilding code'scofflaw,,or problem landlord, pursuaiit-to Section 
2-92-416 df the Municipal. iCpde? 

[ J Yes [X] No [ ] Not Applicable 

3. If yes to (l),or (2) above, please identify below the nanie of the person or legal entity 
identified as a building code scofflaw or problem landlord and the address; of the building or 
buildiiigs to which the pertinent code viplatioiis,apply.~ 

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONSTITUTES ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AND AGREEMENT THAT THIS APPENDIX B IS INCOkPORATED BY 
REFERENCE INTO, AND MADE A PART OF, THE ASSOCIATED EDS, 
AND THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE IN THIS APPENDIX B ARE 
SUBJECT TO THE CERTIFICATION MADE UNDER PENALTY OF 
PERJURY ON PAGE 12 OF THE ASSOCIATED EDS. 



BAC NORTH AMERICA HOLDING COMPANY 

ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

Board of Directors 

Greener, Geoffrey 
Laughlin, Terence P. 
Moynihan, Brian T. 
Thompson, Bruce R. 

Officers 

Moynihan, Brian T. 
Laughlin, Terrence P. 
Cotty, Neil A. 
Thompson, Bruce R. 
Greener, Geoffrey 
Jeffries, Ross E. 
Litsey, Jana J. 
Bowman, Charles F. 
Dominick, Paula Ann 
Jones, Angela 0. 
McAvoy, Sarah L. F. 
McNairy, William L. 
Mogensen, Lauren 
Sak, Pamela 
Templeton, William W. 
Thayu, Radhi 
Weber, Bradley H. 
Wertz, Phillip A. 
Hackworth, Gregory R. 
Gilliam, Allison L. 
Johnson, Colleen O. 
Tai, Nina 

LIST OF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS 

RESPONSE TO SECTION II.B.1 

BAC North America Holding Company 

3/24/2015 

Chairman ofthe Board, President, Chief Executive Officer 
President, Strategic Initiatives 
Chief Accounting Officer 
Chief Financial Officer 
Chief Risk Officer 

Managing Director, Secretary, Deputy General Counsel 
Deputy General Counsel 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President 

Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President-Tax 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President, Associate General Counsel 
Senior Vice President, Associate General Counsel 
Senior Vice President, Assistant General Counsel 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President, Associate General Counsel 
Treasurer 
Assistant Secretary 
Assistant Secretary 
Assistant Secretary 



BAC NORTH AMERICA HOLDING COMPANY 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

SECTION III --Business Relationships with City Elected Officials 

Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of Bank of America Corporation ("BAC"). BAC and its 
subsidiaries, which include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time equivalent employees as of 
December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not possible for the Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the 
full panoply of associates and the Disclosing Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's 
response. Additionally, the Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in various state and federal courts. 
The Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by its regulators, including all required disclosures in its 
Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, which are updated In Reports on Form 8-
K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission. Those Reports include 
disclosures of investigations and other matters as required by federal law and are publicly available. The 
Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence of any other, non-public investigation conducted by any 
government investigator unless required to do so by law. Further, to the knowledge ofthe individual signing 
below and without independent inquiry, there are no Officers, Directors, or key employees of the Disclosing 
Party who are also employed by the City. However, employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a written 
Code of Ethics (which each employee, on an annual basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that 
requires all employees to disclose any outside activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of interest 
with BAC and its activities. Attached to this Addendum is a copy ofthe Utigation and Regulatory Matters from 
a recent Report. 

BAC and, or, its affiliates, have engaged the law firm of Klafter & Burke for legal representation in the 
past, which engagement may continue to the date of this Statement, and BAC and, or, its affiliates, may 
engage the law firm of Klafter & Burke for legal representation in the future. Alderman Edward M. 
Burke Principal of Klafter & Burke. 

SECTION V. - Certifications 

SECTION V(A) Court-Ordered Child Support Compliance 

As a public corporation, BAC does not have any "substantial" owners as defined by the provision. No individual 
or group of individuals owns 10% or more of BAC. In addition, the Disclosing Party complies with all child 
support orders it receives. 

B. Further Clarifications 

1. Disclosing Party is not the Applicant. 

Neither BAC nor its Executive Officers and Director identified wiihin this EDS is subject to any order, judgment or 
decree by any court or government authority in which it is barred, suspended or otherwise limited from engaging 
in any type of business practice. 

SECTION V(B)(2) b, c and e: 

SECTION V(B)(2) b, c and e: 

BAC makes all required disclosures in its Form 10-k as filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission and 
its Annual Report as posted on its website. In addition, BAC's registered broker-dealer and investment adviser 
subsidiaries make all required disclosures on their Form BDs and filed with FINRA and their Form ADVs as filed 
with the SEC. These filings include disclosures of investigations and litigation as required by the securities 
regulatory organizations and federal law, and are publicly available. BAC cannot confirm or deny the existence of 
any other non-public investigation conducted by any governmental agency unless required to do so by law. 

Please let us know ifany additional information is needed. 



SECTION V(B)(2)d 

The Disclosing Party performed due diligence within the Public Sector Banking and Markets Group of BAC to 
determine whether any Public Sector Banking and Markets Group of BAC employees were aware of any public 
finance transactions (federal, state or local) having been terminated for cause or default within the last five years, 
and none of such employees were aware of any such transactions. 

SECTION V(B)(3)a, b, c and d 

Please note that our responses are on behalf of the Disclosing Party only and not on behalf of any contractors or 
retained parties disclosed in SECTION IV. 

a, b and c - Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, c and e above. Additionally, b and c - Please see 
response to SECTION V(4) below. 

SECTION V(4): Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, c and e above. 

SECTION V(B)(6) 

BAC and its affiliates maintain strict policies and procedures to ensure compliance with applicable, local, state 
and federal law and regulations, including Chapter 2-156 of the Municipal Code. To the best ofthe individual 
signing this EDS, BAC and its affiliates are currently in compliance, and have policies and procedures in place to 
ensure continued compliance. 

SECTION V(B)(7) AND (8) 

Please see responses to SECTION VII(C). 

SECTOIN V(E) CERTIFICATION REGARDING StAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

The Disclosing Party verifies that a) the Disclosing Party has searched any and all records of the Disclosing Party 
and any and all predecessor entities for records of investments or profits from slavery, the slave industry, or 
slaveholder insurance policies, and (b) the Disclosing Party has found no records of investments or profits from 
slavery, the slave industry, or slaveholder insurance policies and no records of any slave or slaveholders. 

SECTION Vll - Acknowledgments, Contract Incorporation, Compliance, Penalties, Disclosure 

SECTION VII(B) and (C). Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of BAC. BAC and its 
subsidiaries, which include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time equivalent employees as of 
December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not possible for the Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the 
full panoply of associates and the Disclosing Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's response. 
Additionally, the Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in various stale and federal courts. The 
Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by ils regulators, including all required disclosures in its Annual 
Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, which are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the 
"Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission. Those Reports include 
disclosures of investigations and other matters as required by federal law and are publicly available. The 
Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence of any other, non-public investigation conducted by any 
government investigator unless required to do so by law. Further, lo the knowledge ofthe individual signing 
below and without independent inquiry, there are no Officers, Directors, or key employees of the Disclosing Party 
who are also employed by the City. However, employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a written Code of 
Ethics (which each employee, on an annual basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that requires 
all employees to disclose any outside activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of interest with BAC 
and its activities. 

F.l. 

Representatives and agents of BAC or its affiliates meet with representatives of the City on a monthly or other 
regular basis to identify outstanding amounts duly payable by BAC or its affiliates to the City and settle them 
accordingly. 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED OFFICIAL AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of BAC. BAC and its subsidiaries, which include Disclosing 



Party, had approximately 224,000 full time equivalent employees as of December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not 
possible for the Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the full panoply of associates and the Disclosing 
Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's response. Additionally, the Disclosing Party is routinely 
involved in litigation in various state and federal courts. The Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by its 
regulators, including all required disclosures in its Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quartedy Reports on Form 
10-Q, which are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. Those Reports include disclosures of investigations and other matters as required by 
federal law and are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence ofany other, 
non-public investigation conducted by any government investigator unless required to do so by law. Further, to 
the knowledge ofthe individual signing below and without independent inquiry, there are no Officers, Directors, or 
key employees ofthe Disclosing Party who are also employed by the City. However, employees of BAC and its 
affiliates are subject to a written Code of Ethics (which each employee, on an annual basis, is required to read 
and acknowledge in writing) that requires all employees to disclose any outside activities and relationships that 
may pose a conflict of interest with BAC and its activities. 



Litigation and Regulatory Matters 
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Litigation and Regulatory Matters 
In the ordinary course of business, the Corporation and its subsidiaries are 
routinely defendants in or parties to many pending and threatened legal actions 
and proceedings, including actions brought on behalf of various classes of 
clainnants. These actions and proceedings are generally based on alleged 
violations of consumer protection, securities, environmental, banking, 
employment, contract and other lawrs. In some of these actions and proceedings, 
claims for substantial monetary damages are asserted against the Corporation 
and its subsidiaries. 

In the ordinary course of business, the Corporation and its subsidiaries are 
also subject to regulatory and governmental examinations, information gathering 
requests, inquiries, investigations, and threatened legal actions and proceedings. 
For example, certain subsidiaries of the Corporation are registered broker-dealers 
or investment advisors and are subject to regulation by the SEC, the Financial 
Industry Regulatory Authority, the European Commission, the PRA, the FCA and 
other international, federal and state securities regulators. In connection with 
formal and informal inquiries, the Corporation and its subsidiaries receive 
numerous requests, subpoenas and orders for documents, testimony and 
information in connection witti various aspects of the Corporation's regulated 
activities. 

In view of the inherent difficulty of predicting the outcome of such litigation, 
regulatory and governmental matters, particularly where the claimants seek very 
large or indeterminate damages or where the matters present novel legal theories 
or involve a large number of parties, the Corporation generally cannot predict what 
the eventual outcome of the pending matters will be, what the timing of the 
ultimate resolution of these matters will be, or what the eventual loss, fines or 
penalties related to each pending matter may tx. 

In accordance with applicable accounting guidance, the Corporation 
establishes an accrued liability for litigation, regulatory and governmental 
matters when those matters present loss contingencies that are both probable 
and estimable. In such cases, there may be an exposure to loss in excess of any 
amounts accrued. As a litigation, regulatory or governmental matter develops, the 
Corporation, in conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter, 
evaluates on an ongoing basis whether such matter presents a loss contingency 
that is probable and estimable. When a loss contingency is not both probable and 
estimable, the Corporation does not establish an accrued liability. If, at the time of 
evaluation, the loss contingency related to a litigation, regulatory or governmental 
matter is not both probable and estimable, the matter will continue to be 
monitored for further developments that would make such loss contingency both 
probable and estimable. Once the loss contingency related to a litigation, 
regulatory or governmental matter is deemed to be both probable and 
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estimable, the Corporation will establish an accrued liability with respect to such 
loss contingency and record a corresponding amount of litigation-related 
expense. The Corporation continues to monitor the matter for further 
developments that could affect the amount of the accrued liability that has been 
previously established. Excluding expenses of internal or external legal service 
providers, litigation-related expense of $16.4 billion was recognized for 2014 
compared to $6.1 billion for 2013. 

For a limited number of the matters disclosed in this Note for which a loss, 
whether in excess of a related accrued liability or where there is no accrued 
liability, is reasonably possible in future periods, the Corporation is able to 
estimate a range of possible loss. In determining whether It is possible to 
estimate a range of possible loss, the Corporation reviews and evaluates its 
material litigation, regulatory and governmental matters on an ongoing basis, in 
conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter, in light of potentially 
relevant factual and legal developments. These may include information learned 
through the discovery process, rulings on dispositive motions, settlement 
discussions, and other rulings by courts, arbitrators or others. In cases in which 
the Corporation possesses sufficient appropriate Information to estimate a range 
of possible loss, that estimate is aggregated and disclosed below. There may be 
other disclosed matters for which a loss Is probable or reasonably possible but 
such an estimate of the range of possible loss may not be possible. For those 
matters where an estimate of the range of possible loss is possible, management 
currently estimates the aggregate range of possible loss Is $0 to $2.7 billion in 
excess of the accrued liability (if any) related to those matters. This estimated 
range of possible loss is based upon currently available information and is 
subject to significant judgment and a variety of assumptions, and known and 
unknown uncertainties. The matters underlying the estimated range will change 
from time to time, and actual results may vary significantly from the current 
estimate. Those matters for which an estimate is not possible are not included 
within this esfimated range. Therefore, this estimated range of possible loss 
represents what the Corporation believes to be an estimate of possible loss only 
for certain matters meeting these criteria. It does not represent the Corporation's 
maximum loss exposure. 

Information is provided below regarding the nature of all of these 
contingencies and, where specified, the amount of the claim associated with 
these loss contingencies. Based on current knowledge, management does not 
believe that loss contingencies arising from pending matters, including the 
matters described herein, will have a material adverse effect on the consolidated 
financial position or liquidity of the Corporation. However, In light of the inherent 
uncertainties involved in these matters, some of which are beyond the 
Corporation's control, and the very large or indeterminate damages sought in 
some of these matters, an adverse outcome in one or more of these matters 
could be material to the Corporation's results of operations or cash flows for any 
particular reporting period. 

Bond Insurance Litigntion 

Ambac Countrywide Litigation 
The Corporation, Countrywide and other Countrywide entities are named as 
defendants in an action filed on September 29, 2010 and as amended on May 
28, 2013, by Ambac Assurance Corporation and the Segregated Account of 
Ambac Assurance Corporation (together, Ambac), entitled Ambac Assurance 

Corporation and The Segregated Account of Ambac Assurance Corporation v. 
Countrywide Home Loans, inc., et al. This action, currently pending In New York 
Supreme Court, New York County, relates to tiond insurance policies provided by 
Ambac on certain securitized pools of second-lien (and in one pool, first-lien) 
HELOCs, first-lien subprime home equity loans and fixed-rate second-lien 
mortgage loans. Plaintiffs allege that they have paid claims as a result of defaults 
in the underlying loans and assert that the Countrywide defendants 
misrepresented the characteristics of the underlying loans and breached certain 
contractual representations and warranties regarding the underwriting and 
servicing of the loans. Plaintiffs also allege that the Corporation is liable based on 
successor liability theories. Damages claimed by Ambac are in excess of $2.2 
billion and include the amount of payments for current and future claims it has 
paid or claims it will t>e obligated to pay under the policies, increasing over time 
as it pays claims under relevant policies, plus unspecified punitive damages. 

On December 30, 2014, Ambac filed a second complaint in the same court 
against the same defendants, claiming fraudulent inducement against 
Countrywide and successor and vicarious liability against the Corporation relating t 
0 eight partially Ambac-insured RMBS transactions that closed between 2005 
and 2007, all backed by negative amortization pay option adjustable-rate 
mortgage (ARM) loans that were originated in whole or in part by Countrywide. 
Seven of the eight securitizations were issued and underwritten by non-parties to 
the litigation. Ambac claims damages in excess of $600 million consisting of all 
alleged past and future claims against its policies, plus other unspecified 
compensatory and punitive damages. 

Also on December 30, 2014, Ambac filed a third action in Wisconsin Circuit 
Court, Dane County, against Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., claiming that it was 
fraudulently induced to insure portions of five securitizations issued and 
underwritten in 2005 by a non-party that included Countrywide originated first-
lien negative amortization pay option ARM loans. The complaint claims damages 
in excess of $350 million for all alleged past and future Ambac insured claims 
payment obligations plus other unspecified compensatory and punitive damages. 

Ambac First Franklin Litigation 
On April 16, 2012, Ambac sued First Franklin Financial Corp., BANA, MLPF&S, 
Merrill Lynch Mortgage Lending, Inc. (MLML), and Merrill Lynch Mortgage 
Investors, Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. Plaintiffs' claims 
relate to guaranty insurance Ambac provided on a First Franklin securitization 
(Franklin Mortgage Loan Trust, Series 2007-FFC). The securitization was 
sponsored by MLML, and certain certificates in the securitization were insured by 
Ambac. The complaint alleges that defendants breached representations and 
warranties concerning the origination of the underlying mortgage loans and 
asserts claims for fraudulent inducement, breach of contract and 
indemnification. Plaintiffs also assert breach of confract claims against BANA 
based upon its servicing of the loans in the securitization. The complaint alleges 
that Ambac has paid hundreds of millions of dollars in claims and has accrued 
and continues to accrue tens of millions of dollars in additional claims, and 
Ambac seeks as damages the total claims it has paid and its projected claims 
payment obligations, as well as specific performance of defendants' contractual 
repurchase obligations. 
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On July 19, 2013, the court denied defendants' motion to dismiss Ambac's 
contract and fraud causes of action but granted dismissal of Ambac's 
indemnification cause of action. In addition, thc court denied defendants' motion 
to dismiss Ambac's claims for attorneys'fees and punitive damages. 

European Commission - Credit Default Swaps Antitrust Investigation 
On July 1, 2013, the European Commission (Commission) announced that it had 
addressed a Statement of Objections (SO) to the Corporafion, BANA and Banc of 
America Securities LLC (together, the Bank of America Entities), a number of 
other financial institutions, Markit Group Limited, and the International Swaps 
and Derivatives Association (together, the Parties). The SO sets forth the 
Commission's preliminary conclusion that the Parties infringed European Union 
competition law by participating in alleged collusion to prevent exchange trading 
of CDS and futures. According to the SO, the conduct of the Bank of America 
Entities took place between August 2007 and April 2009. As part of the 
Commission's procedures, the Parties have reviewed the evidence in the 
investigative file, responded to the Commission's preliminary conclusions and 
attended a hearing before the Commission. If the Commission is satisfied that its 
preliminary conclusions are proved, the Commission has stated that it intends to 
imposea fine and require appropriate remedial measures. 

Fontainebleau Las Vega.s Litigation 
On June 9, 2009, Avenue CLO Fund Ltd., ct a/, v. Bank of America, N.A., Merrill 
Lynch Capital Corporation, ct al. was filed in the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Nevada by certain Fontainebleau Las Vegas, LLC (FBLV) project lenders. 
Plaintiffs alleged that, among other things, BANA breached its duties as 
disbursement agent under the agreement governing the disbursement of loaned 
funds to FBLV, then a Chapter 11 debtor-in-possession. Plaintiffs seek monetary 
damages of more than $700 million, plus interest. This action was subsequently 
transferred by the U.S. Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (JPML) to the U.S. 
District Court for the Southern District of Florida. 

On March 19, 2012, the district court granted BANA's motion for summary 
judgment on all causes of action against it in its capacity as disbursement agent 
and denied plaintiffs' motion for summary judgment on those claims. On July 26, 
2013, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit affirmed in part and 
reversed in part the district court's dismissal of the disbursement agent claims 
against BANA, holding that there were factual disputes lhat could not be resolved 
on a summaryjudgment motion, and remanded the case to the district court for 
further proceedings. 

Dismissal of the other claims was affirmed on a separate appeal. On 
December 13, 2013, the JPML remanded the action to the District of Nevada for 
trial. 

The parties have settled the action for $300 million, an amount that was fully 
accrued as of December 31, 2014. Pursuant to the settlement, plaintiffs have 
stipulated to the voluntary dismissal of their remaining claims with prejudice. 

In rc Bank of America Securities, Derivative and Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act (ERISA) Litigation 
Beginning in January 2009, the Corporation, as well as certain current and 
former officers and directors, among others, were named as defendants in a 
variety of actions filed in state and federal courts. The actions generally concern 
alleged material misrepresentations and/or omissions with respect to certain 
securities filings by thc Corporation. The securities filings contained information 
with respect to events that took place from Septemtier 2008 through January 
2009 contemporaneous with the Corporation's acquisition of Merrill Lynch & Co., 
Inc. (Merrill Lynch). Certain federal court actions were consolidated and/or 
coordinated in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York (the 
District Court) under the caption In re Bank of America Securities, Derivative and 
Employee Retirement income Security Act (ERISA) Litigation. 

Plaintiffs in the consolidated securities class action (the Consolidated 
Securities Class Action) asserted claims under Sections 14(a), 10(b) and 20(a) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and Sections 11, 12(a)(2) and 15 of the 
Securities Act of 1933 and asserted damages based on the drop in the stock 
price upon subsequent disclosures. On April 5, 2013, the District Court granted 
final approval of the settlement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On 
November 5, 2014, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit affirmed the 
final approval of the settlement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On 
February 3, 2015, the deadline for filing a petition for writ of certiorari with the 
U.S. Supreme Court elapsed without any objector filing a petition. 

Certain shareholders opted to pursue their claims apart from the Consolidated 
Securities Class Action. Following settlements in an aggregate amount that was 
fully accrued as of December 31, 2013, the District Court dismissed the claims 
of these plaintiffs with prejudice. 

In addition, on January 11, 2013, the District Court approved the settlement 
of claims filed by plaintiffs in a derivative action in the Consolidated Securities 
Class Action, which also resolved a consolidated derivative action filed In the 
Delaware Court of Chancery. 

In addition, the District Court dismissed a complaint filed by plaintiffs in the 
ERISA actions in the Consolidated Securities Class Action on August 27, 2010, 
and the parties stipulated to the withdrawal of the appeal of that decision on 
January 14, 2013. 

Interchange and Related Litigation 
In 2005, a group of merchants filed a series of putative class actions and 
individual actions directed at interchange fees associated with Visa and 
MasterCard payment card transactions. These actions, which were consolidated 
in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of New York under the caption in 
Re Payment Card interchange Fee and Merchant Discount,Anti-Trust Litigation 
(Interchange), named Visa, MasterCard and several banks and bank holding 
companies (BHCs), including the Corporation, as defendants. Plaintiffs allege 
that defendants conspired to fix the level of default interchange rates and that 
certain rules of Visa and MasterCard related to merchant acceptance of payment 
cards at the point of sale were unreasonable restraints of trade. Plaintiffs sought 
unspecified damages and injunctive relief. 
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On October 19, 2012, defendants settled the matter The settlement provides 
for, among other things, (i) payments by defendants to the class and individual 
plaintiffs totaling approximately $6.6 billion, allocated proportionately to each 
defendant based upon various loss-sharing agreements; (ii) distribution to class 
merchants of an amount equal to 10 bps of default interchange across all Visa 
and MasterCard credit card transactions for a period of eight consecutive 
months, to begin by July 29, 2013, which otherwise would have been paid to 
issuers and which effectively reduces credit interchange for that period of time; 
and (iii) modifications to certain Visa and MasterCard rules regarding merchant 
point of sale practices. 

The court granted final approval of the class settlement agreement on 
December 13, 2013. Several class members appealed to the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the Second Circuit. In addition, a number of class members opted out of the 
settlement of their past damages claims. The cash portion of the settlement was 
adjusted downward as a result of these opt outs. 

The Corporation is named in three of the opt-out suits, including one brought 
by cardholders, and, as a result of various sharing agreements from the main 
Interchange litigation, the Corporation remains liable for any settlement or 
judgment in opt-out suits where it is not named as a defendant. All but one of fhe 
opt-out suits filed to date have been consolidated in the U.S. District Court for the 
Eastern District of New York. On July 18, 2014, the court denied defendants' 
motion to dismiss opt-out complaints filed by merchants, and on November 26, 
2014, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss the Sherman Act claim in 
the cardholder complaint. 

LIBOR, Other Reference Rate and Foreign Exchange (FX) Inquiries and 
Litigation 
The Corporation has received subpoenas and information requests from 
government authorities in North America, Europe and the Asia Pacific region, 
Including the DoJ, the U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CnC) and 
the FCA, concerning submissions made by panel banks in connection with the 
setting of LIBOR and other reference rates. The Corporation is cooperating with 
these inquiries. 

In addition, the Corporation and BANA have been named as defendants along 
with most of the other LIBOR panel banks in a series of individual and class 
actions in various U.S. federal and state courts relating to defendants' LIBOR 
contributions. All cases naming the Corporation have been or are in the process 
of being consolidated for pro-trial purposes in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York by the JPML. The Corporation expects that any 
future cases naming it will similarly be consolidated for pre-trial purposes. 
Plaintiffs allege that they held or transacted in U.S. Dollar LIBOR-based derivatives 
or other financial instruments and sustained losses as a result of collusion or 
manipulation by defendants regarding the setting of U.S. Dollar LIBOR. Plaintiffs 
assert a variety of claims, including antitrust and Racketeer Influenced and 
Corrupt Organizations (RICO), common law fraud, and breach of contract claims, 
and seek compensatory, treble and punitive damages, and injunctive relief. 

In a series of rulings, the court dismissed antitrust, RICO and certain state 
law claims, while permitting the Commodity Exchange Act and other state law 
claims to proceed. As a result of a procedural ruling by the Supreme Court, 
plaintiffs are pursuing an immediate appeal of the dismissal of their antitrust 
claims. Further, based on the statute of limitations, the court has substantially 

limited the time period for which manipulation claims under the Commodity 
Exchange Act may be pursued. As to the Corporation and BANA, the court has also 
dismissed manipulation claims based on alleged trader conduct, and certain 
common law claims by plaintiffs who alleged no direct dealings with the 
Corporation or BANA Other claims against the Corporation and BANA remain 
pending, however, and the court is continuing to consider motions regarding 
them, including Ihe applicability of its prior rulings to subsequently filed actions. 

Certain regulatory and government authorities in North America, Europe and 
the Asia Pacific region are conducting investigations and making inquiries of a 
significant number of FX market participants, including the Corporation, 
regarding FX market participants' conduct and systems and controls over 
multiple years. The Corporation is cooperating with these investigations and 
inquiries, some of which are likely to lead to regulatory or legal proceedings and 
expose the Corporafion to material penalties, fines or losses, and could adversely 
affect its reputation. 

In particular, in November 2014, the Corporation resolved a matter with the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC) by agreeing to the imposition of 
mandatory remedial measures and payment of $250 million in civil penalties 
associated with the Corporation's FX business and its systemsand controls. 

The Corporation is in separate advanced discussions to resolve the regulatory 
matters of concern to another U.S. banking regulator involving the Corporation's 
FX business and its systems and controls. There can be no assurances that 
these discussions will lead to a resolution, or of the amount or timing of any such 
resolution. 

In addition, in a consolidated amended complaint filed on March 31, 2014, 
the Corporation and BANA were named as defendants along with other FX market 
participants in a putative class action filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York on behalf of plaintiffs and a putative class who 
allegedly transacted in FX and are domiciled in the U.S. or transacted In FX in the 
U.S. (the U.S. Action). On April 30, 2014, a substantively similar class action was 
filed against the Corporation and other FX market participants on behalf of a 
plaintiff and putative class allegedly located in Norway (the Foreign Action). The 
complaints allege that class members transacted with defendants at or around 
the time of the fixing of the WM/Reuters Closing Spot Rates or entered into 
transactions that settled in whole or in part based on the WM/Reuters Closing 
Spot Rates and that they sustained losses as a result of the defendants' alleged 
conspiracy to manipulate the WM/Reuters Closing Spot Rates. Plaintiffs in the 
U.S. Action assert a single claim for violations of Sections 1 and 3 of the 
Sherman Act, and plaintiff in the Foreign Action asserts claims for violations of 
the Sherman Act, as well as certain claims under New York statutory and 
common law. Plaintiffs seek compensatory and treble damages, and declaratory 
and injunctive relief. 

On January 28, 2015, the court denied defendants' motion to dismiss the U.S. 
Action, finding that plaintiffs had sufficiently pleaded the elements of an 
antitrust claim. In the same decision, the court granted with prejudice 
defendants' motion to dismiss the Foreign Action, finding that the Sherman Act 
does not apply extraterritorially, except in limited circumstances not present in 
the case, and that plaintiff had failed to plead an actionable state law claim. 
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Montgomery 
The Corporation, several current and former officers and directors, Banc of 
America Securities LLC (BAS), MLPF&S and other unaffiliated underwriters have 
tieen named as defendants In a putative class action filed in the U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York entitled Montgomery v. Bank of 
America, et al. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint on January 14, 2011. 
Plaintiff seeks to sue on behalf of all persons who acquired certain series of 
preferred stock offered by the Corporation pursuant to a shelf registration 
statement dated May 5, 2006. Plaintiff's claims arise from three offerings dated 
January 24, 2008, January 28, 2008 and May 20, 2008, from which the 
Corporation allegedly received proceeds of $15.8 billion. The amended complaint 
asserts claims under Sections 11, 12(a)(2) and 15 of thc Securities Act of 1933, 
and alleges that the prospectus supplements associated with the offerings: (i) 
failed to disclose that the Corporation's loans, leases, CDOs and commercial MBS 
were impaired to a greater extent than disclosed; (11) misrepresented the extent of 
the impaired assets by failing to establish adequate reserves or properly record 
losses for its impaired assets; (iii) misrepresented the adequacy of the 
Corporation's internal controls in light of the alleged Impairment of its assets; (iv) 
misrepresented the Corporation's capital base and Tier 1 leverage ratio for risk-
based capital In light of the allegedly impaired assets; and (v) misrepresented the 
thoroughness and adequacy of the Corporation's due diligence in connection with 
its acquisition of Countrywide. The amended complaint seeks rescission, 
compensatory and other damages. On March 16, 2012, the court granted 
defendants' motion to dismiss the first amended complaint. On December 3, 
2013, the court denied plaintiffs' motion to file a second amended complaint. On 
February 6, 2014, plaintiffs appealed the denial of their motion to amend to thc 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit 

The Corporation, Countrywide, Merrill Lynch and/or their affiliates may have 
claims for and/or may be subject to claims for contractual indemnification in 
connection with their various roles in regard to MBS. 

On August 15, 2011, the JPML ordered multiple federal court cases involving 
Countrywide MBS consolidated for pretrial purposes in the U.S. District Court for 
the Central District of California in a multi-district litigation entitled In re 
Countrywide Financial Corp. Mortgage-Backed Securities Litigation (the 
Countrywide RMBS MDL). 

Federal Home Loan Bank Litigation 
On March 15, 2010, the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco (FHLB San 
Francisco) filed an action in California Superior Court, San Francisco County, 
entitled Federa/ Home Loan Bank of San Francisco v. Credit Suisse Securities 
(USA) LLC, et ai. FHLB San Francisco's complaint asserts certain MBS Claims 
against BAS, Countrywide and several related entitles in connection with its 
alleged purchase of 51 MBS offerings and one private placement issued and/or 
underwritten by those defendants between 2004 and 2007 and seeks rescission 
and unspecified damages. FHLB San Francisco dismissed the federal claims with 
prejudice on August 11, 2011. On September 8, 2011, the court denied 
defendants' motions to dismiss the state law claims. On December 20, 2013, 
FHLB San Francisco voluntarily dismissed its negligent misrepresentation claims 
with prejudice. On October 15, 2014, the court denied the parties' cross-motions 
for summaryjudgment with respect to two Countrywide trusts that were to be 
part of a bellwethertrial. 

The parties have settled the action and other related actions for $420 million, 
as well as with respect to certain claims, additional consideration; all amounts 
were fully accrued as of December 31, 2014. Pursuant to the settlement, FHLB 
San Francisco has voluntarily dismissed its remaining claims with prejudice. 

Mortgage-backed Securities Litigation 
The Corporation and its affiliates, Countrywide entities and their affiliates, and 
Merrill Lynch entities and their affiliates have been named as defendants in a 
number of cases relating to their various roles as issuer, originator, seller, 
depositor, sponsor, underwriter and/or controlling entity in MBS offerings, 
pursuant to which the MBS investors were entitled to a portion of the cash flow 
from the underlying pools of mortgages. These cases generally include purported 
class action suits and actions by individual MBS purchasers. Although the 
allegations vary by lawsuit, these cases generally allege that thc registration 
statements, prospectuses and prospectus supplements for securities issued by 
securitization trusts contained material misrepresentations and omissions, in 
violation of the Securities Act of 1933 and/or state securities laws and other 
state statutory and common laws. 

These cases generally involve allegations of false and misleading statements 
regarding; (1) the process by which the properties that served as collateral for the 
mortgage loans underlying the MBS were appraised; (ii) the percentage of equity 
that mortgage borrowers had in their homes; (iii) the borrowers' ability to repay 
their mortgage loans; (iv) the underwriting practices by which those mortgage 
loans were originated; (v) the ratings given to the different tranches of MBS by 
rating agencies; and (vi) the validity of each issuing trust's title to the mortgage 
loans comprising the pool for that securitization (collectively, MBS Claims). 
Plaintiffs in these cases generally seek unspecified compensatory damages, 
unspecified costs and legal fees and, in some instances, seek rescission. 

Luther Class Act ion L i t igat ion and Rela ted Act ions 
Beginning in 2007, a number of pension funds and other investors filed putative 
class action lawsuits alleging certain MBS Claims against Countrywide, several 
of its affiliates, MLPF&S, the Corporation, NB Holdings Corporation and certain 
other defendants. Those class action lawsuits concerned a total of 429 MBS 
offerings involving over $350 billion in securities issued by subsidiaries of 
Countrywide between 2005 and 2007. The actions, entitled Luther v. 
Countrywide Financial Corporation, ct ai., Maine State Retirement System v. 
Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., Western Conference of Teamsters 
Pension Trust Fund v Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., and Putnam 
Bank v. Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., were all assigned to the 
Countrywide RMBS MDL court. On December 6, 2013, the court granted final 
approval to a settlement of these actions in the amount of $500 million. 
Beginning on January 14, 2014, a number of class members appealed to the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. 

Prudential Insurance Litigation 
On March 14, 2013, The Prudential Insurance Company of America and certain 
of its affiliates (collectively Prudential) filed a complaint in the U.S. District Court 
for the District of New Jersey, in a case entitled Prudential insurance Company of 
America, et al. v. Bank of America, N.A., et al. Prudential has named the 
Corporation, Merrill 
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Lynch and a number of related entities as defendants. Prudential asserts certain 
MBS Claims pertaining to 54 MBS offerings from which Prudential alleges that it 
purchased securities between 2004 and 2007. Prudential seeks, among other 
relief, compensatory damages, rescission or a rescissory measure of damages, 
punitive damages and other unspecified relief. On April 17, 2014, the court 
granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to dismiss the complaint. 
Prudential thereafter split its claims into two separate complaints, filing an 
amended complaint in the original action and a complaint in a separate action 
entitled Prudential Portfolios 2, et al. v Bank of America, N.A., et al. Both cases 
are pending in the U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey. On February 
5, 2015, the court granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to 
dismiss those complaints, granting plaintiff leave to replead in certain respects. 

Lending, Inc., Merrill Lynch Mortgage Investors, Inc., and Ownit Mortgage 
Solutions Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. The summonses 
indicate that defendants may bo subject to breach of contract claims alleging 
that they breached representations and warranties related to loans securitized in 
the Trusts. The summonses allege that defendants failed to repurchase 
breaching mortgage loans from the Trusts. The summonses seek specific 
performance of defendants' alleged obligation to repurchase breaching loans, 
declaratory judgment, compensatory, rescissory and other damages, and 
indemnity. On February 5, 2015, defendants demanded complaints on three of 
the Trusts. Defendants currently have utftil March 3, 2015 to demand the 
complaint with respect to one of the remainingTrusts, and until July 15, 2015 to 
demand complaintson the final three Trusts. 

Mortgage Repurchase Litigation 

U.S. Banh Litigation 
On August 29, 2011, U.S. Bank, National Association (U.S. Bank), as trustee for 
the HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust 2005-10 (the Trust), a mortgage pool backed 
by loans originated by Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (CHL), filed a complaint in 
New York Supreme Court, New York County, in a case entitled U.S. Bank National 
Association, as Trustee for HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust, Series 2005-10 v. 
Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (dba Bank of America Home Loans), Bank of 
America Corporation, Countrywide Financial Corporation, Bank of America, N.A. 
and NB Holdings Corporation. U.S. Bank asserts that, as a result of alleged 
misrepresentations by CHL in connection wifh its sale of the loans, defendants 
must repurchase all the loans in the pool, or in the alternative that it must 
repurchase a subset of those loans as to which U.S. Bank alleges that defendants 
have refused specific repurchase demands. U.S. Bank asserts claims for breach 
of contract and seeks specific performance of defendants' alleged obligation to 
repurchase the entire pool of loans (alleged to have an original aggregate principal 
balance of $1.75 billion) or alternatively the aforementioned subset (alleged to 
have an aggregate principal balance of "over $100 million"), together with 
reimbursement of costs and expenses and other unspecified relief. On May 29, 
2013, the New York Supreme Court dismissed U.S. Bank's claim for repurchase 
of all the mortgage loans in the Trust. The court granted U.S. Bank leave to amend 
this claim. On June 18, 2013, U.S. Bank filed its second amended complaint 
seeking to replead its claim for repurchase of all loans in the Trust. On February 
13, 2014, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss the repleaded claim 
seeking repurchase of all mortgage loans in the Trust; plaintiff has appealed that 
order. 

On Novemljer 13, 2014, the court granted U.S. Bank's motion for leave to 
amend the complaint; defendants have appealed that order. The amended 
complaint alleges breach of contract based upon defendants' failure to 
repurchase loans that were the subject of specific repurchase demands and also 
alleges breach of contract based upon defendants' discovery, during origination 
and servicing, of loans with material breaches of representations and warranties. 

U.S. Bank Summonses with Notice 
On August 29, 2014, U.S. Bank, solely in its capacity as Trustee for seven 
securitization trusts (the Trusts), served seven summonses with notice 
commencing potential actions against First Franklin Financial Corporation, 
Merrill Lynch Mortgage 

Ocala Investor Litigation 
On November 25, 2009, BNP Paribas Mortgage Corporation (BNP) and Deutsche 
Bank AG each filed claims (the 2009 Actions) against BANA in the U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York entitled BNP Paribas Mortgage 
Corporation v. Bank of America, N.A and Deutsche Bank AG v. Bank of America, 
N.A. Plaintiffs allege that BANA failed to properly perform its duties as indenture 
trustee, collateral agent, custodian and depositary for Ocala Funding, LLC 
(Ocala), a home mortgage warehousing facility, resulting in the loss of plaintiffs' 
investment in Ocala. Ocala was a wholly-owned subsidiary of Taylor, Bean & 
Whitaker Mortgage Corp. (TBW), a home mortgage originator and servicer which is 
alleged to have committed fraud that led to its eventual bankruptcy. Ocala 
provided funding for TBW's mortgage origination activities by issuing notes, the 
proceeds of which were to be used by TBW to originate home mortgages. Such 
mortgages and other Ocala assets in turn were pledged to BANA, as collateral 
agent, to secure the notes. Plaintiffs lost most or all of their investment in Ocala 
when, as the result of the alleged fraud committed by TBW, Ocala was unable to 
repay the notes purchased by plaintiffs and there was insufficient collateral to 
satisfy Ocala's debt obligations. Plaintiffs allege that BANA breached its 
contractual, fiduciary and other duties to Ocala, thereby permitting TBW's alleged 
fraud to go undetected. Plaintiffs seek compensatory damages and other relief 
from BANA, including interest and attorneys' fees, in an unspecified amount, but 
which plaintiffs allege exceeds $1.6 billion. 

On March 23, 2011, the court granted in part and denied in part BANA's 
motions to dismiss the 2009 Actions. Plaintiffs filed amended complaints on 
October 1, 2012 that included additional contractual, tort and equitable claims. 
On June 6, 2013, the court granted BANA's motion to dismiss plaintiffs' claims 
for failure to sue, negligence, negligent misrepresentation and equitable relief. 

On November 24, 2014, BANA moved for summary judgment and plaintiffs 
moved for partial summary judgment. 

On February 19, 2015, BANA and BNP reached an agreement in principle to 
settle the 2009 actions for an amount not material to the Corporation's results of 
operations, subject to the execution of a final settlement agreement. 

O'Donncll Litigation 
On February 24, 2012. Edward O'Donnell filed a sealed qui tam complaint under 
the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery and Enforcement Act of 1989 
(FIRREA) and the False Claims Act against the Corporation, individually, and as 
successor to Countrywide, 
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CHL and a Countrywide business division known as Full Spectrum Lending. On 
October 24, 2012, the DoJ filed a complaint-in-intervention to join the matter, 
adding BANA, Countrywide and CHL as defendants. The action is entitled (/nited 
States of America, ex re/, Edward O'Donnell, appearing Qui Tam v Bank of 
America Corp., et al., and was filed in the U.S. District Court for the Southern 
District of New York. The complaint-in-intervention asserted certain fraud claims 
in connection with the sale of loans to FNMA and FHLMC by Full Spectrum 
Lending and by the Corporation and BANA. On January 11, 2013, the government 
filed an amended complaint which added Countrywide Bank, FSB (CFSB) and a 
former officer of the Corporation as defendants. The court dismissed False 
Claims Act counts on May 8, 2013. On September 6, 2013, the government filed 
a second amended complaint alleging claims under FIRREA concerning allegedly 
fraudulent loan sales to the GSEs between August 2007 and May 2008. On 
September 24, 2013, the government dismissed the Corporation as a defendant. 

Following a trial, on October 23, 2013, a verdict of liability was returned 
against CHL, CFSB and BANA On July 30, 2014, the court imposed a civil penalty 
of $1.3 billion on BANA On February 3, 2015, the court denied the Corporation's 
motions for judgment as a matter of law, or in the alternative, a new trial. The 
Corporation will appeal the verdict and judgment. 

Pennsylvania Public School Employees' Retirement System 
The Corporation and several current and former officers were named as 
defendants in a putative class action filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York entitled Pennsylvania Public School Employees' 
Retirement System v. Bank of America, et ai. 

Followingthe filing of a complaint on February 2, 2011, plaintiff subsequently 
filed an amended complaint on September 23, 2011 in which plaintiff sought to 
sue on behalf of all persons who acquired the Corporation's common stock 
between February 27, 2009 and October 19, 2010 and "Common Equivalent 
Securities" sold in a December 2009 offering. The amended complaint asserted 
claims under Sections 10(b) and 20(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
and Sections 11 and 15 of the Securities Act of 1933, and alleged that the 
Corporation's public statements: (1) concealed problems in the Corporation's 
mortgage servicing business resulting from the widespread use of the Mortgage 
Electronic Recording System; (11) failed to disclose the Corporation's exposure to 
mortgage repurchase claims; (iii) misrepresented the adequacy of internal 
controls; and (iv) violated certain Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. The 
amended complaint sought unspecified damages. 

On July 11, 2012, the court granted in part and denied In part defendants' 
motions to dismiss the amended complaint All claims under the Securities Act 
were dismissed against all defendants, with prejudice. The motion to dismiss the 
claim against the Corporation under Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act was 
denied. All claims under the Exchange Act against the officers wore dismissed, 
with leave to replead. Defendants moved to dismiss a second amended complaint 
in which plaintiff sought to replead claims against certain current and former 
officers under Sections 10(b) and 20(a). On April 17, 2013, the court granted in 
part and denied in part the motion to dismiss, sustaining Sections 10(b) and 
20(a) claims against the current and former officers. 

Policemen's Annuity Litigation 
On April 11, 2012, the Policemen's Annuity & Benefit Fund of the City of Chicago, 
on its own behalf and on behalf of a proposed class of purchasers of 41 RMBS 
trusts collateralized mostly by Washington Mutual-originated (WaMu) mortgages, 
filed a proposed class action complaint against BANA and other unrelated parties 
in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York, entitled 
Policemen's Annuity and Benefit Fund of the City of Chicago v. Bank of America, 
N.A. and U.S. Bank National Association. BANA and U.S. Bank are named as 
defendants in their capacities as trustees, with BANA (formerly LaSalle Bank 
National Association) having served as the original trustee and U.S. Bank having 
replaced BANA as trustee. Plaintiff asserted claims under the federal Trust 
Indenture Act as well as state common law claims. Plaintiff alleged that, in light 
of the performance of the RMBS at issue, and in the wake of publicly-available 
information about the quality of loans originated by WaMu, the trustees were 
required to take certain steps to protect plaintiff's interest in the value of the 
securities, and that plaintiff was damaged by defendants' failures to notify it of 
deficiencies in the loans and of defaults under the relevant agreements, to 
ensure that the underlying mortgages could properly be foreclosed, and to 
enforce remedies available for loans that contained breaches of representations 
and warranties. Plaintiff sought unspecified compensatory damages and/or 
equitable relief, and costs and expenses. The court dismissed some of the 
common law claims, but allowed the Trust Indenture Act claim and a claim for 
breach of contract to proceed. Afterthe filing of two amended complaints and the 
consolidation of the case with a related matter filed on August 23, 2013, entiUed 
Vermont Pension investment Committee and the Washington State investment 
Board v Bank of America, N.A. and U.S. Bank National Association, 10 named 
plaintiffs filed a third amended complaint on October 31, 2013, on tiehalf of two 
proposed classes of purchasers of 35 trusts collateralized mostly by WaMu-
originated mortgages (later reduced to 34 trusts). 

On June 5, 2014, the parties informed the court that they had reached an 
agreement in principle to settle the case for an amount not material to the 
Corporation's results of operations, subject to approval of plaintiffs' boards. The 
settlement remains subject to final court approval and various conditions. On 
November 10, 2014, the court preliminarily approved the proposed settlement, 
and scheduled a final approval hearing for March 12, 2015. 

Takefuji Litigation 
In April 2010, Takefuji Corporation (Takefuji) filed a claim against Merrill Lynch 
International and Merrill Lynch Japan Securities (MLJS) in Tokyo District Court. 
The claim concerns Takefuji's purchase in 2007 of credit-linked notes structured 
and sold by defendants that resulted in a loss to Takefuji of approximately 
JPY29.0 billion (approximately$270 million) following an event of default 
Takefuji alleges that defendants failed to meet certain disclosure obligations 
concerningthe notes. 

On July 19, 2013, the Tokyo District Court issued a judgment in defendants' 
favor, a decision that Takefuji subsequently appealed to the Tokyo High Court On 
August 27, 2014, the Tokyo High Court vacated the decision of the District Court 
and issued a judgment awarding Takefuji JPY14.5 billion (approximately $135 
million) in damages, plus interest at a rate of five percent from March 18, 2008. 
On September 10, 2014, defendants filed an appeal with the Japanese Supreme 
Court. 



CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISGLOSURE;sm 

AND AFFIDAVIT 

S E C f i O N I -̂ G E N E R A L INFORMATION 

k . Legal name ofthe Disclosing Party su Include d/b/a^ 

NB H o l d i n g s C o r p o r a t i o n 

Check ONE of the following three boxes: 

Indicate whether, the Disclosing Party submitting this ;jEDS, is: 
1. [ ] the Applicant 

OR 
)2. Ec] a legal entity holding a direct or indirect interest in tke Applicant. State; the legal name of the 

Applicant in,which the Disclosing Party holds an interest:-. S'- Edmunds Meadows Limited Partnership 
OR 

:3. [ ] anegaientity with a right of control (seeSectipn 11.6.1.'); Staite the lega I ofthe entity in 
which>the,Disclbsihg Party holds a right of control:' . . . . 

, 101 N. Tryon St. 
B; Busiiiess address of the Disclbsing Party: : \ 

Charlotte, NC 28285 

917-232-2988 646-822-5978 michelIe.militello(®baml.com 
C. Telephone; Fax: Email: . 

Michelle Militello 
D. Name of contact person: 

E. Federal Employer Identification No. (ifyou have one): 

F. Brief descripiion of contract, transaction or other undertaking (referred to below as the "Matter") to 
which this EDS pertains. (Include project number and location.of property, i f applicable): 

Applicant to obtain a loan from the City so that Applicant may repay a loan to Applicant made by the L.P. The project Is a 56 unit 
multi-income development located at 6100-14 S Michigan, 51-73 E. 61st, 6104-47 S. Wabash, and 48-58 E. 57th In Chicago. IL. 

, Dept. of Planning and Development 
G. Which City agency or department is requesting this EDS? 

If thc N4atter is a contract being handled by the City's Department of Procurement Services, please 
complete the following: N/A 

Specification # and Contract # 
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SECTION I I - DISCLOSURE OF OVVNERSHIP INTERESTS 

A. NATURE OF THE DIS CLO SING PART^ 

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party: 
[ j : Persqiri [.] Lirnite!l^i|a:biiity. 
:[ ]; Publicly registcred- busiriess corporation [ ] Limited.liabilityparthersh'ip 

Privately held biisiness corporation [ ] Joint venture 
[:] Sole proprietorship [ ] Not-for-prpfit cprporation 
[ j Generarpartnership (is 'tbe npt-fpr-prbfif cp a 501(c)(3))? 
[ ] Liniited partnership ['] "^cs: [ 3 NO 
[ ] Trust [ 1 Other (pleiasis Spe;ĉ ify) 

2, Fpr legal ehtities, the state (or foreign country) of incorporation-pr organization, i f applicable: 

3 . For legal entities •hot organized ih the-State,,of Illinois: Ha^ the' Prganization registered to do 
busiiiessiiri the State of Illinois;,as.a foreign-entity? 

i]Yis M.No iJWA 

Bt IF T H E DISGLO^^ PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY: 

1. List below the full names and titles of all executive officers and aii directors of the.entity. 
NOTE:- For not-for-profit corporations, also list below all members, i f any, which -are legal entities. I f 
there- are no.such members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar entities,.list-below 
the leg"aititlehoider($). 

I f the entity is a general partnership, limited partnership, limited-liability cPmpany, limited liability 
partnership or joint venture, list below the name and titleof each general partner, raariaging member, 
manager or any other person or entity that controls the day-tp-day managerneritpf the Disclosing Pariy. 
NOTE: Each legal entity listed below must submit an EDS oh^its own behalf. 

Name Title. 
Please see attached list of executive officers and directors. 

2.. Please provide the following information concerning each person or eihtity having a direct or 
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in. excess of 7.5% ofthe Disclosing Party. Examples 
ofsuch an interest include shares in a coiporation, partnership interest in a partnership pr joint venture, 
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interest of a member or managerin a limited liability;company,;or interest of a beneficiaty of a trust, 
estate or other similar entity. I f none, state "None.;', NOTE: Pursuant to Section 2-154-030 Pf thc 
Municipal Code of Chicago ("Municipal Gode''),'the City may require any such addilional-inl^^ 
from any applicant which is reasonably iniended tP'achieve fuiidisclosurc. • ' 

Name Business Address : 

Bank ogfAmerica Corporation 

Percentage Interest in the. 
.Disclosing Party? ; 

•'l'ob% Direct:' Qwher 
100 N.jTryon Street 

Charlotte;; NC 28255 

SECTION I I I -- BUSINESS RELATIONSHirS WITH CITY ELECTED OFFICIALS i • 

• Has'ithc'Disclosing.Party had a "business relations^ 
Code, witivany Gity elected official in;the: 12 months bcfore the-Tdate this EDS i " . 

I^Yes £ :] No See Attached;i 

:,If yes, pleasC' identify beloW; the nam.c(s).of such :Gity':elected official(s);andides'cribe suchf-
relationship(s): • • • ' ' w:. • : - K : :,? 

SECTION IV - DISCLOSURE OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND OTHER RETAINED PARTIES 

The Disclosing Party must disclose the name and business address of each subconlraclor, attorney,-, 
lobbyist, accounuuil, consultant and any other person-or entity vvhom the Disclosing Party has relained \ 
or expects to retain in conneclion with the Matter, as well as the nature of the.relationship,;and Ihe total 
ainount of the fees paid or cstimatedto be paid. The Disclosing Party is not required to disclose 
employees who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll. ; -

"Lobbyisl" means any person or cntiiy who underiakes.to influence any legislative or.administrative 
action dn behalf of any person or cntiiy other lhan; (1) a not-for-profit cniily, on an unpaid basis, or (2) 
himself. "Lobbyist" also means any person or cnlity any part of whose dulics as an employee of 
another includes undertaking to inlluence any legislative or administrative action. 

If the Disclosing Parly is uncertain whetiier a disclosure is required under this Seclion, the 
Disclosing Paity must cither ask thc Cily whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure. 
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Name (indicate whether Business 
retained or anticipated Address 
to be retained) 

Relationship to'Disclosing Party Fees (indicate whether 
(subcontractor, attorney, paid or estimated.) NOTE: 
lobbyist, etc.) "hourly rate" pr"t;b,d." is 

,npt an acceptableiresponse. 

(Add sheets i f necessary) 

[33 Check-here if the. Disclosing Party has not reitained, npt-expects fp retam.cany siach-̂ ^̂ ^̂  entities. 

SECTION V - CERTIFICATIONS 

A.: GOURT.ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT CQMPLIAKCE 

Under MuniciparCpde Section 2-92-415, substantial o.wners'pf businessmen tbaf Contract with 
•the-City must remaiii-in corripliahce wjth their child supppî :,;Ubli,gat̂  term. 

Has any person who directlyor indirectly owns 10% ormpfe Pf the.Disclosing Party been declared in 
arre,afage;on any child support obligations by any ,Illihois' court;;of competent jurisdiction? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No [53 No person directly or indirectly owns 10% pr mpre of the 

Disclpsing Party, gee Attached. 

I f "Yes," has the person entered into a court-approved agreement for payment of all support owed and 
is tlie person: in compliance with that agreement? 

[ ]Yes [ ] N o 

B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS See Attached Additional Information, including Litigation and Regulatory 
Matters. 

1. Pursuant 10 Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article 1 (''Article,I")(which the Applicant should 
consult for defined terms (e.g., "doing business")„and legai.requirements), if the Disclosing: Party 
submitting this EDS is the Applicant and is doing business with the-City,. then the Disclosing Party 
certifies as follows: (i) neither the Applicant nor any contrplling person is currently indicted or charged 
with, pr has'.admitted guill of, or has ever been convicted pf, or placed under supervision for, any 
criniinal offense involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theftj fraud, forgery, 
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against an officer or employee of the City or any sister agency; and (ii) ihe 
Applicant understands and acknowledges that coinpliance with Article I is a continuing requirement for 
doing business with the City. NOTE: If Article 1 applies to the Applicant, the permanenl compliance 
timeframe in Article J supersedes some five-year compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below. 
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2> The Disclosirig Party and', ifthe Disclosing.Party is a legal^entityv all of thPse persons: or enlities 
identified in Section M.B.I, ofthis EDS: 

a. arc/npt presently debarred, suspended, prppps,ed,fpr;debameî ^^^^ declared ineligible ofvpiuntarily 
excluded from any transactibns by any federal, state or local unifof government;; 

b. havemot, withiha five-year period preceding; the date p f this EDS, been convicted^ of a criminal 
"offerise, adjudged guilty, or had a civil judgment.rendered against them in connectipn with: 
obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (federalivState or iocal) transaction pr, 
contract under a public transa(;tion;:a violation of federarpir state-antitnist ŝ^̂  

• enibezzlemerit; theft; forgery; bribeiy; faIsificatipri:;Gr'd'e|tp,c^^ inakiiig"false 
statements; or receiving, stolen property; 

c. are not presently iridictcd fpr, or criminally jpr.civiliy charged by^a entity (federal^ 
state or local) witlvcommitting any of the oiffenses set:iforth in clause B.2-b- ofthis Section V;; 

d. hayernot, within a five-yearperiod, preceding the; date ^&,f this^EDS j,bad one pT::mpr,e public 
transactions (federal, state or local) teiTniriated fpr caiisiS or defaiiltj and: 

e. have riot, within- a five-year period preceding the-date, of this EDS, been cpnvictedi, adjudged 
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding; or in anyrcriminal or^civil action, including actions 
concerning environmental violations, instituted by the City pr by;;the. federal government, any 
state, or any other unit of local government. 

I c e r t i f y t h e above t o be t r u e . 

3. The ceftificatioris in subparts 3, 4 and 5 concerri: 

•. the Disclosing,Piarty; 
• any "Contractor" (meaning any contractor or subcontractor used byVthe Disclosing Party in 

connection with thc Matter, including but not limited to :all persons pr lega} entities disclosed under 
SectionTV, "Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retame,d Parties"); 
• any "Affiliated Entity" (meaning a person or entity that,.;directly or indirectly the 

Disclosing Party, is conirolled by the Disclosing Party, or is, with the Disclpsing Parly, under 
cPmmpn cPntrpl o f another person or entity. Indicia ofcontrol include, without limitation: 
iriterlockirig.manag;emcnt or ownership; identity Pf interests arriorigifamily members, shared facilities 
and equipment; common use of employees; or organization of ia business entity following the 
ineligibility of a business entity to do business with federal or state or local government, including 
the City, using substantially the same management, ownership, or principals as the ineligible entity); 
with respect to Contractors, ihe term Affiliated Entity means a persPn Pr entity that directly or 
indirectly controls the Contractor, is controlled by it, or, with the Contractor, is under common 
control of another person or entity; 

• any responsible official of thc Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity or any 
other official, agent or employee of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity, 
acting pursuant to the direction or authorization of a responsible official ofthe Disclosing Party, any 
Contractor or any Affiliated Eniity (collectively "Agents"). 
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Neither the Disclosing .Party, nor any Contractor, nor any Affiliated Eiitity pf either, the Disclosing Party 
or any Contractor nor any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is signed, or, with 
respect to.a Contractor, an Affiliated Eritity, or ari; Affiliated Entity of a Gontractor during the five year?; 
.be,forê  the; d,9te of such Gpntractor's br Affiliated Entity's contract^Pf erigagerii'ent in connection with the 
Matter: 

a. bribed or attempted to bribe,: or be.en conyicted>,r;adjudge.d guilty pfrbribery pr attempting to 
bribe, a public officer or employee ofthe Gity, the;State of Illiriois; Pr dhy aĝ^̂ ^̂^ 
gpvernmcrit or;of any state prijpcal goyerrim-ent in tKeUriited States of America, in that officer's 
or ibmjployee's official capacity; 

b. .agreed or colluded with other bidders or prospective bidders, or been a party tp any ;such 
agreement, or been convicted pr adjudged guilty of agreement or coUusipn 
prospective bidders, in restraint of freedpm pf competitipn by agreerderit tp bid a fi.xeid price or 
ptherwise; or 

c. mkde arî  ^^niî s^^ a; 6r b. aibPve;thatis^aMriatter pfrecorid,:but 
hav^ npt beenprosecuted Tpr such cpnduct; Pr 

d. yiPlated the provisions of Municipal Cpde Sectipn 2-92-6.1:0: (Living Wage Ordinance). 
I c e r t i f y the above to be tru e . 

'4. Neither the Disclosing Party;, AffjliatediEntity^pr Qpntr^ officials,, 
agents; or partners, is barred from contracting with any unit of fstate or local govemment aŝ a res.ult of 
engaging in pr being convicted of (:1) bid-figging in violatiPn of 720 ILCS 5/33E-3; (2) bid-rotating in 
violation Pf:,720 ILCS:5/33E-4; or (3) any similarpffense of any state or o f the. United States of 
AriaeriCa that contains.the same elements as the. offense of bid-rigging or bidrrptating. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be tru e . 

5. Neither the Disclosing Parly nor any Affiliated Entity is listed pn any of the~ following lists 
maintained by.the Office of Foreign Assets Control pf the U.,S. Department Pf the Treasury or the 
Bureau'.pf Industry and Security of the U.S. Departnfientpf Cbmriierce.or their, successors: the Specially 
Desigriated Nationals List, the Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the,Entity List and-the. 
Debarred List. 

I c e r t i f y . t h e above to be tru e . 

6. The Disclosing Party understands and shall comply with the applicable requirements of Chapters 
2-55 (Legislative Inspector General), 2-56 (Inspector General)-and 2-156. (Governmental Ethiiis) of the 
Municipal.Code, 

I c e r t i f y the above to be tru e . 

7. Ifthe Disclosing Party is unable to certify to any of the above statements in this Part B (Further 
Certifications), thc Disclosing Party must explain below: 

I have a disclosure to make Please see additional information. 
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I f the letters. "NA," the word"Nonb," Pr no response appears on the lines abovej it will be conclusively 
presumed that the.Disclosing Party certified tp the above statements. 

8. To the best of the Disclosing Party's knowledge afterreasonable inquiry, the followiiig is.a 
^complete listJof all,,current;.e,mployees=pf the Disclosing Party who w,ere,,,at:any tim^̂ ^ the. 12-
monlh period.precediiig ,th6 execution;da;te of this EDS, an employee, or elected pr ijppointed. pffici 
pf the City pf Chicago (if npne, indicate with "N/A" or "none").; 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 

9:.. Tothe:hestpf the Efisclosihg.Party's kripwledge aftep;ifeaspri^le:tr^ 
complete list' of all gifts that the DisclPsirig Paity hasfgiveh or caused to be given, at ariy tiirie Quiring the 
12-mohth period precedirigthe execution date: Pf this -EDS, to.an employee^ or elected or appointed 
official,, of the City of Chicago. For^purposes o f this ;statement, a "gift" does not include,;;(i).:ariything 
made generally available to City employees or;to'thetgeneral public, or (ii) food or drink provided in the 
:cPurse.Pfpfficiai City business and having a retail value, o f less than^$2b per recipient (if none, indicate 
with ' -N/A" pr "none"). As to any gift listed below, please also list'the iiame pf the City recipient. 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 

G. CERTIFIGATION OF STATUS AS FINANCIAL INSTITUtlON 

1. The-Disclosing Party certifies that the Disclosing Party (check one) 

[ ] is is not 

a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code. 

2. Ifthe Disclosing Party IS a financial institution, then, the Disclosing Party pledges: 

"We are nptand will not becpme a predatory lender as defined:in Chapter 2-32 ofthe Muriicipal 
Code. We further pledge that none of our affiliates iis, and rione of them will become^ a predatory 
lender as defiried in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal Code. We understand that becoming a predatory 
lender or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilege of doing 
business with the City." The Disc los ing Party makes the above pledge. 

Ifthe Disclosing Party is unable to make this pledge because it or any of its affiliates (as defined in 
Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code) is a predatory lender within the meaning of Chapter 
2-32 of the Municipal Code, explain here (attach additional pages i f necessary): 
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I f thejetters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears pn the lines above, it wil l be 
conclusively presurried, that the Disclpsing Party certified to the above statements. 

:D. CERTIFICATION REGARDING INTEREST IN CITY BUSINESS 

Any words of terms thatiare defiried iri Chapter 2-156 of the Muriicipal Code.haye.the, same, 
meariings wherî used in this Part D. 

1. In accordance vyith Secb"pn 2^156-1-10 of the Municipal Code: Does aiiy pfficiaii or employee 
pf the City haye ia financial interim his or^her pwri vriJime pf irirthe riame:^?^ 
Pritity in the Matter? 

[]-^es [ f N o 

NOTE: I f you checked "Yes" to Item ,D. I . , proceed to Items D .2. and D . 3 I f you checked "NP" to 
iltem D:l;.,.proceed to Part E. 

2. Unless sold pursuant to a process of competitive bidding; or.;otherwise permitted, nP Gity 
elected official or employee shall have a financial interest iri-̂ his Pr n'er;own name;oriiri the name of 
.any other person or entity in the purchase of any property thaf:.(i) belongs tp'the City, or (ii) is spld 
for taxes pr assessments, or (iii) is sold by virtue of legal prpc.ess, at the suit p (cplIec'tiVely, 
'•'City Property Sale"). Compensation .for pfoperty taken pursija.nt t.6:tKe..Gitŷ ^̂ ^̂  domain power 
does not constitute a financial interest within the meaning of this Part D, 

Does the Matter involve a City Property Sale? 

[JYes [ ] N o ' • 

.3. I f you checked "Yes" to Item D. l . , provide the names and business addfesses, of the City 
officials or employees having such inlerest and identify the nature Of such interest: 

Name Business Address Nature of interest 

4. The Disclosing Parly further certifies that no prohibited financial interest in the Matter will 
be acquired by any City official or employee: 

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

Piease check either 1. or 2. below. I f thc Disclosing Party checks 2., the Disclosing Party must 
disclose below or in an attachment to this EDS all information required by paragraph 2. Failure lo 
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comply with; these disclosure requirements may make ariy cpntract entered into with the. City in 
ponnectiori with the Matter voidable by the Cily. 

1. The bisciosirig Party verifies that the Disclosing Party has searched any ,and all records .of 
the Disclosing-Party and anyand all predecessor entities regarding records pf investments or profits 
from slayer)', or slaveholder insurance pplicies during the, slavery era (including insurance pplicies 
issueditp slayehplders that proyided cpyerag?; for damage.t̂  death of their:.slafyes), and 
the'Di'sclpsirig Party has found no such recprds;. 

J l , The Disclbsing Party verifies that, as a result of coridiictingt^^^ search ia^step; 1 above',.the: 
Disciosing .Party has found records of investments or profits ffpm s.layery pr sraye^hplder insurance 
pplicies. The Disclpsing Party-verifies that the fpllpwirig cpnstitutes sfull disclpsuni pf all such 
recprds,'including th,e names; pf any and;all slaiyes..,Pf slayehplders in'thPse recprds: 

I can make the v e r i f i c a t i o n (#1) 

SECTION V I - CERTIFICATIONS FOR F E D E R A L L Y FUNDED MATTERS 

NOTE: I f the Matter is federally funded, complete this Section I f t h e Matter is not federally 
funded, proceed tp-Section VI I : Fpr pufppses.of/this Sectipn̂ ^ C.ity-
and proceeds of debt pbligalipns pf the City are not federal;furiding. 

A:, GERTIFIGATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

1. List below the names ofa l l persons or entities registered underthe federal Lobbying 
Disclosure Act pf 1995 who have made lobbyingcpntactspn behalf pf the Disclosing Party with 
resp.ect to the Matter: (Add sheels i f necessary): 

(I f no explanation appears or begins on thc lines above, or i f the letters."NA" or if the wPrd "None" 
appear, it \viU be conclusively presumed that the.;Disclosirig Party m'eans thatCNO persons of entities 
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the 
Disclosing Party with respect to the Matier.) 

2. The Disclosing Party has not spent and will not expend any federally appropriated funds to pay 
any person or entity lisled in Paragraph A. I . above for his or her lobbying activities or to pay any 
person or entity to infiucnce or attempt to infiucnce an officer or employee of any agency, as defined by 
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of CPngress, or an employee of a 
member of Congress, in connection with the award ofany federally funded contracl, making any 
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agreement, or to extend, continue, renew, 
amend, or modify any federally funded coniract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
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3. The Disclosing. Party will submit an updated certification.at the end of each calendar quarter in, 
which there occurs any eycrit that materially affectS: the.:accura.cy;;pf the statements-and irifprrri'atibri set 
forth in:p,aragraphs;A.:l..,and A.2. above. 

4. The Disclosing: Party certifies that either: (i) it is not an Prganization .described in section 
501 (c)(4): of the InternafReveri^ of 1986; .or (ii) it is an; prganization described in section. 
i5Ol(c)(0 o f the Internal .Revenue p f 1986 "but has npt engaged aiid w]lfiic(t e5Sgaige iri;"L;pbbying: 
Actiyities':'., 

5; I f the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclpsing; Party riiust.bbtairiicertific'atipnsequalin 
fplTH ahd;substance;to paragraphs A; 1. through A.4. abov6';ffoiri';all:stibcontraGtprs-b^ 
-subcpntract and the Disclosing Party mustmaintain a sucHsube.pntractors'peftificatipns for the 
duratipn of the-Matter and must make such certificaiiions promptly availabie.;tp the City upbii^ 

B. CERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Ifthe Matter is federally funded, federal regulations require the AppUcant and. all proposed 
subcontractors to submit the-following: infonnation with their bids or in Ayriting at the. G,utset pf 
negotiations, 

Is the Disclosirig Party the Applicant? 

[ ] Y'es [ ] No 

If "Yes," answer the three questions below: 

1. Have you developed and do you have oh file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable 
federal regulations? (See 41 CFR Part 60-2.) 

[JYes [ ] N o 

2. Have you filed with the Joint Reporting Committee, the E»irector ofthe Office of Federal 
Contract Compliance Programs, or the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission all,reports due 
under the appiicaible filing requirements? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts subject to the 
equal opportunity clause? 

[ ] Yes • [ ] No -

Ifyou checked "No" lo question 1. or 2. above, please provide an explanation: 
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SECTION v n - ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION, 
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE 

The Disclosing Party underistands and agrees that: 

A . The certificatipris, disclosures, and'acknowledgments: contairied.in this EDS wi l l become parf o f any 
contract or other agreement between the Applicant and the- City in cpnnection with the, jM whe,ther 
prpcurement, City assistance, or other City actipn, and. are materialiriduem the City's execution 
Pf aiiy Coritfact or taking pthef actipn^with riespecf to tKP.Matte^^ The Disch^sing Par 
it must comply with all statuteis, ordinances, and regulatiori's ori.;which..this EDS is based. 

B> The City's Gpvernmeritai Ethics and Campa Finairieing Ordinances,, Chapters 2-156:and 2-164 of 
the:Muriicipal-Code, imppse certain duties and obligations pn persons or entities sfiseking City contracts, 
v«ork, business, or transactions. The full, text, of these prdinances and a ttkining prpgramis^ 
line at www.cityofchica.go.org/Ethics, arid may also be-obtainedfrbrri'thp^^ pf Ethics, 740.N. 

Sedgwick .St., Suite 500,.Ghi IL 60610, (312) 744-9660. The.Disclosing Party.must comply fully 
w i t h the applicable Ordinances. I acknowledge and consent t o t h e above. 

C. I f the City-determines that any information provided in this EDS is false, iricpmplete or :iriaceurate, 
„any contract pr.other agreement in conriecti,on,with vvhichat is subniilted^ .̂n^^ relscirided or be void or 
yoidable, and the City may pursue any remedies under the coritract Pr agreenient (if not rescinded pr 
void), at law, or in equity, including terminating the Disclo'singRarty's participatiori in the Matter and/Pr 
declinirig.tPiallow the Disclpsing Party to participate in'other tfarisactioris witli tlie.Cify. Remedies at 
law for a ifalse statement of material fact may include incarceration;and an award tp the Cit]/ of treble 
damages,. 

D. It is the City's policy tP make this document available to the public on its Internet site and/oruppn 
request. Some or all of the information provided on this EDS arid any attachments tp this EDS may be 
made available to the public on the Internet, in response IP a Freedom of infonnation Act request, of 
otherwise. By completing and signing this EDS, the Disclosing Party waives and reieases-any possible 
rights or claims which it may have against the City in connection vvith the publicrelease of information 
contained'in this EDS and also authorizes the City to verify the-accuracy of any irifonnatipn submitted 
in this EDS. 

E. The information provided in this EDS must be kept current. Jn the event of changes, the Disclosing 
Party must supplement this EDS up lo the time the City takes action on the Matter; Ifthe Matter is a 
contract being handled by the City's Department ofProcurement Services, the Disclosing Party must 
update this EDS as the contract requires. NOTE: With respect tp Matters subject to Article I of 
Chapter 1-23 ofthe Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain specified 
offenses), the information provided herein regarding eligibility must be kept current for a longer period, 
as required by Chapter 1-23 and Section 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code. 

I acknowledge and consent t o the above. 

The Disclosing Party represenls and warrants that: 
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F . l . The Disclosing Pai'fy is nol delinquent in tlie payment ofany tax administered by the Illinois 
Depfiitment of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing P.irty or its Affili.itcd Entities delinquent in paying any 
fine, fee, tax or other charge owed to the City. This includes, but is not limited to, all water charges, 
sewer charges, license fees, parking tickets, properly taxes or bales taxes. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be trufi . 

F.2 If the Disclosing Party is the .Applicant, thc Disclosing Party and its Affiliated Entities will uot 
u.se, nor permit their subcontractors to use, any facility li.sted by the U.S. E.P.A. on the federal Excluded 
Parties List System ("EPLS") maintained by lire U. S. General Scrviees Adminislralion. 

I c e r t i f y che above to be true. 

F.3 If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party will obtain from any 
contractor.s/subcontractors hired or to be hired in connection with the Matter certifications equal in 
fonn and substance to those in F. l . and F.2. above and will not, witliout the prior written consent ofthe 

- City, û &e-any such-contrnctOf/s-iibcQntiac4<H^a4-deas-rvet-pf&vid-e such cert-ifieatioiis or that the 
Disclosing Party has reason to believe has not provided or cannot piovide truthful certifications. 

I c e r t i f y t h e above t o be t r u e . 

NOTE: i f thc Disclosing Party cannot certify as to any ofthe items in F. 1., F,2. or F.3. above, an 
explanatory statement musl be attached to this EDS. 

CPZUTTFICATTON 

Under penalty of perjury, the person signing below: (1) warrants that he/she is authorized to execute 
this EDS and Appendi.x A (if applicable) on behalf of the Disclosiug Parly, and (2) warrants thai all-
certifications and statements contained in this EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) are true, accurate 
and complete as of the date furnished to the City. 

NE :-loldings C o r p o r a t i o n 

(Print or tyjje iiajne of Disclosing Party) 

Bv 
(Sign he're) 

P h i l l i p A. Wertz 

(Print or type name of person .signing) 

Associate General Counsel & Senior Vice President 

(Print or type litie of person signing) 

Si..>'ncd aii'l-l sworn lo before nie on (dalcl 
a I V /uVAt^-zt^' County.;''\X-Lit.vjD'--.Estate) 

Notary Public. 

Cominission c.\piro.s:_ ' ' 

DAVID R HILL 
NOTARY PUBLIC. STATE OF ILUNOIS 
^^'X^OMMISSION EXPIRES y^^^f 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIXA 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMEIIT HEADS 

ThiSjAppehdix is to be completed only by,(a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal enility which has a direct 
o>yncrship, interesf in the AppH It is riot to-be com 
which has only ah indirect owniirship interest in the Appiicarit. 

Undei^Munieipal-Code Sectioh 2-. 154-015,: the Disclosirig Party t̂iiust disclose whê ^̂  sucteDisclosing-Party 
or any Applicable Pai'ty" or any Spouse or Doinestic Partner thereof cuirently h ^ a 'fainilial :relati6nship" with. 
any elected city official or departrnerit head. A "farriilial relationship" exists if^ ais of the d 
signed, the Disclosing Party orany "Applicable Party" oranySpouse; or Domestic, Par to thereof is related to 
the inaydr, any aldennan, the cjty^clerk, the city treasurer or any dty dep̂ ^ spouse or domestic 
partner, or as any'of the-following, .whether by;blood or adoption: parent,;child, brother pr sister, aunt or unck 
niece dr .nephew, graiidparent, gtariddiild, father-in-law, mother-in-law, sori-in-law; daughterrin-law, stepfatjief 
or stepmother, stepson̂ oi" stepdaughter, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or halfrsister. 

"Apiplicable Party" means (l),all executive.officers of tlie .Disclosing. Party listed in;Sectionn.:H.'l.a.,,itt̂ ^^^^^ 
Disclosing:Partyis ,a corporation;-all partners of the Disclosing-Party^ if thfe Disclosing PahySs; a 
partnership;-all geiieral partners and limited partners of theDisclosing Party, i f the Disclbsing Party is a limited 
partnership; all managers, managing members and members ofthe Disclosing Party, iftheDisclosing Party, is a 
Hniitied:liability company of die;Disclpsing'Paity;>nd (3) ahy peisbh ha^ 
a 7.5 percent ownership interest in the Disclosing Party. "Principal officers" means th§:p,residentv chief 
operating officer, executive director, chief financial officeri treasurer or secretary of a. legal eritity or any person 
exercising similar authority. 

Does the Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereofjCurrently 
have a "familial relationship" with an elected city official or departrnent head? 

[ ] Yes [^] No 

If yes, please identify, below (I) the name and title of such person,, (2) the name:of the, legal entity to which 
such pei-sbn is connected; (3) the name and title of the elected city official or department head to whom such 
person has a familial relationship, and (4) the precise nature of such familial relationship. 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIX B 

BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEM LAJ^JPLORD CERTIFICA^^ 

,This Ajppendix is to be completed only by (a): the.Applicant, aiid (b) any legal entity 
which has a direct ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7 5: (an "Owner"). 
Itis nipt tb be completed by any legal chtit)^ which has only an indirect ownership interest in 
the: Applicant. 

1. Pursuant;t6.Municipal Code, Secti6ri:2-15 -̂01,0,,is the:Applicant or-any Oj>vnerideiatifl 
•buildihg code scofflaw.or problem laindlofd piursu'ant fo Section 2-92-^16 of tlie;Munici 
Cbdp? 

[ JYes [X]No 

2. If the; Applicant is a legal entity publicly-traded on any exchange 
the Applicant identified as a building code scofflaw or.probleiil landlord piiirsuant to Sectioh 
2,-92-416 of the Municipal Code? 

[ ]Yes p ] N o [ ] Not Applicable 

3. If yes to (1) or (2) above, please identify below'the name of the person or legal entity 
idehtified as a building code scofflaw:orproblem landlbrd and the address of theibuijding or 
buildings to, which the pertinent code violations apply. 

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONSTITUTES ACKNQWLEDGIVIENT 
AND AGREEMENT THAT THIS APPENDIX B IS INGOlRiPORATED BY 
INFERENCE INTO, AND MADE A PART OF, THE ASSOCIATED EDS, 
AND THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS MADE IN THIS APPENDIX B ARE 
SUBJECT TO THE CERTIFICATION MADE UNDER PENALTY OF 
PERJURY ON PAGE 12 OF THE ASSOCIATED EDS. 



NB HOLDINGS CORPORATION 

ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEIVIENT 

ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

Board of Directors 

Greener, Geoffrey 
Laughlin, Terence P. 
Moynihan, Brian T. 
Thompson, Bruce R. 

Officers 

Moynihan, Brian T. 
Laughlin, Terrence P. 
Cotty, Neil A. 
Thompson, Bruce R. 
Greener, Geoffrey 
Jeffries, Ross E. 
Litsey, Jana J. 
Billings, Eric R. 

Bowman, Charles F. 
Chang, Gale K. 

Dominick, Paula Ann 
Fox, William J. 
Hille, Richard J. 
Jones, Angela C. 
McAvoy, Sarah L. F. 
McNairy, William L. 
Mogensen, Lauren 
Sak, Pamela 
Templeton, William W. 
Thayu, Radhi 
Weber, Bradley H 
Wertz, Phillip A. 
Hackworth, Gregory R. 
Gilliam, Allison L. 
Johnson, Colleen O. 
Tai, Nina 

LIST OF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS 

RESPONSE TO SECTION II.B.1 

NB Holdings Corporation 

3/24/2015 

Chairman ofthe Board, President, Chief Executive Officer 
President, Strategic Initiatives 
Chief Accounting Officer 
Chief Financial Officer 
Chief Risk Officer 

Managing Director, Secretary, Deputy General Counsel 
Deputy General Counsel 
Senior Vice President, Assistant General Counsel, 
Assistant Secretary 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President, Associate General Counsel, 
Assistant Secretary 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President 

Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President-Tax 
Senior Vice President 

Associate General Counsel 
Associate General Counsel 
Assistant General Counsel 

Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President 
Senior Vice President 
Treasurer 
Assistant Secretary 
Assistant Secretary 
Assistant Secretary 

Associate General Counsel 



NB HOLDINGS CORPORATION 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

SECTION III -Business Relationships with City Elected Officials 

Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of Bank of America Corporation ("BAC"). 
BAC and its subsidiaries, which include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time 
equivalent employees as of December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not possible for the 
Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the full panoply of associates and the 
Disclosing Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's response. Additionally, the 
Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in various slate and federal courts. The 
Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by its regulators, including all required 
disclosures in its Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, which 
are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities 
and Exchange Commission. Those Reports include disclosures of investigations and other 
matters as required by federal law and are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot 
confirm or deny the existence of any other, non-public investigation conducted by any 
government investigator unless required to do so by law. Further, to the knowledge of the 
individual signing below and without independent inquiry, there are no Officers, Directors, or 
key employees of the Disclosing Party who are also employed by the City. However, 
employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a written Code of Ethics (which each 
employee, on an annual basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that requires all 
employees to disclose any outside activities and relationships lhat may pose a conflict of 
interesl with BAC and its activities. Attached to this Addendum is a copy ofthe Litigation and 
Regulatory Matters from a recent Report. 

BAC and, or, its affiliates, have engaged the law firm of Klafter & Burke for legal 
representation in the past, which engagement may continue to the date ofthis Statement, 
and BAC and, or, its affiliates, may engage the law firm of Klafter & Burke for legal 
representation in the future. Alderman Edward M. Burke Principal of Klafter & Burke. 

SECTION V. - Certifications 

SECTION V(A) Court-Ordered Child Support Compliance 

As a public corporation, BAC does not have any "substantial" owners as defined by the provision. 
No individual or group of individuals owns 10% or more of BAC. In addition, the Disclosing Parly 
complies with all child support orders it receives. 

B. Further Clarifications 

1. Disclosing Party is not the Applicant. i 

Neither BAC nor its Executive Officers and Director identified within this EDS is subject lo any 
order, judgment or decree by any court or government authonty in which it is barred, 
suspended or otherwise limited from engaging in any type of business practice. 

SECTION V(B)(2) b, c and e: 

BAC makes all required disclosures in its Form 10-k as filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission and its Annual Report as posted on its website. In addition, BAC's registered 
broker-dealer and investment adviser subsidiaries make all required disclosures on their Form 
BDs and filed with FINRA and their Form ADVs as filed with the SEC. These filings include 
disclosures of investigations and litigation as required by the securities regulatory organizations 
and federal law, and are publicly available BAC cannot confirm or deny the existence ofany 
other non-public investigation conducted by any governmental agency unless required to do so 
by law 



Please let us know if any additional information is needed. 

SECTION V(B)(2)d 

The Disclosing Party performed due diligence within the Public Sector Banking and Markets 
Group of BAC to determine whether any Public Sector Banking and Markets Group of BAC 
employees were aware of any public finance transactions (federal, state or local) having been 
terminated for cause or default within the last five years, and none of such employees were 
aware of any such transactions. 

SECTION V(B)(3)a, b, c and d 

Please note that our responses are on behalf of the Disclosing Party only and not on behalf of 
any contractors or retained parties disclosed in SECTION IV. 

a, b and c - Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, c and e above. Additionally, b and c -
Please see response to SECTION V(4) below. 

SECTION V(4): Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, c and e above. 

SECTION V(B)(6) 

BAC and its affiliates maintain strict policies and procedures to ensure compliance with 
applicable, local, state and federal law and regulations, including Chapter 2-156 ofthe 
Municipal Code. To the best ofthe individual signing this EDS, BAC and its affiliates are 
currently in compliance, and have policies and procedures in place to ensure continued 
compliance. 

SECTION V(B)(7) AND (8) 

Please see responses to SECTION VII(C). 

SECTOIN V(E) CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

The Disclosing Party verifies that a) the Disclosing Party has searched any and all records of 
the Disclosing Party and any and all predecessor entities for records of investments or profits 
from slavery, the slave industry, or slaveholder insurance policies, and (b) the Disclosing Party 
has found no records of investments or profits from slavery, the slave industry, or slaveholder 
insurance policies and no records of any slave or slaveholders. 

SECTION Vll - Acknowledgments, Contract Incorporation, Compliance, Penalties, Disclosure 

SECTION VII(B) and (C). Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of BAC. BAC 
and its subsidiaries, which include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time 
equivalent employees as of December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not possible for the 
Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the full panoply of associates and the 
Disclosing Party related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's response. Additionally, the 
Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in various state and federal courts. The 
Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by its regulators, including all required 
disclosures in its Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, which 
are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities 
and Exchange Commission. Those Reports include disclosures of investigations and other 
matters as required by federal law and are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot 
confirm or deny the existence of any other, non-public investigation conducted by any 
government investigator unless required to do so by law. Further, to the knowledge ofthe 
individual signing below and without independent inquiry, there are no Officers, Directors, or 
key employees of the Disclosing Party who are also employed by the City. However, 
employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a written Code of Ethics (which each 
employee, on an annual basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that requires all 
employees to disclose any outside activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of 
interest with BAC and its activities. 



F.l. 

Representatives and agents of BAC or its affiliates meet with representatives of the City on a 
monthly or other regular basis to identify outstanding amounts duly payable by BAC or its 
affiliates to the Cily and settle them accordingly. 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED OFFICIAL AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

Please note that the Disclosing Party is a subsidiary of BAC. BAC and ils subsidiaries, which 
include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time equivalent employees as of 
December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not possible for the Disclosing Party to perform due 
diligence across the full panoply of associates and the Disclosing Party related entities in 
preparing the Disclosing Party's response. Additionally, the Disclosing Party is routinely 
involved in litigation in various state and federal courts. The Disclosing Party makes all 
disclosures required by its regulators, including all required disclosures in its Annual Reports 
on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, which are updated In Reports on Form 8-
K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission. Those 
Reports include disclosures of investigations and other matters as required by federal law and 
are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence of any other, 
non-public investigation conducted by any government investigator unless required to do so by 
law. Further, to the knowledge ofthe individual signing below and without independent inquiry, 
there are no Officers, Directors, or key employees ofthe Disclosing Party who are also 
employed by the City. However, employees of BAC and its affiliates are subject to a written 
Code of Eihics (which each employee, on an annual basis, is required to read and 
acknowledge in writing) that requires all employees lo disclose any outside activities and 
relationships that may pose a conflict of interest wilh BAC and ils activities. 



Litigation and Regulatory Matters 

Document Follows This Page 



Litigation and Regulatory Matters 
In the ordinary course of business, the Corporation and its suljsidlarles are 
routinely defendants In or parties to many pending and threatened legal actions 
and proceedings, Including actions brought on behalf of various classes of 
claimants. These actions and proceedings are generally based on alleged 
violations of consumer protection, securities, environmental, banking, 
employment, contract and other laws. In some of these actions and proceedings, 
claims for substantial monetary damages are asserted against the Corporation 
and its subsidiaries. 

In the ordinary course of business, the Corporation and its subsidiaries are 
also subject to regulatory and governmental examinations, information gathering 
requests, inquiries, investigations, and threatened legal actions and proceedings. 
For example, certain subsidiaries of the Corporation are registered broker^dealers 
or investment advisors and are subject to regulation by the SEC, the Financial 
Industry Regulatory Authority, the European Commission, the PRA, the FCA and 
other international, federal and state securities regulators. In connection with 
formal and informal inquiries, the Corporation and its subsidiaries receive 
numerous requests, subpoenas and orders for documents, testimony and 
information In connection with various aspects of the Corporation's regulated 
activities. 

In view of the inherent difficulty of predicting the outcome of such litigation, 
regulatory and governmental matters, particularly where the claimants seek very 
large or indeterminate damages cr where the matters present novel legal theories 
or involve a large number of parties, the Corporation generally cannot predict what 
the eventual outcome of the pending matters will be, what the timing of the 
ultimate resolution of these matters will be, or what the eventual loss, fines or 
penalties related to each pending matter may be. 

In accordance with applicable accounting guidance, the Corporation 
establishes an accrued liability for litigation, regulatory and governmental 
matters when those matters present loss contingencies that are both probable 
and estimable. In such cases, there may be an exposure to loss in excess of any 
amounts accrued. As a litigation, regulatory or governmental matter develops, the 
Corporation, in conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter, 
evaluates on an ongoing basis whether such matter presents a loss contingency 
that is probable and estimable. When a loss contingency is not both probable and 
estimable, the Corporation does not establish an accrued liability. If, at the time of 
evaluation, the loss contingency related to a litigation, regulatory or governmental 
matter is not both probable and estimable, the matter will continue to be 
monitored for furiher developments that would make such loss contingency both 
probable and estimable. Once thc loss contingency related to a litigation, 
regulatory or governmental matter is deemed to be both probable and 
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estimable, the Corporation will establish an accrued liability with respect to such 
loss contingency and record a corresponding amount of litigation-related 
expense. The Corporation continues to monitor the matter for further 
developments that could affect the amount of the accrued liability that has been 
previously established. Excluding expenses of internal or external legal service 
providers, litigation-related expense of $16.4 billion was recognized for 2014 
compared to $6.1 billion for 2013. 

For a limited number of the matters disclosed in this Note for which a loss, 
whether in excess of a related accrued liability or where there is no accrued 
liability, is reasonably possible in future periods, the Corporation is able to 
estimate a range of possible loss. In determining whether it is possible to 
estimate a range of possible loss, thc Corporation reviews and evaluates its 
material litigation, regulatory and governmental matters on an ongoing basis, in 
conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter, in light of potentially 
relevant factual and legal developments. These may include information learned 
through thc discovery process, rulings on dispositive motions, settlement 
discussions, and other rulings by courts, arbitrators or others. In cases in which 
the Corporation possesses sufficient appropriate information to estimate a range 
of possible loss, that estimate is aggregated and disclosed below. There may be 
other disclosed matters for which a loss is probable or reasonably possible but 
such an estimate of the range of possible loss may not be possible. For those 
matters where an estimate of the range of possible loss is possible, management 
currently estimates the aggregate range of possible loss is $0 to $2.7 billion in 
excess of the accrued liability (if any) related to those matters. This estimated 
range of possible loss is based upon currently available information and is 
subject to significant judgment and a variety of assumptions, and known and 
unknown uncertainties. The matters underlying the estimated range will change 
from time to time, and actual results may vary significantly from the current 
estimate. Those matters for which an estimate is not possible are not included 
within this estimated range. Therefore, this estimated range of possible loss 
represents what the Corporation believes to be an estimate of possible loss only 
for certain matters meeting these criteria. It does not represent the Corporation's 
maximum loss exposure. 

Information is provided below regarding the nature of all of these 
contingencies and, where specified, the amount of the claim associated with 
these loss contingencies. Based on current knowledge, management does not 
believe that loss contingencies arising from pending matters, including the 
matters described herein, will have a material adverse effect on the consolidated 
financial position or liquidity of the Corporation. However, in light of the inherent 
uncertainties involved in these matters, some of which are beyond the 
Corporation's control, and the very large or indeterminate damages sought in 
some of these matters, an adverse outcome in one or more of these matters 
could be material to the Corporation's results of operations or cash flows for any 
particular reporting period. 

Bond Insurance Litigation 

Ambac Countrywide Litigation 
The Corporation, Countrywide and other Countrywide entities are named as 
defendants in an action filed on Septemt>cr 29, 2010 and as amended on May 
28, 2013, by Amt>ac Assurance Corporation and thc Segregated Account of 
Ambac Assurance Corporation (together, Ambac), entitled Ambac Assurance 

Corporation and The Segregated Account of Ambac Assurance Corporation v. 
Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., et al. This action, currently pending in New York 
Supreme Court, New York County, relates to bond insurance policies provided by 
Ambac on certain securitized pools of second-lien (and in one pool, first-lien) 
HELOCs, first-lien subprime home equity loans and fixed-rate second-lien 
mortgage loans. Plaintiffs allege that they have paid claims as a result of defaults 
in the underlying loans and assert that the Countrywide defendants 
misrepresented the characteristics of the underlying loans and breached certain 
contractual representations and warranties regarding the underwriting and 
servicing of the loans. Plaintiffs also allege that the Corporation is liable based on 
successor liability theories. Damages claimed by Ambac are in excess of $2.2 
billion and include the amount of payments for current and future claims It has 
paid or claims it will be obligated to pay under the policies, increasing over time 
as it pays claims under relevant policies, plus unspecified punitive damages. 

On December 30, 2014, Ambac filed a second complaint in the same court 
against the same defendants, claiming fraudulent inducement against 
Countrywide and successor and vicarious liability against the Corporation relating t 
0 eight partially Ambac-insured RMBS transactions that closed between 2005 
and 2007, all backed by negative amortization pay option adjustable-rate 
mortgage (ARM) loans that were originated in whole or in part by Countrywide. 
Seven of the eight securitizations were issued and underwritten by non-parties to 
the litigation. Ambac claims damages in excess of $600 million consisting of all 
alleged past and future claims against its policies, plus other unspecified 
compensatory and punitive damages. 

Also on December 30, 2014, Ambac filed a third action in Wisconsin Circuit 
Court, Dane County, against Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., claiming that it was 
fraudulently induced to insure portions offive securitizations issued and 
underwritten in 2005 by a non-party that included Countrywide originated first-
lien negative amortization pay option ARM loans. The complaint claims damages 
in excess of $350 million for all alleged past and future Ambac insured claims 
payment obligations plus other unspecified compensatory and punitive damages. 

Ambac First Franklin Litigation 
On April 16, 2012, Ambac sued First Franklin Financial Corp., BANA, MLPF&S, 
Merrill Lynch Mortgage Lending, Inc. (MLML), and Merrill Lynch Mortgage 
Investors, Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. Plaintiffs' claims 
relate to guaranty insurance Ambac provided on a First Franklin securitization 
(Franklin Mortgage Loan Trust, Series 2007-FFC). The securitization was 
sponsored by MLML, and certain certificates in the securitization were insured by 
Ambac. The complaint alleges that defendants breached representations and 
warranties concerning the origination of the underlying mortgage loans and 
asserts claims for fraudulent inducement, breach of contract and 
indemnification. Plaintiffs also assert breach of contract claims against BANA 
based upon its servicing of the loans in the securitization. The complaint alleges 
that Ambac has paid hundreds of millions of dollars in claims and has accrued 
and continues to accrue tens of millions of dollars in additional claims, and 
Ambac seeks as damages the total claims it has paid and its projected claims 
payment obligations, as well as specific performance of defendants' contractual 
repurchase obligations. 
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On July 19, 2013, the court denied defendants' motion to dismiss Ambac's 
contract and fraud causes of action but granted dismissal of Ambac's 
indemnification cause of action. In addition, the court denied defendants' motion 
to dismiss Ambac's claims for attorneys' fees and punitive damages. 

European Cominission - Credit Default Swaps Antitrust Investigation 
On July 1, 2013, the European Commission (Commission) announced that it had 
addressed a Statement of Objections (SO) to the Corporation, BANA and Banc of 
America Securities LLC (together, the Bank of America Entities), a number of 
other financial institutions, Markit Group Limited, and the International Swaps 
and Derivatives Association (together, the Parties). The SO sets forth the 
Commission's preliminary conclusion that the Parties infringed European Union 
competition law by participating in alleged collusion to prevent exchange trading 
of CDS and futures. According to the SO, the conduct of the Bank of America 
Entities took place between August 2007 and April 2009. As part of the 
Commission's procedures, the Parties have reviewed the evidence in the 
investigative file, responded to the Commission's preliminary conclusions and 
attended a hearing before the Commission. If the Commission is satisfied that its 
preliminary conclusions are proved, the Commission has stated that it intends to 
imposea fine and require appropriate remedial measures. 

Fontainebleau Las Vegas Litigation 
On June 9, 2009, Avenue CLO Fund Ltd., et a/, v Bank of America, N.A., Merrill 
Lynch Capital Corporation, et a l was filed in the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Nevada by certain Fontainebleau Las Vegas, LLC (FBLV) project lenders. 
Plaintiffs alleged that, among other things, BANA breached its duties as 
disbursement agent under the agreement governing the disbursement of loaned 
funds to FBLV, then a Chapter 11 debtor-in-possession. Plaintiffs seek monetary 
damages of more than $700 million, plus interest. This action was subsequently 
transferred by fhe U.S. Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (JPML) fo the U.S. 
District Court for the Southern District of Florida. 

On March 19, 2012, the district court granted BANA's motion for summary 
judgment on all causes of action against it in its capacity as disbursement agent 
and denied plaintiffs' motion for summary judgment on those claims. On July 26, 
2013, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit affirmed in part and 
reversed in part the district court's dismissal of the disbursement agent claims 
against BANA, holding that there were factual disputes that could not be resolved 
on a summaryjudgment motion, and remanded thc case to the district court for 
further proceedings. 

Dismissal of the other claims was affirmed on a separate appeal. On 
December 13, 2013, the JPML remanded the action to the District of Nevada for 
trial. 

The parties have settled the action for $300 million, an amount that was fully 
accrued as of December 31, 2014. Pursuant to the settlement, plaintiffs have 
stipulated to the voluntary dismissal of their remaining claims with prejudice. 

In rc \ianV. of America Securities, Derivative and Employee Kctircnicnt 
Income Security .\ct (ERISA) Litigation 
Beginning in January 2009. the Corporation, as well as certain current and 
former officers and directors, among others, were named as defendants in a 
variety of actions filed in state and federal courts. The actions generally concern 
alleged material misrepresentations and/or omissions with respect to certain 
securities filings by the Corporation. The securities filings contained information 
with respect to events that took place from September 2008 through January 
2009 contemporaneous with the Corporation's acquisition of Merrill Lynch & Co., 
Inc. (Merrill Lynch). Certain federal court actions were consolidated and/or 
coordinated in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District ot New York (the 
District Court) under the caption In re Bank of America Securities, Derivative and 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) Litigation. 

Plaintiffs in the consolidated securities class action (the Consolidated 
Securities Class Action) asserted claims under Sections 14(a), 10(b) and 20(a) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and Sections 11, 12(a)(2) and 15 of the 
Securities Act of 1933 and asserted damages based on the drop in the stock 
price upon sutisequent disclosures. On April 5, 2013, the District Court granted 
final approval of the settlement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On 
November 5, 2014, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit affirmed the 
final approval of the settlement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On 
February 3, 2015, the deadline for filing a petition for writ of certiorari with the 
U.S. Supreme Court elapsed without any objector filing a petition. 

Certain shareholders opted to pursue their claims apart from the Consolidated 
Securities Class Action. Following settlements in an aggregate amount that was 
fully accrued as of December 31, 2013, the District Court dismissed the claims 
of these plaintiffs with prejudice. 

In addition, on January 11, 2013, the District Court approved the settlement 
of claims filed by plaintiffs in a derivative action in the Consolidated Securities 
Class Action, which also resolved a consolidated derivative action filed in the 
Delaware Court of Chancery. 

In addition, the District Court dismissed a complaint filed by plaintiffs in the 
ERISA actions in the Consolidated Securities Class Action on August 27, 2010, 
and thc parties stipulated to the withdrawal of the appeal of that decision on 
January 14, 2013. 

Interchange and Kclatcd Litigation 
In 2005, a group of merchants filed a series of putative class actions and 
individual actions directed at interchange fees associated with Visa and 
MasterCard payment card transactions. These actions, which were consolidated 
in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of New York under the caption In 
Re Payment Card Interchange Fee and Merchant Discount Anti-Trust Litigation 
(Interchange), named Visa, MasterCard and several banks and bank holding 
companies (BHCs), including the Corporation, as defendants. Plaintiffs allege 
that defendants conspired to fix the level of default interchange rates and that 
certain rules of Visa and MasterCard related to merchant acceptance of payment 
cards at the point of sale were unreasonable restraints of trade. Plaintiffs sought 
unspecified damages and injunctive relief. 
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On October 19. 2012, defendants settled the matter The settlement provides 
for, among other things, (i) payments by defendants to the class and individual 
plaintiffs totaling approximately $6.6 billion, allocated proportionately to each 
defendant based upon various loss-sharing agreements; (ii) distribution to class 
merchants of an amount equal to 10 bps of default interchange across all Visa 
and MasterCard credit card transactions for a period of eight consecutive 
months, to begin by July 29, 2013, which otherwise would have been paid to 
issuers and which effectively reduces credit interchange for that period of time; 
and (iii) modifications to certain Visa and MasterCard rules regarding merchant 
point of sale practices. 

Tbe court granted final approval of the class settlement agreement on 
December 13, 2013. Several class members appealed to the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the Second Circuit. In addition, a number of class members opted out of the 
settlement of their past damages claims. The cash portion of the settlement was 
adjusted downward as a result of these opt outs. 

The Corporation is named in three of the opt-out suits, including one brought 
by cardholders, and, as a result of various sharing agreements from the main 
Interchange litigation, the Corporation remains liable for any settlement or 
judgment in opt-out suits where it is not named as a defendant. All but one of the 
opt-out suits filed to date have been consolidated in the U.S. District Court for the 
Eastern District of New York. On July 18, 2014, the court denied defendants' 
motion to dismiss opt-out complaints filed by merchants, and on November 26, 
2014, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss the Sherman Act claim in 
thc cardholder complaint. 

LIBOR, Other Reference Rate and Foreign Exchange (FX) Inquiries and 
Litigation 
The Corporation has received subpoenas and information requests from 
government authorities in North America, Europe and the Asia Pacific region, 
including the DoJ, the U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) and 
the FCA, concerning submissions made by panel banks in connection with the 
setting of LIBOR and other reference rates. The Corporation is cooperating with 
these inquiries. 

In addition, the Corporation and BANA have been named as defendants along 
with most of the other LIBOR panel banks in a series of individual and class 
actions in various U.S. federal and state courts relating to defendants' LIBOR 
contributions. All cases naming the Corporation have been or are in the process 
of being consolidated for pre-trial purposes in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York by the JPML. The Corporation expects that any 
future cases naming it will similarly tie consolidated for pre-trial purposes. 
Plaintiffs allege that they held or transacted in U.S. Dollar LIBOR-based derivatives 
or other financial instruments and sustained losses as a result of collusion or 
manipulation by defendants regarding the setting of U.S. Dollar LIBOR. Plaintiffs 
assert a variety of claims, including antitrust and Racketeer Influenced and 
Corrupt Organizations (RICO), common law fraud, and breach of contract claims, 
and seek compensatory, treble and punitive damages, and injunctive relief. 

In a series of rulings, the court dismissed antitrust, RICO and certain state 
law claims, while permitting the Commodity Exchange Act and other state law 
claims to proceed. As a result of a procedural ruling by the Supreme Court, 
plaintiffs are pursuing an immediate appeal of the dismissal of their antitrust 
claims. Further, based on the statute of limitations, the court has substantially 

limited the time period for which manipulation claims under the Commodity 
Exchange Act may be pursued. As to the Corporation and BANA, the court has also 
dismissed manipulation claims based on alleged trader conduct, and certain 
common law claims by plaintiffs who alleged no direct dealings with the 
Corporation or BANA. Other claims against the Corporation and BANA remain 
pending, however, and the court is continuing to consider motions regarding 
them, including the applicability of its prior rulings to subsequently filed actions. 

Certain regulatory and government authorities in North America, Europe and 
the Asia Pacific region are conducting investigations and making inquiries of a 
significant number of FX market participants, including the Corporation, 
regarding FX market participants' conduct and systems and controls over 
multiple years. The Corporation is cooperating with these investigations and 
inquiries, some of which are likely to lead to regulatory or legal proceedings and 
expose the Corporation to material penalties, fines or losses, and could adversely 
affect its reputation. 

In particular, in November 2014, the Corporation resolved a matter with the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC) by agreeing to the imposition of 
mandatory remedial measures and payment of $250 million in civil penalties 
associated with the Corporation's FX business and its systems and controls. 

The Corporation is in separate advanced discussions to resolve the regulatory 
matters of concern to another U.S. banking regulator involving the Corporation's 
FX business and its systems and controls. There can be no assurances that 
these discussions will lead to a resolution, or of the amount or timing of any such 
resolution. 

In addition, in a consolidated amended complaint filed on March 31, 2014, 
the Corporation and BANA were named as defendants along with other FX market 
participants in a putative class action filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York on behalf of plaintiffs and a putative class who 
allegedly transacted in FX and are domiciled in the U.S. or transacted in FX in the 
U.S. (the U.S. Action). On April 30, 2014, a substantively similar class action was 
filed against the Corporation and other FX market participants on behalf of a 
plaintiff and putative class allegedly located in Norway (the Foreign Action). The 
complaints allege that class membeis transacted with defendants at or around 
the time of the fixing of the WM/Reuters Closing Spot Rates or entered into 
transactions that settled in whole or in part based on the WM/Reuters Closing 
Spot Rates and that they sustained losses as a result of the defendants' alleged 
conspiracy to manipulate the WM/Reuters Closing Spot Rates. Plaintiffs in the 
U.S. Action assert a single claim for violations of Sections 1 and 3 of the 
Sherman Act, and plaintiff in the Foreign Action asserts claims for violations of 
the Sherman Act, as well as certain claims under New York statutory and 
common law. Plaintiffs seek compensatory and treble damages, and declaratory 
and injunctive relief. 

On January 28, 2015, the court denied defendants' motion to dismiss the U.S. 
Action, finding that plaintiffs had sufficiently pleaded the elements of an 
antitrust claim. In the same decision, the court granted with prejudice 
defendants' motion to dismiss the Foreign Action, finding that the Sherman Act 
docs not apply extraterritorially, except in limited circumstances not present in 
the case, and that plaintiff had failed to plead an actionable state law claim. 
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Montgomery 
The Corporation, several current and former officers and directors. Banc of 
America Securities LLC (BAS), MLPF&S and other unaffiliated underwriters have 
been named as defendants in a putative class action filed in thc U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York entitled Montgomery v. Bank of 
America, et al. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint on January 14, 2011. 
Plaintiff seeks to sue on behalf of all persons who acquired certain series of 
preferred stock offered by the Corporation pursuant to a shelf registration 
statement dated May 5, 2006. Plaintiff's claims arise from three offerings dated 
January 24, 2008, January 28, 2008 and May 20, 2008, from which the 
Corporation allegedly received proceeds of $15.8 billion. The amended complaint 
asserts claims under Sections 11,12(a)(2) and 15 of the Securities Act of 1933, 
and alleges that the prospectus supplements associated with the offerings: (i) 
failed to disclose that the Corporation's loans, leases, CDOs and commercial MBS 
were impaired to a greater extent than disclosed; (11) misrepresented the extent of 
the impaired assets by failing to establish adequate reserves or properly record 
losses for its impaired assets; (iii) misrepresented the adequacy of the 
Corporation's internal controls in light of the alleged impairment of its assets; (iv) 
misrepresented the Corporation's capital base and Tier 1 leverage ratio for risk-
based capital in light of the allegedly impaired assets; and (v) misrepresented the 
thoroughness and adequacy of the Corporation's due diligence in connection with 
its acquisition of Countrywide. The amended complaint seeks rescission, 
compensatory and other damages. On March 16, 2012, the court granted 
defendants' motion to dismiss the first amended complaint. On December 3, 
2013, the court denied plaintiffs' motion to file a second amended complaint. On 
February 6, 2014, plaintiffs appealed the denial of their motion to amend to the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit. 

The Corporation, Countrywide, Merrill Lynch and/or their affiliates may have 
claims for and/or may be subject to claims for contractual indemnification in 
connection with their various roles in regard to MBS. 

On August 15, 2011, the JPML ordered multiple federal court cases involving 
Countrywide MBS consolidated for pretrial purposes in the U.S. District Court for 
thc Central District of California in a multi-district litigation entitled fn re 
Countrywide Financial Corp. Mortgage-Backed Securities Litigation (the 
Countrywide RMBS MDL). 

Federal Home Loan Bank Litigation 
On March 15, 2010, the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco (FHLB San 
Francisco) filed an action in California Superior Court, San Francisco County, 
entitled Federa; Home Loan Bank of San Francisco v Credit Suisse Securities 
(USA) LLC, et al. FHLB San Francisco's complaint asserts certain MBS Claims 
against BAS, Countrywide and several related entities in connection with its 
alleged purchase of 51 MBS offerings and one private placement issued and/or 
underwritten by those defendants between 2004 and 2007 and seeks rescission 
and unspecified damages. FHLB San Francisco dismissed the federal claims with 
prejudice on August 11, 2011. On September 8, 2011, the court denied 
defendants' motions to dismiss the state law claims. On December 20, 2013, 
FHLB San Francisco voluntarily dismissed Its negligent misrepresentation claims 
with prejudice. On October 15, 2014, the court denied the parties' cross-motions 
for summaryjudgment with respect to two Countrywide trusts that were to be 
part of a bellwethertrial. 

The parties have settled the action and other related actions for $420 million, 
as well as with respect to certain claims, additional consideration; all amounts 
were fully accrued as of December 31, 2014. Pursuant to the settlement, FHLB 
San Francisco has voluntarily dismissed its remaining claims with prejudice. 

Mortgage-backed Securities Litigation 
The Corporation and its affiliates. Countrywide entities and their affiliates, and 
Merrill Lynch entities and their affiliates have been named as defendants in a 
number of cases relating to their various roles as issuer, originator, seller, 
depositor, sponsor, underwriter and/or controlling entity in MBS offerings, 
pursuant to which the MBS investors were entitled to a portion of the cash flow 
from the underlying pools of mortgages. These cases generally include purported 
class action suits and actions by individual MBS purchasers. Although the 
allegations vary by lawsuit, these cases generally allege that the registration 
statements, prospectuses and prospectus supplements for securities issued by 
securitization trusts contained material misrepresentations and omissions, in 
violation of the Securities Act of 1933 and/or state securities laws and other 
state statutory and common laws. 

These cases generally involve allegations of false and misleading statements 
regarding: (1) the process by which the properties that served as collateral for the 
mortgage loans underlying the MBS were appraised; (ii) the percentage of equity 
that mortgage borrowers had in their homes; (lii) the borrowers' ability to repay 
their mortgage loans; (iv) the underwriting practices by which those mortgage 
loans were originated; (v) the ratings given to the different tranches of MBS by 
rating agencies; and (vi) the validity of each issuing trust's title to the mortgage 
loans comprising the pool for that securitization (collectively, MBS Claims). 
Plaintiffs in these cases generally seek unspecified compensatory damages, 
unspecified costs and legal fees and, in some instances, seek rescission. 

Luther Class Act ion L i t igat ion and Re la ted Ac t ions 
Beginning in 2007, a number of pension funds and other Investors filed putative 
class action lawsuits alleging certain MBS Claims against Countrywide, several 
of its affiliates, MLPF&S, the Corporation, NB Holdings Corporation and certain 
other defendants. Those class action lawsuits concerned a total of 429 MBS 
offerings involving over $350 billion in securities issued by subsidiaries of 
Countrywide between 2005 and 2007. The actions, entitled Luther v. 
Countrywide Financial Corporation, ct ai., Maine State Retirement System v. 
Countrywide Financial Corporation, et ai.. Western Conference of Teamsters 
Pension Trust Fund v. Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., and Putnam 
Bank v. Countrywide Financial Corporation, et aL, were all assigned to the 
Countrywide RMBS MDL court. On December 6, 2013, the court granted final 
approval to a settlement of these actions in the amount of $500 million. 
Beginning on January 14, 2014, a number of class members appealed to thc U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. 

Prudential Insurance Litigation 
On March 14, 2013, The Prudential Insurance Company of America and certain 
of its affiliates (collectively Prudential) filed a complaint in the U.S. District Court 
for the District of New Jersey, in a case entitled Prudential Insurance Company of 
America, et al. v. Bank of America, N.A., ct ai. Prudential has named the 
Corporation, Merrill 
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Lynch and a number of related entities as defendants. Prudential asserts certain 
MBS Claims pertaining to 54 MBS offerings from which Prudential alleges that it 
purchased securities between 2004 and 2007. Prudential seeks, among other 
relief, compensatory damages, rescission or a rescissory measure of damages, 
punitive damages and other unspecified relief. On April 17, 2014, the court 
granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to dismiss the complaint. 
Prudential thereafter split its claims into two separate complaints, filing an 
amended complaint in the original action and a complaint in a separate action 
entitled Prudential Portfolios 2, et al. v. Bank of America, N.A., et al. Both cases 
are pending in the U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey. On February 
5, 2015, the court granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to 
dismiss those complaints, granting plaintiff leave to replead in certain respects. 

Lending, Inc., Merrill Lynch Mortgage Investors, Inc., and Ownit Mortgage 
Solutions Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. The summonses 
indicate that defendants may be subject to breach of contract claims alleging 
that they breached representations and warranties related to loans securitized in 
the Trusts. The summonses allege that defendants failed to repurchase 
breaching mortgage loans from the Trusts. The summonses seek specific 
performance of defendants' alleged obligation to repurchase breaching loans, 
declaratory judgment, compensatory, rescissory and other damages, and 
indemnity. On February 5, 2015, defendants demanded complaints on three of 
the Trusts. Defendants currently have until March 3, 2015 to demand the 
complaint with respect to one of the remainingTrusts, and until July 15, 2015 to 
demand complaints on the final three Trusts. 

.Mortgage Repurchase Litigation 

li.S. Bank Litigation 
On August 29, 2011, U.S. Bank, National Association (U.S. Bank), as trustee for 
the HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust 2005-10 (the Trust), a mortgage pool backed 
by loans originated by Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (CHL), filed a complaint in 
New York Supreme Court, New York County, in a case entitled li.S. Bank National 
Association, as Trustee for HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust, Series 2005-10 v. 
Countrywide Home Loans, inc. (dba Bank of America Home Loans), Bank of 
America Corporation, Countrywide Financial Corporation, Bank of America, N.A. 
and NB Holdings Corporation. U.S. Bank asserts that, as a result of alleged 
misrepresentations by CHL in connection with its sale of the loans, defendants 
must repurchase all the loans in the pool, or in the alternative that it must 
repurchase a subset of those loans as to which U.S. Bank alleges that defendants 
have refused specific repurchase demands. U.S. Bank asserts claims for breach 
of contract and seeks specific performance of defendants' alleged obligation to 
repurchase the entire pool of loans (alleged to have an original aggregate principal 
balance of $1.75 billion) or alternatively the aforementioned subset (alleged to 
have an aggregate principal balance of "over $100 million"), together with 
reimbursement of costs and expenses and other unspecified relief. On May 29, 
2013, the New York Supreme Court dismissed U.S. Bank's claim for repurchase 
of all the mortgage loans in the Trust. The court granted U.S. Bank leave to amend 
this claim. On June 18, 2013, U.S. Bank filed its second amended complaint 
seeking to replead its claim for repurchase of all loans in the Trust. On February 
13, 2014, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss the repleaded claim 
seeking repurchase of all mortgage loans in the Trust; plaintiff has appealed that 
order. 

On November 13, 2014, the court granted U.S. Bank's motion for leave to 
amend the complaint; defendants have appealed that order Thc amended 
complaint alleges breach of contract based upon defendants' failure to 
repurchase loans that were the subject of specific repurchase demands and also 
alleges breach of contract based upon defendants' discovery, during origination 
and servicing, of loans with material breaches of representations and warranties. 

U.S. Bank Summonses with Notice 
On August 29, 2014, U.S. Bank, solely in its capacity as Trustee for seven 
securitization trusts (the Trusts), served seven summonses with notice 
commencing potential actions against First Franklin Financial Corporation, 
Merrill Lynch Mortgage 

Ocala Investor Litigation 
On November 25, 2009, BNP Paribas Mortgage Corporation (BNP) and Deutsche 
Bank AG each filed claims (the 2009 Actions) against BANA In the U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York entitled BNP Paribas Mortgage 
Corporation v. Bank of America, N.A and Deutscire Bank AG v Bank of America, 
N.A. Plaintiffs allege that BANA failed to properly perform its duties as indenture 
trustee, collateral agent, custodian and depositary for Ocala Funding, LLC 
(Ocala), a home mortgage warehousing facility, resulting in the loss of plaintiffs' 
investment in Ocala. Ocala was a wholly-owned sut)sidiary of Taylor, Bean & 
Whitaker Mortgage Corp. (TBW), a home mortgage originator and servicer which is 
alleged to have committed fraud that led to its eventual bankruptcy. Ocala 
provided funding for TBW's mortgage origination activities by issuing notes, the 
proceeds of which were to be used by TBW to originate home mortgages. Such 
mortgages and other Ocala assets in turn were pledged to BANA as collateral 
agent, to secure the notes. Plaintiffs lost most or all of their investment in Ocala 
when, as the result of the alleged fraud committed by TBW, Ocala was unable to 
repay the notes purchased by plaintiffs and there was insufficient collateral to 
satisfy Ocala's debt obligations. Plaintiffs allege that BANA breached its 
contractual, fiduciary and other duties to Ocala, thereby permitting TBW's alleged 
fraud to go undetected. Plaintiffs seek compensatory damages and other relief 
from BANA, including interest and attorneys' fees, in an unspecified amount, but 
which plaintiffs allege exceeds $1.6 billion. 

On March 23, 2011, the court granted in part and denied in part BANA's 
motions to dismiss the 2009 Actions. Plaintiffs filed amended complaints on 
October 1, 2012 that included additional contractual, tort and equitable claims. 
On June 6, 2013, the court granted BANA's motion to dismiss plaintiffs' claims 
for failure to sue, negligence, negligent misrepresentation and equitable relief. 

On November 24, 2014, BANA moved for summaryjudgment and plaintiffs 
moved for partial summary judgment. 

On February 19, 2015, BANA and BNP reached an agreement in principle to 
settle the 2009 actions for an amount not material to the Corporation's results of 
operations, subject to the execution of a final settlement agreement. 

O'Donncll Litigation 
On February 24, 2012, Edward O'Donncll filed a sealed qui tam complaint under 
the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery and Enforcement Act of 1989 
(FIRREA) and thc False Claims Act against the Corporation, individually, and as 
successor to Countrywide. 
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CHL and a Countrywide business division known as Full Spectrum Lending. On 
October 24, 2012, the DoJ filed a complaint-in-intervention to join the matter, 
adding BANA, Countrywide and CHL as defendants. The action is entitled United 
States of America, ex rel, Edward O'Donnell, appearing Qui Tam v. Bank of 
America Corp., et ai., and was filed in the U.S. District Court for the Southern 
District of New York. The complaint-in-intervention asserted certain fraud claims 
in connection with the sale of loans to FNMA and FHLMC by Full Spectrum 
Lending and by the Corporation and BANA. On January 11, 2013, the government 
filed an amended complaint which added Countrywide Bank, FSB (CFSB) and a 
former officer of the Corporation as defendants. The court dismissed False 
Claims Act counts on May 8, 2013. On September 6, 2013, the government filed 
a second amended complaint alleging claims under FIRREA concerning allegedly 
fraudulent loan sales to the GSEs between August 2007 and May 2008. On 
September 24, 2013, the government dismissed the Corporation as a defendant. 

Following a trial, on October 23, 2013, a verdict of liability was returned 
against CHL, CFSB and BANA On July 30, 2014, the court imposed a civil penalty 
of $1.3 billion on BANA. On February 3, 2015, the court denied the Corporation's 
motions for judgment as a matter of law, or in the alternative, a new trial. The 
Corporation will appeal the verdict and judgmenL 

Pennsylvania Public School Employees' Retirement System 
The Corporation and several current and former officers were named as 
defendants in a putative class action filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York entitled Pennsylvania Public School Employees' 
Retirement System v. Bank of America, et al. 

Followingthe filing of a complaint on February 2, 2011, plaintiff subsequently 
filed an amended complaint on September 23, 2011 in which plaintiff sought to 
sue on behalf of all persons who acquired the Corporation's common stock 
between February 27, 2009 and October 19, 2010 and "Common Equivalent 
Securities" sold in a Decemtier 2009 offering. The amended complaint asserted 
claims under Sections 10(b) and 20(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
and Sections 11 and I s of the Securities Act of 1933, and alleged that the 
Corporation's public statements: (1) concealed problems in the Corporation's 
mortgage servicing business resulting from the widespread use of the Mortgage 
Electronic Recording System; (ii) failed to disclose the Corporation's exposure to 
mortgage repurchase claims; (iii) misrepresented the adequacy of internal 
controls; and (iv) violated certain Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. The 
amended complaintsought unspecified damages. 

On July 11, 2012, the court granted in part and denied in part defendants' 
motions to dismiss the amended complainL All claims under the Securities Act 
were dismissed against all defendants, with prejudice. The motion to dismiss the 
claim against the Corporation under Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act was 
denied. All claims under the Exchange Act against the officers were dismissed, 
with leave to replead. Defendants moved to dismiss a second amended complaint 
in which plaintiff sought to replead claims against certain current and former 
officers under Sections 10(b) and 20(a). On April 17, 2013, the court granted in 
part and denied in part the motion to dismiss, sustaining Sections 10(b) and 
20(a) claims against the cu rrent and former officers. 

Policemen's Annuity Litigation 
On April 11, 2012, the Policemen's Annuity & Benefit Fund of the City of Chicago, 
on its own behalf and on behalf of a proposed class of purchasers of 41 RMBS 
trusts collateralized mostly by Washington Mutual-onginated (WaMu) mortgages, 
filed a proposed class action complaint against BANA and other unrelated parties 
in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York, entitled 
Policemen's Annuity and Benefit Fund of the City of Chicago v. Bank of America, 
N.A. and U.S. Bank National Association. BANA and U.S. Bank are named as 
defendants in their capacities as trustees, with BANA (formerly LaSalle Bank 
National Association) having served as the original trustee and U.S. Bank having 
replaced BANA as trustee. Plaintiff asserted claims under the federal Trust 
Indenture Act as well as state common law claims. Plaintiff alleged that, in light 
of the performance of the RMBS at issue, and in the wake of publicly-available 
information about the quality of loans originated by WaMu, the trustees were 
required to take certain steps to protect plaintiff's interest in the value of the 
securities, and that plaintiff was damaged by defendants' failures to notify it of 
deficiencies in the loans and of defaults under the relevant agreements, to 
ensure that the underlying mortgages could properly be foreclosed, and to 
enforce remedies available for loans that contained breaches of representations 
and warranties. Plaintiff sought unspecified compensatory damages and/or 
equitable relief, and costs and expenses. The court dismissed some of the 
common law claims, but allowed the Trust Indenture Act claim and a claim for 
breach of contract to proceed. After the filing of two amended complaints and the 
consolidation of the case with a related matter filed on August 23, 2013, entitled 
Vermont Pension Investment Committee and the Washington State Investment 
Board v. Bank of America, N.A. and li.S. Bank National Association, 10 named 
plaintiffs filed a third amended complaint on October 31, 2013, on behalf of two 
proposed classes of purchasers of 35 trusts collateralized mostly by WaMu-
originated mortgages (later reduced to 34 trusts). 

On June 5, 2014, the parties informed the court that they had reached an 
agreement in principle to settle the case for an amount not material to the 
Corporation's results of operations, subject to approval of plaintiffs' boards. The 
settlement remains subject to final court approval and various conditions. On 
November 10, 2014, the court preliminarily approved the proposed settlement, 
and scheduled a final approval hearing for March 12, 2015. 

lakcriij i Litigation 
In April 2010, Takefuji Corporation (Takefuji) filed a claim against Merrill Lynch 
International and Merrill Lynch Japan Securities (MUS) in Tokyo District Court. 
The claim concerns Takefuji's purchase in 2007 of credit-linked notes structured 
and sold by defendants that resulted in a loss to Takefuji of approximately 
JPY29.0 billion (approximately$270 million) following an event of defaulL 
Takefuji alleges that defendants failed to meet certain disclosure obligations 
concerning the notes. 

On July 19, 2013, the Tokyo District Court issued a judgment in defendants' 
favor, a decision that Takefuji subsequently appealed to the Tokyo High CourL On 
August 27, 2014, the Tokyo High Court vacated the decision of the District Court 
and issued a judgment awarding Takefuji JPY14.5 billion (approximately $135 
million) in damages, plus interest at a rate of five percent from March 18, 2008. 
On September 10, 2014, defendants filed an appeal with the Japanese Supreme 
Court. 



GITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

AND AFFIDAVIT 

SECTION I G E N E R A L i N F O M A T I O N 

A.'^Legal name of the piscl6,sing,_Party submitting this EDS., Include-d/b/a/ i f applicable: 

Bank o f America C o r p o r a t i o n 

Check ONE of the following three boxes: 

Indicate.whethenthe Pisclosing Party submitting thiS:EDS is; 
1. [ I the Applicant 

OR 
2. Eel a Ifegai entity holding a direct:'6r:indifect interest in the Applicant. State .the. legal name df the 

Appiicant in which the Disciosing Party holds an interest:. Edmunds Meadows Limited Partnership 
OR 

3. f j a;legal entity with.a-right of cpntror(see.Section I I .B. l . ) Sta;te the lejgal nanie: of the entity in 
whichithe Disclosing-Party holds a right of control: ,, .. 

. . . . , 101 N. Tryon St. 
B; Busiiiess address of the Disclosing Party: -

Charlotte, NC 28285 

, 917-232-2988 646-822-5978 ^ ., michelle.militelio@baml.conn 
G. Telephone: Fax: Emaik .. 

Michelle Militello 

D. Name of contact person:-

E. Federal Employerldentification No. ( i f you have one): ^ 

F. Brief description of contract; transaction or other undertaking (referred to below as the "Matter") to 
which,this EDS pertains. (Include project number and location of property,,if applicable): 
Applicant to obtain a loan from the City so that Applicant may repay a loan to Applicant made by the L.P. The project is a 56 unit 
multi-income development located at 6100-14 S Michigan, 51-73 E. 61st, 6104-47 S. Wabash, and 48-58 E. 57th in Chicago, IL. 

Dept. of Planning and Development 

G. Which Cily agency or deparlmenl is requesting this EDS? 

If the Matter is a contract being handled by the Cily's Deparlmenl ofProcurement Services, please 
complete the following: N/A 

Specification it and Contracl # 
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SECTION II - DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS 

A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY 

1. Indicate the.nature of ithe Disclosing Party: 
[ J Persbri [:] Limited iiabilify-cDmp 

IPubliclyiregislcred business, corporation [ ] Limited iiability partiiership 
[ J Privately held business corporation [ ] Joint venture 
[ 1 Sole proprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit cprppration 
[ •]: General partnership (is;the not-for-profit coiporati^^^ also a 501(c)(3))? 
l ) Lim ited .])artnership [ ] Xe^ [ ] No 
[ ] Trusl [ ] Other (please specify) 

2. iFor legal eiitities, the state (or foreign country) of incorporation pr prganizat 

Delaware 

3. For legal entities nof ptrgaiiized m the= Statis::6f Illinois: Has the; organization registered tb do 
businesSj iri the State of Illinois, as a\ foreign^eiitity? 

[ ] Y e s pq No; [ ] N/A 

Bv IF THE DiSCLQSIN'G PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY: 

1. ;List below the full nanfiies -and titles of all executive officers and all directors of the.entity; 
NOTE: For not-for-profit corporations, also list below all members,.if any, which are legal entities. I f 
there are nd.siich members, write "ho members." For trusts, estates or other similar entiiies, list below 
the legal titleiiolder($). 

Ifthe entity is a general partnership,,limited partnership, liniited liability company, limited liability 
partnership or joint venture, list below the name and titleiof each generalpartner, managing member, 
manager or any other person or entity that coiitrols the day-to-day management='of the Disclosing Parly. 
NOTE:,E3ch, legal entity listed below must submit an,EDS oil its own behalf 

Name Title 
Please see attached list of executive officers and directors 

2. Please provide the following information concerning each person or entity having a direct or 
indirecl beneficial interest (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% of the Disclosing Party. Examples 
of such an interest include shares in a corporation, partnership inlerest in a partnership orjoinl venture, 
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interest of a member or manager in a liriiilcd liability company, or interest of ,a .beneficiary of a trust, / , 
estate or other similar eniity. I f none, state "None." NOTE: Pursuant to Seclion ,2-154^030 p f the •: 
Municipal Code of Chicago ("Municipal Code"), the City may require any suchp:addilional:informatioh:: 
froni any applicant which is reasonably intended to .achieve full disclpsurc, . . v i;,;.: ; 

Name ; .• Business. Address .. . , • Percentage Interest in the, • 
..^•::'- ' ' ' ' Disclosing Parly^i-'- .: >. : .• 

There are no owners vyilh greater than 7.5% ownership in;pisclosing Party. 

SECTION III - BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH C I T Y E L E C T E D O F F I C I A L S 

"Has ihc Disclosing Party had a "business reiaiionship,":as defined in: Chapter,2-:156 of the Muiiicipal 
Code^ with aiiy City elected oifficial in the 12 iiionlhs before the dale this EDS is signed? .• 

^ Yes [ ] No See Attached. '• • :V •'• 

If yes, please identify below thc 'namc(s) of such City elected officiai(s) and describe such • . 

telationship(s): • • . . y , , 'it..- - - • • -^K^^: .A, 

S E t t l O N IV -- DISGLOSURE OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND OTHER RETAINED PARTIES 

the Disclosing Parly must disclose the name and business address of each subconiracior, attorney, 
lobbyist, accountant, consultant and any otherperson or cnlity whom ihc Disclosing Parly has retained 
or expects to retain in connection with the Matter, as well as the nature ofthe relationship, and the total 
amount of the fees paid or estimated to ijc paid. The Disclosing Pany is noi required to disclose 
employees who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll. 

"Lobbyist" means any person or eniiiy who undertakes to influence any legislative or administraliye 
action on behalf of any person or entity other than: (1) a noi-for-profit enlily, on an unpaid basis, or (2) 
himself "Lobbyist' also means any person 01 cntiiy any part of whose duties as an employee of 
anolher includes undertaking to inlluence any legislative or administiativc action. 

Ifthe Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosure is required under this Section, the 
Disclosing Parly must cither ask the City whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure. 

Paue 3 of 13 



Name (Indicate whether Business, 
retained or anticipated Address 
to be retained) 

Relationship to Disclosing Party 
(subcontractor, attorney, 
lobbyist, etc.) 

Fees (indicate whether 
paid or estimated;) NOTE: 
"hourly rate" o r " f b.d.'' is 
not an.aeceptable response. 

(Add sheets i f necessary)' 

Check-here i f theiDisclbsing:Party has npt feltaiined, nor expects to r6tain/any siich perSpnâ ^̂ ^ 

SECTION V GERTIFICATIONS 

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT COMPLIANCE 

Under Municipal; Cpde Section 2-92-415, substantial owhers of business entities thafcoiitract vvith 
the.City,must rema!nVin compliance with their child support dbligatioiis thrbughout; the'contract'^ tenti. 

Has any person who directly or indirectly owns 10% or more ofthe Disclosing Party been declared iii 
arrearage on any child support obligatioiis by any Illinois court of competentjurisdiction?-

[ ]Yes [ ] No No person directly or indirectly owns 10% brrmore of the' 

Disclosing Party, see Attached. 

I f "Yes;" has; the person, entered into a; court-approved agreement,for payment o f all support owed and 
is the person ih compliance with that agreement? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS See Attached Additional Information, including Litigation and Regulatory 
Matters. 

1. Pursuant lo Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article 1 ("Arlicle r')(which the Applicant should 
consult for defined terms (e.g., "doing, business") and legal requirements), i f the Disclosing Party 
submitting this EDS is the Applicant and is doing business with the City, ihen the Disclpsing Party 
certifies as follows: (i) neither the Applicant nor any controlling person is currently indicted or charged 
with, or has admitted guilt of, or has ever been convicted of, or placed under supervision for, any 
criminal offense involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theft, fraud, forgery, 
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against an officer or employee ofthe Gity or any sister agency; and (ii) the 
Applicant understands and acknowledges that compliance with Article I is a continuing requirement for 
doing business with the City. NOTE: If Article I applies lo the Applicanl, the permanent compiiance 
timeframe in Article I supersedes some five-year compliance timefiames in certifications 2 and 3 below. 
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2. The Disclosing Party and;- if the Disclosing Party is a legal entity, all of those persons or entities 
identified in Section I I .B . I . ofthisED.S: 

a. are; not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debannent, declared ineligible or. voluntarily 
excludeiffrpm-iany transactions;by any federal, state or local unit of goyernmeritit 

b; have not,-within a five-year period'preeeding, the date ofthis EDS, been corivictedlof a:'erimiiial 
offense, adjudged' guilty, or had a civil jiidgment rendered against them in connection with: 
:obtaining,,attempting."to obtain, orpeiforming a publiC\(federa,li:State,;or local) transaction pr 
contract under a public transaction; a violation of federarpir state aTititrust statutê ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
embezzlisinent; theft; forgery; bribery; falsification-pr destruetion of records; making false 
statements; of receiving stolen prdperty; 

c. afembt presently indicted for, or crimiiiaily or civilly charged by, a govemmental entify (federal, 
state or local) with committing any of the:;Ofiienses, set forth in clause B.2.b..;pffhis;See|i.on.\^^ 

d, have npl.^within, a.five^ear period, preceding Ihe date pf |his E,DS, haiŜ one or moris piiblic 
transacfidhs (federal, state or local) tenninated for cause, or default; and 

e; have not, witliin' â  five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted,- adjudged 
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, or in any criniinal or civil,action, including actions 
concerning environmental violations, instituted by the City or by the federal giayernraent, any 
statej or any other unit, of local government. 

I c e r t i f y t h e above t o be t r u e . 

3. The certifications ih subparts 3, 4 and 5 concern: 

• the Disclosing Party; 
r any "Contractor'' .(meaning ariy contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in 

connection with the Matter, including but not limited to all persons pr legal entities disclosed under 
Section IV, "Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties"); 
• any "Affiliated Entity" (meaning a person or entity that, directly dr indirectly: Controls the 

Disclosirig Party, is conirolled by the Disclosing Party, or is, with the Disclosing Party, under 
common control of another person or entity. Indicia ofcontrol include, without limitation: 
interlocking management or ownership; identity of inlerests among family mcmbers,;sharedTacilities 
and equipment; common use o f employees; or organization of a business entity following the, 
ineligibility o f a business entity to do business with federal or state or local government, including 
the Gity, using substantially the same management, ownership, or principals as the ineligible eritity); 
wilh respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Entity means a person or entity that directly or 
indirectly controls the Contractor, is controlled by it, or, with the Contractor, is under common 
control of another person or entity; 

• any responsible official of thc Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity or any 
other official, agent or employee of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity, 
acting pursuant to the direction or authorization of a responsible official of the Disclosing Parly, any 
Contractor or any Affiliated Eniity (collectively "Agents"). 
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Neither the Disclosing Party, nor any Gontractor, nor any Affiliated Entity of either. the Disclosing Party 
or any Contractor nor any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is signed, or, with 
respect tq,a Con tractor,'an Affiliated Entity, or an Affiliated Entity'of a Gpntraetor.during the five years; 
before theidate of such Contractor's or Affiliated Entity's coritract or engagement in connection with the 
Matter: 

a. bribed.or attempted to bribe,,or been convicted or adjudged guilty o f bribery or attempting to 
bribe, a public officer or employee of the City, the State of lllihoisv or ariy agency of the federal 
goyernment or of any state pr, local goyernment in the United Stat.es of America, in that officer's 
of ismplpyee's pfficial-capacity; 

b'.- agreed br cblluded with otherbiddeirs or.rprospectiv& bidders, or been a.party to any stich 
agreement, or been convicted br adjudged guilty of agreement or eollusipn among bidders pr 
prospective bidders, in restraint of ifreedpm of conipetitibnvby agreê ^̂  bid a fixed;price or 
otherwise; or 

c. made an admission of suchtbonducl-described ina. br?b. above that is a.riiatter o f record, biit 
have nbt been-prosecufed for.-such conduct; or 

d. viblated,tKe\pro,vi,sions;of Municipal Code Section 2-92-6 l,Q:,(Living Wage 0,rdinance), 
I c e r t i f y the above to be tru e . 

4: Neither the:,Disc|Gsihg*.Party, Affiliated,Entity"o,r Cbntractpr„or any of their employees, official^,; 
agents or partners, is barfed from contracting with any unit o f state or local gbvernment as a resultof 
engaging in pr-beirig convicted of (I);bid-rigging in violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-3; (2),bid-rotating in, 
violation of 720 ILGS. 573 3E;-4; or (3) any similar-offense bf any state or of the United States, of 
America that contains.the same elements .as the offense of bid-rigging or bid-rptating. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be tru e . 

5. Neither the Disclosirig Party nor any Affiliated,Entity is lisled on any pf the following lists 
maintained by the Office of Foreign Assets Control ofthe U;S. Department of the Treasury or the 
Bureau of Industry and Security ofthe U.S. Department of Commerce or their successors: the Specially 
Designated Nationals List, the~ Denied.Persbris List, the Unverified Lisi, the Entity List and the 
Debarred List. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be tru e . 

6. The Disclosing Party understands and shall comply with the applicable requirements of Chapters 
2-55: (Legislative Inspector General), 2-56 (Inspector General) and 2-156 (Governmental Ethics) ofthe 
Municipal.Code. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

7. If the Disclosing Party is unable to certify to any of thc above statements in this Part B (Further 
Certifications), the Disclosing Party must explain below: 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 
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I f the letters "NA," the word; "None," or nb response appears on the lines above, it will be conclusively 
presumed that the Disclosing Pai-ty certified to the above statements. 

8. To the best of the Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the:fpllpwing is; a, 
complete list pf allcurrent employees of the Disclosing Party who, were, at ,any Ume during the; 12-
monlh periodpreceding the executibh' date of this EDS!, an employee, bf elected or appbinted Official, 
ofthe City b f Chicago;(if no with "WA" or "none"). 
I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 

9., To theibestof the Disclosing Party's knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the fpllowingis a 
completelisf b f alfgifls that the.DisclosingiParty has; ;given:oi- cairsed to;b>e given,;atianytinle'|iaring tlie 
12'-mon;th period preceding the^executibn date pf this EDS, to an employee, or elected or appbirited 
bfficiali:;bf the Gity of Chicago. For-purpibscs-bf this;statement, a,''gift"dbes-not include; ^(i)fanythirig;' 
made generally available tb City employees or to the general public, or (ii) food or;drink proyided-in the 
cburse of official City business and iiavirig a retail value.pf less than 520 per recipient ( i f nbrie; indicate; 
with " N / A " or "none"). As to any gift listed below, please also list the name bf the City recipient. 

I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. 

C: CERTIFICATION OF STATUS:;AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 

1. The Disclosing Party certifies that the Disclosirig Party (check prie) 

[ ] is is not 

a "financial iristitutiori" as definedin Section 2-3;2-455(b).of the Municipal Code. 

2. Ifthe Disclosing Party.IS a financial institution, then the Disclosing Party pledged: 

"We are not and wil l not becohie a predatory lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 ofthe Municipal 
Code. We further pledge that none of our affiliates is, and none of them will become^ a.predatory 
lender as defined in. Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal Code. We understand that becoming a predatory 
lender or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss ofthe privilege of doing 
business w i t h the Ci ty ." The D i s c l o s i n g Pa r ty makes the above p l e d g e . 

Ifthe Disclosing Party is unable to make this pledge because it or any of its affiliates (as defined in 
Section 2-32r455(b) of the Municipal Code) is a predatoiy lender within the meaning of Chapter 
2-32 ofthe Municipal Code, explain here (attach additional pages if necessary): 
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Ifthe letters "NA," the word "Npnei" or no response, appears,on the linesaboye, it Avill be 
conclusively presumed, that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements. 

D. GERTIFICATION REGARDING INTEREST IN, CITY BUSINESS 

Any words or terms that are defined in ;Ghapter.2-l 56 of the MuniciparCode have the same 
meariings wheri -used in this-Part-I^: 

1. In accbrdarice; with Section :2f:l 56-110 bf the M unicipal Code: Does any pfficialbf eniplbyee 
o f the Gity hjjve a;.fihahcial:interesf in, his oeher own^hame of ih'the riariie of any other;pefson"br 
eritity in the Matter? 

[,]Yes, ;H,N(3 

NOTE: Ifyou checked "Yes" to Item p.;l . , proceed to Items p.2. and D.3. I fyou checked "Np" to 
Ite,m,D,l.,,procee,d-to Part E. 

2. Unless sold pursuant tp a process o f competitive bidding, or otherwise permitted, no City 
elected official or eniployee shall liave a financial interest in his or her own name or iri the-namĉ  of 
ariy other person or entity in the purchase ofany property tiiat:(i) belongs to the City, or (ii) is sold 
fbr taxes or,assessiiients, or (iii) is sold by yirtue of legal process at the suit of the City (collectively, 
"City Property S,ale").: Compensation.for property talcen pursuant tb. the.Gity'sVeminent domaip̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
db.es not ponstitute a financial interest within the meaning bf this Part D. 

Does the Matter involve a Gity Property Sale? 

[ ]Yes [ ] N o 

3. If you checked "Yes" lo Item D. l . , provide the names and business addresses of the City 
officials or employees having such inlerest and identify the nature of such inlerest: 

Name Business Address Nature of Interest 

4. The Disclosing Party further certifies that no prohibited financial inlercst in the Matter will 
be acquired by any City official or employee. 

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

• Please check either 1. or 2. below, f f the Disclosing Party checks 2., thc Disclosing Party must 
disclose below or in an attachment to this EDS all informaiion required by paragraph 2. Failure to 
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comply with these disclosure requirements may make any contract enteted into .with the.Gity in 
connection with the Matter voidable by.the City.;. 

L The Disclosing Party verifies that the Disclosing Party has searched any and allrecords of 
the Disclosing Party and any and -all predecessor entitiesjregarding recprds of investments, or profits 
from slavery or slaveholder insurance policies .during t,h.e..siavefy ,̂era (ihclu 
issued to slave:li;plders that provided coveriage for damage tb or injury of death of their slaves), and 
;the pisclbsing Par found no-such, records:̂  

,_2. The Disclosing Party-verifies that, as a result ofcbriducting the search in:-step ,l aboye,: the; 
Disclbsirig Party lias found records of investments or profits from-,slayery or slayehblder, insurance 
policies. The Disclosing Party-iverifies that the fpllowing constitutes f u l l disclo.sure ofa l l such 
reeords;,4ricluding'the.names of any .andrall in: thbserecbrds: 

I can make the v e r i f i c a t i o n ( t t l ) 

SECTION VI -- CERTIFICATIONS FOR F E D E R A L L Y FUNDED MATTERS 

NOTE-Ifthe Matter is; fed̂ ^̂  cornplete this Section VI. Ifthe Matter is not federally 
funded, proceed to Section VI I ; For purposes ofthis Seclion Vf-tax credits allbcated;by the Gity' 
and prbceeds .bf debt obligationsjof the City arê  not federal funding. 

A. GERTIFIGATION REGARDING LOBBYING 

1. Listbelow the names of ail persons or entities registered under the federal Lobbying 
Disclosure Actof 1995 who; have made lobbying contacts on behalf bf the Disclbsing Party with 
respect to the Matter: (Add sheets i f necessary): 

(If no explanation appears or begins on the lines above, or i f the. lettcrs"NA" or if the word, "None" 
appear, it will be conclusively presumed that the Disclosirig Parly means that NO persons or entities 
registered underthe Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts on behalf of die 
Disclosing Party with respect to the Matter.) 

2. The Disclosing Party has not spentand will not expend any federally appropriated funds to pay 
any person or entity listed in Paragraph A. 1. above for his or her lobbying activities or lo pay any 
person or entity to irifiuence or attempt lo infiucnce an officer or employee of any agency, as defined by 
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an ernployee of a 
member of Congress, in conneclion with the award of any federally funded contract, making any 
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agreement, or to extend, continue, renew, 
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
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3. The Disclosing Party wil l submitan updated certificatibn at the iend o f each calendar quarter in 
which there occurs any event that materially affects the-acciiracy of tlie statements arid information set 
forth in^pai^graphs A : i . and A.2, above. 

4. The Disclosirig Party certifies tliat either: (i) it is not .an organization described In,section 
501 (c)(4) of the Internal RevenuejCode of l986; ,or (ii)'it.;is'an organization described in section 
:50l(c)(4) of the InteriiafRevenue:Code pf l986 buthas not engaged and will riot engage in "Lobbying 
; Ac tiy i ti es ';' -. 

5; I f the pisclpsing Pai-ty is the, Applicant, the Disclosingi Party must obtain certificatibns equa] in 
fonn arid substanceito paragraphs' A; I . thrbugh A;4. above frbiri all'subcoritractors before itawards any • 
subcbntract and the Disclosing Party must maintain all such subeontractors' certifications for the 
duration of the Matter and: must make :su,eh ;certifications>:promptly aval lab letp the,'Ci,ty upon' request; 

B; CERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

I f the-Matter is federally funded, federal regulations require the Applicant and all proposed 
subcontractors to submit the following infonnation witli their bids or in writing at the, outset of 
negotiations. 

Is tlie;Disclosing Party,the.Applicant? 

[ ]Yes [ ] N o 

If "Yes," answer the three questions below: 

1. Have you developed and do you have ori file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable' 
federal regulations? (See 4 f CFR Part 60-2.) 

[;]Yes [ ] N o 

2. Have you filed with the loint.Reporting Committee, the Director of the Office,of Federal 
Contract Compliance Programs, or the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission all reports due 
under the applicable filing requirements? 

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts subject to the 
equal opportunity clause? 

[JYes [ JNo 

If you checked "No" lo question 1, or 2. above, please provide an explanation: 

Page 10 of 13 



SECTION V I I -r ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION, 
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE 

The Disclbsing'Pairty uiiderstiarids arid agrees that:: 

A, The certificatiGris, :disclosures, and.acknowiledgments contained .in this EDS willbecorn;e;part:;of-5any 
contract or otiier agreement, between the Applicant and the City in connectibn with the Matter,, whether 
procurement, City assistance.ibrother City action, and are rnaterial inducements to the City's execution 
bf anycipntract bftaking other actiopvwith' respect to the Matteif Tlie Disclpisirig Pairty understanxl^ 
it must-cbmply with airstatiites, ordinances, arid regulations-bn which this EDS is based. 

iB.: The City's GoyernmentaliE'thics and Campaign Financing Ordinances, XDhapters 2 l̂5;i5>and 2-164 of 
the Municipal Code, impose certain dutiesiand obligations onpersons or entities seeking City contacts, 
yyork, biisiness,;pr transactions:, TThe fulltext^pf these ordinan^ aiid a b-ainihg:prpgriarn,is(4y,ailable;^ 
line at ww\v.citvbfchicago.org/Ethicsvand;mav also bê ô ^ City's Board o f Ethics, 740 N. 

Sedgwibk St,v;Siiite SOfe Chicago, IL^06lb,f(3l:2) 744r9660. the Dis:closirig Party^must comply fiilly 
w i t h the applicable ordinances. I acknowledge and consent t o the above . 

C. i f theCity determines thafany information provided in this EDS is false, iricpmplete or Inaccurate, 
,any,:cpntract oj; other agreement in connectibn with which it, is submitted riiay be rescinded pr be void or 
voidable', arid the City iiiay'pursu^^ under'the cbntract bf: agfeetn'enl ( i f nbt rescinded!br 
void), at law, or in eqiiity, iricluding teriniriating the Disclosing Party's participatibnin the.Mattef and/br 
declining tp';allpw: the Disclosirig Party to participate in other transactions with the City. Riemedies at 
law for a false'statemerit of material fact may include, incarceration, and an award to the City of treble 
damages, 

D. It is the City's policy tb make this document available to the public on its Internet site and/or upon 
request. Some pr all of the information provided on tliis EDS and any attachments tb this EDS may be 
hia'de available to the:publiC bri the Iriferriet, in response" to a Freedom of Information Act request, or 
Otherwise: By completing and signing this EIDS, the Disclosing Party waives and releases any possible 
rights or Claims which^it may have against the City in.connection with the puhlic release pf information 
contained inthis EDS and also authorizes the City to verify the accuracy of any information submitted 
in this EDS. 

E. The information provided in this EDS must be kept current. In the event of changes, the Disclosing 
Party must supplement this EDS up to the time the City takes action on the Matter. Ifthe Matter is a 
coritract being handled by the City's Department ofProcurement Services, the Disclosing Party must 
update this EDS as the contract requires. NOTE: With respect to Matters subject to Article I of 
Chapter 1-23 ofthe Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain specified 
offenses), the information proyided herein regarding eligibility must be kept current for a longer period, 
as required by Chapter 1-23 and Section 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code. 
I acknowledge and con s e n t . t o the above. 

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that: 
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F . l . Thc Disclosing Party is not delinquent in the payment ofany tax admini.sfercd by the Illmois 
Department of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing .Party or ils AfriliLiled Hntities delinquenl in paying any 
fine,, fee. tax or other charge owed to the Cily. This includes, but is not limited to. all water charges, 
sewer charges, license fees, parking tickets, property taxes or sales taxes, 

r c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

F.2 If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party and its Affiliated Entities will not 
u.se, nor permit their subcontractors lo use, any facility listed by the U.S. E.P.A. on the federal Excluded 
Parties List System ("EPLS") maintained by the U. S. General Services Administration. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

F.3 Jf the Disclosing Party is thc Applicant, the Disclosing Party will obtain from any 
contractors.''subcontractors hired or to be hired in connection with the Matter certifications equal in 
form and substance to those in F. l . and F.2. above and will not, without thc prior written consent ofthe 

-C,i4y.,-usc-ar̂ '-j;nch contractor/subcontractoj;that-do£ji^;ot-^wid^-s^jch--ccriific^ 
.Disclosing Party has reason to believe has not provided or cannot provide truthful certifications. 

I c e r t i f y the above to be true. 

NOTE: If thc Disclosing Parly cannot certify as to any of thc items in F. I . , F.2. or F.3. above, an 
explanatory statement must be attached to this EDS. 

CERTIFICATION 

Under penally of perjury, the person signing below: (1) warrants that he/she is authorized to execute 
this EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) on behalf of thc Disclosing Party, and (2) warrants that all 
certifications and statements contained in this EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) are true, accurate 
and complete as ofthe date furnished lo the City. 

Bank of America Corporation 

(Print or t ^ ^^""^ Disclosing Party) 

(Sign hĵ re) 

P h i l l i p A. Wertz 
J 

(Print or type name of person signing) 

As.sociar.e General Coun.sel & Senior Vice Pre.'sidenC 

(Plini or lypc title of person signing) 

r I ' 

Si,y-ived a'li'ti sworn lu be!ore !ii_ '̂..oii fdatc)^ ." ' j ' 

^ — - ^ l •-—r/--: = 

C.'omniissioii expires: i " :A 

(siiile). 

Motarv Public. 
" O F F I C I A L S E A L " 

M«,. fi- HILL 
^ ^ 2 ^ / ! '''^^'-IC. STATE OF ILLINOIS 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 1/5/2019 
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CITY OF CHICAGO 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATElVlENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIXA 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPSWITH E L E C T E D CITY OFFICMLS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS 

This Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the Applicant, and (b) any legal entity which Thas a direct 
owncrsh.ip: interest in thê AppIî  It is hbf to be compIeted':b^ any legal entity 
which has only ah indiirect o>yncrship:iriteriesl in the Appiicant. 

Under;MuniCipal Code Section 2-154-015,:the Disclosirig Party must disclose .whether'suĉ ^̂  
or any "Applicable Party" or any Spouse or,Qoniestic Partner thereof cur̂ ^ a ''famiHal relationship" with. 
any elected city official or departnient head.;. A " f^ i l i a i l relatioriship" exists if, as of the date this EDS is 
signed, the,:Disclosing Party or any "Applicable Party"-or;any Spouse or̂ D̂ thereof ;is:related tp 
the maydr; any alderitian, tfe:city clisrk, the tity treasurer or; any "cify dbinestic 
partner or as any of tlie following, whether by blood or adoption: parent, :child, ,brother or sister, aunt or uncle, 
riiece ornephew, ;gfiandparent,;.g^̂  father-in-law, mother-in-law; son-in-law, daughter-in-laiWi stepfather' 
or stepmbther,' stepson or stepdaughter, stepbrother or Stepsister or half-brother or half-sister. 

"Applicable Party" itieaiis (1) all executivi5:offiGers;of tlie Disclosing Party listed in Section II.B. 1 ,a., if,the; 
DisclosingParty is a corporation; all partners of the Disclosing Party, i f the Disclpsing Party is a gisrieral 
partnership; ail general partners and limited partners of the Disclbsirig Party, i f the Disclosing Party is a limited 
parmership; allmanagers,;rnanaging,niembers, and niepibers-o'̂ ^̂  i f the:Disclpsing:Parity,is:a 
limi fed lial>ility company; (2) all principal officers oF tlie Disciosing Party; and (3) any persori having more than 
a 7.5 percent ownership interest in the Disclosing Paily. "Principal officers" means the president, chief 
.operating; officer, executive director^ chief financial officer, treasurer pr seciretary of a legal entity or any pei-spn 
exercising similar authority. 

Does the Disciosing Parly or any"Applicable,Party" or any-Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof,currently 
have a "familial relationship" with an elected city official or departinent head? 

[ ]Yes [^]No 

If yes, please identify below (1) the nameand title ofsuch person, (2) the name ofthe legal entity to whkh 
such person is connected; (3) the name and title of the elected city official or department head to whom such 
person has a familial relationship, and (4) the precise nature of such familial relationship. 
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CITYOFCHICAGO 
EGONOMIC DISGLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 

APPENDIXB 

BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEM LANDLORD CERTIFICATION 

This.Appendix is to be completed pnly by (a) the Applilcant, iand (b) any legal entity 
which has a adirect ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 ,percent (an "Owner"). 
I t is hbtto be completed by ah 
the Applicant. 

1. PursuanttoMuriicipalCodeSectiori:2-154-01,0, is the Applicant or any Gŵ ^ 
buildihg'code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92r4l6-of tlie Municipal-
Code?' 

[, ]Yes [^] Nd. 

2, If thC; Applicant is a legal entity publicly traded on any exchange, is any officer or director.of 
the Applicant identified as a building.code'scofflaw or.problem landlord pursuant to Section 
2-92-416 bf the Municipal Code? 

[ ] Yes [ ^ ] No [ ] Not Applicable 

3. If yes to (1) or (2) above, please identify below the name of thei person or legal entity 
identified as abuilding code scofflaw'or problem landlord and the address of the building or 
buildings to which:tlie pertirient code violations apply. 

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONSTITUTES ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AND AGREEMENT THAT THIS APPENDIX B IS INCORPORATED BY 
REFERENCE INTO, AND MADE A PART OF, THE ASSOCIATED EDS^ 
AND THAT THE REPRESENTATIONS NUDE IN THIS APPENDIX B ARE 
SUBJECT TO THE CERTIFICATION MADE UNDER PENALTY OF 
PERJURY ON PAGE 12 OF THE ASSOCIATED EDS. 



BANK OF AMERICA CORPORATION 

ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

LIST OF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS 

RESPONSE TO SECTION II.B.1 

Bank of America Corporation 

3/24/2015 

Board of Directors 

Allen, Sharon L. 
Bies, Susan S. 
Bovender, Jr., Jack O. 
Bramble, Frank P. 
de Week, Pierre 
Donald, Arnold W. 
Gifford, Chades K. 
Holliday, Jr., Charles O. 
Hudson, Linda P. 
Lozano, Monica 0. 
May, Thomas J. 
Moynihan, Brian T. 
Nowell III, Lionel L. 
Rose, Clayton S. 
Yost, R. David 

Executive Officers 

Moynihan, Brian T. 
Athanasia, Dean C. 
Consumer 

Laughlin, Terrence P. 
Nguyen, Thong 
Darnell, David C. 
Montag, Thomas K. 
Bless, Rudolf 
Greener, Geoffrey 
Lynch, Gary G. 
Thompson, Bruce R. 
Hackworth, Gregory R. 
Jeffries, Ross E. Deputy 
Mogensen, Lauren 

Chairman ofthe Board, President, Chief Executive Officer 
President, Preferred & Small Business Banking, Co-Head 

Banking 
President, Strategic Initiatives 
President, Retail Banking, Co-Head Consumer Banking 
Vice Chairman, Global Wealth & Investment Management 
Chief Operating Officer 
Chief Accounting Officer 
Chief Risk Officer 
Global General Counsel and Head of Compliance and Regulatory 
Chief Financial Officer 
Treasurer 

General Counsel, Corporate Secretary 
Global Compliance Executive, Deputy General Counsel 



BANK OF AMERICA CORPORATION 
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

SECTION 11(A) Disclosure of Ownership Interests 

The Disclosing Party is a publically traded corporation. 

SECTION III -Business Relationships with City Elected Officials 

Disclosing Party and its subsidiaries, which include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full lime 
equivalent employees as of December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not possible for the Disclosing Party to 
perform due diligence across the full panoply of associates and the Disclosing Party related entities in 
preparing the Disclosing Party's response. Additionally, the Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in 
various state and federal courts. The Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by its regulators, 
including all required disclosures in its Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, 
which are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. Those Reports include disclosures of investigations and other matters as required by 
federal law and are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence of any other, 
non-public investigation conducted by any government investigator unless required to do so by law. Further, to 
the knowledge of the individual signing below and without independent inquiry, there are no Officers, Directors, 
or key employees of the Disclosing Party who are also employed by the City, However, employees of 
Disclosing Party and its affiliates are subject to a written Code of Ethics (which each employee, on an annual 
basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that requires all employees to disclose any outside 
activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of interest with DISCLOSING PARTY and its activities. 
Attached to this Addendum is a copy ofthe Litigation and Regulatory Matters from a recent Report. 

BAC and, or, its affiliates, have engaged the law firm of Klafter & Burke for legal representation in the past, 
which engagement may continue to the date ofthis Statement, and BAC and, or, its affiliates, may engage 
the law firm of Klafter & Burke for legal representation in the future. Alderman Edward M, Burke Principal 
of Klafter & Burke. 

SECTION V. - Certifications 

SECTION V(A) Court-Ordered Child Support Compliance 

As a public corporation. Disclosing Party does not have any "substantial" owners as defined by the provision. No 
individual or group of individuals owns 10% or more of BAC. In addition, the Disclosing Party complies with all 
child support orders it receives. 

B. Further Clarifications 

1. Disclosing Party is not the Applicant. 

Neither Disclosing Party nor its Executive Officers and Director identified wiihin this EDS is subject to any 
order, judgment or decree by any court or government authority in which it is barred, suspended or otherwise 
limited from engaging in any type of business practice. 

SECTION V(B)(2) b, c and e: 

Disclosing Party makes all required disclosures in its Form 10-k as filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission and its Annual Report as posted on ils website. In addition. Disclosing Party's registered broker-
dealer and investment adviser subsidiaries make all required disclosures on their Form BDs and filed with 
FINRA and their Form ADVs as filed with the SEC. These filings include disclosures of investigations and 
litigation as required by the securities regulatory organizations and federal law, and are publicly available. 
Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence of any olher non-public investigation conducted by any 
governmental agency unless required to do so by law. 



Please let us know if any additional information is needed. 

SECTION V(B)(2)d 

The Disclosing Party performed due diligence within the Public Sector Banking and Markets Group of 
Disclosing Party lo determine whether any Public Sector Banking and Markets Group of Disclosing Party 
employees were aware of any public finance transactions (federal, state or local) having been terminated for 
cause or default within the last five years, and none of such employees were aware of any such transactions. 

SECTION V(B)(3)a, b, c and d 

Please note that our responses are on behalf of the Disclosing Party only and not on behalf of any contractors 
or retained parties disclosed in SECTION IV. 

a, b and c - Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, c and e above. Additionally, b and c - Please see 
response to SECTION V(4) below. 

SECTION V(4): Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, c and e above. 

SECTION V(B)(6) 

Disclosing Party and its affiliates maintain strict policies and procedures to ensure compliance with applicable, 
local, state and federal law and regulations, including Chapter 2-156 ofthe Municipal Code. To the best ofthe 
individual signing this EDS, Disclosing Party and its affiliates are currently in compliance, and have policies 
and procedures in place lo ensure continued compliance. 

SECTION V(B)(7) AND (8) 

Please see responses to SECTION VII(C). 

SECTOIN V(E) CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS 

The Disclosing Party verifies that a) the Disclosing Party has searched any and all records of the Disclosing 
Party and any and all predecessor entities for records of investments or profits from slavery, the slave industry, 
or slaveholder insurance policies, and (b) the Disclosing Party has found no records of investments or profits 
from slavery, the slave industry, or slaveholder insurance policies and no records of any slave or slaveholders. 

SECTION Vll - Acknowledgments, Contract Incorporation, Compliance, Penalties, Disclosure 

SECTION VII(B) and (C). Disclosing Party and its subsidiaries, which include Disclosing Party, had 
approximately 224,000 full lime equivalent employees as of December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is nol possible 
for the Disclosing Party to perform due diligence across the full panoply of associates and the Disclosing Party 
related entities in preparing the Disclosing Party's response. Additionally, the Disclosing Party is routinely 
involved in litigation in various state and federal courts. The Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by 
its regulators, including all required disclosures in ils Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on 
Form 10-Q, which are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities 
and Exchange Commission: Those Reports include disclosures of investigations and other matters as required 
by federal law and are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence ofany 
other, non-public investigation conducted by any government investigator unless required lo do so by law. 
Further, to the knowledge ofthe individual signing below and without independent inquiry, there are no 
Officers, Directors, or key employees ofthe Disclosing Party who are also employed by the City. However, 
employees of Disclosing Party and its affiliates are subject to a written Code of Eihics (which each employee, 
on an annual basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that requires all employees to disclose any 
outside activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of interest with DISCLOSING PARTY and ils 
activities. 

F,1, 

Representatives and agents of Disclosing Party or its affiliates meet with representatives ofthe City on a 
monthly or other regular basis to identify outstanding amounts duly payable by DISCLOSING PARTY or its 
affiliates to the City and settle them accordingly, 

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED OFFICIAL AND DEPARTMENT HEADS' 



Disclosing Party and its subsidiaries, which include Disclosing Party, had approximately 224,000 full time 
equivalent employees as of December 31, 2014. Accordingly, It is not possitjie for the Disclosing Party to 
perform due diligence across the full panoply of associates and the Disclosing Party related entities in 
preparing the Disclosing Party's response. Additionally, the Disclosing Party is routinely involved in litigation in 
various state and federal courts. The Disclosing Party makes all disclosures required by its regulators, 
including all required disclosures in its Annual Reports on Form 10-K and Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, 
which are updated In Reports on Form 8-K (the "Reports"), all of which are filed with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. Those Reports include disclosures of investigations and other matters as required by 
federal law and are publicly available. The Disclosing Party cannot confirm or deny the existence of any other, 
non-public investigation conducted by any government investigator unless required to do so by law. Further, to 
the knowledge of the individual signing below and wilhout independent inquiry, there are no Officers, Directors, 
or key employees of the Disclosing Party who are also employed by the City. However, employees of 
Disclosing Party and its affiliates are subject to a written Code of Ethics (which each employee, on an annual 
basis, is required to read and acknowledge in writing) that requires all employees to disclose any outside 
activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of interest with DISCLOSING PARTY and its activities. 



Litigation and Regulatory Matters 

Document Follows This Page 



Litigation and Regulatory Matters 
In the ordinary course of business, the Corporation and Its subsidiaries are 
routinely defendants In or parties to many pending and threatened legal actions 
and proceedings, including actions brought on behalf of various classes of 
claimants. These actions and proceedings are generally based on alleged 
violations of consumer protection, securities, environmental, banking, 
employment, contract and other laws. In some of these actions and proceedings, 
claims for substantial monetary damages are asserted against the Corporation 
and its subsidiaries. 

In the ordinary course of business, the Corporation and its subsidiaries are 
also subject to regulatory and governmental examinations, information gathering 
requests, inquiries, investigations, and threatened legal actions and proceedings. 
For example, certain subsidiaries of the Corporation are registered broker-dealers 
or investment advisors and are subject to regulation by the SEC, the Financial 
Industry Regulatory Authority, the European Commission, the PFiA, the FCA and 
other international, federal and state securities regulators. In connection with 
formal and informal inquiries, the Corporation and its subsidiaries receive 
numerous requests, subpoenas and orders for documents, testimony and 
infornnation in connection with various aspects of the Corporation's regulated 
activities. 

In view of the inherent difficulty of predicting the outcome of such litigation, 
regulatory and governmental matters, particularly where the claimants seek very 
large or indeterminate damages or where the matters present novel legal theories 
or involve a large number of parties, the Corporation generally cannot predict what 
the eventual outcome of the pending matters will be, what the timing of the 
ultimate resolution of these matters will be, or what the eventual loss, fines or 
penalties related to each pending matter may be. 

In accordance with applicable accounting guidance, the Corporation 
establishes an accrued liability for litigation, regulatory and governmental 
matters when those matters present loss contingencies that are both probable 
and estimable. In such cases, there may be an exposure to loss in excess of any 
amounts accrued. As a litigation, regulatory or governmental matter develops, the 
Corporation, in conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter, 
evaluates on an ongoing basis whether such matter presents a loss contingency 
that is probable and estimable. When a loss contingency is not both probable and 
estimable, the Corporation does not establish an accrued liability. If, at the time of 
evaluation, the loss contingency related to a litigation, regulatory or governmental 
matter is not both probable and estimable, the matter will continue to be 
monitored for further developments that would make such loss contingency both 
probable and estimable. Once the loss contingency related to a litigation, 
regulatory or governmental matter is deemed to be both probable and 
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estimable, the Corporation will establish an accrued liability with respect to such 
loss contingency and record a corresponding amount of litigation-related 
expense. The Corporation continues to monitor the matter for further 
developments that could affect the amount of the accrued liability that has been 
previously established. Excluding expenses of internal or external legal service 
providers, litigation-related expense of $16,4 billion was recognized for 2014 
compared to $6.1 billion for 2013. 

For a limited number of thc matters disclosed in this Note for which a loss, 
whether in excess of a related accrued liability or where there is no accrued 
liability, is reasonably possible in future periods, the Corporation is able to 
estimate a range of possible loss. In determining whether it is possible to 
estimate a range of possible loss, the Corporation reviews and evaluates its 
material litigation, regulatory and governmental matters on an ongoing basis, in 
conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter, in light of potentially 
relevant factual and legal developments. These may include information learned 
through thc discovery process, rulings on dispositive motions, settlement 
discussions, and other rulings by courts, arbitrators or others. In cases in which 
the Corporation possesses sufficient appropriate information to estimate a range 
of possible loss, that estimate is aggregated and disclosed below. There may be 
other disclosed matters for which a loss is probable or reasonably possible but 
such an estimate of the range of possible loss may not be possible. For those 
matters where an estimate of the range of possible loss is possible, management 
currently estimates the aggregate range of possible loss is $0 to $2.7 billion in 
excess of the accrued liability (if any) related to those matters. This estimated 
range of possible loss is based upon currently available information and is 
subject to significant judgment and a variety of assumptions, and known and 
unknown uncertainties. The matters underlying the estimated range will change 
from time to time, and actual results may vary significantly from the current 
estimate. Those matters for which an estimate is not possible are not included 
within this estimated range. Therefore, this estimated range of possible loss 
represents what the Corporation believes to be an estimate of possible loss only 
for certain matters meeting these criteria. It does not represent the Corporation's 
maximum loss exposure. 

Information is provided below regarding the nature of all of these 
contingencies and, where specified, the amount of the claim associated with 
these loss contingencies. Based on current knowledge, management does not 
believe that loss contingencies arising from pending matters, including the 
matters described herein, will have a material adverse effect on the consolidated 
financial position or liquidity of the Corporation. However, in light of the inherent 
uncertainties involved in these matters, some of which are beyond the 
Corporation's control, and thc very large or indeterminate damages sought in 
some of these matters, an adverse outcome in one or more of these matters 
could be material to thc Corporation's results of operations or cash flows for any 
particular reporting period. 

Bond Insurance Litigation 

Ambac Countrywide Litigation 
The Corporation, Countrywide and other Countrywide entities are named as 
defendants in an action filed on September 29, 2010 and as amended on May 
28, 2013. by Ambac Assurance Corporation and the Segregated Account of 
Ambac Assurance Corporation (together, Ambac), entitled Ambac Assurance 

Corporation and The Segregated Account of Ambac Assurance Corporation v. 
Countrywide Home Loans, inc., et al. This action, currently pending in New York 
Supreme Court, New York County, relates to bond insurance policies provided by 
Ambac on certain securitized pools of second-lien (and in one pool, first-lien) 
HELOCs, first-lien subprime home equity loans and fixed-rate second-lien 
mortgage loans. Plaintiffs allege that they have paid claims as a result of defaults 
in the underlying loans and assert that the Countrywide defendants 
misrepresented the characteristics of the underlying loans and breached certain 
contractual representations and warranties regarding the underwriting and 
servicing of the loans. Plaintiffs also allege that the Corporation is liable based on 
successor liability theories. Damages claimed by Ambac are in excess of $2.2 
billion and include the amount of payments for current and future claims it has 
paid or claims it will be obligated to pay under the policies, increasing over time 
as it pays claims under relevant policies, plus unspecified punitive damages. 

On December 30, 2014, Amtjac filed a second complaint in the same court 
against the same defendants, claiming fraudulent inducement against 
Countrywide and successor and vicarious liability against the Corporation relating t 
o eight partially Ambac-insured RMBS transactions that closed between 2005 
and 2007, all backed by negative amortization pay option adjustable-rate 
mortgage (ARM) loans that were originated in whole or in part by Countrywide. 
Seven of the eight securitizations were issued and underwritten by non-parties to 
the litigation. Ambac claims damages in excess of $600 million consisting of all 
alleged past and future claims against its policies, plus other unspecified 
compensatory and punitive damages. 

Also on Decemtier 30, 2014, Ambac filed a third action in Wisconsin Circuit 
Court, Dane County, against Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., claiming that it was 
fraudulently induced to insure portions of five securitizations issued and 
underwritten in 2005 by a non-party that included Countrywide originated first-
lien negative amortization pay option ARM loans. The complaint claims damages 
in excess of $350 million for all alleged past and future Ambac insured claims 
payment obligations plus other unspecified compensatory and punitive damages. 

Ambac First Franklin Litigation 
On April 16, 2012, Ambac sued First Franklin Financial Corp., BANA, MLPF&S, 
Merrill Lynch Mortgage Lending, Inc. (MLML), and Merrill Lynch Mortgage 
Investors, Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. Plaintiffs' claims 
relate to guaranty insurance Ambac provided on a First Franklin securitization 
(Franklin Mortgage Loan Trust, Series 2007-FFC). The securitization was 
sponsored by MLML, and certain certificates in the securitization were insured by 
Ambac. The complaint alleges that defendants breached representations and 
warranties concerning the origination of the underlying mortgage loans and 
asserts claims for fraudulent inducement, breach of contract and 
indemnification. Plaintiffs also assert breach of contract claims against BANA 
based upon its servicing of the loans in the securitization. The complaint alleges 
that Ambac has paid hundreds of millions of dollars in claims and has accrued 
and continues to accrue tens of millions of dollars in additional claims, and 
Ambac seeks as damages the total claims it has paid and its projected claims 
payment obligations, as well as specific performance of defendants' contractual 
repurchase obligations. 
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On July 19, 2013, the court denied defendants' motion to dismiss Ambac's 
contract and fraud causes of action but granted dismissal of Ambac's 
indemnification cause of action. In addition, the court denied defendants' motion 
to dismiss Ambac's claims for attorneys'fees and punitive damages. 

European ComniLssion - Credit Dcraull Swaps Antitrust Investigation 
On July 1, 2013, the European Commission (Commission)announced that it had 
addressed a Statement of Objections (SO) to the Corporation, BANAand Banc of 
America Securities LLC (together, the Bank of America Entities), a number of 
other financial institutions, Markit Group Limited, and the International Swaps 
and Derivatives Association (together, the Parties). The SO sets forth the 
Commission's preliminary conclusion that the Parties infringed European Union 
competition law by participating in alleged collusion to prevent exchange trading 
of CDS and futures. According to the SO, the conduct of the Bank of America 
Entities took place between August 2007 and April 2009. As part of the 
Commission's procedures, the Parties have reviewed the evidence in the 
investigative file, responded to the Commission's preliminary conclusions and 
attended a hearing before the Commission. If the Commission Is satisfied that its 
preliminary conclusions are proved, the Commission has stated that it intends to 
imposea fine and require appropriate remedial measures. 

Kontaincblcau Las Vegas Litigation 
On June 9, 2009, Avenue CLO Fund Ltd., et al. v. Bank of America, N.A., Merrill 
Lynch Capital Corporation, et al. was filed in the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Nevada by certain Fontainebleau Las Vegas, LLC (FBLV) project lenders. 
Plaintiffs alleged that, among other things, BANA breached its duties as 
disbursement agent under the agreement governing the disbursement of loaned 
funds to FBLV, then a Chapter 11 debtor-in-possession. Plaintiffs seek monetary 
damages of more than $700 million, plus interest. This action was subsequently 
transferred by the U.S. Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (JPML) to the U.S. 
District Court for the Southern District of Florida. 

On March 19, 2012, the district court granted BANA's motion for summary 
judgment on all causes of action against it in its capacity as disbursement agent 
and denied plaintiffs' motion for summary judgment on those claims. On July 26, 
2013, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit affirmed in part and 
reversed in part the district court's dismissal of the disbursement agent claims 
against BANA, holding that there were factual disputes that could not be resolved 
on a summaryjudgment motion, and remanded the case to the district court for 
further proceedings. 

Dismissal of the other claims was affirmed on a separate appeal. On 
December 13, 2013, the JPML remanded the action to the District ot Nevada tor 
trial. 

The parties have settled the action for $300 million, an amount that was fully 
accrued as of December 31, 2014. Pursuant to the settlement, plaintiffs have 
stipulated to the voluntary dismissal of their remaining claims with prejudice. 

In rc Bank oTAmcrica Securities, Derivative and Employee Retirement 
Income .Security Act (ERISA) Litigation 
Beginning in January 2009, the Corporation, as well as certain current and 
former officers-and directors, among others, were named as defendants in a 
variety of actions filed in state and federal courts. The actions generally concern 
alleged material misrepresentations and/or omissions with respect to certain 
securities filings by the Corporation. The securities filings contained information 
with respect to events that took place from September 2008 through January 
2009 contemporaneous with the Corporation's acquisition of Merrill Lynch & Co., 
Inc. (Merrill Lynch). Certain federal court actions were consolidated and/or 
coordinated in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York (the 
District Court) under the caption in re Bank of America Securities, Derivative and 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) Litigation. 

Plaintiffs in the consolidated securities class action (the Consolidated 
Securities Class Action) asserted claims under Sections 14(a), 10(b) and 20(a) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and Sections 11, 12(a)(2) and 15 of the 
Securities Act of 1933 and asserted damages based on the drop in the stock 
price upon,subsequent disclosures. On April 5, 2013, the District Court granted 
final approval of the settlement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On 
November 5, 2014, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit affirmed the 
final approval of the settlement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On 
February 3, 2015, the deadline for filing a petition for writ of certiorari with the 
U.S. Supreme Court elapsed without any objector filing a petition. 

Certain shareholders opted to pursue their claims apart from the Consolidated 
Securities Class Action. Following settlements in an aggregate amount that was 
fully accrued as of December 31, 2013, the District Court dismissed the claims 
of these plaintiffs with prejudice. 

In addition, on January 11, 2013, the District Court approved the settlement 
of claims filed by plaintiffs in a derivative action in the Consolidated Securities 
Class Action, which also resolved a consolidated derivative action filed in the 
Delaware Court of Chancery. 

In addition, the District Court dismissed a complaint filed by plaintiffs in the 
ERISA actions in the Consolidated Securities Class Action on August 27, 2010, 
and the parties stipulated to the withdrawal of the appeal of that decision on 
January 14, 2013. 

Interchange and Related Litigation 
In 2005, a group of merchants filed a series of putative class actions and 
individual actions directed at interchange fees associated with Visa and 
MasterCard payment card transactions. These actions, which were consolidated 
in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of New York under the caption in 
Re Payment Card Interchange Fee and Merchant Discount Anti-Trust Litigation 
(Interchange), named Visa, MasterCard and several banks and bank holding 
companies (BHCs), including the Corporation, as defendants. Plaintiffs allege 
that defendants conspired to fix the level of default interchange rates and that 
certain rules ot Visa and MasterCard related to merchant acceptance of payment 
cards at the point of sale were unreasonable restraints of trade. Plaintiffs sought 
unspecified damages and injunctive relief. 
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On October 19, 2012, defendants settled the matter The settlement provides 
for, among other things, (i) payments by defendants to the class and individual 
plaintiffs totaling approximately $6,6 billion, allocated proportionately to each 
defendant based upon various loss-sharing agreements; (ii) distribution to class 
merchants of an amount equal to 10 bps of default interchange across all Visa 
and MasterCard credit card transactions for a period of eight consecutive 
months, to begin by July 29, 2013, which otherwise would have been paid to 
issuers and which effectively reduces credit interchange for that period of time; 
and (iii) modifications to certain Visa and MasterCard rules regarding merchant 
point of sale practices. 

The court granted final approval of the class settlement agreement on 
December 13, 2013. Several class members appealed to the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the Second Circuit. In addition, a number of class members opted out of the 
settlement of their past damages claims. The cash portion of the settlement was 
adjusted downward as a result of these opt outs. 

The Corporation is named in three of the opt-out suits, including one brought 
by cardholders, and, as a result of various sharing agreements from the main 
Interchange litigation, the Corporation remains liable for any settlement or 
judgment in opt-out suits where it is not named as a defendant. All but one of the 
opt-out suits filed to date have been consolidated in the U.S. District Court for the 
Eastern District of New York. On July 18, 2014, the court denied defendants' 
motion to dismiss opt-out complaints filed by merchants, and on November 26, 
2014, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss the Sherman Act claim in 
the cardholder complaint. 

LIBOR, Other Reference Rate and Foreign Exchange (F.\) Inquiries and 
Litigation 
The Corporation has received subpoenas and information requests from 
government authorities in North America, Europe and the Asia Pacific region, 
including the DoJ, the U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) and 
the FCA, concerning submissions made by panel banks in connection with the 
setting of LIBOR and other reference rates. The Corporation is cooperating with 
these inquiries. 

In addition, the Corporation and BANA have tieen named as defendants along 
with most of the other LIBOR panel banks in a series of individual and class 
actions in various U.S. federal and state courts relating to defendants' LIBOR 
contributions. All cases naming the Corporation have been or are in the process 
of being consolidated for pre-trial purposes in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York by the JPML. The Corporation expects that any 
future cases naming it will similarly be consolidated for pre-trial purposes. 
Plaintiffs allege that they held or transacted in U.S. Dollar LIBOR-based derivatives 
or other financial instruments and sustained losses as a result of collusion or 
manipulation by defendants regarding the setting of U S. Dollar LIBOR. Plaintiffs 
assert a variety of claims, including antitrust and Racketeer Influenced and 
Corrupt Organizations (RICO), common law fraud, and breach of contract claims, 
and seek compensatory, treble and punitive damages, and injunctive relief. 

In a series of rulings, the court dismissed antitrust, RICO and certain state 
law claims, while permitting the Commodity Exchange Act and other state law 
claims to proceed. As a result of a procedural ruling by the Supreme Court, 
plaintiffs are pursuing an immediate appeal of the dismissal of their antitrust 
claims. Further, based on the statute of limitations, the court has substantially 

limited the time period for which manipulation claims under the Commodity 
Exchange Act may be pursued. As to the Corporation and BANA, the court has also 
dismissed manipulation claims based on alleged trader conduct, and certain 
common law claims by plaintiffs who alleged no direct dealings with the 
Corporation or BANA. Other claims against the Corporation and BANA remain 
pending, however, and the court is continuing to consider motions regarding 
them, including the applicability of its prior rulings to subsequently filed actions. 

Certain regulatory and government authorities in North America, Europe and 
the Asia Pacific region are conducting investigations and making inquiries of a 
significant number of FX market participants, including the Corporation, 
regarding FX market participants' conduct and systems and controls over 
multiple years. The Corporation is cooperating with these investigations and 
inquiries, some of which are likely to lead to regulatory or legal proceedings and 
expose the Corporation to material penalties, fines or losses, and could adversely 
affect its reputation. 

In particular, in November 2014, the Corporation resolved a matter with the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC) by agreeing to the imposition of 
mandatory remedial measures and payment of $250 million in civil penalties 
associated with the Corporation's FX business and its systemsand controls. 

The Corporation is in separate advanced discussions to resolve the regulatory 
matters ot concern to another U.S. banking regulator involving the Corporation's 
FX business and its systems and controls. There can be no assurances that 
these discussions will lead to a resolution, or of the amount or timing of any such 
resolution. 

In addition, in a consolidated amended complaint filed on March 31, 2014, 
the Corporation and BANA were named as defendants along with other FX market 
participants in a putative class action filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York on behalf of plaintiffs and a putative class who 
allegedly transacted in FX and are domiciled in the U.S. or transacted in FX in the 
U.S. (the U.S. Action). On April 30, 2014, a substantively similar class action was 
filed against the Corporation and other FX market participants on behalf of a 
plaintiff and putative class allegedly located in Norway (the Foreign Action). The 
complaints allege that class members transacted with defendants at or around 
the time of the fixing of the WM/Routers Closing Spot Rates or entered into 
transactions that settled in whole or in part based on the WM/Reuters Closing 
Spot Rates and that they sustained losses as a result of the defendants' alleged 
conspiracy to manipulate the WM/Reuters Closing Spot Rates, Plaintiffs in the 
U.S. Action assert a single claim for violations of Sections 1 and 3 of the 
Sherman Act, and plaintiff in the Foreign Action asserts claims for violations of 
the Sherman Act, as well as certain claims under New York statutory and 
common law. Plaintiffs seek compensatory and treble damages, and declaratory 
and injunctive relief. 

On January 28, 2015, the court denied defendants' motion to dismiss the U.S. 
Action, finding that plaintiffs had sufficiently pleaded the elements of an 
antitrust claim. In the same decision, the court granted with prejudice 
defendants' motion to dismiss the Foreign Action, finding that the Sherman Act 
does not apply extraterritorially, except in limited circumstances not present in 
the case, and that plaintiff had failed to plead an actionable state law claim. 
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Montgomery 
The Corporation, several current and former officers and directors, Banc of 
America Securities LLC (BAS), MLPF&S and other unaffiliated underwriters have 
been named as defendants in a putative class action filed in the U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York entitled Montgomery « 8anh of 
America, et al. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint on January 14, 2011. 
Plaintiff seeks to sue on behalf of all persons who acquired certain series of 
preferred stock offered by the Corporation pursuant to a shelf registration 
statement dated May 5, 2006. Plaintiff's claims arise from three offerings dated 
January 24, 2008, January 28, 2008 and May 20, 2008, from which the 
Corporation allegedly received proceeds of $15.8 billion. The amended complaint 
asserts claims under Sections 11, 12(a)(2) and 15 of the Securities Act of 1933, 
and alleges that the prospectus supplements associated with the offerings: (i) 
failed to disclose that the Corporation's loans, leases, CDOs and commercial MBS 
were impaired to a greater extent than disclosed; (ii) misrepresented the extent of 
the impaired assets by failing to establish adequate reserves or properly record 
losses for its impaired assets; (iii) misrepresented the adequacy of the 
Corporation's Internal controls in light of the alleged impairment of its assets; (iv) 
misrepresented the Corporation's capital base and Tier 1 leverage ratio for risk-
based capital in light of the allegedly impaired assets; and (v) misrepresented the 
thoroughness and adequacy of the Corporation's due diligence in connection with 
its acquisition of Countrywide. The amended complaint seeks rescission, 
compensatory and other damages. On March 16, 2012, the court granted 
defendants' motion to dismiss the first amended complaint. On December 3, 
2013, the court denied plaintiffs' motion to file a second amended complainL On 
February 6, 2014, plaintiffs appealed the denial of their motion to amend to the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit. 

The Corporation, Countrywide, Merrill Lynch and/or their affiliates may have 
claims for and/or may be subject to claims for contractual indemnification in 
connection with their various roles in regard to MBS. 

On August 15, 2011, the JPML ordered multiple federal court cases involving 
Countrywide MBS consolidated for pretrial purposes in the U.S. District Court for 
the Central District of California in a multi-district litigation entitled fn re 
Countrywide Financial Corp. Mortgage-Backed Securities Litigation (the 
Countrywide RMBS MDL). 

Federal Home Loan Bank Litigation 
On March 15, 2010, the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco (FHLB San 
Francisco) filed an action in California Superior Court, San Francisco County, 
entitled Federa/ Home Loan Bank of San Francisco v. Credit Suisse Securities 
(USA) LLC, et al. FHLB San Francisco's complaint asserts certain MBS Claims 
against BAS, Countrywide and several related entities in connection with its 
alleged purchase of 51 MBS offerings and one private placement issued and/or 
underwritten by those defendants between 2004 and 2007 and seeks rescission 
and unspecified damages. FHLB San Francisco dismissed the federal claims with 
prejudice on August 11, 2011. On September 8, 2011, the court denied 
defendants' motions to dismiss the state law claims. On December 20, 2013, 
FHLB San Francisco voluntarily dismissed its negligent misrepresentation claims 
with prejudice. On October 15, 2014, the court denied the parties' cross-motions 
for summaryjudgment with respect to two Countrywide trusts that were to be 
part of a bellwethertrial. 

The parties have settled the action and other related actions for $420 million, 
as well as with respect to certain claims, additional consideration; all amounts 
were fully accrued as of December 31, 2014. Pursuant to the settlement, FHLB 
San Francisco has voluntarily dismissed its remaining claims with prejudice. 

Mortgage-backed Securities Litigation 
The Corporation and its affiliates, Countrywide entities and their affiliates, and 
Merrill Lynch entities and their affiliates have been named as defendants in a 
number of cases relating to their various roles as issuer, originator, seller, 
depositor, sponsor, underwriter and/or controlling entity in MBS offerings, 
pursuant to which the MBS investors were entitled to a portion of the cash flow 
from the underlying pools ot mortgages. These cases generally include purported 
class action suits and actions by individual MBS purchasers. Although the 
allegations vary by lawsuit, these' cases generally allege that the registration 
statements, prospectuses and prospectus supplements for securities issued by 
securitization trusts contained material misrepresentations and omissions, in 
violation of the Securities Act ot 1933 and/or state securities laws and other 
state statutory and common laws. 

These cases generally involve allegations of false and misleading statements 
regarding: (i) the process by which the properties that served as collateral for the 
mortgage loans underlying the MBS were appraised; (ii) the percentage of equity 
that mortgage borrowers had in their homes; (iii) the borrowers' ability to repay 
their mortgage loans; (iv) the underwriting practices by which those mortgage 
loans were originated; (v) the ratings given to the different tranches of MBS by 
rating agencies; and (vi) the validity of each issuing trust's title to the mortgage 
loans comprising the pool for that securitization (collectively, MBS Claims). 
Plaintiffs in these cases generally seek unspecified compensatory damages, 
unspecified costs and legal fees and, in some instances, seek rescission. 

Luther Class Act ion L i t igat ion and Re la ted Act ions 
Beginning in 2007, a number of pension funds and other investors filed putative 
class action lawsuits alleging certain MBS Claims against Countrywide, several 
of its affiliates, MLPF&S, the Corporation, NB Holdings Corporation and certain 
other defendants. Those class action lawsuits concerned a total of 429 MBS 
offerings involving over $350 billion in securities issued by subsidiaries of 
Countrywide between 2005 and 2007. The actions, entitled Luther v. 
Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., Maine State Retirement System v. 
Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., Western Conference of Teamsters 
Pension Trust Fund v. Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., and Putnam 
Bank V Countrywide Financial Corporation, et al., were all assigned to the 
Countrywide RMBS MDL court. On December 6, 2013, the court granted final 
approval to a settlement of these actions in the amount of $500 million. 
Beginning on January 14, 2014, a number of class members appealed to the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. 

Prudential Insurance Litigation 
On March 14, 2013, The Prudential Insurance Company of America and certain 
of its affiliates (collectively Prudential) filed a complaint in the U S, District Court 
for the District of New Jersey, in a case entitled Prudential Insurance Company of 
America, et al. v. Bank of America, N.A., et al. Prudential has named the 
Corporation, Merrill 
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Lynch and a number ot related entities as defendants. Prudential asserts certain 
MBS Claims pertaining to 54 MBS offerings from which Prudential alleges that it 
purchased securities between 2004 and 2007. Prudential seeks, among other 
relief, compensatory damages, rescission or a rescissory measure of damages, 
punitive damages and other unspecified relief. On April 17, 2014, the court 
granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to dismiss the complaint. 
Prudential thereafter split its claims into two separate complaints, filing an 
amended complaint in the original action and a complaint in a separate action 
entitled Prudential Portfolios 2, et ai. v. Bank of America, N.A., et al. Both cases 
are pending in the U.S. District Court for the District ot New Jersey. On February 
5, 2015, the court granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to 
dismiss those complaints, granting plaintiff leave to replead in certain respects. 

Lending, Inc., Merrill Lynch Mortgage Investors, Inc., and Ownit Mortgage 
Solutions Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. The summonses 
indicate that defendants may be subject to breach of contract claims alleging 
that they breached representations and warranties related to loans securitized in 
the Trusts. The summonses allege that defendants failed to repurchase 
breaching mortgage loans from the Trusts. The summonses seek specific 
performance of defendants' alleged obligation to repurchase breaching loans, 
declaratory judgment, compensatory, rescissory and other damages, and 
indemnity. On February 5, 2015, defendants demanded complaints on three of 
the Trusts. Defendants currently have until March 3, 2015 to demand the 
complaint with respect to one of the remainingTrusts, and until July 15, 2015 to 
demand complaints on the final three Trusts. 

Mortgage Repurchase Litigation 

U.S. Bank Litigation 
On August 29, 2011, U.S. Bank, National Association (U.S. Bank), as trustee for 
the HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust 2005-10 (the Trust), a mortgage pool backed 
by loans originated by Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (CHL), filed a complaint in 
New York Supreme Court, New York County, in a case entitled U.S. Bank National 
Association, as Trustee for HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust, Series 2005-10 v. 
Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (dba Bank of America Home Loans), Bank of 
America Corporation, Countrywide Financial Corporation, Bank of America, N.A. 
and NB Holdings Corporation. U.S. Bank asserts that, as a result of alleged 
misrepresentations by CHL in connection with its sale of the loans, defendants 
must repurchase all the loans in the pool, or in the alternative that it must 
repurchase a subset of those loans as to which U.S. Bank alleges that defendants 
have refused specific repurchase demands. U.S. Bank asserts claims for breach 
of contract and seeks specific performance of defendants' alleged obligation to 
repurchase the entire pool of loans (alleged to have an original aggregate principal 
balance of $1.75 billion) or alternatively the aforementioned subset (alleged to 
have an aggregate principal balance of "over $100 million'), together with 
reimbursement of costs and expenses and other unspecified relief. On May 29, 
2013, the New York Supreme Court dismissed U.S. Bank's claim for repurchase 
of all the mortgage loans in theTrusL The court granted U.S. Bank leave to amend 
this claim. On June 18, 2013, U.S. Bank filed its second amended complaint 
seeking to replead its claim for repurchase of all loans in the Trust. On February 
13, 2014, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss the repleaded claim 
seeking repurchase of all mortgage loans in the Trust; plaintiff has appealed that 
order. 

On November 13, 2014, the court granted U.S. Bank's motion for leave to 
amend the complaint; defendants have appealed that order The amended 
complaint alleges breach of contract based upon defendants' failure to 
repurchase loans that were thc subject of specific repurchase demands and also 
alleges breach of contract based upon defendants' discovery, during origination 
and servicing, of loans with material breaches ot representations and warranties. 

U.S. Bank Summonses with Notice 
On August 29, 2014, U.S. Bank, solely in its capacity as Trustee for seven 
securitization trusts (tho Trusts), served seven summonses with notice 
commencing potential actions against First Franklin Financial Corporation, 
Merrill Lynch Mortgage 

Ocala Investor Litigation 
On November 25, 2009, BNP Paribas Mortgage Corporation (BNP) and Deutsche 
Bank AG each filed claims (the 2009 Actions) against BANA in the U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York entitled BNP Paribas Mortgage 
Corporation v. Bank of America, N.A and Deutsche Bank AG v Bank of America, 
N.A. Plaintiffs allege that BANA failed to properly perform its duties as indenture 
trustee, collateral agent, custodian and depositary for Ocala Funding, LLC 
(Ocala), a home mortgage warehousing facility, resulting in the loss of plaintiffs' 
investment in Ocala. Ocala was a wholly-owned subsidiary of Taylor, Bean & 
Whitaker Mortgage Corp. (TBW), a home mortgage originator and servicer which is 
alleged to have committed fraud that led to its eventual bankruptcy. Ocala 
provided funding for TBW's mortgage origination activities by issuing notes, the 
proceeds of which were to be used by TBW to originate home mortgages. Such 
mortgages and other Ocala assets in turn were pledged to BANA, as collateral 
agent, to secure the notes. Plaintiffs lost most or all of their investment in Ocala 
when, as the result of the alleged fraud committed by TBW, Ocala was unable to 
repay the notes purchased by plaintiffs and there was insufficient collateral to 
satisfy Ocala's debt obligations. Plaintiffs allege that BANA breached its 
contractual, fiduciary and other duties to Ocala, thereby permitting TBW's alleged 
fraud to go undetected. Plaintiffs seek compensatory damages and other relief 
from BANA, including interest and attorneys' fees, in an unspecified amount, but 
which plaintiffs allege exceeds $1.6 billion. 

On March 23, 2011, the court granted in part and denied in part BANA's 
motions to dismiss the 2009 Actions. Plaintiffs filed amended complaints on 
October 1, 2012 that included additional contractual, tort and equitable claims. 
On June 6, 2013, the court granted BANA's motion to dismiss plaintiffs' claims 
for failure to sue, negligence, negligent misrepresentation and equitable relief. 

On November 24, 2014, BANA moved for summaryjudgment and plaintiffs 
moved for partial summary judgment. 

On February 19. 2015, BANAand BNP reached an agreement in principle to 
settle the 2009 actions for an amount not material to the Corporation's results of 
operations, subject to the execution of a final settlement agreement. 

O'Donncll Litigation 
On February 24, 2012, Edward O'Donnell filed a sealed qui tam complaint under 
the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery and Enforcement Act of 1989 
(FIRREA) and the False Claims Act against the Corporation, individually, and as 
successor to Countrywide, 
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CHL and a Countrywide business division known as Full Spectrum Lending. On 
October 24, 2012, the DoJ filed a complaint-in-intervention to join the matter, 
adding BANA, Countrywide and CHL as defendants. Thc action is entitled United 
States of America, ex rel, Edward O'Donnell, appearing Qui Tam v. Bank of 
America Corp., et al., and was filed in the U.S. District Court for the Southern 
District of New York. The complaint-in-intervention asserted certain fraud claims 
in connection with the sale of loans to FNMA and FHLMC by Full Spectrum 
Lending and by the Corporation and BANA. On January 11, 2013, the government 
filed an amended complaint which added Countrywide Bank, FSB (CFSB) and a 
former officer of the Corporation as defendants. The court dismissed False 
Claims Act counts on May 8, 2013. On September 6, 2013, the government filed 
a second amended complaint alleging claims under FIRREA concerning allegedly 
fraudulent loan sales to the GSEs between August 2007 and May 2008. On 
September 24, 2013, the government dismissed the Corporation as a defcndanL 

Following a trial, on October 23, 2013, a verdict of liability was returned 
against CHL, CFSB and BANA On July 30, 2014, the court imposed a civil penalty 
of $1.3 billion on BANA On February 3, 2015, the court denied the Corporation's 
motions for judgment as a matter of law, or in the alternative, a new trial. The 
Corporation will appeal the verdict and judgment. 

Pennsylvania Public School Employees' Retirement System 
The Corporation and several current and former officers were named as 
defendants in a putative class action filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of New York entitled Pennsylvania Public School Employees' 
Retirement System v. Bank of America, et ai. 

Followingthe filing of a complaint on February 2, 2011, plaintiff subsequently 
filed an amended complaint on September 23, 2011 in which plaintiff sought to 
sue on behalf of all persons who acquired the Corporation's common stock 
between February 27, 2009 and October 19, 2010 and 'Common Equivalent 
Securities' sold in a December 2009 offering. The amended complaint asserted 
claims under Sections 10(b) and 20(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
and Sections 11 and 15 of the Securities Act of 1933, and alleged that the 
Corporation's public statements: (i) concealed problems in the Corporation's 
mortgage servicing business resulting from the widespread use of the Mortgage 
Electronic Recording System; (ii) failed to disclose the Corporation's exposure to 
mortgage repurchase claims; (iii) misrepresented the adequacy of internal 
controls; and (iv) violated certain Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. The 
amended complaintsought unspecified damages. 

On July 11, 2012, the court granted in part and denied in part defendants' 
motions to dismiss the amended complaint All claims under the Securities Act 
were dismissed against all defendants, with prejudice. The motion to dismiss the 
claim against the Corporation under Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act was 
denied. All claims under the Exchange Act against the officers were dismissed, 
with leave to replead. Defendants moved to dismiss a second amended complaint 
in which plaintiff sought to replead claims against certain current and former 
officers under Sections 10(b) and 20(a). On April 17, 2013, the court granted in 
part and denied in part the motion to dismiss, sustaining Sections 10(b) and 
20(a) claims against the current and former officers. 

Policemen's Annuity Litigation 
On April 11, 2012, the Policemen's Annuity & Benefit Fund of the City of Chicago, 
on its own behalf and on behalf of a proposed class ot purchasers of 41 RMBS 
trusts collateralized mostly by Washington Mutual-originated (WaMu) mortgages, 
filed a proposed class action complaint against BANA and other unrelated parties 
in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York, entitled 
Policemen's Annuity and Benefit Fund of the City of Chicago v. Bank of America, 
N.A. and U.S. Bank National Association. BANA and U.S. Bank are named as 
defendants in their capacities as trustees, with BANA (formerly LaSalle Bank 
National Association) having served as the original trustee and U.S. Bank having 
replaced BANA as trustee. Plaintiff asserted claims under the federal Trust 
Indenture Act as well as state common law claims. Plaintiff alleged that, in light 
of the performance of the RMBS at issue, and in the wake of publicly-available 
information about the quality of loans originated by WaMu, the trustees were 
required to take certain steps to protect plaintiff's interest in the value of the 
securities, and that plaintiff was damaged by defendants' failures to notify it of 
deficiencies in the loans and of defaults under the relevant agreements, to 
ensure that the underlying mortgages could properly be foreclosed, and to 
enforce remedies available for loans that contained breaches of representations 
and warranties. Plaintiff sought unspecified compensatory damages and/or 
equitable relief, and costs and expenses. The court dismissed some of the 
common law claims, but allowed the Trust Indenture Act claim and a claim for 
breach of contract to proceed. Afterthe filing of two amended complaints and the 
consolidation of the case with a related matter filed on August 23, 2013, entitled 
Vermont Pension Investment Committee and thc Washington State Investment 
Board v Bank of America, N.A. and U.S. Bank National Association, 10 named 
plaintiffs filed a third amended complaint on October 31, 2013, on behalf of two 
proposed classes of purchasers of 35 trusts collateralized mostly by WaMu-
originated mortgages (later reduced to 34 trusts). 

On June 5, 2014, the parties informed the court that they had reached an 
agreement in principle to settle the case for an amount not material to the 
Corporation's results of operations, subject to approval,of plaintiffs' boards. The 
settlement remains subject to final court approval and various" conditions. On 
November 10, 2014, the court preliminarily approved the proposed settlement, 
and scheduled a final approval hearing for March 12, 2015. 

Takefuji Litigation 
In April 2010, Takefuji Corporation (Takefuji) filed a claim against Merrill Lynch 
International and Merrill Lynch Japan Securities (MLJS) in Tokyo District Court. 
The claim concerns Takefuji's purchase in 2007 of credit-linked notes structured 
and sold by defendants that resulted in a loss to Takefuji of approximately 
JPY29.0 billion (approximately $270 million) following an event of default. 
Takefuji alleges that defendants failed to meet certain disclosure obligations 
concerningthe notes. 

On July 19, 2013, the Tokyo District Court issued a judgment in defendants' 
favor, a decision that Takefuji subsequently appealed to the Tokyo High Court. On 
August 27, 2014, the Tokyo High Court vacated the decision of the District Court 
and issued a judgment awarding Takefuji JPY14.5 billion (approximately $135 
million) in damages, plus interest at a rate of five percent from March 18, 2008. 
On September 10, 2014, defendants filed an appeal with the Japanese Supreme 
Court. 


