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Dear Mr. Feldman:
The Systemic Risk Council (the Council or we)1 appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
proposal of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (the FDIC) to amend certain definitions
under the regulatory capital and liquidity coverage ratio rules applicable to FDIC-supervised
banking organizations (the Proposed Rule),2 in order to ensure that the favorable capital and
liquidity treatment currently accorded to various derivatives and collateralized transactions is not
disrupted by the adoption of certain foreign special resolution regimes or the International Swaps
and Derivatives Association Resolution Stay Protocol (the ISDA Protocol).
The Council supports adoption of the Proposed Rule, which promotes the common objective—
shared by the FDIC and the other federal banking regulatory agencies as well as the Council—of
establishing effective resolution regimes for globally active financial companies.3 Absent
adoption of the Proposed Rule, the discrepancy between the treatment of (i) qualifying master
netting agreements (QMNAs) subject to a stay or avoidance of rights only upon default under
U.S. special resolution and (ii) QMNAs subject to foreign yet substantially similar regimes
would effectively penalize banks for the international implementation of a policy with which the
U.S. regulatory community broadly agrees, leading to an odd result where similar credit risk
mitigation measures receive entirely different regulatory capital treatment. Notwithstanding the
Council’s endorsement of the Proposed Rule as a necessary technical amendment to the current
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netting rules, we believe that the impact of close-out netting on systemic risk mitigation and the
current theory and practice for calculating regulatory capital relief for close-out netting should be
reassessed in the near future to determine their ongoing appropriateness.
1.

Summary of the Proposed Rule

The Proposed Rule would amend the definition of “qualifying master netting agreement” and
make conforming changes to the definitions of “collateral agreement,” “eligible margin loan,”
and “repo-style transaction.”4 Under the FDIC’s current rules, a QMNA may provide for a
“limited stay” or “avoidance of rights” upon the default of a counterparty based upon
receivership, conservatorship, or resolution exclusively under the Federal Deposit Insurance Act
(the FDIA),5 Title II of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (Title
II),6 or similar laws applicable to U.S. government-sponsored enterprises, as the case may be.7
Under the proposal, a QMNA could also provide for a limited stay or avoidance of rights upon
default where it is subject to or incorporates any foreign special resolution regime that is
“substantially similar” to Title II.8 The determination of whether a foreign special resolution
regime is “substantially similar” would be made jointly by the FDIC, the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System (the Board), and the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (the
OCC, and together with the FDIC and the Board, the agencies) and would include consideration
of, among other factors, creditor safeguards or protections and the length of the stay under such a
regime.9
2.
The Proposed Rule encourages international consistency in the adoption of
special resolution regimes consistent with the goals of the G-20 and the Financial
Stability Board.
The Proposed Rule would maintain equivalent capital and liquidity treatment among QMNAs
that differ primarily in the jurisdiction of any special resolution regime to which they are subject.
We applaud the FDIC for recognizing that, without the Proposed Rule’s amendments, the
currently applicable definitions draw a distinction without a difference between the U.S. special
resolution regimes and substantially similar foreign regimes. More importantly, we commend the
FDIC for encouraging the salutary goal of “implement[ing] consistent, national resolution
regimes on a global basis[, which] furthers the orderly resolution of internationally active
financial companies and enhances financial stability.”10 Permitting the regulatory capital and
liquidity coverage ratio rules to drive a wedge between U.S. and foreign regulators on this issue
would not only undermine the principle of international regulatory comity; it would constitute an
unnecessary distraction at a time when G-20 jurisdictions are finalizing critical rules to dispel the
notion that certain large financial institutions are insusceptible to orderly resolution and thus “too
big to fail.”
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3.
The Proposed Rule ensures that similar regulatory capital treatment will be
afforded for similar credit risk mitigation.
The agencies’ regulatory capital and liquidity coverage ratio rules currently permit a banking
organization to measure its credit risk exposure under certain types of financial contracts on a net
basis and to recognize the risk-mitigating effects of financial collateral for other types of
exposures, so long as those financial contracts are subject to a QMNA.11 Measuring credit risk
exposure on a net rather than gross basis results in lower capital requirements.12 The rules define
a QMNA as a netting agreement that permits a banking organization to terminate, apply closeout netting, and promptly liquidate or set-off collateral upon occurrence of a counterparty event
of default.13 The FDIC’s rules recognize that such “rights upon default” may be stayed in limited
circumstances—e.g., when a banking organization is in receivership, conservatorship, or
resolution under the FDIA or Title II—yet still accord QMNAs favorable capital treatment.
However, the current definition of “qualifying master netting agreement” and related terms do
not provide the same capital treatment where rights upon default are subject to limited stays
under a foreign special resolution regime or where counterparties to a financial contract agree to
apply a U.S. or foreign special resolution regime.14 Without the Proposed Rule, therefore, FDICsupervised banking organizations employing similar credit risk mitigants would potentially be
afforded entirely inconsistent regulatory capital treatment.
4.
The Proposed Rule appropriately reflects relevant legal and regulatory
developments abroad.
When the relevant definitions were originally adopted by the agencies, no foreign jurisdiction
had yet adopted a relevant special resolution regime. Similarly, the ISDA Protocol was not yet in
place. Recently, however, the European Union has finalized its Bank Recovery and Resolution
Directive (the BRRD), which prescribes features of a special resolution regime that E.U. member
states should implement.15 In addition, several U.S. banking organizations have recently
announced that they will adopt the ISDA Protocol, which amends the terms of the ISDA Master
Agreement for bilateral over-the-counter derivatives transactions to stay certain rights upon
default and provides certain other remedies.16 Most provisions of both the BRRD and the ISDA
Protocol took effect on January 1, 2015.17
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The implementation of the BRRD and the ISDA Protocol generally parallels the steps taken in
the United States to establish a special resolution regime under Title II. However, absent
adoption of the Proposed Rule, a QMNA that permits rights upon default to be stayed under a
special resolution regime implemented pursuant to the BRRD or that incorporates the ISDA
Protocol would no longer satisfy the current definition of a “qualifying master netting
agreement.” The loss of favorable treatment for netting would result in “considerably higher
capital and liquidity requirements” for affected organizations,18 notwithstanding the broad
consistency of the BRRD and the ISDA Protocol with the objectives of the U.S. special
resolution regime under Title II and the FDIA. The Council thus believes that the current
definitions should reflect these new developments.
5.
More broadly, the impact of close-out netting on systemic risk mitigation and the
current theory and practice for calculating regulatory capital relief for close-out netting
should be reassessed to determine their ongoing appropriateness.
Although the Proposed Rule resolves a critical technical deficiency in the current netting rules,
there remain several practical questions regarding the effect that the expanded implementation
and cross-referencing of special resolution regimes may have on the risk exposure of FDICinsured depository institutions when their rights upon a counterparty’s default are stayed or
avoided.19 The Proposed Rule therefore requests public comment regarding, in general, how
cross-border netting agreements performed during the financial crisis, what legal and operational
impediments remain to their effective functioning, and whether the current treatment of netted
financial contracts accurately reflects the associated risks.20
There also remain larger policy questions whether the regulatory capital and liquidity coverage
ratio rules accurately gauge the impact of netting as a mitigant of systemic risk. Indeed, while
perhaps recognizing that the text of the Proposed Rule may not itself be a suitable vehicle for
revisiting the basic theory and practice that underlie the netting rules, the FDIC has raised issues
associated with QMNAs that the Council believes would be prudent to consider.
The Council acknowledges that netting can substantially reduce the exposure of a banking
organization to a netted set of financial contracts, but we also observe that the remaining
exposure is far from static. Close-out netting reduces credit risk, and it encourages growth in the
size of bilateral netting, since the increase, if any, in the credit risk of a netted set of financial
contracts is not proportional to the increase in the notional size of the netted set.21 However, the
18
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value-at-risk increases with notional size, and this exposure is a function of movement in market
factors and other independent indices. Therefore, an individual financial contract may swing
several times during its life between a gross positive and a gross negative fair value. Two-way
cash flows are common, even on a daily basis, as collateral is transferred based on net credit
exposure to the counterparty. In addition, the net credit exposure may be concentrated with
respect to the bank counterparty, as indicated above, the type of end-user, or the underlying asset
or reference index. Further, when a party to a financial contract posts non-cash collateral,
changes in asset values may trigger margin calls. Finally, as the Proposed Rule suggests, parties’
confidence in their close-out rights may be affected by the establishment of additional special
resolution regimes and the strength of the assurances they receive from those regimes in
exchange for the stay or avoidance of their rights upon default.
In sum, the Council supports adoption of the Proposed Rule as necessary to prevent unjustifiable
inconsistencies in the application of the current netting rules among FDIC-supervised banking
organizations and to avoid undermining global financial reform efforts. That said, we believe
that it is important not to lose sight of the volatility that underlies QMNAs and to consider from
time to time how well the regulatory capital and liquidity coverage ratio rules reflect the credit
risk, market risk, and liquidity risk in a netted set of financial contracts.
*

*

Respectfully submitted,

Sheila Bair, Chair
On behalf of the Systemic Risk Council
www.systemicriskcouncil.org

5

*

Systemic Risk Council Membership
Chair: Sheila Bair, The Pew Charitable Trusts, Former Chair of the FDIC
Senior Advisor: Paul Volcker, Former Chair of the Federal Reserve Board of Governors
Members:


Brooksley Born, Former Chair of the Commodity Futures Trading Commission



Sharon Bowles, Former Member of European Parliament and Former Chair of the Parliament’s
Economic and Monetary Affairs Committee



Bill Bradley, Former United States Senator (D-NJ)



William Donaldson, Former Chair of the Securities and Exchange Commission



Jeremy Grantham, Co-Founder & Chief Investment Strategist, Grantham May Van Otterloo



Richard Herring, The Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania



Hugh F. Johnson, Executive Vice President and Chief Financial Officer, PepsiCo



Simon Johnson, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Sloan School of Management



Jan Pieter Krahnen, Chair of Corporate Finance at Goethe-Universität in Frankfurt and Director of the
Centre for Financial Studies



Sallie Krawcheck, Chair, Ellevate, Former Senior Executive, Citi and Bank of America Wealth
Management



Lord John McFall, Former Chair, House of Commons Treasury Committee



Ira Millstein, Senior Partner, Weil Gotshal & Manges LLP



Maureen O’Hara, Cornell University, Johnson School of Management



Paul O’Neill, Former Chief Executive Officer, Alcoa, Former Secretary of the Treasury



Scott Powers, President and Chief Executive Officer, State Street Global Advisors



John Reed, Former Chairman and CEO, Citicorp and Citibank



Alice Rivlin, Brookings Institution, Former Vice-Chair of the Federal Reserve Board



Kurt Schacht, Managing Director, Standards and Financial Market Integrity Division, CFA Institute



Chester Spatt, Tepper School of Business, Carnegie Mellon University, Former Chief Economist,
Securities and Exchange Commission



Lord Adair Turner, Former Chair of the U.K. Financial Services Authority and Former Chair of the
Financial Stability Board’s Standing Committee on Supervisory and Regulatory Cooperation



Nout Wellink, Former President of the Netherlands Central Bank and Former Chair of the Basel
Committee on Banking Supervision Settlements

* Affiliations are for identification purposes only. Council members participate as individuals, and this letter
reflects their own views and not those of the organizations with which they are affiliated.

