


















 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT  
DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

----------------------------------------------------- 
In re 
 
WASHINGTON MUTUAL, INC., et al., 
 
 Debtors. 
 
------------------------------------------------------ 
WASHINGTON MUTUAL, INC. AND 
WMI INVESTMENT CORP., 
 
 Plaintiffs and Counterclaim 

Defendants, 
 
  v. 
 
JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION, 
 
 Defendant and Counterclaimant. 
------------------------------------------------------ 
JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION, 

Cross-Claimant, 

v. 

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE 
CORPORATION, as Receiver of 
Washington Mutual Bank, Henderson, 
Nevada, 

 Cross-Claim Defendant. 
              
------------------------------------------------------
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Chapter 11 

Case No. 08-12229 (MFW) 

Jointly Administered 

 
 
Adversary Proceeding No. 09-50934 (MFW)

 
 
 
DECLARATION OF NICHOLAS 
KISSEL 

 
 
 I, Nicholas Kissel, hereby declare: 

1. I am a Senior Consultant at Charles River Associates Incorporated (“CRA”), an 

economic, financial, and business consulting firm.  I have over 37 years of experience at Ernst & 
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Young, 23 of them as a partner.  From 1970 through 2007, I was a member of Ernst & Young’s 

audit practice with a wide range of clients in financial services.  I specialized in auditing large 

banking companies such as Huntington Bancshares Inc, BankAmerica Corporation, ABN 

AMRO North America, US Bancorp, and Bank of Hawaii Corporation.  I am a Certified Public 

Accountant with an active registration in Florida and Arizona.  A copy of my CV is attached as 

an Appendix. 

2. I have been retained by counsel for JPMorgan Chase (“JPMC”) in this matter.  

The Complaint for Turnover dated April 27, 2009 by Washington Mutual, Inc. (“WMI”) and 

WMI Investment Corp. (“WMII,” collectively “Debtors”) and Debtors’ Motion for Summary 

Judgment dated May 19, 2009 identify six accounts (the “Disputed Accounts”) that I understand 

Debtors claim are demand deposit accounts, and that the approximately $4 billion in balances 

shown in those accounts are funds belonging to them.  (Complaint ¶¶ 5-9.)  I have been asked to 

opine whether the evidence Debtors have submitted in support of their argument establishes 

those claims, or whether these are open questions requiring further analysis. 

3. Based on the documents I have reviewed to date, I have identified potential 

transactions that intermingle accounting entries in the Disputed Accounts with various other 

intercompany accounts of WMI, its subsidiaries Washington Mutual Bank (“WMB”) and WMB 

fsb (together with WMB, the “Banks”), and other subsidiaries.  The intermingled accounts 

include master note accounts and other intercompany payable and receivable accounts (together, 

“intercompany accounts”).  The transactions and related intercompany email communications I 

have reviewed to date show that the intermingling of demand deposit accounts and intercompany 

accounts occurred in many instances, for multiple corporate reasons, including, but not limited 
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to, liquidity management, capital contributions, tax liability management, daily operations, and 

management of financial ratios and insured deposits reported for regulatory purposes.   

4. This intermingling, together with unanswered questions of motivation for certain 

transactions, raises questions about the economic substance of what is reported as balances in the 

Disputed Accounts, and raises questions on whether any amounts in the Disputed Accounts 

should be recharacterized as unsecured debt, or something else.  Overall, the evidence I have 

reviewed to date does not clearly establish that the Disputed Accounts are deposit accounts or 

that the funds, if any, in the accounts are demand deposits as opposed to unsecured intercompany 

payables, other liabilities or other accounting allocations.  

5. The classification of an account or the amounts in an account as deposits rather 

than intercompany payables or otherwise clearly has significant economic implications, 

especially when the corporate entities such as the Banks and WMI need to be examined on an 

unconsolidated basis as is the case here.  Given the split of previously consolidated entities, the 

proper identification and classification of the amounts in the Disputed Accounts will require 

significant and careful additional analysis of intercompany transactions, including analysis of 

evidentiary matter yet to be obtained in this matter.   

6. In the case of a financial institution like Washington Mutual, which has custody 

of its own cash and does not maintain its cash balances at a third-party bank, there is an added 

reason to review such transactions.  Where cash is maintained outside the consolidated entities, 

the amount of cash available for allocation among the consolidated entities is a known number.  

However, in the case of an institution like Washington Mutual that had custody of its own cash, 

the ultimate amount of actual cash remaining cannot necessarily be determined until 

intercompany transactions between entities are examined and analyzed as to the substance of 
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those transactions.  In addition, where there is evidence that internal account opening procedures 

were not followed, there is added reason to be concerned that accounting entries may not 

properly reflect the substance of the underlying transactions.  Therefore, in such instances, there 

is further reason to review the substance of transactions involving any such account. 

7. The affidavit of Doreen Logan submitted in support of Debtors’ Motion for 

Summary Judgment substantiates my opinion that in order to determine the nature of the 

Disputed Accounts, one needs to examine in detail the economic substance of the transactions, 

and the balances reported in the Disputed Accounts must be examined in detail.  The need for 

this analysis is exemplified by Ms. Logan’s assertion that even though one of the Disputed 

Accounts was labeled a money market account, it was nonetheless a demand deposit account.1  

This statement illustrates how a label on an account is not in every case indicative of the nature 

of the account or the contents of the account. 

8. In the following sections, I first explain that the economic substance of business 

transactions rather than just their form is commonly the focus of regulatory and standard-setting 

bodies, including banking and thrift regulators, when attempting to determine the character of a 

particular transaction or its accounting.  I then provide illustrative examples of transactions 

involving the Banks and WMI in which demand deposit accounts were commingled with 

intercompany accounts in order to achieve specific business purposes such as liquidity 

management and compliance with regulatory ratios.   

I. Regulators’ and Standard-Setters’ Focus on Economic Substance 

9. In determining whether the balances claimed as deposits in the Disputed Accounts 

are indeed deposits owed to Debtors, it is appropriate to examine the economic substance of the 

                                                 
1 Plaintiffs.’ Summ. J. Mot, App. A.8, Logan Aff. 8 n.2. 
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account balances and the transactions affecting them, rather than merely accepting the form of 

the accounts or their characterization by a certain party.  This view is in line with the stated 

views of the Financial Accounting Standards Board (“FASB”), the accounting standards-setter, 

and the various agencies responsible for the supervision of regulated financial institutions – the 

Federal Reserve Board (“FRB”), the Office of Thrift Supervision (“OTS”), and the Federal 

Deposit Insurance Corporation (“FDIC”).  

10. The FASB considers substance over form a key characteristic of financial 

disclosures.  In Concepts Statement No. 2, it identified various qualitative characteristics of 

financial information, and noted that the qualitative characteristics of representational 

faithfulness subsumes (i.e., includes) substance over form:  “The quality of reliability and, in 

particular, of representational faithfulness leaves no room for accounting representations that 

subordinate substance to form.”2  The FASB’s standard-setting activities are guided by its 

Conceptual Framework as laid out in its Concepts Statements. 

11. Moreover, FDIC officials have stated that the FDIC views the analysis of the 

economic substance over form to be an essential approach in understanding the true nature of a 

transaction.  As an example, Thomas Curry, an FDIC Director, noted in a speech in 2004: 

“Common sense is a necessary attribute for any state or federal bank regulator.  Setting the 

appropriate regulatory tone on supervisory issues is also critical.  We can easily trip ourselves up 

if we become too absorbed in the details of an artfully crafted arrangement so that we fail to see 

                                                 
2 Original Pronouncements (as amended), Statement of Financial Accounting Concepts No. 2, 
Qualitative Characteristics of Accounting Information ¶ 160 (1980), available at 
http://www.fasb.org/jsp/FASB/Page/SectionPage&cid=1176156317989.  
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the underlying substance of a transaction.  It is the common error of elevating form over 

substance.”3 

12. The OTS, FDIC, and FRB, together with the Department of the Treasury, are 

members of a so-called Interagency group that coordinates regulations and issues guidelines 

governing banks and thrifts.  These agencies have also required the consideration of economic 

substance rather than form in the appropriate accounting for transactions.  For example, an 

Interagency statement issued jointly by them in November 1998 states that transactions in which 

a banking parent forgives any portion of a subsidiary institution’s deferred tax liability should 

not be reflected in the institution’s regulatory reports because these transactions lack economic 

substance.4 

13. The substance over form approach is also emphasized in the Bank Holding 

Company Supervision Manual (the “Manual”) issued by the FRB, which, with the OTS, is a 

member of Interagency group that coordinates the regulation of banks and thrifts.5  The Manual 

contains numerous instances in which banks are expected to consider substance rather than form 

in determining whether to undertake a transaction or in determining its proper accounting and 

reporting.  I am not aware of any OTS publication or statement that contradicts these views on 

substance over form.  The following are some of the substance-over-form examples cited in the 

Manual: 

                                                 
3 Remarks of FDIC Director Thomas J. Curry, September 30, 2004, available at 
http://www.fdic.gov/news/news/speeches/archives/2004/sp01oct04.html. 
4 Interagency Policy Statement on Income Tax Allocation in a Holding Company Structure, Vol. 
63, No. 225 Fed. Reg. 64,757 (Nov. 23, 1998); see also.OTS, Holding Companies Handbook § 
400, app. C (March 2009). 
5 FRB, Division of Banking Supervision and Regulation, Bank Holding Company Supervision 
Manual (Jan. 2009), available at 
http://www.federalreserve.gov/boarddocs/supmanual/bhc/200901/bhc0109.pdf. 
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�x A bank holding company should have policies and procedures to identify 
whether a particular proposed transaction lacks economic substance or 
business purpose.  (Manual § 3610.1, at 1182.) 

�x In determining whether interest-only securities or other types of spread assets 
serve as a credit enhancement, the Federal Reserve will look to the economic 
substance of the transaction.  (Id. § 4060.3.5.1.1.3, at 1365-66.) 

�x The economic substance of a transaction will be used to determine whether a 
bank holding company has transferred the risk associated with the residual-
interest exposure.   (Id. § 4060.3.5.3.2.2, at 1374.) 

 
II. Intermingling of Demand Deposit Accounts with Intercompany Accounts 

14. From an accounting viewpoint, intercompany demand deposit accounts, master 

note payables, and other intercompany payable accounts are all listed on the liability side of the 

balance sheet of the companies that hold them.  As such, a “credit” entry to any of these liability 

accounts would increase the account balances, and alternatively a “debit” entry to them would 

decrease the balances.  Given the identical book keeping method for making the accounting 

entries for these accounts, it is easy to see why it is critical to pay attention to the economic 

substance of a transaction before determining which account is to be affected.  For example, if an 

intercompany transaction results in a credit (increase) to a demand deposit account and a debit 

(decrease) to a master note payable account, the reported liabilities of the entity holding these 

accounts would remain the same.  However, the economic interpretation of reporting an amount 

in a demand deposit account (subject to federal deposit insurance coverage) would be different 

from having the amount merely reported in an unsecured intercompany payable account, given 

the need to examine previously consolidated entities such as the Banks and WMI as separate 

entities.  For example, if the amounts in question are determined to not be intercompany demand 

deposits in terms of economic substance, then they may be recharacterized as other forms of 

liabilities, such as unsecured debt or other intercompany accounts and/or payables. 
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15. For example, on or about July 31, 2008, WMB and WMB fsb engaged in a 

transaction of questionable economic substance in which amounts were moved between a master 

note and a demand deposit account.  The net effect of this transaction was to temporarily remove 

$2 billion from a master note account (Master Note Payable by WMB to WMB fsb) in WMB’s 

balance sheet and move it to a demand deposit account (Due To WMB fsb), also in WMB’s 

balance sheet.  Since both of these are liability accounts in WMB’s balance sheet, WMB’s 

balance sheet liabilities were unchanged by the transaction; however, the amount reported as a 

demand deposit account was reduced by $2 billion and the amount reported as a Master Note 

Payable was increased by $2 billion.  A corresponding set of changes were made in the asset 

accounts on the balance sheet of WMB fsb, with a master note account (Master Note Receivable 

from WMB) reduced by $2 billion and an account reflecting a deposit (Due From WMB) 

increased by $2 billion.  This entire transaction was then reversed completely on or about August 

1, 2008, with the amounts reported in the Due To account at WMB (and the corresponding Due 

From account at WMB fsb) restored to their previous balances.  The net effect was that the 

demand deposit accounts of the Banks were commingled with intercompany accounts in a 

transaction to execute a round-trip transfer of funds. 

16. An examination of the email correspondences (attached as Exhibit 1) that 

document the motivation for this transaction shows that the purpose of these round-trip 

accounting entries was to temporarily reduce the Master Note Receivable account in WMB fsb’s 

balance sheet as of the end of July, in order for WMB fsb to avoid violating the Qualified Thrift 

Lending (“QTL”) test reported to OTS based on month-end data.6  As explained in an email, a 

transfer was made at the end of July 2008 in WMB fsb’s books from a master note receivable to 

                                                 
6 OTS Examination Handbook § 270 (June 2002), available at 
http://files.ots.treas.gov/422097.pdf (describing the QTL test).   
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an intercompany demand deposit account in order to increase WMB fsb’s qualifying investments 

for the above test by $2 billion.7  This transfer was made in order for WMB fsb to stay above the 

cut-off level for the QTL ratio so that the bank could meet the regulatory requirement for this 

ratio and remain a Qualified Thrift Lender.  The email also explained that the transaction was to 

be unwound on August 1, 2008 through an opposite set of accounting entries.8  In summary, to 

avoid regulatory consequences, intercompany demand deposit accounts (Due From and Due To) 

were increased/decreased by $2 billion and then later unwound in the manner described above.     

17. Another example of a transaction that raises questions about economic substance 

as well as about management intent is the claimed transfer of $3.674 billion from a WMI account 

held at WMB to a newly-established account at WMB fsb around September 22, 2008.  This 

transaction commingles an intercompany loan and a purported transfer of deposit liabilities.  As 

discussed below, this transaction appears unusual and the economic substance of the transaction 

is unclear and questionable for the following reasons:  

�x There is no evidence that actual cash moved from one bank’s account (WMB) to 
another bank’s account (WMB fsb).  A review of the wire transfer reports for 
WMB fsb between September 19, 2008 and September 26, 2008 shows no funds 
transfer of $3.674 billion to WMB fsb. 

 
�x While Debtors claim that a corresponding and simultaneous intercompany loan 

was made from WMB fsb to WMB under a master note agreement between the 
entities, I have seen no evidence that sufficient collateral was pledged by WMB to 
back the loan as required by the Asset Pledge Agreement associated with the 
master note.  My examination of the Collateral Notice Calculation dated 
September 19, 2008 leads me to conclude that WMB’s pledged mortgage loans 
were above the collateral maintenance level required prior to that date, but an 
additional $3.674 billion of loan from WMB fsb to WMB on that date would have 
required a large additional pledge of qualified loans (valued at over $3 billion) as 
collateral from WMB.  

 
 

                                                 
7 Exhibit 1, Keith Falls email dated August 4, 2008. 
8 Id. 
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�x There are substantial questions as to whether there was proper approval for the 
large increase in WMB fsb’s credit exposure to WMB at a time of national credit 
crisis9 and at a time when WMB was experiencing large deposit outflows.  This 
raises questions about the management motivation and intent behind the 
structuring of this transaction. 

 
�x Raising further questions about management’s intent in attempting to effect this 

transaction, there is evidence that the intended effect of the transaction (to 
increase WMB fsb’s master note receivable from WMB) was directly contrary to 
the near-term business objective of WMB fsb’s senior management to 
significantly reduce the balance in this master note receivable account.10 

 
�x Also raising questions of management’s intent and senior management knowledge 

of the nature of the transaction, the circumstances surrounding the opening of the 
DDA account at WMB fsb appears unusual.  The account opening was executed 
in a rushed manner, with several errors in the opening process claimed or 
acknowledged by Debtors, and in a manner that was inconsistent with 
Washington Mutual GL Administration policy.  For example, this policy barred 
any new internal demand deposit checking account from being created at WMB 
fsb in the last 14 business days of the month.  

 
�x The supporting documents that one would normally expect to find in accounting 

for this type of transaction appear missing or, where available, appear to conflict 
with one another.  Some of the Disputed Accounts’ statements, for example, do 
not reveal the true owner of the accounts.  Other documents Debtors have 
submitted are not consistent with the accounts they claim exist.  One account 
statement lists account number 4234, which Debtors claim was established at 
WMB fsb and owned by WMI was in fact held at WMB FA. 

 
18. As a result of the factors discussed above, I have reasonable doubt that the 

Disputed Accounts contain the $3.674 billion in funds belonging to WMI, as Debtors claim.  I 

would need to investigate further the above transfer to understand how the transaction was 

initiated and authorized in comparison with transfers occurring in the normal course of business, 

and also understand the true motivation behind such transfer, in order to determine the proper 

                                                 
9 The week of September 15, 2008 saw the collapse of Lehman Brothers and the federal bailout 
of AIG.   
10 In a plan labeled Project Fillmore, WMB fsb proposed to the OTS in August 2008 to shrink its 
balance sheet by $20 billion.  As described in Doreen Logan’s affidavit on page A-15 and 
Exhibit N pages A-115-116, WMB fsb planned to shrink its master note receivable by $7 billion 
as part of Project Fillmore.  
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accounting classification (deposit, unsecured intercompany credit, or something else) that 

considers the issue of substance over form.   

19. The two transactions described above (the movement of $2 billion for QTL ratio 

purposes, and the transfer and loan of $3.674 billion) are illustrative of several, possibly dozens 

or hundreds of, intercompany transactions that need to be analyzed in order to answer the 

question of whether some or all of the amounts claimed by Debtors in the Disputed Amounts are 

deposits, or whether they should be classified differently.  To answer the question accurately, 

and given the substantial questions concerning the nature of the funds in the largest Disputed 

Account, a detailed “substance over form” analysis is required for each of the Disputed Accounts 

with respect to all significant intercompany transactions.11  I would also need to analyze the 

source of funds in these accounts.  Until such a detailed analysis is performed, there is no basis to 

conclude that the Disputed Accounts are deposit accounts or that the funds in them belong to 

Debtors. 

III. Professional Judgment in Analyzing Complex Business Transactions and Events 

20. Although my analysis is ongoing, documents I have reviewed to date indicate that 

hundreds of intercompany transactions took place during the days and weeks prior to September 

25, 2008 involving WMI, WMB, and WMB fsb.  It appears that the Disputed Accounts were 

maintained as part of a complex system of settling various intercompany obligations.  

Documents also show that several of these transactions involved the intermingling and 

movement of amounts between the master notes, demand deposit accounts, and other general 

                                                 
11 This is particularly true given that two of the Disputed Accounts appear to be intended to serve 
as security interests for obligations of WMI to WMB.  Indemnification and Collateral Account 
Pledge and Security Agreement between WMI and WMB, for Account No. 314-1979663, dated 
March 1, 2006; Account Security Agreement between WMI and WMB for Account No. 177-
8911206, dated May 31, 2002. 
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Appendix 

Vita of 
Nicholas Kissel 

 
Private Consultant 
2007-2009 – Consulted with Ernst & Young on certain audit clients through March, 2008.  
Consultant working with Ernst & Young Foundation in the development of a college textbook 
regarding a comparison of International Financial Reporting Standards (“IFRS”) with United 
States Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (2008-2009). 
 
Global Financial Services Partner, Ernst & Young 
2006 and 2007 – Senior Advisory Partner for US Bancorp and Principal Financial Group, 
Coordinating Partner for Bank of Hawaii and IMPAC Mortgage. 
 
2002 to 2006 – Coordinating Partner for US Bancorp (sixth largest bank holding company in the 
United States), responsibilities included delivery of all services, such as external audit, 
accounting consultations, compliance with Sarbanes-Oxley, coordination of European audits, 
coordination with PricewaterhouseCoopers on internal audit services, coordination and 
communication with Audit Committee and Management on SEC issues, financial reporting 
presentations and disclosures, internal control matters, regulatory relations and oversight of all 
tax services. 
 
1998-2003 – Coordinating Partner for ABN AMRO North America ( over $180 billion in assets), 
responsibilities  included delivery of all external audit services, accounting consultations, 
extensive coordination and interaction with Ernst & Young Amsterdam regarding Dutch GAAP 
accounting and financial reporting, coordination with Internal Audit, Management and Audit 
Committee’s (two), regulatory relations and oversight of all tax services. 
 
1998-2003 – Partner in Charge of Ernst & Young’s Financial Services Practice for the Lake 
Michigan Area (Chicago, Milwaukee and Grand Rapids), which  included strategic development 
planning for the Ernst & Young practice, management of 30 partners and 200 professional staff,  
revenue planning and budgeting, performance evaluation and counseling, organization of 
technical seminars for clients and staff and professional staff development. 
 
1994-1998 and 1986-1990 – Partner in Charge of Ernst & Young’s foreign services for 
BankAmerica Corporation, which included global coordination of audit services, responsibility 
for global audit areas such as credit (both retail and commercial), capital markets, mortgage 
banking, real estate, FDICIA reporting, SEC financial reporting and regulatory relations. 
 
1994-1998 – Partner in Charge of Ernst & Young’s Financial Services Practice for the Pacific 
Northwest Area (San Francisco, Seattle and Salt Lake City), which included similar 
responsibilities as that described for the Chicago position. 
 
1990-1994 – Coordinating Partner for Huntington Bancshares (Columbus, Ohio) –
responsibilities included implementation of revised audit approach, training of new staff, 



 14

accounting and regulatory issues, regulatory relations, financial reporting and FDICIA reporting, 
and all technical accounting and audit issues. 
 
1970-1986 – Ernst & Young, Miami, Florida, joined firm after graduation from college and 
worked on audits of various clients of the firm in the areas of banking, utilities, manufacturing 
and real estate.  Specialized in banking beginning in 1975 and worked on accounts (Flagship 
Banks Inc., Sun Banks of Florida and C&S Florida Corporation) that were eventually acquired 
by bank holding companies that are now part of SunTrust and Bank of America.    
 
Additional Experience 
During my career with Ernst & Young I have worked on and had responsibility for many non-
audit services including numerous mergers and acquisitions, divestitures, management 
accounting and financial reporting structures, capital markets product evaluations, organizational 
structure for capital markets activities, internal audit service delivery and structure, fraud audits, 
debt and equity offerings and large accounting reconciliation projects. 
 
Have authored articles on Bank Holding Companies and Board of Director’s Financial Reporting 
and co-authored Ernst & Young’s publication on Mergers and Acquisitions in the Financial 
Services Industry. 
 
Education and Personal Information 
Bachelor of Science - Business Administration, Florida State University, 1970, majored in 
accounting and minored in economics. 
 
Certified Public Accountant, State of Florida, 1971, currently hold active CPA certificates for 
Florida and Arizona.  
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hi Noreen,

Falls, Keith <keith.falls@wamu.net>

Monday,August4, 20082:34PM

1m, Noreen<noreen.im@wamu.net>

StJohn,LourdesA. <lourdes.st.john@wamu.net>

RE: Transferfrom MasterNote to DDA

On Friday the cash that was put into the DDA account was put back on the master
note. We had to hold the $2 billion as cash over month-end to ensure we passed the
QTL test.

The QTL (Qualified Thrift Lender) test is a regulatory test that's performed each
month-end. To maintain our OTS bank charter, we're required to hold at least 65%
of our "portfolio assets" in "qualified thrift investments". For the test, "portfolio
assets" means total assets, minus up to 20% of total assets that are cash and
unencumbered securities. "Qualified thrift investments" are mortgage loans, MBS
securities and certain other assets. If it doesn't look like we're going to pass the
test, we must increase qualified thrift investments, reduce total assets, or increase
cash and unencumbered securities (up to the 20% limit).

Co 40's master note receivable with WMB is not a qualified asset for the test.
Because it had grown so large, we estimated that we may come within 2 percentage
points of not passing the test for Co. 40. Because not passing the test could have
severe consequences, we had WMB repay $2 billion on the master note and WMBfsb
put that cash into its DDA account. This helps because it increases cash and
unencumbered securities, which reduces the denominator on the test. The test is
based on month-end, so we just needed to hold things that way over month-end.
We put the cash back into the master note on Friday to minimize FDIC assessments
on the large DDA account balance.

Let me know if you have any questions. I know there's several projects in the works
to fix the situation at co.40 so we wont be so close on the test each month.

-Keith

Keith Fdlls
Treasury Analyst
Cash i'1anagerncl1t
T'<easury

WashincJtCHI �r�~�u�t�u�a�!

1.301 Sc-cond f\vc:nuC r i;VrliC1409
SeC'ttUe! \\lashlnqton 981 fJ 1

206<5548626c!ilC'ct, 2D!:d02<1489 fax
kc,th. fa!ls{(liwarnu. net



This communication may contalfl privileged or other confidential information. If you have received it Ifl error,
pleilse advise the sender by reply email and immediately delete the message alld any attachments without
copymg or disciosing the contents. Thank yOll.

From: St John, Lourdes A.
sent: Monday, August 04, 2008 11:08 AM
To: Falls, Keith
Cc: 1m, Noreen
Subject: FW: Transfer from Master Note to DDA

Hi Keith,

Can you please respond to Noreen. Can you also give us a quick lesson on QTL

Thanks,
Lulu

From: 1m, Noreen
Sent: Monday, August 04,2008 10:57 AM
To: St John, Lourdes A.
Subject: FW: Transfer from Master Note to DDA

Hi Lulu-

Can you tell me if the $28 that was moved into Co 40's cash account from the master note will be
reversed today? According to Keith Falls, this was supposed to be a temporary transfer to "help
the QTL".

Also, can you explain what the QTL is?

Thank you so much-

NoreenIm
Entity Accounting- Corporate Contro!lers Group
ph (206) 500 3016 fx (206) 377 2077
Mailstop: WMC2401

From: Vasallo, Elenita
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2008 11:46 AM
To: 1m, Noreen
Cc: Ryason, Tawnya
Subject: FW: Transfer from Master Note to DDA



FYI

From: St John, Lourdes A.
sent: Friday, August 01,2008 11:43 AM
To: Vasallo, Elenita
Subject: FW: Transfer from Master Note to DDA

Here you go. Let me know if you have further question on the money movement. Thanks Ms.
Ellen.

From: Noblezada, Yolanda B.
sent: Thursday, July 31, 2008 1:29 PM
To: Jaeger, Jessica; St John, Lourdes A.
Subject: FW: Transfer from Master Note to DDA

FYI

From: Falls, Keith
sent: Thursday, July 31, 2008 10:51 AM
To: DL Treasury Cash Management; Noblezada, Yolanda B.; Winder, Brandon J.
Cc: DL Treasury Collateral; Logan, Doreen; Bjorklund, Bob; Stearns, Steve
Subject: Transfer from Master Note to DDA

Hello,

To help with the QTL, we need to move cash from the master note to WMBfsb's DDA
account today, and then put it back tomorrow.

On MTS (Rolando/Dennis/Gregg), please send $2 billion from GL account 45798­
9909 on company 2 to DDA account 095-014777-0.

On the GL (Yolanda/Brandon), please post a $2 billion debit to the cash account 40­
10450-9909 and a $2 billion credit to 40-20601-9909.

Please let me know if you have any questions. We'll do the opposite thing
tomorrow. Thank you!

-Keith

Keith Fcl!!S
Tt'casury Analyst
C21Sh �~�>�1�d�r�l�n�g�c�r�n�e�!�1�t

Treasury

�V�j�~�J�s�h�i�n�~�J�t�o�n f\1utuaf
1301 Second /\vcnue r VV\\1C1409
Seattie, Washmqton 913101

2065',48626c!lrect, 206.30244H9 fax



keith. falls,olwarnu .net

This communication may contain pnvileged or other confidential information. If you have received It in error,
please adVise the sender by reply email and immediately delete the message and any attachments Without
copYing or disclOSing the contents. Thank you.
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