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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

CITY OF CHICAGO

RAHM EMANUEL
MAYOI?

September 24, 2015

TO THE HONORABLE, THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF CHICAGO
Ladies and Gentlemen:

At the request of the Commissioner of Planning 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






ORDINANCE

WHEREAS, the City of Chicago (the “City”), a home rule unit of government under
Section 6(a), Article VIl of the 1970 Constitution of the State of lllinois, 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 lllinois limited partnership
(the “Borrower”), of which St. Edmund’s Meadows, Inc., an lllinois 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 61 Street, 63-73 East 615 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 of the Development was completed in two phases, with the first
phase completed in 2005 and 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 things, 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 principal amount of $560,000, with an interest rate of four

1



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
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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 all 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.



CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
AND AFFIDAVIT
SECTION 1 -- GENERAL INFORMATION
A. Legal name of the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS. Include d/b/a/ if applicable:

St. Edmund's Meadows Limited Partnership

Check ONE of the following three boxes:

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS is:
1. {xX] the Applicant
OR
2. [] alegal entity holding a direct or indirect interest in the Applicant. State the lcgal name of the
Applicant in which the Disclosing Party holds an interest:

OR
3. [] alcgal entity with a right of control (see Section 11.B.1.) 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, llindis 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 onc):.': el

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 applicablc):

To authorize new muiti-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, lllinois 60637.

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

If 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 Page 1 of 13



SECTION II -- DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS
A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party:

[ ] Person [ ] Limited liability company

[ ] Publicly registercd business corporation [ ] Limited liability partnership

[ ] Privately held busincss corporation - [] Joint venture

[ 1 Sole proprietorship [ 1 Not-for-profit corporation

[ 1 General partnership (Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(c)(3))?
[x] Limited partnership []1Yes [ ]No

[ ] Trust [ ] Other (please specify)

2. For legal entities, the statc (or foreign country) of incorporation or organization, if applicable:

llinois

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

[1Yecs [ ]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, if any, which are legal entities. 1If
there are no such members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar entities, list below
the legal titleholder(s).

If 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. Generat Partner

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

Name Business Address Percentage Interest in the
Disclosing Party
Centerline Corporate Partners, XXIl, LP 100 Church St. 15th Floor, New York, NY 10007 99.98%

SECTION III -- BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH CITY ELECTED 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?

[]1Yes [x] No

If yes, please identify below the name(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, attorncy,
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 thc total
amount of the fees paid or estimated to be paid. The Disclosing Party is not required to disclosc
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)
himsclf. “Lobbyist” also means any person or entity any part of whose dutics as an employce of
another includes undertaking to influence any legislative or administrative action.

If 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 (indicatc whether  Business Relationship to Disclosing Party  Fces (indicate whether

retained or anticipated Address (subcontractor, attorney, paid or estimated.) NOTE:
to be retained) lobbyist, etc.) “hourly rate” or “t.b.d.” is
_ N 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 if necessary)

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

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?

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

If “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? '

[]1Yes [ 1No
B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS

I. 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), 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 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 offensc involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theft, fraud, forgery,
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against an officer or cmployee of the City or any sister agency; and (i1) the
Applicant understands and acknowledges that compliance with Article I is a continuing requirement for
doing business with the City. NOTE: If Article I applics to the Applicant, the pcrmancnt compliance
timeframe in Article 1 superscdcg 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 cntities
identified in Scction II.B.1. of this EDS:

a. are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or voluntarily
cxcluded 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 fedcral or statc 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 of this 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 cntities discloscd under
Section IV, “Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties™);

- any "Affiliated Entity" (meaning a person or entity that, directly or indircctly: 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, without limitation:
interlocking management or ownership; identity of interests among family members, shared facilities
and cquipment; 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 management, ownership, or principals as the incligible 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, 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 of the 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 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 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 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 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 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 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 eclements as the offcnsc 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 Nationals List, the Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the Entity List and the
Dcbarred 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. If 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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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 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 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 (i1) food or drink provided in the
course of official City business and having a retail valuc 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 onc)

[]is [X] is not
a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code.

2. If 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 nonc 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 with the City."
If 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):

Page 7 of 13



If the letters "NA," thc word "None," or no response appcars 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 of the Municipal Code have the same
meanings when used in this Part D.

1. Inaccordance with Section 2-156-110 of the Municipal Code: Does any official or employce
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: If you checked "Yes" to Item D.1., proceed to Items D.2. and D.3. If you checked "No" to
Item D.1., 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 namc or in the name of
any other person or entity in the purchase of any property that (i) belongs to the City, or (i1) 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 [1No

3. Ifyou checked "Yes" to Item D.1., 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 of Interest

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

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS

Pleasc check cither 1. or 2. below. If the 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 verifics 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 cra (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 of all such
records, including the names of any and all slaves or slaveholders described in those records:

SECTION VI -- CERTIFICATIONS FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED MATTERS

NOTE: If the Matter is federally funded, complete this Section V1. If the Matter is not federally
funded, proceed to Section VII. For purposcs of this Section VI, 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 thc names of all persons or cntities 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 if necessary): '

(If no explanation appears or begins on the lines above, or if the letters "NA" or if the word "None"
appear, it will be conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party means that NO persons or cntitics
rcgistered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts on 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 cntity listed in Paragraph A.1. above for his or her lobbying activities or to pay any
person or cntity to influence or attempt to influecnce an officer or cmploycce of any agency, as defined by
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an ecmployee of a
member of Congress, in connection with the award of any federally funded contract, making any
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any coopcerative agreement, or to cxtend, continue, renew,
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan. or cooperative agreecment.
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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 in paragraphs A.1. 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. 1If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party must obtain certifications equal in
form and substance to paragraphs A.1. 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 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?
[]1Yes [ ]No
If “Yes,” answer the three questions below:

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

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 requircments?

[1Yes [1No

3. Havc you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts subjcct to the
cqual opportunity clause?

[]1Yes [ 1 No

If you checked “No” to question 1. or 2."above, pleasc provide an explanation:
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SECTION VII -- ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION,
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE

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, imposc certain duties and obligations on persons or entities secking City contracts,
work, business, or transactions. The full text of these ordinances and a training program is available on
linc 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."If the City determines that any information provided in this EDS is false, incomplcte or inaccurate,
any contract or other agreement in conncction 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 Internct, 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 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. If the 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 of the Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain specified
offenscs), the information provided herein regarding cligibility must be kept current for a longer period,
as required by Chapter 1-23 and Secction 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code.

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that:
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(Prlnt or typ__ tltle of person sngmng)

K

Slgne \ and 'swom to ];eforc me on (date) WM '4 015, | Ly

County, (statc)
; |Q WLMAMM) - Notary Public. ) OFFICIAL SEAL
U Y MARY R WILLIAMS
L. . Notary Public - State of llinois
Commission expires: W 33 aO lb . d My Commission Expires Aug 3, 2016
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CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX A

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED 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 rclationship” 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 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 stcpmother, 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 Section 1I.B.1.a,, if the
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 Party, if the Disclosing Party is a limited
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party, if the 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” mecans the president, chief
operating officer, executive director, chief financial officer, treasurcr 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 clected city official or department head?

[ ]Yes [x]No

If yes, please identify below (1) the name and title of such person, (2) thc name of the legal entity to which
such person is connected; (3) the name and title of the clected 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. Ifthe 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?
[ ]Yes [ 1No [x ] Not Applicable

3. If yesto (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
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.



CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
AND AFFIDAVIT
SECTION I -- GENERAL INFQRMATION
A. Legal name of the Disclosin,g Party submitting this EDS. Include d/b/a/ if applicable:

St. Edmund's Meadows, Inc.

Check ONE of the follm{'ing three boxes:

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS is:
1. [] the Applicant
OR .
2. [] alegal 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] alegal entity with a right of control (see Section I1.B.1.) Statc 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, Hlinois 60637

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

D. Name of contact person; “€celia Hunt

E. Federal Employecr Identification No. (if you have OIlC)Z.-_._:

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):

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, lllinois 60637.

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

If 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 Page 1 of 13



SECTION II -- DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS
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

K] Privately held business corporation [ ] Joint venture

[ ] Solc proprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit corporation

[ 1 General partnership (Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(c)(3))?
[ ] Limited partnership [1Yes []No

[] Trust _ [ ] Other (please specify)

2. For legal cntities, the state (or foreign country) of incorporation or organization, if applicable:

Hinois

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

If the entity is a general partnership, limited partnership, limited liability company, limited liability
partnership or joint venture, list below the name and title of cach general partner, managing member,
manager or any other person or c¢ntity 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

Richard L. Tolliver : - President

Chester A. Slaughter Vice-President
Michael A. Mitchell Treasurer/Secretary

2. Pleasc providc 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
of such an interest include shares in a corporation, partnership 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 entity. If 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
St. Edmund's Redevelopment Corp. 6105 S. Michigan Avenue, Chicago, IL 60637 100%

SECTION III -- BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH CITY ELECTED OFFICIALS

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

[]Yes [x] No

If yes, please identify below the name(s) of such City clected 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 subcontracfor, 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 arc paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll.

“Lobbyist” means any person or entity who undertakes to influencc any legislative or administrative
action on bechalf 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.

If the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosure is required under this Scction, the
Disclosing Party must either ask the City 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.) NOTE:

to be retained) . lobbyist, ctc.) “hourly rate” or “t.b.d.” is
not an acceptable response.

(Add sheets if necessary)

[x] Check here if the Disclosing Party has not rctained, nor expects to retain, any such persons or entities.
SECTION V -- CERTIFICATIONS

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 indircctly owns 10% or more of the Disclosing Party been declared in
arrcarage on any child support obligations by any Illinois court of competent jurisdiction?

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

If “Yes,” has the person entered into a court-approved agreement for payment of all support owed and
1s the person in compliance with that agreement?

[]1Yes [ ]No
B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article 1 (“Article I”)(which the Applicant should
consult for defined terms (e.g., “doing business”) and legal requircments), 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 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 employcc of the City 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 to the Applicant, the permanent compliance
timeframec in Article I supersedes some five-ycar 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
identified in Section II.B.1. of this EDS:

a. are not presently debarrcd, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared incligible or voluntarily
excluded from any transactions by any federal, statc 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 statc antitrust statutes; fraud;
embezzlement; theft; forgery; bribery; falsification or destruction of rccords; making falsc
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 of this EDS, had onc 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 fedcral 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 1V, “Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties™);

« any "Affiliated Entity" (mcaning a person or entity that, dircctly or indircctly: 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, without limitation:
interlocking management or ownership; identity of interests among family members, shared facilities
and equipment; common use of employees; or organization of a business cntity following the
ineligibility of a business entity to do business with fcderal or state or local governn’lcnt, including
the City, using substantially the samec management, ownership, or principals as the ineligible entity);
with respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Entity mecans a person or cntity 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 the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity or any
other official, agent or employce of the Disclosing Party. any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity,
acting pursuant to the direction or authorization of a responsible official of the 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 the Disclosing Party
or any Contractor nor any Agents have, during the five years beforc 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 datc 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
bribc, 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 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 in a. or b. above that is a matter of rccord, but
have not been prosecuted for such conduct; or

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

4. Ncither the Disclosing Party, Affiliated Entity or Contractor, or any of their employees, officials,
agents or partners, is barred from contracting with any unit of statc 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 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 Nationals List, the Denicd 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. If the Disclosing Party is unablc 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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If the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lines above, it will be conclusively-
presumed that the Disclosing Party certificd to the above statements.

8. To the best of the Disclosing Party’s knowledge after rcasonable 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 employce, 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 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 (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 Scction 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code.

2. If the Disclosing Party IS a financial institution, then the Disclosing Party pledges:
"Wec are not and will not become a predatory lender as defincd in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal
Code. We further pledge that none of our affiliates is, and nonc of them will become, a predatory
lender as defined in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal Code. We understand that becoming a prcdatory
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 unablc 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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If the letters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on the lincs above, it will be
conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party certificd 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. Inaccordance 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: If you checked "Yes" to Item D.1., proceed to Items D.2. and D.3. If you checked "No" to
Item D.1., 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 (i1) 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. If you checked "Yes" to Item D.1., provide the names and busincss addresses of the City
officials or cmployees having such interest and identify the nature of such interest:

Name Business Address Naturc of Interest

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

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS

Plcasc check either 1. or 2. below. If the Disclosing Party checks 2., the Disclosing Party must
disclose below or in an attachment to this EDS all information rcquired by paragraph 2. Failure to

Page 8 of 13



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 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 of all such
records, including the names of any and all slaves or slaveholders described in those records:

SECTION VI -- CERTIFICATIONS FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED MATTERS

NOTE: If the Matter is federally funded, complete this Section.VI. If 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 obligations of the City are not federal funding.

A. CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING
1. List bclow 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 if necessary):

(If no explanation appears or begins on the lincs above, or if the letters "NA" or if the word "Nonc"
“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 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 in Paragraph A.l. above for his or her lobbying activities or to pay any
person or entity to influence or attempt to influcnce an officer or employce of any agency, as defined by
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employce of Congress, or an employce of a
member of Congress, in conncction with the award of any federally funded contract, making any
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agrecment, or to cxtend, continuc, 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 cvent that materially affects the accuracy of the statements and information set -
forth in paragraphs A.1. and A.2. above.

3

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. [If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party must obtain certifications equal in
form and substance to paragraphs A.1. 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 the Matter is federally fundcd, federal regulations require the Applicant and all proposcd
subcontractors to submit the following information with their bids or in writing at the outset of

negotiations.

Is the Disclosing Party the Applicant?
[]Yes [ ]No

If “Yes,” answer the three questions below:

1. Have you devcloped and do you have on file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable
federal regulations? (Sce 41 CFR Part 60-2.)
[]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 Opportunity Commission all reports due
undcr the applicable filing requirements?

[]Yes [ ]No

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

[]Yes [ ] No

If you checked “No” to question 1. or 2. above, please provide an cxplanation:
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SECTION VII -- ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION,
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE

The Disclosing Party understands and agrees that:

A. The certifications, disclosurcs, 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, ordinanccs, 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 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.

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

C. If the City determines that any information provided in this EDS i1s 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
damagcs.

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 complcting 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 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. If the 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 I of
Chapter 1-23 of the Municipal Codc (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain specified
offcnses), the information provided herein regarding cligibility must be kept current for a longer period,
as rcquired by Chapter 1-23 and Section 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code.

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that:
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(Slgn;__ ere)

Richard Lz_»Tomve,_ o

Presndenl

(Print or type tntle of person SIgnmg)

ngncd and swom to before me on (date) ALDIM‘D&M, ,4 30'5

County, 4 (state).

M e. W&MAW Notary Public.
Commnssnon expires: W% A0l .
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CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX A

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED 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 2-154-0135, the Disclosing Party must disclose whether such Disclosing Party
or any “Applicable Party” or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently has a “familial rclationship” with
any elected city official or department head. A “familial relationship” exists if, as of the datc this EDS is
signed, the Disclosing Party or any “Applicable Party” or any Spouse or Domestic Partncr 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,
nicce 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 Section II.B.1.a., if the
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all partners of the Disclosing Party, if the Disclosing Party is a gencral
partnership; all general partners and limited partners of the Disclosing Party, if the Disclosing Party is a limited
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party, if the 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. '

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

[ ]Yes [ ]No
If yes, please identify below (1) the name and title of such person, (2) the name of the legal cntity to which
such person is connected; (3) the name and title of the clected 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 [ ]No

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?

[ ]Yes [ INo [ ] 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 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
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.



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/ if applicable:

St. Edmund's Redevelopment Corporation

Check ONE of the following three boxes:

Indicatc whether the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS is:
1. [ ] the Applicant
OR
2. [] alegal entity holding a dircct or indirect interest in the Applicant. State the legal name of the
Applicant in which the Disclosing Party holds an interest: .

OR
3. [X] alegal entity with a right of control (see Section 11.B.1.) 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, lllinois 60637

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

D. Name of contact person: Cecelia Hunt

E. Fedcral Employer Identification No. (if you have onc):__"'____ o

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):

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, lllinois 60637.

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

If the Matter is a contract being handled by the City’s Department of Procurement Services, please
complete the following:

Specification # and Contract #
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SECTION II -- DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS
A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party:

[ ] Person . [ ] Limited liability company

[ ] Publicly registered business corporation [ 1 Limited liability partnership

[ ] Privately held business corporation [ ] Joint venture

[ 1 Sole proprietorship [X] Not-for-profit corporation

[ 1 General partnership (Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(c)(3))?
[ ] Limited partnership x] Ycs [ ]No

[ ] Trust [ ] Other (please specify)

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

lllinois

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

[1Yes [ 1No 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 dircctors of the entity.
NOTE: For not-for-profit corporations, also list below all members, if any, which are legal entities. If
there are no such members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar entities, list below
the legal titleholder(s).

If the entity is a gencral partnership, limited partnership, limited liability company, limited liability
partnership or joint venture, list below the name and title of each gencral 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

Richard L. Tolliver : . President / Director
Chester A. Slaughter Vice-President / Director
Adele Polk Secretary / Director

No members

2. Pleasc provide the following information concerning cach person or centity having a dircct or
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% of the Disclosing Party. Examples
of such an interest include shares in a corporation, partnership interest in a partnership or joint venture,
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intcrest of a member or manager in a limited liability company, or interest of a beneficiary of a trust,
estate or other similar entity. If 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 Perccntage Interest in the
Disclosing Party
None

SECTION III -- BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH CITY ELECTED OFFICIALS

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

[]Yes x] No

If yes, please identify below the name(s) of such City clected official(s) and describe such
relationship(s):

SECTION 1V -- DISCLOSURE OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND OTHER RETAINED PARTIES

The Disclosing Party must disclosc 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 cxpects to retain in conncction with the Matter, as well as the naturc of the relationship, and the total
amount of the fees paid or estimated to be paid. The Disclosing Party is not required to disclose
cmployces who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll.

“Lobbyist” means any person or cntity who undcrtakes to influence any legislative or administrative
action on behalf of any pcrson or entity other than: (1) a not-for-profit entity, on an unpaid basis, or (2)
himsclf. “Lobbyist” also means any person or entity any part of whose duties as an employec of
another includes undertaking to influence any legislative or administrative action.

If the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosure is required undecr this Section, the
Disclosing Party must cither ask the City whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure.
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Name (indicate whether  Business Relationship to Disclosing Party Fces (indicate whether

retained or anticipated Address (subcontractor, attorney, paid or cstimated.) NOTE:

to be retained) ‘lobbyist, etc.) “hourly rate” or “t.b.d.” is
not an acceptable response.

(Add sheets if necessary)

[x] Check here if the Disclosing Party has not retained, nor cxpects to retain, any such persons or entities.
SECTION V -- CERTIFICATIONS

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT COMPLIAI\.ICE

Under Municipal Code Section 2-92-415, substantial owners of business cntities 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 morc 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 of the
Disclosing Party. '

If “Yes,” has the person entered into a court-approved agreement for payment of all support owed and
1s the person in compliance with that agreement?

[]1Yes [ ]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 leégal requirements), if the Disclosing Party
submitting this EDS is thc Applicant and is doing business with the City, then the Disclosing Party
certifies as follows: (i) ncither 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 employec of the City or any sister agency; and (i) 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 to the Applicant, the permanent compliance
timeframe in Article | 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 cntity, all of those persons or entities
identificd in Section IL.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 prcceding the date of this EDS, been convicted of a criminal
offcnse, 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. havc not, within a five-ycar period preceding the date of this EDS, had one or more public
transactions (fcderal, 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 1V, “Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Partics™); '

- any "Affiliated Entity" (;neaning a person or cntity 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, without limitation:
interlocking 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 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 Entity means a person or entity that directly or
indircctly 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 of the Disclosing Party, any
Contractor or any Affiliated Entity (collectively "Agents").



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 datc this EDS is signed, or, with
respect to a Contractor, an Affiliatcd 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 cngagement 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 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 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 statc 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 listed on any of the following lists
maintained by the Office of Forcign Asscts 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. 1f the Disclosing Party i1s unable to certify to any of thc abovc statements in this Part B (Further
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 employeccs 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 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 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 (i1) 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 certifics that the Disclosing Party (check one)

[]1s [¥] is not
a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code.

2. If 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 that becoming a predatory
lendcer or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilcge of doing
business with the City."
If 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 nccessary):
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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.

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 employec
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: If you checked "Yes" to Item D.1., proceed to Items D.2. and D.3. If you checked "No" to
Item D.1., proceed to Part E.

2. Unless sold pursuant to a process of competitive bidding, or otherwise permitted, no City
elected official or employce shall have a financial interest in his or her own name or in the name of
any othcr 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 proccss 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 [ 1No

3. If you checked "Yes" to Item D.1., provide the names and busincss addresses of the City
officials or cmployces having such interest and identify the nature of such intercst:

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 cmploycec.

E. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS

Pleasc check cither 1. or 2. below. If the 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 rcquirements 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 rcsult of conducting the search in step 1 above, the
Disclosing Party has found records of investments or profits from slavery or slaveholder insurance
policics. The Disclosing Party verifies that the following constitutes full disclosurc of all such
records, including the names of any and all slaves or slaveholders described in those records:

SECTION VI -- CERTIFICATIONS FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED MATTERS

NOTE: If the Matter is federally funded, complete this Section VI. If the Matter is not federally
funded, proceed to Section VI1I. For purposes of this Section VI, 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 if nccessary):

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

2. The Disclosing Party has not spent and will not expend any fedcrally appropriated funds to pay
any person or cntity listed in Paragraph A.l. above for his or her lobbying activities or to pay any
person or cntity 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 employce of Congress, or an employce of a
member of Congress, in connection with the award of any federally funded contract, making any
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agrecment, 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 will submit an-updated certification at the end of cach 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. [If 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 thc Matter is federally funded, federal regulations requirc the Applicant and all proposed
subcontractors to submit the following information with their bids or in writing at the outsct of
negotiations. '

Is the Disclosing Party the Applicant?
[1Yes []No
If “Yes,” answer the thrce questions below:

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

[]1Yes [ 1 No

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

[]Yes []No

If you checked “No” to question 1. or 2. above, please provide an explanation:
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SECTION VIl -- ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION,
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE

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 Mattcr, 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, imposc certain duties and obligations on persons 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.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. If the City determines that any information provided in this EDS is false, incomplecte 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 remedics 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 Internct site and/or upon
rcquest. 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 Internct, 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 releasc 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 current. In the event of changes, the Disclosing
Party must supplement this EDS up to the time the City takes action on the Matter. If the 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 I of
Chapter 1-23 of the Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for ccrtain specified
offenses), the information provided herein regarding eligibility must be kept current for a longer period,
as required by Chapter 1-23 and Scction 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code.

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that:
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.Rlchard L. Tolhver L
(Print or type name of person sxgnmg)

‘President .
' (Pnnt or type tltle of person 51gmng)

Lestuder. 14, 2005

SlgnWorn to before me on :date)
County,

M £ Wlliga
Commission expires: W3 3016

(state)

Notary Public.

Page 12 of 13

OFFICIAL SEAL
MARY R WILLIAMS
Notary Public - State of lllinois
My Commission Expires Aug 3, 2016




CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX A

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED 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 of the following, whether by blood or adoption: parent, child, brother or sister, aunt or uncle,
nicce 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 Section 11.B.1.a., if the
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all partners of the Disclosing Party, if the Disclosing Party is a general
partnership; all gencral partners and limited partners of the Disclosing Party, if the Disclosing Party is a limited
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party, if the 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.

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 { 1No
If yes, please identify below (1) the name and title of such person, (2) thc name of the lcgal entity to 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 refationship, 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?

[ 1Yes [ 1No

If the Applicant is a legal enﬁty 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?

[ ]Yes [ ]No [ ] 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 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
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.



CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
AND AFFIDAVIT

SECTIONI -- GENERAL INFORMATION

A. Legal name of the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS. Include d/b/a/ if applicable:
Centerline Corporate Partners XXI[ LP

Check ONE of the following three boxes:

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS is:
1. [] the Applicant
OR
2. {y{ 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; St Edmund's Meadows Limited Partnership
OR
3. [] alegal entity 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:

B. Business address of the Disclosing Party: 1225 17th Street, Suite 1400
Denver, CO 80202

C. Telephone: 303-723-5793 Fax: 303-927-5001 Etnajl; "ioole-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, if applicable):
Applicant to obtain a loan from the City so thal Applicant may repay a loan made fo the Applicant by its limited partner. The project Is a 56 unit mixed-income

development located at 6100-14 S. Michigan, 51-73 E. 616t Street, 6101-11, 6141-47 S. Wabash and 48-58 E. 567th Streel In Chicago, IL 60637.

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

If the Matter is a contract being handled by the City’s Department of Procurement Services, please
complete the following:

Specification # and Contract #
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SECTION II -- DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS
A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party:

[ ] Person [ 1 Limited liability company

[ ] Publicly registered business corporation [ ] Limited liability partnership

[ ] Privately held business corporation ['1 Joint venture

[ 1 Sole proprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit corporation

[ 1 _General partnership (Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(c)(3))?
N{Limitcd partnership []1Yes [1No

[ 1 Trust [] Other (please specify)

2. TFor legal entitics, the state (or foreign country) of incorporation or organization, if applicable:

Delaware

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

[]Yes #f No [1N/A
B. IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY:

1. List below the full names and titles of all exccutive officers and all directors of the enlity.
NOTE: For not-for-profit corporations, also list below all members, if any, which are legal entities. If
there are no such members, write "no members.” For trusts, estates or othcr similar entities, list below
the legal titleholder(s).

If 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
RCC Asset Managers XXII L.L.C. General Partner

2. Please provide the following information concerning each person or entity having a dircct or
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% of the Disclosing Party. Examples
of such an interest include shares in a corporation, partnership 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 entity. If none, statec “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
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SECTION III -- BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH CITY ELECTED OFFICIALS

Has the Disclosing Party had a "business rclationship," 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?

Oves v

If yes, plcase identify below the name(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 cach 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” mecans 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 whosc dutics as an employee of
another includes undertaking to influence any legislative or administrative action.

If the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosure is required under this Scction, the
Disclosing Party must either ask the City whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure.
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Name (indicatec whether = Business Relationship to Disclosing Party Fees (indicate whether

retained or anticipated Address (subcontractor, attorney, paid or estimated.) NOTE:

to be retained) lobbyist, etc.) “hourly rate” or “t.b.d.” is
not an acceptable response.

(Add sheets if necessary)

[\,{Check here if the Disclosing Party has not retaincd, nor expects to retain, any such persons or entities.
SECTION V -- CERTIFICATIONS

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 dircctly 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 [INo ‘f/fNo person directly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the
Disclosing Party.

If “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 busincss”) and legal 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 controlling person is currently indicted or charged
with, or has admitted guilt of, or has cver 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 deccit against an officer or employee of the City or any sister agency; and (ii) the
Applicant understands and acknowledges that compliance with Article I is 4 continuing requirement for
doing business with the City. NOTE: If Article I applies to the Applicant, the permanent compliance
timeframe in Article I supersedes some five-ycar compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below.
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2. The Disclosing Party and, if the Disclosing Party is a lcgal entity, all of those persons or entities
identified in Section IL.B.1. of this EDS:

a. arc not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared incligible 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 falsc
statements; or receiving stolen property;

c. arc not presently indicted for, or criminally or civilly charged by, a governmenta] 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-yecar périod preceding the date of this EDS, had onc 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 to all persons or legal entities disclosed under
Section 1V, “Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties™);

- any "Affiliatcd 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, without limitation:
interlocking 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 entity to do business with federal or state or local government, including
the Citly, 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 directly or
indirectly controls the Coniraclor, 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 ecmployce of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity,

_acting pursuant to the direction or authorization of a responsible official of the 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 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 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 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 prospective bidders, or been a party to any such
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of agreement or collusion among biddets 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 contracting with any vnit 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 offensc 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 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 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. If the Disclosing Party is unablc to certify to any of the above statements in this Part B (Further
Certifications), the Disclosing Party must explain below:

N/A
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If the letters "NA," the word "None," or no responsc appears on the lines above, it will be conclusively
presumed that the Disclosing Party certificd 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 employecs 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 knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the following is a
complete list of all gifts that the Disclosing Party has given or causcd to be given, at any time during the
12-month period preceding the exccution date of this EDS, to an employee, or elected or appointed
official, of the Cily 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.

N/A

C. CERTIFICATION OF STATUS AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION

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

[ ]is Mis not
a "financial institution" as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code.
2. If 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 nonc 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 Joss of the privilege of doing
business with the City."

1f the Disclosing Party is unable to make this pledge because it or any of its affiliates (as defined in
Scction 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):

N/A
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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.

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: 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?

[]Yes 4 No

NOTE: If you checked "Yes" to Item D.1., proceed to Items D.2. and D.3. If you checked "No" to
Item D.1., 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 1o the City, or (ii) is sold
for taxes or assessments, or (iii) is sold by virtuc 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 [ 1No

3. If you checked "Yes" to Itcm D.1., provide thc names and business addresses of the City
officials or cmployces having such interest and identify the nature of such interest:

Name Busincss 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. If the 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.

__;\Z_l. The Disclosing Party verifics 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 policics 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 of all such
records, including the names of any and all slaves or slaveholders described in those records:

SECTION VI -- CERTIFICATIONS FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED MATTERS .

NOTE: If the Matter is federally funded, complete this Scction VI. If 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 obligations of the City are not federal funding.

A. CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING
I. List below the names of all persons or catities registered under the federal Lobbying

Disclosure Act of 1995 who have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the Disclosing Parly with
respect to the Matter: (Add sheets if necessary):

(If no explanation appears or begins on the lincs above, or if the letters "NA" or if the word "Nonc"
appeoar, it will be conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party means that NO persons or entities
registered under the Lobbying Disclosurc Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the
Disclosing Parly 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.1. above for his or her lobbying activitics or to pay any
person or entity o influence or attempt to influence an officer or cmployee of any agency, as defined by
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an oflicer or employce of Congress, or an employee of a
member of Congress, in connection with the award of any federally funded contract, making any
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agreement, or to extend, conlinue, rencw,
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan, or coopcrative 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 in paragraphs A.1. and A.2. above,

4. The Disclosing Party certifics 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. If 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 the Matter is federally funded, federal regulations require the Applicant and all proposcd
subcontractors to submit the following information with their bids or in writing at the outset of
negotiations. ‘

Is the Disclosing Party the Applicant?
[1Yes [1No .
If “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.)
[1Yes [ ]No

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

[1Yes [1No

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

[]Yes [ ]No

If you checked “No” to question 1. or 2. above, pleasc provide an explanation:
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SECTION VII -- ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION,
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCL.OSURE

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 agrecment between the Applicant and the City in connection with the Matter, whether
procurement, City assistance, or other Cily 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 full 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. If 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. Itis the City's policy to make this document available to the public on its Internct site and/or upon
request. Some or all of the information provided on this EDS and any attachments to this EDS may be
madc available to the public on the Intcrnet, 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 nay 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 current. In the event of changes, the Disclosing
Party must supplement this EDS up to the time the City takes action on the Matter. If the 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 of the 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.

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 Illinois
Department of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing Party or its Affiliated Entitics 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, property taxes or salcs taxes.

F.2  If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party and its Affiliated Entities will not
use, nor permit their subcontractors to 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.

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 with the Matter certifications equal in
form and substance to those in F.1. and F.2. above and will not, without the prior written consent of the
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 certifications.

NOTE: If the 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.

CERTIFICATION

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
certifications and statements contained in this EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) arc true, accurate

and complete as of the date furnished to the City. B)/ Ree f( osch w\o\qo\s ey KX 'L., L.C./
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Commission cxpires: /47/,9 2 G, 208 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUGUST 26, 2018
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CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX A

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED 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 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 cxecutive officers of the Disclosing Party listed in Section ILB.1.a., if the
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, if the Disclosing Party is a limited
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party, if the 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 Pariner thercof currently
have a “familial relationship” with an elected city official or department head?

[ 1Yes MNO

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 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 AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX B
BUILDING CODI 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?

[ 1Ves MNO

If the Applicant is a legal entity publfcljt 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?

[ 1Yes [ 1No [\/] 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 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
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.




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/ if applicable:
Centerline Housing Partnership | LP-Series 3

Check ONE of the following thrce boxes:

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS is:
1. [] the Applicant
OR
2. \Vf’ 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: St Edmund’s Meadows Limlited Parnership
OR : .
3. [] alcgal entity with a right of control (see Scction I1.B,1.) State the legal name of the entity in
which the Disclosing Party holds a right of control: i

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

Denver, CO 80202

1: nicole.wideman@huntcompanies.com

C. Telephone: 303-723-5793 Fax: 303-927-5001 Emai

D. Name of conlact person: Nicole Wideman

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

I'. 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 lo obtain a loan from the Cily so thal Applicant may repay a loan made to the Applicant by ils limited partner. The projectis a §6 unit mixad-income

dovolopment located at 6100-14 S. Michigan, 51-73 E. 61sl Streel, 6101-11, 6141-47 S. Wabash and 48-58 E. 57th Street In Chicago, IL 66637.

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

If the Matter is a contract being handled by the City’s Department of Procurement Services, please
complete the following:

Specification # and Contract#
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SECTION II -- DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS
A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party:

[ ] Person. [ 1 Limited liability company

[ 1 Publicly registered business corporation [ 1 Limited liability partnership

[ ] Privately held business corporation [1 Joint venturc

[ 1 Sole proprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit corporation

| 1 General partnership (Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(c)(3))?
Limited partnership [1Yecs [INo

[ 1 Trust [ 1 Other (plcase specify)

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

Delaware

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

[1Yes ' #fNo [1N/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, if any, which are legal entities, If
there are no such members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar entities, list below
the legal titleholder(s).

If the entity is a general partncrship, 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
RCHP General | L.L.C.-Series 3 General Partner

2. Please provide the following information concerning cach person or entity having a dircct or
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in cxcess of 7.5% of the Disclosing Party. Ixamplcs
of such an interest include shares in a corporation, partnership 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,
cstate or other similar entity. If 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
Bank of America, N.A. |01 A. 17\),0,\ Shreet Q. lodie N C = 99.99%
' ' 20255

SECTION III -- BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH CITY ELECTED OFFICIALS

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

[1Ycs - wfNo \

If yes, pleasc identify below the name(s) of such City clected official(s) and describe such
relationship(s):

SECTION 1V -- DISCLOSURE OF SUBCONTRACTORS AND OTHER RETAINED PARTIES

The Disclosing Party must disclose the name and business address of cach subcontractor, attorney,
lobbyist, accountant, consultant and any other person or entity whom the Disclosing Party has retained
or cxpects 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
employces who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party's regular payroll.

“Lobbyist” means any person or eatity who undecrtakes to influence any legislative or administrative
aclion on behalf of any person or entity other than: (1) a not-for-profit entity, on an unpaid basis, or (2)
himsclf. “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.

If the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosurc is required under this Section, the
Disclosing Party must cither ask the City whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure.
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Name (indicate whether ~ Business Relationship to Disclosing Party Iees (indicate whether
retained or anticipated Address (subcontractor, attorney, paid or estimated.) NOTE:

1o be retained) lobbyist, etc.) “hourly rate” or “t.b.d.” is
not an acceptable response.

(Add sheets if necessary)

[Vf Check here if the Disclosing Party has not retained, nor expects to retain, any such persons or entities.
SECTION V -- CERTIFICATIONS

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPi’ORT COMPLIANCE

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

Has any person who dircetly 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 [ 1No ‘VTNO person directly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the
Disclosing Party. :

If “Yes,” has the person cntered into a court-approved agreement for payment of all support owed and
is the person in compliance with that agreement?

[JYes [1No
B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article I (“Axticle I”)(which the Applicant should
consult for defincd terms (e.g., “doing business”) and legal requircments), 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) ncither 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 offensc involving actual, attecmpted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theft, fraud, forgery,
perjury, dishoncsty or deceit against an officer or employee of the City or any sister agency; and (ii) the
Applicant understands and acknowledges that compliance with Article Iis a continuing requirement for
doing business with the City. NOTE: If Article T applies {o the Applicant, the permanent compliance
timeframe in Article I supersedcs same five-year compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below.

Page 4 of 13




2. The Disclosing Party and, if the Disclosing Party is a legal entity, all of those persons or entitics
identified in Section ILB.1, of this EDS:

a. are not presently debaired, suspendéd, proposcd 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. arenot 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 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 cuvironmental 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 nnder
Section IV, “Disclosure of Subconiractors and Other Retained Parties”);

« any "Affiliated Entity" (mcaning a person or cntity that, dircctly or indirectly: controls the
Disclosing Party, is controlied by the Disclosing Party, or is, with the Disclosing Partly, under
common control of another person or entity. Indicia of control include, without limitation:
interlocking management or ownership; identity of interests among family members, shared facilities
and cquipment; comunon usc of employccs; or organization of a business entity following the
incligibility of a business cntity 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 Contraclors, 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
confrol 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 (o the direction or authorization of a responsible official of the 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 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 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 officcr 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 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 fixcd 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 barrcd from contracting with any unit of state or local government as a result of
cngaging 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 offensc of any statc or of the United States of
Amocrica 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 Forcign 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. 1f the Disclosing Party is unable to certify to any of the above statements in this Part B (Further
Certifications), the Disclosing Parly must explain below:
N/A
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If the letters "NA," the word "Nonc," or no response appears on the lines above, it will be conclusively
presumed that the Disclosing Party certificd to the above statements.

8. To the best of the Disclosing Parly’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 exccution 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 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 employce, 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 (if) 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)

A

[1is +fis not
a "financial institution” as defined in Section 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Code.
2. If 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 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 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 pagos if nccossary):

N/A :
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If the letters "NA," thc word "None," or no response appcars 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

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 employce
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 S 4\

NOTE: If you checked "Yes" to Item D.1,, proceed to Items D.2. and D.3. If you checked "No" to
{tem D.1., proceed to Part E.

2. Unless sold pursuant to a process of competitive bidding, or otherwise permitted, no City
elected official or employce 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 lcgal 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 intcrest within the meaning of this Part D.

Does the Matter involve a City Property Sale?

[}Yes . [ 1No

3. If you checked "Yes" to Item D.1., provide the names and business addresses of the City
officials or employees having such interest and identify the nature of such interest:

Name Busincess Address Natore of Interest

4. The Disclosing Party further certifies tha{ no prohibited financial mtcrc,sr 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 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.

_}_/i_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 slavebolders 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 jnsurance
policies. The Disclosing Party verifics that the following coustitutes full disclosure of all such
records, including the names of any and all slaves or slaveholders described in those records:

SECTION VI -- CERTIFICATIONS FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED MATTERS

NOTE: If the Matter is federally funded, complete this Section VI, If 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 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 if nccessary):

(If no explanation appears or begins on the lines above, or if the letters “NA" or if the word "None"
appear, it will be conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party means that NO persons or entities
registercd under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts on 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 in Paragraph A.1. above for his or her lobbying activitics or to pay any
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 employce of Congress, or an employee of a
member of Congress, in connection with the award of any federally funded contract, making any
federally funded grant or loan, cnlering into any cooperative agrecment, or lo extend, continuc, renew,
amend, or modity any federally funded conlract, 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 inforination sct
forth in paragraphs A.1. and A.2. above.

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

Activitics".

5. If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party must obtain certifications equal in
form and substance to paragraphs A.1. through A4, 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 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?
[]1Yes [ 1No

If “Yes,” answer the three questions below:

1. Have you developed and do you have on file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable
federal regulations? (Sce 41 CFR Part 60-2.)
[]Yes [1No

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?

[1Yes []No

3. Havc you participated in any previous contracis or subconfracts subjcct to the

cqual opportunity clause?
[1Yes []No

If you checked “No” to guestion 1. or 2. above, pleasc provide an explanation:
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SECTION VIT -- ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION,
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE

The Disclosing Party understands and agrees that:

A. The certifications, disclosures, and acknowledgmoents contained in this EDS will become part of any
contract or other agreement between the Applicant and the City in conncetion 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 respcet 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 confracts,
work, business, or transactions. The full 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. If 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 rcscinded or be void or
voidable, and the Cily may pursue any remedies under the contract or agrecment (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.

N,
A}

D. Itis the City's policy to make this document available to the public on its Internet sitc 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 responsc to a Freedom of Information Act request, or
otherwise. By complcting and signing this EDS, the Disclosing Party waives and releascs any possible
rights or claims which it may have against the City in connection with the public release of information
contained in this BDS 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 Djscl.(;sing
Party must supplement this EDS up to the time the City takes action on the Matter. 1f thc 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 respcct to Matters subject to Axticle T of
Chapter 1-23 of the 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.

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that:
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F.1. The Disclosing Party is not delinquent in the payment of any tax administered by the Illinois
Department of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing Party or its Affiliated 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, property taxes or sales taxes.

F.2  IftheDisclosing Pa1l'ty is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party and its Affiliated Entities will not
use, nor permit their subcontractors to 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.

F.3  Ifthe Disclosing Party is the 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.1. and E.2. above and will not, without the prior written consent of the
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 certifications.

NOTE: If the 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.

CERTIFICATION

Under penalty of perjury, the person signing below: (1) warrants that he/she is authorized to executc
this EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) on behalf of the 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 of the date furnished to the City. .
3 Ey REYTP Geneal | LLC —Senies 5

CLO"’&-((M, “005 g P‘ll\*hujll e l LP-. Sgries oA gea2n ol PO,,-+-\(£L(

(Print or type name of Disclosing Party) R Y Cu-‘ruk'\e M_o.nks e 4

<7+ ths  maon~aser
By: %\-\ RY Q'\h"(i\t 4$‘—Pun<\\(o(e Huu_:‘v‘j

(Sifn here) Adosong LEC , its SQ’C

. 3 ' me «\tm_r C
MW‘L‘(\ H(‘k#((f E\{: CQ-,‘H(‘ \L\Q_ Qo\?\‘\t\\ GFQdF L. 7
(Print or type name of person signing) As  sele paemb &~

Chiet Linorend tlflicar

(Print or type title of person signing)

Signed and sworn to before me on (date) Q{/@p ) (0, 0? 0 }6 ,
at /). 4~ County, C )0¢caAd (state). e i
2eAN y C )0 0’ ( ) TAWNEE DAVENPORT

] . NOTARY PUBLIC
e Lyt m A oy v STATE OF COLORADO

;
. NOTARY ID 20144033571

. | R MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUGUST 26. 201
Commission expires: /4 2% ZC)’, ZO/.? i
-/
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CI'TY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX A

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED 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 Parly must disclose whether such Disclosing Party
or any “Applicable Party” or any Spouse or Domestic Partner thereof currently has a “familial relationship” with
any elccted 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 aldennan, the city clerk, the city trcasurer 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, danghter-in-law, stepfather
or stepmother, stepson or stepdaughier, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or half-sister,

“Applicable Party” means (1) all executive officers of the Disclosing Party listed in Section ILB.1.a., if the
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all partners of the Disclosing Party, if the Disclosing Party is a gencral
partnership; all gencral partners and limited partners of the Disclosing Party, if the Disclosing Party is a limited
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party, if the 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, ireasurer 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 department head?

[ ]Yes f%jTNo

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 title of the elected cily official or department head to whom such
person has a familial rclationship, and (4) the 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) 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?

[ 1Yes "] No

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?

[ ]Yes [ 1No l‘/:] 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 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
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.




CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
AND AFFIDAVIT

SECTION I'-- GENERAL INFORMATION

A. Legal name of thé Disclosing Party stibmitting this EDS. Inclade d/b/a/ if applicable:
Bank of America, N.A.

Check ONE of the f'i)l'lm.vi'ng,;t:hree boxes:

Indicate:whether the Disclosing Party submitting this. EDS is:
1. [] the Applicant
OR
2. k] alegal entity holdmg a direct'or.indirect interest in the Applicant. State the. legal name of the
Applicant in which the Dlsclosmg Party holdsan interest: St Edmunds Meadows '—'m'ted Partnership _

OR
3. [] a'legal entity with a'right of control (see Section ILB.1.). State the legal name of the entity in
which-the Disclosing-Party holds a right 6f control:.
. 101 N. Tryon St.

B. Busitiess address of the Disclosing Party:
' Charlotte, NC 28285

! 917-232-2988 . 646-822-5978 .. michelle.militello@baml.com
C. Telephone: Fax: Email: e :

Michelle Militello

D. Name of contact person:

E. Federal Employer Identification No. (if youhav¢ one):™ — - - ____i_

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

Applicant to obtain a loan from the City so that Applicant may repay a loan to the 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.

. . o . . Dept. of Planning and Development
G. Which City agency or department is requesting this EDS? P 9 P

If the Matter is a contract being handled by the City’s Department of Procurement Services, please
complete the following: n/a

Specification # and Contract # 0

Ver. 01-01-12 Page 1 of 13



SECTION II -- DISCLOSURE‘OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS
A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY.

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party?

[] Person (] Lumted hablhty company

[] Publicly registered business-corporation [ ] Limited 11ab111ty partncrshlp

[ Privately held business corporation [] Joint venture

[] Sole: ‘proprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit corporation’

'[] General parmershlp (Is.the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(c)(3))?
[] Limited partnershlp : [1Yes [INo

[_](_ Trust [§ Other (plcasc specxfy)

National Banking Association

2: -Forlegal entities, the state (or foreign country) of incorporation or.organization, if-applicable:

National Banking Association

3. For legal entities ot orgamzed in the-State of Illmms Has the orgamzatlon reglstered to do
business'in the Staté ofIllmoxs as:a foreigi: entxty"

[]Yes [ I'No [§ N/A.
B. IFTHE DISCLOSING PARTY IS‘A LEGAL ENTITY:

1. List below the full names and t'i'_t,l\es of all exécutive officers and all directors of the entity:
NOTE: For iiot-for-profit corporations, also list below all members, if any, which are.legal entities:. If
there are no.such members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar cntmes list below
the legal titleholder (s)- :

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

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

2. Plcase provide the following information concerning each person or cntity having a direct or
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% of the Disclosing Party. Examples
of such an interest include shares in a corporation, partnership interest in a partnership or joint venture,
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interest of a member.or manager in a limitéd liébilitv company or interest of-a benefici:irv-of-a lm__'sf,f L
ectate or other similar Pnhfy ]annr- state “'I\onr\ 4 .
Municipal Code-of Chicago (“Municipal Codu
Ixom any apphcant wluch is, 1casombly mlendcd

; Ngi__ne L - ':_Bus'in"e'ss Ad'ﬁtess

'SI‘CTIO IV - DISCLOQURL Of SUBCO\'TRAC r ORS &'\D ()'1 HI‘R Rh T Al"ll‘ D PARTILS’}- |

The Dnclosmg Party must disclose the name and busmess ‘address of cach subconlxactm ahomcy,
Iobbylsl accountant, consultant and any other person or entity whom the Disclosing Party has relamed
or expccts to retain in connection-with the Matter, as well as the nature of the relationship, and *hc lotal .
amount of the fees paid or estimated to be paid. The Disclosing Party is not required to d:sciosc )
employees who are paid solely through the Disclosing Party’s n_gu]ar payroll.

‘Lobbwsl” nicans any person or cntity who undertakes to influence any legislative or ddmmlsuauve el
action on behalf of any person or cntity other than: (1) a not-for-profit cutity, on an unpaid basis , or (2)
himsclf. “Lobbyist’ also means any person or entily any part of whose duties as an employee of
another includes undcertaking to influence any legislative or administrative action,

If the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosurc is required under this Section, the
Disclosing Party must cither ask the City whether disclosure is requircd or make the disclosure!
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Name‘_(.i'nd'icafe whether  Business - Relationship to Disclosing Party Fees "("ind'icate whether

retained or anticipated Address (subcontractor, attorney, paid.or estimated.) NOTE:
to be retained) lobbyist, etc.). “hourly rate” or.“t.b.d. is
' .fiot an acceptable response.

_Sidley Austin LLP 5 L Attorney _ ~ $5,000 (est.)

One South Dearborn

_ Chlcago IL 60603

Attn: David R. Hill, Esq.

(Add shce’lts' if ne'c.‘es'sar}_i.:)‘?!

_'['__]_' Check lere if the D’isClOsing\t"Paft_y has not retained, hor eXpects to rétaing any such-persons of entitiés.
SECTION ¥V -- CERTIFICATIONS

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT COMPLIANCE

UnderMunicipal Code Section 2:92-415, substantial owners of business.¢ntities that:contract with,
the City must remain.in compliance witli their child support obligations throughout the contract’s term.

Hasany person who directly or indirectly’ owns 10% or'more of the. Disclosing Party ‘been:declared in
atrearage on any child support obligations by any Illinois court-of competent jurisdiction?-

[]Ves [1No [¥ No person directly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the
Disclosing Party.  gee Attached.

If “Yes,” has the person-entered into a court-approved agreement for payment of all support.owed and .
is‘the person ih compliance with that agréement?

[]Yes []No ‘

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

1. ‘Pursuantto Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article 1 (“Article 1”)(which the' Applicant should
consult for defined terms (e.g., “doing business”) and legal requirements), if the Disclosing Party
submitting this EDS"is the_App'licant and is doing business with the City, then the Disclosing Party
certifics 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 offens¢ 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 and acknowledges that compliance with Article T is a continuing requirement for
doing busincss with the City. NOTE: If Article 1 applies to the Applicant, the permanent compiiancc
timeframe in Article I supersedes some five-ycar compliance timcframes in certifications 2 and 3 below.
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2. Tle Disclosing Party and; if the Disclosing Party is a legal-entity, all of those persons or-entities
identified in Section II.B.1. of this EDS:

a. arenot presently debarred, suspended, proposed for débarment; declared ineligible or'Vvoluntarily
excluded from any transactions by any federal; statc or.local unit'of government;:

b. have'not, within'a f1ve~year pcnod precedmg the dite ofithis'EDS, been.convicted of atriminal
.offense, adjudgcd guxlty, orhad. acxwl_]udgment rendered against them in connection with:
obtaining, altempting.to. obtain, or-performing-a public (federal; state or.local) transaction or
contract under-a: publlc transaction; a violation of'federal of state antitrust statutes; fraud;
embezzlement; theft; forgery; bribery; falsification‘oridestruction.of récords; making false
statements; orreceiving’stolen property;

¢. ar¢not presently indicted for, or‘¢riminally-or civilly charged by, a governmental entity (federal,
stateor local) with.committing any of the:offenses. set forth in clause B.2.b. of this Section. Vy

d. havemot, within a five-year pefiod preceding the date of this' EDS, had o or ore public
transactions.(federal, state or local) terminated for'cause or default; and

e. havenot, within:a flve-year period precedmo the date of this’EDS, been convicted, adJudged
guilty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, orin any criminal or civil action,including actions
concernmg environmental violations, instituted by the Clty or by the federal government, any

state; or any other-unit oflocal goveérnment.
I certify the above to be”true

- ‘the Disclosing Party;

s any “'Contra,ctor”'._(meaning any contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in
connection wi't‘h.t'hch'atZter,‘ﬂin'_clﬁdin‘g but.not limited to-all pcrsons or legal entities disclosed under
Section 1V, “Disclosure -of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties™); _

- any "Affiliated Entity" (mcaning 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 contiol iriclude, without limitation:
interlocking 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
incligibility 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 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 the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity or any
other official, agent or cmployee of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity,
acling pursuant to the dircction or authorization of a responsiblc official of the 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 the Disclosing Party
or any. Contractornor any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is signed, or, with
tespect 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 Afﬁhatcd Entity's contract or éngagemént in connection with thie

Matter:

a. bribed or attcmpted 10 bribe,.or been conyicted.or. adjudged guilty of bribery or attemptmg t0
bribe, a pubhc off”cer or emp]oyee ofthe Cxty, the State of Illmms or any agency of thc federa]

or employe_c 5 offxc_xal .q,ap_a.cx_ty,

b. agreed or<colluded with otherbidders or.prospective bidders, orbeen a'party:to any such.
;agreement orbeen convicted or adjudged gmlty of agreement or collusion among bidders or
prospective bidders, in restraint of ﬁecdom of competition by-agreement to bid a fixéd-price or

otherwise; or

¢, madean admzssxon of such‘conduct. dcscnbed in a. or.b. above that is'a matter of record,-but
have.not been prosecuted forsuch conduct or

d. violated the provisions of Municipal Code Section2:92-610.(Living Wage Ordinance).
I certify the above to be true.

4. Neither the. Dlsclosmg Party, Affiliated Entity‘or Contractor,.or any -of their employees, ofﬁcmls
agents or partners, is barred. flom contractmg W1th any unit.of statesor local government as:a result of
engaging inior bemg conv1cted of (1) b1d-r1ggmg in.viclation of 720 1ILCS 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- rlggxng or b!d*rp_tat_m\g_

' I certify the above to be true. \

5. Neither the Disclosing Party nor any Affiliated Entity is listed on any of the following lists-
maintained by the Offi¢e of Foreign Assets Control of the U:S. Department.of the Treasury or the
Burcau of Industry and Security of the U.S. Department of Commerce or their successors: the Specially
De51gnalcd Nationals List, the.Dernied Persous LlSl the Unverified List, the Entity List and the
Debarred List.

I certify the above to be true.

6. The Disclosing Party understands and shall comply with the applicable requirements:of Chapters

2-55 (Legislative: Inspector Gcneral) 2-56 (Inspector General) and 2-156 (Governmental Ethics) of the

Municipal Code.

I certify the above to be true. .
7. 1f 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:
| have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information.
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If the letters "NA," the word "None," .or no.response appears-on. the lines above, it will be conclusively
presinmed that the Disclosing Party certified to. the above statéments.

8. To the bcst.-'of':'ft-hc=Disc'l'os'in\g 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-
monlh pen’od preceding the 'c‘kef:’titidh da‘t'e' of this ED’S'* -an én’iploy'ee, orelected or appointed ‘official,

I have a dlsclosure to make Please see addltlonal mformatlon

9. To'thelbest-ofithe Disclosing Party’s knowledge after'reasonable inquiry, the following is a
complete list-of all-gifis that the. stclosmg'Party lds:; gwcn or caused:to.be given, at.any time: durmg the
12:month period preceding the: .execution date of thls EDS, to'an employce or elected ot appomted
offxcnal :0f the'Gity '6f Chicago.. For' purposes of this statenient, a, “glft” :does:not include:- (1) anythmo
made: gencrally availableto City employees or:to the general publlc or: (u) food or drink providediin the
course ofofficial CJty ‘business:and, havmg aretail value.ofless than:$20 per recipient (if ione; indicate-

with “N/A” or“none”). As to any gift listed below, please-also list'the iame of the City recipient.
F'have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. L

C: ‘CERTIFICATION OF STATUS:AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION

1. The Disclosing Party cerstifies thatthe Disclosing Party (clieck one)

X is [ ]isnot
a “financial institution” as defined in Section 2-32:455(b) of the Municipal Code.

2. Ifthe Disclosihg Party.]1S a financial institution, then the Disclosing Party pledges:
"We are not and will not become a predatory lénder 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 thé Municipal Code. Wé understand that becoming\_a-p_redatory

lender or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilege of doing
business with the City." The Disclosing Party makes the above pledge.

If 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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If the Tetters "NA," the word "None;" or no_response appears on the lines above, it will'be
conclusively presumed.that the Disclosing:Party certificd-to-the-above statements.

D. CERTIFICATION-REGARDING INTEREST'IN CITY BUSINESS.

Any words orterms that are-defined in Chapter.2-156 of the: Mumclpal Code have the same:
meariings when used in this’Part D.

1. Inaccordance with Section 2£156-110 of the Municipal Code: Doés:any official or employce
of'the City'have a:finaricial interést'in his or her owfi'name orin: the name ofsany other:person’ or

'entrty if'the Matter?, o

[]Yes [§ No.
NOTE: If you checked "Yes" to.Jtem D.1,, proceed to, Items D.2. and D.3. If youchecked "No"'to
Ttem D;l‘f.,,procced‘to Part E.

2 Unless sold pursuant to-a process of competmve brddxng, or: otherwrse permltted no Crty

-any other person orentity.in the purchase of any property that (1) belongs to the Crty, or (u) is sold
for taxes or assessments, o, (ii1)s sold by virtue of legal process at the suit of the City (collectively,
*City Property Sale"). Compensatxon for. propcrty ‘taken pursuant to the City's éminent domain power
does not constitute a.financial interest within‘the:meaning of this Part D,

Does the:Matferinvolve a G_it_‘y '-Property Sale?
[]Yes. [1No

3. If youchecked "Yes" to Item D.1., provide the names and business addrESsés' of the City
officials or employces having such interest and identify the nature of such interest:

Name Business Address Nature of Interest

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

E. CERTIFICA’I'I_ON REGARDING SLAVERY ERA BUSINESS

Please check either 1. or 2. below. If the 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 rcquirements may make any contract entered.into with the. City in
connection with the Matter voidable by thie City.

X 1. The Disclosing Party verifies that the Disclosing Party has searchicd any and all records of
the:Disclosing: Party and any and all predecessor-entitics regarding records-of investments or profits
‘from slavery or slaveholder insurance policies-during the slavery.era-(including’i insurance ‘policiés
issuedito slaveholders that provided coverage for damage to.or injury or-death of their slaves), and
the Disclosing Party Has found no'such récords.

2. The stclosmg Party verifies. that, as a résultof. corxductmg the search in step.] above, the:
stclosmg Party has found records of investments or profits from slavery or slaveholder insurance
policies. The Disclosing. Party verifies that the:following constitutes full disclosure of-all such:
records, including-the.names:of any and all'slaves or slavcholdcrs described in those records:

I can, make the verlflcatlon (#1)

SECTION VI -- CERTIFICATIONS FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED MATTERS:

NOTE: If the. Matter is federally fundeéd, complete this.Section V1. If the Matter is not federally
funded, proceed to Section VII. For purposes of this'Section V1tax 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 if necessary):

(If no explanation appears or begins on the lines above, or if the letters "NA" or if the'word "None!
appear, it will be conclusively presumed that the.Disclosing Party means that NO persons or entities
registcred under the Lobbying Disclosure Act 0f-1995 have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the
Disclosing Party with respect to the Matter.)

2. -The Disclosing Partly 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 in{luence or attempt to influence an officer or employce of any agency,as defined by
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employec of Congress, or an cmployee of a
mcmber of Congress, in conncction with the award of any federally funded coniract, making any
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agreement, or to cxtend, continue, rencw,
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 eventithat materially affects the accuracy.of the statements'and information set
forth in.paragraphs A.l. and A.2.above..

4. :"I_‘?ﬂe Disclosing Party certifies thateither: (i) it is notan organization described in section
501(c)(4) of the:Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or (ii) it is an-organization described in section
-501(0)(4) of the.Internal Revenue Code of 1986 but has not engaged and will not engage in "Lobbying:
Activities".

5. Ifthe. Dlsclosmg Party i 1s the. Apphcant the stclosmg Party must.obtain certifications. equal in.
form dnd-substatice'to paragraphs AL thlough A 4. above from:all sibcontractors before it:awards any”
subcontractand the Disclosing: Party ‘must maintain-ail 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 the Matter is federally funded, federal regulations require the Applicant and 4ll proposed
subconttactors to submit the following information with theit bids or in.writing-at the outset of
negotiations, -

Is the Disclosing Patty the Applicant?
[]Yes [ INo
If“Yes,” answer the three questions-below:

1. Have youdeveloped and do you have on file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable
federal regulations? (Sec 41 CFR Part 60-2:).
[1Yes [1No

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

[]1Yes [1No

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts subject to the.

equal opportunity clause?
{]Yes [ 1No

If you checked “No” to question . or 2. above, please provide an explanation:
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SECTION VIL-- ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION,
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE

The Disclosing Party understands and agi¢es that:

A. Thé certifications, disclosures, and acknowledgments contained in:this EDS'will become part:of. any
«contract or other agreement between the Apphcant and the Cxty in connection with the Matter, whether

_procurcment C1ty assistance, or other City action,and are material indiicements 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 reaulatlons onwhich:this EDS is based.

B.. The Cxtys Governmental Ethicsand. Campalgn Financing Ordinances, Chapters 2-156 and 2-164.of
the ‘Municipal’ ‘Code; lmpose «certain duties:and obligations-on: ‘persons.or entxtlcs seeking City contracts,

work, business, -or-transactions. The full text of these ordinances and: a training program is-available on
line at www.gityofchicago.org/Ethics, and may. also. be:obtained. from the City's ‘Board. of Ethics, 740 N,

chdgw:ck St.; Smte 500, Chicago,.IL 60610 (312) 744-9660.. The Disclosing Party: must comply fully
hﬁnhtheapphcabk:ouhnances I acknowledge and consent to the above.

C. Ifthe City determines-thatany: information-provided in this EDS is false, incomplete orinaccurate,
any contract or other agreement in connection with which:it is submitted may be réscinded or bc void or
voidable, and the City may: pursue.any remedzes ‘under-the contract oragreement (lfnot rescmded or
void),-atlaw; or in equity, mcludmg termmatmg the Dlsclosmg Partys parti¢ipation’in the: Matter and/or
declining to: allow the: Dlsclosmg Party to participate in other transactions with the C1ty 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 résponse to a Fréedom-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 against'the Clty in connection with the public release of information
contained in this EDS and also authorizes the: Clty 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. If the Matter is a
contract being handled by the City’s Department of Procurement Scrvices, the Disclosing Party must
update this EDS as the contract requires. NOTE: With respect to Matters subject to Article I of
Chapter 1-23 of the Municipal Codc (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain specified
offenses), the information provided herein regarding cligibility 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 to the above.

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that:
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Folo The Disclosing Party s not debinquent in the payment of any ax admmistered by the [linos
Department of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing Party or its Affiliated Eniiucs delinquentin paying any

fine, fee, tax or other charge vwed to the City. This mcludes, but is not hmued to, all water charges.,

. G S 0 L o T I IV S AT

scwer charges, license fees, parking tickets, property taxes or sales taxes.

I certify the above to be true.
F.2  Ifthe Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosmyg Party and its Affiliated Entities will not
use, nor permit their subconmractors to use, any facility listed by the U.S. E.P:A . on the federal Excluded
Paruces List System ("EPLS") maintained by the U. S. General Services Administration.

I certify the above to be true.
F.3 If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party will obtamn from any
contractors/subcontractors hired or to be hired in connection with the Matter certifications equal in
form and substance to those in F. 1. and F.2. above and will not, without the prior wriiten consent of the

City use anv such contractor/subcontractor that does not provide such cerctifications-orthat the

Disclosing Party has reason (o believe has not provided or cannot provide truthiful certifications.

I certify the zbcve tc be true.
NOTE [7the Disclosing Party cannor certify as to any of the items in F 1 F 2. 0or .3 above, an

explanatory statement must be attached to this EDS.
CERTIFICATION

Under penalty of perjury, the person sianing below: (1) warrants that hesshe s authorized 1o exccute
this EDS and Appendix A (1f apphicable) on behalf of the Disclosig Party. and (2) warrants that afl
certifications and statements contained in this EDS and Appendix A (it apphicable) are true. accurate

and compleie as of the date furnished o the City.

Bank of America, N.A

(Print or iype name of Disclosing Party)
s \\ ‘I y ot | A
Byl N kel

S~ (Sign here)

Michelle L. Militellc

(Print or type name of person signing)

e of nerson yemng)

SLI0)

"OFFICIAL SEAL"
DAVID R. HILL
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 1/5/2019

Nowry Pubhe.
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"CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC- DISCLOSURE STATEM ENT AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX A

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

Thls Appcndlx is to.be ‘completed only by (a) the: Appllcant and (b) any legal entity which. has a direct:
-ownershlp interest in-the Applicant exceedmg 15. percent Itisnot to'be: completed by any legal enttty
which has-only an: indiréct ownership interest in'the Applicant.

Under. Municipal Codé Sectxon 2-154-015,:the: Dlsclosmg Party st disclose whethier such: Dlsclosmg Party:
‘or any, “Apphcable Party” or any Spouse or Domestic. Partner thereof currently has a “familial. relationshi p” with
‘any-elected city official:or departmem head A “fam111al relatlonshlp” exists if; as of the date'this EDS is
signed, the, stclosmg Party or.any: “Apphcable Par 1y’ or any: Spouseor Domestlc Partner thereof is related to-
‘the mayor, any alderman, the city.clerk, the city treasurer or afy city department head as spousc:or dothestic
Jpartner oras.any of. the followmg, whether: by blood:or adoption:.parent, chxld brother or sister;;aunt:or uncle,
‘niece or nephew, grandparent, grandchlld father-in-law, mothér-in-law, son-in-law,. daughtertin-law, stepfather
or stepmotlier, stepson or stepdauglltcr stepbrother or stepsister or-half-brother or half:sister..

“Applicable Party” means (1) all executive officers of the Disclosing Party listedin Section IL.B.1.a,, if the.
stclosmg Party is a corporatron all partners of the Dtsclosmg Party, 1f the Dnsclosmg Party isa general

A -partnershlp, a!l managers managmg members and members of the D:sclosmg Party, if the stclosmg Party isa
limited liability company; (2) all “principal officers of the Disclosing Party; and (3) any person having more than
27.5 percent ownership interest. in.the Disclosing Party. “Prmcxpal officers” means the president, chief’
operating officer, executive dircctor, chief financial officer, treasurér 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 of department head?
[ ]1Yes [*] 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 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
ECONOMICDISCLOSURE STATEMENT:AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX'B

BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEMLANDLORD CERTIFICATION

This. Appendix is to be completed only by (a) the. Appllcant and (b) any legal cntlty
which has a direct. ownershlp interest in the. Apphcant excecding.7.5-percent (an “Owner”)
Itis ot to be completed by any legal'entity- which.has'only an indirect-ownership interest.in

the' Applicant.

1. Pursuantto Municipal,Code Section 2-154-010; is the Applicant or any Owner 1dcnt|ﬁed asa.
buxldmg code'scofflaw-or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-416 of the Mumclpal
Code?

[1vYes . [X]No

‘2. Ifthe:Applicantis-a légal entity publicly traded oni any exchange, is any officer or director.of
the Apphcant identified'as a. building .code scofflaw or- problem landlord pursuant to Section:

2-92-416 of the. Mumcxpal Code?
[ 1Yes [*]No [ 1Not Applicable
3. 1Ifyes'to (1).6r.(2) above, please identify below the name of the person or legal entity

identified as a bunldmg 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
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 I1.B.1

Bank of America, N.A.
Directors

Brian T. Moynihan
Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer, Bank of America Corporation

Charles 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 Executive Officer, Eversource Energy

Frank P. Bramble, Sr.
Former Executive Officer, MBNA Corporation

Lionel L. Nowell, IlI
Former Senior Vice President and Treasurer of PepsiCo, Inc.

Pierre J. P. de Weck :
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 & plc



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
Chief Operating Officer

David C. Darnell
Vice Chairman

Thong Nguyen
President, Retail Banking Co-head, Consumer Banking

Anne M. Finucane
Vice Chairman and Global Chief Strategy and Marketing Officer

Andrea B. Smith
Global Head of Human Resources

Geoffrey S. Greener
Chief Risk Officer

Bruce R. Thompson
Managing Director

Christine P. Katziff
Corporate General Auditor

Paul Donofrio
Chief Financial Officer



BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
SECTION lI(A) Disclosure of Ownership Interests

The disclosing Party operates as a national bank association incorporated under the laws of the United States
and subject to examination by the Office of the Comptroller of Currency.

SECTION Il --Business Relationslhips 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 reguiators, 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 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 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 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(8B)(2) b, ¢ 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 1V.

a, b and ¢ — 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 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 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 VII - 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.

F1.

Representatives and agents of BAC or its affilates 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 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.
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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
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
tormal 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 tiability 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




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 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
couid 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 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 Scgrcgated 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 secondlien (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 compiaint 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 of five sccuritizations 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. Plaintitfs 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 sceks 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 denicd 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 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 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 Aprili 2009. As part of the
Commission’s procedurcs, 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
impose a fine and require appropriate remedial measures.

Fontainebleau 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 ail 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 summary judgment 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.
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In re Bank of Amcrica Securities, Derivative and Employee Retirement
Income Sccurity 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.,
tnc. (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. Count 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 Consolldated
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 rclated to merchant acceptance of payment
cards at the point of sale were unreasonable restraints of trade Plaintiffs sought
unspecified damages and injunctive relief.




On October 19, 2012, defendants settled the matter. The settiement 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 alt 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 (iil) 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 Sccond 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
judgmentin 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 Forcign 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 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 withthe 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/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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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 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 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.

Mortgage-backed Securities Litigation

The Corporation and its affiliates, Countrywide entities and their affiliates, and
Merril! 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 sccurities 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, seck rescission.
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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 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 summary judgment with respect to two Countrywide trusts that were to be
part of a bellwether trial.

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.

Luther Class Action Litigation and Related Actions

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. Countrywlde 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




Lynch and a number of refated 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 secks, 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 intotwo separate complaints, filing an
amended complaint in the origina! 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.

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 poo! 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 [eave 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

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 remaining Trusts, and until July 15, 2015 to
demand complaints on the final three Trusts.

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 Amcrica,
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 count 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'Donnell Litigation

On February 24, 2012, Edward O'Donnel! 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 Dol 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 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 al.

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 resuilting 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 Generailly 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 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 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 coilateralized 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 settie 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 Merrifl 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
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 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.
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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
muiti-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 the Matter is a contract being handled by the City’s Department of Procurement Services, please
complete the following: n/a

iSpccif‘ication # and Contract #

Ver, 01-01-12 Page [.of 13
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SECTION II -- DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS
A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY

I. Indicate the nature of the:Disclosing Party:

[ ] Person [] Limited: hablllty company

[] Publicly-registeréd busmcss corporation [ ] Limited hablhty partncrshlp

&) Prlvately held business corporation [] Joint venture

[] Sole’ propnetorshlp [ ] Not-for-profit corporation

'[ ] General partnershlp (Is the not-for-profit coTporation also a 501(¢)(3))?
[ 1 Limited: partnershlp [1¥es [INo

[] Trust [] Other (please specify)

2. For legal entities, the state (orforeign country)of incorporation or.organization, if applicable:

Delaware

3.  For legal entities not organized in:the'State o_f‘jIl)liﬁo'iS: Has fhe'Qrg"an'fzatibn--rcgister'ed?tb-db‘
business:in the Staté of Illinois: as a for€ign-entity?

[]Yes X No [ IN/A
B. IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY:

1. Listbelow the fullnames 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. If
there are no-such members write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar entities, list below
the legal titleholder(s).

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

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

2. Plcase 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
of such an interest include shares in a corporation, partnership interest in a partnership or joint venture,
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axy of a. txu>1

mtucsl of a member or manager-in a lmntcd hdblllt);_(.()‘mpanv or mtcn.st of a bemﬁc
estatc or other similar entity. I{none, st'ltc ]\aom, NO!
o ’\/Iummpal Codc of Ch:moo ( Mumupal (,ode“) the

T yon Street

Cha lotte

NC.58255.

(:J'No’ ___-see_.-_.At_tachjed_.'.

ip(c)

' --'-=_1e]duonsn

SI‘CTIOI\ IV - DISCLOSURE'OI‘ SUBC()’\’TRA-_ \_‘OR U\D OIHER RE'IAINLD PARTI]’S

The Dlsclomng Pdlly must dxsclmc the name and busmeas addrcss of cach subcontractor, atiorney,

lobbyist, accountant, consultant and any other person or. cnlxlv whom ‘the Dls\,losmo Party has retained

Or_£XpECts o retain in connection wuh the Matter, as wellas tlie. nature of the relationship. and the total
amount of the fees pdld or csnmatcd to be paid. The Dlsclmmo Party is not u,quncd to d.SClQbC
employccs who are paid solcly through.the stclosmg Pdny regular payroll.

“Lobbyist” means any person or cntity who undertakes o influence any legislative or administrative
action on behalf of any person or entity other than: (1} a not-for-profit eniity, on an unpaid basis, or (2)
himsclf. “Lobbyist” also mcans any person or entily any part of whose dutics as an employee of

another includes undertaking to influence any legislative or administrative action.

Jf the Disclosing Party is unccertain whether a disclosurc is required under this Section, the
Disclosing Party must cither ask the City 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, atforney, paid or estimated;) NOTE:
to be retained): lobbyist, etc.) “hourly.rate” or“tb.d>” is

' : g ' ‘not an acceptable response.

(Add shests if nccossary)

[ Check here if the Disclosing Party has not retained, nor-expects to retainy/any such-persons or entitics.
SECTION V -- CERTIFICATIONS - :

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD.SUPPORT COMPLIANCE

Under Municipal Code Section 2-92-415, substantial owners of bugsinessientities that'contract with
the City must rémain‘in compliance with their child support obligations.throughout'the contract’s term:

Has any person who directly ot indirectly owns 10% or more of etllezD'iScIOS'iﬂ_g Party been declared in
arrearage on-any child:support obligations by any Illinois court.of competent jurisdiction?-

[]Yes [JNo No person directly orindirectly:owns:10% or more of the-
- Y
Disclosing Party. gaa Attached. “

If:“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 See Attached Additional Information, including Litigation and Regulatory
Matters.

1. Pursuantto Municipal Code Chapter 1-23, Article 1 (“Article I”)(which t'he'.A,_pplicant should
¢onsult for defined terms (c.g.,.“doing business™) and legal requirements), if the D_is'closi'ng:Partjy
submitting this EDS'is tlre 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 ad_mitted"guilt of, or has ever been convicted of, or placed under supervision for, any
criminal offense involving actual, attcmpted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theft, fraud, forgery;
perjury, dishonesty or.deceit against an officer or employee of the City or anysiéter'agencﬁy; and (i1) the
Applicant understands aid 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 Article I supersedes some five-ycar compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below.
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2: The stclosmg Party and; if-the stclosmg Party"i is a legal-entity, all-of those persons-or entities
identified in-Section II.B. 1. of this EDS:

b. have not,within-a- five-year. period preceding the date of: this EDS, been conwcted of a‘criminal
.offense adjudged guilty, or- had a civil Judoment rendered agamst them in connection with::
obtaining,. attemptmg to obtain, or performmg apublic (federal, state or. local)-transaction or
contract undera: pubhc transaction;.a violation of federal ot state antitrust statutes; fraud;
-embezzlément; theft; forgery; bribery; falsification or destruction of records; making falsg
statements; or-receiving:stolen property;

€. ‘@remnot presently indicted for, or crlmmally or civilly charged by, a. govemmental entity- (federal,
state’or. local) with: commlttmg any of the-offenses set forth/in clause B.2:b..of this:Section’ V

d. havenot, within afive-year period preceding the date of this EDS, had one or more publi¢
transactions (federal, state or local) terminated for cause or defdult; and:

€. have not, within-a five-year period preceding the date of this EDS, been convicted, adJudgcd
guxlty, of found:liable-in a civil'proceeding; or'in any criminal or civil. action, mcludmg actions
concerning environmental violations, instituted by the City-or by‘the;federal. government any
state, orany otherunit of local government. o
I certify the above to be true.

3:, The certifications in subparts -3, 4 and'5 concern:

» the Disclosing Party,

any’ “Contractor” (meaning any.contractor or subcontractor used by the Dlsclosmg Party in
connection with.the Matter, including but not limited to-all persons.or legal entities disclosed under:
Section 1V, “Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retamed Parties™);

+ any "Affiliated Entity” (mcaning a person or entity that, directly or indirectly: controls the
Disclosing Rarty, is controlled by the Disclosing Party; or is, with-the Disclosing Party, under
common control of another person or entity. Inditia of control iriclude, without limitation:
mterlockmg 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.
incligibility ofa business entity to do business with federal or state or local government, including
the Cily, using substantially the same management, ownership, or principals as the ineligible entity);
with respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Entity means a person ot entity that directly or
indirectly controls the Contractor, is'controlled by 1, 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 dircction or authorization of a responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any
Contractor or any Affiliated Entity (collcctively "Agents™").
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Ncither the Disclosing Party, nor any Contractor, nor any Affiliated Entity of either the stclosmg Party
or any-Contractornor.any Agents have, during the five years before the date this EDS is signed; or, with
'_respcct to.a Contractor, an:Affiliated Entity, or an Affiliated.Entity of.a Contractot: during'the five. years;
before the date of such Contractor's or Affiliated: Entxty s contract-or engagement. in connection with the:

Matter:

a. bribed or-attempted:to bribe, or been convicted or adjudged guilty of bribefy‘o'f‘attelhpt'ing: 10
bribe, a public officer orremployee of the City, the State of Hlinois; or any-agency of the federal
government-or;of dny-state: or\Iocal government in-the United States of America;in that officer's

or employee's official capacity;

b. \agreed orscolluded-with other bidders or. prospective:-bidders, orbeen a party to any: such.
agreement or been convicted or adjudged: omlty of agreemenl or collusion among bidders or
prospective bidders, in restraint of freedom-of competltwn by agreementito bid a.fixed price or

otherwise; or.

c. made-an admission-of: such: conduct.described’i in a. or: b above that-is a:matter of record, ‘but
have notbeén: prosecuted for'such conduct; or

d. violated the provisions of Municipal Code Section 2-92-610° (Living: Wage Ordmance)
I certify the above to be true.

-4, Neither the. Dlsclosmg Party, Affiliated Entity or Contractor, or any of thexr employees ofﬁcxals R
dgentsior partners, is barred ﬁom contracting with any ‘unit. of statesor.local government:as a result of
éngaging inor- bemg conv1cted of(l) bid- -rigging in violation‘of 720 1LCS 5/33E-3; (2) bid- rotatmg 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.

I certify the above to be true. S -

5. Neither the Disclosing Party nor any Affiliated Entity is listed on any-of the following lists’
maintained by the Office of Foreign Asscts:Control of-the:U.S. Department of the Treasuryor. the
Bureau of Industry.and Security of the U.S. Department of Commerce ot their successors: the Spemally
Designated Nationals List, the. Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the Entity List and the.
Debarred List.

I certify the above to be true.

6. The Disclosing Party understands and shall comply with the-applicablerequirements of Chapters

2-55 (Legislative: Inspcctor General), 2-56 (Inspector General) and 2-156 (Governmeéntal Ethics) of the

Municipal Code.

I certify the above to be true.
7. If the Disclosing Party is unable to certify to any of the above statements in this Part B (Further

Certifications), the Disclosing Party must cxplain below:
| have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information
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If the-letters:"NA," the word "None," or no responsé appears on the lines above, it will be: conclusively
presumed that the Dlsclosmg Party certified tothe above statements..

8. To the best ofithe D'isclosing Party’s knowledge after reasonable. inqu'iry, the following is a
;complete list:of all current. employecs of the Disclosing Party who were, at.any time during: the 12-
month-period: preceding the execution date of this EDS; anvcmployee ot elected or-appointéd official,

of the City of Chicago.(if none; indicate with “N/A” of “none”
I have a dlSClOSure to make Please see addmonal mformatlon

9.. To'thebest of the Disclosing Party’s.knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the- followmg is.a
complete list-of all'gifls thiat the Disclosing Party has-given or caused to'be given, atany titrie: durmg the
12-mgiith period precedmg the execution date of this EDS, to.an employce orelected or. appomted
offxclal ofthe Clty of: Chlcago For purposes of:this statement, a “glft” does:notinclude:: (1) anythmg

made gcncrally available:fo City: employees or. to the general pubhc or:(ii) food or.drink providedin- the
course of official City business and havmg 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 theCity récipient.
| have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information.

€. CERTIFICATION OF STATUS AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION
1. The Disclosing Party:certifies that:the Disclosing Party (check one)
[ Lis 4 is not
a "financial institution" as défined 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 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 dcfmcd in Chapter 2-32 of the Municipal Code. W¢ understand that becoming a predatoty
lender or bccommg an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilege of doing
business with the Cily." The Disclosing Party makes the above pledge. .

If 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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: :_Ifthc lcltels “NA . thc "» ord onc’ "Brno rcspomc appcaxs on thc 1mcs abo»c St will be:
'__—-.concluslvclv pxcsumcd hal ‘the. D:sclosmo Pdrtv cemflcd to the above statements. = .-

B :"_D CERT IFICA]

IO‘\I REGARDING IN -IZRIZSF I\ CITY_B . SH\F.SS

s 501d pureuam to proc s.of uompctm\ € b:ddm'-
manc;al m\grx,st in hm or hcr wrn name or i %thc name C

'Cxty Plopeny S'ﬂc )
o -’doc_s not constltutc a fmanc1

n rc:,l wrthm the mummU 01‘ lhls Part D’

"Pr(.)'p:_iiefr;ty ‘Sale_’?

L 'Dojé‘s th_c z\/l\;atl_e;i'--involv_e’_'a Cit

[tes ' ":-'-[':-] No

3. ifyou chccked ”Yes" to- Hcm D 1., provide the names and bLI.)lll&.SS addressc:. of

of'hcmls or emplmrces havxm7 such interest and identify the nature of such mtcust

Name " o anmeb\ Address . Nmurc of_Interes't

4. The Disclosing Party further certifics that no prohibiied financial interest in the Matter will

be acquired by any City official or employee.
£, CERTIFICATION REGARDING SLAVERY ERA L FUSINESS

Ploasc check either 1. or 2. below. if the Disclosmg Party ¢he ccks 2., the Disclosing Party must
disclose below ormn an ’llm()lllll\.ﬂl to this EDS ail mformation required by paragraph 2. Failure lo



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. TheDisclositig Party verifies that the Disclosing Party, has searctied any:and all records of
the Disclosing:Party and any and all predecessor entitics regarding records of investments.or profits-
from slavery or. slaveholder insurance polxc1es 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 hag found no such récords.

_ The stclosmg Party verifies that, as a result-of‘conducting thie search instep-1 above the:
D:sclosmg Party has found records of investments or profits from slavery or.slaveholder i insurance
policies. The Disclosing. Party:verifies that the following constitutes full disclosure of all such’

- records, including the names of any and all slaves-orislaveholders described in those records:
I can make the verification (#1)

SECTION VI -- CERTIFICATIONS FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED. MATTERS:

NOTE: If the Matter is:federally funded, complete. this Section V]. If 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 obligations of the Gity are not-féderal funding.

A. CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING
1. List.below the names of all persons or entities registered under the federal Lobbying

Disclosure Act 0f1995 who have madé lobbying:-contacts on behalf of the Disclosinig Party with
respect to- the. Matter: (Add sheets if necessary):

(If no explanation appeats or begins on the lines above, or if the lettérs "NA" or if the’ word "None"
appear, it-will be conclusively presumed that the Disclosihg Party means that NO persons or entities
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made lobbying contacts-on 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 in Paragraph A.1l. above for his or her lobbying activities.or to pay any '
person or entity to influence or attempt to influence an officer or employce of any agency, as defined by
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a
mcmber of Congress, in connection with the award of any federally funded contract, making any
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agreement, or to extend, continue, rencw,
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 guarter in.
-which there occurs any cvent that materially affects the accuracy of the statements and information set
‘forth in-paragraphsA.l: and A.2, above.

4. 3The-:D.isclo’sig‘g 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(0)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 but has not engaged and will hot engage in "Lobbymg
‘ActivitiesY.,

5. If theDisclosing Party i is ‘the Appllcant the Dlsclosmg Patty must. Obtain‘certifications equa[ in
form @nd substance:to paragraphs Al thxouch A 4. above from all subcontractors.before it awards any
subcontractand the DlSClOSlﬂg Party must maintain-ail such subcontractors’ certifications for-the
duration’of the Matter and: must makesuch certifications promptly available to the:City Upon request.

B. CERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL.EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY

If the Matter is federally funded; federal regulations require the Applicant and all. proposed
subcontractors to submitithe followmg information- with their bids-or-in wr1tmg at the outset of
negotlatlons

Is'the'Pisclosing Party the-Applicant?

[]Yes [1No
If “Yes,” answer the three-questions below:

1. ‘Have you developed and do you have on file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable
federal regulations? (Sec41 CFR Part 60-2.)

[]Yes [ INo

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 requircments?

[]Yes -+ - [1No -

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

[]Yes [1No

If you checked “No” to question 1. or 2. above, pleasc provide an explanation:
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SECTION VII.-- ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION,
COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE

The'Disclosing Party understands and agrees that:

A, The certifications, disclosures, and .acknow_ledgmcnts;con‘t'a'_i'ne\d in this EDS will become part.of:any
contract or, other agreement between the App‘_licaht".an'd the City-in-connection:with the Matter, whether
procurement, 'Cify assistance,:or other City action, and aré material inducements to the-City's execution
-of‘any contract or taking:other action with respect to-the Matter. The DISC]OSIHg Party understands that-
it-must comply. with all;$tatutes, ordmances, and regulanons on which this EDS is based.

‘B.. The City's Governmental Ethics-and Campaign Financing Ordinances, Chapters 2:1596 and 2-164 of
the:Municipal ‘Code; impose-certain duties and obligations-on‘persons or entities secking City contracts,
work, business,.or transactions. The full text:of these ordinarices and a training program,is available:on
line at. WWW. Gityofchicdgo.oig/Ethics, and may also be obtained from the City's Board \\ff’Ethws 740'N.

Scdgwnck St Su1te 500 Chlcago IL 60610, (312) 744:9660.. The. Dlsclosmg Party:must comply fully
‘“uﬂltheapphcabkzonhnanccs I acknowledge and consent to the above.

C: If the City'determines-that any-information provided in this EDS is false, incomplete orinaccurate,
any-contract.or.other agreement.in connection with which it is submitted may-be réscinded or be'voidor
voidable, and'the City may pursue any remedies under the contract.or. agreement (lf not rescmded or
void), at law; or in: equity, mcludmg termmatmo the stclosmg Partys par txcxpatlon in'the Matter and/or
declining to- allow the stclosmg Party to-participate in‘other transactions.with the. C1ty Remedies: at
law for a false statement of material fact may include incarceration-and an.award to-the City of'treble

damages.

D. Itis 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 pubhc on the Internet, in résponse-to a Freedom of Information Act. Tequest, or
otherwxse By completing and signing: this EDS, the Disclosing Party waives and releases-any; possxble
.nghts 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 current. In the event of changes, the Disclosing
Party must supplement this -EDS up to the time the City takes action on the Matter. If the 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 I of
Chapter 1-23 of the Municipal Codc (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 to the above.

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that:
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F.1.  The Disciosing Party is not delinquent in the payment of any tax administered by the Illinois
Department of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing Party or its A ffiliated Entities delinquent in paying any
tine, fee. tax or other charge owed to the City. This includcs, butis not limited to, all water charges,
scwer charges, license fecs, parking tickets, property taxes or sales taxes.

I certifythe above to be true.
F.2  If the Disclosing Party 1s the Applicant, the Disclosing Party and its Affiliated Entities will not
use, nor permit their subcontractors to use, any facitity listed by the U.S. E.P.A. on the federal Excluded
Partics List System ("EPLS") maintained by the U. S. General Services Admm:strauon

I cercify the above to be true.
FF.3  Ifthe Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party will obtain from any
contractors/subcontractors hired or to be hired in councction with the Matter certifications equal in
form and substance to those in [.1. and F.2. above and will not, without the prior written consent of the

S _____Cny,mmnmch;QMmmdmbmmmmoLmaLdacsmmmmdmchﬁmﬁ cations orthatthe

Disclosing Party has reason to believe has not provided or cannot provide truthful certilications.
I certify the above to be true.

NOTE: If the Disclosing Party cannot certify as to any of the items in F.1., F.2. or F.3. above, an
cxplanatory 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 and Appendix A (if applicable) on behalf of the 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 of the date furnished to the City.

BANA Holding Corporation

(Print or tvpu mnn of D1 closmn Party)

. SA Mz;f

(Sign hire)

Phillip A. Wertz

(Print or type name of person signing)

Associate General Counsel & Senior Vice President

(Prini or type title of person signing)

{stule).

"OFFICIAL SE

NOTARY PBAWD R. HiLL AL
BLIC, STATE OF ILLIN

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 1/5/20(?98

Notary Public.
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CITY OF CHICAGO.
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND-AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX:A

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

This Appendlx is to be completed only by (a) the- Apphcant -and (b) any legal entxty which has a direct
ownership interest in the Apphcant exceeding 7.5 percent. Ttismot to.be completed by any:legal enuty
‘which has only an: mdlrect ownershlp interest in the Applicant.

or any “Apphcable Party" or- any Spouse or Domestlc Partner thereof currently has a “famlhal relatxonshlp wlth.
any. elected city offi cxal or department head A “fam1hal relat:onshlp" exists'if, as of the' date thxs E__DS 1s

‘the mayor, any alderman the. cxty clerk the cuy treasux eror any exty department head as spouse of: domestxc
jpartner.or as.any. of the following, whether by blood ‘or adoption: parent, child, brother-or. sister, aunt or uncle,
niece or nephiew, grandparent; ‘grandchild; fathier-in-law, mother-in-law, son-in-law, . daughter-in-law, stepfather
of stepmother, $tépson or stepdaugliter, stepbrother or stepsister or half-brother or half:sister..

“App]xcable Party” mearis.(1) all executive.officers. of the Disclosing Party listed in Section ILB. .., if the:
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 Party;’ if theiDisclosing. Party is a limited
partnership; all. managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party; if the stclosmg Party isa
limited liability company; (2yall: pnncnpal officers of'the Disclosing Party; and (3)-any person having more: than,
:a 7.5 percent ownership interest in the Dlsclosmg Party. “Principal officers” means the president, chief’
‘operating officer, executive dircctor; 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 department head?

[ ]Yes [*] No

If'yes, please Ldentxfy below (l) the name and title of such person, (2) the name of the legal cntlty to.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.
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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 Apphcant and (b) any legal entity

which has a direct ownershnp interest-in.the Applicant exceeding. 7.5 ‘percent (an “0wner”)
Itis fiot to-be completed by any Iegal entlty ‘which has only an indirect ownership:interestin
the Applicant,

1.

Pursuant to Municipal Code Section2-154-010; is the Applicat ¢r-any Owner 1dent1ﬁed asa

_bulldmg code’scofflaw or problem Jandlord ‘pursuant to Section 2-92-416 of the Mumcxpal

Code?
[ .]Yes: [x]No

If the Applicant is:a legal entity pubhcly traded on any exchange is any officer-or director of

the. Applicantidentified as a.building code scofflaw or. problem landlord pursuant to Section-

2-92-416 of the Municipal Code?
[ Yes [X]No: [ ] Not Applicable

If yes'to (1) or (2):above, please identify below the name of the person or legal ¢ntity-
identified as a bunldmg codeiscofflaw or-problem landlord and the address of the: bulldmg or-

buildings to whichthe perlinént codé violations apply.

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONST ITUTES 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.



BANA HOLDING CORPORATION
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

LIST OF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS

Board of Directors

Greener, Geoffrey
Laughlin, Terrence 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 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.

Costamagna, Christine

Gilliam, Allison L.
Johnson, Colleen O.
Tai, Nina

RESPONSE TO SECTION II.B.1
BANA Holding Corporation

3/24/2015

Chairman of the 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
Assistant Secretary



BANA HOLDING CORPORATION
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
SECTION Il --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 fuil 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 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 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 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 fited
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 1s 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, cand 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 V.

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

SECTION V(4): Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, ¢ 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 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 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 VIl — 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 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 writingj that requires all employees to disclose any outside
activities and relationships that may pose a conflict of interest with BAC and its activities.
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Litigation and Regulatory Matters

In the ordinary course of business, the Corporation and its subsidiaries are
routinely defehdants 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. f

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 eventua! 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
cvaluation, 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 matteris decmed to be both probable and




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 betow. 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 {0ss 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 opcrations 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-ien (and in one pool, first-lien)
HELOCs, first-lien subprime home equity loans and fixed-rate secondlien
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 ctaims 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 foans. 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.

Europcan 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 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
impose a fine and require appropriate remedial measures.

Fontainebleau 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 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 summary judgment 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 settied 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.
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Inre Bank of America Securities, Derivative and Employee Retirement
Income Sccurity 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 contemporancous with the Corporation’s acquisition of Merrill Lynch & Co.,
Inc. (Memill 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
Sccurities 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 Aprit 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 settiement of the Consolidated Securities Class Action. On.
February 3, 2015, the deadline for fifing 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.




On October 19, 2012, defendants settled the matter. The settlement provides
for, among other things, (i) payments by defendants to the class and individuat
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 (iif} 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 agrecments from the main
Interchange litigation, the Corporation remains liable for any settlement or
judgmentin 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 Do), 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. Doliar 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 seck compensatory, treble and punitive damages, and injunctive relief.

In a series of rulings, the count 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 coopecrating 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 US. 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 consotidated 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 aliege 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 denicd 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 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 centain 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 aflegedly 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 complaint. On
February 6, 2014, plaintiffs appealed the denial of thcir motion to amend to the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit.

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 someinstances, seek rescission.
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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).

Fedcral 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 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 summary judgment with respect to two Countrywide trusts that were to be
part of a bellwether trial.

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.

Luther Class Action Litigation and Related Actions

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 w
Countrywide Financial Corporation, ct 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 complaintin 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




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 securitics 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 Apni 17, 2014, the court
granted in part and denied in part defendants’ motion to dismiss the complaint.
Prudential thereafter split its claims intotwo 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.

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 alt 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 (alieged 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. 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 brecaches of representations and warranties.

U.S. Bank Summonses with Notice

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

Lending, Inc., Merrll 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 seck 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 untif March 3, 2015 to demand the
complaint with respect to one of the remaining Trusts, and until July 15, 2015 to
demand complaints on the final three Trusts.

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
satisty 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
tor 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'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 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 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 al.

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; (iii) misrcpresented 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 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 & Bencfit 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 thc wake of publiciy-avaitable
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 foreciosed, 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 scttle 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 (MUS) in Tokyo District Court.
The claim concerns Takefuji's purchase in 2007 of credit-hinked 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
concerning the notes.

On July 19, 2013, the Tokyo District Court issued a judgment in defendants’
favor, a decision that Takefuji subscquently 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 JPY 14.5 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:
A. Legal name of the Disclosing Party-subnitting this EDS. Include d/b/a/ if applicable:

BAC North America Holding Company

Chetk ONE of the following three boxes:

. Indicate:whether the Disclosing Party submitting:this EDS is:
I. [] the Applicant |
2. k] alegalentity holding a ditect:or indirect interest in‘the*Applicant. State the legalname of thi¢

Applicant in which the Disclosing Party holds:an interest: St Edmunds Meadows Limited Partnership
OR
3. [] alegal entity with a right of control'(see Section IL.B.1.). 'State the legal name of the entity in
which the Disclosing. Party holds a riglit'of:control:.
101 N. Tryon St.

B: Business addrg’ssf:qf 't}"_ie ~D\i'sc105ing-'1’..arty:%

Charlotte, NC 28285

_ . 917-232-2988 646-822-5978 ... michelle.militello@bam!}.com
C. Telephone: Fax: _ Email: e

Michelle Militello

D. Name of contact person:

m e A AR

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 umit 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 requésting this. EDS?

If the Matter is a contract being handled by the City*s Department of Procurement Services, please
-complete the following: n/a

Specification # and Contract #

Ver, 01-01-12 Page 1 of 13



SECTION II -- DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS
A. NATURE OF THE DISCLC'S'ING'PART_Y

1. Indicate the nature of the Disclosing Party:"

[] Person [1: Lumted habllxty company

LY Pub__hqu regxstcred busmcss coxporanon (] Liriited: l1ab1hty partnershxp

Ry Prwately held business corporation [ ] Joint venture:

[ ]. Sole proprietorskip [ ] Not-for-profit corporation

'[ ] General partnerslnp (Is the nat-for-profit.corporation.also a 501(c)(3))?
[ ] Limited. partnershlp ‘ [1¥es [INg

[ ) Ttust [ ] ‘Othier (pleasé specify)

2. 'Forlegal entities; the state (or foréign.couniry) of incorporation:or.organization, if applicable:

Delaware

3.. For legal entitiés'not ofganized, in.thie State” of Illmons Has the orgamzatxon registered to do
business:in the State of. Illmoxs as-a foreign:eitity?-

[]Yes X No [IN/A
B. IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY IS'A LEGAL ENTITY:

1. List below the full natnes. and titles of all exécutive officers and all. directors of the entity.
NOTE: For not-for-profit corporations, also'list below all members, if any, which are:legal entities. If
there are'no such membeérs, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar-entities, list below
the lcgal tuleholdex(s)

If 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 meinber,
manager or any otheér person or entity that controls the.day-to- -day management of the Disclosing Party.
NOTE: Each legal entity listed below must submit an.EDS onits 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
of such an interest include shares in a corporation, partnership interest in a partnership or joint venture,
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Name (md:cate whether  Business. - ~’Relati0nship"to Disclosing Party, Fees (indicate'whether
retalned or anticipated Address (subcontractor, attorney, paid or estimated,) NOTE:
o be retained): lobbyist; etc.) ' “hourlyrate” or “t.b.d.” is

' S ‘not dil acceptable résponse.

(Addsheets iﬁ'-ﬁc;;‘c.‘c.ssary)

[¥ Check here if the Disclosing Party has not retained, nor expects fo:tetain; any:such persons:or entities.
SECTION V -- CERTIFICATIONS.

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 comipliance with.theif child support obligations throughoiit:the contract’s term:

Has any person . who: diréctly-or indirectly owiis 10% o1 more of the Disclosing Party- ‘been declared in
arrearage.on‘any child’ support obligations: by any. Illinois-court of competent_)urlsdlctlon‘?

[]¥es []No [>9 No person directly or indirectly;owns.10% or.more of the
Distlosing Party. See Attached.

If:“Yes;” has thc person entered into a court-approved agreement for payment'of all support owed and
is‘the person’in compliance with that agreément?

[]Yes []No "

See Attached Additional Information, including Litigation and Regulatory

B. FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS Matters.

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 rcqunements) if the Dlsclosmg Party
subm1ttmg 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 offensc involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to comniit 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 and acknowledges that compliance with Article T is a continuing requircment for
doing business with the City. NOTE: If Articlc 1 applies.to the Applicant, the permanent compliance
timeframe in Article I supersedes some five-ycar 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
identified in‘Section I1.B.1. of this EDS:

a. -are-notpresently debarred, suspendéd, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible ot voluntarily
excluded from any transactions by any federal, statc 6r local unit of goverriment;’

b. ‘have'not, within a five-year: pcnod precéding, thie. daterof this/EDS, been convicted -of a criminal-
:offense, adjudgcd guilty, or’ hada cwxljudoment rendered agamst them'in connection with:.
.obfaining, attempting toobtain, or performmg apublic:(federal; state or local) transaction or
‘contract undera publxc transaction; a violation of federal ot state antitrust statites; fraud;
-embezzlement; theft; forgery; bribery; falsificationoridestruction of records; .m,algng\,fals_c
statements; or receiving stolen property;

¢, atenot presently indicted for, or crlmmally or cwxlly charged by, a governmental entxty (federal,
‘state or. local) with:.committing any of the:offenses setforth in clause B.2.b..of this:Section. V-

d. have:not, within-a five-year period precedmo the date.of this: EDS; lad one or more public
transactions (federal, state orlocal) terminated. for cauise. or default and

e; -have'fiot,-within a five-year penod préeceding the.date.of this'EDS, been convicted, adJudged
gullty, or found liable in a civil proceeding, orin any-criminal or’ civil action, mcludmg actions
concernmg environmental violations, instituted by the City or by the federal government, any
state, or any other-unit of-local government.

I certify the above to be true.
3. The cértifications in subparts 3,4 and’5 ¢oncern:

sthe 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 1V, “Disclosurc-of Subcontractors and Otlier Retained Parties”);’

- any "Affiliated Entity" (meaning a.person or entity that, directly or indirectly:-controls the
Disc¢losing 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, without limitation:
‘-mterlockmg management or ownership; ideritity of interests among: famlly members,.shared facilities
and equipment; common use of employees; or organization of a business cntity following the
ineligibility of'a busincss entity to do business with federal or state or.local government, including
the City, using substantially the same management, ownership, of 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, 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 dircction or authorization of a responsible official of the 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 the Disclosing Party
or any Contractornor 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 Contractor ‘during the five yéars
before the date of such Contractor's or Affiliated Entity's contract or"e'ng_agemént'i'n'.CO'nne‘ction with.the
Matter:

a. bribed orattempted to bribe, orbeen convicted or-adjudged gullty of:bribery or attempting to
bribe, a public officer or employee of the City, the:State of Ilhnms -Or any: agency of the; federal
government or.of ‘any state or.local government in the United States of" Amcnca in that officer's

or employec's. official capacity;

B.. agreed or:colluded with other'bidders or prospective’ bidders,.orbeen 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 competmon by-agreement to bid a fixed.price or

otherwise; or.

c. madéan admission of suc¢h:conduct:describéd in a..0r'b: above:thatis'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).
I certify the above to be true.

4. Neither the Disclosing Party, Affilidted:Entity or Contractor, or. any of their employecs, officials,
agentsior parters, is barred from contracting with‘any unitofistate-or. Jocal government:as a result of
¢ngaging in.or- bemg 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.-

I certify the above to be true.

5. Neitherthe Disclosing Parly 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
Buréau of Industry and Security of the U.S. Department of Commerce or their successors: the Specially
D'_'esighatad-Natio’nals List, the' Denicd Persons List, the Unverified List, the Entity List and the
Debarred List. |

I certify 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'(Governmental Ethics) of the
Municipal Code.

I certify the above to be true.
7. If the Disclosing Party is unable to certify to any of the above statements in this Part B.(Further

Certifications), the Disclosing Party must cxplain below:
I have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information.
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If the letters "NA," the word "None," or no-response.appears on the lines above, it w-ii-l be conclusively
presumed that'the Disclosing Party certified to the above-statéments.

8. “To the best of the Disclosing Party’s knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the following is a.
complete hst of all. cunent employees of lhc stclosmg Party who were, at any txme dunng thc 12-

ofthc Cxty of Chlcago (1f none, 1nd1cate w1th “N/A” or none”)
' | have a dlsclosure to make Please see additional |nformat|on

9. Tothe best-of the Disclosing Party’s kriowledge after reasonable inquiry;:the following is-a
.complete list of all gifis that the Disclosing Party has givenor ‘caused to-be; given, atany time during the
12-month _period préceding theiexecution date of thxs EDS to"an employce orelected-or appointed
'ofﬁc:al cof the City of Chlcago For purposes of: this: statemcnt a “glft” does.not include: ) anythma
made gencrally available to City. employees or to the general publxc or (ii) food or dririk provided-in‘the
coutsé.of official Clty business'and having a;retail value of less than:$20 per recipient (if none, indicale.

with “N/A” or“none”). As to any giftlisted below, please also list the name of the City récipient.
I'have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information. -

C: :CERTIFICATION OF STATUS.AS FINANCIAL INSTITUTION

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

[1is, [} 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 not and will not become a predatory:lender as 'de"'fined‘in Chapter2-32 of the Municipal
Code. 'We further pledge that none of our affiliates is, and none of them will become, a predatory
lender as definied 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
busincss with the City." The Disclosing Party makes the above pledge.

If the Disclosing Party is unable to make this plcdge 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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1f the Jetters "NA," the word: *None;" or no response.appears on the lines above, it will be
conclusively presumed that the Disclosing Party certificd to the above statements,

D. CERTIFICATION REGARDING INTEREST IN CITY BUSINESS

Ary words'or terms that.are deﬁ'ned'ﬁin:._@h apter 2-156 of the Municipal:Code haveithe same.
meanings when used in this Part D.

1. In accordance with Section 2:1:56-110 of the Municipal Code: Dogs any official.or'employce
of the City-have  finangial interestin his or het own:fiaine;of in the nanie of any other person or
entity:in'the Matter?

[]Yes [ No

NOTE: If you checked "Yes" to Item.D.1., proceed to Items D.2. and D.3. If you checked "No" to

Ttem D.1.,.proceed to, Pari E.

2. Unless sold pursuant:to a process. of- competitive: blddmg, or-otherwise’ penmtted no City
elected ofﬁcml or employcc shall havea financial intetestin’liis‘or ier.own name-or in the name of
any other person or entity in the purchase of any prOperty that'(i)'belongs. to the Cxty, or:{ii).is sold-
fortaxes.or. assessments, .ot (i) 1 issold by virtue:of legal: process.at’ the suit of the. Cuy (collectlvely,.
*City. Property Sale™).. Compensatxon for propcrty taken pursuant t6°the:City's eminent-domain‘power
does not'constitute a findncial interést-within’ the:meaning of this Part D,

Does the:Matter involve a City Property Sale?
[] Yes [ ] No

3. If you.checked "Yes" to Item D.1., provide the names and business addresses of the City
officials or employces having such interest and identify the nature of such interest:

Namie Business Address Nature of Interest

4. The Disclosing Party further certifics that no prohibited financial intercst 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 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 disclosurc requirements may make any contract entered into with the.City in
connection with the Matter. voidable by thé City.

_’.(__1 The Disclosing Party verifics that the. Dlsclosmo Party has searched any and all records of
the" Dlsclosmg Party and any.and all predecessor entitics: regardmo 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 Disclosifig Party hag found no'such récords;

2. The Disclosing Party verifies that, as a result of conducting the search in step.1 above, the
stclosmg Party has found records of investments (4 profits from slavery or:slaveholder insurance
pohcws The Disclosing Barty verifies that the: followmg constitutes:full disclosure of:all such
records, including the names of any:and all slaves or slaveholders-described in thosg records:.

I can make the verification (#1)

SECTION VI -- CERTIFICATIONS FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED MATTERS

NOTE: If the Matter-is-federally funded, complete this.Section VI. If the Matter is:not federally
funded, proceed to Section VII. For purposes of thiis Seclion VI;iax creditsiallocated:by the City'
and proceeds of debt obligations.of the City are not féderal funding,

A« CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING

L List below the names of all pcrsons-or entities registered under the federal Lobbying
Disclosure Actof'1995 who have made lobbying contacts on behalf of the Disclosing Party with
respect to the Matter: (Add sheets if necessary):

(If no-cxplanation appears or begins on the lines above, or if the letters "NA" or if 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 bchalf 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 orentity listed in Paragraph A.1. above for his or her lobbying activities or to pay any
person or entity to influence or attempt to influence an officer or employce 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 of any federally funded contract, making any
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agreement, or to cxtend, continue, rencw,
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan, or coopcrative agrcement.
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3. The Dlsclosmg 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 in paragraphis A:1.and‘A.2. dbove.

4. The stclosmg Party certifies that either: (it isnotan orgamzatlon described in section
501(0)(4) of the: Intérnal Revenue Code of 1986;.0r (ii) itis an’ orgamzatmn described in section
501(0)(4) of.the Internal Revenue Code of, 1986 but has not engaaed and wilknot engage in "Lobbying:

Actlvmcs"

Jdf the D1501051ng Party is'thie Apphcant the stclosmg Party must obtain certifications ‘equal.in
f01m and substance to paragraphs AT, lhrough A 4. above from allsubcontractors 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 availableto the:City upon request.

B. CERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY

Ifthe:Matter is- federally funded; federal rcgulauons require the Apphcant and all proposed
subcontractors.to submit the following information with their bids.or in. wntmg at the outset.of

ncgonanons
Isithe Disclosing Partyithe Applicant?
[]Yes [ ]:No
If “Yes,” answer the-three questions below:
1. ‘Have you-developed and'do you have:on file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicable
federal regulations? (Sec 41 CFR Part 60-2.)-
['] Yes [1No

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

[1Yes [ INo

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts-or subcontracts subject to the

equal -opportunity clause?
[] Yes [ ] No

If you checked “No” to question 1. or 2. above, plcase provide an explanation:
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SECTION VII -- ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION,
'COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE

The Disclosing Party understands and agrees that:

A. Thé 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, Cify assistanté, or other City action, and are materiak inducements;to the' City's execution.
-of any contract or;taking other action with respect to the Matter. The stclosmg Party understands that
it must-comply with:all statutes;, ordinances, and regulanons on: which. this EDS is based.

B The. Cxtys Governmental Ethics and. Campalgn Fmancmg Ordmances, Chapters 2-156.and 2-164:0f
‘the’ Mummpal Code, impose certain duties: and. obhgatlons ;onpersons. or entities seeking’ City contracts,
-work busmess or: transactlons I‘ he full text of these ordmances and a trammg program 1s avaﬂable :0f)

:S'QdigWiCk: _,S..t.a_z-rS.qité ;_500,-_'C~hit:a' go,IL 60610,(312)744-9660.. The Disclosing Pa'r_tyr:mixs't-,comp_ly fully
:-wi't'ﬁ-_tl':le'appl\i‘(;:a"b[é \olrdina'_nces_ I acknowledge and consent to the above.

C. If the Cify determines that any information provided in‘this EDS is false, incomplete or inaccurate,
any contract-or other agréement.in connection with which it is;submitted.may be féscinded or be void.or
voidable, and the City" may'pursue anyremedi€s underthe contract.or. ‘agréement’ (1f not’ rescmded or
void), at law;.or in equity, mcludma termmatmg the: Dlsclosmg Party $ pa1t1c1pat10n in the Matter and/or
dechnmg to’ allow the. Dlsclosmg Party to-participate in‘other transactions:with the Clty 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
fequest. Some or all of the:information provided 0n-_'t'hi_s*E-DS‘-an_d any attachmeénts 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 completmg and signing'this EDS, the.Disclosing Party waives and'releases any possible
nghts or claims.which it may have against the Cxty 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 curreént. 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
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 of the Municipal Codc (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 to the above.

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that:
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L Citytse-any-such-contractor/suboontractor-that does-notprovide-such-certifications-or- that-the

F.1. The Disclosing Party is not delinquent in the payment of any tax administeied by the llinois
Department of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing Party or its Affiliated Entities delinquent in paying any
fine, fec, tax or other charge owed to the City. This includes, but is not limited to, all water chdwcs
sewer charges, license fecs, parking lickets, property taxes or sales taxes.

I certify the above to be true.
F.2  If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party and its Affiliated Entities wilf not
use, nor permit their subcontractors to 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 Scrvices Administration.

I certify the above o be true.
F.3  Ifthe Disclosing Party is thc Applicant, the Disclosing Party will obtain from any
contractors/subcontractors hircd or to be hired in connection with the Matter certifications equal in
form and substance to those in F.1. and F.2. above and will not, without the prior written consent of the

R IRt

Disclosing Party has reason to believe has not provided or cannot provide truthful certifications.
I certify the above to be true.

NOTE: If the Disclosing Party cannot certify as to any of the-items in F.1., F.2. or F.3. above, an
cxplanatory statcment 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 and Appendix A (if applicable) on behalf of the 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 of the date furnished to the City.

BAC North America Holding Company

(Print or type name of Disclosing Party)

A s

(Sign hu/u.)

Phillip A. Wertz

(Print or tvpe name of person signing)

Associate General Counsel & Senior Vice President

(Prini ortype title of person sigmng)

Sl"ne(. nn"‘fi sworn 1o bclmc nurun \d‘m) __'

"OFFICIAL SEAL"
DAVID R. HILL
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS

LIS BRSO TRV

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 1/5/2019

Commission expires
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CITY OF CHICAGO.
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT,
| APPENDIXA

FAMILIAL:RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED, CITY. OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT-HEADS

This. Appcndlx is to be completed orily by (a) the Apphcant and (b) any legal entlty wh1ch has a du‘ect

-‘whlch has only an mdlrect owncrshxp mterest in the Apphcant

Under Mun1c1pal Code Sectxon 2-154-015, the stclosmrr Party must-disclose whether such. Dlsclosmg Party
-or-any’ “Appllcable Party or any.Spouse or. Domestlc Partncr thereof’ currently ] has a “familial- relatxonshlp“ with
“any elected city official o department head.. A: “fam111a1 relatxonshlp” éxists if, as'of the date'this EDS is
signed, the Disclosing Party or any “Apphcable Par ty or-any-Spouse.or Domestxc Partner thereof is. related to
the mayor, any’ aldennan ‘the: city ¢ cletk, the city treasurer or: any city department head as-spouse-or domestic,
partner.or as-any . of the Tollowing, whether by: ‘blood or. adoptlon par ent, child, brother or sister; aunt-or uncle,
nigce:or nephew, grandparent, grandchild, father-inlaw, mothcr-m-law son-in-law, daughter-in-law; stepfather
or stepmother, stepson or stepdaughter, stepbrother or stcpsxster or half-brother or half-sister..

“Appllcable Party” riicais: (1) 4l executive officers-ofithe. Dlsclosmg Party listed in Section I1.B;1.a., if the-
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all'partners of the Disclosing Party; if the Disclsing Partyisia- general
partnership; alt. general partners and limited partners of the Disclosing’ Party; if the’ Dlsclosmg Party isa. hmned
partnership;’ all managers, managing members and, members of the Disclosing: Party, if the Dlsclosmg Party isa
limited hablhty company;, (2)alt pr incipal officers ofithe stclosmg Party; and (3)any: person: ‘having moré than
a-7.5 percent ownership interest in the Disclosing Party. “Principal officers” means the president, chief
operating officer, executive dircctor;-chief financial officer, treasurer or secretary of a legal entity or any person
exercising similar-authority.

Does the stclosmg Party or any “Applicable Party” or any.Spouse-or Domestic. Partncr thereof currently
have a*“familial relationship™ with an.elected city official or departmient head?

[ ]Yes [¥] No
If yes, pleasc 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 title-of the elected city- official or department head to whoin-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 AND AFFIDAVIT-
APPENDIX B
BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEM.-LANDLORD CERTIFICATION .

This Appendix is to be. complcted only by (a) the Apphcant and (b) any legal cntlty

which has a.direct ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5 percent; (an “Owner”),
It is not to:be completed by any légal entity which has only an indirect ownershipinterest in

the Appllcant

I

I

Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 2-154-010; 45 the Applicant.or any QWhner, 1dent1ﬁed as’d.
building:code scofflaw-or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-416°0f the Municipal
Code?

[ ¥es [¥INo
If the-Applicant is:alegal entity pubhcly traded‘on any exchange, is.any- officer-or director of
the Applxcant identified as a. building code’ scofflaw,or: problem landlord pursiant-to Section.
2-92-416 of'the Municipal Code"

[ Yes [X]No : [ 1'Not Applicable

1f yes to (1).or.(2) above, please identify below the namie of the person’or legal entity

identified as:a ‘building code scofflaw or. problem landlord and the address: of the, buzldmg or
buildings to which the'pertinent code violations:-apply.

FILLING OUT THIS APPENDIX B CONST ITUTES 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.



BAC NORTH AMERICA HOLDING COMPANY
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

LIST OF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS

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 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

RESPONSE TO SECTION I1.B.1
BAC North America Holding Company

3/24/2015

Chairman of the 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 Il --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 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 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 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. Disclasing 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:
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, cand 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, ¢ and e above. Additionally, b and ¢ — 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 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 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 VII — 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 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.
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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
cltaimants. 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 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 gavernmental
matters when those matters present ltoss 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 matteris deemed to be both probable and




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 cstablished. 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 revicws 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 ioss 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 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 Scgregated 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 secondlien (and in one pool, first-lien)
HELOCs, first-lien subprime home equity loans and fixedrate secondlien
mortgage loans. Plaintiffs aliege 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 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 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 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 Interational 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 conciusions 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.

Fontainebleau Las Vegas Litigation .

On June 9, 2009, Avenue CLO Fund Ltd., ct 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 FBLY, 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 US. 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 summary judgment 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.
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In re 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 federa! 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 Fce 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 rclated to merchant acceptance of payment
cards at the point of sale were unreasonable restraints of trade. Plaintiffs sought
unspecified damages and injunctive relief.




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 settiement 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,
inctuding 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 becen 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 hmitations, 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 appticability 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 compiaint 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 scek 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 extraterntorially, 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 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 ailegedly 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; (ili) 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.

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
allcgations 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 someinstances, seck rescission. ~
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The Corporation, Countrywide, Merrill Lynch and/or their affiliates may have
claims for and/or may bé 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 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 secks 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 bellwether trial.

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 settiement, FHLB
San Francisco has voluntarily dismissed its remaining claims with prejudice.

Luther Class Action Litigation and Related Actions

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, entitied 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, ct al., were all assigned to the
Countrywide RMBS MDL court. On December 6, 2013, the court granted final
approval to a secttlement 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, Merrilt




Lynch and a number of related entities as defendants. Prudentiat 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.

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 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 Trustce for seven
securitization trusts (the Trusts), served seven summonsecs with notice
commencing potential actions against First Franklin Financial Corporation,
Merrill Lynch Mortgage

Lending, Inc., Merrill Ltynch Mortgage Investors, Inc., and Ownit Mortgage
Solutions Inc. in New York Supreme Court, New York County. The summonses
indicate that defendants may bc 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 seck 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 urtil March 3, 2015 to demand the
complaint with respect to one of the remaining Trusts, and until July 15, 2015 to
demand complaints on the final three Trusts.

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 inciuded 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 settlementagreement.

O’Donnell Litigation

On February 24, 2012, Edward O'Donnell filed a sealed gui tam complaint under
the Financial Institutions Rcform, 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 Dol 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 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 Fuil 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 Pennsyivania Public School Employees’
Retirement System v. Bank of America, et al.

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; (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 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 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 US. 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 ciaim 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
scttlement 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 resuited 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
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 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 T+ GENERAL INFORMATION
A. Legal name of the Disclosing Party-submitting this: EDS. Iriélude d/b/a/ if applicable:

NB Holdings Corporation

Check ONE:of the following three boxes:

Indicate whether the Disclosing Party submitting this:.EDS is;
1. [] the Applicant
R
2. k] alegalentity’ holdmg a ditect or indirect intérest in the Apphcant State the legal name of the
Appllcant in.which the Disclosing Party holds an interest: St Edmunds Meadows Limited Partnership

OR.
3. [] a: legal entny with a‘right of control (see. Section 11.B.1.): Staté the:legal nanie of thé entity in

whxch\the Disclosing Party holds a right of: control:
. 101 N. Tryon St.

B: Busingss 'a'__c_i‘dre_'s_’s-.‘df the Disclosing Party::
: Charlotte, NC 28285

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

Michelle Militello

D. Name of contact person:

E. Federal Employer Identification No. (if you héyc.onc)_:::.. -

F. Brief description of contract, transaction or other undcrtakmg (rcferxed 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-in_come development located at 6100-14 S Michigan, 51-73 E. 61st, 6104-47 S. Wabash, and 48-58 E. 57th in Chicaqo, IL.

Dept. of Planning and Development

G. Which City agency or department is requésting this. EDS?

1f the Matter is a contract being handled by the City’s Department of Procurement Services, please
complete the following: n/a

Specification # and Contract # _

. Ver. 01-01-12 Page 1 of 13



SECTION II -- DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS
A: NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY,

1. Indicate the nature of'the Disclosing Party:

[ Person B Limxte_‘ "‘1ab1hty comipany
[ 1 Pubhcly registered: busmcss corporation (1 Liinited: 1abxhty partnershxp
X] Prxvately héld business corporation [] Joint venture:
'_[ 1 Sole: ‘proprietorship [ ] Not-for-profit. cotporation
f'[ ] General partnershlp (Is the not-for-profit:corporation also a 501(c)(3))?
[ ] Limited: partnershlp ['1¥es [ ] No
[ ]: Trust [ ] Othier (please specxfy)

2. ‘Forlegal entities, the state (or foreign country)-of incorporation or organization, if applicable:

Delaware

3. For legal entities:not organized in the S'tat_e,_,_‘Q_f.:J_HiIi,bj‘_'_.S_; Hasthe :Qrfg_‘;'in'izatibn registered to do
business:in the State of Illinois.as a foreign:entity?

B’ IF THE.DISCLOSING PARTY IS A LEGAL ENTITY*

1. Listbelow the full.names and titles. of all executive officers and-ail-directors of the. enuty
NOTE¢? For not- for profit.corporations, also list below all members, if any, whichare legal entities. If
thére'are no such members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other sxmllar entities, list-below
the legal titleholder(s).

If the entnty is a general partnership, limited partnership, limited: hablhty tompany, 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 ;nanagér_'nehtiof:t'he -Disclosing Parity.
NOTE: Each legal entity listed below must submit an EDS o‘r_ﬁtg"o’wn behalf,

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

2.. Please provide the following information concerning each person or ¢ntity having a direct or
indirect beneficial interest (including ownership) in excess of 7.5% of the Disclosing Party. Examples
of such an interest includc shares in a corporation, partnership interest in a partnership or joint venture,
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interest of'\ membcn or manavu ina llmxtcd lldbl]ltv company 01 mtcxest ot a beneilualy Of:a trust,

"\OTE Punsuant_to_qc,chon? 15 030: <

g estatc or othcx "mxla: cnuty Ifnonc, atatc' \Tonc >
K :_Mun_l_up :
- from any

' Business Addres;

'Bank. ofi] Amerlca 'Corporatlon
1oo'N_ YO Street ' '

. Oillr'aclm altomcv
._‘Party has telamed
'or expccts to retain in connection with the’ \/Iauc , _as wc,H as lhc natuxc of the-relatmnslnp, and the tolal- :

‘amount of the fees paid or cstimated:to: be paid. The Dlsclmmg Party is‘not re um.d to. dls.(.losc
O n;: Partv_s xeuulm pay_o]l : '

' cmploytes who are paid solcly through the stclo‘

“Lobbyist” mcans any person or cmm, who unduldk' 0. 1nﬂucncc anv 16“’15[2\11\' or. ddministrativ'c

action dn behalf of any person or entity other 1han (1) a‘nol fox -profit entity, on an unpald ‘basis, or(2)
himscif. “Lobbyist” also mecans any person or entily any part of whosc dutics as an employee of

another includes undertaking te influence any legislative or administrative action.

If the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosure is required under this Section, the
Disclosing Paity must cither ask the Cily whether disclosure is required or make the disclosure.
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Name (indicate'whether ~ Business: * Relationship fo'Disclosing Party Fees (indicate whether -
retained or.anticipated Address  (subcontractor, attorney, paid.or estimated,) NOTE:
to be retained) lobbyist, etc.) . “hourly rate” or“t.b.d.” is

" " ‘ot an acceptablerésponse.,

(Addshccts i'f-'n.c"c'esSal’Y). N

{[Jj"__.C'heck’ here if fhc.:'DisclOsin;g 'Par_t‘-"y has not retained, nor.expects to-rétain,:any such-persons or entities,
SECTION V -- CERTIFICATIONS.

A.. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT COMPLIANCE.

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

Has any person who dnrectly of indirectly owns 10%.or mote: of the: stclosmg Party been declared in
arféarage’on: any child:support obligations by any. Ilinois courtiof: competcntJurlsdlctlon‘7

[ ] Yes 1] No [} No person dlrectly or indirectly owns 10% or more of the
Disclosing Party.  See Attached.

If “Yes,” has the person entered into a court-approved agreéement for payment-'of'all support 6wed and
is the person in compliance with that agréement?

[]Yes [} No

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

1. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 1-23; Articl'e"l"("‘Artic'le 1™)(which the Applicant should
consult for defined terms (c.g., “doing business”).and legal: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 norany controlling person is currently indicted or charged
with, or hasadmitted guilt of, or has ever been convicted of, or placed under supervision for, any
criminal offensc involving actual, attempted, or conspiracy to commit bribery, theft; fraud, forgery,
perjury, dishonesty or deceit against an officer or employee of the (._fi_t'y or any sister agency; and (i1) the
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 permanent compliance
timeframe in Article I supersedes some five-ycar compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and 3 below.
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2; The Djl‘s_cli)_s'ilgg:'Party and; if the Disclosing.Party is a legal-entity,-all'of those persons or entities
identified in-Section I.B.1. of this EDS:

a. aremot presently debarred, suspended, proposed for. debariment, declared ingligible or voluntarily
excluded from -any transactions by any federal; state or local unitof government;

b. have not, within.a five-year penod preceding:the date. ofithis EDS, been convicted:of a criminal
‘offense, adjudgcd guilty;.orhad a civil judgment rendered agamst themin:connection with:
.obtaining,. attcmptmg to obtain, or performing a public (federal sstate orlocal) transaction or
contract undera- publxc transactlon .a violation of federal ot stafe:antitrust statutes; fraud;

.embezzlement; theft; forgery; bribery; falsification or‘destrugtion.of records; making false
statements; or'receiving, stolen property;

¢ argnot prescntly indicted for, or: crlmmally or. cwllly charged by, 4. govemmental en’my (federal
state'or local) with. comm1tt1ng any of the' offenses set forth in clause B.2:b. ofthis ‘Section: V

d. have.not, within. a-five-yearperiod. preceding the: ddte of this EDS, had on¢ or:mor¢ public
transactions (federal, state or local) terminated for causé or default] and:

¢. Haverot, within:a ﬁve-year period precedmc7 the.date of this EDS, been convicted, adjudged
guilty,.or found lidble in a civil proceedmg, or:in any: criminal oricivil action, mcludmg actions
concerning environmental violations, instituted by the’ C_l_\_‘.y or by’the federal. governm_\t\:nt any
state; or any other unit of local governmenit, ' '
I certify the above to be true.
3. The'certifications in subparts 3, 4 and 5 concein:

< the Disclosing. Party;

» any “Contractor” (mcanmg any contractor:or subcontractor used-by:the Disclosing Party in
connection with the Matter, including but not limited to:all pcrsons or legal entities disclosed under
Section’lV, “Disclosure of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties™); \

-any "Affiliated Entity" (mcaning a person or entity that,.directly or indirectly: controls the
Disclosirig Party, is controlled by the Disclosing Party, oris, with the Disclosing Party, under
common control of another person or entity. Indicia of control include, without limitation:
mterlockmg nmanagement or ownership; identity. of interests: among: famlly members, shared facilitics
and equipment; common use of employees; or organization of a business cntlty following the
ineligibility-of a business entity to do business with federal or state ot local government; including
the City, using substantially the same management, ownership, or principals as-the incligible entity);
with respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Entity medns a person or ent'ity.that directly ot
indirectly controls the Contractor, is controlled by it, or, withi-the Contractor, is under common
control of another person or entity;

- dny responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity or any
other official, agent or employece of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity,
acling pursuant to the direction or authorization of a responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any
Contractor or any Affiliated Entity (collectively "Agents").
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Necither'the Disclosing:Party, nor any Contractor; norany Affiliated Entity-of either the Disclosing Party
or any Contractornor.any Agents have, during the five years befcre the date.this EDS is signed, or, with
respect to.a Contractor, an Affiliated Entity, oran Affiliated Entity of a Contractor durmg the five. years;
before; the/date of such Contractor's or-Affiliated‘Entity's contract;or éngagement in connection with' the:
Matter:

a. ‘bribed.or attempted to bribe, or'been conyvicted or adjudged jguilty ofibribéry or attémpting to
bribe, a public officer or employee of the Clly, the:Staté of Tlinois; or_, iny agency’of the federal
government or:of any-state orlocal government in.the United States of America, in that officer's

or émployee's official capacity;

‘b.. agreed or colluded with other bidders or. prospecnve bidders, or been a. party: to any-such.
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged omlty of agreement or collusion among bidders or
prospective bidders, in restraint of ﬁecdom of competition by agreement to bid a fixed price or

otherwise; or,

¢, niadean admlssmn ofisuch: conduct dcscnbed in a; or’ b above that is-a:matter of: rccord but-
have. not besn prosccuted for such conduct ‘or

d. wviolated the provisions of Municipal Code Section 2-92-610.(Living Wiage Ordinance).
I certify the above to be true.
'4.  Ngither the Disclosing Party, Affiliated:Entity‘or ‘Contractor, or-afy - of thelr employees officials;.
agents of 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:0f720 ILCS.5/33E- 4; or’ (3) any similar offense of any state or of the United States of
America that confains.the same elements as the offense of: bld—rlggmg or bid=rotating.
I certify the above to be true.

‘5. Neither the’ Disclosing Party nor any Affiliated Entity is listed on any:of tlie 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. Departmcnt of Commerce. or theit stccessors: the Specially
Dcswnated Nationals List, the Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the- Enmy List and- the.

Debarred List.

I certify 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 Genéral).and 2-156 (Govérnmental Ethics) of the
Municipal .Code.

I certify the above to be true.
7. 1f the Disclosing Party is unable to ¢ertify to any of the above statements in this Part B (Further

Certifications), the Disclosing Party must cxplain below:
I have a disclosure to make Please see additional information.

Page 6 of 13



If the letters."NA," the word "None," or-1i0 response‘appearsion the lines above; itiwiil3'Be‘rcb:nciusive'ly
presuined that'the Disclosing Party certified to'the above statements.

8. To the best.of the Dlsclosmg Party’s knowledge after. reasonable i mqulry, the following is a
complete list:of all.current. employecs of the stclosmg Party who were, at:any time; during the. 12-
month period preceding:the execution date of this EDS, an cmployee, or: electcd or-appointed. official,

of the City of:Chicago (if none, indicate with “N/A ™ or “nong”),
| have a disclosure to make Please see addmonal information.

offxcnal ofthe City of Chlcago Fori purposes of thxs statcmcnl a “gxft” does not: 1ncludc (1) anything
made gcncrally available o City employees or.tothe: :general public, or (u) food or.drink prov1dcd in the
course of official City business and. havmg a retail value.ofiless than $20 per recipient.(if none; indicate

with “N/A™or “none”). As to any. gift listed below, please also list:the nane of the City récipient.
I'have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information.

C. CERTIFICATION OF STATUS AS FINANCIAL.INSTITUTION
1. The Disclosing Party certifies that.the Disclosing Party (check onie)

[1is [¥] 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 not:and will'not become a predatory-lender as defined:in. Chapter"g-32 of the Municipal
Code. We further plédge 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.
lénder or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilege of doing
business with the City." The Disclosing Party makes the above pledge.

If the Disclosing Party is unable to make this pledge becausc it or-any of its affiliates (as defined in
Scction 2-32-455(b) of the Municipal Codc) 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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If the Tetters "NA," the word "None," or no response appears on.the lines above, it will be
conclusively presumed. that the Disclosing Party certificd 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. Inaccordance with Section 2-156-110 of the:Municipal Code: Does‘any official or'employce
of the City have a finanicial interést-in his or’her own:name orin: the name’ofany other’ petson or
entity.in'the Matter?.

[1¥es [4No

NOTE: If you checked "Yes" to Item.,D‘. 1., proceed to Items D.2; and D.3. If you checked "No"'to
Item D:1.,.proceed to Part E.

2. Unless sold putsuant:to a process of competitive bxddmg, oriotherwise pcrmlttcd no City
elected ofﬁc1al or employcc shall have-a financial interest'ini-is or er own namesorin the name of.
any other person.or-entity in the'purchase of any property. that:(i) belongs to'the. Clty, or+{ii) 1s sold
for taxes.or asscssments,.or (iii) is sold by virtue of legal’ process:atthe suit of the. C1ty (collectwely,
“City. Property. Salc") Compensation for-property taken pursiiant 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 éity Property Sale?
[1Yés - [ ] No

3. If'you checked "Yes" to-Item D.1., provide the names and business.addresses of the City
officials-or employces having such interest and identify the nature of such interest:

" Nanie Business Address: Nature of Interest

4. The Disclosing Party further certifics 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 either 1. or 2. below. If the Disclosing Party checks 2., the Disclosing Party must
disclose below or in an attachment to this EDS all information requircd by paragraph 2. Failure to
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comply with these disclosure requiréments may make any: contract éntered intd with the City in
.connection with the Matter voidable by:the City.

_X__r Thé: D15010$1n° Party verifies that the Dlsclosmo Party has searched any. and all recordsof
the D1501031ng Party and any and all predecessor entities regardmg records of investments or- ‘profits
from slavery or slaveholder insurance polrcles during the slavery-era’ (mcludmg insurance policies
issuedito slaveholders that provided coverage for damage.t6:0r injury’or death of their; slaves) and.
the:Disclosing Party has found no such- r:eco_r,d,s_,_

.2, The Dlsclosmg Party verifies that, as a tésult of- conductmg the search in: step. 1 above;, the:
-"Drsclosmg Party has found records of investments or.profiis from slavery orslaveholder insurance
p_olrcres The Disclosing Party-verifies that the following constitutes-full disclosure of all such
records,’including the names of any and.all slaves or slaveholders deseribed in‘those records:

I can make the verification (#1) . . e

SECTION VI.-- CERTIFICATIONS.FOR.FEDERALLY FUNDED MATTERS:

NOTE: If the Matter-is federally funded, complete this Section V1. If 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 obligations of the City are hot federal funding.

A CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING

1. List.below the names of all ‘persons or entities registered under-the federal Lobbying
Drsclosurc Act 0of 1995 who have made lobbying contacts.on behdlf of the Disclosing Party with

respect to-the Matier: (Add sheets if necessary):

(If no: cxplanation appears or begins on the lines-above, or if the letters "NA™ or'if the word "None"
appear, it will be conclusively presumed that the’ ‘Disclosing Party means that; NO persons or entrtres
registered under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 have made’ lobbymg contacts on 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 in Paragraph A.l. above for his or her lobbying activitics or to pay any
person or entity to influcnce or attempt to influence an officer or employce of-any agency, as defincd by
applicable federal law, a member of Congress, an officer or employeé of Congress, or an employee of a
member of Congress, in connection with the award of any federally funded contract, making any
federally funded grant or loan, entering into any cooperative agreement, or to extend, continue, rencw,
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan, or coopcrative agrcement.
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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 statémentsiand iriformation set
forth in paragraphis A.1.and A.2. above,

4. The Disclosin 1g: Party certifies that either: (i) it isnot an orgamzatmn described in section.
501(c)(4) of the.Intérnal RevenueCode of 1986;:0r (u) it:is an: orgamzatxon described in:section
;501(0)(4) of the.Internal . Revenue Code of 1986 But lias not engaged and will-not engage in: "Lobbymg:

-'Acuvmcs"

5. Ifthe Dlsclosmg Party is the Apphcanl the Dlsclosmg Partymust. ©obtain certifications equal in
'-form and:substanceto paragraphs ‘A1.thiough A 4. above:froni:all subcontractors before:itiawards any”
‘subcontract and the: Dlsclosmg Party must maintain:all such subconiractorscettifications.for the
‘duration’ of the-Matter and must make such cerfifications promptly available:to the City upon request.

B CERTIFICATION-REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT:OPPORTUNITY

If 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

nc‘gotlatlo,ns
Is the Disclosing Party the Applicant?
[] Yes [ 1No
If “Yes,” answer thethree 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.)
[JYes [INo

2. Have you filed with the Joint Reporting Committce, the Director of the Office of Federal
Contract Compliance Programs, or the Equal Employment Opportunity Commiission all reports due
under 't'h'c.agp‘l'i:bablc filing requirements?

[]Yes [ 1No

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts subject to the

equal opportunity clause?
[]1Yes - [ I1No

If you checked “No” to question 1. or 2. above, plcase provide an explanation:
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SECTION VII-- ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, CONTRACT INCORPORATION,
‘COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE

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, Czty assistance, or other City action, and are matérial: inducements to the City's execution.
.ofiany contract or taking other actioniWwith respect'to the:Matter: The Drsclosmg Party understands that
it must comply with:all Statutes, ordmances and regulatioris on. which this EDS is based.

B.. The Crtys Governmental Ethics:and. Campargn Financing Ordinances, Chapters 2¢156:and 2-164:0f
the: Mumcrpal ‘Code;, impose certain duties and-obligations on persons or- en‘utxes seeking City: contracts,
work busmess -OT transacttons fhe full text of thesc ordmances and a trammg program is ava1lable on

_SQQgWiek_-,_-S_;:_t__._,-_:SUi'te'.500',\:Ch‘icago, IL 60610, (312) 744-9660. .T’fhe',iDisclos'in'g-Pafty..must comply full_y
“W-itﬁ_th'éa'applicabie-.'o'rdinaﬁces. I acknowledge and consent to the above.

C. If the City~ ‘determines that-any. information:provided in this EDS is false, incomplete or-iniaccurate,
any contract or other agreement in connection with‘which-it is submitted.nitay be réscinded.or be void-or
voidable, and the City may’ pursue anyremedies under-the contract or agreement (1f not rescinded or
void), atlaw, or'in equrty, including termmatmo the. Dlsclosmg Partys partrclpatron in'the Matter and/or
declmmg -zallow thie: Disclosing. Party to participate in’other transactionis-with the: City. ‘Remedies at
law for a false statement of material fact may include incarceration:and an.award to the Clty of treble

damages..

D, Itis 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 Fre¢dom of'"I‘nforma'tﬁion'A'ct'request of
otherwrse By completing and signing this EDS, the Disclosing Party waives and:releases:any possible
rights or claims which it may have agamst 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 infermation 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
contract being handled by the City’s Department of Procurement Services, the Disclosing Party must
updatethis EDS as the contract requires. NOTE: With respectto Matters subject to' Arficle I of
Chapter 1-23 of the 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 to the above.

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that:
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F.1. The Disclosing Party is not delinquent in the payment of any tax administered by the lllinois
Department of Revenuc, nor are the Disclosing Party or its Affiliated Entities delinquent in paying any
fine, fee, tax or other charge owed to the City. This includcs, but is not limited to, all water charges,
sewer charges, license fees, parking tickets, property taxes or sales taxes. '

I certify the above to be true.
F.2  Ifthe Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party and its Affiliatcd Entities will not
use, nor perimit their subcontractors to use, any facility listed by the U.S. E.P.A. on the federal Excluded
Partics List System ("EPLS") maintained by the U. S. General Scrvices Administration.

I certify the above to be true.
F.3  If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party will obtain from any
coniractors/subcontractors hircd or to be hired in connection with the Matter certifications equal in
form and substance to those in F.1. and F.2. above and will not, without the prior written consent of the

Disclosing Party has reason to believe has not provided or cannot provide truthful certifications.
I certify the above to be true.

NOTE: If the Disclosing Party cannot certify as to any of the items in F.1., F.2. or F.3. above, an
cxplanatory statcment 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 and Appendix A (if applicable) on behalf of the 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 of the date furnished to the City.

NE Holdings Corporation

(Print or type pame of Disclosing Party)
vy [y A bAg)
d .

{Sizn ha're)

Phillip A. Wertz

(Print or type name cf person signing)

Asscclate General Counsel & Senior Vice President

(Prmt or typc litle of person signing)

. o ~
Signed any sworn to before me on {date)

at .I.\. \(\". A ‘\/ 2"&"1’1’ (:-; LAl CO u lll‘: y, .-'-:t"
} i
) "OFFICIAL SEAL™
\ NOTARY PUBLG. AL "
‘ , STATE OF ILLIN
\' MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 1/5/0015
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‘CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX:A

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

Thxs Appendxx 1s to be complcted only by. (a) ‘the Apphcant and. (b) any legal entlty which-has a direct
owncrshlp interestiin the Apphcant exceeding 7.5 percent It is ot to be.completed by any:légal enuty
which has only an: mdlrect ownership interest in the Applicant.

Undet; Mumclpal Code Section 2- 154—01 5,:the stclosmg Party.must: disclose whéther suchs Dlsclosmg Party
orany “Apphcable Par ty” or arty Spouse.or Domestic Partner:thereof currently has a “familial relatxonslnp" with.
any.elected city official or departmem head. A “familial relatxonshxp” exists'if, as of the date this’ EDS i is
signed; the Disclosing Party or.any- “Apphcable Party” or any.Spouse or Domestlc Partner thereofis related to-
the mayor, any alderman the city ‘clerk, the city tr¢asurer or. any-city: department head as spouse-or:domestic
partnér. or as:any- ofithe: followmg, whether by.blood or adoptlon par ent,vchrld brother or:sister, aunt-or uncle
ni¢ée or nephew, gratidparent, grandclnld father-in-law, mother-in-law; sor-in-law; daughter-m—law stepfather”
or steprnotlier, stepson: or stepdaughter stepbrother-or stepsister or half-brother or half:sister..

“Appllcable Party” means (1).all executive officers of the Dlsclosmg Party listed inSection ILB:1.a., if the:
Disclosing: Party is a corporation;-all partnersof the Disclosing:Party; if the. Disclosing Paityisa’ general
partnership:all general partners and limited partners of the Disclosing Party, if the Disclosing’ Party is a limited
partnership; all managers, managing members and members of the Disclosing Party, ifthe stclosmg Party 1sa
limited: liability. comipany;.(2) all: plmelpal officers of the! Dlsclosmg Party; and (3) any person havmg more than’
a7.5 percent ownership interest in the. Dlsclosmo Party. “Principal officers” means the: president, chief
operating officer; executive dircctor, chief financial officer; treasurer or secretary of a‘legal efitity or'any person

‘eXxercising similaf: authority.

Does the Disclosing_ Party or any “Applicable Party” or-any. Spouse:or Domestic. Partner thereof currently
havea “familial relationship™ with an elected city official or department hiead?

[]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 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 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. cntlty

which has a-direct ownership interest in the Applicant exceeding 7.5:percent (an “Owner”),
Itis not to-be completed by any legal entity which has only an indirect ownership-interest in

the: Apphcant

1.

Pursuant to-Municipal Code Section 2-154-010, is the ‘Applicant orany Owner, 1dcnt1ﬁed asa
buxldmg code scofflaw or problem landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-416of the: Municipal

Code?

[1Yes {x]No

If the:Applicant isa legal entity pubhcly tradcd on.any exchange, is:any. officerordirector.of
the Apphcant identified as a building code: scofflaw or.problem landlord pursiant to'Section-
2-92-416of the Municipal Code?

[ 1Yes [*]No [ ]Not Applicable

If yes to (1) or (2) above, please identify belowthe name of the person or legal entity

identified as a building code scofflaw:or problem landlord and the address of the: b\nldmg 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.
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NB HOLDINGS CORPORATION
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
SECTION Il --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 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 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 of this Statement,
and BAC and, or, its affiliates, may engage the law firm of Kiafter & Burke for legal
representation in the future. Alderman Edward M. Burke Principai of Kiafter & 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 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, ¢ 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 ¢ — Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, ¢ and e above. Additionally, b and ¢ —
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 taw 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 VI(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 VIl — 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 Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q, which are updated In Reports on Form 8-
K (the "Reports"), all of which are fited 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
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Bank of Amenica 2014

Litigation and Regulatory Matters

In the ordinary course of business, the Corporation and its subsidiaries are
routincly 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, inguiries, 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 rclated 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 matteris deemed to be both probable and




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 rccognized 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 actua! 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
beliecve 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 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, firstlien)
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 defauits
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 cfaims 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 miltion 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 compiaint 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
tndemnification. 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 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 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
impose a fine and require appropriate remedial measures.

Fontainebleau 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 summary judgment 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 settiement, plaintiffs have
stipulated to the voluntary dismissal of their remaining claims with prejudice.
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In re 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
varicty 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
Employce Retirement Income Sccurity 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
Sccurities 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 Consotidated
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 ciaims 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 withdrawat 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 Antl-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.




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 settiement 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
judgmentin 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 resuit of collusion or
manipulation by defendants regarding the setting of U.S. Doliar 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 particutar, 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 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.

Bank of America 2014 218




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 Montdomery 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 atlegedly 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 complaint. On
February 6, 2014, plaintiffs appealed the deniatl of their motion to amend to the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit.

Mortgage-backed Securitics 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 entitied to a portion of the cash flow
from the underlying pools of mortgages. These cases gencrally 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 taws and other
state statutory and common laws.

These cases generally involve allegatioﬁs 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 thc 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.
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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, 2014, 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 multidistrict litigation entitied 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 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 sceks 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 bellwether trial.

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.

Luther Class Action Litigation and Related Actions )
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., Mainc 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 fina)
approval to a settlement of these actions in the amount of $500 miliion.
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




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 intotwo 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 ieave to replead in certain respects.

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
batance 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 toans 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 allcges 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 Trustce for seven
securitization trusts (the Trusts), served seven summonses with notice
commencing potential actions against First Franklin Financial Corporation,
Merrill Lynch Mortgage

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 ciaims 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,
decfaratory 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 remaining Trusts, and until July 15, 2015 to
demand complaints on the final three Trusts.

Ocala Investor Litigation

On November 25, 2009, BNP Panbas 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 warchousing 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 coliateral 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
settie the 2009 actions for an amount not material to the Corporation’s resuits of
operations, subject to the execution of a final settlement agreement.

O'Donnell 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, mdlvndually, 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 Do) 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 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 foans 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 al.

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; (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 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 US. 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
agrcement 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
scttlement 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) fited 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 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 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 Takcfuji 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 appea! with the Japanese Supreme
Court.



CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
AND AFFIDAVIT
SECTION 1 -- GENERAL INFORMATION
A."Legal name of the Disclosing Party submitting this EDS. Include-d/b/4/ if applicable:

'Bank of America Corporation

Check ONE of "t."he'-rfi)ll'owi‘.n'g three boxes:

Indicate whether:the Disclosing Party submitting this.EDS is;
I. [] the Applicant
OR
2. k] a lcgal entity holdmg a dircctorindirect intérest in the Applxcant Stateithic legal name of the
Apphcant inwhich the Disclosing Party holds.an.interest:. St Edmunds Meadows lelted Partnership _

OR.
3. [) a'legal entity witha: right of control (see.Section II.B.1.)- State the legal nanie of the ertity in

which:the Disclosing:Party holds a right of control:
101 N. Tryon St.

B. Business address of the Disclosing Party:*
A Charlotte, NC 28285

o 917-232-2988 . 646-822-5978 . ... michelle.militello@baml.com
C. Telephone: __ _ Fax: _ Email: - ~

. Michelle Militello
D. Name of contact person:: _ .

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

F. Brief description of contract, transaction or other undertaking (referred to-below asithe "Matter")-to
which.this EDS pertains. ('-1nclude"proj'cct 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.

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

If the-Matter is a contract being handled by the City’s Department of Procurement Services, please .
complete the following: N/A

Specification # and Contract #

Ver. 01-01-12 Page 1 of 13



SECTION II —- DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS
A. NATURE OF THE DISCLOSING PARTY

1. Indicate the nature of.the Disclosing Party::

I J Person ] lexted habxhty company

[)a Publicly: registered business corporation [ ] Limited habxhty partnershlp

[ ] Privately held business corporation [ ] Jointventure

[] Sole _proprietorship [] Not-for-proﬂt corporation.

'[ ] General- parmershlp (Is the not-for-profit corporation also a 501(¢)(3))?
:[ ] Limited partnersh:p []Yes [INo

'[] Trust - {] Othier (please: specify)

2. -Forlegal eiitities; the state (or foreign.country):of incorporation-or.organization, if:applicable:

Delaware

3. For legal entities'not ofganized i ifi'the State; of Ilhnms Has the organization: registered.to do
business.in the'State of Illmoxs asa forelgn entxty?

[]Yes [X] No: [1N/A
B.. IF THE DISCLOSING PARTY-IS'A\LEGAL ENTITY:

1. List below the full names: and mles of all exécutive’ ‘officers and all directors of the. entity.
NOTE: For not- for-proflt corporations; also- list below all members, if any, which are legal entities.. If
thére are nosiich members, write "no members." For trusts, estates or other similar entities, list below
the lcgal tltleholdel (5)-

If 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 thanagement of the Disclosing Party.
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
of such an interest include shares in a corporation, partnership interest in a partnership or joint venture,
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_ lobbylst '1ccounldm consullant and any other: p\,rson or cnmv whom the stclosmv Pdl Wy haa retamed
or expects to retain in connection with the Matter; as well as the nature of the xcxatlonsh) ; ‘nd the tolal
amount of the fees paid or'estimated to be paid. The Disclosing Party is not required: to d:_,_
unployecs w ho are paid soicly thzough thc, Disclosing Party's regular payroll. '

“Lobb\’]bl means any pcxaon or entity who undcrlakgs to influence any 1L01slam or admmlsuatxvc
action on behalf of any person ar entity other than: (1) a not-for-profit entity, on an unpaid b351s 01' (7) '
himsclf. “Lobbyist” also mcans any person o1 cntity any part of whose dutics as an cmployee of =7
another includes undertaking to influence any legislative or administiative act:on.

If the Disclosing Party is uncertain whether a disclosurc is required under this Section, the
Disclosing Party must cither ask the City whether disclosure is requircd 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,) NOTE:

to be retained) . lobbyist, ctc.) “hourly.rate” or:“t.b.d.” is
not an acceptable response.

(Add shéé‘ts‘ iﬂﬁc_&s‘sary)lﬁ ‘.

¥ Check here if the Disclosing Party has-not retained; nor‘expects to retain; any such-personsor entities,
SECTION V'-- CERTIFICATIONS

A. COURT-ORDERED CHILD SUPPORT-COMPLIANCE

Under Mumcxpal ‘Code Section.2-92-415, substantial owners 6f business entities that’contract with
the City, must.remain:in compliance with their child support obligations throughout. thie ‘contract’s term.

Has any persoit who:directly or 1nd1rectly owns 10% or.more of the- Disclosing: Party been declared in
arréarage on any child support obhgatlons by any Illinois court of competentjunsdlcuon?

[]Yes [JNo [¥ No person directly or indirectly owns.10% or:mor¢ of the'
Disclosing Party. gee Attached.

If:“Yes;” has'the person entered into a court-approved agreement.for payment-o f'\.all*support.ow’ed-and'
is‘the pefson in compliance with that-agreement?

[]Yes ] No .'

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

1. Pursuant to Municipal Codc Chapter 1-23, Article 1 (“Article I")(which theApplicant should’
consult for defined terms (e.g., “domg ‘business’ ) and legal requirements), if the Disclosing Party
submlttmg this EDS is the Applicant and is doing business with the City, then the Disclosing Party
cértifies as follows: (1) 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 offensc involving-actual, attcmpted, 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 and acknowledges that compliance with Article I is a continuing requircment for
doing business with the City. NOTE: If Articlc I applies to the Applicant, the permanent compliance
timeframe in Article I supersedes some five-ycar compliance timeframes in certifications 2 and .3 below.
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2. The DlSClOSmg Party'and; if the Disclosing: Party is a legal-entity, alt of those persons or entities
identified in Section IL.B.1. of this EDS:

a. arenot 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, withiii a-five-year period ‘preceding;the date: ofithis EDS, been.convicted'of a'criminal-
,-offense adjudgcd guilty, or'’had a civil Judoment rendered against them in connection with:
zobtammg, attempting:to obtain, or. pcxformmg a public(federal; state or local) transaction.or.
contract under-a public transaction; a violation of federal ot staté antitrust statutés; fraud;
embezzlement; theft; forgery; bribery; falsification-or destruction of records; making false
statements; or'réceiving stolen property;

¢. arénotprésently indicted for, or'criminally or civilly charged by, a governmental. entlty (federal
state-or: local) with. commutmg any of the:offenses, set forth in clause B.2.b.of this: Scctlon V

d. have not, within a fiveé-year penod pre:ccadmcr the:date of this EDS, hadioné or. more public
transactions (féderal, state.or ‘local) terminated for'causé ot default; and

e have not, within'a. f;l"'Ve'-year pe'l'ibd'"pr'e'cedi'ng-the date of:this EDS, been convicted, adjudged
guilty, or found liable.in a civil’ ‘proceeding, or’ in any.criminal or civil. action, mcludmg actions
conccrnmg environmental violations, instituted by the City or by the federal: government any
state, or. any other unit of local government.

I certify the above to be true. ;

3.. The certifications in subparts 3,4 aind'5 concern:

«'the Disclosing Party,

s any “Contractor’; (meaning any contractor or subcontractor used by the Disclosing Party in
connection with the Matter, including but not limited to all pcrsons or legal entities disclosed under
Section IV, “Disclosurc of Subcontractors and Other Retained Parties™);

- any "Affiliated Entity" (mcaning a person or entity that, directly or indirectly:-controls the
Disclosirig Party, is controlled by the Disclosing Party, or is, with the Disclosing’ Party;- under
common control of. another person or entity. Indicia of control inclide, without limitation:
mlerlockmg management or ownershlp, identity of interests among family members,.shared: facilities
and equipment; common use: of employees; or organization of a business cnmy followmg the.
ineligibility of-a business entity to do business with fcderal or state or local government, including
the City, using substantially the same management, ownership, or principals as the incligible entity);
with respect to Contractors, the term Affiliated Entny mearns 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 the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Ermty or any
other official, agent or employee of the Disclosing Party, any Contractor or any Affiliated Entity,
acting pursuant to the dircction or authorization of a responsible official of the Disclosing Party, any

Contractor or any Affiliated Entity (collectively "Agents”).
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Ncither the D150105mg 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 toa Contractor,.an Affiliatéd Entity, oran Affiliated Entity‘of a Contractor during the five y&ars,
before the/date of such Contractor's or Afﬁlxatcd 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 attemptxng to
bribe, a public officer or employee.of the City, the State of Illinois; or ahy agency ofthe federal
‘government or:of any-state or.local government in the United States of America,:in t(h;__xt o_sz_f cer's
or employee's official-Capacity;

b. agreed orcolluded with other'bidders or.prospective:bidders, or been a party to any-such
agreement, or been convicted or adjudged. guilfy of agreement or collusion among bidders or
prospective bidders, in restraint of freedom of competmon by-agréement to bid a fixéd:price-or

otherwise; or

c. made an admxssmn of such’ conduct dcscubed In.a, or: b above that is-a:matter of-fecord, but
have.riot been. prosecuted for:such- conduct;or

d. wiolated the: .provisions; of Municipal Code Section 2-92-610.(Living Wage: Ordinance).
I certify the above to be true.

4: Neitherthe: DlSClOSlng Patty, Affiliated Entity or Contractor,.or any of the1r cmiployées, OffiClalS,‘_
ageénts or partuers, is barred fxom contractmg with any unit- of'state or Tocal goveérnment as-a result of
¢ngaging in or bemg conv1cted of(l) bid-rigging in violation of 720 ILCS 5/33E-3; (2) bid- rotatmg in.
violation of 720 ILCS. 5/33E-4; or. (3) any similar-offense of any state or of the’ United States.of
America that confains.the same elements.as the offense of bid-rigging or bid-rotating.

I certify the above to be true. ' )

5. Neither the Disclosing Party nor any Affiliated. Entity is listed on any of the following lists’
maintained by the Office of Foreign Asséts Contrdl of-the U:S. Department of the Treasuryor the.
Buréau of Industry and Sccuuty of the U.S. Department of Commerce or their successors: the Specially
Demgnatcd Nationals List, the Denied Persons List, the Unverified List, the Entity List and-the.

Debarred List.
I certify 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'(Governmental Ethics) of the
Municipal. Code.

I certify the above to be true.
7. 1f the Disclosing Party is unable to certify to any of the above statements in this Part B. (Further

Certifications), the Disclosing Party must cxplain below:
| have a disclosure to make. Please see additional information.
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If the letters "NA," the word: "None," or no responsé¢.appears on-the lines above, it will be conclusively
présumed that the Disclosing Party certified to the above statements.

8. 'To the bestof the- D'isclosing Party’s knowledge after reasonable inquiry, the:following:is a,
complete hst of all: current cmployees ofthc Dlsclosmg Party who ‘Were,, at any! time durmo thc 12-

of the City of Chxcago (1f none; md:cate w1th “N/A” or nonc”)
| have a dlsclosure to make. Please see additional mformatlon

9.. To the'best of the Disclosing Party’s knowledge after reasonable inquiry; the following is a
-complete list-of-all-gifls that the DisclosingParty has:given.or caused to'be given,atany time: d rmg the
12-month period precedmg lhe execution date. of this. EDS, to.an employce or elected or’ appomted
offxc1al of thc Clty of Chxcago For‘purposes: of this statement, a; *gift' does.not: includes (1) anythmg
made gcnerally available fo Cxty cmployees or to the general pubhc or: (u) food or.drink provided-in: the
course of: offlcxal Clty business and having aretail-value of:less than $20 per recxpxent (ifnone; indicate:

with “N/A™ or“none?). .As to any gift listed below, please also list the tiame of 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 Disclosing Party (check one)

[1is. [ is not
a “financial institution as defined in Scction 2-32-455(b).of the Municipal Code.

2. Ifthe Disclosing Party IS a financial institution, then the Disclosing Party pledges:
"We are not:and will not become a predatory lender as defined in Chépter 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 that becoming a predaiory

lender or becoming an affiliate of a predatory lender may result in the loss of the privilege of doing
business with the City." The Disclosing Party makes the above pledge.

If the Disclosing Party is unable to make this plcdge becausc it or any of its affiliates (as defined in
Scction 2-32:455(b) of the Municipal Codc) 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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If the letters "N-A," the word “None;" or no. response.appears.on the lines above,.it will'be
conclusively presumed. that the Disclosing Party cettificd 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
micanings when-used inthis‘Part;D:

1. 'In accordance with Section 2:156-110 of the Municipal.Code: Does:any official dr’employee
of‘the City'have a:financial ifterest'in his orlhier own name or i’ ‘the name ofany other ‘pérson or

entity in'the Matter?. -
[]¥es [3 No.

NOTE: If'you checked "Yes" to Item D,1., proceed to Items D.2. and D.3. Ifyou checked "No"to

-I__.te_m\_D__-.‘l_f.,;.procc__e;;l_..lt'o_._ Part E.

2. Unless sold pursuant to a process of- -competitive blddmg, or otherwise pcrmlttcd no C1ty
elected offCIa] or employee. shall liave a financial interest in lis or heér own name or'in the'name of
aniy othef person:orientity in the purchase of’any property. that:(i) belongs to the. City, or(ii) is sold.
for taxes or.assessments, or (1i1) is sold by virtue: oflegal process at the suit of the Cuy (collectwely,
"City Property Salc") Compensation for propcrty taken pursiant to:the.City's eminent domain’power
does not-constitute-a financial interest within the meaning of this Part D:

Doés the:Mattér involve a City Property Sale?
[]Yes []No

3. Ifyou checked "Yes" to Item D.1., provide the names and business addresses of the City
officials or employces having such interest and identify the nature of such interest:

Name Business Address Nature of Interest

4. The Disclosing Party further certifies that no prohibited financial intercst 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 Party must
disclose below or in an attachment to this EDS all information requircd by paragraph 2. Failure to
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comply with these disclosure requirements may make any contract entéred intd with the City in
connection with the Matter voidable by.the City.,

_)_(___1 The Disclosing Party verifies that the Dlsclosmo Party has searched any and all records of
.the: Dlsclosmg Party and.any and-all predecessor:entitics: regardmc records of investments, or- profits
‘from slavery or.slaveholder insurance policies during the slavery.era (including‘insurance policies
issued 1o slaveliolders that provided coverdge for damiage o or injury of death of their slaves), 4nd
‘the Disclosing Party has found no'such records

.2 The Dlsclosmg Party verifies that, as a résult-of conducting:the search in step., 1 above; the’
=D1sclosmg Party fas found records of investments or profits-from slavery orslaveholder.i insurance
pohcxes The stclosmg Party-verifies that the following constitutes.full disclosure of all such
records, including the names of any. and‘all slaves.or:slayeholders:described in those records;

I can make the verification (#1)

SECTION VI -=:CERTIFICATIONS FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED:MATTERS

NOTE:If the Matteris-federally funded, complete this Section VI. If the Matter is not federally
fund ed,-'-_.pro_qébd to Section VII. For purposes of this Section VI;iax 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 Iobbymg contacts on behalf of the Disclosing Party with
respect to-the Matter: (Add sheets if necessary):

(If no-explanation appears or begins onthe lines-above, or if the letters "NA" or'if the 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 ou behalf of the
Dlsclosmg 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.1. above for-his or her lobbying activities or to pay any
person or entity to influence or attempt to influence an officer or employee of any agency, as dcfined 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 grant or loan, entering into any coopcrative agreement, or to cxtend, continue, rencw,
amend, or modify any federally funded contract, grant, loan, or cooperativc agreement.
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'3:. ‘The Disclosin’g Parfy will submit an'updat‘ed ccrfi'ﬁcat'i'on at t‘hc' 'énd of'each célcnddr"qizarté'r in.
._forth l_n\paragraph_s__ A,._l_ . .an__d VA.2_.__ above.

4. “The Dlsclosmg Party certifies that either: (1) it is not.an organization described.in section.
:501(0)(4) of the Internal Revenue:Code of 1986 0T (11) it/is"an’organization described in section:
;501(0)(4) of:the Internal.Revenue Code 0f 1986 but has not engaaed and will not engage in "Lobbymg-

-Activities”.

5. Ifthe. Dlsclosmg Party is the Apphcant the D:sclosmg Party must obtain certifications equa[ in.
:\fonn and substarice’to paragraphsA.:1. through A 4. above from all subcontractors beforedtrawards any-
‘subcontractand the Disclosing Party must maintain all such subcontractors' certifications for the
duration of the’Matter and:must make such cerfifications:promptly available:to the:City upon request;

B. CERTIFICATION REGARDING EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY

1f the:Mattet-is federally funded, federal: rcoulatlons require. the Applicant and all proposed
subcontractors to submit the followmg information with their bids.or in writing at tli¢ outset of

nc_gotlatlo_ns.

Is the Disclosing Party the-Applicdnt?
[]Yes | [INo

If “Yes,” answer the three questions below:

1. Have you developed and do.you have on.file affirmative action programs pursuant to applicablé’
federal regulations? (See 41-CFR Part 60-2.)
[]Yes [']No

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

[]Yes - [1No

3. Have you participated in any previous contracts or subcontracts suchct to the.

cqual opportunity clause?
[]Yes [1No

7
If you checked “No” to question 1. or 2. above, please provide an explanation:
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SECTION VII.-- AC-KN_QWLEDGMENT'S',;-.CONTRACZT INCORPORATION,
‘COMPLIANCE, PENALTIES, DISCLOSURE

The Discloging Party understands and agrees that:

-A. The certificatioiis, disclosures, and:acknowledgments contained.in this EDS will become: part.ofiany
contraci or other agreementbetween the Applicantand the City in connection-with the Matér, whether
procurement, City assistance, or other City action, and are material inducements to the'City's execution
:of any-contract or.taking othet actioniwith respect to'the Matter: The- stclosmg Party-undétstands: that
it must'comply: with all statutes, ordmances, and regulatlons on which this EDS is based.

‘B.. The Cxtys Governmental Ethics-and Campalgn Fmancmg Ordinances, Chapters 2:156'and 2-164 of
the‘Muricipal Code, impose certain duties:and obligations-on:persons or entities seeking Clty contracts,
‘work, business,.or-transactions:. The full fext:of these -ordinances and a training program is: avallable on
line at WWW. cityofchicapo.org/Ethics,-and may also'bé obtained from the City's Board of EtthS 740:N...

_‘Scdgw:ck St., Su1te 500 -Chicago, IL 60610, (312) 744.9660. The Disclosing Party:must.comply fully
with the’ appllcable ordmanccs I acknowledge and consent to the above.

'C. If the City-determines that-any-information:provided inthis EDS is false, incomplete oriinaccurate,
any.contract or. other-agreement in connection with which it is submitted may be rescinded or be void or
voidable, and ‘the City fiay" purste any‘remedies under'the contract or agreement (lf not rescmdcd or
void), at law, ot in-equity, mcludmg tetminating the. Dlsclosmg Partys participation in the. Mattet and/or
_declmmg tor allow the.Disclosing. Party to participate ir other transactions with the C1ty Remedies at
law for 4 false statement of material fact may mc]ude incarceration.and an award to the City-of treble

damages,

D. Itis.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 provxdcd on this’EDS and. any attachiments to:this EDS may-be
made available to the: publlc on theInternet,.in response-to a Freedom of Information“Act request; of.
otherwise. By completmg and s1gnmg this EDS, the Disclosing Party waives and releases any possible
rights.or claims which.it may have agamst the City.in.connection with the publlc release of information
contained in this: EDS and also authorizes the City to verify the-accuracy of any information submitted

inthis 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. If the 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 subjecct to Article I of
Chapter 1-23 of the Municipal Code (imposing PERMANENT INELIGIBILITY for certain specified
offenses), the information provided herein regarding eligibility must be kept current for a longer period,
as requircd by Chapter 1-23 and Section 2-154-020 of the Municipal Code.

I acknowledge and consent . to the above.

The Disclosing Party represents and warrants that:
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F.1. The Disclosing Party is not delinquent in the payment of any tax administered by the llhinoss
Department of Revenue, nor are the Disclosing Party or its Affiliated Entities definquent 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, property taxes or sales taxes.

I certify the above to be true.

F.2  If the Disclosing Party is the Applicant, the Disclosing Party and its Affiliated Entities will not
use, nor permit their subcontractors to use, any facility listed by the U.S. E.P.A. on the federal Excluded
Partics List System ("EPLS").maintained by the U. §. General Scrvices Administration.

I certify the above to be true.
F.3  Ifthe Disélosing Party is the 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.1. and F.2. above and will not, without the prior written consent of the

Clity, usc-any-such contractor/subcontractor that-doesnotprovidesuch certifications-orthat-the

Disclosing Party has reason to believe has not provided or cannot provide truthful certifications.
I certify the above to be true.

NOTE: If the Disclosing Party cannot certify as to any of the items in F.1., F.2. or F.3. above, an
explanatory statcrnent must be attached to this EDS.

CERTIFICATION

Under penally of perjury, the person sizning 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

certifications and statements contained in this EDS and Appendix A (if applicable) are true, accurare
and complete as of the date furnished to the City.

Bank of America Corporation

Printort narm of Disclosing Party)
)’ y

Uy A it
i

(_bxgn hﬁu)

Phillip A. Wertz

{Print or type name of person signing)

Associate Generzl Counsel & Senicr Vice President

(Primt or typc title of person signing)

"OFFICIAL SEA
DAVID R. HILL
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 1/5/2019
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CITY OF CHICAGO
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX A

FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

This Appendix.is to be ‘completed only by: (a) the: Appllcant and. (b) any legal entrty which has a direct
-owncrshlp interest in the Applrcant exceedmg 7 5 percent Ttis'not;to’be completed by any.légal entrty

which has only an- mdlrect ownership interést in the Applicant.

Undet; Mumctpal Code Section 2-154- 015,:the Disélosing Party must-disclose whether such Disclosing: Party
orany “Applicable: Party” or any Spouse’ or. Domestic Partner thereof currently- ‘has a “familial relatronshrp with.
any elected city official or department head.. A. “famrhal relatlonshtp” exists xf as.of the date this EDS is
‘signed, the: stclosmg Party or any: “Apphcab]e Party” or:any-Spouse or Domestrc Partner thereof is related to-
‘the mayor, any aldeiihan, the city clerk, the City treasurér.or. any city department head as spouse-or domestrc
partner or'as any- of the following, whether by blood or. adoptron parent, child, brother or sister, aunt or uncle,
niéce of nephiew, grandparent,sgrandchild, father-in-law, mothér-in-law; son-in-law, daughter-m—law, stepfather
ot stepmothier, Stepson or stepdaughter, stcpbrothcr or stepsister ot half-brother or half:sister. -

“Apphcable Party” meatis (1) all executive: officers:of the Dlsclosmg Party listed in Section ILB.1.a., if.the;
Disclosing Party is a corporation; all partners of the Disclosing-Party, if the Disclosing Partyis a gefieral.
partnership;'all general partners and limited partners: of'the Drsclosmg Party, if the' Disclosing Party is a limited
;parmershtp, all managers, managing.members and members-of:the Disclosing, Party, if the: Dlsclosmg Party is:a
limited liability company; (2) all principal. off icers of the Drsclosmg Party; and (3) any person having'more than’
.a 7.5 percent ownership interest.in the Disclosing Pany “Pnnc1pal officers” means the president, chief
operating officer; éxecutive dircctor; chief financial officer, tieasureror secretary of a legal entity.or.any.person
exercising similat 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?

[ ] 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 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 AND AFFIDAVIT
APPENDIX B
BUILDING CODE SCOFFLAW/PROBLEM LAN DLORD GERTI_FI CATION

‘This. Appendix is to be cortipleted-only by (a) the Appllcant and (b)’ any legal cntlty

which. has a.direct ownershnp interest in the Applicant. excecdmg 7.5.percent’ (an “Owner”)
Itis nof to be’ completed by any legal entity which has’ only an indirect-ownership interest.in
the Appllcant

1.

Pursuant to Municipal Code Section'2-154-010, is the Applicant orany Owner 1dennﬁed asa
buxldmg code scofflaw or problern landlord pursuant to Section 2-92-416 of the Municipal
Code?

[ 1Yes [XINo.

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

[ 1Yes [¥]No [ ]NotApplicable

If yes to (1) or'(2) above, plecase 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
buildirigs to-which the pertinént 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 CORPORATION
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

LIST OF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS
RESPONSE TO SECTION I1.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 Weck, Pierre
Donald, Arnold W.
Gifford, Charles K.
Holliday, Jr., Charles O.
Hudson, Linda P.
Lozano, Monica C.
May, Thomas J.
Moynihan, Brian T.
Nowell lll, Lionel L.
Rose, Clayton S.
Yost, R. David

Executive Officers

Moynihan, Brian T. Chairman of the Board, President, Chief Executive Officer
Athanasia, Dean C. President, Preferred & Smali Business Banking, Co-Head
Consumer

Banking
Laughlin, Terrence P. President, Strategic Initiatives
Nguyen, Thong President, Retail Banking, Co-Head Consumer Banking
Darnell, David C. Vice Chairman, Global Wealth & Investment Management
Montag, Thomas K. Chief Operating Officer :
Bless, Rudolf Chief Accounting Officer
Greener, Geoffrey Chief Risk Officer
Lynch, Gary G. : Global General Counsel and Head of Compliance and Regulatory
Thompson, Bruce R. Chief Financial Officer
Hackworth, Gregory R. Treasurer
Jeffries, Ross E. Deputy General Counsel, Corporate Secretary
Mogensen, Lauren Global Compliance Executive, Deputy General Counsel



BANK OF AMERICA CORPORATION
ECONOMIC DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
ST. EDMUNDS MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
SECTION lI(A) Disclosure of Ownership Interests
The Disclosing Party is a publicaily traded corporation.

SECTION 1l --Business Relationships with City Elected Officials

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 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 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 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, 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 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:

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 its 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 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
Disclosing Party to 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,cand 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 V.

a, b and c — Please see response to SECTION V(B)(2)b, ¢ 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, ¢ 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 of the Municipal Code. To the best of the
individual signing this EDS, Disclosing Party 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 VIl — 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 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
Oﬁicers, 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.

F.1.

Representatives and agents of Disclosing Party or its affiliates meet with representatives of the. City on a
monthly or other regular basis to identify outstanding amounts duly payable by DISCLOSING PARTY or its
affihates 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 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.
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Bank of America 2014

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 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 governmentat matter develops, the
Corporation, in conjunction with any outside counsel handling the matter,
cvaluates 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




estimable, the Corporation will establish an accrued liability with respect to such
loss contingency and record a corresponding amount of litigation-related
expense. The Corporatién 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 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 10ss 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 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 sccond-lien (and in one pool, first-lien)
HELOCs, first-lien subprime home equity loans and fixed-rate secondlien
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 foans. 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 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 Memrill 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
bascd upon its servicing of the foans 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 sceks 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 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 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 coliusion 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
impose a fine and require appropriate remedial measures.

Fontainebleau 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 Fontaineblcau 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 FBLY, 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 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 US. 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 summary judgment 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 settiement, plaintiffs have
stipulated to the voluntary dismissal of their remaining claims with prejudice.
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Inre 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 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 /n 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 settiement 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.




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 ctass 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 compiaint.

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 Do), 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 aliege 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 ctaims, 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 procecd. 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 maniputation 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 invoiving the Corporation's
FX business and its systems and controls. There can be no assurances that
these discussions witl 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 Count 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 asscrt 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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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 entitied Montgomery v Bank of
America, et al. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint on January 14, 2011.
Plaintitf 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)
faited 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 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.

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, scller,
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 misteading 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.
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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 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 ctaims. 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 bellwether trial.

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 settiement, FHLB
San Francisco has voluntarily dismissed its remaining claims with prejudice.

Luther Class Action Litigation and Related Actions

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, ct 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




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, rcscission 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 intotwo 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.

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 complaintin
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 relicf. 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
repurchasc 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

Lending, Inc., Mermrill 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 representattons and warranties related to loans securitized in
the Trusts. The summonses allege that defendants failed to repurchase
breaching mortgage toans 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 remaining Trusts, and until July 15, 2015 to
demand complaints on the final three Trusts.

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 warchousing 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 alieged 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 refief.

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
settie 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'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 Fuil Spectrum Lending. On
October 24, 2012, the Do) 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 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 al.

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; (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 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 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 US. Bank National Association. BANA and US. 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 ceriain 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-
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 appvovall_,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 Aprit 2010, Takefuji Corporation (Takefuji) filed a claim against Mernll 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 foss 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
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 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.



