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Date of Hearing:  April 23, 2026 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND FINANCE 

Avelino Valencia, Chair 

AB 2028 (Chen) – As Introduced February 17, 2026 

SUBJECT:  Deferred deposit transactions:  assessments 

SUMMARY:   

This bill requires the Department of Financial Protection and Innovation (DFPI) to provide the 

pro rata amount calculation used to determine the amount due and payable by a deferred deposit 

licensee in itemized program totals. 

Specifically, this bill:   

1) Requires the DFPI to provide the pro rata amount calculation used to determine the amount 

due and payable by a deferred deposit licensee when it provides and invoice or assessment.  

2) Requires the following information: 

a) The total costs and expenses reasonably incurred in the administration of this division, as 

estimated by the commissioner, for the ensuing year. 

b) Any deficit actually incurred or anticipated in the administration of the program in the 

year in which the assessment is made. 

c) The aggregate total dollar amount of deferred deposit transactions made by all licensees. 

d) The licensee’s total dollar amount of deferred deposit transactions. 

e) The number of license locations operated by the licensee. 

EXISTING LAW:   

1) Requires deferred deposit licensees to pay its pro rata share of all costs and expenses incurred 

in the administration of the program, as estimated and any deficit actually incurred or 

anticipated in the administration of the program in the year in which the assessment is made. 

Financial Code (Fin.Code) section 23016(a)(1). 

2) Requires the pro rata share to be the proportion of the licensees total dollar amount of the 

deferred transactions made to the aggregate dollar amount of deferred deposit transactions 

made by all licensees. Fin.Code section 23016(a)(2). 

3) Requires a minimum assessment of $500 per licensed location each year. Fin.Code section 

23016(a)(3). 

FISCAL EFFECT:  Unknown. This bill is keyed Fiscal by Legislative Counsel.> 
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COMMENTS:   

1) Purpose 

Statement from the Author 

“This measure requires the California Department of Financial Protection and Innovation (DFPI) 

to provide a clear explanation of how a Deferred Deposit Transaction (DDT) licensee’s annual 

fee assessment is calculated when issuing an invoice. The goal is to improve transparency and 

allow licensees to better understand and anticipate their regulatory costs.” 

2. Background 

The DFPI is California’s primary regulator for financial services, products, and professionals. 

The Department was formed by expanding the then existing Department of Business Oversight 

in 2020. The DFPI expanded its programmatic responsibilities due to the following legislative 

mandates: 

• California Consumer Financial Protection Law, 2021 (CCFPL), Chapter 157, Statutes of 

2020 (AB 1864); effective January 1, 2021, gives the DFPI new regulatory 

responsibilities to protect consumers from unfair, deceptive, or abusive practices 

committed by previously unlicensed regulated entities. These may include industries that 

currently exist unregulated in California or new products or services that may enter the 

market in the future. 

• Debt Collectors Licensing Act, 2022, Chapter 163, Statutes of 2020 (SB 908); effective 

January 1, 2022, gives the DFPI new regulatory responsibilities to provide licensure, 

regulation, and oversight of California debt collection practices. 

• Digital Financial Assets Law, 2023 Chapters 792 and 871, Statutes of 2023 (AB 39 and 

SB 401); effective July 1, 2025, gives the DFPI new regulatory responsibilities to provide 

licensure, regulation, and oversight of digital asset activities in California. 

The convergence of these additional programmatic mandates and historical stagnancy in fee and 

assessment rates significantly strained the Department's fiscal solvency. In an effort to ensure 

long-term fiscal sustainability, the DFPI engaged an external consultant for a comprehensive 

fiscal and cost allocation plan analysis; subsequently, the Crow study was produced. 

According to the Crowe study, DFPI’s FY 2024-25 total budget is covered by the following 

sources: 

• Financial Protection Fund covers approximately $159.4 million (89.5%) of the DFPI’s 

total budget and supports the Investment, Lender-Fiduciary, Licensing and Supervision of 

Banks and Trust Companies, Money Transmitters, California Consumer Financial 

Protection, Debt Collectors, and Digital Financial Assets Programs. 

• Credit Union Fund covers approximately $14.5 million (8.1%) of the DFPI’s total budget 

and supports the Credit Unions Program. 

• Financial Empowerment Fund covers approximately $2.3 million (1.3%) of the DFPI’s 

total budget and supports the CalMoney Smart Program. 
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• Local Agency Deposit Security Fund covers approximately $0.6 million (0.4%) of the 

DFPI’s total budget and supports the Administration of Local Agency Security Program. 

• Reimbursements covers approximately $1.3 million (0.7%) of the DFPI’s total budget 

and provides limited support for the Licensing and Supervision of Banks and Trust 

Companies and Credit Unions Programs.1 

3) Results and Recommendations from the Independent Financial Review of the DFPI 

The findings with regard to established programs from the Crowe study are: “The DFPI requires 

an additional $80.4 million through FY 2027-28 to support its programmatic needs for the 

Investment, Lender-Fiduciary, Banking, and Money Transmitters Programs. With regard to the 

deferred deposit transactions program, the study recommended the following: 

The Deferred Deposit Transaction subprogram required $3.1 million in additional revenue 

through FY 2027-28. The Deferred Deposit Transaction subprogram’s needs could be met by 

increasing its fees by 68%. The proposed fee adjustment would generate an additional $3.0 

million in assessments, and minimal amounts in application fees and fingerprint fees. In addition, 

the 50% increase to the Deferred Deposit Transaction exam fee to $120 per hour beginning in 

FY 2024-25 would generate an additional $63 thousand through FY 2027-28. The study also 

recommended that the Department may want to consider delaying assessment changes until 

pending legislation (AB 3148) is finalized.2 

2. AB 3148 (2024) 

In 2024, a coalition deferred deposit transaction licensees sponsored AB 3148, a bill to change 

pro rata assessment calculation methods from number of locations to total dollar amount. The 

coalition described the issue as: 

“Current law requires fees for CDDTL licensees to be paid based on the number of locations the 

licensee has in the state of California. While CDDTL transactions have decreased overall, the 

number of brick-and-mortar locations for CDDTL transactions has significantly declined over 

the last several years, while online transactions have continued to grow over the same period. 

At the same time, DFPI costs to administer the CDDTL program have continued to rise. The 

current fee structure has led to an increase in fees for licensees with brick-and-mortar locations, 

regardless of the volume of business conducted at each of these locations, as compared to the 

number of transactions conducted via online. 

AB 3148 addresses the issue described above by requiring DFPI to assess fees to CDDTL 

licensees based on the volume of business conducted by the licensee in the state versus the 

number of locations the licensee may have. Doing so accomplishes several purposes: 

• Ensures licensees with brick-and-mortar locations are paying fees commensurate with 

their volume of business and not subsidizing online transaction providers with few or no 

locations in the state, but with large transaction volumes. 

• Aligns CDDTL fees paid to DFPI with DFPI workload associated with each licensee. 

 

1  Crowe (2024, November 18) “Fiscal and Cost Allocation Plan Analysis” pp.8 
2 Id. at 33 
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• Aligns the CDDTL licensing fee structure with other DFPI licensing programs.” 

The change to assessments based on total dollar amount of transactions from the number of store 

locations appears to have significantly changed the dollar amount of the assessments. Deferred 

deposit licensees describe the current issue: 

“In 2024, DFPI released a report establishing that several of the department’s programs have 

been operating with a structural deficit. This report only determined the size of their existing 

deficits and did not explore whether the department’s costs were reasonable. As a result of this 

report, the department increased the DDT program’s hourly examination fees, a separate fee 

from the annual assessment, by 50% to cover existing deficits. 

Last year, each licensee was unexpectedly faced with an annual assessment that was much higher 

than anticipated. Not only did DFPI neglect to provide licensees with any warning before issuing 

invoices, but the department also refused to provide an explanation afterwards. Licensees were 

left unable to determine whether higher costs stemmed from increased program expenses, deficit 

recovery, or other factors. This lack of transparency makes it difficult for the industry to budget 

and plan for future operations, a key component of running a business. 

These assessment increases occurred while the DDT industry has been shrinking for years due to 

competition from unregulated offshore lenders. This year, total assessments collected by DFPI 

were higher than they were a decade ago despite total loan volume in 2024 being 60% lower than 

in 2015. In concert with fewer licensees and fewer locations over the same time frame, this has 

tripled the per-location cost burden. It is unreasonable for a regulator to continue raising fees on 

a shrinking industry without any transparency as to its motivations or the necessity to do so.” 

There is no evidence of assessment increases based on the Crowe study, however, if such 

increases were made, it would be within the purview of the Commissioner to do so under 

existing law.  

5) What this bill does 

This bill requires the Department to provide each licensee information needed to determine 

accuracy of their assessment. 

a. The total costs and expenses reasonably incurred in the administration of this division, as 

estimated by the commissioner, for the ensuing year. 

b. Any deficit actually incurred or anticipated in the administration of the program in the 

year in which the assessment is made. 

c. The aggregate total dollar amount of deferred deposit transactions made by all licensees. 

d. The licensee’s total dollar amount of deferred deposit transactions. 

e. The number of license locations operated by the licensee. 

However, if the goal is to determine if there is a mistake in a licensee’s assessment, the author 

may wish to consider amending item d) to “The licensee's total dollar amount of deferred deposit 

transactions as used to determine the pro rata amount due from the licensee.” Identifying the 

figure used by the Department may help identify misalignment if the total amount actually used 

by the Department is different than the total amount the licensee thought would be used.  
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REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION: 

Support 

 Last verified 4/21/2026 

California Financial Service Providers (CFSP) 

Opposition 

 Last verified 4/21/2026 

None received. 

 

Analysis Prepared by: Desiree Nguyen Orth / B. & F. / (916) 319-3081 


