;) “‘39@

Appleseed ¢ T

THE FAIR EXCHANGE:

Improving the Market

for International Remittances

Appleseed 727 15th Street, 11th Floor, Washindbgh 20005 www.appleseednetwork.org 202.347.7960



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We would like to give special thanks to the Center for Finan@ali&s Innovation, for
providing the seed funding for the Fair Exchange initiative, and to timee”AE. Casey
and Levi Strauss Foundations for supporting our work. Cravath, SveaidelMoore,
LLP provided excellent support in the design and drafting of tipisrte We would like
to thank the Fair Exchange Committee for their time, effort, aadyntontributions to
our work, and Linda Singer, the former Appleseed executive directohef important
contributions to this report and to the Fair Exchange process. We alsagldike to
thank all those interviewed for this report, for their time and insight.

The findings and conclusions of this report are those of Appleseed alone and do not
necessarily reflect the opinions of the Fair Exchange Committee mgmiierviewees
or other outside contributors, or of the project advisors or funders.

Finally, we would like to thank our community partners for theirségsce in organizing
the focus groups: Olivia Hernandez with Centro Comunitario Juan Dre@hicago,

lllinois; David Casas with the Latin American Association itlaAta, Georgia; and
Karen Lyons and Erika Leos with Foundation Communities in Austin, Texas.

Report Contributors:

Appleseed Staff:

Ann Baddour, Principal Author, Senior Policy Analyst, Texaspseed

Theresa Brower, Director of Development & Program Manager, Gea#yppleseed

Sharon Hill, Executive Director, Georgia Appleseed

Annette LoVoi, Interim Executive Director, Appleseed

José W. MeléndezPolicy & Research Associat€hicago Appleseed Fund for Justice

Michael Pahr, Program Associate, Appleseed

Gloria Saramiento, Associate, Immigrant Integration and Civic Partitipn Program, Nebraska
Appleseed

Erica Terrazas, Public Policy Fellow, Texas Appleseed

Darcy Tromanhauser, Director, Immigrant Integration and Civic Pantiation Program, Nebraska
Appleseed

Project Advisor:
Michael S. Barr, Professor, University of Michigan School of Law

Pro Bono Support:
Cravath, Swaine & Moore, LLP

Appleseed a non-partisan and non-profit organization, ieetwork of public interest law Centers working
to identify and address injustices in their comntieai Appleseed works to build a just society tlgtou
education, legal advocacy, community activism aolicp expertise, addressing root causes and praduci
practical solutions. As one of the nation's lardegtal pro bono networks, Appleseed Centers woitk bo
independently and collectively, bringing their oexperiences to create local solutions that arenaliy
relevant. We connect the top private practice lasyyeorporate counsel, law schools, civic leadens]
other professionals to tackle problems.



Executive Summary

International remittances from the United States to Mexico bath America are
continuously increasing paralleling the large growth in Latinmignant communities in
the United States. A recent report from the Inter-Americaseldpment Bank estimated
that remittances from the United States to Latin Americagpgmly sent by migrants to their
family members abroad, reached $45 billion in 2006, an increase ofli$s Bibm 2005
The growing importance of international remittance markets, bota lagsiness and an
economic development opportunity, has drawn policy and research atient@ent years.
Policymakers, market participants and researchers have retmnbed attention on how
to reduce the costs and improve the transparency of pricing of internatioitedmeas.

In the 2001 Partnership for Prosperity between the United States and Mexico, botiegount
focused on cooperation to reduce the cost of international remittas@es important joint
policy goal. The 2004 Summit of the Americas in Monterrey, Mesilso affirmed the
goal of reducing remittance costs in the Americas. A reporh fthe spring of 2006
showed that prices are likely coming down. From 2000 to 2005, the average cost of sending
$200 from the United States to Latin America fell from 10% oftthesaction amount to
5.6%2 However, more can be done to reduce costs and improve price tracypace
assist consumers in comparison shopping for remittances. Witingxisclosures it is
often hard for consumers to understand, before they engage in aticemshe full costs of
sending a remittance, including transaction fees and the excretegpread, the difference
between the exchange rate offered to the customer and that obtained by ttia@cerfirm.

Recent studies by the World Bank have noted the importance of tramspain
international remittance markets. A January 2007 report, en@éateral Principles for
International Remittance Servicelisted as the first general principle, “The market for
remittance services should be transparent and have adequate copeotections® A
2005 Appleseed study of the U.S.-Mexico remittance market highligbitedlenges
consumers face in determining and comparing exchange rates apdcfags for low-
dollar international remittances to Mexico across service praidarmajor finding of the
report, in line with the World Bank’s principles, was that the magonal remittance
market could benefit from consistent, accessible, and comparabteapsaction pricing
disclosures.

As part of a new approach to implementing consumer disclosures, Agplesel its
partners launched the Fair Exchange effort in April of 2006 tooexphe possibility of
creating a market-based initiative for providing improved pricingclossires in
international remittance markets, similar to the Fair Tradeding of coffee. The premise

! Inter-American Development Bank and Multilateraléstment FundSending Money Home: Leveraging
the Development Impact of Remittand@stober 2006. p.4.

2 Manuel Orozco. “International Flows of Remittano@sst, Competition and Financial Access in Latin
America and the Caribbean—Toward an Industry SewcetInter-American Dialogue. May, 2006. p. 2.

3 General Principles for International Remittance Bees Committee on Payment and Settlement Systems.
The World Bank. January 2007. p.21.

“ AppleseedCreating A Fair Playing Field for Consumers: Thedd for Transparency in the U.S.-Mexico
Remittance MarkeDecember 2005.



of the initiative is that offering clear pre-transaction ldisares for remittance transactions
could increase the market share of participants, benefiting ¢ibivgeplayers and
consumers alike. By highlighting pricing up front, market paréiois would publicly
signal that they are interested in dealing with customerdorttaright manner. Voluntary
disclosures could help to improve the public image of the particgp&étims. Moreover,
the Fair Exchange process would help to create a forum for igdastl consumer
representatives to engage in positive and creative dialogue andjbativies with the goal
of producing mutually beneficial market solutions to other relevasuteils. As part of the
process of developing a market-based voluntary disclosure prograneséegp convened
the Fair Exchange Committee, including representatives of teenational remittance
industry, banks, credit unions, federal and state regulators, and consdwoeates.
Appleseed has worked with the committee to develop approachegrddransaction
disclosures and for a Fair Exchange program.

This report summarizes the findings of the Fair Exchange process in thase ar

model consumer disclosureswhich underwent focus group testing in immigrant
communities;

models ofvoluntary industry standards; and

a fair exchangerogram and disclosure template for piloting

Focus Group Testing of Consumer Disclosures

For consumer disclosures to work, consumers need to understand them.ir Ehelr@nge
developed disclosure models after extensive discussion with expsitshen tested the
models through focus groups in four immigrant communities with a totafiftyf
participants. The first section of the report presents thetsestitonsumer focus group
testing of pre-transaction disclosure template developed throsghsdions with the Fair
Exchange Committee.

Four focus groups were held in Chicago, lllinois; Atlanta, Geotgra;oln, Nebraska; and
Austin, Texas. The groups included people who regularly remit moniyrily members
in seven countries in Latin America, with the majority remitttogMexico. They also
included variations in gender, age, education, and income:

The majority of participants had monthly incomes of $2000 or less;

One-quarter had only an elementary school education, while 42% had & sctdbl

or high school level education;

Just over half of the participants sent amounts between $100 and $300ilto fam
members in Latin America; and

65% of participants sent money at least once per month.

Through the focus groups, we strived to understand the immigrantdtaecei practices

and priorities and to test their reactions to the new pricingadigt template. Participants
were asked to rank a variety of factors affecting remittdras@sactions on a scale from
most important to least important. Participants could rate nhare éne factor as most
important.  Of the factors presented, the top three wecearity, reliability, and cost



Sixty-one percent of participants ranked security as most impoB&¥t ranked reliability
as most important, and 50% gave cost the highest ranking.

Prior to seeing the model disclosures, most participants reptredhiey felt they had
adequate access to pricing information. Participants tended tooudeofvmouth as their
main source of information regarding pricing and service. Those cmhpared prices
often had to visit the locations of competing services, which they found cumbersome.

Notwithstanding their previous sense of comfort with the transaatfmmmation, when

participants viewed the disclosure templates, they found theransdyy beneficial. The
discussions revealed that participant expectations of the magetpere quite low. When
presented with higher standards of disclosure, they quickly embraced them:

All the participants liked the idea of @ear, uniform, pre-transaction disclosure
The current practice differs from firm to firm and location écdtion, with some
locations providing various components of pricing information prior tordresaction
and others only after the transaction has been completed.

In comparing the different versions of the pre-transaction pricisgjadiure template,
participants chose the templates witlore detailed transaction information rather
than the simplest version.

Participants focused on thectual value of the funds receivedby their family
member in local currency in the recipient country, net of al teesend or receive,
and net of the exchange rate spread.

The discussion revealed thaedictability of the transfer is a high priority and that
having an official disclosure helps them not only compare serviegsalbo feel
secure that the service they choose is providing a guarantee to meetgbeiagons.

Participants in each of the focus groups stated that they woeflel po use a business
that posted a pre-transaction pricing and service disclosure over one that did not.

As one participant shared, “I would not like just one business to use this [disclose]gel tabl
would like all businesses to use this!”

The focus groups provide evidence that that there is a marketibasatlve for businesses
to adopt consistent and complete pre-transaction disclosures foratideal remittance
transactions. The results reflect the importance of remgtaransactions to immigrant
consumers and the multiple priorities that affect decisions t@mseservice over another.
The disclosure templates presented to focus group participants sacdaeey of those
priority issues, including information on fees, the exchange rate pflateilability, and a
subset of locations for pick up of the funds. Consumers in the grouptedv#he
information and expressed a preference for businesses that would providbe
preliminary template, which represents the disclosure prefeseatehe focus group
participants, can be used as a starting point for developimgladisclosure form. Further
market testing and industry vetting, to ensure the disclosuommpatible with varying
business models, are necessary to reach a final template.



Models for Voluntary Industry Standards

Section 1l of the report presents information on models for voluntargrket-based

initiatives for implementing industry standards, similar to tla& Hrade concept. The
models are designed to provide insight into how the internationattaece industry could

create a voluntary program for pre-transaction disclosure stiddaie section explores
four models that currently exist in the marketplace:

1. An industry trade association setting and enforcing market standards for its
members;

2. A independent non-profit organization working to establish industry standards
throughgrassrootswork;

3. A independent non-profit organizatiosetting and enforcing standards for

industry; or
4. Individual businesses setting internal standards for investments, suppliers, or
agents.

Each of these models could be applicable to a market-based peeti@msdisclosure
initiative. Appleseed worked with the Fair Exchange Commitiemder to target the most
appropriate models in the context of the current international maaegfér industry
environment.

A Fair Exchange Program

The final section of the report provides approaches to a Fair Exchange progpasepl by
Appleseed and based on feedback from the Fair Exchange prdgesgning a market-
based disclosure initiative for international remittance businesses h&sywomponents:

developingparticipation standards and
developing aradministrative framework for the initiative.

The Fair Exchange Committee proceedings pointed to minimum nsgketards that take
into account key barriers to disclosure raised by industry pgaatits in the committee and
that could be implemented in the current market environment:

1. Pre-transaction Disclosure A pre-transaction disclosure, such as the preliminary
template developed through focus groups and committee proceedingshewill
provided to each money transfer retail location for the top three paying sigethis
top three destination countries;

® A paying agent is the agent that disburses thdsfisent through a money transfer business in tlidUn
States to the funds recipient in the destinatiamty.



2. Facilitated Complaint Resolution Each money transfer business must provide
consumers with a phone number to call in the event of any problems with the service
and the phone number of appropriate state and federal regulators; and

3. Good Faith Compliance with Minimum Standards Money transfer businesses
must make a good faith effort to have the pre-transaction disclpsested in each
retail location of the business.

In addition to issues around consumer disclosures, the committee disotlsseconcerns
and opportunities that a Fair Exchange program could address. These include:

1. Working to address problems with access to bank accounts for money service
businesses, including non-bank money transfer businesses; and

2. Exploring creative collaborations among banks, non-bank money transfer
businesses, and consumer organizations to improve the financial inclofsion
immigrant communities.

Two of the voluntary market-based industry standard models describde isecond
section of the report stand out, currently, as having the most potentthe international
money transfer market:

1. A business setting internal standards; and
2. An independent non-profit organization setting and enforcing industry standards.

Of the two models listed above, the model of the business settargahstandards is the
easiest to implement. It is low-cost and offers each busingsgicant flexibility in
implementing standards to fit its business model. The disadvantdigie approach is that
it may face difficulties in gaining credibility among consusmand businesses would not
benefit from a broad-based marketing campaign and collaboeatixentages of being part
of an organization that implements and enforces the standards.

The second approach, an independent non-profit administered program wwitherskeip
based on meeting explicit standards, similar to the Fair TFaderation, would be costly
and difficult to establish. Benefits of this approach include #@mat branding and
marketing of the initiative; credibility of the standards througihforcement by an
independent body; advantages of working with other members to expdate/ersolutions
for issues impacting both industry and consumers; and collaboratinguoa foarket-based
initiatives.

This report is a preliminary step in launching such a markstebanitiative. It provides an
opportunity for the industry to work cooperatively with consumer orgaairato achieve
common goals. The next steps in the process include a limitedqtkext the disclosure in
a market setting, and then expanded implementation if the pilot psmeeessful. A
number of participants in the Fair Exchange process havedgwepilot pre-transaction
disclosure in the coming months. These pilots should lay a solid foondatifuture work

establishing the Fair Exchange.
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Introduction

The international remittance market in the United States,lJafgeled by immigrants
sending money to family members abroad, has experienced signidicamth over the
last 15 years. Based on statistics from the International tedign&und, from 1990 to
2005, remittances sent from the United States to countries aroumetidemore than
tripled, from $11.8 billion to over $38 billich. Remittances worldwide to Latin
American countries grew from $5.8 billion in 1990 to over $53 billion in 2006, with
much of that remittance activity originating in the United &tat The Inter-American
Development Bank estimates that remittances sent from thedUSitges to Latin
America and the Caribbean reached $45 billion in 2006, an incré&&e lllion over
2005° Remittances to Mexico alone reached $25 billion in 2006, with tstevajority
coming from the United Statés.

The growth in the U.S. international remittance market can bedisdjnificant growth

in immigrant communities and particularly growth in immigratiooni Latin America.
Currently, over 35 million immigrants live in the United Statas|uding over 19 million
from Latin America'® The Latin American immigrant population grew 126% from 1990
to 2005, and has grown 18% between 2000 and Z0Macreases in remittances are tied
to both growing immigrant communities and growth in the amounts of maeeyby
individual remitters. Because of the large amounts of mormyirfy across borders,
international remittances have become a major policy focus, bothrnrs tef their
development impact on recipient communities and their importance tagiemh
communities here in the United States.

Lowering the costs of sending remittances and improving pricinglodigres for
remittance transactions have been components of important domestictemndtional
initiatives in recent years. The U.S.-Mexico Partnership Pritgpeas launched in
September of 2001. One of the explicit goals of the partnershig'veagering the cost
to Mexicans and Mexican-Americans in the United States of senungy home so that
their families get to keep more of their hard-earned walfest'was this agreement that
prompted the Federal Reserve Bank collaboration with Banco de Méxioedte the
FedAutomated Clearinghouse International Mexico Service, a lowrtosey transfer

® Global Economic Prospect 2006: Economic Implicasiof Remittances and Migration&/orld Bank.
2005.
" Sanket Mohapatra, Dilip Ratha, Zhimei Xu, and K.\Kjayalakshmi. “Migration and Development Brief
2: Remittance Trends 2006.” World Bank. Noven@06. andslobal Economic ProspectgVorld
Bank. 2006
8 Sending Money Home: Leveraging the Developmeradhgf Remittancesnter-American
Development Bank and Multilateral Investment Fu@dtober 2006. p.4.

“IDB fund, Institute of the Americas hold conferermreinvestments backed by remittances in Mexico.”
Inter-American Development Bank. February 1, 2007.
10 American Community Survey 2005.
1 U.S. Census 1990 and 2000 and American Communitye$ 2005.
12430int U.S.-Mexico Statement.” Joint Statementhwy Presidents of the United States and Mexico.
Monterrey, Mexico. March 22, 2002.



option now called “Directo a Mexicd® In addition, a number of bills have been filed in
the U.S. Congress to improve pricing disclosures for internationalitta@ce
transactions. These efforts have attempted to create staredadiSzlosures for receipts
and create requirements for pre-transaction disclosures ott#, including fees and
the cost of the exchange rate spread, the difference betweexchange rate received
by the money transfer company and the exchange rate provided tostbener** To
date, none of these initiatives has become law, but there continbesatpolicy debate
over what types of disclosures are appropriate for international rereiti@msactions.

The 2004 Summit of the Americas in Monterrey, Mexico highlightegtlweities of the
leaders of the Americas for reducing the cost of remittarazesactions by one-half by
2008 through encouraging competition, leveraging technology, eliminatmgjatory
barriers, and improving pricing transparency and consumer protettiofisvo years
later, there is evidence supporting a decrease in pricing, pattcmlanajor remittance
corridors, such as the U.S.-Mexico corridor. An Inter-Americaadgue study, from
the spring of 2006, documented a drop in average charges for a $2@8nesfrom the
U.S. to Latin America from 10% of the transaction amount in 2000 to §162605™°
The same report documented improved competition over the five-yead paiith a
recent trend of consolidation in the remittance industry.

A study of the U.S.-Mexico remittance market, published in Decen20@5 by
Appleseed, examined pricing transparency in the U.S.-Mexico mariettnoted the
decrease in pricing, but highlighted difficulties consumers facecdmparing total
transaction pricing among companies, in part because of diffeuitiecomparing
exchange rate¥. The report documented three key issues impacting pricing
transparency: challenges faced by consumers in choosing tharibesdtservice because

of variations in the exchange rate spread from day-to-day; intemsisre-transaction
pricing information, with some services refusing to provide exchaatgeinformation
over the telephone; and a lack of consistent regulations fromtststate with regard to
disclosure requirement8. A World Bank study, released in November of 2005, included
similar issue<? The report noted that remittance pricing was often complex and not fully
transparent’ It also cited varying regulatory burdens faced by the indussrya
contributor to costs and fees.

A recent World Bank report, providing principles for international remde services,
reinforces the need for improved pricing disclosures for remittansactions: “General

13 For more information, see: http://www.frbserviaeg/Retail/intfedach.html
14 Creating a Fair Playing Field for Consumer&ppleseed. December 2005. p. 4.
15 «Declaration de Nuevo Léon.” Accessed on 2/4/0ftat://www.sice.oas.org/ftaa/nleon/nleon_e.asp.
16 Manuel Orozco. “International Flows of Remittanc@sst, competition and financial access in Latin
America and the Caribbean—toward an industry sewtetInter-American Dialogue. May, 2006. p. 2.
1 Creating A Fair Playing Field For Consumers: Thedd for Transparency in the U.S.-Mexico
%emittance Marketppleseed. December 2005.

Creating a Fair Playing Field for ConsumeiSummary ReporAppleseed. 2006. p.6.
9 Global Economic Prospect 2006: Economic Implicasiof Remittances and Migration&/orld Bank.
2005.
21d. P.136.



http://www.frbservices.org/Retail/intfedach.html

Principle 1. The market for remittance services should be trargpand have adequate
consumer protection$® The report points out the importance for consumers to know the
total price and speed of the transaction before committing to myartservice and
asserts that this level of transparency will benefit thekatathrough more effective
competition and improved efficienéy.

Building on the research to date, examining opportunities for increpsethg

transparency in international remittance markets, Appleseasloiking to create a
positive path to address negative perceptions of the international remittaket amar to
find ways by which businesses that provide international money trasesfeices can
grow and differentiate through providing a better consumer end product.

In April of 2006, Appleseed convened a group of industry, regulatory, and censum
representatives, the Fair Exchange Committee, to explore optioas/bluntary market-
based approach to improve pre-transaction disclosures for imb@@laremittance
transactions. This report includes three main sections descritanmggults of the work

of the committee and presenting options for creating a branding pragnaiar to the
Fair Trade concept. The goal of the program is to assisgtumers in choosing the best
remittance value to meet their needs and to positively diffatentiompetitive industry
players.

A major challenge in providing pre-transaction pricing disclosdogsinternational
remittances is in determining what information is practical tha different industry
players to provide and what is meaningful for consumers. Thesécsion of this report
presents the results of focus group testing, with Latin Americanigrants, of pre-
transaction disclosure templates. The templates tested wewdopkd through
discussions and feedback of the Fair Exchange Committee.

The second section of the report presents four voluntary standactds that currently
exist in the marketplace and upon which a branding campaign couldée. béhe four

models include an industry trade association administered prognamjependent non-
profit working to establish standards through grassroots organizirigdapendent non-
profit setting and enforcing standards for industry; and a powesftdumer or business
setting internal standards for subcontractors, suppliers, or agents.

The final section of the report presents voluntary market-bassdosiire program
models that have potential to work, based on the discussions and feedlltaekFair
Exchange Committee.

2 General Principles for International Remittance @ees Committee on Payment and Settlement
Systems. The World Bank. January 2007. p.21.
21d. pp. 11 and 13.



Section I: Consumer-Testing of Pre-transaction Didosures

A major component of the work of the Fair Exchange Committee hastbexplore a
pre-transaction pricing disclosure strategy both designed and iepiedn by the
industry, in partnership with consumer advocacy organizaftionBiscussions of the
group, over a nine-month period, raised issues that make disclosutiesngihg for

remittance providers. Key challenges raised include the following:

Exchange rates offered by money transfer providers vary basbe agent location
and currency fluctuations throughout the day;

Exchange rates may also vary based on paying locations in the destination; country

Some money transfer providers serve a large number of countrteqoating for
each country would be impractical;

Agents may lack space for posting or the willingness to post pricing informatidn; a

Quantifying the added costs of account maintenance or overdraftnieg be
indirect costs of using international money transfer products at financialfiosts.

In an effort to address many of these concerns, Appleseed worked withrtExékange
Committee to develop a disclosure that could overcome practicaisanile providing
consumers with essential transaction information.

The consumer focus groups, discussed in this section, were desigmedige the
importance and effectiveness of the resulting discldSufBhe focus group information
reflects the practices and opinions of the participants and does cessagly reflect
those of remitting communities as a whole.

% The findings and conclusions of this report aséhof the authors alone and do not necessarlsctef
the opinions of the Fair Exchange Committee membersf the project funders.The Fair Exchange
Committee includes representatives from Applesesdl its center affiliates; JoAnn Carlton and Paul
Kramer, Bank of America; Arjan Schitte, Center féinancial Services Innovation; Sandra Reilly,
Citibank; Oscar Chacén and Amy Shannon, EnlacesrisaiéMichael Frias, Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation; Elizabeth McQuerry and Elena Whiskgderal Reserve Bank Retail Payments Office; Ben
Knoll, GrupoExpress; Manuel Orozco, Inter-Ameridadialogue; Don Terry, Inter-American Development
Bank; John Herrera, Latino Community Credit Unidames Maloney, Mitchell Bank; Dan O’Malley,
MoneyGram; Beatriz Ibarra and Eric Rodriquez, biai Council of La Raza; Edna Butts and Paco Felici
Texas Attorney General’s Office; Stephanie NewbéeFgxas Department of Banking; Scott Schmith, U.S.
Department of Commerce; Ronald Schwartzman Unitdiiéichael Barr, University of Michigan School of
Law; Paul Dwyer, Viamericas; and Daniel Ayala, Wélargo.

24 See Appendix A for the disclosure templates cretiteough the Fair Exchange Committee input.



Focus Group Overview

Between September 26 and October 11 of 2006, Appleseed conductedrmgos in
Chicago, lllinois; Atlanta, Georgia; Lincoln, Nebraska; and Austexak. The goal of
the focus groups was to gain insight into three questions:

What information is important to consumers when selecting a remittanceeservi
How do they access that information?

Would a pricing and transaction information disclosure chart be hebhoidl
understandable?

The focus groups had a total of 50 participants who sent money omlarrbgsis to
Latin America. Participants were born in eight different coestand remitted money to
seven countries in Latin America. Over half of the participants were w3686 female
and 34% male. The participants were largely lower income, théhmajority having
monthly incomes of $2000 or below. Just over half of the participanta hagh school
education or below, and the majority of the participants had liveckit/thted States for
five years or more.

Focus Group Participant Overview

Country of Birth Gender

Mexico Female
El Salvador Male
Guatemala
Peru

United States Years Resided in U.S.
Honduras

Colo_m_bia _ 1 year or less
Dominican Republic 1to 5 years

Between 5 and 10 year
More than 10 years

Education

No School Monthly Family Income
Elementary
M_iddle/Jr. High Less than $1000
High S_chool $1000 to $2000
Technical/Trade Schog $2001-$3000

University More than $3000




Current Participant Remittance Practices

The focus group participants sent money to the country of théir, birth the exception
of those born in the United States, who sent money either to Mekitm ldonduras.
They sent a variety of amounts, with 86% sending $300 or less and 6d¥gs$200 or
less. The cost of the transaction fee was evenly spread gradigjpants throughout the
range of $5 to $15. Few people spent more than $15 to send money per. trahsfe
tended to send money once per month or more, with 43% sending once per nabnth a
22% sending more frequently than once per month. Money transfer compemnethe
most common method of transfer among participants. Seventy-ninenpersed a
money transfer company. Twelve percent used a bank account or &tMransfer and
22% either brought the money themselves or gave money to another pelbosiog tor
them. Some participants used more than one transfer option.

Participant Remittance Profile

Amount Sent Sending Method
(multiple methods could be selected)

$0 - $100
$101 - $200 Wire transfer/Remittance servi¢e&/9%
$201 - $300 Traveler's checks 4%
$301 - $400 Mail personal check 2%
$401 and abové Mail cash 6%

Mail money order 4%
Use bank ATM/Debit card 6%
Frequency Electronically transfer money | 6%

from a bank account
Once or twice a year Bring it myself by hand 9%
A few times a year Family member brings it 13%
Every month Courier or other businessto | 11%
Every two weeks drive or send it to destination

Every week Other 2%

Destination

Average cost Mexico

$5 or less El Salvador
$5.01 to $9.99 Guatemala
$10-$15 Peru

Over $15 Honduras
Colombia

Dominican Republic




Choosing a Money Transfer Service

Focus group participants were asked a series of questions regaotinipey

obtain information about international remittance transactions andfadtats
they consider in choosing one service over another. Participstets & variety
of factors that are important in selecting a remittana®ige® The most
important factors across all the focus groups were securitgbiteéy—having

the promised amount of money arrive in the designated time period-
accessibility to family members on the receiving end. A comneorirsent
expressed in the group was that people would be willing to payeanttire to
ensure that their family members received the full amount prdmnaigaout any
delays or other difficulties. After those factors, transactiocepand exchange
rate were the most important. Participants also expressechg/dletxibility in

choices as well as access to more information at the beginrintpeo

“It is much more
important that the
person who
receives the money
Is satisfied...the
manner in which
they are treated
over there.”
Focus Group
Participant,
Chicago, lllinois

transaction. Most participants commented that it was easy to giriaing

information, but could be time intensive: “You have to go everywheretto ge
prices,” and, “Stores don’t often give information over the phone—they say

come on into the store and they’ll give us the information.” Faamlty friends

were consistently the most common way for people to obtain pricing and

service information. Participants were generally satisfigll the information
presented on transaction receipts and tended to stick with a sengeeit
proved reliable.

“The exchange rate and

sending fee are one of | transactions not turning out as promised.

As part of the discussion, participants also raised challemgesoacerns.
Participants across the focus groups expressed frustration regardi
In some instances, kheppic

the most important
things. We always look
for the best price, but
sometimes we have to
accept what they offer
us because we don't
have many alternatives,
especially if we're
sending money to a
smaller community.”
Focus Group
Participant, Lincoln,
Nebraska

location was much farther from their family home then the seratjegt

had indicated or was not open on a weekend. Identification requirements
to pick up the money were not always clearly communicated, and i& som
instances, participants sent money in dollars only to find out thaticke

up location refused to pay out in dollars or did not have dollars available
Participants also complained of instances where money was narddli

at the promised exchange rate. There was a strong desiredmtadvgity

in the transaction. As one participant expressed, “We want to Winat

the fee is that they’ll charge us on the other side.” Accgrtbnanother
participant, “the amount paid over there makes a larger differédmmn
whatever it is you may save here.” Participants commentednibiaey is

not always available for pick up at the promised time and sonetinee
pick up locations claim they have no money available to pay out. “Itis
important to us that the price is good, and it would be good td keeeir,

but what we want most is to make sure is that our family veseihe
money.”

Confidence in the banking system as a means for sending remitteareas among the
different focus groups. Those who used banks liked being able to wathber and

obtain accurate transaction

information and felt that bank-to-bankcesrwere



preferable because they were often the cheapest and the épsist However, other
participants distrusted banks and were suspicious of fees charge@taimaccounts.
Participants generally expressed confidence in banks in theingceountry as a pick up
location. They felt banks were more secure and reputable, as well as haviry admit
record with customer service and a more reliable record of paying out morieeorfit
is very important that [the pick up agents] have respect for mer. tFolks have things to
do, children to watch, and cannot afford to be waiting around for sérviG®me
participants also liked to see official documentation of licensing of both the searding

Participant Priorities in Choosing a Money Transfer Service

Convenient Pick Up Sender Long-time Service Use

Locations

Money Available Quickly

61% 24%

Most Important

Most Important

Most Important

Very Important

35%

Very Important

Very Important

26%

Important

4%

Important

Important

43%

Not Important

0%

Not Important

Not Important

7%

Service is Secure

Convenient Sending
Location

Convenient Hours for Sender

Most Important

Most Important

35%

Most Important

20%

Very Important

Very Important

33%

Very Important

35%

Important

Important

20%

Important

30%

Not Important

Not Important

13%

Not Important

15%

Service is Reliable Comfortable Sending

Environment

Comfortable for Recipient

Most Important

Most Important

36%

Most Important

19%

Very Important

Very Important

30%

Very Important

36%

Important

Important

32%

Important

36%

Not Important

Not Important

2%

Not Important

9%

Sending Fee

Agent Speaks Sender’s

Language

No Other Options for Sender

Most Important

Most Important

30%

Most Important

16%

Very Important

Very Important

43%

Very Important

34%

Important

Important

15%

Important

30%

Not Important

Not Important

13%

Not Important

20%

Exchange Rate

Most Important

Very Important

Important

Not Important

* Focus group participants ranked each of the fadadrs in this
table by level of importance to them. Participantsould

designate the same ranking level to multiple facte:.




receiving agents to give them confidence in the legitimacy obtistnesses, and also a
place to contact if they have a problem or grievance.

The results of the survey largely mirrored the focus groupsisson. Security and quick
availability of money were most important for the largest numifefocus group

participants, at 61%. Reliability of the service was the inégtiest priority, at 57%,
followed by sending fee and exchange rate at 50% and 49%, respectively.

Disclosure Tables: Consumer Feedback

After the general discussion regarding market preferences anticesaof the focus
group participants, four different disclosure charts, using a trémsao Mexico as the
sample transaction, were shared for consumer reaction. Each wdsrpresented
individually and in a different order among the four focus groups. Tdidsfof

information covered by the charts included:

Pick up location

Fee for sending $1-$300

Exchange rate

When funds are available for pick up

Type of transaction

Pick up fee

Money received for sample $100, $200, and $300 transactions
Effective exchange rates for each sample transattion.

Table 1 included all of the fields; Table 2 included all the fiegsept for the sample
transactions; Table 3 included all the fields except for thectefée exchange rate; and
Table 4 included the pick up location, fees for sending the money, excrategand the
three sample transactions without the effective exchangé°rate.

The order of presenting the charts did not generally impact consumer readtiemt In
each of the focus groups consumers preferred more information Haéimeless. They
wanted to see information about the speed of availability, typean$dction, and any
account fees that might apply, and they found the sample transactioas/éry helpful.
In one focus group, participants asked that sample transactiqgre\nded for $100 to
$1000. Another group had some discussion regarding whether or not it wastréte
have multiple sample transactions. A participant commented, “justrdo the math
with my calculator.” However, other participants laughed andsaigs “You're going to
be there with your little calculator, but if | don’t have a cadtod with me, it's not going
to work!” The group agreed, after some discussion, that havingahreents was good,
because the best option depended upon the amount being sent.

% The effective exchange rate is the exchange rets@mer would receive if all the fees were ineltiéh
the rate, similar to the APR on a home mortgage.loa
% See Appendix A to view the tables.



Three of the four groups liked the effective exchange rate éftead been
explained. The fourth group found it confusing: “Although there is a lo
information [in this table] the truth is that this chart is inpbete because, fo
example, the effective exchange rate was not defined.” Qg delt that the
effective exchange rate had to be present to really compae arad another
once they understood the rate, began reassessing their opinions alwestt
option based on the new information.

Participants in all of the groups were able to choose the cliegges in the
table as well as assess the best option given their needs—oneamsfer or

“I would not like
just one business
to use this [table],
| would like all
businesses to use
this!”

Focus Group
Participant,
Chicago, lllinois

next-day transfer and the amount of money being sent. They underdtob

al

the information in the tables, found it useful, and took the time to mead i

carefully. One participant said, “I come in with my pencibgaper and |
figure out how much they are charging for what they are paying Though

one group commented that they do not usually read the fine print, all groups saw

that there was a fee associated with the account-based prodlthen fee
impacted their assessment of the product. In designing adivlal it may be
appropriate to increase the size of the fine print.

All of the focus groups reacted positively to the disclosure tahiebs

“Inevitably, tellers
make mistakes
regarding the
information they are
conveying. Having a
disclosure table would
prevent those human
errors.”

Focus Group
Participant, Chicago,
lllinois

affirmed that they would prefer a business that offered sucisciosure
over one that did not. Participants expressed their need to have thing
writing to avoid confusion about what was conveyed to them by the telle
and what they agreed to on the receipt. This point supports the sadey a
discussion data regarding consumer priorities of security, réyatand
guaranteed availability. It reflects the importance to tleesesumers of
receiving official information that the money sent will, intfaoe available

for pick up at the time and in the amount promised.

Participants wanted to see the information in a variety ofitotat They
currently access money transfer information through advertigsmen

television, and word of mouth. Suggestions for places to see thaesdrec

included the following:

On a poster at the point of sale
In the window at the point of sale

On a business card sized or other small sized paper that consumers

could take with them

In community newspapers
On television

On the radio

On the bus

In the news broadcast

10



Participants also requested additional information fields:

Identification requirements to pick up the money

Hours of pick up locations—particularly to confirm weekend hours
Telephone number to call the money transfer company
Telephone number of regulator to report a problem or grievance

Of the tables presented, Table 3, which includes all the foflaformation except for
the effective exchange rate, was the one most commonly paefdeivee the clearest
and provide the best information. Consumers liked the effective exehateg but felt
it would require educating money transfer customers about it to awaitusion.
Participants also suggested some minor changes in wording for thslSparsion of
the table. The following page shows a version of the table with eedraged on many
of the participant suggestions. It does not include identification requiretoguitk up
the money, hours of the pick up location, or a phone number for official cionspla
Those fields could be included if feasible for money transfer service providers.

Participants in the four focus groups were savvy about the costs laad fattors
involved in choosing a service to send money to their home countrieg.pfibstized
low cost, but particularly cared about the predictability of ttemdaction on the
receiving end and were willing to pay more for a service theykio be reliable and
easy to use for their family members in Latin America.

The participants liked the disclosure tables because they providaloififormation
about money transfer transactions and clarify all significaistscand other factors
related to the transactions so that both the senders and res@iversvhat to expect.
They noted that the tables would make them feel more confidenh#yaate receiving
a legitimate service and that all the transaction terms are clear.

Prior to viewing the disclosure tables, participants felt that tfzel reasonable access
to pricing information. Upon viewing the tables, they saw the palefdr greater
clarity and easier access to information and they wantedfibrenation. They all said
that they would prefer a business that provided such information to one that did not.

In the context of launching a market-based pricing disclosuretivétjahe focus group
information provides compelling evidence that offering a complatestrpnsaction
disclosure could have a positive business impact. The disclosuressaidrieey
consumer concerns—predictability of the transaction terms and cost infommat an
easy to access and reliable form. Providing the disclosure dfs®the industry by
creating positive public exposure and highlighting competitive mricamd good
customer service. The disclosure preferred by the focus groopslgs an important
step towards a broader industry disclosure standard. Further tmastieg and
industry vetting is necessary to arrive at a final disclommlate. The final template
will need to accommodate the varying business models of finainsigutions and
money transfer businesses.

11
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Section lI: An Examination of Voluntary Industry Standard Models

The data from the focus groups present compelling informationuppb#gs the viability
of a market-based approach to pre-transaction disclosures &ynahbnal money
transfers. This section presents information about current raaketd approaches to
voluntary industry standards that could serve as a template for a Fair Exphaggen.

Fair Trade initiatives that work through voluntary standards have saezessful in other
market segments. They help consumers and producers alike. Th&epromsumers
with key information to make product choices and promote marketsatmeproducers
and service providers. Adopting a set of voluntary disclosure stanidangsernational

money transfer providers—such as the proposed Fair Exchange standamilsedein

Section lIl of this report—has potential to create many benédit industry players.
Adopting consistent standards could enable a remittance agency to laukelt rshare,
create a positive public image of the industry, and take advantag®odmies of scale.
In addition, by showing leadership to address the need for consumegmtisclosure,

the industry may obviate the need for state and federal regulators to addrsssi¢.

Build Market Share. A Fair Exchange initiative in the international remittance
market would have to be executed with strong community partnershipsa and
marketing strategy geared toward immigrant consumers. Tgeeseerships would
serve to publicize to consumers the Fair Exchange logo or diseletandards and
let consumers know that participating businesses offer bette¥spaied services.
Standing out to consumers as a fair and low-cost service, partycul high volume
corridors, where consumers have many options, could build market ishare
increasingly competitive environment.

Create a Positive Public ImageThe international money transfer industry is often
lumped with other financial services that tend to overchargdrioame consumers.
Participating in a proactive initiative to establish consumeclosure standards
would serve to separate the businesses that are interestedrimgoffdair product
with transparent pricing from those that seek to appear low-tostigh poor
disclosure of total pricing information.

Benefit from Economies of Scale and Collaboratiorrair Exchange will provide a
forum through which participants could collaborate to invest in new technaolog
other shared infrastructure, such as systems that enable custosemns remittances

via cell phoné’ which could dramatically reduce each participant's transactional
costs and boost profits, without the participant having to shoulder larfgenup
capital expenditures on its own. Fair Exchange participantsl @sb collaborate to
bundle remittancé® to create economies of scale that small remittance agencies
might not otherwise realize, which could enable them to maxirhigie profits and
simultaneously reduce the cost of their services. In additiocotaboration

27 See World BankGlobal Economic Prospects 2006: Economic Implimasi of Remittances and
Migration.
2 d.
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regarding infrastructure and technology, Fair Exchange progemicipants could
work together to develop creative solutions to challenges that inmbt the
industry and consumers.

Prepare for Potential Future Regulation. There are a number of legislative
campaigns afoot to introduce regulation that would require remittagercies to
adopt standards akin to the voluntary guidelines of the Fair Exchangetion by
the industry to address these issues on its own might reduce dbguner for
regulatory action. In addition, remittance agencies who agremldpt the Fair
Exchange guidelines would be ideally poised to capitalize on twmpetitive
advantage if and when regulation is introduced.

Models for Voluntary Industry Standard Programs

Programs for implementing or encouraging voluntary industry standards ggifedtall
into four categories:

1. Anindustry trade association setting and enforcing market standards for it
members;

2. An independent non-profit organization working to establish industry standards
through grassroots work;

3. An independent non-profit organization setting and enforcing standards for
industry; or

4. A large consumer or individual business setting internal standards for
investments, suppliers, or agents.

All of the approaches include specific market standards and arcemient mechanism.
They differ in terms of the entity administering the program amdthe target
constituency. The trade association model is an industry adenedsprogram that sets
and enforces standards for its members. The non-profit grassrodés strives to alter
industry practices through changes in consumer behavior. The nongmaiitement
model mixes the approaches, striving to improve industry standards andasonvi
consumers that they should only purchase products that meet téned@rds. The final
model also mixes the two approaches, using the buying powerasf@ ¢ompany to
impact the activities of its agents.

The various approaches have been successful in other market €onfére following
section explores the applicability of each approach to the Fair Exchamggpto

29 Appleseed Foundation, Creating a Fair PlayingdFier Consumers: The Need for Transparency in the
U.S.-Mexico Remittance Market (December 2005).
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Summary Chart of Voluntary Industry Standards Appro aches

Model

Strengths

Challenges

Trade Association

Builds on an existing
infrastructure, cutting

cost of implementation;] -

Access to and
credibility with industry
partners.

Developing credibility
among consumers;
Finding a trade
association approach tq
accommodate both
financial institutions and
money transfer
companies.

Independent Non-profit
Grassroots

Consumer driven;
Trust of consumers;
Can be integrated into
existing community
education and outreach
campaigns.

Gaining industry buy-in
with project goals;
Affecting market place
offerings in a timely
way So as to maintain
consumer interest;
May require consumerg
to forgo a product or
service if standards are
not met.

Independent Non-profit
Administered

Well-positioned to gain
both consumer and
industry credibility;

A neutral forum for
setting and enforcing
market standards.

Costs associated with
establishing and
maintaining a new
program;

May not have long-tern]
organizational track
record,;

Most examples require
government or
foundation funding for
long-term impact.

Large Consumer or

Individual Business-driven

Standards

Demonstrates the powgr-

of a large individual
consumer or group of

consumers in changing] -

market practices;
Could also stem from
industry wanting to
assert particular values|
in the marketplace.

Requires significant
market power on the
part of the consumer(s)
In the case of business
driven standards,
implementation depends
fully on integrity and
the commitment of the
business to the standard.
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The Trade Association Model

A Fair Exchange program could be structured to be administerethantiored by a
trade association. This model has many advantages in the cohtexiney transfer
markets. It builds on the established infrastructure of the taseciation, which has
credibility and name recognition among industry players. It ptsgides an incentive
for businesses to participate in the voluntary standards, partciil#rte standards are a
condition of membership in the association, as businesses may wangetib foem other
association services. Creating the standards also could fadisiythin the mission of a
trade organization, which often includes presenting a positive pubbge for its
members and impacting regulatory issues to benefit its members.

The first challenge in establishing a Fair Exchange progrsimg the trade association
model is finding a willing partner or group of partners. No srghde association plays
a dominant role in the remittance arena. The National Money Mitess Association
(NMTA) represents a number of remittance agentiesAn association such as the
NMTA could partner with a banking trade association to include atkehaglayers.
Other possible partners include the newly formed Internatiosabdation of Money
Transfer Networks, which currently includes a small group of ®aakd money
transmitters, and the associations of state money transmission and bankirtgnegula

In partnering with a trade association, a number of issuegs #nst impact the

implementation of a Fair Exchange program. The first challenge build consensus
around meaningful standards. Once member entities agree ostdredards, the second
challenge is to ensure rigorous enforcement, which puts the testeiaion in the

difficult position of taking action against dues-paying members. akeciation must be
committed to the notion that individual member non-compliance impacis\ge of the

entire industry, thereby damaging the reputation of all membéimally, member

entities should be committed to fund a Fair Exchange program els ladequate to
provide for meaningful consumer education and enforcement. Theasadeiation’s

involvement, while trusted by its members, may fail to inspire ¢befidence of

consumers, who are more likely to be unfamiliar with the aa8oni and wary of its

ability to be independent.

Though these challenges are real, they are not insurmountable. anbdi& Payday
Loan Association established standards for its members regarttingy disclosures and
loan terms in response to significant criticism of the industithe Association has
worked to make the standards credible and establish a mearenffuotement process,
creating a position dedicated to enforcing the standards andigerial violating the

standards that include fines.

% For a list of members, please see http://www.umstanain/links.html

31 Current members of the International AssociatibMoney Transfer Networks include: Western
Union, Travelex, Unistream, City Forex, Earthp&troGiro, Chequepoint, the UK Money Transmitters
Association, Standard and Chartered Bank, Bankhari&; and ICICI Bank of India. The Association
grew out of an international conference at theititst of Directors in London in October of 2005.
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THE CANADIAN PAYDAY L OAN ASSOCIATION

The Canadian Payday Loan Association (CPLA) represents thetlpeyeay lenders i
Canada and over half of the 1000 retail payday lending stores &anada. The CP
is a voluntary membership association.

Critics had decried the practice of payday lenders, with tefeeannual percentage rates

in violation of criminal usury limits. They also complained about ttiristry’s habit o
rolling over loans, either extending a loan’s due date for a feeh@ncing a new loa
with new fees, to pay off an outstanding lodayday lenders also charged insuffici
fund fees, sometimes charging repeatedly for the same shortfall.

The CPLA responded to complaints by first commissioning an indepentiety—s
performed by Ernst & Young—detailing the cost of providing paydaysifa The study
found that, in Canada, the average cost of providing a payday loan is $20%8®@ef
payday loans, with costs ranging between $15.35 and $21.22 depending on trel
volume of the lender. This study was helpful in providing regulatotis an idea of
industry costs should they decide to regulate rates and fees associategaathlpans.

Second, the CPLA commissioned an independent survey of 2000 Canadians—
person random sample of Canadians in general, and a 1000-person randoencsa
payday loans customets. The survey found, among other things, that a signifi
majority of Canadians believed that payday lending should be available.

Third, the CPLA adopted a Code of Best Practices. CPLA memiestabide by the

Code as a condition of membership. The Code bars rollovers of payuahay lionits loan
amounts, terms, and insufficient funds charges, creates a i@ms@ssiod, and require
clear disclosure of terms and costs to consumers.

The CPLA enforces the Code in two ways. First, it performs its own randewilkurce
of member businesses to ensure compliance. Second, CPLA membezguared to
anonymously report any violation of the Code by any member. CORdsAhired ar
Ethics and Integrity Commissioner to strengthen enforcementh®fCode. The
Commissioner has the authority to issue warnings and impose fines of up to $30,0

As a result of establishing a voluntary code, the payday loantigdergoys first-mover
advantages regarding government regulation. Any regulatory schieshe will be
shaped by the preexisting code, the Ernst & Young report and the consumer surve

CPLA is working to gain consumer awareness of the program ara tlogugh
utilization of free media. As the payday loan issue alreamyyed high visibility in the

Canadian press, the CPLA issued press releases and gave wdervierder to get it$

message out. CPLA strove to get media coverage of the logo acddineencouragin

5ize

n 1000-
mpl
cant

174

a4

consumers to patronize CPLA establishments where they would be treated fairly

32 SeeThe Cost of Providing Payday Loans in CanéHenst & Young, October 2004), viewed March
2006 at http://www.cpla-acps.ca/files/EYPaydaylL oapé&t.pdf

3 SeeEnvironics Research Group Consumer Payday Indusirgreness Surve§Environics Research
Group), viewed March 2006 at http://www.cpla-acpgenglish/reports_en.htm
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Independent Non-Profit Organization Grassroots Approach

Another approach for the Fair Exchange program could be a gpésscampaign
organized by a non-profit organization with strong community connectionbis
approach differs from the previous one in that it strives to intpacmnarket by changing
consumer behavior and creating a collective voice for consumers.

Grassroots campaigns have met mixed success. They have beeém agedulture to

attempt to fight the unfair treatment of farm workers, sucthadJnited Farm Workers
grape boycott; to protest international political policies, suchthas movement of
divesting from South Africa during the time of apartheid; andmpaict treatment of
laborers in developing countries, among other issues. Some of tpaigasmhave had
major market impact, changing investment strategies and consexpectations of
producers and manufacturers. Others have not been able to changekbebehavior
of a large enough number consumers to impact the market and charges pot

standards.

Advantages of such campaigns are many. By engaging consdingatty in setting an
agenda for market standards and expectations, consumers are véstgoratess and in
working to ensure that standards are met in a way that bettefits communities.
Grassroots campaigns can empower consumers and help them tothesdis&ength in
the market. They can also be successful in helping consumers deomngly diverse
backgrounds work for common goals.

Challenges of such campaigns include the ability to arrive edrmgoals among enough
consumers to impact the market. Consumers of the same produntice seay not all
have the same goals or aspirations, which could make it difficoutarget a unified
agenda across sometimes diverse interests. Organizing alsathlkesf resources on
the ground, working with small groups of people to build consensus around tlerbroa
goals for developing and enforcing market standards around particular goodscasser

The Transnational Institute for Grassroots Research and ActidBR@A), based in
Oakland, California, has launched a grassroots effort to organizearese senders and
recipients. The goal of the initiative is to use the market polvthese communities to
bring about positive industry change. TIGRA is working with aeggrof remitting
communities in the United States, including immigrants from Lakierica, Africa, and
Asia. The organization is working to help these diverse groups fiminooalities in
their experience of remitting to family members abroad, anddgeethose common
goals to improve community economic development and asset building.

A challenge and strength for a grassroots campaign in thextarit a Fair Exchange
process is that it brings in industry on the back end rather thaheoftont end. The
challenge of this approach is in gaining industry cooperation toeimgrit community
goals, while the strength is that it creates an organizedemdorce, with unified
objectives, that could impact the market share and profits of indpistygrs. Such a
campaign could provide a strong complement to a more industry-centered process.
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TRANSNATIONAL CAMPAIGN ON REMITTANCES

TIGRA launched its campaign to organize remittance senders angbients
approximately two years ago. The organization spent the firstazdhs of the projec
reaching out to immigrant community organizations around the counfihey have
focused their efforts on California, the New York/New Jersegaarand certain
Midwestern areas with concentrations of immigrant communities.

T+

(&)

The campaign is a multiple year project with an annual budgeingbgtween $200,00
and $400,000. Much of the cost of the project is in strengthening locadtiicture in
remitting communities to develop and sustain an organizing effone chmpaign i$
working at three levels: local, national, and international. Thd tyganizing work is
strengthened by its connection to national networks and by connectirgjrong
organizations in remittance receiving countries.

The local organizing is conducted by creating “million dollar club$he clubs include
approximately 375 individuals, who collectively remit $1 million pearyeThe effort ta
launch a club includes a community survey. The goal of the susuweydietermine wha
services people use to remit money, how much they pay, why theyecti@oservice
they use, additional financial services used by the community, aadget community
development priorities. Two community priorities that have come orgogint survey
include better access to good, affordable child care and an iedredsnglish class
offerings in the community.

—t

7

7

The national and international organizing is being done through creatingied set of
priorities. In August of 2006, TIGRA brought together a group of orgdions
representing remitting communities across the country, fromietyarf national origins
and organizations in seven remittance receiving countries. Togétley established
agreement around a set of general principles called the Transhafiomanunity
Benefits Agreement: This agreement will form the basis of collective negotiations ith
industry representatives around local and international community priorities.

To date, preliminary negotiations are underway with industry reptasves, som
focused on local issues and others on a broader scale. Proposatglycumeer
consideration include profit sharing arrangements, with commurggnaations serving
as agents for money transfer service providers, and donationspeic#icsamount of
money per transaction originated in a designated community. Ptreimgparency angd
investments in remittance receiving countries are also community @soriti

\1%4

The initiative is not developed to the point of having establishee@rsgsbf monitoring
and enforcing agreements. There is potential to create a amogitbody with
representatives of consumer and industry interests as well ggent#nt partners.
Enforcement would likely be tied to consumer choice in using particular egrvic

3 Francis Calpotura. “Transnational Leadership GalgeSummary Report.” TIGRA. September 2006.
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Independent Non-Profit Organization Implementing Industry Standards

The third model for voluntary industry standards is a systemlagino the trade

association model in that businesses agree to comply voluntarilyavgéet of standards
and benefit from a certification program and marketing that addse to their

compliance. The primary difference is that an independent non-pdofiinesters and

enforces the program. This is currently the most prevalent modemfdementing

market standards.

The non-profit model is generally based on three pillars: governhme foundation
funding and/or regulation; non-profit monitoring of compliance; and a publézeness
campaign. For example, the Clean Clothes Campaign, establishedotoeelabor
standards for clothing manufacturers, relies heavily on funding andatiem from
individual European nations as well as by the European Union.

The Dolphin Safe Tuna Project is another example of an approach cognpuiblic

awareness, legislative reform, and non-profit monitoring. Follgvpablic pressure in
the 1980s, legislation in 1990 set up a trademark to be used to denoteotuntndr
tropical Pacific region that is fished without risk to dolphin. Deespiitial resistance
from the industry, three major brands, mostly notably Heinz, respondedbt and

private pressure following a documentary and subsequent press imetiestplight of

the dolphins. It is now viewed by manufacturers as a markstiagegy to enable
competition with cheaper “non-Dolphin safe” tuna. The Earth Islandutesttontinues
to monitor compliance with the Dolphin Safe Tuna standards through iimsseend

partnerships with other environmental groups to promote public awareness.

Fair Trade coffee is another example. To become Fair TCadéfied™, an importer
must pay a minimum price per pound of $1.26 and provide credit and tecmsssthnce
to farmers. The program is administered through the Fair Trader&tion, which sets
criteria that must be met by the marketers or processatslisplay the Fair Trade logo.
The Fair Trade Federation monitors member finances, managemetitgs;aand
business policies. It is funded through member dues and individual donations.

Establishing a non-profit entity to administer and monitor the Eachange program
could be appropriate. It would avoid the difficulty of finding a tradsoeistion that
would encompass the different entities that provide money transtgcese including
money transfer businesses and commercial banks. However, unlikie association, a
non-profit may lack resources needed to implement a significamketirey and
enforcement campaign and credibility with industry players. Tdidt the reputation and
connections of the non-profit may better enable it to win consumers’ trust amitbatte

The Responsible Credit Partnership provides an interesting variatitime amon-profit
model that could be beneficial in constructing a Fair Exchanggrgro It pulls in
industry and consumer interests to develop initiatives that address consumensande
needs in ways that are workable and potentially profitable for industry. Instead of
enforcement, the Partnership strives to gain industry cooperation.
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THE RESPONSIBLE CREDIT PARTNERSHIP (RCP)

RCP was launched in 2000 as a consumer advocacy initiative to impmexlie card
practices directed at university students. The initial phasevark focused or
researching and documenting problems students face in the crelddihadeet. Becaus

of negative publicity and regulatory pressures targeting coadi issuers, some majpr

financial service players came to the table, largely to “pefgnse”, and have a say
work impacting their industry. Early partners included MarquEttencial Services
Wells Fargo, U.S. Bank, Target, university staff, and credit counseling egrvic

The program runs on an annual budget of $300,000 to $400,000, with approximaét
of the funding coming from foundations and half from the industry. Hatie@budget is

dedicated to advertising and consumer outreach. Industry member$iarthership are

required to make a contribution of between $15,000 and $30,000. Depending
level of support, contributors get acknowledgement and access to Partnershigdsnat

Instead of setting target industry standards, the Partnership hasguarshree-pronge
strategy designed to create a framework for working on both thardkend supply sid
of credit card issues. To understand the supply side, they conduaess stkamining
issues financial service providers face in marketing to and serving cstletgnts.

To address the demand side, they launched a grassroots initiativecthdes a clas
offered to incoming college students to teach them about using anddsnaadvertising
campaign called, “What’s My Score.” The campaign was launah&003. It is an
unbranded campaign, with no industry names attached, to maintain thalityeatrthe
information provided. The advertising campaign teaches students Abauntgortance
of maintaining a good credit score and its impact on their financial future.

Finally, the Partnership worked with industry partners to pilotegres they believe

would be successful in improving the responsible use of credit amorgedtudents.
The pilots have established effective strategies for redymmog credit behaviors and

have set the groundwork to establish cost-effectiveness of broad-based imateme

The Partnership is currently working to expand its campaignatchrenmigrant, refuge
and other minority communities. It is considering educational apipesao teach thos
communities about credit issues.

On-going challenges include data collection limitations, the laickarge consume
advocacy organizations at the table, and building organizational capacgypand
distribution channels for Partnership initiatives and materials.

The success of the Partnership has depended on three major. fataorsg the right
level of decision maker at the table; including both consumer and inchasticipants;
and providing opportunities for participants to see issues from the pevspef other
stakeholder$:
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% In January, 2007, the Responsible Credit Partigrsiow called the Responsible Credit Roundtable,
moved to the Center for Financial Services Inn@raiin Chicago. It will expand its work to other

financial services and to have a national impact.
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Large Consumer/ Individual Business-Driven Standards

The large consumer or individual business-driven model generallyg retiea strong
consumer, usually a large institution or company, demanding certaimam standards
from its suppliers or other contractual partners. However, iatssmrely on an industry
wanting to set basic standards internally as a way to demienstnaport for a particular
set of values in the marketplace.

Such programs have come about largely in response to movementglitighted child
labor and poor labor standards in the manufacturing plants that supply esynoand
clothing brands. The primary insights it provides into successfuleimgrhtation of
market standards are in demonstrating the power of a unified conswiterand in
highlighting the importance of selecting standards that araadble. For some of the
institution-driven programs, the complexity of the standards has hindéred
development of an effective compliance mechanism.

This model has relevance in the context of a Fair Exchange praigirasastry is willing
to take on the standards independently. It does not require any extémastructure.
Each business could make the internal decision to abide by a @argsetilof standards
and implement and regulate the standards independent of any oversight body.

The example below is of a large consumer enforcing manufagtstandards through its
purchasing power. Though not directly comparable to the internatrenattance
industry, it does provide an example of how standards can be set and enforced.

DUKE UNIVERSITY MERCHANDISE PROGRAM

In the case of Duke University, several tertiary institutionsluiding other universities,
demanded that the manufacturers of their licensed merchandiseatgpagparel—
comply with ethical employment practices.

174

The companies that produce merchandise for the university and othersiiigse
involved in the program were initially very hostile until an udienm on the licensing
was made. The universities pledged not to purchase any logoaméisd unless the
producers abided by the employment practices.

Two non-profit entities were set up to monitor compliance, one withane without
funding from the companies involved. The one which received company fundimguhgs
significant difficulty in attracting public support due to a peredi conflict of interes
between the business and consumer goals, but the one without manufactirey has
been able to establish more credibility.
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Section lll: A Fair Exchange Template

The four models examined in the previous section highlight five factors that should be
considered in establishing a program for voluntary consumer disclosure standards
international remittance markets:

1. Buy-in both among industry members and consumers;

2. A sustainable administrative and funding structure;

3. Standards that are feasible for the administering entity to enforeeaagdor the
consumer to understand;

4. Flexibility to respond to technological and other market changes; and

5. Active grassroots marketing and membership components in addition to industry
membership.

A program meeting the above criteria has good potential to positively ingact t
marketplace, providing a benefit both for consumers and the businesses that adopt the
standards.

Based on the conversations of the Fair Exchange Committee amdjsebsfocus group

testing of a disclosure templafeAppleseed proposes the following program parameters
that reflect options that are currently most feasible to pursue.

Market Standards for a Meaningful Fair ExchangeyRnm

The proposed market standards below provide general standardgpfestransaction
pricing disclosure program. The standards were designed to mootate complicated
aspects of the industry, including the logistics of disclosing pri@ngnultiple countries
and receiving agent locations, and the reliance of non-bank mamsyer businesses on
an agent network that can be difficult to regulate. They werelamack through
feedback from the Fair Exchange Committee and reflect actibas could be
implemented in the current market environment without legal or regulatory change

The proposed standards focus on three important issues:

Pre-Transaction Disclosure. The preliminary disclosure template,
developed through consumer focus groups and Fair Exchange Committee
discussions, or a variation of it, will be posted or otherwise ragdgable to
consumers at the sending location, in English and in the primarydgagu
used to do business with customers, fortkinee major paying agentsin the

three major destination countries served by a particular agent oil reta
location. (See the preliminary disclosure template on page 13.)

% See Section | of this report.
%" The paying agent is the agent that disbursesutisfsent through a money transfer business in the
United States to the funds recipient in the deStnacountry.
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Facilitated Complaint Resolution. Industry participants will provide
consumers with a phone number to call if there is a complaint abwitdese
as well as the phone number of the appropriate state or federal regulator.

Good Faith Compliance with Minimum Market Standards. Industry
participants must make a good faith effort to have this informatvaiable

at their agent and stand alone locations. Agents or locationgldhaot
provide the disclosures or other information would have a consequence for
failing to comply with the program rules. For example, they wouldbeot
permitted to display the Fair Exchange logo if the program includes branding.

In addition to discussions around consumer disclosures, Fair Exchange t@@mmi
members highlighted priority issues, which could also be addressedgthma Fair
Exchange program or collaboration. The two major supplemental issues include:

1. Working to address problems with access to bank accounts for monegeservi
businesses, including non-bank money transfer businesses; and

2. Exploring creative collaborations among banks, non-bank money transfer

businesses, and consumer organizations to improve the financialianclfs
immigrant communities.

Program Administration and Enforcement

The comments and discussions of the Fair Exchange Committee and the models of
market-based initiatives presented in Section Il of the report point to two ntbaels
could be implemented in the international remittance market:

1. Business-driven standards; and
2. An independent non-profit organization implementing industry standards.

The trade association model, though conceptually promising, faeesdin challenge of
pulling together trade associations that encompass the dplessers at the table. The
non-profit grassroots initiative is an interesting, viable option angéw efforts are
currently underway to organize remittance senders to use th@moraec power to
negotiate for better remittance transaction pricing and tefrhs. current makeup of the
Fair Exchange Committee does not lend itself to such a model. However, pgrtmidhni
organized consumer groups with overlapping goals could be useful in mgriefair
Exchange program and in encouraging consumers to use businessesdhé#ite Fair
Exchange standards.
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The following is a brief discussion of the two most promising models and how they
might be applied to providing improved consumer disclosures for international
remittances.

Business-driven Standards

The industry-driven implementation approach requires the leaststinfcture and
coordination. Each company would set internal standards and enforoneatheng
branch or agent networks as the company deemed appropriate.

Such an approach has some important advantages in the Fair Exchange context:

It is low-cost;

It does not require agreement across companies with diverset mppkeaches and
penetration; and

It allows companies to implement standards in a way that bdesth&ir business
approach and relationships.

It is the most flexible of the options, giving latitude to each gamy regarding how the
Fair Exchange principles are applied.

The disadvantages to this approach stem from the same sourceamvdhéages. In
exchange for easier implementation, companies lose significant advantages:

A unified branding and a collaborative marketing effort to reach woass and
educate them about the consumer-friendly practices of participating n@spa
Consistency in how the standards are implemented; and

Independent verification that companies are being accurate in their disslosu

Companies would also lose the collaborative exchange among peteveotiid come
through a more organized or centralized system of administration.

Remittance providers that agree to adopt the Fair Exchange standatds the
institution-driven model could form a loosely organized group to shareierpes and
collaborate on issues of mutual interest. They could, therefore n@eseme of the
collaborative elements of a more formal or centrally administered program

Non-profit Organization Implementing Industry Standards

In order for there to be branding associated with a Fair Egehatandard, there would
need to be some centralized administrative entity. The ewdityd control participation

in the group, periodically assess member compliance with standamdsplay an

enforcement role when necessary to warn or penalize membersargahot in

compliance.
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Having an independent organization administer the Fair Exchangaprdgs some key
advantages:

Companies can actively distinguish themselves in the marketvahdregulators
through membership in a group;

A centralized organization can coordinate marketing, partnershtpscammunity
organizations, and other supporting outreach activities;

Strict program standards could be established that ensure aqoueseatation of
disclosure information;

An enforcement system would be established to ensure complianceragiam
standards. Those not complying would not be able to reap the mdvkettages of
the program;

The organization coordinating the program could also convene periodibenghip
meetings to facilitate member interaction and cooperation regandutually agreed
upon concerns or interests.

A new organization could be created or the responsibilities of tlve Bxahange
program administration could be taken over by an existing organizéiainhas the
capacity and the credibility to administer the program. Someges of the types of
organizations that could administer such a program could be amgxsganization
already interested in improving remittances markets, suchhasinter-American
Development Bank, an existing government initiative, such as the M&8co

Partnership for Prosperity, or a new non-profit created specificallhioptrpose.

With the increased value that an administering organization bcmg®s an increased

cost. Program participants would have to be willing to shoulder st ée@ortion of

those costs, which would likely be in the $200,000 to $400,000 per year range depending
on the responsibilities of the organization.

In addition to the cost, there are other issues that could posengjgalito implementing

a non-profit or independent organization administered program. Thergesdlenclude
resolving difficulties in reaching industry consensus about how theloslise
requirement should be implemented; developing an enforcement systemcto ailhi
parties could agree; and encouraging a sufficiently large euwfbremittance service
providers to participate in the Fair Exchange program. Acessful non-profit
administered initiative would have to address these issues in ghatagccommodates
the varying needs and business models of industry partners and at the sameptices enf
a meaningful consumer disclosure standard.
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Next Steps

All of the models presented in Section Il of this report have paldntibe viable ways to
administer a Fair Exchange program. The two approaches highlightes section of
the report appear to be most compatible with a collaboration betimdestry and
consumer organizations and enjoy significant strengths. Any tsacoeld be overcome
with a willing group of partners. In the short-term, theretane steps that are necessary
to move ahead an initiative to implement a Fair Exchange program:

1. Reach agreement with industry and consumer partners on a workadiorenamy
administrative structure for the Fair Exchange program; and

2. Develop a pilot for the Fair Exchange program.

The two frameworks for administration proposed in this section diésubility in
options based on the amount of investment of effort, funds, and commitmemhehat
parties are willing to make. A pilot, within the administratirkemework selected, can be
limited to a particular geography, or limited based on each industry partagacity and
infrastructure. The more a pilot is tailored to individual compamgsgethe less possible
it will be to launch a logo and advertising effort along with the pietause of the
resources needed to target multiple communities and geographies.

If the pilot is successful, based on the experiences and asséssntiee participants,
then the program can be reassessed and the groundwork estaloisheddve towards
broader implementation.

Some members of the Fair Exchange Committee have agreed th aymiot of the
disclosure initiative as a preliminary test of the pracigsles tied to its implementation
and consumer response in a market setting. The pilot phase swifbtathree to six
months and will be evaluated through staff and consumer feedback.

Launching a Fair Exchange program is a win-win scenario doasumers and for the
industry. If effectively administered and implemented, it will achieve goaits:

Support a positive image for the industry;

Distinguish market players that offer superior pricing and service;

Create a forum for industry and consumers to address additionad isfisaencern
and explore areas for creative collaboration; and

Show that market participants can engage in effective self-regulation.

This report lays out multiple frameworks for the creation andemphtation of a Fair
Exchange program. It outlines a unique opportunity for industry andoftsumer
organizations to cooperate towards mutually beneficial goals and operev avenues
to creative approaches to financial services markets. It isupwo the interested
parties to make this plan work and take advantage of the framesiatiished through
the Fair Exchange process. Implementing a Fair Exchange progiarmprove
competition in the international remittance marketplace, highlgbgitive market
practices, and better meet consumer needs.
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Appendix A: Disclosure Tables for Focus Groups

Note: The data in the tables was presented as an examphipesdot reflect
actual pricing or services.

Table 1

Spanish:

PAIS: México
servicio: Latin America Express

Pago de D0 PFago de DO Pago de DO
Tarifa por Tipo Disponible Tarifa por Tipo Tipo Tipo
Lugar de envio de de para Tipode recoger Pesos de cambio Pesos de cambio Pesos de cambio
entrega $1-5300 cambio recoger transaccién (pesos) recibidos efectivo™™ recibidos efective™™ recibidos efectivo™™
i Cuenta
Bancomer $10 10.96 | Mismo dia bancaria® ] 3178 10.60 2081 10.40 986 9.86
Banamex $9 10.90 Sd'g“l'f;';f Efectivo o 3172 10.57 2082 10.41 992 9.92
FAMSA 8 10.95 Una hora Efectivo 25 3172 10.58 2079 10.40 982 9.82

*  NOTA: Unacuocta mensual podria aplicar. Se requiere tener una cuenta bancaria en EEUL para tener acceso a este servicio. La auota mensual de $5.99 incluye poder escribir cheques gmatis, cobrar
cheques, deposito directo, pago de cuentas y cuenta de ahomos.

** Incluye tarifas por enviar y recoger envio

English

country: Mexico
seevice:  Latin America Express

Sending $300 Sending $200 Sending $100

Fea for Pick Effective Effective Effective
Pickup sending |Exchange| Avallable Type up Fee Pesos Bxchange Pesos Exchange Pesos Exchange
Location $1-5300 Rate | for PickUp | of Transfer (Pesas) received Rate ** received Rate** received Rate**
Bancomer $10 1096 | SameDay | Account* 0 3178 10.60 2081 1040 986 9.86
Haxt
Banamex 59 10.90 | Budness Cash 0 3172 10.57 2082 1041 992 9.92
Dﬂ"'
FAMSA %8 10,95 | One Hour Cash 25 372 10.58 2079 1040 982 9.82

*  HOTE: Monthly ke may apply: An scoount in the US brequired to scoea thisserace. the monthly e 5 55,99, which als indudes free dhedk weiing cheds conhing, disect deposat, bll payment, and
SV o oount,

" Imcluackes fees b sencing and packing up marsks
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Table 2

Spanish:

English

Bancomer 510 10.96 Same [y Adcount® 0
Banamex ¥9 10.90 Hext Business Day Cah 0
FAMSA 58 10.95 One Hour Cxh 25

® NOTE: Manthby beemay appdy. An accosnt in the Uiz requised o acoess thi serace. the mont bl fee i 8595 whidh sha inchedes free check vrting, deck
caehing, direct depost, billpapment, and savings aocount.
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Table 3

Spanish:

English:
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Table 4

Spanish:

English:
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Appendix B: Focus Group Discussion Questions

English Questions

Focus Group Discussion Questions
Fair Exchange Disclosure

Section One—Choosing Services

1.

How do you choose the service(s) you use to send remittances? p{&rom
Suggestions from a friend or relative, close to your home, frierstiyf,
convenience for you or your family you are sending money to?]

What kind of information do you use to select the services yountlyrnese? Are
you satisfied with the information you get — is it complete, easy to getrade®

Is the sending fee and exchange rate important in your decifonfou feel like
you're getting a fair price/are you satisfied with the service goaive?

How do you obtain information about remittances and costs?

Is it easy to get the information you need? What other infeomaburces might
be easier or you (newspaper, phone, teller, etc.)

What other information do you wish you had?

. Do you shop around to find a good way to transfer money? [if yes, how; Why

not]j

. Whom do you rely on for information or advice about sending money2ljjfam

friends, church, bank, employer etc.]

Section Two—Fair Exchange Chart Information
“The following charts include information about sending money. The<hadg Mexico
as an example country, but the chart could apply to any country.”

9. How does this chart make you feel? (confusing, interesting, intimidating, hglpful?

10. What do you understand from the chart?

11. Do you find the information useful? What information in thistcisamost useful to

you?

12.

What information is not useful?
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13. Would a chart like this help in choosing the best option for you to semdyn
home? [ask participants to explain answers]

14. If a business displayed a chart like this, would it make you wanisé their
service? Not want to use their service? Depends? (explain answer)

15.  Which of the options listed in the chart is the cheapest option? Why?

16. Is there any other information about the transaction that would pihfr you
to know?

17. Where would you like to view this information? When you enter a busiioess
send money? In the shop window? While waiting in line, before agpraathe teller?
On a sheet of paper your can pick up? Posted in the store?

18. Where else would you like to see this information (newspapeio,reelephone
hotline)?
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Spanish Questions

Preguntas A Discutir En Los Grupos Sobre Las tasas De Cambio.
Primera Seccion—Escogiendo los Servicios

1. (Como escoge los servicios que utiliza? [Puntos para discusiomeBcigs de
una amistad o familiar, que este cerca de su hogar, un persordé ame sea
conveniente para usted o a la persona quien recibira el envio]

2.¢:Que tipo de informacion usa para seleccionar los servicios quenaehntel esta

utilizando?¢Esta satisfecho/a con la informacién que usted recibe — esta tmmple
facil de obtener, correcta?

3. ¢ La tarifa de envio y la tasa de cambio son importantes en siod@g Siente usted
gue esta recibiendo un precio justo/que esta satisfecho/a con el servicio que recibe?

4. ;Como obtiene informacion acerca de los envios y los costos?

5. ¢Es facil para usted, obtener la informacidén que necesita/busca? ¢Qué ardefuent
informacion seria mas facil y atil para usted? (periédico, teléfono, cdjeno, e

6. ¢Qué otra informaciéon desea obtener?

7. Busca el mejor precio entre diversos lugares para enviar dinerar¢Spuesta es
si 0 no, ¢porqué?]

8. ¢Con quién cuenta usted para informacién o consejo sobre envios de dinero?
[familiares, amistades, la iglesia, el banco, el trabajo, etc.]

Segunda Seccion—Cambio Justo: Informacion del Grafico
“Las siguientes graficas incluyen informacién sobre enviagrdin Las gréaficas usan a
México como un ejemplo, pero la grafica podra demostrar cualquier pais.”

9. ¢Que siente al ver esta grafica? (confusion, interés, ayuda Uutil, temor, etc.)

10. ¢Qué entiende de esta gréafica?

11. ¢Se le hace util esta informacion? ¢ Qué informaciongtéflaa se le hace mas
atil?

12. ¢Qué informacién no le es util?
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13. ¢Le seria atil una grafica como esta para escogeejlar opcién para enviar
dinero? [Pida que los participantes expliquen sus respuestas]

14. ¢Si un negocio exhibiera una grafica como esta, le motivaaiage su servicio?
¢ No le gustaria usar su servicio? ¢Depende? (Explique su respuesta)

15. ¢Cuédl de estas opciones es la mas econémica? ¢Porque?
16. ¢ Hay otro tipo de informacion sobre la transaccién del envio que le seria atil saber?

17. ¢Donde le gustaria ver esta informacién? ¢ Al entrar a uniog@wa enviar
dinero? ¢En la ventana? ¢Mientras espera en la linea, antesagse al cajero?
¢En un volante, en un panfleto que puede recoger del negocio? ¢Exhilado e
negocio?

18. ¢Ddnde mas le gustaria ver esta informaciéon? (En el periddico, la radio, por
teléfono)
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