THE BANKING LAW JOURNAL
An A.S. Pratt™ PUBLICATION

EDITOR’S NOTE: THE END OF LIBOR
Victoria Prussen Spears
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, IRS ISSUE PROPOSED RULES
ON TAX IMPACT OF TRANSITION FROM LIBOR
Douglas I. Youngman and Christopher Fiore Marotta
VOLUME 137 NUMBER 2

CFTC JURISDICTION OVER CRYPTOCURRENCY:
IMPLICATIONS FOR INDUSTRY PARTICIPANTS
Era Anagnosti, Edward So, Pratin Vallabhaneni,
Alexander Abedine, and Christen Boas Hayes
CFPB DENIES BANK OF AMERICA’S REQUEST TO QUASH PROBE
INTO UNAUTHORIZED CONSUMER ACCOUNT OPENINGS
J.H. Jennifer Lee, Susan Tran, and Julia E. Johnson
NCUA ISSUES GUIDANCE ON BANKING HEMP
Heather Archer Eastep and Richard S. Garabedian
CREDIT MARKETS SEEK TO LIMIT THE INFLUENCE OF NET SHORT LENDERS
Jason Ulezalka and Rob Evans
130 BANKS COMMIT TO UN PRINCIPLES FOR RESPONSIBLE BANKING
Paul A. Davies and Michael D. Green
EUROPEAN CMBS 2.0: HOW SUSTAINABILITY IS THE FUTURE OF THE PRODUCT
Chris McGarry, Tom Falkus, Adam Farrell, and Victoria Speers

FEBRUARY 2020

REVIEWING ZHENGYANG BEARING: FRAUD RULE, MITIGATION, AND PARTIAL
PAYMENT IN THE DAMAGES FOR LETTER OF CREDIT WRONGFUL DISHONOR
Wang Jingen

February 2020

THE BANKING LAW
JOURNAL
VOLUME 137

NUMBER 2

February 2020

Editor’s Note: The End of Libor
Victoria Prussen Spears

53

Treasury Department, IRS Issue Proposed Rules on Tax Impact of Transition from
Libor
Douglas I. Youngman and Christopher Fiore Marotta

56

CFTC Jurisdiction Over Cryptocurrency: Implications for
Industry Participants
Era Anagnosti, Edward So, Pratin Vallabhaneni, Alexander Abedine, and
Christen Boas Hayes

63

CFPB Denies Bank of America’s Request to Quash Probe into
Unauthorized Consumer Account Openings
J.H. Jennifer Lee, Susan Tran, and Julia E. Johnson

70

NCUA Issues Guidance on Banking Hemp
Heather Archer Eastep and Richard S. Garabedian

75

Credit Markets Seek to Limit the Influence of Net Short Lenders
Jason Ulezalka and Rob Evans

79

130 Banks Commit to UN Principles for Responsible Banking
Paul A. Davies and Michael D. Green

83

European CMBS 2.0: How Sustainability Is the Future of the Product
Chris McGarry, Tom Falkus, Adam Farrell, and Victoria Speers

86

Reviewing Zhengyang Bearing: Fraud Rule, Mitigation, and Partial
Payment in the Damages for Letter of Credit Wrongful Dishonor
Wang Jingen

91

QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS PUBLICATION?
For questions about the Editorial Content appearing in these volumes or reprint permission,
please call:
Matthew T. Burke at ................................................................................... (800) 252-9257
Email: ................................................................................. matthew.t.burke@lexisnexis.com
Outside the United States and Canada, please call . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (973) 820-2000
For assistance with replacement pages, shipments, billing or other customer service matters,
please call:
Customer Services Department at . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (800) 833-9844
Outside the United States and Canada, please call . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (518) 487-3385
Fax Number . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (800) 828-8341
Customer Service Website . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . http://www.lexisnexis.com/custserv/
For information on other Matthew Bender publications, please call
Your account manager or . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Outside the United States and Canada, please call . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

(800) 223-1940
(937) 247-0293

ISBN: 978-0-7698-7878-2 (print)
ISSN: 0005-5506 (Print)

Cite this publication as:
The Banking Law Journal (LexisNexis A.S. Pratt)
Because the section you are citing may be revised in a later release, you may wish to
photocopy or print out the section for convenient future reference.
This publication is designed to provide authoritative information in regard to the subject matter covered.
It is sold with the understanding that the publisher is not engaged in rendering legal, accounting, or other
professional services. If legal advice or other expert assistance is required, the services of a competent
professional should be sought.
LexisNexis and the Knowledge Burst logo are registered trademarks of RELX Inc. Matthew Bender, the
Matthew Bender Flame Design, and A.S. Pratt are registered trademarks of Matthew Bender Properties
Inc.
Copyright © 2020 Matthew Bender & Company, Inc., a member of LexisNexis. All Rights Reserved.
No copyright is claimed by LexisNexis or Matthew Bender & Company, Inc., in the text of statutes,
regulations, and excerpts from court opinions quoted within this work. Permission to copy material may
be licensed for a fee from the Copyright Clearance Center, 222 Rosewood Drive, Danvers, Mass. 01923,
telephone (978) 750-8400.

Editorial Office
230 Park Ave., 7th Floor, New York, NY 10169 (800) 543-6862
www.lexisnexis.com

(2020-Pub.4815)

Editor-in-Chief, Editor & Board
of Editors
EDITOR-IN-CHIEF
STEVEN A. MEYEROWITZ
President, Meyerowitz Communications Inc.
EDITOR
VICTORIA PRUSSEN SPEARS
Senior Vice President, Meyerowitz Communications Inc.
BOARD OF EDITORS
JAMES F. BAUERLE
Keevican Weiss Bauerle & Hirsch LLC
BARKLEY CLARK
Partner, Stinson Leonard Street LLP
MICHAEL J. HELLER
Partner, Rivkin Radler LLP
SATISH M. KINI
Partner, Debevoise & Plimpton LLP
DOUGLAS LANDY
Partner, Milbank, Tweed, Hadley & McCloy LLP
PAUL L. LEE
Of Counsel, Debevoise & Plimpton LLP
GIVONNA ST. CLAIR LONG
Partner, Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
TIMOTHY D. NAEGELE
Partner, Timothy D. Naegele & Associates
STEPHEN J. NEWMAN
Partner, Stroock & Stroock & Lavan LLP
DAVID RICHARDSON
Partner, Dorsey & Whitney
STEPHEN T. SCHREINER
Partner, Goodwin Procter LLP
ELIZABETH C. YEN
Partner, Hudson Cook, LLP

iii

THE BANKING LAW JOURNAL (ISBN 978-0-76987-878-2) (USPS 003-160) is published ten
times a year by Matthew Bender & Company, Inc. Periodicals Postage Paid at Washington,
D.C., and at additional mailing offices. Copyright 2020 Reed Elsevier Properties SA., used
under license by Matthew Bender & Company, Inc. No part of this journal may be reproduced
in any form—by microﬁlm, xerography, or otherwise—or incorporated into any information
retrieval system without the written permission of the copyright owner. For customer support,
please contact LexisNexis Matthew Bender, 1275 Broadway, Albany, NY 12204 or e-mail
Customer.Support@lexisnexis.com. Direct any editorial inquiries and send any material for
publication to Steven A. Meyerowitz, Editor-in-Chief, Meyerowitz Communications Inc.,
26910
Grand
Central
Parkway,
#18R,
Floral
Park,
NY
11005,
smeyerowitz@meyerowitzcommunications.com, 646.539.8300. Material for publication is
welcomed—articles, decisions, or other items of interest to bankers, officers of ﬁnancial
institutions, and their attorneys. This publication is designed to be accurate and authoritative,
but neither the publisher nor the authors are rendering legal, accounting, or other professional
services in this publication. If legal or other expert advice is desired, retain the services of an
appropriate professional. The articles and columns reﬂect only the present considerations and
views of the authors and do not necessarily reﬂect those of the ﬁrms or organizations with
which they are affiliated, any of the former or present clients of the authors or their ﬁrms or
organizations, or the editors or publisher.
POSTMASTER: Send address changes to THE BANKING LAW JOURNAL LexisNexis Matthew
Bender, 230 Park Ave, 7th Floor, New York, NY 10169.
POSTMASTER: Send address changes to THE BANKING LAW JOURNAL, A.S. Pratt & Sons,
805 Fifteenth Street, NW., Third Floor, Washington, DC 20005-2207.

iv

THE BANKING LAW JOURNAL

Treasury Department, IRS Issue Proposed
Rules on Tax Impact of Transition from Libor
Douglas I. Youngman and Christopher Fiore Marotta*
The U.S. Department of the Treasury and the Internal Revenue Service
have jointly issued proposed regulations to address concerns and reduce
uncertainty regarding the tax impact of the anticipated discontinuation of
Libor at the end of 2021. The proposed rules, which provide speciﬁc
guidance and relief with respect to the transition from Libor (and other
interbank offered rates) to other identiﬁed reference rates in both debt
instruments and non-debt contracts, focus on speciﬁc areas where adverse
tax consequences may result from amending debt instruments and other
contracts to adapt to the cessation of Libor. The authors of this article
explain the proposed rules, which are generally taxpayer-friendly and are
intended to provide certainty and ﬂexibility.
The U.S. Department of the Treasury and the Internal Revenue Service
(“IRS”) have jointly issued proposed regulations (“Proposed Regulations”) to
address concerns and reduce uncertainty regarding the tax impact of the
anticipated discontinuation of Libor (the London Interbank Offered Rate) at
the end of 2021. The Proposed Regulations modify a number of provisions of
the Income Tax Regulations1 issued under the Internal Revenue Code,2
providing speciﬁc guidance and relief with respect to the transition from Libor
(and other interbank offered rates) to other identiﬁed reference rates in both
debt instruments and non-debt contracts (including derivatives). The Proposed
Regulations were open for public comment until November 25, 2019.
BACKGROUND
Libor, one of the most widely used interest rate benchmarks in the world,
underlies an estimated $350 trillion of outstanding contracts in maturities
ranging from overnight to more than 30 years. In 2013, against a backdrop of
*

Douglas I. Youngman is a ﬁnancial services partner at Holland & Knight LLP focusing his
practice in the ﬁeld of derivatives, complex ﬁnancial transactions, and structured products.
Christopher Fiore Marotta is a tax associate at the ﬁrm assisting clients with a broad range of
domestic and international tax matters. The authors may be reached at douglas.youngman@hklaw.com
and christopher.marotta@hklaw.com, respectively.
1
The Income Tax Regulations refer to the U.S. Department of the Treasury regulations
promulgated under the Internal Revenue Code.
2

The Internal Revenue Code refers to the U.S. Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended.
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scandals regarding manipulation of Libor and decreased liquidity in interbank
lending, the Financial Stability Board (“FSB”), a global body that monitors the
world’s ﬁnancial systems, established the Ofﬁcial Sector Steering Group
(“OSSG”), consisting of senior ofﬁcials from central banks and regulatory
authorities, to coordinate the review and reform of global interest rate
benchmarks. In 2016, the OSSG launched a new initiative, focusing on the
improvement of contract robustness to address concerns regarding discontinuation of certain key interest rate benchmarks. The OSSG invited the International Swaps and Derivatives Association Inc. (“ISDA”) to lead the initiative
with respect to discontinuation and fallbacks in the derivatives market.
In 2014, the Federal Reserve System and the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York jointly created the Alternative Reference Rates Committee (“ARRC”),
consisting of a wide variety of market participants, trade organizations and ex
ofﬁcio regulators. One of the ARRC’s initial objectives was to identify a
“risk-free alternative” rate for U.S. Dollar (“USD”) Libor and to develop a plan
to implement the voluntary adoption of the alternative rate. In 2017, the
ARRC identiﬁed the Secured Overnight Financing Rate (“SOFR”) as the
replacement for USD Libor. SOFR, published daily and administered by the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York, is based on more than $700 billion in
overnight repurchase transactions secured by U.S. treasuries. ISDA subsequently agreed that SOFR would be the “risk-free” alternative to USD Libor for
derivatives purpose as well.
In 2017, the United Kingdom’s Financial Conduct Authority (“FCA”), the
regulator of Libor, announced that it would no longer compel participating
banks to provide submissions beyond 2021. Since that time, regulators around
the world have issued continuous warnings, urging ﬁnancial market participants to transition, across all product classes, to the risk-free rates in
anticipation of the near-certain discontinuation of Libor. In the case of existing
contracts referencing USD Libor, this would most likely require amendments to
such contracts, providing speciﬁc trigger events and clear fallback provisions to
ease the transition to SOFR.
Prior to the issuance of the Proposed Regulations, market participants had
expressed concerns about the potential tax impact of amending the benchmark
interest rates underlying debt instruments, derivatives and other non-debt
contracts, as existing regulations are either ambiguous or would otherwise
produce potentially adverse tax consequences. On April 8, 2019, the ARRC
submitted a letter to the Treasury Department and the IRS identifying speciﬁc
tax issues relating to the transition to risk-free rates in the debt and non-debt
markets and requesting guidance to help ease the transition. That letter was
followed, on June 5, 2019, by an additional letter from the ARRC to the
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Treasury Department and the IRS, suggesting speciﬁc proposals to address the
concerns raised in the April 8 letter. The Proposed Regulations have been issued
in response to the ARRC’s letters as well as other requests for guidance received
by the Treasury Department and the IRS.
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED RULES
The Treasury Department and the IRS have focused on speciﬁc areas where
adverse tax consequences may result from amending debt instruments and
other contracts to adapt to the cessation of Libor. The Proposed Regulations are
generally taxpayer-friendly rules that are intended to provide certainty and
ﬂexibility. The preamble to the Proposed Regulations speciﬁcally provides that
they are being adopted to “minimize potential market disruption and facilitate
an orderly transition” from Libor to alternative reference rates. From this
perspective, the Proposed Regulations encourage taxpayers to act afﬁrmatively
to amend their contracts as needed to provide for replacement rates. Although
the Treasury Department and the IRS state in several places that the rules are
meant to be “no broader than necessary,” signiﬁcant latitude is generally
afforded to taxpayers in amending their contracts. The Proposed Regulations
are also not limited to debt instruments but rather attempt to provide guidance
in all circumstances where Libor may have been used, including derivatives,
insurance contracts and lease agreements. These circumstances are referred to as
“non-debt contracts” in the Proposed Regulations.
Although the Proposed Regulations are not effective until their publication
in ﬁnal form, which may be after amendment to address comments by
constituents, they may be relied on in advance of ﬁnal adoption, provided
taxpayers and their related parties apply them consistently.
The speciﬁc areas where the Proposed Regulations provide guidance are:
(1)

Potential treatment of contract amendments as taxable exchanges of
old contracts for new contracts;

(2)

Impact of amendments on other contracts that may be integrated
with the amended contract for U.S. federal income tax purposes;

(3)

Source and character of one-time payments made by counterparties
in connection with amendments;

(4)

Effect of amendments on contracts otherwise exempt from certain
rules due to being issued prior to their adoption;

(5)

Treatment of amendments under Income Tax Regulations deﬁning
“variable rate debt instruments;”

(6)

Effect of amendments and interest rate fallback provisions on “real
58
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estate mortgage investment conduits” (“REMICs”); and
Safe harbor allocations of interest expense of foreign corporations
against U.S. taxable income.

NO TAXABLE EXCHANGE TREATMENT
The most far-reaching aspect of the Proposed Regulations is guidance
provided on potential treatment of contract amendments as taxable exchanges.
The Proposed Regulations generally provide that most contract changes,
including to both debt instruments and non-debt contracts, to address pending
unavailability of Libor should not be treated as taxable exchanges. This favorable
guidance extends not only to amendments to interest rate provisions but also to
all “associated” alterations and modiﬁcations to such contracts, including
one-time, lump-sum payments to address the effect on value of changing the
reference rate.
For amendments to fall under the favorable guidance of the Proposed
Regulations, (1) they must be generally made to replace or provide a fallback to
an “interbank offered rate” (“IBOR”), (2) the replacement or fallback rate must
be classiﬁed as a “qualiﬁed rate,” and (3) the amendment must not cause the fair
market value of the contract to be substantially different. A qualiﬁed rate must
be in the same currency, or be meant to approximate borrowing costs in the
same currency, as the rate that is being replaced (including pursuant to a
fallback provision). A qualiﬁed rate is otherwise deﬁned by enumerated
examples, which include residual categories for reference rates speciﬁed by
regulatory bodies. Certain replacement rates that have already been adopted by
regulatory authorities and their working groups are set forth as acceptable,
including SOFR and other risk-free rates adopted in the United Kingdom,
Japan, Switzerland, Australia, Canada, and Hong Kong. In addition, a qualiﬁed
rate includes any other rate adopted by a central bank, reserve bank, monetary
authority, or similar institution, including any committee or working group
thereof, to replace an IBOR. The Treasury Department and the IRS also
propose to specify additional replacement rates by publication in the Internal
Revenue Bulletin, which would allow for further explicit safe harbors without
going through the notice and comment period required for promulgation of
Income Tax Regulations.
Notably, a qualiﬁed rate also includes any rate that falls under the
enumerated examples but for which there is also added or subtracted a speciﬁed
number of basis points, or which is subject to a multiple. However, a ﬁxed rate
does not appear to be eligible to be treated as a qualiﬁed rate. Thus, an
amendment to a contract to substitute a ﬁxed rate for Libor does not appear to
fall under the favorable provisions of the Proposed Regulations.
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For purposes of meeting the fair market value equivalence requirement, two
safe harbors are provided, in addition to affording taxpayers general latitude to
determine fair market value. As a basis for providing such ﬂexibility, the
Treasury Department and the IRS in the preamble to the Proposed Regulations
acknowledge that determinations of fair market value may be difﬁcult. Most
saliently, a safe harbor is provided for unrelated counterparties that make
amendments after arm’s length negotiations, if the counterparties determine
that such amendments do not substantially alter the fair market value of the
contract, taking into account any one-time payment that is made in connection
with the amendments. It may be prudent for well-advised parties to document
in writing their mutual determination that the amended contract has substantially the same value as the original contract. Under a second safe harbor, if the
historic averages of the two rates do not differ by more than 25 basis points,
taking into account any spread, multiples and one-time payments, the
amendments will also not be treated as substantially affecting fair market value.
Finally, parties are further free to use any reasonable, consistently applied
valuation method to determine fair market value, even if falling outside of the
enumerated safe harbors.
One interesting aspect of the Proposed Regulations are their treatment of
other amendments to debt instruments and non-debt contracts that occur at
the same time as amendments falling under favorable guidance. Instead of
taking a holistic approach to all of the changes being contemporaneously made,
the Proposed Regulations still treat covered amendments as part of the original
contract, such that other changes being made must be viewed against the
amendments subject to non-exchange treatment instead of the original unamended contract. This may afford parties with tax planning opportunities
given, for example, the treatment of rate multiples as qualiﬁed rates, subject to
the requirement that covered amendments have no substantial impact on fair
market value.
TREATMENT OF ONE-TIME PAYMENTS
With respect to the source and character of one-time payments made in
connection with amendments to replace Libor with other rates, the Proposed
Regulations provide that such payments should be treated as any other payment
under the contract by the counterparty. This rule does leave some uncertainty
when there are multiple kinds of payments provided for under a single contract
(e.g., where a debt instrument provides for both fees and interest payments).
This rule also does not address the circumstance where the counterparty that
is not the primary obligor under the contract (e.g., the lender) makes the
one-time payment. The preamble to the Proposed Regulations justiﬁes this gap
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in guidance by stating that it is expected that the primary obligor will generally
make the one-time payment, as risk-free rates being adopted by regulatory
bodies as IBOR replacements generally suggest lower credit risk than an IBOR.
However, as provided above, a qualifying replacement rate includes any rate
that increases a risk-free replacement rate by a speciﬁed number of basis points
or multiple. Thus it is conceivable that in certain circumstances the counterparty that is not the primary obligor may make a one-time payment. The
Treasury Department and the IRS requested comments on the proper treatment
of such payments.
INTEREST DEDUCTIONS FOR FOREIGN COUNTERPARTIES
When foreign corporations with taxable U.S. business income have liabilities
attributable to their U.S. businesses that are not reﬂected on their U.S. books
and records (and are not treated as such under the Income Tax Regulations), the
amount of interest on such liabilities that reduce U.S. taxable income is deemed
to be based on their average U.S. borrowing costs. However, an alternative safe
harbor is provided in the Income Tax Regulations based on Libor. The Proposed
Regulations implement a new safe harbor based on SOFR. The new safe harbor
will not be as attractive to foreign corporate taxpayers as the old safe harbor
because, as stated above, SOFR is meant to approximate lower credit risk as
compared to Libor, and thus should generally result in a lower reference rate.
The Treasury Department and the IRS requested comments on whether an
alternative rate may be more appropriate for the safe harbor.
OTHER MATTERS
The Proposed Regulations provide that amendments for replacement rates
will not result in transactions integrated with such amended contracts to fail to
be treated as integrated, provided that other aspects of the integration
requirements continue to be met. For example, an amendment of a debt
instrument or derivative to replace an interest rate referencing an IBOR with a
qualiﬁed rate on one or more legs of a transaction that is subject to the hedge
accounting rules will not be treated as a disposition or termination of either leg
of the transaction. In addition, if a hedging transaction, which is treated as a
qualiﬁed hedge for purposes of the arbitrage investment restrictions applicable
to tax-exempt bonds, is modiﬁed to replace an interest rate referencing an
IBOR with a qualiﬁed rate, such amendment is not treated as a termination of
that qualiﬁed hedge, provided that the hedge as modiﬁed continues to meet the
other requirements for a qualiﬁed hedge.
In addition, the Proposed Regulations provide clariﬁcation with respect to
the application of exemptions for grandfathered obligations. Any contract
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amendment that is not treated as a taxable exchange under the Proposed
Regulations will also not cause the contract to cease to be subject to any
grandfathering exemption from later enacted rules, including speciﬁcally
Chapter 4 withholding on contracts subject to the Foreign Account Tax
Compliance Act (“FATCA”).
The Proposed Regulations provide certain rules that generally increase the
likelihood that a debt instrument will be classiﬁed as a variable rate debt
instrument, rather than a contingent payment debt instrument subject to
potentially more burdensome rules. First, an IBOR-referencing qualiﬁed
ﬂoating rate and a fallback rate (which will change the interest rate on the debt
instrument from the IBOR-referencing rate to an alternative reference rate) will
be treated as a single qualiﬁed ﬂoating rate. Second, the possibility that an
IBOR reference rate will become unavailable or unreliable is treated as a remote
contingency. Third, an IBOR reference rate becoming unavailable is not treated
as a change in circumstance that would otherwise result in a deemed exchange.
The treatment under the Proposed Regulations of an IBOR reference rate
becoming unavailable is particularly interesting. Any other contingency that is
classiﬁed as remote, which generally permits an instrument to be treated as a
variable rate debt instrument, would result in a deemed retirement and
reissuance if such a remote contingency actually occurred.
Finally, the Proposed Regulations provide several favorable rules that allow
amendments to interests in REMICs to not cause adverse tax consequences.
Speciﬁcally, an amendment to replace a reference rate that qualiﬁes for
non-exchange treatment is also not treated as an alteration to the terms of an
interest in a REMIC, and a fallback provision to change from an IBOR if it
becomes unavailable is disregarded as a contingency. In addition, any reasonable
costs incurred to effect an alteration or modiﬁcation that may be paid by
holders of REMIC interests in connection with amendments are not treated as
post-issuance contributions to a REMIC that would otherwise be subject to an
additional tax.
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