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May 23, 2017 

 

 

Monica Jackson 
Office of the Executive Secretary 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 
1700 G Street NW 
Washington, DC  20552 

Re: Request for Information Regarding Remittance Rule Assessment 
 Docket No. CFPB-2017-0004  

Dear Ms. Jackson,  

I am writing on behalf of the California and Nevada Credit Union Leagues (Leagues), one of the largest 
state trade associations for credit unions in the United States, representing the interests of more than 350 
credit unions and their more than 10 million members/consumers. The Leagues welcome the opportunity 
to provide comments to the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (Bureau) on their assessment of the 
2013 Remittance Rule and its subsequent amendments.  

The Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (DFA) requires the Bureau to review 
each significant rule issued within five years of the rule’s effective date. The remittance rule, effective 
October 8, 2013, was the first significant rule issued by the Bureau, and as such, the Bureau is beginning 
its review process. Section 1022(d)(3) of the DFA further requires that before the Bureau publishes a 
report of its assessment, the Bureau must invite public comment on recommendations for modifying, 
expanding, or eliminating the significant rule or order. 

To assess the effectiveness of the Remittance Rule the Bureau intends to focus its assessment in two 
areas: (1) Whether the market for remittances has evolved after the Remittance Rule in ways that 
promote access, efficiency, and limited market disruption by considering how remittance volumes, prices, 
and competition in the remittance market may have changed; and, (2) whether the new system of 
consumer protections has brought more information, transparency, and greater predictability of prices to 
the market. 

The Leagues strongly recommend the Remittance Rule be eliminated as it has not achieved either of the 
two objectives noted above. We offer the following comments to help inform the Bureau about the 
Remittance Rule’s unintended consequences and harm to consumers.  

Inefficiencies and Reduced Access  

The Remittance Rule imposed many new requirements that resulted in inefficiencies and less consumer 
access. The Remittance Rule requires a pre-payment disclosure, a post-purchase disclosure, and a 30-
minute waiting period. The requirement to provide taxes, fees, exchange rates, and the date funds will be 
available on the disclosures is costly, difficult to obtain, and creates a liability on the provider. Many credit 
unions rely on third parties to provide this information as they do not have the resources or relationships 
with foreign banks to be able to obtain this information on their own.  

The costs, inefficiencies, and liabilities associated with the Remittance Rule have led many credit unions 
to increase their fees, eliminate the service, or significantly limit this service.  
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The Credit Union National Association (CUNA) recently surveyed credit unions on the impact of the 
Remittance Rule. They reported that 55 percent of credit unions that responded to the survey and have 
offered remittances in the past five years have either limited their service (27%) or eliminated the service 
altogether (28%) primarily due to burdens imposed by the Remittance Rule.

1
  

When credit unions stop or cut back products and services, consumers are harmed through higher costs 
and fewer choices in the marketplace. 

Eliminate 30-Minute Waiting Period 

Absent a full elimination of the Remittance Rule, the Leagues recommend the Bureau eliminate the 30-
minute waiting period. In general, a sender may cancel a remittance transfer within 30 minutes after the 
sender pays for the remittance transfer. In practicality, this has resulted in providers delaying the transfer 
for 30 minutes in order to ensure the sender does not cancel.  

This requirement not only contributes to the inefficiencies, but it causes consumer confusion and 
frustration. Members do not want to wait 30 minutes before their funds are sent; they want the transaction 
processed when requested.   

Increase Exemption Threshold 

While the majority of the requirements under the Remittance Rule come directly from the DFA, the 
Bureau has some discretion in defining who is a “remittance transfer provider.” The statutory definition of 
a provider is any person or financial institution that provides remittance transfers for a consumer “in the 
normal course of its business…

2
” 

In August 2012 the Bureau used their authority to determine the phrase “in the normal course of its 
business” means any financial institution that provides 100 or fewer remittance transfers in both the prior 
and current calendar year

3
.  

The Leagues strongly disagree with this definition and threshold limit. Absent a full elimination of the 
Remittance Rule, the Bureau should use their discretion and authority to redefine “normal course of 
business” so that the rule applies only to those who primarily provide remittance transfers—as that would 
be their normal course of business. 

Credit unions are not-for-profit organizations that exist to serve their members. As member-owned and 
cooperative institutions, credit unions provide deposit accounts and credit access; providing remittance 
transfers is simply a service, not their normal business.  

Conclusion 

The Leagues have heard from our credit union leaders about the impact the rule has had on their 
members and their communities. These comments range from the inability to offer remittances due to the 
high burdens, risks, and costs; offering remittances but at a loss; and offering remittances but with an 
increased fee to members to help mitigate the costs and liabilities. 

The Leagues recommend the Bureau eliminate this costly and burdensome rule. Absent a full elimination, 
the Bureau should eliminate the 30-minute waiting period and increase the exemption threshold so the 
rule applies only to those entities Congress intended under the DFA.  

  

                                                 
1
 Impact of CFPB Rules Survey, February 2017, Found at: http://ccuassociation.org/images/uploads/2017_GAC-

_FINAL_Report_Summary_only_Impact_of_CFPB_Survey_Analysis.pdf 
2
 Dodd-Frank Act §1073(a)(4) 

3
 77 FR 50247 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for considering our views. If you have any questions about 
our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

Sincerely, 

 

 

Diana R. Dykstra 
President and CEO 
California and Nevada Credit Union Leagues 
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