April 26, 2014
Gerard Poliquin
Secretary of the Board
National Credit Union Administration
1775 Duke Street
Alexandria, VA 22314
Delivered electronically to regcomments@ncua.gov
Subject: Prompt Corrective Action – Risk Based Capital; RIN 3133-AD77
Dear Mr. Poliquin,
Thank-you for the opportunity to offer comments on the National Credit Union
Administration’s (NCUA) revised Risk Based Net Worth rule (RBNW) proposal. I
appreciate the NCUA board and staff efforts to review and update regulations to keep the
credit union charter relevant and the National Credit Union Share Insurance Fund (Fund)
safe in today’s challenging economic environment.
I’m in complete agreement that it is time for the credit union charter to move to a more
comprehensive risk-based approach to evaluating the adequacy of capital necessary to
operate in a safe and sound manner.
I appreciate the willingness of Chair Matz and the NCUA board to tackle this tough issue
and would like to offer my thoughts on the rule as it is proposed in the following areas:
1. Base assumptions and drivers of risks addressed in the proposed rule
2. Regulatory change is only one half of a comprehensive change in revitalizing the
credit union capital structure
3. Concern for requirement of capital adequacy plans for complex credit unions
4. Implementation timeline of the RBC proposal
5. Unintended consequences – examiner actions
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1 - Base assumptions and drivers of risks addressed in the
proposed rule
I have attended multiple sessions about the RBC proposal with various staff and board
members of the NCUA. In all the sessions the same three Congressional mandates were
shared as the drivers for this proposal:
1. The RBC rule be comparable to other financial institutions (per section 1831o)
2. The RBC rule take into account that credit unions are not-for-profit cooperatives
that don’t issue capital stock, must rely on retained earnings to build net worth
and have boards of directors that consist primarily of volunteers.
3. The Board shall design the risk-based net worth requirement to take account of
any material risks against which the net worth ratio required for an insured credit
union to be adequately capitalized may not provide adequate protection.
I would like to share some observations of mine as I have worked through understanding
both the purpose and the mechanics of the proposed rule
Comparability to other financial institutions
I think the proposed rule works diligently to create a comparable risk-based evaluation.
It also avoids some of the complexities required of other charters due to their wider array
of products and services and capital sources available to these other charters.
Not-for-profit cooperative differences
I feel that the NCUA hasn’t fully taken into account the unique nature of the not-forprofit cooperative structure. To create regulations that increase capital requirements for
an industry that already has the highest capital requirements, and only one avenue to
increase capital (earnings) doesn’t meet the mandate set down by Congress.
Recommendation – The NCUA take into account that – with a legislated minimum for
a well-capitalized credit union significantly higher than other financial charters, the
credit union industry is sufficiently capitalized. Imposing additional requirements
without giving the industry additional sources of capital will unnecessarily restrict
credit union growth and success.
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Adequately Capitalized versus all credit unions
The directive from Congress was an RBNW to protect against adequately capitalized
credit unions from exposing the Fund to risk of loss. This is a key variance from the RBC
rule as proposed. Congress made it very clear the NCUA was to devise an RBNW
calculation to deal with less than well capitalized credit unions. In discussions with
NCUA representatives it appears that the mandate has been translated into a requirement
that the RBC proposal result in more capital being required than the 7.0%. I couldn’t find
any legislative directive in which this is the desired outcome of Congress. Natural person
credit unions came through the Great Recession with lower losses overall and
proportionally than the banking system. Based on actual outcomes the legislated 7.0%
has accomplished the purpose of protecting the Share Insurance Fund.
Recommendation – the RBC rule be modified to only apply to credit unions that are
less than well capitalized. That the RBC calculation be made for well capitalized credit
unions, but that it be only used in the evaluation/determination of the CAMEL rating –
Capital section.

2 - Regulatory change is only one half of a comprehensive
change in revitalizing the credit union capital structure
The RBC proposal only addresses one-half of the credit union industry’s need for capital
reform. Legislative reform is also needed to address the industry’s capital structure:
 Minimum capital requirements should also be addressed through a legislative fix
 The credit union’s limit to capital through only one source (earnings) also needs
to be corrected legislatively giving credit union meaningful access to secondary
capital through subordinated debt.
Recommendation – That the NCUA board members actively solicit Congress to invest
the NCUA legislatively with the ability to set minimum capital in the same manner as
other financial regulators and that credit unions be given access to secondary capital
with the NCUA having a similar authority to establish the source and method of that
access.

3 - Concern for requirement of capital adequacy plans for
complex credit unions
I’m concerned about the requirement for capital adequacy plans for complex credit
unions. While it may be part of best practices for a credit union to have a formal capital
adequacy plan, the choice should be left to the board of those credit unions. A $150
million credit union with strong capital and solid performance ratios should not be
required to invest management’s limited time and resources on a checkbox capital
adequacy plan for examiner purposes.
Recommendation – Only require capital adequacy plans for complex credit unions that
do not meet the risk based capital net worth ratio.
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4 - Implementation timeline of the RBC proposal
Thank-you for reconsidering the eighteen months timeline from the original proposal.
The Corporate Stabilization Fund is slated to terminate in 2021. There is a strong
possibility of a return of funds to credit unions. Coordinating the implementation of the
RBC regulation with the termination date of the Corporate Stabilization fund could
mitigate some of the effects to credit unions negatively impacted by the RBC rule.
Recommendation – The implementation timeline be extended to 2021, to coincide with
the termination of the Corporate Stabilization Fund.

5 - Unintended consequences – examiner actions
At present, credit unions are required to have at least 7.0% net worth to be well
capitalized. From a regulatory standpoint the NCUA representatives have stated that,
with the exception of NCUA board action downgrading a specific credit union one level
of capitalization, the NCUA can’t require any additional capital.
I can state definitively that some examinations result in documented direction to credit
union boards and management to increase net worth beyond the regulatory requirement.
In discussion with NCUA representatives the RBC proposal was advanced as the solution
to this practice. However, the reality is that, even when the credit union exceeds both
regulatory 7.0% and the RBC proposal of 10.5%, the documented requirement to increase
net worth still exists. My concern is whether this practice will continue with the
implementation of RBC in its final form.
Recommendation – With the implementation of RBC in its final form, there is a
concentrated effort to eliminate the practice of exam staff to exceed legislative and
regulatory net worth requirements.

Conclusion
I would like to reiterate that I support a risk-based approach to capital adequacy
evaluation. I look forward to the discussion and analysis that will result from the
comment process in shaping the final rule. I appreciate the opportunity to offer my input.
Respectfully,

Thomas E. Griffith
CEO
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