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Presentation 
 
Operator  
 
 Good day ladies and gentlemen and welcome to the Assured Guaranty conference call. My name is Angela and I will be your coordinator for 
today. At this time all participants are in a listen-only mode. Later we will conduct a question and answer session, at which time instructions to 
participate will be provided. (Operator Instructions). As a reminder, this conference is being recorded for replay purpose. 
 



 
 
 

And now I would like to turn the conference over to your initial host today, Ms. Sabra Purtill, Managing Director of Investor Relations. Please 
proceed. 
 

 Sabra Purtill  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - IR  

 
 Thank you Angela. Good morning and thank you all for joining us for today's conference call on Assured Guaranty Limited's comments on 
Standard & Poor's recently proposed changes to their bond insurance criteria. 
 
Dominic Frederico, President and Chief Executive Officer of Assured Guaranty Ltd., will be our principal speaker. Our presentation has been 
posted in the Investor Information section of our website under the Presentations tab. You can find it there, although it is not necessary for you to 
have the presentation up to follow the presentation we're making today. 
 
I would note that we will take questions from the audience after his presentation. And we will have a Q&A period and transcript posted on the 
website as soon as we're able to complete that today. I would also note that our webcast is not enabled for questions, but you can dial into the call 
directly if you think you will have a question. 
 
Before beginning, please note that our call today may contain forward-looking statements relating to our outlook for financial ratings, new 
business, market conditions, financial ratings, loss reserves, acquisitions, capital requirements, financial results or other items that may affect our 
future results. Listeners should not place undue reliance on our forward-looking statements, as they are subject to change. We undertake no 
obligation to update or revise publicly any forward-looking statements except as required by law. 
 
If you are listening to a replay of this call or reading the transcript, please keep in mind that future presentations, press releases or financial filings 
may update any of today's forward-looking statements. You should refer to the Investor Information section of our website and to our most recent 
SEC filings for the most current financial information, and for more information on factors that could affect our future financial results and 
forward-looking statements. 
 
I will now turn the call over to Dominic. 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 Thank you Sabra. Thank you all today for joining us for this call. 
 
The purpose of today's call is to provide our initial comments on Standard & Poor's ratings services proposed changes to their bond insurance 
ratings criteria. S&P has requested comments from the investment community by March 25, 2011 and we hope our comments today will help 
some of you in your evaluation of their proposal, as well as your assessment of whether or not this new ratings methodology provides a rational 
and reasonable basis for evaluating the financial strength ratings of financial guaranty companies. 
 
As many of you know, I've been a vocal proponent for a transparent and consistent ratings process. We are committed to providing investors with 
the highest level of financial and risk disclosures. 
 
After the turmoil of the last few years, we applaud S&P for the initiative in trying to improve their methodology for evaluating bond insurance 
financial strength. However, we believe the current proposal needs more refinement in order to be a more analytically supportable approach to 
rating our industry and provide greater clarity and justification for the most measures used and the processes employed. 
 
In today's presentation we provide you with some preliminary estimates based on our analysis, not S&P's, and it is critically important that you 
understand that our estimates of the impact of some of these criteria changes are solely our estimate and may not be the same as S&P's own 
results. These estimates are consolidated results for all of our companies -- Assured Guaranty Municipal, Assured Guaranty Corp. and Assured 
Guaranty Re. 
 
Before turning to our major critiques on some of the more quantitative aspects of the model, I want to draw your attention to the many qualitative 
factors. We believe one of the goals of any ratings process is transparency. Therefore, the ratings must be understandable by and supportable to 
the market. 
 



 
 
 

In this new proposal, 65% of the rating criteria proposed are subjective in nature, which allows for increased variability of the outcomes and 
impairs accountability. Lastly, as the only active bond insurer today, we believe that our track record of maintaining operating profitability 
throughout the financial crisis speaks to the quality of our management team, the rigors of our risk management and underwriting process and the 
strength of our balance sheet. 
 
Based on our track record, it is hard to understand how we could be facing what would be our third S&P rating evaluation in just the last 12 
months. Somewhere in this rating process, reality has to matter. 
 
Now I would like to turn to the presentation. And for those of you that have the presentation in front of you, I will try to highlight each time I turn 
a page, but please bear with us as this is the first time we've attempted to do this. We do apologize for this, but this was pulled together, as you 
can understand, pretty quickly based on the actions of S&P last week when they released this draft ratings criteria proposal. 
 
So for those of you trying to keep score at home, I am on page 4 and it starts off with a summary. And basically in the summary we say we 
support the efforts. Obviously we believe that further improvement or evolution in models are necessary. They have to take into consideration 
what are observable factors, and hopefully try to correct for any measures that would have failed under prior proposals or methodology in terms 
of what didn't work through the financial crisis. 
 
We believe transparency based on supportable assumptions benefit both insurers and investors. We believe that if certain changes are made to the 
current criteria proposed it would better align that criteria to the market's expectations and experience for both performance and exposure 
characteristics. 
 
The proposed rating process, as I said, would represent the third rating review by S&P for Assured Guaranty in the last 12 months, which is not 
justified as we would believe, based on the underwriting and financial performance of the Company. 
 
And to give you some statistics, since the crisis began -- and let's call the crisis January 1, 2008, we've been able to run off of approximately $80 
billion of structured finance exposure. -- run off approximately $80 billion of structured finance exposure. At the same time, the percentage of 
public finance to the total exposure in the portfolio went from 62.9% all the way up to 74.6%. So as you can see, we run off structure and at the 
same time we have increased the percentage of the public finance, which would (inaudible) say that the portfolio is becoming less volatile. 
 
Also over that time, obviously, as I said, we have recorded operating earnings and we've been able to double the shareholders' equity of the 
Company from roughly $1.5 billion at the beginning of 2008 to $4.2 billion as of the third quarter 2010, an approximately 200% improvement. 
So, when I talk about reality has to be considered in the ratings process, that is the reality that I focus on. 
 
Included in those runoff numbers as well would be approximately $12 billion of runoff of US RMBS over that same period of time. 
 
The potential changes, as we see it, in the criteria would still have done little, we believe, to avoid the crisis that was just experienced through the 
bond insurance industry, because the current criteria that is contained there -- we'll refer to it a little bit later on -- is really not adjustable for either 
rating of given obligations or tenor. 
 
The problem of the past this was basically leverage on leverage, the CDOs of ABS type. And obviously fraud has had -- or ineligible or 
misrepresented mortgages has had a very big impact. This model obviously, in our mind, it doesn't really correct or a minute or do anything that 
would have prevented that. 
 
On page 5 I'm highlighting what's the purpose of the call. We're going to highlight these major changes in the S&P draft criteria. We're going to 
identify some of the issues raised by these changes. And as I said, we're going to estimate preliminarily the results of applying these quantitative 
tests. 
 
And once again, these are our estimates, not Standard & Poor's. So, please, they could be wrong. We're not using, obviously, and we don't get 
their agreement at this point in time because of the time involved with these results. 
 
As we look at the criteria, now I'm on page 6, there are four fundamental changes that we believe could have a material impact on capital levels, 
both if they stay, and of course if they're amended the change is very different. The additions of this new aggregate leverage test, there are 
significant increases in the capital charges associated with municipal exposures. There are significant increases in select capital charges for 
structured finance transactions and particularly those currently rated AAA by S&P. 
 



 
 
 

And lastly, there is a reduction in single risk limits for municipal exposures, but with 100% capital charges to the extent that you exceed the 
single risk limit on these exposures. 
 
On page 7 we refer to the leverage test. So, obviously we would applaud and agree that a leverage test will be a good tool to use as part of an 
overall rating evaluation. However, the leverage test as proposed only looks at a segment of our capital and specifically it excludes the unearned 
premium reserve. 
 
As you all imagine, as you look at our book now being 75% municipal, the majority of that premium is paid upfront. It represents cash or 
investments on our balance sheet in an offsetting reserve. It is available, and as typically any premium is, to pay expenses, pay losses and to result 
in profits. 
 
And to exclude that when it's available funds from any calculation of leverage we think is an oversight, and is something we would have to be 
easily amended. 
 
The additional problems that we have, for questions that we have on a relative to the leverage test, is that it ignores credit quality. In other words, 
the leverage test is simply that. It's a total par against capital. But if the par is made up of all AAA exposures versus BBB exposures, the leverage 
test doesn't seem to differentiate. 
 
Number two, it doesn't differentiate from tenor. If your average obligation had a three-year remaining term versus a 30-year remaining term, we 
believe the leverage test should be different or distinguish between those two characteristics. 
 
The amount of the leverage, the 75 to 1 and the 30 to 1 that's proposed, doesn't appear to relate to any observable default frequency that we can 
see, or severity factors that we can see. So therefore we appreciate a leverage test, however, we do think that there needs to be further 
enhancements. 
 
On page 8 we kind of detail some of the issues relative to the exclusion of the unearned premium. This is -- if you look at our obligations, and 
especially under stress loss scenario, we would be responsible for paying principal and interest when due. So in a typical municipal and exposure 
that would take place over the life of the bond. 
 
Typically over the same period that we're earning the premiums on that same exposure that we would have collected upfront and held cash. 
 
So they have a rationale of allowing the premiums to be used as part of the leverage test, and to respond to these stress level of depression losses 
seems to be kind of an embedded feature of how we look at premium, how most of the market does calculate our available claims paying or 
resources available to pay claims. 
 
There is a comment as to why the unearned premium, then, is not part of your statutory capital. Well, remember, in the statutory capital that is 
more of a dividend type related calculation. Right? That is how you go in and request dividend approval is to look at the stat capital. 
 
The reason why it is excluded from that is because the regulators do not want you to be paying dividend off your unearned premium reserve, but 
would rather have it available to obviously pay claims to the extent they arise and obviously to create emerging profits over time. 
 
On page 9 we talk about how the leverage test does ignore rating of the underlying exposures. And given the high ratings of the insured portfolio 
of AA for Assured Guaranty, we think that that test then becomes particularly inappropriate. We provide a table that breaks down our portfolio of 
currently $617 billion of exposure as of 9/30 by rating -- and these are our internal ratings. And typically our internal ratings are more 
conservative than an external model. 
 
And as you could see on that page, 45% of all Assured Guaranty exposures are rated AA or better. So obviously this is a high-quality portfolio 
and putting it to a simple leverage test, if that quality of the portfolio was say BBB, we would hope that the leverage test would differentiate and 
provide a different answer off of that basis. 
 
On page 10, we now talk about the impact. So if we run the model or the criteria as currently drafted, we believe it would create a capital shortfall 
for the entire Company of approximately $1.9 billion. And that's off the basis of excluding the unearned premium reserve. 
 
On page 10 we show that if you just add back the unearned premium reserve we would then have the leverage test results that would support a 
AAA rating, not a AA rating. So we would exceed the leverage required for a AAA by the simple addition of the unearned premium reserve, 



 
 
 

which we believe is entirely justifiable and should be used anyway as the normal measure of how you evaluate your ability to ultimately pay 
stress level of depression losses. 
 
Going to page 11, we talk about the capital model using depression statistics or depression stress model that has significant increases in the 
capital charges. We detailed the increase in the capital charges by risk, and on the next page we will go over briefly what were some of the 
increase in capital charges for municipal risk. 
 
Once again using these higher capital charges that are contained in this initial draft, we would estimate that we would have a capital shortfall. 
And the capital shortfall at the AA level is between $1 billion and $1.5 billion. 
 
So, number one, that is our calculation. It is using the current new capital charges that are in the draft criteria which we still need to be amended. 
And we'll talk about specific items in that regard. 
 
And, as importantly, in this test there was no credit given for recoveries that we have estimated based on our ground up and recovery history to 
date of $1.4 billion related to the rep and warranty claims we have under these ineligible mortgage loans included in our RMBS securities. So if 
you just provide us the credit for the GAAP asset that we have currently recorded on our books as of 9/30/2010, you can see that by and large, 
even under this new stress model of loss estimates we should be reasonably okay if they were to provide a credit for rep and warranties based on 
the full value that we have recorded on a GAAP asset. 
 
More importantly, in their stress models, obviously they are stressing residential mortgage losses well beyond what we have as an expected 
outcome, and our expected outcome in our reserves is similar to what S&P is expected outcome. So obviously we would say if we would expect 
losses greater than that, since we still get the same percentage of breached loans in our examination of the underlying loan files, that credit should 
be proportional to the RMBS losses that you are in effect saying are going to be experienced under these deals. 
 
This $1.4 billion credit is only based on our expected outcome. If we would move to our stressed outcome then there would be a corresponding 
adjustment in the credit that we carry, or the asset we carry as we expect recoveries. 
 
And remember, our expected recoveries are based on our historical experience which we have documented; as of the third quarter we were 
approximately $400 million of recoveries. Obviously we had further recoveries in the fourth quarter to further benefit that number. So this is a 
ground-up analysis that we do. And, as I said, if you're going to stress losses you've got to provide benefit in the asset as well. 
 
So on the face of the increased charges, the rep and warranty asset becomes a potential adjustment favorable, and then let's talk about the specific 
factors. 
 
So on page 12, we highlight some of the capital charges proposed in the new regulation. As you can see, the increases are somewhat substantial. 
First, general obligation, the BBB capital charge goes up 425%. The single A capital charge goes up 500%. And once again, these are percentage 
increases that we cannot find any historical or depression basis for. 
 
These things well exceed anything that would be experienced in any observed results, including the Depression of 1929, and we will talk about 
this Hempel Study for the Great Depression years. Even the smaller increases, the 62% and 71% for the BBB and A of city and county GOs, 
these are all things that we have issues with in terms of -- if you're going to have a ratings model that is going to be consistent, understood and 
accepted, then there has got to be a rational basis. 
 
These numbers have to be supported by documented experience. They cannot be arbitrary. And these increases do contradict significantly what is 
the observed behavior on S&P's own rating actions relative to municipal exposures which we will detail in a second. 
 
Overall, if you look at the depression loss model that is in this new ratings evaluation criteria, it would equate to approximately a depression loss 
model of 1.75% of our existing par outstanding. That would compare to only a pooling 0.5% of observed depression loss through the Great 
Depression years. So it's over three times worse than the Depression year's model, and we would say that there are significant differences in both 
the quality, the market, regulation or activity that governmental programs would employ, etc. to continue to manage those losses. 
 
We think the business is very different those years to today. We think there's a lot more tools, so to speak, in the government's tool chest to fight 
some of these issues. We think the obligors are by and large better positioned and better rated than they were back in those times and we'll 
highlight that a little further. 
 



 
 
 

On page 13, we then start to talk about, okay, you're going to increase substantially the stress loss charge, but how does that then tie into what is 
the observed behavior relative to the individual ratings being applied to the entire US public finance market? And as you can see on page 13, 
since the beginning of the economic downturn -- basically the end of 2007 -- S&P has upgraded 6460 municipal risks and only downgraded 1050. 
 
So at the same time we're increasing capital charges by 500% or 400%, the majority of the market on a factor of 6 to 1 has experienced 
reasonably good upgrades, which says there is a better overall credit environment. Or at least that's what you would conclude from looking at that 
schedule. 
 
As we go to page 14 these are some highlighted comments that we pulled from a November 8, 2010 S&P article on US-based municipalities 
facing crises, more of policy than debt. And then they're basically saying how hard it would be to really create significant losses in this area by 
looking at these huge drops that require revenue which obviously have not been experienced or documented. 
 
I think one other factor when you look at the S&P process of rating, remember, they never went to a global recalibration. They've always felt that 
they have had a single rating model. And therefore, they're not being influenced over these last few years by a significant catch up or 
recalibration. 
 
So, as we look at the real results, it appears that they believe credit quality has gotten better. Overall municipalities have gotten stronger. Even in 
their own article as of November 8, it appears to be an incredibly odd set of circumstances that would cause significant losses. 
 
And yet as we highlight on the previous page, in the stress model it is over $6 billion of loss. And it is 1.75% of the insured par, two numbers that 
have never been achieved obviously that we can observe. And therefore those are the things that we would hope and consider that our S&P would 
consider modifications of. 
 
On page 15 we talk about the Hempel Study. This is a 40-year-old study with 75-year-old data. I would hope we would have something a little bit 
more current than that. It is based on less than $20 billion of municipal bonds outstanding at the time versus $2.9 trillion today. Obviously we feel 
that there have been legal and regulatory reforms that have vastly improved not only the credit quality of the municipal debt, but in the ability to 
react from a government point of view. 
 
As we said, if you look at the study, it shows the depression losses were 50 basis points versus the now 175 basis points that are included in the 
model. We see no justification for such a significant increase and would hope that final regulations or final criteria would substantially lower that 
amount. 
 
And then to give you some other fun facts, if you look at the last bullet, in 1922 debt service represented 12.7% of all state and local revenues. It 
rose to 19.7% in 1932. But yet if you look at the examples of debt service today as a percentage of revenues, as you can see Texas it's only 
1.32%. New York State is 3.73%, California 6.32%, Illinois is a popular one, 6.24%; and even Las Vegas, Nevada, is 5.26%. 
 
So the debt levels today are very, very much reduced over what they were at the time of the Great Depression. And therefore the model expected 
depression losses at over three times that level, ignoring other regulatory changes that have been made. It seems to be a little bit kind of going 
over the necessary standard. 
 
On page 16 we are talking about structured finance where once again we had what appears to be an arbitrary increase in capital charges going 
from 10 basis points to 100 basis points for even AAA rated S&P exposures. That is a tenfold increase. 
 
Once again, if you look at structured finance today, we appreciate there have been problems. But the problems have been by and large contained 
to the residential mortgage-backed securities, and in two layers, right? So the CDOs of ABS that included underlying residential mortgage-
backed securities, they had horrific experience; had obviously very miscast ratings. 
 
But that, once again, was a leverage on a leverage. And if you look at the leverage test that we talked about at the beginning of the call, that 
would not catch that. It's a simple leverage test. So if you did CDOs of ABS, it wouldn't kick out on the model to cause you any problems with 
the leverage test. 
 
Additionally, so you have the CDOs of ABS which thankfully the two companies that we represent today, the old FSA now, Assured Guaranty 
Municipal, and Assured Guaranty Corp. never wrote the CDOs of ABS, never could get to that comfort level that they were an investment grade 
risk so we ignored that leverage on leverage. 
 



 
 
 

Now we turn to other structured and you still had a lot of problems with residential mortgage-backed securities and have recorded significant 
losses. That, we all agree. And once again those securities were rated in some cases AAA at underwriting and that writing, obviously, or that 
rating failed and our underwriting failed. 
 
But now as we go back forensically to examine the cause of the failure in both the underwriting and the rating process, we are now seeing this 
incredibly large percentage of ineligible loans. So what we based our underwriting on and what the rating agencies based their rating on 
obviously wasn't the truth. The borrower wasn't the borrower that we thought he was. The purpose of the loan was not the purpose of the loan that 
was represented to us. 
 
Obviously, when there is misrepresentation, it is going to skew any methodology -- either our underwriting or the rating. So as we look at the 
crisis, there are two issues. The issues have caused significant harm. We appreciate that. 
 
But an overall increase of stress loss or capital levels of 10 times doesn't appear justified, especially when you look at what it is today still AAA 
rated by both ourselves and S&P. And as we say in this slide, 59% of our structured finance portfolio is rated AAA. And for that to have a tenfold 
increase in capital charges doesn't appear to be justified, rational or supportable by recognized or noted experience. 
 
And then the last true criteria change that we believe, or significant criteria change is there is now a hard cap on the single risk limit. There is a 
now maximum limit or expected limit provided by S&P over some broad categories over risk. If you exceed the single risk limit you're charged 
100% of the capital -- 100% of the excess of capital. 
 
Once again much like the leverage test that ignores what it is that exceeded the limit, what its rating is, what its remaining tenor is. They are all 
significant components that have to be evaluated. 
 
To say that if we're in the state we have an obligation -- insurance policy for the state of New Jersey obligations that exceeded the now new S&P 
limit by $500 million, to say that I need to put up $500 million of capital against that excess is obviously not rational, not supportable, would 
create an incredible burden to the Company. That you would say, okay, what is our expectation of a default on a state of New Jersey obligation? 
It totally ignores severity and the entire calculation that even if you see a municipal issue, severities have been typically very low. 
 
There is a current case that is obviously going through a bankruptcy -- an actual bankruptcy filing, acceptance and reorganization plan for the 
City of Vallejo in California. And if you go back and look at the results, that's the most recent one that we have, there it appears that the bond 
insurer is getting paid 100 cents on the dollar. So even in a bankrupt city that had a real dim view of its ability to meet its current finances and 
obviously future expenses and exposures, the severity is zero. 
 
And then to apply, then, this irrational 100% of anything that exceeds a certain limit would obviously made no sense, cause an unnecessary 
burden in the capital model and obviously would have the impact of really destroying or having a significant deterioration on ratings. 
 
We have no estimate for this because there appears to be, in the S&P criteria, either a typo or they are not -- they didn't use the same number 
consistently. So it's hard for us to say what this is truly worth, but obviously as you can tell by the tone of our comments, this is one we think has 
to be adjusted. Obviously because of the ignoring of the who, the rating, the severity -- this is something that needs to be factored in whenever 
final criteria are published. 
 
I'm now on page 18 and we're looking at -- what are we trying to do? What are our concerns? Well the leverage test we think has to be more 
detailed, has to take into account more of our total claim paying resources and specifically has to include the unearned premium reserve. It should 
pay attention to the rating or the quality of the existing exposures. It should pay attention to the tenor and loss frequency and severity. 
 
The capital changes on the individual exposures, as we said, appear to exceed any stress level that we can see. They appear to be somewhat 
arbitrary in nature when you just put a tenfold increase on AAA on structured finance exposures or a 500% increase on state general obligation 
bonds. These are factors that we would obviously like to have further dialogue with, further support for, and obviously amendments to any final 
criteria published. We think the whole issue of single risk needs to be examined and consider similar things that we just talked about in the 
leverage model or the leverage test. 
 
And lastly the whole area, if you are going to stress residential mortgage losses, then you have to provide some benefit for the rep and warranty 
recoveries because they are absolutely proportional. If more files default or more loans default, well beyond any historical experience than any of 
us can calculate, estimate or even forecast, then we obviously believe those files would have a higher probability of containing a structural defect 
or a misrepresentation of one of the critical elements of the loan approval process. 



 
 
 

 
So in conclusion, and we've done this quickly because I think it was important that we get out to the market and provide you this type of 
information. The draft criteria includes several significant changes. 
 
As we said, if you really focus we want to focus on roughly four -- the leverage test which we talked about in terms of its issues, the stress capital 
charges now for both structured credit and certain of the municipal exposures well beyond historical and depression means. The single risk limit 
test now that once again contain some of those same broad generalizations that we think need to be further refined to provide a more 
comprehensive and reasonable approach; the subjectiveness of so much of the criteria. 
 
As I said in the beginning, you've got a Company that has maintained profitability throughout the entire financial crisis. It has managed its 
portfolio well. It has run off its exposures that theoretically have the higher volatility or the higher capital charge. It has made significant and 
roads relative to its recovery under what it considers ineligible mortgages included in its RMBS securities. 
 
We have doubled our GAAP equity or capital over the financial crisis period. I think that reality has to somehow matter. 
 
How could that Company as I just described to you be facing its third potential ratings downgrade from a rating agency in 12 months? 
Somewhere along the line reality has started to disassociate itself with the ratings process, and I think it has got to be an integral part of this. 
 
With that, I will turn it back to Sabra to poll for questions. 
 

 Sabra Purtill  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - IR  

 
 Thank you Dominic. Before Angela gives the Q&A instructions, I just wanted to note that we have many types of investors, and a lot more 
investors than we normally have listening to today's call. 
 
We want everyone to have an opportunity to ask or hear a question on their area of interest, whether Muni bonds, corporate debt, structured 
finance or equity. So in order to accomplish this in the limited time we have for questions, we kindly ask you to limit yourself to one question at a 
time and to re-queue if you have additional questions. 
 
I would note that in addition to Dominic in the room for questions today, we also have Sean McCarthy, Russ Brewer, Howard Albert and other 
members of the senior management team. I would note also if we're not able to get your question during the Q&A period, please e-mail or call a 
member of the Equity and Fixed Income Investor Relations team or the Communications area, and we will follow up with you today as quickly as 
possible. 
 
I would also remind you that the S&P deadline for criteria comments is March 25, 2011 and you can e-mail your comments to S&P at 
CriteriaComments@StandardandPoors.com. So, with that, Angela, if you could please give the instructions. 
 
 
 Q&A 
 
 

Operator  

 
Mike Grasher, Piper Jaffray. 
 

 Mike Grasher  - Piper Jaffray - Analyst  

 
 Good morning everyone and thanks for having the call here. Dominic, in all your comments really there was no commentary here around the 
capital position or the capital charges as it relates to the structured business that is going to run off over the next 18 months. 
 
If you take their new capital charges, it looks like AGO would generate about $2 billion, maybe a little bit more of capital over that time frame. I 
guess two questions. Is that a fair number? And then if so, do you expect a dialogue around this fact with S&P? 
 



 
 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 Well, Mike, thanks for the question. I think we expect a dialogue not only by us but hopefully by the market in general. Based on some of the 
comments we highlighted in terms of things we think need to be modified or amended to make this a more useful and rational document, and that 
should be the goal. 
 
We really did not factor in run-off, so I can’t give you whether that is a reasonable number or not. We really tried to say this as quickly as we 
could. And appreciate we've had roughly a week. We were not aware of this draft proposal coming out. 
 
If you look at it from an Assured point of view over this period of time -- over the time we think it would have taken to draft of this criteria, we 
have easily gone through one rating evaluation if not two, and yet we were never apprised at any point in our earlier discussion that such a 
document existed. So we were caught a little bit by surprise. We are trying to catch up. 
 
But more importantly we're trying to give the market as much information as we possibly can. So I will take your numbers, because you do a very 
good job of running our numbers. You know the Company very well. Your numbers probably are accurate. But that is if and only if these current 
capital charges stay as they are. 
 
The other issue that I have, as you look at typical capital tests, there is a phase-in period. You don't go from the edge of the cliff to the bottom of 
the valley in one second and that would appear that this is kind of what is embedded in this proposal. Unlike a Basel 3 where you have some time 
to make changes or adjust, as you say, we're gifted by the absolutely scheduled runoff of the portfolio that would tend to create capital benefits to 
us over the next 12 to 24 months. But obviously that is not a part of this calculation. 
 

 Mike Grasher  - Piper Jaffray - Analyst  

 
 Okay. Thanks very much. 
 

Operator  

 
 Darin Arita, Deutsche Bank. 
 

 Darin Arita  - Deutsche Bank - Analyst  

 
 Thank you. I was wondering -- what has Assured been saying in conversations with issuers since the S&P announcement? And to what extent 
are the issuers concerned about the ratings uncertainty created by S&P? 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 I'm going to let Sean take that question. 
 

 Sean McCarthy  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - COO  

 
 At this point our conversations with the municipal market has been to explain our intention to enter the dialogue, that we believe there is 
substantial facts that when completed will maintain our credit stability. And that again, as we have always said, we're committed to our ratings 
and our role in the market. In fact if you look at -- despite the number of times that we had a rating action last year, we did ultimately credit 
enhanced 1700 transactions for issuers in 45 states during that period. 
 

 Darin Arita  - Deutsche Bank - Analyst  

 
 Sean, when you said committed to credit stability, is that to a particular rating or just the overall financial strength of the Company? 
 



 
 
 

 Sean McCarthy  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - COO  

 
 I think we're very sensitive to our customers on the fixed income side. Obviously they bought a policy that provided them a certain level of 
protection, surveillance, loss mitigation, structuring, and valuation and liquidity. And obviously we would hope that the comments we make 
today will be taken to heart and amended in any final criteria, and we will be able to maintain strong financial ratings which allows us to continue 
to participate in the business.  And we also, as new transactions come up, we make sure that the Standard & Poor's disclosure and documentation 
of what is going on is in the offering statement. 
 

 Darin Arita  - Deutsche Bank - Analyst  

 
 Thank you. 
 

Operator  

 
 Brian Meredith, UBS. 
 

 Brian Meredith  - UBS. - Analyst  

 
 Good morning everybody. I was hoping, Dominic, that you could talk a little bit more about how you got the $1 billion to $1.5 billion. Is that the 
maximum leverage test that is driving that? Is it the other things? And then how does that relate to each of the individual companies? Are you 
thinking of this on a consolidated basis? Or are there differences between the individual companies? 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 Okay. This is feeling like an earnings call with you, Darin and Mike asking the questions. But the $1.0 billion to $1.5 billion is based on the 
stress, depression loss model. So it is including these new factors with depression losses. 
 
So it's that 500% increase over state general obligations. It's the structured finance going from 10 basis points for AAA to 100 basis points. That's 
the $1 billion to $1.5 billion. 
 
And the only difference in there, they do -- in their model they actually calculate three years of new business before they get to the depression 
losses of four years. We really questioned, why are you calculating new business for us in this situation? Should this not be based on our portfolio 
today? Because obviously on the stress model they're going to write or assume three years of bad business. 
 
Why would I write three years of bad business? We don't write bad business now. Why, in your new model, would you still include this archaic 
approach that does three years worth of business? So there is why there is a delta there. That is the $1 billion to $1.5 billion. We said, if you look 
at just the leverage test excluding the unearned premium reserve, it's $1.9 billion. 
 
But we believe there is no justification for excluding the unearned premium reserve. Once you add that in, the $1.9 billion disappears and we 
would then meet the leverage test at the AAA level. So there are the two numbers that we gave you. 
 
The individual single risk limit, we went back and started to calculate that. Then we noticed an inconsistency in the proposed criteria that would 
really change what is the single risk limit that would be applied. But, the point there is: You can't charge 100% capital because in the state of New 
Jersey general obligation, I went over your limit by $300 million. That cannot be a $300 million capital charge. 
 

 Brian Meredith  - UBS. - Analyst  

 
 Okay. What about the individual companies? 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 



 
 
 

 Brian, I'm going to interrupt you. Darin's question was operating companies. Obviously, we wanted to do this quick. The easiest numbers we 
have are consolidated. Obviously, there's a lot of intercompany reinsurance that we would have to look at in light of what it means to the various 
companies' capital bases against the portfolios that they currently hold. 
 

 Brian Meredith  - UBS. - Analyst  

 
 Thank you. 
 

Operator  

 
 Nate Otis, KBW. 
 

 Nate Otis  - KBW - Analyst  

 
 Good morning. I just wanted to follow-up on whether you have actually talked with anyone in Washington or maybe in New York about the 
impact this could actually have on the municipal market, if kind of in a worst-case scenario some of these changes actually took place, and 
certainly in light of maybe how the muni markets opened up in 2011. 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 Okay, would you be surprised if I told you I am on a seven o'clock train tomorrow to Washington? 
 

 Nate Otis  - KBW - Analyst  

 
 Certainly not. 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 Okay. So obviously we think we need to reach out to the market in general. Obviously this has significant impact on municipal issuers. And Sean 
has some really nice statistics that he would like to share with you in terms of who we actually help in our current position. 
 
And even though our ratings have been questioned, it's obviously had a huge impact on our ability to really access the complete market, the 
results that we had, even under these circumstances, I think are pretty compelling when you break them down state-by-state. So Sean, why don't 
you go through some of those statistics? 
 

 Sean McCarthy  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - COO  

 
 Well, you can think about it two ways, one by the number of transactions we did per state, and by volume. Last year, despite all of the items that 
we have talked about before, for example, by number of transactions in Pennsylvania, we were 51% of the issues that were issued. 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 So 51% of the deals issued in Pennsylvania, we insured last year. 51%. By number of transactions. 
 

 Sean McCarthy  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - COO  

 
 Alabama 41%, Arizona 33%, Louisiana 24%, Utah 24%, Texas 23%, New York 23%, Rhode Island 21% -- just to pick some of the top ones. 
The average size of these transactions is a little over $15 million. 
 



 
 
 

So you can see that really where we have been adding value in the market is A and BBB rated transactions, smaller transactions, really bringing 
market access for these cities and school districts and counties that are trying to come to the market. 
 
By par, if you think about those same issuances, we insured by volume 35% of Arizona's transactions, 27% of Idaho's, 22% of Alabama's, 22% of 
Pennsylvania's, 16% of Rhode Island's, 14% of Maine, 12% of Florida, 10% of Nevada and 10% of Illinois. So you can see that by volume or by 
number we are having a significant presence in the market, adding value to what we think are the core transactions, which are smaller 
municipalities coming into the market. 
 
Bear in mind that means that we credit-enhanced 12.5% of all transactions that came last year by number. And that is in a year where the Build 
America Bond program dominated the market. In fact, by the fourth quarter it was 40% of our volume. 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 And these are single-company results, Assured Guaranty. Obviously we have the two companies, but one entity, basically, and through a very 
ratings-unstable period at the same time. 
 

 Sean McCarthy  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - COO  

 
 And part of this is we think that there is market demand. There is a need of the product in a way that we're doing our best to fill as much as we 
can. But again, as we have always said, we think ultimately other entrants will come back to fill the larger needs. 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 So, Nate, a long answer to a short question. Yes, we think it's important that the affected parts of the market are aware of these criteria, to make 
sure that they not only are aware, but hopefully they're inclined to comment as well as we look to further improve them and assist municipal 
issuers. And once again, getting the value proposition of the financial guaranty, which is access, which is liquidity, pricing, structuring, 
mitigation, surveillance -- and ultimately if it's necessary, timely principal and interest. 
 

 Nate Otis  - KBW - Analyst  

 
 That's fair enough, thank you. 
 

Operator  

 
 Larry Vitale, Moore Capital. 
 

 Larry Vitale  - Moore Capital - Analyst  

 
 Hi, guys. Thanks for doing this call. I'm going to ask you two questions. The first is -- where do you go from here? Obviously there is a comment 
period that S&P needs to take into account. You've got some more talking to do. I guess you're going to Washington tomorrow; Dominic, safe 
travels in the weather. 
 
There's a fear in the marketplace that you're going to come with a huge capital raise. If you could just lay out for us what you are thinking for the 
next, I don't know, three or six months for your proposed corporate actions, that would be helpful. 
 
The second thing I wanted to ask you is -- where is Moody's in all of this? 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 



 
 
 

 (laughter) I would call Moody's, if I were you, on the second question. We talk to them about their specific order, and we give them updates on 
things like new business, on rep and warranty activity. Obviously it is our expectation that they will review the Company again post year-end 
financial information and exposure information. Beyond that, I can't tell you what they are thinking in terms of the S&P change or criteria model. 
 
In terms of their thoughts for the Company, obviously we've got to be cognizant of the fact that we're dealing with the draft criteria here. Then 
obviously, as we point out, with certain slight, we believe, modifications -- by and large we will maintain very strong ratings. 
 
As Sean disclosed or talked about, we have a really good following, an opportunity in the market that we think will only improve if we can get 
some stability behind our ratings. As I said, to go through a third rating evaluation by one agency in a 12-month period at the same time the 
Company has reported record earnings, the portfolio continues to improve, etc., and even the anecdotal experience in the market, like Vallejo, 
tend to become positive. 
 
There's an article this morning I think that talked about state receipts up 6% in the month or something, a significant event off of rises in state 
level of income. At the end of the day, we really believe there is a great opportunity here. We believe we really do add value and provide a great 
benefit to a certain segment of issuers. 
 
We have successfully charted a path and navigated through some very troubled waters. I think you've got to have confidence in us that we will 
continue to chart and navigate reasonable paths that really address all of our constituents' needs, which includes both the fixed income investor 
and the equity shareholder. 
 
Obviously we want to deliver value to this Company to both parties. We want to honor the promises that we made to anyone that bought insured 
securities, and at the same time we understand that our equity shareholders have expectations as well. We still think both of them can be met with 
modifications in these criteria. And that is our number one priority over the next 60 days. 
 

 Larry Vitale  - Moore Capital - Analyst  

 
 Okay, all right. Great. Thanks. 
 

Operator  

 
 Corey Gelormini, John Hancock. 
 

Unidentified Participant  

 
 Thank you. This is one of Corey's colleagues. 
 
In terms of the capital charges, I know the current model and even the proposed model, this average annual debt service, how would your 
portfolio be if you used the proposed capital charges -- even what they are -- and looked at it as a percentage of par given duration? 
 
Is it as simple as S&P basically saying, despite what they rate these things, that for running the model here we're assuming that basically all 
munis are in like a BBB, BB type bucket generally, in terms of what annual capital charge we should charge? Is it as simple as that, because 
obviously the average annual debt service concept really -- I mean a bank wouldn't run its capital charges like that. 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 I think your last point is correct. When the Fed did its stress testing of the capital of the banks, obviously it was, I believe, a lot more simplistic. 
So the model is not simple by any stretch of the imagination. 
 
We tried to simplify it a bit by leaving behind the average annual debt service calculation and going back to how that would relate to the par, 
because the par is kind of an easy number. We disclose it, and you can see it very easily by category in the municipal risk area. So we looked at it 
by par. And if you said, what is the ratings equivalent for 175 basis points of loss on a par basis, I think you are easily … (multiple speakers) 
 



 
 
 

Unidentified Participant  

 
 That's an annual charge, correct? 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 Well, there's two ways of looking at it. The Hempel Study with the annual average debt service and the loss there; we tried to equate that back to 
par to make it a lot simpler. Right? But it still compares to 50 basis points of loss on the par through the Depression years versus 175 basis points 
on par in the current proposed criteria. 
 
Your point in terms of what would that then say is the average overall rating -- if you said I'm charging 175 basis points of loss and Mr. Brewer, 
what is your guess? What would 175 basis points of loss equate to as a rating? Because you're assuming 100% possibility of a default, so if the 
loss is 175, it's got to be in the low BBB, BB area? 
 
 
Russell Brewer – Assured Guaranty Ltd. – Chief Surveillance Officer 
 I would think so, but it's -- 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 I would ask that question to them because that's obviously their bailiwick. If you're asking me to guess, that says they're basically looking at the 
entire portfolio at a BB or BBB basis, which obviously kind of speaks to the opposite or contradicts what has actually been done on the individual 
ratings over the last three years by S&P themselves. 
 

 Sean McCarthy  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - COO  

 
 Right. And if you look at, for example, at some of the comments as we go through this dialogue about what the ultimate standards will be, one of 
the things the proposed draft states is that there were 50 categories before, generally, of credits. Which have been used for many, many years to 
give sort of a fine gradation between different kinds of municipal risks and give them a different capital charge. 
 
That has now been changed to four categories, which we observe is probably too broad a brush. So in this case, what it does is it takes general 
obligation bonds and combines them with credits such as solid waste. Those have had, over a long period of time, quite a bit of difference in 
performance and risk. 
 
And so it would be our view that during this process that we think Standard & Poor's would probably go back to some more granular assessment 
of what these risks are than what the original draft proposes. Again, our -- what we're doing today is to give a sense for what our impressions are 
right now more generally. We will provide a detailed write-up of our comments, which we will submit to Standard & Poor's and put on our 
website at a later date for everybody to look at. 
 
And part of this process, and I think what Standard & Poor's is asking for, is to have other people comment on these bases which we think are, as 
a draft, a really good start. But we do think some of the fundamental shifts that we have talked about today could be made more specific, 
therefore more objective, and therefore ultimately be able to have greater reliance for the market and perhaps even allow other people to enter. 
 

Unidentified Participant  

 
 And just one other question on the unearned premium reserve, is it as simple as S&P is saying from a stat basis, where the regulators don't count 
that as capital in terms of violating any state minimum requirements for capital, by including that in, you can have a situation that companies had, 
quote, much higher resources to pay than in the stat capital, as shown by some other folks, in which case then the regulator could come in and do 
nasty things, and that has obviously triggered rating action. Is that maybe the point where they're coming from in excluding the unearned 
premium reserve? 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  



 
 
 

 
 Well, as we said in our commentary, the states do not include it in stat capital because, number one, that is your dividendable basis. And 
obviously, as you go to apply for the approval of the dividend, you will look at the stat capital as the basis for the dividend calculation. And since 
this is truly earnings or it's premium to pay losses and expenses, those deductions have to be made first, and then if I can get it into capital before 
you can consider a dividend. That is the principal point. 
 
It is not included in stat capital because it's not capital; it truly is. It is not included in stat capital to lower the dividendable basis, so that you're 
only dividending out real profits and you are not dividending out future expectation of profits, or more importantly, future amounts of money to 
both pay expenses and absorb losses. 
 

Unidentified Participant  

 
 That's right. But you could have $4 billion in an unearned premium reserve on your stat books that is not in the stat capital, and every state says 
if you go below your stat capital (inaudible) (multiple speakers) 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 But remember, the stat capitals by state are very, very low, right? They're typically around the $65 million mark (multiple speakers) minimum 
capital threshold. So that is not going to stop anybody. 
 
And the more important thing is, just look at the current experience. What state has actually moved in and taken over any of the insurance 
companies? And with the horrific losses of some of them in our industry, yet none of them appears to have breached the minimum stat capital 
required. So it is not a valid parameter to be used in this rating process. 
 

Unidentified Participant  

 
 Thank you. Thanks for the call. 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 You're welcome. 
 

 Sabra Purtill  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - IR  

 
 We have about 10 more minutes for questions. So, everybody, if you have one please queue up. 
 

Operator  

 
 Debra Fine, Fine Capital Partners. 
 

 Debra Fine  - Fine Capital Partners - Analyst  

 
 Gentlemen and Sabra, thanks for doing the call. I'm wondering if the worst situation came to pass, if you might articulate other ways that you 
could improve your capital, rather than an equity issuance. Because from my understanding there are many, many alternatives to raising equity in 
the worst-case scenario, which we obviously don't expect to happen. 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 



 
 
 

 Right. You're exactly right, Debra. So, first, as I said, we believe that the modifications that we are suggesting are reasonable and, if applied, do 
not create any capital shortfall for the Company. If anything, hopefully, it will improve some of our capital access and maybe give us an 
argumentable way to look at the ratings in a positive way not a negative way. 
 
You're saying failing that, and you're now asking us to walk out on a long plank, and we appreciate the question. You can obviously consider -- 
understand our reticence to answer. But you would look at things like: What does reinsurance do? How does that move around the exposures in 
the Company? You would look at commutations, right? 
 
Obviously we have a lot of opportunity that, at some point, you might recognize on a more aggressive basis. Just specifically look at the 
application that is causing the greatest amount of the capital shortfall and to see if those things can be commuted. 
 
My problem with that is I always hate to do something that is not proper economically just because we're trying to concern ourselves over a 
rating. I'm more interested in let's get the ratings basis correct. Let's make sure it's rational, reasonable and everyone supports it and then we're 
fine. 
 
Tell us what the test is. Hopefully you have got a little bit of confidence in our team here - they will figure a course that is going to maximize the 
benefit of how we have to adhere to that test. But there are other issues. We could push debt down. You could create surplus notes within your 
own Company. 
 
There are a lot of non-equity-based improvements you can make, but we want to know what the rules are, once fully vetted and commented on. 
And then we will start to look at -- prescribe the strategies as we see that. And hopefully, as we say, in our view, with moderate modifications, we 
believe this is a workable scenario. 
 

 Debra Fine  - Fine Capital Partners - Analyst  

 
 Thank you. 
 

Operator  

 
 Brian Gonick, Senvest. 
 

 Brian Gonick  - Senvest - Analyst  

 
 If it happens, and it's a big if I guess, if legislation is changed to allow states to declare bankruptcy under Chapter 9, how do you think the rating 
agencies would react to that and what are your general views? 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 That's a good question. Obviously -- there was a great article written about two weeks ago that basically opined -- and I don't know where I read 
it because we get a ton of them, as you can imagine, but basically opined that the states do not need a bankruptcy law to solve their current crisis. 
That they have more than enough available tools to deal with the issues at present, which principally are deferred benefits and current - what I 
will call - standard of living costs ,or whatever you want to call, in certain contracts. 
 
They have furlough capabilities. They can obviously pressurize their laws as they relate to the formation and acceptance of unions. There is a ton 
of things out there that are available to them. 
 
So, first, under that scenario you say there really would appear to be support that no bankruptcy is necessary. All I can tell you is, let's look at the 
one bankruptcy that is current that has gone through the entire process, and that is Vallejo. And all you can say is look back to the results and the 
bond insurer got paid 100 cents on the dollar. 
 
So with that as the only criterion I can look at, I would say, even if there is a bankruptcy -- because we do have a preferred typical right, 
especially if it's a revenue bond, every exposure is going to get a different potential treatment. However, since we provide capital and financing, 
we tend to be one of the creditors that does survive because of the need going forward for that capability. 



 
 
 

 
Obviously when you talk about Chapter 9, we gave a little seminar on Chapter 9 not that long ago. I think we still have it up on the website. Your 
first and toughest test is insolvency. And in most cases, especially in the state, they have a tremendous amount of assets that they would have to 
consider before having an acceptable filing. 
 
So I don't think the bankruptcy is a panacea. I think the results of the current bankruptcy obviously would support our contention that even in 
light of a higher potential number of defaults, severities will still be very well contained, reasonable within our business model, absorbable both 
in our income and our capital test. We don't see it creates a real significant concern. And we would hope that the rating agencies would view it the 
same way. 
 
As I said, if you look at their specific actions in terms of the rating upgrades, it does present this contradiction to a certain extent that “You want 
to significantly increase the capital model here, but your own actions would indicate that the credits are getting stronger and are a higher quality.” 
 

 Brian Gonick  - Senvest - Analyst  

 
 Go figure. Okay, thank you. 
 

 Sabra Purtill  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - IR  

 
 We have time for one more question, operator. 
 

Operator  

 
 Sean Dargan, Wells Fargo Securities. 
 

 Sean Dargan  - Wells Fargo Securities - Analyst  

 
 Thank you and good afternoon. If I could just come back to the leverage test, I just want to make sure; it's your understanding that S&P will 
apply the leverage test across the consolidated entity? 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 No. They will do it company by company. We did it consolidated just because that was the fastest, easiest way we could look at it. 
 

 Sean Dargan  - Wells Fargo Securities - Analyst  

 
 Got you. Okay, okay. And then in the presentation that you put forth on slide 10, international public finance was included with domestic public 
finance and got a more favorable leverage treatment. The way I read S&P is that they were not going to do that, and I'm wondering if you have an 
opinion on why or how that should be treated, the non-US public finance? 
 

 Dominic Frederico  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - President and CEO  

 
 I'm going to let Mr. Brewer answer this question. He's our senior executive who runs all of our surveillance and obviously has a role or a 
responsibility for the rating agency relationships and calculations. So, Russ -- we actually had this conversation this morning, so it is appropriate 
that he answer it. 
 

 Russ Brewer  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - Chief Surveillance Officer  

 



 
 
 

 Yes. We think it was unclear in what they published how they were going to treat it. And our informal discussions would lead us to believe that 
they would be inclined to keep clear public finance exposures in the public finance capital charges as if they were US domestic. But that is not 
entirely clear yet. 
 

 Sean Dargan  - Wells Fargo Securities - Analyst  

 
 Okay, thank you. 
 

 Sabra Purtill  - Assured Guaranty Ltd. - IR  

 
 Thank you. And thank you all for joining us today and taking the time to learn more about our comments on S&P's proposed criteria for our 
industry. 
 
I would remind you that will have a transcript of the call with a Q&A session posted to our website as soon as we are done completing that today. 
We in the meantime would strongly encourage you all to evaluate S&P's proposal in detail and to provide them with comments by March 25 at 
CriteriaComments@StandardandPoors.com. 
 
Finally, if you have any follow-up questions, please feel free to contact us. And we thank you for your time today. 
 

Operator  

 
 Ladies and gentlemen, we thank you for your participation in today's conference. This does conclude the presentation and you may now 
disconnect. Have a wonderful day. 
 


