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March 17, 2015
Re:

NML Capital, Ltd. v. Republic of Argentina, Nos. 08 Civ. 6978 (TPG),
09 Civ. 1707 (TPG), 09 Civ. 1708 (TPG);
Aurelius Capital Master, Ltd. and ACP Master, Ltd. v. Republic of Argentina,
Nos. 09 Civ. 8757 (TPG) and 09 Civ. 10620 (TPG);
Aurelius Opportunities Fund II, LLC and Aurelius Capital Master, Ltd. v. Republic
of Argentina, Nos. 10 Civ. 1602 (TPG), 10 Civ. 3507 (TPG), 10 Civ. 3970 (TPG)
and 10 Civ. 8339 (TPG);
Blue Angel Capital I LLC v. Republic of Argentina, Nos. 10 Civ. 4101 (TPG) and
10 Civ. 4782 (TPG);
Olifant Fund, Ltd. v. Republic of Argentina, No. 10 Civ. 9587 (TPG); and
Pablo Alberto Varela, et al. v. Republic of Argentina, No. 10 Civ. 5338 (TPG).

Hon. Thomas P. Griesa
United States District Judge
U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York
Daniel Patrick Moynihan United States Courthouse
500 Pearl Street
New York, New York 10007
Dear Judge Griesa:
We write to advise Your Honor that, in view of recent developments, set forth below, Citibank has
determined to have its Argentine branch, Citibank Argentina, develop, and execute, a plan to exit the
custody business in Argentina as soon as possible.
Citibank has made this decision now in light of (1) the Court’s March 12, 2015 Order and its denial
yesterday of Citibank’s application to stay that Order to permit Citibank to process the March 31
payment to its custodial customers owning Argentine Law Bonds, and (2) the Republic’s renewed
threat to strip Citibank of its banking license in Argentina and to impose criminal, civil and
administrative sanctions, reiterated on March 13 and March 16, 2015.
Consistent with our commitment to be fully transparent with the Court, we wanted to advise Your
Honor immediately of Citibank’s intention to have Citibank Argentina exit the custody business—and,
on that basis, to renew Citibank’s application for a limited stay and to request a conference at the
Court’s earliest convenience to discuss the issues that have arisen in the wake of the Court’s March
12, 2015 Order.
As you are aware, since May 2013, Citibank has undertaken to determine its obligations under the
Court’s Injunction. Citibank, whose branch in Argentina acts as a custodian for customers holding
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only approximately 25% of the Argentine Law Bonds, was the only entity to seek a determination of
its legal obligations. Since doing so, Citibank has been repeatedly subjected to the imminent threat
of loss of its license in Argentina and criminal, civil and administrative sanctions by the Republic, its
regulators and its customers. The imminent nature of these risks was emphatically confirmed by the
Republic in a press release on March 13, 2015 and again yesterday in a letter from the Ministry of
Economy and Public Finance to Citibank Argentina dated March 16, 2015 (a copy of which is
attached, with an unofficial translation, as Exhibit A hereto). The letter from the Republic requires
Citibank Argentina to respond (within 48 hours) indicating whether it intends to comply with
Argentine law with respect to the processing of the March 31 payment.
The precise manner by which Citibank Argentina will exit the custody business has yet to be finally
determined, but it may include the sale of certain portions of the custody business or termination of
account relationships with notice to its customers. Upon exiting the custody business, Citibank
Argentina will no longer have any role in custodying any securities, including the Argentine Law
Bonds, in Argentina for any client.
We respectfully request that the Court hold a conference at the earliest possible time to address
these recent developments and to discuss the issues that have arisen in the wake of the Court’s
March 12, 2015 Order.
Very respectfully yours,

/s/ Karen E. Wagner
Karen E. Wagner
By ECF
cc:
All counsel of record (via ECF)
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Ministry of Economy and Public Finance
Note S. A. and A Nº 124/15
Buenos Aires, March 16, 2015

Citibank, N. A. (Argentina Branch)
Mr Gabriel Ribisich

Sir,
We address that Entity in connection with the proceedings NML Capital, Ltd. v. Republic of
Argentina, before the Court of the Southern District of New York, United States of America, in
which injunctions were issued in connection with payments made through the Argentine branch of
Citibank, N. A. (“Citibank Argentina”) under bonds governed by Argentine law denominated in
pesos and dollars, and payable in Argentina (the “Argentine Exchange Bonds”); [this is] a follow-up
to our letter dated August 6, 2014 (the “August 6, 2014 Letter”) and taking into consideration the
rejection by Judge Thomas P. Griesa on March 12, 2015 of the request made by Citibank, N. A. to
nullify the order of that court dated July 28, 2014.
As indicated in due course in the August 6, 2014 Letter, it was unnecessary to make any
request for clarification in the NML Capital, Ltd. v. Republic of Argentina proceedings [since] that
financial Entity is registered, constituted and authorised to operate in Argentina pursuant to the
Financial Entities Act Nº 21,526, and considering [further] that the funds deposited by Argentina
for the payment of interest under the bonds subject to Argentine law and jurisdiction are made in
our country for their distribution to the Holders[, and thus] Citibank, N. A. should have abstained
from requesting further clarifications that had the effect, on the one hand to introduce confusion
in the market and in the Holders as to the extent of their rights and to the extraterritorial effects
of the pari passu measures issued by Judge Griesa in the United States of America, and, on the
other hand, granting Judge Griesa the possibility to issue once again judicial measures that exceed
his jurisdiction and impair Argentine public order.
Thus, in furtherance of applicable legislation, Citibank Argentina was requested in the
August 6, 2014 Letter to continue acting in favor and protecting the interests of the Holders of the
Argentine Exchange Bonds, who are alien to the above mentioned court orders.
This is so because, otherwise, that Entity would be enforcing in Argentina a judgment
issued by foreign courts without [such judgment] satisfying the requirements established in Article
517 of the Federal Civil and Commercial Procedures Code. And thus impairing Argentine public
order. In that connection, we remind you that the Federal Supreme Court has already had the
opportunity of expressing itself in “Claren Corporation c/ E. N. 517/518 CPCC exequatur s/ varios”
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dated March 6, 2014, establishing that the court orders issued by Judge Griesa are contrary to
Argentine Public Order since they constitute a mechanism to block the procedure for the payment
of the restructured public debt.
Citibank Argentina, as an entity registered and organized to operate in the banking and
financial system of our country, has the obligation to submit itself to the National rules that
regulate such activity. As anticipated in the August 6, 2014 Letter, a violation of this obligation
may result in the suspension and revocation of such registration and authorization. In that
connection, as acknowledged by the head office itself of that Entity in the various filings made in
“NML Capital v. Republic of Argentina”: “Argentina has a legitimate interest in applying its banking
laws”1 and “if Citibank Argentina does not not remit to its customers the funds it receives, as will all
other custodians, it will be in violation of Argentine banking law. The Republic could
revokeCitibank Argentina´s license and even impose criminal liability on its employees.”2
Thus, and given that through the Order dated July 28, 2014 Judge Griesa gave
authorisation only one time for the transfer of funds corresponding to the bonds that participated
in the Exchange denominated in United States dollars, that Entity is summoned once again to
inform within the next 48 hours to the Secretary of Finance of the Ministry of Economy and Public
Finance what attitude shall it adopt in connection with the distribution of the payments made and
the ones to be made soon, taking into consideration the reasons provided in this letter.
A copy of this letter is being sent to the Central Bank of Argentina.
Sincerely yours,

Dr. Federico C. Thea
Secretario Legal y Administrativo

1

Hearing dated March 3, 2015 before Judge Griesa of the Southern District Court of New York, page 22.
Letter sent by Citibank N. A. to Judge Griesa of the Southern District Court of New York dated March 6,
2015. Similar statements were included in the letters filed by Citibank N. A. on September 5, 2014, before
the Court of Appeals of the Second Circuit of the United States of America (pages 1, 19, 20, 21, 24 and 25)
and February 17, 2015, before the Southern District Court of New York (pages 21 and 22).
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