
~~D~RAI, DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION

WASHINGTON, D,C.

7n the Matter o~

~AR~Y G.SEASTROM, TIMOTHY W.
THISS~N, ROBERT ~, BRUNNER, AND
JOHN A. KAMMEIER, individually
and as an institution-a~~i~iated
paxties o~

NEW ~'RONTxER BANK
GREELEY, COLORADO
(INSURED S~'.~~'E NONMEMBER BANK)

NOTICE OF ASSESSMENT
O~ CIVTL MONEY
pENAL~7E5, FINDINGS OF
FACE AND CONCLUSIONS
OF LAW, ORDER ~0 PAY,
ANb
NOTICE OE HEARING

FDIC-15-04~k
E'DxC-~.5-042k
FDIC-~5--0~3k
FDIC-15--044k

The Federal. Deposit 2nsurance Corporation ("E'brC") has

determined that Larxy G. Seas~rom ("Respondent. Seas~rom"),

Robert J. Brunnex ("Respondent Brunnex"}, Timothy W. Thissen

("Respondent Thissen"), and Jo~.~ A, Kammeier ("Respondent

Kamme~.er") (colleCtijrely "Respondents"), as a.nstitu~~on--

a~'~i1i,a~ed parties of New Frontier Bank, Greeley, Colorado

("Bank"), have violated laws and/or ~egula-~ions. The FDIC,

therefore, ~.nstitutes this proceeding fox the assessment of

civil money penal~a.es pursuant to the provisions of sect~.on

8 (i) {2) (A) of the Federal. Depos~.t rnsuxance Act ("7~ct") , 12

U.S.C. ~ ~818(i) (2) (A) .

The E`DZC hereby issues phis NO'~IC~ OF' ASSESSMENT OF CIVIL



MONEY p~NAZTIES, ~~NDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF ZAW,

ORDER TO PAY, and NOTICE OF HEARING (~~NOTTCE OF ASSESSMENT") ',

pursuant ~o section.8(i) o~ the Act, 12 U.S,C, ~ 18~8(~)~ and ~',

the ~DTC.'s Rules of Pxactice and Procedure, 12 C.F.R. Part

X08, and alleges as follows:

FTNDZNGS OF FACT AND CONC~USxONS OF LAW

x. P~e~iminary Allegations

1. At all ties pertinent to the chaxges herein, the

Bank was a corporation exzsting and doing business under the

laws of ~he.s~a~e of Colorado, having its p~yncipal place o~

business in Gxaeley, Colorado.

2. At all times pert~nen~ ~o the Charges hexexn, the

Bank was an insured State nonmember bank, as defined xn

section 3(e) of the Act, 12 U.S.C. ~ ~81~(e), and, as such,

was subject to the Act, ~2 U.S.C. ~ 18 1 e~ seq., the Rubes

and Regulations o£ the ~D~C, 12 C,~.R. Chap~e~ TIr, and the

haws of the State o~ Colorado.

3. A~ all times pertinent ~o the charges herein, the

Bank was wholly owed by New ~rontiex Bancorp ("Holding

Company"), a one~bank holding company.

4, At all times pertinent to the chaxges herein, the

Holding Company was an affiliate of the BanJs as defined in 12

U.S.C. ~ 371c (b) (1) {A) because the Holding Company was a

company that controlled the Bank.
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5. At all times pertinent to the charges hexein, each

~Zespondent was an "in.sti~ution--a~f~.liated party" as that term

is defined in section 3 (u) o~ the ACt, 12 I7, S.C. ~ 7.813 (u) ,

and for purposes of sections 8(i)o~ the .pct, 12 U.S.C. § j

1818 (i) ,

6. The E'DSC is 'the "appxopra.a~e Pedexal banking age~.cy"

wa.~h respect to the Bank within the meaning of section 3{q)(2)

ofi the Act, 12 U.S.C. § 1.813{q}(2).

7. Respondent Seas~rom was one of the original.

incorporators o~ the Bank and became a Bank Director as~we~~.

its President/CEO when the Bank recea.ved deposit insurance and

opened for business on December 1, 1998, Seas~rom held these

positio~is until he was terminated by the Bank orz April. 4,

2009, approximate~.y one. week prior to the Ban.k's ~ai.~ure on

April. ~.0, 2009.

8, Respondent Brunner was an oxigina~. incorporator o~

the Bank and became a Bank Director when tk~e Bank opened for

business on December ~., x.998.

9. zn 2007 Respondent Brunner was elected as the

Chairman of the Board o~ Directors, a posita.on he held until

the Bank ~ai~ed,

10. Respondent Brunner also served as the Chairman of

the Board of Directors o~ tl~e Holding Company since its

~orma~ion in 2001. In addition, Respondent Brunner served as
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the Secretary of the Bolding Company. ';

~.1. Respondent Brunnex was the ~.argest single

shareholder o~ the Holding Company, either individually or

jointly owning or control~.ing 150,129 shares of Holding

Company stock, representing a 6.17 0 ownership interest in the

Holding Company.

12, Respondent Tk~xssen was elected to the Banks Board

o~ nirectors in March 200 , a position he held until the Bank

~ai].ed.

13 , Responden.t Kamme~.er was e~.eated as a Director o~ -the

Bank when the Bank opened fox business a.n beCember 1998, a

position k~e held un~i1 the Baz~l~ failed.

14 , 1Zespondex~t Kammeier was the th,a.rd laxgest

shareholder o~ the Holding Company, either individually or

jo~.ntly owning or controlling 69,57.5 shares off' Holding Company

stock, xepresentin.g a 2,65 0 ownership interest in the Holding

Company.

15. A~ all -times pertinent to the charges herein,

Respondent Seastrom, Respondent Brunnex, Respondent Thissen,

and Respondent Kamme~.er, along with Jack Ren~roe (now

deceased), comprised the entire Board of Da.xeCtoxs of both the

Bank and the Holding Company,

16, At all times perta.nen~ to the charges k~erein, the

FDIC maintained jurisdiction over the Bank, Respondent
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Seastrom, Respondent Brunner, Respondent Thissen, and

Respondent Kaxnmeier, and the subject matter of phis

proceeding.

17. Tn mid~March 2008, the Bank's Chief Financial

O~fice~ James Hansen projected a total of $2,000,000 in wr~te-

o~~s that would be taken on the Bank's Ca1~ Report for March

3~, 2008. The Respondents, along with D~reCtor Jack ~enfroe,

each purchased $450,000 in stock from the Holding Company (for

a tata~ o~ $2,250,000) an ox about Maxch 28, 200'8. The

Holding Company then injeoted $2,000,000 0~ t~~s newly raised

equity info the Banff in ~im~ to be counted on the ~an~'s Ca~~

Report for March 31, 2008.

18. Auring the May 2008 visitation, ~DTC identified a

number of accounting erroxs and problem credits, totaling

approximately $x,000,000, ghat would result in additional II
i

charges against the Bank's capital and/or earning.

19. In June 2008, the FDTC instruc-~ed tl~e Bank to

coxxec-~ the accounting errors immediately'.

ZI , btespox~dents appro'cr'e Holding Companxr S~acsk

loans in ~tria].ation o~ Sea~a.on 2~A/23B

20. Secta.on 23A o~ the Federal. Reserve Aot, 12 U.S.C.

~ 371c(c), xequires ghat certain transactions with affiliates

(such as ~.oans and extensa.ons of cxed~.t) be secured with

collateraJ~ ha~cring a market value o~ between 1.00 and 130
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percent o~ the transaction amount. In addition to direct I~~

transactions between a ba~.l~ and a.ts affiliate, Section 23A

pxovides that "any transact~.on by a membex bank with any

person shal]. be deemed to be a transaction with an af~i.l~.ate

to the extent -the proceeds of the transaction axe used for the

benefit off, or ~ran.s~erxed to, ghat affiliate." 12 U.S.C.

~ 371c(a) (2) .

2~.. Sect~.on 23B of the ~edexaJ. Reserve fic~, 12 t7, S.C.

~ 371c--~, xequires that transactions between a bank and its

affiliates be extended orgy comparable terms and conditions as

transactions with non.-af~il~.ated entities. Like Section 23A,

~.ndirect ~~ansact~ions with af~ilia~es under 23B axe with~.n the

scope of the s~atu~e. 12 U.S.C. ~ 371C-1{d)(3).

22. Sections 23A and 23B are made applicable to state

non-members by Section x.8(7) o~ the FD7 Act, 12 U.S.C,

~ 182$(j}.

23, zn an attempt ~o replace the capa.tal the Bank was 'I

about to wra.~e off, Bank directors and o~~icers embarked on a ~
I

sera.es of unsafe and unsound actions designed to conceal -the

Banl~'s true Condi~.ion and deceive Sate and Federal bank

regu~.ators by ra~.sing se~reral znil.lion. dol~.ars xn new capital.

Specifically, Respondents appxoved a sera.es of loans to

existing bank customers conditioned on the purchase by the

customers of HoJ.da.ng Company stock. All of the customers '~
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were, at the time o~ the "stook purchase loan", substantially

i~debt~d to the Bank, at the limit of ox already beyond, their

ability to repay their debts, Prior to the subject

~ransaCtions, none o~ the customers had owned Holding Company

sock, and nose ever purchased more. ~n short, Respondents

approved loans ~o a variety of unCreditwor~hy borrowers in

ordex to fund Holding Company stock purchases by those same i

borrowers, e~~ectxvely employing the Bank's own funds to xaise

the Ba~~'s capital 1e~els.

24. In addition to being unsafe and unsound, these j

undersecured or unsecured loans were expended in vioXation o~

the collateral and terms and conditions requirements for j

a~fil~ate t~ansact~ons established by Sections 23A and 23B,

25. In June 2008, the Holding Company ~n~tzated a ',

p~~va~e placement o~fexing of its stock.

26. The Private placement o~~exing had an opening date

o~ June 27, 2008 aid a closing dale, as amended, of ~

September 8, 2048.

27. Between June 27 and June 30, 2008, the Holding ~

Company sold $x,000,000 in stock to dive borrowexs o~ the

Bank.

28. The Bank financed $3,500,000 of these sales.

29. The~~inanced transactions were either unsecured or I

under secured.
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30, Between July ~. and Septeznbex 8, 2008, another 16

sales of Ho~.ding Company stock were completed. A1~. 16 sales

were to exa.s-~ing Bank borrowers.

31. Eleven o~ the sixteen Holding Cozrtpaz~y stock sa7.es

completed between July 1, 2008 az~d September 8; 20Q8 were

financed by the Bank.

32. ~'he eleven Holding Company stocl~ sales ~inanCed by i

the Bank between July ~, 2008 and September 8, 2 08 were i

eitk~er unsecured or under secured,

33. Six of the 16 unsecured Holding Company stoCl~ ~.oans

~~nanced by the dank made between. June 27, 2008, and ~~
i

Sep-~embex 8, 2008, axe further described below.

John Johnson Stock Loan

39. As o~ early 2008, john D, Johnson and his re~.ated

interests, Johnson Aaa.ry and JF Ca~t1.e Company, were one o~

the Ban.J~'s Largest dairy farm customers, and had a total

indebtedness of approximately $44,000,000. ~~

35, Johnson's primary loan officer at the Bank taas 1j

Executive Vine President Greg Be].~. ("EVP Bell"). ~

36, On June 24, 2008, Respondent Seast~om, Respondent ~

Brunner, Respondent Thissen, and Respondent Kammeier, as

members of the Bank's Tier II Zoan Committee, apprdv'ed a

$5,000,000 loan request made by John b. Johnson ~"Johnson

Stock Loan").
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37. At the time the Johnson Stock Loan gas approved, the

$24,000,000 Johnson Dairy Line of Credit (Bank loan Number

secured by all inventory, cattle, and equipment) was

i
dully-advanoed, and Johnson needed additional working capital

to continue his dairy operation.

38. With tie $24,000,000 Johnson Daixy dine of Credit

fu~~y advanced, and no other borrowing souxce to use, Johnson ~~

was desperate to obtain additional capital to continue his

opera~~on.

39. The stated purpose o~ the Johnson Stock Loam was to

use $2,500,000 0~ the proceeds ~o pay o~~ a ~i~st lien holder

on some read estate owned by Johnson (and on which the Bank

already held a second lien), and the balance was to be used

for operating capital and fog "other investments".

40. EVP Be11 was ~ul~y aware of the dire sitaa~ion at

Johnson Dairy, and that the $2,500,Op0 potion of the Johnson
~,

Stock loan was needed as working capital ~o fund Johnson's !,

business operations.

41. Ater the Tier ~I committee approved the $5,000,000

Johnson Stock Loan o~ June 24, 2008, MVP Be11 informed John
son

ghat ~n order for the Johnson Stock Loan to be funded, Johnson

would have to purchase $1,000,000 in Holding Company stock and

that the shock purchase had to be completed by June 30, 2008.

42, No new collateral was pledged to secure the Johnson II



Stock loan.

93. On June 30, 2008, the net proceeds from the Johnson ',

Stock Loan were deposited into the Johnson checking account

maintained a~ the Bask.

94. dater on June 30, 2008, a check in the amount o~ !

$1,000,Q25 was written on the Johnson checking account to the

Holding Company to purchase X5,385 shares of Holding Company

Stook at $65.00 a share.

95. As President and Direc~o~ o~ ~he•Bank, Respondent

Seastrom voted to approve tie Johnson Sock Loan, and as

President and a Director of the Holding Company, Seastrom

executed the stock cert~~icate and other documentation

txans~e~ring the X5,385 shares o~ Holding Company stock to

John Johnson.

46. Without the proceeds of ~~e Johnson S~oc~ Loan, the

Johnson Checking Account would not have contained suff~cien~

funds to purchase the Holding Company s~oCk aid to continue to

fund the operations of Johnson Dairy.

47. Johnson, o~ his xe~a~ed interests, did not own any

Bank or Holding Company Sock prior to the June 30, 2008,

Holding Company Sock purchase.
i,

48.Johnson, or his related interests, did not purchase ~~

an.y Bank or Ho1d~.ng Company Sock after the June 30, 2008,
i

Holding Company Stock purchase.
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49. Six months after the Johnson Stock Loan was made and

funded, John Johnson end his related interests filed for

Chapter 11 Bankruptcy protection, and subsequen~~y filed suit

against EVP ~e11, Respondent Thissen, Respondent Seas~rom, the

Bank and others.

50. Ater the Bank wiled, the FDIC, as Recezver for New

Frontier Bank, acquired ail right, title, and interest in and

to the Johnson Stock Loan and ail other debts owed to the Bank

by Johnson and his related entities,

5~. The Johnson Sock Loan was settled as park of a

global set~~ement invo~v~ng approximately $70,000,000 in debt

owed to the FDIC, as Receiver ~o~ New Frontier Bank, by John

Johnson and his entities; William and Carroll Be11; and David

and Susan Kruse.

52. The settlement resulted ~n a payment to the FDIC, as

Receiver of New ~rontiex Bank, o~ $9,521,917.

53. The Johnson Sock Loan was included in the sale aid

the FDIC, ~as receiver for New Frontier, host $x,433,315 on the

sale o~ the Johnson Stock loan.

Wix~~am and Caral Be11 Stook Loan

54. On June 18, 2008, Respondent Seast~om and Respondent

Brunner voted as Bank directors (on the Bank's Tier TI I

' ~

Commit-~ee) ~o approve a $663,000 loan request made by Wi.l.lzam

and Carol Bell ("GVi~.l.iam Be7.7. Stock Loan") .
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55, William and Carol Be11 are the parents of foxier

Bank EVP Greg Bell.

56. On June 27, 2008, the Bank funded the Wi~~iam Bell

Stocl~ Loan (bank loan numbex ). The stated purpose.

of the Wzl~zam Be11 Sock loan was business investments, and

the stated repayment source was personal cash ~~low and ',

possible future sale o~ tie Holding Company stook.

57. At the dime the Wi~lxam Bell Stock loan was made and

funded, W~~1iam dell's occupation was listed as a retired

rancher, and William and Carol Belk owed the Bank in excess of

$22,000,000.

58. The Bells larked the wherewithal ~o repay a new

$663,000 loan.

59. Collateral for the Wylliam Be1~ Stock Zoan was

livestock and Banl~ CDs that had been pre~ious~y pledged to

secure the $22,000,000 in eax~~ex debt incuxred by William and

Caro. Be11 at tk~e Banlc.

60, No new collarera]. was pledged to secure the Wa.11iam

Be1.~. Stock Loan.

61. On June 27, 2008, $660,000 of the proceeds from the

Wi1.l.iam Bell Stocic Loan was deposited into the William ar~d

Carol Be1.1. checking account maintained at the Bank (account

numbex ~).

62. ~,ater on ~"une 27, 2008, a check in the amount of
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$60,000 was written on the William and Carol. Be11. checking

account to EVP Be11 and was deposited EVP Be1J.~s checking

account at the Bank (account number }.

63. EVP Be~1 used these proceeds ~o purchase a share in

Gateway Holdings, a Bank af~il3.a~e that owned the building

where the Bank was loCa-~ed.

64. Respondents Seas~rom, Brunner, Kammeier and Thissen,

and former dixector Ren~xoe, owned the remaining in~eres~ in

Gateway Holdings, ZLC.

65. On June ~0, 2008, a oheck iz~. the amount o~ $500095

was written on the Gilliam anal Carol. Be~.l cheakin.g account to

tk~e Holding Company to purchase 7 693 shapes o~ Holding

Company sock a~ $65.00 a shaxe.

66. At the ~~.me the Wi1.1.~.am Bell Mock Loan was made and

funded, Wi17.iam Bell did riot have Cash on hand ox credit from

another source to purchase the Ho~.dxng Company stock or loan

EVP Be11 $160,000.

67, As ~xesiden~ and Aixec-~or of the Bank, Respondent

Seastrom voted to approve the William ~e1.1 Stock ~,oan., and as

Px'esident and a Director of the Ho~.di.zzg Company, Seastrom

executed the stock certificate and other documentation

txans~erra.n.g the 7, 693 shares o~ Ho1.di~.g Company stock -~o

William and Carol ~e11..

68, Wi11.~am and Caral Be1.1 did not own any Bank or
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Holding Company Stock prior to the June 30, 2008, Holding

Company Stock purchase. I

69. Wx~liam and Carol Bell did not purchase any Bank or

Holding Company Stook a~~er the dune 30, 2008, Holding Company ~

Stock purchase.

70. The William Beii Soak loan wend into default prior

to the failure of the Bank.

7~. After the Banl~ wiled, the FDIC, as Receivex for New ~

Frontier Bank, acquired all rightr title, aid ~nteres~ in and

~o the William Bell Stook loan and all other debts owed to the

Bank by William and Carob Be11.

72. The William Be11 Stock Loan was settled as paxt of a ~I

globa.7. settlement invol.va.ng appro~imatelX ~ $70, 000, 000 in debt

owed to the E'DIC, as Receiver for New E'rontier flank, b~ ~7'ohn

Johnson and his entita.es; William and Carol Be~.1; and Da~xd 1~

and Susan Kruse.

73. The settlemen-~ resu~.ted in a payment to the FDrC, as

Receiver o~ New ~xontier Ban1~, of $8,029,458.

7~. 'the William Be11 Sock ~,oan was included in the safe

and the E'DIC, as Receiver for New k"rontier, lost $56$,104 on

the sale o~ the Wa.].1.~.am B~ii Soak T,oan.

~~e Millet Stocs~ Loan

75. As o~ July 2008, Randal G. and Sharon I,. Miller (the

"M~.11ers"), owned Miller Cattle Feeders, LLC, Millex ~'~
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Livestock, LTC, and Miller Zand, ~,LC .

76. 'the Mi~.lers became customers of the Bank in 2001 and

znaa.ntained operating 1~.nes of credit for their companies a~

the Bank, 'the Mi~.lers also maintained their pexsonal check~.ng

and deposit accounts at tie Bank.

77. Duxing August 2008, Mr, Mi1.1.er came to the dank to

discuss a loan to one off' the Millers companies when he was

approached by Loan Of~a.cer.Jeff Lloyd about •purchasing Holding ~,

Company stock.

78. Mr. Mi~.1.er was interested in purchasing stock in the

Hold~.ng Company, but did not have the funds available to make ~

such a purchase,

79. ~'he Mi~.lers had net income of minus $115,379 as of

the year ending 2007, and Mi~.1.ex Ca~~1.e E'eeders had a ~ze~ loss

o~ $134,8.9. As of August 2008, the Millers and ~hei~

companies had liabilities a~ t~.e Bank a~ approximately $4

80, Doan Of~iCer Zloyd then infio~med Mr. Mi1].er'that the

Bank could matte the Millers a Loan for $x.30,000 to ~inanoe the

stocl~ purchase, and Mx. Mi11er agreed to purchase $130,000 of

I-Io1.di.ng Company stock.

8~.. On August 26, 2008, loan Ofta.cer Lloyd made a credit

presentation on beha~~ o~ the Millers ~o the Bank's Tier rS

loan committee seeking a loan a.n the amount o~ $130,000 to be
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used for "business ~nvestme~t." The loan was ~o be repaid

with the Millers' personal income and was to be pax~ially

secured by Bank CD ~o, with a face value of $14,095,81.

82. ~~oyd's loan presen~a~ion to the Board described the

Millers' annual losses and existing liabilities.

83. On August 26, 2008, Respo~de~ts Seas~xom, Respondent

Brunner, and Respondent ~ammeier, as members of the hank's l
i

T3ex I7 Loan Committee, approved the $ 30,000 par~ia~ly l

secured loan to the Mi~le~s (the "Millex S~oc~ Zoan") ~Ban~

Zoan No. ).

84. On August 27, 2008, the Milers signed a $ 30,000

promissory note for the Miller Stock Loan that fisted the

purpose o~ the loan as "business investment." The same day,

the Millers also executed an Assignment of Cer~i~icate of

Deposit/Share Cer~i~icate, assigning CD Number ~ with a

dace value of $14,095.81 to the Banl~ as par~ia~ security for

the Miller Stock Loan.

85. No other collateral was pledged ~o secure the Miller

Stock loan.

86. The M~11er Sock Loan was funded on August 28, 2008.

i

87. On August 29, 2008, a Cashier's chec3~ was issued by

~ha Mi~.~.ers payable to the•Holding Company for $130,000.

88, On Sep~embex 2, 2008, the Holding Company deposited

the cashier's check into its account at the Bank.
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89. At the time the Bank was placed info receivership in

April 2009, the Mi~le~s and their rel~~ed e~ti~ies had seven

outstanding loans a~ the Bank, including the Miller Stock

Loan, and owed the Bank $3,922,547, I

90. These loans were bundled and sold by FDZCr as ~ i

receiver of the failed Bank, for $x,970,873, resulting ~n a
j

doss o~ $1,95 ,674, including the doss o~ $130,000 on the

Miller Stock Loan.

The Teague Stodk Lnan

91. As o~ Ju1y 2008, Ranchers nary and Laura Teague (the

"leagues") owned: (1) 'Teague Diversified, LLC, a feed 1.a~; (2)

Teague ~nterp~ises, ZLC, holding company fox land and other

assets; (3) Brush T,ockex, ~ZC, a packing p~an-~; and (9) Teague

Ranch, Inc., a ranching operata.on. ~
i

92, xhe Tea~ues obtained their first ~.oan from the Bank

in 2002. By July 2008, -the leagues and the~.r companies had

ten outstanding loans or lines o~ credit at the Banlz and a

total indebtedness exceeding $61,000,000.

93, Throughout their relationshy~ with the Bank, the

leagues dealt primarily with EVE Bell. However, in 2005 or

2006, tie Teag~es were approached b~ Respondent Seastroxn about

purchasing Hol.dxng Coznpa~y stock, but the leagues dec~.ined.

94. In .ate 2007, Teague Enterprises desired to puxchase

540 acres of land from Bud Sump for $3.2 million, and Mr.
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Teague Contacted EVP Belk to determine whether the Ban] could

finance the transaction.

95. Although the leagues never competed a ~orma~ loan

application, in February or March 2Q08, MVP Be11 told Mr.

Teague ghat the Bank would finance the land purchase. ~V.P

Bell suggested ~o Mr, Teague that the transaction could be

funded by the Bank by refinancing an existing loan for Teague

Enterprises for appro~ima~ely $7 million (Bank Zoan No.

~) and adding $3.2 million in "new" money ~o the loan

for the hand purchase.

96. As a result of MVP Bell's assurances that the Bank

would provide financing, league Enterprises entered two

contracts ~o purchase the Stump properties (one ~o~ $1.7

million and one £or $1.5 million) and in approximately March

2008 placed $20,000 ~n escxow to secure tie contracts.

97. The closings were set for May 15, 2008. However, as

the elos~ng date approached, EVP Belk, on behalf o~ the Bank,

asked Mr. Teague to delay the closing zn order to complete the

processing of the loan.

98. The closing fox the ~~rs~ contract was delayed until

dune 15, 2008, and the closing for the second contract was

delayed until date June or eax~y Judy 2008. Due to the dewy, i

the Teagues were required ~o place another $50,000 in escrow,

or $25,000 for each contract.



99. By the time the first contract closed on June 15,

2008, EVP Bell told Mr. Teague that the Bank stzll did not

have the loan paperwork approved, but ghat the loan was

forthcoming. At the suggestion o~ EVP Be11, the Teagues drew

i
upon an existing line o~ credit for Teague En~exprises ~o buy I

i

the £irs~ Stump property for $1.7 million.

100. By the dime of the closing date for the second

contract for $1,500,000 in eax~.y July 2008, the '~eagues's

~.ines o~ credit were exhausted and the Bank had still n.ot

finalized the loan. A day ox so before the closing of the

second con~rac~, M.r. ~'eague cal.J.ed EVp Be1~. to determine the j

status o~ his ~.oan and Be11 aga.~n~ to1.d Mr. Teague that the

Bank was still completing the necessary paperwork.

X01. EVP ~e~1. tald Mr. ~'eague•that he should attend the

closing and wrx~e a check for the contract, even though the

Teagues~s account did not have sufficient funds to cover the

purchase. EVP Bell then told Mx. Teague no-~ to worry about

overd~afting his account ~o purchase the second Sump proper-~y

because the paperwork would be compl.e~ed and executed before ~

the overdraft would be a problem.

102. During his discussion with Mr, Teague prior to the

closing o~ the second contract, EVP Bell broached the subject

off' purchas~.ng Holding Company stock. EVP Bell. fold the

Teagues that the Bank would ~inan.Ce their stock puxchase by
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"rol~inq" it into the loan to buy the Stump properties.

103. EVP dell further told the leagues that the ~,

willingness of the Bank to do business or lend money ~o i

customers would be resex~ed for those people who had invested

in the Holding Company.

10~. Mr, Teague declined to purchase Holding Company

Stock.

X05. Based upon the Bank's assurances through EVP Be11

that the loan would be forthcoming, tie Teagues wrote the

check for $1,500,000 to purchase the second Stump property.

106. When the $x,500,000 check drawn on Teague

enterprises was presented ~o the Bank for payment on or about

July ~4, 2008, Respondent Seastrom approved the payment, even

though i~ resulted in a $x,088,000 overdraft in the Teague

~n~erpris„es account.

107. Concerned that his Teague Enterprises acCoun~ was

now overdrawn by $1,088,000, Mr. Teague agar contacted ~~P

Be11 to inquire about the status of his loan request.

108. At that time, MVP Bell informed Mr. Teague that as a

Condition for approving the Teague loan request, the Teagues

would be requ~xed to purchase Holding Company sock

109. As EVP Bell was informing Mx. Teague o~ the sock

purchase requirement, Loan Officer Jeff Lloyd arrived a~ the

Teague Enterprises office with loan documents indicating that
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the Teagues were going to purchase $1,500,000 in Holding

Company sock. ',

~~0. The Teagues ~~atly xe~used ~o sign the loan j

paperwork, and Mr. Teague wend to the ~an~ ~o have a ~ace~to-

dace discussion with EVP Be1~.

~~1. A~tex his face~to~face meeting with EVP Bell, Teague

left the Bank with the understanding ghat if the Teagues did

not buy Holding Company S~o~k, his $3,200,000 loan request

would nod be approved.

112. Moreovex, the Teagues dad appxox~mately $57 million

in loans ghat were due to be renewed in the fa1~ of 2008, and

EVP Bell made ~t clear to Mme. Teague ~ha~ without the

Teagues's purchase o~ at Xeas~ $500,000 in Holding Company

stock, the Teague's loans would mot be xenewed.

~~3. On Judy ~5, 2008, EVP Bell made a credit

presan~ation to the Ties SI loan Committee for an $1~ million

loan for the leagues. the loan presented by MVP Be1~

requested that the Bank xewxi~e a prior $7,000,000 loan for

Teague Enterprises (Bank loan # ~) aid provide Gary

and Laura league with $3,800,000 in new funds ($600,000 more
i

than the Teagues had been seeking). The new funds

represented: (1) $3,200,000 to puxchase the Stump pxopexties;

(2) $500,000 fox "personal investment;".and (3) $100,000 in

fees for processing the transaction.
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1~4. On Judy ~5, 2008, Respondent Seas~rom, Respondent

Bruner, aid Respondent Thissen voted as Bank di~ec~ors (on

the Bank's Tzer TT Committee) to approve the $ 1,000,000 loan

request to Gary and Laura Teague (Bank Loan # )

( "'league Stock Zoan") .
i

115. Even a~~er the Teague Stock Loan was Closed and

funded, the ~'eagues conta.nued ~o have second thoughts about ~

purchasing $500,000 worth of Holding Company stock, However,

EVP Bell contacted the ~'eagues and ~o~.d them that they had no

other a1.~ernati-ve bud ~o purchase $500,000 0~ Molding Company

stock.

17.6. On Su1y 31, 2008, Gary Teague wrote a $500,045 checl~ ~,

t'o the ~.o~.ding Company which was deposited by the Holding

Company an August 1, 2008,

x.17. On August 1, 2008, Respondent Seastrom signed a
i

sock cert~~icate for 7,693 shaxes b~ Holding Company stock

for Gary and Zaura Teague,

118. At the time the Banl~ was paced into receivership, ~i

the Teagues and the companies they control7.ed owed ~k~e Bank.

$60,7~~.,264. ~'hese Loans were sold by' FDIC, as xeCei.ver o~

the wiled Bank, for $x.3,274,828, resulting in a Loss o~

$47,466,436.

119. The 'league Stock Loan was included in the sa1.e and

the loss on the stock por~ian of the Teague Sock loan. was ~
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$391, 000.

The Sc~k~i.lderYnk Soak Loazz

120. As o~ 2007, Husband and w.i~e, Laurentius Schilclerink

and Ilona Van Vlie~ ("the Schilder~.nks"}, were 'the owners o~

four dairies ~.n ~'exas ; (1) Spandet Aiary, LI,C; (2 } Caprock

Dairy, LLC; ( 3 ) Remick E'arzns, ZI,C; anal ( 9 ) Hart E'arms, I,ZC .

121. ~'he Schildexin.ks began their banking relationship

with the Bank in June 2007 whey they obtained a $21 million.

loan. ~xom the Bank ~"ox the purchase o~ Remick Farms (Banl~ Loan

rro . ~~ , .

x.22. By Sep-~embex 2008, the Schilderinks had obtaa.ned

three more loans from the Ban.l~ (Bank T,oan Nos. ,

~, and ~) and had a total. indebtedness to the

Bank of $40,322,416,

x.23. Tn the fall o~ 2008, the Schil.derinl~s had over $20

mi~~.ion ~n loan obligations coning up for renewal at the Bank.

X24. boring 1a~e .August or early September 2008, Mx.

Schilderink was contacted by Loan o~~i.cex Rod Johnson who

invited him to purchase stock 9.n the Ho~.diz~g Company. Prior

to this time, the SChil.dera.z~l~s were not stockhoJ.ders in the

Holding Company.

x.25. Rod Johnson told Mr. Schilderi.nk that i~ the I

Sch~.lderinks purchased stoak.in the Holding Company, the Bank

would look at them more favorably a.n their lending
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relationships.

126, Loan Officer Johnson did not share any nega~~ve ',

information about the Bank's financial condition with Mr.

Schilderink, bud he asked fir. Sc~~lderin~ ~o purchase $1

mi~l~on in Holding Company Stock.

127. Frain speaking with Loan Officer Johnson, Mr.

Schilderink understood ghat ~f he and his wife became

stoolcholders in the Holding Company, the Bank ~~uld extend

credit ~o them before nom-stockholder customers.

128. Mr. Schildexink declined to purchase $1 million in

Holding Company sock. however, on o~ about September 7 or 8,

2008, Mr. Sahilde~ink contacted Zoan O~~icer Johnson and ;

ofifered ~o purchase $500,000 of sock in the Holding Company.

129. Mr. Sch~lderin~ informed zoan Ot~icer Johnson that

he and his wide curren~~y did nod have the funds to finance

the purchase, Zoan O££iae~ Johnson indicated that the Bank

would finance the stock purchase w~~h a personal loan to the

Sah~ldexinks.
y

130. Under ~ri.vate k'1.acemexzt Memorandum (PPM) governing

the stock o~~e~ing, all stock purchases had to be comp7.eted on

or before September 8, 2008.

13~.. zt was imposs~.ble for the Schilderinks to close the

$500x000 stock loan and purchase the sock by, September 8,

2008 because (1) the Schilderinks did nod decide to purchase
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stock until September 7 ox 8, 2008, (2) they could not

purchase the sock without a loan, and (3) they were

physically located in Hax~, Texas.

132. To resolve this dilemma, on Sep~embex 8, 2008, the

day the stock of~aring closed, the Bank had a $500,000

~'
cashier's check issued From the Ha~~ Farms account a~ the Bank

in tk~e names o~ the Schilderinks and made payable to the

Holding Company.

133. The Bank's action xesulted a.n an ove~d~a~t in the

Har-~ Farms account o~ $400,000, Respondent Seastrom approved

tha.s overdraft.

139. The $500,000 cashiex's check was then deposited into

the Holding Company account at the Bank at 3:53 pm on

September 8, 2008.

135. On September 8, 2008, Respondent Seastrom s~.gned a

sock cex~ificate for 7,693 shaxes of Holding Company stock

for the Schi~de~inks.

136. The ne~-~ day, September 9, 2008, a credit

presentation for the Schil.derinks was presen-~ed to the Bank's i

~'ie~ Zz Loan Committee, requesting a $500,545 unsecured loan

for the purpose of a "business inves~men~ line of credit to

manage $1.5 mi~.l.ion income from sale o~ .inte~es~ in Caprock

Daixy."

137. This s~atemen~ was false as the sa~.e of Caprock
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hairy had occurred months before and the income from the sale

previously spent.

X38, At the ~~me the Sch~~derink Stock Loan was approved

and funded, the Schilderinks had a $900,000 o~erdra~t in their

Hart Farms account, $40 mi~~ion in related liabxlxties about

~o matuxe, a negative $4,317,496 in annual revenues, and a

negat~~e $3,989,024 in annual met pro~~t.

139. No collateral was pledged ~o secure the SChilderink

Stack Loan.

1~0.'Respondent Seastrom, Respondent Brunnex, and

Respondent Thisse~, as members o~ the Bank's Tier IT Zoan

Comm~~tee, voted ~o approve the $500,545 unsecured loan to the

Scha.~derinks (the "Schil.derink Stock Loan") (Bank Zoan No.

217067--01) ,

x.41.. px~ September 9., 2008, after the Schilderink Stock

Zoan was approved, the Bank sent a prom~.ssory note to the

Schilderinks via facsimile and the node was executed the same

day.

142. The promissory note executed b~r -the Schilder~nks

provided that the purpose o~ the loan was ~'ox "agricultural--

revolving draw," not for investments.

x.43. ~'he Schi~.derink Stock Loan was funded on September

9, 2008, and the $545,000 was deposa.ted ~o the Hart E'arms

account, The Funds were then disbursed to cover the overdra~~



that resulted when the Schilde~inlcs overdrew that account ~o

purchase FIolding Company stock.

144. The Schilderinks never made a payment on the

Schilderink Stock loan. At the time the Bank wiled on A~r~l

10, 2009, the Schilderinks and their related interests were
i

indebted to the Bank for $~7,712,117.~

145. On August 14, 2Q09, the ~eceive~ship made the

decision to self the Schilderinlcs' entire $ 7,712,117 loan

re~a~ionship for $11,291,636, writing off the remaining

principal balance, resulting in a loss o~ $36,420,281.

146. 'She Sch~.lderink Soak loan was included in the sale

and sold fox $x.7.8,462, resul~~.ng in~a Loss of $382,083,

~"he Shab~.e Stoe]~ Loran

~.~7. As o~ 2008, Duane and Debxa Shab~.e ("the Shabl.es") I

wexe the ownexs and operators o£ Excellent Images Photography,

ZZC in Milliken, Colorado.

148. 'the Shables also owned (in past) and opera-~e Shable

Homestead, LLC, their family farm ~.x~ Weld County, Colorado.

The Shabl.es became customers of the dank in 2000, At -~~his

time, the Shables and their related xn~exests were already

indebted to the Bank for approx.ima-~ely $2.2 mi~.~ion.

1.49. Auri.ng the week of Augus-~ 25, 2008, Mr, Shable and

his son Aevin, came to the Bank to speak with MVP Be].1 because

bevin was contemplating braying one -the Bank's foreclosed
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properties.

150. At the meeting, EVP Bell inquired whether the !,

Shab~es would be interested in purchasing sock in the Holding ~,

Company. The Shables had never before purchased Holding

Com~an~ stock (or any other bank stock), but EVP Be11 ~o~d Mme.

Skiable ghat the stock was only bung o~~ered ~o thirteen of

the Bank's best Customers and was being sold at a reduced

rake, $65 per share, rather than the stock's appraised value

of $~00 per share.

15~. EVP Bell ~uxther told Mme. Skiable that the Bank would

provide the Shables with an unsecured loan to purchase the

s-~oc)c.

152. Ater Mr. Skiable discussed the possible stock

purchase wa.th hys wide aid mother, the Shables agreed ~o meet

with Be1.1 on August 27, 2008, for dinner at the Harvest

Restaurant in Greeley,

x.53. even though the Shables had not formally agreed ~o

purchase stocJc, Belk. arxx'~ed at the restaurant with the PMM

and o-~her documents for the Shabl.es's execu-~ion related ~o the

sock purchase. Be~.l also brought a promissory node for

$260,000 for the Shab.les's execution.

154. At da.nne~, Bell. told the Shables that the

opportunity to purchase Fio~ding Company stock offering was

being presented to them as ox~e o~ the Bank's favorite



customers and to repay them for their loyally.

155. Belk did not share any negative information about

the performance of the Bank with the Shables, but e~pZained

that the Bank was doing well and We11s largo Bank was

considering buying the Bank.

156. The Shables had never owned any bank stock and they

were hesitant about ge~~ing a loan ~o buy stook in the Holding

Company. However, Be11 told the Shables that if they could

not repay tie loan, they Could simply se11 the stock bank to

the Holding Company at $100 pex share and use the proceeds to

pay back the loam.

157. Be~~ also told the Shables that no collateral would

be necessary ~o secure the loan.

158. As a result o~ Bell's representations on behalf o~

the Bank, the Shables decided to puxChase $260,000 woxth, or

4,000 shares of HoldXng Company stock funded by a loan from

the Bank. ~~e Shables then executed the loan and sock

documents a~ the Harvest Restaurant.

159. Even though the Shables did not agree to purchase

the stock until the evening o~ August 27, 2008, the Ban's

Tier T~ Zoan committee approved the $260,650 unsecured loan

request for the Shables o~ August 26, 2008 ("the Shable Stack

T,oan") .

160. No co~.lateral was pledged ~o secure the Shabl.e Stocl~

29



Zoan.

161. The credit presentation accompanying the $260,650

loan request provides that the purpose o~ the loan was for

"business investment ~o manage income from fending oil aid gas I,

lease."

162. The Shables x~e~vex men~ioz~ed their pending oil and

gas lease to Be1.1, and at the time the loan was made, the

Shabl.es were not e~peoting payment and oil. and gas lease

monies for several. months.

163. Respondent Seas~xom, Respondent ~xunner, and

Respondent Kammeiex voted ~o approve the Shable Sock Loan.

164, On August 29, 2008, two days after the zneetin.g at

the Harves-~ Restaurant, the (1.) the Shable Stoak ~,oan was

funded and deposited in Duane and Aebbie Shabl.es's account, ~

(2) a cashier's c~Zeck for $260, 000 from was drawn froze Duane

and Debra Shables' s account, signed by EVP Be,11., axed paid ~o

the order of the Holding Company; (3) the cashier's checl~ for
i

$260,000 was deposited into the Holding Compan.y'S account; and i

(~) a stock certificate for A,000 shares o~ Holding Company

stock was signed by Respondent Seastrom and issued to the

Shables. I~

7.65. the minutes o~ the Ho1.di.ng Company Board meeting on

September 29, 2008, confirmed tY~at Respondents attended the

meeting and that the respondents were presented with a report
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showing the purchase o~ shock by the Shab~es, • i
I

166, 1~t the dime the Bank failed on Apri.J. 10, 2009, the

Shables and their related interests were indebted ~o the Bank
i

for mope than $2.2 mil~ion,.and the $260,000 unsecured loan

stock loan was fast due as o~ March 25, 2009.

167. On. Ju~.y 31., 2009, the rece:ive~shi~ made the decision

~o sell the Shables's enure $2.2 million loan relationship

for $1,175,000. ~

168. T~.e Shable Stock Zoan was inc~.uded ~.n -the sale and

the loss was $260,000,

169, BX reason of the a7.l.egations contained herein,

Respondents have violated laws or regulations with~.n t~Ze

mean.a.ng o~ secti.o~ 8(a.) (2) (A) (i) of the Act, ~.2 C7. S.C.

~ 7.818 (i) (2) (A) (i)

x.70, By season of the a1,legations contained herein,

Respondents have violated laws ox regulations, recklessly

engaged in unsafe ox unsound practices and breached their i

fiduciary duties in conduct.~ng the affairs o~ the .Bank, within

the mear~i.ng of section 8 (i) (2} (B) (.~) o~ the Act, 12 T7, S. C,

~ 1518 C1) {2) ~B~ ~i)

x.71. Bar reason o~ the allegations contained hereyn,

Respondents' practi.aes and breaohes constitute a pattern o~ i _
i

ma.scon.duct within the meaning of section 8 (i) (2) (B) (ii) (I} o~

the Act, 12 U, S. C. ~ 181.8 (a.) (2) (~) (~.,i) (T) .
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172. By reason of the allegations contained herein,

Respondents' pxaCt~ces aid breaches caused more khan a minimal

doss to the Banl~ within the meaning of section

j
8 (i) (2) (B) (ii) (zI) of 'the ACt, 12 U.S.C.

~ 1818 (i) (2) (~) tip-) i~z)

ORDER TO PAY

By reason o~ Respondents' reckless unsafe ox unsound practices

and/or b.~eaches o~ fiduciary duty, which constituted a pattern

o~ misconduct that caused more than a minimal loss to the

Bank, as set forth in the NONCE OE' ASSESSMENT, tl~e FDIC has

concluded that a civil money penalty should be assessed

agaz~.s~ Respondent Seastxom, Respondent Brunner, Respondent

Thissen, and Res~onden~ Kammeier pursuant ~o e9.tk~er section

8 (i) (2) (A) o~ the Act, 12 U.S.C. ~ x.87.8 (i) (2) (.Fa) ox undex

secta.oz~ 8 (i~ (2) (B) of the Act, 12 U.S.C, ~ 1818 (i) (2) (B) .

After tak~.ng into account the appropriateness of the penalty

~wi~h respec-~ ~o the size o~ Respondent Seas~rom, Respondent

Brunner, Respondent Thissen, and Respondent Kammeier's

~inanCial. resources and good faith, the gravity' of the.

practices, the history of previous unsafe or unsound ;,

practices, and such other maters as justice may requixe, ~.t

is:

ORDERED, that a penalty in the amount o~ $175,000

be, and hereby is, assessed against Respondent Seastrom
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puxsuant to section 8(i)(2)(B) o~ the Act, 12 U.S.C,

~ 18.8 (i) (2) {B) .

ORb~RED, ghat a pena~~y in the amount o~ $175,000

be, anal hereby is, assessed against Respondent Brunner I

pursuant to section 8 (i) (2) (k3) o~ the ACt, ~2 U,S,C.

~ 1818 (~.) (2) (B)

ORDERED, that a penalty in the amount o~ $x.25,000 ~

be, and hexeby is, assessed agaixzs~ Respondent Thissen

pursuant to section 8 (a.) (2) (B) o~ the Act, 7.2 U,S,C.

~ 1818 (x) (2) (~)

ORbER~D, that a penalty in the amount o~ $70,000 be, ~

and he~eb~ is, assessed aga~..nst Respondent Kammeier pursuant

~o section 8 (~.} (2) (B) o~ the ACt, 7.2 U,S,C. ~ 18.8 (~.} (2) (B)~,

FURTHER ORDERED, that the effective date of ~h~.s

ORDER '~0 PAY be, and hereby ~.s, stayed until 20 days after 
the

date o~ service o:~ the NOTICE OF ASSESSMENT on Respondent

Seas~rom, Respondent,Brunne~, Respondent Th~.ssen,.and

Respondent Kammeier, during which tixtte Respondent Seastrom,

Respondent Brunner, Respondent Thissen, and Respondent

Kammeier may file an answer and. ~eguest a hearing' on the

H o~ the ~
NOTICE Off' ASSESSMENT pursuant to section 8(i}(2)( )

Act, 12 U.S.C. ~ ~.8~8 (i.) (2) (H) , and section 308. ~.9 0~ the FDIC

Rules o•~ Practice and Procedure, ~.2 C. ~', R. § 308 . ~.9 .
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i

TF .A'~7Y RESPONDENT' FAILS ~'O F2LE A REQC7~S'~' FOR A ~SEARZNG

'WITHIN' x'WENTY (20) DAYS OF '~H~ SERVICE OF THE NOxxC~ OF ',

ASS~SSMEN~' Off' GIVIT, MONEY ~ENAT~TY ON HYM, THE PENALx~ .'~,SSESSED

AGAxNST HTM PURSU.~7T TO '~'HE ORDER 'Z'O pAY WILL BE &'~I~7AL AND ~'

YJNAP~EA~AB~,E PURSUANT TO S~C~ION 8 (i) (e) (ii) O&` ~H~ Aar, 12

U.S,C. ~ 18~,8(i) (e) (xa.), ,~1ND SHAT,L BE PA.~.ZD WTTHI~J SrXTY (60)

DABS AFTER THIS ~TOTIC~ OF ASSESSMENT WAS SERVED ON 'I'HE T70N--

REQUESTING RESPONDENT(S).

173, Sf any Respor~den~ requests a hearing pursuant ~o

section 8 (i) (2) (H) o~ the Act, 12 U,S.C. ~ 18 .8 (i) (2) (H), and

section 308.19 of the E'DxC's Rules o~ Pxact.iCe and Procedure;

12 C.F,R. ~ 30$.x.9, notice is hereby given that a hearing

sY~all commence in Denver, Colorado or at such other ~~.aae and

on such dale as t~.e parties to this act9.on and the

Administrative Law fudge appointed ~o heax phis mat~.ex may

agree, for the purpose o~ taking evidence on the charges

herein specified, in order ~o determine whether the ORDER TO

~'AY should be made ~ina1..

1.74. 'I'he hearing will be public, and in a11. respects

conducted a.n accordance with the provisions of the Act, the

Administrative p~oceduxe Act, 5 U.S,C, ~~ 55~.~559, and the
i
i

k'D~C's Rules o~ Practice and Procedure, 12 C,F.R. Part 308.

The hearing wi1]. be held be~oxe an Adminis~rati~e haw Judge j
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appointed by the O~~ice of Financial Snstitu~ion Adjudiaa~ion

pursuant to 5 U.S,C, ~ 3105.

X75. An original and one copy o£ all papexs ~i1ed in this

proceeding shall be served upon the Office of Financial I~

Institution Adjudication, 3501 N. Fairfax Arive, Sure VS~

D8~16, Arlington, Virginia, 222263500 pursuant to 12 C.F.R, ~

308.1Q. Copiers ofi ail papers ~~led in this proceeding shah

be served upon the O~~ice of the Executive SeCretaxy, Federal

- beposit Insurance Coxpo~ationr 550 17th Street, N.W. (Room

NXA-5070), Washington, D.C. 20429-0002; A. T. bill, xTI,

Assis~a~~ General Counsel, federal Deposit Insurance

Corporation, 550 17th Street, N.W., Room MB~3030, Washington,

D.C. 20429-0002; and upon Stephen C. Zachary, Re~ianal Counsel

(Supervision), Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 6060

Primacy Parkway, Sure 300, Memphis, Tennessee 381~9~5745,

176. Pursuant to 12 C.Q.R. ~ 308.~0(b)(4), all doCumen~s

required ~o be filed, excluding documents produced in response

~o a discovery request pursuant to ~2 C,~.R. ~ 308.25 and

308,26, shall be filed electronically with O~IA, Respondents

are hereby directed to file any answer electronically with

O~zA at o~~a@fdic.gov. failure to answer within the 2~O~day

time period shall constitute a wazver of the right to appear

and contest the allegations contained in this NO~ZCE and

shall, upon the FbIC's motion, cause the Administrative Law
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Judge or the FDIC, to find the facts in phis NOTICE ~o be as

a~~eged and to issue appropriate ORDERS TO PAY.

• PRAYER FOR RELIEF

1.77. The FATC prays for re~.ie~ i.n the form off' a final.

Oxdex to Pay Ci~'i~. Money Penalty puxsua~~ to ~.2 II . S . C. ~

205.

in the amoun.~ o~ $ 75,000 against Respondent Seastrom,

in. ~.he amou~.~ of $x.75, 000 agaa.nst Respondent Brunner,

in the amoun.~L off' $x.25, 000 against Respox~.dent Thissen,

and, ~n the amount of $70,000 against Respondent

Kammeier.

Pursuant to delegated authority

Dated' at Washington, D.C. , this 20th day o~ IV1aYch ~
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/s/

Christopher J. Newbury
Associate Dixectox
Division of Risk Management
Supervision


