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Near Tudge Walrath,

[ aun writing you in regards to case number 08-12229, the bankmuptey proceedings for Washinglon Mutual, Ine. (WaMu). Although | have
much te say and very strong feelings reparding this case, I will endeavor to keep this letter as brief as possible.

1 respectlully request thal you take any available steps to seriously look into the actions ol the F1JIC, and to a lesser degree that of JP
Morgan/Chasc, as they telate to the seizure of Waldu last month. Although 1 believe there may be room for plenty of blame to he placed
upon WaMu nnmgemem I feel that ther have been loo many inconsistencies and questionable practices by the TDIC to go lminvestigatacl

In the day‘i leadmg up to the seizute of WaMll there was al luasl onc leak to the media regarding the FDIC's behmd the -soenes closeddoor
nepoliations with at least 6 private firms, including JP Morgun/Chase. According to Ms. Bair's own public disclosure, the FIIC's seizure
action was prompted and preerpitated by this leak and media spotlight. Certainly a media deak had a huge role in the crisis of confidence that
caused a run on WaMu's depostts, When the FDIC's own actions contribute to the *failure” of a bank, I believe they own somne liability for
the result. Aceording Lo the FIIC's public releases, Wabdu's liquidity squecias was nol pre-existing, but rather very targeted. This liquidity
wssue and run oceurred rom 9715 to 9/24, This falls right in place with the media leak's timeline of hack-room negotiations out of the public
eve.

The bunk run on WaMu deposits was largely focused on aceounts [ur above the $100,000 FDIC insurance limit. Deposits of $ 100,000 and
less were mostly intact, The law qited by the Q18 and FIMNC in their justification of seizure states that the FDIC has the authorily to lake the
action that will eost the least to solve u bunk run problem such as this. During a crisis of confidence (partly duc to the FDIC's own actions),
seizing a 119 year-old mstiluwion and rendering shareholder's positions worthless i the middle of a Thursday night was absolutely not the
least costly alternative, Certainly not in the mids| of a nationwide debate over o finaneial bailont puckage, (o bool. Many allernatives were
avajlable. Temporanily raising deposit insurance to $250,000 would have instilled consumer confidence, rather than shattering it. As this
alternative would huve resulled in the bank not failing, it would effectively have cost the FTJIC and the American taxpayer and consumer
absolulety nothing,

IDIC also allowed JP Morgan/Chase to devalue WaMu's morlgage asscls by more than $10B (from a $19B loss to a $30B loss on paper).
This virlually set WaMu's intangible asset valus to zero. This, along with other actions by the FDIC (negotiations behind the back of
Walvu), robbed WaMu of the mest basie right of American commerce, the right to sell a product (in this casc their own bank) at a fair market
price. [If the FDIC had not bent or chanped the rules for the JP Morgan/Chase firezale purchase, WaMu could have potentially gamered a
purchase price $153-208 higher for their banking division on the open murket. '|his number is very similar to that of the Wachovia debacle
from the past weeks. Withowt restaling (oo much of the obvious from the Wachovia situation, suffice it to say that a similar result could very
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wats aclively pursuing over the past months) would have resulted in a reasonable purchase price. Shareholders in WaMu would not have been
left with nothing, The Americun public would not have taken such a hil Lo their confidence in the free market. Please also refer to the case of
Firat City Baticorp v. FDIC in 1993, This is another case settled in fuvor ol a private bank over the FTC. There 1s legal precedent behind
my request Lor investipation of the FDIC. Tn the text of the vary law Ms. Bair cites for her authority to seize Walu, it states (hat the FDIC is
liable as & vorporalion and not immaune from investigation or prosceution in the event of o mishandled bank take-over.

Lastly, I would request a laok into the actual situation of WaMu's liquidity and capitalization at the time of seizure. Although FDIC's own
regulations state thal 1 2% or lower level of liquidity gives them the autherity to seize a bank, T have seen no proof or juslification on Lhis
relating to WaMu. By my own caleulations using the most revent public data, the worst-case scenario of WaMu's liquidity would have been
12.7%. Obviously his would be far above the rate al which the bank could legally have been seized.

Apain, [ respectlully request your attention to these matlers in the course of investigation, for the goad of the WaMu sharcholders, and for the
grogter good ol the economy and consumer confidence in general. During these trying times in our economy, the work you are doing in this
historie bankruptey case will set modem precedence and go far to set the expectalions of American investors and consumers. I am confident
that you will be fair and just in the administration of the law, and [ will patiently await your decisions.

Sineerely,

Donald E. Weast
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