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Dear Mr. Feldman: 
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Rockford Bank and Trust Company welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation (FDIC) Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPR) proposing changes to the FDIC's 
deposit insurance assessment regulation for small banks, which are defined as banks with assets of less 
than $10 billion. In particular, we would like to comment on the impact of this proposal on reciprocal 
deposits. 
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The proposal also states that it would improve the current system "by incorporating newer data from the 
recent financial crisis" ... to ... "more accurately reflect risk." 
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Specifically, under the current system, reciprocal deposits are excluded from the "adjusted brokered 
deposit ratio" which penalizes banks for reliance on brokered deposits. The proposed assessment system 
would no longer exclude reciprocal deposits from the definition of brokered deposits. 

In the proposal, the FDIC gives no justification for this shift, which would result in reciprocal deposits 
being treated like any other form ofbrokered deposit or wholesale funding. It simply and arbitrarily 
lumps reciprocal deposits in with traditional brokered deposits. In doing so, it would penalize banks that 
use them by, in effect, taxing them. 

A solution is simple: retain the current system's exclusion of reciprocal deposits from the definition of 
"brokered" for assessment purposes. 

Further, we strongly urge the FDIC to support legislation to explicitly exempt reciprocal deposits from 
the definition ofbrokered deposit in the FDI Act. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas D. Budd 
President & CEO 
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cc: The Honorable Richard Durbin 

711 Hart Senate Office Building 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

The Honorable Mark Kirk 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

The Honorable Cheri Bustos 
1009 Longworth House Office Building 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable Martin J. Gruenberg 
Chairman 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
550 17th St., NW 
Washington, DC 20429 


