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March 26, 2009
Via email: director@fasb.org
Mr. Russell G. Golden
FASB Technical Director
Financial Accounting Standards Board
401 Merritt 7
POBox5116
Norwalk, CT 06856-5116
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File Reference: Proposed FSP FAS 157-e
Dear Mr. Golden,
Southeast Corporate Federal Credit Union (Southeast) extends its appreciation to the FASB for its
efforts to provide further guidance 10 current GMP for fair value via the proposed FASB Staff
Position FAS 157-e: Determining Whether a Market Is Not Active and a Transaction Is Not
Distressed. Southeast welcomes the opportunity to comment on the proposed FSP.
As a wholesale corporate credit union, Southeast holds significant assets classified as available-forsale and the economic changes over the past year have affected it considerably, as the rest of the
industry. Comments to the Board's speCific questions follow.

Question 1: Is the proposed effective date of the interim and annual periods ending after March 15,
2009, operational?
It is Southeast's assertion that, to maintain the primary characteristics of financial statements that the
FASB upholds, application of the FSP FAS 157-e should be retrospective. Wilhout retrospective
application of new fair value guidance to reporting periods ending in 2008, the comparability and
consistency of financial statements will be diminished. The proposed guidance clarifies the
application of Statement 157 significantly, which may result in wide fair value measurement
inconsistency when comparing values under the old statement to those derived under the proposed
FSP. To ensure relevance and reliability, it is most appropriate to value assets in the same manner
for all presented reporting periods.

Question 2: Will this proposed FSP meet the project's objective to improve financial reporting by
addressing fair value measurement application issues identified by constituents related to
determining whether a market is not active and a transaction is not distressed? Do you believe the
amendments to Statement 157 in this proposed FSP are necessary, or do you believe the current
requirements in statement 157 should be retained?
Southeast agrees that the proposed guidance meets the objective to improve financial reporting as it
relates to the determination of non-active markets and non-distressed transactions. The proposed
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FSP allows reporting entities the latitude to perform valuations that have true meaning in a time of
market dislocation and transactional distress. Again, Southeast asserts that the FSP should allow
retrospective application so that prior reporting period valuations could be recalculated using
comparable measures of fair value derived from consistent application of prevailing guidance.

Question 3: Do you believe the proposed two-step model for determining whether a market is not
active and a transaction is not distressed is understandable and operational? If not, please suggest
affernative ways of identifying inactive markets and distressed transactions.
The two-step model is understandable. To increase the model's operability, expansion of "multiple
bidders" in step 2 to include that bids should come (1) from independent sources and (2) in a number
approaching that observed in a liquid marketplace. The functional application of the FSP will likely
involve more analysis regarding appropriate valuation inputs given the current economic climate.
However, the values resulting from the FSP guidance will be more a realistic and useful
measurement of true economic value, increasing the reliability of issued financial reports.

Question 4: Are the factors listed in paragraph 11 of the FSP that indicate that a market is not active
appropriate? Please provide any other factors that indicate that a market is not active.
Southeast agrees the characteristics listed in paragraph 11 are appropriate and appreciates the
Board referencing that consideration of other factors as indicative of an inactive market is
appropriate as well. Inactive markets also see a reduction in the number of independent bidders on
certain assets, which may be another market indicator the Board wishes to consider.

Question 5. What costs do you expect to incur in the Board were to issue this proposed FSP in its
current form as a final FSP? How could the Board further reduce the costs of applying the
requirements of the FSP without reducing the benefits?
Southeast feels the impact of the expanded guidance will overshadow the costs that may be
associated with application of the proposed FSP.
RespttulIY,
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Robert F. SChleit;-U
Executive Vice President
rschleiter@secorp.org

