
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Report on Reverse Mortgage  
Servicer Web and Letter Accessibility 

In 2019 and 2020, the Connecticut Fair Housing Center initiated a project to 
test the accessibility of reverse mortgage servicers’ websites and common 
form letters for borrowers over 62 and for borrowers with disabilities. Since 
2015, the Center has seen an increase in calls from reverse mortgage 
borrowers, many facing foreclosure after falling behind on property taxes or 
insurance. Some callers expressed confusion with their loan terms and the 
options available to them to keep their home, and also reported difficulties 
communicating with their servicer. Borrowers with disabilities had difficulty 
making reasonable accommodation requests needed to access programs to 
keep their homes and avoid foreclosure.  

With this testing project, the Center hoped to learn whether the form letters 
sent to reverse mortgage borrowers and reverse mortgage servicing websites 
were accessible to borrowers over 62 or borrowers with disabilities. We used 
paired tests that asked testers a series of questions about a reverse 
mortgage servicer’s website or form notice to assess whether the information 
was available and accessible to borrowers with disabilities. Testers also 
reviewed websites for traditional and reverse mortgage servicers to assess 
whether they generally complied with the Department of Justice’s guidance 
on web access for people with disabilities.1 In all, thirteen of the fourteen tests 
the Center analyzed supported disability discrimination, and one was 
inconclusive.    

 

 

 
1 We relied on pre-2016 draft guidance, but DOJ guidance was published in 
2022: https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-issues-web-
accessibility-guidance-under-americans-disabilities-act. 
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1. Line of Credit – on demand loan funds 
 

Two testers investigated reverse mortgage websites for information about 
lines of credit. They searched for information about how to withdraw money, 
who to contact with questions, what to do with questions, and they provided 
optional feedback. 

Champion Mortgage’s website advised borrowers to consult their statement 
about their line of credit. CeLink contained no information about lines of 
credits. Neither website contained email contact information. Champion had 
a “contact” form, but the drop down was limited to inquiries regarding short 
sales and deeds in lieu of foreclosure. Champion provided a FAQ section. 
CeLink provided no additional information.  

Champion had an odd and confusing disclaimer about qualified written 
requests. One of its FAQ questions had no answer, it had a confusing 
statement about HUD backed reverse mortgages, and a section about 1099-
C that was really about deeds in lieu of foreclosure.  

CeLink’s website was far worse. In addition to having no helpful information, it 
had a number of dead links. It was mostly self-promoting its role as a sub-
servicer, and borrower information was difficult to find. For instance, a 
consumer hotline was buried at the bottom of a page on “technology.”  
 

2. Reasonable Accommodation 

A reasonable accommodation is a change in rules or policies to enable a 
borrower with disabilities to have access to information about their loan, 
programs available for borrowers at risk of foreclosure, or other services. For 
example, the Center has had reverse mortgage clients who’ve needed large 
print notices or for the servicer to communicate with a family member in 
order to accommodate their disabilities.  

CFHC investigated whether traditional and reverse mortgage servicers 
provide information about reasonable accommodations on their websites. 
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Testers searched for information about requesting accommodations, about 
designating alternate contacts, and about how to get help if you have a 
disability, including other resources. 

Of the eight servicers tested,2 none had information about reasonable 
accomodations on their websites. One had a link to the HUD website, one had 
information on help for hearing-impaired individuals, and one had a link to 
ADA and accessibility information. Two had information about third-party 
authorizations. Overall, the websites had no information for borrowers with 
disabilities. 

 

3. Borrower with Disabilities – Property Tax Default – At Risk 
Extension 
a. Website 

CFHC investigated the information that borrowers have access to regarding 
their potential eligibility for At-Risk Extension. At-Risk Extensions are available 
for borrowers over 80 with disabilities or terminal illness who have defaulted 
on their reverse mortgage after falling behind on property charges such as 
taxes or insurance. If a borrower can show they have a long-term physical 
disability, they may qualify for a moratorium from foreclosure, renewable in 
one year increments, enabling them to age in place in their home. 
Anecdotally, most reverse mortgage borrowers who contact CFHC who 
should be eligible for an At-Risk Extension based on their age and disabilities 
are unaware of the availability of the program despite regular written and 
oral communication with their reverse mortgage servicer.  

CFHC found that neither Celink nor Champion had information about At-Risk 
Extensions on their website. Champion, ironically, had information about local 
tax breaks for people with disabilities. This means that a borrower or a family 
member reviewing these servicers’ websites for information about how to 
avoid foreclosure would not learn about the At-Risk Extension program.  

 
2 Carrington, Bank of America, SPS, Chase, RMS, Champion, CeLink, and Ditech. 
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b. Documents 

Testers also reviewed the forms reverse mortgage servicers send to 
borrowers in order to apply for an At-Risk Extension.  

Celink’s form provided adequate information and instructions for a borrower 
to assess whether he or she would qualify.  

Champion’s form was poor. It did not have adequate information regarding 
who would qualify. It implied that a borrower would have to submit multiple 
forms of documentation. The form did not provide directions or further 
assistance or where to mail the form. 

Borrowers were provided vague deadlines far in the future to reapply. Forms 
were ambiguous as to whether servicers would request new applications or 
borrowers needed to remember and submit. One servicer did not provide 
application forms. Qualifying disabilities were unclear. One servicer used lots 
of confusing abbreviations. 
 

4. Repayment Plans - Documents 

Testers reviewed repayment plans for RMS, Champion, and Celink. Repayment 
plans allow borrowers to pay back property charges over a period of up to 
five years and avoid foreclosure. The repayment plan for Celink failed to 
specify where borrowers were to remit payments – a significant omission. It 
also contained the most onerous waiver of defenses of the three agreements. 
The testers understood what to do with the repayment plan forms from 
Champion and RMS, but all testers found that the phrase “property charges” 
was extremely confusing.  
 

5. Monthly Statements - Documents 

Testers generally understood the monthly statements they reviewed from 
RMS, Champion, and Celink. They expressed confusion, however, about the 
terms of art contained in the statements, including “default balance,” “MIP,” 
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“principal limit,” “line of credit reserve,” “available line of credit,” “corporate 
advance,” “cumulative loan this month equals,” “credit line set aside,” and 
“finance charge.” Some of these terms may have been explained to 
borrowers when they took out the loan, but many of them probably appeared 
for the first time on the monthly statements, without explanation or definition.  
 

6. Due and Payable Letters 

Reverse mortgage servicers send Due and Payable letters to borrowers upon 
a default, often lapsed insurance, missed property tax payments, or the 
assertion that a borrower has moved out of the home. The testers generally 
understood the due and payable letters. The testers all reviewed different 
letters from RMS. The testers noted one form indicated the amount due could 
change, and another lacked a payment deadline. In one paired test, the 
control tester identified a different, substantially lower amount due and took 
substantially less time to complete the test than the protected tester. The 
protected tester believed the entire loan balance was due and payable. 
 

7. Missed Property Taxes 

Testers attempted to access mortgage servicer websites to see if they could 
find information about what to do if they missed property tax payments. 
Testers had technical difficulties navigating the web pages. One tester had an 
issue accessing the drop down menus on the RMS website. Another tester 
could barely read the small print that contained important information on the 
Champion website. Otherwise, the websites and the forms tested in this 
component generally conveyed the critical information borrowers would 
need. 
 

8. Missed Payment – Traditional Mortgage Websites 

Testers reviewed websites for BSI, Carrington, Bank of America, and Caliber to 
find about home loan assistance programs. Testers found BSI, Carrington, and 
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Bank of America easy enough to navigate, with forms posted online. Testers 
would have liked more information about eligibility for loan programs. Testers 
had a lot of trouble navigating Caliber’s page, and reported spending an 
excessive amount of time. A typical borrower would likely have gotten 
frustrated and given up trying to find information.  

9.  General Website Analysis 

Testers reviewed websites for RMS, Nationstar, Flagstar, Bank of America, 
Champion, and Caliber for general compliance with Department of Justice 
guidelines on web access for people with disabilities. Only Champion had a 
positive user experience, with good contrast, text resizing, keyboard 
navigation, and a simple interface. But even Champion was missing 
alternative text and had issues with logging in. There also was no Spanish 
language version. The remainder had substantial issues including lack of 
alternative text, inability to navigate with a keyboard, poor contrast, and were 
not easily processed by a screen reader. Minor things like alt text for the 
Spanish version were written in English (e.g. “View in Spanish” rather than “En 
Español”). 


