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Good morning. My name is Meghan Faux and I am the Deputy Director of South
Brooklyn Legal Services. In collaboration with Bedford-Stuyvesant Legal Services and
Brooklyn Legal Services Corporation A, I have prepared this testimony on behalf of Legal
Services NYC.

First, we would like to thank the Committee on Oversight and Government Reform for
holding this hearing and, in particular, Congressman Towns for this invitation to testify and his
leadership in addressing the foreclosure crisis. We have many challenges now and ahead of us,
and we thank you for your partnership in the pursuit of justice.

Legal Services NYC (LS-NYC) is the nation’s largest provider of free civil legal services
to the poor. For more than 40 years, we have provided expert legal assistance and advocacy to
low-income residents of New York City. Each year, our 19 neighborhood offices together serve
tens of thousands of New Yorkers—including homeowners, tenants, the disabled, immigrants,
the elderly and children.

LSNYC is also the oldest and largest provider of foreclosure prevention legal services in
New York. For more than a decade, we have challenged abusive lending and home sale

schemes—from redlining to subprime lending to loan mod scams. Starting in 2008, with support



from state and federal funding programs, LS-NYC significantly expanded our homeowner rights
programs. We now operate six dedicated foreclosure prevention projects with more than 45
attorneys and paralegals working in some of the hardest hit neighborhoods across Brooklyn,
Queens, Staten Island and the Bronx. To date, we have assisted more than 6,000 families at risk
of losing their homes.

We are honored to be here today to testify about the critical issues facing low-income
homeowners in New York. In this testimony, we will be discussing three issues: (1) the current
impact of foreclosures in the communities we serve; (2) servicer practices that have exacerbated
and prolonged the foreclosure crisis and increased the likelihood of wrongful foreclosures; and
(3) reforms we believe will shape a healthier and more just economic recovery for homeowners

and all of New York State.

I. THE FORECLOSURE CRISIS CONTINUES TO JEOPARDIZE THE SAFETY
AND STABILITY OF COMMUNITIES ACROSS OUR CITY AND STATE.

New York City neighborhoods continue to endure a catastrophe as record numbers of
families face losing their homes. In NYC, the economic downturn and rising unemployment
have deepened a crisis initially caused by subprime lending. For years, low-income and
communities of color were aggressively targeted for abusive, unaffordable mortgages, including
adjustable-rate mortgages, stated-income loans, payment-option adjustable rate mortgages and
equity-based lending with exorbitant default rates. These abusive loans have significantly higher
default rates than prime loans, putting minority homeowners at a substantially increased risk of
losing their homes. As the foreclosure crisis deepened, and the economy declined, record
numbers of homeowners fell into foreclosure due to unemployment and underemployment. For

most of our clients, the proximate cause of default is an economic hardship, but the more



fundamental problem is often a high-cost mortgage loan that leaves little to no room for even
a temporary setback. We now face a new wave of new foreclosures as the full impact of
predatory loans made during the subprime boom of the last decade hits, just as families struggle
with less income, higher debt and smaller safety nets.

The Federal Reserve Bank recently reported that New York City had among the highest
foreclosure rates in the United States, with 10% of all mortgages in foreclosure or seriously
delinquent and an additional 4% between 30 and 90 days past due. In 2011, more than 69,000
pre-foreclosure notices were sent out to New York City homeowners; more than two-thirds of
these notices were sent to homeowners in communities of color.

In Brooklyn alone more than 27,000 mortgages defaulted last year while tens of
thousands of foreclosures were still pending. In some Brooklyn and Queens communities we
serve, 1 in 3 homeowners are in default. The areas most decimated by foreclosure filings are
the predominantly African-American and Hispanic communities that suffered from a
predominance of subprime and predatory lending: Canarsie, East New York, Flatlands,
Brownsville, Bushwick, Crown Heights, Bedford Stuyvesant, and Flatbush. (See map of pre-
foreclosure filings in New York City created by the Neighborhood Economic Development
Advocacy Project).

Our advocates see both the terrible individual impact of foreclosures, as well as the
disastrous consequences for the neighborhoods affected. Over 90% of our clients are people
of color, and many are elderly or single heads of household. More often than not, multiple
generations live within the home, as do tenants, for whom foreclosures mean the loss of
affordable rental housing. Even one foreclosure—let alone thousands—creates a costly ripple

effect. Walking through the beautiful tree-lined streets of Brooklyn neighborhoods like Bedford



Stuyvesant —a community where families once bought homes and stayed for their whole lives—
we now see vacant, deteriorating houses, increased crime, drastic home value loss and
disappearing affordable rental housing.

While it is difficult to quantify the full cost of foreclosure, we know that foreclosed
homes sell for about 25% or more below fair market value, negatively affecting neighboring
property values. These lowered property values lead to significant losses to the tax base of
counties, towns and cities. Our colleagues from the Empire Justice Center recently reported that,
if foreclosures are not prevented, New York City will sustain a $7 billion decline in property
values—and more than $133 million reduced tax revenues—in the coming years.

This crisis is far from over; its impacts are startling; and the need for continued vigilance

and aggressive government response is as acute as it has ever been.

Il SERVICERS MUST BE ACCOUNTABLE FOR FAIRLY AND PROMPTLY
NEGOTIATING AFFORDABLE AND SUSTAINABLE LOAN MODIFICATIONS
WITH HOMEOWNERS.

Our economic recovery and neighborhood stability continue to be jeopardized by the
unscrupulous practices of lenders and their servicing agents. As homeowners struggle with debt
that often far exceeds the value of their properties, lenders are refusing to negotiate affordable
modifications. The consequences of these refusals are severe. Homeowners are being unfairly
denied long-term sustainable modifications, tenants are losing affordable rental housing and
neighborhoods are falling further into decline. While we are encouraged by the pending
settlement among the states’ attorneys general, the federal government and five major national

servicers which provides some relief to underwater homeowners and, if enforced, will curb many

of the systemic servicing abuses, that settlement does not address FHA, Fannie Mae or Freddie



Mac loans, leaving the vast majority of the country’s distressed homeowners at the mercy of the
wrongful foreclosure and servicing practices that prompted the national mortgage investigation
in the first place. We believe that the federal government must continue to play a constructive
role in ensuring that the abuses addressed by that settlement are not allowed to remain the norm
for these mortgages. Aggressive monitoring and enforcement of the agreements and regulations
governing mortgage servicing are essential to our economic recovery.

Now, more than four years into the foreclosure crisis, deliberate delays and improper
denials, despite violating clear regulations, remain the servicers’ primary response. Below I
outline the most problematic servicing practices that increase the likelihood of wrongful,
unnecessary foreclosures and forestall any hope of stabilizing our economy and rebuilding our
communities. For the most part, these practices are the same problems that homeowners have
been encountering for years. Despite countless investigations, regulations, and initiatives, our
offices have seen little change in the day-to-day practices of servicers. Servicers’ refusal,
whether intentional or not, to implement systems to fairly and properly evaluate homeowners for
home retention options have been exceptionally costly to both individual families and to the
broader community when avoidable foreclosures are not prevented.

Unnecessary Delay. The largest part of our foreclosure defense work is representing
homeowners in settlement conferences mandated by New York’s judicial foreclosure process.
New York courts are required to hold settlement conferences in all residential foreclosure cases
to determine “whether the parties can reach a mutually agreeable resolution to help the
[homeowner] avoid losing his or her home.”

Remarkably, even in the context of court-supervised mandatory settlement conferences

governed by a statutory duty of good faith, mortgage servicers routinely delay the process and



effectively refuse to negotiate loan modifications or other home saving solutions, imposing a
substantial drain on judicial, advocate, and homeowner resources. Banks and lenders still
routinely violate federal and state regulations as well as the provisions set forth in the settlement
conference procedures, often without consequence. Conferences require an extraordinary
commitment of time and resources for each case; our offices average between 6 and 8
appearances across twice as many months before a resolution can be reached. During the
negotiation process, lenders repeatedly ask for additional or updated documentation that has
already been provided or is not required under the modification guidelines. Lenders rarely
review the application within the timeframes required under the HAMP guidelines or New York
State’s servicing regulations and often fail to provide a complete explanation when denying a
loan modification. These delays, and plaintiffs’ refusal to provide accurate, complete
information to the borrower, make it difficult to negotiate effectively at the conferences and
ensure that homeowners’ applications are properly reviewed. In addition, the ubiquitous, long
delays are costly to homeowners who continue to accrue interest and fees on their loans, making
it more difficult to structure an affordable modification.

Unexplained and Excessive Fees. Payment histories are almost universally
incomprehensible and servicing fees are rarely explained. Homeowners routinely get statements
assessing hundreds, if not thousands, of dollars in fees to their account labeled “other” or
“miscellaneous” fees. When our advocates request clarification of the fees, it often takes months
to obtain an adequate explanation. Homeowners without an advocate have little hope of
obtaining any justification of the fees. Our offices have uncovered unreasonable or inaccurate
fees charged to homeowners accounts ranging from a few thousand dollars to tens of thousands

of dollars.



Improper Denials. Despite clear federal and state regulations, servicers continue to send
homeowners inaccurate and confusing modification denial letters. Servicers still fail to state the
primary reason for the denial or fail to provide the inputs used in evaluating the application.
Many of our clients receive multiple and often inconsistent letters within days of each other —
one client received six letters in a 48 hour period — making it virtually impossible to determine if
they were properly reviewed for a home retention option. Servicer error is often the root cause
of the initial denial: they frequently miscalculate income or the amount owed or use inaccurate
home value data. While our advocates can often get such errors corrected, these protracted
delays are costly to homeowners and can make it impossible to negotiate an affordable
modification because of the increased debt adding up with each month of delay. And of course
most homeowners do not have access to an advocate who can insist on getting such errors
corrected.

Investor Restrictions. Servicers also continue to deny homeowners for modifications
because of supposed investor restrictions—claiming that the pooling and servicing agreement or
other investor guidelines for the loan prohibit the requested modification—and do not take any
meaningful steps to seek a waiver of legitimate investor restrictions, as federal guidelines
obligate them to do. Often these investor restrictions do not come to light until months into
negotiations, after homeowners have repeatedly provided income documentation and sometimes
even completed a trial period modification. When challenged, servicers often cannot provide
documentation of the restriction or produce investor guidelines that clearly indicate the

modification is permissible.

III. WE NEED AGGRESSIVE ENFORECEMENT OF STRONG SERVICING
STANDARDS FOR ALL SERVICERS.



We applaud the recent national settlement with the major banks and look forward to
aggressive enforcement of the agreement. While many of the servicing standards in the
agreement are commonsensical, servicer compliance would eliminate many of the barriers
currently preventing homeowners from obtaining sustainable modifications. More must be
done, however, to fully address the foreclosure crisis and stabilize our housing markets.
National mortgage servicing standards which apply to all banks, not just a select few, are
essential to stopping unnecessary foreclosures and re-stabilizing our communities.

National standards must include the following key elements:

o Eliminate the two-track system. Homeowners should be evaluated for a loan
modification before a foreclosure is initiated or continued, and that evaluation
should be completed before any foreclosure fees are incurred.

o The failure to offer loan modifications to homeowners must be made a defense to
foreclosure.

o Net Present Value tests for modifications should be standardized and made
available to the public.

o Loan modifications for qualified homeowners facing hardship must be permanent,
affordable over the life of the loan, and available without any waiver of a
homeowner’s legal rights. '

o Homeowners denied a loan modification must receive a written notice
documenting the NPV inputs, any relevant investor restrictions and efforts to seek
a waiver of such restrictions, and explaining the process for seeking review of
erroneous determinations. Foreclosure should not commence or continue until
such an appeal process has been resolved.

o Homeowners should be provided with access to full documentation of any
investor restrictions, as well as all servicer attempts to procure a waiver, upon any
denial based on investor guidelines.

o Servicers must be required to seek, and investors should be encouraged to grant,
waivers of any restrictions prohibiting modifications.

o Fees to servicers must be limited to those both reasonable and necessary for them
to carry out their legitimate activities.



o Force-placed insurance should be replaced by a default reliance on replacing or
continuing the existing coverage at a reasonable price.

o Transfer notices and periodic statements should be used to increase servicing
transparency.

o Application of payments and use of suspense accounts should be fair and
reasonable.

These standards are a necessary step in ending the abusive servicing practices that have
exacerbated the foreclosure crisis, but must serve as a floor rather than a ceiling, and must not
prevent states from implementing additional protections to address the unique needs of their

homeowners and communities.

IV. PRINCIPAL REDUCTION IS A NECESSARY TOOL TO RESTABILZING OUR
HOUSING MARKET.

Principal reduction is a critical loss-mitigation tool that must be embraced if we are to be
serious about stabilizing our housing market. Many of our clients have mortgage loans that far
exceed the actual value of their homes, some because of rampant over-appraisal during the
subprime lending boom and others because of the more recent declines in home value. Yet, in
our experience, servicers rarely consider principal reduction in evaluating homeowners for
modifications even though it is in the economic interests of the loan investors to do so. Asa
consequence, many homeowners are left with new principal balances on their mortgages that are
tens—if not hundreds—of thousands of dollars in excess of the actual value of their homes and
payments that continue to strain their budget.

Principal reduction is in the best interest of investors and homeowners. Existing data on
loan modifications show that modifications with principal reductions have lower re-default rates.
Principal reduction modifications are more affordable to homeowners who are then better able to

navigate a future economic hardship. These modifications also allow families to sell their homes
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if they need to move for a job, family or other reason. However, despite the logic and benefit to
providing this relief to homeowners, most services refuse. Principal reduction must be mandated
for all loans — including those owned by Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae — when it is in the best
interest of the investor. Our economic recovery cannot wait any longer.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony.
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90-Day Pre-Foreclosure Notices
New York City, 2011
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South Brooklyn Legal Services, Inc. 13-2605605
US-DHHS-Pension Counseling (AcA)
90PC000402 7/1/10-6/30/13 600,000
O0AM3149/02  9/1/07-7/31/10 557,500
US-IRS-Low Income Taxpayer Clinic
12LITC0100 1/1/12-12/31/12 100,000
11LITC0100 11/11-12/31/11 90,000
2010099 1/1/10-12/31/10 - 92,516
1/1/09-12/31/09 91,248
2008094 1/1/08-12/31/08 97,250
US-DOJ-Leqgal Assistance for Victims (VAWA)
2011-WL-AX-006 10/1/11-9/30/13 540,000
2008-WL-AX-000 10/1/08-9/30/10 450,000
US-HUD Fair Housing
FH800G10046  5/1/11-4/30/12 427,587
FH700G10096 5/1/11-4/30/12 325,000
FH800G09069  5/1/10-4/30/11 318,408
FH700G09036 6/1/10-5/31/11 275,000
FH700G06009 5/1/09-4/30/10 183,333
FH700G06009 5/1/08-4/30/09 183,333
DHHS-Job Opportunity for Low Income Individuals (BOC)
90E0212 12,000
90E00182 1/1/09-12/31/10 24,000
US-DOJ-Identity Theft (subcontract with State of Maryland)
2010-VF-GX-K03 10/1/11-9/30/12 50,000
AmeriCorps 8/1/09-7/31/10 41,000



Legal Services NYC

Legal Services Corporation

2011 $772,710
2010 $802,029
2009 $719,972
2008 $669,505



MEGHAN FAUX

EDUCATION

Georgetown University Law Center, Washington, DC, J.D., May 1999, cum laude
Activities: Notes and Comments Editor, The Journal on Poverty Law and Policy
Founder, The Georgetown Journal of Gender and the Law
Chair, First Annual Gender, Sexuality and the Law Symposium,
Violence and State Accountability: Ending Hate Crimes
Symposium Editor, The Second Annual Gender, Sexuality and the Law
Symposium, Hostile Hallways: AntiGay Peer Harassment in Schools
Honors: International Trial Advocacy Award; National Associatin of Women Lawyers
Award; Deans Certificate; Georgetown Public Interest Award, 19971999
The American University, School of Public Affairs, Washington, DC, May 1995,cum laude
B.A. in Communications, Legal Institutions, Economics and Government (CLEG)

Honors: Honors Deans List, Presidential Scholar
EXPERIENCE
- South Brooklyn Legal Services, Foreclosure Prevention Project Director
Brooklyn, NY September 2008 — Present

Co-Director
December 2006 - August 2008

Staff Attorne
October 2005 — December 2006

e Represent homeowners at risk of foreclosure because they received predatory mortgage loans.
Litigate cases in federal and state courts under faithousing, civil rights, and consumer protection
laws.

e Supervise (with co-director) staff of four attorneys and two paralegals in all aspects of litigation;
community outreach; and administrationof citywide-hotline for homeowners at risk of foreclosure.

e Speak at conferences on predatory lending; conduct trainings for attmeys and advocates; work
with media to publicize predatory lending practices and address issues relating to subprime
mortgage crisis

e Co-facilitate New Yorkers for Responsible Lending Mortgage Working Group; represent
organization at coalition meetings and meetings with regulators.

South Brooklyn Legal Services, Family Law Unit Staff Attorney
Brooklyn, NY September 2002 - October 2005

e Represented parents seeking the return of their children from foster care and victims of domestic
violence in family, matrimonial, housing and immigration proceedings. Experience includes
negotiating settlements, advocating with agencies to obtain services for clients, conducting
trials, defending depositions and working with expert witnesses.

o Conducted communitytrainings on legal issues related to child welfare and domestic violence

e Advocated with City and State agencies to improve policies and procedures related to child
welfare and domestic violence.

Emerging Strategies for Learning and Leadership Executive Director
New York, NY September 2001 - July 2002
e Conducted outreach, training and curriculum development on issues related to emotional
intelligence and personal safety
e Managed day-to-day operations of organization, led fundraising activities andoordinated
with researchers, the Board of Directors and Advisory Board.
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Prepare Inc, Instructor
New York, NY September 2001 — Present
e Taught women, teens and children a comprehensive, fulicontact self defense program
called IMPACT.
UNIFEM Consultant
New York, NY Fall 2001

e Researched and drafted a legalanalysis on the application of international laws and norms
to women migrant workers.

Brooklyn Legal Services Corporation A Staff Attorney/ NAPIL Fellow
Brooklyn, NY Septembers 1999 - 2001
¢ Represented victims of domestic violence in family courand immigration proceedings,
including orders of protection, custody/ visitation, child support and deportation.
e Conducted community and police trainings on legal issues impacting domestic violence
victims.
e Trained domestic violence survivors to advocse for individuals currently trying to end
abusive relationships.

[ ]
Professor Robin West Research Assistant
Washington, DC September 1998 - May 1999
e Researched legal jurisprudence on rights.
e Updated feminist jurisprudence seminar materials.

Georgetown University Law Center Domestic Violence Clinic Certified Law Student
Washington, DC Fall 1998
e Litigated three domestic violence cases, including conducting client and witness interviews,
investigating case and preparing for trial.

Koob & Magoolaghan Law Clerk
New York, NY July 1998 - August 1998
e Assisted in preparation of pretrial order, including researching evidentiary issues and
organizing exhibits, for civil rights case.
e Researched state claims for civil rights case.

LeBoeuf, Lamb, Greene & MacRae L.L.P. Summer Associate

New York, NY May 1998 - July 1998
e Researched legal issues and drafted discovery requests for Litigation Department.
e Researched legal issues for Corporate, Trusts and Estates and Real Estate Bpartments.
e Participated in document review for insurance litigation case in Oklahoma City, OK.

Partnership for Civil Justice Law Clerk
Washington, DC June 1997 - August 1997
e Interviewed clients and witnesses, assisted in litigation preparatin and attended trials for a
domestic violence civil protection order contempt case.
e Drafted motions, demand letters and discovery requests in employment discrimination
cases.
e Researched legal issues under Title VIL, District of Columbia Human Rights Actad
consumer regulations.
o Analyzed and digested investigative report, affidavits and depositions in complex public
sector employment discrimination case.
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Office of the Corporation Counsel Legal Intern
Washington, DC January 1997 - April 1997

e Conducted interviews of domestic violence victims petitioning for civil protection orders.
e Assisted attorneys in preparing cases for hearings.

Amnesty International National Field Program National Field Program Assistant
Washington, DC June 1995 - July 1996

e Created series of cHow To¢ pamphlets on organizing techniques for student goups.

¢ Strategized campaigns and wrote campaign materials for organizatiols student groups.

e Created training and education materials on specific human rights violations.

e Managed National Field Program for three month period.

PUBLICATIONS
Co-author, Utilizing an International Human Rights Framework in the United States to Address Hate Crimes

and Domestic Violenceg The Georgetown Journal of Gender and the Law, Inaugural Issue.



