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. Individual regulations providing for the terms of alternative capital are .
counterpraductive. Examples are MCC regulations which are obsolete and
overweighted toward assuring no risk of default to the detriment of their I
marketability, the absence of any guidlance or records held by the OCC regaiciing
pledged accounts and more liberal perpetual preferred stock rules wr;wiCh on}fl, ct
with MCC rules and numerous contraldictions with Fedeqal rules on the eligibilify
of alternative capital instruments and istate law. A principles-based approdch| :
| which liberalizes those provisions of an alternative capital instrument[issu d b}
mutual banks qualifying for Tier 1 capijtal, that are acceptable for mutual banks
regardiess|of their nomenclature, is pn{eferable. | ‘
, |
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| | |
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subject to it#we same basic terms. Regulations pertaining to tier 1 eligiblility re |
inconsistent. For example, See 12 CFR 163.74 (Terms of MCCs) and, l
167.5(b)(1)(ii) (MCCs eligible for Tier 2 capital), compared with Appendix to‘12
CFR Part 225, FRB Capital Adequacy|Guidelines pertaining to perpetual |
preferred stpck as Tier | capital. See the distinctions between OCC, FPIC ndi
FRB regulations for the terms of alternative capital instruments such as MCCs,
perpetual and redeemable preferred s(]?)ck and subordinated debt. | I
: |
Question 7: Could iany regulations or category of regulations be streamlined or \
simplified to reduce unduly burdensome or duplicative regulatory'requirement"s? ; ‘
. Capital regulations should be tailored tb apply to banks in different siz# ran,_:;eg|
offering no or minor systemic risk allowling alternative instruments to qualify as|
Tier 1 capital with immaterial diminutioih of their loss absorption capacity. !
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This changel would make mutual banks more competitive and offer sm?ll \
businesses and retail customers more choices. ! :
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Question 8: Do any| of the regulations in these|categories create competitive | |
disadvantages for ohe part of the financial services industry compared to another or fo!r
one type of insured depository institution compared to another? I so, please identify the
regulaﬁon;s and indi¢ate how they should be amended. - [ '
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