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Chairwoman Maloney and members of the Financial Institutions and Consumer Credit
Subcommittee, my name is John Robbins and | am Chairman of the Mortgage Bankers
Association (MBA).! | appreciate the opportunity to testify before you today as you
review and consider issues related to the current state of the subprime mortgage
market, the proposed statement affecting subprime hybrid ARMs, predatory lending and
foreclosures. These are issues that are of central concern to the MBA and, with 36
years of mortgage banking experience, | am pleased to share industry’s thoughts in
these areas.

As we all are well aware, today’s hearing is being held during a significant transition
affecting subprime mortgage borrowers and the mortgage market. Let me start by
saying that we all share the same commitment to assure that these borrowers continue
to have the financing they need to buy and draw needed equity from their homes, and,
most importantly, to stay in them.

We also share the same goal of developing better protections for consumers against
abusive lending and foreclosures. When abusive lending happens, it is a stain on the
mortgage industry just as it is a burden on our borrowers and communities.
Foreclosures, likewise, are harmful and can be ruinous to both borrowers and to lenders
as well. We do not and will not stand idly by while the dreams of our customers and the
hard work of our industry are lost because of the excesses of a few.

In the wake of these events, we should not forget that the real estate finance industry
has provided homeownership opportunities for the benefit of us all. It is the driving force
in establishing communities, creating financial stability and wealth for consumers and
fueling the overall economy. Our industry has helped our country reach a near 70
percent homeownership rate.

To meet these objectives, the industry has created an array of mortgage products to
help borrowers get the financing they need to deal with record high house prices and to
put home equity within their reach. Recently, however, because of an increase in
delinquency rates, there have been claims that some of these products and financing
tools are in themselves bad for consumers and have driven foreclosure rates to a state
of crisis. This reaction overlooks the primary reasons for foreclosure namely
employment loss, illness and other significant life events. Moreover, eliminating
products will only take good financing options out of the hands of homeowners. The

! The Mortgage Bankers Association (MBA) is the national association representing the real estate
finance industry, an industry that employs more than 500,000 people in virtually every community in the
country. Headquartered in Washington, D.C., the association works to ensure the continued strength of
the Nation’s residential and commercial real estate markets; to expand homeownership and extend
access to affordable housing to all Americans. MBA promotes fair and ethical lending practices and
fosters professional excellence among real estate finance employees through a wide range of educational
programs and a variety of publications. Its membership of over 3,000 companies includes all elements of
real estate finance: mortgage companies, mortgage brokers, commercial banks, thrifts, Wall Street
conduits, life insurance companies and others in the mortgage lending field.



effect will be to undermine our mutual goal of putting Americans in homes and keeping
them there.

We believe the problem in today’s subprime market was driven by a confluence of
factors. These factors included over-capacity in the mortgage market, which the capital
markets have swiftly responded to by tightening their guidelines. It was also driven by a
drop in home price appreciation and an increase in unemployment. As a result of these
and other changing market dynamics, the concern now is whether there will be
adequate liquidity for borrowers who may be seeking to become first time homebuyers
or are interested in refinancing adjustable rate products going forward. MBA and its
lender members are committed to working with investors, advocacy organizations and
others to serve these needs.

We strongly caution policy makers against any hasty action that could harm the very
borrowers that we all wish to protect. In recent days, the market has changed the
contours of many products. The regulators have issued new, comprehensive guidance
related to nontraditional products and a proposed statement affecting subprime hybrid
ARMs that will tighten underwriting of many mortgage products. The challenge now is
to assure that credit is available.

Going forward, MBA believes that in addition to assuring the availability of mortgage
credit, there are three things the government can do to help protect consumers. First,
make financial education a priority in this nation, empowering consumers with
knowledge and giving them the tools they need to make good decisions and protect
themselves. Second, simplify and make more transparent the mortgage process so that
consumers may better understand the details of the transaction and facilitate shopping
more efficiently from lender to lender. Third, enact a strong and balanced uniform
national standard for mortgage lending with increased consumer protections.

MBA respectfully asks policy makers to continue to rely on sober judgment and sound
research in assessing the scope of the problem and in considering legislative
approaches that will affect this key area of the nation’s economy. While there have
been excesses and some bad actors in our industry, there are many, many more stories
of lenders who have helped borrowers achieve and maintain their homeownership
dreams.

MBA has considerable data that we will continue to make available. We urge
government experts to carefully review it and to resist the urge to create policy based on
headlines and anecdotes. The mortgage market in general has done an outstanding
job for consumers and the larger economy and any policy that is not based on sound
facts has the potential to undermine these benefits going forward — particularly for those
in most need of credit.



l. TODAY’S MORTGAGE MARKET

Homeownership is near its highest level in history — nearly 70 percent overall.
Homeownership rates rose roughly 3.5 percentage points in the U.S. between 1989 and
2001. Looking at recent years, in 2001, the overall homeownership rate was 67.8
percent. In 2006, it was 68.9 percent. For African-Americans, the rate in 2001 was 47.7
percent, and in 2006 it grew to 48.2 percent (although it was 49.1 percent in 2004). For
Hispanics, the rate in 2001 was 47.3 percent and in 2006 it was 49.5 percent.

Homeownership Rates: 1995-2005
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As a result of these increases in homeownership, across all demographics, Americans
are building tremendous wealth by increasing their home equity through their monthly
payments and through the impressive rate of home price appreciation seen in recent
years. According to the Federal Reserve Board’s (FRB) Flow of Funds data, the value
of residential real estate assets owned by households has increased from $10.3 trillion
in 1999 to $22.6 trillion as of the fourth quarter of 2006, and aggregate homeowners’
equity now exceeds $10 trillion. According to the FRB’s 2004 Survey of Consumer
Finances, the median net worth for homeowners was $184,000. For renters, it was
$4,000.

More than a third of all homeowners own their homes free and clear of any lien. Of the
remaining two-thirds of homeowners who do have mortgages, three-quarters have fixed
rate mortgages. Only one quarter of these borrowers, or about a sixth of all
homeowners, have adjustable rate mortgages (ARMS).



Homeowning Household Distribution
By Mortgage Type
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According to MBA'’s Mortgage Originations Survey, in the first half of 2006, 62 percent
of the dollar volumes of loans originated were prime loans, 16 percent were Alt. A, and
19 percent were nonprime, with government loans accounting for the remaining 3
percent.

Mortgage Originations by Loan Type
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Source: MBA's Mortgage Origination Survey

Estimates from MBA’s National Delinquency Survey (NDS) indicate that the number of
nonprime loans has increased more than 6.5 times over the last five years (Q4 2001 to
Q4 2006).

Based on first half 2006 data, nearly half of nonprime borrowers, or 45 percent, utilize
nonprime loans to buy homes. One in four of these purchases was made by a first-time
homebuyer. Also, notably, over the last several years the average difference between
the interest rates of prime loans and non-prime loans has decreased markedly.



Outstanding Loans by Loan Type: 1998-Present
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Il. MORTGAGE PRODUCT INNOVATION — Creating Access and Affordability

As we have indicated, the mortgage industry takes pride in its innovations in developing
mortgage products. Innovation in combination with the liquidity provided by the
secondary market has dramatically expanded the opportunity for consumers to become
homeowners, particularly for traditionally underserved borrowers.

Over the past several decades, as mortgage lenders have sought to adapt to changing
market conditions and changing consumer preferences, mortgage products have
developed beyond the 30-year, fixed-rate, amortizing mortgage. In fact, in the early
1980s, in response to prohibitively high interest rates, the ARM began to gain wide
acceptance.

In addition to ARMs, some lenders at the forefront of responding to consumer demand
for product diversity, particularly in high cost markets, began to offer interest-only and
payment-option mortgages. Mortgage lenders have successfully offered such products
for decades, through different market cycles, without threatening their safety and
soundness. It is therefore prudent to look to the practices of lenders regarding
nontraditional mortgage products rather than imposing overly prescriptive requirements
that would force them to change proven standards, disadvantaging institutions from
effectively participating in this market.



Over the last decade, hybrid ARMs, where the initial interest rate is fixed for a period of
time and then adjusts annually, also have gained wide acceptance in response to
consumer demand. Through these products, borrowers now can take advantage of
hundreds of different financing options based on their individual needs and
circumstances. They can also choose among thousands of mortgage originators. MBA
supports the opportunity for consumers to make their own choices. Consumers are in
the best position to choose which mortgage option is best for them and their families.

A. Nontraditional Mortgage Products

“Nontraditional mortgage products” refer to financing options which have been
developed to increase flexibility and affordability and otherwise meet the needs of
homebuyers who have been purchasing homes in an environment where real estate
prices have increased faster than borrowers’ incomes. Other homeowners have used
these products to tap their homes’ increased equity for a variety of needs including
home improvements and renovations, paying down other forms of debt, as well as
education and healthcare needs. While these products have often been characterized
as “new,” some of them actually predate long term fixed-rate mortgages. Nontraditional
mortgage products include fixed- and adjustable-rate loans that permit interest only (10)
payments and payment-option loans including option ARMSs.

MBA strongly believes that the market’s success in making these “nontraditional”
products available is a positive development. Although these products have been used
to finance a relatively small portion of the nation’s housing, they have offered and
continue to offer new, useful choices for borrowers.

Notably, however, while nontraditional products have offered borrowers a variety of
options, many of these products are not prevalent in the nonprime market. Payment-
option loans are typically not available in the nonprime sector. In fact, according to
Fitch Ratings, no nonprime loans carried a negative amortization feature in 2005. The
IO share in the prime sector was 44 percent of dollar volumes, while it was 25 percent
of dollar volumes in the nonprime sector. According to Standard & Poors, nonprime 10
borrowers tend to have larger loans, typically indicating higher incomes, and better
credit scores than nonprime borrowers who choose other products.

To be sure, as with all mortgage products, nontraditional mortgages must be
underwritten by lenders in a safe and sound manner and their risks must be
appropriately managed. As with other products, loan originators must provide
consumers necessary information on a product’s terms so a borrower can determine
whether the product matches his or her needs and financial abilities.

Reports by MBA members and other data reviewed by MBA indicate that interest-only
and payment-option mortgage borrowers also generally have good credit scores and
relatively low loan-to-value (LTV) ratios. These products also tend to be most prevalent
in higher cost areas of the country where there is a greater need for affordability
products. For example, California, a particularly high cost state, has always had a high



ARM share. As the risk of a loan or its features increase - mortgage lenders take
appropriate steps to offset the risk by requiring other features like higher credit scores to
ensure a borrowers credit worthiness.

Interest-Only and Payment-Option Mortgages:

Interest-only and payment-option mortgages are two different products. Each is treated
differently by lenders in terms of credit policy, underwriting standards and risk
management.

An interest-only mortgage is commonly a loan under which a borrower is permitted to
make interest-only payments for a certain period of time, after which the borrower is
required to make principal payments as well. The interest rate may be fixed or
adjustable during the interest-only period and may be fixed or adjustable after
amortizing payments are required. Borrowers are typically allowed at their option to
make principal payments during the interest-only period.

A payment-option mortgage is a loan for which a borrower typically has an option each
month to make one of four payments: an amortizing payment based on a 15-year
repayment schedule; an amortizing payment based on a 30-year repayment schedule;
an interest-only payment; or a minimum payment based on a start rate which is below
the fully-indexed accrual interest rate.

Where the minimum payment is insufficient to pay all of the interest due at the accrual
interest rate, negative amortization occurs. Negative amortization means that the
principal balance owed by the borrower increases. Typically, the minimum payment is
fixed for 12 months, after which it adjusts annually based on the fully-indexed rate.
Payment increases are usually limited to 7.5 percent in any one year. The amount of
negative amortization may range from 10 to 25 percent of the original mortgage amount;
if this limit is reached, the loan is recast, requiring payments that will amortize the
outstanding balance over the remaining term of the mortgage.

B. ARMs and Hybrid ARMs

ARMs, including hybrid ARMs, significantly differ from interest-only and payment-option
products and are not covered by the nontraditional guidance. As explained below, on
March 7, 2007, the Federal financial regulators published a Proposed Statement on
Subprime Mortgage Lending that, among other things, would cover hybrid ARMs.?

ARMs, first developed in the 1970s, permit borrowers to lower their payments if they are
willing to assume the risk of interest rate changes. Hybrid ARMs, introduced in the mid-
1990s, combine the benefits of fixed rate mortgages and adjustable mortgages and
allow borrowers to opt for a lower initial interest rate and lower monthly payments, which
are fixed for a period of two to ten years (including 2-28 ARMs and ARMs with longer
fixed payment periods). After the fixed payment period ends, the hybrid ARM converts

2 Proposed Statement on Subprime Mortgage Lending, 72 Federal Register 10533 (March 7, 2007)



to an adjustable rate mortgage with the interest rate and payments adjusting periodically
(usually yearly) based on interest rate changes in the capital markets.

ARMs, including hybrid ARMs, are not simply refinancing tools; these mortgages are
affordable financing and for some borrowers credit repair options that have helped
millions of borrowers achieve the dream of homeownership. Hybrid ARMs offer a lower
monthly payment during the fixed payment period than a fixed rate mortgage. Nearly
half, or 45 percent, of nonprime loans are purchase loans, with 25 percent of nonprime
purchase mortgages originated for first-time homebuyers indicating that a significant
portion of the recent gains in homeownership are likely attributable to hybrid ARMs. In
the first half of 2006, 67 percent of new subprime loans were ARMs.

Data available to MBA from large member companies indicate that for the 30 percent of
hybrid ARM loans that borrowers refinance with their companies, 50 percent of these
hybrid ARM borrowers refinance into a prime loan half of which are fixed, half of which
are ARMs. Of the remaining 50 percent of borrowers, 25 percent refinance into fixed
rate subprime products and 25 percent refinance into other ARMs

Hybrid ARMs are frequently underwritten using more flexible guidelines based on
reasonable repayment expectations, allowing many more borrowers to qualify for these
loans. Flexible underwriting for hybrid ARMs is appropriate. Relatively few hybrid ARMs
experience any adjustment at all; hybrid ARMs are usually refinanced very early in their
terms. Data from Fitch Ratings indicate that of the prime loans originated in 2003, only
44 percent remained outstanding as of the second quarter of 2006. For subprime loans
originated in 2003, only 22 percent remain outstanding as of that time.

If ARMs and hybrid ARMs also are required to be underwritten at the fully-indexed rate,
as the guidance proposes (see below) then we must face the fact that many hybrid
ARM borrowers simply will not qualify for mortgages to buy homes or to get needed
credit. For many borrowers, the choice is not between an ARM and a fixed rate
mortgage to finance the property they want; it is an ARM or no mortgage at all.

Hybrid ARMs are not “exploding mortgages.” Payment increases are generally much
smaller than alleged and by virtue of borrowers moving or refinancing, frequently never
come due. The rates and payments under hybrid ARMs do not normally increase by
40-50 percent, after the option period has expired, as has been alleged. In fact,
whether there are any payment increases depends on the structure of the ARM and
what happens to interest rates during the fixed period of the loan. Data from lenders
demonstrate that today, on average, the change between the average start rate and the
average fully indexed rate under these mortgages is generally no more than 2-3
percentage points. To protect borrowers from unmanageable payment increases,
lenders structure hybrid ARMs so that there is a cap on the periodic adjustment. Also,
as indicated, most subprime borrowers do not remain in their mortgages for more than
three years. In any event, the potential increase in payments for borrowers later in the
life of a hybrid ARM pales by comparison to the initial up-front savings to these
borrowers.



C. Federal and State Guidance
1. Nontraditional Guidance

On September 29, 2006, the federal financial regulators including the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve (FRB), the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency
(OCCQC), the Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS), the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation (FDIC) and the National Credit Union Administration (NCUA) jointly issued
Final Guidance on Nontraditional Mortgage Products (the Guidance).® Key aspects of
the guidance are the same as the proposed guidance issued for comment by the
regulators nearly nine months ago, with a few significant clarifications.

The Guidance addresses risks posed to federally regulated financial institutions by the
growing use of mortgage products that allow borrowers to defer payments of principal
and, sometimes, interest. The guidance specifically covers interest only (10) and
payment-option adjustable rate mortgages (Option ARMS). It specifically excludes home
equity lines of credit (HELOCSs) and reverse mortgages.

The guidance applies to federally regulated institutions including federally chartered
banks, savings and loans and credit unions but it has a “trickle down” effect since it
requires such institutions to monitor the quality of third party originations so they reflect
the institutions’ lending standards and compliance with laws and regulations.

The Guidance addresses three sets of concerns: (1) Loan Terms and Underwriting
Standards; (2) Portfolio and Risk Management Practices; and (3) Consumer Protection
Issues.

On November 14, 2006, the Conference of State Bank Supervisors (CSBS) and the
American Association of Residential Mortgage Regulators (AARMR) encouraged the
states to adopt guidance which generally tracked the Federal Guidance and, to this end,
both organizations published their template as CSBS/AARMR Guidance. This guidance
is based on the Federal Guidance, and only modified or deleted those provisions
dealing with risk management that were inapplicable to non-depository institutions.

In their press announcement, the organizations noted that consistent guidance “will
allow the opportunity to gauge the impact on the mortgage market and consumer
behavior.” As of this date, 29 states and the District of Columbia have adopted or
begun the process of adopting the CSBS/AARMR guidance.

Mortgage lenders have been subject to a patchwork of lending requirements, in areas
other than nontraditional products, emanating from the federal, state and even local
governments. These diverse standards, while well-intentioned, have lessened
competition, increased regulatory costs and, thereby, increased costs to the consumer.

% 71 Federal Register 58609 (October 4, 2006)
http://www.federalreserve.gov/boarddocs/press/bcreg/2006/20060929/attachmentl.pdf
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Restrictions that vary from locality to locality lessen the number of entrants that are
willing to learn and comply with particular requirements. Increased regulatory risks and
compliance costs for those who do compete translate into increased costs for
consumers.

For this reason, MBA particularly appreciates the efforts of the regulators to develop
guidance that is consistent among federal and state regulated institutions. Consistency
of guidance better serves consumers, increases competition and lowers costs.

2. Proposed Statement on Subprime Lending

On March 7, 2007, the federal financial regulators including the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve (FRB), the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC), the
Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS), the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC)
and the National Credit Union Administration (NCUA) jointly proposed for public
comment a Statement on Subprime Lending (Statement).

The Statement addresses several items including: nonprime loans with a fixed
introductory rate that expires after an initial period and then adjusts to a variable index
rate plus a margin; low documentation loans; “payment shock;” product features likely to
result in frequent refinancings; prepayment penalties; and loans made with inadequate
information to the borrower concerning material terms and product risks including the
borrower’s obligations for taxes and insurance. The Statement proposes guidance for
federally regulated institutions regarding risk management and underwriting, control
systems, consumer protection for these loans as well as plans for supervisory review.
The Statement also poses several questions for comment including whether it should be
extended beyond the subprime market and the effect of its underwriting provisions on
borrowers due for a reset of their loan’s rate.

Notably, the Statement proposes to require that in qualifying borrowers for nonprime
ARM loans meeting the foregoing criteria, institutions should evaluate the borrower’s
ability to repay the debt by final maturity at the fully indexed rate. It also provides that
the higher a loan’s risk either from a loan’s features or borrower characteristics, the
more important it is to verify the borrower’s income, assets and liabilities. The
Statement reminds institutions of necessary consumer protections including warnings
about payment shock, balloon payments, taxes and insurance and prepayment
penalties.

While MBA plans to offer comments on various provisions of the guidance and does not
believe that it should be extended beyond the subprime market in these terms, MBA
strongly supports the regulators efforts. We believe it is appropriate that the regulators
provide guidance for subprime borrowers in light of the demands of these consumers for
these products as well as concerns about pending resets considering current data. We
also strongly support the fact that the regulators have sought comments on the new
Statement. Through this process industry, advocacy organizations and borrowers
themselves can offer their views to refine the scope of the proposal. Finally, we
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appreciate the stated intent of CSBS and ARMR to issue parallel guidance in this area,
as well to assure consistency bringing greater protections and lower costs to
consumers.

3. Underwriting Standards

The establishment of underwriting standards is ordinarily the responsibility of lenders
and mortgage investors who are constantly refining credit policies in response to risk
analysis, market conditions, and consumer behavior. Mortgage lenders have
successfully offered nontraditional as well as hybrid ARM products using credit reports,
credit scores, and sophisticated modeling to ensure that the features of nontraditional
loans are mitigated with features that reduce risk. While recent information assumes
that some lenders and investors have developed products that have resulted in
unsatisfactory delinquency levels, it is far too early to fully assess the extent of this
problem is. Itis clear though that the capital markets have responded through changing
the guidelines and underwriting standards of the products in which they will invest.
Current credit options have become much more conservative.

While MBA and its members agree that borrowers should not be underwritten at teaser
rates that are substantially below the fully-indexed accrual rate and are in effect for just
the first few months of the mortgage, MBA has not favored the establishment of rigid,
overly broad, underwriting standards that require analysis of borrowers’ ability to repay
the debt by final maturity at the fully indexed rate, assuming a fully amortizing
repayment schedule. We have commented that such an approach is far too prescriptive
and forces lenders to apply credit policies that disadvantage products in a manner
which is inconsistent with their risks.

The nontraditional guidance expects that interest-only and payment option mortgages
be underwritten to the fully indexed rate, a result that will limit the availability of these
products. The extension of this requirement to hybrid ARMs will have a similar effect.
Moreover, under an approach requiring underwriting to the fully indexed rate, a 10/1
hybrid ARM with a 20-year amortization starting in year eleven would be disadvantaged
against a 3/1 hybrid ARM with a 27-year amortization starting in year four despite the
fact that most lenders would consider the 10/1 hybrid ARM a lower risk product.

Key risk factors of a hybrid mortgage include the initial length of time during which the
interest rate is fixed, where an interest-only payment is required or the fact that the loan
does not amortize. An overly broad standard may require lenders to invert this risk
analysis and treat loans with a longer fixed rate or payment timeframe as higher risk
than those with shorter timeframes.

MBA would caution that if the policy decision is to require underwriting of hybrid ARMs
to the fully indexed rate going forward, any such policy must be flexible enough to
ensure that all borrowers facing a reset will have access to credit to refinance. To that
end, MBA is committed to consultations with Wall Street, the government sponsored
enterprises and advocacy organizations to assure that credit is available. We cannot
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allow the current tightening of credit to strangle borrowers who, but a few days ago,
could easily refinance.

4. Portfolio and Risk Management Practices

MBA and its’ members share the view embodied in the guidance that lenders should
pay particular attention to those products in their portfolios that carry higher risks and
change credit policies and risk management practices when performance problems
arise or risk analysis indicates there might be a problem.

There is also agreement with the requirement that mortgage lenders should have
appropriate controls in place for the types of mortgage products they originate.

Day-in day-out, lending institutions work internally and with their regulators to ensure
that their loan loss reserves are adequate given the risks in their portfolios.

5. Borrower Information Concerning Nontraditional Products

MBA and its members strongly believe that the features of mortgage products offered to
consumers should be fairly represented so that consumers can decide for themselves
which product makes the most sense given their personal financial position. Many
consumers understand the array of products and have used them appropriately to their
advantage.

Because there is no single, uniform, mandated disclosure for nontraditional products,
lenders have developed their own disclosures to inform borrowers about the
characteristics of these products. Many mortgage lenders have been originating these
products for a considerable amount of time and have significant experience with them.
This experience has informed the development of disclosures.

Lenders also provide borrowers the range of information and disclosures mandated
under the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act (RESPA) and the Truth in Lending
Act (TILA), including the Consumer Handbook on Adjustable-Rate Mortgages (CHARM)
booklet.

MBA has reviewed the disclosures developed by several MBA members who originate
significant volumes of nontraditional mortgages and have found them to be quite
detailed and comprehensive in providing consumers the information they need to fully
understand the mortgage product they are considering.

Mortgage lenders that successfully offer these products constantly review the
performance of these loans. They make changes as warranted to credit policies and
other practices, including disclosures, to improve performance and to facilitate customer
understanding.
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MBA and its members have also embarked on what we think is a groundbreaking, new
effort called Project Clarity. This effort will establish simple, plain English documents to
be provided to all borrowers at the earliest possible time when they are shopping for a
mortgage. First, we developed them, and now at the expense of the industry, we have
begun testing them around the country in focus groups. We also plan to seek the input
of the members of this subcommittee and your staff, regulators and consumer groups.
The draft disclosures are still under review and testing and we anticipate having them
out by this summer. We want these important documents to help our customers as
quickly as possible.

MBA appreciates the efforts of the Federal regulators to issue Proposed lllustrations of
Consumer Information on Nontraditional Products published contemporaneously with
the federal nontraditional product guidance and we strongly urge the regulators to use
the existing authorities under TILA to improve disclosures for nontraditional products
nationwide.

The regulators determined that new information as set forth in the Proposed lllustrations
could not await a more comprehensive approach to disclosure as suggested by MBA in
its comments on the Guidance. The regulators concluded that guidance was needed
now, to ensure that consumers get the information they need about nontraditional
products. There is a similar point of view respecting the products covered by the
Statement. While MBA supports provision of all necessary information, we urge the
regulators regard the new disclosure illustrations as a temporary approach. MBA
recommends that the regulators direct their energies toward a much more
comprehensive approach of improving the mortgage disclosure process for consumers
and require the provision of these disclosures from all mortgage lenders.

Consumers today confront a pile of disclosures when they apply for and close on a
mortgage. Sadly, every new layer of disclosure simply increases the likelihood that the
consumer will merely initial all of them without even a cursory reading. For this reason,
the number of disclosures need not increase, rather, they need to be combined,
streamlined and made much more user friendly.

Efforts at improvement should include all disclosures required by federal law. Because
RESPA and TILA apply to regulated and unregulated entities, such an approach is the
best means of assuring that virtually all consumers receive high quality information and
that a level playing field of disclosure requirements is established for all industry
originators. These efforts should also consider the plethora of state disclosures.

MBA strongly believes that sound underwriting, risk management and consumer
information are essential to the public interest. We also believe it is essential that the
legislative and regulatory environment foster innovation in the industry to assure that
borrowers confront a competitive marketplace offering low cost credit options. Such an
environment allows lenders to provide borrowers the widest array of options to
purchase, maintain and, as needed, draw equity from their homes to meet the demands
of their lives.

13



[I. THE PRIMARY REASON FOR DEFAULTS ARE EMPLOYMENT, FAMILY AND
ECONOMIC DIFFICULTIES — NOT PRODUCT CHOICES

There is no evidence that product choices by borrowers are determinative of defaults or
foreclosures. Different products have different default rates but the product choice does
not cause the default. Data consistently demonstrate that delinquencies among all
borrowers are a function of a variety of factors including, first and foremost, economic
difficulties caused by job losses. According to Freddie Mac, based on a sample of loans
in Workout Prospector®, from 1999 to 2005, the following sets out the reasons for
delinquency:

Reasons for Delinquency

Variations in delinquencies from state-to-state reflect differences in the level of
unemployment:

Unemployment or curtailment of Income 41.5%
liness or Death in Family 22.8%
Excessive Obligation 10.4%
Marital Difficulties 8.4%
Extreme Hardship 3.3%
Property Problem or Casualty Loss 2.1%
Inability to sell or rent property 1.6%
Employment Transfer or Military Service 0.9%
All Other Reasons 9.0%

The impact of employment on loan performance is illustrated in a comparison between
Arizona and Michigan for the fourth quarter of 2006. The foreclosure inventory rate for
subprime hybrid ARMs in Michigan was 11.39 percent and in Arizona it was1.66 percent
during this period. At the same time, unemployment rates in Michigan were 7.2 percent
and 4.15 percent in Arizona. The increased unemployment rate corresponds to the
increased foreclosure rate in Michigan and vice versa in Arizona.

The chart below sets out a comparison of the top five states that have the highest and
lowest delinquencies across all loan categories including subprime ARM, subprime
fixed, FHA, prime ARM and prime fixed. The same three states — Ohio, Michigan, and
Indiana — make the top five states with the highest delinquencies all in five categories.

It also happens that these three states have significant unemployment problems. It can
not be denied that there is a causal relationship between employment and homeowners
ability to make their mortgage payments.
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Subprime ARM

Highest Five:
Ohio 19.03
Michigan 17.70
Indiana 16.70
lowa 15.21
Kentucky 13.08
US Total 9.16

California 5.67

Lowest Five:
Hawaii 474
Washington ~ 4.49
Utah 4.08
Oregon 3.78
Arizona 3.08

Subprime Fixed FHA Prime ARM Prime Fixed

Ohio 13.05 Michigan 10.70 Ohio 3.89 Ohio 1.95
Indiana 10.68 Ohio 9.43 Oklahoma 3.82 Indiana 1.76
Michigan 10.60 Indiana 8.06 Indiana 3.74 Michigan 1.29
South Carolina  9.17 South Carolina  7.73 Michigan 3.63 South Carolina  1.25
Pennsylvania 9.09 Georgia 7.51 lowa 2.79 Kentucky 1.20
6.04 5.78 1.45 0.69

2.48 2.05 0.87 0.17

Oregon 2.22 Idaho 2.15 Washington 0.59 Wyoming 0.21
Arizona 2.10 California 2.05 Oregon 0.57 Montana 0.19
Wyoming 2.10 Montana 1.85 Arizona 0.53 California 0.17
Hawaii 191 Wyoming 1.52 Idaho 0.53 Hawaii 0.13
Alaska 1.17 Alaska 1.37 Hawaii 0.49 North Dakota 0.11

Seriously Delinquent loans defined as 3 or more payments late plus loans in foreclosure
Excludes Louisiana and Mississippi

While overall delinquencies rose in the fourth quarter of 2006, assertions that
delinquency rates are at crisis levels and a greater percentage of borrowers are losing
their homes are not supported by data. In fact, delinquency and foreclosure rates have
remained relatively low with increases over the last year. The chart below traces
delinquencies from 1998 through the fourth quarter of 2006. It reveals the fact that
delinquencies were higher in the subprime market at the end of 2000 as well as during
2002 than they were in the fourth quarter of 2006.
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The delinquency rate for mortgage loans on one-to-four unit residential properties stood
at 4.95 percent of all loans outstanding in the fourth quarter of 2006 on a seasonally
adjusted basis up 28 basis points from the third quarter, and up 25 basis points from
one year ago, according to MBA’s National Delinquency Survey (NDS). All ARM loans
had higher delinquency rates as compared to the third quarter of 2006. Delinquency
rates for in the fourth quarter increased 33 basis points for prime ARM loans (from 3.06
percent to 3.39 percent) and increased 122 basis points from subprime ARMs (from
13.22 percent to 14.44 percent). The delinquency rate for prime fixed loans increased
17 basis points (from 2.10 to 2.27 percent), while the rate increased 50 basis points for
subprime fixed rate loans (from 9.59 percent to 10.09 percent).*

MBA's fourth quarter 2006 NDS found that the percentage of loans in the foreclosure
process was 1.19 percent, an increase of fourteen basis points from the third quarter of
2006, while the seasonally adjusted rate of loans entering the foreclosure process was
0.54 percent, eight basis points higher than the previous quarter. The foreclosure
inventory rate for subprime loans in the fourth quarter of 2006 was 4.53 percent up from
3.86 percent in the third quarter. The foreclosure inventory rate for prime ARMs went
from 0.70 percent in the third quarter up to 0.92 percent in the fourth quarter, for non-
prime ARMs from 4.68 percent to 5.62 percent. The foreclosure inventory rate
increased for subprime fixed rate mortgage loans it went from 3.00 percent to 3.19
percent.

* These figures are based on MBA data. MBA defines “delinquency” as having one or more payments
overdue. The loans in foreclosure are approximately a third of these numbers and the borrowers actually
losing their homes are approximately a fourth of that group.
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In its most recent data, MBA is seeing increases in delinquencies and foreclosures for
nonprime loans, particularly nonprime ARMs. Because of technology induced cost
reduction and efficiency gains by the industry as well as the appetites of borrowers for
credit, the share of outstanding loans that are nonprime has been increasing for the last
several years. The higher average delinquency and foreclosure rates among these
loans mean the overall statistics for total outstanding mortgages are unlikely to fall as
low as in the past.

It is important to note that nonprime loans have always had higher delinquency and
foreclosure rates and lenders factor in these risks when lending to nonprime borrowers.
Given the fact that nonprime borrowers have weaker credit profiles, this is not
surprising. Foreclosures also can be accelerated by slow housing markets that limit
borrowers’ ability to quickly sell in order to cover their losses. MBA data has indicated
that over the last several quarters a number of factors, including the aging of the
portfolio, increasing short-term interest rates and high energy prices, have been putting
upward pressure on delinquency rates.

Nevertheless, for each borrower whose loan goes into default and is foreclosed, the

experience is a traumatic one, and it is not surprising that counsel for such borrowers
would assert every claim available to permit their clients to hold onto their homes.
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However, policymakers need to understand that keeping the homeowner in their home
paying on their mortgage is the best outcome for both the lender and the borrower.

V. FORECLOSURE PREVENTION AND SERVICING PRACTICES

Mortgage servicers want to preserve homeownership and, in fact, have economic
incentives to get borrowers back on their feet as quickly as possible and avoid
foreclosure. Delinquencies and foreclosures are costly both from a hard and soft dollar
perspective. Significant staff must be dedicated to handling delinquencies and
foreclosures. Servicers also must advance principal and interest payments to investors
and pay taxes and insurance premiums even though such payments are not received
from the borrower. If the loan becomes seriously delinquent, servicers must hire
foreclosure attorneys and pay for property preservation. All these costs can be a
significant drain on capital. In the event of foreclosure, noteholders take significant
losses on the loans. A 2003 Federal Reserve study notes that, “estimated losses on
foreclosures range from 30 percent to 60 percent of the outstanding loan balance
because of legal fees, foregone interest, and property expenses.” > From a pure
economic basis alone servicers do not desire foreclosures.

It is important to note that servicer profits derive from receiving the servicing fee for
administering the loans. Although the servicing fee is small, usually amounting to one
fourth of one percent of the loan balance, when a loan is delinquent, that fee is not
earned. When a loan is extinguished through foreclosure, the servicing asset
represented on the balance sheet is also extinguished. Large numbers of foreclosures
are detrimental to a servicer’s earnings and net worth. Thus, long-standing claims that
lenders knowingly put borrowers into products they cannot afford in order to take the
property through foreclosure are simply unfounded.

In reality, everyone loses in a foreclosure — the borrower, the local community, the
mortgage insurer, investors and the servicer. Lenders and servicers do not have
incentives to cause foreclosures, because profitability rests in keeping loans current
and, as such, the interests of borrowers and lenders are aligned.

A. Loss Mitigation Tools

Recognizing the significant downside to foreclosures and with a strong desire to assist
their borrowers, servicers have, over the last 15 years, made deliberate and significant
strides to provide workout alternatives to foreclosure. These alternatives include both
home retention options, such as forbearance, repayment plans and modifications, and
home relinquishment options when the borrower can no longer support the debt. Of
course, servicers strive to provide home retention solutions whenever possible. The
following is a brief overview of the home retention options used by servicers. The
availability of these options is dependent on investor agreement.

5 Foreclosing on Opportunity: State Laws and Mortgage C