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August 12, 2004

Hon. Doug Dean Hon. J. P. Schmidt

Colorado Division of Insurance Hawaii Division of Insurance
1560 Broadway, Suite 850 335 Merchant St. Room 213
Denver, CO 80202 Honolulu, HI 96813

Hon. Alice Molasky-Arman Hon. Alfred W. Gross
Nevada Division of Insurance Virginia Bureau of Insurance
788 Fairview Drive PO Box 1157

Carson City, NV 89701-5753 Richmond, VA 23218

Re:  Home Buyers Warranty Companies

Dear Commissioners:

We have done a preliminary investigation into the practices of certain home warranty insurance
companies and the mandatory arbitration process that is the most prominent feature of the home
warranty program. These companies provide liability insurance to homebuilders in the guise of
“home warranties” We have found very low claim payouts and questionable relationships
among the entities involved. Based upon our preliminary investigation, we request that your
departments initiate market conduct examinations of HBW Holdings Group: 2-10 Home Buyers
Warranty of Virginia; 210 HBW of Nevada; National Home Insurance Co RRG of Colorado;
and Residential Ins Co RRG of Hawaii.

It is our belief that the Home Buyers Warranty (HBW) companies are improperly shielding
homebuilders from liability for construction defects by directing claims disputes to a biased
mandatory arbitration system. Specificaly, HBW requires consumers to arbitrate disputes
through Construction Arbitration Services (CAS). We have learned that CAS is co-owned by
Marshall Lippman, a one-time lawyer who was disbarred by the state of New Y ork for, among
other things, stealing from clients. Asis explained in greater detail below, diverting construction
liability disputes from the public courts to a private, nontransparent adjudication system
presents a tremendous opportunity for abuse. It is imperative that regulators scrutinize this
process as soon as possible.
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A. The Dangers to Consumers of Mandatory Arbitration Clauses

Advertising literature that HBW directs to homebuilders emphasizes the importance of
mandatory arbitration to its “asset protection program.” According to one of HBW’s brochures,
mandatory arbitration “reduces lawsuits’ and “reduces exposure for out of pocket legal
expenses.” See Exhibit 1. There is nothing wrong with parties agreeing to abitrate disputes to
reduce the transaction costs of claims resolution. What is of concern to us is the use of an unfair
mandatory arbitration system to reduce the amount of money paid out to claimants.

Arbitration was originally concelved as a way for lusinesses to settle legal disputes between
each other. It was thought that referring cases to an impartial expert, rather than to judges and lay
jurors, would remove the need for lengthy, conflicting testimony on business customs or the
quality of goods or workmanship.

In the business-to-business context, where both parties are sophisticated and on an equal footing,
neither party can dominate the process. But when arbitration is imposed by a business upon a
consumer, the business can exert influence on case outcomes by selecting the arbitrator. When
the business picks the arbitrator, the arbitrator’s incentive is not to be impartial but to render
decisions that the business approves of. A truly impartial provider could not expect to be
assigned future cases by that business. Legal experts refer to this dynamic as the “repeat-player
effect.” Companies can also direct business to arbitrators with experience in their industry, which
guarantees a more sympathetic hearing than they would get from a judge or jury.

Multiplying the dangers of mandatory arbitration in the home warranty context is the very
unusua circumstance in which HBW requires arbitration. Currently many states permit insurers
to require arbitration of first-party disputes—that is, disputes between the insured and insurer.
HBW, by inserting an arbitration clause into closing papers signed by a homebuilder and
homebuyer, ensures that disputes with a third-party litigant are arbitrated. An insurer hoping to
maintain goodwill and retain current customers has greater incentive to fairly resolve first-party
claim disputes than does an insurer dealing with third parties.

It is our suspicion that, because of its mandatory arbitration system, HBW is able to consistently
deny or underpay valid claims. We do not have proof. But we note that loss ratios for these
companies are low: in 2003, a 49% loss ratio for National Home; 32% for Residential Ins. Co.;
and 52% for 210 HBW of NV. Our suspicion is further heightened by the unusual history of
Construction Arbitration Services, and by itsdisgraced part-owner and general counsel, Marshall
Lippman.

B. Construction Arbitration Services

About a decade ago, companies realized that they could take advantage of arbitration’s “repeat-
player effect” and “sympathy effect” to reduce their liability exposure. At that time, only one
major arbitration provider was available, the not-for-profit American Arbitration Association
(AAA). But with the advent of widespread mandatory arbitration of consumer disputes, newer,
for-profit arbitration providers emerged. One of them was Construction Arbitration Services.
Unlike AAA, which was formed as a public service and whose procedures only serendipitously
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provide an advantage to businesses over consumers, CAS was apparently formed with the
specific purpose of catering to the needs of homebuilders and their insurers in deflecting claims
by homebuyers

We infer this from a number of factors:

Timing. CAS did not exist until the mandatory arbitration of consumer claims became
common.

Irregular Procedures. Unlike the American Arbitration Association, CAS does not
provide parties with any opportunity to strike or chalenge proffered arbitrators based
upon their potential bias. AAA will give parties the resumes of ten potential arbitrators,
allow each side to strike three names, and then rank the remaining arbitrators in order of
preference. CAS simply appoints an arbitrator and does not routinely provide his or her
resume.

At least one attorney has reported experiences with CAS that struck him has irregular.
His account is appended hereto as Exhibit 2.

Absence of B2B Dispute Resolution. Unlike the American Arbitration Association,
which handled disputes among construction industry businesses (e.g. developers,
contractors, subcontractors, architects) before it handled consumer disputes, CAS doesn’t
seek business-to-business cases, nor seek cases for submission on a post-dispute basis.

Costs to Consumers. In the early days of mandatory arbitration, companies benefited
from a cost barrier—the high fees for arbitration prevented consumers from asserting
clams. An outcry by consumer advocates led to a reversal of this policy by major
arbitration providers. AAA has set consumer filing fees in most cases at between $125
and $375, requiring the husiness to pay the remainder. National Arbitration Forum
followed suit. Judicia Arbitration and Mediation Services (JAMS) requires the business
to pay al fees. Yet CAS requires the consumer to pay the entire filing fee—$500, or
more in complex cases.

Failure to Comply with California Disclosure Law. In California, 8§ 1281.96 of the Code
of Civil Procedure requires any private arbitration company that administers consumer
arbitration to collect and make available certain information relating to each consumer
arbitration. A letter from Public Citizen drafted on March 23, 2004 requesting
documentation of the disclosures required by California Code of Civil Procedure
§1281.96 was acknowledged and denied. The response (dated March 31, 2004) opined,
ludicrously, that the statute does not apply because CAS does not administer consumer
arbitration cases. See Exhibit 3. Thisis not the position taken by AAA, which has a 329-
page disclosure on its website. As arbitration providers are increasingly replacing the
court system, it is important that these unregulated companies operate transparently.

Ownership. The two shareholders of CAS are Marshall Lippman and Lester Wolff.
Lippman and Wolff own a group of arbitration service companies which they collectively
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call the Impartial Services Group. One, the National Center for Dispute Settlement,
competes with the Better Business Bureau to arbitrate auto warranty claims. They also
are associated with other companies, including the National Institute of Continuing
Medical Education, LLC and Elections Unlimited, LLC. All of the Lippman/Wolff
owned companies share the same address: 2777 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 1425, Dallas,
Texas 75207.

According to his biography on the CAS website, Lester B. Wolff formerly worked for
Homeowners Warranty Corporation, the now-defunct insurer that provided the same type
of policies as HBW. His previous association with such a company casts serious doubt as
to whether CAS can truly be impartial in deciding construction liability cases.

Marshall Lippman, an owner of and General Counsel for CAS, is a disbarred attorney.
He was disbarred in the state of New York in 1997 for intentionally converting client
funds, egregioudly neglecting client matters, lying under oath to the hearing panel and
falling to cooperate with the investigation of his case. See Exhibit 4. Reciprocal
disbarment was ordered in the District of Columbiain 2002. See Exhibit 5. Yet Lippman
has on more than one occasion filed perjurious affidavits claiming that he is ill a
licensed attorney in the District of Columbia. See Exhibit 6.

Mr. Lippman’s position in CAS is analogous to that of a supervisory judge in a court
system. If you are one of the many thousands of Americans who buy newly constructed
homes each year, Mr. Lippman wields more influence over your life than the Chief
Justice of the United States. It is simply shocking that someone with this record of
dishonesty has been entrusted by insurers with so much power.

Finaly, it is clear from the long list of business concerns operated by Lippman and Wol ff
that arbitration is one of several money- making ventures they operate, and that CAS does
not have the public-service orientation that characterizes the American Arbitration
Association.

C. Arbitration Clauses in Insurance Contracts Violate Hawaii and Virginia Law

Laws in eleven states prohibit mandatory arbitration in insurance contracts (those states are
Arkansas, Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, Louisiana, Nebraska, Oklahoma, South Carolina, South
Dakota, Virginia and Washington). In Hawaii and Virginia, statutes provide that “No insurance
contract...shal contain any condition, stipulation, or agreement... depriving the courts of this
[State/Commonwealth] of jurisdiction in actions against the insurer...” (HRS 431:10-221; Va
Code Ann. 38.2-312) The warranties issued by HBW companies unquestionably meet the
statutory definition of insurance. The certificates of warranty coverage that they issue state that
the consumer is “insured by” the HBW company (See Exhibit 7) and the brochures for the 2-10
HBW Asset Protection Program state that the program “combines the proactive risk management
aspects of a third-party insured warranty with general liability insurance” for the builder. The
arbitration clause is contained in a document prepared by the insurer. See Exhibit 8.
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In a letter to a Texas state legidator, Marshall Lippman indicated that CAS arbitrated warranty
disputes in al fifty states. See Exhibit 9. While we do not know first-hand of any homebuyers
being forced into arbitration in Hawaii or Virginia, we must assume that this is likely and ask
that this possibility be investigated in those two states.

We appreciate your consideration of our request and ask that you keep us informed of any
actions taken by your departments to investigate and/or stop any consumer abuses by these
companies.

Respectfully submitted,

Jackson Williams,

Legidative Counsel, Public Citizen

and

Funded Consumer Representative to the NAIC
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understand the financial and litigation exposures your
company faces as well as the pressure on your profits,
The 2-10 HBEW Asset Protection Program® (APP)
addresses both issues proactively to help drive positive

business results for you and your company.

For more information on the
2-10 HBW Asset Protection Program® contact
HBW Insurance Services, LL.C at
1.800.793.5884 or
2.10 HBW® ar 1.800.488.8844

or visit our web site
www.2-10.com

Get the combined protection of the 2-10 HBW®
2-10 warranty and multi-line insurance in a
convenient, cost-Savings patkage.
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” ARKET UPDATE

General Hability premiums are increasiog 20% w
40% per year and the insurance carriers are
eliminating critical coverages. Appellate Courts are
ruling that fauity workmanship is mot covered by the
builder's general Hability policy.

Construction defeet claims and the related
Hidgation are at epidemic levels, and your hard-earned
profits are under attack,

IN. THE BUILDER'S

'AND PROFITS

When coverage is eliminated by either the
insurance company or the COUrts, the builder is
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a cust-;:ﬂ”et.twe program
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sirucrural defect coverage.*
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‘Babllhy Iuture ubllgatium and reduces .
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out of pm:lmt legal m

> Claims are evordinated between the wnmnty and
the geneéral tiability losurance policy, resultng in
-~ a more

claims handling pmceas

& This progran provides the best. protection
available today to lmit the builder's legal liability to
the terms and conditions of both the insurance
pnlicy and the insured wm:ranty

& Thlrd-pm:ty insured ‘structural wan'anty‘ mvm

defécts in designated load-bearing elements shifting
the builder’s risk of covered structural defect Josses
o the, warranty nsurance cartier.®




. q uest for information re; CAS " Page 1|

From: "Cass McKenzie" =emckenzie@mrhlic.com=

Ta: "Samantha Coulombe" =scoulombe@citizen.org>
Date: 4/13/04 4:46PM

Subject: RE: Request for information re: CAS

Dear Samantha,

My client, the Qakcrest Homeowners Association, Inc. was assigned to
arbitration with CAS in a case entitled Oakcrest Homeowners Association,
Ing. v. Al Barakah, LLC et al. Qur case administrator from ADC was
Karen Ballew. CAS arbitrarily assigned us an arbitrator named Maxwell
Boten. Upon discussions with Mr, Boten | learned that his background
basically consisted of being a retired insurance defense attorney from
lowa. Given that our case was directly against a defendant who was
represented by an atterney hired by their insurance carrier, my client
was disappointed that we were provided with an arbitrator whose
employment background basically consisted of representing the type of
clients who we were up against in the case.

As the case proceeded, my client became increasingly concerned with the
rulings we were receiving frorm Mr. Boten. For example, initially Mr.

Boten wanted to hold the arbitration at the law of office of the

Defendant, based on the position that it was close to his house and
therefore easier for him {o trave! to that location. After continued
opposition based on the potentially prejudiciat effect to my client, Mr.
Boten agreed to hold the arbitration at a hotel. The defendant argued
that Plaintiff would have to pay for the costs of this hotel because the
arbitration could be held at their office for free.

Secondly, Mr, Boten ruled that homeowners would not be allowed to attend
the arbitration. This ruling was especially disturbing given the fact

that it had only been discussed between the attormeys for the parties,

and Mr. Boten informed me that "he would not allow homeowners to attend
the arbitration" before | had ever raised the issue with him for

discussion. The nature in which this ruling was made suggested to my
client that Mr. Boten had discussed this matter directly with the

defense attorney and made his decision before it was ever discussed with
the Plaintiff.

This ruting was further troubling given the fact that the Rules &
Procedures for the Expedited Arbitration of Home Construction Disputes,
issued by CAS provides:

4. Attendance.

(ii) All persons having a direct interest in the arbitration as well as
representatives and witnesses are entitled to attend the hearing,

it is hard to imagine that the homeowners, whose homes were at question
in the case, were not "persons having a direct interest in the
arbitration."

Although we never proceeded to arbitration, because the case settled, my

client was concerned with nature of these rulings.
. A R T
If | can provide any further information, please do not hesitate to _
‘ Exhibit 2 -
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contact me,
Cass McKenzie

----- Original Message-----

Fram: S8amantha Coulombe [mailto:scoulombe@citizen.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 06, 2004 8:39 AM

Tao: Cass McKenzie

Subject: Request for information re: CAS

Mr, Mckenzie:

Thank you for taking the time to speak with me this morning about your
experiences with Construction Arbitration Services, Ing.

Public Citizen is a national, nonprofit consumer advocacy erganization
founded in 1971 to represent consumer interests in Congress, the
executive branch and the courts. Public Citizen's Congress Watch
champions consumer interests before the U.S. Congress and serves as a
government watchdog. The goal of Public Citizen's Civil Justice Program
is to ensure that consumers are protected and public heaith and safety
are maintained through a fair and accessible court system.

As you know, we are currently investigating Construction Arbitration
Services, [nc. and its officers. Any written materials that you could
provide detailing your experiences with CAS would be very useful to our
effort,

You can send the materials to me via email at sacoulombe@ecitizen.org or
fax at 202-546-5562. If you decide ta composa an original letter or fax,
please address it to both myself and Jackson Williams.

Thanks Again!

Samantha Coutombe

Civil Justice Fallow

Pubiic Citizen's Congress Watch
215 Pennsylvania Avenue SE
Washington, DC 20003
202-454-5151



Construction Arbitration Services, Inc.

March 31, 2004

Jackson Williams, Esq.
Legislative Counset

Public Citizen

215 Pennsylvania Ave. SE
Washington, DC 20003

Dear Mr, Wllharns.
This will acknow]edge receipt of your letter dated March 23, 2004,

We are familiar with the provisions of Callf'omm Code of Civil Procedure § 1281.96.
Construction Arbitration Services, Inc. does not administer cases which we consider “consumer
arbitration” We have reached this conclusion after analyzing the language of the statute (Which
does not provide a definition) and the definitions found in other California statutes such as The
Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act (California Civil Code § 1790. ¢t seq.)

Exhibit 3

7777 Stemmons Freeway « Suite 1452 = Dallas, Texas 73207 « (214) 638-2700 » Fax {214} 638-4054



Westlaw,

661 N.Y.5.2d 195
{Cite as: 232 A.D.2d 69, 661 N.Y.5.2d 195)

c

Supreme Court, Appellate Division, First
Department, New York.

In the Matter of Marshall E. LIPPMAN, (admitted
as Marshall Elliott
Lippmar), an attorney and counselor-at-law,
Departmental Disciplinary Committee for the First
Judicial Department,
Petitioner,
Marshall E. Lippman, Esq., Respondent.

July 17, 1997,

Disciplinary  proeeeding was  brought.  The
Supreme Court, Appellate Division, held that
intentional conversion of client funds, "egregious”
neglect of client matters, lying under oath to hearing
panel, and failure to cooperate with investigation of
case, warranted disharment.

Disbarment ordered.

West Headnotes

Attorney and Client €58
45k58 Most Cited Cases

Intentionat conversion of client funds, "egregious”
neglect of client matters, lying under oath to hearing
panel, and failure to cooperate with investigation of
case, waranted disbarment. Code of ProfResp.,
DR 1-102, subd. A, pars. 4, 5, 8; DR 6-101, subd.
A, par. 3; DR 7-101, DR 7-102, subd. A, pat. 3;
DE 9-10}, subds. A, C, par. 4, McKinney's
Tudiciary Law App.

*#195 *49 Raymond Valleje, of counsel (Hal R.
Lieberman, atiorney), for petitioner.

No appearance for respondent,

Before NARDELLY, 1P, and WILLIAMS, TOM,

Page 2 of 5

Page 1

MAZZARELL] and ANDRIAS, 1.

PER CURIAM.

Respondent, Marshall E. Lippman, was admitted to
the *70 practice of law in the State of New York by
the First Judicial Department on February 25, 1974,
as Marshall Elliott Lippman. At all times relevant
to this proceeding, respondent maintained an office
for the practice of law within the First Judicial
Department.

Respondent was charged with 23 counts of
professional misconduet relating to five differemt
client atters. The charges alleged that respondent
cotiverted client funds and third-party funds that he
was to hold in escrow and that he failed to preserve
the identity of client funds. Respondent was also
charged with having engaged in a patiern of neglect
of clients’ cases over several years and
misrepresenting the status of cases to his clients.
Finally, respondent was charged with failure to
cooperate  with the Departmental Disciplinary
Committee (DPC) during the course of its
investigation and with engaging in conduct
prejudicial to the administration of justice.

After hearings held over six days, the Hearing
Panel! issued its findings and conclusions, sustaining
most of the charges and giving respondent the
opportunity 1o present evidence in mitigation.

Thereafter, the Hearing Panel issued its final report
and the DDC seeks an order confirming the Hearing
Panel's findings of fact and conclusions of law and
imposing the recommended sanction of disbarment.

By cross motion, respondent asks this Court to
disaffirm certain charges and confirm other charges.
He also seeks to confirm the Hearing Panel's
dismissal of charges and to disaffirm the Heating
Panel's recommendation of disbarment.

The Sheehy Matter (Charges 1 1o 3)

In April of 1989, respondent represented Kerbs

Copr. © West 2004 No Claim to Orig. U.5. Govt. Works
MM“

— Exhibit 4
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661 N.Y.5.24 195
(Cite us: 232 A.D.2d 69, 661 N.Y.5.2d 195)

Florist in a transaction involving the lease and
purchase of a flower store by Thomas Shechy. On
or about April 21, 1989, respondent received a
$10,000 downpayment from Mr. Sheehy in
connection with that transaction and on April 24, he
deposited the funds in his attorney trust account at
First American Bank of New York. By June 30,
1989, the balance in that account had dropped to
only $4,802.22,

At some point thereafter, the transaction fell
through and Mr. Sheehy demanded the return of his
deposit.  Respondent refused and Mr.  Shechy
obtained a judgment in Nassau *#196 County lor
$12,189 in November of 1989. A year later,
respondent finally satisfied the judgment but did so
by making four payments to Sheehy's counsel.

*71 At the hearings, respondent admitied that he
transferred the Sheehy funds from his trust account
to his operating account in April of 1989 and that
the balance in his operating account thereafter fell
o only about $5.300. In explanation, respondent
testified that, just prior (o receiving the Sheehy
funds, he had opened a money market account at
Republic Bank in Washington, D.C. with $10,000
of his personal funds because he was planning on
relocating there and at the suggestion of his
accountant he had created a "mental trust account”
in Washington that contained, at all times, adequate
funds to return the Sheehy deposit Nonetheless,
respondent admitted that he did not pay over the
trust funds when presented with the judgment but he
eventually paid in four installments,

Respondent's accountant did not cortoborate his
story, The accountant testified that he had
instructed respondent to put the Shechy funds in an
account designated as trust funds and carmarked for
the Sheehy transaction.

As did the Hearing Pane!, we reject the explanation
offered by respondent, finding it 1o be "false and a
blatant  misrcpresentation incredible  and
unworthy of belief."

We agree with the Hearing Panel's conclusion that
respondent intentionally converted the Sheehy funds
to his own use, and gave false testimony under oath
to the Panel, in violation of DR 1-102(A)(4) (22
NYCRR 1200.3) (engaging in conduct invelving
dishonesty, fraud, deceit and misrepresentation).

Also, we agree that the evidence established that
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respondent failed to preserve the identity of trust
fands in vielation of DR 9-102(A) (22 NYCRR
1200.46) and that hiz overall conduct in this matter
was prejudicial to the administration of justice, in
violation of DR 1-102(A)(5).

Accordingly, the Hearing Pamnel's findings as to
charpes 1, 2 and 3 are confirmed.

The Lemma Matter (Charges 4 to 7)

Respondent was retained in 1986 by Lemma Realty
Corp. t© handle its legal matters. In that capacity,
respondent obtained a judgment against 29 Cornelia
Street Qwner's Corp, in March of 1987 in the
amount of $48,261. Respondent never executed on
the judgment he obtained. He did, however, charge
Lemma $3,000 to cover expenses related to
execution of the judgment and thereafter falsely
advised Leruma that the judgment had been entered
with the County Clerk and forwarded to the City
Marshall for collection. At the hearings,
respondent asserted *72 that he had returned the
£3,000 payment but never produced any
docurnentation for that claim. In light of the
foregoing, the Heaming Panel sustained chatges 4
through 7.

Charge 4 alleged violation of DR 6-101(A)3) (22
NYCRR 1200.30) (neplecting a legal matter);
charge 5 alleged violation of DR 1-102(A)(4)
(intentionally converting client funds to his own
use); charpe 6 alleged violation of DR 7- 102(A)5)
(22 NYCRR 1200.33) (knowingly making a false
statemnent of fact); and charge 7 alleged violation of
DR 9-102(A)} (failing to preserve the identity of
client funds).

We find that respondent's assertion that he
refunded the money is insufficient to rebut the
Hearing Pancl's determination that he did
intentionally convett client funds 1o his own use in
violation of DR, 1-102(A)(4).

Further, while respondent admits that he wrote a
letter to the Lemmas stating that he had forwarded
the execution to the Sheriffs office although that
was not in fact true, he contends that this fact
should mot support a finding that he knowingly
made a false statement of fact because, he claims,
he truly believed that an associate he employed had
taken such steps. We find this conclusory assertion
to be self-serving and without merit. Accordingly,

Copr. @ West 2004 No Claim to Orig. LS. Govt. Works
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661 N.Y.5.2d 195
{Cite as: 232 A.D.2d 69, 661 N.¥.5.2d 195)

we confirm the findings of charges 4 through 7,
The Lipton Matter (Charges 8 to 11)

In this matter, the llearing Pane} sustained only
Charge 10, which accused respondent of violating
DR 6-101(A)3) by failing to communicate with his
client regarding the status of her civil action against
her landlord.

Respondent admitted that, in December 1988, he
agreed to represent Carol Lipton, Esq. in an action
against her landlord, Gordo **197 Realty, involving
damages from a flood in her apartment. To that
end, tespondent commenced suit in Kings County
Civil Court vn or about December 21, 1988, At the
same time, respondent filed an action in Housing
Court against Gordo on Lipton's behalf, In February
of 1989, Liplon retained =znother attomey to
represent her in the Housing Court matter but
continued to have respondent represent her in the
Civil Gourt action. In May of 1989, Lipton signed
a stipulation of settlement in the Housing Court
action.

At the hearing, Ms. Lipton testified that she nover
intended for the Housing Court settlement to affect
the Civil Court action, *73 did not euthorize
respondent to sign the stipulation, and was never
advised of the diseomtinuance by respondent. After
finally learning about the stipulation, Ms. Lipton
made many atiempts to contact respondent to no
avail. When she finally reached him, he denied
having signed the stipulation and insisted that his
signature  was  forged.  Thereafter, it took
tespondent mine months to submit an affidavit
stating that he had no knowledge of the stipulation
being signed.

We apree with the finding of the Hearing Pane! that
there was mo conclusive proof that respondent
actually  signed the stipulation. However,
respondent's neglect of his client and refusal to
communicate with her were amply established and,
accordingly, the Hearing Panel's finding as to
Charge 10 is confirmed.

The Long Matter (Charges 13 to 19)

In this case, respondent was charged with seven
violations of the Code of Professional Disciplinary
Rules; charges 13, 14, 16 and 17 alieged that he
had violated DR G6-101(A)3) (neglecting a legal
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matter); charge 15 alleged that he had violated DR
7-101 (22 NYCRR 1200.32) (failing 1w seek the
lawful objectives of his client); charge 18 alleged
violations of DR 6-101{A){3) and DR 9-102(c){4)
(neglecting a legal matter and failing to return
property to his client); charge 19 alleged violation
of DR 1-102(AX7) [now (8) ] (conduct adversely
reflecting his fitness to practice law). The Hearing
Panel concluded that respondent had “egregiously
neglected Mr. Long's legal matters entrusted to him
in violation of DR 6-101(A){(3)" and that by doing
50, respondent engaged in conduct adversely
reflecting on his fitness to practice law, in violation
of DR 1-102(A)(7) [now (B) 1. Respondent does
not contest the Hearing Panel's findings with regard
to the Long matter. As respondent actually
concedes that the evidence establishes thar he
neglected Mr. Long's cases, we confum the Hearing
Panel's findings of misconduct with regard to this
matier and its dismissal of charges 15 and 18.

The Cappetta Matter (Charges 20 to 23)

With tespect to this matter, respondent was charged
with four violations of the Disciplinary Rules:
charge 20 alleged violation of DR 6- 101(A)(3)
(neglect); charpe 21 alleged violation of DR
1-102{A){4} (conduct involving dishonesty, fraud,
deceit, or mistepresentation); charge 22 alleged
violation of DR 5-102(C)(4) (failure promptly to
deliver a *74 client's property when so asked); and
charge 23 accused him of viclation DR 1-
102(A)(7) [now (8) ] (conduct adversely reflecting
on his fitness to practice law). The Hearing Panel
susiained charges 20, 21, and 23. Respondent
challenges only the finding as to charge 21; in fact,
he concedes that "it cannot be contested ... that [he]
neglected his client's legal maiter."

Respondent had been retained by Mr. Cappetta to
sue his former employers. Eventvally, Mz
Cappetta brought an action in Federal Court against
respondent for malpractice stemming from his
representation. In that case, both Magistrate Judge
Dollinger and District Judge Sotomayer found
respondent's neglect of the Cappetta matter to be
incredible. In part, Judge Dollinger wrote:
[Respondent] entirely fafled to camry out his
responsibilities to his client by not pursuing the
claims that he had undertaken to assett, he failed
to appear for required conferences or to respond
to crucial motions, and he failed to advise his
client of developments in the case, even when

Capr. © West 2004 No Claim to Orig. U.8. Govt. Works
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[Cappetta] persistently inquired. Moreover, the
excuses proffered by Lippman are entirely
threadbare.... Thus, even if eredited, Mr.
Lippman’s testimony in no respect excuses his
conduct.
**108 In any event, in general terms I find his
tcstimony in this respect unworthy of belicf. As
noted, his conduct at all times reflected a total
abnegation of responsibilities... In shont, I
conclude that Lippman's failings in representing
[Cappetta] were entirely inexcusable.
District Judge Sotomayer was ne less critical when
she affirmed the default judgment for malpractice.
In fact, she was so outraged with respondent,
particularly with regard to his habit of lying about
where he resides in order to continue receiving the
benefit of the City's rent control laws, that she
ordercd a transcript of the proccedings before her
sent to the New York State Bar Association for
disciplinary action.

Based on the Federal court decisions, the Hearing
Panel correctly concluded that the evidence
established that respondent neglected a legal matier
entrusted to him (in violation of DR 6-101(A)(3))
and engaged it conduct involving dishonesty, fraud,
deceit or mistepresentation (in violation of DR 1-
102(A)(4)), which constituted conduct reflecting
adversely on his fitness {o practice law (in violation
of DR 1.102{AX7) [now (8)]).

Charge Twelve

Finally, the Hearing Panel sustained a charge that
respondent violated DR 1- 102(A)(5) by failing to
cooperate with the *78 Committee’s investigation.
Thus, Rosemary Palladino, Esq., former staff
counsel at the DDC, testified that respondent treated
the Committe¢'s investigation with the same pattern
of neglect that he showed toward his client's cases.
As one example, respondent still had not twmed
aver 10 the Committee a copy of the check by which
he allegedly repaid Lemma the $3,000 fee,

Respondent was given the opportenity to ptesent
evidence in mitigation and responded by submitting
varions character letters from friends, clients and
associates. All attested to his pood character and
integrity notwithstanding the Hearing Panel's
findings.

Respondent also submitted documents purportedly
signed by Charles and/or Joseph Lemma that stated

Page 50of 5

Page 4

they had been repaid their §3,000 by respondent.
Respondent did not, however, produce a copy of the
payment check.

Regpondent has received two prior admonitions,
The first, issued December 15, 1989, admeonished
respondent for neglecting the affairs of a client.
The second, issued May 23, 1990, adinonished
respondent for misrepresenting his clients' financial
situations to lenders,

We agree with the finding of the Hearing Panel that
respendent intentionally converted cliemt funds, as
well as engaged in & pervasive pattern of neglecting
client matters, and misrepresenting the facts to,
among others, Federal judges and the Hearing Panel.

This Court has consistently held that the intentional
conversion of client funds constitutes grave
misconduct warranting the sanction of disbarment (
see, e.g., Matter of Barth, 218 AD.2d 304, 638
NY.5.2d 447 Maner of Ampel, 208 AD2Zd 57,
624 N.Y.8.2d 116), Sincc we confirm the findings
of thc Hearing Panel, which sustained several
charges that respondent converted the funds of
clients and third patties, disbarment is warranted.

The sanction of disharment is additionally
supported by the findings of egregious neglect of
client matters, lying under oath to the Panel, and
failing to cooperate with the investipation (see, e.g.,
Marter of Stein, 185 AD.2d 128, 596 N.Y.5.2d 8).
Finally, we note, respondent has received two prior
admonitions and  throughout the diseciplinary
proceeding, respondent has failed to show remorse
for his risconduct.

Accordingly, the petition by the DDC is granted,
the Hearing Panel's report is confirmed,
respondent's cross motion is denied, and respondent
is hereby disbarred from practice as an attorney and
counselot-at-law in the State of New York.

*76 All concut.

661 N.Y.5.2d 195,232 A.D.2d §9
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Notice: This opinion is subject to formal revision before publication in the Atantic and
Maryland Reporters. Users are requested to notify the Clerk of the Court of any formal
errors so that corrections may be made before the bound volumes go to press.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS
No. 01-B(G-921
IN RE MARSHALL E, LIPPMAN, RESPONDENT.

A Member of the Bar
of the District of Columbia Court of Appeals

On Report and Recommendation
of the Board on Professional Responsibility
(BDN 240-01)

(Submitted September 12, 2002 Decided September 26, 2002)

Before REID and GLICKMAN, Associate Judges, and BELSON, Senior Judge.

PER CURiAM: On July 17, 1997, the Supreme Court of the State of New York,
Appellate Division, First Judicial Department, disbarred respondent Marshall E. Lippman
after concluding that he intentionally converted client funds to his personal use in two cases,

lisd under oath, and engaged in a pervasive and egregious pattern of neglecting client

matters. See In re Lippman, 661 N.Y.$.2d 195 (N.Y. App. Div. 1997).

After Bar Counsel filed a certified copy of the disciplinary order with this court, we
. temporarily suspended respondent pursuant to D.C. Bar R. XL, § 11 (d), and referred the
matter to the Board on Professional Responsibility (“the Board”). The Board recommends
reciprocal disbarment. Bar Counsel has informed the court that she takes no exception to the
Board's recommendation. Respondent has not filed any opposition to the Board’s

recommendation.

There is a rebuttable presumption that the sanction imposed by this court in a

reciprocal discipline case will be identical to that imposed by the original disciplining court.

-ﬂ# -
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2
In re Zilberberg, 612 A.2d 832, 834 (D.C. 1992). This presumption is rebutted only if the
respondent demonstrates, or the face of the record reveals, by clear and convincing evidence
the existence of one of the conditions enumerated in D.C. Bar R. XTI, § 11 (c). See D.C. Bar

R. XL, § 11 (D).

Respondent’s failure to file any exception to the Board’s report and recommendation
is treated as a concession that reciprocal disbarrment is warranted. In re Goldsborough, 634
A2d 1285, 1287 (D.C. 1995); see also D.C. Bar R. XI, § 11 (f). Disbarment is the
appropriate sanction in nearly all cases of intentional misappropriation, In re Addams, 579
A.2d 190(D.C. 1990) (en banc), and the record supports the Board’s recommendation in this

case. Accordingly, itis

ORDERED that Marshall E. Lippman is hereby disbarred from the practice of law in
the District of Columbia. We direct respondent’s attention to the requirements of D.C. Bar

R. XI. § 14 (g) and their effect on his eligibility for reinstatement. See D.C.Bar R. XL § 16
(c).

So ordered.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON

POR THE COUNTY OF CLACKAMAS

PAUL L. HAYNES and RENEE J. HAYNES, Case No, CCV 0211573
HUSBAND AND WIFE, and MICHAEL
HAYNES, AFFIDAVIT OF
A minor child, by and through RENEE J. MARSHALL E. LIPPMAN
HAYNES,
His Guardian Ad Litem,
Plaintiffs,
State of Texas )
) ss.
County of Dallas )

[ hereby swear under oath that T am over 18 years of age and of sound mind and
that the following statements aze based on my personal knowledge and are true and
correct to the best of my information and belief.

1. 1 am an attomey at law admitted to practice before all of the courts of the
District of Columbia. Each of the following facts is within the purview of my personal
knowledge. If called asa witness, I could and would competently testify thereto.

2. { am, and since 1995 have been, a shareholder, a member of the Board of
Directors, and the General Counsel of Construction Arbitration Services, Inc. T was
formerly a member of the Board of Ditectors of the National Academy of Congiliators, '
and prior to that, was an Associate General Counsel of the American Arbitration

Association. | have more than thirty years experience in the administration of
1 AFFIDAVIT OF MARSHALL E. LIPPMAN
NE

WICME, JABDN, SCHWARTZ & 1 ANDAVERLK, LLP

111 5., Filth Avemur, Bulre 4040
Poulimd, Oregan 77204 - #W -
140%) 2I0-Bad

Exhibit 6
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alternative dispute resolution services.

3. Construction Arbitration Services, Inc. is a full service alternative dispute
resolution service furnishing mediation and arbitration services to homeowners,
builders and home inspectors in all fifty states of the United States.

4. Construction Arbitration Services, Inc., is a corporation incorporated in
the State of Texas in 1995 with its principal place of ‘business at 2777 Stemmons
Freeway, Suite 650, Dallas, Texas 75207, Telephone (214) 638-2700.

5. Following the incorporation of Construction Arbitration Services, Inc.,
Edward Hatfield, former Commissioner of the Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service and former President of the Society of Professionals in Dispute Resclution,
participated in the initial and follow-up taining of the administrative personnel and
arbitrators of Construction Arbitration Services, Inc. To date, Construction Arbitration
Gervices, Inc. has administered thousands of arbitration proceedings involving
residential construction disputes.

6. Construction Arbitration Services, Inc, presently has a panel of
approximately 1,200 professional arbitrators throughout the United States, each of
whom is required to and does have at Jeast ten years experience in construction-related
alternative dispute resolution services. The average panel member of Construction
Arbitration Services, Inc., has substantially more experience in constructon-related
alternative dispute resolution than the average pane] member of the American
Arbitration Association or any other nationwide alternative dispute resolution service.
Construction Arbitration Services, Inc., is the 1arge$t alternative dispute resolutdon
service in the United States specializing in construction-related disputes.

7. Construction Arbitration Services, inc., performs arbitraﬁon services for a

2 AFFIDAVIT OF MARSHALL E. LIPPMAN
NHMMHJMWJHNMWH&H@W&LUI
110 L. Filth Avernm, Sult 4040
Portiond, Oreon #7704
(T0N) RS

-12
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variety of business entities and individuals pursuant to pre-dispute arbitration
agreements in a variety of contracts, including home warranty contracts, residential real
egtate sale contracts, and home inspection contracts.

8. The other shareholder of Construction Arbitration Services, Inc., is Lester
B. Wolff, who is currently the President of and a member of the Board of Directors of
Constructon Arbitration Services, Inc. Mr. Wolff and [ created Construction
Arbitration Services, inc., in 1995. Mr. Wolff is a former Vice President of the American
Arbitration Association.

9. Construction Arbitration Services, Inc., was capitalized exclusively by Mr.
Wolff and by myself. None of the initial capitalization, pre-incorporation or post-
incorporation expenses have come from any home builder, construction ¢ompany,
insurance company, home warranty company or any other entity, except through the
payment of standard and uniform fees charged by Construction Arbitration Services,
Inc., for its services. No person or entity other than Mr, Wolff and myself has ever
made any investment in or has ever owned any equity in Construction Arbitration
Services, Inc.

10. At no time has any construction company, home warranty provider, or
insurance company had any control over or ownership interest in Construction
Arbitration Services, Inc., directly or indirectly, or had any common officer, director or
employee or had the right o control the selection of any arbitrator by CAS or the
decision of any arbitrator selected by CAS.

11. 1 have reviewed the arbitraion clause in the construction contract
between Adair Homes and Paul and Renee Haynes. A dispute within the scope of their

contractual arbitration clause, specifies CAS Rules, and would be governed by

3 AFFIDAVIT OF MARSHALL E. LIPPMAN
MEWEOMEL, 2ABIN, SCHWARTZ & LANDSVERK, LLP
111 5.W. Filh Avenue, Sote 4040
Povlond, Cregan 77204
(503 T-8Mt
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arbitration rules of Construction Arbitration Services, Inc., applicable to disputes that
do not arise under a New Home Warranty. ‘hose Rules are formally styled “Rules and
Procedures for the Expedited Arbitration of Home Construction Disputes,” a true and
correct copy of which is attached as Exhibit 1 to this Affidavit. Under these Rules an
arbitration is subject to a case fee of 5500 at time of filing, generally paid by an equal

division between the parties.

12. When our Rules use the term “Expedited” in their fitle, the process
described by the Rules is a version of our "Expedited Dispute Settlement” (“EDS")
process. “EDS” is a form of Mediation-Arbitration or “Med-Arb.” First popularized in
the early 1960’s, this process uses the third-party neutral as a mediator to explore
amicable resolution with the parties and, if unsuccessful, moves into a traditional
arbitration process. Med-Arb is a well-known and highly regarded process. It is
generally less tme consuming than either mediation alone or arbitration alone and yet
gives the parties an opportunity for settlement on some or all issues and the certainty of
2 decision on issues left unresolved. It is well accepted and commonly used. Pursuant
to our expedited dispute resolution process, the assigned arbitrator may flrst serve as
mediator attempting to resolve the dispute and then, if unsuccessful proceed directly to

arbitration. This is consistent with the agreement of the parties.

[ swear, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true and correct and that I

executed this affidavit in Dallas, Texas on this 11% day of February, 2003.

AFFIANT SAYETH NOTHING FURTHER.

4 AFEIDAVIT OF MARSHALL E. LIPPMAN
NEWCTMB. AR, ACHWARTZ & LANDSVERK, LLP
111 5.W. Pifth Avemm, Sulve 4030
Poxtlend. (iegon 1204
(07) TI8- B4

. 15



Mak-2Z2-Z@84 B2159 PM FEGRSUS HRAYHMES LSP3 658 BRSS9 Lol =]

' W
Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public, on this _Z  date of
Febyva v}l , 2003,

-

otary Publi

My Commmission Expires: Dp-llj ”05

by,
SRNEChen,  TISH LYNTHOMPSOR
] 123 Nothry Pubi. S of Toas

J:\ Adair-Pacific Crest\ Haynes\ Affidavit wpd

5 AFFIDAVIT OF MARSHALL E. LIPPMAN
WEWCOME, SARTH, SCHWARTZ & LANDSVERK, tLr
111 3.W, Plith Avenue, Siitc 4040
Poythnd, Orogon 57304
(303) Z2h-Badb
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ome Buyers warranty

04/12/00
: Waranty # .y 00007

_ANY L. WEAVER

6207 CANYON RUN CT
KATY, TX 77450

Insured by:
National Home Insurance Cao. Ing.
(A RISK RETENTION GROUP)

YourBullder ROYCE HOMES L.P. «SRe HBW Bullder # 3300-9993

has completed the enrollment application process. Your home has now been enrolied in the following
warranty program with an effective date of warranty of 03/02/00
One Year Workmanship/Two Year Systems/Ten Year Structural

warranty Limit : 3 235, 423,00

The address and legal description of the homa which has been accepted for enroliment Is:

6207 CANYOM RUN CT 247174 CANYOR GATE CINCD
KATY, TK 77450

The Homa Buyers Warranty Limited Warranty Booklet enclosed is dated 16/s1/99

The Builder Application for Home Enrollment that you signed with your Bulkier prior to your homa being
enrolled in the HBW program, this Certificate of Warranty Coverage and the enciosed Home Buyers
Warranty Limited Warranty Booklet make up your warranty contract. This Is the complete agreement
among us. Thete are no oral or written agraemants or representations directly or indirectly connected
with this agreement except thase three documents. No party will be bound by any other representations
or agraemants made by any persons. :

Notice: A reproduction of this Certificate of Warranty Coverage Is not acceptable proof of warranty
coverage. Any modifications, alterations or revisions made to this document will veid the warranty cov-
arags. A I S A

Exhibit 7

HBW 30 Il‘lﬂl-ll

'WH.lTF HOMEBUYERG) CANARY-WAWDISTRICT PINCELNLOER
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‘ . THIS DOCUMENT IS NOT AR
* YOUR NEW HOME WARRANTY fome Buyes Warranly
\ Ariington, TX 76073-6271
/il BUILDER APPLICATION FOR HOME ENROLLMENT e |

The undecsignid Bullder-Member of the Home Buyers Warranly (HBW) New Home Warranty Program makes application for wnrollment of the bome
whase address s lated below. The Bullder-Member 13 responsible for completion of all enroliment requirements on the home. I all enroliment require-
mants e aiol completed on the new hame, this Application will be denied hnd na warranty will be issued. The Builder must send ar have his closing
agent send the eriginal of this Agplication for Home Enroliment and a eheck for full payment to HEW, If the BulldenMember has satisfied all the
tnrot!ment requirements and HBYY has received this Applicatian and [ull payment within 15 days ol 1he date of closing on the heme, the Homebuyer
will recelve Lhe Certificate of Wareanty Coverage and Wareanty Bocklel within 30 dayy of ¢leding from HBW. IF THE HOMEBLUIYER HAS NOT
RECEIVED THE CEETIFICATE OF WARRANTY COVERAGE AND WARRANTY ROCGKLET FROM HBW WITHIN THIRTY (301 DAYS AFTER CLOSING,

THEM!NG WARRAKTY EXISTS ON THE HOME AT THIS ADDRESS.
{¥ 13 LUMLAWFUL TO KNOWINGLY PRCVIDE FALSE, IMCQMELITE, O MISLEADING FACTS DR 1NFORMATICON 1O AN INSURANTE COMPANY FOU THE FUBPOSE o DEFRALD-
NG OR ATTEMPTING TO DUFRAUD THE COMPANY, PIMALTIE! MAY IMCLUTIE IMPRISONMENT, FINES, DENIAL OF INFUEANCE, AND CIVIL DAMAGES, ANY INILURANLL

COMPANY DR AGEIMT OF AN INSUBANCE COMPANY WHO KNOWINGLY PROVIDE FALTE th:OkMFtEl‘t. O MISLEADING FACTS OF INFOEMATION TO A POLICYHOLDER
(NILOEED G CLANMANT (NOMIBLITER]} FOR TME FURFISE OF DEFRAUDING O ATTEMFTING TO DEFRAUG YHE FMOLICYHOLD B (EUINLIER) R CLAIMARNYT (HOMERLYER)

WITH RECARD TO A SETT! L!MEH‘I‘ Ot AWAZD PAYATLL awuma FROCEED S SHALL BE REPORTED TO THE INSURANCE COMMISHONER CF vqua ETATE

FLEASE PRINT OR TYPE e
% ealdeN o

1. Homebuyer(s):

%d# n o [}
Address of Home: Uﬁ. " TM U\ A & & M ‘_,__ --_‘ -
1 =) Stite 1145
Let/Block ib{ ‘ q/ i Subdivision C " '“"\ e 6@" C:M -
2. Buildor Name: QD\M.M ‘H'm"—m HBW Bullder No:

3. Efiecyive Date of Warranty: D:ue of clesing : Crawe of earlier first oceupancy - _
Effective Dale of Commoen Elements Coverage {Condompnivms Only) tiF applicable)
(Date main structure housing individual units is completad):

4, COVERAGE: Both the Builder and Homebuyer(s) sl check and initial which of the following coverages apply to the unit
being envolled, FHANA and FmHA financed hories which are required 1o ba enrolled in the Home Buyers Warranty

Fmgrmﬂl with the One, Two and Ten Year coverage:
A One Yedr Workrnanship/Two Year smemﬂzn Yo Syuchural Coverige

B & Ten Year Structural Coverage Only
5. CiSingle famlly Detached U Tewnhome O Manufacrured L Modular O Congdominium
i Condominfum: CiLow Rise 2 Mid Rise (3-5 Story} Cl Fligh Biss (6 Story or greater)

6. TypeFinancing (Chock ene): BIFHA  CIVA  QFmMA onventional 0 Cagh

Mo commaon elements covarage will be provided uniess il fhits In a building ase earolled.
¥, Rale Formula for Ten Year Only or One, Two and Ten Yed| Coverage:

" )
25, %230} 1000 [AE50] x| |. 5]~ (DS x| 1= | -
- v " Basic i eice does Hasic
Firat 3ales Price e sy s e e
1?7 appllcable add: Fer Fee
1 0 F
+* $30.00 {EI)_'_ © - ¢ }-a. (E}, 5{3 69_ " =
If EHANA - Final Sales Price x 00 Qasement Any additional Less the . A+B+C+D +E-Fu
or FmHA 51,00 par $1,000 far condo wood Slah Coverage lee prepaid fee Total Warranty Fae Due
- financed stairs & landings coverage
8. O Check this box i an-addendum has been issued by Builder and altach a copy where itetns of material or work were nol
arovided by Bullder and are excluded from the warranty.
Cale

Bullder's Authorized Signatwe

HOME BUYERS ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND COMSENT . - ctedge that you have viewes ar
il | 1o enroll your home in the HBW insured warranty program. By signieg below, you acknawledge

:;_?;T_tvi:i : :.rdl::gip'&z?mnry mfwk You, Your Builder & HBW?, you haver ead the Builder™s Copy of the Warranty Booklet, angd CONSENT TO THE

TERMS OF THESE POCUMENTS INCLUDING THE BINDING ARBITRATION PROVISION contained thersln, You further undersidnd that when he

warranty i3 lssued on your new home, it is an Express Limlted Warranty and that all claims and liabllities are limited to and by the lerms and conditions

af the Express Limited Warranty a8 ;lated e HBW Warranty Booklel. IF ¥OU, THE HOMEBUYER(S) HAVE NOT RECEIVED A CERTIFICATE OF

WARRANTY CDVERAGE AND A W, TV BOOKLET FROM HEW WITHIN THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTEI! CLOSING, THEN NG WARRANTY

OFFIGE USE ONLY

Exhibit 8
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Construction Arhitration Services, Inc,
July 17, 2002 ' : :

Mr. Craig Chick

Texas House of Represematives Cotnmittee on Civi) Practices
P.O. Box 2910

Austin, Texas 78768

Dear Mr. Chick:

I wanted to fecap that Constryction Arbitration Services, Inc. ("CAS™) is a Texas Business
Corporation engaged in the business of impariia] administration of aliemate dispute resolution,
particularly arbitration. Since its inception CAS has been wrinen inte a number of horme
warramty documents, We currently administer arbitrations iy all 50 Siates for 8pproximately six
WARITANY companics.

CAS is an independent administrator. N is a privately held corporation. The incorporators are
both former executives with the American Arbitration Association. A third person who, together
with the incorporators, makes up the Board of Directors js a former Federa] Mediator (FMCS).
No contractor, nsurance or warreanty company mvested in the company and mo representative of
such an organization has any mvolvement with ji.

The CAS naviona) penel consists of severs] hundred neutrals most of whom have over 10 years
of arbitretion experience. These panel members are independent of CAS ang not employees. -
Mest have been trained in arbitration procedure by our Company.

Please feel free 10 comact me if there is any cther oy further information You require,

‘¢losutes
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