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House Concurrent Resolution 72, introduced during the 
First Session of the Sixty-fifth General Assembly, re~uested that 
the Iowa Legislative Council establish a study of the 1972 OffiCial 
ADend~encs to the U~iforc Commercial Code. including those 1966 
Official Anendme~t5 wh:ct ~ere republished in 1972, as well as the 
1965 Iowa nonuniforc variaticns from the Official Text of the 
Unifor~ Co~mercial Code. The Legislative Council created a seven­
member Study Committee ane appointed the following legislatlve 
members: 

Representative David M. Stanley, Chairman 
Senator Earl ~. willits, Vice Chairman 
Senator E. Kevin Kelly 
Senator Ralph W. Potter 
Representative William R. Ferguson 
Representative Alvin V. Miller 
Representative Stephen J. Rapp 

Under the Legislative Council's nonlegislative member 
?olicy, Professor Richard F. Dole, Jr., of the University of Iowa 
College of Law of Iowa City, and ~!r. Edgar lL Hansell, Attorney, of 
Des MOines, were approved as nonlegislative members of the Study 
Committee, and student assistance under the supervision of 
Professor Dole also was approved. University of Iowa law students 
~11liam Kovacs and Peter Toft rendered valuable assistance to the 
Study Co~mittee pursuant to this authorization. 

Representative Javid M. Stanley was d~signated Temporary 
Chair=an by the Legislative Council and was elected Chairman bv the 
Study Committee. Senator Earl M. Willits was elected Vice Chair­
man. ~he Study Co~mitcee also voced to inv1~e i~terested citizens 
and offiCials to attend its meetings as informal consultants to the 
Committee. The individuals WilD accepted this invitation to par­
ticipate in the deliberations of the Co~=1ttee included: 

~r. John ~cCabe, Legislacive Director, ~a~ional Conference of 
Commissioners on Uniform State Laws 

Mr. Glenn Clark, Iowa Superintendenc of Securities 
Mr. Gifford Strand, D.C.C. Division, Office of the Iowa Sec-

retary of State 
Ms. Ramona williams, Black Hawk County Recorder 
Mr. Allen Buchanan, Iowa Land Title Association 
Mr. John Burrows, Iowa Trust Association 
Mr. Wendell Gibson, Iowa Bankers Association 
Mr. Al Jordan, Iowa Credit Union League 
~r. Gary Plan~, Iowa Credit Union League 
X~. Xelvi~ S:ruthers, Xor-America Corporation 
Ms. Betty Talkington, Iowa Consumers League 
Mr. Ed Tesdell, iowa Savings and Loan Association 
Ms. Jeanne Tes ter, Iowa Consumers League 



t 

Vniform Commercial Code Study Committee 
Final Report 
Page 2 

At its first meeting, the Study Committee endorsed the 
goal of fostering simplicity and clarity in the law, and adopted a 
rebuttable presumption in favor of conforming the Iowa Uniform 
Commercial Code to the 1972 Official Text and Comments of the 
Uniform Commercial Code (V.C.C.). The Committee also noted that 
both uniform 1972 section 9-203(4) and present Iowa Code section 
554.9203(2) invite the General Assembly to subordinate the general 
V.C.C. Article 9 rules pertaining to security interests in personal 
property and fixtures to specialized consumer protection 
legislation. Thus, if the General Assembly should enact consumer 
protection legislation which restricts the rights of Article 9 
secured parties, as the proposed Uniform Consumer Credit Code does, 
the General Assembly should correlate this consumer protection 
legislation with both the present text of Article 9 and the 
revisions in Article 9 proposed by the V.C.C. Study Committee. 
However, the 1966 and 1972 V.C.C. Amendments do not deal 
whatsoever with the legal rate of interest and there was perceived 
to be no inconSistency or general overlap between the subject 
matter of the V.C.C. Study and the subject matter of the Regulation 
of Consumer Credit Charges Study which would preclude either Study 
Committee from completing a fruitful, independent evaluation of its 
topic or which would preclude the General Assembly from enacting 
the recommendations of either or both Study Committees. 

On the basis of six day-long meetings, the L.C.C. Study 
Committee finds thst: 

1. Iowa is One of 49 states which has adopted the 1962 
Official Text and Comments of the Uniform CommerCial 
Code, a comprehensive statute containing nine substantive 
articles which establish guidelines for most kinds of 
private commercial transactions. 

2. The 1962 Official Text of the Vniform Commercial Code was 
drafted and promulgated by the National Conference of 
Commissioners on Uniform State Laws following years of 
study and evaluation, and enacted by the Iowa General 
Assembly in 1965. 

3. In 1972, following evaluation of 10 years of experience 
under the 1962 Official Text, the Uniform Commissioners 
promulgated the 1972 Official Amendments to the Vniform 
Commercial Code, which include several Official Amend­
ments initially approved in 1966. 

4. In the first year since their promulgation, the 1972 
Official Amendments have been enacted in at least 
Arkansas, Illinois, Nevada. North Dakota, Oregon, Texas, 
and Virginia, and seem likely to be adopted throughout 
the country in the foreseeable future. 



, 
Uniform Commercial Code Study Committee 
Final Report 
Page 3 

5. In its 1965 enactment of the 1962 Official Text of the 
Uniform Commercial Code the General Assembly adopted the 
policy of establishing a law of commercial transactions 
which was as simple, clear, and modern as possible, Iowa 
Code section 554.1102(2)(a); in order to achieve this 
goal it is necessary and desirable for the General 
Assembly to enact the 1966 and 1972 Official Amendments 
to the Uniform Commercial Code, and to delete those 1965 
Iowa nonuni:or~ variations from the 1962 Official ~ext 
~hich do not constitute clear improve~ents in the rnifcrm 
Text. 

On the basis of a line-by-line evaluation of the 1966 and 
1972 Official Amendments and the 1965 Iowa nonuniform amendments to 
the U.C.c., the U.C.C. Study Committee recommends that: 

1 • 

2 . 

3. 

The 1966 and 1972 Official Amendments 
should be adopted ~ ~. 

to the L.C.C. 

The 1965 Iowa nonuniform amendments 
with occasional exceptions noted 
proposed by the Study Cpmmittee. 

should be deleted, 
expressly in the bill 

Technical amendments should be made to 
statutes as the certificate of title law 
form those statutes to the Iowa L.C.C. 

Dis cuss ion 

such non-t:.C.C. 
in order to con-

Illustrative of the 
OffiCial Amendments are the 1972 

desirability of the 1966 aGd 1972 
section 9-313 fixture priority 

8-102(3) A:::endment dealing "'ith rules and the 1972 section 
secur1~ie9 depositories. 

A fixture is personal property that nas been so affixed 
to real estate that property interests ca~ exist in the personal 
property under real estate la~ as well as under personal pro?erty 
la",. In Ottum",a Woolen Mill Co. v. Ha",lev, 44 Iowa 57 (1876), t~e 
10",a Supreme Court adopted the so-called Teaf: v. Hewitt tests for 
the identification of fixures: 

The three pequisiv€s ~aid down in ;ae case C7 Tea~~ J. 
"e··· .. • " +' ~.. ..... ''':; '" ._-
•. w~~"J as aons'[;1..:u .... "ng ·z "'.t:~upe~ ....... z"s scz"!--.4J must c.t-t. 
com&~ne. The first, being phys~caZ attachment~ alZ the cases 
hoZd is a: very unaertain and u.nsati8fa~toT'y cJ'literion, and in 
our opinion the onZy vaZue to be attaahed to i~ is, i~ 
determining the intention of the cwner of :he freehold in . '. '"."" ".. . m~k.t.ng 'Cfi.e c:nne.=atto1't. I,; -z,t" De $0 a.;-~--:.:e(.,;, tro..:;zt tt$ rBmcvct.. 
wouZd mate~iaZZ~ injure the b4iZdi~a, this ~3 evidenae ~~ an • v v _ 

" n";'C)'l "" • - ~. "" ... ' • ~ ·~~·.~~on :0 maKe ~~ a pe~manen& anne~ar~on. 
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The seoond requisite~ being appZication to the use OP 

purpose to which that part of the reaZty ~ith which it is 
connected is appropriated, is in this ease fu~ry met by the 
use of this machine~y in a woo Zen MiZZ~ and without which the 
mill itseZf would be useZess. 

The third requi8ite~ being the intention of the papty 
making the annexation to make a pspmanent accession to the 
freehoZd, is to ou~ minds the contrcZZinq consideration in 
determining the whole question. (44 Iowa at 83) 

Although it is often doubtful whether particular personal 
property is a fixture, there is clear Iowa authority indicating 
that a home furnace usually is, e.g., Des Moines Improvement Co. v. 
Holland Furnace Co., 204 Iowa 274 (1927), and a home furnace 
example will be used to illustrate 1972 section 9-313's resolution 
of policy issues pertaining to fixtures. 

First, 1972 section 9-313 refers to a state's non-U.C.C. 
law for the definition of "fixture", 1972 section 9-313(1)(a). The 
Ottumwa Woolen Mill test therefore will continue to be dispositive 
with respect to the applicability of 1972 section 9-313 in Iowa. 
However, a debtor's signing a U.C.C. "fixture filing" authorized by 
1972 section 9-313(l)(b) will be evidence of the debtor's intent 
that particular personal property is to become a fixture, and the 
Ottumwa Woolen Mill test makes the intention of the debtor (i.e., 
the intention of the party making the annexation of personal prop­
erty to land) the primary criterion of the existence of a fixture. 

Second, an important facet of 1972 section 9-313 gives 
the holder of a perfected Article 9 security interest rights in a 
fixture superior to those of the holder of a prior real estate 
mortgage on the land to which the fixture has been affixed, 
provided that: (1) the Article 9 security interest is a purchase 
money security interest; (2) the secured party acquires an interest 
in the personal property before it becomes a fixture; (3) an 
Article 9 fixture filing is made within 10 days after the personal 
property is affixed to the land; and (4) the debtor is either in 
possession of the real estate to which the personal property is 
affixed or a record owner of that real estate, 1972 section 9-
313(4)(a). Restated in terms of home furnaces, in order for a 
vendor or a lender to have superior rights in a furnace vis-a-vis 
the holder of a prior real estate mortgage on the home in which the 
furnace has been installed: 

1 • The furnace financer must 
loan. 

have made a purchase money 

2. The debtor must have agreed to creation of a security 
interest prior to the installation of the furnace. 
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3 • 

4. 

7he furnace 
within 10 
fu rnace. 

financer oust have ~ade 

days subsequent to t.he 
a fixture filing 

installation of the 

The debtor must have beer. either a record 
real estate o~ which the furnace ~as 
act~al possession of that real estate. 

owner of the 
instal~ed or ir( 

Sc~e rea: estate fi~ancers object to this qua:ified 
purchase ~oney ?rior:ty on the ground that it. could subject t~em Co 
the removal of furnaces in Article 9 foreclosure proceedi~gs and 
resulting depreciation of their real estate security. These real 
estate f1nancers ?refer the present Iowa nonuniform variatio~ from 
the 1962 Official Text which provides: "Nothing in this chapter 
governs the priority between a security interest in goods which are 
or are to become fixtures and the claims of any person who has an 
interest in the real estate." Iowa Code section 554.9313. The 
effect of this 1965 rowa ~onu~iform ame~dment is to give pr~or real 
estate mortgagees superior rights with respect to all f~~~aces 

which subsequently are installed on mortgaged real estate, whether 
or not a prior real estate mortgagee finances the acquisitior. of a 
furnace. ~oreover)!n instances in which a prior real estate 
~ortgagee is not willing to finance the purchase of a new furnace, 
this Iowa nonuniform amendment reduces the willingness of other 
lenciers and furnace vendors to make a purchase money adva~ce that 
will be subject to the rights of a prior real estate mortgagee who 
was unwilling to engage in purchase money financing. 

The Study Committee has concluded that, on balance, rea: 
estate ~ortgagees will be helped rather than hurt by 1972 sectio~ 

9-313(4) (a) a~d that, in any event, real estate ~crtgagees "ave 
ample ~eans to protect themselves against disadvantageaus 
conse~uences. The value of real estate security is enhanced ~y the 
replace~en: of ar. old furnace ~ith a new furnace no ~atter ~hc 
finances the ho~e i=?rove~ent. Moreover, :~ a real estace 
mor~gagee wishes to ?revent another fro~ gaf~i~g ?UrCnaS8 ~oney 
rights i~ a ~ew fur~ace under 19i2 section 9-3l3(4)(a), :~e rea~ 
estate mortgagee can finance the acquisitic~ of the ~ew ~~=~acc 
itself. The real estate mortgagee also can make it a de£a~:t ot 
the real estate ~ortgage for the debtor to grant a sec:~c~ 9-
313(4) (a) priority in a new furnace to ar.other, and. can tai<e u~t 

insurance against any ultimate failure of the real esta~e sacurity 
to satisfv the secured debt. The Study Co~mittee concurs in 
Official Com~en" 8 to 1972 section 9-313, ~hich stat~s: 

Real es:ate Zena~ng is !ypicaZt2 Zcng-=e~m~ ~~a is 
:A.suaz.z.!f do~e by instit:..ttionaZ inve8tc~s :..i.;';c C;:7! a.f':"'ord ;.::; :CK.2 
a :o~g ~ie~ of t~e matter ~ather than concentrating en ~/Z2 
:I'lBsuZts of c.r.:J par'ticuZal' ~ase. It is :l?;~~er.t that :"r:t:? r~,Ze 
~~ic~ ;ermie5 ~nd enacura~ea purcha~e ~cney f~=:~~e :inc~cin?~ 
"i:.":"";' "' ...... A""'r.-"'~S- '·s -..,,,,.:,,,,.j7·. 5;"""""";- ... o.,..,~ ,.~''': .·"e~~}:'::,,: ~::'-.' ""'::,r. .. c -' ~-: ... '. :T~ ........ ~ ...... "'" .... :.. "';:2 ............... i:j • ..,., .. "'-"" .... :."" <0,/., ... ", .... "" __ - ~ .... 

mca2~~~zattcn anc im;rcvement 0: rec ... estate r2~he~ :~2n i~ 
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its deterioration and will on balance benefit long-term reaZ 
estate lende~s. BeaaU88 of the shopt-term ohapacte~ of the 
chattel-financing~ it wiZl rapeZy p~oduce any conflict in fact 
with the real estate lender. The contrary rule would chill 
the availability of short-term credit for modernization of 
real estate bu instalZation 0" new f'ixtures and in the long 
pun ~cuZd notVheZp real estate Zend~~s. 

Significantly, only one of the forty-nine states which 
have enacted the 1962 Official Text has joined Iowa in rejecting 
1962 section 9-313, and all seven states which have enacted the 
1972 Official Amendments have adopted 1972 section 9-313 without 
material change. 

The 1972 section 8-102(3) Amendment pertaining to 
securities depositories has been adopted by some 30 states, 
including California, Illinois, and New York. This Official 
Amendment permits banks and insurance companies as well as national 
stock exchanges to own stock in the clearing corporations 
authorized to operate securities depositories by present Iowa Code 
section 554.8320. After securities have been deposited with a 
clearing corporation further transfers of the deposited shares can 
be made through entries on the books of the clearing corporation, 
and the expense, delay, and theft-potential of phyeical transfer of 
securities thereafter eliminated. Federally regulated clearing 
corporations presently exist in at least California, IllinOiS, and 
New York, and the V.C.C. Study Committee believes that Iowa 
financial institutions should not be denied the privilege of 
utilizing these securities depositories. The Study Committee 
recommends a package of amendments which:(1) adopt 1972 section 8-
102(3), in order to remove any doubt that Iowa financial 
institutions can utilize the services of the existing clearing 
corporations that allow banks and insurance companies to be 
stockholders; and (2) effectively limit this authorization to 
federally regulated clearing corporations in order to ensure that 
maximum precautions will be taken with respect to the deposited 
securities. This same concern underlies the 1972 Official 
Amendment to section 8-102(3) itself. Banks and insurance 
companies, which throughout the country hold large amounts of 
securities as fiduciaries, understandably are reluctant to deposit 
securities with a clearing corporation in the absence of ~ 
meaningful opportunity to ensure that the business policies adopted 
by the clearing corporation adequately will protect the interests 
of fiduciary depositors. 

Illustrative of the general undesirability of the 1965 
Iowa nonuniform variations is a series of nonuniform amendments 
pertaining to "feeder cattle". Iowa Code sections 554.1201( 37), 
554.2403(2). 554.9102(2), and 554.9307(1) contain nonuniform 
provisions which have the effect of declaring every bailment of 
cattle to be an Article 9 security interest that must be perfected 
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hy the execution of an A~ticle 9 security agreewe~t a~d the f:l:~g 

of an Article 9 fi~ancing statemer.t. In adopting these nor.unif~r~ 
amendments the Iowa General Assembly ap?arently believed t~a: it 
was enhancing the rights of a cattle oyner who arranges fer a 
bailee to feed his cattle. Ho~evert these nonU~lIorm ame~dments 

require every bailor of cattle ~c execute an Article 9 secur~ty 

agreement and to file an Article 9 financing statement. If these 
Article 9 formalities are r.ot observed, anc the Study Committee 
suspects that they frequently are not t a bailor of reeder cattle is 
?15ceG i~ a worse ~ositio~ tha~ he otherwise would have bee~ in. 
For exa~ple, in the abse~ce c: the r.onuni£or~ amend~en~s a ~a~~or 

of feeder cattle who neithe= has executed an Article 9 se~urity 

agreement nor filed an Article 9 fi~ancing statement can reclai~ 

the bailed cattle or their ?roceeds fro~ the bailee's trustee in 
ban~ruptcy, Cattle Owners Corn. v. Arkin, 252 F. Supp. 34 (S.D. 
Iowa 1966). However, under the existing Iowa nonun1for~ "fee~er 
cattle" amendments. a bailor of feeder cattle who ceithe~ has 
ekecutec an Article 9 security agreement nor filed an Article 9 
financing statement loses his property rights to a bailee'g trustee 
in bankr~ptcy. See Iowa Code section 554.9301(1)(b) and (3). 
Horeover. in t"'h; absence or the nonunifor:n "reeder cattle" 
amend~ent5, a bailor of cattle who neither has executed an Art:cle 
9 security agreement nor filed an Article 9 financing statement has 
superior rights to a person to whom the bailee wrongrully grants a 
perfected Ar~icle 9 security interest in the bailed cattle, see 
"nion Stock-Yards & .ransit Co. v. Western Land & Cattle Co., 59 
Fed. 49 (7th Cir. 1893). On the other hand, under the :owa 
nonuniform "feeder cattle" a~endments, a bailor of cattle who 
neither has executed an Artl~le 9 security agreemen~ nor filed an 
Article 9 financing statemen~ loses his property rights to a person 
to whom a bailee wrongfully grants a perfected Article 9 secur~~y 
interest in the bailed cattle. ~ Iowa Code section 554.9312(5). 

Because those ~ailor6 of feeder cattle w~o ~ish to secu~e 
a bailee's obligations under Article 9 are free to do so unaer ~~2 
unifo~m text, ~he S:udy Co~~it~ee concludes that the ~965 

nonuniform "feeder cattle ll azenc:!I.ents need:essly jeopardize :,je: 
righ~s of owners of cattle who are ucfamiliar wi:~ ~~e 

~ech~icalitie$ of Article 9 sec~~ity agree~c~cs ane fi~a~c:~g 
statements. These ~o~un:for~ a~endme~ts, :ike most o~ the ~965 
Iowa no~uniform amendments, should be repealed. 

~his is r.ot to say t~at ~ne Study 
slaVish deference to uniformity. A~o~g the 
variations which should be retainea are: 

Committee reco~me~Gs a 
1965 Iowa nor.un~:or~ 

1. ~lle omiSSion of the four-year statute of licit3tio~s fo: 
breaches of contracts for the sale of goods, Iowa Code 
section 554.2725; Co~"are 1972 sectio~ 2-725. 

2. The nonuniforc requirement that Iowa banks give ~ot:ce v~ 

the reason ~or dishonor or nonpay~e~t w~e~ever t~ay 
revoke provisional ?aymen~ of A ce~and i:e~, Iowa ecce 
section 554.4301(1) (b); COl:lpare 1972 section 4-30.(:) Co). 
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Insofar as the statute of limitations is concerned, the Study 
Committee believes that the Iowa ten-year statute of limitations 
for breaches of written contracts and the Iowa five-year statute of 
limitations for breaches of oral contracts, Iowa Code section 
614.1(4) and (5), confer more adequate rights upon our citizens 
than the uniform four-year statute of limitations. With respect to 
the revocation of provisional payment of demand items by banks, the 
Committee believes that a person who deposits a check for 
collection and has the check returned unpaid is entitled to be told 
the reason for nonpayment. A uno account" reason, for instance, 
may warrant contacting the county attorney; whereas an "NSF" reason 
may lead to the check's being deposited for collection a second 
tillle. 

Finally, the Study Committee has proposed a limited 
number of new nonuniform amendments which, 1n the Committee's 
opinion, improve the uniform text. For example, the Committee 
recommends a nonuniform amendment which makes clear that consistent 
Official Comments are guides to legislative intent in interpreting 
the Official Text. The Committee also recommends transfer to the 
state level of c.C.C. filings with respect to farm-related 
collateral that does not involve fixtures. The rise of the farm 
corporation plus the increasing size of individual farms can make 
it difficult to pinpoint the county within which local filing 
presently must take place with respect to farm-related collateral. 
Filing at the state level removes the need to ascertain the 
location of a farm corporation and the sometimes severe financial 
penalties for good faith misfiling in the wrong local office. It 
also removes the present compulsion to file in all of the 
conceivably pertinent local offices in order to play safe. 
Not~ithstanding the desirability of this change in the place of 
filing, the Committee proposes careful and deliberate 
implementation. The Study Committee bill delays a state filing 
requirement with respect to farm-related collateral until January 
I, 1976, and provides for the prior implementation of streamlined 
administrative procedures in order to guarantee the ready 
accessibility of information concerning all filings in the 
Secretary of State's office. 

In addition to the foregoing, the Study Committee ma~es 
the following observations: 

1. Present Iowa Code section 554.2502(1) states in part "1s 
insolvent at the time of receipt of the first installment 
on their price or becomes insolvent within ten days 
thereafter". The Committee recommends deletion of this 
1965 nonuniform variation and enactment of the comparable 
uniform text, which provides "becomes insolvent within 
ten days after receipt of the first installment on their 
price", in the conviction that the uniform text 
encompasses pre-existing insolvency that continues into 
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the 10-day 
inst;allment; 

period after a seller has received 
on ~he price of contract goods. 

the first 

2. A 1962 nonunifor~ variation i~ :owa Code section 
554.4102(2) omits "In ~he case of ac~:on or non-actior. :,y 
or at a branch or separa~e o:fice of a ba~~, its 
liability ~s gover~ed by t~e law c! the ~:ace where the 
branch O~ se?ara~e c::~ce is lecated". A sici:ar :965 
nonunifcr~ var1a:ion ~~ io~a Ccce sec~io~ 55~.4106 emits 
tlbranch er". Tr.ese :965 :l.onur.i:cr:n amencitle:-..ts have oee:1 
justified O~ the ground tr.at Iowa does not peroi~ bta~ch 
banking. However, the o~itteci u~iforrn text deals with 
choice of law and ti~e coc?utation and can aid in the 
resolution of disputes involving banks loca~ed in other 
jurisdictions ~h1ch do ?ercit branch banking. In 
proposing enactment of the omitted uniform text the 
Com~ittee specifically observes that the uniform text 
does not authorize branch banking in Ioya and should not 
be int;erpretea to do so. 

3. To the extent ~hat the Iowa Supreme Court decision of 
Lisbon Bank & Trust Co. v. ~urray, 206 N.W.2d 96 (1973), 
yaS influenced by the statewent ir. Comment 3 to 1962 seC­
tion 9-306 that "a clai~ to proceeds in a filed financing 
statemen~ might be considered as i~pliedly authorizing 
sale or other dis?osition of the collateral!' free of a 
security interest, t~e Com~ittee notes that ~he 1972 
Official Amendments to Article 9 do away w:th the 
necessity of clai~ir.g p~oceecs !~ a filed ~inanc:ng 
statement and tha~ Cow~en~ 3 to 1972 section 9-306 s~at;es 
.... u part: "The right to ?roceecis, either iJnder the r~:es 
of this sect1o~ or u~der s?ecific ~entio~ thereof i~ a 
security agree~e~t cr fi~ancing s~ateme~t does not i~ 
itself constitute ac authorizatio~ of sale". 

4. It would be deSirable ic~ ~he Ge~era: Assemb:y to do ~hat 
the Commissioners o~ ~~ifo~~ Laws d~d not do and ieve1up 
a comprehensive statutory defi~itio~ of t'fixcure

tt 
~hic~ 

would facilita:e the ap?licaticn of 1972 section 9-313 as 
well as o~her Iowa statutory provisions and ru:es of 
common law which per~ai~ to fixtures. However, the 
Committee concl~des ~hat ~~is tas~ ~s teo ti~e-cor.sum~ng 
for it to undertake in acici:~io~ to :ts ~evie~ of past and 
proposed amendments to the nine substantive articles 0: 
the V.C.C. 

5. Whenever Article 9 foreclcscre ~y sa:e proceedings are 
in9t1~uted with respect to co~su~e~ gcccs ccllate~a:, tne 
Committee has beer. urgeci tha: ~~e holdars of ju~:or 

be er.~itled 
1962 nOle 

Article 9 securi~y i~te~es~s shc~ld 
as of right. However, ~either the 

to no~:..:e 

~he 1972 
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Official Text requires this notice and the tenor of the 
1972 Official Amendments is to minimize procedural 
technicalities in the hope of maximizing the proceeds of 
foreclosure sale. For similar reasons, the Study 
Committee rejects this proposed nonuniform amendment. 


