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FEBRUARY 25, 2026.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. HiLL of Arkansas, from the Committee on Financial Services,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 6552]

The Committee on Financial Services, to whom was referred the
bill (H.R. 6552) to require the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, the Comptroller of the Currency, and the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation to study how partnerships between
fintechs and banking organizations can support new banking orga-
nization formation and community bank health, and for other pur-
poses, having considered the same, reports favorably thereon with
an amendment and recommends that the bill as amended do pass.
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The amendment is as follows:
Strike all after the enacting clause and insert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Bank-Fintech Partnership Enhancement Act”.
SEC. 2. STUDY ON BANK-FINTECH PARTNERSHIPS.

(a) STUDY.—The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, the Comp-
troller of the Currency, and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation shall carry
out a study of—

(1) the impact of partnerships between banking organizations, on the one
hand, and financial technology companies, on the other hand, on the banking
sector, competition, innovation, consumer protection, and the availability of fi-
nancial products and services, including the extent to which these partnerships
support the formation of new banking organizations, reduce time to market for
products and services, lower compliance burdens, boost customer acquisition,
improve technological capabilities, and provide access to more diverse funding
sources; and

(2) what changes to Federal laws governing banking organizations, or to rules
or guidance adopted by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System,
the Comptroller of the Currency, or the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
may help promote effective partnerships between banking organizations, on the
one hand, and financial technology companies, on the other hand.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, the Comptroller of the Currency,
and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation shall issue a report to Congress con-
taining all findings and determinations made in carrying out the study required
under subsection (a).

(c) BANKING ORGANIZATION DEFINED.—In this section, the term “banking organi-
zation” means a depository institution holding company or an insured depository in-
stitution, as such terms are defined, respectively, under section 3 of the Federal De-
posit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1813).

SEC. 3. STUDY ON CREDIT UNION-FINTECH PARTNERSHIPS.
(a) STuDY.—The National Credit Union Administration shall carry out a study

(1) the impact of partnerships between credit unions, on the one hand, and
financial technology companies, on the other hand, on the credit union sector,
competition, innovation, consumer protection, and the availability of financial
products and services, including the extent to which these partnerships support
the formation of new credit unions, reduce time to market for products and
services, lower compliance burdens, boost customer acquisition, improve techno-
logical capabilities, and provide access to more diverse funding sources; and

(2) what changes to Federal laws governing credit unions, or to rules or guid-
ance adopted by the National Credit Union Administration, may help promote
effective partnerships between credit unions, on the one hand, and financial
technology companies, on the other hand.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the date of enactment of this Act, the
National Credit Union Administration shall issue a report to Congress containing
all ﬁndi(n%s and determinations made in carrying out the study required under sub-
section (a).

PURPOSE AND SUMMARY

H.R. 6552, the Bank-Fintech Partnership Enhancement Act, was
introduced on December 10, 2025, by Republican Representative
Andy Barr (KY-06). This bill would direct the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve (FRB), the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration (FDIC), and the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency
(OCC) to conduct a study on the impact of bank-fintech partner-
ships on the banking sector, competition, innovation, consumer pro-
tection, and the availability of financial products and services, in-
cluding to the extent these partnerships support new bank forma-
tion, reduce time to market for products and services, lower compli-
ance burdens, boost customer acquisition, improve technological ca-
pabilities, and expand access to diverse funding sources. The study



3

also must identify regulatory and legal uncertainties that may be
hindering these partnerships. The National Credit Union Adminis-
tration (NCUA) is also required to conduct a similar report for
partnerships between fintech companies and credit unions. A re-
port to Congress is required within one year of enactment.

BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Historically, new banks—Ilike other private enterprises—emerged
in response to favorable market conditions, unmet community fi-
nancial needs, and opportunities for innovation. However, regu-
latory attitudes have shifted in recent years, particularly under the
previous administration, toward a more restrictive posture that has
contributed to a chilling effect on new bank formation. Instead of
encouraging competition, the current system reinforces incumbency
and consolidation by making it prohibitively difficult for new en-
trants to navigate the process and achieve profitability.

H.R. 6552 reverses this trend by requiring the FRB, FDIC, and
OCC to study how bank-fintech partnerships can encourage new
bank formation by reducing the time to market for new bank prod-
ucts and services, lower compliance burdens, improve technological
competency, and enhance access to diverse sources of funding.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION
119TH CONGRESS

On December 10, 2025, Representative Barr introduced H.R.
6552, the Bank-Fintech Partnership Enhancement Act. Representa-
tives Josh Gottheimer (D-NJ), Pete Sessions (R-TX), Warren Da-
vidson (R-OH), Jared Moskowitz (D-FL), Tim Moore (R-NC), and
Mike Lawler (R-NY) were added subsequently as cosponsors.

The bill was referred solely to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. A discussion draft version of H.R. 6552 was attached to the
May 14, 2025, hearing titled “Enhancing Competition: Shaping the
Future of Bank Mergers and De Novo Formation.”

On December 16, 2025, the Committee on Financial Services met
in open session to consider, among others, H.R. 6552. The Com-
mittee ordered H.R. 6552, as amended, to be favorably reported to
the House of Representatives.

RELATED HEARINGS

Pursuant to clause 3(c)(6) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following hearing was used to develop H.R.
6552:

On May 14, 2025, the Subcommittee on Financial Institutions
held a hearing titled, “Enhancing Competition: Shaping the Future
of Bank Mergers and De Novo Formation.” The Subcommittee
heard testimony from: Mr. Keith Costello, President and CEO, Lo-
cality Bank; Ms. Mary Usategui, President and CEO, BankMiami,
Ms. Amanda Allexon, Partner, Simpson Thacher & Bartlett LLP;
Mr. John Berlau, Senior Fellow and Director of Finance Policy,
Competitive Enterprise Institute; and Mrs. ReShonda Young,
Founder, Jabez Inc.



4

COMMITTEE VOTES

Clause 3(b) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives requires the Committee Report to include record votes on the
motion to report legislation and amendments thereto.

On December 16, 2025, the Committee ordered H.R. 6552, as
amended, to be reported favorably to the House by a recorded vote
ofC 53 yeas and 0 nays, a quorum being present. (Record Vote No.
FC-222).

The Committee considered the following amendments to H.R.
6552:

e Representative Barr offered an amendment in the nature
of a substitute, designated BARR 122, which made minor edits
and technical changes. This amendment was adopted by a
voice vote.

e Ranking Member Maxine Waters (D—CA) offered an
amendment (No. 3), designated HR6552 01. This amendment
requires the Federal banking agencies and the NCUA to in-
clude in their reports to Congress information on how partner-
ships between depository organizations and financial tech-
nology companies affect community development financial in-
stitutions, minority depository institutions, or rural depository
institutions, and the communities they serve. This amendment
was defeated by a recorded vote of 23 yeas and 30 nays, a
quorum being present. (Record Vote No. FC-221).



Markup L]

December 16, 2025
Amdt/Designated: 5. HR6552_01 [Waters 3]

Committee on Financial Services

sii:  H.R. 6552

Measure:  ANS to H.R, 6552

Motion:  to adopt the amendment

Record Vote No.
FC-221 Disposition: | NOT AGREED TO (23-30) i
Not |
Member Yea Nay Rec,\:::tdcd Member Yea Nay Recorded §
Chairman Hill X Ranking Member Waters X
Mr. Lucas X Ms. Veldzguez X
Mr, Sessions X Mr. Sherman X
Mr. Huizenga X Mr. Meeks X
Mrs. Wagner X Mr, Scott X
Mr. Barr X Mr. Lynch X
Mr, Williams (TX) X Mr, Green (TX) X
Mr. Emmer X Mr. Cleaver X
Mr. Loudermilk X Mr. Himes X
Mr. Davidson X Mr. Foster X
Mr. Rose X Mrs, Beatty X
Mr. Steil X Mr, Vargas X
Mr, Timmons X Mr. Gottheimer X
Mr, Stutzman X Mr. Gonzalez X
Mr. Norman X Mr. Casten X
Mr. Meuser X Ms. Presstey X
Mrs. Kim X Ms. Tlaib X
Mr. Donalds X Mr. Torres {(NY) X
Mr, Garbarino X Ms. Garcia (TX} X
Mr. Fitzgerald X Ms. Williams of GA X
Mr. Flood X Ms, Pettersen X
Mr. Lawler X Mr. Fields X
Ms,DelaCruz X Ms. Bynum X
Mr. Ogles X Mr. Liccardo X
Mr. Nunn X
Mrs. McClain X
Ms. Salazar X
Mr. Downing X
Mr, Haridopolos X
Mr. Moore (NC) X
0 30 0 23 ] 1

Committee Totals: m

Yeas

Nays Not
Voting




Committee on Financial Services

Markup 9 gitt:  H.R. 6552
December 16, 2025 Measure:  H.R. 6552 {as amended)
Amdt/Designated:
Record Vote No. Motion:  to report favorably
FC-222 ‘ Disposition: I AGREED TO (53-0) l
Member Yen Nay Re:‘o‘;ﬁled Member Yea Nay Re::)‘:;ed i
Chairman Hill X Ranking Member Waters X
Mr. Lucas X Ms, Veldzquez X
Mr, Sessions X Mr. Sherman X
Mr, Huizenga X Mr, Meeks X
Mrs. Wagner X Mr. Scott X
Mr, Barr X Mr. Lynch X
Mr, Williams (TX) X Mi. Green (TX) X
Mr. Emmer X Mr, Cleaver X
Mr. Loudermitk X Mr, Himes X
Mr. Davidson X Mr, Foster X
Mr. Rose X Mrs, Beatty X
Mr, Steil X Mr, Vargas X
Mr. Timmons X Mr, Gottheimer X
Mr. Stutzman X Mr. Gonzalez X
Mr. Norman X Mr. Casten X
Mr. Meuser X Ms. Pressley X
Mrs. Kim X Ms, Tlaib X
Mr. Donalds X Mr. Torres {NY) X
Mr. Garbarino X Ms. Garcia (TX) X
Mr. Fitzgerald X Ms. Williams of GA X
Mr. Flood X Ms, Pettersen X
Mr. Lawler X Mr. Fields X
Ms. De La Cruz X Ms. Bynum X
Mr. Ogles X Mr. Liccardo X
Mr, Nunn X
Mrs. McClain X
Ms. Salazar X
Mr. Downing X
Mr. Haridopolos X
Mr. Moore (NC) X
30 0 0 23 0 1

Committee Totals:

Yeas  Nays Not
Voting
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COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT FINDINGS

Pursuant to clause 3(c) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, the findings and recommendations of the Com-
mittee, based on oversight activities under clause 2(b)(1) of rule X
of the Rules of the House of Representatives are incorporated in
the descriptive portions of this report.

PERFORMANCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Pursuant to clause 3(c)(4) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the goal of H.R. 6552 is to direct the Federal
banking agencies to study the impact of bank-fintech partnerships
on banking sector, competition, innovation, consumer protection,
and the availability of financial products and services.

COMMITTEE COST ESTIMATE

Clause 3(d)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives requires an estimate and a comparison of the costs
that would be incurred in carrying out H.R. 6552. The Committee
has requested but not received a cost estimate from the Director
of the Congressional Budget Office. However, pursuant to clause
3(d)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Representatives,
the Committee will adopt as its own the cost estimate by the Direc-
tor of the Congressional Budget Office once it has been prepared.

NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY AND CBO COST ESTIMATE

With respect to the requirements of clause 3(c)(2) of rule XIII of
the Rules of the House of Representatives and section 308(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and with respect to requirements
of clause 3(c)(3) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Represent-
atives and section 402 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the
Committee will adopt as its own the cost estimate for the bill pre-
pared by the Director of the Congressional Budget Office. However,
a cost estimate was not made available to the Committee in time
for the filing of this report. The Chairman of the Committee shall
cause such estimate to be printed in the Congressional Record upon
its receipt by the Committee.

UNFUNDED MANDATES STATEMENT

The Committee has requested but not received from the Director
of the Congressional Budget Office an estimate of the Federal man-
dates pursuant to section 423 of the Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act. The Chairman of the Committee shall cause such estimate to
be printed in the Congressional Record upon its receipt by the
Committee.

EARMARK STATEMENT

In compliance with clause 9 of rule XXI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, this bill, as reported, contains no congressional
earmarks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined
in clause 9(e), 9(f), or 9(g) of rule XXI.
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FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT STATEMENT

No advisory committees within the meaning of section 5(b) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act were created by this legislation.

APPLICABILITY TO THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

The Committee finds that the legislation does not relate to the
terms and conditions of employment or access to public services or
accommodations within the meaning of section 102(b)(3) of the Con-
gressional Accountability Act.

DUPLICATION OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Pursuant to clause 3(c)(5) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the Committee states that no provision of the
bill establishes or reauthorizes a program of the Federal Govern-
ment known to be duplicative of another Federal program, includ-
ing any program that was included in a report to Congress pursu-
ant to section 21 of the Public Law 111-139 or the most recent
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE LEGISLATION

Section 1. Short title

Section 1 provides the short title is the “Bank-Fintech Partner-
ship Enhancement Act”.

Section 2. Study on Bank-Fintech Partnerships

Section 2 directs the FRB, OCC, and FDIC to conduct a study of
the impact of partnerships between banking organizations and fi-
nancial technology companies on the banking sector, competition,
innovation, consumer protection, and the availability of financial
products and services, including how such partnerships support
new bank formation, reduce time to market for products and serv-
ices, lower compliance burdens, boost customer acquisition, improve
technological capabilities, and provide access to more diverse fund-
ing sources. The study must also include what changes to Federal
banking laws, or rules or guidance issued by the Federal banking
agencies, may help promote effective bank-fintech partnerships.

Section 2 directs the agencies to submit a report to Congress con-
taining all findings and determinations made in carrying out the
study within one year after enactment of this Act.

Section 3. Study on Credit Union-Fintech Partnerships

Section 3 directs the NCUA to conduct a study of the impact of
partnerships between credit unions and financial technology com-
panies on the credit union sector, competition, innovation, con-
sumer protection, and the availability of financial products and
services, including how such partnerships support new credit union
formation, reduce time to market for products and services, lower
compliance burdens, boos customer acquisition, improve techno-
logical capabilities, and provide access to more diverse funding
sources. The study must also include what changes to Federal cred-
it union laws, or rules or guidance issued by the NCUA, may help
promote effective credit union-fintech partnerships.
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Section 3 directs the NCUA to submit a report to Congress con-
taining all findings and determinations made in carrying out the
study within one year after enactment of this Act.

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY THE BILL, AS REPORTED

H.R. 6552 does not repeal or amend any section of a statute.
Therefore, the Office of Legislative Counsel did not prepare the re-
port required under clause 3(e) of rule XIII of the House of Rep-
resentatives.
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DOCUMENTS INCLUDED BY UNANIMOUS CONSENT

Jack E. Hopkins, Chairman

Alice P. Fraziet, Chalrman-Elect
= Michael J. Burke, Jr, Vice Chairman

Quentin Leighty, Treasurer

One Mission, Community Banks. Douglas £, Parrott. Secretary
Lucas White, Immediate Past Chairman
Rebeca Romera Rainey, President and CEO

December 16, 2025

The Honorable French Hill The Honorable Maxine Waters
Chairman Ranking Merober

Committee on Financial Services Committee on Financial Services
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515 Washington, D.C, 20513

Re: Sappert for Markup Legislation
Dear Chairman Hiill and Ranking Member Waters:

On behalf of ICBA and the nearly 45,000 community bank locations we represent, I write to thank you for
scheduling a markup on Tuesday, December 16 and to share our views on several bills that will be considered.
ICBA urges members of the Committee to vote YES on the following bills.

H.R. 5577, the NFIP Extension Act of 2026 (Rep. Andrew Garbarine)

H.R. 5577 would extend the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) until September 30, 2026, The NFIP gives
critical support to community banks by providing affordable, reliable flood insurance for both residential and
commercial properties securing both consumer and business loans. Passage of this bill would prevent any lapse in
the NFIP that would disrupt the mortgage and lending process. ICBA also supports a long-term authorization of
the NFIP that would eliminate the uncertainty caused by repeated short-term authorizations and would ensure that
the program is structured to be fiscally responsible, actuarily sound, affordable, and inclusive.

H.R. 6536, the Rural Depositories Revitalization Study Act (Rep. Ralph Norman)

H.R. 6536 would require the Federal banking agencies fo study improving the growth, capital adequacy, and
profitability of rural depository institutions. Community banks play a vital role in America’s rural economies. The
study required by this bill could heip develop a better understanding and appreciation of these banks” unique
characteristics and promote regulatory initiatives that would strengthen them so that they can better serve their
communities.

H.R. 6554, the G ity Bank Repr ion Act (Rep. Monica De La Cruz)

At the urging of ICBA, Congress created a designated community bank seat on the Federal Reserve Board in
2015 to be filled by a member with experience working in or supervising community banks with less than $10
billion in total assets. The community bank seat, currently filled with distinction by Vice Chairman for
Supervision Michelle Bowman, has ensured that the community bank perspective is directly represented in the
Board’s deliberations on monetary policy and bank regulation.

H.R. 6554 would raise this threshold from $10 billion to $17 billion and provide for future increases that reflect
the growth of the American economy. This bill would ensure that community bank representation on the Federal
Reserve Board keeps pace with the evolving community banking industry.

866-843-4222 1615 | Street NW B18 Lincoin Road
icba.org Suite 800 PO, Box 267
Washington, DC 20036 Sauk Centre, MN 58378
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H.R. 6544, the Regulatory Efficiency, Verification, Itemization, and Enhanced Workflow (REVIEW) Act (Rep.
William Timmons)

H.R. 6544 would amend the Economic Growth and Regulatory Paperwork Reduction Act of 1996 to provide for
agency review of regulatory impact every five years, rather than every 10 years. The bill would aiso add more
specificity to agency review to ensure that it assesses the cumulative impact of regulation on consumer and
business access to financial products, credit availability, costs and benefits of such regulation, and other
considerations. ICBA believes that more frequent EGRPRA review could promote needed regulatory relief.

H.R. 6552, the Bank-Fintech Partnership Enhancement Act (Rep. Andy Barr)

HL.R. 6352 would require the federal banking agencies to study how partnerships between fintechs and banking
organizations can support new banking organization formation and community bank health. The study would
consider how such partnerships could reduce time to market for products and services, lower compliance burdens,
and support customer acquisition, among other considerations. [n addition, the study would recommend
regulatory changes to promote partnerships. ICBA believes the proposed study would be valuable in deepening
policymakers’ understanding of bank-fintech partnerships and helping them craft policies to support them,

Enactment of the above bills would promote reform of our financial regulatory system and strengthen community
banks to better serve their local communities.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

/s/

Rebeca Romero Rainey

President & CEO

CC: Member of the House Committee on Financial Services
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December 16, 2025

The Honorable French Hill

Chairman

Committee on Financial Services
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

The Honorable Maxine Waters
Ranking Member

Committee on Financial Services
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Re:  Letter in Support of the Bank-Fintech Partnership Enhancement Act
Dear Chairman Hill and Ranking Member Waters,

On behalf of the American Fintech Council (AFC) and its members,! T am writing to express our
strong support for H.R. 6552, the Bank-Fintech Partnership Enhancement Act (the Act).

AF(C’s mission is to promote an innovative, transparent, inclusive, and customer-centric financial
system by fostering responsible innovation in financial services and encouraging sound public
policy. AFC members are at the forefront of fostering competition in consumer finance and
pioneering ways to better serve underserved consumer segments and geographies. Our members
are also improving access to financial services and increasing overall competition in the financial
services industry by supporting the responsible growth of lending and lowering the cost of
financial transactions, allowing them to help meet demand for high-quality, affordable financial
products.

AFC has consistently advocated for policymakers and regulators to: (1) engage in regulatory
modernization that encourages competition and innovation; (2) develop a unified and consistent
approach to oversight of bank-fintech partnerships; (3) increase clarity of supervisory
expectations for regulated entities engaging in novel or innovative business models; and (4)
avoid a patchwork or inconsistent supervisory landscape that can harm consumers and encourage
regulatory arbitrage ?

! AFC’s membership spans technology platforms, non-bank lenders, banks, payments providers, loan servicers, eredit bureaus, and personal

financial management companies

2 American Fintech Council, "Federal: Advocacy Letter on Interagency Banl
dvocaey-letier-on-inters

“intech Arrangements RFL" October 30, 2024, available at
hank-finee gements

hiipy Awww fintecheownciLorg/advoca
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Fintech companies arose out of the combination of a dearth of consumer trust in traditional
financial institutions in the wake of the 2008 financial crisis and increasing demand for modern,
digital-first banking services.? Through partnerships with innovative financial institutions,
fintech companies have been able to increase access to historically underserved communities,
expand offerings, and create a robust and competitive market that has the ability to mitigate
certain types of contagion risks in the financial services industry. As noted in multiple reports by
the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO), responsible fintech providers provide the
opportunity for significant consumer and market benefits.* Consistent with AFC’s March 31,
2025, letter to the Committee on the “Make Community Banking Great Again™ principles, we
believe Congress has a timely opportunity to build a pragmatic legislative agenda that
strengthens community banks, supports responsible bank-fintech partnerships, and modernizes
supervisory frameworks to reflect today’s digital-first financial system’

To thatend, the Act would direct the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, and the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency to
conduct a study on the impact of partnerships between fintech companies and banking
organizations, including the extent to which such partnerships support community bank health,
and the impact of these partnerships on the banking sector, competition, innovation, consumer
protection, and the availability of financial products and services. The Act further directs the
agencies to determine what changes to federal banking laws, or to agency rules or guidance, may
help promote effective bank-fintech partnerships. The National Credit Union Administration is
also required to conduct a similar report for partnerships between fintech companies and credit
unions. This report to Congress would be required within one year of enactment of the Act.

AFC believes requiring an interagency study can help move the policy conversation toward
durable “rules of the road™ that encourage responsible innovation while reinforcing the distinct
roles and responsibilities of regulated depository institutions and their fintech partners. Passage
of this legislation would build upon the significant work of both the Committee and the
prudential banking regulators to improve the policy landscape for responsible bank-fintech
partnerships.

AFC appreciates the Committee’s continued focus on strengthening community banking and
ensuring that U.S. regulatory frameworks keep pace with technology-driven change. H.R. 6552
is a pragmatic step that can help ground policymaking in facts about how partnerships impact
community bank health, competition, and consumer outcomes, while identifying specific,
actionable reforms to improve clarity and consistency across the federal banking agencies.

Accoun bxhw Ot’ﬁuz Financial '!uhn(ﬂeg) Addmon'ﬂ Steps by chulator\ Could Better Protect Consumers and Aid
. and U.S. Gavernment
Agwunmb) uv()ﬁue Imanual f hnologx Pmduu S ewed(ox umers, and Regulatory Clarity Is Needed,
GAO-23-105536, (Mar. 08 7073} av, miabic at hip: prod
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The American Fintech Council applauds Representative Andy Barr’s leadership on this
important issue, and the continued focus on innovative community banks and their fintech
partners by the Committee. We strongly support this legislation and urge its swift passage. AFC
stands ready to serve as a resource to the Committee and prudential regulators as this work

proceeds.

Sincerely,

the 7 Meloy—”

lan P. Moloney
Chief Policy Officer
American Fintech Council

Ce:

The Honorable Andy Barr, Chaitman, Subcommittee on Financial Institutions
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Coalition for Einancial Ecosystem Standards

December 16, 2025

The Honorable French Hill

Chairman

Committee on Financial Services
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Maxine Waters
Ranking Member

Committee on Financial Services
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Re: Letter of Support the Bank-Fintech Partnership Enhancement Act
Dear Chairman Hill and Ranking Member Waters:

On behalf of the Coalition of Financial Ecosystem Standards (CFES), | am writing to express our strong
support for HLR. 6552, the Bank-Fintech Partnership Enhancement Act.

CFES supports responsible growth and innovation in digital financial services through industry-led
standards development. Our coalition comprises nearly 20 members, including leading fintechs, digital
asset firms, and community banks. We regularly engage with federal and state prudential regulators and
focus on advancing regulatory clarity, supervisory consistency, and practical frameworks that enable
innovation within the regulated banking system.

As part of this work, CFES published a white paper in August 2024, outlining a practical framework for
bank-nonbank partnerships, drawing on market data, regulatory activity, and risk management
considerations across a range of partnership models.

Community banks increasingly rely on parinerships with fintech and technology providers to deliver
modern financial services, reach new customers, and remain competitive. When structured appropriately,
these partnerships can reduce time-to-market for new products, improve compliance and risk management
capabilities, and expand access to financial services, particularly in underserved communities. Despite
their growing importance, bank-fintech parterships continue to operate in a regulatory environment
marked by uncertainty, fragmented supervisory expectations, and limited interagency coordination.
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Coalition for financial Ecosystem Standards

The attached CFES white paper explores these challenges in greater detail, including common partnership
structures, areas of supervisory friction, and opportunities for clearer, more consistent oversight that
supports responsible innovation while maintaining safety and soundness.

The Bank-Fintech Partnership Enhancement Act takes an important and measured step toward addressing
these challenges. By directing the federal banking agencies to study how partnerships between banking
organizations and fintech companies can support new bank formation and community bank health, and to
identify potential legal, regulatory, or supervisory improvements, the legislation creates a constructive
framework for evidence-based policymaking.

CFES strongly supports this approach. A coordinated interagency study, paired with a report to Congress,
will help ensure that regulatory frameworks reflect how bank-fintech partnerships function in practice and
how they can responsibly support innovation, competition, and financial inclusion without compromising
safety and soundness. The bill appropriately focuses on outcomes, including reduced compliance friction,
enhanced technological capabilities, and improved access to funding and customers for community banks.

We commend Chairman Hilt for his leadership in advancing thoughtful oversight of financial innovation
and for recognizing the role partnerships can play in strengthening the community banking sector. We aiso
appreciate the Committee’s continued attention to ensuring that innovation occurs within a clear,
consistent, and well-supervised regulatory environment.

CFES strongly supports the Bank-Fintech Partnership Enhancement Act and urges the Committee to
advance this legislation.

Sincerely,

20~

Sima Gandhi

CFES Co-Founder
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About the Coalition for Financial
Ecosystem Standards

The Coalition for Financial Ecosystem Standards (CFES) is an organization that supports
the compliant growth and innovation of financial services. In partnership with FS Vector
and industry leaders, we are addressing one of the most significant challenges in the
industry today: partnerships between banks and non-bank fintech and technology entities.
These collaborations play a vital role in driving financial innovation and growth, but the
lack of a clear standard for compliance rigor that safety and soundness can undermine
their operational viability.

CFES aims to bridge this gap by fostering dialogue and developing frameworks that
promote competition and innovation, while maintaining robust risk management and
regulatory compliance. By bringing together industry stakeholders, regulators, and experts,
CFES works to create an environment where financial innovation can thrive within a
structure that ensures consumer protection and maintains the integrity of the financial
system. Qur goal is to build trust, enhance transparency, and drive efficiencies in bank-
nonbank partnerships, uitimately contributing to a more dynamic and secure financial
ecosystem.
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I. Executive Summary

Over the past 20 years financial services
underwent a digital transformation that
broadly touched on product features, user
interfaces, customer servicing, and more
recently, even the business of partnerships.
Specifically, banks via software touchpoints
are partnering with nonbanks to deliver
financial services and products in new ways.
These  collaborations,  which merge
traditional banking features with solutions
offered by nonbank companies, are
reshaping the types of products consumers
and businesses enjoy, but also placing
pressures on the boundaries of the financial
ecosystem and regulatory oversight.

By leveraging the strengths of both
traditional  financial  institutions  and
innovative technology companies, these
bank-nonbank  collaborations have the
potential to enhance product offerings,
improve customer experiences, and drive
financial inclusion. However, the evolving
nature of these partnerships also presents
challenges. Differing regulatory
requirements, complex operational and
technical  integrations, and sometimes
varying levels of compliance culture are
examples of adjacencies that may cause
concern as banks continue to partner with
nonbanks to grow and support the offering
of financial products and services. The
success  and  sustainability of  these
partnerships hinge on effectively addressing
these challenges while maintaining robust
compliance practices.

As these partnerships proliferate, and their
influence on markets grows, regulators

Coalition for Flnanclal Ecosystena Standards

rightly raise questions about how best to
align these products and services within the
regulatory ambit. Questions about the
implications of these partnerships have
existed since the Office of the Compiroller
of the Currency {OCC) Controller Julie
Williams presciently dubbed them as bank
franchise models nearly 20 years ago. While
answers remain in motion, what is certain is
that in many ways these partnerships are
inevitable. What is equally certain is that a
strong  risk  management culture and
adherence to regulatory standards are
fundamental to the long-term viability of
these partnerships.

In this paper we aim to present a lexicon and
common understanding for this complex and
quickly evolving ecosystem. In particular, we
explore:

e A survey of the products and services
enabled

= Market impacts

e Implications on the
framework

regulatory

We close with suggested recommendations
for next steps, appreciating that more
collaboration and work remains necessary.
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ll. Survey of Structures and Models

Evolution of the Bank Franchise
Model

The bank franchise model, as identified as far
back in 2001 by OCC Comptroller Julie
Williams, initially raised concerns among
regulators due to its departure from
traditional banking structures.! Comptroller
Williams noted that franchising the bank's
attributes "is the newest, and potentially
most problematic” type of bank partnership.
She explained, "a bank is detaching its name
and reputation from its own activities and
permitting its attributes to be used in
connection with the products and services of
a third party.” We know this model today as
the “bank-nonbank” partnership.

WebBank, founded in 1997, was one of the
earliest examples of a bank offering bank-
nonbank partnerships. In 2006, it originated
credit card and consumer loans for Genesis
Financial Solutions. Two years later, it struck
deals to originate loans for Prosper
Marketplace and LendingClub, a public peer-
to-peer {P2P) lending company. Over the
past 20 vyears, this model produced
increasingly  mainstream  products  that
touched wupon a broader number of
consumers, including: Chime, a digital-first
neobank, partnering with The Bancorp Bank
and Stride Bank; Acorns, a micro-investing
and robo advisor, partnering with Lincoln
Savings Bank; and Greenlight, a debit card
for kids, partnering with Community Federal
Savings Bank. This model has matured so
that even public, household nonbank
software companies like Block (formerly
Square) and PayPal {owns Venmo) maintain
multiple partnerships with banks to support
various product suites.

Coalition for Financial Erosy
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It's important to note that nonbank
partnerships touch on banks of all sizes -
from community to regional to large banks.
Co-branded credit cards are a more
traditional example of how nonbanks like
United Alrlines partner with banks to "embed
financial services" within their non-banking
business lines {in this case, JPMorgan Chase).
HSBC, for example, recently partnered with
the B2B fintech platform Tradeshift and with
the digital logistics company FreightAmigo.2
The widespread nature of these models
highlight the long-standing practices and
industry-wide acceptance of the value these
partnerships bring.

While these relationships hetween banks
and nonbanks are not new, the diversity and
speed at  which these models are
proliferating is new. Today's partnerships
feature a broader number of banks,
products, and fintechs than the prior models.
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Figure 1. Dynamics within Bank-Nonbank Partnerships

Structures of Bank-Nonbank
Partnerships

While the number of these partnerships has
increased, so too have the variations and
types of partnerships. Nonetheless, for the
purposes of defining a framework that allows
for examination of these partnerships, we
can bucket these partnerships into two main
structures. While we acknowledge that
within each of these buckets there remains
variation, and arguably gray areas between
even the two buckets we articulate below,
for the purposes of this paper we will focus
on these two broad buckets:

o Direct model. This structure involves a
nonbank partnering directly with a bank
to offer financial services. in this model,
the software and banking functions are
tightly integrated, often minimizing the
types of external partners required for
delivery of the end-to-end. From a
technical perspective, these relationships
typically leverage either the bank’s
internal software layer or the nonbanks’
software layer. Examples of banks that
build their own connectivity layer include
Lead Bank, Column Bank, and Cross
River Bank, Rho and Mercury, on the
other hand, are examples of nonbanks
that bring their own software enabling
connectivity to a range of partner banks.

Coalition for Financial Ecosyster Standards

In  both relationship

instances, the
between bank and nonbank is direct,

with minimal reliance on external
software providers for core services like
ledgering. While this model offers
greater control and customization, it
often comes with higher up-front build
and economic  costs, making it
challenging for smaller companies.
Additionally, the deep integration can
result in significant switching costs for
the nonbank partner, potentially
impacting the flexibility of the business
model.

Enabling software. In this structure, a
nonbank partners with a bank and
utilizes a third-party that provides a
software layer to facilitate connectivity.
These providers offer software solutions
for connectivity, APl layers for data
exchange, and tools for transaction
processing and account management. In
some instances, the enabling software
may integrate directly with a bank’s core
- mimicking the tightness of an
integration in a direct model. By
removing the burden of technical build
from the bank and the nonbank, these
software providers facilitate innovation
and competition. At the same time, as a
critical enabler of the services, they
introduce risk vectors when neither bank




nor nonbank adequately diligence their
services.

There are broadly two types of enabling
software providers: program managers
and non-program  managers. Program
managers offer compliance and other
operational services in addition to
technical integrations. iIn contrast, non-
program managers focus primarily on
technical integration without offering
program management services. In the
mode! without program managers, banks
retain more direct control over their
fintech partnerships, including
compliance, risk management, and
oversight duties. In this way, this
arrangement looks more like a direct
model except that the bank and nonbank
rely on a third-party software provider to
facilitate their relationship.

While these two categories provide a useful
framework, the distinctions between them
are not always clear-cut, and some
companies may operate across multiple
categories. In fact, many fintechs employ a
combination of models - delivering some
products through enabling software while
others are delivered through direct models.
The fintech ecosystem is dynamic, with
companies often evolving their partnership
models over time,

Regardless of which category a partnership
falls in, the ending of a partnership and the
provision of related services requires
planning. Consumer protections must be
paramount: minimizing  disruptions  and
preserving access to funds. In some cases,
nonbanks can fransition services and
products to an alternative bank partner, but
in many cases, the costs associated with

Coglition for Financlal Ecosystem Standards
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such a transition can be a company-ending
event. Stability in these partnerships, across
categories, is important for customers,
competition, and stability of the ecosystem
broadly.

d-user relationships in banice
nonbank partnerships

Consumer protections around financial
services must remain paramount, regardless
of the structure in which financial services
are offered. Although products delivered
through bank-nonbank partnerships are
often accompanied with clear disc!aimers,3
consumers may believe they are interacting
directly with a regulated bank and benefit
from the attendant protections.

For Federal Deposit insurance Corporation
(FDIC) insurance to flow through bank-
nonbank partners in  a manner that
consumers may expect should they be
banking directly with a bank, the ledgering
between bank and nonbank must be precise
and transparent. And in the case of a
software enabled relationship, that match
must extend to the third-party. Failure to
reflect clear flow of funds, comingling of
operating and consumer accounts, and out of
sync books across any parties can result in a
oss of protection. The involvement of third-
parties by itself is not problematic -~ the
traditional reliance on cores and other critical
infrastructure players provides precedent for
these types of models, However, these
players and the systems on which they rely
must adopt a strong culture of compliance
and accounting in order to ensure that
consumer protections remain intact.
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Delivery of produ hrough partnerships

While the structures of bank-nonbank partnerships can vary (eg., direct vs. enabling software), so too
can the services and products delivered through these structures.

* Depository Services*
» Lending and Credit
« Payment Processing and Issuing

Part of the complexity in the system rests in the various approaches even a single nonbank may adopt
to deliver services and products. For example, a nonbank as it seeks product-market fit may leverage a
enabling software approach but as it matures, may grow into a direct model for its products while
continuing to leverage enabling software for issuing its cards. This fluidity continues to evolve as
business models and technology adapt. It's also worth noting the emergency of other categories,

including Open Banking, that may further add complexity to the relationships between banks and non-
banks.

Figure 2: Types of Bank-Nonbank Partnerships

Provisiaring of depository services by nonbanks
Typical products include checking, savings, snd debif cards
Dffen custon software layeted on top

Combines banks funding and licenses with nanbank’s technology.
and analytics :

Enables Droader 566656 16 eredit and competitive ending products
Litilizes aiternative date sources for underwriting decisions

Banks provide gayment raild and ragulatory compliance
Norbank handies technology: User interface, and often marketing

vof redl-tinme payment solutions and enhanced
traud detection
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lll. Market Impacts on Banks

The digital push within banking over the past
two decades reshaped products, customer
servicing and experiences. And as described
in Section I, it is also reshaping 'bank
partnership models. In this section we
explore how digitization is changing business
models. It enables consumers to bank from
anywhere - local is not necessary. What's
more, the software underpinning digital
experiences favors business models: that
scale. While banks across the industry were
impacted, arguably the most challenged
business models are those of the community
banks.

Software favors economies of scale

The rise of software-driven models shifted
banking operations and consumer
expectations from local to digital. Digital
banking, mobile apps, and automated
services are increasingly the norm. This shift

is evident in the sharp increase in mobile
banking usage: from 15.1% in 2017 to 34.0%
in 2019, and further to 43.5% in 2021,
becoming the most prevalent primary
method of account access. A common level
of up-front and ongoing investment to
enable mobile functionality is required,
regardless of scale. These expenses are
largely independent of customer utilization,
meaning for a given level of functionality,
fixed costs are agnostic of customer base. As
a result, banks with bigger customer bases
stand to win - realizing a larger margin on
their technology investments.

Ultimately, software favors economies of
scale, resulting in consolidation of smaller
banks so they can compete, while providing
large  depositories with a  structural
advantage over smaller community banks.
Large banks with the ability to reinvest
returns into their tech stack can further grow

Figure 3: Number of Banks and Technology Spend by Bank Size
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their customer base, widening the disparity
over time. At its extreme, one can look at
JPMC’s tech spend of $17 billion in 2024
alone, compared to a median of $1.5 million
by banks below $100 billion in assets®’

Consolidation and Impact on
Community Banles

The growth of digitization and the
importance of software in banking over the
past 20 vears correlated with consolidation
within community banks. The number of
FDIC-insured banks decreased from over
8,300 in 2000%o0 less than 4,600 in the first
quarter 2024 - a near 50% decrease in the
number of banks?This trend predominantly
impacted smaller community banks (<$10B
in assets), while larger institutions (>$10B in
assets) actually expanded their market share
over the same time period.

Market impact of bank-nenbank
partnerships

in the face of structural market challenges,
community banks have increasingly turned
to partnerships with nonbanks for growth.
While, as noted above, many types of
partnerships exist, data collected on the
impact of bank-nonbank partnerships likely
indicates broader trends, Community banks
participating in bank-nonbank partnerships
outperform their peers in both deposit and
lending growth - more deposits means more
capital available to lend. In Q2 2023, banks
engaged in fintech partnerships saw a
median sequential deposit growth of 2.2%,
while other U.S. banks with assets under $10
billion  experienced a 0.8% decline.’®
Furthermore, community banks engaged in
bank-nonbank partnerships also
outperformed their peers in loan growth
rates in Q1 2023, with a median quarter-
over-quarter growth of 3.36%, while
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community banks not offering bank-nonbank
partnerships grew by only 1.229% 112

While still early days, these data points
suggest that the bank-nonbank partnership
model is providing a competitive advantage
to community banks, enabling them to
attract and retain deposits more effectively
than their traditional counterparts. Some
reports suggest the market itself could grow
to m?re than $25 billion in annual revenue in
2026. Even larger institutions are recognizing
the value of these partnerships and making
strategic moves in this space. In 2023, two
significant acquisitions highlighted this trend:
Fifth Third Bank acquired Rize, a enabling
software player, to become an integrated
player; similarly, FIS acquired Bond, a
enabling software player, to expedite its
entry into the space. These acquisitions by
larger players suggest a growing importance
of bank-nonbank partnerships across the
entire banking spectrum, not just for
community banks.

It is worth noting that these partnerships
come with economic costs that are
necessary to make them viable. These costs
include investments in technology,
regulatory compliance, and integration
processes. However, as seen in The Bancorp
Case Study, the benefits can outweigh these
initial expenses, especially when undertaken
with appropriate risk management
frameworks and compliance cultures. Ideally,
market maturity and greater certainty over
sustainable practices can help increase
transparency and absorb cost inefficiencies
to make it more efficient.
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Case Study: The Bancorp

The Bancorp provides a compelling example of how a bank can leverage bank-
nonbank partnerships to achieve significant growth and profitability. Founded in
1999 as a traditional commercial bank, The Bancorp evolved into a key player in the
fintech space, particularly in prepaid cards and payments services. Despite facing
regulatory challenges in 2014, including a six-year process to resolve an FDIC
consent order, the bank used this experience to develop a strong culture of
compliance, which it now views as a competitive advantage. By focusing on
partnerships with major fintech companies like PayPal, Venmo, Chime, and Sofi, The
Bancorp processed over $100 billion in card spending in 2021, rivaling the
transaction volumes of much larger banks.

This strategy vielded results for The Bancorp. From 2016 to 2021, average deposits
grew from $3.8 billion to $5.7 billion, while the cost of deposits decreased from 30
basis points to 10 basis points. The bank's payments income grew from $60 million in
2017 to $82 million in 2021, now comprising 26% of total income. By focusing on
operational efficiency and scalable technology, The Bancorp drove down its
efficiency ratio to near 50% and increased its ROE from 15% in 2020 to 18% in
2021, with a long-term target of 22%. The Bancorp's success demonstrates the
potential of bank-nonbank partnerships when executed with a focus on operational
excellence, compliance, and strategic partnerships, while also highlighting the
complexities and regulatory challenges that banks must navigate in this space.
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IV. Regulatory Activity

The lines between bank and nonbank entities
are becoming increasingly blurred, raising
important considerations about regulatory
oversight, risk management, and consumer
protections, FDIC Chairman Martin  J.
Gruenberg noted, “bank-like services
operated outside the regulated banking
environment, such as those just described,
can pose opague risks and
interconnectedness that could adversely
affect the safety-~and-soundness of banks or
result in consumer harm.” *

Regulators have long used TPRM
frameworks to enable safety and soundness
within the banking system. The relative
newness yet evolving complexity of bank-
nonbank relationships raises questions about
how best to apply the TPRM.

Third-Party Risk Management
{TPRM)

TPRM is the regulatory framework used to
oversee and mitigate risks in  banks'
relationships with external parties, including
fintech partners. The Federal Financial
Institutions Examination Council's (FFIEC)
guidelines provide a foundation for this
approach, advocating for proportional risk
management that scales with institutional
size and risk level. As the guidance states,
"Not all relationships present the same level
of risk, and therefore not all relationships
reqguire the same level or type of oversight or
risk management. As part of sound risk
management, a banking organization
analyzes the risks associated with each third-
party relationship and  tailors  risk
management practices, commensurate with

LCaalitton for Financiat Ecosystem Standards

the banking organization's size, complexity,
and risk profile and with the nature of the
third-party  relationship."'® This  approach
leaves space for newer players and
innovation by suggesting proportionality
based on the institution's size, complexity,
and risk profile.

While this framework has long applied to
evaluating bank-nonbank partnerships and in
particular vendor models, its application to
newer, more complex fintech collaborations
raises questions.

The lack of established practices around the
aforementioned creates a sense of
trepidation among banks, their boards, and
partner fintechs -~ that even when
compliance is paramount, that concomitant
investments will not be sufficient. In July
2024, the FFIEC agencies released additional
guidance to help inform banks’ arrangements
with third parties to deliver bank deposit
products and services to end users.
However, the relative newness of the
ecosystem and its constantly evolving
nature, leaves more room for interpretation
even around these more comprehensive
guidelines.

Increased Regulatory Activity

In the first half of 2024, there were 46
formal enforcement actions brought by the
federal banking agencies (OCC, Federal
Reserve, and FDIC), with almost 24% of
them received by partner banks engaged in
bank-nonbank partnerships. The number of
formal enforcement actions brought against
these banks showed heightened regulatory
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scrutiny of bank-nonbank partnerships.

On July 25, the agencies released a Joint
Staternent highlighting that "the agencies
have observed an evolution and expansion of
these arrangements to include more complex
arrangements that involve the reliance on
third parties to deliver deposit products and
services,"*®

While the governance framework provided
by the FFIEC holds true, what remains
inchoate is its application to these newer
models. Arguably, the fact that a larger
proportion of regulatory actions relate to
these bank-nonbank partnerships reflects
the growing prevalence and complexity of
these arrangements in the financial services
sector, and the need for more structured
rigor around the application of third-party
risk management frameworks.

FFIEC Investments in Fintech
Expertise

In light of the rapidly evolving nature of
software and technology in the financial
sector, regulators and bank examiners are
investing in training and resources to help
them understand how these developments
impact safety and soundness. A recent
Government Accountability Office (GAO)
report highlighted this need for specialized
expertise among examiners to effectively
understand  and  evaluate cutting-edge
financial techno!ogies.17And indeed, within
the past two years, both the OCC and FDIC
posted openings for senior experts that
would facilitate in-house expertise. More
recently, along with the Joint Statement, the
FFIEC agencies released a Request for
information (RF1) to further educate
themselves on the evolution of these
partnerships and their implications.

Coalition for Finandial Ecasysten Standards
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Ongoing hiring, RFls, and continued dialogue
makes sense given the continuous nature of
technology.
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V. Recommendations: Maturing
Bank-Nonbank Partnerships

In Section 1, we noted that bank-nonbank
partnerships are markedly diverse in their
structures, and in the types of products and
services they facilitate. In Section H, we
explained that at their best, these
partnerships enable community banks to
compete and maintain relevance, offering
consumers and small businesses greater
product choice and competitive pricing. And
as we discussed in Section ili, despite these
benefits, it's clear that the complexity and
continuously evolving nature of these
relationships strain regulators’ abilities to
preserve safety and soundness, and ensure
the appropriate consumer protections.

This paper is but one step in the direction
towards developing a more common lexicon
and understanding of this uniquely complex
and multifaceted financial ecosystem. What
is clear, however, is that this ecosystem will
continue to develop and that partnerships
with banks will continue to foster the
expansion of financial services. Without
intentionality, an emphasis on compliance
rigor without clear guidelines and targets can
come at the expense of competition and
innovation - shifting greater market share to
the larger institutions. Similarly, an
overemphasis on innovation can come at the
expense of compliance, risk management,
and consumer protections. A balance is ideal,
but that can only be achieved with
intentionality.

In this spirit of achieving a balance, we
recommend a few next steps:

Coslition for Financial + Standards

s First, a continued dialogue to foster a
deeper and more common
understanding around bank-nonbank
partnerships. An advisory group with a
formal communication cadence could be
a helpful tool for fostering the exchange
of interdisciplinary expertise between
regulators and experts across tech,
financial services, and compliance and
risk management. It can also facilitate
greater access to resources and expertise
by regulators and examiners on the
forefront  of  understanding  the
implications of these partnerships on the
broader ecosystem.

» Second, while safety and soundness,
along with consumer protections must
remain paramount, so too must an
intentionality around protecting
competition. Software and the continued
digitization of financial services places
pressures on community banks, which
have long served as alternatives to the
big banks. Regulators and industry
participants just partner to flesh out a
risk-based proportional approach
towards third-party risk management
that supports and enables community
banks to innovate through partnerships,
while staying true to the FFIEC's TPRM
guidance. Intentionality in policy making
will be required to protect the innovative
and  competitive  elements  these
community banks and their partners
provide in the market, while preserving
compliance and  risk  management
considerations.




« Third, as nonbank partners continue to
offer financial services, these nonbanks
should also be accountable for
protecting the financial industry.
Industry needs to be a part of the
dialogue around compliance and risk
management practices to support their
partner banks. As the complexity and
interconnectedness of these
partnerships evolves, nonbanks should
consider adopting a more clear role,
including standards and/or certifications,
to increase rigor around compliance, risk
management, and consumer protections.

standards
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