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Summary
We support the proposal of the Australian Prudential Regulation Authority (APRA) to
introduce a Restricted Authorised Deposit-Taking Institution (ADI) licence for certain new
entrants to the banking industry for the following reasons:
1. Facilitating new competition by Financial Technology companies (‘FinTechs’) is
likely to improve dynamic efficiency in the banking industry and there is growing
recognition that dynamic efficiency is the most important benefit from competition.
2. The introduction of a phased licence is a much-needed next step in achieving the
Australian government’s stated objective that ‘[o]ur policies and regulations will …
help promote Australia’s FinTech capability by supporting the evolution of our
FinTech start-ups and innovators to develop, test and globally launch their innovative
products and services’.1
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3. The introduction of such a licence is consistent with the international trend of
financial regulators reducing barriers to entry for FinTechs by increasingly making
use of restricted, conditional or tailored licences. The proposed restrictions on the
Australian licence represent a cautious approach to opening the financial system to
greater competition while preserving stability in it.
We elaborate on our reasons below and raise several issues APRA may wish to consider.
Our Reasons for Supporting APRA’s Proposal
1. The Importance of Dynamic Competition from FinTechs
Following the Global Financial Crisis of 2008 (GFC), concentration in the financial sector
increased significantly in many markets, including in Australia.2 While this was partly the
result of consolidation following the failure or financial distress of numerous institutions,
concentration levels have been increased by the substantial step up in financial regulation
triggered by the GFC.3 High thresholds for obtaining a banking licence increase the cost of
entry to the disadvantage of new entrants, while high compliance costs may impose
disproportionate operational burdens on small institutions.4
Vigorous competition has in the past been considered a threat to stability in financial
systems.5 However, policymakers now recognise that effective competition is vital to ensure
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the financial sector is served by the most efficient institutions, and stability is enhanced by
institutions of diverse sizes and business models.6 Robust competition drives firms to respond
to consumer needs, to adapt to changing circumstances, to be agile in innovation, to drive
down costs, and to improve the quality of their offering.7
Competition policy has for many years tended to focus on the benefits of competition in
increasing output and driving down prices (increasing ‘allocative efficiency’), and in pushing
firms to reduce their production costs to make the most efficient use of society’s resources
(increasing ‘productive efficiency’). However, scholars and courts increasingly recognise that
the most important benefit of competition may be improved dynamic efficiency, that is, the
rate and spread of innovation.8 While increases in allocative and productive efficiencies may
improve the efficient use of resources in a static market setting, improvements in dynamic
efficiency may create entirely new markets and serve needs that have not previously been
met, ‘leapfrogging’ incremental developments in existing markets.9
New FinTech entrants in the banking industry offer the prospect of more vigorous dynamic
competition, particularly in offering services via new technological channels and using
technology to adapt services to the needs of consumers, including those who have been
under-served by the traditional banking models.10 Relative to traditional banks, FinTechs
escape the burden of legacy systems; benefit from newer IT systems; have specialised skills
and experience with new technologies, networks and big data analysis; enjoy lower cost
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structures, particularly where they have no bricks-and-mortar infrastructure; and move more
quickly to grasp competitive opportunities.11 FinTechs may also increase transparency in the
market; reduce switching costs between providers; and especially serve the needs of the large
number of ‘millennials’, who have recently entered the financial marketplace with a clear
desire for technology-driven financial solutions.12
2. Phased Licensing as a Much-Needed Next Step in Encouraging Fintech Entry
Regulators in Australia are being actively encouraged to adopt changes to regulations which
may be acting as barriers to innovation and competition. ASIC’s regulatory sandbox, while a
welcome advance towards encouraging more FinTechs to enter Australia’s financial system,
provides limited practical support upon entry given its tightly limited parameters.
APRA’s proposal, in contrast, represents a more concrete approach to providing practical
support for new market entrants. It enables FinTechs to establish themselves with more
certainty as to their regulatory future. A restricted licence should provide them with time to
hire key personnel, establish policies and IT systems, attract capital, build infrastructure and
commit to third-party suppliers, all with the certainty of a restricted licence from the
prudential regulator.13 This should allow new entrants to build the capacity necessary to meet
the prudential requirements for an ADI licence, before being legally required to do so.
3. Consistency with International Trends in Restricted Licences for FinTechs
Internationally, a number of regulators have recently introduced, or are considering the
possibility of introducing, a restricted or conditional licence for new entrants or a licence
specifically designed for FinTechs. APRA’s proposed Restricted ADI licence is consistent
with this trend. Annex A of this submission canvasses a number of international examples.
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Additional Issues APRA May Wish to Consider
1. At the end of the two-year period in which an entity is allowed to have a Restricted
ADI licence, APRA may place a number of conditions on the entity’s new ADI
licence rather than force the entity to close its business. There could, foreseeably, be a
situation where many new, conditional ADI licences are issued, such that the value of
an ADI licence is undermined because its meaning for any one institution becomes
inextricably linked with the conditions placed on that ADI licence. Making the
conditions on each licence publicly known would ameliorate this concern – but it is
something for APRA to consider.
2. We note that a separate team has been established within APRA for the purposes of
managing new licences. We agree this should increase efficiency and standardisation
of processing applications. However, APRA may want to carefully consider how it
now partners with frontline supervisors and risk specialists as part of the application
process to ensure that frontline supervisors are fully aware of the nature of the
Restricted ADI licence and the complete history behind any conditions which may, in
the end, be attached to the entity’s ADI licence after the two-year period. A strong
level of collaboration between the new licensing team and APRA’s frontline
supervisors will be important for the success of this new initiative and a positive in
terms of Knowledge Management.
3. While we agree in general with the assumption that the proposed phased approach to
licensing ADIs is likely to increase competition in the banking industry, the effect of
the new rules is difficult to assess without a dedicated ex ante impact (eg social and
economic) analysis. Such an analysis would give APRA and the market stakeholders
a greater understanding of the existing demand for the new rules and allow APRA to
better assess the potential implications. To be effective, such impact analysis should
assess quantitatively (rather than in a purely qualitative manner) not only the expected
micro- and macroeconomic benefits, but also the costs of transition to the new
licensing regime. The results of an impact analysis might affect the relevance of some
of our observations (particularly in points 4 and 5 below). We appreciate that data
availability might be limited at an early stage. Therefore, should APRA decide to
proceed with the development of the phased approach to licensing ADIs, we propose
a further follow-up (ex post) impact study at the end of the first year of operation of
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the new rules. The results of such study could be made public. They would, in our
view, form a solid basis for any further adjustments of the licensing regime, for
example, by flagging any emerging systemic effects and allowing APRA to better
allocate its resources.
4. The proposed licensing approach is – at least in its current form – innovation-neutral:
eligibility for the new Restricted ADI licence does not depend on the degree of
novelty or technological advancement employed by the new market entrants. This
increases the potential impact of the new approach, but could also invite start-ups that
do not innovate and wish to use the phased licensing regime simply as a testing
facility in the run-up to the full (or conditional) ADI licence. Such applicants might
limit the perceived benefits of dynamic competition in the banking sector, while at the
same time requiring the regulator to divert additional resources to the review of
applications. Should APRA proceed with implementing the new licensing approach, it
might wish to analyse the application numbers and applicants’ profiles at the end of
the first year and tighten the eligibility requirements as necessary.
5. The less stringent requirements imposed on entities with a Restricted ADI licence are
likely to increase the overall failure rate of the new market entrants. As a result, the
new rules must ensure adequate protection of depositors and prevent abuse.
Depending on the actual impact of the new licensing regime and the number of
businesses with a Restricted ADI licence (see point 3 above), the proposed eligibility
criteria and protective instruments may not adequately address the possible negative
effects of failure (especially in case of mass withdrawals from the market) of the
Restricted ADIs, including their impact on the public trust and perception. In the
proposed scheme, the capital requirements act as a buffer to recoup potential losses,
which – in the case of depositors – are limited to AUD 2,000,000 (the aggregate
deposit cap). High quality (Tier 1) capital can indeed provide an effective safety net in
cases of mass failures of Restricted ADIs, especially when coupled with the proposed
exit arrangements. At the same time, market exit may take time, leaving depositors of
failing Restricted ADIs unable to withdraw their money and creating negative
publicity for the new licensing regime. APRA might consider a number of solutions.
First, it could publish more details on what an ‘exit plan’ would include, including
how customers can recover deposits in case of the failure of Restricted ADIs, given
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the announced intention to avoid reliance on the Financial Claims Scheme (FCS).
Second, APRA could prioritise reduction of failure rates in the first place by imposing
stricter prudential requirements or limiting the types of permitted operations (eg by
further restricting lending, in addition to the capital adequacy and liquidity
requirements). Third, the negative impact of possible failure of Restricted ADIs may
be reduced by limiting the types of customers from which they can accept deposits (eg
only legal entities and natural persons who are also shareholders of such Restricted
ADIs).
6. We understand that the Restricted ADI licences target primarily start-ups with limited
financial resources and a simple product set. These businesses may lack the
sophistication necessary for full compliance with the existing ADI licensing regime,
at least initially. As a result, they are likely to require simple, clear and predictable
rules, as well as regulator’s assistance and a point of contact. Unclear and ambiguous
licensing requirements may be misinterpreted as allowing the regulator to choose
arbitrarily which businesses qualify for the new regime and could discourage potential
applicants. At the same time, it appears that APRA ‘does not intend to apply strict
criteria to identify institutions which may qualify for a Restricted ADI licence’.14 We
stress the importance of clearly conveying to the target businesses (ie start-ups) the
objectives and selection criteria, to ensure the new rules are not perceived as giving
unfair advantage to businesses arbitrarily selected by the regulator.
7. As the new rules target primarily start-ups, we note that institutions which ‘possess
the resources and capability to apply for an ADI licence’ will not be eligible for the
new Restricted ADI licence.15 Businesses considered ‘well-resourced and
established’16 will thus be expected to apply for the ‘full’ ADI licence. In line with
our comments in point 6 above, we emphasise the importance of ensuring a degree of
certainty in applying the selection criteria. APRA might wish to develop criteria to
separate businesses that are only eligible for a ‘full’ ADI licence. These criteria
should be objective and, if met by a Restricted ADI, would trigger a duty to apply for
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an ADI license (conditional or unconditional). Another issue that could be considered
is the remoteness of connection of start-up companies with the incumbent financial
institutions: the former might be legally separate entities, but possess close ties with
the latter. APRA could make it a requirement to disclose any such connections as part
of the application disclosure. In addition to (or in place of) the negative eligibility
criteria precluding the issuance of a Restricted ADI licence, APRA might consider
introducing a new positive criterion – the genuine need for a transitional period to
qualify for an ADI licence. This would be in line with some international examples of
eligibility criteria for a regulatory sandbox.17
Conclusion
The introduction of a phased licence regime for ADIs is highly likely to serve the
development of the FinTech sector in Australia, and enhance competition, particularly
dynamic competition, in the provision of financial services, to the benefit of Australian
consumers and the overall economy.
In implementing such a phased licence regime, we recommend APRA give consideration to
how it might handle conditions imposed upon ADI licences granted at the end of the initial
two-year period, how it might engage responsible supervisors early in the licensing process
and how to properly formulate and convey to the prospective applicants the relevant
eligibility criteria. We also invite APRA to perform a corresponding impact analysis of the
new regime, on ex ante and ex post basis, to better inform the contents of the initial rules and
their subsequent revision (if required).
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Annex A -- Emerging International Trends in Restricted FinTech Licences
United Kingdom
The United Kingdom (UK) government has stated its vision ‘for UK financial services to be
the most competitive and innovative in the world, supplementing existing services with
greater choice and value for consumers’, having ‘firmly embedded competition and
innovation objectives in the regulatory landscape for financial services through the main
regulators’ objectives and remits’.18
As APRA notes in the Discussion Paper, in the UK, the Prudential Regulation Authority
(PRA), together with the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA), has introduced a phased
authorisation option. Since 2016, the PRA and the FCA have permitted applicants for
authorisation as a new bank to choose the ‘mobilisation’ option (sometimes called the twostage ‘Option B’ authorisation process),19 which allows the applicant a period of 12 months
of restricted authorisation to build capacity, while meeting reduced prudential requirements.
An institution granted the restricted authorisation under the ‘mobilisation’ option may not
trade fully during this period, but is typically limited to receiving deposits of GBP 50,000.20
The PRA and the FCA have also established a ‘New Bank Start-Up Unit’ to advise new and
smaller entrants.21
Early reports are that, while entry remains challenging, the introduction of the ‘mobilisation’
option, and related initiatives supporting FinTech entry, has led to a substantial increase in
entry by FinTechs in the UK.22
United States
In December 2016, the United States Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC)
published a White Paper on ‘Exploring Special Purpose National Bank Charters for Fintech
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Companies’.23 The OCC proposed to use its powers under the National Banking Act to grant
special purpose national bank charters (‘SPNB charters’) to FinTechs wishing to conduct a
banking business, as it has done in the past for ‘trust banks’ and ‘credit card banks’.24
However, the grantee of the proposed SPNB charter would generally be subject to the same
regulatory requirements as national banks and federal savings associations,25 with the OCC
noting that ‘applying a bank regulatory framework to fintech companies will help ensure that
these companies operate in a safe and sound manner so that they can effectively serve the
needs of customers, businesses, and communities, just as banks do that operate under fullservice charters’.26 The OCC has emphasised that there would be ‘no “light-touch”
supervision of companies that have an SPNB charter’.27
However, as for other charter applications, a FinTech applying for an SPNB charter would
benefit from the three phases of the decision stage of the application process. These phases
are:
•

the preliminary conditional approval phase (during which the OCC may impose
standard requirements as well as additional conditions relevant to the FinTech’s
particular business model and risk profile, while potentially adapting capital
requirements);

•

the organisation phase (when the bank raises capital and prepares for opening, and the
OCC conducts a preopening examination); and

•

the final approval stage (when the OCC decides whether the bank has met the
requirements for opening).28
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In March 2017, the OCC released a ‘Draft Supplement’ to its Licensing Manual, detailing the
proposed application process for an institution seeking such a charter.29 However, the OCC’s
proposal appears to have been derailed, at least for the time being, as a result of legal actions
brought by the Conference of State Bank Supervisors and the New York Department of
Financial Services, challenging the OCC’s power to grant the proposed charters.30
Switzerland
In 2016, the Swiss government announced its intention to introduce a ‘fintech licence’ which
would represent a ‘business-type-neutral approach to facilitate regulation of institutions that
do not conduct typical banking business’ and permit deposits up to CHF 100 million.31
Implementation will require an amendment of the Swiss Federal Banking Ordinance by the
Swiss Parliament, which is shortly to be debated.32
Dubai
In 2017, the Dubai Financial Services Authority (DFSA) announced that it will permit
FinTechs to apply for a new class of restricted financial services licence, referred to as an
‘Innovation Testing Licence’, which will permit the FinTech to test an innovative product or
service in the Dubai International Financial Centre (DIFC) without complying with all of the
normal regulatory requirements for a period of 6 to 12 months, which may be extended in
exceptional circumstances.33 The DFSA may impose restrictions on the business the FinTech
may carry on; the number and type of customers it can serve; and the period of the licence. If
the FinTech meets the outcomes listed in the detailed test plan submitted with the licence
application, and it can meet full DFSA authorisation requirements, it will migrate to full
29
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authorisation. Otherwise, the FinTech will be required to cease carrying on activities which
require regulation in the DIFC.
European Central Bank
In contrast to these examples, in September 2017, the European Central Bank (ECB)
published the ‘Guide to Assessments of Fintech Credit Institution Licence Applications’ (the
ECB Fintech Guide).34 The ECB states that its intention in publishing the ECB Fintech Guide
is to create transparency for FinTechs applying for a banking licence regarding the criteria
the ECB will apply, but at the same time it ‘seeks to neither support nor discourage the
entrance of FinTech banks as market participants, compared with banks with other types of
business model’.35 In fact, some believe that the ECB Fintech Guide indicates that the ECB
may impose additional liquidity and capital requirements on FinTech entrants relative to
other applicants.36
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