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investment Act;SB 179 (Hughes), which
would have prohibited the Treasurer from
depositing or investing state moneys with
financial institutions that receive specified
ratings from federal authorities pursuant
to the federal Community Reinvestment
Act; AB 1995 (Archie-Hudson), which
would have authorized state-chartered
banks, savings associations, and credit
unions to restructure a loan or extend
credit terms and obligations to minority or
women business enterprises in accordance
with safe and sound financial operations;
AB 2165 (Areias), which would have re-
quired the Secretary of Trade and Com-
merce, in conjunction with SBD, to de-
velop a program to assist and encourage
the banking industry to form a privately
owned consortium to assist business relo-
cation in California; AB 2232 (McDon-
ald), which would have directed SBD to
conduct a study and make recommenda-
tions to the legislature on or before July 1,
1994 on the regulatory process and proce-
dures for banks engaged in making small
business loans; AB 2349 (Polanco),
which would have provide that specified
fees which are charged for services per-
formed by the Superintendent, including a
$400 dollar per day fee for the services of
an examiner, must be paid by a licensee
within twelve days after receipt of a state-
ment from the Superintendent for those
services; SB 161 (Deddeh), which would
have—among other things—required
banks to furnish depositors, if not physi-
cally present at the time of the initial de-
posit into an account, with a statement
concerning charges and interest not later
than seven business days after the date of
the initial deposit; SB 203 (Deddeh),
which would have provided that the fail-
ure of a bank or trust company to open a
branch office within one year after the
Superintendent of Banks approves the ap-
plication terminates the right to open the
office, except that prior to the expiration
of the one-year period a one-year exten-
sion may be granted by the Superintendent
in which to open and operate a branch
office upon filing an application with the
Superintendent and the payment of a $350
fee; and SB 632 (Deddeh), which would
have provided that in addition to existing
law which provides that if a draft, such as
a check, is unaccepted by the bank and is
dishonored, the drawer is obliged to pay
the draft according to its terms, the drawer
would be obligated to pay any service
charges resulting from dishonor of the
draft.

Il LITIGATION

Badie v. Bank of America, No. 944916,
filed in San Francisco Superior Court in

August 1992, challenges BofA’s policy
which requires that customer disputes
over deposit and credit card accounts be
sent to binding arbitration. [/4:] CRLR
95, 13:4 CRLR 103] The three-week court
trial ended in March; attorneys filed post-
trial briefs in April. Among other things,
BofA’s attorneys have argued that the Fed-
eral Arbitration Act preempts the state
laws relied upon by plaintiffs in contend-
ing that the binding arbitration provision
is unfair, unconscionable, and deceptive.
Atthis writing, closing argument began on
May 13 and is scheduled to continue on
May 19.

In Leary v. Wells Fargo Bank, No.
866229 (Aug. 17, 1993), plaintiffs alleged
that defendants Wells Fargo Bank, First
Interstate Bank, Crocker National Bank,
and Bank of America conspired to fix in-
terest rates on bank credit cards; in August
1993, the jury found for BofA, the only
defendant which did not settle. [/3:4 CRLR
103] Last December, BofA filed a motion
seeking more than $500,000 in sanctions
and attorneys’ fees from the plaintiffs. [ /4.1
CRLR 96] On January 14, San Francisco
Superior Court Judge Laurence Kay re-
fused to impose sanctions on the plaintiffs
and their attorneys, finding that BofA had
not met its burden of showing that the
plaintiffs acted in bad faith; Kay also de-
nied plaintiffs’ motion for a new trial.

In Youngberg v. Bank of America, No.
953812, filed July 30, 1993 in San Fran-
cisco Superior Court, plaintiff alleges that
Security Pacific Bank, now owned by
Bank of America after a 1992 merger,
overcharged its trust account customers.
[14:1 CRLR 96] On May 5, the case was
transferred to Los Angeles County Supe-
rior Court pursuant to a motion for change
of venue. At this writing, no trial date has
been set.

On January 10, the First District Court
of Appeal granted plaintiff’s motion for
rehearing in California Grocers Associa-
tion, Inc., v. Bank of America, 20 Cal.
App. 4th 1355 (Dec. 9, 1993); in its orig-
inal ruling, the First District found that the
$3 deposited item return (DIR) fee
charged by BofA to the California Grocers
Association (CGA) is not unconscionable
and does not violate the implied covenant
of good faith and fair dealing; and that the
injunction issued by the trial court which
required BofA to lower its DIR fee to not
more than $1.73 for a ten-year period was
an improper use of the unconscionability
doctrine and an inappropriate exercise of
judicial authority. [/4:] CRLR 96] On
February 4, the First District released its
decision on the rehearing, 22 Cal. App. 4th
205, again finding for BofA in each of the
issues described above. At this writing,

CGA is awaiting the California Supreme
Court’s decision on its petition for review.

DEPARTMENT OF
CORPORATIONS

Commissioner: Gary S. Mendoza
(916) 445-7205
(213) 736-2741

he Department of Corporations (DOC)

is a part of the cabinet-level Business,
Transportation and Housing Agency and
is empowered under section 25600 of the
California Code of Corporations. The
Commissioner of Corporations, appointed
by the Governor, oversees and administers
the duties and responsibilities of the De-
partment. The rules promulgated by the
Department are set forth in Chapter 3,
Title 10 of the California Code of Regula-
tions (CCR).

The Department administers several
major statutes. The most important is the
Corporate Securities Act of 1968, which
requires the “qualification” of all securi-
ties sold in California. “Securities” are
defined quite broadly, and may include
business opportunities in addition to the
traditional stocks and bonds. Many secu-
rities may be “qualified” through compli-
ance with the Federal Securities Acts of
1933, 1934, and 1940. If the securities are
not under federal qualification, the com-
missioner must issue a “permit” for their
sale in California.

The commissioner may issue a “stop
order” regarding sales or revoke or sus-
pend permits if in the “public interest” or
if the plan of business underlying the se-
curities is not “fair, just or equitable.”

The commissioner may refuse to grant
a permit unless the securities are properly
and publicly offered under the federal se-
curities statutes. A suspension or stop order
gives rise to Administrative Procedure Act
notice and hearing rights. The commis-
sioner may require that records be kept by
all securities issuers, may inspect those
records, and may require that a prospectus
or proxy statement be given to each poten-
tial buyer unless the seller is proceeding
under federal law.

The commissioner also licenses agents,
broker-dealers, and investment advisors.
Those brokers and advisors without a
place of business in the state and operating
under federal law are exempt. Deception,
fraud, or violation of any regulation of the
commissioner is cause for license suspen-
sion of up to one year or revocation.

The commissioner also has the author-
ity to suspend trading in any securities by
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summary proceeding and to require secu-
rities distributors or underwriters to file all
advertising for sale of securities with the
Department before publication. The com-
missioner has particularly broad civil in-
vestigative discovery powers; he/she can
compel the deposition of witnesses and re-
quire production of documents. Witnesses
so compelled may be granted automatic
immunity from criminal prosecution.

The commissioner can also issue “de-
sist and refrain” orders to halt unlicensed
activity or the improper sale of securities.
A willful violation of the securities law is
afelony, as is securities fraud. These crim-
inal violations are referred by the Depart-
ment to local district attorneys for prose-
cution.

The commissioner also enforces a
group of more specific statutes involving
similar kinds of powers: Franchise Invest-
ment Statute, Credit Union Statute, Indus-
trial Loan Law, Personal Property Brokers
Law, Health Care Service Plan Law,
Workers’ Compensation Health Care Pro-
vider Law, Escrow Law, Check Sellers
and Cashers Law, California Commodity
Law, Securities Depositor Law, Consumer
Finance Lenders Law, Commercial Fi-
nance Lenders Law, and Security Owners
Protection Law.

l MAJOR PROJECTS

DOC Adopts Workers’ Compensa-
tion Health Care Provider Organiza-
tion Regulations. On January 21, the Com-
missioner adopted emergency regulations
under the Workers Compensation Health
Care Provider Organization Act of 1993,
which allows providers of work-related
injury and illness health care to seek au-
thorization from the Commissioner as a
workers’ compensation health care pro-
vider organization. After authorization, an
organization may apply to the Administra-
tive Director of the Division of Workers’
Compensation of the Department of In-
dustrial Relations for certification by that
agency; only certified organizations may
offer workers’ compensation health care
to an employer’s employees. [/3:4 CRLR
106, 115-16]

To implement these provisions, DOC
adopted sections 1956 through 1999, Title
10 of the CCR, which set forth the proce-
dure for filing an application for authori-
zation, the standards required to be met for
authorization, and the ongoing standards
for continued authorization. Among other
things, the regulations provide that no per-
son subject to the Act shall offer or other-
wise distribute any bonus or gratuity to a
potential self-insured employer, group of
self-insured employers, or insurer of an
employer for the purpose of inducing en-

rollment or to an existing self-insured em-
ployer, group of self-insured employers,
or insurer of an employer for the purpose
of inducing the continuation of enroll-
ment; within each service area of an orga-
nization, workers’ compensation health
care shall be readily available and acces-
sible to each employee; and each organi-
zation shall provide for—among other
things—the separation of medical ser-
vices from fiscal and administrative man-
agement sufficient to assure the Commis-
sioner that medical decisions will not be
unduly influenced by fiscal and adminis-
trative management.

On February 4, DOC published notice
of its intent to permanently adopt sections
1956 through 1999; the Department re-
ceived public comments on the regula-
tions through March 25. DOC subse-
quently adopted the regulatory package,
which was approved by the Office of Ad-
ministrative Law (OAL) on April 15 and
became effective that day.

Proposed Regulatory Action Under
the Corporate Securities Act of 1968.
Last November, the Commissioner pub-
lished notice of his intent to adopt new
section 260.140.80.5, Title 10 of the CCR.
Based on guidelines adopted by the North
American Securities Administrators Asso-
ciation (NASAA), the proposed rule
would allow the offer and sale of contrac-
tual plans in California, under certain con-
ditions; if approved, the rule would be in
effect for 36 months. [/4:1 CRLR 97]
Among other things, section 260.140.80.5
would provide the following:

*» The section would require a broker-
dealer to determine whether a contractual
plan is suitable for the purchasing investor
and retain the documentation used in de-
termining investor suitability for five years.
Suitability requirements include, but are not
limited to, an investor’s age, marital status,
number of dependents, major investment
goals and the timeframe for achieving these
goals, current and anticipated future finan-
cial status, anticipated short- and long-term
liabilities or other obligations, likelihood of
the investor’s continued income, ability to
address burdensome financial situations,
and the investor’s understanding of the risks
involved in investing in securities and the
usefulness of short-term savings instru-
ments or accounts.

» The section would also allow an in-
vestor to withdraw from the plan within 28
months of his/her initial payment. An in-
vestor who chooses to withdraw from the
plan shall receive the value of his/her ac-
count and a refund of all sales charges,
commissions, or other selling or redemp-
tion charges which exceed 15% of the total
payments made.

* The regulation would also set forth
the disclosure form which must be exe-
cuted by a broker-dealer and an investor;
require issuers to file quarterly and annual
persistency reports; state the investment
objective for contractual plans; and pro-
vide that the rule shall expire 36 months
after it becomes effective. This sunset pro-
vision is necessary to allow DOC to eval-
uate the performance of contractual plans
in California.

At this writing, section 260.140.80.5
still awaits adoption by the Commissioner
and review and approval by OAL.

Last December, DOC published notice
of its intent to amend section 260.141.11,
Title 10 of the CCR, to allow the transfer
of one-class voting common stock issued
pursuant to Corporations Code section
25102(h) without the consent of the Com-
missioner, if the stock could have been
originally issued pursuant to the exemp-
tion from qualification afforded by section
25102(f); as amended, section 260.141.11
would require that a notice, statement of
transferee, and opinion of counsel be filed
with the Commissioner. [/4:1 CRLR 98]
At this writing, these proposed changes
await adoption by the Commissioner and
review and approval by OAL.

DOC Rulemaking Under the Fran-
chise Investment Law. On April 6, OAL
approved DOC’s amendments to sections
310.111, 310.114.1, 310.122, 310.125,
310.156.1, and 310.210, Title 10 of the
CCR, which redefine the term “Uniform
Franchise Registration Application” for
the purpose of incorporating recent
changes to the Uniform Franchise Offer-
ing Circular Guidelines as amended by
NASAA on April 25, 1993; additionally,
the changes make technical language revi-
sions to those sections. {/4:1 CRLR 98]

On January 20, OAL approved DOC’s
amendments to section 310.100.2, Title 10
of the CCR, regarding the exemption from
the registration requirements of Corpora-
tions Code section 31110 for the offer and
sale of a franchise if certain conditions are
met, and amendments to section 310.114.1,
Title 10 of the CCR, which include guid-
ance on how to describe the franchisee and
the franchisor(s) in an offering circular.
[14:1 CRLR 98; 13:4 CRLR 105]

Conflict of Interest Code Update. On
February 14, the Fair Political Practices
Commission approved DOC’s amend-
ments to its conflict of interest code, the
appendix to section 250.30, Title 10 of the
CCR, which designates DOC employees
who must disclose certain investments,
income, interests in real property, and
business positions, and who must disqual-
ify themselves from making or participat-
ing in the making of governmental deci-
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sions affecting thoseinterests. [ /4:1 CRLR
98; 13:4 CRLR 106]

DOC Reviews “Local Area Name”
Usage by Brokers. On January 7, DOC
issued Release No. 91-C (Revised), com-
menting on the practice of broker-dealer
branch offices operating under a “local
area name” and on the status of so-called
“independent contractors.” According to
DOC, the term “local area name” refers to
the practice of an agent operating out of a
branch office of a broker-dealer but using
a name different from that used by the
broker-dealer; frequently, the name used
by an agent is an “umbrella” name under
which an agent conducts securities trans-
actions under the supervision of a broker-
dealer in addition to conducting other busi-
nesses, such as investment advisory activi-
ties unaffiliated with the broker-dealer. Ac-
cording to DOC, strict supervisory respon-
sibilities are imposed on broker-dealers with
respect to agents employed by them; further,
existing law provides that an agent may
effect transactions in securities only under
the name of the broker-dealer, not under
another business name. Further, DOC
opined that a broker-dealer may not seek to
disavow or limit its supervisory responsibil-
ities under existing law by encouraging or
permitting an agent to represent himself/her-
self as an “independent contractor.”” DOC
concluded that “all communications used
by, or on behalf of, a broker-dealer and the
persons representing the broker-dealer
should clearly, prominently and distinctly
disclose the services being offered by the
broker-dealer, the identity of the broker-
dealer, and the relationship between the
broker-dealer, the agents and other enti-
ties, such as an investment adviser.”

DOC Sets Forth Procedure for Re-
questing Interpretive Opinions. The
Commissioner has the discretion to issue
interpretive opinions through DOC’s Of-
fice of Policy to determine questions of
law arising under the Corporate Securities
Law of 1968, the California Commodity
Law of 1990, the Franchise Investment Law,
the Knox-Keene Health Care Service Plan
Act of 1975, and the Workers” Compensa-
tion Health Care Provider Organization
Act of 1993; interpretive opinions are is-
sued primarily for the purpose of provid-
ing a means by which members of the
public can protect themselves against lia-
bility for acts done or omitted in good faith
reliance upon the administrative determi-
nation made in the opinion.

On February 14, DOC issued Release
No. 61-C (Revised), which sets forth the
procedures which should be followed by
individuals seeking a DOC interpretive
opinion under one of the above-mentioned
laws. Among other things, the procedures

require the requesting party to specifically
state that he/she is requesting an interpre-
tive opinion; the request must name the
principal parties to the proposed transac-
tion; and the person requesting the opinion
must clearly set forth the facts regarding
the proposed transaction or activity. The
release also states that attorneys are
strongly urged to set forth their views with
respect to the questions presented.

DOC Settlement With Prudential Fi-
nalized. On April 22, Commissioner
Mendoza signed a settlement agreement
with Prudential Securities, ending more
than six months of negotiations stemming
from allegations against Prudential re-
garding sales practices in the sale of more
than 700 limited partnerships from 1980
to 1990. [14:1 CRLR 98] In so doing,
California became the last among the fifty
states to agree to the nationwide fraud
settlement which will return $371 million
to hundreds of thousands of investors across
the nation—including 42,000 Califor-
nians—who invested more than $8 billion
in Prudential’s limited partnerships. Ac-
cording to Commissioner Mendoza, he
held out for “assurances that California
investors will get a fair shake in the national
claims process, and compliance safeguards
that will prevent future abuses.”

Under the terms of the agreement, Pru-
dential must establish and maintain an in-
formation repository, which will make in-
formation available to DOC as a means of
monitoring the faimess and progress of
the national claims process for individual
investors, as well as to California invest-
ors with pending claims; Prudential will
make quarterly progress reports to DOC
regarding California claims; and Pruden-
tial will pay a $500,000 civil fine to the
state, and reimburse DOC for expenses
incurred in the investigation and settle-
ment process.

Other DOC Enforcement Activity. On
February 22, Commissioner Gary Mendoza
ordered Fullerton-based North American
Ostrich Group and its owners, Alex Wil-
son and Dennis Campbell, to halt the offer
and sale of limited partnerships in an os-
trich ranching venture. According to com-
pany promotional materials, Wilson and
Campbell sought to raise $250,000 from
California investors by selling twenty
units of $12,500 in a limited partnership;
the partnership, which promised returns of
200-300% on investor dollars, would then
purchase pairs of one-year-old ostriches,
and breed and sell the offspring from a
ranch owned and operated by Campbell.
According to Mendoza, Wilson and
Campbell failed to comply with the Cor-
porate Securities Law of 1968, which re-
quires all securities offered and sold in

California to be qualified with DOC, or to
have obtained an exemption from the De-
pariment; because Wilson and Campbell
did neither, Mendoza issued an order to
desist and refrain from the offer and sale
of these securities in violation of the law.

On March 3, Commissioner Mendoza
announced a series of administrative,
civil, and criminal actions against Lida
International Financial Data of San Ga-
briel, Worth Financial Data of San Fran-
cisco, and Topworth International of Hong
Kong, stemming from alleged violations
of the federal Commodity Exchange Act
and the California Commodity Law of
1990. According to Mendoza, the compa-
nies were engaging in the illegal sale of
futures contracts in gold, silver, and foreign
currencies to members of California’s Asian
community; Mendoza characterized the
companies’ activity as “a classic example
of affinity group fraud” (members of an
ethnic or minority group preying upon
members of their own community). Inves-
tigators believe that during the last three
years, the companies received over $10
million in investments from 5,000 cus-
tomers. In a joint filing in federal court,
DOC and the U.S. Commodity Futures
Trading Commission obtained a tempo-
rary restraining order, appointment of a
receiver, and orders freezing assets and
preventing the destruction or alteration of
books and records. The Commissioner
also issued desist and refrain orders
against Lida and Worth under the Califor-
nia Commodity Law.

On March 24, Commissioner Mendoza
ordered L.A. Pethahiah of Wisconsin and
O.M.B., W.D. McCall of Texas to desist
and refrain from the unlicensed sale of
money orders in California; according to
Mendoza, Pethahiah and McCall both is-
sued fraudulent money orders to custom-
ers of a number of California lending in-
stitutions without a check sellers license.
In conjunction with his announcement,
Mendoza issued an alert detailing how to
avoid accepting fraudulent money orders.
Among other things, the alert states that a
money order should include the value of
the money order, the date, the signature of
the purchaser, and the identification of all
three parties to the money order—the re-
mitter (the purchaser of the money order),
the payee (the party to be paid), and the
drawee (the institution from which funds
will be paid). Also, a legitimate money
order will have a nine-digit routing/transit
number printed in magnetic ink on the
bottom of the order; consumers should
note this number and the drawee before
accepting any money order as payment,
and contact DOC to determine if a drawee
is licensed to sell checks in California.
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On April 11, Commissioner Mendoza
announced the results of a week-long se-
ries of raids that took place in southern
California in an effort to crack down on
telemarketing fraud. Investigators from
DOC and the securities departments of
four other states raided ten locations in
Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego
counties, seizing business records and
promotional materials for two businesses
believed to be selling wireless cable in-
vestments to the general public in viola-
tion of the California Corporate Securities
Law of 1968 and the Telephonic Sellers
Law. Mendoza stated that at least 3,000
individuals had invested a total of $30
million in the offerings from the two busi-
nesses; in both cases, the sales were made
in telemarketing boiler rooms with prom-
ises of financial returns of more than
600% over five years, at very low risk.
Investigators are now searching through
125 boxes of business records seized in
the raids of the offices of attorney Richard
A. Weintraub of San Diego and Jon H.
Marple of Newport Beach, who are be-
lieved to be responsible for the offerings,
to determine if any California laws have
been violated.

On April 15, Commissioner Mendoza
announced a settlement agreement filed in
Santa Clara County Superior Court, end-
ing the civil and administrative proceed-
ings the Department had initiated against
San Jose-based Congress Mortgage last
October; according to DOC, Congress
Mortgage and its President, Robert Gad-
dis, committed numerous violations of the
California Financial Code in connection
with the making of consumer loans. For
example, DOC contended that the defen-
dants routinely engaged in unconsciona-
ble lending practices, such as charging
up-front loan origination fees ranging up
to 17% of the gross loan amount; charging
a “$10 per check” fee, and then failing to
disclose that fee to consumer borrowers as
part of the estimated fees and charges in
defendants’ Mortgage Loan Disclosure
Statements; charging a “no insurance info”
fee of $150 to any consumer borrower who
cannot produce evidence of a home insur-
ance policy listing the defendants as an
additional named insured; and, when mak-
ing or negotiating loans, repeatedly failing
to take into consideration their size and
duration in determining the financial abil-
ity of the consumer borrower to repay the
loan in the time and manner provided in
the loan contract or to refinance the loan
at maturity. [/4:1 CRLR 98-99]

Without admitting or denying the alle-
gations against it, Congress Mortgage and
Gaddis consented to a final judgment that
includes a permanent injunction enjoining

them from specific acts which may consti-
tute violations of the Consumer Finance
Lenders Law, enhanced compliance re-
porting to DOC (including written quar-
terly reports), the payment of restitution to
certain Congress Mortgage borrowers to-
talling over $120,000, and a ten-day sus-
pension of its Consumer Finance Lender
and Broker license.

On May 3, Commissioner Mendoza
announced that the Los Angeles County
District Attorney filed felony charges
against six people associated with Tri-
State Financial Group, accusing them of
defrauding more than 400 investors, many
of them elderly or retired, of more than
$25 million. According to Mendoza, the
six people are charged with 84 felony
counts related to the offer and sale of
limited partnerships and promissory notes
for commercial real estate investments,
including the following: 69 counts of vio-
lations of California Corporate Securities
Laws, including the requirement that the
offer and sale of securities be qualified
with DOC; 11 counts of grand theft; three
counts of issuing checks without suffi-
cient funds; and one count of willfully
using a scheme, device, or artifice to com-
mit fraud in connection with the sale of
securities. According to Mendoza, a joint
investigation was conducted by DOC and
the District Attorney’s Office after DOC
served search warrants and a desist and
refrain order against Tri-State and its re-
lated businesses in November 1991; DOC
referred the case to the Major Fraud Divi-
sion of the District Attorney’s Office later
that year, when elements of serious crim-
inal activity became apparent.

On May 17, Commissioner Mendoza
announced his issuance of a desist and
refrain order against Mike Harsini, an in-
dividual doing business as V.I.P Money
Order Company of Lomita, after finding
that Harsini was not complying with the
Check Sellers Law. Mendoza noted that
because money orders are an important
and economical source of checks, particu-
larly for low-income individuals without
checking accounts, “it is essential that the
Department license and regulate these
businesses to make certain that California
money order companies have sufficient
funds to cover the checks they write on
behalf of clients.” Mendoza also urged con-
sumers to contact DOC to inquire whether a
check seller is properly licensed.

I LEGISLATION

AB 2885 (Committee on Banking and
Finance), as amended April 26, would con-
solidate the Personal Property Brokers Law,
the Consumer Finance Lenders Law, and the
Commercial Finance Lenders Law by re-

pealing the latter two, and regulating con-
sumer and commercial loans under the
Personal Property Brokers Law, to be re-
named the California Finance Lenders
Law. [A. W&M]

AB 2940 (Aguiar). Existing law pro-
hibits a credit union from paying any com-
mission or compensation for securing
members. As amended April 7, this bill
would, pursuant to regulations adopted by
the Commissioner, authorize a credit
union to offer an incentive or inducement
to individuals who wish to become mem-
bers of the credit union, or to its employ-
ees or members who assist in adding new
members to the credit union. [S. BC&IT]

AB 3244 (Epple). Existing law re-
quires health care service plans (HCSPs),
nonprofit hospital service plans, and dis-
ability insurers that cover hospital, medi-
cal, or surgical expenses to offer coverage
for specified procedures and services. As
introduced February 24, this bill would
require HCSPs, nonprofit hospital service
plans, and certain disability insurers that
deny coverage for an experimental medi-
cal procedure or plan of treatment for an
enrollee or claimant with a terminal illness
to notify the enrollee or claimant of spec-
ified information and rights. It would re-
quire a HCSP or certain disability insurers
covered by the bill to hold a conference on
the matter if requested by the enrollee. [S.
InsCl&Corps]

AB 3572 (Martinez), as amended
April 25, would require HCSP contracts,
disability insurance policies providing
coverage for hospital, medical, and surgi-
cal benefits, and nonprofit hospital service
plan contracts issued, amended, delivered,
or renewed in this state on or after January
1, 1995, to provide coverage for the par-
ticipation of an enrollee, insured, or sub-
scriber in a clinical trial that meets certain
criteria. This bill would further require
HCSPs, disability insurers, and nonprofit
hospital service plans to approve and pro-
vide reimbursement for the patient care
costs, as defined, of participation of an
enrollee, insured, or subscriber who gives
voluntary informed consent to participate
in an approved clinical trial. [A. Floor]

AB 3260 (Bornstein), as amended
April 26, would require a HCSP, disability
insurance policy, or nonprofit hospital ser-
vice plan whose terms that require binding
arbitration to settle disputes and restrict,
or provide for a waiver of, the right to a
jury trial, to include a specified disclosure.
This bill would require any HCSP, disabil-
ity insurance policy, or nonprofit hospital
service plan that includes a term requiring
binding arbitration in case of a medical
malpractice claim or dispute to provide for
the selection of a neutral arbitrator. This
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bill would authorize a petition to be filed
with the court to appoint an arbitrator in
certain instances. In the case of HCSPs,
this bill would limit the requirement for
selection of a neutral arbitrator to cases or
disputes involving $50,000 or less. In the
case of disability insurers and nonprofit
hospital service plans, it would expressly
prohibit waiver of these requirements.

Existing law requires certain judgments
against specified licensed health care pro-
fessionals by a court to be reported by the
clerk of the court to the appropriate licens-
ing agency. This bill would require an
arbitration under a HCSP contract for any
death or personal injury resulting in an
award for an amount in excess of $30,000
to be a judgment for purposes of the
above-described provision of law. [A.
W&M]

SB 1832 (Bergeson), as amended May
17, would require certain HCSPs to permit
women enrollees to seek obstetrical and
gynecological physician services directly
from an obstetrician and gynecologist
under terms and conditions as may be
agreed upon between the contractholder
and the plan; provide that the terms and
conditions of the plan contract shall not
discriminate against obstetricians and gy-
necologists as primary care physicians rel-
ative to other physicians designated as
primary care physicians; require HCSPs
to reimburse physicians for emergency
services and care without prior authoriza-
tion in specified circumstances; and pro-
vide procedures for obtaining authoriza-
tion and resolving disagreements in cir-
cumstances where, in the opinion of the
emergency or attending physician, a pa-
tient who has received emergency care
may not be safely discharged without re-
ceiving additional, necessary medical care.

Existing law requires every HCSP to
establish procedures in accordance with
DOC regulations for continuously review-
ing the quality of care, performance of
medical personnel, utilization of services
and facilities, and costs. This bill would
require a HCSPto disclose to the Commis-
sioner and providers under contract with
the plan the processes the HCSP uses to
authorize health care services by a pro-
vider pursuant to the benefits provided by
the plan, with certain exceptions. It also
would require that those processes be dis-
closed to enrollees upon request.

This bill would prohibit certain dis-
ability insurers, a HCSP, or a nonprofit
hospital service plan that authorizes a spe-
cific type of treatment by a provider from
rescinding or modifying this authorization
after the provider renders the health care
service in good faith and pursuant to the
authorization.

Existing law requires a HCSP to estab-
lish and maintain a grievance system ap-
proved by DOC under which enrollees may
submit grievances, and imposes procedures
for this system. This bill would require that
the grievance system allow providers to as-
sist enrollees with submitting and pursuing
grievances, and would require that the plan
inform its providers upon contract arrange-
ment or affiliation with a plan, and annually
thereafter, of the procedures for processing
and resolving grievances. It would also re-
quire the HCSP to provide the Commis-
sioner with additional information relating
to individual grievances upon request. This
bill would require the Commissioner to
adopt regulations setting forth criteria to be
applied by the Department to determine if
certain complaints against providers are jus-
tified prior to the public release of a com-
plaint against a plan. This bill would also
require the Commissioner to provide a de-
scription of certain complaints against a
HCSP to the plan prior to public release, and
would authorize the release of certain com-
plaint data by the Commissioner. The bill
would also provide that upon appeal to the
HCSP of a contested claim, the claim would
be referred by the plan to the medical direc-
tor or other appropriately licensed health
care provider, and sets forth procedures for
this appeal.

Existing law requires a HCSP to reim-
burse claims or any portion thereof as soon
as practical, but no later than 30 working
days for a HCSP and 45 working days for
a health maintenance organization after
receipt of the claim unless the claim or
portion thereof is contested. It deems a
claim or portion thereof to be reasonably
contested where the plan has not received
the completed claim and all information
necessary to determine payor liability for
the claim. This bill would require a HCSP
to complete reconsideration of the claim
within 30 working days and would require
ahealth maintenance organization to com-
plete reconsideration of the claim within
45 working days after receipt of this addi-
tional information.

Existing law requires conversion cov-
erage for employees whose health benefits
under a group contract have been termi-
nated by the employer. This bill would
require a plan to continue to cover services
by a terminated provider for at least 60
days following notification of the termina-
tion date of a contract between a plan and
a provider under contract in specified cir-
cumstances. This bill would require dis-
closure of the reasons for a termination,
dismissal, or expulsion of a provider under
contract by a HCSP.

This bill would, with certain excep-
tions, prohibit the release of any informa-

tion by certain disability insurers, a HCSP,
or a nonprofit hospital service plan to an
employer that would directly or indirectly
indicate to the employer that an employee
is receiving or has received services from
a health care provider that are covered by
the plan, unless authorized to do so by the
employee.

This bill would state the intent of the
legislature to establish standards for dis-
ability insurers and HCSPs to use in as-
sessing claims and requests for authoriza-
tion of services. This bill would require
DOC and the Department of Insurance to
jointly establish a cost-benefit panel to con-
sider whether particular procedures, ser-
vices, drugs, or devices may be excluded
from coverage by HCSP contracts or dis-
ability insurance policies because they are
considered experimental or not medically
necessary or appropriate. [S. Appr]

AB 3571 (Margolin), as introduced
February 25, would state the intent of the
legislature to establish standards for dis-
ability insurers and HCSPs to use in as-
sessing claims and requests for authoriza-
tion of services. This bill would require
the Department of Insurance and DOC to
jointly establish a cost-benefit panel to
consider whether particular procedures,
services, drugs, or devices may be ex-
cluded from coverage by HCSP contracts
or disability insurance policies because
they are considered experimental or not
medically necessary or appropriate. [A.
W&M]

AB 3681 (Margolin), as amended
May 17, would prohibit HCSPs and dis-
ability insurers from awarding bonus
compensation to any employee on the
basis of that employee’s performance in
denying authorization or payment for
costly services. This bill would authorize
the imposition of a civil penalty on any
person, under the Knox-Keene Health
Care Service Plan Act of 1975, who en-
gages in any unfair method of competition
or any unfair or deceptive act or practice,
as determined by regulation of the Com-
missioner, in an amount not to exceed
$25,000 or, if the act was willful, not to
exceed $100,000, for each act. This bill
would require that when the issuance,
amendment, or servicing of aplan contract
is inadvertent, all those acts constitute a
single act for this purpose.

This bill would require the Commis-
sioner of Corporations to establish and
maintain a toll-free telephone number for
the purpose of receiving complaints and
inquiries regarding HCSPs, and would re-
quire every HCSP to publish this toll-free
number on every plan contract together
with a statement explaining that the toll-
free number is available for the purpose of
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receiving complaints and inquiries about
plans. [A. Inactive File]

AB 2649 (Woodruff). Existing law
requires a licensed HCSP, within thirty
days after any change in the information
contained in its application for licensure,
other than financial or statistical informa-
tion, to file an amendment thereto in the
manner the Commissioner of Corpora-
tions may by rule prescribe setting forth
the changed information. As amended
May 4, this bill would, instead, authorize
alicensed plan to give written notice to the
Commissioner annually, as provided, of
specified changes. [S. InsCi&Corps]

AB 3749 (Margolin), as amended April
14, would require all HCSPs and policies of
disability insurance to provide coverage for
screening, diagnosis, treatment of, and sur-
gery for cervical cancer and cervical dyspla-
sia, as well as a screening test for cervical
cancer and sexually transmitted disease.
The bill would also require all HCSPs and
policies of disability insurance to provide
coverage for contraceptive management
and methods and preconception care man-
agement. An employer that is a religious
organization, or an insurer that is a subsid-
iary of a religious organization, would not
be required to offer coverage for forms of
contraception that are inconsistent with
the religious organization’s religious and
ethical principles. [A. Floor]

The following is a status update on
bills reported in detail in CRLR Vol. 14,
No. 1 (Winter 1994) at pages 99-100:

SB 930 (Killea), as introduced March
4, 1993, and SB 469 (Beverly), as amended
September 10, 1993, would—among other
things—enact the California Limited Lia-
bility Company Act, authorizing a limited
liability company to engage in any lawful
business activity; set forth the duties and
obligations of the managers of a limited
liability company; and establish require-
ments and procedures for membership in-
terests in limited liability companies, in-
cluding voting, meeting, and inspection
rights. SB 469 is expected to be amended
to prohibit law firms from forming limited
liability companies, in light of concerns
over how such arrangements would affect
the financial responsibility of law firm
partners in legal malpractice claims. [A.
Rev&Tax; A. Rev&Tax]

AB 1057 (Conroy). Existing law re-
quires applicants for an escrow agent’s
license to file, and escrow agents to main-
tain, a bond. Under existing law, an appli-
cant or licensee may obtain an irrevocable
letter of credit approved by the Commis-
sioner of Corporations in lieu of the bond.
Asintroduced March 2, 1993, this bill would
instead permit an applicant or licensee to
obtain an irrevocable letter of credit in a

form which shall be approved by the Com-
missioner in lieu of the bond. The bill
would also provide that the Commissioner
shall be entitled to recover the administra-
tive costs that are specific to processing
claims against irrevocable letters of credit.
[S. BC&IT]

AB 1031 (Aguiar). Existing law re-
quires licensed escrow agents to annually
submit to the Commissioner of Corpora-
tions an audit report containing audited
financial statements covering the calendar
year. As amended May 17, this bill would
provide that if the independent accountant
who was engaged to complete those re-
ports and financial statements resigns or is
dismissed, the licensed agent must so no-
tify the Commissioner. The bill would also
require the independent accountant to sub-
mit a copy of the report and statements at
the same time that a copy is submitted to
the licensed escrow agent. [S. BC&IT]

AB 1125 (Johnson), as amended April
12, 1993, would require the Commissioner
to conduct an inspection and examination of
a new escrow agent licensee within six
months of licensure. The costs of the in-
spection and examination would be paid
by the licensee to the Commissioner. [S.
BC&IT]

AB 1923 (Peace). Existing state law
provides for the disclosure of certain ac-
count charges and deposit information rel-
ative to savings associations, credit unions,
and industrial loan companies. As amended
April 7, this bill repeals those provisions
in deference to recent federal regulatory
changes. This bill was signed by the Gov-
emor on May 9 (Chapter 68, Statutes of
1994).

AB 2306 (Margolin), as amended May
19, 1993, would add to the acts that con-
stitute grounds for HCSP disciplinary ac-
tion the failure of a plan to correct pre-
scribed deficiencies identified by the
Commissioner. [S. InsCl&Corps]

AB 2002 (Woodruff), as amended
January 26, is no longer relevant to the
Department of Corporations.

The following bills died in committee:
AB 1533 (Tucker), which would have re-
duced the maximum charge which check
cashers may impose for cashing a payrol]
check with identification from 3% to 1 % and
without identification from 3.5% to 1.5%, or
$3, whichever is greater; SB 719 (Craven),
which would have provided that no special-
ized HCSP that provides or arranges for
dental services shall request reimburse-
ment for overpayment or reduce the level
of payment to a provider based on the fact
that the provider has entered into a con-
tract with any other HCSP for participa-
tion in a supplemental dental benefit plan
that has been approved by the Commis-

sioner; SB 1118 (Rogers), which would
have exempted any offer of a security for
which an offering statement under Regu-
lation A of the Securities Act of 1933 has
been filed but has not yet been qualified;
and SB 666 (Beverly), which would have
specifically required the Commissioner to
adopt rules containing specified require-
ments to implement existing law which
permits certain securities to be qualified by
permit if the application is a small company
application and meets certain requirements.

B LITIGATION

At this writing, the California Supreme
Court is reviewing the Second District
Court of Appeal’s decision in People v.
Charles H. Keating, 16 Cal. App. 4th 280
(1993). In its ruling, the Second District
affirmed a jury verdict in which the former
savings and loan boss was found guilty of
defrauding 25,000 investors out of $268
million by persuading them to buy worth-
less junk bonds instead of government-in-
sured certificates. [12:2&3 CRLR 169]

In his appeal (No. S033855), Keating
primarily challenges the trial court’s jury
instructions stating that Keating could be
convicted under theories that he was either
the direct seller of false securities in violation
of Corporations Code sections 25401 and
25540, or a principal who aided and abetted
the violations. Keating was convicted on 17
counts, all violations of sections 25401 and
25540. The major issue raised by Keating is
whether aiding and abetting of a section
25401 crime statutorily exists; Keating
claims that criminal liability is restricted to
direct offerors and sellers, and that the evi-
dence failed to prove he personally inter-
acted with any of the investors. The Supreme
Court unanimously voted to hear Keating’s
appeal of his state conviction, for which he
received a ten-year prison term and a
$250,000 fine. However, even if his state
conviction is set aside by the court, Keating
must serve a twelve-year term in federal
prison based on his January conviction by
afederal jury for racketeering, conspiracy,
and fraud. [/3:4 CRLR 110] At this writ-
ing, the matter has been fully briefed; the
court has not yet scheduled oral argument.

DEPARTMENT OF
INSURANCE

Commissioner: John Garamendi
(415) 904-5410

Toll-Free Complaint Number:
1-800-927-4357

Insurance is the only interstate business
wholly regulated by the several states,
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