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Cascadia manages its high-risk lend-
ing successfully. Eighty percent of their
borrowers are still in business and their
loan loss rate is less than one percent.
These impressive figures are largely the
result of the technical assistance and
personal attention the staff provides to
their borrowers. Its loan funds come
from individuals and institutions that
invest in Cascadia at below market
rates. This approach offers banks a
convenient, lower risk way to make
CRA eligible small business loans to
childcare providers.

CONTACT:
MARY ANN JOHNSON

Childcare Fund Manager
(206) 447-9226

email: maj@cascadiafund.org
website: www.cascadiafund.org

BANK OF AMERICA CHILDCARE PLUS

Bank of America has shown leadership
in addressing work and family issues
for their employees. Depending on the
employee’s eligibility, Bank of America
will reimburse up to $152 a month per
child. They have found that helping
employees pay for childcare has de-
creased turnover by fifty percent for
those employees using the program.
The savings to the bottom line created
by the lower turnover, more than jus-
tifies the $22 million this benefit costs
Bank of America annually. Bank of
America also offers inclement weather
and summer care programs at some
locations and near-site childcare cen-
ters in some cities.

CHILDCARE FACILITIES FINANCING PROGRAM

(CALIFORNIA)
The California Department of Housing
and Community Development (HCD)
offers loan guaranties up to 80% to en-
courage private sector lenders to finance
childcare facility development. Because
priority is given to applicants who are
primarily serving children from “welfare
to work” or other low-income families
as one of the criteria, banks can be cer-

tain that the loans would be eligible for
CRA Lending Test credit.

CONTACT:
JEANNE MONAHAN

(916) 327-3626
email: jmonahan@hcd.ca.gov

THE VALUE OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

The biggest barrier to expanding
childcare services may very well be the
childcare providers themselves. While
the programs discussed above have
helped a number of childcare provid-
ers and created many new slots for
children in their communities, it re-
mains a struggle to encourage childcare
providers to take out loans. Technical
assistance can provide the information
they need to make a wise and practi-
cal decision to borrow funds for their
childcare program.

Childcare providers are reluctant to
take on the responsibility of servicing
a loan commitment because they ei-
ther cannot afford the monthly loan
payments, are intimidated by the lend-
ing process or are afraid to incur addi-
tional debt. Yet, many childcare pro-
viders use high-interest credit cards to
pay for playground equipment and
improvements to their facilities. Pro-
grams that offer grants report a great
demand for these funds. Bundling
loans with grants is a way of leverag-
ing these limited funds by enticing
childcare providers to explore the pos-
sibility of borrowing.

Many banks that have undertaken
loans to childcare providers have ex-
pressed a need for outreach and edu-
cation about budgeting, financial man-
agement, as well as ongoing assistance
for the borrower once they embark on
a facilities project. The lending pro-
grams discussed above are adminis-
tered by nonprofit intermediaries
whose supplemental support from
foundations, municipalities and other
concerned parties enable them to pro-
vide such assistance. Investing through
intermediaries is a cost effective and
efficient way to support childcare.

    The CLOCK
              Is Ticking On PRIVACY

than 50 percent of financial institu-
tions that currently have privacy
policies even follow them.)

➤ Does the institution want to share
customer information beyond its
affiliated companies?

➤ If so, has the institution developed
the required opt out notices?

Another component of GLBA con-
cerns the integrity of an institution’s
information systems. While there is no
forthcoming regulation on the subject,
interagency guidelines for meeting the
information systems requirements with
respect to customer records have been
issued for comment. These guidelines
require financial institutions to take
appropriate action to:

➤ Ensure customer record security
and confidentiality;

➤ Protect the security and integrity of
customer data and information sys-
tems; and

➤ Protect against unauthorized access.

In addition, some financial institutions
may face the specter of state initiated
legislation which, if more restrictive,
may preempt federal law. In response
to those public advocates who feel that
GLBA falls short of providing sufficient
consumer privacy in such a dynamic
electronic banking environment, many
states have introduced their own cus-
tomer privacy legislation.

As of April 21, 2000 more than 100
bills had been introduced by 41 states.
The focus of this legislation has been
to regulate the use of information col-
lected online by service providers and
web sites, and to ban or limit financial
industry use of account related infor-
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mation. Another popular theme among
state legislation has been an “opt in”
approach as opposed to GLBA’s “opt
out.” This creates serious programming
resource implications for financial in-
stitutions operating across state lines
and in an environment with different
state Privacy requirements.

At a recent trade industry gathering,
attendees provided a broad perspec-
tive on Privacy and made some insight-
ful observations:

➤ Larger financial institutions are ap-
proaching Privacy from an “enter-
prise wide perspective.” They are
designating senior officers to over-
see their Privacy efforts.  Moreover,
these efforts are not performed in a
vacuum, but rather they are coordi-
nated throughout the institution;

➤ Many stated they are starting Pri-
vacy preparations early rather than
waiting until the last calendar quar-
ter prior to mandatory compliance.
This more prudent approach re-
flects the complexity and far reach-
ing consequences of their task;

➤ Also, in an effort to minimize the
potential for more restrictive state
legislation, financial institutions are
leaning toward self-policing. For
example, some are expanding the
definition of protected information
beyond that stipulated in Regula-
tion P to include a customer’s medi-
cal information or credit and debit
card purchases.

Whatever their final business decisions
may be, financial institutions are rec-
ognizing the soundness of addressing
Privacy concerns before time runs out!
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With the recent passage of the Gramm-
Leach-Bliley Act (GLBA), financial in-
stitutions can look forward to some
rather complicated gymnastics to ad-
dress the issues of customer privacy
under the new Privacy of Consumer
Financial Information (Regulation P),
and the information systems integrity
portion of the statute.

Per the consumer disclosure require-
ments referenced in GLBA and en-
forced by Regulation P, financial insti-
tutions will have to provide non-busi-
ness customers with:

➤ An initial notice describing the
institution’s privacy policy;

➤ An annual notice reiterating the
privacy policy thereafter for the life
of the account relationship; and

➤ An opportunity to “opt out” of hav-
ing their nonpublic personal infor-
mation shared.

Regulation P becomes effective No-
vember 13, 2000; however, mandatory
compliance has been deferred until
July 1, 2001. This reprieve acknowl-
edges the time and resources required
to implement the necessary informa-
tion system changes to ensure full com-
pliance, particularly for small financial
institutions, which are not exempted.

Before a financial institution charges
ahead, the following significant ques-
tions need to be asked:

➤ Does the institution currently have
a privacy policy in place?

➤ If so, does the institution actually
follow its policy? (This may sound
like a silly question. But, a recent
informal survey conducted by a
leading industry consultant yielded
the surprising statistic that no more


