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Summary: Staff from the Federal Reserve Board met with representatives of Sandler O’ Neill,
who shared their views and concerns regarding the potential impact of Basel III on U.S. banking
organizations. In particular, representatives of Sandler O’Neil discussed their concerns related to
the treatment of accumulated other comprehensive income (AOCI) and cash flow hedges in the
computation of regulatory capital. The representatives from Sandler O’Neill highlighted the
importance of considering how the available for sale (AFS) securities are funded and expressed
concern that an interest rate increase under the Basel III treatment may create excessive volatility
in regulatory capital. In addition, representatives from Sandler O’Neill mentioned several
strategies and alternatives that their clients might consider using in order to minimize the impact
resulting from the Basel III treatment of AOCI on capital ratios while highlighting complexities
and challenges associated with such strategies.
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GENERAL INFORMATION AND LIMITATIONS

This presentation, and the oral or video presentation that supplements it, have been developed by and are
proprietary to Sandler O'Neill & Partners, L.P. and were prepared exclusively for the benefit and internal use of
the recipient. Neither the printed presentation nor the oral or video presentation that supplements it, nor any
of their contents, may be reproduced, distributed or used for any other purpose without the prior written
consent of Sandler O'Neill & Partners, L.P.
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many of the projections and financial analyses herein are based on estimated financial performance prepared by
or in consultation with the recipient and are intended only to suggest reasonable ranges of results. Finally, the
printed presentation is incomplete without the oral or video presentation that supplements it.

Sandler O'Neill & Partners, L.P. prohibits employees from offering, directly or indirectly, favorable research, a
specific rating or a specific price target, or offering or threatening to change research, a rating or a price target
to a company as consideration or inducement for the receipt of business or compensatiom. The Firm also
prohibits research analysts from being compensated for their involvement in, or based upon, specific
investment banking transactions.

Sandler O'Neill & Partners, L.P. is a limited partnership, the sole general partner of which is Sandler O'Neill &
Partners Corp., a New York corporation. Sandler O'Neill & Partners, L.P. is a registered broker-dealer and a
member of the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority. Sandier O'Neill Mortgage Finance L.P. is an iindirect
subsidiary of Sandier O'Neill & Partners Corp.

This material is protected under applicable copyright laws and does not carry any rights of publication or
disclosure.
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. Executive Summary




Executive Summary

Tine Dabid-Framk Act (DFA) amd BEsel [ negmesent: thhe mast comprehensive and
complicated restructuring of financial institution regulation since the 1930s

Wil thnee Bessedl 111 nulless Heawe bosem fimaliized), tie |l emmenttztiion aff swdh nulles im
conjunction with DFA is subject to the rulemaking process currently umderway
with U.S. regulators

Samdiler @Ngilll + Fentmens, ILP. is a flulll senwvice inwestinmenit beemik thratt foooussess
exclusively on financial institutions primarily in the U.S. We maintain
relationships with over 1,000 financial institutions and are consistently ranked
among the top M&A advisors and leaders in capital raising for U.S. banks

Attt rmamiting aff | irtemall discussions, mestimgs wiitih Beemikding dliemis amdl | rwestanss,
a mumber of practical considerations have Ibeen iidentified which may impact
implementation of DFA and Basel lll regulations



Executive Summary

o Samdiler @ Neilll would |e to use tinis apportuwmity to icertiffy emd disouss these aoorsd cheneetioms
which we have divided into three categories:
Balance Sheet Considerations: 1.
Deduction ofiunrealized gains on cash flow hedge from regulatory capital in a rising rate environment (Basel Il])
Deduction ofiunrealized losses from regulatory capital in a rising rate environment (Basel Ill)
Non-reliance on NRSRO credit ratings to determine investment permissibility and asset risk-weighting (DFA)

Impact on asset values caused by the distinction between qualified and non-qualified residential mortgages
(DFA)Y

Liquidity Considerations: 2.

Application ofi Liquidity Coverage Ratio (LCR) and Net Stable Funding (NSF) ratio to regional and smaller banks
(Basel/ 1Y)

Impact of LCR 25% haircut on funding secured by non-liquid assets and 15% haircut on funding secured by Level
2 assets (Basel lll)

Impact of LCR 15% haircut on FNMA and FHLMC investments and 40% limit on Level 2 investments (Basel Ill)

Capital Considerations 3.
Application ofBasel Ill capital ratios to regional and smaller banks (Basel Ill)

Impact of Tier 1 capital phase out for TPS for BHCs > $15 billion from 2013 to 2016 vs. 2013 to 2022 for Basel
IV (DFA and/ Base/ IlY)

Impact of Tier 1 capital phase out for TPS for BHCs < $15 billion —-- will the Basel Ill phase out from 2013 to
2022 applly and/ overriidte DFA grandifdtieeimiag (DFA and Base/ )

Deduction from regulatory capital for cross holding oficapital securities ofiother financial institutions (Basel Ill)

Deduction from regulatory capital for cross holdings ofirated tranches ofiCDO securities with TPS and sub debt
as colattwrd/ (Basel/ IV

Impact of "gone concern” language requirement for qualification as tier 1 or tier 2 capital (Basel Ill)
Potential acceleration ofiBasel Ill compliance through implementation ofiDFA required stress tests (DFA and Basel

ny



Il. Balance Sheet Considerations




Overview of Balance Sheet Considerations

e Casin How Hedige: Baseall |1 neguines thait amy umeslized ggim an |oss am a casth fiow hedige off a fitetimg rede
or short-term asset or liability (which resides in AQCI) be deducted from tier 1 common equity unless the
associated asset or liability is also fair valued. This is problematic because (a) the potential negative impact on
regulatory capital of unrealized losses will discourage banks from hedging interest rate risk, (b) wnless
grandfathering is permitted, implementation would cause an immediate decline in tier 1 common equity for all
banks that currently have cash flow hedges that are “underwater”, (c) fair valuing the hedged item to avoid the
deduction will do nothing more than introduce credit-spread volatility to earnings and capital, since the fair
value of a floating rate or uncertain future cash flow by definition does not change as interest rates move, and
(d) the derecognition of unrealized gains will take away a key tool banks use to limit the impact of rising rates
on OCI and capital from the Available for Sale (“AFS”) securities portfolio.

e Umneslized Gaims amd Losses: |m arising intenest rete envinemment, widier Basad 1) bamiks willl be exposed tw
deductions from tier 1 common equity from unrealized losses on AFS securities but not benefit from unrealized
gains. This asymmetrical treatment will hit the least sophisticated banks the most as they may not have the
expertise to structure a hedge to deal with this asymmetry. In response, they are likely to either classify
investments as HTM, which creates liquidity risk, or shorten the duration of their investment portfolio,
potentially impairing earnings or interest rate risk. While ongoing work by the FASB on revisions to accounting
for financial instruments would retain an HTM classification, very few (if any) securities may qualify for
amortized cost measurement as currently contemplated.

- Nomeliemce am COrediit Retimgs: How cam banks investt im aneditt seuiities iff ey cammot redly am arestitt
rating to determine permissibility of investment and risk weighting of asset? Will they have to create a separate
credit function within the bank to validate credit? This would become very expensive and inefficient for mid-
size and smaller banks. Will this create a competitive disadvantage for U.S. banks with Basel Il still wtilizing
NRSRO credit ratings to determine risk-weighting of assets?

e QM vs Nom-QRM Assets: Tine distimdiom betiweem qualified amdl nram-qualified nesidemtial mengeages Hes
the potential to be disruptive to asset values in the banking market. Some economists project that Nom-QRMs
may be worth 80 to 1.8%D BFP |ésss tHean QRNs. Ressohbantieed! momttpageess requyeseartt aa g por | deam caareepnmy féar nnosst
banks. If these assets are repriced on balance sheet, they could erode capital with no deterioration in credit or
interest rate outlook but simply reflecting the impact of the reduced marketability of the asset due to the
retained risk requirement.



Balance Sheet Considerations: Cash Flow Hedge

Basel [l would “badk eut” ummealized gaims and |bsses om detivatives designated as Casin FAow Hedges fiaom
Tier 1 Common Equity, UNLESS the “hedged item” (uncertain future cashflows) is carried at Fair Value

Iffinnplemented as wrrithen, there are several megative |l | catiomss:

Banks will opt NOT to hedge interest rate risk using derivatives, or hedge at all - leading to more Interest Rate Risk at a #ime
of historic lows in rates

Unless grandfathered, banks with existing cashflow hedges that are under-water will experience an immediate decline in
their Tier 1 Common Equity ratio

These banks may choose to unwind these derivatives, leading to dislocations in the swap market -

Banks will lose a key tool used to manage capital volatility from the AFS portfolio: swaps and caps as a cashflow hedge of
short-duration liabilities appreciate in value in a rising rate environment, shielding capital (via OCI) from corresponding
unrealized losses in the AES portfolio. This is PARTICULARLY important in light of the proposed INCLUSION of wnrealized
gains / losses on AES securities in Tier 1 Common Eguity

Total Derivatives
- . Thiis table dtows the totzl mational amownt @f iteest ree
Number of Total Notional Amt - derivatives used by banks less than $50 billion in assets AND
Asset Size Banks Assets Hedge Accting designated as hedges, as of 9/30/2011
$15 billion-$50 biilllion 28 758,06%,259 25,682,424 trere s iirmﬂ“ﬂ"i'rdm poutbliic dbta to distimguiish betweem “aeh
$10 billion-$15 billion 27 338,907,132 11,584,698 flow” hedges and *fair value hedges
- e - Bamiks  |nger  them $50  Williom were exdudied becuwse a
$500 million -$10 billion 1,181 1,803,660,765 55,141,791 meaningful portion of their derivative positions are hedges
<§500 million 5,767 875,182,864 4,116,745 against trading positions in their investment bank, rather than
Total 7003 3.775.812.020 96.525.658 interest rate risk hedges at the bank ittself
’ ’ ’ 'y ’ ’
Potential Total Negative Impact To Tier 1 Common Equity
(From inclusiom of losses or deductiom of gains)
(Rates Move 300bp — SEm)
% of Derivs - Thiis tatble Stows tthe gootemttial impedt am Tier 11 Commmom Baiity aff
as CF Hedges this rule, as applied to EXISTING derivative positions for all banks
Negatively below $50 billion in assets, if interest rates move 300bp
Impacted Duration ot Gabljl#obeHedgaiges: Durat|on of cash fleypHedaas ficiemt mutbliic dit ewists to differentiate s fow Hetges
2 Years 4 Years 6 Years from fair value hedges, or to identify their duration, the range of
25% $1,447,885 $2,895,770 $4,343 655 negative impact on TierlCE is shown depending on how much of
o T T outstanding derivatives are cash flow hedges and their duration
50% $2,895,770 $5,791,539 $8,687,309
75% $4,343,655 $8,687,309 $13,030,964
100% $5,791,539 $11,583,079 $17,374,618




Balance Sheet Considerations: Cash Flow Hedge

Applying Fair Value accownting to the hedged exposure does mot inthaduwce more “symmetry” to asgpibal
treatment, and in fact would be quite problematic:
In most Cash Flow Hedges, the bank is hedging uncertain future cash flows, typically arising from short-term or floating
rate assets or liabilities, or forecasted transactions in the future such as debt iissuance
The Fair Value of a floating rate asset or liability, or expected future debt issuance, will NOT change as a result of changes in
interest rates
However, the Fair Value of a floating rate asset or liability, or expected future debt issuance, WILL change as a resuk of
changes in CREDIT SPREADS on that asset or liiability
As a result, applying Fair Value treatment to the hedged cash flow in order to achieve symmetry of capital treatment weuld
simply resuit in the introduction of potentially significant volatility to capital and earnings due to changes in credit spreads,
which are unrelated to the cash flow hedge

Example

Hedged Item: 5 Year Floating Rate Debt How to interpret the exhibit to the left:

Hedge: 5Year Swap at 4% = |ffttihe Hebtged iteem (e filostimg) nete dkeot) is
Par amount: $100,000 NOT Fair-Valued, unrealized gains and
Duration: 4.6 Years losses are carried in OCI but NOT iimcluded
in Tier 1L Common Equity
IF Hedged Item Is Not Faiir-Valued IF Hedged Item IS FAIR VALUED - [However, iff tihe Heoged! item |55 fédir-wed luesdl,
Assumiiigg No Chamuge In Creditt Spreartd on Debt you can clearly see that changes in interest
I ct O ¢ g Realized I t O) rates do NOT impact the value of the debt -
mpact On ealize mpact On so Fair Valulng the debt would seem to
Unrealized Tier 1 Unrealized Gainf(lLoss) Tier1l simply flow the unrealized gain / loss to
Rate Gainf(Loss) Common Gainf(Loss)  on Hedged Common Tier 1 Commeon Equity as desired

Shock on Swap Equity on Swap Itﬂ(ﬂote:sincehMemisﬂoatingrgte,itﬁﬁlxé;wiImmng&sr%haaﬁe.)m T
-3%b ($14,596) $0 ($14,596) $0 ($14,596) relationships where interest rate risk or
2% ($9,471) $0 ($9,471) $0 ($9,471) cash flows are being hedged, imcluding
’ ’ ’ floating rate debt, floating rate loans, and

1% ($4,611) $0 ($4,611) $0 ($4,611) future debt issuanee being hedged

Unchanged ($6) $0 ($0) $0 (80)

% $4,376 $0 $4,376 $0 $4,376 Tmmus — iff tlld1rm rfydh;m:jw gl ifs to ata]xmiﬂi
giving “credit” for hedge gains without
+2% $8,530 $0 $8,530 $0 $8,530 offsetting “debit” for losses in the hedged
+3% $12,475 $0 $12,475 $0 $12,475 items, it seems clear that there is in fact NO

offsetting loss

This assumes tinat oredit spreads om tive bamik's diebt nemain comstant. .. vwinat i ff they domnit?



Balance Sheet Considerations: Cash Flow Hedge

Let's keddsrdnarthiee rima dinphcreadit squtid ashsr eadtherusiecofida iofvfdirevatae wietiogneim gherfldatifigating

rate debt
Impact of Changes in Credit Spreads on Hedged Item
(If Faiir Valle Aczaumitigg is (lsed)
Realized
Credit Gainf{Loss) Credit Rate
Spread on Hedged Spread
Change Item Change
-3% -2% -1% Unchanged +1% +2% +3%
~1.00% ($4,581) -1.00% ($19,177) ($14,052)  ($9,192)  ($4,581) ($205) $3,949 $7,894
-Q75% ($3,436) -Q75% ($18,031) ($12,907)  ($8,047)  ($3,436) $940 $5,094 $9,039
-Q.50% ($2,291) -050% ($16,886) ($11,762)  ($6,902)  ($2,291) $2,085 $6,240  $10,184
-Q25% ($1,145) -Q25% ($15,741) ($10,617)  ($5,756)  ($1,145) $3,231 $7,385  $11,330
0.00% $0 0.00% ($14,596)  ($9,471)  ($4,611) ($0) $4,376 $8,530  $12,475
0.25% $1,145 0.25% ($13,450)  ($8,326)  ($3,466) $1,145 $5,521 $9,675  $13,620
0.50% $2,291 0.50% ($12,305)  ($7,181)  ($2,321) $2,291 $6,667 $10821  $14,765
0.75% $3,436 0.75% ($11,160)  ($6,085)  ($1,175) $3,436 $7,812  $11,966  $15911
1.00% $4,581 1.00% ($10,014)  ($4,890) ($30) $4,581 $8,957  $13111  $17,056
As psetabaotebtetdbhowsws, - When you combine tihe innpact of spriead dhanges om tihe delbt's faiir wadlue
changes in credit spreads with the impact of changes in fair value of the swap due to interest rates,
on the bank's debt will the impact on Tier 1 Common Equity is quite umpredictable
have a material impact on
its fair value - This wolatility to Tier 11 Conmmon Eyuity and to eamings will likely be
considered unacceptable by most banks, leading them to reduce the wuse
Thathehartgandn fairfaialwalue of derivatives to hedge interest rate risk

will go through earnings,
creating income volatility,
if the debt is fair-valued



Balance Sheet Considerations: Unrealized Gains and Losses

Curren#hC umeeaalyz athgih gz exh d doss @ o flAd$e s anluift B s amer EXESLbile EEX dmb EBg frlato megafzitaty capital,
but INCLUDED in GAAP and tangible equity

However Honwdeer Based dtl, Basekdlizachresisesdwimskbsnawvubed dedu biee dl fdoiatediefiroln ChisrmanCommon
Equity, but unrealized gains would not be added

This weUldiscreatdd naeatial mpatésdic pedatilidy vodatibipitabo ratipdad vatios changes dimamgaskdh market
interest rates, even though securities that are temporarily underwater would “pull to par" as
they near maturity regardless of interest rates

A stricteintespstiatiomte'rppgihitiatio n af dhistiequafethisn tegoidehientevaisddtireave isals dos messits for most
banks as well as for the banking system and the mortgage market, as the following would
likely result:

Some banks would reclassify securities to Held-To-Maturity (“HTM”) to avoid this, reducing liquidity in
the process (Note that pending revisions to the HTM rules being contemplated by FASB may severely
limit banks’ ability to use the HTM dlassification).

Some banks would sell their longer duration securities (which have more interest rate-related price
risk), and shorten the duration of any future bond purchases. This would significantly reduce earnings
in the banking system.

In order to maintain earnings, some banks would replace longer duration securities backed by the U.S.
government and / or agencies with shorter duration credit-risky securities, introducing additional
credit risk into the balance sheet. WE ARE ALREADY SEEING THIS

The curtailment of purchases of longer duration securities, particularly in Mortgage-Backed Securities
(“MBS*) would have a materially adverse effect on the U.S. mortgage market, since banks are a vitally
important investor in MBS.



Balance Sheet Considerations: Unrealized Gains and Losses

We canerdadilynreasliiye mhieasaote tiiia iongakib lomtbisctud € this bamdk aaditalkratipstaf irsteéoesif interest

rates rise:
+300 |[Changein
Total Tierl Change in +300 Tier 1 Tier1
Total Total Tier1 Common MV of Tier1 Common | Common
Number of Total Risk-Weighted Total AFS Common Equity Securities Common Equity Equity
Asset Size Banks Assets Assets Securities Equity Ratio +300 Equity Ratio Ratio
$15 billimm-$50 billion 28 758,061,259 503,292,556 129,797,098 61,540,429 12.2% | (13,628,695} 47,911,734 9.5% 2.7%
$10 billimm-$15 billion 27 338,907,132 216,887,606 73,169,159 32,171,022 14.8% | (7,682,762} 24,488,260 11.3% -R5%
$500 milliom-$10 billion 1,181 1,803,660,765 1,206,645,226 344915689 155,816,335 12.9% | (36,216,147} 119,600,188 9.9% -R0%
< 4500 million 5,767 875,182,864 577,738,399 168,048,296 88,715,908 15.4% | (17,645,071) 71,070,837 12.3% -3.1%
Total 7,003 3,775,812,020 2,504,563,787 715,930,242 338,243,694 13.5% |(75,172,675) 263,071,019 10.5% -3.0%

-  We assuime a dunation of R5 years fior the AFS ssowrities pantfiolio, Hesed om empiitical e dimoe

Using this assumption, the aggregate Tier 1 Common Equity Ratio for all banks less than $50 billion in assets would
decline by 3% if interest rates rise 300bp - not unlikely given that we are at historic lows in rates

Tier 1 Common Equity Distribution by Bank Size Tier 1 Common Equity Distribution by Bank Size
{Base Cuse)




Balance Sheet Considerations: Non-reliance on Credit Rating

Dodd-<FiaokdAErankeston 98&Mon 939A

U.S. financial institutions are subject to DFA Section 939A which requires amendment of the
FDIC Act to purge regulations of references to credit rating entities and substitute other
standards of credit-worthiness for securities and money market imstruments.

Basel Bl Basel Il

G20 banks subject to Basel lll may rely upon credit ratings to determine risk weighting of
assets for capital ratio calculation purposes.

DFA rel@haking:peddegs pnusisereabet“safatharkde’ fiarbotheiostattdardsaofiamdibf credit
worthiness

Until rulemaking is completed, U.S. banks believe they can still rely on credit ratings to
determine permissibility of investment and risk-weighting of investments. Depending on how
extensive the other standards of credit worthiness become through the rule=making process,
mid=size and smaller financial institutions may have to create a separate credit function
within the bank to validate credit or vefrain from making credit intensive investments. The
fermatien of a separate eredit funetion weuld be very expensive and inefficient fer mid=size
and smaller banks.

Alternatively, by creating a “safe harbor” for qualification of investments and rnisk—weighting
that permits the use of ratings as supplemented by additional non-intrusive research and
support, mid-size and smaller financial institutions could continue to make appropriate
investments with enhanced assessment of credit-worthiness.



Balance Sheet Considerations: QRM vs. non-QRM Assets

Large Askatg€ldssetR&liadentiakeniorigage hackgshsebucities sepreisast amecaf nhehargdsthas setgektssesedrclasses on
many U.S. financial institution balance sheets

DFA Seetiztih Bettibh(P4 Redibfes s®atyitizersaafures mes tis] mo degratip s rhloat g ¢rot me etoQRM siteetd@rds trandards to
retain 5% risk unless the mortgage is guaranteed by ENMA or FiHILMC

Increasedn&ested cbws B conomés tscandmasialyatsd havalyestimated ethahditeel avstt efiehedetatnedk rigkaitbd risk, the
reduction in qualified securitizers who can accommodate the 5% retained interest requirement, and the
potential for reduced liquidity for NQRM vs. QRM product may add 80 to 1846 BFPtoo mortgpgse redess foor NQRM/

Borrower Qualifications Spread Between QRM and Non-QRM: 80 to

Down Payment 20% 11855 Bess ssPRbisd !
Debt - lmcome
Housing debt 28% | Rediuced Liquidity for
Total debt 36% non-QRM vs. QRM:
Borrower 60 day delinquencies None in jpirevious Perceived Risk and
2 years Imcreased Variation of

Product Characteristics

Loan Type

Documentation

Written Appraisal
Peints/Fees

Full Amertization
Lean to Value

Heme purehases

Refinanee

€ash eut refinance
Mortgage Insurance

Maximum Term

(1) QRM: Higher Mortgage Rates on the Horizon, Economists’ Outlook, June 2011

Lst lien, 1-4 single
family loan to
purchase or refiimance

Verified, ability to
fepay documented
Required
3% Maximum
Required

80%

75%

70%
Cannot be used
for LTV calcs.

30 years

Products Outside of QRW

Fewer Securitizers With
Portfolios Large Enough
to Retain S% - Limits on
Securitizers’ Volume and
Monopoly Priimgy

Enhanced Capital Costs
of 5% Risk Retention for
non-QRM Laosmss



lll. Liquidity Considerations




Overview of Liquidity Considerations

LCR: will te llguiidiity coverage natio apply to negjionall amd smallier bearie?

FHLE Fumdiimg: Mast regjomall amdi conmmunity beemiks get @ sulbstiantial penticom aff their tennm fumdiimgy froom
FHLB advances. The Basel lll liquidity coverage ratio proposes a 25% haircut on funding secured by mon-
liquid assets and 15% haircut on borrowings secured by Level 2 assets. This may disproportionately impact

the liguidity of small and mid size banks that do not otherwise have access to efficiently priced term funding.

FNMA amdl FHHLVMIC Ssowrities: Memy negjomall amdl cammunity bemks hewe substiantial pontfalics aff FINGA
and FHLMC mortgage backed securities. The Basel lll liquidity coverage ratio proposed a 1534 haaicuit off ssicth
securities and limits their inclusion in the liquidity coverage ratio to Level 2 assets which are limited to 40% of
total liguid assets. This may disproportionately impact the liquidity of small and mid size banks that have
historically invested in such assets. In response, these banks will likely sell their existing holdings and/or
curtail future purchases, putting systemic pressure on the mortgage markets given how important banks are

as MBS iimvestors.



Liquidity Considerations: Application of LCR to Mid-size and Smaller Banks

Obsawasition Pevitat! Begifrzs in Janaayy 2011 with Requivedd Compizanee in 2015

Bl 1111 wss [DIFA Liopwiidiity: DA indudies no sypedifiic respuinements flor amouwint e campositiion aff |igac ty
but does call for regulators to set prudential standards regarding the types of liabilities and amount and
degree of reliance on short term funding that is appropriate

High Quality Liquid Assets
Liqeid cpeidu sigisities

Plus ehsh cash
Plus ellejpodétgosits

Le s lessuanba netoehigdid cpeidu sidies ities

Cash Outfiows from:
Deposits
Unsecured wholesale funding
Lending commitments
Repo liabilities
Collateral posting

Cash

Inflows from:
Interest income |
Loan maturities |

Securities maturities =

LCR Sunrprises

Stock of High Quality
Liquid Assets

[ —
Deposits -

Net Cash Outflows Over
30 Day Periodterest
Lo

income

hvnsecured wholesale maturities

Securities

Lending maturities
Repo
Collateral

15% haircut for FNMA and FHLMC securities in LCR calculation
15% haircut for AA- or higher rated corporate bonds
40% limitation of Level 2 assets as a component of total liquid assets

100% run off of other liabilities

25% run off of deposits with operational relationships
15% haircut on funding secured by Level 2 assets

25% haircut on funding secured by non liquid assets
100% coverage of liquidity facilities and contingent funding liabilities



Liquidity Considerations: FHLB Advances Key Funding Source

FHLB AdvaRkik8 Gritigak&simdingal ¢ointbindikbdliZerankildS8iaH exrBhBksalMid Beinkandiid-size and
smaller banks (<$15B) are highly dependent upon FHLB borrowings for non-deposit funding

LCR HaireutSRMadyirRisproportioisatelyo higpacte ymiaHpacBatksil | gheBanks hafraut26%m  haircut on
borrowings secured by non-liquid assets and 15% haircut on borrowings secured by Level 2
assets may disproportionately impact smaller banks

FHLB Advances / Total Liabilities (Ex. Deposits)
B S B T AT RS R A

Source: SNL Fimancial



Liquidity Considerations: FNMA and FHLMC limvestments
Mid-size and snvilesizandsd <S5 bBB) havrks i Gl ER) t Heviel i gaibit &INVIZD IhidgsHAVAN B waintleBHLMC  securitie

Basel lll LCR psopoBaseh II13% Rypropoets ach=e twiitias ahddomisedhdiicdn dndidimits theliqginiclityion in the lig
coverage ratio to Level 2 assets which are limited to 40% of total liquid assets.

This may impact thehlisjuidiyy iofpamathardjumditysiaf dvaalksablthintid veideisbarikallshanvieatedhistorically inve
such assets. In response, these banks will likely sell their existing holdings and/or curtail

future purchases, putting systemic pressure on the mortgage markets given how iimportant

banks are as MBS iimvestors.

FNMA amd FHLMC Security Holdings / Total Assets
' SRR R i greaierassei Was 4% e With lssser asemie WS4 .

Source: SNL Fimancial



IV. Capital Considerations




Overview ofLiquidityConsiderations

Capiita/ Canskideaiions
BarkBSizde Appliqaliiediol BaseBideCdiCHpRuslle Ruveisat\siza bank $aviksthel Base|Biscapitahpidels mapgdyatony to?

If broadly applied to all banks > $500 million, will there be exemptions/exclusions to the application of the
capital definitions such as the forward loan loss provisioning deduction from tier 1 common.

TimifgnDiffepaffeecane TS PRasehaut fourt BamkBank$ 15 Hilfioimillie: DA [ivas e batepetiogdioodiéorTtier 1
capital treatment for TPS ranges from 2013 to 2016 but for Basel lll this ranges from 2013 to 2022. This 6
year difference in phase out period represents a potentially important capital advantage that will be available

for G20 banks relative to US banks > $15 billion in assets. How can this be reconciled to avoid this unlevel
playing field for US banks? To the extent that DFA rules hold, this would likely trigger a regulatory event
redemption for the bank issuers which could cause large scale restructuring of bank capital for US Ibanks
impacted by this change.

TimifgniffepaffeeconeT8S PREsEhout fourtBamkBark$ 15 HiltiomillidionverseheréiSybankvanisl 5 Wllbrbillion
are not subject to the TPS phase out of tier 1 capital under DFA but would be subject to the Basel lll phase out
from 2013 to 2022. To the extent that the Basel lll rules are applied to smaller banks in the US and this
phase out of the tier 1 treatment of TPS begins in 2013, this could trigger a regulatory event redemption for

the bank issuers which could cause a restructuring of the bank capital issued by these banks.

Deduxntibretfon Evoserbhslditugdirads Hyb ity bCapiCapitsincesihgd6 109er $£00sbdtionilabrbartk beaitalapital
securities have been issued in the form of trust preferred securities ($214 billion), subordinated debt ($131
billion) and non-cumuillative perpetual preferred ($161 billion). Banks were significant buyers of the TPS and

sub debt issued and we believe still own a substantial amount of this paper. Our trading desk at Sandler
O'Neilll believes that the “market” has not focused on the deduction from capital of the cross holdings of
capital securities. Once this becomes more clear, such securities may reprice downward creating further
balance sheet losses. In addition, this will exacerbate the difficulty of raising hybrid capital for the banking
industry.



Overview ofLiquidityConsiderations
Capisn/ Coosndelkastans

D ed ugtidunc famCiras € tbe id Higsl iofy 3 RS TP £060 sdditiandic atirestdinyes imesst ime iPSramplss abad ebb, deany many
banks have purchased rated tranches of CDOs that have as their primary underlying collateral TPS and sub
debt. Will such investments be viewed as the same as a direct investment in bank TPS and sub debt? If so,

how will the equity ownership test be met? There is approximately $38 billion of this paper in the market and

a substantial amount was originally purchased by regional and community lbanks.

“Gons @oncenmceCapiadplahsisersitionstioBasel Biketequines uihas hiybridhyoapitalasiaauridées riaxgslicittplicitly
acknowledge “gone concern” capital treatment in order to be considered as regulatory capital. If the “gone
concern” capital treatment is not explicitly acknowledged then the instrument would only get tier 1 or tier 2
treatment if current laws require that the hybrid capital instrument fully absorbs loss before taxpayers are
exposed or a peer group confirms that the bank’s jurisdiction conforms with the “gone concern” provision.
There is much confusion in the market as to what this means and how it will be applied. For example, if a

sub debt instrument has to explicitly convert to common upon a triggering event, many debt-only funds
cannot purchase. Will sub debt instruments have to have this conversion language going forward? How will

this impact the overall market for hybrid capital paper?

StresStiest Tiexgakrh pacT iomiAgrforgBase BHk@oihpbamekan Gasel Bass pitadagrithiliguiid Ity uialiiy catitpliangeliance
is phased in over 6 years. But based on the market reception to the recent Comprehensive Capital Analysis

and Review (CCAR) results in April, it is clear that bank stock investors will reward banks for earlier
compliance. This will place market pressure on publicly traded banks for earlier compliance than would
otherwise be required by Basel lll.



Capital Considerations: Bank Size Applicable to Basel Ill Capital Rules

Base/ W rukes prmaarly deséigoed for lamge, imteraasramally aciiee beamks

[ OfiFl FETK UMV R

Total Assets
# of linst.

% lmstitutions
% Assets
High Assets
Low Assets
Mean

Median

$876,066 $1,803,742

1,181
16.76%
9.77%
$9,978
$500
$1,527
$911

$338,907
27

0.38%
1.84%
$14,796
$10,007
$12,552
$12,648

$758,061
28

0.40%
4.11%
$49,893
$15,683
$27,074
$23,165

$2,749,973 $11,934,640 $18,461,388 $92,159,624

26 12 7.046 5,483 r
0.37% 0.17% 100.00% r
14.90% 64.65% 100.00%
$199,753 $2,264,436 $2,264,436 $2,679,394 r
$51,364 $263,260 $0
$105,768 $994,553 $304,952 $146,985
$86,871 $801,115 $152 $21,520

>$50 B SIFls seibjeci30 Bi3Hs waijayteat est resputato, g seatei me gakhtcGARsrtaity and CCARs test

> $15 B subjeet to DFA Cel#ihs Armebjdotetot BRA TBYlipkasment wehtearddcapitphase out of Tier 1 capital

> $10 B subjeet to DFA str&&s0t@ssubject to DFA stress test

< $5 B subjecetto GAO stud$sol isnppeattab AOostadyess ito it B5AsomaHecdsantios capital for smaller bank

Source: SNL Fimancial



Capital Considerations: Bank Size Applicable to Basel Ill Capital Rules

Butt srllber bamidss covmmiisdd sigmiffieant numbeer and! dolar amawmt of losses in nmeost
recant orisis

[R5 Slaats b JSB0 AR A BIDHNEH. 27.5%. [pis: Shaks th S50 ki PO BIDEIN, 26.4%.
U.S. Banks > $10 Billion <= $15Billion, 1.5%. U.S. Banks > $10 Billion <= $1
U.S. Banks > $15 Billion <= $50Billion, 0.5%. U.S. Banks > $15 Billion <= $5
U.S. Banks > $50 Bij}igngzm§259BiiBil oA 0.3%.] U.S. Banks =
99% of # of bank failures between 2008 45% of $ value of failed bank assets
and 2011 banks <$15 billion between 2008 and 2011 <$15 billion

Data as of October 3, 2011
Source: FDIC



Capital Considerations: Timing Differences on TPS Phase out for Banks

Tier 1 Capital Phase Outs

oTARRIphaseoutperiodabout2019t02022.

o Basel lIITPRSphaseoutperiodabout2013t02022.

o Dodd-Frank banks >$1 5hiilildarphaseoutperiodabout2013t02015.

o Capital iintruments that no longer qualify
as non-core Tier | capital or Tier Il capital
Phase out period about 2013 to 2022

(notenmhaldidig gn Bisomue erst § hidtan o dologpeye g wpl dyF g wes ¢ o g mrosecanosarht agaipitab ldss e wiu t



Capital Considerations: Regulatory Event Call Potential from TPS Phase Out
Requléaseyy Event Calll Masit Rellwaavt Duviitg Nom-azH/| Period

Initial stand alone deals had 1(yesir noom~aalil peeri ol aftresr thiaam Calls after non-call period subject
under special event redemption to optional call premium schedule
Pooled deals transitioned market to Calls after non-call period subject

to optional call premium which
was generally limited for flloatiing
rate iissuers

5 year mon-call period with limited
or no call premium

Recent issuers still in mo-call
period could trigger
regulatory event call to
redeem hybrid capital at par.
They may do this to retire
expensive capital if have
surplus Tier 1 or Tier 2 and

TPS & Sub-Deibt (Hid) regulators approve
[ar2obe 2R Sa006 HAARGR, A Hone bae Babens $3AFER TH 00z bbar8abo0e HANBRA, TH Hoos ;2008 abeos $47IAGA million



Capital Considerations: Deductions from Cross Holdings of Hybrid Capital

Freor ks @wmiimgy LLESS THIAN! 10200 bt arnisissars ssissaddconmmmoors shees:

For all investments of MORE THAN 10% of the investing bank’s common equity (after standard deductions) in
capital instruments of other unconsolidated financial institutions outside the regulatory scope of consolidation,
the investing bank will be required to deduct from capital the amount in excess of 10% using the corresponding
deduction approach summarized below

For all investments of LESS THAN 10% of the investing bank’s common equity (after standard deductions) in
capital instruments of other unconsolidated financial institutions, the investing bank will be required to risk
weight the amount of such investment using the schedule of risk weighted assets

Freor Heeemiks @wmiimgy NOREE THIAN 1020 bt anisissares dsissaddconmmoors sheees:

For all investments in non-common capital instruments, such investments are deducted 100% using the
corresponding deduction approach highlighted above

For all common equity investments, a bank is permitted to invest up to 10% of its common equity in the common
equity of another financial institution with that investment subject to 250% risk-weighting. Any investment in
unconsolidated subsidiary in excess of 10% of the investing bank's common equity (after standard deductions)
will be deducted from the investing bank’s common equity, and beginning January 1, 2013, will also be subject to
a 5% aggyeepatel imit tfdoraablskiet tinabidliivtp deéée r eebtdxcassetss, nmoo tipage s eevidonpr igditssaaadt binssi nres sonegritinn
unconsolidated subsidiary

Comespondiimg Dediuctiiom Aypproaedn:



Capital Considerations: Deductions from Cross Holdings of Hybrid Capital

pasimeaEIAIGaRIRaeYoRd.
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Capital Considerations: Deductions from Cross Holdings of Hybrid Capital

= Simoe 11996, there hass heem approximately 806 biillicm im mem-cammmaom Tiier 11.ardi
Tier Il capital issued consisting of $214 billion of trust preferred securities, $131
billion of subordinated debt and roughly $1 61 billiam aff neom~-aumul Eitive pesettusll
preferred

[pie chart. Trust preferred 21%. Sub debt 13%. Non-Cuimulative Perpetual Preferred 17%. Common 26%. TARP 23%.]

Source: SNL Financial; SOP



Capital Considerations: Deductions from Cross Holdings ofHybrifCapital

TS OO momket consists aoff
approximately $39 billion of rated
liabilities in 541 tranches from 94
bank and insurance TPS CDOs

(rielgBee 2t Bt ONSTligHONGSZRARP P@iRIS 2R WABR EMGBAREEI0 Trust preferred sec

Bamks were anigimally atineded to
invest in the A and BBB rated tranches
of the TPS CDOs due the imvestment
grade rating and the attractive yield
relative to other credit alternatives

Off tine $29 Whlliom ef neted! liadd| | ties,
roughly $1 5 Hilllaom oor adboautt 3389% waess
originally rated A or BBB; this amount
has now been reduced to about $10.8
billion due to repayments, defaults
and downgrades®)

As of June 30, 2011, SNL securities - As of June 30, 2011, SN
reports that TPS CDO investments by

banks and thrifts totaled $3.025

billion with 48 institutions imvesting

more than 10% of their tangible equity

in TPS CDOs and 35 institutions each

owning more than $20 mm in TPS

CDO exposure

hosiGaar &N ISSecsriiest 8] p B bergelrmdntialcaal chBandt ar B INRIN aifll calatitrion[endofnote2.]
hesipmeardeit dhitchtireginds,SU B rdaikups GO0 Gx FenpeniznOn Qoigg) RgeBses sy jeilyu2Y) @D09[endofnote3.]



Capital Considerations: Deductions from Cross Holdings of TPS CDOs

Dedlistivans for TPS CDOs Will Hawe a Sigmffiaant Inyxnct on Capiitd/ Radizs for 48 Banks

el Inwesiments im TRPS CDOs > 0% off tangiible common equity (affter adjjustments) will e deducted fiiom the
common equity component of Tier | capital annually beginning in January 2014 to Januwary 2018 and subject

to an aggregate restriction of 1586 offteargjidl e coommam esgpui iy foor DAY, MERs aardl Sd gy fi csenit Inves Somesiss
As of 06-30-2011 Balance Sheet

Zions First National Bank 16,343 1,885.8 633.1 33.6 4445

1
2 Amboy Bank 2,328 299.5 89.7 30.0 59.8
3 California Bank & Trust 10,781 L1355 162.9 14.3 49.2
4 Citizens National Bank of Meridian 1,135 11e% 38.5 32.2 26.6
5 Vectra Bank Colorado, National Association 2,268 279.2 47.7 17.1 19.8
6 Commerce Bank of Washingtom, National Association 886 92.8 21.4 23.0 12.1
7 United Texas Bank 1582 18.5 138333 71.7 1n4
8 Parkvale Savings Bank 1,803 120.4 20.9 17.4 8.9
9 Eastern Bank (MHC) 7,628 660.2 74.8 11133 8.8
10 Cortland Savings and Banking Company 481 40.4 1wz 29.0 7.7
11 Bank 21 54 5.3 6.1 115.6 5.6
12 Nova Bank 549 16.6 6.7 40.5 51
13 First National Bank of Shelby 949 95.7 14.4 15.1 4.9
14 Brentwood Bank (MHC) 433 41.2 8.9 21.6 4.8
15 First & Farmers National Bank, Inc. 461 39.0 8.6 22.2 4.8
16 Newton County Bank 15e2 19.3 6.6 34.0 4.6
4 Affinity Bank 364 14.4 6.0 41.5 45
18 Citizens Bank & Trust Company 122 12.1 57 46.6 4.4
19 st National Bank of South Florida 309 29.2 6.7 22.9 3.8
20 First Fidelity Bank, National Association 1,13n 92.7 133m 14.0 3.7
High 16,343 1,885.8 633.1 115 %6 444 5
Low 54 5.3 5.7 11.38 3.7
Mean 2,416 250.9 59.8 32.7 34.7
Median 7177 66.9 1311 26.0 6.6
Total For All 48 64,227 6,302.3 1,360.4 730.2

Overall there are about 300 banks with TPS CDO investments totaling $3.025 B

Source: SNL Fimancial



Capital Considerations: “Gone Concern” Capital Focus

DA — Tide 1 (Sections 201 — 217)) Mhavide details eam endienlly [lguidation authaniby
for banks for "covered financial iinstitutions”

Provides authority to liquidate failing financial companies that pose a
significant risk to the financial stability of the US

Mandates that shareholders of covered financial companies receive no
payment until other claims paid

Clarifies potential disposition procedures in bankruptcy process for financial
institutions

Basel |l - “Gome Comoern™ Capitall Foaus

“Gone Concern” treatment of capital must be explicitly acknowledged in the
terms and conditions of the capital iimstrument

If “Gone Concern” treatment is not explicitly acknowledged then the
instrument would only get tier 1 or tier 2 treatment if:

Current laws require that non-common Tier 1 and Tier 2 capital instruments be written off upon
a triggering event or otherwise require such imstruments to fully absorb losses before taxpayers
are exposed to lloss

Peer group review confirms that the bank's jurisdiction conforms with the “Gone Concern”
provision Relevant regulator and issuing bank include reference to this gone-concern feature in
issuance documents going forward



Capital Considerations: Stress Test Acceleration of Basel lll Timing

mrzoha pedich Beawiansandbbe aem120tonin Bekbbuvdbhs about



Capital Considerations: Stress Test Acceleration of Basel lll Timing

- [ neguites at kst ammuall stness testis flor BHHCs > $h0 Whiliom im assets amdl noon-temks
>$50 billion using 3 stress scenarios

e Comprehensive Capitzll Amalysis amdl Review (QCAR) tests neguined heffore amy capitial actioms
taken by top 19 U.S. banks

e CCAR pdbem sutmiittted| it |t ammually siowlidi aooxer::

Capital adequacy processes
Capital distribution policy
Government investment repayment
Stress scenario analysis
Basel lll and Dodd-Frank Act compliance plan
-  Siness soemarnios amd geoxemmment capiitall negpeaymmenit gd bems respinesd

9 quarterly projections under 3 stressed scenarios (baseline, adverse, and severely adverse) showing impact on
capital ratios

BHCs expected to maintain adjusted Tier 1 common ratio in excess of 5% in all stress scenarios

Government capital repayment before capital distributions

e Remsomalble pdbems tom commplly vwiittn Bessell 111 aamadi [DFFA respi hesdt:

BHCs expected to show plans for fully phased in Basel Il capital requirements
Strategies to account for all deductions and limitations of the DFA and Basel lll must be shown

BHCs requested to show DFA and Basel Ill compliance using baseline conditions through the sooner or 2012
when reach compliance



Capital Considerations: Stress Test Acceleration of Basel lll Timing

CCAR Barik Dwittevdd Inareases Trigapereld Stoukk Price Apppesiation

1 BBT $0.15 $0.60 $0.16 $0.64 6.7% $1.75 34%
2 IPMI $0.05 $0.20 $0.25 $1.00 400.0% $4.95 4%
3 WFC $0.05 $0.20 $0.12 $0.48 140.0% $2.88 7%
4 USB $0.05 $0.20 $0.125 $0.50 150.0% $2.19 9%
5 BK $0.09 $0.36 $0.13 $0.52 44 4% $2.70 13%
6 OefrectivezQ11) $0.00 $0.00 $0.001 $0.004 NA $0.54 NA
7 KEY $0.01 $0.04 $0.03 $0.12 200.0% $0.80 5%
8 FITB $0.01 $0.04 $0.06 $0.24 500.0% $1.17 3%
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FRED D. PRICE, Managing Principal

Sandler O'Neill + Partners, L.P.
212-466-7765 / fiprice@sanit¥enoeitil. ccom

Fred D. Price, Managing Principal, is a Founding Principal of Sandler O'Neill + Partners, L.P., and a member of the
firm's Executive Committee. Mr. Price is extensively involved in the firm's capital markets activities and provides
senior oversight to the firm's client support services and other business affairs.

Mr. Price initially developed and managed the asset/lialility, financial strategy and balance sheet management client
support services for the firm. He was previously Director of Equity Research and was instrumental in expanding the
firm's research coverage universe.

Prior to founding Sandler O'Neill, Mr. Price was a Managing Director at Bear Stearns & Co. Inc., where he was
responsible for product development and client support in the Financial Services Group. Mr. Price has also worked
as an independent consultant specializing in asset/liability management for financial institutions and held senior
management positions in the banking industry. He is a frequent guest on business television, speaking about
financial industry issues.

Mr. Price attended the University of California at Bakersfield and The Graduate School of Business at the University
of Southern California.
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THOMAS W. KILLIAN, Principa/, Capital Raising

Sandler O'Neill + Partners, L.P.
212-466-7709 / tkillian@ssavdtteraziti//. ocom

Thomas W. Killian is a Principal of Samdller O'Neill + Partners, L.P. His 32-year career in commercial and investment banking
includes seven years of commercial banking experience with NationsBamk, structuring and arranging leveraged fimance
transactions; two years with Sallomon Brothers, transacting capital markets and advisory assignments for a variety of major
corporations; five years with J.P. Morgan, managing financial advisory and capital raising activities for banks and thrifts in the
VWestern region of the United States; and 19 years with Sandller O'Neiill, advising banks, thrifts, and imsurance companies, a
variety of capital markets, strategic advisory and M&A assignments.

At Sandller O'Neiill, Mr. Killian has managed the successful execution of over $8.5 billion of capital raising transactions. He has
co-managed the Samdler O'Neilll team responsible for successfully completing 17 pooled trust preferred transactions, raising
over $7.0 billion for approximately 650 financial institutions. Included in Mr. Killian's capital raising transactions are eight
recapitalization and restructuring transactions that involved complex capital structures designed to preserve tax benefits for the
issuing institutions. He functions as a primary resource in structuring and inmmplementing complex capital markets transactions
for financial institutions. Some of these transactions include the first ever NYSE listed closed-end fund designed to invest in
middle market bank preferred stock that was completed in 2005 and the firm's sale-leaseback effort with American Realty
Caypital.

Mr. Killian holds a Bacdhelor of Science from the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, where he was a John Motley
Morehead Merit Schaoliar, and a Masters in Business Administration from Northwestern University's J.L. Kellogg Graduate
School of Managemeant. He has spoken at industry and regulatory conferences (including the Federal Reserve Bank, FDIC,
Western Independent Bankers and the China Banking Reguilatory Commission) on issues impacting financial institutions and
capital markets. His articles have appeared in Bank Accoumnting & Finance, U.S. Banker and Modern Bankers, a publication of
the Peoples Bank of China.

Mr. Killian is also a founding board member of Students Bridging the Information Gap, a 501(c)(3) charity that provides
computers, books and other support to African schools and ompthanages.
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RAYMOND E. CHANDONNET, Principa/, Fixed
Inconre Sales

Sandler O'Neill + Partners, L.P.
212-466-7816 / nchandmes@i@salm/grahel//. com[imageofRaymondChandonnet]

Ray Chandonnet is a Principal of Samdler O'Neilll + Partners, L.P. and is the firm's Chief Balance Sheet Strategist. In that capacity,
Mr. Chandonnet works extensively with the firm's clients on a range of tactical balance sheet issues related to earnings, capital,
liquidity, investments, funding and interest rate risk.

Mr. Chandonnet has primary responsibility for overseeing the firm's assst-liability and quantitative analysis team. He also built and
runs the firnn's busimesses in wholesale funding and interest rate derivatives.

Mr. Chandonnet has been involved in the banking industry since 1986. Prior to joining Samdler O'Neill, he was head of Bank
Strategy for JMWorgan Sexwrities for two years, and founder and head of the Bank Speoialist Group at Lehman Brothers for five
years. Mr. Chandonnet's background also includes four years as head of Bank Strategies for First Union Capital Markets, five years
as a bank strategist and advances specialist at the Federal Home Loan Bank of Boston, and five years as assdffliability and
financial analyst for a commumnity bank in the Boston area.

Mr. Chandonnet is a frequent publisher and speaker on a wide range of issues related to bank financial management. He holds a
MS in Finance from Bentley College Graduate Sdhool of Business and a Bachelor of Science in Computer Science from Merrimnack
College.

ADAM R. MANDEL, Principa/, Fixet! Inconre Trading

Sandler O'Neill + Partners, L.P.
212-466-7873 / axmandie(@satietievieriel//. aom[imageofAdamMandel]

Adam R. Mandel is a Principal of Sandller O'Neilll + Partners, L.P., where he is responsible for credit trading, including corporates,
trust preferreds and CDOs.

Mr. Mandel joined Samdler O'Neill in 2001 from Goldman Sachs, where he worked in the Fixed Income Division trading corporate
bonds, specidiizing in financial institutions.

Mr. Mandel spent six years at Merrill Lynch in various capacities including: Fixed Income Corporate Syndicate, where he worked
with investment grade, emerging markets and high yield securities. He later went on to trade investment grade corporate bonds.

Mr. Mandel holds a Bachelor of Arts in Economics from Union College.



