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Mr. Barry Mardock
Deputy Director, Office of Regulatory Policy
Farm Credit Administration
1501 Farm Credit Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102-5090
Dear Mr. Mardock:
n’s (FCA or Agency)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Farm Credit Administratio
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I ask that FCA revise the proposed rule as outlined below to make it workab
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Eliminate the requirement that FCS institutions obtain shareholder votes on
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time a share is outstanding is irrelevant to permanence. Rather
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by member-customers’ clear understanding that their shares
the long-term financial stability of their cooperative.
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Revise the proposed “safe harbor” provision that authorizes limited
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provisions implemented by European bank regulators. The propos
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consistent with Basel Ill
Reduce the proposed Tier 1 leverage requirement to 4% to be
my perspective, the proposed
standards implemented by regulators across the globe. From
Ill. There is simply no
5% standard is an arbitrary and capricious deviation from Basel
1 leverage ratio for the FCS
quantitative analysis or loss experience that justifies a 5% Tier
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function consistent with
The refinements I ask FCA to make ensure that the FCS can
as Congress clearly intended.
cooperative principles for the benefit of its member-customers
and FCA’s willingness to consider
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this proposed rule
my feedback.
Sincerely,
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