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: hAfsup'efin:; urt declsion appears b’-; e
the firat lendar-linbility case nationiide =" dia
~in which 8 judge bas found a benk tebavo | Remo Vﬂ? %S es
committed unfair trado practices inecon - | e gk s 5
merdal contest. Fararrae el it LT -
.. This was the opinion of ttorneys who I - 5
o eo::oex:«tar-t«o;.3_::~ }c‘:gdcr-pu_\bi!.lt law about | % Aiterne,

i “Haxt to Have-committed puvonsconable; °
“4he ense, Sweeney V.| M geydonhwhich tq te toupfair trade prae-. -~
i GomFed < - Savings | ComFed Sovings Bank, did so with sa.” 7tices " Hotermed thoruling ‘a freshbroszc
‘Bank, & decioion by - | voats sbout the validity ofthe decision.; -:;{r*-h'ﬂfﬂﬂ“‘#? counsal who bandio Jencae,
Judgs Kathrine " | . “They did a0 bocause there s A ¢ ug+.| - Hobilify Uiigation Sz 1 i e I
¥4 'Lincos Izzo, the digest - ﬁan«-himu'thaamgio&;‘mﬁn&g&d, eFrequantly;’, Cartor said, *developars ° -
-4 of which sppenred in e orovalafthe taseto fodoral court,| </ ¥bo TaYe Siecited what sometimes ap-
%~ Lawyers Weekly last | | und ifs0, whether Superior CourtJudge | -/PAS eqtilvalont to a ream of paper, fresh
wegle T L R Eatherina Lincos Iz20 had the suthor-'| = om tho word progesser, &ro deemad to .
' . The judps pworded ! ity to makeit. .., i iy e h.gvafgu;ﬂned{urmd ﬂ.}ﬂ.ﬂmw‘&
tho plaintiffborrowers ; | Another source of disputo between" ““by terma that on oseasion border OF &IOR8 ©
o total of $2,996,931 4 | | the parties in the effect of the physical | * PYPL infoX type of make-beliove world”
| doublo and treble | removal of the case, whicl happoned. <7 Carter,sald that the court found thata
1zz0 -damages under G.L. & * | when the superior cowrt clerl’s office, -sucosssion of metions o iriactions by the .
= .~ pap-and jneronsed & handed over the original case file to o - bank, whi:htnknni.ndnidmﬂyfwl&m!.. .
prior jury verdigt for intentional infliction v| party’s attornoy for traneport to federal :“Violats & borrower's rights, feli togethor
of emotionial distross from §65,000 to g daand ragy] o ostablish a,pattorn of unfair dealing” -
© $516,000, Bho awarded $97,704 Instter- ¥ T ' AR DREISALY R SR
neys' fees and costs. 0 C Er g AT
The atiorneys, bowever,ngreed thattho ,
validity of the 45-pags Tuling s sublect to !
dispute. Autorneys for tho bask arw'con- '
twoding et the thaing of the docision,
. which was issuod following the cAne's TR |
. movel to the U.B. District Court in Bosten,
randers it void wuder fodyrad law, = 00
The casw was iransforred becauses the .
insslvent Lowell-based bank latalast year
was pul under corsorvatarship by the .
Tiesolution Trust Corperation. Plaintills
.+ wontend tiere was oo lavful romoval, and
tlie case ahould stand. | e
(For o discussion of other fssuss ralsed |
“Ly Lie case, see story on this puge)’ - 4
. The court found that ths bunk viclated ;
¢. 53A by loaning plaintifis $1.6millonto |
. develop family-owned land in Hamilton, o
aupmlmmgmtpmnum»u:qpm'}
_gervice tho debt from their income #nd /
other assets; that tho land involved was
... mot, urless doveloped, worlh more than }
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that ehould not reasonably have been in- -

" duded,” Carter gaid.

.duumuﬁaoﬂiwﬂ.aﬂb?vﬂ_ﬂaﬂ_&m? .
ers for obtainingloans again has provento

be an nnsound banking practice,” Evans

added, referring to the facts of the case.,
Oppaosito Jury Finding

Corter noted the judge's conclusion dif

' fered “150 degroes” from that of a jury

which ast spring found the plaintifls li-

shie Lothe bank for §2 million. Izzo's ruling

wasissued on questions of law invalving c.

93A which were not submitted to the jury.

I220, Carter said, found for the plaintifla

alk’m.  sdvieoryspeciul queslions from thejuryon. -, . Rubenstein snid
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Alan B. Rubenstein, who represents ;- o1 “that to’ 3 o g

Jenders and is a director of Boston's uﬂ«lﬁﬂumbmﬂ R nﬁm&.—ﬂ.”ﬁﬂaﬂnﬁw for
Rackemann, Savyer & Brewster, called .7 “Surely, a bank wants 4 be csreful in’. : ;
R sadical departure from cur- : acenmin i canbepaid, but toles*itowes < tionalinfliction of emotianal distress. o

. rentlender-liability law, saying it Will get " pome duty Lo the borrower, the breach of+,;bank had required her to poy the amount.

some “close serutiny” if itis appealed. - ;. = ghj

Itubenstein, wha was Enﬁgmgw : e = o
e e fiw nasasle 1 T RO Hpmﬂ.g.ummiﬁﬁﬁéﬁm :
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