From: Teela Spiller [mailto:teela@teelaspillerinc.org] Sent: Friday, April 10, 2009 8:07 PM
To: LLPComments Subject: Legacy Loans Program

1.

Which asset categories should be eligible for sale through the LLP? Should the program
initially focus only on legacy real estate assets or should any asset on bank balance
sheets be eligible for sale? Are there specific portfolios where there would be more or
less interest in selling through the LLP?

Should the initial investors be permitted to pledge, sell or transfer their interests in the
PPIF? If so, how should the FDIC ensure that subsequent investors meet the program's
criteria for investors?

What is the appropriate percentage of government equity participation which will
maximize returns for taxpayers while assuring integrity in the pricing by private investors?
How would a higher investment percentage on the part of the government impact private
investment in PPIFs? Should the amount of the government's investment depend on the
type of portfolio?

Is there any reason that investors' identities should not be made publicly available?

How can the FDIC best encourage a broad and diverse range of investment
participation? How can the FDIC best structure the valuation and bidding process to
motivate sellers to bring assets to the PPIF?

What type of auction process facilitates the broadest investor participation? Should we
require investors to bid on the entire equity stake of a PPIF, or should we allow investors
to bid on partial stakes in a PPIF? If the latter, would a Dutch auction process or some
other structure provide the best mechanism for bridging the potential gap between what



10.

11.
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investors might bid and recoverable value? If multiple investors are allowed to bid
through a Dutch auction, or similar process, how should asset management control be
determined?

What priorities (i.e., types of assets) should the FDIC consider in deciding which pools to
set for the initial PPIF auctions?

What are the optimal size and characteristics of a pool for a PPIF?

What parameters of the note and its rate structure would be essential for a potential
private capital investor to know at the time of the equity auction to provide equity?

Would it be preferable for the selling bank to take a note from the PPIF in exchange for
the pool of loans and other assets that it sells? Alternatively, what would be the
advantages and disadvantages of structuring the program so that the PPIF issues debt
publicly in order to pay cash to the selling bank? Would a public issuance of debt by the
PPIF limit its flexibility compared to the issuance of a note to a selling bank?

In return for its guarantee of the debt of the PPIF, the FDIC will be paid an annual fee
based on the amount of debt outstanding. Should the guarantee fee be adjusted based
on the risk characteristics of the underlying pool or other criteria?

Should the program include provisions under which the government would increase its
participation in any investment returns that exceed a specified trigger level? If so, what
would be the appropriate level and how should that participation be structured?

Should the program permit multiple selling banks to pool assets for sale? If so, what
constraints should be applied to such pooling arrangements? How can the PPIF structure
equitably accommodate participation by smaller institutions? Under what process would
proceeds be allocated to selling banks if they pool assets?
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What are the potential conflicts which could arise among LLP participants? What
structural arrangements and safeguards should the FDIC put into place to address or
mitigate those concerns? \What happens when the debts are not repaid then you have
this huge market of toxic assets wherein no capital was recovered to pay the debt.
Careful review of the attached document will share how we might incorporate nonprofits
in the collection process.

What should the relative role of the government and private sector be in the selection and
oversight of asset managers? How can the FDIC most effectively oversee asset
management to protect the government's investment, while providing flexibility for
working assets in a way which promotes profitability for both public and private

investors? A mutually agreed upon committee with representatives from the government,
the investor pool, the banks and the general public as well as nonprofit should convene to
make determinations that will best suit the needs of all parties involved. When all
affected parties meet they will bring their concerns and needs to the table, this exchange
will allow them to negotiate moderate terms so that everyone’s interest is protected.

How should on-going servicing requirements of underlying assets be sold to a PPIF and
paid for? Should value be separately attributed to control of the servicing rights?
Nonprofits should definitely be allowed to participate in the servicing of the assets. As
described in the attached document, this is how we would handle the situation so that it
were win/win for everyone involved. No, value is value and it is relative to the date it is
assessed. You can not impose future or past value to an asset those figures are false —
only current day market value prevails. The balance should not change, the people owe
what they owe and should be given time to repay. In the event the person wants to sell
their real estate and their balance is above market value then in certain situations
accommodations can be made including job transfer. But now that modifications are
happening and refinances are happening then people should be encourage to stay in
their existing properties and if they chose to speculate on sale then they get what they
get. It should be more about readjusting as oppose to letting people break free. If they
purchased real estate we should not be responsible for their new desire to move. At
some point the value will increase and the asset will be worth what is owed upon it in
many instances — not all but many.

Should data used by the independent valuation consultant, as well as results of such
consultant's analysis, be made available to potential bidders? Should it be made
available to potential sellers prior to their decision to submit assets to bid? Yes, and the
bidder should also be encouraged to obtain their own opinions of value. If the bank is in
a position to keep the asset, it should but is should not sit on both sides of the fence. We
need to help mainstreet and put its needs ahead of wall street and even the banks. If the
bank is suffering at a loss it can not be allowed to gluttonly consider holding assets that it
can not collect upon for the sake of a future rise in value. | don’t think the bank should be
able to profit in this circumstance. There are two culprits — the consumer and the bank.
Right now the bank suffers at will, for if they were to make arrangements with the
consumer then most homes would be saved cars not repossessed. The asset tied to
their sophisticated bundles would be persevered and their assets would not be toxic only
delinquent or on some work out plan. The objective is to collect from the consumer not
create another cesspool of debt. Please carefully consider the solutions we have
presented..

vaya con dios,

teela
teelaspi

inc. www.teelaspillerinc.org



