
The 12/5/07 Representation that there was a $1.5 billion Estimated 
Unrealized Valuation Loss on the SSCDS Portfolio 

The Government has provided approximately $130 billion of government 
assistance to AIG and has committed to provide up to $182 billion.    

During AIG’s 12/5/07 Investor Day Conference, Cassano reported that there 
was an estimated $1.5 billion unrealized valuation loss on the SSCDS 
portfolio.1 One of the model calculations on which that estimate was based 
included (1) a $3.6 billion “negative basis” adjustment which reflected the 
difference between the value of the “synthetic” super senior credit default 
swap (“SSCDS”) and the underlying “cash” bond that was being valued and (2) 
a $732 million “structural mitigant” adjustment. Without these adjustments, 
the estimated unrealized valuation loss on the SSCDS portfolio would have 
been $5.9 billion. Those adjustments were not disclosed during the 12/5/07 
Investor Day Conference or in the Form 8-K filed on 12/5/07.2

On 2/11/08, AIG issued a Form 8-K in which it reported the adjustments that 
were not disclosed on 12/5/07.  In addition, AIG reported in the 2/11/08 
Form 8-K that it expected to include the “structural mitigant” adjustment in its 
SSCDS unrealized valuation loss estimate as of 12/31/07 but would not 
include the “negative basis” adjustment because it could not reliably quantify 
the adjustment. AIG also reported that PWC had concluded that AIG had a 
material weakness in its internal control over financial reporting and 
oversight relating to the fair valuation of the AIGFP SSCDS portfolio.  

  

After the 2/11/08 Form 8-K was filed, AIG’s stock price declined 11.7% from 
$50.68 to $44.74.  The estimate provided on 12/5/07 was the subject of the 
SEC and DOJ investigations and one of the focuses of the investigations.  It was 
written in a PWC workpaper from the 2007 audit that “during and, in large 
part, as a result of our audit, it was later determined that the $1.5 billion 
estimate used was net of structural benefits of $700 million and a negative 
basis adjustment of $3.6 billion which was, apparently not known by 
Enterprise Risk Management (“ERM”) or senior management until early 
February 2008.”3  Mr. Sullivan told FCIC staff that he did not learn of the 
adjustment until 2/08.4  Mr. Habayeb said he learned of the adjustment in late 
1/08 when he reviewed a spreadsheet attached to an email.5

                                                           
1 12/5/07 Transcript at 21-22, 24. 

  Mr. Bensinger 

2 2/11/08 Form 8K. 
3 PWC-FCIC000008 
4 Interview of Martin Sullivan. 
5 Interview of Elias Habayeb. 



said he did not learn of the adjustment until late 1/08 and that he learned it 
from Mr. Habayeb.6  Mr. Cassano, however, said the “negative basis” 
adjustment was disclosed to all of these executives and PWC before the 
12/5/07 Investor Day Conference and several documents corroborate his 
contention.7

But it is undisputed that the negative basis adjustment was not disclosed on 
12/5/07 and that shareholders suffered losses when the adjustment was 
disclosed on 2/11/08.  Moreover, on 2/28/08, AIG reported the SSCDS 
unrealized valuation loss had increased from the $1.5 billion estimate 
provided on 12/5/07 to $11.1 billion.  That multi-billion dollar increase 
caused AIG to report a $5.3 billion net loss in 4Q07.  

  

The documents supporting Mr. Cassano’s contention that the negative basis 
adjustment was disclosed to PWC and AIG executives before the 12/5/07 call 
include:  

• Typed notes (prepared by PWC) of a 11/29/07 meeting between PWC 
and executives of AIG and AIGFP (including Sullivan, Bensinger, Lewis, 
Cassano and others).  According to these notes, Cassano said the 
valuation of the SSCDS book included “the need to quantify CDS spread 
to the cash and could be as much as 10% but this is subject to 
review/change.”8

 
   

• These typed notes also reveal that if AIG used Goldman’s values to value 
the SSCDS book that there “could be an impact of $5bn for the quarter.”9 
CEO Sullivan said “this would eliminate the quarter’s profits.”10 Mr. 
Forster, who was at this meeting, told FCIC staff that CEO Sullivan 
responded to the $5 billion comment by saying he was going to have a 
“heart attack.”11 But Mr. Sullivan told FCIC staff that he does not 
remember this part of the meeting.  However, he told FCIC staff he does 
remember a later part of the meeting that did not include AIGFP 
executives.12

 
  

                                                           
6 Interview of Steven Bensinger. 
7 Interview of Elias Habayeb. 
8 PWC-FCIC 000381-383 at 381 
9 FCIC 000381-383 at 382.   
10 Id. 
11 Interview of Andrew Forster.  
12 Interview of Martin Sullivan. 



• PWC partner Henry Daubeney’s handwritten notes from the 11/29/07 
meeting include a notation that Cassano said “need to quantify CDS 
spread to the cash. Could be 10% but subject to change.”13

 
  

• During the 11/29/07 meeting, a spreadsheet reflecting Goldman’s 
marks was discussed. PWC Partner Bob Sullivan’s notes on the 
spreadsheet include a notation that there could be an adjustment of “10 
points on $75 Billion” that would result in a $3.5 billion gain.14

 
  

• After the 11/29/07 meeting AIG Internal Auditor Michael Roemer wrote 
in an email to Cassano that “After end of call, PwC reiterated positive 
comments on where you have taken the valuation process.  Appreciate 
your time and effort in preparing.”15

• On 12/1/10, Cassano sent an email to Habayeb, Dooley, Bensinger, 
Lewis, Herzog and McGinn re the SSCDS valuation in which he wrote 
that “we make an adjustment for cash vs. cds we derive from the 
market” and that this adjustment was discussed with PWC and CEO 
Sullivan.

  

16

 
  

• On 12/5/07, Cassano was provided with a list of questions/procedures 
from PWC regarding the valuation of the SSCDS book that included a 
procedure to “evaluate existence of CDS vs Cash spread differentials.”17

 
  

4811-9327-6422, v.  2 

 

                                                           
13 PWC-FCIC000473-476, at 221.  
14 PWC-FCIC000477. 
15 AIGSEC12689327-29. 
16 AIG-SEC5981397-99. 
17 AIG-SEC0005621-23.   



power game. You can go through and you can figure out what you think our losses might be or what you see from information
in the market and you can go through this. But it does come back to us as saying that we believe this is a money good book
and money good assets.

Now before James goes through the accounting methodology, I just want to spend a few minutes and talk about a bit of the
issues that are involved for us in doing all this. And again, I know this is quite topical. The accounting rules demand that we
assess a fair value to the series of transactions. For me, when I look at these transactions, I actually think of these transactions
as being more akin to an insurance contract. They have many more attributes than similarities to insurance than they do to
market driven derivative contracts.

You know when you look at it there's no liquidity. The transactions that we do are very one sided, we provide protection to a
Super Senior segment. There's no two-way market in these transactions, they're too customized, they're constructed as the
team has demonstrated from the ground up and it is really difficult, if not impossible to get another side to this transaction.
You're only called upon in certain fortuitous events, a default of some kind, a series of defaults, where they could eat into the
underlying contract.

And so again like an insurance contract, it's really a fortuitous event that calls your performance into action. We do write them,
though, on these is the based contracts and the accounting profession has decided that these are derivative contracts and that
they should have an accounting valuation. So we follow the rules. But there are many challenges to obtaining market pricing
or comparables, due to the highly customized nature of these transactions.

There's no defined market standards. We started the presentation by saying there's no standards of the Super Senior concept.
Many of the questions we have are always about why did the other guy call this trade a Super Senior trade? I don't know and I
can't answer that. And so it's difficult then to find trading comparisons because of the variety of attachment points, the
underwriting standards and the procedures that we use and implement to create our Super Senior transaction.

So in order to build a fair value assessment we need to look at the underlying components of these obligations and we need
to attempt to impute pricing for each reference obligation. But since our contract is a deep out of the money synthetic default
option, that's the nature of these, there's no cash involved in these transactions, we must also take into account the difference
between the cash price for the underlying reference obligation and the pricing of the synthetic credit derivative.

So seeking price discovery for the reference obligations is, at the current time, due to the complete illiquidity in the market, is
nearly impossible. There is at times no a longer, at all, a readily available market and this is further complicated by the fact that
many of the underlying reference obligations have non-standard features which must be accounted for when developing either
an analogous or a comparative price from some other instrument.

Take for example our multi-sector book. 20,000 separate obligations exists within our multi-sector CDO book. Many of these
obligations did not trade even in the best of market conditions. And if they did trade, it was infrequently and it was by appointment
and whether you want to call that trading or somebody was buying or selling at different times, but there was not really a
discernible market then. And so you can imagine the difficulties now.

So how do we handle it and how do we handle this lack of market information? Well we have a scale of procedures we go
through. Where we can we try and use direct market information. We may get it from Andy and his team in trading some of our
cash book and we'll be able to see what goes on. It maybe come in from other aspects of the AIG family of companies where
Richard and Win and their team are trading and selling certain of the bonds that they have and we can use that as price discovery.
It comes from our third-party counterparts where we investigate where they think pricing is.

We then try and draw on analogous information that's out there and try and draw similar attributes to some of the instruments
that we have. We then get all this information and generally it's information we're accumulating from a variety of third-party
agents, all bonafide people in the market, but it never fills out the entire spectrum for us. And so we then need to use our
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management judgment, and there is a good part of management judgment that we use to interpret the data and be able to
create an overall matrix for which we can price up all of these underlying obligations. So it's quite, in many ways, a daunting
task because of all the underlying instruments that exist here.

Now why do we use a model? And James will speak at greater length and more clearly on this than I will, but the bottom line
is we use a model because of all the variables involved in determining how the pricing should work, how the defaults should
work, how do you impute a loss given probability of default against the thousands and thousands of reference obligations we
have. So we attempt to do this but it ends up with for us is a real disconnect, as I said earlier, between the economics and the
reality of these transactions and what the accounting valuation is. And I'm just going to spend one minute and give you a piece
of anecdotal information from the market last Friday.

So last Friday was month end for November and it was an interesting week. We all heard that Vice Chairman Kohn came out in
the middle part of the week and gave a public speech in which it was interpreted that he was beginning to think that we needed
to have a Fed cut. Then on Thursday night Chairman Bernanke gave a speech in Charlotte where he could be interpreted that
he was thinking that maybe there's too much roiling in the markets and that maybe there needs to be a Fed cut.

And when we came into work on Friday morning in London, the press reports all had stories about Secretary Paulson and
Congress working towards this new plan of theirs in order to freeze some of the rollovers and be able to help people survive
the sticker shock of some of the subprime mortgages. So this all had an amazing affect on an instrument that many of you have
asked me in your conversations why we don't price against the ABX. But I'm going to use this ABX and what went on in the
price periods on Friday as an example of why it is difficult to see into this market and the realities of what the market is telling
us right now.

Why don't we use the ABX? I think the short answer is the ABX is not at all in any way representative of our portfolio. And I think
many of you now know the story of the ABX, it consists of 20 bonds, its cohort is somewhat limited and it's been selected in a
certain fashion. It doesn't have the granularity or the diversity of what our portfolios are but we don't ignore it. It's information
in the market, it's information about changes that go on in the market, it's information about changes in value and it informs
some of the management information that we need to use when creating our valuations for accounting purposes.

Now let me go back to the Friday story. So now there are these three stories sitting out there and on Friday morning the 2006-1,
which would be the mortgage pools looking back at the last half of 2005 and the A rated category. So on Friday morning, from
the previous close to that morning it gaps up 13 points. That's a 22% gap in pricing. So you look and say well maybe that's good
news. Then a couple of trades go through. The aggregation of these two trades -- of these few trades is not greater than $100
million and within a couple of hours of this press taking gap up of 22%, the ABX 2006-1A comes back flying down 10% and
closes the day only up 1%.

The amazing thing about this is it was the most volatile day, according to different firms we talked to, of the ABX and no trades
practically went through. And you look at it and you say well how can you get any transparency from this market information?
And this is what people talk to us about as the most liquid instrument. So no trading, huge volatility, tremendous unease. And
I think this is very, very illustrative of either a frothy market, I actually guess it's not frothy because it's the bottom part of a
market, the marmite section of the market.

And it gives you a window to the challenges that we're facing when trying to give these valuations. And you know I've seen a
lot of people write and lot of people talk about things about well why is there a number of this and why is there a number of
that. I can tell you, we're doing our best job to give you the proper valuations, but I don't think they're grounded in the reality
of our portfolios. But I know that you want a number. And as much as I sit here and tell you that it's not grounded in reality,
people are seeking a number for us.

Now we have run our numbers or actually are running our numbers for November. And it's a complicated process in some of
the ways we've laid it out, but what I can tell you, and I want you to walk away with this as an estimate, and my best estimate
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at this point in time with the information I have is that I think we will have, or my estimate is we will have a further write-down
from the October number of somewhere between $500 million and $600 million. I love it, everybody wrote that number down,
after everything I've been saying today.

And just for clarity's sake, we gave you a posting in October of $550 million, again we're telling you somewhere between $500
million and $600 million and we're saying that's an estimate right now. And as Charlene said at the very beginning of the
meeting, this will change and it will be informed as things change during the market. Now I gave you a number as of Friday,
we've all seen the rallies that have taken place, I've also given you information that says you can't believe the rallies because of
what's going on. So it's still a bit in flux.

The other question people ask is well where do you see this going and where do you and your team see it all going? I have no
idea. I am looking at the fundamental basis of our transactions and I'm comfortable with the fundamental parameters of our
transactions. I do know that between now and the end of the first quarter market pricing is going to be dynamic, but that's all
I can give you about the market.

I know it's going to be volatile, I know it's going to be dynamic and we're going to be in this phase for quite a while and at least
through the end of the quarter. But I think the best way for you all to think about this portfolio is based upon the information
that Andy and Gary have given you today in the fundamental analysis of the business. So now I'll turn it over to James and he
can tell you why he also finds the accounting issues challenging.

James Bridgwater - American International Group - EVP - Qualitative Solutions

Thank you, Joe. So I'm going to take a couple of minutes just to go into a little bit more detail about a couple of things Joe was
just saying and in particular I'm going to try and answer two questions. First of all why do we use a model and the second one,
why do we choose this particular model? So as Joe said, under U.S. GAAP we need to record our transactions at fair value. The
real question here is how do we determine that fair value in a dislocated market?

We always try to use market prices to the extent of that they're available but unfortunately, for the sort of remote risk, highly
customized transactions that we typically transact, there is no readily available market. We can usually but not always get market
prices for most of the collateral, most of the reference obligations that make up the collateral pool. To the extent we have market
prices we use them, to the extent we can't get them we use the best available proxy.

The next stage is to recognize the market ascribes a difference in valuation to cash securities versus synthetic. There are a
number of different reasons for this but one important reason is the liquidity needed to fund a cash position, particularly in the
current market environment. In other words, even if we have prices for all of the reference bonds making up the collateral pool,
this is an important factor in determining a valuation for our transactions but it is not enough to determine entirely the valuation.

Furthermore, our transactions have specific structural supports that provide us with additional protection in adverse circumstances
and Andy has referred to these, for example cash flow diversion triggers. In order to ascribe a fair value to these transactions
we need a model to incorporate all of these different factors.

So let me talk a little bit about the specific model that we actually use. The Binomial Expansion Technique, or BET model, was
originally developed by Moody's back in '96 with the goal of providing a tool for generating expected losses for portfolio credit
derivative transactions. This model has been extensively studied and documented and continues to be widely used in CDO
analysis. The basic methodology is simple and transparent. It relies on a measure of diversification called the Diversity Score to
encapsulate the degree of correlation between defaults and securities in the underlying collateral pool.

The main point here is that the higher correlation translates into a lower Diversity Score and I'll talk a little bit more about that
on the next slide. The Diversity Score is calculated and reported by most of the trustees in transactions that we have, so we have
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access to independently derived Diversity Scores for the majority of our transactions. And this speaks to the great advantage
of a BET model.

All of the main model parameters can be derived from independent market sources. We do not need to make assumptions, for
example, about the market price of correlation, which is not an observable parameter for the senior tranches of multi-sector
CDOs that are we trying to value. And I've listed at the bottom of the slide the main model parameters that we need in order
to achieve a valuation.

So let me finally go into a little bit more detail on a couple of these points. We use market credit spreads wherever possible to
imply a probability of loss for each underlying reference security. And that means the 20,000 reference securities that Joe was
referring to. We do not use agency ratings to imply our lost distributions. The key to the BET model is that we replace a large
and diverse pool of securities with a hypothetical, much simpler homogeneous pool of uncorrelated securities. The size of this
hypothetical pool is given by the Diversity Score.

We have made a few enhancements to the original BET model to help us capture the specific features of our transactions. For
example, we look at the loss distribution through time rather than just the loss distribution at maturity. We also use Monte Carlo
simulation to enable us to incorporate and to value the specific structural features that are present in each of our transactions.
Thank you. Back to you, Joe.

Joe Cassano - American International Group - President, CEO - AIG Financial Products

Great thanks, James. So just to sum up before the Q&A, we believe this is a money good portfolio. You've heard us talk about
all our trades combine the strength and careful asset due diligence, selection and review with the rigors and frameworks
provided by our bespoke modeling.

But each and everyone of our transactions, as Andy said earlier, passes through the same careful process, we don't have any
shortcuts, including, and we haven't spent a lot of time on this but Bob will talk about this with Kevin I'm sure during his
presentation, the approval of the AIG Head Office Enterprise Risk or the Credit Risk Group at AIG. So there's always two eyes,
two teams reviewing our business. There is not one dollar of this business that's been done that hasn't gone through that double
review check.

As Gary said, the models we use are simple, they're specific and they're highly conservative. And other than the accounting
methodology model, they're all in-house models. And we actually went outside to draw down a model that was publicly available
for accounting valuations because it was easy for others then to look and understand what we're doing, because that's the
whole essence of the fair value is let others see into your business.

It's also important to know that we construct and stress to our worst case assumptions, as Gary has pointed out. And one of the
things that's helping us through was the decision we made in 2005 and the limited exposure that we have to the problematic
vintages of '06 and '07. And now we'd be more than happy to take your questions. Tom?

Q U E S T I O N S  A N D  A N S W E R S

Tom Cholnoky - Goldman Sachs - Analyst

Tom Cholnoky, Goldman. Joe, just to go back to your estimate of the mark-to-market I guess --
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Joe Cassano - American International Group - President, CEO - AIG Financial Products

I warned you about this.

Tom Cholnoky - Goldman Sachs - Analyst

I just want to make sure I fully understand, I know this is kind of like second grade for me going through this. But just so I just
so I understand, to the extent that you've now quarter to date had roughly a $1.1 billion or so of potential or mark-to-market
--.

Joe Cassano - American International Group - President, CEO - AIG Financial Products

Or mark-to-model loss.

Tom Cholnoky - Goldman Sachs - Analyst

Mark-to-model, just to make sure, you don't actually expect these to actually generate economic loss for you. This is an indication
that, if you were to sell your portfolio today or sell these securities, you would have to recognize that loss. But to the extent that
you have the ability to ride out the duration of the contract, these would ultimately reverse these charges, just to understand
that. Is that correct?

Joe Cassano - American International Group - President, CEO - AIG Financial Products

That's absolutely correct. Now let me just, what Tom is saying is absolutely correct. We see the $1.1 billion, and we should add
to it the $350 million from the third quarter of last year right, the end of the September numbers, so the approximately $1.5
billion as a mark that someone might make us pay to take on these liabilities in this aberrant market conditions. But we don't
have to sell, they're all synthetic, there's nothing that compels us to sell these trades. Our fundamental analysis says this is a
money good asset. We would not be doing the shareholders any benefit by exiting this right now and taking that loss. And over
the average lives that you see us post for the maturity of these transactions, these losses will come back and these are money
good instruments that we have.

Tom Cholnoky - Goldman Sachs - Analyst

And then just, sorry, one follow up if I can just on the Paulson proposals in Washington. I you can just go into a little bit more
depth of, a little more detail of how potentially that could impact your various positions. For instance there's some thought that
BBBs might get pushed ahead of you and whatnot, but if you could give us a little bit more detail.

Joe Cassano - American International Group - President, CEO - AIG Financial Products

Right. It's a good question, Tom, because it's so timely, there are a lot of questions about the Paulson plan. I actually am very
happy that Secretary Paulson is taking a strong view at that end of the spectrum, how do we solve the mortgage problem in
the United States at the pointy end of the mortgage problem where the individuals are. I think that's an important aspect to it.
Whether his plan comes to final completion we don't know because you're all listening to the same pundits that I do.

The way to look at it is, if his plan came to fruition, what he would be saying then is, okay you who may have defaulted you no
longer will default because you're going to get a better rate than you would have through the market and your mortgage will
continue. That's the essence of his plan.
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Section 8 — Other Events
Item 8.01. Other Events.
     In connection with the preparation of its 2007 financial reports, American International Group, Inc. (“AIG”) has recently concluded that AIG should
clarify and expand its prior disclosures relating to the methodology and data inputs used to determine the fair values of the super senior credit default swap
portfolio in respect of multi−sector collateralized debt obligations (“CDOs”) of AIG Financial Products Corp. and AIG Trading Group Inc., including their
respective subsidiaries (collectively, “AIGFP”).
     As disclosed in AIG’s Quarterly Report on Form 10−Q for the quarter ended September 30, 2007 (the “Form 10−Q”), AIGFP values its super senior
credit default swaps using internal methodologies that utilize available market observable information and incorporate management estimates and judgments
when information is not available. In doing so, it employs a modified Binomial Expansion Technique (“BET”) model that currently utilizes, among other
data inputs, market prices obtained from independent sources, from which it derives credit spreads for the securities constituting the collateral pools
underlying the related CDOs. The modified BET model derives default probabilities and expected losses from market prices, not credit ratings. The initial
implementation of the BET model did not adequately quantify, and thus did not give effect to, the benefit of certain structural mitigants, such as triggers that
accelerate amortization of the more senior CDO tranches.
     As disclosed in the Form 10−Q, AIG did not give effect to these structural mitigants (“cash flow diversion features”) in determining the fair value of
AIGFP’s super senior credit default swap portfolio for the three months ended September 30, 2007. Similarly, these features were not taken into account in
the estimate of the decline in fair value of the super senior credit default swap portfolio through October 31, 2007 that was also included in the Form 10−Q
because AIG was not able to reliably estimate the value of these features at that time. Subsequent to the filing of the Form 10−Q, through development and
use of a second implementation of the BET model using Monte Carlo simulation, AIGFP was able to reliably estimate the value of these features. Therefore,
AIG gave effect to the benefit of these features in determining the cumulative decline in the fair value of AIGFP’s super senior credit default swap portfolio
for the period from September 30, 2007 to November 30, 2007 that was disclosed in AIG’s Current Report on Form 8−K/A, dated December 5, 2007 (the
“Form 8−K/A”) filed after AIG’s December 5, 2007 Investor Conference.
     In addition, during AIG’s December 5 Investor Conference, representatives of AIGFP indicated that the estimate of the decline in fair value of AIGFP’s
super senior credit default swap portfolio during November was then being determined on the basis of cash bond prices for securities in the underlying
collateral pools, with valuation adjustments made not only for the cash flow diversion features referred to above but also
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for “negative basis”, to reflect the amount attributable to the difference (the “spread differential”) between spreads implied from cash CDO prices and credit
spreads implied from the pricing of credit default swaps on the CDOs.
     In order to clarify the pricing methodology and data inputs used, the following table reflects the data inputs used in the methodology as of September 30,
2007, October 31, 2007 and November 30, 2007, and quantifies the components of the estimate as of the end of each month:

Benefit of
Structural Cumulative Decline Benefit of Spread

Gross Cumulative Mitigants (Cash in Valuation Net of Differential Cumulative Decline
(in millions) Decline in Valuation Flow Diversion Cash Flow Diversion (Negative Basis in Valuation As
As of During 2007 Features) Features Adjustment) Previously Disclosed
September 30 $ 352(1) $ 0(2) $ 352 Not Applicable $ 352(3)

October 31 $ 899(4) $ 0(2) $ 899 Not Applicable $ 899(5)

November 30 $ 5,964(6) $ 732(7) $ 5,232 $ 3,628(8) $ 1,604(9)

(1) Calculated using BET methodology with generic credit spreads on asset−backed securities provided by a third party.

(2) AIG did not give effect to the benefit of any cash flow diversion features.

(3) As disclosed in the Form 10−Q.

(4) Calculated using BET methodology with generic credit spreads on asset−backed securities provided by a third party and adjusted using inputs
derived by management from observed changes in the relevant ABX indices. Calculation on this basis at November 30, 2007 would have resulted
in a gross cumulative decline in valuation of $2.551 billion, a benefit of $863 million from cash flow diversion features and a cumulative decline in
valuation net of cash flow diversion features of $1.687 billion.

(5) Corresponds to the sum of the cumulative decline as of September 30, 2007 of $352 million and the estimated further decline during October
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of $550 million as disclosed in the Form 10−Q and reflects further refinement of data inputs used in the model.
(6) Calculated using BET methodology with cash bond prices provided by the managers of the underlying CDO collateral pools, or, where not

provided by the managers, prices derived from a price matrix based on cash bond prices that were provided.

(7) Calculated using Monte Carlo simulation.

(8) Represents amount attributable to the differential between spreads implied from cash CDO prices and credit spreads implied from the pricing of
credit default swaps on the CDOs.

(9) Corresponds to the sum of the cumulative decline as of September 30, 2007 of $352 million and the estimated further decline of an aggregate of
approximately $1.05 billion to $1.15 billion during October and November as disclosed in the Form 8−K/A, and reflects further refinement of data
inputs used in the model.

     AIG has not yet determined the amount of the increase in the cumulative decline in fair value of AIGFP’s super senior credit default swap portfolio to be
included in its December 31, 2007 financial statements. AIG is still accumulating market data in order to update its valuation of the AIGFP super senior
credit default swap portfolio. AIG currently expects that the adjustment for cash flow diversion features will be included in determining the fair value of
AIGFP’s super senior credit default swap portfolio at December 31, 2007. However, as a result of current difficult market conditions, AIG is not able to
reliably quantify the differential between spreads implied from cash CDO prices and credit spreads implied from the pricing of credit default swaps on the
CDOs, and therefore AIG will not include any adjustment to reflect the spread differential (negative basis adjustment) in determining the fair value of
AIGFP’s super senior credit default swap portfolio at December 31, 2007. The fair value of the super senior credit default swap portfolio for the year ended
December 31, 2007 will reflect continuing refinements, if any, of AIG’s valuation methodologies and additional market data.
     AIG has been advised by its independent auditors, PricewaterhouseCoopers LLC, that they have concluded that at December 31, 2007, AIG had a
material weakness in its internal control over financial reporting and oversight relating to the fair value valuation of the AIGFP super senior credit default
swap portfolio. AIG’s assessment of its internal controls relating to the fair value valuation of the AIGFP super senior credit default swap portfolio is
ongoing, but AIG believes that it currently has in place the necessary compensating controls and procedures to appropriately determine the fair value of
AIGFP’s super senior credit default swap portfolio for purposes of AIG’s year−end financial statements.
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SIGNATURES
          Pursuant to the requirements of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, the registrant has duly caused this report to be signed on its behalf by the
undersigned hereunto duly authorized.

AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL GROUP, INC.
                              (Registrant)

Date: February 11, 2008 By:  /s/ Kathleen E. Shannon  
Name:  Kathleen E. Shannon 
Title:  Senior Vice President and Secretary 
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