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July 1, 2026 

 

Michelle Ogren 

Acting Regional Director 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 

300 South Riverside Plaza, Suite 1700 

Chicago, IL 60606-3447 

 

Re:  Public Comment Letter - Interagency Bank Merger Act Application (Application 

No. 20260542) of The Hicksville Bank (Certificate No. 16370), Hicksville, Ohio 

 

Dear Director Ogren: 

The Ohio Bankers League (OBL), on behalf of its approximately 170 member banks and thrifts doing 

business in Ohio, respectfully submits this public comment letter in opposition to the Interagency Bank 

Merger Act Application filed by The Hicksville Bank (Hicksville), an Ohio state-chartered bank, seeking 

FDIC approval to transfer substantially all of its assets and substantially all of its liabilities, including all 

deposit liabilities, to Interra Credit Union (Interra), an Indiana state-chartered credit union. 

OBL requests that the FDIC deny the Application. In the alternative, the FDIC should hold the 

Application in abeyance pending a definitive Ohio-law determination by the Ohio Division of Financial 

Institutions (DFI), require supplemental public information addressing the issues identified below, and 

hold a public hearing before taking any action. 

OBL does not submit these comments as a broad philosophical objection to credit unions. The question 

before the FDIC is narrower and more concrete: whether this Application satisfies the Bank Merger Act 

and whether the FDIC should approve a transaction that lacks authority under Ohio law, removes all 

Hicksville depositors from FDIC insurance, eliminates the Ohio state bank charter, creates public-

depository and field-of-membership concerns, and removes the affected communities from the 

Community Reinvestment Act framework. 

The public notice confirms that the Application seeks approval for “the transfer of substantially all the 

assets and substantially all the liabilities (including all deposit liabilities)” of Hicksville to Interra, with 

Interra as the resultant institution. The Application likewise states that, after consummation, Hicksville 

will terminate its FDIC deposit insurance, surrender its Ohio banking charter, and dissolve pursuant to 

Ohio law. These admissions are central to the FDIC’s review. 

I. The FDIC Should Deny the Application Because the Proposed Transfer Is Not Authorized Under 

Ohio Law. 

The threshold issue is state-law authority. Hicksville is an Ohio state-chartered bank. The proposed 

transaction is not a routine bank-to-bank merger. It is a purchase and assumption transaction in which 

Hicksville would transfer substantially all assets and liabilities, including all deposits, to an Indiana state-

chartered credit union, then terminate FDIC insurance, surrender its Ohio banking charter, and dissolve. 
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Ohio Rev. Code § 1115.14 solely governs the transfer of assets and liabilities by an Ohio state-chartered 

bank, such as Hicksville.  Under division (A) of this section, a state bank may only transfer its assets and 

liabilities to another bank, not to a credit union. 

A state bank may transfer assets and liabilities to, and acquire assets and liabilities from, another 

state bank, a bank doing business under authority granted by the bank regulatory authority of 

another state, or a national bank, savings bank, or savings association…  

Credit unions are not included in this list of institutions eligible to acquire assets or liabilities from an 

Ohio-chartered bank which, in conjunction with the corresponding statutory definitions of “bank”, reflects 

the Ohio legislature’s intent to exclude credit unions as permissible counterparties to such a transfer.1   

That omission matters. The Ohio General Assembly identified the permissible counterparties for state-

bank asset and liability transfers and did not include credit unions. Ohio law also separately governs 

credit unions under a separate and distinct statutory framework. The FDIC should not approve a 

transaction that depends on treating a credit union as an eligible transferee when the Ohio statute 

governing the transfer does not do so. 

Like many other states, the Ohio Banking Code includes what are commonly referred to as “wildcard” or 

“parity” statutes, which are generally intended to grant a state-chartered bank the rights, powers and 

privileges of those afforded other regulated financial institutions, such as national banks and federal 

savings associations.2  The Ohio wildcard statutes cannot, however, be relied upon to circumvent the 

restrictions imposed by Ohio Rev. Code § 1115.14, as there is no power or right under 12 USC 

1828(c)(1)(C) or other federal law for a national bank or federal savings association to transfer assets to a 

noninsured institution like a credit union.  Similarly, 12 C.F.R. §§ 5.33(d)(10)(iii) and 5.53 are strictly 

procedural regulations and do not empower or authorize a national bank or federal savings association to 

transfer substantially all of its assets to a credit union.  Like the Bank Merger Act, these regulations are 

proscriptive,3 prohibiting such transactions without obtaining prior regulatory approval.  These 

provisions, and other similar federal regulations, do not empower national banks or federal savings 

associations to make such a transfer of assets, but, instead, act to prohibit the same unless prior regulatory 

approval is obtained.  By their plain language, the wildcard statutes are intended to provide a potential 

source of authority and powers for Ohio state-chartered banks beyond what is explicitly set forth in Title 

XI of the Revised Code.  Using the wildcard authority to expand on a state bank’s existing statutory 

authority under Title XI cannot include the circumvention of an express statutory prohibition or 

limitation, such as the statutory limitation on a state bank’s authority to transfer its assets and liabilities. 

For these reasons, the FDIC should deny the Application. At minimum, the FDIC should not approve the 

Application unless DFI first makes a clear, public, reasoned determination that Ohio law authorizes the 

 
1 See the definition of “bank” in Ohio Rev. Code § 1101.01(B) (“…an entity that solicits, receives, or accepts money 

or its equivalent for deposit as a business, whether the deposit is made by check or is evidenced by a certificate of 

deposit, passbook, note, receipt, ledger card, or otherwise. "Bank" or "banking corporation" includes a state bank or 

any entity doing business as a bank, savings bank, or savings association under authority granted by the office of the 

comptroller of the currency or the former office of thrift supervision, the appropriate bank regulatory authority of 

another state of the United States, or the appropriate bank regulatory authority of another country, but does not 

include a credit union”) Emphasis added. 
2 See, e.g., Ohio Rev. Code §§ 1109.02(C), 1121.05 and 1121.06. 
3 See 12 C.F.R. § 5.33(c) (“…a national bank or Federal savings association must give notice to the OCC prior to 

engaging in any other combination where the resulting institution will not be a national bank or Federal savings 

association.”) 
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transaction. The FDIC should not allow federal approval to become the mechanism by which the parties 

overcome an unresolved or deficient state-law basis. 

II. The Ohio Banking Commission Has Formally Urged Denial or Non-Approval of This 

Transaction. 

On June 10, 2026, the Ohio Banking Commission adopted Resolution No. 2026-044 requesting that DFI 

and the FDIC deny, or decline to approve, any application, notice, or other request for regulatory approval 

related to the proposed acquisition of Hicksville by Interra. The Banking Commission’s action is highly 

relevant because this transaction involves an Ohio state-chartered bank and the interpretation of Ohio’s 

state-bank merger and asset-transfer statutes. 

The Banking Commission found that the proposed transaction raises substantial concerns under Ohio law 

because Ohio’s state-bank merger and asset-transfer statutes do not authorize an Ohio state-chartered 

bank to transfer substantially all of its assets and liabilities to a credit union. The Commission also urged 

federal and state regulators to consider the transaction’s effect on deposit insurance protections, including 

the movement of Hicksville depositors from an FDIC-insured bank to a privately insured credit union. 

The FDIC should give substantial weight to this formal Ohio Banking Commission action. It is not 

merely a trade-association objection. It is a formal statement from Ohio’s Banking Commission that the 

transaction raises serious Ohio law, charter-integrity, deposit-insurance, and public-policy concerns. 

III. The Transaction Would Remove Hicksville Depositors from FDIC Insurance and Replace 

Federal Deposit Insurance with Private Share Insurance. 

The Application acknowledges that Hicksville’s deposit accounts are currently insured by the FDIC up to 

applicable limits. It also acknowledges that Interra is privately insured by American Share Insurance 

(ASI), and that upon consummation, deposits currently insured by the FDIC at Hicksville would be 

converted to share accounts at Interra and insured by ASI rather than the FDIC. 

That is not a routine operational change. It is a material change in the legal and insurance status of 

customers’ funds. Hicksville customers currently have deposits at an FDIC-insured Ohio state-chartered 

bank. After the transaction, they would hold credit union share accounts at a privately insured Indiana 

credit union. Unlike FDIC insurance, private share insurance is not backed by the full faith and credit of 

the United States. Interra also is not a federally insured credit union subject to the same federal insurance 

and prudential-supervision structure as federally insured credit unions. 

The public portions of the Application do not provide the customer notice of insurance disclosures. The 

customer letter is identified as a confidential exhibit. As a result, the public record does not allow 

depositors, local governments, community organizations, or other interested parties to evaluate whether 

the proposed disclosures are clear, prominent, timely, and sufficient. 

The FDIC should not approve a transaction that removes all Hicksville depositors from the federal deposit 

insurance system based only on confidential disclosures and a generalized assurance that notice will be 

provided “as required by applicable law and regulation.” At minimum, the FDIC should require public 

disclosure of the substance of the depositor notice and should require that affected customers receive 

clear, plain-English notice that their accounts will no longer be FDIC-insured. 

 
4 Resolution No. 2026-04 provided as Appendix A. 



4 

 

IV. The Transaction Would Harm Local Governments and Political Subdivisions That Need 

Eligible Public Depositories. 

The proposed transaction also raises a concrete convenience-and-needs concern for local governments 

and political subdivisions in the Hicksville market area. Under Ohio law, eligible public depositories 

include national banks, banks doing business under authority granted by the Ohio Superintendent of 

Financial Institutions, certain out-of-state banks with Ohio banking offices, federal savings associations, 

and certain savings institutions. Credit unions are not included as eligible public depositories under ORC 

135.03. 

Accordingly, any Ohio public deposits currently maintained at Hicksville could not simply remain at the 

resulting credit union as public deposits. Those public depositors would need to move their funds to 

another eligible public depository. In small communities, losing a local public depository option is a real 

community impact, not an abstract competitive concern. 

The public portions of the Application do not identify whether Hicksville maintains public-depository 

relationships, the volume of any public funds affected, the local governmental entities that may be 

required to move accounts, or the transition plan for those public depositors. The FDIC should treat that 

omission as material to the convenience and needs of the communities to be served. 

V. The Application Does Not Adequately Address Field-of-Membership Eligibility and Continuity 

of Service for All Customers. 

The Application states that the transaction will expand Interra’s geographic footprint and “grow its 

membership base with the addition of Applicant’s customers.” But the public record does not establish 

that all Hicksville customers can lawfully become Interra members, that all will affirmatively do so, or 

that all account and loan relationships can continue without disruption under Interra’s existing field of 

membership and its credit union powers. 

This is especially important because Hicksville serves consumer, small business, commercial, and 

agricultural customers. Some customers may be business entities, public entities, nonprofit organizations, 

fiduciary accounts, escrow accounts, out-of-market customers, or borrowers whose relationships do not fit 

cleanly within Interra’s field of membership or permissible activity framework. The Application does not 

provide a public, account-category-by-account-category analysis of how these customers will be treated. 

The FDIC should require the applicant to demonstrate that every Hicksville depositor and borrower may 

lawfully be accepted, insured, and served by Interra on legal day one. If some customers cannot be 

served, or can be served only after taking affirmative membership steps, the Application should identify 

those customers by category and explain the transition plan. Without that showing, the FDIC cannot 

conclude that the transaction meets the convenience and needs of the communities to be served. 

VI. CRA Obligations and Public CRA Accountability Would Disappear. 

The Application acknowledges the Community Reinvestment Act problem directly. When asked to 

identify the anticipated CRA assessment area of the resultant institution, the Application states: “NA – 

Interra is an Indiana chartered credit union.” It further states that although Interra is not subject to the 

CRA, it will continue to meet community banking needs. 

That response is insufficient. Hicksville is subject to CRA and received a “Satisfactory” rating in its most 

recent CRA examination or interim review. If the Application is approved, the affected communities will 
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lose CRA-covered institution status, public CRA examination transparency, and enforceable CRA 

accountability for the acquired franchise. Voluntary statements about community commitment are not a 

substitute for statutory CRA obligations. 

The FDIC’s convenience-and-needs review should account for the loss of CRA coverage. The question is 

not whether Interra may choose to provide some community support. The question is whether the 

transaction would reduce statutory, public, and enforceable community reinvestment accountability in the 

markets served by Hicksville. The answer is yes. 

VII. This Is a Healthy-Bank Market Expansion Transaction, Not a Distressed-Bank Rescue. 

Nothing in the public record suggests that Hicksville is a failing or distressed institution requiring 

extraordinary regulatory accommodation. The Application reports that, as of December 31, 2025, 

Hicksville had approximately $217.1 million in total assets, $194.7 million in deposits, $18.1 million in 

total equity capital, a Tier 1 leverage ratio of 9.49%, and was considered well capitalized under the 

prompt corrective action framework. 

The transaction materials also describe the transaction as part of Interra’s geographic expansion and 

membership growth strategy. S&P Global Market Intelligence identifies the transaction as a cash deal, 

franchise acquisition, market expansion, and unsolicited approach. Interra is not rescuing a failed bank. It 

is using a purchase and assumption structure to acquire a healthy Ohio state-chartered bank franchise, 

enter new markets, and convert FDIC-insured bank deposits into privately insured credit union share 

accounts. 

That distinction matters. The FDIC should apply full scrutiny and should not approve the Application 

based on generalized claims that branches will remain open or services will continue. The relevant legal, 

insurance, public-depository, field-of-membership, and CRA harms remain even if Interra initially retains 

branch locations. 

VIII. The Transaction Is Part of an Accelerating National Trend and Would Establish a Roadmap 

for Future Ohio Transactions. 

The trend evidence does not replace the transaction-specific denial grounds above. But it explains why the 

FDIC should not dismiss this transaction as isolated or rare. The applicant’s own DFI notification states 

that bank-to-credit-union purchase and assumption transactions have become an “established and 

commonplace feature” of the financial services landscape, that the pace has “accelerated dramatically,” 

and that 2024 saw a record number of whole-bank acquisitions by credit unions, with total assets sold 

exceeding $10.9 billion. 

OBL’s review of known announced transactions since 2015 likewise indicates that approximately $28 

billion in bank assets have been targeted for transfer into the credit union sector, with a substantial share 

of that announced exposure occurring in recent years. The precise total will depend on the data source and 

whether one counts announced, pending, or completed transactions. But the direction is unmistakable: this 

is no longer an occasional one-off transaction type. 

This matters because the Interra-Hicksville transaction would be the first transaction of its kind involving 

an Ohio state-chartered bank. If approved, it would create a roadmap for future acquisitions of Ohio state 

banks by tax-exempt credit unions, including privately insured, out-of-state credit unions. The FDIC 

should not create that precedent where the transaction lacks clear Ohio authority and produces concrete 

depositor, public-depository, field-of-membership, and CRA harms. 
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IX. The FDIC Should Hold a Public Hearing. 

OBL also requests that the FDIC hold a public hearing on the Application. A hearing is warranted and in 

the public interest because the Application presents substantial and unresolved issues of state-law 

authority, deposit insurance, public deposits, field-of-membership eligibility, CRA accountability, and 

precedent for future transactions involving Ohio state-chartered banks. 

A hearing would also allow affected depositors, public officials, community organizations, and other 

interested parties to address the real-world consequences of moving a local Ohio bank franchise from the 

FDIC-insured banking system into a privately insured credit union structure. The public portions of the 

Application leave too many material issues unresolved for the FDIC to approve the Application without 

an additional public process beyond the submission of written comments. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons set forth above, OBL respectfully requests that the FDIC deny the Application. The 

proposed transaction lacks authority under Ohio law, would terminate Hicksville’s FDIC insurance and 

Ohio banking charter, would move depositors from FDIC insurance to private share insurance, would 

create public-depository and field-of-membership concerns, and would eliminate CRA obligations and 

public CRA accountability in the affected communities. 

This is not a request for the FDIC to resolve broad philosophical disputes between banks and credit 

unions. It is a request for the FDIC to apply the Bank Merger Act to the actual transaction before it. On 

this record, the Application should not be approved. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Application. Please feel free to contact Don Boyd, 

SVP, Government Relations & General Counsel at dboyd@ohiobankersleague.com or (614) 340-7608 

with any questions. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Michael J. Adelman 

President & CEO 

Ohio Bankers League 
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Appendix A: 
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