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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Decentralized finance and digital asset technologies have
moved rapidly from the margins of the financial system into
mainstream public, regulatory, and institutional awareness.
Empirical research examining how community-based
financial institutions and similar organizations perceive,
assess, and engage with these technologies remains limited.

In response to growing questions about how mission-driven
financial institutions are navigating digital assets,
Prosperity Now, in collaboration with the Blockchain
Foundation and Intersect Public Affairs and with support
from the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, conducted a national
research initiative examining institutional familiarity,
perceived opportunities, operational considerations,
educational needs, and readiness for future engagement
in digital assets among Community Development Financial
Institutions (CDFIs), Minority Depository Institutions (MDIs),
and adjacent institutions participating in the community
development and mission-oriented lending space.

The research included a national survey of 150 respondents
and targeted focus groups with geographically dispersed
CDFls and MDls, as well as a risk mitigation session with
subject matter experts. Survey respondents represented a
range of institution types, including CDFls, MDIs, community
banks, national banks, credit unions, financial technology
organizations, educational institutions, and other nonprofit
or community-serving organizations. A majority of surveyed
respondents identified as nonprofit entities (83 percent), with
lenders of any type representing 34 percent of the sample.
Most organizations reported annual revenues under $5
million and a primarily local or regional operating footprint.

As with all survey-based research, findings reflect the
composition of the respondent sample. Subgroup findings
are presented where sample size allows.

Key findings indicate a clear distinction between
awareness and near-term operational consideration.

A clear gap exists between broad awareness of digital
assets and meaningful familiarity with their use. Overall,

28 percent of respondents reported being familiar to very
familiar with digital assets. Among CDFls, this figure was

17 percent. Despite this limited familiarity, recognition

of specific asset types was high. Ninety-eight percent

of respondents had heard of cryptocurrencies such as
Bitcoin or Ethereum. Sixty-three percent had heard of Non-
Fungible Tokens (NFTs), and 47 percent had heard of meme
coins. However, 83.5 percent of respondents indicated that
their organization had not examined the possibility of using
digital assets in any operational or programmatic capacity.
This figure rose to 89 percent among CDFls.

Among organizations expressing interest in potential
applications, perceived opportunities were concentrated
in internal operational functions rather than client-facing
financial products. Survey respondents identified payroll
processing (48 percent), procurement optimization (52
percent), supply chain management (52 percent), and

identity verification as the most promising areas for
exploration. Identity verification was the only category in
which a notable share of respondents (24 percent) indicated
that their organizations reported some level of discussion,
exploration, or use of digital asset-related tools in identity-
related workflows.

FAMILIARITY WITH DIGITAL ASSETS

@ 987% Cryptocurrency

FT 63% NFTs
28% ~

Uncertainty exists about perceived client opportunities.

of all respondents
reported familiarity

Nearly half (44 percent) of respondents were unsure
whether digital assets could create new financial
opportunities for the clients they serve. Thirty-one percent
believed such opportunities could exist, reflecting cautious
interest rather than consensus. Respondents indicated
that this uncertainty stems from limited understanding

of potential use cases and how such tools might be
implemented. These questions are accompanied by
concerns about unfamiliar risks.

Risk considerations dominate institutional
decision-making.

Several topics generate significant concern among
respondents. More than three-quarters of respondents
reported being extremely concerned about fraud, scams,
or cybersecurity threats. Other prominent concerns include
consumer understanding, asset price volatility, regulatory
and tax uncertainty, potential effects on bank relationships,
and digital access and literacy barriers.

Respondents identified a lack of demand from clients or
partners as the least cited concern (35 percent), ranking
below fraud, volatility, and regulatory uncertainty. This
suggests that institutional hesitation may be shaped
more by risk and implementation considerations than by
perceived absence of client interest. This interpretation
is broadly consistent with external research indicating
increased public curiosity about digital assets.

There is a strong desire for practical guidance

and education.

Respondents indicated strong interest in further education,
particularly related to understanding the opportunities for
underserved communities or cash-heavy environments

(72 percent), risk and consumer protections (72 percent),
consumer education (63 percent), and regulatory and
compliance considerations (62 percent). Preferred

formats included live webinars with interactive Q&A,

short educational videos, and downloadable toolkits
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or guides. Approximately one-third of respondents
indicated that their organization would be likely or very
likely to engage in future learning initiatives, research
collaborations, or structured case studies related to
responsible digital asset exploration, while a significant
share reported uncertainty about future engagement

(42 percent). Respondents reported emerging interest

in additional information, alongside caution regarding
potential consumer harm due to the relative newness of
decentralized finance and evolving regulatory frameworks.

Taken together, the findings suggest that community-based
financial institutions and related organizations are not
broadly engaging in digital asset activities but are actively
assessing potential relevance within existing regulatory and
operational frameworks. The results underscore the need for
further research, targeted education, and carefully structured
engagement that reflects the regulatory, operational, and
resource considerations identified by respondents.

INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH CONTEXT

The US. financial system operates through a combination
of public institutions, private markets, and regulatory
oversight. Financial innovation has historically unfolded
within supervisory structures designed to promote safety,
soundness, and consumer protection.

Digital asset technologies are developing
within this broader institutional landscape
and have prompted new questions for
mission-driven financial institutions regarding
regulatory parameters, operational readiness,
and institutional responsibility.

Decentralized finance and blockchain-based technologies
have developed rapidly over the past decade. Definitions and
classifications vary across agencies and industry participants,
and regulatory frameworks governing digital assets continue
to evolve. Authority differs across institution types and
charter structures, creating a complex environment for
regulated entities evaluating potential relevance.

Digital asset technologies introduce operational and
regulatory considerations that differ from established
financial infrastructure. For regulated institutions, these
considerations influence how compliance obligations, risk
management, supervisory expectations, and institutional
capacity are evaluated.

At the consumer level, awareness of digital assets is
widespread, although levels of use and confidence vary.
National surveys indicate that a minority of U.S. adults
report having used or held cryptocurrency (17 percent),!
while a larger share express uncertainty regarding reliability
and regulatory protections (63 percent).

Adoption also varies across demographic groups. Younger
adults report higher levels of use, with 42 percent of men
under age 29 indicating that they have used cryptocurrency.
Usage rates also differ by race and ethnicity, with 28
percent of Asian adults, 23 percent of Black adults, 21
percent of Hispanic adults, and 14 percent of White adults
reporting prior use.2

CRYPTOCURRENCY USAGE RATES BY
RACE AND ETHNICITY

Asian 287’
Black 23%
Hispanic 21%

white  14%

r 1
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Although cryptocurrencies represent only one segment of
the broader digital asset ecosystem, these patterns suggest
that digital finance tools are increasingly visible across a
range of households and communities, even as confidence
and understanding remain uneven.

For mission-oriented financial institutions operating close to
consumers and small enterprises, this evolving landscape
presents practical considerations. CDFls, MDIs, community
banks, credit unions, and nonprofit financial intermediaries
operate within defined regulatory structures and often

with limited margins and staffing capacity. Regardless of
whether they are authorized to engage directly in particular
digital asset activities, these institutions may encounter
client inquiries, partnership proposals, operational
questions, or reputational exposure related to digital assets.
Clear regulatory guidance and institutional clarity therefore
become central to decision-making.

Empirical research examining how these institutions assess
digital assets remains limited. Blockchain Foundation's 2024
report provided an initial examination of regulatory authority
questions and institutional posture within the CDFI and MDI
sectors. Building on that foundation, this study expands

the inquiry by examining familiarity, perceived operational
opportunities, risk considerations, educational needs, and
institutional readiness across a broader set of mission-
driven financial institutions and related organizations.
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Through a national survey and complementary focus group
discussions, this research documents how participating
institutions describe their current level of familiarity, areas
of uncertainty, and informational needs. The findings are
intended to provide an evidence-based foundation for
policymakers, practitioners, and intermediaries seeking

to better understand institutional perspectives and the
conditions that may shape future engagement within
existing regulatory frameworks.

This report is descriptive in nature. It does not evaluate
specific technologies or recommend institutional adoption.
Instead, it documents how organizations are currently
assessing relevance, risk, and potential use within existing
operational and regulatory environments.

The analysis that follows reflects the perspectives of
participating institutions as reported through survey
responses and focus group discussions. Findings

are presented descriptively and distinguish between
reported familiarity, perceived opportunities, expressed
concerns, and stated informational needs. The report
does not evaluate statutory authority or advocate for
specific regulatory outcomes. Instead, it documents how
institutions within the sample currently assess digital
asset technologies within the operational and regulatory
environments in which they function.

Because institutional engagement with digital assets is
shaped in part by evolving regulatory frameworks, the
following section summarizes key legal and regulatory
considerations relevant to interpreting these findings.

REGULATORY AND LEGAL CONTEXT

Digital asset regulation in the United States continues to
evolve. Because regulatory authority varies across financial
institution charters and supervisory frameworks, the extent
to which any individual institution may engage in digital
asset activities depends on applicable law, regulatory
guidance, and supervisory expectations. The following
overview summarizes legal and regulatory considerations
relevant to CDFIs and MDls as of the date of publication.

The legal and regulatory landscape concerning digital
assets remains in flux as of the date of publication. In recent
years, the federal government and many state governments
have begun to establish frameworks for financial services
entities to acquire and hold digital assets; to issue digital
assets such as stablecoins; and to offer related digital asset
services to customers, such as custodial services for digital
assets, financing secured by digital assets, and tokenized
deposits.3 A comprehensive federal framework does not
yet exist. Laws and regulations governing particular types of
products and services are likely to continue to develop at a
rapid pace over the next several years.

EXAMPLES OF DIGITAL ASSET ACTIVITIES

& =

Can issue payment
stablecoins if you
follow requirements

(e.g- GENIUS Act).

Can offer services like
loans secured by digital
assets and tokenized
deposits if permitted.

Banks may offer crypto

custody and execution

services if they comply
with regulations.

Currently, an entity that is a CDFI or MDI is not categorically
authorized to, or prohibited from, engaging in digital asset
activities solely by virtue of its status as a CDFIl or MDI.
MDIs are not specifically regulated in their operations

and product offerings solely related to their status as
MDIs.5 While federal regulations do exist with respect

to the operations and product offerings of CDFls, those
regulations do not directly address digital asset activities.®

However, MDIs and CDFIs that are financial institutions are
subject to safety and soundness guidelines applicable

to all financial institutions of a similar charter, size, and
nature.’” Therefore, whether a CDFI or MDI may engage in

a particular digital asset activity requires an individualized
analysis of whether existing laws and regulations prohibit or
permit the activity.

For example, the federal GENIUS Act establishes legal
pathways for both banks and nonbanks to offer payment
stablecoins® A CDFI or MDI that wishes to begin issuing
payment stablecoins pursuant to the GENIUS Act must

first determine the specific pathways available to it under
the GENIUS Act. After identifying an available pathway, the
CDFI or MDI must then comply with all applicable legal

and regulatory approvals and compliance requirements

as a prerequisite to lawfully participating in the issuance

of payment stablecoins. Similarly, a federal regulatory
framework exists to allow national banks (regardless of
status as a CDFI or MDI) to offer certain crypto-asset custody
and execution services. A CDFI or MDI that is a national bank
may offer these services only if it is able to comply with the
regulatory framework created by applicable federal joint
agency guidelines and interpretations.

Novel financial services activities are often subject to
increased regulatory scrutiny, particularly where the law is
silent as to an activity rather than affirmatively permitting
the activity.® CDFls and MDlIs wishing to engage in digital
asset activities should discuss the legal and regulatory risks
with their legal counsel. Nothing in this report is intended to
constitute legal advice or serve as an endorsement of any
particular digital asset strategy.

These considerations are intended to provide context for
interpreting the findings that follow. The results presented
in this report reflect respondents’ reported familiarity,
perceptions, and institutional perspectives, rather than an
assessment of legal authority to undertake specific digital
asset activities.
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SECTION 1

Organizational Characteristics of Survey Respondents

This section describes the organizations that participated
in the survey, including institutional type, organizational
scale, and geographic and operational focus. These
characteristics provide context for interpreting findings in
subsequent sections. The results reflect the perspectives
of participating organizations and are intended as a field-
informed snapshot rather than a statistically representative
assessment of the full financial services ecosystem.

Institution Type and Classification

The research draws on a national survey of 150 respondents
representing a range of organizations across the mission-
driven financial services ecosystem. Respondents included
CDFls, MDls, community banks, national banks, credit
unions, financial technology organizations, advocacy
organizations, educational institutions, and other
community benefit organizations.

SURVEY RESPONDENTS BY ORGANIZATION TYPE
)
83%
Nonprofits

34%

Lenders

26%
[ 1
'H\ CDFls
A majority of respondents (83 percent) identified as nonprofit
organizations across these categories. Lenders of any type
represented 34 percent of the sample. CDFIs and MDls
accounted for approximately 26 percent of respondents.
The remaining respondents were distributed across other
financial institutions and ecosystem participants, reflecting a

mix of regulated lenders, intermediaries, and organizations
engaged in research, advocacy, or technical assistance.

In addition to the survey, the research incorporated two
qualitative inputs: Focus groups with geographically
diverse CDFl and MDI respondents to explore operational
considerations and institutional constraints in greater depth;
and a facilitated risk mitigation discussion with subject
matter experts to document available tools, controls,

and emerging practices related to fraud prevention,
cybersecurity, and operational risk management in the
context of digital asset technologies.

These qualitative components are included to provide
contextual insight and illustrative examples. They do not
alter the quantitative survey findings and should not be
interpreted as representative of the full field.

Organizational Structure and Scale

Respondents primarily represented small and midsize
organizations. Just over two-thirds (68 percent) reported
annual operating budgets below $5 million. Ten percent
reported operating budgets between $5 million and

$10 million, and 22 percent reported operating budgets
exceeding $10 million. Among CDFI respondents
specifically, operating budgets were similarly concentrated
at the lower end of the scale. Fifty-nine percent reported
annual budgets below $5 million, while 19 percent reported
budgets exceeding $10 million. Twenty-two percent
reported budgets between $5 million and $10 million.
These operating budget distributions are relevant for
understanding organizational scale. The survey did not
test causal relationships between operating budget size
and digital asset engagement. As with prior field research
on small financial institutions, capacity considerations

may involve multiple factors, including staffing levels,
technology infrastructure, vendor support, and regulatory
structure.*® Operating budget size is presented here solely
as descriptive background.

Geographic and Operational Focus

Respondents primarily operated at the local or regional
level (over 80 percent). Forty-one percent reported a local
focus, defined as city- or county-level operations. Overall,
40.5 percent reported a regional focus, defined as multi-
county, statewide, or multi-state operations, and less than
one quarter (24 percent) described their organizations as
nationally focused.

Collectively, respondents reported operating in 78 percent
of the U.S. states and territories, including Washington, D.C.
and Puerto Rico.

Respondents also reported the types of communities they
serve. Because respondents could select more than one
geographic category, percentages reflect the share of
respondents selecting each option rather than mutually
exclusive groups. Seventy-one percent indicated service
in urban areas, 56 percent in rural areas, and 17 percent

in tribal areas. Forty-three percent reported serving both
urban and rural communities. Eleven percent reported
serving exclusively rural areas, while 28 percent reported
serving exclusively urban areas. Fourteen percent reported
serving urban, rural, and tribal areas.*

Respondents also reported serving a range of client types.
As with geographic service areas, respondents could select
multiple client groups. The most commonly identified client
groups were nonprofit organizations and consumers (55
percent each), followed by small businesses (43 percent).
Fourteen percent selected “other"* These overlapping
selections reflect the diversity of institutional missions
represented among participating organizations. ®
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SECTION 2

Familiarity, Exposure, and Organizational Engagement

with Digital Assets

This section examines baseline familiarity with digital
assets, exposure through professional networks, and the
extent to which organizations report internal discussion or
consideration of digital asset-related tools. The findings
reflect self-reported familiarity and perceptions and should
not be interpreted as evidence of technical proficiency or
operational deployment.

Regulatory authority and guidance regarding digital asset
activities vary across institution types and regulators and
continues to evolve. Survey responses therefore reflect
organizational awareness, discussion, or exploratory interest
rather than confirmed operational deployment of digital
asset technologies.

Baseline Familiarity With Digital Assets

Most respondents reported some degree of familiarity with
digital assets, though relatively few indicated high
confidence or deep understanding. Approximately one
quarter (28 percent) described themselves as familiar or
very familiar with digital assets and related concepts. A
majority (52 percent) reported being slightly or somewhat
familiar, while 20 percent indicated that they were not
familiar at all.

BASELINE FAMILIARITY WITH DIGITAL ASSETS

Not familiar
at all

Familiar or
very familiar

28*

Slightly or
somewhat
familiar

CDFI respondents reported slightly lower levels of
familiarity than the overall sample. Among CDFls, 17 percent
described themselves as familiar or very familiar, 64 percent
reported being slightly or somewhat familiar, and 19
percent indicated no familiarity.

These results indicate that awareness of digital assets is
widespread across participating organizations, although
deep familiarity remains limited, particularly among
community-based financial institutions.

PROSPERITY.NOW. ' -

g




Awareness of digital asset use among professional
networks was uneven and closely related to respondents’
own familiarity.

Nearly half of respondents (47 percent) reported that they
were unaware of anyone in their professional networks
who owned or used digital assets. Just under one-third (30
percent) indicated awareness of colleagues, partners, or
peers who had done so, while 23 percent were unsure or
preferred not to respond.

Exposure increased with familiarity. Among respondents
who reported being familiar or very familiar with digital
assets, 43 percent were aware of individuals in their
networks who owned or used them. This share declined to
32 percent among those who were slightly or somewhat
familiar and to less than 10 percent among respondents
with no familiarity.

AWARENESS OF DIGITAL ASSET USE IN PERSONAL NETWORKS

43% 32

Familiar or Slightly or
very familiar somewhat familiar

<10*

No familiarity

This pattern suggests that informal exposure to digital
assets remains concentrated within smaller segments of the
ecosystem that report greater familiarity with the technology.

Recognition of commonly referenced digital asset categories
was high, even among respondents with limited familiarity.

Nearly all respondents (98 percent) reported having heard
of cryptocurrencies such as Bitcoin or Ethereum. Awareness

AL ASSETS AND COMM

of other categories varied: Non-Fungible Tokens (NFTs) were
recognized by 63 percent of respondents, meme coins by
46 percent, and stablecoins by 44 percent. The least widely
recognized category was tokenized real-world assets, such
as tokenized real estate, cited by 30 percent of respondents.

While recognition does not imply understanding or use,
these findings suggest that digital assets are widely
referenced in industry conversations and public discourse
encountered by community-based financial institutions.

Despite widespread awareness, relatively few respondents
reported that their organizations had discussed or explored
potential operational applications of digital assets.

Regulatory authority and guidance regarding digital asset
activities vary across institution types and regulators.
Survey responses reflect organizational awareness, internal
discussion, or exploratory interest rather than verified
operational deployment.

More than 80 percent of respondents reported that their
organizations had not explored digital asset tools or
services in their operations. Approximately 10 percent
indicated that their organizations had expressed interest in
examining possible applications, while 6 percent reported
that their organizations had discussed or examined possible
use cases.

Among CDFI respondents, organizational discussion was
even less common. Eighty-six percent reported no internal
discussion or exploration of digital assets.

Among the small number of respondents reporting some
level of engagement, references most often involved widely
discussed digital asset categories such as cryptocurrencies
(for example Bitcoin or Ethereum), stablecoins (for example
USDC or Tether), and tokenized real-world assets such as
real estate.s

Taken together, these responses indicate that while
digital assets are widely recognized concepts, relatively
few participating institutions report internal discussion or
exploration of operational applications.




Among organizations reporting discussion, exploration, or
interest, attention centered on operational functions rather
than consumer-facing products.

Reported areas of current discussion or examination
included identity verification (24 percent), procurement
process optimization (14 percent), and other functions
including public investments, lending-related activities, or
custody services (19 percent).

Among organizations that reported exploring possible
future applications, the most commonly cited areas were
identity verification (19 percent) and supply chain
management (19 percent).

COMMONLY CITED AREAS FOR FUTURE APPLICATIONS

Identity Supply Chain
. Verification Management

Among organizations expressing interest but not yet
exploring specific applications, interest clustered around
supply chain management (52 percent), procurement
processes (52 percent), and payroll processing (48 percent).

The majority of CDFIs (86 percent) reported no
discussion or exploration of digital assets within
their operations.

Among the small number that reported interest or
exploratory discussion, the most frequently referenced
areas were identity verification and supply chain
management (80 percent each), suggesting that perceived
potential value is most often associated with administrative
efficiency and operational processes.

Respondents reported varying levels of client inquiry about
digital assets across different client groups.

Consumer clients were most frequently cited (38.5 percent),
with questions primarily related to investment activity or
asset ownership.

Small business clients showed moderate levels of inquiry
(29 percent), with questions spanning funding mechanismes,
financial operations, and regulatory considerations.

Nonprofit clients were the least likely to raise questions (17
percent), though when they did, inquiries most often related
to funding or donation mechanisms.

Respondents who selected “other” clients (28 percent)
referenced institutional or public-sector stakeholders,
with questions centered on financial operations or service
delivery innovation.

DIGITAL ASSET INQUIRIES BY CLIENT GROUP

T

Eog Consumer & Small Business
s [ o [ s | . .
[—) Clients Clients
Nonprofit Q O.ther
Clients Clients

Taken together, the responses suggest occasional or
exploratory client inquiry rather than consistent demand for
institutional services related to digital assets.

Respondents expressed mixed views regarding whether
digital assets could create financial opportunities for
their clients.

Forty-four percent indicated they were unsure whether digital
assets could generate new financial opportunities. Thirty-one
percent responded yes, while 25 percent indicated they did
not believe such opportunities currently existed.

Among CDFI respondents, uncertainty was more
pronounced: Fifty-one percent were unsure, 20 percent
responded yes, and 29 percent responded no.

Risk concerns were consistent across institution types and
client bases. The most frequently cited extreme concerns
included frauds, scams, or cybersecurity risks (76 percent),
consumer understanding or awareness (61 percent), and
asset price volatility (57 percent).

AREAS OF RISK CONCERN FREQUENTLY CITED

Fraud, scams, &

cybersecurity risks

Consumer
understanding or
awareness

N Fluctuating or

unpredictable asset values

Moderate concerns included lack of demand from clients
or partners (42 percent), regulatory uncertainty (40
percent), and technology access or digital literacy among
clients (40 percent).

Respondents reporting lower familiarity with digital assets
were significantly more likely to report high concern across
risk categories (89 percent), suggesting that knowledge
gaps may contribute to elevated perceptions of risk.

Overall, these findings illustrate a landscape characterized
by broad awareness, limited institutional discussion, and
substantial uncertainty regarding potential opportunities
and risks associated with digital assets.
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SECTION 3

Educational Needs and Capacity Gaps

This section examines learning needs identified by survey
respondents, including priority topic areas and preferred
formats for education and engagement. The findings reflect
organizational perspectives on what information would be
most useful to support informed decision-making related

to digital assets. They also capture the extent to which
respondents are willing to participate in deeper engagement,
such as structured learning sessions or case studies.

Respondents identified a clear set of priority topics related
to both opportunity and organizational responsibility,

with emphasis on practical safeguards, consumer-facing
implications, and institutional considerations.

Across all respondents, the topics most frequently
identified as highly relevant included:

+ Opportunities for cash-based populations or populations
with limited access to traditional financial services
(72 percent)

+ Risk protections, including fraud, scams, asset volatility,
and cybersecurity (72 percent)

+ Consumer education related to digital assets and
financial decision-making (63 percent)

- Regulatory and compliance considerations (61 percent)

These findings suggest that interest in digital
assets is accompanied by a strong demand for
guardrails, clarity, and risk mitigation, and that
most institutions are still in an assessment-
oriented phase.

Among CDFI respondents, topic prioritization was largely
consistent with the overall sample, with one notable
distinction. Legal and reputational considerations for CDFls
and MDIs ranked substantially higher among CDFls than
among respondents overall.

Specifically, CDFls identified the following topics as
most relevant:

+ Opportunities for cash-based populations and
populations with limited access to traditional financial
services (79 percent)

- Legal and reputational considerations (67 percent)

+ Risks and protections, including fraud, scams, asset
volatility, and cybersecurity (67 percent)

+ Regulatory and compliance considerations (67 percent)

For the full sample, legal and reputational considerations
ranked seventh overall (45 percent), indicating heightened
sensitivity among CDFls to institutional risk and public trust
among the sample.

Respondents reported a preference for educational
resources that are accessible, time-efficient, and allow for
interaction or follow-up.

THE MOST FREQUENTLY CITED EDUCATIONAL FORMATS
I u | Short video ‘ Live webinars with
explainers question-and-answer

components
(V]
Downloadable @ A @  Peerroundtables
‘ guides or QA" '@ o communities
toolkits of practice

These preferences suggest a desire for practical, digestible
resources that can be accessed asynchronously or

paired with discussion, rather than formal coursework or
certification-based models.

While respondents expressed strong interest in educational
resources, fewer indicated readiness to participate in more
intensive forms of engagement such as case studies or
structured exploratory efforts. Responses likely reflect

a combination of capacity constraints, risk posture, and
varying levels of regulatory clarity across institution types.

Across the full sample:

+ 32 percent reported their organization would be likely
or very likely to participate in future case studies or
structured exploratory efforts

+ 42 percent reported being unsure

27 percent reported that participation would be unlikely
or very unlikely

CDFls reported lower levels of readiness than the overall
sample. Among CDFI respondents:

+ 18 percent reported that participation would be likely or
very likely

+ 36 percent reported being unsure

45 percent reported participation would be unlikely or
very likely

Overall, the findings indicate that interest in learning and
practical guidance is stronger than willingness to engage
in deeper, resource-intensive engagement. Respondents
repeatedly emphasized the need for clearer regulatory
pathways, credible risk mitigation approaches, and peer
precedent to support responsible decision-making.
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SECTION 4

Synthesis and Implications for Future Engagement

This section synthesizes key findings from the survey and
focus group discussions and identifies implications for
institutions, researchers, and other stakeholders examining
how digital assets are being perceived and assessed
within the community finance field. Given the exploratory
nature of this research and the size and composition of
the respondent sample, findings should be interpreted as
directional rather than predictive.

Familiarity and Organizational Posture

Across the sample, organizations reported moderate
awareness of digital assets alongside limited organizational
engagement. While many respondents indicated familiarity
with basic digital asset concepts, most organizations have
not examined potential use cases or pursued operational
exploration. In many cases, familiarity appears to reflect
general awareness of developments in digital finance rather
than institutional evaluation or planning.

Readiness to explore future engagement varied by
institution types. Credit unions and national banks reported
somewhat higher levels of readiness relative to advocacy
organizations and loan funds, which may reflect differences
in institutional capacity, staffing resources, internal
governance structures, risk posture, or regulatory context.

Because regulatory authority varies across charter

types and regulators, readiness in this study reflects an
institution's willingness to learn, assess potential relevance,
and consider structured engagement within applicable
constraints. It should not be interpreted as an intent to
initiate activity that would fall outside an institution's
regulatory authority.

Overall, survey responses indicate that
interest in learning currently exceeds
readiness for operational consideration.

Many respondents expressed interest in monitoring
developments, understanding potential implications for their
institutions, and evaluating possible future relevance, while
relatively few reported plans to pursue near term operational
activity. Taken together, these findings suggest that most
organizations remain in an early assessment phase as they
evaluate how developments in digital finance may intersect
with their institutional mission and responsibilities.

Institutional Concerns and Barriers

Survey responses reflected a high degree of caution across
multiple dimensions. Concerns related to fraud, scams,
cybersecurity, asset volatility, consumer understanding,
and regulatory uncertainty consistently ranked among the
highest concerns across organization types.

These concerns were most pronounced among
organizations reporting low familiarity with digital assets,
suggesting that uncertainty may be driven in part by
information gaps as well as by perceived risk. Focus group
discussions reinforced these themes, with participants
emphasizing reputational considerations, compliance
uncertainty, and potential downstream effects on existing
banking relationships.

Client Interest and Inquiry

Respondents reported that client inquiries related to
digital assets occur most frequently among consumer
and small business clients, though respondents generally
characterized the volume of inquiries as limited.

Consumers most commonly raised questions about
investing and asset growth. Small business clients raised
questions related to funding mechanisms, financial
operations, and compliance considerations.

Nearly half of respondents indicated uncertainty about
whether digital assets could create meaningful financial
opportunities for their clients. This underscores that many
institutions are still in an early, assessment-oriented phase,
with mixed views about potential client relevance.

Educational Gaps and Capacity Constraints

The findings point to a consistent demand for education
focused on consumer protection, fraud prevention,
regulatory context, compliance considerations, and
practical risk mitigation. Respondents also indicated a
preference for resources that are accessible and actionable,
such as webinars, short videos, and guides, rather than
vendor-specific materials or highly technical content.

At the same time, expressed interest in education did

not translate into broad readiness to participate in more
time-intensive follow-on engagement. This gap suggests
that many organizations are still gathering information and
seeking clearer context, including regulatory clarity that
varies by institution type, before committing resources or
reputational capital.

Taken together, the findings suggest several implications
for stakeholders engaged in research, policy analysis, or
capacity-building related to digital assets and community-
serving financial institutions.

First, attention and caution coexist. Organizations are
tracking developments in digital assets, but uncertainty and
perceived risks currently outweigh readiness for near-term
operational action.

Second, institutional role and context matter. Differences in
readiness across organization types indicate that capacity,
regulatory exposure, governance structure, and business
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models influence how institutions assess relevance, risk,
and appropriate next steps.

Third, education and risk mitigation are prerequisites
for informed decision-making. The demand for

learning resources focused on compliance, consumer
protection, and operational safeguards suggests that
many organizations are seeking foundational clarity
before considering any structured engagement beyond
information gathering.

Finally, local context shapes assessment. Focus group
discussions highlighted the importance of geography,
institutional mission, and client base in shaping perceptions
of relevance, risk, and organizational responsibility.

Areas for Continued Development
and Application

The findings from this study point to several areas where
additional work could build on the insights generated
through the survey and focus group discussions. These
directions reflect both the expressed priorities of
respondents and the broader structural questions raised by
the evolving digital finance landscape.

First, the research highlights opportunities for continued
inquiry into institutional risk assessment and risk
management. Respondents identified fraud, cybersecurity,
asset volatility, and regulatory uncertainty as primary
concerns. Follow-on research could examine how different
institution types evaluate these concerns, including the
governance practices, controls, partnerships, and tools that
support responsible decision-making.

Second, the findings suggest value in deeper examination
of operational use cases discussed by respondents. While
reported organizational engagement remains limited,
respondents identified areas such as identity verification,
payroll, procurement, and supply chain functions as

potential areas of interest. Future work could explore

these use cases in greater detail, including operational
requirements, cost considerations, compliance implications,
and trade-offs for smaller, mission-driven organizations.

Third, the study indicates a need for ongoing engagement
with policymakers and regulators. Many respondents cited
uncertainty around regulatory expectations and potential
effects on banking relationships. Continued research and
dialogue could support a clearer understanding of how
evolving policy frameworks interact with the roles and
responsibilities of CDFls, MDIs, and other community-
serving organizations.

Fourth, the results point to opportunities to translate
research findings into educational and capacity-building
resources. Respondents consistently identified priority
topics and preferred formats for learning. Future efforts
could focus on materials grounded in demonstrated needs
and aligned with institutional capacity, drawing on evidence
gathered here rather than as a substitution for it.

Finally, this research establishes a baseline for longitudinal
analysis. Repeating elements of the survey over time, or
pairing survey data with qualitative engagement, could help
track changes in familiarity, concern, and organizational
posture as the digital finance environment evolves.

Taken together, these directions reflect how this study can
serve as a starting point for continued research, dialogue,
and applied learning.=
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SECTION 5

Appendices

Data collection

This survey used a convenience sample of Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs), Minority Deposit Institutions
(MDiIs), and other local finance groups that represent a diverse ecosystem of organizations that contribute to the sector of
community lending. Prosperity Now, Blockchain Foundation, Intersect Public Affairs, and the W.K. Kellogg Foundation also
contacted individuals on select email lists. The survey method was an online questionnaire that took an average of 11 minutes to
complete. Respondents were able to save their progress and return to complete the survey.

The questionnaire used question branching and display logic based on responses to survey questions. For example,
organizations with small business clients were, at times, shown different questions than those with consumer or nonprofit clients.
The number of observations for each question varied by how many respondents received and completed a particular question.
Demographic questions were optional. The qualitative data included in this report was informed by focus group sessions in
November 2025 designed to deepen the understanding of emerging themes and provide context to the quantitative results.

About

The Digital Assets and Community-Based Financial Institutions: Opportunities, Constraints, and Readiness survey was fielded
from August 6 to October 4, 2025. It yielded 150 responses from a nationwide audience of Community Development Financial
Institutions (CDFIs), Minority Deposit Institutions (MDIs), and other local finance groups across 39 states, plus D.C. and Puerto
Rico. This survey is a collaboration of Prosperity Now, Blockchain Foundation, and Intersect Public Affairs, supported by the W.K.
Kellogg Foundation (WKKF). The purpose of this publication is to explore how small financial institutions are navigating digital
asset application and to assess market readiness, customer demand, and reputational risk.

Respondents were asked to report information about how their organizations were navigating consumer demand, operational
decisions, and experiences, as related to digital assets. Responses to the survey provide insights into the current landscape

and familiarity of digital assets within the field of community lending and other finance related groups. The responses to this
survey are part of a convenience sample. Results should be analyzed with awareness of potential biases that are associated with
convenience samples.
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