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EXPERT REPORT OF DR. NATHAN NOVEMSKY 

 

I. QUALIFICATIONS. 

 

1. I am a Professor of Marketing at the School of Management, Yale University. 

I also have an affiliated appointment as a Professor of Psychology at the Department of 

Psychology, Yale University. A copy of my curriculum vitae, which includes a complete 

list of my publications, is attached as Appendix A. I hold a Ph.D. and Master’s degree in 

Psychology from Princeton University, and a Bachelor’s degree from Wesleyan 

University in Psychology, Math and Physics. 

 

2. My field of expertise is consumer decision making, consumer experiences, 

consumer information processing, marketing research, and consumer psychology. Most 

of my research has focused on buyers’ purchasing behavior, the effect of available 

information and product characteristics (such as brand name, price, and features), 

consumer’s beliefs and attitudes, and marketing activities (such as promotions, 

advertising) on buying decisions and on consumer experiences. 

 

3. At Yale University I have taught MBA and executive MBA courses on 

Marketing Management, covering such topics as buyer behavior, developing marketing 

strategies, building brand equity, advertising, sales promotions, and retailing. I also 

taught an MBA course Consumer Behavior, focusing on all aspects of how consumers 

make decisions and how information and marketing activities influence consumers’ 

decisions and experiences. I have taught an MBA course applying Behavioral Science to 

decision making. In addition, I have guided and supervised many MBA student teams in 

their work on company and industry projects dealing with a variety of markets. 

 

4. I have taught several doctoral courses on Behavioral Decision Making, one 

focusing on Judgment and one focusing on Choice. I also have taught in various 

executive education programs, including a program I jointly developed that applies 

Behavioral Science to marketing activities and marketing research.  
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5. I have published articles in the leading journals in consumer behavior as well 

as in psychology, including the Journal of Consumer Research, the Journal of Marketing 

Research, the Journal of Consumer Psychology, Psychological Science, Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, and the Journal of Behavioral Decision 

Making.  

 

6. I have conducted, supervised, or evaluated hundreds of surveys, including 

many related to consumer behavior and information processing, customer satisfaction, 

branding, consumer experiences, and advertising-related issues. I served on editorial 

boards of all the leading journals in consumer behavior, including the Journal of 

Consumer Research, Journal of Marketing Research, and the Journal of Consumer 

Psychology. I am also a frequent reviewer of articles submitted to journals in other fields, 

such as psychology, decision making, and economics. As a reviewer, I am asked to 

evaluate the research of scholars wishing to publish their articles in leading scholarly 

journals. 

 

7. I have also worked as a consultant for many organizations on a variety of 

marketing and buyer behavior topics, often with a focus on how to communicate with 

consumers. And I have served as an expert and a consultant to experts in prior litigations 

involving various marketing and buyer behavior issues, consumer confusion, false 

advertising, branding, and other areas. I am being compensated at the rate of $450 an 

hour. My compensation is not contingent on any of the opinions reached in this case or 

the outcome of the litigation.  

 

8. I was asked by counsel for Integrity Advance to evaluate the report of Dr. 

Manoj Hastak. 

 

9. In connection with preparation of this report, I reviewed the documents listed 

in Appendix D. To the extent additional information or opinions become available to me, 

I reserve the right to review such information and opinions and to supplement or amend 
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my opinions as necessary. 

 

II. SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE DISCLOSURE 

OF LOAN RENEWAL COSTS 

 

10. Dr. Hastak addresses three issues in his report. I organize my report around 

these three issues. He describes the first issue as follows:  

 

“How clearly does the Loan Agreement document disclose that the costs (fees 
and charges) associated with the loan are significantly higher if borrowers 
renew the loan (either actively or by default) rather than paying it off in full?” 
See Report of Dr. Manoj Hastak (“Hastak Report”) at 5. 
 

11. Dr. Hastak’s first major conclusion is that the costs of renewing the loan 

were not disclosed in a clear and conspicuous manner. This conclusion is relevant only to 

the extent it implies consumers do not realize that they will incur fees if they renew their 

loans, so I will focus on this latter issue.  

 

12. Dr. Hastak provides no empirical analysis (such as a consumer survey) of 

consumers’ understanding (or lack thereof) with regard to the fees associated with 

renewal of their loans. To the extent his report provides conclusions about consumers’ 

understanding that loan renewal will involve higher fees, they are completely speculative.  

 

13. Moreover, Dr. Hastak does not address the relevance of renewal cost 

disclosures for consumers taking out a loan. He provides no empirical support for the 

idea that consumers find this information relevant in the first instance when taking out a 

loan. There are at least two lines of consumer behavior research that directly suggest that 

consumers may not be considering renewal at all when taking out an initial loan.1 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Frederick, S., Loewenstein, G., & O'donoghue, T. (2002). Time discounting and time 
preference: A critical review. Journal of economic literature, 40(2), 351-401; 
Berman, J., Tran, A., Lynch, J. & Zauberman, G., (in press). Expense Neglect in 
Forecasting Personal Finances. Journal of Marketing Research. 
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Accordingly, the need for actual empirical support of the claim that renewal costs are in 

fact considered at all when deciding to take out a loan is particularly important in 

assessing Integrity Advance customers’ understanding of cost disclosures. There is also at 

least one past study that directly examines consumers’ considerations when taking out a 

payday loan. This study found that consumers were more concerned with a quick and 

easy process for borrowing money than cost when choosing a payday loan.2  

 

III. OPINIONS REGARDING THE DISCLOSURE OF RENEWAL 

COSTS 

 

14. Dr. Hastak never tested scientifically using the standard practices of the 

field of consumer behavior as to the claims made in his report about consumers’ 

understanding of the loan agreement provided by Integrity Advance. Consumer 

understanding of the loan agreement is extremely context dependent. That understanding 

can be affected by consumers’ current thoughts, momentary goals, mindset, level of 

depletion, level of distraction, and many other factors that behavioral science has 

uncovered. Without a direct empirical assessment of consumers’ understanding, such as 

with a consumer survey, any claims about that understanding are speculative.  

 

15. Hypotheses or ideas regarding consumers’ understanding of the loan 

agreement could be based on prior research and general expertise and experience, but 

these hypotheses need to be tested to be considered valid, as would be expected when 

submitting such ideas to a peer-reviewed journal for publication in the field of consumer 

behavior. Without such tests, these ideas would not be accepted by the field of consumer 

behavior.3 

 

16. Many of the ideas Dr. Hastak puts forward are one of several possible 

interpretations of how consumers’ understand the loan agreement and make loan related 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 Lawrence, E. C., & Elliehausen, G. (2008). A comparative analysis of payday loan 
customers. Contemporary Economic Policy, 26(2), 299-316. 
3 Calder, B. J., & Tybout, A. M. (1987). What consumer research is... Journal of 
Consumer Research, 14(1), 136. 
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decisions. There are generally other equally plausible assertions that could be made based 

on existing consumer behavior research and my expertise and experience. Such 

possibilities are discussed in this report. In the absence of empirical support for one idea 

over another, each idea is simply one among several competing ideas. In my experience, 

such situations are exactly those that call for empirical investigation to understand which 

of several competing ideas is more descriptive of a particular situation. Without such 

data, there is no way to know which idea describes consumers’ actual understanding and 

decision-making process.  

 

17. In his deposition, Dr. Hastak appears to agree that a consumer survey is the 

best way to understand these situations. He stated, “So there were several reasons for 

doing the empirical analysis. One is that empirical data provides -- a well done study, 

provides the best evidence that you can get in terms of how consumers would process 

certain information. The other was that consumer testing is often useful in a situation 
where different interest groups, different agencies, consumer groups, industry, have 

different views of what might be the best document or notice in this case. Data can help 

address those issues.” See Deposition of Dr. Manoj Hastak (“Hastak Dep.”) at 88:18 – 

89:5.   

 

18. Dr. Hastak references FTC guidelines when making his assessment of the 

disclosures in the loan agreement. These guidelines highlight several dimensions as 

important to consider when making disclosures to consumers, including clarity, 

proximity, and prominence. However, the guidelines do not seem to suggest any 

particular standards about how much is enough for each dimension of disclosure. In fact, 

it would be very difficult to come up with standards for how much is enough of any of 

these dimensions because the same level of these dimensions could have different effects 

that depend on the context. For example, it is impossible to say how much proximity is 

exactly enough proximity to generate any particular level of consumer understanding 

because that understanding is so dependent on many other factors, including the factors 

listed in paragraph 14 of this report. Indeed, Dr. Hastak does not provide claims about 

how much is the right amount of any of these dimensions is lacking in the loan 
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agreement.  

 

19. The FTC guidelines also offer no guidance about how many consumers 

might be confused if a disclosure is found to be lacking on any of these dimensions. Dr. 

Hastak makes no claims about how many consumers might be confused or misled by any 

aspects of the loan agreement.  He also provides no empirical analysis of how many 

consumers would be confused by the disclosures contained in the loan agreement.  

 

20. The FTC guidelines provide no guidance about how many consumers would 

have a better understanding if disclosures were modified along certain dimensions. And 

Dr. Hastak provides no empirical support for the idea that any consumers – much less 

how many – would have a better understanding, if any changes were made. 

 

21. Underlying Dr. Hastak’s report is the assumption that loan renewal costs 

have an influence in the first instance on consumers’ decision making when evaluating 

the loan agreement. The main support I can find for this assumption is Dr. Hastak’s 

reference to the notion that costs are generally important to consumers. See Hastak Dep. 

99:2-17.  I have encountered many examples of consumers ignoring seemingly important 

information,4 and it is my experience that not all costs are considered by consumers, 

especially costs that are not immediate and certain.5 Since renewal costs are neither 

immediate nor certain (because consumers may not renew the loan), these costs may not 

be considered by consumers during their loan origination decision. Accordingly, because 

of the existence of an equally plausible alternative to Dr. Hastak’s untested assumption, 

any assertion that these costs are considered at all by consumers in this particular context 

demands empirical support. Nonetheless, Dr. Hastak provides no data to support his 

untested assumption that consumers consider renewal costs at all when taking out a loan.  

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  Hsee, C. K. (1996). The evaluability hypothesis: An explanation for preference 
reversals between joint and separate evaluations of alternatives. Organizational behavior 
and human decision processes, 67(3).	  
5 Frederick, S., Novemsky, N., Wang, J., Dhar, R., & Nowlis, S. (2009). Opportunity cost 
neglect. Journal of Consumer Research, 36(4), 553-561. 
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22. Furthermore, there are two bodies of research in consumer behavior and 

related fields that cast doubt on the idea that renewal costs have an impact on the original 

decision to take a loan. The first body of research finds that consumer decision making is 

driven much more by costs and benefits that are immediate compared to benefits that are 

further away in time.6 To the extent that consumers are focused on solving their 

immediate cash flow problems and not focused on costs that will be realized several pay 

cycles later, they may not consider renewal costs important for their loan origination 

decision. 

 

23. The second body of research in consumer behavior and related fields that 

also casts doubt on the idea that consumers find renewal costs relevant when making the 

loan origination decision shows that consumers are often extremely optimistic about their 

future. In particular, some studies find that people believe they will have more financial 

slack in the future than they do today.7 Therefore, even if consumers are considering the 

future when thinking about their loan, they may be optimistic that they will be able to pay 

their loan off in full at their first due date. Accordingly, they may not consider the 

potential renewal costs of the loan. 

 

24. These two bodies of research, along with the fact that renewal costs are 

neither immediate nor certain, provide a competing perspective on the question of 

whether loan renewal costs impact consumers’ decisions to initiate payday loans. As 

discussed above, a situation where there are competing ideas about consumer behavior 

are situations where data, such as a consumer survey, are required to shed light on which 

idea actually describes consumer behavior in this particular situation. Unfortunately, Dr. 

Hastak provides no such data, leaving competing ideas unresolved.    

 

25. My reading of Dr. Hastak’s report is that he further assumes that a better 

understanding of the renewal costs would not only affect consumers’ decision making 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 Frederick, S., Loewenstein, G., & O'donoghue, T. (2002). Time discounting and time 
preference: A critical review. Journal of economic literature, 40(2), 351-401. 
7 Berman, J., Tran, A., Lynch, J. & Zauberman, G., (in press). Expense Neglect in 
Forecasting Personal Finances. Journal of Marketing Research.  
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about taking out a loan, but more specifically it would dissuade consumers from getting 

loans from Integrity Advance. As with his other ideas, there exist competing ideas that 

might apply in this particular context. For instance, it could be that consumers find the 

loan renewal option, despite its costs, not to be a deterrent to accepting Integrity 

Advance’s offering. Indeed, there are several observations that support this idea. The first 

such observation involves the decision to renew the loan. Before making that decision 

consumers receive more disclosures about the cost of renewal. Customers receive a 

welcome e-mail (See Appendix B), a reminder e-mail (Appendix C) and they receive a 

phone call from Integrity Advance. 

 

26. Customers receive a welcome e-mail once their loan is approved. The 

welcome e-mail (Appendix B) describes the three payment options available to customers 

and how to execute each option, including renewal as one of the options. They are also 

reminded that they can choose to pay off the loan at any time. This information is 

prominent within the email message and constitutes the majority of the information 

contained in that message. This information is repeated in a reminder e-mail that is sent 

shortly before the first payment due date. These two email messages clearly bear on 

customer’s knowledge at the time they choose to renew their loan.  

 

27. Customers also receive a phone call from Integrity Advance. During that 

call, consumers had the opportunity to ask any questions they had about costs of the loan 

including renewal costs. If there were confused about renewal costs after examining the 

loan agreement, this phone call would have been an opportunity to clear up those 

confusions. 

 

28. Dr. Hastak provides no analysis of these e-mail messages or the phone call 

despite his own acknowledgment that the phone call could have facilitated consumers’ 

understanding of the renewal costs. See Hastak Dep. 93:9-20. 

 

29. There are two possible beliefs consumers can hold when facing the renewal 

decision. First, they might correctly believe that extending the duration of the loan 
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requires additional finance charges. Second, consumers might believe that Integrity 

Advance is offering to extend their loan to up to four times its original length without 

charging additional fees. This belief defies research showing that consumers often 

understand when they purchase a product or service that they are in an exchange 

relationship with the firm supplying the product or service.8 They pay a price in exchange 

for the benefits of the product or service. Id. When consumers receive additional benefits 

they expect to pay for them. Id. Consumers’ belief that their loan is being extended to 

five times its original length without additional fees contradicts this general expectation. 

Since the notion that consumers expect to pay for additional benefits, such as a loan 

extension, in marketplace contexts has empirical support, to be confident that any number 

of consumers – least of all most of them – indeed believe the loan extension comes 

without additional costs would require direct empirical support. Otherwise, this is just a 

hypothesis that contradicts previous empirical research, but has no empirical support of 

its own. Indeed, there is no empirical support in Dr. Hastak’s report for the idea that 

consumers believe that loan extensions are free. Therefore, the relevant empirical 

analysis contradicts this particular hypothesis. 

 

30. The fact that more than 85% of consumers choose to renew their loans 

despite receiving these e-mail messages reminding them when their loan is due and how 

to execute each of the possible payment options is further support for the idea that 

consumers prefer renewal to paying off the loan even after receiving these additional 

disclosures. If the renewal option is a valuable aspect of the loan, it is unlikely that some 

altered version of a disclosure of the renewal costs in the loan agreement would serve to 

dissuade interested customers from taking out a loan.  

 

31. A second observation that supports the idea that loan renewals may be 

valuable to consumers is the large percentage of customers who take out additional loans 

after completing payment of their initial loan. In 2011, Integrity Advance issued 65,036 

loans to 46,154 unique customers. See CFPB035849. Therefore at least 29% of their 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Aggarwal, P. (2004). The effects of brand relationship norms on consumer attitudes and 
behavior. Journal of consumer research, 31(1), 87-101. 
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business involved customers who already completed payment of a prior loan. Id. 

Similarly in 2012, Integrity Advance issued 56,161 loans to 41,015 unique customers, 

meaning at least 27% of their loans were to customers who already completed payment 

on a prior loan. See CFPB035850. These repeat customers either understood that loan 

renewal involved substantial costs because they choose not to renew their first loans with 

Integrity Advance or (more likely given that the vast majority of loans are renewed) they 

did renew them and experienced exactly how renewal works and what the costs are. 

Given that all these customers came back with yet more information about loan renewal 

and its associated costs suggests that these (and possibly other) customers find the 

Integrity Advance offering complete with its renewal option and its associated renewal 

costs to be an attractive offering.  

 

32. Another observation that supports the idea that consumers are satisfied with 

the disclosed loan renewal costs focuses on the fact that most Integrity Advance 

customers come through a lead generation website. This means they have the opportunity 

to consider more than one provider when choosing a loan. When a customer chooses 

Integrity Advance it suggests that they either are not finding disclosures about renewal 

costs a critical piece of information for making their loan provider decision or they find 

Integrity Advance’s offering complete with disclosures about renewal costs sufficiently 

attractive to end up choosing Integrity Advance as their loan provider.  

 

33. To summarize, there are multiple observations that suggest that consumers do 

not find the renewal costs to be a reason not to choose Integrity Advance as their loan 

provider: a) they were informed about renewal by multiple e-mail messages that 

highlighted only the repayment options and still renewed at a very high rate; b) they 

received a phone call where they had the opportunity to ask questions about renewal 

costs; c) many customers completely paid off their Integrity Advance loans including 

renewals and chose to reengage with Integrity Advance for additional payday loans; and 

d) most customers sign up through a lead generation website suggesting they are either 

satisfied by or not sufficiently interested to be dissuaded by Integrity Advance’s renewal 

cost disclosure. To assume that consumers would be dissuaded from taking out loans 
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from Integrity Advance by better knowledge of loan renewal costs in light of all these 

observations certainly should require empirical support that includes direct examination 

of consumers’ actual understanding of renewal costs and of their decision making 

process. Such empirical support is not contained in Dr. Hastak’s report.  

 

34. Dr. Hastak suggests that renewal costs be made more prominent in the loan 

agreement throughout his report. However, when presenting information to consumers, 

especially financial information about a complicated product, like a payday loan, not 

every piece of information can be made maximally prominent. There are trade-offs in 

making some information prominent. For example, studies of consumer behavior show 

that consumers have limits for how much information they will process.9 When there is 

too much information, consumers tend to disengage and not even process the information 

presented, a process termed “information overload.” Indeed, Dr. Hastak seems to concur 

that making too much information prominent actually inhibits consumers’ ability to 

process that information. See Hastak Dep. 106:12-15. 

 

35. Both regulatory requirements and consumer decision making drive the 

decision to make certain information prominent. Given the research described above at ¶ 

21-23, renewal costs may not be the information consumers are interested in 

understanding or using for their loan origination decision. As a result, it is not clear that 

better consumer understanding will result from making renewal cost information more 

prominent. Therefore, empirical support of improved consumer understanding is 

necessary to substantiate claims that higher prominence of renewal cost information will 

improve consumers’ overall understanding of their loans.  

 

36. Dr. Hastak claims that the renewal cost information is not displayed 

prominently. He provides no data to support the idea that with the current disclosure, 

consumers are not aware of the fees associated with loan renewal. He also makes no 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 Jacoby, J., Speller, D. E., & Berning, C. K.. (1974). Brand Choice Behavior as a 
Function of Information Load: Replication and Extension. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 1(1), 33–42.  
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claims about how many consumers might be uninformed as a result of the current level of 

prominence.  

 

37. Dr. Hastak does not provide any empirical support for the idea that 

consumers’ understanding would change if the cost information were displayed more 

prominently. He makes no claims about how much prominence is sufficient based on 

FTC guidelines that he is using for his assessment. He also makes no claims about how 

many consumers would be better informed if certain specific changes in prominence were 

made.   

 

38. Dr. Hastak claims that the renewal cost information is not placed close 

enough to the TIL disclosure box for consumers to understand renewal costs. He provides 

no data to support the idea that with the current distance between the renewal cost 

information and the TIL disclosure box, consumers are not aware of the renewal fees. He 

also makes no claims about how many consumers might be uninformed as a result of the 

distance between the renewal fees and the TIL disclosure box. Without such data, it is 

impossible to know the impact of proximity on consumers’ understanding, since the 

effect of proximity will vary by context. 

 

39. Dr. Hastak does not provide any empirical analysis that consumers’ 

understanding would change if the distance between the renewal costs and the TIL 

disclosure box were decreased. Without such analysis, it is impossible to know the 

impact of changes in distance on consumers’ understanding because any impact of 

proximity will vary by context. Further, Dr. Hastak makes no claims about how much of 

a decrease is sufficient based on the FTC guidelines. He also makes no claims about how 

many consumers would be better informed if the distance were reduced by some specific 

amount.  

 

40. Dr. Hastak claims the renewal cost disclosures are not clear because they 

include the phrase “…rest of the terms of the Loan Agreement will continue to apply.” 

Dr. Hastak suggests that consumers interpret this phrase to mean their total finance 
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charge would continue to be the one shown in the TIL box. While Dr. Hastak is providing 

one possible consumer interpretation of this phrase, another possible interpretation is that 

consumers interpreted this phrase as it was intended. In other words, consumers’ 

understood that for each pay period that they have not paid off their loan, they will be 

assessed the same finance charge in accordance with the terms of the loan. However, Dr. 

Hastak provides no empirical analysis of how consumers interpret this statement. 

Therefore, there is no basis to decide which of these competing ideas actually describes 

consumers’ understanding in this situation.  

 

41. Dr. Hastak states that the renewal cost disclosure in the section labeled 

“Special Notice” has poor prominence and placement and therefore “suggests” it will not 

be very effective in communicating cost information.   See Hastak Report at 

20.Specifically, he says, “poor prominence and placement…suggests that it will not be 

very effective in qualifying cost information presented in the TIL box.”  Id. Since Dr. 

Hastak makes no claims about how many consumers would be affected by this 

disclosure, nor about whether the prominence and placement of this disclosure are 

responsible for any specific effect on consumers’ understanding, it is not clear what to 

take away from this analysis. There is not even a clear statement in Dr. Hastak’s report 

that this disclosure will not inform consumers that there are fees for loan renewal. 

Empirical analysis could be used to clarify whether this disclosure is or is not 

communicating anything about loan renewal fees. However, since Dr. Hastak provides no 

such analysis, it is difficult to draw any conclusions from his analysis of this section.  

 

42. Furthermore, without empirical analysis, there is no way to know whether 

changing the prominence and placement of this disclosure will enhance any or all 

consumers’ understanding of the renewal costs. Nor is there any way to know how much 

of a change in prominence and placement would be sufficient to change the effect of this 

disclosure on consumers’ understanding.  

 

43. Dr. Hastak also makes reference to the section entitled “Schedule of 

Charges and Fees.” He states that some of the information is “difficult to comprehend, 
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and has the potential to suggest incorrect inferences.” See Hastak Report at 21.  This 

language communicates the speculative nature of Dr. Hastak’s claims which seem to be 

based largely on his impression when reading the disclosure. He provides no data to 

support his conclusions about this disclosure. My impression was that the information 

was presented clearly in this section of the agreement, but I recognize this is no basis for 

claims about consumers’ understanding of that information.10 I will note that Dr. Hastak, 

when examining this section of the loan agreement during his deposition, also came to 

better understand the information that he had previously claimed to be difficult to 

comprehend and potentially misleading. See Hastak Dep. 171:18-172:3. This suggests 

personal impressions are likely to change and are not a good basis for inferences about 

consumer understanding. This is another situation where there are competing ideas, and 

an empirical investigation is needed to differentiate the validity of those ideas.  

 

IV. OPINIONS REGARDING DEFAULT RENEWAL 

 

44. Dr. Hastak’s second major conclusion is that “since renewal was the default 

option in the Loan Agreement, one would expect a large proportion of borrowers to end 

up with this option, but this would not necessarily mean that many or most of them chose 

the option actively.” See Hastak Report at 22.  

 

45. We know that a large proportion of borrowers do indeed renew their loans, 

and I concur with Dr. Hastak’s uncertainty as to the number of these renewals that are the 

result of renewal being the default option. There are many studies of default effects, 

including some I have conducted myself, and the absolute magnitude of default effects 

varies quite widely by the particulars of the decision and its context.11 Dr. Hastak 

provides no data regarding the number of consumers who are affected by renewal being 

the default option.  

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 Daneman, M., & Carpenter, P. A. (1980). Individual differences in working memory 
and reading. Journal of verbal learning and verbal behavior, 19(4), 450-466. 
11 Jachimowicz, J. M., Duncan, S., & Weber, E. U. (2016). Default-Switching: The 
Hidden Cost of Defaults. Available at SSRN 2727301. 
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46. It is important to note that some default must be chosen for the eventuality 

that consumers do not contact Integrity Advance prior to their loan due date. A default of 

pay-in-full would carry potential harm to consumers because it would result in a 

potentially unexpected debit of the entire loan amount on consumers’ bank account. This 

could be more costly to consumers than the default of renewing the loan. Dr. Hastak 

provides no empirical analysis of the costs and benefits of different defaults, so it is 

impossible to determine which default is better for consumers.   

 

47. Dr. Hastak provides no empirical analysis to suggest that consumers are not 

aware that renewal is the default option. So, to the extent the default may be swaying 

some consumers to renew their loans, it is not clear that this is happening without their 

consent, or against their preference for another option. In my experience, default effects 

are most pronounced when the decision maker does not have a strong preference for a 

particular course of action.12 

 

48. In his discussion of default renewals, Dr. Hastak recommends that the loan 

agreement spell out multiple repayment scenarios, including the fees for no renewals, two 

renewals, and four renewals + workout. As discussed above, more information is not 

always better because it can cause information overload and lead consumers to disengage 

and detract from their understanding.13 To be confident that more information would 

indeed enhance understanding requires data regarding consumers’ understanding with 

and without that additional information. Dr. Hastak does not provide such data.  

 

V. OPINIONS REGARDING AUTHORIZATION FOR REMOTELY 

CREATED CHECKS 

 

49. Dr. Hastak’s third major conclusion is that the Authorization for Remotely 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 Simonson, Itamar, Thomas Kramer, and Maia J. Young. "Effect propensity." 
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 95.2 (2004): 156-174. 
13	  Jacoby, J., Speller, D. E., & Berning, C. K.. (1974). Brand Choice Behavior as a 
Function of Information Load: Replication and Extension. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 1(1), 33–42.	  
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Created Checks is “unlikely to be noticed, read, or correctly understood by borrowers.” 

See Hastak Report at 26.  There is no data provided about how many consumers read this 

disclosure and there is no empirical analysis provided about what consumers understand 

from this disclosure.  

 

50. Moreover, there is no data provided to suggest that consumers consider this 

authorization important when agreeing to take out the loan. Note that remotely created 

checks are only relevant when consumers have blocked the very ACH authorization that 

they are granting by agreeing to accept this loan. Consumers are not likely to be thinking 

about what happens if they choose to revoke the ACH authorization at the very moment 

they are choosing to grant that same authorization. Therefore, the relevance of the 

remotely created check disclosure to consumers’ loan origination decisions especially 

demands empirical support. 

 

51. In his deposition, Dr. Hastak claims that consumers understand that their 

authorization will be required for each remotely created check. See Hastak Dep. 261:17-

22. This conclusion is not apparent from my reading of the loan agreement. Therefore 

such a claim about consumer understanding requires empirical support from direct 

examination of consumers’ understanding. However, Dr. Hastak provides no such 

empirical support.  

 

Executed on March 25, 2016 in New Haven, Connecticut. 

 

  

_________________ 

Nathan Novemsky Ph.D. 
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Pcvjcp!Pqxgoum{!

Rtqhguuqt!qh!Octmgvkpi!cpf!Ru{ejqnqi{!
Uejqqn!qh!Ocpcigogpv!

[cng!Wpkxgtukv{!
R/Q/!Dqz!319311!

Pgy!Jcxgp-!EV!17631.9311!
Pcvjcp/Pqxgoum{B{cng/gfw!

)314*!547.5372!
aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa!

Gfwecvkqp

Rj/F/-!Uqekcn!Ru{ejqnqi{-!Rtkpegvqp!Wpkxgtukv{!
O/C/-!Uqekcn!Ru{ejqnqi{-!Rtkpegvqp!Wpkxgtukv{!
D/C/-!Rj{ukeu-!Ocvj!)ykvj!Jqpqtu*-!Ru{ejqnqi{-!Ygung{cp!Wpkxgtukv{!

Cecfgoke!Crrqkpvogpvu!

311;.rtgugpv! Rtqhguuqt!qh!Octmgvkpi!
! ! Uejqqn!qh!Ocpcigogpv-![cng!Wpkxgtukv{!
!
3122.rtgugpv! Rtqhguuqt!qh!Ru{ejqnqi{!
! ! Ru{ejqnqi{!Fgrv/-![cng!Wpkxgtukv{!

3116.311;! ! Cuuqekcvg!Rtqhguuqt!qh!Octmgvkpi!
! ! Uejqqn!qh!Ocpcigogpv-![cng!Wpkxgtukv{!
!
3111.3116! ! Cuukuvcpv!Rtqhguuqt!qh!Octmgvkpi!
! ! Uejqqn!qh!Ocpcigogpv-![cng!Wpkxgtukv{!

Eqtrqtcvg!Rctvpgtujkru!

Rctvpgtgf!ykvj!ocp{!hktou!vq!fq!lqkpv!tgugctej0kpukijv!igpgtcvkqp-!gzrgtkogpvcvkqp-!cpf!
eqtrqtcvg!ngctpkpi/!

Rctvpgtu!kpenwfg<!

! Igpgpvgej!
Lqjpuqp!cpf!Lqjpuqp!
Qrvwo!Jgcnvj!
Cogtkecp!Gzrtguu!
Xkuc!
G.Vtcfg!
VKCC.ETGH!
Rtqevqt!cpf!Icodng!
Mkodgtng{!Enctm!
RgrukEq!
Cevkxkukqp!
Iqqing!
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Rwdnkecvkqpu!

Dcumkp-!G/-!Ycmuncm-!E/-!Vtqrg-![/!cpf!Pqxgoum{-!P/!)3125*-!ÆYj{!Hgcukdknkv{!Ocvvgtu!Oqtg!
vq!Ikhv!Tgegkxgtu!Vjcp!vq!Ikxgtu<!C!Eqpuvtwcn.Ngxgn!Crrtqcej!vq!Ikhv.Ikxkpi-Ç!Lqwtpcn!qh!
Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej!52!)Lwpg*/!

!
Mko-!L-!Pqxgoum{-!P/!cpf!Fjct-!T/!)3124*-!ÆCffkpi!Uocnn!Fkhhgtgpegu!Ecp!Kpetgcug!

Ukoknctkv{!cpf!Ejqkeg-Ç!Ru{ejqnqikecn!Uekgpeg-!35!)Hgdtwct{*-!336.33;/!

!
Ycpi-!L/-!Pqxgoum{-!P/-!Fjct-!T/!cpf!Dcwogkuvgt-!T/!)3121*-!ÆVtcfgqhhu!cpf!Fgrngvkqp!kp!

Ejqkeg-Ç!Lqwtpcn!qh!Octmgvkpi!Tgugctej!58!)Qevqdgt*-!;21.;2;/!
!
Rqejgrvuqxc-!C!cpf!Pqxgoum{-!P/!)3121*-!ÆYjgp!Fq!Kpekfgpvcn!Oqqf!Ghhgevu!NcuvA!Nc{!

Dgnkghu!xgtuwu!Cevwcn!ghhgevu-Ç!Lqwtpcn!qh!Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej-!47!)Crtkn*-!;;3.2112/!
!
Htgfgtkem-!U/-!Pqxgoum{-!P/-!Ycpi-!L/-!Fjct-!T/-!cpf!Pqynku-!U/!)311;*-!ÆQrrqtvwpkv{!Equv!

Pgingev-Ç!Lqwtpcn!qh!Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej-!47)Fgegodgt*-!664.672/!!
!
Ycpi-!L-!Pqxgoum{-!P/!cpf!Fjct-!T/!)311;*-!!ÆCpvkekrcvkpi!Cfcrvcvkqp!vq!Rtqfwevu-Ç!Lqwtpcn!

qh!Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej!47!)Cwiwuv-!ngcf!ctvkeng*-!25;.26;/!

Fjct-!T!cpf!Pqxgoum{-!P/!)3119*-!ÆDg{qpf!Tcvkqpcnkv{<!Vjg!Eqpvgpv!qh!Rtghgtgpegu-Ç!
Lqwtpcn!qh!Eqpuwogt!Ru{ejqnqi{-!29!)Lwn{*-!286.289/!

Pqxgoum{-!P/-!Fjct-!T/-!Uejyct|-!P/-!'!Ukoqpuqp-!K/!)3118*!ÆRtghgtgpeg!Hnwgpe{!kp!
Eqpuwogt!EjqkegÇ!Lqwtpcn!qh!Octmgvkpi!Tgugctej-!55!)Cwiwuv*-!458.467/!

! +!Cyctfgf!Gogtcnf!Ekvcvkqpu!qh!Gzegnngpeg!Cyctf!dcugf!qp!korcev/!
!
Pqxgoum{-!P!'!Fjct-!T/!)3116*!ÆIqcn!Hwnhknnogpv!cpf!Iqcn!Vctigvu!kp!Ugswgpvkcn!Ejqkeg-Ç!

Lqwtpcn!qh!Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej-!43!)Fgegodgt*-!4;7.515/!
!
Pqxgoum{-!P!'!Mcjpgocp-!F/!)3116*-!ÆVjg!Dqwpfctkgu!qh!Nquu!Cxgtukqp-Ç!Lqwtpcn!qh!

Octmgvkpi!Tgugctej-!53!)Oc{-!ngcf!ctvkeng*-!22;.239/!
!
Pqxgoum{-!P!'!Mcjpgocp-!F/!)3116*-!ÆJqy!fq!Kpvgpvkqpu!Chhgev!Nquu!CxgtukqpAÇ!Lqwtpcn!

qh!Octmgvkpi!Tgugctej-!53!)Oc{*-!24;.251!/!

Pqxgoum{-!P!'!Uejygkv|gt-!O/!)3115*-!ÆYjcv!Ocmgu!Pgiqvkcvqtu!Jcrr{A!Vjg!Fkhhgtgpvkcn!
Ghhgevu!qh!Kpvgtpcn!cpf!Gzvgtpcn!Uqekcn!Eqorctkuqpu!qp!Pgiqvkcvqt!Ucvkuhcevkqp-Ç!
Qticpk|cvkqpcn!Dgjcxkqt!cpf!Jwocp!Fgekukqp!Rtqeguugu!;6!)Pqxgodgt*-!297.2;8/!

!
Pqxgoum{-!P/!cpf!Tcvpgt-!T/!)3114*!ÆVjg!Vkog!Eqwtug!cpf!Korcev!qh!Eqpuwogtu!Gttqpgqwu!

Dgnkghu!cdqwv!Jgfqpke!Eqpvtcuv/Ç!!Lqwtpcn!qh!Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej-!3;!)Octej*!618.627/!
!
Ycvjkgw-!N/-!Dtgppgt-!N-!Ectoqp-!\/-!Ejcvvqrcfj{c{-!C/-!Ftqngv-!C/-!Iqwtxknng-!L/-!

Owvjwmtkujpcp-!C-!Pqxgoum{-!P/-!Tcvpgt-!T/-!Ygtvgpdtqej-!M/-!cpf!Yw-!I/!)3113*!
ÆEqpuwogt!Eqpvtqn!cpf!Gorqygtogpv<!C!Rtkogt/Ç!Octmgvkpi!Ngvvgtu-!24)4*-!3;8.416/!

Mwptgwvjgt-!J/-!Pqxgoum{-!P/-!'!Mcjpgocp!F/!)3112*/!ÆOcmkpi!Nqy!Rtqdcdknkvkgu!Wughwn/Ç!
Lqwtpcn!qh!Tkum!cpf!Wpegtvckpv{-!34-!r/214.231/!

!
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Pqxgoum{-!P/!'!Mtqp|qp-!U/!)2;;;*/!#Jqy!dcug.tcvgu!ctg!wugf-!yjgp!vjg{!ctg!wugf<!C!
eqorctkuqp!qh!cffkvkxg!cpf!Dc{gukcp!oqfgnu!qh!dcug.tcvg!wug/#!Lqwtpcn!qh!Dgjcxkqtcn!
Fgekukqp!Ocmkpi-!23)2*-!r/!66.7;/!

!

Ugngevgf!Tgugctej!kp!Rtqitguu!
!
Ykvj!Gtpguv!Dcumkp!cpf!Ejgt{n!Ycmuncm-!Yjcv!ycu!K!VjkpmkpiA<!Chhgev!qh!Eqpuvtwcn!Ngxgn!qp!

Ngctpkpi!cpf!Ogoqt{!
!
Ykvj!Gtpguv!Dcumkp-!Ghhgevu!qh!Icodnkpi!qp!Ujqrrkpi<!Vjg!Korqtvcpeg!qh!Oqqf!Tgrckt!
!
Ykvj!Lqugrj!Ukooqpu-!Htqo!Nquu!Cxgtukqp!vq!Nquu!Ceegrvcpeg<!Eqpvgzv!Ghhgevu!qp!Nquu!

Cxgtukqp!kp!Tkum{!Ejqkeg
!

Ykvj!Lqpiokp!Mko-!Tcxk!Fjct-!cpf!Lkpi!Ycpi-!Vjg!Rgtuwcukxg!Ghhgev!qh!Swguvkqpu!
!

Ykvj!Lqpiokp!Mko!cpf!Tcxk!Fjct-!Vjg!Wpcpvkekrcvgf!Pgicvkxg!Ghhgevu!qh!Ikhvytcrrkpi!
!

Ykvj!Lqpiokp!Mko!cpf!Tcxk!Fjct-!KvÉu!vjg!Lqwtpg{!vjcv!Ocvvgtu<!Vjg!Ghhgevu!qh!Hggnkpiu!qh!
Oqxgogpv!qp!Tgyctf!Xcnwg!

!

Kpxkvgf!Rtgugpvcvkqpu!!

Ectpgikg!Ognnqp!Wpkxgtukv{!
Eqtpgnn!Wpkxgtukv{!
KPUGCF!
OKV!
Pgy![qtm!Wpkxgtukv{!
Pqtvjyguvgtp!Wpkxgtukv{!
Wpkxgtukv{!qh!Dtkvkuj!Eqnwodkc!
Wpkxgtukv{!qh!Ecnkhqtpkc!cv!Dgtmgng{!
Wpkxgtukv{!qh!Ecnkhqtpkc!cv!Ucp!Fkgiq!
Wpkxgtukv{!qh!Ejkeciq!
Wpkxgtukv{!qh!Hnqtkfc!
Wpkxgtukv{!qh!Rgppu{nxcpkc!
Wpkxgtukv{!qh!Uqwvjgtp!Ecnkhqtpkc!
Wpkxgtukv{!qh!Vgzcu!cv!Fcnncu!
Wpkxgtukv{!qh!Yguvgtp!Qpvctkq!
Ycujkpivqp!Wpkxgtukv{!
!

Vgcejkpi!Gzrgtkgpeg

Rtqdngo!Htcokpi!)ODC*!
Oqfgnkpi!Ocpcigtkcn!Fgekukqpu!)ODC*!
Dgjcxkqtcn!Fgekukqp!Ocmkpi!K!'!KK!)Rj/F/*!
Eqpuwogt!Dgjcxkqt!)ODC*!
Octmgvkpi!Ocpcigogpv!)ODC*!
Rtqdcdknkv{!Oqfgnkpi!cpf!Uvcvkuvkecn!Guvkocvkqp!)ODC*!
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Rtqhguukqpcn!Ugtxkeg!

Fkuugtvcvkqp!Ejckt!
Cpcuvcuk{c!Rqejgrvuqxc!)Ykppgt!.!Uqekgv{!hqt!Eqpuwogt!Ru{ejqnqi{!Ujgvj!Fkuugtvcvkqp!Cyctf*!
Lkpi!Ycpi!)Twppgt.Wr!.!Uqekgv{!hqt!Eqpuwogt!Ru{ejqnqi{!Ujgvj!Fkuugtvcvkqp!Cyctf*!!!!!!!
Lqpiokp!Mko!
Gtpguv!Dcumkp!

Fkuugtvcvkqp!Eqookvvggu<!W|oc!Mjcp-!Cctqp!Ucemgvv!)Ru{ejqnqi{*-!Mgnn{!Iqnfuokvj-!Gwpkeg!
Mko-!Lgppkhgt!Ucxct{!

Cuuqekcvg!Gfkvqt<!Lqwtpcn!qh!Octmgvkpi!Tgugctej!

Gfkvqtkcn!Dqctfu<!!
Lqwtpcn!qh!Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej!
Lqwtpcn!qh!Octmgvkpi!Tgugctej!
Qticpk|cvkqpcn!Dgjcxkqt!cpf!Jwocp!Fgekukqp!Rtqeguugu!
Lqwtpcn!qh!Eqpuwogt!Ru{ejqnqi{!

Fqevqtcn!Eqpuqtvkwo!Ä!Cuuqekcvkqp!hqt!Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej-!Uqekgv{!hqt!Eqpuwogt!Ru{ejqnqi{!

Rtqitco!Eqookvvgg!Ä!Cuuqekcvkqp!hqt!Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej-!Uqekgv{!hqt!Lwfiogpv!cpf!Fgekukqp!
Ocmkpi!)Ejckt*-!Dgjcxkqtcn!Fgekukqp!Tgugctej!kp!Ocpcigogpv!

Cf!Jqe!Tgxkgygt!
Lqwtpcn!qh!Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej-!Pcvkqpcn!Uekgpeg!Hqwpfcvkqp!Ä!Fktgevqtcvg!hqt!Uqekcn-!

Dgjcxkqtcn!cpf!Geqpqoke!Uekgpegu-!Lqwtpcn!qh!Gzrgtkogpvcn!Ru{ejqnqi{<!Igpgtcn-!
Ru{ejqnqikecn!Uekgpeg-!Lqwtpcn!qh!Geqpqoke!Ru{ejqnqi{-!Lqwtpcn!qh!Cfxgtvkukpi!Tgugctej-!
Lqwtpcn!qh!Eqphnkev!Tguqnwvkqp-!Ocpcigogpv!Uekgpeg-!Octmgvkpi!Uekgpeg-!Lqwtpcn!qh!
Octmgvkpi-!Cogtkecp!Geqpqoke!Tgxkgy-!Kutcgn!Uekgpeg!Hqwpfcvkqp-!Qticpk|cvkqpcn!
Dgjcxkqt!cpf!Jwocp!Fgekukqp!Rtqeguugu-!Fgekukqp!Cpcn{uku-!Lqwtpcn!qh!Geqpqoke!Dgjcxkqt!
'!Qticpk|cvkqp-!Eqipkvkxg!Uekgpeg-!Lwfiogpv!cpf!Fgekukqp!Ocmkpi-!Ugtxkeg!Kpfwuvtkgu!
Lqwtpcn-!Goqvkqp-!WU.Kutcgn!Dkpcvkqpcn!Uekgpeg!Hqwpfcvkqp-!Lqwtpcn!qh!Pgwtquekgpeg-!
Ru{ejqnqi{!cpf!Geqpqokeu-!Eqipkvkqp/!

Rtqhguukqpcn!chhknkcvkqpu!

Cuuqekcvkqp!hqt!Eqpuwogt!Tgugctej-!Uqekgv{!hqt!Eqpuwogt!Ru{ejqnqi{-!Uqekgv{!hqt!Lwfiogpv!
cpf!Fgekukqp!Ocmkpi-!Uqekgv{!hqt!Rgtuqpcnkv{!cpf!Uqekcn!Ru{ejqnqi{-!Cogtkecp!
Ru{ejqnqikecn!Uqekgv{-!Cogtkecp!Ru{ejqnqikecn!Cuuqekcvkqp/!
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CON ORA TULA TIONS 

Doar CUSTOMER_FIRST_NAME, 

CONGRATULATIONS I Your loan for LOAN_AMOUNT has boon approved. This email confirms your loan has been processed. II 
will be sent to your bank tonight and the funds will be available to you within 1 to 2 business days. Your first due date will be 

LOAN_DUE_DATE. 

Remembr1r you have 3 options of paying the loan back: 

1) YOU CAN LET THE LOAN AUTOMATICALLY RENEW AJJ renewals aro on your pay dates. After the first initial payment, the 

next 4 renewals will only require payment of the finance charge. Starting with the 5th renewal, In addition to the finance charge, 

we will also take out $50 of principal. This will continue· until the loan is repaid in full, unless of course you select either option 2 

or 3 below. NOTE: PLEASE REMEMBER, YOU CAN SELECT OPTIONS 2 OR 3 AT ANYTIME DURING YOUR LOAN 

REPAYMENT PROCESS 

2) PAY THE LOAN DOWN IN PART. If you want to incroase your payment so you pay the loan back faster, you may do so in any 

amount ($50 Increments required) which will bring down the principal of your loan. Just call us 3 buslnoss days in advance of 

your pay date so we can make the change. 

3) PAY THE LOAN IN FULL Once again, just call us 3 business days in advance so wo may make the change on your account. 

If you pay your Joan off before your next pay date, you only pay the finance charge for the days the loan remains unpaid. 

Thank You and Have a Great Day/ 

Integrity Advance 

Gust Svc: (BOO) 505-6073 

Fax: (BOO) 5B1-B148 

www.iadvancecash com 

Monday - Thursday 8am-8pm, ET 
Friday Sam - 6pm, ET 
Saturday 9am- 5pm, ET 

lile:J//CIIUscrs/cpickctt!DesktopiExernplars/CONGRA TULA TIONS%20Lellcr.h!mi[3114/20 J 3 I :33 :1 S PM] 

2015-CFPB-0029     Document 071A     Filed 04/18/2016     Page 24 of 28



Appendix C

2015-CFPB-0029     Document 071A     Filed 04/18/2016     Page 25 of 28



YOUR LOAN IS DUE ON [4] 

Dear [0], 

Your loan from Integrity Advance, LLC is due on [4]. 
Payment as of today is as follows: 

• Finance Amount [3] 
See option 1 below to determine if any additional principle will be applied. 

Thank you for being a Integrity Advance customer. You have 3 convenient options for 
paying your loan back. 

1. YOU CAN LET THE LOAN AUTOMAT1!CALL Y RENEW. All renewals are on your 
pay dates. After the initial payment, the next 4 renewals will only require payment of 
the finance charge. Starting with the 5th renewal, in addition to the finance charge, 
we will also take out $50 of principle This will continue until the loan is repaid in full, 
unless of course you select either option .2 or 3 below. NOTE: PLEASE 
REMEMBER, YOU CAN SELECT OPTIIONS 2 OR 3 AT ANYTIME DURING YOUR 
LOAN REPAYMENT PROCESS 

2. PAY THE LOAN DOWN IN PART. If you want to increase your payment so you pay 
the loan back faster, you may do so in any amount ($50 increments required), 
which will bring down the principal of your loan. Just call us 2 business days in 
advance of your pay date so we can make the change. 

3. PAY THE LOAN IN FULL. Once again, just call us 2 business days in advance so 
we may make the change on your account. If you pay your loan off before your next 
pay date, you only pay the finance charge for the days the loan remains unpaid. 

Based on the option you have chosen, p~lease make sure the money is available in the 
bank account listed in your application on [41 to avoid incurring any additional fees. 

If you have any questions or need any further assistance, we are here to help. Do not 
hesitate to contact us by email at info@iadvancecash.com or by calling 800~505-6073 

Sincerely, 

Customer Service 
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List of Documents and Materials Considered

In addition to the materials cited within my expert report and attached therein as appendices, the
following is a list of documents considered in connection with my expert report:

- Report of Dr. Manoj Hastak, including appendices
- Transcript of the Deposition of Dr. Manoj Hastak
- Transcript of the Deposition of James Carnes
- Notice of Charges Seeking Disgorgement, Other Equitable Relief, and Civil Money

Penalties, In re Integrity Advance, LLC and James R. Carnes (proceeding # 2015-CFPB-
0029)

- Integrity Advance and James Carnes’ Response to the Bureau’s Discretionary Notice and
Opportunity to Respond and Advise (NORA) Process, Nov. 13, 2014

- Integrity Advance Loan Application Forms (CFPB000683-CFPB000697)
- Loan Application Forms, Loan #54148642 (CFPB033705-CFPB033711) (REDACTED)
- Integrity Advance Loan Application Form (CFPB000796-CFPB000798)
- Narrative Responses to January 7, 2013 Civil Investigative Demand Issued to Integrity

Advance, LLC (CFPB035835-CFPB035850)
- Loan Application Forms, Loan #46340151 (CFPB002537-CFPB002553) (REDACTED)
- Loan Application Forms, Loan #50484872 (CFPB005658-CFPB005674) (REDACTED)
- Form #1 Easy Application (CFPB000574-CFPB000575)
- Form #2 Loan Agreement – Faxless (CFPB000640-CFPB000645)
- Form #2b Faxless ACH Authorization (CFPB000796-CFPB000798)
- Better Business Bureau Complaints (CFPB036490-CFPB037833)
- Completed Consumer Loan Applications (CFPB001696-CFPB001710; CFPB002336-

CFPB002350; CFPB002929-CFPB002943; CFPB003184-CFPB003200; CFPB003645-
CFPB003661; CFPB004308-CFPB004322; CFPB004343-CFPB004357; CFPB004371-
CFPB004387; CFPB004371-CFPB004387; CFPB004703-CFPB004717; CFPB004848-
CFPB004862; CFPB005740-CFPB005756; CFPB006401-CFPB006415; CFPB006490-
CFPB006506; CFPB006829-CFPB006845; CFPB030698-CFPB030707; CFPB033325-
CFPB033331)
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