[NOTE: FDIC’s proposal would raise five key dollar thresholds and index them automatically every five years going forward. FDIC’s proposal is narrower than FRB’s proposal.  

This template presents bracketed areas in bold and highlighting and some selected aspects to comment on. These are areas designed for you to remove and insert your own comments. Also note there are two places within the template that set forth an OPTION 1 or an OPTION 2 to select from. The text is different based upon whether the bank has filed comments with both FRB and FDIC or only with FDIC. Comments are due November 4, 2026.  

HOW TO FILE: You may submit comments to FDIC, identified as RIN 3064-AG26, by following the instructions for submitting comments, including attachments at: https://www.fdic.gov/​federal-register-publications or by emailing comments to Comments@fdic.gov and include RIN 3064-AG 26 in the subject line of the message.   

For further background, the proposed rule may be viewed at: https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2026-08-06/pdf/2026-15995.pdf 

Contact WBA Legal at wbalegal@wisbank.com with questions.]

[Bank letterhead]

[Date]

ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION ONLY

Jennifer M. Jones, 
Deputy Executive Secretary, 
Attention: Comments RIN 3064-AG26, 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
550 17th Street NW, 
Washington, DC 20429
RIN 3064-AG26

Re: Extensions of Credit to Insiders; RIN 3064-AG26

To Whom It May Concern:

[Introduce your bank, asset size, charter type, and footprint. Mention how often your bank extends credit to executive officers, directors, principal shareholders, or their related interests.]

[Bank Name] appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation’s (FDIC) proposal to update its Part 337 which implements requirements of the Federal Reserve Act and Regulation O.

[Include Option 1 or Option 2, accordingly. NOT BOTH]

OPTION 1 is if Bank has also filed comments with FRB: [Bank Name] has separately commented on the parallel proposal issued by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System (FRB) to amend Regulation O. Except for the two dollar-based thresholds this proposal addresses, FDIC-supervised institutions are subject to Regulation O by cross-reference under 12 CFR 337.3(a). As a result, [Bank Name’s] other comments to FRB will apply equally to Wisconsin’s state nonmember banks once Regulation O is finalized, and [Bank Name] does not repeat them here. This letter is limited to the two thresholds this proposal would change and the proposed indexing methodology.

[Bank Name] understands the importance of ensuring insiders do not receive preferential treatment. At its core, Regulation O and FDIC’s Part 337 operate to protect banks from exposure to undue risk. And while [Bank Name] is committed to that goal and has been working with these rules for many years now, it remains one of the most taxing and time consuming to navigate, understand, and comply with. Not only this, but the current thresholds Regulation O and FDIC’s Part 337 operate at are in serious need of updating. Credits that pose no real risk, made on the same terms available to any customer, now routinely trigger board approval, exception limits, and disclosure requirements designed for a different world.

[Describe the compliance burden your bank has experienced under current Regulation O and FDIC Part 337. Consider: how much staff time is spent tracking insider lending limits and preparing board approvals?]

To that extent, [Bank Name] welcomes the opportunity to update and modernize Part 337, increase transparency by clarifying requirements and incorporating existing interpretations, and promote efficiency by reducing regulatory burden. I offer the following comments.

OPTION 2 is if Bank did not file comments with FRB:

[Bank Name] understands the importance of ensuring insiders do not receive preferential treatment. At its core, Regulation O and FDIC’s Part 337 operate to protect banks from exposure to undue risk. And while [Bank Name] is committed to that goal and has been working with these rules for many years now, it remains one of the most taxing and time consuming to navigate, understand, and comply with. Not only this, but the current thresholds Regulation O and FDIC’s Part 337 operate at are in serious need of updating. Credits that pose no real risk, made on the same terms available to any customer, now routinely trigger board approval, exception limits, and disclosure requirements designed for a different world.

[Describe the compliance burden your bank has experienced under current Regulation O and FDIC Part 337. Consider: how much staff time is spent tracking insider lending limits and preparing board approvals?]

To that extent, [Bank Name] welcomes the opportunity to update and modernize Part 337, increase transparency by clarifying requirements and incorporating existing interpretations, and promote efficiency by reducing regulatory burden. I offer the following comments.

Dollar-Based Thresholds

OPTION 1 is if Bank has also filed comments with FRB: [Bank Name] strongly supports the proposed increases: from $100,000 to $400,000 for extensions of credit to executive officers not otherwise authorized under Federal Reserve Act section 22(g), and from $500,000 to $2,000,000 for the threshold requiring prior board approval under Federal Reserve Act section 22(h). These figures mirror FRB’s parallel proposal, and consistent thresholds across the federal banking agencies are essential so that banks are not held to different standards depending only on their charter. 

[Describe how the current thresholds have impacted your bank. For example: how often has your board had to approve routine extensions of credit because of the $500,000 threshold? Has the $100,000 limit affected your ability to extend credit to an executive officer for an ordinary purpose? Include specific dollar amounts and the number of transactions if able. How much time would bank save under FDIC’s proposed changes?]

[Bank Name] agrees that the proposed thresholds restore the balance originally intended when these limits were adopted.

OPTION 2 is if Bank did not file comments with FRB: [Bank Name] strongly supports the proposed increases: from $100,000 to $400,000 for extensions of credit to executive officers not otherwise authorized under Federal Reserve Act section 22(g), and from $500,000 to $2,000,000 for the threshold requiring prior board approval under Federal Reserve Act section 22(h). These figures mirror the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System’s (FRB) parallel proposal, and consistent thresholds across the federal banking agencies are essential so that banks are not held to different standards depending only on their charter.  

[Describe how the current thresholds have impacted your bank. For example: how often has your board had to approve routine extensions of credit because of the $500,000 threshold? Has the $100,000 limit affected your ability to extend credit to an executive officer for an ordinary purpose? Include specific dollar amounts and the number of transactions if able. How much time would bank save under FDIC’s proposed changes?]

[Bank Name] agrees that the proposed thresholds restore the balance originally intended when these limits were adopted.

Indexing

[Bank Name] supports the proposed five-year indexing mechanism.[Bank Name] urges FDIC to finalize its indexing methodology, effective date, and five-year adjustment schedule in coordination with FRB, including using nominal GDP as the index for threshold adjustments. [Bank Name] recognizes FDIC uses the metric of non-seasonally adjusted Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W) for adjusting several other regulatory thresholds. However, given FRB has proposed using nominal GDP as its index adjustor, FDIC should not become an outlier to FRB’s standards under Regulation O. 

[Bank Name] also requests that FDIC publish each adjustment well in advance of its effective date, and that effective date run at the start of a calendar quarter. [Bank Name] also recommends that FDIC coordinate with FRB and OCC so that all insured institutions adopt the same amounts on the same date.

[Include additional topics you wish to address, depending on your bank's circumstances]

Conclusion

[Bank Name] appreciates FDIC’s effort to modernize Part 337 and the opportunity to comment.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Respectfully, 
[Signature block, name, title]
