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Chairman Capito, Ranking Member Maloney and Members of the Committee,
thank you for the opportunity to testify about mobile payments on behalf of Consumers
Union, the advocacy and policy arm of Consumer Reports®.
“Mobile payments” allow consumers to buy products or transfer money with a
mobile device. The market includes a range of different technologies, and many ways to
fund transactions. The U.S. mobile payments market is still developing, and it remains
unclear which trends will prevail. It is too soon to know which consumers will benefit
most from the industry’s growth – or, inversely, be most vulnerable to risk. However,
policymakers can make a few simple fixes to ensure that mobile payments are safe.
The mobile payments market is, in a word, complex. There are multiple ways to
initiate payments. Some services involve sending a text message, or using an
application downloaded to the device. Others employ a chip embedded in the hardware,
which the consumer waves at a contactless reader.
Furthermore, multiple parties are involved in completing a transaction.
Consumers, merchants, third-party processors, wireless carriers and financial institutions
all play a role in the ecosystem. With so many players involved, the risk of confusion
increases should something go wrong. Who is responsible for fixing a problem? If the
different parties all point fingers at each other, the consumer may be out of luck.
Despite these challenges, mobile payments in the U.S. are projected to gross
$214 billion by 2015, 1 in part due to their potential to provide speed and convenience for
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consumers and merchants. 2 Some merchants are also interested in the technology
because mobile payment service providers may charge lower processing fees than
traditional credit and debit card networks at the point of sale. 3
Mobile payment technologies also have the potential to serve new audiences.
They may appeal to young, tech-savvy consumers, as well as consumers who go
outside the traditional banking system for financial services. For “unbanked” or
“underbanked” consumers, mobile payments may provide increased access to financial
services. 4 Low-income households and households of color in particular are more likely
to be unbanked or underbanked. 5 Meanwhile, according to a recent Pew study, cell
phone adoption is higher among households of color, as is smartphone adoption. 6 This
presents an opportunity for mobile payment technologies to penetrate these markets.
However, these same markets may be vulnerable to risk without adequate safeguards.
Internationally, mobile payments have garnered attention for helping consumers
in developing countries gain access to financial services. An estimated 5 billion
consumers worldwide have mobile phones, while only 1.5 billion have access to financial
services. 7 In Kenya, where more consumers have cell phones than have bank
accounts, Safaricom’s popular M-PESA service enables consumers to manage
transactions entirely through their mobile phones. 8 M-PESA customers can deposit or
withdraw cash and send money through a network of agents and ATM machines, and
can buy goods and services with their mobile phones – all without a bank account. 9
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However, U.S. consumers have been slow to adopt mobile payments, for several
reasons. Some mobile payment systems remain limited in scope and availability. For
example, the new Google Wallet uses an NFC (or near field communication) chip
embedded in the mobile device, which the consumer waves at a contactless reader to
make a payment. However, Google Wallet is only available to Sprint customers with a
Nexus S smartphone. 10 Another mobile payments system, Bling Nation, uses a sticker
with an embedded chip that the consumer affixes to the device and waves at a reader.
However, Bling Nation is still available only through pilot programs in Palo Alto, Chicago
and Austin. 11
Furthermore, market research indicates that consumers have concerns about
security of their financial information. In a survey released last week, the Federal
Reserve found that over 40% of consumers cited security concerns as a reason for not
using mobile payments. 12
Finally, not all ways to pay with a mobile device are created equal when it comes
to consumer protections. Although consumers may not be aware of it, U.S. payments
law is fragmented. The level of protections against unauthorized transactions and errors
varies depending on whether a consumer links payment to a credit card, debit card or
bank account, prepaid card, prepaid phone deposit, or phone bill. 13 Traditional credit
and debit cards have mandatory protections under existing law; however, prepaid cards
do not. 14 Mobile payments linked to a prepaid phone deposit or phone bill are especially
problematic, because they do not fit neatly into existing legal categories. 15 Wireless
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carriers may provide voluntary protections, but they are typically not disclosed in
customer contracts. 16
The different ways to pay by mobile device, and the varying consumer
protections that apply to each, create the potential for confusion when a consumer is
faced with a transaction gone wrong. Consumers need to know where to complain and
how to get their money back in case of errors or unauthorized use. Consumers cannot
afford to lose precious funds due to inadequate protections. For low- and moderateincome consumers, this loss could be especially acute.
Until U.S. payments law is updated to provide clear, guaranteed protections for
all payment methods, consumers may be at risk when using mobile payments
technology. Nonetheless, a few simple fixes could close gaps in protections and provide
clarity to the industry. The Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB) is in a unique
position to address mobile payments, because it has jurisdiction over payment service
providers 17 and can clarify regulations implementing federal consumer financial laws. 18
Congress and other federal agencies also have an important role to play in establishing
sensible rules of the road that protect consumers and foster innovation. Further
dialogue between industry, regulators and consumers is the first step toward shaping a
safe and thriving mobile payments market.
Thank you again for the opportunity to testify. I am happy to answer any of your
questions.
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