April 24, 2014
Richard Cordray
Director
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau
1700 G Street, NW
Washington, DC 20552

Dear Director Cordray:
Enclosed for your consideration is the Report of the Small Business Review Panel
(“Panel”) that was convened on February 27, 2014, for the rulemaking by the Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau (“Bureau”) to implement amendments to the Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act (“HMDA”) in the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act
(“Dodd-Frank Act”) and to make related changes to the Bureau’s Regulation C (12 CFR
part 1003).
Pursuant to section 609(b) of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 609(b)), the Panel
was convened by Dan Sokolov, the Bureau’s Panel Chair and Deputy Associate Director for the
Bureau’s Division of Research, Markets, and Regulations. In addition to its Chair, the Panel
consists of Dr. Winslow Sargeant, Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business
Administration; Howard Shelanski, Administrator of the Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs in the Office of Management and Budget; and Thomas Kearney, Senior Counsel in the
Bureau’s Office of Regulations.
The Panel met with representatives of small entities that would be subject to the rule on
March 6, 2014 (“outreach meeting”), to obtain their feedback on proposals that the Bureau is
considering to improve the HMDA data collected and modernize and streamline the submission
and reporting of the data. Before the outreach meeting, the Bureau provided the representatives
of the small entities with materials outlining the proposals under consideration and alternatives
considered. In February 2014 the Panel also held three teleconferences: an initial introduction to
the SBREFA process; and two small group discussions about the Bureau’s understanding of
business operations on which its preliminary benefits and costs analysis was based. The
preliminary teleconferences helped to prepare the representatives and the Panel for a discussion
of the specific proposals under consideration during the outreach meeting. In addition to
participating in the meetings, many of the representatives provided the Panel with written
comments subsequent to the outreach meeting.
The Panel is appreciative of the thoughtful contributions made by the representatives of
small entities who participated in this Panel process. The Panel recognizes that the time required
for the participants to review materials, prepare for and participate in the meetings, and provide
additional written comments was significant. While this participation at an early stage of the
rulemaking is important, public participation and input during subsequent stages of the
rulemaking will also assist in the development of a final rule. Therefore, the Panel hopes the

participants will continue to be engaged in this rulemaking through the public comment process
following publication of the proposed rule.
The Panel’s findings and recommendations are based on the information available at the
time the final Panel Report was prepared. The Bureau is continuing to conduct analyses and
gather information as part of the rule development process. Any options identified by the Panel
for reducing the rule’s economic impact on small entities may require further consideration,
analysis, and data collection by the Bureau to ensure that the options are practicable, enforceable,
and consistent with HMDA, the Dodd-Frank Act, and their statutory purposes.
The complete Panel Report is attached, including background information on the
proposals and significant alternatives under consideration by the Bureau that were reviewed by
the Panel; a description of the types, and an estimate of the number, of small entities that would
be subject to those proposals; a summary of the comments and recommendations of the small
entity participants; the Panel’s findings and recommendations; and attachments including certain
materials presented to the small entity representatives. In this report, the Panel recommends that
the Bureau seek additional information on potential impacts and consider certain alternatives that
might reduce the burden on small entities.

[signatures to follow]
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1. INTRODUCTION
Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (“RFA”), 1 the Consumer Financial Protection
Bureau (“CFPB” or “Bureau”) must convene and chair a Small Business Review Panel to
consider the potential impacts on small entities of each of its proposed rules unless the CFPB
plans to certify that the proposed rule will not have a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities. 2 A Small Business Review Panel consists of representatives
from the CFPB, the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business Administration (“SBA”),
and the Administrator of the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs within the Office of
Management and Budget (“OMB”). For a CFPB rule subject to the Small Business Review
Panel process, the Panel reviews materials the CFPB has prepared on the potential proposed rule
and collects advice and recommendations of individual small entity representatives (“SERs”) on
certain issues related to the potential proposed rule. The SERs are identified and selected in
consultation between the CFPB and SBA. Not later than 60 days after the CFPB convenes a
Small Business Review Panel, the Panel completes a report on the comments of the SERs and its
findings as to certain issues. The CFPB considers the Panel Report as it develops its proposed
rule and makes the report public when it issues the proposed rule.
The CFPB plans to issue a proposed rule to implement amendments to the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act (“HMDA”) 3 included in the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act (Pub. L. No. 111-203, approved July 21, 2010) (“Dodd-Frank Act”), 4
and to make other changes in the CFPB’s Regulation C, 5 which implements HMDA. In
anticipation of a proposed rule to revise Regulation C, the CFPB convened and chaired a Small
Business Review Panel (“Panel”). This is the final report of the HMDA Panel (“Panel Report”)
on the CFPB’s Proposals Under Consideration for the HMDA Rulemaking. More detail on how
the CFPB has been approaching its HMDA rulemaking and the proposals it is considering are
provided the Outline of Proposals Under Consideration and Alternatives Considered (“Outline”)
that is included in Appendix B of the Panel Report.
This Panel Report includes the following:
x

Background information on the proposals that are being considered by the CFPB and
that were reviewed by the Panel;

x

Information on the types of small entities that would be subject to those proposals and
on the SERs who were selected to advise the Panel;

1

The RFA (Pub. L. 96-354, 94 Stat. 1164 (1980)) is codified as amended at 5 U.S.C. 601-612
(http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?path=/prelim@title5/part1/chapter6&edition=prelim).
2

Under section 609(b) of the RFA, a Panel is required to be convened prior to the publication of the initial
regulatory flexibility analysis that the CFPB may be required to prepare under section 603 of the RFA.

3

12 U.S.C. 2801-2810 (http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?path=/prelim@title12/chapter29&edition=prelim).

4

Dodd-Frank Act, sec. 1094 (http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-111publ203/pdf/PLAW111publ203.pdf#page=581 ).
5

12 CFR part 1003.
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x

A summary of the Panel’s outreach to obtain the advice and recommendations of
those SERs;

x

A discussion of the comments and recommendations of the SERs; and

x

A discussion of the Panel findings and recommendations, focusing on the following
statutory elements: 6
o A description of and, where feasible, an estimate of the number of small entities
to which the proposals under consideration will apply;
o A description of projected reporting, recordkeeping, and other compliance
requirements of the proposals under consideration, including an estimate of the
classes of small entities which will be subject to the rule’s requirements and the
type of professional skills necessary for preparation of the report or record;
o An identification, to the extent practicable, of all relevant Federal rules which
may duplicate, overlap, or conflict with the proposals under consideration; and
o A description of any significant alternatives to the proposals under consideration
which accomplish the stated objectives of applicable statutes and which minimize
any significant economic impact of the proposals under consideration on small
entities.

This Panel Report will be included in the public rulemaking record. The CFPB will
consider the Panel’s findings when preparing the proposed rule and the Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis.
It is important to note that the Panel prepares and completes its report at an early stage in
the development of a proposed rule and this Panel Report should be considered in that light. The
Panel’s findings and discussion are based on the information available at the time the final Panel
Report was prepared. The CFPB may conduct additional analyses and obtain additional
information during the remainder of the rule development process. At the same time, the Panel
Report provides the Panel and the CFPB with an opportunity to identify and explore potential
ways of shaping the proposals under consideration to minimize the burden of the rule on small
entities while achieving the rule’s purposes.
Any options identified by the Panel for reducing the rule’s regulatory impact on small
entities may require further consideration, analysis, and data collection by the CFPB to ensure
that the options are practicable, enforceable, and consistent with HMDA, the Dodd-Frank Act,
and their statutory purposes.

6

See RFA section 603 (5 U.S.C. 603); RFA section 609(b)(5) (5 U.S.C. 609(b)(5)).
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2. BACKGROUND
2.1 Statutory and Regulatory Background
Congress enacted HMDA in 1975 as part of an initiative both to counter redlining and the
effects of disinvestment in urban neighborhoods, and to encourage reinvestment in the nation’s
cities. HMDA requires financial institutions (“FIs”) that meet certain coverage tests to report to
their Federal supervisory agencies transaction-level information about mortgage applications
they receive and loans they close or purchase. The information that FIs report generally does not
include personal information that directly identifies individuals, such as name, address, date of
birth, or social security number. HMDA data are made public by both the FIs and the
government on a calendar year basis, with some redactions to protect applicant and borrower
privacy.
As originally adopted, HMDA stated its purposes as providing the public and public
officials with information to help determine whether FIs are serving the housing needs of the
communities in which they are located, and helping public officials target public investment to
attract private investment in communities. Congress significantly revised HMDA in the 1980s.
In particular, the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989
(“FIRREA”) expanded HMDA to, among other things, require FIs to report the race, income,
and gender of applicants and borrowers. The FIRREA amendments established HMDA data as a
means to identify possible discriminatory lending patterns and to enforce antidiscrimination
statutes. The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System (“Board”) implemented
HMDA through Regulation C, until the Dodd-Frank Act transferred that authority to the CFPB.
Today, HMDA data are the preeminent data source for regulators, industry, advocates,
researchers, and economists studying and analyzing trends in the mortgage market for a variety
of purposes, including general market and economic monitoring, as well as assessing housing
needs, public investment, and possible discrimination. Data users have long called for expansion
of HMDA data to keep pace with the mortgage market’s evolution. In response to the subprime
market’s emergence, the Board amended Regulation C in the mid-2000s to require FIs to report
loan pricing information on loans deemed “higher-priced.” Many continued to press for
improvements in HMDA data, however, particularly during the mortgage market’s rapid growth
into nontraditional lending products and its subsequent collapse in 2008.
In 2010, Congress responded to the mortgage crisis in the Dodd-Frank Act by enacting
changes to HMDA as well as directing reforms to the mortgage market and the broader financial
system. In addition to transferring rulemaking authority for HMDA from the Board to the
CFPB, section 1094 of the Dodd-Frank Act directed the CFPB to implement changes requiring
the collection and reporting of several new data points, including information about applicants
and borrowers (age and credit score), information about loan features and pricing, and, as the
CFPB determines to be appropriate, unique identifiers for loans, properties, and loan originators.
It also authorized the CFPB to require FIs to collect and report “such other information as the
Bureau may require.” 7
7

Dodd-Frank Act at sec. 1094(3)(A)(iv)(5)(D) & (6)(J).
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2.2 Related Federal Rules
The Dodd-Frank Act amended HMDA to provide new requirements and authorities that
expand or vary existing provisions in Regulation C. The CFPB noted in the Outline that some of
the changes to Regulation C that are under consideration also may relate to or affect other
statutes and regulations. The CFPB is reviewing other Federal laws, including the following, to
avoid duplication and inconsistencies to the extent practicable, consistent with the requirements
of the Dodd-Frank Act and purposes of HMDA:
x

The Community Reinvestment Act (“CRA”), as implemented by Office of
Comptroller of the Currency, Board, and Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
regulations, requires some FIs to collect, maintain, and report certain data about small
business, farm, and consumer lending to ensure they are serving their communities.
HMDA data are frequently used in CRA exams as part of evaluating home mortgage
lending under the CRA lending test, and many CRA definitions and concepts are
aligned with HMDA. The CFPB indicated that it intends to work with CRA
regulatory agencies to ensure that HMDA and the CRA do not conflict and that
HMDA data can continue to be used as part of the CRA compliance process.

x

The Equal Credit Opportunity Act (“ECOA”), implemented by the CFPB’s
Regulation B (12 CFR part 1002), prohibits creditors from discriminating in credit
transactions and requires creditors to notify applicants of reasons for denial and
provide copies of appraisals for certain home-secured loans. Regulation B requires
creditors to collect race, ethnicity, sex, marital status, and age of applicants for some
home purchase loans and refinancings and to maintain that information for 25 months
for purposes of monitoring compliance with antidiscrimination laws. One of
HMDA’s purposes is to provide data that can be used to assist in enforcing ECOA
and other antidiscrimination statutes.

x

The Truth in Lending Act (“TILA”) and Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act
(“RESPA”), implemented by the CFPB’s Regulation Z (12 CFR part 1026) and
Regulation X (12 CFR part 1024), provide protections to consumers who apply for
and receive mortgage loans. These protections include disclosures, restrictions on
certain types of transactions, and loan servicing requirements. The CFPB recently
issued a final rule on integrated mortgage disclosures under RESPA (Regulation X)
and TILA (Regulation Z). The CFPB indicated that it considered the definitions,
requirements, and purposes of TILA and RESPA as it developed its proposals under
consideration for the revision of Regulation C.

x

Proposed Regulation AB II (17 CFR part 229, subpart 229.1100) from the Securities
and Exchange Commission (“SEC”) would require private issuers of asset-backed
securities, including mortgage-backed securities, to disclose certain asset-level
information.
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3. OVERVIEW OF PROPOSALS UNDER CONSIDERATION AND ALTERNATIVES
CONSIDERED
The SERs and the Panel reviewed proposals that the CFPB is considering to implement
Dodd-Frank Act amendments to HMDA and revise Regulation C to improve the data collected
and modernize and streamline the collection and reporting of HMDA data. The Dodd-Frank Act
requires the collection and reporting of several new data points, including information about
borrowers (age and credit score), information about loan features and pricing, and, as the CFPB
determines to be appropriate, unique identifiers for loans, properties, and loan originators. It also
authorizes the CFPB to require FIs to collect and report “such other information as the CFPB
may require.”
As stated in the Outline, the CFPB views implementation of the Dodd-Frank Act changes
to HMDA as an opportunity to comprehensively review the HMDA reporting regime. In
particular, the CFPB is assessing whether there are opportunities to improve upon the data
collected, reduce unnecessary burden on FIs, and, as appropriate, modernize and streamline the
manner in which FIs collect and report data. Such opportunities could include building on
certain private-market data standards initiatives. In addition, the CFPB plans to propose
revisions to Regulation C to clarify current regulatory requirements.
Specifically, the CFPB is considering proposals related to:
x
x
x
x

Which FIs are required to report HMDA data;
The types of loans and applications that must be reported;
The information required about each loan or application; and
Potential operational improvements in the HMDA compliance system.

Sections 3.1 through 3.5 below outline specific CFPB proposals under consideration and
alternatives considered as they were presented to the SERs. The more detailed summary of those
proposals and alternatives, which focuses in part on the benefits and costs for small entities of
the proposals under consideration, is included in Appendix B of this Panel Report.
3.1 Institutional Coverage
x

Currently, whether a FI is covered by Regulation C and required to report HMDA data is
determined by reference to complicated coverage tests based on assets, loan volume,
geographic location, and whether the FI makes loans that are federally related. The
institutional coverage tests differ depending on whether the FI is a depository institution
(“DI”) or nondepository institution (“non-DI”).

x

Many critics of the current requirements have pointed to the coverage tests as an area of
complexity in need of clarification and simplification. Commenters in public hearings on
potential revisions to Regulation C that were held by the Federal Reserve Board in 2010
noted that the existing coverage scheme creates an unlevel playing field for FIs. In some
instances, small community banks and credit unions making few mortgage loans—or
even one mortgage loan—per year are subject to HMDA reporting requirements, while

8

non-DIs making substantially more loans may not be covered at all. Currently, non-DIs
may not be covered by Regulation C if they made fewer than 100 loans in the previous
year.
o To simplify the coverage tests, the CFPB is considering proposing a single,
consistent minimum loan volume threshold for HMDA coverage for both DIs and
non-DIs.
o The CFPB is considering a threshold of 25 closed-end home purchase and
refinance mortgage loans, but plans to continue to conduct outreach on whether
some other threshold may be more appropriate.
o The CFPB also is considering what types of loans should count towards the 25loan threshold, including home equity loans (“HELs”), home equity lines of credit
(“HELOCs”), and reverse mortgages.
o The CFPB’s preliminary view is that a 25-loan test would benefit DIs that are not
significantly involved in originating dwelling-secured loans, but meet the
statutory asset threshold. 8
Alternative Considered: Institutional Coverage
x

The CFPB also considered a higher loan-volume threshold, such as a 50- or 100-loan
threshold. However, the CFPB is concerned that a higher threshold would result in the
elimination of data that is important in fulfilling the purposes of HMDA.

3.2 Transactional Coverage
x

Current Regulation C generally requires FIs to report information regarding loans and
applications made for one of three purposes: home purchase, home improvement, or
refinancing. Reporting of HELOCs used for these purposes is generally optional.
o Under the existing transaction reporting regime, certain loans that are secured by
residential real property need not be reported (e.g., HELs with no stated purpose,
HELOCs, certain reverse mortgages). On the other hand, home improvement
loans must be reported even if they are not secured by a dwelling.

x

The CFPB is considering proposing a requirement that FIs report information concerning
all dwelling-secured loans, rather than tying transactional coverage primarily to the
purpose of the loan. For FIs that meet the institutional coverage tests, this proposal
would, in effect:
o Eliminate reporting of home improvement loans that are not secured by a
dwelling;

8

DIs with assets of $43 million or less as of December 31, 2013, are exempt from collecting HMDA data in 2014.
78 FR 79285 (December 30, 2013).
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o Capture all, not just some, HELs;
o Capture all HELOCs by eliminating optional reporting; and
o Capture all, not just some, reverse mortgages.
x

The dwelling-secured test for reporting would apply to applications for loans to be
secured by a dwelling, as well as to loans and purchases of loans secured by a dwelling.
The Regulation C definition of “application” has been criticized as providing FIs with too
much latitude to decide which contacts with consumers to report as applications. The
CFPB stated that it currently was disinclined to revise the definition of application, but
intended to seek specific suggestions regarding any aspect of the definition that may
benefit from greater clarity.

3.3 Privacy
x

HMDA requires that FIs make their Loan Application/Registers (“LARs”) available to
the public upon request, in a form required by the CFPB’s regulations. Congress has also
directed the CFPB to take steps to protect the privacy interests of applicants and
borrowers as appropriate and consistent with the statute’s disclosure goals.
o The information that FIs publicly disclose pursuant to HMDA and Regulation C
does not include personal information that directly identifies individuals, such as
name, address, date of birth, or Social Security number.
o Even without personal information that directly identifies individuals, if all
unedited information reported on the LAR were publicly disclosed, some
information could potentially be used to identify individual applicants and
borrowers and possibly harm their privacy interests.

x

The CFPB stated that it recognizes that mitigating privacy risks in the HMDA data may
decrease the utility of the data to users and is investigating strategies and techniques to
protect consumer privacy while maximizing the data’s utility. The CFPB is considering:
o The use of various statistical disclosure limitation techniques, such as techniques
aimed at masking the precise value of data points, use restrictions, and a restricted
access program.
o Proposing that FIs continue to report loan amount and income rounded to the
nearest thousand and to delete the three fields currently deleted before the LAR is
made public.
o Proposing that FIs delete or otherwise modify additional data points on the
modified LAR that may raise privacy concerns, including credit score and age.

10

3.4 Data Points
For each application, originated loan, or purchased loan, a FI currently reports on its LAR
approximately 2 dozen separate pieces of information, or data points. The CFPB is considering:
improvements and technical revisions to current Regulation C data requirements; the
implementation as required or appropriate of new information specifically identified in the
Dodd-Frank Act; and the addition of other data points that target existing gaps in the information
currently collected and that would further the purposes of HMDA. A table of the current data
points and new data points under consideration by the CFPB is included on pages 14 and 15 of
the Outline in Appendix B.
3.4.1 Unique Identifiers
x

The Dodd-Frank Act calls for the creation or enhancement of certain unique
identifiers (“identifiers” or “IDs”) that could further the purposes of HMDA and,
through better integration of the loan data currently available, address some of the
data gaps and risk management failures that were exposed in the recent mortgage
crisis. Being able to identify, label, and track key characteristics of a mortgage loan
across various systems will further the purposes of HMDA.

x

The CFPB is considering the following proposals and alternatives related to unique
identifiers, as it is generally directed to do by the Dodd-Frank Act:
o Entity Identifier. Replacing the current HMDA Respondent/Reporter ID
(“HMDA RID”) with an entity identifier that would facilitate identification of
the corporate entity and its affiliated companies and parent/subsidiary
relationships, or expanding and defining new requirements for the current
HMDA RID to accomplish the same purpose.
o Loan Identifier. Revising the current loan ID requirement to create a unique
loan identifier to facilitate tracking a loan through its lifecycle across multiple
platforms (e.g., servicing, foreclosure database).
o Loan Originator Identifier. Requiring reporting of the unique identifier number
provided under the Nationwide Mortgage Licensing System and Registry
(“NMLSR”) for the employee who took the application or originated the loan.
o Property Identifier. Requiring reporting of a unique identifier for each property
(such as the address or geospatial coordinates) to facilitate identification of
properties across multiple platforms and, thus, potentially reduce geocoding
burden. Currently, FIs generally report the census tract, county, state, and
metropolitan statistical area (“MSA”) or metropolitan division (“MD”) in which
the property is located.

3.4.2

Application Data
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x

HMDA data currently includes some data about applications and how they were
resolved.

x

The CFPB is considering proposing to require submission of the following
additional data about the mortgage loan application process, some of which are
required by the Dodd-Frank Act:
o Application Channel. Whether the application was submitted through a retail,
wholesale, or correspondent channel.
o Automated Underwriting System Results. The name of the automated
underwriting system (“AUS”) used to evaluate the application and the AUS
recommendation.
o Denial Reasons. The reasons an application was denied. Reporting denial
reasons currently is required only for certain FIs that are supervised by the
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency and the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation.

3.4.3 Borrower Data
x

HMDA data currently includes important data about applicant and borrower
characteristics that are important for HMDA purposes.

x

To fulfill these purposes and implement certain Dodd-Frank Act requirements, the
CFPB is considering proposing to require submission of the following additional
data about applicants and borrowers:
o Age. The age of applicants and borrowers.
o Credit Score. The numerical credit score for applicants and co-applicants used
to make the credit decision.
o Debt-to-Income Ratio (“DTI”). The DTI relied upon by the FI in processing the
application.

3.4.4

Loan Types

x

The CFPB has stated that distinguishing different types of loans is important to
analyzing HMDA data and in reviewing loans with similar characteristics. The
CFPB has also stated that the ability to distinguish loan types may be even more
necessary if it requires FIs to report all dwelling-secured loans.

x

The CFPB is considering proposing to require submission of data that could permit
more consistent identification of the following loan types:

12

o Cash-Out Refinancing. Providing a separate identification of refinancing
transactions where the borrower takes out equity.
o HOEPA Status. Revising the existing field to specify whether the loan is
covered by the Home Ownership and Equity Protection Act (“HOEPA”)
because of points and fees, Annual Percentage Rate, or both.
o Qualified Mortgage Status. Identifying whether the FI classified the mortgage
as a Qualified Mortgage.
o HELOC. Requiring an indicator for HELOCs.
o Reverse Mortgage. Requiring an indicator for reverse mortgages.
3.4.5

Loan Features

x

The CFPB has stated that a common criticism of HMDA prior to the Dodd-Frank
Act was that FIs were not required to report enough detail about loan features to
identify risky products. The CFPB believes that additional information about loan
features would provide a clearer picture of how FIs are serving their communities
and would facilitate analyzing loans with similar terms.

x

As required by the Dodd-Frank Act, the CFPB is considering proposing to require
submission of the following data related to loan features:
o Loan Term. The maturity term of the loan in months.
o ARM Introductory Term. The term in months of the initial fixed interest rate
period for an adjustable rate mortgage.
o Prepayment Penalty Term. The term in months of any prepayment penalty.
o Balloon Payments, Interest-Only Payments, and Negative Amortization.
Indicators for the presence of features related to loan amortization.

3.4.6 Loan-to-Value Ratio
x

The CFPB has stated that loan-to-value ratio (“LTV”) is an important underwriting
and pricing consideration because it measures the adequacy of the collateral to
support the loan.

x

The CFPB is considering proposing to require submission of the following data
related to LTV:
o Property Value. The value of the residential property related to the loan.
Reporting property value is required under the Dodd-Frank Act and will allow
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calculation of LTV when combined with loan amount (which is currently
reported).
o Combined Loan-to-Value (“CLTV”). The ratio of the combined unpaid
principal balance of multiple loans to the property value, using the amounts
relied upon by the FI in processing the application.
3.4.7 Pricing Data
x

The CFPB has stated that, similar to the information on loan features, the pricing
information collected under Regulation C prior to the Dodd-Frank Act (rate spread
for higher-priced mortgage loans and a HOEPA flag) had been criticized as
inadequate to serve HMDA’s purposes.

x

To address what the CFPB has characterized as the inadequacy of current pricing
data, the CFPB is considering proposing to require submission of the following data
points, several of which are required by the Dodd-Frank Act:
o Rate Spread. The rate spread for all loans, not just those that exceed the
threshold for higher-priced mortgage loans (as is currently required).
o Total Points and Fees. Total points and fees as defined by Regulation Z.
o Total Origination Charges. Total origination charges paid by the borrower to
the creditor and loan originators at or before closing, as disclosed under
Regulation Z.
o Total Discount Points. Total points paid by the borrower to reduce the interest
rate, as disclosed under Regulation Z.
o Interest Rate. The borrower’s interest rate after applying discount points.
o Risk-Adjusted, Pre-Discounted Interest Rate. The rate that would have been
available to the borrower with zero (or the closest-to-zero) discount or premium.

3.4.8 Property Data
x

Regulation C currently requires FIs to record the property type to which a loan or
application relates. Appendix A to Regulation C provides three reporting values, or
enumerations, for this information: (1) one- to four-family dwelling (other than
manufactured housing); (2) manufactured housing; and (3) multifamily dwelling.
o The CFPB has stated that this information has been criticized as inadequate to
understand the underwriting and pricing of manufactured and multifamily home
loans, as distinct from site-built single-family housing.
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o The CFPB believes that reporting of financed unit count and construction
method type could facilitate a more robust analysis of multifamily housing and
provide an opportunity to clarify certain aspects of manufactured housing
reporting.
o This information is collected by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac under established
industry standards, so the CFPB believes that replacing the existing reporting
requirement with better targeted data reporting could also streamline reporting
by many FIs.
x

The CFPB is considering proposing requiring the following data related to property:
o Financed Units Count/Construction Method. Replacing the existing property
type data point with a requirement to report data on the number of units
financed and construction method (such as manufactured or site-built).
o Manufactured Housing Details. Requiring reporting whether a manufactured
home loan is secured by real property or personal property, and whether the
borrower owns or rents the underlying land.
o Multifamily Affordable Housing. Requiring reporting whether multifamily
properties have affordable housing deed restrictions.

3.5 Alignment with Industry Data Standard
x

Currently, data points reported on each LAR entry are defined by Regulation C, its
appendices, and the official commentary. FIs must submit the data in automated,
machine-readable format that conforms to the LAR format, except for institutions that
report 25 or fewer entries, which may submit their LAR entries in paper format.

x

FIs maintain records of mortgage loan originations and applications in many forms and
many systems other than those used for HMDA reporting. In many cases, these systems
use data points or define data points in ways that differ from Regulation C requirements.
As a result, those systems may not be directly compatible with the HMDA LAR format,
so that FIs may have to use additional software and modify data in existing systems in
order to submit HMDA LAR data in the proper format.

x

The CFPB is considering proposing aligning the HMDA data requirements with the
widely used Mortgage Industry Standards Maintenance Organization (“MISMO”) data
standards for residential mortgages to the greatest extent practicable. 9

9

MISMO is a nonprofit mortgage technology standards body that has developed residential mortgage data standards
for industry and other use. http://www.mismo.org/default.htm.
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o The CFPB believes that Regulation C compliance and data submission can be
made easier by aligning the requirements of Regulation C to existing industry
standards for collecting and transmitting data on mortgage loans and applications.
o The CFPB believes that promoting consistent data standards for both industry and
regulatory use has benefits for market efficiency, market understanding, and
market oversight.
3.6 Modernizing HMDA Data Process
x

The CFPB understands that many steps in the HMDA data collection, submission, and
reporting process are burdensome for FIs, especially small FIs, and believes that the
process can be modernized to streamline some of the areas FIs find particularly difficult.

x

The CFPB is consulting with other Federal agencies about how to facilitate
improvements to the HMDA process:
3.6.1

Geocoding

x

Geocoding involves identifying the appropriate census tract, MSA or MD, county,
and state for the property associated with the reported application or loan.

x

The Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (“FFIEC”) website
provides a free geocoding tool, but this tool only permits the entry of one address at
a time and is not integrated with the free HMDA data entry software (“DES”) or
with commercially available HMDA management software (“HMS”). Users must
manually input the information retrieved from the geocoding tool into the DES for
submission.

x

FIs also have noted problems associated with geocoding difficult addresses, such as
those associated with new subdivisions, or where census tracts may have changed.

x

The CFPB is considering whether it could shift some of the burden of geocoding
from FIs to the government. For example, Regulation C could require FIs to report
property addresses and geocoding could become an operation shared with or
performed by the government.

3.6.2
x

Web-Based Data Submission Tools
The FFIEC currently provides free downloadable HMDA DES for submitting
HMDA data, but a new version of the software is developed each year and must be
downloaded for each year’s HMDA submission.
o The software is not network-capable, and must be installed locally on individual
hard drives.
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o The free HMDA DES also does not currently integrate with vendor HMS.
x

The CFPB is considering proposing to develop a new DES that is web-based, so
that it accommodates multiple users and network capability and would not require
updating by FIs.

x

The CFPB is also considering proposing to support integration by releasing an
application programming interface, or API, which would allow developers to
integrate their HMS with government HMDA systems.

3.6.3

Submission and Editing Process

x

Currently, the HMDA data submission process involves pre- and post-submission
quality, validity, and syntactical edits from the government processor which note
potential errors or inconsistencies in the data.

x

The CFPB is considering how to make the edits process more efficient, such as by
refining the edits to correspond to the data reported and integrating edits into an
improved web-based HMDA DES.

3.6.4
x

Technical Assistance
The CFPB is reviewing how it might facilitate improvements in the existing HMDA
guidance and HMDA technical help process.

4. APPLICABLE SMALL ENTITY DEFINITIONS
In its Outline, the CFPB addressed the potential impact of the proposals on small entities
as required under the RFA. The RFA defines “small entities” to include small businesses, small
nonprofit organizations, and small government jurisdictions. 10 A small business is determined
by application of SBA regulations and by reference to the North American Industry
Classification System classifications and size standards. 11 A small organization is any not-forprofit enterprise which is independently owned and operated and is not dominant in its field. 12 A
small governmental jurisdiction is the government of a city, county, town, township, village,
school district, or special district with a population of less than 50,000. 13

10

5 U.S.C. 601(6).

11

“Small business” is defined in 5 U.S.C. 601(3). The current SBA small-business size standards are found on
SBA’s website at http://www.sba.gov/content/table-small-business-size-standards.
12

5 U.S.C. 601(4).

13

5 U.S.C. 601(5).
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5. SMALL ENTITIES THAT MAY BE SUBJECT TO THE PROPOSALS UNDER
CONSIDERATION
The CFPB identified three categories of small entities that may be subject to the
proposals under consideration for purposes of the RFA. All three categories are small businesses
and are FIs that could have to comply with the potential revisions to Regulation C. The
categories and the SBA small entity thresholds for those categories are:
CATEGORY

THRESHOLD FOR “SMALL”

Commercial Banks 14

$500,000,000 in assets

Credit Unions

$500,000,000 in assets

Mortgage Companies (i.e., nondepository
mortgage lenders)

$35,500,000 in revenue

6. SUMMARY OF OUTREACH TO SMALL ENTITIES
6.1 Panel’s Outreach Meetings with SERs
On February 7, 2014, the CFPB sent to each of the SERs the Outline and other materials
described in Appendix B as “Materials for March 6, 2014, Meeting with Panel.” In addition,
the CFPB posted these materials on its website and invited the public to email feedback on the
materials.
The CFPB formally convened the Panel on February 27, 2014. Prior to the formal
convening, the SBA hosted an introductory teleconference with all SERs on the general
SBREFA process and the Panel participated in two additional sets of teleconferences with small
groups of the SERs on February 20, 2014, and February 25, 2014. In the small-group
teleconferences, the CFPB reviewed the SBREFA materials for the HMDA rulemaking
generally and reviewed for the SERs: how the CFPB reviewed business operations to develop
its preliminary benefits and costs analysis; how an industry data standard (specifically standards
developed by MISMO) could be employed in HMDA compliance; operational improvements
being considered by the CFPB that could make HMDA reporting easier, but would not
necessarily require rulemaking; and how the CFPB was thinking about one-time costs
associated with the proposals under consideration.
The preliminary meetings helped prepare the SERs and the Panel for a discussion of the
specific proposals under consideration in the Panel’s full-day outreach meeting with the SERs
March 6, 2014, in Washington, DC (the “Panel Outreach Meeting”). The participants used the
February 20th and 25th teleconferences to discuss 18 operational steps identified by the CFPB
that FIs use to gather and report data under HMDA, 15 proposals to modernize HMDA
14

The categories of commercial banks and savings institutions are combined under the label “commercial banks.”

15

See Section 8.1 of the Panel Report.
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operations, use of an industry data standard, and the one-time costs of complying with the
proposals under consideration. In light of the feedback received from the SERs in the
teleconferences, the SERs and Panel were able to focus more on coverage and data point
requirements during the Panel Outreach Meeting. The PowerPoint slides used to guide the
February 20th and 25th discussions are attached as Appendix D.
The CFPB also provided the SERs with an opportunity to submit written feedback until
March 20, 2014. The CFPB received written comments from 15 of the SERs and shared that
feedback with the other members of the Panel. Copies of the SERs written comments are
attached as Appendix A.
6.2 Other Outreach Efforts, Including to Small Entities
In addition to convening the SBREFA process, the CFPB has organized and has indicated
that it will continue to organize extensive outreach efforts to community groups; other
regulators; industry participants; organizations representing industry members, including small
entities; and other interested persons regarding the rulemaking to implement the Dodd-Frank Act
changes to HMDA and make other changes to Regulation C that are under consideration by the
CFPB. CFPB staff also regularly engages with other government agencies interested in
mortgage data standards through the MISMO Government Forum.
In conjunction with the development of the proposals under consideration, the CFPB
reviewed the current HMDA compliance systems, processes, and costs of FIs. The review used a
cost-accounting case-study methodology and is discussed in Section IV of the Outline included
in Appendix B of this Panel Report. The review was conducted, in part, through interviews with
20 FIs of various sizes, 9 vendors, and 15 governmental agency representatives. Nine of the
20 FIs interviewed were small depository institutions under the applicable SBA small business
size standards. The review also provided the CFPB with tools for analyzing the impacts of the
proposals under consideration, as described further in Section IV of the Outline. The businessprocess assumptions developed by the CFPB from this review of FI HMDA operations provided
the bases for the CFPB’s impact analysis methodology in the Outline, were largely validated in
the preliminary small-group discussions with the SERS, and were generally confirmed in the
Panel Outreach Meeting.
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7. LIST OF SMALL ENTITY REPRESENTATIVES
The following 20 SERs were selected to participate in the HMDA SBREFA Panel process:

NAME

BUSINESS NAME/LOCATION

Jim Ryan

JM Associates Credit Union

Jacksonville, FL

Laura Phillips

Alabama Teachers Credit Union

Gadsden, AL

Jane Hammil

Wichita Federal Credit Union

Wichita, KS

Garth Griese

Service One Credit Union

Bowling Green, KY

Dallas Bergl

Inova Federal Credit Union

Elkhart, IN

Robert Aresti

360 Federal Credit Union

Windsor Locks, CT

Teresa Whitehead

Citywide Home Loans

Salt Lake City, UT

Sheila Strong

AmeriFirst Financial Corporation

Portage, MI

Christina Rhea

Mortgage Investors Group

Knoxville, TN

Cody Pearce

Cascade Financial Services

Gilbert, AZ

George Light

Home Savings & Trust Mortgage

Fairfax, VA

Mark Williams

Pendleton Community Bank

Franklin, WV

Melinda White

Bank of Zachary

Zachary, LA

Jeff Schmid

Fox River State Bank

Burlington, WI

Tom Rasmussen

New Windsor State Bank

Tawneytown, MD

Paul Jarosz

Oxford Bank & Trust

Oak Brook, IL

Jeremy Gray

Rock Canyon Bank

Pleasant Grove, UT

Rachael Chosnek

Security Federal Savings Bank

Logansport, IN

Rhonda Castaneda

The Bank of Fayette County

Collierville, TN

Anne Byrd

Seattle Bank

Seattle, WA

The SERs were selected from the following three industry categories
x Credit Unions
(6 SERs)
x Mortgage Companies
(5 SERs)
x Commercial Banks
(9 SERs)
The SERs came from the following geographic regions:
x Northeast and Mid-Atlantic
(2 SERs)
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x
x
x

Midwest
South
West and Southwest

(6 SERs)
(8 SERs)
(4 SERs)

The SERs came from the following types of localities:
x Areas with populations of less than 20,000
x Urban/suburban areas, populations less than 500,000
x Urban/metropolitan areas, populations of more than 500,000

(4 SERs)
(10 SERs)
(6 SERs)

8. SUMMARY OF SMALL ENTITY REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS
This Chapter summarizes the feedback provided by SERs during the two premeeting
teleconferences and the Panel Outreach Meeting, and in written comments submitted after the
Panel Outreach Meeting.
As detailed below, the SERs generally were receptive to the CFPB’s proposals to
modernize and streamline the HMDA data collection and reporting processes, but expressed
some concerns about the proposals under consideration to add new data points to the HMDA
reporting requirements. A number of SERs stated that while they welcome balanced and
reasonable regulation, there is concern that some small FIs may find all of the new mortgage
rules issued under the Dodd-Frank Act financially and operationally overwhelming, forcing them
to merge to remain competitive, cease offering certain mortgage products, or exit the market
altogether. Many SERs also stated that, as small FIs, they were not responsible for the lending
practices that led to the mortgage crisis, but they are now paying for the injurious actions of
larger institutions through more burdensome regulation. They asserted that market contraction
resulting from increased regulation could result in fewer choices and loan products for the very
individuals the CFPB was created to protect.
The SERs generally urged the CFPB to clearly define each data point and coordinate with
other regulators to ensure consistent interpretations among examiners. The SERs also urged the
CFPB to limit the addition of data points to those mandated by the Dodd-Frank Act and only as
necessary to meet the HMDA purposes. The SERs were concerned about the burdens and costs
associated with new data points, particularly those not specifically enumerated in the DoddFrank Act. As a group, the SERs’ estimates of costs generally were close to the preliminary cost
estimates that the CFPB had included in its impact analysis in Section IV of the Outline. The
SERs also generally accepted as being accurate the business-process assumptions developed by
the CFPB from its review of FI operations related to HMDA reporting requirements.
Some SERs expressed concern that the adoption of any new data points by the CFPB
would make their FIs more vulnerable to being cited in examinations for reporting errors that
may be minor, but in total exceed their regulators’ tolerances for reporting accurate HMDA
information. One SER noted that, while FIs may currently maintain in their files the information
for the new data points under consideration, the cost of getting the data right and the
consequences of getting them wrong could make FIs think twice before offering HMDAreportable loans. SERs opined that the increase in data points should be accompanied by
increased tolerances for errors by their regulators.
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8.1 HMDA Reporting: 18 Operational Steps
In conjunction with the development of the proposals under consideration, the CFPB
reviewed the current HMDA compliance systems and activities of FIs of various sizes. Initial
outreach efforts identified 18 operational steps that FIs use to gather and report data under
HMDA (Table 2 on page 29 of the Outline lists the 18 steps). The SERs confirmed that these
18 steps reflect their operational tasks fairly accurately. Some SERs did note minor differences
regarding the timing, granularity, and completeness of the 18 steps. For example, some SERs
noted that resolving questions about whether an application or a loan must be reported would be
the first step instead of the second. In addition, some SERs noted that they complete all 18 steps,
but that some steps are combined. One SER mentioned that rate-spread calculation and error
resolution should be viewed as separate steps.
8.2 Mapping SERs to Tiers of Operations Complexity
Initial outreach efforts identified an FI’s level of operational complexity as a main driver
of HMDA compliance costs. To capture the relationship between complexity and cost, the
CFPB developed three representative FI types, reflecting low, medium, and high levels of
complexity. The CFPB defined complexity based on seven dimensions: systems, integration,
automation, geocoding, completeness checks, edits, and compliance program. For the impact
analysis, the CFPB then developed a unique set of assumptions and cost estimates for each FI
type.
The SERs confirmed that the seven dimensions accurately capture FIs’ levels of
complexity. Most SERs also noted that their business models corresponded fairly closely to one
specific tier. Nine SERs identified as Tier 3 (least complex), seven SERs identified as Tier 2
(moderately complex), two SERs identified as a combination of Tiers 2 and 1 (moderate and
highly complex), and the remaining SERs did not identify a tier.
8.3 Preliminary Cost Data
In response to the CFPB’s request for cost data associated with current Regulation C and
the changes under consideration, some SERs provided in their written comments data on both the
baseline costs of their current HMDA operations and their anticipated cost increases due to the
possible proposals. The level of details and focus of the information that the SERs provided
varied greatly. Some SERs provided cost breakdowns by hours spent and the relevant wage rate
on each of the 18 steps as set out in the Outline, while other SERs provided only aggregate
numbers of the estimated current costs and the potential increase in those costs. Some SERs
chose to focus on only certain aspects of the proposals under consideration and did not provide
overall cost numbers. The CFPB is continuing to research and analyze the potential costs of the
proposals under consideration, including by using the information provided by the SERS and
gathered through outreach to other stakeholders.
For SERs that reported on ongoing operating costs, their estimates were largely in line
with the CFPB’s estimated baseline cost per application under existing Regulation C of about
$45 per application for Tier 3 FIs and $30 per application for Tier 2 FIs. For example, two
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Tier 3 FIs reported operating costs of $42 and $44 per application. One Tier 3 FI reported costs
of $12 per application and another Tier 3 FI reported costs of $24. Another Tier 3 FI did not
provide a specific dollar amount, but based on its reported hours required, the CFPB estimated
that FI’s ongoing cost to be about $50 per application. There was one outlier, with one SER
reporting current costs at $225 dollars per application. However, there were factors particular to
this SER that may explain this divergence, such as a very small LAR size and mostly
commercial lending, potentially placing the SER at the very high end of the cost-per-application
spectrum among all HMDA reporters. Most of the Tier 2 and Tier 1 SERs reported a cost per
application that is smaller than Tier 3 FIs, ranging from $10 to $25. The CFPB has estimated a
$5 cost per application for Tier 1 FIs. The CFPB notes that, because FIs differ greatly in their
operating models, cost structure, and business size, in order to best estimate the impact of the
proposals under consideration, the CFPB must apply certain stylized analyses and focus on the
industry averages for representative FI types. The CFPB believes that the SERs’ responses
largely validated its preliminary estimates of the ongoing costs of HMDA compliance.
There was more variation among the SERs’ estimates of the potential cost impact of the
proposals under consideration. Most SERs did not provide specific estimates of the overall cost
impact, perhaps due to the uncertainty about which proposals under consideration will ultimately
be included in the rulemaking. Of the SERs that provided estimates, one Tier 3 FI reported an
estimated cost increase of $7 over the current cost of $24 per application, or about a 29 percent
increase. A Tier 1 FI reported an estimated cost increase of about $3 over the current cost of
$10 per application, which is similar to the percentage increase estimated by the Tier 3 FI. On
the other hand, two Tier 2 SERs estimated the cost increase per application could be over
100 percent. The CFPB has estimated increases in average per-application costs would be
roughly $25 for Tier 3 institutions, $5 for Tier 2 institutions, and $1 for Tier 1 institutions.
Many SERs stated during the Panel Outreach Meeting that it would be difficult to
estimate the one-time cost of the changes because of the uncertainty of the proposals at this stage
in the rulemaking. Consistent with that discussion, only one SER (Tier 3) provided a written
comment that included an estimated one-time cost, which was $4,500. Some other SERs briefly
mentioned the one-time costs in their written comments, but did not provide specific numbers or
detailed explanations.
8.4 Institutional Coverage
x

Threshold Count. SERs generally recommended that the CFPB raise the proposed loan
threshold of 25 originated loans to a higher number. They recommended thresholds
ranging from 100 to 500 loans. One SER encouraged the CFPB to exempt as many
small institutions as possible. Another SER urged the CFPB to set the threshold at
100 loans, suggesting that an FI originating fewer than 100 loans would not produce
enough data for a meaningful fair lending test, but would nonetheless be required to
invest in the staff, software, and training necessary to manage the increased reporting
requirements.

x

Loans Included in Threshold Count. Several SERs requested clarification on which
loan types would count towards the threshold. One SER stated that including HELs
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and HELOCs in a lower threshold would skew HMDA data. However, another SER
stated that all reportable loans should count towards the threshold, including HELOCs.
One SER urged the CFPB to clarify whether the threshold count would be based on
individual transactions or related transactions (i.e., a transaction involving multiple
loans would count towards the threshold only as one). Another SER suggested that the
CFPB consider a 2-year look back period for purposes of determining whether an FI
meets the threshold and must begin compiling and reporting its data.
8.5 Transactional Coverage
x

Commercial Loans. Many SERs suggested that commercial loans be exempted from
HMDA reporting, explaining that such loans are income-producing investments and are
unrelated to HMDA’s purpose of meeting the housing needs of the community. The
SERs generally stated that commercial loans are a separate line of business from
residential loans and are handled by separate staff using different systems and processes
than what are used for residential loans. One SER suggested that the CFPB limit
reporting of commercial loans to those where the loan proceeds are used to purchase,
refinance, or improve residential housing projects. Several SERs also noted that many
of the existing and proposed data fields do not apply to commercial loans and
questioned the utility of a dataset heavily populated with nonresponses (e.g., “NA”).
Additionally, SERs noted that other consumer protections do not apply to commercial
loans, and asserted that reporting these fields distorts HMDA data generally. One SER
stated that the burden of reporting a commercial loan is 50 percent greater than
reporting for a consumer loan because of the difficulty in determining initially whether
HMDA applies.

x

HELOCs. Some SERs suggested that the CFPB exclude HELOCs from HMDA
reporting; alternatively, if HELOCs are included, the loan-volume threshold for
reporting should be increased. One bank SER stated that requiring reporting of
HELOCs will increase its reporting costs from $12,000 to $14,500. One credit union
SER stated that expanding loan types to include HELOCS would have increased its
costs by $2,939 this past reporting period.

x

Other Loans. SERs also urged the CFPB to exclude from HMDA reporting home
improvement loans, unsecured loans, and loans made to bank employees, citing
concerns regarding cost efficiency and privacy. One SER suggested that only loans
secured by real property should be reported.

x

Coverage of Applications. One SER recommended that the CFPB apply the newly
adopted TILA-RESPA definition of “application” to Regulation C. However, another
SER was concerned that, if the TILA-RESPA definition is used to determine when
HMDA data must be reported, the FI may not have collected all of the reportable data
by the application date.
o One SER suggested that the CFPB make allowances for denied or withdrawn
applications for which an FI does not report all of the HMDA data.
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o Some SERs stated that some of the new data points would be difficult to report
for preapprovals. One SER stated that geocoding would be a challenge because a
property may not have been identified at the time of the preapproval. Another
SER urged the CFPB to be aware of technical and operational challenges related
to preapprovals that may negatively impact FI examinations.
8.6 Data Points
As noted above, most SERs expressed concerns about costs associated with the CFPB’s
proposals to require reporting of additional data points. Some SERs stated that additional data
points would require more employee resources and that smaller FIs, particularly those in less
populated areas, already struggle to find qualified compliance personnel. A number of SERs
stated that the more information the FIs have to collect, the less time the small FIs have to help
their customers get into affordable housing. One SER noted that it may not be productive to
make certain loans because of the reporting obligation. In addition, many SERs were concerned
about the potential impact on fair lending examinations, asserting that any additional data points
would increase the potential for reporting errors that exceed established violation tolerances and
for related penalties. To control costs, SERs urged the CFPB to limit the new data points to
those expressly required by the Dodd-Frank Act, and to provide clarity and guidance to assure
consistency in interpretations among both regulatory agencies responsible for collecting and
auditing the data and their examination staff.
For additional background about specific CFPB data point proposals under
consideration, see the Outline that is included in Appendix B of this Panel Report.
8.6.1 Unique Identifiers
x

Entity Identifier. SERs generally supported the proposal to require a unique entity
identifier for HMDA reporters, although there was no consensus on an appropriate
source for the identifier. A few SERs expressed reservations about using the RSSD
ID number, which currently are assigned to depository institutions and their affiliate
non-DIs and are managed by the Board, as the identifier. One bank SER stated that
the RSSD ID number may be an issue when purchasing a branch. This SER
preferred the option of the G-20 Legal Entity Identifier (“LEI”) global standard, but
was concerned about cost. Another SER suggested using the reporting institution’s
NMLSR ID as the unique entity identifier.

x

Loan Identifier. SERs expressed concern about the proposal to require a unique
loan ID, positing that it would be a challenge to implement. One SER opposed the
proposal outright. Others expressed concern that an option of a bar code system
could be duplicative, costly, or extremely burdensome to implement. One SER
stated that it would be difficult to reach industry consensus on the best approach for
loan IDs and that longer identification numbers would increase chances for data
errors.
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x

Loan Originator ID. SERs generally supported the proposal to require the
NMLSR ID for the loan originator involved in the transaction. One SER noted that
the information is already collected on RESPA forms, but urged the CFPB to
specify clearly when the ID must be provided. Another SER, however, expressed
concern about the privacy interests of loan originators, as well as about the potential
unmerited negative impact on loan originators who are identified with a significant
number of loans that fail for reasons other than inadequate underwriting.

x

Parcel ID. Some SERs stated that collecting a parcel ID for every application
would be burdensome and time-consuming for FIs. Some SERs were concerned
that reporting the parcel ID would create risk that borrowers could be identified.
Two SERs noted that their FIs currently collect the parcel ID for closed loans and
that it would be burdensome to collect the parcel ID for withdrawn or denied
applications. Some SERs have experienced challenges obtaining a property
address, particularly in rural areas and new residential developments. One SER
stated that a parcel ID is not available for every property type, and that parcel
numbers associated with manufactured homes are not uniform across the country.
Several SERs stated that the parcel ID in their systems is not exportable and would
have to be manually transcribed, which is costly and prone to errors. Some SERs
stated they would prefer to continue to report census tract data instead.

8.6.2

Application Data

x

Application Channel. SERs generally opposed the proposal to require reporting of
the application channel for the loan. One SER stated that the information is not
currently collected and would require additional training if it is mandated. One
bank SER noted that many community banks have wholesale operations and that
not all transactions fall into one channel. One mortgage company SER stated that
the company does correspondent lending and the SER suggested that the CFPB
designate a category for “underwritten correspondent loans.”

x

Automated Underwriting System Results. A number of SERs expressed concern
that, if FIs are required to report AUS results, there would be an increase in the
“false positive” indicators of fair lending violations. SERs were particularly
concerned about AUS results that do not align with the action taken for reasons
unrelated to underwriting, and the potential costs and bad press experienced as a
result. A number of SERs also questioned the value of AUS information and
whether the HMDA purposes the information would serve could be realized in
other ways.

x

Denial Reasons. Some SERs expressed concern about mandatory reporting of
denial reasons, particularly where there are multiple reasons for a denial. In such
instances, one SER was concerned that the HMDA LAR may not provide the full
picture, while another noted that manual entry of the reasons would be required.
Another SER suggested an “other” category if FIs are required to report denial
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reasons. One SER supported reporting of denial reasons, citing its importance for
fair lending analysis.
x

Application Date. Several SERs explained that commercial and consumer loans are
handled by different groups within their companies and that it can be particularly
difficult to ascertain the application date for commercial loans.

8.6.3 Borrower Data
x

Age. SERs generally were concerned about reporting age because age is not static
and there are privacy issues associated with that information. Some SERs noted
that the date of birth is already collected, but converting it to age would require
additional work and increase the possibility of errors. Some SERs suggested that
the CFPB clarify at which point in the mortgage loan process age would be
determined. One SER suggested that the applicant’s age at the time of application
be reported. A number of SERs suggested reporting age in ranges (e.g., 20-49, 4962, 62 and up) to mitigate privacy concerns. One SER noted that age is not
applicable to business loans.

x

Credit Score. SERs emphasized that there are wide variations in the types and
source of credit scores used in credit decisions and that any requirement to report
credit score would have to account for these variances. One SER suggested adding
a global default for the type of credit score that is used, which could then be edited
as necessary for individual loans. Another SER stated that the CFPB should clarify
which credit score must be used. Some SERs suggested requiring the credit score
to be expressed in ranges in order to protect applicant and borrower privacy
interests.

x

Debt-to-Income Ratio. The SERs generally agreed that the DTI is complex and that
calculating DTI is time-consuming. In addition, the SERs noted that DTI is not
always used in making the credit decision.
o SERs whose FIs do not rely on DTI generally stated that the requirement to
report DTI would be burdensome, especially if the requirement is to use the
Qualified Mortgage (“QM”) rule formula for calculating the ratio. However,
one SER encouraged the CFPB to use the QM definition for calculating DTI.
Another SER stated that a prescribed formula would require manual input,
which would be very costly.
o A few SERs stated that they do not calculate front-end DTI and encouraged the
CFPB to require only back-end DTI. One SER stated that the FI calculates DTI
differently for commercial loans than for consumer loans, so that additional
training would be required.
o SERs generally did not believe that DTI would be helpful for avoiding false
positives in fair lending analyses. One SER noted that a CFPB-prescribed
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calculation would increase compliance costs, while permitting FIs to select their
calculation methodology would result in inconsistencies across the industry.
Others recommended using the DTI relied upon by the FI. Some SERs noted
various issues that could arise in identifying the DTI relied upon for the credit
decision, especially when the loan was denied or withdrawn. One SER
suggested that reporting DTI would present a privacy concern because the DTI
may reveal information about a borrower’s financial condition. This SER
suggested that the CFPB postpone implementing the DTI requirement because
of this privacy concern.
x

Gross Annual Income. SERs generally stated that there is ambiguity surrounding
what should be reported for this data point currently in Regulation C and
recommended that the CFPB clearly define the requirement. A few SERs noted
particular difficulty with establishing gross annual income for business loans
because of the technical differences between income and cash flow. One SER
stated that the FI had developed a formula in an effort to be consistent. SERs stated
that there are no differences in calculating income for investor purposes and for
HMDA purposes.

x

Government Monitoring Information (“GMI”) (ethnicity, race, and sex). One SER
urged the CFPB to eliminate the requirement to record GMI for in-person
applications when the customer declines to specify the information. The SER noted
that while the GMI data are vital to HMDA’s utility, recording GMI on the basis of
visual observation is highly subjective and puts FIs in the position of overriding the
wishes of applicants who choose not to provide this information. The SER also
stated that FI staff spend an average of 3 hours following up with loan officers
when this data is not reported in the files.

8.6.4
x

Loan Types
SERs generally did not oppose reporting the loan type for HMDA-reportable loans,
although there were concerns about potential fair lending and data integrity issues
for certain loan-type data points.
o Qualified Mortgage Status. One SER stated that a QM flag would be necessary
if DTI is required, in order to avoid the data being skewed. Another SER was
concerned about having to resubmit data if the reported QM status is later
determined to be incorrect, resulting in costs for resubmissions and possible
data accuracy violations and related enforcement actions. Some SERs were
concerned that the data would be used for fair lending analyses, even though
they believed this would be contrary to joint interagency guidance provided
when the QM rule was issued. One SER offered that the better question to ask
is whether the FI assesses the borrower’s ability to pay.
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o Home-Equity Line of Credit. As a separate issue from the coverage of
HELOCs, SERs did not express any concerns about the burden of flagging
HELOCs on the HMDA LAR.
o Reverse Mortgage. Two SERs commented that flagging reverse mortgage loans
would not be a problem, although one SER suggested including “no” as a
default response if this data point is included. One SER stated that it does not
originate reverse mortgages.
x

8.6.5

Loan Purpose. SERs generally stated that home improvement loans are
burdensome to report. SERs stated that the amounts of these loans are small and
that compliance costs can make the transaction unprofitable. One SER stated that it
can be burdensome to obtain from the consumer how the loan proceeds will be
used, and another SER noted that an examiner may have a conflicting opinion about
whether a loan is for home improvement.
Loan Features

x

Loan Term. One SER noted that loan term information is not available for denied
or withdrawn loans. Another SER stated that it would be difficult to provide the
data for HELOCs because the maturity date may vary depending on when
subsequent draws are made after the first draw of funds. Another SER urged the
CFPB to develop a consistent definition of the data point, but did not have a
preference for whether the term is expressed in months or years.

x

ARM Introductory Term. One SER encouraged the CFPB to adopt the
Regulation Z definition of introductory term. One SER expressed some concern
about how to measure the introductory term for products where the borrower
controls the introductory period, such as when a special interest rate continues to be
applicable as long as the borrower meets certain conditions.

x

Prepayment Penalty Term. SERs generally stated that, in today’s mortgage lending
environment, prepayment penalties are only assessed on commercial loans. One
SER noted that the prepayment penalties on the FIs commercial loans currently are
tiered according to when the loan is paid off and are manually calculated at the time
of payoff. One SER suggested clarifying what the data point would mean for
HELOCs where the FI does not charge up-front fees but may charge a fee if the
HELOC is paid off within a few years. One SER stated that the QM cap on points
and fees generally precludes it from including a prepayment penalty on a loan. One
SER stated that it does not currently capture this information, but does not foresee
an issue collecting it.

x

Nonamortizing Features (Balloon Payments, Interest-Only Payments, and Negative
Amortization). The SERs collectively agreed that this information is currently
collected and available, but expressed concern about adding additional data points
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that would increase the potential for errors and enforcement actions that become
public.
8.6.6 Loan-to-Value Ratio
x

Property Value. Several SERs indicated that, with some exceptions, property value
is not difficult to collect, but urged the CFPB to be clear about which valuation
must be reported (e.g., the valuation relied upon in making the credit decision). The
SERs noted that property value may not be available for certain types of
transactions, including streamline refinancings, Home Affordable Refinance
Program (“HARP”) loans, certain SBA loans, unsecured loans, and applications that
are withdrawn. One SER suggested including a “not applicable” designation for the
property value for such loans. One SER was concerned that state agencies may
have different documentation requirements, and another SER was concerned that
reporting this data would create re-identification risk for borrowers.

x

Combined Loan-to-Value. SERs were generally concerned about inconsistent
methods for calculating CLTV and urged the CFPB to provide clear guidance on
how CLTV should be calculated in order to avoid reporting errors and inconsistent
regulatory interpretations. One SER noted that Fannie Mae calculates CLTV
differently than Freddie Mac. One SER stated that the data point would be
burdensome to report and may be inaccurate if based on information in credit
reports, which might be skewed. This SER also estimated that it would take
10 minutes to perform the calculation. Another SER was concerned that the data
could be reverse engineered to reveal a borrower’s financial condition and
suggested that, if included in the proposed rule, the CFPB require aggregate
reporting of this data point (e.g., CLTV 80-85%).

8.6.7 Pricing Data
x

Rate Spread. One SER stated that it would be less burdensome to report the
average prime offer rate (“APOR”) than rate spread because APOR tables are
published every week, but rate spread has to be calculated. In addition, the SER
stated that APOR allows FIs to compare variables. Another SER stated that
requiring the rate spread for commercial loans would be difficult because these
loans do not have an APR and would require an APR substitute.

x

Total Points and Fees. The SERs were generally concerned about inconsistent
definitions for points and fees in Federal and State regulations, and the amount of
time and resources it would take to train employees to provide the information.
Some SERs noted that the lack of a standard definition would make it difficult to
automate the information and favored adoption of an existing definition, such as the
one used for QM loans. Other SERs more generally agreed with the need for
clearly defined requirements. In addition, some SERs noted that existing software
programs do not capture all of the different cost components that might go into a
points and fees calculation and that system upgrades would be necessary and costly.
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A few SERs recommended that the CFPB exclude this data point due to the
inconsistent regulatory requirements, complexity of the calculation, and reidentification risk for borrowers.
x

Total Origination Charges. One SER commented that this data point is more
meaningful for fair lending analysis and less expensive to collect than total points
and fees. Another SER stated that the components of total origination charges are
unclear and would be time-consuming and burdensome for FIs to collect. A
different SER suggested delaying implementation of this data point, but
alternatively urged the CFPB to link any amounts to be included to those reported
on Federal Housing Administration, Veterans Affairs, or TILA-RESPA forms. One
SER was concerned that separating origination charges could lead to regulated
pricing.

x

Total Discount Points. A couple of SERs expressed uncertainty as to what would
be included as discount points. One SER expressed concern that the reporting
requirement would be too time-consuming and burdensome for FIs. Another SER
suggested deferring adoption of the data point, but, if required, defining the data
point clearly. One SER addressed issues with how points and fees data are reported
and used differently for various Federal and State-level tests. The SER stated, for
example, that bona fide discount points are a type of fee, but the QM rule, in effect,
imposes limits on how much the rate can be bought down. The SER stated that
loan-level price adjustments (“LLPAs”) should be considered in the definition of
bona fide discount points.

x

Interest Rate. Several SERs encouraged the CFPB to clearly define the interest rate,
if adopted as a data point. One SER stated that, if included, the reported interest
rate should be the initial rate. Two SERs asserted that any requirement to report the
adjusted interest rate must capture the LLPAs, so that the differences in rates could
be determined. One SER noted that interest rates for HELOCs would require
additional documentation and another stated that an enhanced definition of the data
point would be required for HELOCs. A couple of SERs expressed concerns about
borrower privacy, with one noting that the Board had declined to require reporting
of the interest rate for that reason.

x

Risk-Adjusted, Pre-Discounted Interest Rate. With respect to recordkeeping, one
SER stated that the FI manually tracks this data on a specifically designed Excel
spreadsheet, even though the FI uses automated systems for other operations. A
few SERs stated that vendor changes would be required in order to provide this
data, which may lead to additional costs through vendor upgrade fees. One SER
addressed possible different approaches in the interaction of LLPAs and discount
points in the pricing of the loan, while another SER commented that discount points
would apply only after LLPAs were included. Another SER urged caution on how
much pricing information is made public, noting that FIs price loans differently.
The SER also noted that some FIs are concerned that the disclosure of pricing data
will result in regulated pricing, because the information will raise questions about
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differences in prices. One SER stated that the data point would add no value to the
lending portion of its business.
8.6.8 Property Data
x

Census Tract Reporting. One SER stated that it does not have issues with the
current reporting by census tract. Another SER noted that improvements to the
HMDA website of the FFIEC would make it easier to obtain the census tract data.
Some SERs stated they would prefer to continue to report census tract data instead
of reporting parcel ID. One SER stated that because the census tract data is updated
each June, FIs must go back and review their LARs to make sure the data captured
reflects updated census tract information.

x

Total Financed Units. SERs generally encouraged the CFPB to limit the number of
enumerations for reporting the size of multifamily properties. For example, one
SER suggested that the data collection should be limited to two classes: 1- to 4family units and over 4 family units. Another SER agreed, but stated that, if that
suggestion is not adopted, any new requirements should require only ranges, such
as 1 residential unit, 2-5 units, etc. One SER stated that distinguishing singlefamily and multifamily properties provides sufficient information; knowing whether
a multifamily property has 6 or 26 units is not necessary. One SER reported that its
FI currently distinguishes among a single unit, 2- to 4-units, and more than 4 units.
This SER commented that a requirement to identify the exact number of units
would be more work and more costly, and would provide more opportunity for
reporting errors.

x

Multifamily Affordable Housing. The SERs generally did not know if information
about affordable housing programs is currently collected or how it would be
collected. Several SERs noted that it may be a manually intensive process to
determine whether a multifamily property is subject to a restrictive deed and that
some of these properties may be subject to covenants that do not appear on the
deed. A few SERs were concerned that the lack of information about affordable
housing restrictions could result in reporting errors. One SER suggested making the
data point optional for FIs that want to get recognition for this lending activity.
Other SERs noted that this information or similar information on affordable housing
programs is already collected under CRA.

x

Manufactured Housing Details. Several SERs noted the importance of
distinguishing manufactured homes from other dwelling types, because of pricing
differences. One SER urged the CFPB to clarify the definition of manufactured
home. Another SER suggested creating a special category for other unusual
residences that would have pricing differences, such as geodesic homes and log
homes.
o Security Interest. One SER stated that it is important to distinguish how
manufactured housing is secured because chattel financing might appear
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predatory when it is actually appropriate for the product type. Another SER
commented that the security type should be easy to capture and that the
information would be helpful to examiners and consumer advocates.
o Property Interest. One SER noted identifying whether a manufactured home is
to be sited on property that is leased by the homeowner or owned by the
homeowner is useful information. The SER also stated that identifying
cooperative or leasehold interests may be difficult. Another SER stated that it
would be a burden to provide property interest information on manufactured
housing. The SER also stated that the while property interest data is gathered
for loan servicing, it may not be available for withdrawn or denied loans.
x

Owner Occupancy. Two SERs indicated that their records differentiate between
primary and secondary dwellings. One SER stated that the information is in the
individual loan files. The other SER stated that the information is not captured for
commercial loans.

8.7 Alignment with Industry Data Standard
x

SERs that sell loans to Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac or have compliant loan
origination systems generally supported the use of the MISMO data standard.
Some SERs stated that adoption of the data standard would help keep costs low and
allow for more efficient collection of data. One SER noted that there would be a
benefit if state reporting requirements could also be integrated with a data standard.
One SER stated that the cost to add data points to existing software would be
minimal.

x

Tier 3 SERs generally were not familiar with MISMO and were not certain of the
potential benefits. These SERs stated that additional training and other process
adjustments would be required to come into compliance, resulting in increased
costs. Some SERs indicated that they would continue to collect and maintain the
data manually and would realize few benefits of the proposed data standard. One
SER opined that adoption of a data standard could be beneficial if data points are
aligned with business practices.

x

Some SERs expressed concerns regarding implementation of the data standard. For
example, a few SERs were concerned that there would be challenges in applying
the MISMO standard to business and commercial loans. One SER stated that the FI
sells loans to a credit union service organization (“CUSO”) that does not use
MISMO and enters data one loan at a time when the CUSO sells loans in the
secondary market. Other SERs were concerned about increased costs and potential
penalties for errors. One SER noted that the FI uses custom short-form applications
for HELOCs that may not be consistent with a data standard. One SER
recommended making MISMO optional.

33

8.8 Modernizing HMDA Data Process
The Panel also invited the SERs to comment on potential operational improvements
identified by the CFPB that might relate to the impact of the proposals under consideration on
small businesses. Some of the potential improvements discussed might not require rulemaking,
but could affect how small businesses comply with new HMDA requirements.
8.8.1

Geocoding

x

Several SERs stated that geocoding for census tract currently does not raise many
issues. One SER noted that it can be difficult to geocode rural and new
construction properties, and that the geocoding tool on the FFIEC HMDA website
may not work for these properties. One SER stated that geocoding for first
mortgages is not difficult, but it would be a significant manual process to geocode
HELOCs.

x

SERs generally supported the idea of shifting some of the burden of geocoding to
the government. One SER noted that geocoding is the largest source of the FI’s
reporting errors. Some SERs suggested that this effort could be supported more if
the government is also responsible for errors in geocoding. One SER stated that if
FIs are required to return geocoding exceptions for correction, it would prefer to
retain the function. Another SER requested that the CFPB allow FIs to rely on
third-party geocoders, provided that due diligence is performed on the vendor to
confirm accuracy.

8.8.2
x

8.8.3

Web-Based Data Submission Tools
As noted, the SERs generally supported a move to web-based data entry software.
Several SERs also provided specific suggestions about capabilities that would be
helpful to include in a web-based application, such as flexible navigation among
screens. One SER noted that any tools the government could provide for free, the
better. One SER expressed concern about regulators’ ability to access the data
before the FI could perform its own accuracy review.
Submission and Editing Process

x

SERs supported the CFPB’s proposed operational improvements to the data
submission and editing process. The SERs particularly supported moving to a webbased system for data submission that would accommodate network access and
multiple users within a FI.

x

Additionally, SERs supported the CFPB’s proposal to update the HMDA data entry
software to allow for batch editing (multiple edits at once) and smart editing, where
the system would account for loan type and exclude unnecessary data fields before
identifying submission errors. Several SERs identified the need to eliminate error
messages for inapplicable data fields, noting that removing duplicate errors would
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save time responding to error messages and resubmitting data that was not
applicable to the loan type.
x

8.8.4
x

8.8.5
x

Several SERs commented on the difficulty of upgrading systems and integrating
technology within FIs. One SER stated that new technology is the reality of being
competitive, but noted that updating systems can make regulatory compliance
difficult in the transition. A number of SERs agreed that, for HMDA reporting, the
focus should be on improvements to the FFIEC’s free DES, rather than the FIs’ loan
origination systems.
Technical Assistance
Several SERs suggested that the system for providing technical support and
guidance could be improved by providing concrete examples in written materials
and a confirmation of receipt and tracking method for questions submitted to the
regulators. Some SERs expressed concern about inconsistent guidance from
various regulators and requested clarification as to whose interpretation controls.
Modified LAR
SERs generally questioned the utility of the requirement to provide the modified
LAR, noting that the information is now available on the FFIEC website. Most
SERs stated that they never receive requests for the modified LAR and
recommended that the CFPB eliminate the requirement. One SER specifically
recommended that the CFPB require that the modified LAR not include sensitive
data such as credit score, age, income, loan amount, data of application, and date of
action taken. One SER expressed concern that, especially in less populated areas,
the modified LAR could be compared to public records to identify borrowers.

8.9 Impact on the Cost of Business Credit
The SERs had few comments on the impact on the cost of business credit. Not all of the
SERs made loans to small businesses. One credit union SER, however, noted that many of the
FI’s HELs are used by individuals to fund a business. Two bank SERs stated that a high
percentage of their FIs’ loans are small business or commercial loans where homes are typically
used as additional collateral. These two SERs explained that, because competition for loans
currently is strong, the FIs have to absorb extra costs. One of these SERs also stated that so far
its FI has improved efficiency to cut costs and has not imposed a regulatory compliance fee or
marketed its data, as have other FIs, to offset compliance costs. A few SERs noted that their FIs
would likely have to pass additional costs on to business customers. A third bank SER stated
that the FI charges a loan documentation fee to its commercial clients, but because borrowers are
fee-sensitive, the FI could lose business with additional fees. When asked, the SERs did not
identify significant alternatives to any of the proposals under consideration that might minimize
the impact on the cost of credit for small entities while accomplishing the statutory objectives
addressed by the proposals under consideration.
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9. PANEL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
9.1 Entities Affected
The following table provides the CFPB’s estimate of the number and types of entities that
may be affected by the proposals under consideration, as described in this Panel Report:

Category

NAICS

Commercial
banks &
savings
institutions[1]

522110,

Credit
Unions[2]
Mortgage
companies
(Non-bank
lenders)[3]

Small
Entity
Threshold

Total
Entities

# Small
Entities

Entities
originating
dwellingsecured
mortgages

Small entities
originating
dwellingsecured
mortgages

All
HMDA
Reporters
(7406)

SmallEntity
HMDA
Reporters

$500M
assets

7,150

5,816

6,984

5,682

4,368

3,131

522130

$500M
assets

6,960

6,550

4,385

3,976

2,005

1,602

522292

$35.5M
revenues

14,566

14,328

2,930

2,243

1,033

791

522120

[1]

Asset size and engagement counts obtained from 2012 Call Report data as compiled by SNL
Financial. Savings institutions include thrifts, savings banks, mutual banks, and similar
institutions. Estimated number of lenders originating any mortgage transactions includes all open- and
closed-end loans secured by 1-4 family residential properties, and all loans secured by multifamily
residential properties from Schedule RC-C of the Call Report.

[2]

Asset size and engagement in closed-end mortgage loans obtained from 2012 National Credit Union
Administration Call Report. Count of credit unions engaged in closed-end mortgage transactions includes
total first mortgage and other real estate loans, year-to-date from Section 2 of the Call Report.

[3]

Total number of state-licensed mortgage lenders that originated residential mortgages based on
Nationwide Mortgage Licensing System and Registry Mortgage Call Report data for 2012. Brokered loans
were excluded when determining the number of non-bank lenders originating dwelling-secured mortgages.

9.2 Related Federal Rules
As required by the Dodd-Frank Act, the proposals under consideration would implement
new data collection requirements under HMDA. The proposals under consideration also would
revise certain other data collection and reporting requirements in Regulation C as described in
the Outline. Except as discussed in Section 2.2 of this report, the Panel is not aware of any other
Federal regulations that potentially duplicate, overlap, or conflict with the proposals under
consideration.
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9.3 Panel Findings and Recommendations
9.3.1 HMDA Business Process
The SERs confirmed that the CFPB’s preliminary assessment of potential impacts of the
proposals under consideration generally reflected their FIs’ operational tasks accurately.
Similarly, the SERs confirmed that the three representative FI types (reflecting low, medium, and
high levels of complexity) developed by the CFPB could be used to describe the SERs’ FIs. For
SERs that reported on ongoing operating costs, their estimates were largely in line with the
CFPB’s estimated baseline cost per application under existing Regulation C.
Given the uncertainty about which proposals under consideration would be included in
the proposed rulemaking, most SERs did not provide specific estimates of the potential cost
impact of the proposals under consideration. The Panel recommends, however, that the CFPB
continue outreach efforts to encourage small FIs to provide robust data about the potential cost
impact of the proposals under consideration on their own businesses and about their current
HMDA compliance costs. The Panel also recommends that the CFPB solicit comment in the
proposed rule on the business models that it uses to develop its initial benefits and costs analysis
in the proposed rule.
9.3.2

Institutional Coverage

The SERs generally supported the CFPB’s proposal under consideration to increase the
loan threshold to trigger HMDA reporting requirements, but favored increasing the proposed
threshold of 25 to a higher number of loans. The SERs recommended that the Bureau exempt
from HMDA reporting as many small institutions as possible without compromising the integrity
of HMDA data. Some SERs also recommended excluding HELOCs and HELs from the
threshold count, or increasing the threshold, as well as implementing a 2-year look-back period
for triggering HMDA reporting.
The Panel recommends that the CFPB consider whether revisions could be made to
Regulation C that would simplify and clarify the current tests for determining when a FI is
covered by the regulation’s requirements in a manner that would minimize the burden on small
entities while ensuring adequate data collection to fulfill HMDA’s objectives. In particular, the
Panel recommends that the CFPB seek comment in the proposed rule and cost information that
would help the CFPB establish an appropriate loan-volume threshold for establishing
institutional coverage. The Panel also recommends that the CFPB solicit public comment and
compliance cost information on which types of mortgage loans should count toward any loanvolume coverage threshold that the CFPB might adopt. The Panel further recommends that the
CFPB consider whether a multiyear look-back period would establish more predictable coverage
obligations for small FIs.
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9.3.3 Transactional Coverage
The SERs supported excluding unsecured home improvement loans from HMDA data
requirements. Some SERs also suggested excluding certain dwelling-secured loans from the
data collection and reporting requirements, including commercial loans and HELOCs.
The Panel recommends that the CFPB seek comment in the proposed rule on whether
applying Regulation C reporting requirements to dwelling-secured loans without regard to loan
purpose would establish an approach that is easier for FIs to apply than the current reporting
rules that generally rely on a consumer’s stated purpose for the loan. The Panel recommends
that the CFPB solicit public comment on whether any types of dwelling-secured loans should be
excluded from Regulation C’s data collection and reporting requirements and, if so, which types
of loans should be excluded. The Panel encourages the CFPB to consider and seek public
comment on how categories of loans that would be affected by the proposals under consideration
might be related to a FI’s Community Reinvestment Act reporting. The Panel also recommends
that the CFPB specifically solicit public comment on whether clarification on the coverage of
preapprovals is needed and, if so, how the coverage of preapprovals should be determined in
light of HMDA’s purposes.
9.3.4 Data Points
The CFPB is considering collecting additional data points to make HMDA data more
useful in ensuring that FIs are meeting the housing needs of their communities, helping focus
public and private investment in housing, and detecting potential fair lending concerns. As a
general matter, the Panel notes that the SERs expressed concerns about borrower privacy in
relation to various data points in the Outline. The Panel agrees with the SERs that there are
important implications for privacy in some of the data points that the CFPB is considering
proposing and that the CFPB should consider ways to address privacy risks.
Regarding each new data point, the Panel recommends that the CFPB seek public
comment on the one-time and ongoing costs of implementing each proposed new data point and
on any alternatives to or adjustments in each data point that would reduce burden on small
businesses while still meeting the purposes of HMDA. The Panel recognizes that the SERs had
concerns, suggestions, or questions about aspects of the data collection that could apply broadly
to each or many of the data points included in the Outline. Therefore, the Panel recommends
that the CFPB seek comment in the proposed rule on which data points might be particularly
appropriate for, or sensitive to, considerations about costs, as well as the following:
x
x
x
x

Use of ranges, rather than specific amounts, or multiple data points, or averages, for
reporting the relevant data;
Allowing reporting of data relied upon by the FI, rather than data as it is defined
specifically by the CFPB;
Particular difficulties in collecting the data (e.g., for commercial loans and reverse
mortgages);
Alternatives for reporting a data point when the FI does not use that information in its
underwriting and loan processing; and
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x

The need for clear definitions.

To better understand the potential value of the data points, the Panel also recommends
that the CFPB solicit comment on which data points under consideration may have particular
benefits for small businesses and what are those benefits.
9.3.4.1 Unique Identifiers
The SERs had varying reactions to the proposals under consideration that would require
reporting of the unique identifiers specified in the Dodd-Frank Act. The SERs generally
supported the proposal to require the NMLSR ID for the loan originator involved in the
mortgage transaction. The SERs also were open to proposals to improve the current entity
identifier for HMDA reporters. On the other hand, the SERs expressed concerns about proposals
to require a universal loan ID and parcel ID, stating that both of these identifiers would be a
challenge to implement if an application does not result in an origination.
The Panel recognizes that there are ongoing government-wide and industry-wide efforts
to adopt solutions and standards that might be used for entity, loan, and parcel identifiers, and
that the CFPB will continue to participate in and follow those efforts. The Panel also recognizes
that there will be costs associated with adoption of any identifier system. The SERs were
particularly concerned about the feasibility of providing the parcel ID for applications that are
either denied or withdrawn before that information is typically available. The Panel recommends
that the CFPB seek comment on each of the unique identifiers under consideration that were
included in the Dodd-Frank Act. The Panel also recommends that the CFPB solicit comment on
whether each of the identifiers should be required for all entries on the LAR or only for loan
originations and purchases. As applicable, the Panel strongly recommends that the CFPB
consider and seek comment on prohibiting the use of information that could be used to directly
identify an applicant or borrower as any component of a loan identifier.
9.3.4.2

Application Data

The SERs identified a number of concerns regarding the CFPB’s proposals under
consideration relating to additional application data. Generally, the SERs reported that their FIs
used manual underwriting procedures, and that reporting AUS results could provide an
incomplete and distorted picture of loan transactions, triggering unnecessary fair lending
scrutiny. Regarding denial reasons, a number of SERs noted that an FI may have several reasons
for denying a loan, which could complicate reporting. The SERs also were concerned about
reporting application channel and, for commercial loans, the application date.
Based on feedback received from the SERs, the Panel recommends that in the proposed
rule the CFPB solicit additional information on the extent to which AUS-generated information
is used by small FIs and how that information is used in credit decisions. The Panel also
recommends that the CFPB seek public comment on whether any method of reporting on the use
of an AUS that is included in the proposed rule is consistent with the current practices of small
FIs. The Panel acknowledges that data concerning the application channel is required by the
Dodd-Frank Act and recommends that the CFPB seek comment on the most effective means of
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collecting this information. Finally, the Panel recommends that the CFPB consider providing
and seeking public comment on additional guidance on how HMDA reporters may determine the
application date.
9.3.4.3 Applicant and Borrower Data
The SERs suggested a number of changes to the CFPB’s proposals under consideration
regarding the collection and submission of applicant and borrower data. The SERs generally
were concerned that applicant’s or borrower’s DTI involves a complex and time-consuming
calculation. The SERs were not in agreement about whether the CFPB should prescribe the
calculation or allow each FI to report the DTI relied upon according to its own formula. The
SERs also expressed concern about reporting gross annual income for commercial loans, and
suggested that the CFPB provide additional clarification on what should be reported. The SERs
also expressed concern about the privacy implications of reporting additional borrower data,
including age and credit scores, and recommended that the CFPB require reporting of the
information in ranges.
As stated above, the Panel acknowledges the SERs’ concerns about the reporting and
disclosure of sensitive information about applicants and borrowers. The Panel recommends that
the Bureau evaluate ways to address any privacy risks that may be created by the reporting and
disclosure of HMDA data. With respect to specific applicant and borrower data points, the Panel
recommends that, in addition to soliciting comment on whether to require reporting of DTIs, the
CFPB solicit comment on whether it would be less burdensome for small FIs if the CFPB would
adopt a specific method for calculating DTI or would allow the FIs flexibility in developing their
own calculations for DTI. The Panel also recommends that the CFPB consider clarifying
requirements to report the income relied upon for commercial loans.
9.3.4.4

Loan Types

The SERs generally did not oppose reporting the loan type for HMDA-reportable loans,
but expressed some concerns about potential fair lending and data integrity issues for certain
loans types. In particular, the SERs expressed concern about the proposal under consideration to
add a QM flag and whether reporting this data point would make FIs more vulnerable to error
tolerance violations during examinations if any QM designation is later determined to be
incorrect. The SERs stated that reporting loans as having a home improvement purpose would
continue to be burdensome, but did not express concerns about proposals to flag HELOCs and
reverse mortgages.
To address SERs’ concerns, the Panel recommends that the CFPB solicit comment in the
proposed rule on how it could minimize the burden of collecting the QM information on loans.
The Panel also recommends that the CFPB seek comment on any costs and other burdens
associated with existing or potential HMDA requirements related to home improvement loans,
HELOCs, or reverse mortgages.
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9.3.4.5

Loan Features

For the most part, the SERs did not have significant concerns about the CFPB’s proposals
under consideration to require reporting of information pertaining to loan term, prepayment
penalties, the ARM introductory term, and nonamortizing features associated with a loan. The
SERs stated that information regarding nonamortizing features generally is available, but
expressed concern that reporting this information would increase the potential for errors and
enforcement actions. One SER suggested that the CFPB adopt the Regulation Z definition for
the ARM introductory term. The SERs stated that prepayment penalties are not widely used and
typically apply only to commercial loans.
The Panel recognizes that certain loan features, such as the loan term, introductory term,
and nonamortizing loan information, may be expressed in a variety of ways and recommends
that the CFPB seek comment in the proposed rule on which methods of reporting this
information would minimize burden on small FIs while still meeting the Dodd-Frank Act
reporting requirements and purposes of HMDA.
9.3.4.6 Loan-to-Value Ratios
The SERs generally supported the CFPB’s proposal under consideration to require
information needed to determine the LTV ratios for HMDA-reportable loans. However, several
SERs asked the CFPB to make clear which property value would have to be reported if a FI
receives multiple valuations in the loan process. The SERs also noted that the property value
might not be available for certain transactions, including streamline refinancings, HARP loans,
certain SBA loans, unsecured loans, and withdrawn or denied applications. With respect to the
CFPB’s proposal to require reporting of the CLTV ratio, the SERs generally were concerned
about inconsistent methods for calculating the data point. The SERs urged the CFPB to provide
clear guidance on how to calculate CLTV ratio in order to avoid reporting errors and inconsistent
regulatory interpretation. One SER noted privacy concerns related to the CLTV ratio.
The Panel recognizes that FIs may use different calculations and a variety of property
valuation methods in a loan transaction, and that additional guidance may be necessary to ensure
consistency and accuracy in the data reported. The Panel recommends that the CFPB clarify in
the proposed rule and seek public comment on which property valuations must be reported. The
Panel also recommends that, in addition to soliciting comment on whether to require reporting of
the CLTV ratio, the CFPB solicit comment on whether a CFPB-defined calculation method
would be less burdensome for small FIs than allowing the FIs to develop their own calculations
for the CLTV ratio.
9.3.4.7 Pricing Data
The SERs offered differing opinions on the burden of adding the pricing data points
under consideration. They stated that some of the pricing data points would be more helpful in
fair lending analyses and easier to implement than others. The SERs noted that federal and state
law definitions for total points and fees are inconsistent. They stated that the FIs would need to
train employees to collect this information. The SERs generally urged the CFPB to clearly
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define the pricing data requirements. Several SERs stated that the risk-adjusted interest rate and
other non-Dodd-Frank Act pricing data points would be burdensome for small FIs.
The Panel recommends that the CFPB seek comment in the proposed rule on the costs to
small FIs of providing the pricing data. In particular, the Panel recognizes that SERs have
concerns regarding definitions used by Federal and State regulators for pricing and other data
points and that the lack of uniformity can impose burdens on small FIs. Therefore, the Panel
recommends that the CFPB consider aligning the requirements of Regulation C to the pricing
data used in other Federal and State mortgage disclosures as a way to reduce burden.
9.3.4.8

Property Data

The SERs generally stated that they currently collect the property data points under
consideration. Some SERs, however, noted that information about whether the property will be
used as a principal residence, a second home, or an investment property may only be in
individual loan files and may not be available for commercial loans. In addition, some SERs
stated that information concerning multifamily affordable housing is not generally disclosed
during the loan process and may be labor-intensive to obtain. Some SERs expressed a
preference for continuing to report census tract data rather than the parcel ID discussed above in
sections 3.3.1 and 8.6.1. The SERs encouraged the CFPB to limit the number of reporting
options for total residential units. The SERs generally did not oppose collecting information on
manufactured housing, including information on property interest and security interest. Some
SERs, however, noted that it can be difficult to determine whether a dwelling that is already on
site is a manufactured home and that FIs may rely on appraisers for that determination.
The Panel recommends that the CFPB seek public comment in the proposed rule
concerning the extent to which information about multifamily affordable housing programs is
available in mortgage loan files, how FIs currently use this information, and the costs and other
burdens of obtaining this data. The Panel recommends that the CFPB seek public comment on
appropriate alternatives to reporting the total number of residential units, including whether FIs
should report ranges of the number of units. The Panel also recommends that the CFPB solicit
public comment on challenges with requiring FIs to report owner occupancy status as including
reporting second home and investment uses, rather than just use as a principal residence.
9.3.5

Alignment with Industry Data Standard

SERs’ feedback on use of an industry data standard (MISMO) depended on whether the
SERs sell loans in the secondary market, or whether their LOS vendor’s system was aligned with
industry data standards. The SERs whose FIs participate in the secondary market or have more
automated processes generally stated that the alignment with a data standard would help keep
costs low and allow for more efficient collection of data points. Tier 3 SERs, however, generally
were not familiar with MISMO. They were concerned that the adoption of a new data standard
would require additional employee training and other process adjustments. Some SERs were
concerned that there would be challenges in adapting MISMO to business and commercial loans
and potential penalties for errors. One SER recommended making adoption of MISMO optional.
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The Panel understands that some small FIs may not use the MISMO data standards
because they do not sell loans into the secondary market. The Panel recommends that the CFPB
seek comment in the proposed rule from small FIs about whether they, or their vendors, use
MISMO-compliant data definitions and standards and the potential effect on small FIs of
alignment of the HMDA data requirements with MISMO data standards.
9.3.6 Modernizing HMDA Data Process
The Panel acknowledges that most of the process improvements identified by the CFPB
do not require rulemaking and, therefore, are not covered by the SBREFA requirements.
However, the Panel understands that issues related to the possible process improvements
identified by the CFPB are relevant to some of the concerns and issues identified by the SERs
during the Panel process. Therefore, the Panel supports the CFPB’s efforts to identify ways to
make the operational process of HMDA data submission easier for small FIs, including through
geocoding and data submission improvements, and suggests that the CFPB consider inviting
feedback in the proposed rule on any other process improvements that might be made outside of
rulemaking.
In addition, the Panel understands that small FIs rarely, if ever, receive requests from the
public for their modified LARs or disclosure statements, and that making these available as
currently required can be burdensome. The Panel recommends that the CFPB consider seeking
comment in the proposed rule on whether there is a continued need for small FIs to prepare and
make a modified LAR available and whether there may be alternative means of providing the
modified LAR and disclosure statements to the public.
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44

45

46

47

48

49

50

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Sensitivity:

Anne Byrd
CFPB_HMDA_SBREFA
Comments - HMDA Rulemaking
Thursday, March 20, 2014 10:33:29 PM
image8e150a.gif@dd27fcdd.77814db2
imagebe8f0f.jpg@b7a30374.85324794
image8bf0ae.jpg@48c752d7.17c645dc
imageab9222.jpg@3cd3a8b8.205547ba
Confidential

To: Members of the HMDA SBREFA Panel Team
Thank you for the opportunity to participate as a Small Entity Representative on the SBREFA Panel and to have input into
the HMDA rulemaking process. I hope that the information exchanged during the panel meeting, and in the teleconferences
preceding the meeting, will be useful to you. In follow up, I would like to share the following additional comments for your
consideration.
STREAMLINING THE DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING PROCESS
As mentioned during the panel discussion and telephone conferences, the HMDA data collection and reporting process is
labor-intensive, for all reporting institutions (Tier III, as well as Tier I and Tier II institutions). The following
recommendations would help streamline data collection and reporting processes without compromising the accuracy or
integrity of the data:
a) Collection of Government Monitoring Information
Eliminate the need for lenders to record government monitoring information for face-to-face applications, in those instances
where the applicant chooses to not provide the information.
While government monitoring information is vital to the utility of the HMDA data, recording GMI on the basis of visual
observation or the applicant’s surname is highly subjective. The data cannot be validated, and thus, the accuracy of the data
cannot be assured. Most of our company’s mortgage applications are taken by telephone. However, for applications that are
taken face-to-face, we spend an average of 3 hours ($90) to follow up with the loan officer if the information is not recorded
on the application. Further, if the applicant does not want to provide this information, lenders should be able honor the
applicant’s decision and not be placed in a position to second-guess.
b) Quality Edits
Implement a code to identify loan programs that do not require analysis or verification of borrower income, and employee
loans.
The majority of Quality Edits associated with our 2013 HMDA data were related to loans where the borrower’s income has
not been reported on the loan register. Our 2013 HMDA submission included approximately 35 quality edits of this type (out
of a total of 370 application records). All of the edits were associated with government loan programs, such as the FHA
Streamline Refinance and VA Interest Rate Reduction Refinance Loan which do not require analysis or verification of
borrower income, or loans to our employees. Although we were aware of the reasons why income was not reported, we
spent approximately two hours ($100) to verify the edits and submit our response to the Federal Reserve. If such a code(s)
had been in place, we could have avoided this additional data validation step.
c) Geocoding
Enable lenders to rely on third-party vendors to geocode HMDA loan applications, if due diligence is performed on the
vendor to confirm the accuracy of its service.
Geocoding is one of the most important fields in HMDA data because that is what links the subject property to area
demographic information. The accuracy of the geocodes helps to ensure the usefulness of the HMDA data. Although the
FFIEC geocoder is a useful tool, it data must be entered manually on loan-by-loan basis. Further, for new developments and
certain rural locations, we have found the FFIEC tool to only hit 90% of the addresses processed.
Conversely, we use third-party vendor (RATA Associates) for geocoding and submission of our HMDA data. RATA’s
geocoding tool is able to obtain an additional 8-9% hit rate above that of the FFIEC tool. RATA is also cost-effective,
particularly for small institutions. RATA offers a web-based solution that enables the user to log into the software via the
web, import the data from a data extract the lender’s loan origination system or an Excel spreadsheet, scrub the data, geocode
and submit for about $1-$5 per application. Security protocols are also in place to assure the confidentiality and privacy of
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the information. This is not intended as an opportunity to promote this vendor, yet it does illustrate how the use of a thirdparty vendor can be an efficient and cost-effective solution. If we were to do this manually, the cost per application would
increase exponentially to $50-$75 per application.
We still perform internal scrubs of our data throughout the year, and prior to submission, at a cost of about $50 per
application. However, with the use of RATA, our total cost in time and resources is about half what it would be if we
processed our data manually.

COMMERCIAL PURPOSE LOANS
We process few commercial loans that are HMDA-reportable. However, on average, it costs us approximately $50 to
process each reportable application. As proposed, if additional data items such as debt-to-income ratios are required, this
will cause difficulty for virtually all lenders. When considering the ability to repay, lenders evaluate the commercial
borrower’s cash flow and do not calculate a debt-to-income ratio as is done for consumer-purpose loans. Therefore,
guidelines for the computing a debt-to-income ratio for commercial loans would need to be developed to assure consistency
of the data for analysis purposes. We estimate that if such calculations were performed manually, it would add an additional
$50 to the cost of processing the application.
Further, many of our commercial loans to start-up businesses and other small-to-medium size businesses are secured by the
borrower’s principal residence. However, the loan proceeds are typically used as a supplemental source of working capital,
or to purchase inventory or equipment. This calls into question whether the loan should be HMDA-reportable, as the loan is
not related to meeting the housing credit needs of the borrower or the local community. In keeping with the purpose of the
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, we respectfully request that the Panel consider limiting commercial loan reportability to
those where the loan proceeds to purchase, refinance or improve residential housing projects.

In closing, I would again like to thank you for the privilege to participate in this process, and hope to have another
opportunity to participate in the future.
Respectfully,
Anne Byrd
Anne Byrd
Seattle Bank
Seattle, Washington

Anne Byrd , CRCM
VP, Chief Compliance Officer
Seattle Bank
One Union Square
600 University Street, Suite 1850
Seattle, WA 98101-1129
206.436.3438 Direct
206.281.1500 Main 1036 Ext
206.576.8019 Fax
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AByrd@seattlebank.com
www.seattlebank.com
Stay in the loop:

Disclaimer: The information contained in this message is confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s) and may contain
information that is privileged or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, or an employee or
agent responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that it is strictly prohibited (a) to
disseminate, distribute or copy this communication or any of the information contained in it, or (b) to take any action based on the
information in it. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message and
deleting the message and any included attachments from your computer. Thank you.
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CFPB/OMB/SBA HMDA SBREFA Panel
March 6, 2014 – Additional Comments from Rhonda R. Castaneda, SER
Since 1905 The Bank of Fayette County has served the financial needs of the citizens
of Fayette County and the surrounding communities. The Bank is now a $320 million
asset sized community bank with nine branches in Fayette County, Hardeman County,
and McNairy County, Tennessee. We serve a socioeconomically diverse community
and provide financing for $20,000 homes as well as $1,000,000 homes.
Current HMDA Procedures
We currently collect HMDA data at the loan processor level by completion of a HMDA
information sheet generated by our loan processing software by the processor. There is
a HMDA processor who is responsible for reviewing all possible loans that could be
HMDA-reportable. That person also keeps a spreadsheet as well as inputting the
information directly onto the LAR as she gets loans that need to be loaded. Edit checks
are conducted manually on all LAR entries by the Compliance Officer. We submit the
LAR through the DES. There is no integration of systems. The current HMDA reporting
process is manual and requires expertise to enter data. The majority of community
banks in this area are primarily Tier 3 reporters.
The most costly operational steps for HMDA compliance are the processors’, the HMDA
processor’s and the Compliance Officer’s time. The least costly steps are not paying for
additional LOS vendor software and using tools available through the FFIEC website.
The HMDA processor estimates that she spends approximately 300-400 hours per year
on the entire HMDA process which for 2013 included 152 LAR entries. The Compliance
Officer spends approximately 40 hours per year on the HMDA process. We anticipate
that the additional data points of the required Dodd-Frank additions will probably add
one-third of the current time to what is now expended and will double the time and
money expended if even a few of the additional proposed data points are added.
The average time required to complete an individual LAR entry is minimal compared to
the entire time required to gather the data and ensure the information is correct. Much
of the data must be gathered manually from the loan file for entry into the LAR which is
a time-consuming process. We estimate that it takes at a minimum an hour for each
LAR entry. If the changes are adopted as proposed, this will substantially increase that
time.
Estimated Additional Time and Burden
Because we are not already tracking any of the proposed additional data points, even
just a few additional proposed data points will significantly add to the time required and
we anticipate that it will take at least double the time as what is now being expended.
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Depending on the finalized regulation, it may entail hiring another employee for the loan
department. We have already added three employees to the Loan Operations
Department since the most recent changes to RESPA and Reg Z to meet the increased
compliance demands. Depending on the number of additional data points implemented,
it may mean that we will need to try and hire an additional employee but there just isn’t
a pool of qualified applicants in this area.
For example, a Compliance Officer from a small community bank recently advertised for
a compliance employee in the Memphis area. She even posted an ad with the
Tennessee Bankers Association. She received no applications whatsoever within six
months. So even within a large metropolitan area, she was unable to find or hire either a
qualified compliance candidate or someone that was interested and had the desire to
work in compliance. This lack of viable candidates and the increasing demand for
qualified personnel to process real estate loans can have a significant negative impact
on smaller institutions; one of the anticipated outcomes may be the inability to continue
offering certain products and services due to lack of qualified personnel to process
loans.
Aligning HMDA Data with MISO/ULDD Standards
I, as well as all the community bank representatives that I have spoken to, am
unfamiliar with these standards. Therefore, adopting these standards for HMDA will
require additional training and adjustments. Dodd-Frank is already expanding the LAR
significantly. This could be extremely burdensome to small entities since usually only
one or a few employees are responsible for HMDA at each FI and have many other
duties. This would significantly slow down the process and be very costly in terms of
employee hours spent unnecessarily trying to adjust to not only new fields but new
standards. Training time would be significantly impacted. MIMSO standards are not
available for commercial and business loans, creating additional challenges.
Points & Fees
Not all FIs calculate points and fees the same and, in fact, most lenders within a
particular institution do not calculate points and fees in the same manner. We currently
do not track points and fees except as a check for HOEPA. This carries with it a high
implementation and reporting compliance burden. Our current computer software
systems are unable to distinguish, for example, what portion of an insurance premium
charged by our insurance affiliate should be included in the points and fees test without
a manual calculation. Because the amount of fee retained by the insurance affiliate may
vary according to insurance product, I don’t see how any vendor could set up a system
to correctly identify that portion on a loan by loan basis. Therefore, this one element
alone will require additional calculations. The expectations of bank examiners impose
additional burdens since there is virtually no tolerance for errors, requiring additional
review for precision.
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I strongly feel that the proposed additional points and fees information should not be
added. Specifically, separating out total origination charges could lead to price fixing
and I fail to see the significance of adding any of the other information.
There is also the critical concern about protecting the privacy of loan applicants.
Currently, it is relatively easy to reverse engineer HMDA data to identify individual
borrowers. With the added points, it will be an extremely attractive database for identity
thieves and other cybercriminals. The extensive information will also be highly useful to
competitors since it will expose proprietary underwriting information. I think none of the
additional points and fees information should be added but if it is, none of this
information should be shared with the general public or other FIs.
Multi-Family Properties
Requirement to report whether multifamily properties have affordable housing deed
restrictions could be very difficult to obtain. A lot of times affordable housing deed
restrictions are not part of the deed per se but are instead amendments to restrictions
filed as separate documents. This could become quite cumbersome to research,
assuming the information could be identified. Besides, if there were any affordable
housing restrictions on multifamily properties, it would be reported under CRA and the
data is, therefore, already captured albeit in a different format. If you desire to identify
that information, it might not be readily known to the FI and, if so, would there be any
penalty for not providing that information if unknown?
Manufactured Housing
On the proposed addition of the construction method type, at least in this area, the only
information that is available would be whether the home was a “mobile home” or not;
there is no information on other non-traditional methods of construction. Records in the
area currently do not have information about a dwelling’s construction method, such as
site-built or manufactured housing.
If you are going to track manufactured housing and whether the borrower owns or rents
the underlying land, you also need an additional category for “neither;” e.g. borrower is
placing manufactured home on land owned by relatives and is not paying any rent.
Proposed Mandatory Inclusion of HELs and HELOCs
Mandatory inclusion of HELs and HELOCs will increase the time required by the HMDA
processor to do data entry and scrub. Because open end lines of credit and home
equity lines of credit are used for widely varying reasons, I do not believe that this
information would be particularly relevant to HMDA purposes. Many of these loans are
made for purposes unrelated to housing, like education, vacations, purchase of an
automobile and so forth. Including this information will skew the data on home
ownership with information that has nothing to do with housing.
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There is a possibility for current non-HMDA reporters to have great difficulty trying to
learn all the ins and outs of HMDA for HELOCs and HELs if the FI did not offer other
consumer dwelling-secured loan products specifically because of the complexity of
doing so. The Federal Reserve carefully considered and decided against including this
information previously and their analysis should be factored into any decision by the
CFPB.
Proposed Addition of CLTV
Reporting of combined LTV would be burdensome. Which unpaid multiple loans? Other
FIs? Ones we know of? This could be an inaccurate figure if you only went off the credit
report to obtain this information because some lenders do not report to credit bureaus
so the data could be skewed. This could be very misleading. It would also be
burdensome information to collect but would provide little useful data.
Proposed Addition of Qualified Mortgage (QM) Status
There are several definitions of QMs so the collection of this information would not be
consistent for comparison purposes. Couldn’t this information be used by the examiners
for adverse fair lending findings if the FI made no QMs? On the surface, if this
information is released to the public, it could skew the marketplace to larger lenders that
only make QMs. Borrowers that cannot qualify for QM status for whatever reason would
not understand the difference between a QM and a non-QM loan. This could have the
unintended consequence of discouraging banks from offering non-QM loans.
Proposed Additional Information for Denied Loans
Increasing reporting of information on denied applications to include items such as
property value, total points and fees, etc. does not take into consideration that in a lot of
instances, the bank will not receive much information other than the customer’s
personal information, the property address, and the amount requested. Requiring the
bank to furnish additional information for denied applications could be really
burdensome. In addition, the bank would be guessing a lot of time at the information
since there is no incentive for a denied applicant to provide information that was not
collected. Therefore, if the change proceeds, there would also need to be an option that
the information was not collected or available.
Protecting Consumer Privacy
I absolutely believe that consumer privacy is of utmost importance. I think that credit
score and age in addition to the current data fields should be deleted before making the
modified LAR available to the public. Additionally, I believe the total points and fees
(including origination fees if this is broken out into another field), any interest rate and
even the loan originator ID be removed prior to making the modified LAR available to
the public.
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Summary
HMDA already is a complex and difficult regulation. The examiners allow only a very low
threshold for errors. Therefore, most community banks’ senior and most highly
compensated employees have direct involvement with the HMDA process. Most
community bank employees wear “multiple hats.” The changes will necessitate
additional employees solely for compliance but will also be likely to cause lenders to cut
back on loan products and services, particularly for marginal borrowers that do not
readily meet the confines of “standard” loans.
While I understand the desire to make all the changes at once, you need to consider
that there have already been massive changes that carry significant monetary penalties
and the GFE and HUD are going to massively change in just a little over a year. Our
loan processors struggle now to understand the complex and sometimes contradictory
regulations. We want to comply but it is not easy in the least.
Resources are already thinly stretched in community banks. We are continually
examined including for fair lending on a regular basis. Therefore, my suggestion is that
only the additions required by Dodd-Frank be enacted. There is a cost to each
additional data point which will ultimately be borne by loan applicants and which will
mean marginal applicants may no longer have access to credit.
I want to thank the CFPB for the opportunity to share my thoughts as a SER
representing community banks.
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CFPB/SBA/OMG HMDA SBREFA Panel Meeting – Thursday, March 6, 2014
Outreach Meeting held at the U.S. Department of Treasury – Washington, D.C.
Additional Written Comments from SER Jeremy Gray, Rock Canyon Bank, Pleasant Grove, Utah:
Background: Rock Canyon Bank is a $198 million community bank based in Utah. The bank, which was
chartered in late 1991, specializes in commercial loans. Rock Canyon Bank is supervised by the FDIC
with 3 offices and 54 employees. The CFPB worked to classify institutions among three different tiers.
Based on our loan processes, procedures, technology, and complexity, we are unquestionably a Tier 3
bank, with much of our HMDA tasks being performed manually.
1. The Loan Application Threshold for Reporting Should be Increased. As proposed, banks with 25
or less closed-end loans would be exempt under the proposal. The CFPB should consider raising
the threshold to a much higher amount. As an illustrative example, based on an analysis of 2012
HMDA data, if the CFPB were to raise the threshold to 100, most loans would still get reported
and there would be ample data to analyze and identify potential fair lending issues. In studying
all 50 U.S. states, based on a 100-loan exemption, funded loans reported would have been 96%
of all mortgage loans, with some states still reporting up to 99% of funded loans. There were
9,739,921 funded HMDA loans during 2012, and the 100 threshold still captures 9,336,103
loans, or 96%. Just in the top 25 of 50 states, over 6,100 institutions would still report data.
Considering all 50 states, financial institutions (FI’s) still required to report would have reached a
total of 8,320 (based on 2012 data). What does the additional 3% really provide us – what is the
cost-benefit of that 3% in particular? Increasing the threshold to a threshold of at least 100
loans provides for ample data collection and still fulfills the purposes of HMDA while greatly
reducing burden. In fact, when adding the reportable applications for 2012, if just the top two
FI’s are considered (Wells Fargo and Chase), total loans are 4,321,595—accounting for 44% of
reported loans! If the Top 10 are considered, the aggregate loan count jumps to 7,131,282; or
73%.
Generally speaking, small FI’s are not the root of banking problems, including discrimination,
egregious violations of law, or industry-wide impact. At the same time, smaller institutions do
not have the resources to keep up with the pace of regulatory change, especially considering the
other economic market factors such as squeezed net interest margins, interest rate risk,
influence on vendors, etc. (Please see supportive evidence in the George Mason University,
Mercatus Center study on “How Are Small Banks Faring Under Dodd-Frank?”.)
a. The CFPB also must address which loans are counted for the threshold. Would the 25
(or other number) of countable loans be on a “per loan entry” basis or based on a
“relationship” basis? For example, our LAR consists of 6 separate loans to one business
entity which is an LLC. Would that count as 6 transactions or just 1? For us, just by
having 2 or 3 of these borrowers could easily inflate the loans countable towards the
threshold past the 25 threshold. What if the 25 applied to consumer purpose loan only?
Does this practice accurately serve the purposes of HMDA?
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b. The threshold should be based on a two-year period, similar to CRA. Whatever the
threshold, CFPB should adopt a two-year (or similar model) look back period for
reporters so that when an abnormal spike happens during one year, it doesn’t
automatically cause reporting perpetually or having to ride the rollercoaster of
continually reporting on and off.
2. CFPB should define “Gross Income” clearly. There is much ambiguity with this data point. For
example, I shared an actual example of this data point and the HMDA Help email address for
clarification where the applicant’s tax return listed $2k “gross income” yet the applicant had
over $100k of “cash flow;” HMDA Help would not opine, indicating that since there is no
definition in Regulation C, they could not provide assistance. There is a significant difference
between the two incomes and yet which one is reported makes a significant difference.
3. HMDA Help needs to be improved. In the past year, to get guidance on a question, the bank emailed a query three times (December 2013, January 2014, and February 2014) but did not
receive any response—not even a “we’re researching it and we’ll get back to you…”. As of
March 17, 2014, there is still no answer to the question. This places filers in an awkward
position.
4. The proposed changes will entail significant costs. After meeting with a group of Peer Banks,
every community bank expressed concern about increased costs of compliance with the new,
expansive HMDA rule (and Dodd-Frank Act (DFA) requirements in general). In all cases, not one
bank has a dedicated HMDA person—all of them have compliance officers who wear multiple
hats and have various responsibilities. Average times for loan file scrubs were about 20-30
minutes for each file for the community banks and about half that for regional banks. One
community bank is completely shutting down their mortgage division this year due to the
regulatory burden—they feel it is no longer worth the cost and risk. Added requirements from
more expansive HMDA requirements will only aggravate the situation.
a. One banker told of an experience with a particular examiner. The first thing mentioned
by the examiner was that, “I’ve made every one of the banks I’ve examined resubmit
their LAR’s”. This type of examination and implementation attitude is
counterproductive. As pointed out during the SBREFA panel, the role of enforcement
regulators must be taken into account.
5. Community banks have a difficult time hiring qualified personnel. In connection with the above
Peer Banks comment, qualified personnel are becoming harder and harder to find for
community banks. Most qualified personnel end up being generously rewarded at large banks;
while community bank compliance officers often must wear multiple hats within the bank and
have greater workload, they get compensated less due to the already limited resources but
must work harder due to lack of economies of scale at small banks.
6. Added costs must be considered in the process. Tier 3 FI’s (as referenced in the CFPB’s Outline
of Proposals), have increased costs in processing each loan application. The new rules will
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increase these costs as most of these types of FI’s have manual processes. Further, software
costs implemented by vendors will undoubtedly be passed on to banks, which in turn, must
further pass along the costs to customers. Small banks cannot simply absorb these heavily
manual cost processes and will be forced to either pass the costs along to borrowers or even
discontinue offering certain products. (This is also supported by the Mercatus Center survey.)
7. Reporting HELOCs should be optional. Reporting HELOC’s should continue to be optional. This
product type is so unique that it is difficult to determine loan purpose and track how funds are
used. Reporting all HELOCs will undoubtedly result in reporting many loans which are unrelated
to home purchase or home improvement which will in turn produce misleading information
about mortgage markets. HELOC’s are exempt from other regulatory requirements due to their
nature and we propose that they continue to be optionally reported. Reporting HELOC’s does
not necessarily coincide with the purposes of HMDA. If open-end credit is included, our LAR
easily triples, along with any associated costs (mostly time/labor wages).
8. Cost of Compliance estimates should be revised for accuracy –
a. Estimated cost per LAR record: for our very manual Tier 3 FI, our estimated cost is
approximately $225 per LAR record. Two other FI’s within our community, both Tier 2
FI’s, have a baseline cost of approximately $100; with projected costs after the proposed
changes are implemented being $150 per record; these two FI’s are very similar in asset
size.
b. Estimated time is 45 minutes per LAR record to complete from beginning of
determination of whether or not to report, from actually filing the completed record in
the physical loan file, another 30 minutes for each LAR record to audit and verify the
information including updating the LAR in the DES. Cost per LAR record is estimated at
$225/per record. Again, this is difficult for a smaller financial institution to estimate due
to the spectrum of lending personnel and salaries involved in the process, especially
those in senior management that are involved in the loan underwriting and approval
process.
c. Different variables will easily have different compliance costs. For example, entering a
data point of sex of the applicant/borrower is very easy. On the other hand, gross
income is much more complex. Credit scores could be complex due to variety of scores,
usage, etc. Collecting data points on business loans would come at a much larger cost
since some of the data is not maintained in our MIS, nor is it calculated (e.g., total points
and fees). Most of the new data points will require a much more manual process,
equally increased compliance costs significantly. The information will either have to be
retrieved manually from loan files or the data point created for the LAR.
d. Providing the Modified LAR is very easy and comes at very little cost. However, there are
few if any requests to produce the Modified LAR. It would be logical to update the
regulation to direct interested parties (very, very few, if any) to get the data online via
the government website (FFIEC). This would also let the government track requests.
e. CFPB must also consider the opportunity cost of doing something more productive
instead of filing HMDA data, in addition to the increased baseline costs (citing once
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f.

again the Mercatus Center Study Results). Time reporting HMDA data detracts from
other opportunities, including serving customers.
Each additional data field translates into an additional cost and time burden for small
FI’s with already limited resources. We anticipate the cost per LAR record to easily jump
an additional $50-$100 if the new data points are adopted as proposed. This limits our
ability to effectively compete and may impact whether or not we continue to offer
certain products or services. We will undoubtedly be forced to pass this increased cost
onto our clients, which could further limit access to credit. Some banks are even shying
away or completely discontinuing certain types of lending. Many small banks rely on
non-cookie-cutter loans, and have niches in “out of the box” lending with borrowers
they know well and have developed long histories with. If these types of loans become
less profitable, many banks might shut that type of lending down completely, with
ultimate harm coming to the consumers/borrowers who may have no alternative
sources for these loans.

9. CFPB needs to clearly explain the rationale behind each added data point. We understand that
having additional data provides for more robust analyses. However, at what point do we have
“paralysis of analysis” from so much data, like different kinds of interest rates on the LAR?
10. CFPB must be Sensitive to Privacy Concerns. Some rural areas have limited housing and
population. Including data points such as age and credit score to the public raises major
concerns about the pubic having more information to target individuals and know their financial
situation. Some transparency is good but too much is dangerous and threatens individuals since
all the additional data raises serious privacy concerns by increasing information available for and
easily accessible to data thieves.
11. Business loans should be exempt from Reporting. Please exempt business credit from the LAR.
As a general rule, information from business or commercial credit provides little useful
information on housing or possible discrimination but can be extremely burdensome to report.
Loans to businesses don’t provide GMI, income, or other factors that are currently used in Fair
Lending analyses. Also, small business loans are generally a large portion of small banks’ LAR’s.
For our bank, business loans represent about 90% of our LAR every year. Drilling down to data
points such as points and fees that are not applicable on business credits will be more costly in
terms of staff time. These banks are still subject to Compliance, Fair Lending, and CRA exams
and Fair Lending analyses can continue to be performed during these on-site regulatory
examinations. This appears to be a feasible alternative (in addition to raising the numbers of
loans threshold from 25 to a higher amount), especially with the increase in reportable
transactions from non-DI’s. Many commercial borrowers pledge their residences (both primary
and secondary/vacation homes) as collateral—sometimes even as a “psychological effect”—
known as an “abundance of caution”. If the HMDA net includes all dwelling-secured loans, our
LAR again triples over, and again it disincentives commercial lenders from taking the home as
additional collateral, potentially increasing credit risk (affecting safety-and-soundness) and/or
limiting access to credit for many very small businesses, especially the “ma and pa” shops
throughout the country.
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HMDA is already a complex and ambiguous regulation – yes, the proposal is making a few things
more simple, but the net result with all these additions is more complexity and increased costs,
with most likely not a parallel in increased productivity or benefit to fulfill the purpose of HMDA.
Compliance expert David Dickinson has cited the complexity of HMDA as “putting a square peg
in a round hole.”

12. The Modified LAR is rarely requested. During a few different meetings, the question was asked
how many times a member of public has requested the public LAR. Not one banker polled had
ever provided a “regular” public individual a copy of their LAR based on a formal request and
some of these bankers have been in the business for 30-40 years. The question was posed,
“Can’t the public just access the applicable information online via the FFIEC?” Excellent point:
the government should be responsible for providing the modified LAR.
13. There Should be an Established and Clearly Specified Tolerance for Error Rates. Currently, the
prudential regulators allow virtually no room for error on the HMDA-LAR. With the increase in
data points, will there be a corresponding increase in the error tolerance? As it is now, HMDA is
very unforgiving and much time is spent getting the results “perfect”. It also is one regulation
where examiners penalize an FI for “over disclosure”. Since the tolerance is based on a
percentage, when considering a bank that has small number of LAR records, this leaves very
little leeway for error; this is unreasonable given that any processes involving humans inevitably
involves some type of tolerable error rates.
14. Training Costs will increase both from a one-time perspective, in addition to ongoing
requirements. The expansive LAR will require additional training time with lenders, assistants,
processors, reviewers, auditors, approvers, etc. The fact that we train every employee who even
potentially touches a HMDA loan equates with many man hours in the classroom and online.
The cost to train senior level groups and the board also is a large cost considering this group is
most highly compensated.
a. Staff time for Rock Canyon Bank (RCB) is estimated at 150 hours—costs associated with
HMDA include training time and dollars (both training the line staff and training the
trainer), forms preparation/review, time spent determining whether or not an
application is reportable, time filling out the HMDA Worksheet, transcribing that into
the LAR, and then performing verifications and audits on the data based on a monthly,
quarterly, and annually basis (the 18 operational steps). The largest expense is staff time
– the cost is difficult to estimate due to the wide spectrum of salaries across the lending
function along with the uncertainty of the final changes. A lower-end salary of a credit
analyst involved in the process (i.e., collecting GMI, underwriting and calculating gross
income, etc.), to a high level of the CCO or even the President of the bank. All lending
staff members receive annual training, both online and in the classroom. Cost of HMDA
training annually (for all types of training) is estimated at $3,000. (We also typically have
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two individuals go over HMDA data simultaneously, so there is an inflationary cost due
to that process).
15. Upgrading DES to web-based filing and multiple users capability = good change! This will help
alleviate some of the frustrations and incapability’s of single-user stations.
16. The Outline of Proposals document has many hypotheticals, accompanied by “may, could, and
might”; yet there are little to no strongly supported benefits for FI’s and consumers. This type of
vast modification should be accompanied by enhancements that strongly equate to definitive
improvements and ensuing results. So far this appears to be Win-Lose-Lose: A win for the CFPB,
a loss for both banks and consumers.
a. Number of times “may” appears in document = 141; or an average of 1.72 times per
page
b. Number of times “could” = 29
c. Number of times “might” = 20
d. Number of times “will” = 59
17. Loan Originator Unique Identifiers has potential privacy implications. Requiring the LAR to
include a unique loan originator identifier may raise privacy concerns for the officers. While it
may be understandable to require banks to collect, if made public, it may be the source for
possible incrimination. For example, if a loan officer originated a large number of loans the bank
subsequently fails unrelated to the loan underwriting, the question arises whether this officer
has a diminished employment prospect due to being identified as one of the top producers of a
failed institution, under no fault on his own wrongdoing.
18. The Changed Demands under the Proposal Could Negatively Affect the Efficiency Ratio of
Smaller Institutions. For YE 2013, there were approximately 5,492 FI’s with Total Assets LTE
$500MM. The average Efficiency Ratio of these institutions was 91.05, which is already not
considered “efficient” based on industry standards. Said ratio has increased over the past two
years from 74.15 and 76.26 for years ended 2012 and 2011, respectively. This is most notably a
direct result of increased personnel to manage the spike in regulatory load. Small institutions
are considering M&A activity based on inefficiencies, as supported by both personal knowledge
and the recently released Small Bank Cost study from the Mercatus Center. One community
bank in our state recently merged with another where the number one driver of the merger was
compliance costs outpacing loan growth and revenues, with no relief for the foreseeable future.
Conclusion
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the SBREFA Panel.
While the desire for more data to analyze mortgage markets is understandable, there are significant
costs to producing the information. These costs affect borrowers by increasing the fees associated
with mortgage loans and with reduced access to products and services. The greatest impact will be
felt by marginal borrowers or borrowers who might not have access to alternatives. Each and every
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data point that is added to the HMDA-LAR will have an impact and will likely reduce access to credit.
At the same time, each additional data point is another reduction in the privacy of consumers and
the more data that is collected, the greater chance that an individual consumer will be the victim of
identity theft. Finally, the burdens imposed by the additional regulatory requirements will affect the
ability of community banks to continue to serve their communities, as has been recognized in the
citations that follow. Thank you for the opportunity to serve as a SER and for considering the
collective concerns of small institutions.

Officials & Studies Recognize the Significant Burden Already Imposed on Community Banks
19. FDIC Chairman Gruenberg’s comments at ICBA Convention on March 4, 2014 underscore the
impact of new regulatory mandates on smaller institutions; the loss of community banks has a
negative impact on the communities and people these banks serve. Below are two excerpts
from his recorded speech:

1. FDIC Research on Community Banks
I'm sure that many of you are aware that the FDIC released a major study at the end of 2012 on the role
of community banks in the banking system of the United States.
This was the first major study ever done on the contribution and role of community banks in our financial
system.
There were two key findings from that study that many of you may be aware of.
One, that community banks matter, and are critically important to the functioning of our banking system
and economy.
The study found that community banks account for about 14 percent of the banking assets in the United
States, and at the same time they account for around 46 percent of all the small loans to businesses and
farms made by all banks in the United States.
With just 14 percent of industry assets, community banks account for nearly half of all the small business
lending done by all banks in the United States – a critical function for our banking system.
In addition, the Study found that while there are about 3,000 counties in the United States,
approximately 600 of them would have no physical banking presence if not for the community banks
operating there.
So for thousands of small towns, rural communities and urban neighborhoods around the United States,
if not for community banks there would be no physical access to a federally insured institution, and for a
lot of communities that's vital to the survival of the community itself.
So, number one, community banks matter.
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Number two is that even through this very challenging period of these past five years since the crisis, the
community bank business model has actually held up quite well.
The core model of community banks, as our Study defined it, is careful relationship lending, funded by
stable core deposits, focused on the local geographic community that the bank knows well.
The vast majority of community banks that stayed with that business model actually came through this
very difficult period quite well.
It's true that over 400 banks with assets under $1 billion failed during the course of this crisis.
But the fact is – and we know this because the FDIC Board approves every failing bank case – those
institutions, virtually without exception, departed from the traditional model and tried to grow faster
with risky assets often funded by volatile brokered deposits.
And they're the ones that ended up on our failing bank list.
The traditional community banks did not.
So the bottom line findings of our Study were that community banks matter and are important to the
banking system and the economy, and, that the community bank business model remains quite viable.
2. Consolidation and the Future of Community Banking
I wanted to conclude my remarks today by sharing with you some preliminary findings of a report that
the FDIC is going to release in the near future on consolidation in the banking industry over the past 30
years and particularly on consolidation in the community banking sector.
I wanted to share some highlights of this work with you because I think it sheds some light on this whole
issue.
The headline number that people have focused on is the fact that 30 years ago, in 1984, there were
about 18,000 federally-insured institutions in the United States.
At the end of last year there were just under 7,000.
And so the obvious concern raised is there has been a substantial reduction in the number of banks in the
United States, and a particular concern about the reduction in the number of community banks.
Will this consolidation trend continue? What will it mean for the future of community banks?
Clearly consolidation has taken place, and is continuing, in the community banking sector.

20. Additional quotes from a George Mason University, Mercatus Center Study, “How Are Small
Banks Faring Under Dodd-Frank?” (Excerpts taken from ABA Daily Newsbytes and ICBA News,
both daily digests from industry trade groups) also emphasize the impact of regulations on
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smaller institutions which will only be aggravated by the significant changes proposed for HMDA
which the CFPB must recognize as a significant cost to the proposed changes.

Select Quotes on Regulatory Burden from Mercatus Center Study:
x

Increased regulatory burdens have led small banks to reconsider their product and service
offerings. Based on the responses, we expect that the small bank share of the residential
mortgage business will shrink considerably.
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x

More generally, Dodd-Frank’s exemptions do not appear to effectively shield small banks from
new burdens. The survival of small banks is important because they are particularly well-suited
to serving small communities, small businesses, and borrowers with unique needs. Regulatory
burdens on small banks translate into limited options for consumers. Federal policy can support
small financial institutions by freeing them from regulatory burdens that impose costs without
corresponding benefits.

x

Small banks were not responsible for the crisis and should not pay for larger financial
institutions’ missteps. Senator Dodd challenged the “myth” that “Dodd-Frank hurts small
businesses and community banks” and explained that “[t]he law is squarely aimed at better
regulating the largest and most complex Wall Street firms—the ones that were most responsible
for the crisis and still present the most risk. Small community banks were victims of the crisis,
with hundreds failing as a result of the big banks’ risky gambles.”

x

Our findings suggest that Dodd-Frank has deeply affected small banks. They are spending more
time and money on compliance and, in some cases, are shifting away from products, such as
residential mortgage loans, for which the regulatory burden appears to outweigh the benefits of
continued involvement. Dodd- Frank’s effects differ in nature and degree across small banks,
and compliance costs may moderate as regulators more clearly define regulatory requirements
and banks get accustomed to complying with the new regulators and regulatory requirements.
The prevailing sentiment among surveyed banks, however, is that regulatory-compliance
burdens are becoming a growing obstacle to small banks’ profitability and their ability to serve
their communities.
Small banks play a key role in many market segments. Community banks provide 48.1% of small
business loans issued by U.S. banks, 15.7% of residential mortgage lending, 43.8% of farmland
lending, 42.8% of farm lending, 34.7% of commercial real estate loans, and hold 20% of all retail
deposits at U.S. banks as of 2010.” As these figures suggest, small banks are particularly
important as agricultural lenders and small-business lenders.[Small banks hold only 15% of
residential loans…]

x

x

Compliance issues may be a particular distraction for high-level managers at small banks, who
already have a number of disparate responsibilities. A large part of the labor cost of complying
with regulations is the time that bank officers and managers devote to compliance activities,
especially the time devoted to complying with new regulations or major revisions of
regulations.” Compliance issues may also affect the customers of small banks. Small banks,
looking for ways of recouping the increases in fixed costs, may, depending on the competitive
landscape, pass these costs on to customers in the form of limited product offerings and higher
prices for basic products and services. Regulatory burdens, therefore, can result in harm to small
bank customers.

x

The long-term ramifications of Dodd-Frank on bank customers are unclear. Some have already
seen their fees increase, and respondents anticipated that additional fee increases are coming.
It is not clear that consumers are benefiting from the regulations intended to protect them.
Respondents expressed frustration that many of the new compliance burdens are not beneficial
to the customers that these new regulations are supposed to help.
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x

Concern for Community Banks in general: small banks have declined from 11,058 in 1993 to
6,279 in 2013. This 43% decline is concerning, and the additional regulatory workload will
undoubtedly impact the continued decline of the community bank, which has been openly
hailed as a backbone to America’s small businesses. Another 26% anticipate engaging in merger
and acquisition activity in the next five years (Pierce, 2014, p.57).

x

Below charts were taken from the George Mason University, Mercatus Center study, How Are
Small Bank Faring Under Dodd-Frank?
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Respectfully submitted,
Jeremy K. Gray, CRC, CRCM, CCBCO
Small Entity Representative
Pleasant Grove, Utah
Page 13 of 13
71




March 19, 2014

Mr. Dan Sokolov
Small Business Review Panel Chair
1700 G. Street
Washington, DC 20552
RE: Comment letter regarding proposed rulemaking for additional HMDA data requirements
Dear Mr. Sokolov,
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the SBREFA Outreach Meeting for proposed rulemaking
on the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA). We appreciate the opportunity to provide input during
CFPB’s rulemaking process to minimize costs and reduce burden on smaller creditors.
Wichita Federal Credit Union is an $80M institution serving 9,000 credit union members in Wichita,
Kansas. We originated $16M in first mortgages in 2013 with an average loan amount of $120,000. We
reported 247 applications to HMDA (including second mortgages) and received a total of 411
applications in 2013. We have a three-person mortgage department and our processes are 100%
manual (tier 3). Our secondary market servicer, with nearly $1B in mortgages, does not use the MISMO
or ULDD data format, and has no plan to change formats. Our estimated annual expense to report
current HMDA data is $6,000, or $25 per application. Our estimated annual expense to report 13
additional data points required under Dodd-Frank is $1,778, or $7 per application. Our estimated annual
expense to report 16 additional data points under consideration of the CFPB if $1,778, or $7 per
application. There is absolutely no value or benefit for us as an institution to collect current or proposed
HMDA data. The only reason we collect the data is to meet regulatory requirements.
Our primary concern in terms of additional HMDA data reporting is the “pile on” of this and other
regulations the CFPB continues to implement. Incremental regulation changes over the last 18 months
are now layered up to a point that it is cost prohibitive and all together unfeasible to serve some of our
creditworthy borrowers. As a small institution it is a struggle to implement the myriad of CFPB
regulations mandated over the last 12 months with more than 5,000 pages of published information and
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less than 100 days to comply. Additional reporting or compliance of any kind (including additional HMDA
data points) will be overly burdensome, due to the staggering number of new regulations from CFPB and
other agencies over the past two years. The recent ATR/QM rule alone has doubled the amount of time
it takes to gain approval on a conforming secondary market loan, because every requirement must be
documented to extremes under the new rules. During a recent credit union conference, the CFPB’s
Deputy Director, Steven Antonakes, stated that QM rules will have no affect on 98% of credit unions or
their members. We find this statement to be absolutely false. In researching our first mortgage
originations for 2013 we discovered that more than one-third of loans we sold in the secondary market
would not qualify under QM rules. And while we are permitted to originate non-QM loans by following
CFPB’s exhaustive charts of documentation, pricing, and term rules, we have been warned by NCUA that
non-QM loans will be closely scrutinized by examiners and must be tracked separately for asset liability
management, loan performance, and the potential for legal risks. In other words the process will be so
costly and punitive for small creditors, that making non-QM loans to creditworthy consumers going
forward may not be profitable or feasible.
Added HMDA reporting in addition to new regulatory complexities increases the cost of credit to
consumers, and ultimately reduces consumer access to affordable financial services. Creditworthy
borrowers are being denied home financing because the rules are too stringent and lender
requirements are too burdensome. We estimate that at least seven loans for $634,000 will not be made
to creditworthy members in 2014 due to ATR/QM rules, because applicants don’t qualify for secondary
market products, and the terms and pricing for non-QM loans is too restrictive. Nearly 20% of our staff’s
time resources are now spent on compliance and government reporting requirements. We understand
CFPB’s mission to ensure another financial crisis like that of 2008 never happens again. That is our
mission too, and credit unions are the only institutions who continued to loan to consumers throughout
the crisis and recovery. We are the only players in the market able and willing to grant “less than perfect
credit” consumers prime or near-prime financial products. It is our position that the CFPB is now
“overcorrecting” the market with new rules at a time when the economy is just beginning to recover
and the availability of credit is critical. In Wichita, Kansas we see a surge of newly built apartment
complexes. This is a direct result of overly-tightened home financing rules that make it prohibitive for
lenders to take calculated risks for non-conforming, creditworthy borrowers. Real estate investors know
there will be fewer homeowners due to tightened regulations.
Regulation C, HMDA, is an outdated regulation from the 1970s whose purpose was to prevent redlining
in communities, and provide public access to home lending activity data. The CFPB wants to “repurpose” the information to monitor every single residential loan that is originated, but has yet to
clearly state how the information will be used other than “more future rulemaking and providing
statistics for market researchers”. If half the information on a public LAR will be removed to protect
privacy interests, obviously providing public access is no longer an objective for collecting HMDA data.
The CFPB needs to provide clarity about the exact objective for use of the data, so the data is not
misused for purposes which have no material benefit to consumers, and is only used as a marketing list
for researchers and analysts.
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Realizing that CFPB has a statutory requirement under Dodd-Frank to move forward with this
rulemaking, we’ve provided a summary of our feedback, responses, and solutions from the SBREFA
panel discussion below:
During the HMDA panel discussion it was clear that lenders are concerned about the fair lending
examination process and the potential for punitive measures due to inaccuracies in data reporting. It
seems the fair lending exams turn into “fact finding” missions to identify inaccuracies in lender’s data,
defeating the true purpose of the exam. The more HMDA data points the CFPB requires, the more
margin for error and inaccuracies in data points the lender must account for during exams and edit
processes. The HMDA data is burdensome and problematic because the rule makers (CFPB) are not the
rule enforcers (NCUA or state examiners), and lenders are caught in the quagmire of interpretation
while each agency has differing objectives. The process of justifying the source and accuracy of
additional data points to examiners is time consuming and burdensome. We recommend the CFPB
reduce the number of data points to collect only the Dodd-Frank statutorily required points, and provide
as much clarity for federal and state examiners to collect and report the data.
While the data points themselves seem highly accessible and simple to report, several points from
CFPB’s “additional data points under consideration” are particularly prone to interpretation and
inaccuracy. These include total origination charges, total discount points, risk-adjusted rate, etc. Which
charges should be included in these data points? Is it to be calculated like the TIL/RESPA, the QM
calculations, or other calculations? Even if the CFPB provides clarity for these data points, the process is
problematic, time-consuming, and overly burdensome for lenders, particularly for exams and the HMDA
editing process. Additionally the automated underwriting results (AUS) could be subject to
interpretation and become burdensome to report, since loans are run through an AUS multiple times to
generate different desired results. Current HMDA data already includes the action taken field which
should be sufficient for rulemaking and fair lending purposes, as it is clear whether the loan was
finalized or not. We strongly recommend the CFPB exclude all CFPB “additional data points under
consideration” which are unnecessary to fulfill statutory requirements under Dodd-Frank, and only
serves to increase the burden and cost of HMDA reporting for lenders.
One concern we have with the proposed additional data points is the parcel ID. Currently we have no
issues with geo-coding, but we are concerned the CFPB will create an alternate means of identifying
properties that will unintentionally become more burdensome and time-consuming for lenders. If the
government wants to accept the burden of geo-coding while the lender only provides the property
address, obviously we would be in favor of that methodology. However if the government is unable to
geo-code from the address given, and plans to return exceptions to the lender for correction, we would
not be in favor of that methodology, and would prefer continuing with the current geo-coding process.
Privacy and confidentiality of information is paramount, and the CFPB needs to address their lack of a
plan to maintain privacy of our member’s information. We go to extremes to protect our member’s
data, and to earn and maintain our member’s trust. The agency intends to continue sharing HMDA data
with “other regulators, local governments, other industries, researchers, and consumer advocates”. How
will the agency protect lenders and consumers from damages associated with the sharing of this private
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data? Credit score, age, income, loan amount, loan number, date of application, and date of action
taken should be deleted from the LAR which allows public access. It is ironic that a process originally
created to provide public access to data, now has to be suppressed from public reporting. This
reinforces the need for CFPB to state clearly exactly what they intend to accomplish by collecting the
additional data. Increasing the cost of credit for the purpose of providing more information to market
researchers and analysts is not in the best interest of consumers.
In addition as part of the effort to maintain privacy, the agency should exclude employee loans from
reporting requirements, since the LAR is a publically accessible document. Also some fields could offer
ranges of data to be reported, such as income to provide more privacy and reduce the margin of error,
while providing the information necessary to determine fair lending standards.
The on-line DES would be helpful, however we will only gain fractional efficiencies, and our HMDA data
collection process will continue to be 100% manual (tier 3). Our secondary market servicer has stated
they have no intention of moving to MISMO or ULDD data formatting, so there are no efficiency gains
for us in moving to those formats.
We are in favor of discontinuing reporting for home improvement loans that are not secured by a
dwelling.
Commercial loans (or any non-owner occupied property secured by a dwelling) should be excluded for
HMDA reporting purposes. Business purpose loans are income-producing investments for business
owners, and other consumer regulations do not apply to these loans. Additionally if most of the HMDA
boxes are marked “N/A” because businesses are entities (not natural persons), what is the purpose of
reporting these loans? Also commercial loan amounts are typically higher than consumer loan amounts,
which skews the data and may make loan amounts appear disparate on public LARs.
We agree with the CFPB that home equity lines of credit should be excluded in HMDA reporting to
reduce the reporting burden on small financial institutions.
Collection of additional data points (if implemented) should not be required until 2016, with reporting
by March 1, 2017. The sheer number of rule changes over the past 18 months from CFPB and other
agencies is staggering. We are still in the process of finalizing compliance with QM rules. Small
institutions will continue to disappear with the “pile on” of compliance and reporting burdens, leaving
no competitive product offerings for “less than perfect” consumers.
IF the HMDA data points must be expanded, we ask that only the statutorily-required Dodd-Frank data
points be added to the required data. The CFPB “additional data points under consideration” would
undoubtedly be overly burdensome and problematic to report. While this particular proposal seems
minor in terms of added manpower, the reality for small creditors is the layers of rules over the last 18
months forces us to choose between meeting the needs of our creditworthy borrowers or spending
time complying with the regulatory tsunami of rule changes from CFPB and other agencies.
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If small creditors make up only a fraction of overall first mortgage loan originations, CFPB should
consider requiring additional Dodd-Frank data points only for creditors who originate 500 or more loans
per year. These creditors have the manpower and systems to report the data efficiently. Depository
institutions (DIs) who originate between 25 and 500 first mortgages per year could continue reporting
under the current HMDA data requirements (without Dodd-Frank or CFPB additional data points).
To summarize, HMDA is only one piece of the myriad of regulations we must navigate every day in order
to meet the needs of our members with affordable credit products. Each incremental regulatory change
has significant and long-lasting effects, which when added up, reduces our ability to meet basic
consumer credit needs. Indeed the very consumers CFPB seeks to protect in their rulemaking process,
will continue to be caught in a lifecycle of landlords, pawnshops, and payday lenders. Maintaining some
degree of flexibility in the system is critical, to allow lenders the ability to take calculated risks and meet
the credit needs of consumers.
Again we appreciate the opportunity to comment and participate in the SBREFA panel process, and
appreciate consideration of our comments during the CFPB’s rulemaking process. If you have any
questions or need additional information please don’t hesitate to contact me directly at 316.941.0606.

Respectfully,

Jane Hammil
President/CEO

(DVW2IILFH(DVW671:LFKLWD.6)D[
:HVW2IILFH:HVW7+6WUHHW:LFKLWD.6)D[
&LW\+DOO2IILFH10DLQ5P:LFKLWD.6)D[
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Ross, Rachel (CFPB)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Paul Jarosz <pjarosz@oxford-bank.com>
Monday, March 10, 2014 4:28 PM
CFPB_HMDA_SBREFA
Edmonds, Andrea (CFPB)
RE: HMDA SBREFA: thank you and follow up
Data Points Notes.doc

Attached are some additional notes I had regarding the proposed new data points. Most of the
information was covered in the panel, but there are a rew new nuggets.
Hopefully, the information is self-explanatory, but if anyone wants to followup on any of the
information, my contact information is below.
Again, thanks for this unique opportunity to give feedback on the proposed changes.

Paul J. Jarosz, CRCM
Senior Vice President, Director of Government Compliance
Oxford Bank & Trust
1111 W. 22nd Street, Suite 800
Oak Brook, IL 60523
P 630.576.2292
F 630.424.2992
www.oxford-bank.com

“Travel is fatal to prejudice, bigotry, and narrow-mindedness.” – Mark Twain

If you forward this on, please remove any email addresses before you send it. And use the BCC feature when sending an
email to several people at once.

From: CFPB_HMDA_SBREFA [mailto:CFPB_HMDA_SBREFA@cfpb.gov]
Sent: Friday, March 07, 2014 2:54 PM
To: 'r.aresti@360fcu.org'; 'dbergl@inovafcu.org'; 'abyrd@seattlebank.com'; 'rcastaneda@thebank1905.com';
'rachaelc@secfedbank.com'; 'jeremy@rockcanyonbank.com'; 'ggriese@socu.com'; 'jhammil@wichitafcu.com';
'pjarosz@oxford-bank.com'; 'glight@hstmortgage.com'; 'cody@cascadeloans.com'; 'lphillips@atcu.com';
'trasmussen@newwindsorbank.com'; 'chrissi.rhea@migonline.com'; 'jim.ryan@jmafcu.org';
'jschmid@foxriverstatebank.com'; 'sstrong@amerifirst.com'; 'samv@fsb-wv.com'; 'mwhite@bankofzachary.com';
1

77

'teresa.whitehead@chl.cc'; 'mwilliams@yourbank.com'
Cc: Edmonds, Andrea (CFPB); Kayagil, Joan (CFPB); Essene, Ren (CFPB); Ryan, Kathleen (CFPB);
'Shagufta_Ahmed@omb.eop.gov'; Cochran, Kelly (CFPB); Ross, Rachel (CFPB); 'Smith, Jennifer A.
(jennifer.smith@sba.gov)'; 'Radwan.Saade@sba.gov'; 'Maresca, Charles A. (Charles.Maresca@sba.gov)'; 'Hamilton,
Angela T.'; Kearney, Thomas (CFPB); Dietrich, Jason (CFPB); Liu, Feng (CFPB)
Subject: HMDA SBREFA: thank you and follow up

GoodAfternoon,
Thankyouforparticipatinginlastyesterday’spanelmeeting.Wereallyappreciatethetimeyoutookoutofyourbusy
schedulestoparticipateinourmeetingyesterday,aswellasthetwoearlierteleconferences.Yourwillingnesstoshare
yourtimeandexpertisewascriticaltothesuccessofthisevent.Theinformationwereceivedwasextremelyhelpful,
andwearelookingforwardtoreadingyourwrittencomments.Inthatvein,pleasesubmitwrittencommentstothis
emailaddress,cfpb_hmda_sbrefa@cfpb.gov,byThursdayMarch,20th.Additionally,ifyouhaveanyfollowupquestions,
youmayalsoemailthemtocfpb_hmda_sbrefa@cfpb.govorcallAndreaEdmondsat202Ͳ435Ͳ7790.

Again,manythanksforyourtimeandeffort.

Sincerely,

TheHMDASBREFATeam

ConfidentialityNotice:Ifyoureceivedthisemailbymistake,youshouldnotifythesenderofthemistakeanddeletethe
eͲmailandanyattachments.Aninadvertentdisclosureisnotintendedtowaiveanyprivileges.
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Dodd-Frank Additions
Application/Loan Information
¾ Total points & fees
o Must provide and define examples (And would they be based on Reg Z?)
¾ Rate spread (for all loans)
¾ Prepayment penalty term
¾ Introductory interest rate term
¾ Nonamortizing features
o Must define and/or provide specific examples
¾ Loan term
¾ Application channel (retail, broker, other)
o Must define and/or provide specific examples
¾ Universal loan ID
o Will be difficult to standardize
o Will require training & will be susceptible to errors
o What exactly is the purpose of this? To track a loan over its life?
¾ Loan Originator ID
o I’m assuming that this is the NMLS number? But what number to use if
several loan staff are involved in the loan process?
Property Information
¾ Property value
o Cost, market, or income approach?
o No “appraisals” for manufactured homes – generally NADA valuations
obtained over the Internet.
o Would there be a stale date? That is, is there a limit as to how old it can
be?
o N/A if adverse action
¾ Parcel ID
o What if manufactured home and borrower doesn’t own land?
o Parcel number may be needed for personal tax purposes, but not for all
states (For example, does apply for IL & IN.)
o IL parcel numbers contain anywhere from 10 – 14 numbers; increases the
probability of errors; will Fed geocoding catch errors?
o Manufactured home parcel numbers are not uniform, they can vary from
county to county and state to state. All are lengthy, which increases the
chances for errors. Also, parcel numbers may not be available at the time
the loan is booked.
o Parcel numbers for new subdivisions may also not be available at the time
the loan is booked.
o Still report if Adverse Action?
Applicant/Borrower Information
¾ Age
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o Applications normally ask for birthdate. Calculating the birthday would
be an additional step and is fraught with potential errors. Do you round up
or down for age? When is the calculation date? As of the application date
or the action date?
o Adding two more data points = two more potential errors.
o PRIVACY/PHISHING ISSUE – Can be tied back to Parcel ID
¾ Credit Score
o Adding two more data points = two more potential errors.
o Experian, TransUnion or Equifax? Or a hybrid?
o PRIVACY/ PHISHING ISSUE – Can be tied back to Parcel ID

Additional Data Points Under Consideration
Application/Loan Information
¾ Automated underwriting systems results
¾ Making it mandatory, rather than optional, to report the reason an application was
denied
o We already include this information
o PRIVACY/ PHISHING ISSUE – Can be tied back to Parcel ID
¾ QM status of loan, as determined by the FI
o This would be based on an institution’s opinion. The bank may consider
the loan to be a QM, but what if its regulatory rules otherwise? Would a
resubmission be required?
¾ Combined loan-to-value ratio
o Would have to clarify difference between LTV & CLTV and how each is
to be calculated, but what if a FI uses different customized ratios? More
work and more chance for errors in reporting.
o PRIVACY/ PHISHING ISSUE – Can be tied back to Parcel ID
¾ Additional points & fees information, including:
o Total origination charges
o Total discount points
o Borrower’s risk-adjusted, pre-discounted interest rate
o Interest rate received
o Must provide and define examples (And would they be based on Reg Z?)
o More info to collect, more chances for errors
Property Information
¾ Replacing property type with the number of units financed and the dwelling’s
construction method
o How to account for mixed-used buildings?
o Must provide and define examples of construction method (What purpose
does this serve?)
¾ Whether multifamily property has an affordable housing deed restriction
o Must all units be covered?
o Only applies to 5+? What about 1-4?
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o What if there is no specific legal restrictions, but the rents are below HUD
Fair Market Rents?
¾ Information concerning manufactured housing:
o Whether the loan is secured by real or personal property
o Whether homeowner rents or owns the property where home is sited
Applicant/Borrower Information
¾ Debt to income ratio
o “back-end” = total debt
o “front-end” = housing only debt
o For each borrower? What if one has a high DTI and the other a low DTI
and is carrying the loan?
o Will be difficult to come up with a standardized calculation
o PRIVACY/ PHISHING ISSUE – Can be tied back to Parcel ID
Other Information
¾ Unique FI entity ID number (to modify or replace the current Reporter’s ID
number)
o Will be difficult to standardize
o Will require training & will be susceptible to errors
o For what purpose? Why change what’s being used now?
¾ Considering amending/expanding existing data points
o Income - PRIVACY PHISHING ISSUE – Can be tied back to Parcel ID
o What about if the person is a first-time homebuyer? This might be a
useful new data point.
o Mandatory reporting of HELOCs – perhaps a code specifically for
HELOCs and Reverse, without classifying at purch, HI or refi?
¾ What is the value of reporting a commercial loan which meets the definition of
refinance? What about collateral taken as an abundance of caution? These types
of loans aren’t really what HMDA is about?
¾ How to differentiate between “business credit secured by personal assets” from
“personal credit for business purposes”?
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Cody Pearce
CFPB_HMDA_SBREFA
Cody Pearce
Written SBREFA Panel Commetns
Tuesday, March 18, 2014 6:10:59 PM

March 18, 2014
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau- SBREFA HMDA Panel
I appreciate the opportunity to be part of the SBREFA panel in regards to HMDA. I am the
President and Co-Founder of Cascade Financial Services an Independent Mortgage Bank based in
Gilbert Arizona specializing in Government Financing of Manufactured Homes on land (real
property not chattel) in 33 states. Cascade has been in business since 1999. Over the past few
years our origination volume has hovered around $130,000,000 annually.
While I absolutely understand and appreciate that Dodd-Frank requires some changes to HMDA I
do have concerns about the impact of the regulatory burden and costs. When I started this
company in 1999 I admit that there were very few barriers to entry. Too few!!!! However, today it
seems as though the pendulum has swung so hard to the opposite extreme that the barrier to
entry is so steep that it will keep good competition out of the market. HMDA reporting is a great
example. Software vendors will be able to create and provide the statutory changes. Then we, as a
small lender, will incur yet more costs in purchasing the software and the accompanying updates,
bringing on additional personnel, training current and new employees and purchasing updates and
additional subscription fees to our HMS. We have been capped on what can be charged on loans
and yet the operational costs to originate a loan have gone up dramatically and continue to go up.
I project that there will be more acquisitions and mergers as smaller companies just can’t keep up
with regulatory and compliance burdens so they will look for opportunities to fold into larger
corporations which means fewer lenders on the street. Fewer lenders, means fewer choices for
home buyers which means that the underserved markets will most likely continue to be
underserved. As a company that has spent its entire existence providing financing to first time
home-buyers in the affordable housing sector these additional costs are daunting.
I welcome good strong common sense oversight and regulation, but I encourage The Bureau to
balance all decisions with caution and a real-time measure of the economic impact on the
companies who must bare the burden. It’s difficult at this time to quantify the cost of
implementation in particular due to the new software and the related updates being a large
variable. But, for my small company I would anticipate in salaries, software and time somewhere
north of $100,000. I’m hopeful that it wouldn’t be more than this but fearful that it might.
I urge the bureau to meet the requirements of HMDA, however don’t over collect purely for the
sake of over collecting.
Another concern is the cost of protecting so much data. Since we are required to collect this data,
yet would be liable if it were stolen it becomes extremely concerning and thus another cost is
added to the growing list. I would urge that data be collected in bands which will protect
borrower’s privacy and lower the consequences in the case of a data breach.
I strongly urge the use of an Industry Data Standard such as MISMO. The cost of creating and
maintaining multiple formats is unnecessary when a standard format is available.
I would say that the largest concern to a company like Cascade is the monetary cost and penalties
associated with inadvertent errors. If the data requirements are not clearly defined then confusion
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will follow. We are fearful of monetary penalties due to reporting errors. This is in particular
difficult for small companies financially as well as consequences related to reputation.
Whatever the implementation is we need software that eliminates error messages for nonapplicable fields, such as income on Streamline Refinances and VA IRRRL’s. Correlate the software
with Census Tract information to automatically determine whether or not a loan is located in a
higher income and respectively higher priced market.
We know that the CFPB wants and needs additional data but each new field adds additional burden
and adds to the risk of costly mistakes. Dodd Frank has added significant changes to HMDA. I
would caution The Bureau on going too far above and beyond Dodd Frank until proper tracking and
analysis can be made on the changes implemented by Dodd Frank.
We support fully the governments desire to handle the Geo-Coding. As long as the government
would also assume the risk of any misreporting.
Once again I am grateful to have been a part of this process and look forward to the results of the
SBREFA Panel.
Sincerely,

Cody Pearce, CMB
President
NMLS #103676

Cascade Financial Services
Direct Line: 480-812-3236

“CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. If you are the intended recipient
but do not wish to receive communications through this medium, please so advise the sender immediately.”
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March 20, 2014

Thank you for the opportunity of allowing Mortgage Investors Group to be a part of
the SBREFA panel. I appreciate the process CFPB is using to analysis the concerns of
the industry while trying to balance the requirements of Dodd Frank. I believe the
discussion and feedback from the industry, especially the Small Entities, will be
invaluable for you in determining any additional changes needed for HMDA data
collections.
My Company was founded in 1989 and we now have 22 retail branches across the
state of Tennessee, closing around $1billion in volume with an estimated 6500 units.
At present, we do already collect many of the fields CFPB is proposing, but do have
some concerns with reporting consumers personal data with the additional fields. The
increased information does invite evaluation that can bring erroneous assumptions
from potentially incorrect information or erroneous evaluation which could lead to the
pursuit of frivolous legal action from special interest groups.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to spend the day with this panel and the CFPB on
this matter. I was able to gain some additional insight on processes and operational
efficiencies from discussions with the other panel members.
Please let me know if there is anything else I can provide to the CFPB. My contact
information is below

Chrissi Rhea
President/CEO
Mortgage Investors Group
865-691-8910
Please see comments and discussion points on the following 3 pages

Phone865.691.8910 • Fax865.691.7714 • Toll Free800.489.8910
8320 East Walker Springs Lane, Suite 200 • Knoxville, TN 37923
www.migonline.com
NMLSUniqueIdentifier # 34391• TN License # 109111
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MIG COMMENTS AND DISCUSSION POINTS:
1.

TOPIC 1: Use of MISMO & ULDD.
Comment – These industry standards are widely used in all LOS systems.
Utilizing these existing standards will keep costs down and allow for a smoother
addition of collecting new data points.
a. MIG collects the data into the LOS (PCL & Avista) and exports to
vendors for multiple purposes utilizing these standards currently.
b. MIG would have minimal programming to associate data fields in LOS
with data points not already established… which are very few.
c. Time – 4 hours programming by 2 people - $30 X 4 X 2 = $240

2.

TOPIC 2: Data Points - DFA Additions and Additional Data Points:
呋
Comments –
o Only real property should be required to be reported on HMDA.
o Allowances should be made for Withdrawn or denied files that came to
that status before certain detailed information could be obtained; such
as, Manufactured property form of ownership.
A. Total Units: 1 or 2-4 should be adequate - Since consistent with current
breakdown, no cost to MIG if existing industry designation is adopted.
B. Multifamily affordable housing: MIG is a residential only lender. However,
seems that without specific definition, it could be difficult to determine whether
this designation is applicable.
C. Age of Borrower: DOB is captured on each application, HMDA vendor should
be able to program to convert to age. However, the suggestion of using age
range would be preferred by MIG for privacy reasons.
D. AUS results: Y or No : MIG feels this data point could be construed as
contradictory to others and provide a mixed signal on the final action
taken, since this is not a sole factor in the decision process. We are not in
favor of adding.
E. Loan Originator NMLS ID: MIG captures this info already and due to RESPA
it is public record on the DOT. However, definition when the Originator ID is
applicable; such as, a conclusion of the action taken (only originated loans) is
needed for clarity and consistency in documentation.
F. Total Pts & Fees: MIG is not in favor of including this point in the HMDA LAR.
Too many variations per multiple regulations.
G. Same as F for Discount Pts & Interest rate
H. Risk-adjusted interest rate: MIG sees this as a Privacy breach – due to cr
score, LTV and other elements that are included in risk based pricing. This
would not give a novice viewer enough information to form an accurate
conclusion.
I. Interest rate: MIG sees this as a Privacy breach – due to cr score, LTV and
other LLPAs that are factors in determining the interest rate. Additionally,
the features of the HELOC product would require enhanced definition.
This would not give a novice viewer enough information to form an
accurate conclusion
J. QM Status Flag: Not currently a data field; but could be added to basic LOS
Programming. All variations would need to be covered in definition.
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Attached is spreadsheet with information about which are currently captured, reported and
comments about additions.
3.TOPIC 3: Modernization of the HMDA Process
¾ Geocoding tools; such as FFIEC tool and vendor developed captured
information.
a. MIG received full geocoding information from vendor that performs the flood
determination and that information is imported into the LOS, or
b. If the transaction does not have a flood determination, the vendor used for
HMDA analysis, editing, reporting, etc. employs an import/export to FFIEC for
geocoding and/or geocoding checks.
c. There are other systems that are much more user friendly than the DES.
¾ Submission & Editing Process
a. The Edit Check for Validity and Quality that are standard to HMDA fed
software have been replicated by a number of vendors, making this data
check available to the reporting entity at any point in time; such as quarterly
b. HMDA Analyzer by Compliance Ease is highly recommended by MIG.
c. Timely responses from the HMDA Help desk would be helpful
4. TOPIC 4: Institutional & Transactional Coverage:
a. The volume, assets and locations of MIG have required HMDA reporting
since non-financial institutions were included.
b. Only 25 per year seems a very small number that would serve little benefit to
regulators or consumer advocate groups. Quantities such as 250 seem more
beneficial to all parties.
呋
Discussion:
o Yes, MIG would have been required to report
o 2013: Non-originated, but reportable transactions
o Estimated cost of reporting reportable transactions not originated: Approx.
$22,000 per Yr. for monitoring, plus training, etc. See attached 18 HMDA
Operational Steps for more info on cost
呋
Transactional Coverage:
o MIG reported 8446 for 2013. 100% were dwelling secured
o None of the loan types listed on page 32, 2, were received or originated by
MIG. Either not a part of our product line or the transactions were placed with
another lender making the cr decision; therefore, that entity reported the
transaction.
o No change in MIG product line is expected.
5. TOPIC 5: CFPB Proposals Under consideration
a. MIG has received no requests from the public for a copy of the annual HMDA
Report.
b. The estimated cost of responding to a request is anticipated to be $65.00
i. MIG feels that the since all the information is available from .gov websites, the
public finds that the preferred source.
6. TOPIC 6: Cost of Credit Analysis
a. Spreadsheet of 18 HMDA Operational steps attached has an added column
with MIG projected costs currently
b. Both spreadsheet attachments provide added cost comments from MIG
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SUMMARY COMMENTS & OVERVIEW BY MIG:
7. Comment: MIG is concerned about privacy issues with too much specific transactional
information. Agree that ranges could be a better approach in areas such as age, Cr
score, discount pts, LTV, CLTV, etc.
8. Comment - Suggestions for added clarity
A. Expanded and consistency in definitions in order to assure conformity,
specific clarity to when a transaction becomes an application will aide in
determination of whether a transaction is to be included.
a. It is MIG recommendation that the RESPA definition of an application be
adopted for HMDA/Reg C. The 6 elements that are required to be an
application are stated and if any are not present there is no application to
report. Those 6 elements are: Name, SSN, DOB, Income, Prop Address,
Prop Value, Loan Amount. Anything less is considered an inquiry and not
required to reported on the HMDA LAR. Conformity between regulations on
such beginning points makes the process smoother and less time consuming
for the creditor.
b. The return of the Inquiry definition as an exemption from HMDA Reporting
due to less than a full set of data is present when Shopping for a Mortgage is
taking place by the consumer.
B. Expanded definition of refinance in cfpb publications; such a, HMDA Getting It
Right, official interpretations, and other directives
9. Potential for added costs. MIG feels that the additional data points will be instrumental
in drawing litigation of a Class Action nature to a larger number of mortgage entities due
to the these added points presenting a more specific profile of individual transactions
and the potential for erroneous assumption. Or perhaps the additional information could
invade the privacy of a consumer, even to the point of solicitation. Due to the cost of
retaining legal representation skilled in the residential mortgage industry and its
regulations being very high, the ultimate cost of operations will increase which will not be
absorbable by the originating entity.
10. Feasible alternatives:
a. Do not re-create the wheel – contract with existing vendors that have
developed systems to access government websites, replicated HMDA edit
checks, provide comparative analysis reporting and web-based interfaces that
currently make the process as smooth as possible.
b. Adopt only the DFA required data points at this time; making additional points
optional giving the industry the opportunity for self-reporting and the ability to
spread the cost over a longer period of time. This is would be especially
instrumental to keeping the consumer costs down since a number of other
CFPB Final rules have been implemented earlier this year. The total cost for
all is yet to have had time to be fully determined by the industry.
i. Utilize ranges of information to avoid privacy issues
ii. Utilize existing Mortgage Industry Standards that are already in existence
where ever possible. While the very small entities may not employee
currently, an existing set of standards should not be set aside because
the expanded use would be clearly be the least costly for all involved.
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Reporting &

re-submission

Reporting &

Data Collection

Standard annual edit and

Step 5

Step 10

Step 9

Step 8

Step 7

Step 6

Complete geocoding data

Step 4

Creating public LAR

documents

Filing post-submission

edits
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Creating a HMDA-LAR dataset excluding

have been addressed

Filing post-submission documents once all edits

submission report

Checking, verifying and resolving all edits on

multiple HMDA sources and/or examination staff

responses

Checking post-submission

Resolving contradictory responses received from

arising from edits and checks

sources or examination staff to resolve questions

Consulting with one or more HMDA help

edits throughout the year and prior to submission

$29 – 1 Hr per Yr

[Annual event]

$88 – 3 people 1 Hr per Yr

$88 per mo – [4 Hrs per mo approx]

Very insignificant to date

Vendor helpdesk, by e-mail

$14.50 per mo – Approx 30 min

$500 1 time cost

capturing data by aggregator – Approx

Initial set-up to establish protocols for

$58.00 per mo – Approx 2 Hrs

Automated interface with Flood Cert

tract where the property is located
Checking data for completeness and running

$29.00 per Mo – Approx 1 Hr

$29.00 per Mo – Approx 1 Hr

Determining the state, MSA, county and census

Transferring data to an HMS

HMDA

Determining if an application is reportable under

$29.00 per Mo – Approx 1 Hr

LOS Costs for capturing and storing data

under HMDA into a data system (e.g. LOS or
Excel spreadsheets)

$143,000 per year ($22 per unit)

Mortgage Investors Group Cost Est

information required to be reported to regulators

Monitoring Information, and any other

Entering loan application data, Government

Resolving question

Researching questions

internal check

Transferring data to HMS

questions

Resolving reportability

Transcribing data

Step 3

Step 2

Step 1

18 HMDA Operational Steps (for collecting and reporting HMDA data)

Exams

Audits

Distributing disclosure

Step 12

Pg2

Step 18

MIG Total Estimates:

exam

Steps 2-18 Above:

All steps to prepare for a HMDA verification

firm or outside counsels throughout the year

HMDA-related audit tasks conducted by external

staff throughout the year

Exam assistance
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conducting a HMDA verification exam

All steps taken to assist and respond to examiners

[3FTE 2 wks]

$2,322per year [2 FTE 1 wk]

$143,000 Annually

$43,109 Annually

$7,000 per year

$200 per year

[1 FTE as reviewer 86 hrs mo]

$22,000 per year or $1,833 per mo

[Branch visits, travel, etc]

member throughout the year
HMDA-related audit tasks conducted by internal

$2,500 per year

geocoding as a feature – Cost $6,000 Yr

with geocoding capability
All HMDA-related training offered to any staff

HMDA Analyzer incorporates FFIEC

NA – No Requests to date

NA - No Requests to date

This step refers to the cost of purchasing an HMS

Responding to requests for disclosure reports

Responding to requests for the public LAR

[Annual event in preparation]

Step 1: Est Cost of gathering application info by licensed staff:

Exam prep

Step 17

Internal audit

Step 15

External audit

Training

Step 14

Step 16

HMS/geocoding software

Step 13

report

Distributing public LAR

date

cont’d

Step 11

application number, action date and application

Re-submission

RESPONSE FROM CHRISSI RHEA - MORTGAGE INVESTORS GROUP:
HMDA SBREFA REVIEW PANEL: DATA POINTS

DF ADDITIONS & OTHERS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Loan Terms
ARM Introductory Period
Nonamortizing features
Property Value
Security Type
Manufactured Prop Interest

7. Total Units
8. Multifamily affordable housing

9. Age
10. AUS results
11. Loan originator ID

12. Application channel
13. Credit Score
14. Denial reasons
15. Total points & fees
16. Total originatoin charges
17. Discount points
18. Risk-adjusted interest rate
19. Interest rate
20. Prepayment penalty terms
21. Debt-to-income ratio
22. Combined LTV ratio
23. Reverse Mortage flag
24. HELOC flag

CURRENTLY
COLLECTED

CURRENT METHOD
COLLECTION &
RETENTION

PURPOSE
COLLECTED/
REPORTED TO
OTHERS

Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y

LOS/ULDD
LOS/ULDD
LOS/ULDD
LOS/ULDD
ALL ARE REAL PROP
LOS/ULDD

Investor
Investor
Investor
Investor
N/A
Investor

NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
ADDED LOS FIELD
NONE

Y*

Single Family or 2-4
captured by LOS

Investor

No Add'l cost if
format of Agencies is
adopted

N/A

Nothing over 4
units originated

Investor
Investor
Investor

DOB converted to
Age Range for
HMDA as of Appl
Date
NONE
NONE

N

N (DOB)
Y
Y

N/A

DOB collected
in LOS
LOS/ULDD
LOS/ULDD

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
N
N

LOS
LOS/ULDD
LOS
LOS
LOS
LOS/ULDD
LOS
LOS/ULDD
LOS
LOS/ULDD
LOS/ULDD
N/A

Investor
Investor
HMDA Optional

Investor
Investor
Investor
Evaluations
Investor
Investor
Investor
Investor
N/A
N/A

ESTIMATED ADD'L
COST TO COLLECT
& RETAIN

Convert internal
info to designation;
ie 1= Retail;
2=Wholesale
NONE
NONE
LOS TO CONVERT
LOS TO CONVERT
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE

Comments:
Cost of LOS to add fields to identify required points is difficult to determine; however, as a CFPB required
data collection it is expected to be low because conformity to regulatory/agency requirements is a part
of current contract and a customarily in the past has been accommodated as part of standard updates.
March 19, 2014 - MIG
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ryan, Jim
Ross, Rachel (CFPB)
CFPB HMDA SBREFA Panel Comments
Thursday, March 20, 2014 5:49:25 PM

Ms. Ross,
We were able to discuss many items regarding the proposed changes to the HMDA
reporting process at the Panel meeting on March 6, 2014. As a small entity
representative, we were asked to follow up with some final comments and provide
any figures that could support our comments. I would like to comment on the
potential 25-loan threshold for reporting.
JMAFCU is a manual HMDA reporter. JMAFCU reported five loans for 2012. It took
a staff member (FTE) two days to complete the report. The addition of HELOCs
and, in so doing, meeting the 25-loan threshold will mean JMAFCU's work time will
likely increase from two days to two weeks. The associated expense for the
additional time required to complete the report equates to one day of JMAFCU's
budgeted net income for the year. The inclusion of HELOCs and the proposed
additional data elements (more than double) will exponentially increase the time
required to complete the report. Please do not include HELOCs in the threshold or, if
you do, please increase the number of loans for the threshold.
Thank you.
Jim Ryan, CCUE
President
NMLS# 771661
JM Associates Federal Credit Union
8019 Bayberry Road
Jacksonville, FL 32256
p: 904-443-6770 f: 904-443-6777

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

-------------------------------------------------This e-mail transmission contains information intended only for the use of the
recipient(s) named above. Further, it contains information that may be privileged
and confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message (including any
attachments) is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please
notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message from your mail
system. Thank you for your compliance
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VIA EMAIL
March 19, 2014
Ms. Rachel Ross
Office of Regulations
Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection
1700 G Street N.W.,
Washington, DC 20552
CFPB_HMDA_SBREFA@CFPB.gov
RE:

SER Written Comments to SBREFA Panel HMDA Outreach Meeting.

Dear Ms. Ross:
The Fox River State Bank is a $73 million total asset state bank located in Burlington,
Wisconsin; a rural community with a population of approximately 10,500. We are thirtyfive (35) miles outside Milwaukee and eighty (80) miles north of Chicago.
I appreciate the opportunity to have participated as a Small Entity Representative (SER)
to the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection’s (CFPB’s) Small Business Review
Panel as it considers the economic impact revisions to the Home Mortgage Disclosure
Act (HMDA) will have on our small community bank. Our last HMDA LAR consisted of 93
entries. Fox River would be considered a Tier-3 institution based upon CFPB’s HMDA
SER materials. Our HMDA LAR process is manual and is generally performed by four
(4) employees; overseen by myself. To further assist CFPB with its rule promulgation, I
offer the following comments.
As an active participant within the financial industry, I am intimately aware of CFPB’s
role in the implementation process of many consumer financial protection rules and
regulations as a direct result of the Dodd-Frank Act. And, within that role I recognize the
various interests CFPB need balance as between consumer protection and those
offering financial services. However, I cannot stress enough that small community banks
did not cause the financial crisis. We did not participate in or offer risky securitizations of
loans; did not offer non-documentation loans; nor did we extend credit without first
verifying and determining that an applicant had the ability to repay a loan. However, at
every turn, we are shackled with the ongoing costly burden to implement a plethora of
new regulatory requirements—which, to date, has resulted in the additional overhead
costs of $10,000; a cost that is still rising.
Currently, our costs associated with HMDA include costs related to data collection, data
entry, training, audit, and examination preparation and responses. These costs average
$2,500 annually.
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Implementation and Ongoing Compliance Costs Will Certainly Be Passed on to
Customers
Let’s face it—additional required data collection and reporting results in increased costs
for any financial institution. However, as a small community bank the reality is that we
unfortunately have limited options for immediate recoupment of increased
implementation and ongoing compliance costs. As was shared by many SERs in the
March 6th in-person meeting, where possible, costs associated with upcoming HMDA
revisions will most certainly be passed on to both commercial and consumer customers.
Based upon estimates, I anticipate the additional cost of $4,500 to implement the HMDA
revisions under CFPB’s consideration. I also anticipate an additional ongoing
compliance cost of $2,500 to comply with CFPB’s proposed HMDA requirements.
When, and whether, these costs may be fully recuperated from loan customers
(including from small business customers) remains to be seen. However, based upon
recent market trends, I am doubtful that full recovery will be realized anytime soon. The
loan rate and fee environment in our area of Wisconsin is extremely competitive. Small
community banks are at a severe disadvantage as not only do we not have the loan,
deposit account or other financial services volumes necessary to easily recuperate
implementation and ongoing compliance costs, but we must also compete against large
financial institutions on rate and fee structures for loans and deposits/services which
significantly limits any option for us to raise rate and/or fee structures. As a small
community bank, we do not have the economy of scale necessary to easily absorb these
costs.
By way of perspective, our current average business loan is $250,000 and our average
consumer mortgage loan is $185,000. With the increased costs associated with 2010
Interagency Appraisal Guidelines, there is very little fee margin for Fox River to remain
competitive against larger institutions—who can more easily absorb these rising costs.
To minimize these cost increases, CFPB must implement a rule to collect only those
data points specifically identified as required under the Dodd-Frank Act; and, must adjust
the compliance burden to be proportionate to the size and complexity of any given
HMDA-reporting entity.
Proposed 25 Closed-End Mortgage Origination Threshold Must Be Increased
I absolutely support CFPB’s intention to level the playing field for depository banks to
require non-depository lenders to report HMDA data. Such a requirement is long
overdue. However, the proposed mortgage origination threshold of twenty-five (25)
(basically—2 loans per month) closed-end home purchase or refinance mortgage loans
per year must be increased. As is outlined further below, a depository bank with less
than 100 HMDA LARs for a year does not provide enough data to perform a meaningful
fair lending test—yet I would still be required to invest in staff, training and software to
implement and manage the increased data reporting CFPB proposes.
I recognize CFPB’s efforts to balance HMDA reporting coverage for both depository and
non-depository institutions but I recommend that the proposed mortgage origination
threshold apply only to non-depository institutions. Alternatively, if the mortgage
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origination threshold were to apply to depository institutions, I recommend the threshold
be increased from two (2) per month to at least twenty-five (25) per month.
I believe that setting a mortgage origination threshold at this higher limit would provide
regulatory relief for small community banks by providing them a meaningful exemption
and would be consistent with small creditor exemptions found in other regulations (i.e.,
QM, servicing rules, etc.).
Commercial Purpose Loans, Loans to Trusts, and Loans to Bank Employees Must be
Excluded from HMDA
As was demonstrated many times by nearly every SER in last week’s meeting, it is
difficult to collect HMDA data on commercial loans and the information reported
significantly skews the reported data. While it is relatively clear which consumer-purpose
residential mortgage originations and denials are HMDA reportable, reporting is less
clear when the mortgage relates to a business-purpose loan. For example, a new
commercial-purpose loan origination secured by a 1- to 4-family primary residence
would not be HMDA reportable. However, a refinance of that same transaction is HMDA
reportable. Of the average 100 LARs submitted for a small community bank, less than
five (5) percent are business-purpose loans. I believe this type of reporting provides no
meaningful data for fair lending testing purposes.
Additionally, commercial-purpose loans are vastly different from consumer-purpose
loans on many fronts: rate and fee structures; balloon, interest-only and/or prepayment
penalty terms; loan term; what data is collected and reviewed for general underwriting
purposes; the determination of debt-to-income ratio; and other ratios. Many of the new
data points CFPB seeks to collect are not applicable to commercial-purpose loans. For
example, there would be no result under an Automated Underwriting System (AUS), no
loan originator ID under SAFE Act, and no credit score. Additionally, data reported for
items such as for income, property value, and points would be greatly disproportionate
as to a typical consumer-purpose dwelling-secured home loan that the data is
significantly skewed.
The same concerns are true for the reporting of data when the applicant is a trust.
Respectfully, I do not believe reporting “N/A” or “none” for much of the HMDA LAR
because the applicant is an entity is of any help to meet the intended purpose of HMDA.
As I recommended in last week’s meeting, bank “employee” loans should be excluded
from HMDA LAR reporting. Often times these loans are priced lower than the standard
market rate and have no fees as a benefit to an employee. I also fear that non-public
information, such as an employee’s income or credit score, may become accessible to
other bank employees as a result of HMDA reporting. Since employee mortgage loans
are limited in number, I believe the reporting of these loans on the HMDA LAR brings no
value to HMDA’s purpose or fair lending tests.
For these reasons, I recommend CFPB remove all commercial-purpose loans from
HMDA LAR reporting as this would: (1) be consistent with other consumer protection
rules, such as the Truth in Lending Act (TILA) and the Real Estate Settlement
Procedures Act (RESPA), which exempt business-purpose loans; and (2) reduce our
HMDA reporting burden. This would reduce our current compliance cost by more than
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$1,000 annually (higher salary staff would be less involved, including: commercial
lenders and compliance managers).
I also recommend loans to trusts and loans to bank employees be excluded from HMDA
LAR reporting. Additionally, these exemptions would further simplify which mortgages
are HMDA reportable and would eliminate commercial staff from the HMDA reporting
process. I also believe these exemptions would eliminate inconsistent interpretations
from bank staff and regulators, and would provide for a more meaningful database for
fair lending tests.
Report Data as Ranges Where Possible to Protect Privacy of Applicant
Due to the potential number of inaccuracies when collecting and reporting HMDA data
under both the current and proposed data points, and of concern over the privacy of
applicants’ non-public information, I recommend that, where possible, data be reported
as a “range of values” rather than as exact data. This should include data such as: gross
income, loan amount, credit score, age, debt-to-income ratio and any other personally
sensitive non-public information which must be protected from any potential misuse by
identity-theft thieves.
I believe that reporting data as a range of values, where possible, would eliminate a
substantial number of errors currently found on a HMDA LAR; would better protect the
privacy and identity of applicants; and would not compromise the integrity of the HMDA
data or its purpose.
Definition of Application, Pre-qualification and Pre-approvals Clarification
Many banks continue to issue pre-qualifications and not pre-approvals due to the
confusion related to the definitions of: application, pre-qualification and pre-approvals
under Regulation C. These definitions have been opened to many interpretations
between bankers and regulators and it would be helpful if CFPB could provide clarity to
these definitions. I would recommend aligning the definition of “application” with the
integrated RESPA/TILA mortgage disclosure rules so that there is consistency in
terminology and use. I would also recommend CFPB clarify what is considered a
withdrawal of an application and how to handle commercial loans which do not have the
same application process as consumer-purpose loans. I believe clarification on these
topics would reduce costs and burdens associated with trying to obtain a reliable
interpretation of whether a particular credit request is HMDA reportable. I also believe it
would improve the data quality as it would eliminate pre-qualified and pre-approval loans
from the HMDA LAR which otherwise may be filled with “N/A” data.
Home Equity Loans and HELOCs Should Not be Included in HMDA LAR
I greatly appreciate the efforts taken by CFPB in its review of the HMDA data collection
and reporting processes to identify potential areas where improvements in efficiencies
may be made. However, I strongly object to CFPB’s consideration of requiring all home
equity loans and home equity lines of credit (HELOCs) be reported on the HMDA LAR.
This requirement alone would impose significant burden on small creditors as it will
absolutely increase costs in staffing, training and reporting. Based upon the type of staff
and training I would need to implement at Fox River, I anticipate an additional cost of
$4,000 annually for our small bank of under $100 million in total assets.
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A number of data points would not be available for these types of products (particularly
for HELOCs) which will result in the report of “N/A” (i.e., loan ID, AUS results, QM,
additional points, non-amortizing features, and others) on the HMDA LAR and will lead
to confusion and errors in the reporting process. In addition, some banks consummate a
simultaneous second mortgage or HELOC within the same calendar year—making data
collection and reporting all the more onerous.
I am also concerned that the requirement to report home equity loans and HELOCs on
the HMDA LAR will result in skewed data. For example: (1) if parcel ID is used as the
primary identifier, this could lead to duplicative reporting; (2) often the purpose of a home
equity loan or HELOC is not for home improvement, thereby not meeting the definition of
“home improvement” for reporting purposes; and (3) small banks typically have tougher
credit standards on these type of equity products as related to purchase or refinance
transactions. This results in a greater disparity in combined loan-to-value (CLTV) data as
between purchase or refinance transactions or larger creditors’ standards. I also fear
that for those banks who do relax credit standards on home equity loans (for example,
those who may offer a loan with high CLTV with no PMI requirement) or HELOCs, the
skewed data may give the inappropriate appearance of subprime lending.
For these reasons, I recommend CFPB not require home equity loans or HELOCs be
reported on HMDA LAR. At minimum, HELOCs must remain as optional reporting. CFPB
should not implement this change in the type in reportable transactions unless it can
prove there is an economic and consumer protection benefit which greatly outweighs
industry cost to implement such a change.
Improved Data Collection and Reporting Systems Must Be Dynamic
Many small community banks utilize data entry software (DES) as they find it cost
prohibitive to deploy an HMS integrated system. HMDA input is typically completed postclosing so that the information is accurate. As a result, integrating the data collection
process with a loan operating system (LOS) is not as effective or efficient because it
forces a bank to work backwards in the data collection and reporting process.
Additionally, as was expressed by many SERs last week, downloading and installing
DES to a single workstation can become problematic when workstations are re-deployed
to keep pace with technology changes, or when point personnel are not available when
access to DES is necessary.
To assist with an improved, more efficient, data collection and reporting process, I
recommend CFPB create a web-based DES solution which may be accessible by
multiple workstations and/or users—but be secure from access or review by the public
and regulatory agencies until the HMDA LAR has been “scrubbed” and submitted by the
bank for public use.
I also recommend the system be as dynamic as possible; allow for defaults to be added
and be editable. For example, if commercial-purpose loans are still required to be HMDA
reportable, for all data points for which “N/A” or “none” is the applicable code, the system
should automatically fill all applicable fields with the correct code.
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Modified LAR Should Be Made Available Electronically Via FFIEC Website
DES already has an option for providing HMDA LAR data for public use and it deletes a
series of data points so as to mask and protect certain applicant information. I would
expect this programming to continue with the proposed data points considered nonpublic or private data. However, as was proven via a poll of SERs last week, requests by
the public for modified LAR information is almost non-existent amongst community
banks. I recommend removing the public posting requirement from Regulation C and
instead transfer this responsibility to CFPB by making the modified public LAR available
through the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council’s (FFIEC’s) website,
similar to information released via the Consolidated Report of Condition and Income
(Call Report) or the Uniform Bank Performance Report (UBPR). I believe this
recommendation is in step with many changes in technology since HMDA and
Regulation C were first introduced; reduces the burden and cost of printing and
distributing LARs to branch locations; reduces the possibility of violation for not providing
the requested information within the time required by Regulation; and still makes the
information readily available to the public.
Clear and Timely Interpretive Guidance Must be Made Available; CMP Structure Must
be Revised to More Fairly Impose Penalties Based Upon Reportable Loan Volume;
Examination Process Need be Revised
As was stressed many times by the SERs last week, clear and timely interpretive
guidance must be made available to limit varying interpretations of HMDA by regulators.
Several examples were shared which demonstrated real-life disconnect in agency
interpretations of HMDA requirements. There are no such disparities in interpretations in
other consumer protection rules—why so for HMDA? Clarity is imperative because of the
civil money penalties (CMPs) so easily assessed under HMDA.
I believe CFPB has the authority to incorporate an inclusion of a HMDA LAR “error
formula and tolerance percentage” while performing a HMDA LAR validation test. I
believe this inclusion would bring consistency and fairness to the examination process
across the agencies. For example, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC)
uses the formula: number of LAR entries in error/total files sampled (where one data
point in error = entire LAR entry in error). I suggest the formula: number of data points in
error/number of data points completed in the sample; with an error tolerance of five (5)
percent for determining a valid HMDA LAR for fair lending purposes. I believe this type
of formula will result in a much more fair accuracy test for small community banks.
For example, a bank with 100 LAR entries would have ten (10) mortgages sampled by
FDIC. This constitutes 240 data points for verification. If the Examiner in Charge
determines that three (3) data points were in error (regardless of their intention) on three
(3) different LAR entries, each LAR entry is considered to be in error. Based on the
sampling of ten (10) this would result in a 30% error rate and the sample size would be
increased by another 10%. If this pattern continued, the bank would be subject to a
potential CMP and a “scrub” of the entire 100 LAR entries. Under my recommendation,
the three (3) errors would be counted against the entire 240 data points, thus producing
an error rate of 1%. I do not believe this warrants punitive damages assessed by FDIC,
or by any other regulator, and deems the HMDA LAR valid for additional fair lending test.
I also recommend CFPB include a statement similar to footnotes as found in Regulation
Z, Truth in Lending, that a bona fide, unintentional error is not a violation of the
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Regulation. Examples of an unintentional error include: entering the value “N/A” instead
of “none;” incorrectly rounding up or down to nearest thousand; or entering an incorrect
age due to a miscalculation of an applicant’s date of birth. I do not believe these errors
cause a significant impact to the reasonableness and accuracy of the HMDA LAR and
would help lessen the concern over the expansion of reportable data points.
As I mentioned briefly above, even with a “pass” validation test by a regulator, there is
not enough data contained within the HMDA LAR for a small community bank with less
than 250 LAR entries per year for a regulator to perform a fair lending test. Our
regulators consistently go outside the scope of our HMDA LAR and perform side-by-side
loan file comparisons. Several other SERs also expressed similar treatment by
examiners in the March 6th in-person meeting. I believe this type of procedure clearly
demonstrates the fact that the HMDA LAR offers no real benefit to consumer protection
where small banks are concerned. I recommend that small community banks that file
less than 250 entries per year not be subject to a “validation” test by a regulator for the
purpose of fair lending review.
Specific Comment on Dodd-Frank Act Additions and Additional Data Points.
I offer the following specific comments regarding Dodd-Frank data and additional data
points CFPB is considering:
Loan Term: CFPB need be clear within its commentary what it means with respect to
loan term; in particular, for those loans with an amortization schedule which is different
than an initial loan term. For example, loan has a term of 5 years but is amortized over
30 years. Does an institution report a loan term of 5 or 30? This issue was a nightmare
in 2009 under revised RESPA disclosure rules as it was unclear how to properly disclose
a loan’s term until a subsequent FAQ was issued on the topic. So as to avoid such
uncertainty from the beginning of rule promulgation, CFPB must include clarification on
this matter within its commentary to Regulation C.
ARM Introductory Period: CFPB must be clear within its commentary what it means with
respect to an adjustable rate mortgage (ARM) introductory period. Certainly, if a
particular loan product is a traditional ARM product with an initial period for which the
initial interest rate is set, the identification of the introductory ARM period is clear.
However, a traditional ARM product is far from the only product which allows for a rate
change after consummation that may be offered to a consumer. CFPB must also take
into consideration those loans for which the consumer is in control of the initial rate
period. For example, under the terms of the loan contract the consumer selects the date
that the introductory rate is to end. For such a product what period is the bank to report?
CFPB may take the position that for those types of loans where the consumer is in
control of an introductory rate period that theoretically an introductory period could be
one day—the introductory rate could change the business day after loan closing.
However, in reality, a one-day introductory rate period would never happen. I believe the
reporting of an ARM introductory period in this fashion would provide no meaningful
data.
Or what is the bank to report if an introductory rate is lower until the consumer closes a
deposit account at the bank? Or stops voluntary automatic payment? Or if the consumer
receives a discounted rate unless he/she leaves employment of a bank or leaves
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employment of bank’s customer? To assume a loan has a particular ARM introductory
period when in fact a rate change may never occur, I believe will skew the reported
data—a result contrary to CFPB’s many statements last week that all of its efforts were
to ensure the collection of accurate data. I recommend CFPB exclude from reporting this
data point any loan which does not have a clearly identified ARM introductory period.
Total Units: I would recommend CFPB limit the data collection regarding total units to
two classes: (1) 1- to 4-family unit; and (2) over 4-family units. I do not believe the
collection of data regarding whether a unit is 2- or 3-family is of any assistance to further
the intended purpose of HMDA or fair lending.
Security Type (real or personal property): CFPB need clarify within its commentary to
Regulation C what a bank may rely upon for the determination of whether a particular
dwelling is a manufactured home or a traditionally built “stick home”. As was shared last
week by several SERs who specialize in manufactured home-secured lending, it is often
extremely difficult to identify a distinction between these two types of property.
Additionally, how does CFPB plan to reconcile any inconsistency in state law regarding
how state law may treat a manufactured home verses a traditionally built “stick home?”
For example, Wisconsin treats a manufactured home with no real estate as personal
property, chattel—not real estate. As a result of this treatment, pricing and terms for
such loans are different than a traditionally built “stick home.” Lenders in states where
manufactured homes are treated as chattel very likely price loans differently than lenders
whose state law treat manufactured homes similar to traditional "stick homes." Lenders
should not be unfairly accused of not offering the same type of product, rate or fee
structures merely because of differences in state law requirements. I believe unfair
treatment could occur with the collection of this type of information within the HMDA
LAR.
Another option discussed with the SERs last week was to possibly identify whether
property is: primary, secondary or investment. If this option is ultimately proposed, CFPB
must be clear about how each category is defined and identified. For example, how does
a bank identify property held in the name of trust—as investment property? Or does that
determination depend whether the grantor/settlor resides in the property? Or is it
determined by how much time the grantor/settlor resides in the property? Does that
determination change if instead it is the third-party trustee and not the grantor/settlor
who resides in the property? This is another reason why loans to trusts should be
excluded from HMDA.
And how is the security type determined if the property is owned by an LLC or other
business structure—is that considered investment property? What if the LLC is a
husband/wife member LLC and the husband and wife reside in the property—is the
property still considered investment property or is it now a requirement that the bank
further identify whether the property as primary verses secondary of the resident
members? This is another reason why loans to trusts should be excluded from HMDA.
How would bank identify a mixed property type of property? Many properties are
structured in a way where the business owner operates the business on the first floor
and resides on the second floor. Is that considered principal or investment property?
Does that determination change based upon how many residential units may be in the
building or if the business owner only resides in the residence part-time? I recommend
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CFPB provide as much clarification on these types of matters to avoid misinterpretation
or contradictory interpretation as between regulators.
Age: CFPB need clarify which age of the applicant is to be reported—age at time of
application or an applicant’s age at time of loan consummation. As age is not a stagnant
period, greater clarification is necessary for accurate data collection and reporting. This
is an item where reporting a range rather than exact data would be more helpful for data
collectors and reporters.
Use of MISMO/ULDD Standards: CFPB has proposed to align HMDA data collection
with MISMO/ULDD standards. While this would be an acceptable proposal, I would
remind CFPB that home equity loans, HELOCs, business-purpose loans, loan denials
and withdrawn applications would not align themselves with MISMO/ULDD standards.
Additionally, a large number of small community banks do not subscribe to
MISMO/ULDD standards making the proposal an additional training cost to those
institutions, including ours. I would recommend the use of MISMO/ULDD standards be
optional—not mandatory.
Automated Underwriting System (AUS) Results: CFPB has proposed the reporting of
Automated Underwriting System (AUS) credit request results. I recommend that AUS
results be omitted from CFPB’s proposal as a number of small community banks do not
use or rely upon an AUS system for making their credit decisions. In some cases, I also
believe an AUS inquiry may be run with negative results, but a bank may choose to
assume the credit risk and hold the mortgage in its loan portfolio rather than sell the loan
to an investor. I believe that a number of AUS values will result in “N/A” or will lead to
skewed data when an AUS result is obtained, and is therefore reportable as CFPB has
proposed, but not relied upon by the creditor when making the final credit decision.
Should CFPB retain AUS results as a reportable data point, I would recommend the
reporting of AUS results be optional—not mandatory.
Loan Originator ID/Loan Identifier: The recently effective mortgage rules require bank
and its mortgage loan originator’s (MLO’s) NMLS unique identifiers to be included on a
number of documents. The upcoming combined RESPA/TILA documents will have a
similar requirement. I recommend CFPB streamline Regulation C requirements with
Regulations Z and X for purposes of loan originator ID. I believe there is no other
consistent industry-wide numbering system for the identification of the bank and its
MLOs. There should be no other number that either bank or MLO must obtain or use just
for HMDA LAR reporting purposes when the SAFE Act has already established an
industrywide numbering and tracking system.
I recognize that the requirement to report a loan identifier is not an easy task as each
creditor has its own need for particular information within its loan number. However,
banks must not be forced to implement some type of bar-code functionality nor should
banks be required to completely reinvent their loan numbering systems for HMDA LAR
reporting purposes. This programming change alone for a small financial institution can
exceed $3,500 for implementation, with ongoing cost exceeding $2,000.
In the creation of a loan identifier number, CFPB must be certain to provide clear
interpretation of when that number is to change. For example, does a loan identifier
number change when a loan is refinanced or renewed? Or does it change if it is
refinanced by another lender verses if refinancing with the same lender? Does the loan
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identifier change when a construction loan is then converted into permanent financing?
What if the borrower changes, i.e., original loan was to one borrower however at time of
refinance borrower is now married and requests an application as joint borrower with
spouse, or one borrower as died, or property was transferred to a trust and now all
parties seek to have the trust as borrower rather than the grantors/settlors personally
identified as borrowers on the note? Would these changes result in a new loan identifier
even though it is really the same loan?
Whichever determination may ultimately be made by CFPB regarding whether certain
circumstances may require the assignment of a new loan identifier, I recommend CFPB
provide clear interpretation that the mere change or reassignment of a loan identifier, by
itself, does not result in a “refinancing” as defined under Regulation Z section 1026.20.
CFPB has proposed the possibility of using a parcel ID number for loan identifier. I would
caution over the use of this type of number as I fear it may lead to potential privacy
issues and identify theft. I also believe this type of number will not be available for
withdrawn or denied applications.
Credit Score: I would recommend CFPB be as clear as possible regarding what credit
score is to be reported (or not) on the HMDA LAR so that the industry does not
experience the same uncertainty it experienced when revisions were made to credit
score disclosure requirements under other areas of law (i.e., Regulation B/Equal Credit
Opportunity Act adverse action notices, Fair Credit Reporting Act notices, and risk-based
pricing disclosures).
There are times when more than one credit score is used and other times when no credit
score is used (nor collected) in the determination of whether to extend credit to a
consumer. There are also times when some type of averaged score (e.g., average score
of the one borrower or average score of all borrowers) is used and times when a
proprietary, non-consumer reporting agency score is created and used.
In conversations with other Wisconsin bankers, there are many institutions that do not
use credit scores in the determination of whether to extend credit or in setting the terms
of the credit; many Wisconsin creditors are not involved in risk-based pricing. I believe
credit score is an item that reporting a range would be more helpful to data collectors
and reporters.
Combined Loan-to-Value (CLTV) Ratio: CFPB has stated it is considering whether to
require banks to report the combined loan-to-value (CLTV) relied upon in processing
applications. This is another area that I believe will create a skewed view of a bank’s
lending practice when a bank may extend credit on a home equity loan or HELOC and
the CLTV is in excess of supervisory guidelines. I fear this would give an unfair
appearance that a bank targets sub-prime customers. In addition, CLTV (like LTV) can
be arrived under several methods (e.g., market value, cost replacement value, sales
comparison approach, and others). This is also an area where commercial-purpose
CLTV data will greatly skew reported CLTV data as commercial-purpose CLTV
calculations can be very different than consumer-purpose CLTV calculations in many
ways. Should CFPB include CLTV as a required data point, I recommend clear
interpretative guidance of how specifically CLTV is to be calculated to avoid reporting
errors and inconsistent regulatory interpretations.
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Denial reasons: HMDA currently provides for optional reporting of loan denials. I believe
this data should remain optional reporting and CFPB should not require the report of
denial reasons. This is an area of data that I fear can be a grave privacy concern.
Alternatively, should CFPB require this data to be reported there are often times when
more than one reason for a denial exists—as permitted under ECOA. Is a bank to report
only one reason? And, what is bank to report if each of the multiple reasons for denial is
of equal bearing? I also request CFPB be mindful that there are many times when denial
reasons are not as simple to identify as merely marking a pre-formed checkbox
selection. CFPB must also be clear in its guidance that it will not be a HMDA violation if
the reason reported on HMDA LAR is not verbatim to how a reason is identified on
adverse action notices. There is limited space for the reporting of information in the
HMDA LAR which may not lend itself the necessary space to list information exactly how
a reason for denial may have been explained within an adverse action notice.
Total Points and Fees/ Total Origination Charges/Discount Points/Risk-Adjusted Interest
Rate: Of the proposed data collection, the data listed within this section is the most
complex due to there being no clear definition of what these terms really mean; how it
may or may not be collected under other areas of Regulations (including differences as
between depository institutions and non-depository institutions); or how the data is to be
pulled apart. I do not recommend these types of data be required reporting data points.
As an incorrect HMDA report results in CMPs, and will most definitely jeopardize data
integrity so keenly sought after by CFPB, this type of data collection must not be
required until such time as it is very clear under the recently effective mortgage rules
what all of these terms mean or what fees are to be included, or not. This is also an area
of regulations greatly impacted by the integrated RESPA/TILA disclosure rules which we
are only just beginning to work through to fully identify the difficulties in consistent
collection and reporting of this information. I very strongly recommend consistency
between all regulations regarding how the fees are defined, calculated, and disclosed.
Again, I do not recommend these types of data be required reporting data points.
Interest Rate: Which interest rate is to be reported? Initial? Maximum ever? Maximum
within an initial period of time? How would those general requirements change if
consumer has the option to change rates? Or if different balances have different rates,
e.g., available line of credit balance has one interest rate and closed-end non-draw
amount of line of credit has a different interest rate. Or what if one rate is applicable
during the construction period but a separate rate becomes applicable for the converted
permanent financing?
Prepayment Penalty: CFPB must take into consideration that not all prepayment
penalties are the same—not all are calculated on per/month basis. Some bank’s
prepayment penalty is based upon a percentage of an outstanding balance. How would
bank report prepayment data when, at loan consummation, bank would not know what
amount to include as reportable data since bank would have no idea when a borrower
may decide to prepay any given loan?
As is similar to the reporting of an ARM introductory period, CFPB may take a position
that for those types of loans where the prepayment penalty is a percentage of the
outstanding balance, that theoretically, a penalty amount could be reported as a
percentage amount based upon the loan amount—the loan is prepay paid one business
day after loan closing. However, in reality, the prepayment of a loan one day after loan
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consummation would almost never happen; thus the reporting of a prepayment penalty
amount in this fashion would provide no meaningful data.
A similar situation would arise when a loan may have a prepayment penalty if the loan is
prepaid in the first three (3) years (or similar time period) so that the bank may
recuperate closing costs the borrower elected to finance rather than to pay in cash at
closing. However, if a loan is not prepaid during that period, there is no prepayment
penalty. How would bank report prepayment data? I believe this is yet another area
where the reporting of a prepayment penalty data when in reality the imposition of
penalty rarely occurs will distort HMDA LAR data.
Debt-to-Income Ratio (DTI): I recognize this particular data point is not a mandate under
Dodd-Frank Act and that CFPB has discretion over what it may require for HMDA
reporting. Respectfully, I strongly recommend CFPB not require the reporting of DTI
ratio.
An institution’s DTI ratio will vary as between loan products and as between lenders. As
the collection of HMDA data is for the purpose of further determining fairness in lending,
I do not want to be faced with a situation where because our DTI ratio for consumer
loans is lower than others in our lending area our DTI ratio data would inappropriately be
used against my community bank.
Under the recently effective mortgage rules, with exception to the 43% DTI ratio under
the general qualified mortgage (QM) standard, there is not a set DTI ratio mandated by
federal regulations. Instead, it is left for the creditor to determine (based upon its own
risk appetite) what particular DTI ratio is acceptable for a particular loan product. I
believe that had Congress intended this particular item to be a required data collection
point Congress would have mandated it so under Dodd-Frank. I believe Congress
understood the fact that a DTI ratio is based upon a creditor's risk appetite and
understood that taking DTI ratios out of context - as it would be on HMDA LAR - would
unfairly reflect against creditors who have a lower, more conservative DTI ratio than
those who are more aggressive with their risk. CFPB must not require the reporting of
DTI ratio. If CFPB where to require the reporting of DTI ratio, I would recommend
reporting the DTI ratio that was used in making the credit decision.
Code for qualified mortgage (QM) Loans: CFPB has proposed the reporting of a code to
identify whether a particular loan is a qualified mortgage (QM). I recommend CFPB
refrain from collecting a code for QM status. Alternatively, I recommend CFPB refrain
from collecting a code for QM status until after any temporary QM exemptions have
sunset.
Is the QM code to be used only as QM is defined under CFPB's Regulation Z rules?
What about QM under other Agency loan programs? Is there to be a different QM code
for different types of QMs? As CFPB would know, several Agencies, under Dodd-Frank,
are required to issue rules to identify how each define “QM” under their own program
rules who I believe have yet to finalize those rules. Until those Agencies have completed
that process creditors will have difficulty identifying whether a loan is or is not QM under
certain Agency loan programs for HMDA reporting purposes.
A number of small community banks are exempt from several of the QM provisions until
further study and determination is made (i.e., temporary small creditor balloon payment
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mortgage exemption). For those small community banks under small creditor
exemptions who enter on the HMDA LAR DTI’s lower than the general QM 43% DTI
ratio, that data may give the appearance that a small creditor could potentially be
targeting only certain customers when in fact other underwriting factors, not included in
the HMDA LAR, are present (e.g., high net worth, supported liquid assets, and others) or
the creditor is merely complying with the rules as the exemption permits. The data of
reporting a QM code must be able to be reconciled with other data that is perceived by
CFPB to be a negative feature, such as balloon feature, when in fact there are times
these features is permitted.
If CFPB requires the reporting of a code for QM loans, I recommend CFPB provide very
clear interpretation of its intended use of this data, how others should interpret the
reporting of this data, and how to reconcile that a HMDA LAR may report of QM loans
even though other required data reporting the same creditor reports non-amortizing
features (i.e., small creditor QM balloon payment mortgage) or high DTI ratios. In a
jointly issued guidance, the federal banking agencies have stated that a bank’s selection
to make QM and/or non QM status loans is a bank’s business decision based upon their
own business strategies and risk appetite and that decision would not be taken into
consideration for purpose of fair lending or under the Community Reinvestment Act
(CRA). If this is the case, reporting QM or not QM data code in HMDA LAR is not
appropriate as the principal purpose of HMDA is to review data for purposes of fair
lending issues. HMDA reporters should not be harmed if its LAR reports it only makes
non-QM loans; this is data I fear will most certainly be used against the reporter.
Conclusion
Once again, I appreciate the opportunity to have participated as a SER to CFPB’s Small
Business Review Panel as it considers the economic impact revisions to HMDA will have
on our small community bank. I recognize the various interest CFPB need balance as
between consumer protection and those offering financial services and I implore CFPB
to do all that it can to ensure small community banks are not disproportionately impacted
by forthcoming revised HMDA data collection and reporting requirements.
To minimize cost increases associated with the implementation and ongoing compliance
with revised HMDA, CFPB must implement a rule to collect only those data points
specifically identified as required under the Dodd-Frank Act; and, must adjust the
compliance burden to be proportionate to the size and complexity of any given HMDAreporting entity.
Please feel free to contact me regarding my comments or for further data.
Sincerely,

Jeffrey A. Schmid, CRCM, CRP
Senior Vice President/COO
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&RQVXPHU)LQDQFLDO3URWHFWLRQ%XUHDX
*6WUHHW1:
:DVKLQJWRQ'&

'HDU6LURU0DGDP

,ZRXOGOLNHWRWKDQN\RXIRUWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRVHUYHDVDVPDOOHQWLW\UHSUHVHQWDWLYHIRUWKH
+0'$UXOHPDNLQJ6%5()$3DQHORQEHKDOIRI$PHUL)LUVW+RPH0RUWJDJH7KH
UHVSRQVLELOLWLHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKLVKRQRUDUHQRWWDNHQOLJKWO\DQG,DSSUHFLDWH\RXUZLOOLQJQHVV
WRJDLQPRUWJDJHLQGXVWU\SHUVSHFWLYHRQWKHSURSRVHGUXOHPDNLQJFKDQJHV

(QFORVHGIRU\RXUUHYLHZSOHDVHILQGLQIRUPDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHHFRQRPLFLPSDFWRIUXOHPDNLQJ
FKDQJHVRQ$PHUL)LUVW6SHFLILFDOO\$PHUL)LUVWZRXOGOLNHWRHPSKDVL]HVRPHRIWKHGDWDSRLQW
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SBREFA HMDA Panel Comments
Summary of AmeriFirst Home Mortgage
$PHUL)LUVW+RPH0RUWJDJHLVDPRUWJDJHEDQNHUEDVHGLQ3RUWDJH0LFKLJDQ$VDQHQWLW\OLFHQVHGLQ
VWDWHVRXUPRQWKO\ORDQFORVLQJYROXPHLVDSSUR[LPDWHO\SHUPRQWK$PHUL)LUVW+RPH
0RUWJDJHRULJLQDWHVIXQGVDQGVHUYLFHVVWOLHQPRUWJDJHORDQVIRUXQLWUHVLGHQWLDOKRXVLQJ:H
ZRUNZLWK)10$*10$)+$9$DQG86'$5'DQGDUHURXWLQHO\H[DPLQHGE\HDFKRIWKHVH
HQWLWLHVLQDGGLWLRQWRH[DPLQDWLRQE\ZDUHKRXVHOHQGHUVDQGWKLUGSDUW\DXGLWRUV:HRIIHUGLYHUVH
PRUWJDJHILQDQFLQJRSWLRQVLQFOXGLQJIL[HGUDWHDGMXVWDEOHUDWHFRQYHQWLRQDO+RPH3DWK+RPH3DWK
5HQRYDWLRQ+RPH6W\OH5HQRYDWLRQ)+$)+$ N 9$DQG5'$VDVPDOOEXVLQHVVZHPXVW
FRPSO\ZLWK+0'$UHSRUWLQJVWDQGDUGVLQDGGLWLRQDOWR10/6FDOOUHSRUWVVWDWHVSHFLILFUHSRUWLQJDQG
DJHQF\UHSRUWLQJ

&XUUHQWO\ZHH[WUDFW+0'$GDWDIURPRXUORDQRULJLQDWLRQV\VWHP /26 DQGWUDQVIHUWKHGDWDWRRXU
+0'$0DQDJHPHQW6\VWHP +06 :LWKHYHUFKDQJLQJUHJXODWRU\UHTXLUHPHQWVEDVHGRQDJHQF\
VWDWHDQGIHGHUDOODZVZHDUHDOVRLQWKHSURFHVVRIXSGDWLQJDQGWUDQVIHUULQJWRDQHZ/26WKDWFDQ
DFKLHYHPRUHDXWRPDWHGFRPSOLDQFHVROXWLRQV8SJUDGHVLQVRIWZDUHVROXWLRQVWRHQVXUHFRPSOLDQFHLV
FRPPRQZLWKLQWKLVLQGXVWU\ZKLFKDGGVWLPHDQGFRVWWRRXU+0'$UHSRUWLQJSURFHVVE\KDYLQJWR
FRPSOHWHDGDWDUHFRQFLOLDWLRQDQGHUURUUHVROXWLRQSURFHGXUHIRUV\VWHPVWKDWDUHXOWLPDWHO\PHUJHG
LQWRWKH+06'XULQJ$PHUL)LUVWUHSRUWHGRYHUORDQGDWDILOHVWR+0'$

Comment on Data Points
7KH+0'$UXOHPDNLQJFXUUHQWO\UHTXLUHVFUHGLWRUVWRUHSRUWEDVLFLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHORDQ
DSSOLFDWLRQERUURZHUDQGORFDWLRQRIWKHSURSHUW\7KH&)3%LVSURSRVLQJDGGLWLRQDOGDWDSRLQWVWKDW
PD\SRVHDVXQGXO\EXUGHQVRPHQRWRQO\WRVPDOOPRUWJDJHEDQNHUVEXWDOVRWRERUURZHUVVLQFHWKH
FRVWDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVHFKDQJHVDUHXOWLPDWHO\DEVRUEHGE\WKHFRQVXPHU$QLQGHSWKDQDO\VLVRIWKH
SURSRVHGGDWDSRLQWVPXVWEHDGGUHVVHGLQGLYLGXDOO\WRXQGHUVWDQGWKHHFRQRPLFLPSDFWRIVXFK
PRGLILFDWLRQV

Total Points and Fees
3RLQWVDQGIHHVDUHGHILQHGGLIIHUHQWO\IURPUXOHWRUXOH$JHQFLHVORFDOMXULVGLFWLRQVVWDWHVDQGIHGHUDO
ODZVRIWHQFRQIOLFWUHJDUGLQJZKDWLVDQGLVQRWLQFOXGHGLQSRLQWVDQGIHHV+HUHDUHMXVWDIHZLWHPVWR
FRQVLGHUZKHQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUDFKDUJHFRQVWLWXWHVD³SRLQWDQGIHH´LQDFFRUGDQFHZLWK+0'$
x $UHILQDQFHFKDUJHVLQFOXGHGDVDSRLQWDQGIHH"
x $UHQRQILQDQFHVFKDUJHVLQFOXGHGDVDSRLQWDQGIHH"
x $UHWKLUGSDUW\FKDUJHVLQFOXGHGDVDSRLQWDQGIHH"
x $UHOHQGHUSDLGFKDUJHVLQFOXGHGDVDSRLQWDQGIHH"
x $UHVHOOHUSDLGFKDUJHVLQFOXGHGDVDSRLQWDQGIHH"
o :KDWLIWKHVHOOHUVSHFLILFDOO\RXWOLQHVWKHIHHVIRUZKLFKWKH\ZLOOSD\"
o :KDWLIWKHVHOOHURIIHUVFORVLQJFRVWVWRXSWRDFHUWDLQGROODUILJXUHZLWKRXWVSHFLI\LQJ
KRZWKHIXQGVZLOOEHDSSOLHG"
x $UHERQDILGHGLVFRXQWVH[FOXGHG"
o ,I\HVKRZLV³ERQDILGH´GHILQHG"
o ,I\HVLVWKHUHDOLPLWWRWKHDPRXQWRIERQDILGHGLVFRXQWWKDWLVH[FOXGDEOH"
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x
x
x

7RZKDWH[WHQGDUHDIILOLDWHGEXVLQHVVIHHVH[FOXGHG"
:LOOSRLQWVDQGIHHVPLUURUWKDWRIWKH40GHILQLWLRQRISRLQWVDQGIHHV" :KLFKDQHFGRWDOO\DUH
LQWHUSUHWHGPXFKGLIIHUHQWO\E\YHQGRUVOHQGHUVDQGUHJXODWRUV 
:LOOSRLQWVDQGIHHVPLUURUSRLQWVDQGIHHVDVGHILQHGE\WKHKLJKFRVWWHVWDQGKLJKHUSULFHG
PRUWJDJHWHVWV"


$VDPRUWJDJHEDQNHULWLVH[WUHPHO\GLIILFXOWWRGLVWLQJXLVKZKLFKSRLQWVDQGIHHVDUHLQFOXGHGLQHDFK
WHVW1RWRQO\GRIHGHUDOUXOHVFRQIOLFWZLWKRQHDQRWKHUUHJDUGLQJZKDWDSRLQWDQGIHHIRUWKHLU
UHVSHFWLYHUXOHVWDWHODZVDOVRSURVFULEHLQGLYLGXDOL]HGGHILQLWLRQV,QDGGLWLRQWRWKDWWKHUHDUH
GLIIHUHQWLQWHUSUHWDWLRQVRIHDFKUXOHE\DJHQFLHVLQYHVWRUVDQGUHJXODWRUV:KLOHVWDWH³$´DQGVWDWH
³%´PD\EHVXEMHFWWRWKHVDPHIHGHUDOUXOHVWKHLUUHJXODWRUVLQWHUSUHWWKHUXOHVGLIIHUHQWO\DQGFDXVH
OHQGHUVWRLPSRVHIXUWKHUH[FHSWLRQVDQGLQWHUQDOSROLFLHVDQGSURFHGXUHVWKDWLQYROYHH[WUHPHO\PDQXDO
DQDO\VLV$ODFNRIFRQVLVWHQF\EHWZHHQWKHUXOHVDQGLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHUXOHVPDNHVFRPSOLDQFHD
WUHPHQGRXVO\FRVWO\DQGODERULQWHQVLYHIHDW$SROLF\DQGSURFHGXUHWKDWLVGHHPHGE\DUHJXODWRUWREH
FRPSOLDQWZLWKIHGHUDOODZLQVWDWH$PD\EHGHHPHGDVDYLRODWLRQLQ6WDWH%6WDWH%PD\DOVR
LPSRVHDILQHIRUQRQFRPSOLDQFHDQGUHTXLUHDSROLF\DQGSURFHGXUHUHYLVLRQWKDWZRXOGWDNHDQ
RWKHUZLVHDXWRPDWHGSURFHVVDQGPDNHLWPDQXDOEDVHGRQDSSOLFDWLRQWRWKDWVWDWH¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRI
WKHUXOH$IWHUWKHVWDWHGHHPVZKHWKHUWKHOHQGHUKDVFRPSOLHGZLWKWKHUXOHLQTXHVWLRQLQYHVWRUV
DJHQFLHVDQGVRIWZDUHFRPSDQLHVPD\GLVDJUHHZLWKWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQDJDLQFDXVLQJIXUWKHUPDQXDO
DQDO\VLVRIUXOHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ(YHQPRUHWURXEOLQJDIHGHUDOUHJXODWRUPD\GLVDJUHHZLWKWKH
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHVWDWHDJHQF\LQYHVWRURUYHQGRUFDXVLQJDQLQDELOLW\WRFRPSO\ZLWKFRPSHWLQJRI
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV7KLVEHFRPHVDFRVWO\HQGHDYRULQWHUPVRIODERUVRIWZDUHFXVWRPL]DWLRQVWDWH
UHJXODWRU\ILQHVDQGOHJDOFRVWV

7KHUHLVDQLQYHUVHFRUUHODWLRQEHWZHHQWKHVSHFLILFLW\RIWKHUXOHDQGWKHFRVWRILWVLPSOHPHQWDWLRQWKH
OHVVVSHFLILFWKHUXOHLVWKHPRUHFRVWO\LPSOHPHQWDWLRQZRXOGEHIRUPRUWJDJHEDQNHUV:KHQUXOHVDUH
YDJXHRXWVLGHFRXQVHOLVQHHGHGIRULQWHUSUHWDWLRQ9DU\LQJLQWHUSUHWDWLRQVDOVRFDXVHYHQGRUVWRRIIHU
FRQILJXUDWLRQRSWLRQVIRUOHQGHUVWRFKRRVHKRZWKH\ZLVKWRDSSO\WKHUXOHVLQVWHDGRIFRQVLVWHQW
SURJUDPPLQJ&RQILJXUDWLRQDQGFXVWRPL]DWLRQHTXDWHVWRODUJHFRVWV6XFKYDULDWLRQDOVRFDXVHV
LQFRQVLVWHQF\LQGDWDFRPSDULVRQVDQGFRPSURPLVHVGDWDLQWHJULW\7KLVDOVROHDYHVWKHGRRURSHQWR
DJHQF\VWDWHDQGIHGHUDOLQWHUSUHWDWLRQVWKDWYDU\7KHVHYDU\LQJLQWHUSUHWDWLRQVPD\UHVXOWLQSRWHQWLDO
ILQHVIRUQRQFRPSOLDQFHDQGH[RUELWDQWOHJDOIHHV

$QRWKHUFRQFHUQUHJDUGLQJSRLQWVDQGIHHVLVWKHODFNRIGLUHFWLRQUHJDUGLQJKRZWRDSSO\WKH
YROXPLQRXVUXOHVWRWKHIHGHUDOIRUPVLQZKLFKZHDUHUHTXLUHGWRFRPSOHWH$OWKRXJKOHQGHUVDUH
IHGHUDOO\UHTXLUHGWRSURYLGH*)( 7,/GLVFORVXUHVWRERUURZHUVWKHSRLQWVDQGIHHGHILQLWLRQVDUHQRW
WLHGWRWKHIRUPWKDWRXWOLQHERUURZHUFKDUJHVZKLFKPDNHVFRPSOLDQFHGLIILFXOWWRGHWHUPLQH:KLOH
VRIWZDUHPD\FDSWXUHWKH³$GMXVWHG2ULJLQDWLRQ&KDUJHV´LQEORFN$RIWKH*)(WKHUXOHVPD\UHTXLUH
OHQGHUVWRLQFOXGHIHHV%&DQG'OLVWHGLQ%ORFN$ZKLOHRPLWWLQJ;<DQG=RI%ORFN$7KH
SUREOHPZLWKWKLVLVWKDWWKHVRIWZDUHGRHVQRWDOORZOHQGHUVWRLWHPL]HWKHLQGLYLGXDOL]HGEORFN$IHHV
EDVHGRQZKHWKHUWKHIHHLVLQFOXGHGLQWKHSRLQWVDQGIHHVWHVWDVVRFLDWHGZLWK+0'$+2(3$+30/
40RUWKHUHOHYDQWVWDWHDQWLSUHGDWRU\OHQGLQJODZ$QRWKHUOD\HURFFXUVZKHQWKHIHHLVXOWLPDWHO\
SDLGE\WKHERUURZHUVHOOHURUOHQGHUZKLFKFDQIXUWKHUUHGHILQHZKHWKHUWKHFKDUJHLVD³SRLQWDQG
IHH´IRUWKHSXUSRVHVRI+0'$(YHU\WKLQJLVVRQXDQFHGWKDWLWEHFRPHVPDQXDODQGFRVWO\7KHODFN
RIFRQVLVWHQF\EHWZHHQUXOHGHILQLWLRQVPDNHVFRPSOLDQFHDQH[WUHPHO\FRVWO\SURFHVVIRUZKLFKWKH
ERUURZHUXOWLPDWHO\SD\V
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7UDLQLQJRXUVWDIIRIRYHUHPSOR\HHVRQWKHGLIIHUHQWEHWZHHQDSRLQWDQGIHHIRU+0'$YHUVXV
+2(3$+30/40RUDVWDWHDQWLSUHGDWRU\OHQGLQJWHVWLVH[WUHPHO\FRVWO\LQWHUPVRIWLPHODERU
PRQH\DQGWKHODFNRIDXWRPDWLRQLQLQFOXGLQJH[FOXGLQJFKDUJHVEDVHGRQWKHWHVWEHLQJHYDOXDWHG
$PHUL)LUVWVWURQJO\HQFRXUDJHVWKH&)3%WRGHILQHSRLQWVDQGIHHVIRUWKHSXUSRVHVRIUHVLGHQWLDO
PRUWJDJHOHQGLQJDVWKHGROODUILJXUHOLVWHGLQEORFN$RIWKH*)(OHVVDQ\VHOOHUFRQFHVVLRQV6XFKD
VLPSOHGHILQLWLRQFDQEHHDVLO\FDSWXUHGZLWKLQWKHV\VWHPDQGH[SRUWHGWRRXU+06ZLWKQRYHQGRU
SURJUDPPLQJQROHJDOIHHVIRUUXOHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQDQGYHU\OLWWOHDGGLWLRQDOODERUH[SHQVH%HFDXVH
WKHVHIHGHUDOGLVFORVXUHVDUHLQWKHSURFHVVRIEHLQJUHFRQILJXUHGLQWRDQLQWHJUDWHGIRUPWKH+0'$
GHILQLWLRQRISRLQWVDQGIHHVVKRXOGFRQWHPSODWHWKHVXEVHTXHQWUHYLVLRQWRWKHVHIRUPVDQGSURYLGHIRU
DQHTXDOO\VLPLODUGHILQLWLRQZKHQWKHQHZIRUPVDUHLPSOHPHQWHG,ZRXOGDOVRHQFRXUDJHWKH&)3%WR
FRQVLGHUDVLPLODUGHILQLWLRQRISRLQWVDQGIHHVRWKHUUXOHV VXFKDV40 VLQFHVWDQGDUGL]DWLRQLVNH\WR
PDNLQJFRPSOLDQFHHFRQRPLFDOO\IHDVLEOHIRUVPDOOOHQGHUV

,IWKHGHILQLWLRQRISRLQWVDQGIHHVLVWLHGWRDQH[SRUWDEOHILHOGIURPWKH*)(OHQGHUVDUHUHTXLUHGWR
SUHSDUHIRUUHVLGHQWLDOPRUWJDJHORDQVWKHHVWLPDWHGFRVWRILPSOHPHQWDWLRQIRU$PHUL)LUVWZRXOGEH
PLQLPDO,IWKHIHHVDUHQRWWLHGWRDVSHFLILFUHSRUWDEOHEORFNRQWKH*)(FDXVLQJWKHSURFHVVWREH
PDQXDOWKHHVWLPDWHGFRVWRILPSOHPHQWDWLRQZRXOGEHDVIROORZV


2QH7LPH&RVWV
Item:
Computation:
Total estimated cost:
/HJDOIHHVIRUUXOHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ
KRXU[KRXUV

7UDLQLQJIRUHPSOR\HHV
HPSOR\HHV[KRXU KRXUV

UHJDUGLQJIHHVLQFOXGHGH[FOXGHG
KRXUV[KU EOHQGHGVDODU\ 
IURP+0'$


3ROLF\ SURFHGXUHUHYLVLRQ
VHQLRUVWDII;KRXUV KRXUV

SUHSDUDWLRQ UHYLHZE\VHQLRU
KRXUV[KRXU
PDQDJHPHQW

2QJRLQJ&RVWV
Item:
Computation:
Annual Cost:
ILOHUHYLHZWRGHWHUPLQH
+0'$ILOHV SURMHFWHGIRU 

ZKLFKIHHVDUHLQFOXGHGLQWKH
[KRXUV 
+0'$SRLQWVDQGIHHVWHVWDQG
KRXUV[KRXUV
PDQXDOH[FOXVLRQVIRUIHHVWKDW

PD\EHRPLWWHGE\YLUWXHRI
EHLQJSDLGE\WKHOHQGHURUVHOOHU
(YDOXDWLRQRISRLQWDQGIHHV
ILOHV[VHOHFWLRQ ILOHV

FDOFXODWLRQVE\H[DPLQHUV 7KH
ILOHV[KUILOH KRXUV
VWDWHVLQZKLFKZHDUHOLFHQVHG
KRXUV[KRXU
FKDUJHE\WKHKRXUWRFRQGXFW
ILOHVUHYLHZV 


Universal ID
(DFKOHQGHUKDVWKHLURZQPHWKRGLQSURJUDPPLQJDQGDVVLJQLQJERUURZHUORDQQXPEHUV$XQLYHUVDO
LGHQWLILFDWLRQIRUORDQQXPEHUVZRXOGEHH[WUHPHO\ODERULRXVIRUPRUWJDJHEDQNHUVWRWLHHDFKXQLTXH
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XQLYHUVDOLGHQWLILFDWLRQQXPEHUWRDERUURZHU¶VDSSOLFDWLRQ7KHDUHPDQ\FRQFHUQVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKLV
SURSRVDO

7KHILUVWLVVXHLVWKHGHILQLWLRQRIDQDSSOLFDWLRQWKDWZRXOGWULJJHUWKHQHHGIRUDXQLYHUVDO,'
$SSOLFDWLRQVFDQEHGHILQHGDVDSUHTXDOLILFDWLRQVSUHDSSURYDOV5HJ%DSSOLFDWLRQV5HJ;
DSSOLFDWLRQVDSSOLFDWLRQVFRPSOHWHDSSOLFDWLRQVZLWKVXSSRUWLQJGRFVIRUXQGHUZULWLQJ
VXEPLVVLRQVLQFRPSOHWHDSSOLFDWLRQVHWF$GGLWLRQDOO\ZKLOHDSUHTXDOLILFDWLRQLVQRW+0'$
UHSRUWDEOHDSSOLFDWLRQDSUHTXDOLILFDWLRQPD\WULJJHUDQDGYHUVHDFWLRQQRWLFHLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWK5HJ
%5HTXLULQJDXQLYHUVDOLGHQWLILFDWLRQQXPEHUIRUDOODSSOLFDWLRQVZRXOGUHTXLUHDGHWDLOHGDQDO\VLVRI
WKHW\SHRIORDQDSSOLFDWLRQVWKDWZDUUDQWVXFKDQLGHQWLILFDWLRQDQGDGHWHUPLQDWLRQRIWKHWULJJHULQJ
IDFWRUWRDVVLJQWKHQXPEHUGXULQJWKHDSSOLFDWLRQSURFHVV

6HFRQGO\PDQ\/26V\VWHPVKDYHEDUFRGLQJWRHQVXUHWKDWZKHQDERUURZHUUHWXUQVDSSOLFDWLRQ
GRFXPHQWVWKHGRFXPHQWDWLRQLVDXWRPDWLFDOO\VFDQQHGDQGVDYHGLQWRWKHERUURZHU¶VILOH7KH&)3%
KDVLQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHXQLYHUVDOORDQLGHQWLILFDWLRQQXPEHUPD\FRPHLQWKHIRUPRIDEDUFRGH
$PHUL)LUVWKDVH[SHQGHGRYHUFRQYHUWLQJWRD/26WKDWRIIHUVVXFKDEDUFRGLQJV\VWHPWR
DFFXUDWHO\WUDFNGRFXPHQWVDQGLPSURYHTXDOLW\FRQWUROV\VWHPVDFRPSHWLQJEDUFRGHZRXOGLQWHUIHUH
ZLWKWKH/26WUDFNLQJPHFKDQLVPLQKLELWLQJRXUDELOLW\WRXWLOL]HWKHIXQFWLRQDOLW\RIDXWRPDWHG
GRFXPHQWWUDFNLQJ

$GGLWLRQDOO\GXHWRWKHYROXPHRIORDQDSSOLFDWLRQWDNHQE\$PHUL)LUVWREWDLQLQJDVVLJQLQJDQG
WUDFNLQJEDUFRGHVZRXOGUHTXLUHWKHDGGLWLRQRIDQDGGLWLRQDOHPSOR\HH,IWKHUHLVDWLPHGHOD\LQ
OHQGHUVREWDLQLQJEDUFRGHVWKHUHZRXOGDOVREHWKHFRVWRIODERUWRLQIRUPERUURZHUVRQWKHVWDWXVRI
WKHLUEDUFRGHWRFRQWLQXHZLWKWKHLUORDQDSSOLFDWLRQ,QWKHHYHQWWKDWORDQVDUHGHOD\HGIURPFORVLQJ
GXHWRDQXQDVVLJQHGJRYHUQPHQWLVVXHGEDUFRGHFRPSODLQWUHVROXWLRQDQGPDQDJHUHVFDODWLRQZRXOG
LQFUHDVHWKHODERUFRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKSURFHVVLQJORDQDSSOLFDWLRQV

)LQDOO\WKHUHZRXOGEHDQXQGHWHUPLQHGFRVWDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHDFTXLVLWLRQRIEDUFRGHV,WLVXQFOHDU
ZKHWKHUWKHVHEDUFRGHVZRXOGEHSXUFKDVHGE\OHQGHUVRUUHTXLUHDGGLWLRQDOUHSRUWLQJUHTXLUHPHQWVRQ
WKHVWDWXVRIWKHORDQLGHQWLILFDWLRQQXPEHUV7KLVXQNQRZQLQIRUPDWLRQLVQRWTXDQWLILDEOHDWWKLVWLPH
EXWPD\EHH[WUHPHO\FRVWSURKLELWLYH
2QJRLQJ&RVWV
Item:
Computation:
Annual Cost:
2EWDLQLQJDVVLJQLQJDQG
+0'$DSSOLFDWLRQV SURMHFWHGIRU 

WUDFNLQJXQLYHUVDOORDQ
SUHTXDOLILFDWLRQV ILOHV
LGHQWLILFDWLRQQXPEHUV
ILOHV[KUVILOHIRUEDUFRGHDVVLJQPHQW 
KRXUV[KRXU

(UURUUHVROXWLRQ
ILOHVZLWKDHUURUUDWH 

ILOHV[KUVILOHUHVROXWLRQLQYHVWLJDWLRQ 
KRXU[KRXU
&RPSODLQWUHVROXWLRQ
ILOHV[FRPSODLQWUDWH FRPSODLQWV

FRPSODLQWV[KRXUV KRXUV
KRXUV[KRXU
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Parcel ID
7KHSDUFHO,'LVDQLWHPWKDWLVRQO\FROOHFWHGRQFORVHGORDQV,IDORDQDSSOLFDWLRQLVGHQLHGOHQGHUVGR
QRWKDYHWKHFDSDELOLW\WRHDVLO\SURYLGHDSDUFHOLGHQWLILFDWLRQIRUWKHSURSHUWLHV,IIRUH[DPSOHD
ERUURZHUFRQWDFWVDORDQRIILFHUWRUHILQDQFHWKHLUKRPHDQGSURYLGHVDOOWKHLULQIRUPDWLRQWRFRPSOHWH
WKHLUDSSOLFDWLRQWKH/2ZLOOSURFHHGZLWKDFUHGLWLQTXLU\,IWKHFUHGLWLQTXLU\UHVXOWVLQDFUHGLW
VFRUHZLWKDERUURZHUZKRKDVQRHVWDEOLVKHGUHSD\PHQWDELOLW\RQDQ\GHEWWKH\KDYHWKH\ZLOOOLNHO\
EHGHQLHGIRUWKHLUORDQDSSOLFDWLRQZLWKRXWHYHUREWDLQLQJWKHSDUFHOLGHQWLILFDWLRQQXPEHU+DYLQJWR
FROOHFWVXFKLQIRUPDWLRQSRVHVDWUHPHQGRXVHFRQRPLFEXUGHQRQOHQGHUV

:KHQDORDQGRHVFORVHDSDUFHOLGHQWLILFDWLRQLVLQFOXGHGDVSDUWRIWKHORDQGRFXPHQWDWLRQKRZHYHULW
LVQRWDQH[SRUWDEOHILHOG$SDUFHOLGHQWLILFDWLRQQXPEHULVLQFOXGHGLQSGIIRUPDWWKDWFDQQRWEH
FDSWXUHGLQDVSHFLILFILHOG$Q\SURSHUW\SDUFHOLGHQWLILFDWLRQWKDWLVREWDLQHGZRXOGKDYHWREH
PDQXDOO\WUDQVFULEHGZLWKRXWWKHDELOLW\WRH[SRUWLQDQDXWRPDWHGPDQQHU)XUWKHUPRUHPDQXDOHQWU\
RISDUFHOLGHQWLILFDWLRQVOHDGVWRKXPDQHUURUDQGGDWDLQWHJULW\LVVXHV$OHVVHUPHDQVWRDFKLHYHWKH
VDPHSXUSRVHLVWRPDLQWDLQWKHFRXQW\LQZKLFKWKHSURSHUW\LVORFDWHG2EWDLQLQJDSDUFHO
LGHQWLILFDWLRQZRXOGUHVXOWLQFRVWVDVRXWOLQHGEHORZ
2QJRLQJ&RVWV
Item:
Computation:
Annual Cost:
0DQXDOO\ORRNLQJXSDQG
+0'$DSSOLFDWLRQV SURMHFWHGIRU 

WUDQVFULELQJSDUFHO
ILOHV[KUV KRXUV
LGHQWLILFDWLRQQXPEHUV
KRXUV[KRXU


Age
:KLOHFXUUHQWV\VWHPVREWDLQWKHGDWHRIELUWKRIHDFKERUURZHUYHQGRUVGRQRWKDYHDPHFKDQLVPLQ
SODFHWRFDSWXUHWKHDJHLQH[SRUWDEOHIRUPDW)XUWKHUPRUHLIDJHEHFRPHVDUHTXLUHGUHSRUWDEOHGDWD
SRLQWDWZKLFKSRLQWZRXOGWKHDJHRIWKHDSSOLFDQWEHFDSWXUHG"7KHWLPHRIFORVLQJ":KDWLIWKHORDQ
GRHVQRWFORVH"$WWKHWLPHWKHERUURZHUFRQWDFWHGWKHOHQGHU"$WWKHWLPHD5HJ%DSSOLFDWLRQZDV
UHFHLYHG"$WWKHWLPHWKHOHQGHUREWDLQHGD5(63$DSSOLFDWLRQ"$WWKHWLPHWKHDSSOLFDWLRQZDV
FRPSOHWHG"$WWKHWLPHWKHERUURZHUVLJQHGWKHLUDSSOLFDWLRQGRFXPHQWDWLRQ"5HSRUWLQJDJHZRXOG
HQWDLOPDQXDOFDOFXODWLRQRIWKHERUURZHU¶VDJHDWWKHGHILQHGPRPHQWLQWLPH:KLOHGDWHRIELUWKLV
FDSWXUHGLQWKHV\VWHPVWRULQJVXFKLQIRUPDWLRQSRVHVVHFXULW\FRQFHUQVZLWKWKHVWRUDJHRIVHQVLWLYH
LQIRUPDWLRQ$OHVVEXUGHQVRPHRSWLRQZRXOGEHWRUHSRUWWKHERUURZHU¶V\HDURIELUWK6XFK
LQIRUPDWLRQZRXOGEHUHDGLO\DYDLODEOHDQGSRVHYHU\OLWWOHFRVWWRPRUWJDJHEDQNHUVVXFKDV$PHUL)LUVW
5HSRUWLQJDJHZRXOGEHDPDQXDOSURFHVVDVIROORZV
2QJRLQJ&RVWV
Item:
Computation:
Annual Cost:
0DQXDOO\UHYLHZLQJWKH
+0'$DSSOLFDWLRQV SURMHFWHGIRU 

DJHRIWKHDSSOLFDQWDWWKH
ILOHV[KUV KRXUV
KRXUV[KRXU
GHILQHGPRPHQWLQWLPHV

DQGHQWHULQJLQWRWKH/$5


Credit Score
:KLOH$PHUL)LUVW+RPH0RUWJDJHXWLOL]HVFUHGLWVFRUHWRREWDLQLQIRUPDWLRQUHODWLYHWRZKHWKHUWKH
ERUURZHUZLOOEHDSSURYHGWKHUHDUHPDQ\FRQFHUQVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKFUHGLWVFRUH)RUH[DPSOHLIWKH
ORDQRIILFHURQO\REWDLQVRQHFUHGLWVFRUHIRUSUHTXDOLILFDWLRQLVWKDWWKHVFRUHWKDWLVUHSRUWHG",IWKH
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/2REWDLQVDWULPHUJHUHSRUWZKLFKVFRUHZRXOGEHUHSRUWHG"$OO"7KHPLGVFRUHXVHGWRFDOFXODWH
WKHERUURZHU¶VHOLJLELOLW\":KDWLIWKHUHDUHPXOWLSOHERUURZHUVRQWKHVDPHDSSOLFDWLRQ":KDWLIWKH
FUHGLWUHSRUWLVREWDLQHGPRUHWKDQRQFH"2EWDLQLQJWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQFDQEHTXLWHFKDOOHQJLQJZKHQ
GHWHUPLQLQJWKHUXOHVWKDWJXLGHZKLFKVFRUHVKRXOGEHUHSRUWHG,IYHQGRUVDUHXQDEOHWRDFFRPPRGDWH
SURJUDPPLQJWRDFFXUDWHO\SRSXODWHWKHVFRUHWKDWLVXWLOL]HGLQWKHFUHGLWGHFLVLRQWKLVFRXOGEHFRPHDQ
H[WUHPHO\PDQXDOSURFHVV$FRVWDQDO\VLVRIDPDQXDOHQWU\IRUWKLVILHOGFDQEHIRXQGEHORZ
2QJRLQJ&RVWV
Item:
Computation:
Annual Cost:
0DQXDOHQWU\RIFUHGLWVFRUHV
+0'$DSSOLFDWLRQV SURMHFWHGIRU 

IRUHDFK+0'$DSSOLFDWLRQ
;KRXUVSHUILOH KRXUV
KRXUV[KRXU


Privacy
*UDPP/HDFK%OLOH\UHTXLUHVOHQGHUVWRHQVXUHWKDWLQIRUPDWLRQLVNHSWSULYDWHDQGVHFXUH6WRULQJ
ODUJHILOHVWKDWWLHWKHERUURZHU¶VDJHSDUFHOLGHQWLILFDWLRQDQGFUHGLWVFRUHSRVHVDQH[WUHPHVHFXULW\
ULVN:KLOHOHQGHUVGRHYHU\WKLQJZLWKLQWKHLUSRZHUWRSUHYHQWDGDWDEUHDFKHYHQODUJHUHWDLOHUVVXFK
DV7DUJHWEHFRPHYLFWLPVRIFRPSXWHUKDFNLQJ:LWKOHQGHUVRIDOOVL]HVWKURXJKRXWWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV
VWRULQJVXFKVHQVLWLYHLQIRUPDWLRQVHFXULW\EHFRPHVDKXJHULVNLQWHUPVRIGDWDVHFXULW\(YHQLIWKH
WUDQVPLVVLRQV\VWHPLVVHFXUHWRWKH&)3%OHQGHUVUHTXLUHGWRVWRUHVXFKVHQVLWLYHLQIRUPDWLRQFDQ
EHFRPHDWUHPHQGRXVVHFXULW\ULVN5HTXLULQJWKHVWRUDJHRIVXFKVHQVLWLYHORDQGDWDLQDORDQE\ORDQ
IRUPDWH[SRVHVOHQGHUVWRQRWRQO\DVHFXULW\ULVNEXWDOVRWUHPHQGRXVOLWLJDWLRQH[SRVXUHLQWKHHYHQWRI
DGDWDEUHDFK5HSRUWLQJDQGVWRULQJLQIRUPDWLRQLQWKHDJJUHJDWHLVDPXFKVDIHUZD\WRVWRUHGDWDDV
RSSRVHGWRORDQE\ORDQGHWDLOV7KH&)3%LVHQFRXUDJHGWRFROOHFWWKHGDWDWKH\DUHUHTXLUHGWRREWDLQ
LQWKHDJJUHJDWHWRWKHIXOOHVWH[WHQWSRVVLEOHDVRSSRVHGWRORDQOHYHOGDWD6LQFHWKHVDIHW\RIERUURZHU
LQIRUPDWLRQLVRIWKHXWPRVWLPSRUWDQFHLWLVWKHERUURZHU¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWWRKDYHWKHLUGDWDVWRUHGDQG
VDYHGLQDPDQQHUWKDWFDQQRWEHLQGLYLGXDOO\WLHGWRWKHPSHUVRQDOO\7KHFRVWRIOLWLJDWLRQDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWKDGDWDEUHDFKLVLQVXUPRXQWDEOH

Duplication in Reporting Standards
,WLVLPSRUWDQWWRQRWHWKDWWKHIHGHUDO6$)($FWUHTXLUHVUHSRUWLQJRIYHU\VSHFLILFORDQGDWDDWWKHVWDWH
OHYHO7KLVWDVNLVDFFRPSOLVKHGWKURXJK10/6PRUWJDJHFDOOUHSRUWVDQGVXSSOHPHQWHGE\DGGLWLRQDO
VWDWHRYHUOD\VWKDWUHTXLUHIXUWKHUUHSRUWLQJ7RWKHH[WHQWSUDFWLFDEOHLWLVUHFRPPHQGHGWKDWWKH
+0'$GDWDVWDQGDUGVDQG6$)($FWUHSRUWLQJUHTXLUHPHQWVFRQVROLGDWHWKHLUIHGHUDOUHSRUWLQJ
UHTXLUHPHQWVLQWRDXQLILHGUHSRUWLQJPHFKDQLVPWKDWDFKLHYHVWKHVDPHRXWFRPHVZLWKDOHVVHUEXUGHQ
RQPRUWJDJHEDQNHUVWKDWZLOOXOWLPDWHO\UHGXFHWKHFRVWRIFUHGLWWRRXUERUURZHUV7KH6$)($FWDQG
+0'$KDYHVLPLODUUHSRUWLQJUHTXLUHPHQWVDQGDQ\FRQVROLGDWLRQWKDWFRXOGRFFXUZRXOGEHD
WUHPHQGRXVFRVWVVDYLQJVWRPRUWJDJHEDQNHUV

Quality Control
:KHQ40$75UXOHVZHUHUHOHDVHGLQ-DQXDU\RXU4&YHQGRULPSRVHGDLQFUHDVHLQRXUILOH
UHYLHZFRVWVGXHWRWKHLQFUHDVHGUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUILOHH[DPLQDWLRQ:LWKWKHSURSRVHG+0'$UXOH
FKDQJHVZHDQWLFLSDWHDQLQFUHDVHGH[SHQGLWXUHLQRXUTXDOLW\FRQWURODQDO\VLVWRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHU
GDWDZDVDFFXUDWHO\REWDLQHGDQGUHSRUWHG$QHVWLPDWHGLQFUHDVHLQTXDOLW\FRQWUROH[SHQVHVFDQEH
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DQWLFLSDWHGEDVHGRQWKHSURSRVHG+0'$GDWDSRLQWDGGLWLRQV7KLVUHVXOWVLQDQDSSUR[LPDWHHFRQRPLF
LPSDFWDVLQGLFDWHGEHORZ
4XDOLW\&RQWURO
Item:
Computation:
Total estimated cost:
RIFORVHGORDQV
FORVHGORDQVSHU\HDU[ ORDQV

ORDQV[ORDQ FXUUHQWUDWH  
[LQFUHDVH
RIGHQLHGORDQV
GHQLHGORDQVSHU\HDU[ ORDQV

ORDQV[ORDQ FXUUHQWUDWH  
[LQFUHDVH



Fair Lending Analysis
:LWKDGGLWLRQDOGDWDSRLQWV$PHUL)LUVWZLOOEHUHVSRQVLEOHIRUFRQGXFWLQJ)DLU/HQGLQJ$QDO\VLVDQG
WHVWLQJRILWVV\VWHPV$IWHULQYHVWLQJDSSUR[LPDWHO\LQWRVWDWHRIWKHDUWVRIWZDUHWKDWZRXOG
FRQGXFWPDWFKSDLUDQGUHJUHVVLRQDQDO\VLVLWZDVGHWHUPLQHGWKDWDVDVPDOOEXVLQHVVWKHYROXPHRI
FRPSDULVRQVWRGRWKHUHJUHVVLRQDQDO\VLVDUHQRWSUHVHQWWRSURYLGHDFFXUDWHUHSRUWV:KLOH$PHUL)LUVW
RIIHUVQRQGLVFULPLQDWRU\SULFLQJEDVHGRQIDFLDOO\QHXWUDOVWDQGDUGVIXUWKHUIDLUOHQGLQJDQDO\VLVQHHGV
WREHFRQGXFWHGWRGHWHUPLQHWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKGLVSDUDWHLPSDFWPD\EHUHVXOWLQJLIDQ\:LWK
DGGLWLRQDOGDWDSRLQWVEHLQJUHSRUWHGLWZLOOEHPRUHFRVWO\WKDQHYHUWRKDYHDFRPSOHWHDQDO\VLVRIWKH
SURGXFWVDQGVHUYLFHVRIIHUHGWRRXUERUURZHUV,WLVHVWLPDWHGWKDWDQDGGLWLRQDOSHU\HDUZLOO
EHQHHGHGWRFRPSOHWHWKHIDLUOHQGLQJDQDO\VLVWRHVWDEOLVKWKDWDQ\GLVSDUDWHLPSDFWWKDWPD\UHVXOWLQ
RXUOHQGLQJSDWWHUQVZRXOGEHDUHVXOWRIHTXDOO\DSSOLHGVWDQGDUGVWKDWFRXOGQRWEHDFKLHYHGE\DQ\
OHVVHUPHDQVQRWDVDUHVXOWRIGLVFULPLQDWRU\OHQGLQJ

Summary
$PHUL)LUVW+RPH0RUWJDJHDSSUHFLDWHVWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WREHKHDUGUHJDUGLQJWKHHFRQRPLFLPSDFWRI
LPSRVLQJDGGLWLRQDOGDWDSRLQWV7RPLWLJDWHWKHFRVW$PHUL)LUVWUHFRPPHQGVWKDW+0'$GDWDEH
FROOHFWHGLQWKHDJJUHJDWHDVRSSRVHGWRORDQOHYHOGDWDWRWKHIXOOHVWH[WHQWSRVVLEOHWRSURWHFWWKHVDIHW\
DQGVHFXULW\RIWKHERUURZHUVZHVHUYH$PHUL)LUVW+RPH0RUWJDJHLVFRPPLWWHGWRGRLQJEXVLQHVVWKH
ULJKWZD\DQGGHVLUHVWRZRUNZLWKWKH&)3%WRHVWDEOLVKVRXQGOHQGLQJSUDFWLFHVDFFXUDWHGDWD
FROOHFWLRQDQGHWKLFDOEXVLQHVVSUDFWLFHVWKDWPHHWWKHQHHGVRIWKHFRPPXQLWLHVZHVHUYH:KLOHLWLV
HVVHQWLDOWRSURYLGHVRXQGGDWDLWLVDOVRLPSRUWDQWWREDODQFHWKHFRVWDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHGDWDFROOHFWLRQ
VWDQGDUGVVRDVQRWWRRYHUO\EXUGHQRXUERUURZHUVZLWKH[FHVVLYHFRPSOLDQFHFRVWV
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TO: SBREFA PANEL
FROM: Melinda White, Bank of Zachary
RE: Request for participant feedback of the SBREFA PANEL for HMDA; meeting in Washington
D.C. on March 6, 2014 and various conference calls
DATE: March 18, 2014
Dear CFPB HMDA team and SBREFA Panel Review
I was pleased to participate in the small entity panel review process during February and March
of this year and wish to respond to the requests made in the March 6th meeting for feedback.
My guest, Susan Costonis, C.R.C.M., has been a compliance consultant for our bank since 2004.
She was also present at the meeting and listened to most of the conference calls. While an
outside party may not participate directly in the review process, our bank values her 36 years of
banking experience. Mrs. Costonis has provided HMDA training for banks and credit unions on a
national basis and also conducts HMDA audits and Fair Lending analysis for financial
institutions.
First, I’d like to address some of the questions about the cost of collecting HMDA data at our
bank. We use the DES system for manual entry. We don’t plan to purchase any mortgage
software or use an outside vendor for HMDA submissions. Please see below:
Conservative cost of HMDA per loan based on 2013 and prior reporting years
Data collection by loan officer ¼ hour @ $50.00 / hr

$ 12.50

Loan Department LAR entry and validation ¼ hour @$25.00/hr

$

6.25

Second review in loan department ¼ hour @ $25.00 / hr

$

6.25

Manual entry to DES and review ¼ hour @ $25.00 / hr

$

6.25

Quarterly audit by internal auditor ¼ hour @ $50.00 hr

$

12.50

Total per LAR entry

$

43.75

2011 $43.75 X 143 LAR entries

$6,256.25

2012 $43.75 X 139 LAR entries

$6,081.25

2013 $43.75 X 140 LAR entries

$6,125.00

115

ISSUES AND CONCERNS:
Before submission each year we go through all declined applications and withdrawn
applications for the year to be sure that we have included all necessary loans on the LAR. The
Panel identified 18 operational steps and the first step is “transcribe the data”. This may be an
over-simplification of the process. We spend a significant amount of time to determine if an
application is reportable.
QUESTION: Has the CFPB done an analysis of the questions and email requests submitted to
the HMDA Helpline? If you did this I believe you would find a high percent of the inquiries deal
with whether or not a request is reportable or not. When our consultant conducts in-person or
webinar training she receives a large number of questions on this topic; we also discuss this
problem in our LBA (Louisiana Bankers Association) Compliance Peer group meeting.
CONCERN
Based on the comments made by participants at the meeting, it seems that a large concern for
the banks, PARTICULARLY the banks supervised by the FDIC is the potential for civil money
penalties for inaccurate reporting. If you review the enforcement actions for HMDA reporting
errors for the past two years, there is a dramatic discrepancy in the amount of FDIC fines versus
other regulators. One of the participants suggested that some of the new data fields be based
on a RANGE which might mitigate some of these accuracy and enforcement issues. For
example rather than an exact income, subject to rounding, use a RANGE of income numbers. I
haven’t seen ANY fines that the NCUA, OCC or Federal Reserve assessed in 2012, only the FDIC
made enforcement actions. IS THIS EQUAL TREATMENT? Here’s a listing of the civil money
penalties:
GRAND TOTALS
2012

$446,700 for 49 banks ranging from $1,500 to
$60,000

2013

$486,000 for 3 banks and one servicer
ranging from $7,000 to $425,000

2013
x Bank of Dade, Trenton, Georgia , 10/29/13, $20,000 (FDIC)
x Mortgage Master, Inc., Woburn, Massachusetts , 10/9/13, $425,000 (CFPB)
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x Washington Federal, NA, Seattle, Washington, 10/9/13, $34,000 (CFPB)
x Peoples Exchange Bank, Stanton, Kentucky, 02/08/13, $7,000 (FDIC)
x German American Bancorp, Jasper, Indiana, 12/18/12, $15,000 (FDIC)
x Casey State Bank, Casey, Illinois, 12/18/12, $12,500 (FDIC)
x The Citizens State Bank of Cheny, Kansas, Cheny, Kansas, 11/28/12, $6,000 (FDIC)
x Delaware County Bank & Trust Company, Lewis Center, Ohio, 11/9/12, $11,000 (FDIC)
x Signature Bank, Bad Axe, Michigan, 09/24/12, $4,000 (FDIC)
x AztecAmerica Bank, Berwyn, Illinois, 09/11/12, $2,500 (FDIC)
x AbbyBank, Abbotsford, Wisconsin, 08/22/12, $12,500 (FDIC)
x Bank of Sun Prairie, Sun Prairie, Wisconsin, 08/16/12, $11,000 (FDIC)
x Union State Bank, Kewaunee, Wisconsin, 08/08/12, $9,000 (FDIC)
x Federated Bank, Onarga, Illinois, 08/03/12, $4,250 (FDIC)
x Bank of Montgomery, Montgomery, Louisiana, 07/18/12, $7,500 (FDIC)
x Main Street Bank Corp., Wheeling, West Virginia, 07/02/12, $4,000 (FDIC)
x First Western Trust Bank, Denver, Colorado, 06/22/12, $9,500 (FDIC)
x Wisconsin Community Bank, Madison, Wisconsin, 06/19/12, $15,000 (FDIC)
x First Federal Savings Bank of Elizabethtown, Elizabethtown, Kentucky, 05/30/12, $16,500 (FDIC)
x CSB State Bank, Cynthiana, Indiana, 05/30/12, $1,500 (FDIC)
x Gerber State Bank, Argenta, Illinois, 05/30/12, $8,000 (FDIC)
x First Nations Bank, Chicago, Illinois , 05/07/12, $4,950 (FDIC)
x High Point Bank and Trust Company, High Point, North Carolina, 04/27/12, $8,000 (FDIC)
x The Park Bank, Madison, Wisconsin , 04/27/12, $41,000 (FDIC)
x TriStar Bank, Dickson, Tennessee, 04/26/12, $10,000 (FDIC)
x The Greenwood's State Bank, Lake Mills, Wisconsin, 04/19/12, $4,500 (FDIC)
x Brimfield Bank, Brimfield, Illinois, 04/18/12, $4,000 (FDIC)
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x Community State Bank, St. Charles, Michigan, 04/18/12, $11,000 (FDIC)
x Hawthorn Bank, Jefferson City, Missouri, 04/13/12, $60,000 (FDIC)
x West Town Savings Bank, Cicero, Illinois, 04/05/12, $27,500 (FDIC)
x Freeland State Bank, Freeland, Michigan , 03/22/12, $3,500 (FDIC)
x Bank of Ann Arbor, Ann Arbor, Michigan , 03/22/12, $30,000 (FDIC)
x Provincial Bank, Lakeville, Minnesota , 03/20/12, $4,000 (FDIC)
x University Bank, Ann Arbor, Michigan , 03/07/12, $10,000 (FDIC)
x Western State Bank, Devils Lake, North Dakota, 03/05/12, $7,000 (FDIC)
x Commerce Bank, Geneva, Minnesota, 03/05/12, $4,000 (FDIC)
x EvaBank Eva Alabama , 03/21/12, $8,000 (FDIC)
x Peoples Independent Bank, Boaz, Alabama, 03/14/12, $8,000 (FDIC)
x Wolf River Community Bank, Hortonville, WI, 01/11/12, $5,500 (FDIC)
x Tri-County Trust Company, Glasgow, MO, 01/14/12, $1,500 (FDIC)
x OneUnited Bank, Boston, MA, 01/15/12, $4,000 (FDIC)
x Bank of Louisiana, New Orleans, LA, 01/13/12, $10,000 (FDIC)
x Grabill Bank, Grabill, IN, 01/26/12, $13,500 (FDIC)
x Flanagan State Bank, Flanagan, IL, 01/16/12, $17,000(FDIC)

Our bank attempts to review every LAR entry for accuracy, yet the FDIC found some issues with
the method of rate spread calculation and we spent significant time to correct this for the 2012
filing. As a defensive measure we decided to also scrub the 2013 data: here’s the cost
estimate:
HMDA scrub; cost to re-file the 2012 submission; 40 hours X $100 =

$4,000.00

CONCERN
Changes in DES to network would be helpful, but only if we can control when the information is
submitted or viewable. Our bank does not plan to use any type of mortgage origination
software. If the changes are geared to this type of end-user our bank will be at a disadvantage
to comply with the changed data entry.
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CONCERN
The proposed rules include a provision to add SIGNFICANT amounts of data, such as age and
credit score. Privacy issues are a large concern with all of the new requested information. As
the participants shared with during the meeting, the Public LAR is never requested by anyone
other than a regulator.
CONCERN
We have a concern about the proposed coverage options. In addition to doubling the amount
of work for entry and review it doesn’t seem that some of the proposed coverage makes sense.
If the goal is to get a better view of potential discrimination and trends in the home mortgage
market, why would we include business-purpose loans for reporting? There is another issue
with regulatory enforcement. There has been differences in opinion by FDIC regulators about
whether or not non-owner occupied rental property is exempt from Reg Z and therefore is
exempt from rate spread reporting. The existing rules have exceptions that don’t make sense.
Why is an agriculture loan exempt for home purchase but not exempt for improvement or
refinance? Another helpful exemption would be to exclude employee loans; the income as NA
is always a quality edit error. Also the business purpose loans are always a quality edit error
because several data fields are NA.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
Our compliance peer group conducted a survey about the HMDA reporting process. The
Louisiana Bankers Association sent the survey and 48 banks responded. We would like to share
this information as it should help to provide a more complete idea of the analysis of costs and
other concerns. This is the link to the survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/sr.aspx?sm=0ltSpGN5SUAjZfACOwbH3FYkZ9J8XysxULTz8NN7sho_3d

CONCERN
Our bank currently has 50 employees. We are challenged to keep pace with the massive
number of compliance changes that were implemented in January of this year and anticipate
continued changes. The compliance burden costs are increasing to such an extent that it makes
it very difficult for a small community bank to serve the very applicants that the rules are
intended to protect. We hope that the CFPB will consider some reasonable exemptions for
small institutions and not just the number of LAR entries.
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To the members of the CFPB SBREFA Team on HMDA Rulemaking,
First, please allow me to offer my appreciation for the opportunity to participate in these important
discussions. The mere fact that the CFPB has asked for insight from those of us who will be directly
affected by the rulemaking is a positive sign to us in the industry, as it shows that the CFPB is attempting
to balance as best they can consumer protection with industry practicality. I, for one, appreciate the
monumental task that you are undertaking in ensuring the needs and desires of the American consumer
and those advocates who work so hard in protecting them are met, and don’t envy you in your
endeavors. I hope that you understand that most of us in the banking industry, especially those of us in
small community banks, take those needs and desires very seriously as well, and we want to ensure that
the regulations that will go into effect do not have the unintended consequence of harming those that
the regulations are designed to benefit. My summary to these written remarks will double back to this
theme, as I believe that it’s to this point where the real cost associated with these proposed rules,
coupled with the Ability-To-Repay and other recently effective mortgage regulations, will truly be felt.
The bulk of my remarks are designed to provide as much insight as I can to the questions raised during
our meeting at the US Treasury Department on March 6. I will follow the outline as presented and will
focus my answers on my institution.
DISCUSSION TOPIC 1 – MISMO/ULDD
Prior to receiving the initial packet for this panel, I had not heard of MISMO or ULDD. I discussed both
with our Head of Loan Operations and our Secondary Market Lender, whom I felt would be in the best
positions to have worked with or at least have heard of them. Unsurprisingly to me, my questioning of
them was also the first time that they had heard of these two topics. As a result, it is difficult for me to
determine what we would need to do and what costs would be associated to transition to the new data
standards. From a technical perspective, my assumption (which again is all I can give) would be that if
this transition is dictated, then our vendor will work to ensure that our systems will be revised to handle
the requirements associated with this transition, with the cost being absorbed by our routine
maintenance fees. There will be costs associated with me as the Director of Compliance learning the
definitions of these standards and then providing insight to our affected staff members as to their
meaning. There would be costs associated with aligning our current HMDA spreadsheet with these new
standards and determining where the new and/or revised data points will need to be entered into the
system. But, if these data standards are truly more aligned with our business operations (i.e., thinking of
property more in terms of principal residence, secondary residence or investment rather than owneroccupied or non-owner occupied), I do see where there would be less confusion on the part of our
lenders and loan administration people who are the ones charged with gathering and entering this
information. Further, I can see where these data points, if aligned with the gathering of information
from our consumer borrowers, could very well make them more usable for both examiners and
consumers/consumer advocates as they try to determine how well the particular financial institution is
meeting the credit needs of its communities. So, from my limited understanding of MISMO and ULDD, I
can see where the benefits of making these changes could outweigh the associated costs.
DISCUSSION TOPIC 2 – DATA POINTS
As this was the most talked about and perhaps the most controversial of our discussion topics, I will take
each of the new data points separately. I will then reiterate two points that were brought up during our
meeting on March 6 that I don’t believe can be discussed enough. But first, I want to touch on two
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revised data points that were not listed on the outline, one that was not discussed at the meeting, but
one that I addressed on one in our series of telephone calls, and one that was discussed at the Mach 6
meeting.
Rate Spread (for all loans) – As I noted during our telephone conversation, if we will continue to report
commercial loans for HMDA, requiring the reporting of rate spreads for commercial loans will prove to
be problematic. One of the criteria involving in calculating the rate spread is the APR of the loan. As
commercial loans do not have an APR (at least one that is disclosed to the customer and determined
within our current system), a substitution for the APR will need to be made. Due to the number of
potentially moving data parts within the rate spread calculation that have caused our bank difficulty in
the past, I would like to see no changes to the current rate spread calculation. Plus, the inclusion of a
rate spread calculation for commercial loans, I believe, would skew the rate spread data collected in
assessing our fair lending and other practices. Rate spreads cannot be calculated currently for
commercial loans and should not be calculated in the future.
Universal Loan ID – I understand the concept for this data point as there could be a number of loans
throughout the country with the same loan identifier, some of which may contain data that could
identify a particular customer. However, I am hesitant in the concept of requiring banks to sign up for a
service that will produce a universal loan number for each loan. That service, undoubtedly, will come at
a cost that will provide very little to no benefit to the bank or the customer, other than the generation
of a loan number. Quite frankly, in my opinion, banks are already subject to another required costly
service that I have yet to see a benefit to the bank or our customers, that being the highly confusing
NMLS registry. Rather than requiring a new system, I would recommend that for the universal loan ID,
we simply use the bank’s unique NMLS number as the first part of the ID, and then use the loan number
as generated from our system as the second part of the ID. Banks could figure out ways to ID
applications that don’t originate, but the first part of the ID could still be the NMLS number of the Bank.
Loan Term – This is collected and would not cause any additional cost to report (other than the actual
entering and verification that the data is correct). I believe this would be the case, based on the next
data point, but it should be clarified that on ARM loans, this is the term of the loan and not the term of
the initial interest rate (that gets confusing with the rate spread calculation). This data point should not
cause an issue for banks.
ARM Introductory Period – I’m not sure if this is currently collected specifically by the system, but this
should not be a problem to collect. I see no issues with the collection of this data point.
Non- amortizing Features – Again, I’m not sure if this is specifically collected by the system currently, but
I don’t see where this would be an issue.
Property Value – This is currently being collected and I don’t think that anything would need to be
changed from our perspective to report this. However, it should be made clear that the property value
should be the property value used in the credit decision from the valuation received (in whatever form
that valuation comes in). If the loan is withdrawn or denied prior to making that determination, then it
should be made appropriate to report N/A. There will be additional costs involved in determining
whether this amount is correct during the review process, so the reviewer’s time will be a factor (there
will be the need to compare the actual value to the reported value). This may not be apparent,
especially if there are multiple valuations in file. I could see where an additional 2 minutes total could
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be spent on this data point per loan, but I don’t find that significant. I do believe that it would be
appropriate from an examiner and consumer advocate perspective to collect this information.
Security Type – This is not directly collected as of now, but it could easily be. I do know that there is
confusion out there between manufactured and 1-4 family dwellings; this might actually clear this
confusion up. However, it is not always clear as to whether we have real property as opposed to
personal property in all cases (most cased it will be). This should be something that lenders should be
able to clarify with the customer, and should be relatively painless to collect and report. Further, I think
it would assist examiners and consumer advocates in their determinations.
Manufactured Property Interest – I do not believe that this is being captured now, and quite frankly, I’m
not sure how difficult it would be to determine. I’m also not sure why this would only apply to
manufactured housing. I personally don’t see the benefit that this provides to examiners or consumer
advocates. If it’s a simple “Rent or Own” decision, I could see the benefit, but for us, I believe that trying
to determine cooperative or leasehold could prove to be difficult.
Total Units – I don’t have a strong opinion on this as we very rarely close loans with multiple units. But,
the 1- to 4- family distinction that we currently use seems to be an industry standard. As noted in the
meeting, I’m not sure if the Bank would necessarily know an exact number of units for larger,
multifamily dwelling, so I would recommend that if we need to segregate these unit numbers more than
we already are; we have the option of reporting 1 family, 2-4 family, 5-10 family, and 10+family
dwellings. For our area, I believe that would suffice in helping examiners and advocates make their
determinations. Any additional breakdowns could cause an additional amount of time for the HMDA
reviewer in ensuring that these numbers are correct. I don’t believe that this additional time and cost
(which could be significant in my opinion) is justified by the added benefit to anyone.
Multifamily Affordable Housing – I don’t believe that we currently have a way of collecting this
information, but if we did, I do see the benefit in this information. I’m not familiar with how this
determination is made, but if we there is some type of documentation that we could place in file that
would tell us this, then I would like to see this being reported.
Age – Here in lies a supposed simple data point that should be reported and is currently being captured
by our lenders, but determining how this will be reported may cause some issues. The simplest thing to
do would be to record the birthdate of the borrower, but with other information being reported, this
could cause major privacy issues if the data is compromised. If we are reporting ages, or even ranges of
ages, what age should we report, the age at application, the age at rate lock, the age at consummation,
etc.? For example, when I began the application process for my home, I was 29, but I turned 30 before
the loan closed. If we are to report a range of ages, say 20-29, what age would have been reported?
This is something that will need to be defined clearly. Because age is not something that is constant for
a person, there will be some additional work that will need to be done to ensure that this is reported
correctly. I think this should be reported, by how this will be reported should be carefully considered for
privacy and practically standpoints.
AUS Results – As we do not currently use an AUS system, I would hope that for us we can simply use N/A
as reportable data. I will let others comment on this data point, but I will say that I don’t see where this
provides appropriate data for examiners and consumer advocates. There are many reasons why a Bank
does not follow the results of an AUS system. I don’t believe that this truly provides information to
determine if we are meeting our community’s credit needs.
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Loan Originator ID – As long as this is the NMLS ID, I have no issue with reporting this, as it should be.
This will prove to be useful as be as bankers try to determine if we are having fair lending issues with a
particular lender.
Application Channel – We do not currently collect this and I don’t think that we have the capability to do
this at this time, however, currently almost all of our applications come internally (retail). There would
be some adjustments to systems needed and some training, and I would believe that this will prove to
be difficult to review for, thus I think it will take some time and cost from our reviewer to ensure that
this information is correct. Because of that additional cost, I don’t believe that this is something that
should be obtained as I don’t see the benefit from knowing where the application comes from as long as
we are meeting the needs of our community. For us, I would not think that the application channel
would make much difference.
Credit Score – This one concerns me the most, from a lot of standpoints. I will address my privacy
concerns at the end of my comments, but there are other concerns about credit score that I have as
well. This is something that we could retain currently, so our system would not need to be changed.
The issues with choosing which credit score to report based on the number of different scores that may
be pulled by individual lenders have been addressed and will need to be worked out by you. This level
of complexity will also cause additional training for our lenders and processors, as well as our reviewer,
to determine the correct score to report if multiple score are pulled. A concern that I have that was not
addressed during the meeting revolves around those of us who do not use the credit score in our
decision. We do use credit history but we do not use the credit score in our decisions due to the impact
that has on other disclosures. If we truly don’t use the credit score in our credit decision, will we be able
to report N/A for that field? I understand why the credit score disclosure would help aid in fair lending
reviews, but I think there is the possibility of a number of unintended consequences if we do report
credit score.
Denial Reasons – While we are not required to, we are reporting denial reasons currently. We have not
had issues with this and it doesn’t take much additional time in preparation, review, or reporting. I think
this is an important factor in determining fair lending.
Total Points and Fees – As noted in the March 6 meeting, the issue with total points and fees is providing
a clear, understandable definition of what exactly “Total Points and Fees” encompasses. There is so
much confusion in the financial industry in what does or does not constitute points and fees (what
should and shouldn’t be included in the APR or MAPR, what determines HOEPA and QM, what is a
finance charge and a prepaid finance charge), that even the most veteran compliance officer must look
up the definition and regulation every time a question on points and fees come up. Banks cannot
handle another definition of points and fees. This definition will need to come from another regulation.
For us, the best place would be from the QM definition since the terminology is the same. However,
what about those institutions that have decided not to worry about the QM definition and only focus on
ATR? Would they not now be forced to consider part of the QM definition, even though they made the
allowable decision to stay clear of the definition because of its complexity? Regardless of where the
definition for this comes from, there will be a significant amount of time dedicated to training on this,
developing system changes to handle the reporting, and a great deal of time (I’d say 10 minutes at least
for even the most simplest of mortgage loans) to review to ensure that the correct amount is reported.
Currently, I review all mortgage loans to determine their QM status before the loan closes. It takes me
about 30 minutes to complete my review. While most of my time is spent on DTI calculations, I do
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spend time determining points and fees. This will pose a significant burden on banks, especially those
that do not review for QM status. Further, for commercial loans, this will be even more difficult to
determine as there is no disclosure that currently captures this information.
Total origination changes – To me, this is more appropriate as compared to Total Points and Fees, to
judge whether we are meeting our community’s credit needs. These are charges that we as a bank are
charging, those that we can control. The way the GFE and HUD are currently constituted (I have not
spend a lot of time on revisions to GFEs and HUDs at this point), this should be fairly easy to determine
and should not require a lot of additional training. This to me also more accurately reflects our fair
lending practices. Further, it is something that all banks are required to collect on consumer loans. As
before, this will be difficult for commercial loans as of now, but it will be less costly to determine and
review for our charges than for “Total Points and Fees”.
Discount points – We do not do discount points for loans that we originate, so I’m not sure what this
might entail. I will let others speak on that issue. I would assume that there will be an option to report
N/A
Risk-Adjusted Interest Rate – As noted, we don’t do discount points and we do not do risk-adjusted
interest rates. I assume there will be an option to report N/A.
Prepayment Penalty Term – This, I don’t believe, should pose much of a problem. I don’t believe that
this information is being captured anywhere, but I don’t think it would be an issue for us to capture it.
This would only affect us on HELOCs at this time. The only word of caution that I have is that we use the
same definition for prepayment penalty here as is defined in the new HOEPA regulations. Again, we
need to ensure consistency within the regulations.
Debt-To-Income Ratio – With any calculation, there is going to be an increase in the amount of time
needed to make the calculation and review it for accuracy. Debt-to-Income is potentially a complex
ratio to calculate, but one that we do currently capture. What needs to be clear is that this is the DTI
used in making the credit decision (i.e. the DTI calculated by using verified debt and income). The
review time for this calculation will be 15 minutes for the simplest of mortgage loan; this calculation
could prove to be very difficult to calculate and review if we report this for complex commercial loans.
This will require additional training on this depending on the definition for debt-to-income (again, I
would ask that this be piggybacked from the definition used in ATR/QM regulations for consumer loans).
Combined Loan-to-Value Ratio – Again, with any calculation, there will be an increased cost in
calculation and review. We do make this calculation, but since there is no other regulation that makes
this requirement, the definition will need to be carefully crafted to avoid confusion. There will need to
be training conducted on the calculation and I would anticipate another 10 minutes of calculation per
loan on the review side to ensure that the reported data is correct, even on a simple mortgage loan.
The training cost for this, I anticipate, would be the greatest of any other single additional data point.
Qualified Mortgage Status Flag – This is a data point that we can currently capture and for us, I don’t
think it will cause many issues. I am concerned for those that do not determine whether their loan is a
QM. N/A should be an option.
Reverse Mortgage Flag – I do not anticipate that we would do a reverse mortgage (at least
intentionally), so that will be N/A for us.
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HELOC Flag – The way our loans are set up on the system, this would not be an issue for us (with a
possible system tweak).
Now for my two points. First, in terms of cost, as this was your focus during our discussions. I have
conservatively estimated that last year, between data collection, data processing, training,
review/internal monitoring and auditing, we spent roughly $12,000 on HMDA compliance for 300
reportable transactions. A bulk of that cost is due to two current data points, income and rate spreads,
because of the calculation factor of those two points. For the most part those two data points are
straight forward calculations. The proposal introduces no less than seven data points that could require
(and for most will require) additional calculations that are more difficult to determine and have more
variables than income and rate spread (credit score, total points and fees, total origination charges,
discount points, risk-adjusted interest rate, debt-to-income ratio, and loan-to-value ratio). Again, most
of our training and monitoring costs are associated with those two current calculations. Introducing
these seven additional calculated data points could increase our ongoing cost, especially in the short
term, by more than double. I would not be surprised that if all of these data points are included into the
regulation, our cost for HMDA compliance will rise to $25,000 for 300 reportable transactions. Again, I
truly think that is conservative. As was pointed out in the meeting, taking each data point and looking at
it in a vacuum, doesn’t tell the whole story. Almost every one of the additional data points is something
that we either have or can easily get. It’s the compilation of these data points, the cost of getting them
right, and the fear and consequences associated with getting them wrong that will cause bankers to
think twice about continuing to offer HMDA reportable loans. I’ll circle back to this point at the end of
my comments.
Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, these additional data points are going to make it easier for
people, whether it be consumers and consumer advocates or hackers, to determine the specific
borrower based on the information publicly available. I know that you have commented that privacy is
a big concern for you. But it only stands to reason that the more information that is made available, the
easier it will be to figure out whom the borrower is. I understand that you can make certain data points
unavailable to the customer, but then my question to that is; “How does that help the public determine
if we are meeting the credit needs of our community?” If the information is not needed to make this
determination, then is it really vital that it be collected? Again, I understand your desire for this
information, but listening to the conversations on these new data points, I concluded that the real
reason for these data points is so that we will have to provide additional information on our lending
practices to regulators. Based on the purposes of HMDA, the more data points you remove from public
disclosure, the less effective those data points are for the designed purpose of HMDA. The more data
points that you make available to the public, the more likely that someone financial privacy will be
compromised. I will bring up the privacy issue again when I talk about geocoding, but for all of these
new data points, I would request that you ask yourself this question for each of these data points “Does
the benefit that the consumer and consumer advocates receive from the data point outweigh the cost
associated with the financial institution supplying the data (including the possibility and consequences
of getting the data point wrong) coupled with the consequences that will be felt by the consumer if this
information should be used to determine the identity of the borrower?”
DISCUSSION TOPIC 3 – MODERNIZATION OF THE HMDA PROCESS
We currently use the FFIEC tool to geocode our properties. As I pointed out on one of our calls, with a
number of our loans being secured by property in rural areas, it is difficult in using the FFIEC tool alone
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in the geocoding process. However, for us, the issue is really more with getting an exact address of our
properties than with the current geocoding tool. A good number of our property addresses are
something to the effect of “Route 123 North”. That is the best address we have for the property; the
property is further described in addendums to our deeds of trust. Since we know our properties, we
have become rather proficient in using the FFIEC tool to geocode the property with that limited address
information. Since we have to enter addresses to use the geocoding system, it certainly would save us
time and cost if we only had to report the address, but maybe at most 5 minutes per loan. However, I
think that the government will find it difficult to properly geocode our properties based on addresses.
For us, I think we are in a better position to do so. The issue with the geocoding system is not so much
with the tool, but with the lack of exact address in a lot of our rural markets. There has been talk about
reporting only the address, or maybe latitude and longitude coordinates, which I would not be in favor
of. Not only do I think that in the long run, this will take more time (at least in manually entering the
information into the DES system), but the more specific this information is, the more likely that
individuals will be able to determine the borrower based on available information. With that comes an
increase in the likelihood that a customer’s financial privacy will be compromised. Coming from a rural
part of the country where it would not be that difficult to make this determination based on information
that is already collected and made available, the privacy issues that changes to HMDA raise are of great
concern to me.
We do use the DES software on the FFIEC website and as has been raised before, having a web-based
version of the software where it could be shared amongst different users and computers would be a
great benefit to me as a compliance officer. I don’t think that there would be a true time or cost saving,
but it would be of a comfort that our information is stored somewhere besides one computer. It would
make it easier to train on data entering and submission if the software could be accessed on multiple
computers. Should something happen to the computer that the data is stored, the information would
be available at another location.
I would like to see some of the validity errors be removed or at least not repeated over and over again
(i.e. we do not disclose income for loans made to business entities – if a loan is coded as being made to a
business entity, the system should not ask to verify that the income is N/A). That could have saved me
about 4 hours in making those validations in February. For the most part, though, I like the FFIEC DES
software and don’t want to see many changes. It would be more important to me to keep the system
free of charge.
For technical assistance, I would prefer to continue to have available something similar to the “Getting It
Right” document currently available on the FFIEC website for more general HMDA questions. It would
be helpful if more concrete examples were provided in that document. I would prefer an email system
for asking more detailed HMDA questions where an acknowledgement of receipt of the questions and
an estimated response time would be provided.
DISCUSSION TOPIC 4 – INSTITUTIONAL AND TRANSACTIONAL COVERAGE
We would have been required to submit HMDA data in 2013 if the loan volume threshold under
consideration would have been in effect. Last year, 118 of our 288 reported applications did not result
in a loan origination. For the most part, the costs for these applications are very similar to loans that
originated. Most of the information needs to be collected and reported, with really the only exception
being the rate spread. However, we do report reasons for denial, so that review takes care of the
amount of time saved for not calculating rate spreads. In my opinion, reportable, originated loans

131

should count towards the 25 loan proposal. If HELOCs are to be reported, then originated HELOCs
should count towards the total. I don’t see any changes that will be needed for the loan volume
threshold under consideration.
We reported 288 applications in 2013. 7% of them would not have been or were not secured by a
dwelling. We closed 53 HELOCs, but due to the fact that we do not report HELOCs for HMDA, I am not
sure how many HELOC applications were taken that did not result in an originated loan. We took 24
closed-end home equity applications for home improvement and 19 applications for home
improvement loans that were not secured by a dwelling. Both loan types are reported by us for HMDA.
We do not take applications for reverse-mortgage loans. As the numbers would indicate, we do receive
more applications for HELOCs than we do for unsecured home improvement loans, therefore, being
required to report HELOC will increase our costs for HMDA compliance, even if we no longer have to
report unsecured home improvement loans. I do think that we would see a decrease in the number of
issues that we experience with GMI as most of our GMI issues, at least with consumer credit; deal with
the unsecured home improvement loans, so there would be some cost savings there. But, that cost
savings would not be as significant as the additional cost we would incur in calculating and reviewing
rate spreads for our HELOCs. There is no expense associated with the rate spread for unsecured loans,
but I would anticipate that there would be for HELOCs. For us and the way we determine the lock-in
date for rate spread calculation currently, there will need to be some additional training provided to our
lenders as to how to properly calculate the rate spread for HELOCs, but as long that calculation is similar
to the rate spread we use in determining the HOEPA status of HELOCs, I don’t anticipate this being a
huge increase in cost. I would conservatively estimate that our annual HMDA compliance cost will
increase from $12,000 to $14,500 with the required inclusion of HELOCs even without additional data
points. As noted previously, the additional data points will increase our costs as well, considering the
calculations that will be needed for some of them. I’d estimate that with the additional data points and
the required inclusion of HELOCs for reporting, our HMDA compliance cost would climb to $28,000
annually.
DISCUSSION TOPIC 5 – MODIFIED LAR
Currently, since we utilize the DES system from the FFIEC to report our HMDA data, our process to
generate the modified LAR simply consists of pressing a button within the system and the system
generates the modified LAR for us. There is no cost or issues for us associated with the generation of
the modified LAR. I would anticipate and would ask that if additional data points are required to be
reported but are also to be removed from the modified LAR, that the revised, web-based (as proposed)
DES system offers this capability. If it does not, then our logical solution would be to use the
spreadsheet that I currently maintain in addition to the information stored in the DES system for
monitoring purposes and remove whatever data points are required to be removed from the modified
LAR. I do not see this as being of a particular concern from a cost or time perspective. There may be
some additional training involved to make people aware of what should be on the modified LAR, but I
don’t see this entire process taking more than 15 minutes annually, even in the worst of cases.
I will reemphasize my concerns with privacy and the modified LAR. For loans conducted in less
populated areas of the country, it is not that difficult, simply by looking public records, to take the
current information on the modified LAR and determine the borrower by comparing public records and
the LAR. Additional data points will not only make this determination easier, but will also increase the
potential damage felt by the borrower when the identity can be determined. There are privacy
concerns and potential consumer benefit that must be weighed when expanding HMDA reportable data.
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Making additional data available to the CFPB and the other regulations is not enough of a benefit, in my
opinion, to expand HMDA data point to the extent proposed.
DISCUSSION TOPIC 6 – Cost of Credit Analysis
As a compliance officer, it is difficult for me to make a determination as to the potential cost impact
these changes will make on small entities. I will allow other to speak more on this topic. But I will make
two points. First, the impact on cost will most likely be dictated by the market. I believe that we will see
a potential $16,000 increase in our HMDA compliance cost. I am sure that we will attempt to recoup
those costs as best we can in an effort to maintain our stockholders’ equity. This $16,000 per year
increase in HMDA compliance does not take into the considerable cost increase in Reg Z and RESPA,
BSA, and Reg E compliance that banks have seen in recent years. Again, it is the culmination of all of the
pressures that banks are currently under that will determine how aggressively we attempt to recoup
those losses. Second, in this current environment of consumer protection, it is difficult to find ways to
recoup these increases in compliance costs from consumers. If the markets will allow, I would see a
strong possibility that our recouping efforts will be focused on business entities. If that is the case, then
unfortunately, small businesses will more than likely be hit hardest. This is why you must be diligent
when you consider these revisions to HMDA.
DISCUSSION TOPIC 7 – ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK
As noted in the beginning, I want to take this opportunity to double back and present what I feel to be
the true costs of new regulations, not just these new HMDA provisions, but these coupled with the
enacted provisions involving mortgage lending. The financial crisis as a result of the mortgage meltdown
in 2008 had a disastrous impact on the economy of this country and its citizens. The desire of some
large institutions to increase their profits by originating no-doc and low-doc loans that consumers could
not afford based on income and/or assets came at a hefty price that we all have to deal. Measures
needed to be taken to ensure that this didn’t happen again, and I applaud the CFPB in their efforts in
drafting regulations to help curtail the possibility of a second mortgage crisis. However, as the cost and
compliance burdens continue to be heaped on financial institutions, smaller community banks like mine
are going to be forced to make tough decisions that I can assure you we don’t want to make. Decisions
regarding whether these increase compliance costs and burdens can be justified in our current
economic environment will be forced upon us. Are we reaching the point where these laws and
regulations will eventually harm the very people they are designed to protect, the American consumers,
especially those of low-and moderate income? Community banks have historically attempted to assist
its communities and the people in it as best they can. They knew their customers and their stories, both
of good times and of bad times. They worked with those customers as they could to help ensure that, in
spite of rough, temporary circumstances they were facing, they would be given access to the products of
the financial system as appropriate. We could make, for instance, a smaller dollar loan with little in the
way of upfront fees, with an appropriate interest rate for a customer to buy a mobile home to place on
rented property. Community banks would realize that while they may not make much in terms of profit
for that loan, the real value in that loan is the relationship that was built. With the new mortgage
regulations and these new HMDA proposals, the cost of making that loan has grown substantially. Is
that loan now something that we can justify to our stockholders in making, considering this increase in
cost on a loan that was not profitable to begin with? Added to this concern is the fact that, regardless of
how limited our fees are and how much we’d like to limit the interest rate charged, that loan will almost
assuredly not be considered to be a qualified mortgage with a safe harbor of ability-to-repay
requirement, which brings with it a higher risk of potential litigation. With these added pressures,
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community banks may need to decide to stop making these types of loans. In rural areas, this will cause
that market to dissipate, which will not only affect the borrower, but the small business owner who
would have sold the mobile home, and the small business owner who would have rented the space for
the mobile home. That, to me, is the ultimate cost of the increased pressures placed on community
banks with these potential HMDA revisions.
As evidenced in our discussions on March 6, those of us that work in community banks and small credit
unions throughout this country will comply, to the best of our abilities, with the new revisions to HMDA.
We will continue to focus on meeting the credit needs of our communities. We will continue to make
the small dollar loans that the mega-, Wall Street banks are unwilling to make in our effort to meet
those needs. That is, or course, until we no longer can from a financial standpoint. As I noted before,
it’s not a single data point or even a single regulation that concerns me. It is the cumulative effect of the
rules and regulations that have been put in place that I believe determine the true costs; costs that I am
afraid will lead to fewer smaller institutions, more mergers and acquisitions, which will result in a bigger
piece of the financial services pie for those larger institutions that created the issues that the regulations
are trying to prevent in the first place. We as small institutions understand the need for additional
consumer protection, and we are very respectful of the effort you are making in proposing and creating
rules that will both protect the consumer and allow smaller institutions to function as they have. I
simply caution you to consider the full ramifications of your decisions to ensure that they do not
ultimately harm those they are designed to protect. In particular, for the proposed HMDA revisions
please ensure that the additional data that you are asking for, with the added costs to small financial
institutions as I have outlined and the increase risk to the compromise of consumer financial privacy, are
justified by the benefit they will provide to the American consumer.
Thank you for the opportunity to share my views.

Mark D Williams
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x
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I. Introduction
Congress enacted the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) in 1975 as part of an initiative
both to counter redlining and the effects of disinvestment in urban neighborhoods, and to
encourage reinvestment in the nation’s cities. HMDA requires lenders who meet certain
coverage tests to report detailed information to their federal supervisory agencies about
mortgage applications and loans at the transaction level. The information that financial
institutions (FIs) report generally does not include personal information that directly identifies
individuals, such as name, address, date of birth, or Social Security number. The HMDA data
are made public by both the lenders and the government on a calendar year basis, with some
redactions for consumer privacy.
As originally adopted, HMDA states its purposes as providing the public and public officials with
information to help determine whether financial institutions are serving the housing needs of
the communities in which they are located, and helping public officials target public investment
to attract private investment in communities. Congress significantly revised HMDA in the
1980s. In particular, the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989
(FIRREA) expanded HMDA to, among other things, require lenders to report race and ethnicity
information on applicants and borrowers. The FIRREA amendments established HMDA data as
a means to identify possible discriminatory lending patterns and to enforce antidiscrimination
statutes. The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System (Board) implemented HMDA
through Regulation C, 1 until the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act
(Dodd-Frank Act) transferred that authority to the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau
(Bureau). 2
Today, HMDA data are the preeminent data source for regulators, researchers, economists,
industry, and advocates studying and analyzing trends in the mortgage market for a variety of
purposes, including general market and economic monitoring, as well as assessing housing
needs, public investment, and possible discrimination. Data users have long called for
expansion of HMDA data to keep pace with the mortgage market’s evolution. In response to the
subprime market’s emergence, the Board amended Regulation C in the mid-2000s to require
lenders to report loan pricing information on loans deemed “higher-priced.” Many continued to
press for HMDA’s improvement, however, particularly during the market’s rapid growth into
nontraditional lending products, and its subsequent collapse in 2008. Congress responded by
enacting changes to HMDA as well as reforms to the mortgage market and the broader financial
system in the Dodd-Frank Act.

A. Why is the Bureau proposing to change HMDA regulations?
The Dodd-Frank Act requires the collection and reporting of several new data points, including
information about borrowers (age and credit score), information about loan features and
pricing, and, as the Bureau determines to be appropriate, unique identifiers for loans,
properties, and loan originators. It also authorizes the Bureau to require FIs to collect and
report “such other information as the Bureau may require.”

1

12 CFR part 1003.

2

See Appendix C.
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In addition to the changes to HMDA data, a number of other public and private data standards
initiatives have launched in recent years in partial response to the mortgage market and broader
financial crises. These include a significant evolution in private market data reporting practices
toward a single common standard, and rulemakings and other initiatives by the Bureau and
other agencies under the Dodd-Frank Act to improve mortgage market information, ranging
from information provided to consumers, to information provided to secondary market
investors.
In light of the various Dodd-Frank Act requirements and private market data standards
initiatives, the Bureau believes that it is important to begin a broad public dialog about the
HMDA rulemaking at this time and to use implementation of the new HMDA requirements as
an opportunity to comprehensively review the HMDA reporting regime. In particular, the
Bureau seeks to assess whether there are opportunities to improve upon the data collected,
reduce unnecessary burden on financial institutions, and, as appropriate, to modernize and
streamline the manner in which FIs collect and report data. The Bureau plans to propose
revisions to Regulation C to implement the Dodd-Frank Act amendments to HMDA and to
clarify current regulatory requirements. The Bureau also plans to use its discretionary authority
to propose other new requirements that it believes will ensure that HMDA data continue to
serve HMDA’s purposes.
Specifically, the Bureau is considering proposals related to:
•
•
•
•

Which lenders are required to report HMDA data;
The types of loans and applications that must be reported;
The information required about each loan or application; and
Potential operational improvements in the HMDA compliance system.

B. What are the goals of the SBREFA process?
The consultation process developed in the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act
(SBREFA) 3 provides a mechanism for the Bureau to hear directly from small financial services
providers early in the rulemaking process about new regulatory requirements it is
contemplating. SBREFA directs the Bureau to convene a Small Business Review Panel (Panel)
when it is considering a proposed rule that would have a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small businesses. The Panel includes representatives from the Bureau,
the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business Administration (SBA), and the Office of
Management and Budget’s Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs (OMB). SBREFA
requires the Panel to meet with a selected group of small entity representatives (SERs), which
include representatives from small businesses, not-for-profits, and local governments
(collectively, the small entities) that are likely to be directly affected by the regulation that the
Bureau may issue.
During the Panel outreach meeting, SERs provide the Panel with important feedback on the
potential economic impacts of complying with proposed regulations. They may also provide
feedback on regulatory options under consideration and regulatory alternatives to minimize
these impacts. In addition, the Dodd-Frank Act directs the Bureau to collect the advice and
recommendations of the SERs concerning whether the proposals under consideration might
3

5 U.S.C. 609(b), available at http://www.sba.gov/content/rfa-overview-0.
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increase the cost of credit for small businesses, not-for-profits, or local governments that
themselves take out loans and on alternatives to minimize any such increase. 4
Within 60 days of convening, the Panel is required to complete a report on the input received
from the SERs during the panel process. The Bureau considers the SERs’ feedback and the
Panel’s report as it prepares the proposed rule. Once the proposed rule is published, the Panel’s
final report will be placed in the public rulemaking record.
The Bureau is convening a Panel to obtain input from the selected SERs on proposals under
consideration to amend Regulation C. The Bureau has prepared this summary of the proposals
under consideration for the SERs in order to provide the necessary background and facilitate the
Panel process. Because the goal of the Panel is to gather feedback and understand how the
regulatory options may impact small entities, this summary focuses primarily on the benefits
and costs of the proposals under consideration for small entities. The Panel process is only the
first public step in the full rulemaking process, however. No financial institution will be
required to comply with the Dodd-Frank Act amendments to HMDA or new regulatory
requirements before a proposed rule is published, public comment is received and reviewed by
the Bureau, a final rule is issued, and the implementation period designated in the final rule
expires. One of the specific questions the Bureau will seek input on during the SBREFA process
is how long small entities would need to implement the proposals under consideration.

II. Current HMDA Requirements and Compliance Process
A. What are the current requirements of HMDA?
The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act and Regulation C (collectively HMDA, as appropriate in
context) require covered financial institutions (FIs) to compile and disclose on a calendar-year
basis data about applications for, originations of, and purchases of certain mortgage loans.
Currently whether a FI is required to compile and report data under HMDA is determined by
coverage tests based on assets, loan volume, geographic location, and, in some cases, whether
the FI makes loans that are federally related. 5 These tests differ based on whether the FI is: (1) a
bank, savings association, or credit union (depository institution or DI); or (2) a for-profit
mortgage-lending institution other than a bank, savings association, or credit union
(nondepository institution or non-DI). 6 The tests are summarized in the following table:

4

Dodd-Frank Act, sec. 1100G, 5 U.S.C. 603(d).

Generally, a FI makes federally related mortgage loans if: (1) the FI makes a mortgage loan; and
(2) either the FI: (a) is federally insured or regulated, or (b) makes a mortgage loan that was insured,
guaranteed, or supplemented by a Federal agency, or was intended for sale to Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac.
5

12 CFR 1003.2 (definition of financial institution), implementing the HMDA definition of “depository
institution.” HMDA defines the term “depository institutions” to include banks, savings associations,
credit unions and “other lending institutions” which are engaged for profit in the business of mortgage
lending. 12 U.S.C. 2802(3), (5).

6
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Current HMDA Coverage—Institutions

Criterion
Location

x

DI

Non-DI

EUDQFKRUKRPHRIILFHLQD
0HWURSROLWDQ6WDWLVWLFDO$UHD
06$ 

x EUDQFKRUKRPHRIILFHLQDQ06$
25
x UHFHLYHGDSSOLFDWLRQVIRURULJLQDWHGRU
SXUFKDVHGKRPHSXUFKDVHORDQV
KRPHLPSURYHPHQWORDQVRU
UHILQDQFLQJVRQSURSHUW\LQDQ06$


Size
x WRWDODVVHWV!DQQXDOO\DGMXVWHG x WRWDODVVHWV!PLOOLRQRU
(assets/loan
WKUHVKROG FXUUHQWO\PLOOLRQ 
KRPHSXUFKDVHUHILQDQFHORDQV
volume)
$1'
$1'
x RULJLQDWHGRUPRUHKRPH
x PLOOLRQKRPHSXUFKDVHUHILQDQFH
SXUFKDVHRUUHILQDQFHORDQ
ORDQVRURIORDQYROXPH
VHFXUHGE\DILUVWOLHQRQDWR
LQKRPHSXUFKDVHUHILQDQFHORDQV
IDPLO\GZHOOLQJ


Other

x

x

PHHWVIHGHUDOO\UHODWHGWHVW

1$

Currently, an FI is required to submit data only if the loan would be made for at least one of
three purposes: home purchase, home improvement, or refinancing. Home purchase and
refinancing loans must be reported if they are secured by liens on dwellings, but a loan made for
home improvement purposes must be reported whether or not it is secured by a lien on a
dwelling. Regulation C adds an additional layer of coverage complexity by providing that
financial institutions may (but are not required to) report home equity lines of credit (HELOCs)
that are made in whole or in part for the purposes of home improvement or home purchase.
The categories of transactions that are currently covered by HMDA are summarized in the
following table:
Transactions Currently Covered by HMDA
Loan Purpose

Dwelling-Secured

Not Secured by a
Dwelling

Closed-end

HELOC

Home purchase

Y

Optional

N

Home
improvement

Y

Optional

Y

Refinancing

Y

Y

N

Other/unknown

N

N

N
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Information about each application or loan, and about each applicant or borrower, is reported
on a transaction basis on a HMDA loan/application register (LAR). For each transaction
reported, the FI generally submits data about:
x
x
x
x

The loan, such as type and amount;
The property, such as type and census-tract location (which requires FIs to obtain
accurate geographic information by geocoding loans);
The action taken by the FI, such as originating or purchasing the loan, or denying the
application; and
The applicant(s) or borrower(s), including information on ethnicity, race, sex, and
income.

Regulation C requires FIs to record a transaction on the LAR within 30 calendar days after the
end of the quarter in which final action is taken on the transaction. FIs must send their LARs to
the Board, which processes the data on behalf of federal agencies, 7 no later than March 1
following the calendar year for which the loan data are compiled. During the submission
process, the FIs and Board check the data for errors and make sure it is edited as appropriate.
FIs must make a modified LAR that has been altered in specific ways to protect privacy interests
of applicants and borrowers (modified LAR) available to the public upon request in electronic or
printed form. Generally, FIs must be prepared to make their modified LARs available no later
than March 31 following the calendar year for which the loan data are compiled.

B. How do small financial institutions currently comply with
HMDA?
The Bureau reviewed the current HMDA compliance processes of FIs of various sizes during the
development of the proposals under consideration. The Bureau identified four primary tasks
in FIs’ HMDA compliance processes: data collection, reporting and resubmission,
compliance and internal audits, and HMDA-related exams. 8
The way that FIs go about HMDA compliance depends in part on the technology that they use to
originate mortgage loans generally. Some FIs use a largely manual process to originate the
loans and, in turn, a largely manual process to collect and report the data. To the extent that
they rely on computer systems, they generally rely on free geocoding and reporting software
provided by the FFIEC. Other FIs use some type of general software called a Loan Origination
System (LOS) to support the origination of mortgage loans. They then import certain
information from the LOS into a separate HMDA Management Software (HMS) system to
facilitate geocoding and review, processing, and reporting of the information. The following two
example scenarios illustrate different HMDA compliance processes for data collection and
reporting and resubmission for small FIs, depending on their number of HMDA-reportable
7

The Board processes the data on behalf of the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council
(FFIEC) federal agencies and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. The FFIEC
federal agencies include the Bureau, Board, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), National
Credit Union Administration (NCUA), and Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC).
Additional discussion of these tasks can be found in Section IV (Potential Impacts on Small Entities) of
this Outline of Proposals Under Consideration.
8
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transactions and reliance on technology for reporting (low-volume, low-tech FI or highervolume, higher-tech FI). 9

1. Data Collection and Reporting/Resubmission Tasks
i.

Low-Volume, Low-Tech FI

An example of a FI that does few HMDA-reportable transactions and does not rely on
sophisticated technology for reporting is a FI without LOS and HMS systems that collects and
reports HMDA data using a manual process. The loan officer collects the HMDA data from the
consumer via application forms and then uses the FFIEC website’s geocoding tool to generate
census tract information for each loan. Once all information is gathered, a credit administrator
manually checks the data for completeness and enters the data into a spreadsheet. The FI may
check the data once or more before submitting it. By the March 1 deadline every year, the FI
submits the data using the free HMDA data entry software (DES) available for download on the
FFIEC’s website. The DES runs edit checks and accepts the final submission. The Board
reviews the submission and replies to the FI with a post-submission report. In the report, the
Board may request data updates or modifications. The FI then makes changes and sends the
revised data back to the Board. The FI and Board may engage in this process more than once.
The following provides an example of how a low-volume, low-tech FI might collect and submit
its HMDA data:

9 For purposes of the descriptions of processes in this and the next sections of the Outline of Proposals
Under Consideration (Sections II.B.1.i and ii), a low-volume, low-tech FI is a FI with largely manual
processes and approximately 50 HMDA LAR records (reported loans or applications) per year. A highervolume, higher-tech FI is a FI with greater reliance on technology and approximately 1,000 HMDA LAR
records per year. The Bureau understands that larger FIs generally have different processes.
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ii.

Higher-Volume, Higher-Tech FI

A higher-volume, higher-tech FI with LOS and HMS systems generally follows a process similar
to that outlined above but enters the data into the LOS upon receipt from the consumer. The
data are then transferred to a vendor HMS that automatically does the geocoding. The HMDA
data may be periodically reviewed throughout the year to ensure completeness and to flag and
correct errors, and personnel may manually check any outliers highlighted by HMS reports. A
final edit check may be run before the HMS submits the final data to the Board via email. The
Board reviews the submission and replies with a post-submission report. In the report, the
Board may request data updates or modifications. The FI then makes changes and sends the
revised data back to the Board. The FI and Board may engage in this process more than once.
The following provides an example of how a higher-volume, higher-tech FI may collect and
submit HMDA data using LOS and HMS systems:

2. Audits and Exams Tasks
FIs may have a variety of internal compliance/audit programs. These range from informal staff
training and edit checks, to well-defined internal compliance programs that follow established
business procedures and include internal audits of HMDA data to ensure its accuracy. More
sophisticated programs also include internal and external audits that focus on HMDA reporting
accuracy, fair lending audits, and risk assessments.
HMDA-related examinations by regulators are also a factor in FIs’ HMDA compliance processes.
Typically, HMDA data review is part of a larger exam, such as a compliance management system
review or fair lending examination. HMDA data are also used as part of Community
Reinvestment Act (CRA) exams for DIs, and state regulators may also request HMDA data as
part of state exams. Typically, for a federal HMDA-related examination, the FI will receive an
exam request, provide any requested information and documents, answer follow-up questions
during the exam, address any compliance issues identified and, if needed, resubmit corrected
HMDA data.
9
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III. What Changes to HMDA Is the Bureau Considering?
As discussed above, in addition to implementing the Dodd-Frank Act changes to HMDA
requirements, the Bureau is using this opportunity to review the HMDA reporting regime in its
entirety to determine whether and where there are opportunities to improve upon the data
collected and, as appropriate, to modernize and streamline the manner in which FIs collect and
report data. The Bureau is considering proposals related to:
x
x
x
x

Which FIs are required to report HMDA data;
The types of loans and applications that must be reported;
The information required about each loan or application; and
Potential operational improvements in the HMDA compliance system.

The Bureau is consulting with other federal agencies on the proposals under consideration,
which are described below in this Section. The possible impacts of the proposals under
consideration are addressed in Section IV of the Outline, and additional background on specific
data points is provided in Appendix A.

A. Who would be required to collect, report, and disclose
information?
As described above, whether a FI is covered by Regulation C and required to report HMDA data
currently is determined by reference to complicated coverage tests based on assets, loan volume,
geographic location, and whether the FI makes loans that are federally related. Many critics
have pointed to the coverage tests as an area of complexity in need of clarification and
simplification. In June 2010, the Board announced public hearings on potential revisions to
Regulation C. Three of the purposes of the hearings were to provide information that would
assist the Board in its review of Regulation C, to help assess the need for additional data, and to
identify emerging issues in the mortgage market that could warrant additional research. As part
of its 2010 public hearings, the Board identified coverage as one of the topics for discussion. It
requested comment on whether it should require reporting from additional types of institutions,
whether it should exempt certain types of institutions from reporting, and if any other changes
should be made regarding which types of institutions are required to report. 10 The Bureau has
reviewed the comments and testimony presented to the Board during the 2010 hearings as the
Bureau developed its proposals under consideration concerning institutional coverage.
The institutional coverage tests differ depending on whether the FI is a DI or non-DI. The
Bureau is concerned that the value of data from relatively small-volume reporters may not
outweigh the reporting burden. In addition, the burden of reporting only a few loans is not
shared by all FIs. Commenters in the Board’s 2010 hearings have noted that the existing
coverage scheme creates an unlevel playing field for lenders. 11 In some instances, small
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, Notice of Hearing, 75 FR 35030 (June 21, 2010). The hearings were
conducted on July 15, 2010, in Atlanta (Atlanta Hearing); August 5, 2010, in San Francisco (San Francisco
Hearing); September 16, 2010, in Chicago (Chicago Hearing); and September 24, 2010, in Washington,
DC (DC Hearing), available at http://www.federalreserve.gov/communitydev/hmda_hearings.htm.

10

See testimony of Faith Anderson, Atlanta Hearing; testimony of Allison Brown (Federal Trade
Commission), DC Hearing; testimony of Keith Ernst, San Francisco Hearing.

11
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community banks and credit unions making few—or even one—mortgage loan per year are
subject to HMDA reporting requirements, while non-DIs making substantially more loans may
not be covered at all because the FI is not a bank, savings association, or credit union and makes
less than 100 loans.
To simplify the coverage tests, the Bureau is considering proposing a single, consistent
minimum loan volume threshold for HMDA coverage for both DIs and non-DIs. The Bureau is
considering a threshold of 25 closed-end mortgage loans, but plans to conduct extensive
outreach on whether some other threshold may be more appropriate. Under this approach as
currently envisioned, only FIs that originated 25 or more closed-end home purchase or
refinance loans in a given year (and meet current location and asset-size tests) would be
required to report HMDA data. The Bureau’s preliminary view is that a 25-loan test would
benefit FIs that are not significantly involved in originating dwelling-secured loans. 12 Such a
test could level the playing field between DIs which currently must report if they make only
1 mortgage loan and non-DIs which must report when they make at least 100 loans or have
assets of at least $10 million. The Bureau also seeks input on what types of loans should count
towards the 25-loan threshold, including closed-end home equity loans (HELs) and HELOCs,
which typically are not first-lien products, and reverse mortgages. The Bureau is interested in
feedback on how any such changes would affect both FIs and users of the HMDA data.
Using 2012 data, the 25-loan threshold would eliminate approximately 1,775 DIs (of which
approximately 1,630 are small entities) from HMDA coverage, and would add approximately
450 non-DIs (of which approximately 350 are small entities) to HMDA coverage, as discussed
further in the Impact Analysis in Section IV of this Outline of Proposals Under Consideration.
The reduction in HMDA reporters that are DIs would likely remove the reporting of
approximately 60,000 loans, which is less than 1 percent of the approximately 6.8 million DI
loans reported by DIs that must report HMDA data. Thus, the 25-loan threshold would
continue to allow the collection of data that covers most of the mortgage market and would
provide a more consistent snapshot of DI and non-DI activity.
The Bureau recognizes that FIs who are either about to go over the loan-volume threshold or
about to drop below it would need sufficient time to adjust their business practices, and will seek
input on this aspect of adopting a single uniform threshold across the whole market.

B. What types of loans and applications would be covered?
Mortgage loans, as defined by HMDA, are loans “secured by residential real property” or “home
improvement loan[s].” 13 As described in Section II above, current Regulation C generally
requires FIs to report information regarding loans and applications made for one of three
purposes: home purchase, home improvement, or refinancing. 14 Reporting of home equity lines
of credit (HELOCs) used for these purposes is generally optional. 15
The statutory asset threshold and federally related requirements applicable to DIs would be retained.
12 U.S.C. 2808(a), (b).
12

13

12 U.S.C. 2802(2).

14

12 CFR 1003.2.

FIs may (but are not required to) report HELOCs made in whole or in part for the purposes of home
improvement or home purchase. 12 CFR 1003.4(c)(3).
15
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Under Regulation C’s existing transaction reporting regime, certain loans that are secured by
residential real property need not be reported (e.g., home equity loans with no stated purpose,
HELOCs, certain reverse mortgages). Yet home improvement loans must be reported even if
they are not secured by a dwelling. Moreover, at times FIs may find it difficult to identify the
borrower’s purpose for some loans or resolve reporting questions when loans are for multiple
purposes.
The Bureau is considering proposing an amendment to Regulation C’s transactional coverage
provisions to require institutions to report information concerning all dwelling-secured loans, 16
rather than tying coverage primarily to the purpose of the loan. For FIs that meet the coverage
threshold as would be defined by the rule (discussed above), this proposal would, in effect:
x
x
x
x

Eliminate reporting of home improvement loans that are not secured by a dwelling;
Capture all HELs;
Capture all HELOCs by eliminating optional reporting; and
Capture all reverse mortgages.

As described in more detail in Appendix A, the proposals under consideration would also
require that HELOCs and reverse mortgages be identified by loan type, to distinguish them in
the data from other categories of loans with different pricing structures and features.
The proposal under consideration would apply the dwelling-secured test for reporting under
HMDA both to applications for loans to be secured by a dwelling and purchases of loans secured
by a dwelling. The Regulation C definition of “application” has been criticized as providing FIs
with too much latitude to decide which contacts with consumers to report as applications.
While the Bureau is currently disinclined to revise the definition of application, the Bureau
encourages feedback and specific suggestions regarding any aspect of the definition that may
benefit from greater clarity (see Appendix A, section B).
The Bureau believes the proposal under consideration to cover dwelling-secured loans could
establish a more streamlined, bright-line approach that may be simpler for FIs to apply than the
current rules that generally rely on a consumer’s stated purpose for the loan. The Bureau also
anticipates this approach would yield more consistent and more useful data.

C. What information would be reported and how would it align
with existing systems and industry standards?
For each record of an application, originated loan, or purchased loan submitted as part of a FI’s
LAR, HMDA currently includes reporting of approximately 2 dozen separate pieces of
information, or data points. 17 The Dodd-Frank Act amended HMDA to add new data reporting
The definition of “dwelling” in Regulation C includes any residential structure, whether or not attached
to real property, including mobile and manufactured homes. 12 CFR 1003.2. The Bureau expects that the
scope of this definition would not be changed if this proposal were adopted, so that loans secured by
dwellings would be reported regardless of whether the dwellings are real or personal property (see
Appendix A).
16

This Outline of Proposals Under Consideration uses the term “data point.” In general usage, data points
are also commonly called “data elements,” “data fields,” and “variables.”

17
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requirements and enhance certain existing data points. As part of this rulemaking, the Bureau
is comprehensively reviewing all current data points in Regulation C, carefully examining each
data point specifically mentioned in the Dodd-Frank Act, and considering proposals to collect
other appropriate data points to fill gaps where additional information could be very useful to
better understand the HMDA data. The dataset under consideration is summarized below in
chart form and includes: improvements and technical revisions to current Regulation C data
requirements; the implementation as required or appropriate of the categories of information
specifically identified in the Dodd-Frank Act; and the addition of other data points that target
existing gaps in the information currently collected and would further the purposes of HMDA
discussed in the Introduction (briefly, to ensure FIs are serving the credit needs of their
communities, encourage private investment, and assist in identifying potential fair lending
problems).

1. Table of Current Data Points and New Data Points Under
Consideration
The first part of the following table lists existing reporting requirements for FIs under HMDA
and Regulation C, as well as the new requirements added by the Dodd-Frank Act. In addition,
section 1094 of the Dodd-Frank Act provided the Bureau with the authority to mandate
reporting of “such other information as the Bureau may require.” The second part of the table
lists additional data points that the Bureau is considering adding to Regulation C under this
authority.
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Current Regulation C Reporting
Application/Loan
Information

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Dodd-Frank Act Additions

Application/loan number
Date of application/loan
Application/loan type
Application/loan purpose
Request for preapproval
o Result of preapproval request
Application/loan amount
Action taken type
Date of action taken
Type of purchaser of loan
Rate spread (higher-priced loans)
HOEPA status
Lien status
Reasons for denial (at FI’s option)

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Total points and fees
Rate spread (for all loans)
Prepayment penalty term
Introductory interest rate term
Nonamortizing features
Loan term
Application channel (retail, broker,
other)
Universal loan ID*
Loan originator ID*

Property
Information

x
x
x

Property type
Owner occupancy
Property location, by
o MSA or Metropolitan Division
o State
o County, and
o Census tract

x
x

Property value
Parcel ID*

Applicant/
Borrower
Information

x
x
x
x

Race
Ethnicity
Sex
Gross annual income

x
x

Age
Credit score

* The Dodd-Frank Act provides for the collection and reporting of a universal loan identifier, a unique loan
originator identifier, and a parcel identification number “as the Bureau may determine to be appropriate.”
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Additional Data Points Under Consideration**
Application or
Loan Information

x
x
x
x
x

Property Information

x
x
x

Automated underwriting systems (AUS) results
Making it mandatory, rather than optional, to report the reason an
application was denied
Qualified Mortgage (QM) status of loan, as determined by the FI
Combined loan-to-value (CLTV) ratio
Additional points and fees information, including:
o Total origination charges
o Total discount points
o Borrower’s risk-adjusted, pre-discounted interest rate
o Interest rate received
Replacing property type with the number of units financed and the
dwelling’s construction method
Whether multifamily property has an affordable housing deed restriction
Information concerning manufactured housing:
o Whether the loan is secured by real or personal property
o Whether homeowner rents or owns the property where home is
sited

Borrower or Applicant
Information

x

Debt-to-income ratio

Other information

x

Unique FI entity identification number (to modify or replace the current
Reporter’s identification number)

**

In addition to considering these new data points, the Bureau is considering amending certain current data
points to improve the integrity of the data reported. For example, the Bureau is considering expanding the
existing loan purpose data point (or otherwise revising Regulation C) to provide for separate reporting of
cash-out refinance, reverse mortgage, and home equity line of credit (HELOC) transactions.

Appendix A includes additional background on each of the new and revised data points,
including some historical perspective for the data points, their potential importance to the
HMDA dataset, and how the Bureau is approaching each of the data points under consideration.
Section IV of this Outline of Proposals Under Consideration reviews the impacts of these
potential changes to the data points that FIs would be required to report.

2. Summary of Data Point Changes Under Consideration
There are also other ways to group the HMDA data points in order to understand and discuss
the potential value and interrelatedness of certain information. The new and revised HMDA
data points that the Bureau is considering requiring FIs to collect are grouped by subject matter
area and briefly described in this section of the Outline of Proposals Under Consideration.
Appendix A includes more detailed information about each of the following categories and data
points.
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Unique Identifiers. The recent housing crisis exposed a number of data gaps, risk
management failures, and shortcomings in operational controls throughout the mortgage
finance system. The Dodd-Frank Act calls for the creation or enhancement of certain unique
identifiers that could further the purposes of HMDA and address some of these data gaps and
control failures through better integration of the fragmented loan data currently available.
Being able to identify, label, and track key characteristics of a mortgage loan across various
systems will facilitate efforts to determine whether FIs are meeting the needs of the
communities they serve, as well as fair lending analysis. For instance, unique identifiers could
make it easier to identify where there are multiple loans secured by the same property,
understand investor risk, track HMDA reporting and compliance by affiliated FIs, and
understand how the loans in a community perform through their lifecycles.
The Bureau is considering the following proposals related to unique identifiers (see
Appendix A), as it is generally directed to do by the Dodd-Frank Act:
x

x

x
x

Entity Identifier – replacing the current HMDA Respondent/Reporter ID (HMDA RID)
with an entity identifier that would facilitate identification of the corporate entity and
its affiliated companies and parent/subsidiary relationships, or expanding and defining
new requirements for the current HMDA RID.
Loan Identifier – revising the current loan ID requirement to create a unique loan
identifier to facilitate tracking a loan through its lifecycle across multiple platforms
(e.g., servicing, foreclosure database). This proposal would necessitate the
establishment of a unique identifier at the time of application for each loan.
Loan Originator Identifier – requiring reporting of the unique identifier number
provided under the Nationwide Mortgage Licensing System and Registry (NMLS) for
the employee who took the application or originated the loan.
Property Identifier – requiring reporting of a unique identifier for each property (such
as the address or geospatial coordinates) to facilitate identification of properties across
multiple platforms and, thus, potentially reduce geocoding burden. Currently, FIs
generally report the census tract, county, state and MSA in which the property is
located.

Application Data. HMDA data currently includes some data about the consumer’s
application and how it was resolved (see Appendix A). To implement certain Dodd-Frank Act
requirements, the Bureau is considering proposing to require submission of the following
additional data about the mortgage loan application process:
x
x
x

Application Channel – whether the application was submitted through a retail,
wholesale, or correspondent channel.
Automated Underwriting System Results – the name of the automated underwriting
system (AUS) used to evaluate the application and the AUS recommendation.
Denial Reasons – the reasons an application was denied. Currently, reporting denial
reasons is required only for FIs that are supervised by the Office of the Comptroller of
the Currency and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

Borrower Data. Data about applicant and borrower characteristics are important for HMDA
purposes (see Appendix A). To fulfill these purposes and implement certain Dodd-Frank Act
requirements, the Bureau is considering proposing to require submission of the following
additional data about applicants and borrowers:
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x
x
x

Age – the age of applicant(s) and borrower(s).
Credit Score – numerical credit score for applicants and co-applicants used to make the
credit decision.
Debt-to-Income Ratio – the DTI relied on by the institution in processing the
application.

Loan Types. Distinguishing different types of loans is important to analyzing HMDA data and
in reviewing loans with similar characteristics. The ability to distinguish loan types may be even
more necessary if the Bureau requires FIs to report all dwelling-secured loans. The Bureau is
considering proposing to require submission of data that would build on existing requirements
to permit more consistent identification of the following loan types (see Appendix A):
x Cash-Out Refinancing – separately identifying refinancing transactions where the
borrower takes out equity.
x HOEPA Status – revising the existing field to specify whether the loan is covered by the
Home Ownership and Equity Protection Act (HOEPA) because of points and fees, rate,
or both.
x Qualified Mortgage Status – identifying whether the FI classified the mortgage as a
Qualified Mortgage.
x Home-Equity Line of Credit (HELOC) – requiring an indicator for HELOCs.
x Reverse Mortgage – requiring an indicator for reverse mortgages.
Loan Features. A common criticism of HMDA prior to the Dodd-Frank Act was that FIs were
not required to report enough detail about loan features to identify risky products. Additional
information about loan features will provide a clearer picture of how FIs are serving their
communities and will facilitate analyzing loans with similar terms (see Appendix A). As
required by the Dodd-Frank Act, the Bureau is considering proposing to require submission of
the following data related to loan features:
x Loan Term – the maturity term of the loan in months.
x ARM Introductory Term – the term in months of the initial fixed interest rate period for
an adjustable rate mortgage.
x Prepayment Penalty Term – the term in months of any prepayment penalty.
x Balloon Payments, Interest-Only Payments, and Negative Amortization – indicators for
the presence of features related to loan amortization.
Loan-to-Value. The loan-to-value ratio (LTV) is an important underwriting and pricing
consideration because it measures the adequacy of the collateral to support the loan (see
Appendix A). The Bureau is considering proposing to require submission of the following data
related to LTV:
x Property Value – the value of the residential property related to the loan. Reporting
property value is required under the Dodd-Frank Act and will allow calculation of LTV
when combined with loan amount (which is currently reported).
x Combined Loan-to-Value – the ratio of the combined unpaid principal balance of
multiple loans to the property value, using the amounts relied on by the FI in processing
the application.
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Pricing. Similar to the information on loan features, the pricing information collected under
Regulation C prior to the Dodd-Frank Act (rate spread for higher-priced mortgage loans 18 and a
HOEPA flag) had been criticized as inadequate to serve HMDA’s purposes. Additional pricing
data will address this inadequacy. The Bureau is considering proposing to require submission of
the following data points related to pricing, several of which are required by the Dodd-Frank Act
(see Appendix A):
x Rate Spread – the rate spread for all loans, not just those that exceed the threshold for
higher-priced mortgage loans.
x Total Points and Fees – total points and fees as defined by Regulation Z. 19
x Total Origination Charges – total origination charges paid by the borrower to the
creditor and loan originators at or before closing, as disclosed under Regulation Z.
x Total Discount Points – total points paid by the borrower to reduce the interest rate, as
disclosed under Regulation Z.
x Interest Rate – the borrower’s interest rate after applying discount points.
x Risk-Adjusted, Pre-Discounted Interest Rate – the rate that would have been available to
the borrower with zero (or the closest-to-zero) discount or premium.
Property Data. Information about the property related to the loan is key for HMDA’s
purposes. Regulation C currently requires FIs to record the property type to which a loan or
application relates. 20 Appendix A to Regulation C provides three reporting values, or
enumerations, for this information: (1) one- to four-family dwelling (other than manufactured
housing); (2) manufactured housing; and (3) multifamily dwelling. This information, however,
has been criticized as inadequate to understand the underwriting and pricing of manufactured
and multifamily home loans, as distinct from site-built single-family housing. Reporting of
financed unit count and construction method type could facilitate a more robust analysis of
multifamily housing and provide an opportunity to clarify certain aspects of manufactured
housing reporting. In addition, this information is collected by the Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac
(collectively, Government-Sponsored Enterprises or GSEs) under established industry
standards, so replacing the existing reporting requirement with better targeted data reporting
could also streamline reporting by many FIs. Additional detail about the property would
provide greater insight into how FIs are serving the credit needs of their communities and
provide better data for targeting public investments and enforcing fair lending laws in the
manufactured housing market (see Appendix A). The Bureau is considering the following
proposals related to property:
x Financed Units Count/Construction Method – replacing the existing property type data
point with a requirement to report data on the number of units financed and
construction method (such as manufactured or site-built).
x Manufactured Housing Details – requiring reporting whether a manufactured home
loan is secured by real property or personal property (a chattel loan), and whether the
borrower owns or rents the underlying land.
Generally, higher-priced mortgage loans are defined as loans with annual percentage rates (APRs) that
exceed the average prime offer rate (APOR) for a comparable transaction by at least 1.5 percentage points
for first-lien loans and 3.5 percentage points for subordinate lien loans. APORs are estimated using data
reported by Freddie Mac in its Primary Mortgage Market Survey.
18

19

Regulation Z, 12 CFR part 1026, implements the Truth-in-Lending Act.

20

12 CFR 1003.4(a)(5).
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x

Multifamily Affordable Housing – requiring reporting whether multifamily properties
have affordable housing deed restrictions.

Privacy Considerations. The new and revised HMDA data points under consideration for
proposal by the Bureau are intended to further the three purposes of HMDA discussed in the
Introduction. The Bureau believes the amended set of data points would provide a much more
detailed picture of the mortgage market in order to serve these three purposes and fill gaps in
information that have been identified as important by Congress, federal agencies, community
groups, and others.
However, while there would be significant benefits to having this additional information about
the mortgage market, the Bureau is committed to balancing the benefits against the costs of
collecting the information that is newly identified or authorized in the Dodd-Frank Act. While
FIs rely on consumer information to underwrite loans and a significant amount of information
regarding real estate and mortgage transactions is already available in public records, the
Bureau is also sensitive to privacy concerns regarding what information FIs collect, submit to
the federal government, and release to the public about their applicants and borrowers, as well
as what information the federal government compiles and subsequently releases. The Bureau’s
ongoing examination of the potential impacts on privacy is reflected in many of the proposals
under consideration outlined in these materials, and the Bureau expects to conduct extensive
additional analysis and outreach about privacy considerations in conjunction with the
rulemaking process.

3. Aligning HMDA Data with MISMO/ULDD Standards
The Bureau is also considering how the HMDA data submission requirements could be revised
to improve data quality, while also making compliance easier for FIs.
Currently, HMDA data are submitted in the LAR format, consistent with the instructions in
Appendix A to Regulation C. 21 The data points reported on each LAR entry are defined by
Regulation C, its appendices, and the official commentary. 22 FIs might also seek further
information in other materials. 23 FIs must submit the data in automated, machine-readable
format that conforms to the LAR format, except for institutions that report 25 or fewer entries,
which may submit their LAR entries in paper format. 24
FIs maintain electronic records of mortgage loan originations and applications in many forms
and many systems other than those used for HMDA reporting. In many cases, these systems use
different data points, use different data methodologies, or define data points differently than
under Regulation C, with the result that those systems may not be directly compatible with the
HMDA LAR format. These differences often require institutions to use additional software and
modify data in existing systems in order to submit HMDA LAR data in the proper format.
21

12 CFR part 1003, App. A.

22

12 CFR part 1003.

23

E.g., HMDA Getting It Right Guide, FFIEC Data FAQs, available at http://www.ffiec.gov/hmda/.

24

12 CFR part 1003, Supp. I, comment 1003.5(a)-2.
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The Bureau believes that the burden associated with Regulation C compliance and data
submission can be reduced by aligning the requirements of Regulation C to existing industry
standards for collecting and transmitting data on mortgage loans and applications. The Bureau
believes that promoting consistent data standards for both industry and regulatory use has
benefits for market efficiency, market understanding, and market oversight. 25 Therefore, the
Bureau is considering proposing to use the HMDA rulemaking as an opportunity to align the
HMDA data requirements with the widely used Mortgage Industry Standards Maintenance
Organization (MISMO) data standards for residential mortgages, to which there is free and
open access. 26 The HMDA data points and MISMO data standards would be aligned to the
greatest extent practicable while fulfilling the purposes of HMDA.
The Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA) directed the GSEs to develop a Uniform Mortgage
Data Program (UMDP) to enhance the accuracy and quality of mortgage loan data delivered to
each GSE. 27 A key component of the UMDP is the Uniform Loan Delivery Dataset (ULDD),
which leverages MISMO to identify the data points and the data delivery format required in
connection with the delivery of single-family loans to each GSE. 28 As of July 23, 2012, all loans
delivered to the GSEs have been required to meet ULDD requirements. Given that currently
approximately 70% of all loans are eventually sold to the GSEs – and that a large segment of the
market sells at least some of their production to the GSEs directly or indirectly – a significant
portion of the market is already operating in the MISMO data standard universe. 29
In order to develop this proposed alignment with industry standards, the Bureau is analyzing
each data point currently included in Regulation C, each new data point specified in the DoddFrank Act, and each additional data point under consideration by the Bureau to determine
whether analogous data exists in the ULDD data set (first preference) or the larger MISMO data
dictionary (second preference). The Bureau will also need to determine if the MISMO/ULDD
definitions would be adequate to meet the objectives of HMDA and Regulation C.
The Bureau believes that the efficiencies achieved by aligning HMDA data with widely used
industry data standards will grow over time and that adding new data, if any, to HMDA in the
future would be less burdensome. However, the Bureau understands that some small FIs may
not use the ULDD or MISMO data standards because they do not sell loans to the GSEs and
25 The Department of Treasury’s Office of Financial Research has identified the lack of consistent data
standards as a key source of risk during the recent financial crisis, and has noted the benefits of consistent
data standards for both industry and regulators. Office of Financial Research, 2012 Annual Report,
Chapter 5, available at
http://www.treasury.gov/initiatives/wsr/ofr/Documents/OFR_Annual_Report_071912_Final.pdf.
26

MISMO is a nonprofit mortgage technology standards body: http://www.mismo.org/default.htm.

27 Federal Housing Finance Agency, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac Launch Joint Effort to Improve Loan
and Appraisal Data Collection (May 24, 2010) , available at
http://www.fhfa.gov/webfiles/15748/Uniform_Mortgage_Data_Program.pdf.

See Fannie Mae, Uniform Loan Delivery Dataset (ULDD):
https://www.fanniemae.com/singlefamily/uniform-loan-delivery-dataset-uldd ; and
Freddie Mac Uniform Loan Delivery Dataset:
http://www.freddiemac.com/singlefamily/sell/uniform_delivery.html.
28

29

See Inside Mortgage Finance (February 1, 2013).
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conduct only portfolio lending. The Bureau is interested in learning more about the potential
effect on small FIs of alignment of the HMDA data requirements with MISMO/ULDD data
standards.
Section IV of this Outline of Proposals Under Consideration reviews the impact of possible
alignment of the HMDA data requirements to the MISMO/ULDD data standards.

D. How would the HMDA data process be modernized?
As noted above, the Bureau is using this rulemaking as an opportunity to review, streamline,
and modernize HMDA operations. The Bureau understands that many steps in the HMDA data
collection, submission, and reporting process are burdensome for FIs, especially small FIs, and
believes that the process can be modernized to streamline some of the areas FIs find particularly
difficult. 30 As part of the operations modernization efforts, the Bureau is considering proposals
that would reduce the annual, ongoing operational costs FIs currently incur in collecting and
reporting HMDA data. To that end, the Bureau is consulting with other federal agencies about
how to facilitate the following improvements to the HMDA process, which are likely to benefit
small FIs:
x Restructuring the geocoding process and possibly shifting some of the burden to the
government;
x Creating an improved web-based HMDA Data Entry Software (DES);
x Streamlining the submission and editing process to make it more efficient; and
x Expanding and integrating HMDA help sources.
Section IV of this Outline of Proposals Under Consideration reviews the possible impacts of
these potential changes. Some of the changes the Bureau is considering proposing would
require amendments to Regulation C, while others would not. The Bureau considers the process
improvements to be part of its overall HMDA/Regulation C modernization effort and, thus, still
requests information on potential impacts and recommendations.

1. Restructured Geocoding
Geocoding involves identifying the appropriate census tract, Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA) or Metropolitan Division (MD), county, and state for the property associated with the
reported loan. Regulation C currently requires this property location data to be reported on the
LAR for most properties, using certain numerical codes. 31 FIs use a variety of methods for
obtaining the location codes for the LAR records (geocoding), including proprietary systems and
vendor software.
The FFIEC website provides a free geocoding tool for this purpose. 32 However, this tool only
permits the entry of one address at a time and does not allow for “batch” geocoding (entering
multiple addresses and receiving applicable codes for each address with one submission), which
Recognition of technology improvements may also allow other streamlining changes in other
requirements, such as in how FIs’ disclosure statements are provided to the public.

30

31

12 CFR 1003.4(a)(9) and App. A.I.C.

32

http://www.ffiec.gov/Geocode/default.aspx.
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has been identified as a significant burden for some FIs. Further, the tool is not integrated with
the free HMDA DES or with commercially available HMS, requiring the employee who uses the
geocoding tool to manually input the information retrieved into DES for submission. In
addition, for FIs that use a HMS, there discrepancies sometimes exist between the geocode used
by the regulators and the HMS, requiring FIs to spend time reconciling the differences.
Financial institutions have told the Bureau that geocoding is a significant burden. FIs have also
noted problems associated with geocoding difficult addresses, such as those associated with new
subdivisions, or where census tracts may have changed.
The Bureau is considering whether it could shift some of the burden of geocoding from FIs to
the government. For example, Regulation C could require FIs to report property addresses or
latitude/longitude coordinates associated with the reported loans and applications —
information that is not currently reported under HMDA — and geocoding could become an
operation shared with or performed by the government. This effort is related to the Bureau’s
consideration of a new property identifier data point, which was added to HMDA by the DoddFrank Act (see Appendix A).

2. Improved DES
The FFIEC currently provides free downloadable HMDA DES for submitting HMDA data.
However, the current software has some limitations. A new version of the software is developed
each year, and must be downloaded for each year’s HMDA submission. The software is not
network-capable, and must be installed locally on individual hard drives. As a result, DES
cannot be accessed by multiple users on different computer terminals, meaning that data must
be entered at one location, and cannot be entered at different branch locations or by different
departments. DES also does not currently integrate with vendor HMS.
The Bureau is considering proposing to develop a new DES that accommodates multiple users
and network capability by making the tool web-based, so that it would not require updating by
FIs. This would permit entering data from multiple locations and users, which would make the
process more efficient for FIs. This also would also permit multiple users, and would not
require new DES software to be downloaded when updates are made.
The Bureau is considering proposing to support integration by releasing an application
programming interface (API), which would allow developers to integrate their HMS with
government back-end HMDA systems. This would allow for direct submissions from HMS
systems through the API, and provide a shared, coordinated workspace for entering, submitting,
and validating HMDA data, while supporting customization and innovation by FIs and vendors.

3. Streamlined Submission and Editing
Currently, the HMDA data submission process involves pre- and post-submission quality,
validity, and syntactical edits from the processor which note potential errors or inconsistencies
in the data. 33 The government HMDA processor generates reports that identify possible
reporting errors or quality edits. The HMDA reporting process for each FI with outstanding
quality edit issues is not complete until all edits have been verified or resolved.
33

See, e.g., 2014 HMDA Edits, FFIEC, available at http://www.ffiec.gov/hmda/pdf/edit2014.pdf.

22
157

FIs have identified the edits process as time-consuming and inefficient. For example, FIs
receive many predictable edits on specialized loans to which the edit is not relevant. The Bureau
is considering how to make the edits process more efficient by refining the edits to correspond to
the data reported, so that certain edit flags will align more closely with the loan types to which
that edit flag is relevant. This proposal would require that loan types be easily identifiable in
HMDA data. Additional improvements to the edits process that the Bureau is discussing with
other federal agencies include preapproval of edits and integrating edits into the web-based
DES, as well as having the edit process be part of the API so that vendor HMS can perform edit
checks without requiring separate systems.

4. Integrated Help Sources
The Bureau is reviewing how it might facilitate improvements in the existing HMDA guidance
and HMDA technical help process. Currently, in addition to Regulation C, FIs look to multiple
sources for written guidance, including the “HMDA Getting it Right Guide,” FAQs, a glossary of
terms, and newsletters on the FFIEC website. 34 The Bureau understands that multiple sources
of technical and interpretive guidance are difficult for FIs to work with, and may create
opportunities for inconsistency. The Bureau is considering how to provide more centralized
HMDA guidance.

E. What other federal rules are closely related to HMDA?
The Bureau has identified other federal rules that have potentially overlapping or conflicting
requirements in order to avoid duplication or conflict with Regulation C revisions (see
Appendix B). The Bureau has identified the following statutes and regulations as closely related
to HMDA:
The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA), implemented by Office of Comptroller of the
Currency, Board, and Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation regulations requires some FIs to
collect, maintain, and report certain data about small business, farm, and consumer lending to
ensure they are serving their communities. HMDA data are frequently used in CRA exams as
part of evaluating home mortgage lending under the CRA lending test, and many CRA
definitions and concepts are aligned with HMDA. The Bureau intends to work with CRA
regulatory agencies to ensure HMDA and CRA do not conflict and HMDA data can continue to
be used as part of the CRA compliance process.
The Equal Credit Opportunity Act (ECOA), implemented by the Bureau’s Regulation B
(12 CFR part 1002), prohibits creditors from discriminating in credit transactions and contains
other requirements regarding, for example, notices, valuations, and maintaining certain
information. Regulation B requires creditors to collect race, ethnicity, sex, marital status, and
age of applicants for some home purchase loans and refinancings and maintain that information
for 25 months for purposes of monitoring compliance with antidiscrimination laws. One of
HMDA’s purposes is to provide data that can be used to assist in enforcing antidiscrimination
statutes, which includes ECOA.

34

http://www.ffiec.gov/hmda/.
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The Truth in Lending Act (TILA) and Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act
(RESPA), implemented by the Bureau’s Regulation Z (12 CFR part 1026) and Regulation X
(12 CFR part 1024), cover many aspects of mortgage market transactions, including disclosures
and restrictions on certain types of transactions. The Bureau recently issued a final rule on
Integrated Mortgage Disclosures Under the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act
(Regulation X) and the Truth in Lending Act (Regulation Z) (RESPA-TILA Integrated
Disclosures rule). 35 The Bureau has considered the definitions, requirements, and purposes of
TILA and RESPA as it has developed these proposals under consideration for the revision of
Regulation C.
Proposed Regulation AB II (17 CFR part 229, subpart 229.1100) from the Securities and
Exchange Commission (SEC) would require private issuers of asset-backed securities, including
mortgage-backed securities, to disclose certain asset-level information. The proposed standard
includes SEC-specific XML standards and data definitions.

IV. Potential Impacts on Small Entities
A. Overview
The CFPB has identified four categories of small entities that may be subject to the proposed
rule for purposes of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA). These are the categories of entities
that may be required to comply with Regulation C’s requirements to collect, report, and disclose
HMDA data to the public. The categories and the SBA small entity thresholds for those
categories are commercial banks, savings associations and credit unions with up to
$500,000,000 in assets; and nondepository institutions engaged in real estate credit and
consumer lending with up to $35,500,000 in annual revenue.
Approximately 6,000 banks, savings associations, and credit unions currently report HMDA
data. Of these, about 4,400 have up to $500,000,000 in assets and are therefore small entities.
Approximately 820 non-DIs currently report HMDA data. The Bureau estimates that
approximately 790 of those non-DIs have annual revenue up to $35,500,000 and are therefore
small entities.
As discussed above, HMDA data are the preeminent source of mortgage loan origination
information for regulators, local governments, industry, researchers, and consumer advocates
studying and analyzing trends in mortgage markets. The data facilitate the statistical analysis of
mortgage lending within communities and to borrowers for a wide range of purposes, including
the analysis of discriminatory lending practices. Further, as with other data collected and
reported by government, few users of HMDA data could collect comparable information on their
own, and the widespread availability of the data ensures that all interested parties can benefit
from it.
The Dodd-Frank Act amended HMDA to require the collection and reporting of several new data
points. The Dodd-Frank Act also authorizes the Bureau to mandate that FIs collect and report
“such other information as the Bureau may require.” The Bureau is considering requiring
reporting of a limited number of additional data points that will ensure that the data continue to
serve HMDA’s purposes. In addition, because the Dodd-Frank Act changes to HMDA will
35

78 FR 79730 (Dec. 31 , 2013).
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require that FIs modify their data collection and reporting practices and systems, the Bureau
seeks to use this opportunity, as appropriate, to modernize and streamline the manner in which
FIs collect and report data and to reduce unnecessary burden on financial institutions.
This section of the Outline of Proposals Under Consideration summarizes both the Bureau’s
preliminary assessments of the potential impacts of the regulatory and operational proposals
under consideration on small entities and the methods used to derive the assessments. The
Bureau believes that this information will make it easier for SERs and others to offer the Bureau
additional data and information regarding potential impacts.
The information in this section may also help provide context for a discussion on how HMDA
compliance and reporting requirements can be improved for small entities, while still achieving
the disclosure and other purposes of the statute. The Bureau encourages contributions of data
and other factual information that will help it to better understand the potential compliance
burdens of small entities and develop a proposed rule that achieves appropriate goals, including
those discussed above in this Outline of Proposals Under Consideration.

B. Internal Review of HMDA Compliance Processes and Costs
In conjunction with the development of these proposals under consideration, the Bureau
reviewed the current HMDA compliance systems and activities of FIs. The review used a costaccounting case-study methodology. 36 The review was conducted, in part, through interviews
with 20 FIs of various sizes, 9 vendors, and 15 governmental agency representatives. This
review provided the Bureau with information about current HMDA compliance processes and
costs. The review has also provided the Bureau with tools for analyzing the impacts of the
proposals under consideration discussed in this outline. 37
As an initial matter, the Bureau recognizes that FIs differ in the cost per loan application of
complying with the current requirements of HMDA. The Bureau sought, as part of its review, to
understand the sources of these differences in the current (or “baseline”) compliance costs per
loan application. This review also improved the Bureau’s ability to assess the overall impact of
the proposals under consideration and to consider the impact on small FIs. This analysis is
summarized below.
Second, based on the interviews with FIs, vendors, and governmental agency representatives,
the Bureau classified the operational activities associated with current HMDA data collection
and reporting into discrete compliance “tasks.” The level of detail of the classification is
intended to facilitate the rigorous analysis of impacts of the proposals under consideration
across a wide range of FIs. This analysis is summarized below.

For a discussion of this methodology in the analysis of the costs of regulatory compliance, see Gregory
Elliehausen, The Cost of Bank Regulation: A Review of the Evidence (Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, Working paper series 171 (1998)).
36

37 The FIs interviewed were selected to provide variation in key characteristics like institution type (bank,
credit union, independent mortgage bank), regulator, record count, submission mechanism, number of
resubmissions, and other designations like multifamily lender or rural. The selection was not random,
however, so the Bureau interprets the findings cautiously. The Bureau expects to learn more about the
general applicability of these findings through the SBREFA process and additional research.
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Third, the Bureau sought to identify efficient elements and areas of difficulty in the current
HMDA compliance process. Some FIs noted that HMDA rules have been mostly stable over
time and this has allowed FIs to develop efficient systems and controls to effectively meet
regulatory requirements. However, interviewees also identified certain challenges to
compliance. These difficulties include meeting the FFIEC’s accuracy requirements for
geocoding; delayed or inconsistent responses from HMDA help support systems; and variations
in definitions, interpretations of definitions, and data standards related to HMDA compliance.
Some of the Bureau’s proposals under consideration specifically address these challenges.

C. Types of HMDA Reporters
1. Background
During interviews with FIs, the Bureau identified seven key aspects or dimensions of compliance
operations that were significant drivers of ongoing compliance costs (see the first column of
Table 1 below). These seven dimensions are: the reporting system used; the degree of system
integration; the degree of system automation; the tools for geocoding, for performing
completeness checks, and for performing edits; and the compliance program.
Further, the Bureau found that a given financial institution would tend to have simpler or more
complex compliance operations across all seven dimensions. That is to say, generally, if a given
financial institution had less system integration, then it would tend to also use less automation,
use simpler tools for geocoding, etc. It was generally not the case that a financial institution
would use less complex approaches on one dimension and more complex approaches on
another. This allowed the Bureau to classify FIs into three broad tiers according to the overall
level of complexity of their compliance operations. 38
Table 1 below summarizes the characteristics of the three tiers of FIs. Tier 1 FIs have the highest
level of complexity in compliance operations, while Tier 2 FIs and Tier 3 FIs have the middle
level or lowest level of complexity in compliance operations, respectively: 39

The Bureau found that the cost of HMDA compliance (per loan application) depended on the overall
complexity of the compliance operations and LAR size. However, the Bureau also found that the LAR size
was largely correlated with overall complexity, and so the complexity of compliance operations offers a
useful framework for understanding the cost of HMDA compliance.
38

The correlation in complexity across the seven dimensions was not perfect. For example, if an
institution was complex in most areas but manually geocoded 10,000 loans, it might be categorized as
Tier 2 rather than Tier 1.
39
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Table 1:
Types of HMDA Reporters
Tier 3 FIs tend to…

Tier 2 FIs tend to…

Tier 1 FIs tend to…

Systems

Store data in EXCEL
and use DES

Use LOS and HMS

Use multiple LOS,
central SoR, HMS,
DES

Integration

(None)

Have forward
integration (LOS to
HMS)

Have backward and
forward integration

Automation

Type data into DES

Use manual edit
checks

Have high automation
(only verifying edits
manually)

Geocoding

Use FFIEC tool
(manual)

Use batch processing

Use batch processing
with multiple sources

Completeness
checks

Check in DES only

Use LOS, which
includes
completeness checks

Use multiple stages of
checks

Edits

Use FFIEC edits only

Use FFIEC and
customized edits

Use FFIEC and
customized edits run
multiple times

Compliance
program

Have a joint
compliance and audit
office

Have basic internal
and external accuracy
audit

Have in-depth
accuracy and fair
lending audit

Notes: DES is “Data Entry Software”; LOS is “Loan Origination System”; HMS is “HMDA Management
Software”; SoR is “System of Record”

2. “Small Entity” HMDA Reporters
As discussed above, the Bureau interviewed 20 FIs as part of its review of current HMDA
compliance systems and tasks. Nine of the 20 FIs interviewed are “small” depository
institutions under the SBA small business size standards effective since July 22, 2013. Of these
nine, the Bureau characterizes five as Tier 3 FIs and four as Tier 2. 40
Through the SBREFA process and additional outside research, the Bureau seeks to obtain data
on the compliance operations and costs of small entities and on the relative numbers of Tier 3
and Tier 2 (and Tier 1, to the extent applicable) small entities. Further, as discussed above, the
Bureau expects that SERs who review their own systems and operations as part of the SBREFA
Two of the 20 FIs were non-DIs, but the Bureau did not obtain the revenue information that would
determine whether they were small non-DIs under the SBA small business size standards.
40
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process would find Table 1 generally useful for organizing this review and identifying the Tier to
which each of their institutions belong.

D. Compliance Tasks and Baseline Compliance Costs
1. Compliance Tasks
Using information obtained from the review of current HMDA compliance systems and
processes, the Bureau classified the operational activities associated with ongoing HMDA data
collection and reporting into discrete compliance “tasks.” The classification of compliance
activities consists of 18 “component tasks” which can be grouped into 4 “primary tasks:”
1. Data Collection
x Transcribing data, resolving reportability questions, and transferring data to
HMS
2. Reporting and Resubmission
x Geocoding, standard annual edit and internal checks, researching questions,
resolving question responses, checking post-submission edits, filing postsubmission documents, creating public LAR, distributing public LAR,
distributing disclosure report, FI uses vendor HMS software 41
3. Compliance and Internal Audits
x Training, internal audits, and external audits
4. HMDA-related Exams
x Exam preparation and Exam assistance
These 4 primary tasks and their 18 component tasks are also listed in subsequent tables in this
Section of the Outline of Proposals Under Consideration.

2. Baseline Compliance Costs
Table 2 lists the primary tasks and component tasks. The table also provides a formula that
indicates how to go about potentially calculating the cost of each component task for a
representative FI in Tier 3 (the calculation for FIs in other Tiers would be similar). This
information can then be used to calculate, for a representative FI in Tier 3, the baseline
compliance costs for each task (or for all tasks) per loan application (or for all loan
applications). 42
In subsequent sections and tables, the Bureau indicates how it expects these baseline
compliance costs would be affected by the various changes in Regulation C that are discussed in
the Outline of Proposals Under Consideration.

41 Whether or not an FI uses vendor HMS software is not a task per se. This item is included separately in
order to distinguish the DES system from other HMS systems that FIs may purchase from vendors.

“Applications” should be understood to refer to items covered by Regulation C, which includes loans
and non-originated applications plus loans purchased without an application. Certain table headings
below refer to “applications and loans” for clarity.
42
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Table 2:
Compliance Tasks and Baseline Compliance Costs
Primary Task

Component Tasks
Transcribing
data
Data
Resolving
Collection reportability questions
Transfer data to
HMS
Complete
geocoding data
Standard annual edit
and internal check
Researching
questions
Resolving
question responses
Checking
Reporting
post-submission edits
and
Filing post-submission
Resubmission
documents
Creating
public LAR
Distributing
public LAR
Distributing
disclosure report
FI uses vendor HMS
software
Training
Audits

Exams

Internal
audit
External
audit
Exam
prep
Exam
assistance

Baseline Compliance Costs at a Tier 3 FI
(hourly wage) x (hours spent transcribing data per application)
x (number of applications)
(hourly wage) x (hours spent resovling reportability questions per application)
x (number of applications with reportability questions)
(hourly wage) x (hours spent transferring data to HMS per application)
x (number of applications)
(hourly wage) x (hours spent geocoding per application) x (number of applications)

Fixed or Variable Cost
Variable
Variable
Variable
Variable

(hourly wage) x (hours spent on edits and checks)
(hourly wage) x (hours spent researching questions per application)
x (number of applications with questions)
(hourly wage) x (hours resolving question responses per application)
x (number of applications with contrary answers to questions)

Fixed
Variable

(hourly wage) x (hours spent checking post-submission edits per application)

Variable

Variable

(hourly wage) x (hours spent filing post-submission documents)

Fixed

(hourly wage) x (hours spent creating public LAR)
(hourly wage) x (hours spent distributing public LAR)
x (number of public LAR requests)
(hourly wage) x (hours spent distributing disclosure report)
x (number of disclosure report requests)

Fixed

Interviews indicated Tier 3 FIs use free DES instead of vendor HMS
(hourly wage) x (number of loan officers and processors)
x (hours of training received by each)

Fixed

Interviews indicated Tier 3 FIs have no internal audit department

Fixed

Cost based on representative average of information gathered during interviews

Fixed

(hourly wage) x (hours spent preparing for exam)

Fixed

(hourly wage) x (hours spent assisting during exams)

Fixed

Fixed
Fixed

Fixed

Table 2 shows that for many component tasks, an hourly wage is one factor in computing the
baseline compliance cost. The analysis below uses the national, average hourly wage for
compliance officers from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The other factor in computing baseline
compliance costs is time. For example, for resolving reportability questions, the Bureau’s
interviews with FIs indicated that approximately 10 percent of applications have reportability
questions and it takes approximately 1 hour to resolve each question. The number of hours
spent resolving reportability questions is then constructed based on the number of applications
received. As a second example, for geocoding, the Bureau’s interviews indicated that problems
arise for 5 percent of applications and that geocoding takes approximately 0.50 hours for
problem applications and approximately 0.05 hours when no problems arise. Hours spent
geocoding is then constructed based on the number of applications received. As a final example,
for training, the Bureau’s interviews indicated that each loan officer receives approximately
2 hours of training per year and that each Tier 3 FI has approximately 5 loan officers on staff.
To further clarify the nature of the component tasks, Table 2 further identifies each component
task as imposing either a variable cost or a fixed cost type of ongoing cost. Following standard
terminology, variable costs are defined as costs that increase directly with the number of
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applications reported. 43 The variable cost component tasks are: transcribing data, resolving
reportability questions, transferring data to HMS, geocoding, researching questions, resolving
question responses, and checking post-submission edits. In contrast, fixed costs are any costs
that are independent of the number of applications reported; they are costs “per financial
institution.” These costs are typically lump-sum payments, often made to outside parties, that
are paid regardless of the number of applications received. The eleven component tasks that are
not variable cost tasks are fixed cost tasks.

E. Impacts of the Proposals Under Consideration
1. One-time Costs
All of the proposals under consideration would impose some one-time costs on small entity
HMDA reporters. Management, legal, and compliance personnel will likely take time to learn
new reporting requirements and assess legal and compliance risks. FIs that use vendors for
HMDA compliance will incur one-time costs associated with software installation,
troubleshooting, and testing. The Bureau is aware that these activities will take time and that
the costs may be sensitive to the time available for them. FIs that maintain their own reporting
systems will incur one-time costs to develop, prepare, and implement necessary modifications to
those systems. In all cases, FIs will need to update training materials to reflect new
requirements and activities and may have certain one-time costs for providing initial training to
current employees. However, these one-time costs are likely to be relatively small for Tier 2 and
especially Tier 3 small entities. These entities use less complex reporting processes, so tasks are
more manual and new requirements may involve greater use of established processes. As a
result, compliance would likely require straightforward changes in systems and workplace
practices and therefore impose relatively low one-time costs. The Bureau expects to obtain
more information about these one-time costs through this SBREFA process. 44
Changes in HMDA coverage would result in certain FIs no longer reporting or being newly
obligated to report. For example, the Bureau is considering proposing to set a minimum
reporting threshold of 25 home purchase and refinance loans. The minimum reporting
threshold requirement would no longer require reporting by depository institutions (DIs) that
meet the asset threshold and currently report 25 or fewer loans; but it would obligate reporting
by certain non-DIs that currently do not report despite making more than 25 (but fewer
than 100) loans.
Approximately 4,400 DIs are small entities and are currently required to report HMDA data. Of
these, 1,630 would no longer report HMDA data under this proposal under consideration. The
43 Note that variable cost (per loan application) can depend on other factors, including the number of data
points that must be reported.

The changes to HMDA being considered may also induce some financial institutions to incur one-time
expenses that go beyond direct impacts. For example, some HMDA reporters may decide to incur onetime expenses in order to move from Tier 3 to Tier 2, as described in Table 1 above, in order to achieve
lower ongoing costs (fixed or variable). These one-time expenses might be incurred for introducing LOS
and HMS that are forward integrated and include batch geocoding, introducing automated and
customized data edits and checks, or adopting some of the other systems and processes of financial
institutions in a higher Tier.
44
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results are more tentative for non-DIs that would begin reporting. The Bureau estimates that
approximately 790 non-DIs are small entities and currently report HMDA data, and that
350 small entity non-DIs would begin reporting HMDA data under this proposal under
consideration. 45
For small entities that would no longer be required to report as a result of a proposal under
consideration, the Bureau does not expect any significant one-time cost. Ongoing costs would
cease. Institutions that would be obligated to report for the first time, in contrast, would incur
both the one-time costs of beginning HMDA reporting and the ongoing costs associated with all
18 tasks. The Bureau is currently engaged in outreach regarding the costs of initiating HMDA
reporting and will be studying the issue further.

2. Changes in Ongoing Costs
This section discusses and illustrates the changes in HMDA compliance activities that are
conducted on an ongoing basis as loans are made by the creditor. The analysis also presents a
preliminary assessment of the associated changes in ongoing costs. The changes in ongoing
costs to small entities from the proposals under consideration are the costs that result from the
changes in the ongoing activities of small entities. 46
In general, the impact of a proposed change on a variable cost task depends on how the
proposed change affects the time to conduct the task, the type of employees who will conduct the
task, and the hourly wage for those employees. The impact of a proposed change on a fixed cost
task depends on whether the task must be performed more intensively (or less intensively) as a
result of the proposal and whether these changes use (or add to) unused capacity or require
additional capacity.
The proposals under consideration that affect ongoing tasks can be assigned to one of five
groups: changes in coverage; changes in data standards or data points; changes in data
collection and submission; changes in help sources; and changes in data disclosures by FIs. It is
useful to note at the outset that most proposals affect only a few of the 18 tasks. Where a
proposal affects multiple tasks, the overall impact of the proposal depends on the net impact of
all affected tasks.
45

The Bureau estimates that 1,630 small DIs report fewer than 25 first-lien residential mortgage loans for
owner-occupied, 1- to 4-family homes. This is currently the most reliable estimate of the number of small
DIs that would no longer report HMDA data under the change in coverage that is under
consideration. Similarly, the Bureau estimates that 350 small non-DIs make 25 or more, but fewer than
100, first-lien residential mortgage loans for owner-occupied, 1- to 4-family homes. This is currently the
most reliable estimate of the number of small non-DIs that would begin reporting HMDA data under the
change in coverage that is under consideration. These estimates are approximations and do not take into
account all of the factors that may produce changes in the number of FIs reporting HMDA data. For
example, certain non-DIs with assets above $10 million that make fewer than 25 loans and currently
report HMDA data would no longer be required to report HMDA data. The Bureau is continuing to refine
its estimates of the effects on HMDA reporting of any such change in coverage.
46 It is important to note that the information presented here comes from a limited number of FIs that
currently report to HMDA. Thus, this information is not necessarily representative for FIs or small entity
FIs overall. Through the SBREFA process and other research, the Bureau hopes to use this information to
elicit information from SERs and others on the quantity and cost of the resources used in HMDA
compliance.
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The discussion of each group of proposals under consideration includes a table that summarizes
the Bureau’s current understanding of the size and direction of the impact of each proposal.
Specifically, the tables indicate the size and direction of the impact of each proposal on each task
for small entities in Tier 3 and Tier 2. The last row indicates the size and direction of the overall
net impact of a proposal on entities in each tier. The discussion also presents an example of how
to compute the impact of a particular proposal on a particular task and offers general guidance
on how to compute the impact on ongoing costs. The example provided highlights one of the
largest impacts for the specific proposal being discussed.
The discussion focuses on small entities in Tier 3. There are only a few qualitative differences in
impacts across Tier 3 and Tier 2 entities. No proposal would increase the cost of a particular
task for entities in one tier and decrease the cost of the same task for entities in the other tier. If
a proposal affects the way entities in both tiers perform a task, the proposal could result in
different levels of increase or decrease in costs depending on the tier, but there would be no
instances in which the proposal would have the opposite impact on the cost of the task.
However, where a given proposal would produce cost increases and cost decreases for different
tasks, the overall impact may be different for Tier 3 and Tier 2 entities. The Bureau’s
preliminary assessment of impacts indicates that the tiers show the opposite net impact for just
one of the proposals under consideration (see Table 4 below). 47
The summary tables all have the same format. Each row presents one of the 18 specific tasks
that FIs perform in gathering and reporting HMDA data. Each main column presents a
particular proposal under consideration; the two sub-columns under each column separately
present the Bureau’s current assessment of the likely impact on Tier 3 and Tier 2 entities. 48 The
color of each cell and symbols indicate the likely size and direction of the impact of a particular
proposal under consideration on the cost of a particular task, per loan application. Cells are
colored or filled as follows:
x

x

Red indicates that the proposal would likely increase the ongoing cost of the task.
Further:
o “+” indicates the increase would likely be less than 50 cents per application.
o

“++” indicates the increase would likely be at least 50 cents but less than $5 per
application.

o

“+++” indicates the increase would likely be at least $5 per application.

Green indicates that the proposal would likely decrease the ongoing cost of the task.
Further:
o “-” indicates the decrease would likely be less than 50 cents per application.

The most common difference across tiers occurs when a proposal would affect the way entities in only
one of the tiers performs a task. For example, a proposal may implicate a particular technology used by
the entities in one of the tiers but not the other. In this case, the proposal may have an impact on certain
tasks for entities in one tier but zero impact on the same tasks for entities in the other tier. Even this
difference is relatively uncommon.
47

The impact of a proposal is the Bureau’s current understanding of what would likely occur as a result of
the proposal. Potential impacts are projections based on the limited information described above and
should be interpreted cautiously.

48
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x

o

“--” indicates the decrease would likely be at least 50 cents but less than $5 per
application.

o

“---” indicates the decrease would likely be at least $5 per application.

White indicates that the proposal may change the ongoing cost of other tasks, but the
proposal does not implicate the particular task and therefore cannot change the cost of
the task.

Finally, the red/green shading and symbols in the last row of each table indicate the likely
overall size and direction of the impact of a proposal under consideration on the ongoing cost
for a reporting institution in the indicated Tier, per application.
Based on the information gathered from approximately 20 FIs of various sizes as described in
Section IV.B above, the Bureau has been able to develop very rough estimates of average costs
per application of HMDA compliance under the existing requirements and for the proposals
under consideration for those institutions as a group. In part because these institutions were
not drawn from a random sample, these estimates cannot be easily generalized to FIs as a whole,
and additional investigation may cause these estimates to increase or decrease. Nevertheless,
these estimates provide some sense of scale particularly when compared to the overall costs of
mortgage origination. Based on the information gathered to date, the Bureau has estimated that
the combined impact of the proposals under consideration would increase the cost of
compliance with HMDA by roughly $25 per application for the Tier 3 institutions and roughly
$5 per application for the Tier 2 institutions. This is compared with an estimated baseline cost
per application under existing HMDA of roughly $45 per application for the Tier 3 institutions
interviewed, and roughly $30 per application for the Tier 2 institutions. Note that these figures
are small compared to the overall cost of originating a mortgage loan. These costs are
approximately $7,000 for smaller independent mortgage banks and $4,400 for smaller DIs. 49

Mortgage Bankers Association, Mortgage Company Financial and Operational Performance,
November 2013, at 21.

49
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Changes Under Consideration in Coverage
Table 3:
Projected Impact on Ongoing Costs from
Changes Under Consideration in Coverage
Report all dwellingsecured applications
and loans (adds
HELOCs, closed-end
HELs, reverse
mortgages)
Tier 3
Tier 2
Transcribing
data
Data
Resolving
Collection reportability questions
Transfer data to
HMS
Complete
geocoding data
Standard annual edit
and internal check
Researching
questions
Resolving
question responses
Checking
Reporting
post-submission edits
and
Filing post-submission
Resubmission
documents
Creating
public LAR
Distributing
public LAR
Distributing
disclosure report
FI uses vendor HMS
software
Training
Audits

Exams

Overall

Internal
audit
External
audit
Exam
prep
Exam
assistance
Estimated Quantitative
Net Impact

Report all dwellingsecured applications
and loans (excludes
unsecured home
improvement loans)
Tier 3
Tier 2

++

+

-

-

+

+

-

-

-

++
+

+

-

-

+

+

-

-

++

+

--

-

Table 3 presents the projected impacts on ongoing costs of the proposals under consideration
for changes in coverage. 50

Proposals that would only exempt or newly obligate reporting by certain financial institutions would
impose only one-time costs and are not presented. Further, the options to maintain certain existing
requirements within each category of proposals are not presented.
50
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The columns “Report all dwelling-secured applications…” present the projected impacts of a
particular proposal. One proposal under consideration would change reporting on applications
(and loans, as explained above) to make reporting of HELOCs mandatory, rather than optional;
require reporting of all HELs, not just those to be used for home purchase, refinancing, or home
improvement; and require reporting of all reverse mortgages. This change would have no
impact on many operational tasks, such as standard annual edits/checks, resolving question
responses and creating the public LAR. That result would occur because the proposed change
would not involve those tasks.
Under this proposal under consideration, FIs would incur the additional transcription costs
associated with having to start reporting applications and loans for additional HELOCs, HELs
and reverse mortgages. 51 The red shading indicates that there would likely be an increase in the
ongoing cost of transcribing data and transferring additional data to HMS. All other implicated
tasks would be likely to produce much smaller cost increases. 52
To assess the impact of this proposal on the transcription task, one would need the expected
number of additional HELOC, HEL, and reverse mortgage applications; the number of minutes
it takes to transcribe data for one application; and the hourly wage of the staff member
transcribing the data. For each product, one would multiply these three values together, divide
by 60, and then sum up the results.
Overall, this proposal on reporting of HELOCs, HELs and reverse mortgages would likely
increase costs for five operational tasks and would not mitigate costs for any operational task.
Therefore, the overall impact would likely increase costs as indicated on the last row of the table.

Note that, in this calculation and others below, both the task-level calculations and the calculation of
overall net impact assume some stability in the task structure and the costs of factors that determine
impact. If a proposal causes a major change in the processes that underlie HMDA compliance, tasks may
be combined or become less relevant and the overall impact from proposals that affect multiple tasks may
change.
51

For Tier 2 institutions, there is no impact on the “Transfer data to HMS” task because of existing
integration of HMS.
52
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Changes Under Consideration in Data Standards or Data Points
Table 4:
Projected Impact on Ongoing Costs from Changes Under Consideration
in Data Standards or Data Points

Align current HMDA
data points with
MISMO or MISMOULDD
Tier 3
Tier 2
Transcribing
data
Data
Resolving
Collection reportability questions
Transfer data to
HMS
Complete
geocoding data
Standard annual edit
and internal check
Researching
questions
Resolving
question responses
Checking
Reporting
post-submission edits
and
Filing post-submission
Resubmission
documents
Creating
public LAR
Distributing
public LAR
Distributing
disclosure report
FI uses vendor HMS
software
Training
Audits

Exams

Overall

Internal
audit
External
audit
Exam
prep
Exam
assistance
Estimated Quantitative
Net Impact

Add additional data
points beyond DFA identified data points
Add DFA-identified
data points and align and align with MISMO,
MISMO-ULDD,
with MISMO, MISMOULDD, definition from definition from other
regulation, or new
other regulation, or
definition
new definition
Tier 3
Tier 2
Tier 3
Tier 2

++

+++

++

++

+++

++

++

++

+++

+++

++

++

--

-

++

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

--

-+

++

+
+++

+
++

+

+

++

+

+

+

++

-

+++

+++

+++

++

Table 4 presents the potential impacts 0f revising the current HMDA data points or data
standards (or both). These impacts come from proposals under consideration to: align current
HMDA data points with MISMO or MISMO-ULDD; collect the 13 data points specified in the
Dodd-Frank Act according to a particular standard; and collect 7 other data points (to ensure
that the data continue to serve the purposes of HMDA) according to a particular standard.
As one example of the projected impacts, consider the proposed change to align current HMDA
data points with MISMO or MISMO-ULDD. Notice that this proposed change would have no
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projected impact on many operational tasks, such as geocoding data, resolving question
responses and creating the public LAR. The proposed change would not involve those tasks so
there would be no impact. The costs of researching questions and the costs of training would
likely be reduced. This is indicated by the green shading. However, the proposal may create
additional costs for transcribing data, transferring data to HMS, edit checks, external audit and
exam assistance. These likely additional costs are due entirely to the fact that aligning current
HMDA data points with MISMO may add three additional data points to HMDA. Multiple
MISMO data points may be required to convey the same information as one current HMDA data
point in some instances.
Since the proposal would likely increase the costs of certain tasks and decrease the costs of other
tasks, the overall impact would likely depend on the relative magnitudes of these effects. The
Bureau’s preliminary assessment of the overall impact is that, for Tier 3 small entities, costs
would likely increase by a small amount. This impact is indicated in red on the last row of the
table. If not for the three additional data points that arise in aligning current HMDA data points
with MISMO, the proposal would likely reduce the costs of all tasks implicated. 53
In contrast, the Bureau finds that for Tier 2 small entities, costs would be likely to decrease. The
reason is that, while the proposal is projected to increase the cost of annual edit and internal
checks as well as exam assistance for both types of small entities, it would increase this cost for
Tier 2 small entities by a lesser amount. As a result, the cost mitigating factors would likely
more than offset the cost increasing factors for Tier 2 small entities. The overall result is
indicated in green on the last row of the table.
The other two proposals would increase the costs of all the tasks they implicate. They also
implicate checking post-submission edits. They therefore would be likely to produce an overall
increase in ongoing compliance costs.
To assess the impact on training costs of the proposed change to align current HMDA data with
MISMO, one would need to know the current, annual HMDA-related training costs and an
estimate of how these training costs would change with a switch to a MISMO reporting
standard. One would expect this proposed change to reduce costs, because more standardized
data point definitions would reduce training costs. Multiplying current training costs by an
estimate of the percentage reduction in costs would yield the impact of the proposal on this task.
As noted above, switching to a MISMO reporting standard would increase the current number of
data points collected by three. The mitigation in training costs would therefore be tempered
slightly by a small increase in training costs associated with the three additional data points that
would need to be added.
As a further illustration, consider the proposed change under consideration to require FIs to
report data for all DFA-identified data points. Notice that this change would have no projected
impact on many operational tasks, such as resolving reportability questions, geocoding, and
creating the public LAR. That result would occur because the proposed change would not
The analysis presents the impact of aligning current HMDA data points with MISMO in order to clarify
the cost mitigating effects that this change would have. These effects are present, but are not as
transparent, in proposals that would also add DFA-identified data points or additional data points. The
finding that costs overall may increase depends on the assumptions made to quantify the impacts of all of
the implicated tasks. Further, this finding assumes that all other HMDA reporting requirements remain
unchanged. This might not be true if aligning current HMDA data points with MISMO were the only
proposal under consideration.
53
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involve those tasks. External audit costs for Tier 3 entities, on the other hand, would likely
increase as indicated by the red shading.
To assess the impact of this proposed change on external audit costs, one might first estimate
the percentage increase in total external audit costs from adding an additional data point. One
would then multiply this number by the number of additional data points to determine the
percentage increase in external audit costs. One might then multiply this product by current
external audit costs to determine the dollar amount by which external audit costs would
increase. The expected change in audit costs may differ across the four possible types of new
data points being considered (MISMO, MISMO-ULDD, a current regulation, and a completely
new variable), and across the specific data points being added. 54
Overall, for Tier 3 FIs, this proposal would likely increase costs for eight operational tasks and
would not mitigate costs for any operational task. Therefore, the overall impact would likely be
an increase in costs as indicated on the last row of the table.

Alternatively, one might first estimate the percentage increase in external audit costs per data point
from adding an additional data point and modify the calculations accordingly.
54
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Changes Under Consideration in Data Collection and Submission
Table 5:
Projected Impact on Ongoing Costs from Changes Under Consideration
to Data Collection and Submission

Processor conducts or
facilitates geocoding
Tier 3
Tier 2
Transcribing
data
Data
Resolving
Collection reportability questions
Transfer data to
HMS
Complete
geocoding data
Standard annual edit
and internal check
Researching
questions
Resolving
question responses
Checking
Reporting
post-submission edits
and
Filing post-submission
Resubmission
documents
Creating
public LAR
Distributing
public LAR
Distributing
disclosure report
FI uses vendor HMS
software
Training
Audits

Exams

Overall

Internal
audit
External
audit
Exam
prep
Exam
assistance
Estimated Quantitative
Net Impact

--

Web-based DES
Tier 3
Tier 2

Edits tailored to loan
type
Tier 3
Tier 2

Pre-approval of most
edits
Tier 3
Tier 2

Post-submission report
part of web-based
program/API
Tier 3
Tier 2

--

--

--

--

--

-

-

--

-

-

-

+

--

--

-

--

--

--

--

-

-

Table 5 presents the projected impacts 0f proposed changes under consideration in data
collection and submission.
As one example of projected impacts, consider the proposal under consideration to allow preapproval of most edits. Notice that this proposed change would have no projected impact on
many operational tasks, such as transcribing data, transferring data to HMS and geocoding. The
proposed change would not involve those tasks so there would be no impact. Standard annual
checking and editing costs, on the other hand, likely would be reduced as indicated by the green
shading.
To assess the projected impact of this proposed change on the costs of standard annual checking
and editing, one would need hours spent checking data annually, an estimate of the change in
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checking time due to the proposed change, and the hourly wage of the staff member conducting
the checks. One could calculate the impact of this proposed change on checking and editing
costs by multiplying together these three values. One would expect this to reduce costs, because
FIs would have to spend less time checking data edits that have been pre-approved.
Overall, this proposal would likely mitigate costs for two operational tasks and would not be
likely to increase costs for any operational task. Therefore, the overall impact would be to
mitigate costs as indicated on the last row of the table.
Changes Under Consideration in Help Sources
Table 6:
Projected Impact on Ongoing Costs from
Changes Under Consideration in Help Sources
Single POC for all three
sources (processor,
rule-maker, regulator)
Tier 3
Tier 2
Transcribing
data
Data
Resolving
Collection reportability questions
Transfer data to
HMS
Complete
geocoding data
Standard annual edit
and internal check
Researching
questions
Resolving
question responses
Checking
Reporting
post-submission edits
and
Filing post-submission
Resubmission
documents
Creating
public LAR
Distributing
public LAR
Distributing
disclosure report
FI uses vendor HMS
software
Training
Audits

Exams

Overall

Internal
audit
External
audit
Exam
prep
Exam
assistance
Estimated Quantitative
Net Impact

--

-

--

-

Periodic integrated
written guidance
Tier 3
Tier 2

Multiple access points
(email, phone, webchat)
Tier 3
Tier 2

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Table 6 presents the projected impacts 0f changes under consideration in help sources.
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As one example of the projected impacts, consider the proposal under consideration to create a
single POC for all three help sources (processor, rule-maker and regulators). Notice that this
change would have no projected impact on many operational tasks, such as transcribing data,
transferring data to HMS and geocoding. That result would occur because the proposed change
would not involve those tasks. Resolving question responses, on the other hand, would be
reduced as indicated by the green shading.
To assess the impact of this proposed change on the costs of resolving question responses, one
would need hours spent aligning information from different help sources and the hourly wage of
the staff member involved. One could calculate the impact of this proposed change on costs of
resolving question responses by multiplying together these two values. One would expect this
proposed change to reduce costs, because FIs would be less likely to receive responses that
required alignment.
Overall, this proposal would likely mitigate costs for one operational task and would not
increase costs for any operational task. Therefore, the overall impact would likely be to mitigate
costs as indicated on the last row of the table.
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Changes Under Consideration in Data Disclosure by FIs
Table 7:
Projected Impact on Ongoing Costs from
Changes Under Consideration in Data Disclosures by FIs
Disclosure report
provided by website
link
Tier 3
Tier 2
Transcribing
data
Data
Resolving
Collection reportability questions
Transfer data to
HMS
Complete
geocoding data
Standard annual edit
and internal check
Researching
questions
Resolving
question responses
Checking
Reporting
post-submission edits
and
Filing post-submission
Resubmission
documents
Creating
public LAR
Distributing
public LAR
Distributing
disclosure report
FI uses vendor HMS
software
Training
Audits

Exams

Overall

Internal
audit
External
audit
Exam
prep
Exam
assistance
Estimated Quantitative
Net Impact

-

-

Table 7 presents the projected impacts 0f proposals under consideration to change data
disclosures by FIs. The Bureau’s current understanding is that Tier 3 entities normally do not
receive requests for disclosure reports from the public. Thus, this proposal is not expected to
have any impact on these FIs and all of the cells in the Tier 3 column are white. In contrast,
Tier 2 entities do receive some such requests. The proposal under consideration is expected to
mitigate costs associated with those tasks for Tier 2 entities as indicated on the last row of the
table.
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V. Cost of Credit Analysis
The Bureau recognizes that HMDA reporters may incur one-time costs and increases in ongoing
costs due to the proposals under consideration. However, the Bureau currently does not believe
that these proposals will increase the cost of credit to small entities. The reasons are two-fold:
the impact on the cost of a mortgage loan in general is likely to be small, and the Bureau does
not currently believe that many small entities rely on consumer mortgage loans as a source of
credit.
Regarding one-time costs (and also ongoing costs that do not increase with the number of
loans), these are not likely to be passed through to borrowers as long as lenders are pricing their
loans to maximize profits prior to incurring these one-time costs. One-time costs do not change
the incremental profitability of any loan, so raising prices could only deter the origination of
profitable loans. This is a standard principle of microeconomics.
x

x

The Bureau is aware of anecdotal evidence that lenders may not be maximizing profits
prior to incurring these one-time costs, in which case some portion of these costs may be
passed through to borrowers. The Bureau expects to learn more about this through the
SBREFA process.
Further, it is theoretically possible that some lenders may exit the mortgage market
solely due to these proposals and the remaining lenders may acquire some market
power. The Bureau is not aware of evidence supporting this and currently does not
believe it will occur.

Regarding variable costs, while these may be passed through to borrowers, the Bureau’s
preliminary assessment of potential impacts suggests that these are likely to be small. As
discussed above, the combined impact of the proposals under consideration would likely
increase the cost of compliance with HMDA by $25 per application for a Tier 3 FI and $5 per
application for a Tier 2 FI. This expense will be amortized over the life of the loan and
represents a negligible increase in the cost of a mortgage loan.
Finally, while the Bureau is aware that some small entities may rely on consumer mortgage
loans as source of credit, the Bureau does not believe that this is common. According to the
2010 Survey of Consumer Finance, 15-20 percent of respondents used credit (such as credit
cards, personal loans or business loans) to fund start-up or operational costs of a small business.
However, the survey does not provide information on to what extent these loans involve
HELOCs or closed-end HELs. Therefore, the Bureau estimates that no more than 15-20 percent
of small entities would experience the estimated costs noted above.
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Appendix A: Additional Background -- Data Points,
“Application,” and Privacy
This appendix provides a more in-depth description of the data point proposals the Bureau is
considering, discussed briefly above in Sections III and IV, as well as information on some of the
alternatives considered, the definition of “application,” and privacy considerations. The Bureau
invites information and feedback on all of these topics.

A. New and Revised Data Points
As part of the HMDA rulemaking, the Bureau is comprehensively reviewing all current data
points in Regulation C, carefully examining each Dodd-Frank Act required data point, and
proposing additional data points, as necessary, to fulfill HMDA’s purposes. A table of the data
points is included in Section III of this Outline of Proposals Under Consideration.

1. Unique Identifiers
The Dodd-Frank Act specified several new data points (as the Bureau may determine to be
appropriate) related to unique identifiers for persons, properties, and transactions. The Bureau
is considering the Dodd-Frank Act data points and other requirements relating to unique
identifiers for entities and certain individuals involved in a mortgage transaction.
The recent housing crisis exposed a number of data gaps, risk management failures, and
shortcomings in operational controls throughout the mortgage finance system. Identifiers (or
IDs) are key infrastructure in the creation and collection of any data, and are critical to correctly
identifying, combining, integrating, and validating records and data fields across various
collections and systems. Certain identifiers would facilitate life-of-loan tracking of an
application or loan origination.
At the same time, privacy considerations are likely to be a factor in the adoption of any
requirement to provide unique identifiers that data users might be able to associate with a
particular applicant or borrower. The Bureau believes it is important to solicit information that
will help it determine how to appropriately address privacy considerations.
The Bureau analyzed potential unique identifiers using an industry standard framework for
what defines a robust ID, including: persistence, uniqueness, extensibility, reliability and
coverage. With this framework, the Bureau has assessed a number of options for each category
of unique identifier. The Bureau plans to consider these qualities when determining which, if
any, proposal for each unique identifier to implement in Regulation C. The Bureau is seeking
input from SERs on how the proposals under consideration mentioned below meet these
qualities or others that the SERs believe are relevant. The Bureau is also seeking input from
SERs on privacy implications of FIs’ collection, reporting, and disclosure of unique identifiers
and, where applicable, how the Bureau might mitigate such risks.

i.

Entity Identifier

The lack of a sufficiently comprehensive identification system for FIs that are parties in
mortgage transactions can result in the same FI being identified by different names or codes. As
a result, FIs, regulators, and data users may find data aggregation, validation, and analysis
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difficult. Unique entity identifiers may facilitate information sharing within FIs, among
regulators, and across geographical locations. 55
Currently under Regulation C, each FI submits its HMDA LAR using a HMDA Respondent/
Reporter ID (HMDA RID), consisting of a combination of the entity ID specified by the FI’s
prudential regulator — with zeros added to become 10 digits — and the code of the regulating
agency. The HMDA RID is listed on all the FI’s HMDA data files and is searchable on the FFIEC
and Bureau websites.
The Bureau is considering proposing changes to Regulation C’s entity identifier requirement
that it believes would improve the ability to identify a legal entity that is a party to a transaction
and link it to its corporate organization, including affiliates, subsidiaries, and parent companies.
These changes may help data users in achieving HMDA’s objectives of identifying whether FIs
are serving the housing needs of their communities, as well as identifying possible
discriminatory lending patterns. These changes may also enable regulators to more easily
identify each party to a transaction quickly and accurately, and may assist in identifying market
activity and risks by related companies.
Under the current system, many subsidiaries of large FIs use independent HMDA RIDs, and
there is no mechanism to link the related companies. The Bureau is considering the following
two proposals to require a universal entity identifier that would more easily allow identification
of affiliated companies and parent-subsidiary relationships.
x

The Bureau is considering proposing requiring FIs to obtain and report a Legal Entity
Identifier (LEI), which is an identifier that would comply with a global standard
mandated by the G-20 56 that is currently under development by the Department of the
Treasury’s Office of Financial Research. This identifier would be a unique code assigned
to a financial institution that would be linked to reference data about the company,
including its name, address, corporate structure and affiliations. Support for the LEI is
widespread, 57 and, although work is still progressing on the standard, some companies
participating in the effort have been issued identifiers. There also is likely to be a cost for
participation, although the cost is expected to decrease as the LEI program gains
traction.

x

The Bureau is also considering proposing requiring all FIs to obtain and report RSSD ID
numbers, which are assigned and managed by the Board and already used by a
significant portion of FIs as their HMDA RID. However, the RSSD system currently does
not cover all FIs that are not depository institutions or holding companies and, thus,
would require operational coordination with the Board in order to extend assignment of

See Financial Stability Board, “A Global Legal Entity Identifier for Financial Markets,” June 8, 2012,
available at https://www.financialstabilityboard.org/publications/r_120608.pdf.

55

See G-20 Cannes Summit Final Declaration, November 4, 2011, available at
http://iipdigital.usembassy.gov/st/english/texttrans/2011/11/20111104151513su0.8040212.html#axzz2s
HIAswBH.
56

57 Many trade associations, including the Americans Bankers Association, expressed support for creation
of the LEI in a letter to the Secretary of the Treasury and all G-20 finance ministers, available at
http://www.gfma.org/correspondence/item.aspx?id=159.
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numbers to additional nondepository institutions. Moreover, because of the manner in
which IDs are assigned to bank branches, there may be rare cases where the identifier
changes over time, compromising the reliability of the RSSD number created. Further,
use of the HMDA RID will not comport with the global LEI standards currently under
development.
The Bureau is interested in hearing from the SERs regarding which, if either, of these proposals
it should propose to modify or replace the current HMDA RID requirement, including the
benefits, burdens, and costs of each option, and whether either option is preferred to the current
HMDA RID requirement.

ii.

Loan Identifier

The size, complexity, and fragmented nature of the mortgage finance system and its regulation
make it difficult to accurately identify lending patterns or connect various stages of the loan
lifecycle. Currently, different identifiers may be assigned to the same mortgage loan for
different purposes, such as for origination, sale of the loan, and reporting the HMDA data, and
there is no system or process to synchronize those numbers with respect to each loan. The
weaknesses in the current loan ID requirement make it difficult to track a loan over its life. The
flexibility of the current requirement may also create privacy risks to the extent that FIs may
include sensitive borrower information in their loan IDs, such as the borrower’s last name. The
Dodd-Frank Act added the requirement to report “as the Bureau may determine to be
appropriate, a universal loan identifier.” 58 Implementing this requirement may address many of
the deficiencies associated with the current Regulation C loan ID. The Bureau also hopes that
the universal loan ID would be used in other contexts by the industry, and therefore would be
useful for purposes other than HMDA reporting.
Under Regulation C, FIs are required to report an identifying loan or application number that
can be used to retrieve each file. 59 The loan ID can be any number of the institution’s choosing,
up to 25 characters. The official commentary to Regulation C strongly encourages FIs not to use
Social Security numbers or applicants’ names in the loan ID for privacy purposes, but does not
prohibit use of that information in creating identifiers. 60
Because Regulation C gives individual FIs substantial latitude in creating and assigning loan
IDs, there is no uniformity in how the IDs are structured. There is no requirement that numbers
be unique in the nationwide dataset, that they match any other regulatory ID requirements, or
that they not be repeated from year to year.
To address these issues and other weaknesses in the ability to connect information related to
individual loans, the Bureau is considering two proposals for revising the Regulation C loan ID
and implementing a universal loan ID requirement:
x

The Bureau is considering proposing adopting a universal loan ID requirement based on
a national centralized registry for all mortgage loans and applications, either created and

58

Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(3), 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(6)(G).

59

12 CFR 1003.4(a)(1).

60

12 CFR part 1003, Supp. I, comment 4(a)(4).
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operated by the Bureau, or based on a viable industry standard, should one emerge. For
instance, the Bureau could work with other financial regulators or industry groups such
as MISMO to create a new platform for the creation of loan IDs. MISMO has a working
group focused on developing a universal loan ID. While it has not produced
recommendations, the group has considered a number of options such as the creation of
a registry system based on the Digital Object Identifier (DOI) model, in which there is a
centralized operating entity that allows for the creation or “minting” of IDs by others.
This would allow for large lenders or LOS providers, for example, to become minters of
IDs and help reduce assignment time and cost for industry. This development of a
universal loan ID would require significant investment of time and money and
substantial coordination among all relevant stakeholders. Another option would be to
work with industry to implement a loan identifier program utilizing a bar code system or
other open standard. Any option considered would focus on creating transparency in the
marketplace for the life of the loan by using open standards.
x

The Bureau is also considering proposing a hybrid identifier system. Adoption of a
hybrid identifier system would allow individual institutions to assign a self-created
unique identifier based on specific rules implemented in Regulation C and applied across
the industry. The self-created loan ID would be appended to the unique entity identifier
to create a combined ID that would be unique for each loan. The Bureau believes this
proposal would be relatively simple to implement and comply with, but is concerned that
entities may not use the ID for purposes other than HMDA, which would limit the full
usefulness of the ID. The cost of implementing a hybrid system should be relatively low
for industry since HMDA reporters are already creating their own loan IDs. While there
would be a cost for updating current systems to ensure that the numbers created are
unique and persistent, this cost also should be relatively low.

The Bureau is seeking information from the SERs to support their preference of these or any
other alternatives to the existing loan ID requirement.

iii.

Loan Originator Identifier

The Dodd-Frank Act authorized reporting of, “as the Bureau may determine to be appropriate, a
unique identifier that identifies the loan originator as set forth in section 1503 of the [Secure and
Fair Enforcement for] Mortgage Licensing Act of 2008” (S.A.F.E. Act). 61 The S.A.F.E. Act
provides for a unique identifier under the Nationwide Mortgage Licensing System and Registry
(NMLS) for individuals who originate residential mortgage loans. The S.A.F.E. Act
requirements are implemented by the Bureau in Regulations G and H. 62
The Bureau believes that implementing this requirement will improve HMDA data and assist in
identifying and addressing potential issues, such as training deficiencies, with specific loan
originators, as well as strengthen the transparency of the residential mortgage market. Being
able to identify an individual who has responsibility in the transaction will enable new
dimensions of analysis, including being able to link individual loan originators or groups of loan
originators to a mortgage lending institution. The NMLS ID also provides a vehicle for industry
61

Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(3), 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(6)(F).
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12 CFR parts 1007 (Regulation G) and 1008 (Regulation H).
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to self-test and determine appropriate corrective measures when they identify individual
misconduct through self-analysis of HMDA data.
The Bureau is considering proposing requiring FIs to report the NMLS unique identifier for the
employee who originated each loan or took and handled each application. The Bureau expects
that this requirement would add, at most, marginal one-time implementation costs to small
businesses as this information will be reported on the RESPA-TILA integrated disclosure form
starting on August 1, 2015. 63 As a result, the NMLS unique identifier will be readily available to
HMDA reporters at little to no ongoing cost.

iv.

Property Identifier

Currently, for most loans, Regulation C requires FIs to report “[t]he location of the property to
which the loan or application relates, by MSA or by Metropolitan Division, by state, by county,
and by census tract . . . .” 64 Providing census tract information can be a significant burden for
FIs because of the difficulties involved in matching addresses, such as those associated with new
subdivisions, to their census tract (a process known as geocoding). In addition, the geocoding
tool currently provided by the FFIEC and relied upon by many smaller entities lacks certain
efficiencies, such as batch geocoding and integration with the free HMDA DES (see section III.D
of this Outline).
The Dodd-Frank Act authorized reporting of, “as the Bureau may determine to be appropriate,
the parcel number that corresponds to the real property pledged or proposed to be pledged as
collateral.” 65 As amended by the Dodd-Frank Act, HMDA also directs the Bureau (in place of
the Board), in consultation with other agencies, to “develop or assist in the improvement of,
methods of matching addresses and census tracts to facilitate compliance by depository
institutions in as economical a manner as possible with the requirements of [HMDA].” 66
There is no universal standard for identifying the location of a property so that it can be linked
to related mortgage data. Instead, parcel data are collected and maintained by local
governments with limited state or federal involvement. Local jurisdictions use their own
standards and mechanisms for identifying property, which may include a combination of postal
addresses, legal descriptions, tax parcel numbers, and geospatial coordinates.
Despite the various methods available for property identification, there remains a high incidence
of misidentification of property that creates greater risks for mistakes and fraud. In addition,
the lack of a common standard and database for property records leads to problems and
inefficiencies in collecting and sharing data that impacts the entire mortgage process, from title
searches to foreclosure proceedings. The Bureau believes that the addition of a property
identifier requirement and the directive to facilitate economical compliance with matching
63 The RESPA-TILA Integrated Disclosure rule provides standards for identifying the appropriate loan
originator where more than one individual is listed in the disclosure documents. See 12 CFR 1026.37(k)
and comment 37(k)-3 in the official commentary for 12 CFR part 1026 (Supplement I).
64

12 CFR 1003.4(a)(9).
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Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(3), 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(6)(H).
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Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(6), 12 U.S.C. 2806(a)(1).
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addresses and census tracts provides a unique opportunity to improve Regulation C property
location data and the reporting process. The Bureau believes it is important to solicit
information that will help it determine how to appropriately address privacy considerations.
The Bureau is considering two proposals related to a property identifier: reporting geographic
coordinates or postal address.
x

A geographic coordinate system using latitude and longitude to identify parcels allows
for precise location of properties. A benefit of such a system is that the coordinates are
easy to maintain and universally recognized. However, there could be difficulties for
multiunit properties (e.g., condominiums, high-rise apartments) and maintaining
accuracy. The Bureau understands that such a system is currently under development
within the industry.

x

Postal address is currently collected during the mortgage origination process and would
be a low cost option to implement. Reporting of a postal address could potentially
obviate the need for reporting the current property location fields, as geocoding could be
done from the reported address by the processor. However, postal addresses sometimes
do not correspond to the physical location of a property. Further, there are some
inaccuracies associated with postal addresses. Reporting postal addresses also raises
privacy concerns, which are discussed below in section C of Appendix A.

The Bureau is seeking input from the SERs on these proposals under consideration and others
that might reduce burden and improve the quality of HMDA data.

2. Application Data
Regulation C currently contains several data points relating to the application itself, including:
the date the application was received; the action taken on the application; the date the action
was taken; and optional reporting for denial reasons. The Bureau is reviewing current data
points and is also considering proposals related to Dodd-Frank Act amendments and other data
points to improve the utility of the application information.

i.

Reasons for Denial

Regulation C currently permits optional reporting of reasons for denial of a loan application. 67
In general, the statistical value of such data obtained through optional reporting is compromised
because of the lack of standardization across all reporters. Further, certain FIs supervised by
the OCC and FDIC are required by those agencies to report denial reasons on their HMDA
LARs. 68 The Bureau is considering proposing requiring all FIs to report reasons for denial. The
Bureau believes this proposal could provide more consistent and meaningful data to serve
HMDA’s purposes. The Bureau is also considering whether the current codes relating to reasons
for denial (debt-to-income ratio, employment history, credit history, collateral, insufficient cash,
unverifiable information, credit application incomplete, mortgage insurance denied, other)
should be amended.
67

12 CFR part 1003.4(c)(1), App. A, sec. I.F.
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12 CFR 27.3(a)(1)(i), 128.6, 390.147.
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ii.

Automated Underwriting System (AUS) Results

An automated underwriting system (AUS) is a computer application that FIs use to evaluate
loan applications. FIs input certain information about an application into the AUS and the AUS
generates messages, including a recommendation indicating both whether the application is
eligible to be approved or should be referred for further underwriting and specific conditions on
that recommendation. There are several AUSs, including Fannie Mae’s Desktop Underwriter,
Freddie Mac’s Loan Prospector, the Federal Housing Administration’s (FHA’s) TOTAL
Scorecard, and others. 69 Larger lenders may have their own proprietary AUSs. AUS systems are
frequently used by FIs that intend to sell loans to the GSEs or to insure loans with FHA, because
the AUS recommendation may indicate whether the loan is eligible for purchase or insurance.
The Bureau and other regulators review AUS return codes during examinations because the AUS
recommendation may play an important role in the credit decision.
The Bureau is considering requiring FIs to report information about AUS results if an AUS was
used to evaluate an application. This new reporting requirement would provide valuable
information on credit underwriting. During the 2010 Board hearings on HMDA 70 and the
Bureau’s review of current HMDA operations, commentators have recommended requiring
reporting of AUS results.
The Bureau understands that there are different ways to collect information about AUS
results. For example, FIs could report the name of the AUS system used and the actual return
code generated by that system. Alternatively, FIs could report only the return code in categories
defined by the Bureau, such as, recommended approval or recommended referral for further
underwriting.
The Bureau understands that FIs may process a single application through an AUS multiple
times or through multiple AUS systems. The Bureau is considering collecting only the AUS
return code relied on by the FI in the credit decision. The Bureau solicits feedback regarding the
potential costs and benefits associated with this proposal for consideration, including the
burden associated with such a reporting requirement.

iii.

Application Channel

The Dodd-Frank Act amended HMDA to add the requirement for FIs to report, for originations
and applications, “the channel through which application was made, including retail, broker,
and other relevant categories.” 71
The Bureau understands that primary application channels include: (1) retail, where the
applicant submits the application directly to the lender; and (2) wholesale, where the applicant
submits the application to a mortgage broker that sends the application to the lender, with or
See Fannie Mae’s Desktop Underwriter, available at
https://www.fanniemae.com/singlefamily/desktop-underwriter# ;
Freddie Mac’s Loan Prospector, available at http://www.loanprospector.com/; and
FHA’s TOTAL Scorecard, available at
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/housing/sfh/total/total_scorecard .
69
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Testimony of Allison Brown (Federal Trade Commission), DC Hearing.
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Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(3); 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(6)(E).
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without a table-funding arrangement. A third application channel includes correspondent
arrangements between two lenders. The Bureau understands that a purchasing lender may have
different arrangements with correspondents and may or may not delegate underwriting
authority to a correspondent. A correspondent with delegated underwriting authority processes
an application much like the retail channel described above. The correspondent receives the
application directly from the applicant, makes the credit decision, finances the transaction
initially, and immediately sells the loan to an acquiring creditor. Correspondents with
nondelegated authority operate more like a mortgage broker in the wholesale channel. These
correspondents receive the application from the applicant, but prior to closing involve a third
party lender that funds the transaction and in whose name the transaction closes. The
correspondent with nondelegated authority does not make the credit decision without lender
involvement.
To determine how to implement the statutory requirement, the Bureau seeks information on
how FIs characterize and define different application channels. The Bureau is also interested in
information about the type of data that FIs typically collect and maintain about different
application channels.

iv.

Other Information Concerning Applications

The Bureau is considering proposing to retain existing Regulation C data points concerning the
type of action taken, the date of action taken, 72 the date the application was received, 73 and
requests for preapproval. 74 The Bureau plans to review the instructions and official commentary
regarding action taken to determine if it can improve clarity regarding these data points.

3. Borrower Data
Currently, Regulation C requires reporting of income and demographic information about
applicants and borrowers, including the ethnicity, race, and sex of an applicant/co-applicant and
borrower/co-borrower. 75 Information about applicants and borrowers generally fulfills the
purpose of helping to identify potential discriminatory lending patterns. The Bureau is also
considering proposals related to Dodd-Frank Act amendments and information gaps regarding
applicant and borrower information.

i.

Age

The Dodd-Frank Act amended HMDA to require the collection and reporting of an applicant’s or
borrower’s age for loan originations and applications. 76 The Bureau believes that implementing
this requirement will help fulfill HMDA’s purposes of identifying whether FIs are serving the
72

12 CFR 1003.4(a)(8).
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12 CFR 1003.4(a)(1).
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12 CFR 1003.4(a)(4).
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12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(4), 12 CFR 1003.4(a)(10).
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Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(3), 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(4).
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housing needs of their communities, targeting public investment, and identifying possible
discriminatory lending patterns.
Age is a protected category under ECOA and Regulation B. 77 For monitoring purposes,
Regulation B requires a creditor to request and maintain applicant information, including age,
for certain transactions secured by the applicant’s dwelling. 78 Unlike HMDA data, ECOA
monitoring data are not reported or disclosed to the public. Under Regulation B, “age” refers
“only to the age of natural persons and means the number of fully elapsed years from the date of
an applicant’s birth.” 79 Given that one of the purposes of HMDA is to enforce antidiscrimination
statutes, the Bureau seeks to ensure that any changes to Regulation C align well and do not
conflict with Regulation B.
FIs that use the Uniform Residential Loan Application (URLA) form 80 currently collect the date
of birth of the borrower and co-borrower, if applicable. Existing MISMO/ULDD data standards
for age information include both the date of birth (YYYY-MM-DD format) and the age of the
borrower at the time of application (numeric data point).
In light of consumer privacy concerns related to date of birth, the Bureau is considering
proposing that FIs report the age of the applicant(s) or borrower(s) at the time of application.
(Section C of Appendix A, below, discusses this and other privacy concerns and potential
mitigants.) Reporting age, rather than birth date, would be consistent with both Regulation B
and MISMO definitions. The Bureau solicits comment on such a reporting requirement.

ii.

Credit Score

The Dodd-Frank Act added the requirement to report “the credit score of mortgage applicants
and mortgagors, in such form as the Bureau may prescribe.” 81
The Bureau is considering proposing that FIs report the credit score used to make the credit
decision, applying the Fair Credit Reporting Act’s (FCRA) definition of credit score. 82 The
Bureau requests feedback regarding the benefits and costs associated with adopting this
definition, as well as on whether the Bureau should adopt an alternative definition. For a
discussion of privacy concerns, see section C of Appendix A below.
15 U.S.C. 1691(a)(1), 12 CFR 1002.1(b) , 1002.4(a)(b), available at http://www.ecfr.gov/cgibin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=0b62bb2c7ea45fbd7f64a441d202433a&r=PART&n=12y8.0.2.9.1.
77
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12 CFR 1002.5(a)(2), 1002.12(b)(1)(i), and 1002.13(a)(1)(iv).

79

12 CFR 1002.2(d).

80

Freddie Mac Form 65 or Fannie Mae Form 1003.
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Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(6), 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(6)(I).

The FCRA defines credit score as “a numerical value or a categorization derived from a statistical tool or
modeling system used by a person who makes or arranges a loan to predict the likelihood of certain credit
behaviors….and [] does not include [1] any mortgage score or rating of an automated underwriting system
that considers one or more factors in addition to credit information, including the loan to value ratio, the
amount of down payment, or the financial assets or a consumer; or [2] any other elements of the
underwriting process or underwriting decision.” 15 U.S.C. 1681g(f)(2)(A).
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The Bureau understands that FIs may collect multiple credit scores for applicants. The Bureau
is considering proposing that FIs report only the credit score the institution used to make the
credit decision for the loan. For example, Regulation C could require that a FI that collected
three scores, but used only the lowest to make the credit decision, report solely the lowest score.
Where there are multiple applicants, the Bureau is considering proposing that FIs report the
single credit score used to make the credit decision for the loan. The Bureau solicits feedback
regarding such reporting requirements.
The Bureau also understands that some FIs rely on multiple credit scores when making credit
decisions. For example, an institution might collect three scores and use the average of the
scores to make the credit decision. The Bureau solicits feedback regarding reporting one or all
of the scores used to make the credit decision or, alternatively, the average of such scores.
In addition to credit score, the Bureau is considering proposing that FIs report related
contextual information, such as the date on which the score was created, the name of the scoring
model used, and the range of possible scores under the model used. The Bureau solicits
feedback regarding the costs and benefits associated with reporting this information, as well as
whether additional information would be necessary to put the credit score reported into context.

iii.

Debt-to-Income Ratio

The Bureau is considering using its authority under HMDA to add a new reporting requirement
regarding the applicant’s or borrower’s debt-to-income ratio (DTI). The Bureau believes that
most FIs use DTI ratio as an underwriting consideration. The Bureau has been informed that, in
many cases, DTI ratio is the primary reason for a denial of an application. Thus, adding a DTI
ratio reporting requirement may improve targeting of government supervision and enforcement
resources. 83
The Bureau is primarily interested in “back-end” DTI ratio, which generally includes the total
amount of debt owed by a consumer and is not limited to housing-related debt. The Bureau is
also considering a reporting requirement for “front-end” DTI ratio, which generally refers to a
consumer’s housing-related debt, such as the mortgage payment and ongoing property
taxes. The Bureau solicits feedback regarding whether unique burdens would exist with respect
to reporting front-end or back-end DTI ratios, and what are any particular benefits of reporting
one or the other type of DTI ratio.
The Bureau recognizes that there is not a single, uniform definition of DTI ratio. Thus, the
Bureau also seeks feedback on how the burden to report DTI ratio would differ for different
calculation methods, such as: (1) the value calculated by FIs’ loan origination systems; (2) the
value calculated according to investor guidelines; (3) the value calculated according to the
information provided on the URLA; or (4) other methods of calculation. The Bureau also seeks
feedback on whether the same benefits of DTI ratio reporting would be achieved by requiring
FIs to report the ratio relied on by the FI in processing the application, rather than requiring a
particular calculation method.
83 See Fair Lending: Data Limitations and the Fragmented U.S. Financial Regulatory Structure
Challenge Federal Oversight and Enforcement Efforts, GAO-09-704, 20 (July 2009), available at
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d09704.pdf .
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iv.

Other Data Concerning Applicants and Borrowers

The Bureau is considering proposing to retain existing Regulation C data points regarding
ethnicity, race, and sex. 84
The Bureau is also considering proposing to retain the existing Regulation C data point
regarding gross annual income relied on in processing the application. 85 The Bureau plans to
review the instructions and official commentary regarding this data point to identify
opportunities to improve clarity in this area.
The Bureau is soliciting information about any current compliance issues with these data points.

4. Loan Types
Currently, Regulation C requires reporting of information about loans that helps to distinguish
categories and types of loans. The Bureau is also considering proposals related to Dodd-Frank
Act amendments and information gaps regarding loan category information.

i.

Loan Purpose and Categories

Regulation C requires the reporting of “the purpose of the loan or application.” 86 FIs currently
must identify a reported loan’s purpose as for “home purchase,” “home improvement,” or
“refinancing.” 87
The Bureau has been informed that FIs often experience difficulty when determining a loan’s
purpose for HMDA reporting. For example, the proceeds of a loan may be for multiple
purposes, such as for refinancing and home improvement. Also, FIs may have difficulty
determining a loan’s purpose at application.
The Bureau is interested in learning about ways to facilitate compliance by reducing the burden
associated with reporting loan purpose. The Bureau solicits information regarding the costs and
benefits associated with the three current enumerated loan purposes, and specifically solicits
input regarding the costs and benefits of eliminating the home improvement enumeration. The
Bureau also solicits input regarding whether any other loan purpose should be added to fulfill
HMDA’s purpose of helping to determine whether FIs are serving the housing needs of their
communities, and, if so, the costs and benefits associated with adding such a new loan purpose.
Similarly, the Bureau is aware that information on certain categories of loans is missing from
the information currently reported under HMDA. The Bureau believes that HMDA’s utility may
be improved if FIs were required to report whether a loan or application is for a reverse
84
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mortgage, HELOC, or cash-out refinancing. The Bureau is also aware that some FIs experience
unique challenges when determining HMDA compliance on business-purpose loans. The
Bureau also solicits feedback on the costs and benefits associated with reporting businesspurpose loans under HMDA, and whether the potential modifications under consideration
present additional costs or benefits. The Bureau solicits data and information on the costs and
benefits of requiring the reporting of these additional loan designations. The Bureau also
solicits input on the potential reporting methods by which these loans can be identified, for
example, on the costs and benefits of requiring FIs to use only a yes/no flag to identify loans that
are reverse mortgages, HELOCs, or cash-out refinancings, or of identifying these loans through
new data points.

ii.

Other Data Points Concerning Loan Categories

The Bureau is considering using its authority under HMDA to propose a new requirement to
report for each loan whether the FI determined the loan to be a Qualified Mortgage under
Regulation Z at the time the loan was originated. 88 The Bureau believes this information may be
valuable in furthering HMDA’s purposes, including helping to determine how FIs are serving
the housing needs of their communities. In addition, the Bureau expects that this information
will be collected and reported within and between market participants as a common business
practice, so it will be available through commercial sources. Therefore, requiring the
information under Regulation C should impose little additional burden.
Regulation C currently requires FIs to report “[w]hether the loan is subject to the Home
Ownership and Equity Protection Act of 1994, as implemented in Regulation Z (12 CFR
1026.32).” 89 Loans must be reported as High-Cost Mortgages if their APRs or points and fees
exceed the thresholds set forth in Regulation Z. 90 To improve the usefulness of this data point,
which the Board added to Regulation C in 2002 to better understand and focus fair lending
resources on the subprime market, 91 the Bureau is considering requiring FIs that originate or
purchase High-Cost Mortgages to specify which HOEPA thresholds (rate, points and fees, and
certain prepayment penalties) are met. Any additional burden associated with reporting this
information would be limited to the small fraction of FIs that originate or purchase High-Cost
Mortgages. 92
See the Bureau’s 2013 Mortgage Rule Implementation Page for information about the Ability to
Repay/Qualified Mortgage rule: http://www.consumerfinance.gov/regulatory-implementation/.
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12 CFR 1003.4(a)(13).
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12 CFR 1026.32.

See 67 FR 7222, 7223, 7229 (Feb. 15, 2002), available at http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2002-0215/pdf/02-3323.pdf.
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For 2012, only 524 of 7,400 HMDA reporters (approximately 7 percent) extended HOEPA loans, and
only 5 of 2,185 HOEPA loans that were reported (less than 0.25 percent) were sold to secondary market
participants. Neil Bhutta and Glenn B. Canner, Mortgage Market Conditions and Borrower Outcomes:
Evidence from the 2012 HMDA Data and Matched HMDA–Credit Record Data, Federal Reserve Bulletin
(Sept. 18, 2013), available at http://www.federalreserve.gov/pubs/bulletin/2013/pdf/2012_HMDA.pdf.
The fraction of lenders originating High-Cost Mortgages may increase under the Bureau’s 2013 Final
HOEPA Rule, which took effect in January of 2014; however, the Bureau does not expect any increase to
be significant. See 78 FR 6856, 6953-57 (Jan. 31, 2013).
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The Bureau would retain the current, statutory data point regarding the type of entity
purchasing a loan. 93

5. Loan Features
Currently, Regulation C requires information regarding certain loan features. The Bureau is
considering additional data points related to Dodd-Frank Act amendments and information
gaps regarding loan features.

i.

Nonamortizing Features

The Dodd-Frank Act added the requirement to report “the presence of contractual terms or
proposed contractual terms that would allow the mortgagor or applicant to make payments
other than fully amortizing payments during any portion of the loan term.” 94 The Bureau is
considering proposing to implement this requirement by requiring FIs to report whether the
loan includes, or would have included, a balloon payment, interest-only payments, or negative
amortization features. The Bureau is considering defining these three features to be consistent
with the Loan Estimate disclosure form finalized as part of the Bureau’s Integrated Mortgage
Disclosures under the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act (Regulation X) and the Truth in
Lending Act (Regulation Z). 95
Under this proposal:
x

For balloon payments, FIs would report this feature if the loan included a payment that
is more than two times a regular periodic payment and is not itself a regular periodic
payment, consistent with the integrated mortgage disclosures rule. 96

x

For interest-only payments, FIs would report this feature if the loan permits one or more
regular periodic payments to be applied only to interest accrued and not to the loan
principal, consistent with the integrated mortgage disclosures rule. 97
For negative amortization, FIs would report this feature if the principal balance of the
loan may increase due to the addition of accrued interest to the principal balance,
consistent with the integrated mortgage disclosures rule. 98

x

93 12 CFR 1003.4(a)(11), 12 U.S.C. 2803(h)(1)(C). The Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and
Enforcement Act of 1989 (FIRREA) added this requirement. Pub. L. No. 101-73, 103 Stat. 183 (1989),
sec. 1211(b), available at http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/search/searchresults.action?st=.+Pub.+L.+No.+10173.
94

Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(3), 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(6)(C).

Integrated Mortgage Disclosures Under the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act (Regulation X) and
the Truth in Lending Act (Regulation Z) 78 FR 79730 (Dec. 31, 2013), available at
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/12/31/2013-28210/integrated-mortgage-disclosuresunder-the-real-estate-settlement-procedures-act-regulation-x-and-the.
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The Bureau is also seeking input on whether any other features may meet the definition of
“contractual terms or proposed contractual terms” that include “payments other than fully
amortizing payments.”

ii.

Introductory Period of Adjustable Rate Mortgage

The Dodd-Frank Act added the requirement to report, for loans and applications, “the actual or
proposed term in months of any introductory period after which the rate of interest may
change.” 99 Currently, the HMDA data does not show whether an application or loan relates to a
fixed-rate or adjustable rate loan, even though pricing decisions vary by product type.
Moreover, the introductory term is an important factor in the borrower’s real cost and the
anticipated future interest rate risk of the loan.
Lenders that charge high initial loan fees may do so in order to offer low initial rates. An
indication that the loan has an adjustable interest rate may permit users of HMDA data to
understand more fully new data on total points and fees payable at origination that the Bureau is
also considering collecting as a result of the Dodd-Frank Act amendments. 100 In addition, this
information can be combined with new information on payments that are not fully
amortizing, 101 discussed above, to understand whether a particular loan may have other features
that affect how the loan should be viewed for HMDA purposes. The value of adding information
about adjustable rate mortgages (ARMs) to better understand the impact of various
underwriting characteristics was referenced by a number of commenters in the 2010 Board
hearings. 102
Therefore, the Bureau is considering proposing a requirement that FIs report the number of
months of the initial fixed period of an ARM for which a consumer applied or that was
originated.

iii.

Other Information Concerning Loan Features

The Dodd-Frank Act added the requirement to report the “actual or proposed term in months of
the mortgage loan.” 103 The Bureau is considering proposing to implement this provision by
requiring FIs to report the maturity term of the loan in months.
The Dodd-Frank Act also added the requirement to report “the term in months of any
prepayment penalty or other fee or charge payable on repayment of some portion of principal or
the entire principal in advance of scheduled payments.” 104 The Bureau is considering proposing
99
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to implement this requirement by requiring FIs to report any prepayment penalty period in
months.
The Bureau is considering proposing to retain the current Regulation C requirement for
reporting loan or application type, which relates to whether the loan is or would be a
conventional loan, or is insured by the Federal Housing Administration, or is guaranteed by the
Veterans Administration or Department of Agriculture.

6. Loan-to-Value Ratio
Currently, Regulation C requires reporting information regarding the loan amount. However, it
is not possible to use this data to analyze the loan-to-value (LTV) ratio using HMDA data. LTV
ratio is a key pricing and underwriting factor used by FIs and would assist data users in
interpreting the underwriting and loan pricing information reported in the HMDA data.
Therefore, the Bureau is considering additional data requirements to facilitate analysis of LTV
ratio.

i.

Property Value

The Dodd-Frank Act added the requirement to report, for loans and applications, “the value of
the real property pledged or proposed to be pledged as collateral.” 105 When combined with the
existing Regulation C requirement to report loan amount, this new requirement will allow users
to calculate LTV ratio from HMDA data. The general benefit of adding LTV ratio for regulatory
screening efforts was noted in the 2009 GAO report on fair lending 106 and many commenters at
the 2010 Board hearings supported adding LTV ratio. 107
Because LTV ratio generally is calculated using the lower of the purchase price or the appraised
price for a purchase loan, the Bureau is proposing to implement the property value requirement
by requiring a FI to report whatever value it relied on in underwriting or pricing the loan.
The Bureau is soliciting input on how this requirement should be fulfilled for applications that
do not result in originations where a property valuation has not been performed.
The Bureau has also considered requiring the reporting of both appraised value (defined broadly
to include broker price opinions and other valuations) and purchase price. This additional
reporting would increase the amount of data available in HMDA and allow users to see both
values for reported transactions. However, the Bureau believes this may be burdensome as one
or the other value would not have been relied on by the FI in making the credit decision, and
purchase price is generally not relevant in refinancing transactions.
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Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(3), 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(6)(A).
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GAO-09-704, 21 (July 2009).

Testimony of Jeffrey Dillman, Adam Rust, James Elliott, Stella Adams, Atlanta Hearing; Testimony of
Preston DuFouchard, Keith Ernst, San Francisco Hearing; Testimony of Bill Howard, Chicago Hearing;
Testimony of Janneke Ratcliffe, Eric Halperin, DC Hearing.
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The Bureau has also considered requiring reporting of the valuation method used to determine
the property value (such as purchase price, automated valuation, appraisal, or broker price
opinion). However, the Bureau believes this also may be burdensome on FIs.

ii.

Other Information Concerning Loan-to-Value Ratio

The Bureau is considering using its authority under HMDA to propose requiring FIs to report
the Combined Loan-to-Value Ratio (CLTV) they relied on in processing applications. These data
are important for understanding underwriting and pricing decisions for properties subject to
multiple liens.
As indicated above, the Bureau is considering proposing retaining the existing Regulation C data
point regarding loan amount or amount applied for, 108 which, combined with the new
requirement for property value, will allow the calculation of LTV ratio using HMDA data.

7. Pricing Data
Currently, the only pricing data FIs report under HMDA are the rate spread for higher-priced
loans and an indicator of HOEPA loan status. The lack of pricing data in HMDA has often been
cited as a primary weakness of the HMDA data set. Recognizing this, the Dodd-Frank Act
amended HMDA to require the collection and reporting of the number and dollar amount of
mortgage loans grouped according to measurements of, among other things, “the total points
and fees payable at origination in connection with the mortgage as determined by the Bureau,
taking into account 15 U.S.C. 1602(aa)(4).” 109

i.

Total Points and Fees

The Dodd-Frank Act language directing the Bureau to require reporting of points and fees also
directs it to consider how points and fees are defined in TILA for purposes of determining
whether a transaction is a High-Cost Mortgage or a Qualified Mortgage. 110 Regulation Z
implements this definition of points and fees. 111 Effective January 10, 2014, Regulation Z will
provide that total points and fees generally include the following types of charges, if the amount
of the charge is known at or before consummation of the loan:
x

108

Items included in the finance charge under Regulation Z 112 except: (1) interest;
(2) government mortgage insurance premiums and funding fees; (3) annual private
mortgage insurance (PMI) premiums and some upfront PMI premiums; (4) bona fide

12 CFR 1003.4(a)(7).

109 Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(3), 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(5)(A). The Dodd-Frank Act elsewhere renumbered
15 U.S.C. 1602(aa) as 15 U.S.C. 1602(bb).

TILA sec. 103(bb)(4), 15 U.S.C. 1602(bb)(4). TILA section 129C(b)(2)(C)(i) defines points and fees for
Qualified Mortgages to have the same meaning as in TILA section 103(bb)(4).
110

111

12 CFR 1026.32(b)(1).

112

12 CFR 1026.4(a) and (b).
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third-party charges not retained by the creditor, loan originator, or an affiliate; and
(5) up to two bona fide discount points, under certain conditions;
x

Loan originator compensation paid by a consumer or creditor to a loan originator, but
not separately including a creditor or loan originator’s (e.g., a mortgage broker’s)
subsequent payment to its own employee;

x

Real estate-related charges (e.g., property appraisal fees, title exam, title insurance fees)
if paid to an affiliate of the creditor, or for which the creditor receives direct or indirect
compensation;

x

Credit insurance premiums and charges for debt cancellation or debt suspension
agreements;

x

The maximum penalty that could be charged if a consumer prepays the loan; and

x

The fee charged to a consumer in a refinance transaction as a penalty for prepaying the
prior loan.

As amended by the Dodd-Frank Act, TILA provides that points and fees for open-end credit
plans include total points and fees that are known at or before closing, as well as the minimum
additional fees the consumer would be required to pay to draw down an amount that is equal to
the total credit line. 113 Section 1026.32(b)(2) of Regulation Z implements this provision by
providing that total points and fees for HELOCs generally include all of the charges included in
points and fees under Regulation Z § 1026.32(b)(1), plus any participation fees payable at or
before account opening, and, if there is a charge to draw on the credit line, the amount that
would be charged for one draw.
The Bureau is considering proposing to implement the Dodd-Frank Act requirement that FIs
report total points and fees for originated loans by specifying that FIs report: the total dollar
amount calculated pursuant to Regulation Z, 12 CFR 1026.32(b)(1) (closed-end) or
1026.32(b)(2) (open-end). The Bureau believes that this approach is consistent with the DoddFrank Act requirement that FIs report total points and fees “taking into account” the definition
used for Qualified Mortgages and High-Cost Mortgages, and that it should be minimally
burdensome because most FIs will have calculated these amounts for Qualified Mortgage and
High-Cost Mortgage testing. In addition, this approach should align with new Qualified
Mortgage data fields that will be incorporated into accepted industry reporting standards.
The Bureau solicits information on the benefits and burden of requiring total points and fees to
be reported for loans that are not subject to the Regulation Z § 1026.32 definition. Such loans
would include business-purpose loans that are not subject to Regulation Z, and HELOCs
secured by a consumer’s secondary residence, which are subject to neither Qualified Mortgage
nor High-Cost Mortgage rules.
The Bureau’s proposal under consideration would require the reporting of a total dollar amount
of points and fees as defined in Regulation Z. 114 At this time, the Bureau is not planning to
113

TILA sec. 103(bb)(5), 15 U.S.C. 1602(bb)(5).

114

12 CFR 1026.32(b)(4).
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propose to collect points and fees as a percentage of the total loan amount; however, the Bureau
solicits comment on the merits of collecting this total as a percentage, given that FIs will likely
maintain this data for Qualified Mortgage and High-Cost Mortgage regulatory compliance.

ii.

Other Pricing-related Data

Total origination charges. Requiring reporting of total points and fees as calculated for
Qualified Mortgage and High-Cost Mortgage purposes will not permit visibility into component
items of points and fees, such as how much of the total is comprised of origination charges paid
by the consumer to the FI or loan originator for originating and extending the credit. In
addition, because the Regulation Z § 1026.32 total excludes certain charges, such as up to two
bona fide discount points, it may not always provide a complete picture of loan pricing. As a
result, the Bureau is considering using its authority under HMDA to propose requiring FIs to
separately report total origination charges, in addition to total points and fees.
Total origination charges is a value that will be reported for real property-secured, closed-end
mortgage loans on the Closing Disclosure under the Bureau’s RESPA-TILA Integrated
Disclosures rule and the Bureau is considering adopting for HMDA the same definition used for
the Closing Disclosure. Specifically, total origination charges would include any charge,
however denominated, paid by the consumer to the creditor and to each loan originator at or
before closing for originating and extending the credit. 115 The total thus would include charges
such as application fees, origination fees, underwriting fees, processing fees, verification fees,
and rate-lock fees. It would not include charges paid by the borrower for required services
provided by persons other than the creditor or loan originator, nor would it include taxes or
other government fees. 116 The Bureau believes that knowing total origination charges would
provide further clarity concerning loan pricing and may be useful for flagging potentially
discriminatory lending practices for further investigation.
The Bureau anticipates that reporting of total origination charges for closed-end mortgage loans
would be minimally burdensome because most FIs will have calculated this amount for the
Closing Disclosure. In addition, the amount should align with a new data point that MISMO has
been developing to be consistent with the Bureau’s new Closing Disclosure and which MISMO
had released for public comment before adoption into its residential mortgage standards.
The Bureau notes that the Closing Disclosure will not be required for HELOCs, for loans secured
by personal property (such as many manufactured housing loans), or for business-purpose loans
not subject to Regulation Z. The Bureau believes that total origination charges, as defined for
disclosure purposes, can be calculated for these types of transactions but invites input on the
burden of reporting this information and on whether preferable alternatives exist.

See amended Regulation Z, 12 CFR 1026.38(f)(1), as published at 78 FR 79730, 80008-10 (Dec. 31,
2013).

115

116 Examples of charges that might not be included in total origination charges include appraisal fees,
credit report fees, flood determination fees, lender’s attorney fee, tax status research fee, and title fees.
See id.
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The Bureau also notes that, during the Board’s 2010 HMDA hearings, several commenters
recommended that loan originator compensation be reported with points and fees. 117 While
some amounts of loan origination compensation will be included in totals for both Regulation Z
§ 1026.32 points and fees and total origination charges, the Bureau is not currently considering
proposing to require separate HMDA reporting of loan originator compensation. The Bureau
invites feedback, however, on the benefits and burdens of requiring separate reporting of this
data, particularly in light of the fact that The Dodd-Frank Act requires reporting of application
channel. The Bureau notes that, if it were to propose separate reporting of loan originator
compensation, the amount reported would likely be the amount required to be included in
Regulation Z points and fees, which is the same amount that would be reported on the Closing
Disclosure (i.e., compensation paid by a consumer or creditor to a loan originator, but not
separately including a creditor or loan originator’s subsequent payment to its own employee).
Total discount points. Knowing the total discount points paid by the consumer to the
creditor to reduce the interest rate—particularly when combined with other pricing and
underwriting information—may assist data users in better understanding loan pricing and in
identifying potentially discriminatory lending patterns for further investigation. The Bureau
therefore is considering using its authority under HMDA to propose requiring FIs to separately
report total discount points paid by the consumer to reduce the interest rate. 118 For closed-end,
real property-secured loans, the amount under consideration would correspond to the amount
required to be shown on the new Closing Disclosure and would align with new data reporting
fields that currently are being incorporated into accepted industry reporting standards. 119
Risk-adjusted, pre-discounted interest rate. The Bureau is considering using its
authority under HMDA to propose requiring FIs to report the base interest rate calculated in
connection with the Qualified Mortgage and High-Cost Mortgage bona fide discount point
calculations. 120 Knowing the interest rate that the consumer would have received in the absence
of any discount points or rebates, along with the rate that the consumer actually received and
any discount points paid, may assist in understanding the value that the consumer received,
relative to otherwise similarly situated borrowers, in exchange for total discount points paid.
This analysis, in turn, may be useful for flagging potentially discriminatory lending practices for
further investigation.
Interest rate. The Bureau is considering using its authority under HMDA to propose
requiring FIs to report the interest rate. Knowing the interest rate that the consumer actually
117 Testimony of Phil Greer, Will Jordan, Atlanta Hearing; NCRC, comment letter (Sept. 24, 2010);
Advocates for Basic Legal Equality, comment letter (Aug. 20, 2010); NEDAP, comment letter (Aug. 20,
2010).
118 During the Board’s 2010 HMDA hearings, HUD’s Assistant Secretary of Policy Development and
Research recommended that total discount points be reported separately from other points and fees data,
to provide a complete picture of loan pricing. Testimony of Raphael Bostic, DC Hearing.

See amended Regulation Z, 12 CFR 1026.38(f)(1), as published at 78 FR 79730 (Dec. 31, 2013)
(requiring disclosure of the points that the consumer will pay to the creditor to reduce the interest rate, as
both a percentage of the amount of credit extended and a dollar amount).

119

See, e.g., 12 CFR 1026.32(b)(1)(i)(E) (permitting the exclusion of up to two bona fide discount points
from total points and fees, provided that the consumer’s interest rate before excluding the would-be bona
fide points did not exceed the average prime offer rate by more than one percentage point).
120
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received, along with discount points paid and the rate that the consumer would have received in
the absence of any discount points or rebates, may assist in understanding the value that the
consumer received, relative to otherwise similarly situated borrowers, in exchange for total
discount points paid. Again, this analysis may be useful for flagging potentially discriminatory
lending practices for further investigation.
The Dodd-Frank Act added the requirement to report for all loans “the difference between the
annual percentage rate [APR] associated with the loan and a benchmark rate or rates for all
loans” (i.e., rate spread). 121 Currently, Regulation C requires FIs to report this spread for
“higher-priced” loans the FIs originated, i.e., loans for which the difference between the APR
and APOR equals or exceeds 150 basis points (for subordinate liens the spread must equal or
exceed 350 basis points). 122 Loans identified as “higher priced” are subject to certain additional
protections in Regulation Z. Informal FFIEC guidance indicates that rate spread need not be
reported for HELOCs. 123
The Bureau is considering two alternatives to implement the Dodd-Frank requirement. First,
the Bureau is considering requiring FIs to report the spread between a loan’s disclosed APR and
the APOR for a comparable transaction. Existing guidance in Regulation C would be used to
determine the correct APOR for closed-end transactions and guidance developed in connection
with the Bureau’s 2013 HOEPA Final Rule would be used to determine the correct APOR for
HELOCs. 124
Second, the Bureau is considering requiring reporting of a loan’s APR in addition to rate spread.
If rate spread were reported, it would be possible to estimate a loan’s APR, but the actual APR
would be unknown because the APOR used to generate the spread would be unknown.
Similarly, if APR were reported, it would be possible to calculate a loan’s rate spread, but again
the result would be only an estimate. The Bureau seeks information on the relative benefits and
burdens of reporting of rate spread, APR, or both.
For any alternative, the Bureau also invites feedback on the burden of requiring reporting for
loans not subject to Regulation Z (i.e., business-purpose loans).

121

Dodd-Frank Act sec. 1094(3), 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(5)(B).

12 CFR 1003.4(a)(12). The Board added this requirement to Regulation C in 2002, using its authority
to prescribe such regulations as may be necessary to effectuate the purposes of HMDA. See 67 FR 7222,
7228 (Feb. 15, 2002).
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See FFIEC, Regulatory and Interpretive (FAQs), available at
http://www.ffiec.gov/hmda/faqreg.htm#heloc.

123

124

See 78 FR 6856, 6873-75 (discussing new 12 CFR 1026.32(a)(1)(i) and comments 32(a)(1)(i)-1 and -2).
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8. Property Data
Currently, Regulation C requires certain information about the property that secures or will
secure the loan, including location, property type, and owner-occupancy status. The Bureau is
considering using its authority under HMDA to propose requiring FIs to collect and report
additional data points that provide property information.

i.

Expanded and Modified Property Type Information

Regulation C currently requires FIs to record the property type to which a loan or application
relates. 125 Appendix A to Regulation C provides three reporting values, or enumerations, for this
information: (1) one- to four-family dwelling (other than manufactured housing);
(2) manufactured housing; and (3) multifamily dwelling. The Bureau is considering replacing
the existing reporting requirement with the following requirements:
Financed Unit Count. The Bureau is considering proposing to replace the current property
type reporting framework with a streamlined requirement to report the number of units
financed by the reported loan or application. The Bureau anticipates that this proposal would
simplify reporting by aligning with information collected by the GSEs under established
industry standards. In addition, this change would facilitate more robust analysis of access to
credit for multifamily housing, which would be valuable for those communities where
multifamily housing is an important component of housing stock. Community advocates
suggested this change during the 2010 hearings on HMDA. 126
Affordable Housing Programs. For loans secured by dwellings with more than one
financed unit, the Bureau is considering proposing to require FIs to report whether the property
is deed restricted for affordable housing. Consumer advocates urged the Board to collect this
information during the 2010 Board hearings. 127 This proposal might enable more robust
analysis of access to credit in certain communities and better targeting of public resources,
consistent with HMDA’s purposes.
Construction Method Type. The Board added identification of manufactured homes as a
property type under Regulation C in 2002, finding that HMDA data was enhanced by identifying
these types of loans, which tend to be underwritten differently from and have higher denial rates
than other loans. 128 However, the current Regulation C property types do not correspond to
other industry standards for data collection and reporting, such as information collected by the
125

12 CFR 1003.4(a)(5).
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See, e.g., Testimony of John Lind, San Francisco Hearing.

127 Testimony of Kevin Stein, California Reinvestment Coalition; Paul Ainger, Affordable Development
Housing Consultant; Clarence L. Johnson, Mills Grove Christian Church Disciples of Christ in the East
Oakland Community of Maxwell Park, San Francisco Hearing.

67 FR 7222, 7227 (Feb. 15, 2002). An analysis of 2012 HMDA data shows that one-third of all
manufactured home loan applications were originated, compared to almost two-thirds for 1- to 4-family
dwellings. Similarly, almost 44 percent of all manufactured home loan applications were considered
higher-priced (i.e., had rate spreads reported in HMDA), compared to less than 3 percent for 1- to 4family dwellings.
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GSEs, which treat construction method and financed unit count as distinct concepts. The
Bureau therefore is considering proposing to require reporting of the construction process for
the dwelling that would secure, or secures, the application or loan. This would replace the
current reporting method for property type, including manufactured housing, with a
requirement to report a dwelling’s construction method, such as site-built or manufactured
housing. 129
Financing Type. For loans secured, or to be secured, by manufactured housing, the Bureau is
considering proposing to require the reporting of whether the loan is or would be secured by real
property or personal property (i.e., chattel). During the 2010 Board Hearings, commenters
noted that a key issue in understanding manufactured housing, which predominantly serves
lower- and middle-income populations, is to know how the home is financed. Manufactured
homes loans are often secured by personal property and generally carry higher interest rates,
shorter loan terms, and fewer consumer protections than conventional mortgages secured by
real property. 130 The Bureau believes that being able to identify personal property-secured loans
included in HMDA data would assist in determining whether manufactured home lenders are
meeting the housing needs of their communities and in identifying possible discriminatory
lending within the manufactured housing market.
Property Estate Type. In addition, for loans secured by manufactured housing, the Bureau is
considering proposing to require the reporting of the borrower’s ownership interest in the
underlying land, i.e., whether the manufactured home will be sited on owned or leased land.
Based on 2012 Census data, 77 percent of newly sited manufactured homes were financed by
loans secured by personal property (often with higher interest rates and fewer protections), even
though almost 60 percent of those newly sited homes were placed on land owned by the
consumer, rather than in land-lease communities. 131 The Bureau believes that knowing whether
a manufactured home is placed on owned or leased land, together with the financing type and
pricing data for the home loan, could help in understanding the manufactured housing market
and serve HMDA’s purposes in that market, but invites feedback on the burdens associated with
this proposal under consideration.

ii.

Property Location

Regulation C currently requires FIs to report information about the location of the property
related to certain applications and loans originated or purchased, including: (1) the
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) or Metropolitan Division (MD); (2) state; (3) county; and
(4) census tract. 132

Commenters at the 2010 Board hearings requested clarification on the reporting of manufactured
housing and modular housing. See, e.g., Testimony of Bill Loving, Atlanta Hearing.
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Testimony of Lance George, Housing Assistance Council, DC Hearing; Housing Assistance Council,
comment letter (Sept. 20, 2010); Community Reinvestment Association of North Carolina, comment
letter (Dec. 22, 2010).
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See Selected Characteristics of New Manufactured Homes Placed: by Region – 2012, available at
http://www.census.gov/construction/mhs/pdf/char12.pdf .
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12 CFR 1003.4(a)(9).
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Regulation C only requires FI to report the property location information if the loans relate to
property located in the MSA or MD in which the FI has a home or branch office or if the FI is
subject to certain reporting requirements under the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA). 133 If
the property related to the loan is located in a county with a population of 30,000 or less,
reporting of the census tract is optional. 134 The Bureau is considering requiring reporting of the
property location information described above for all loans.
The Bureau anticipates that this proposal would streamline reporting by eliminating an optional
element, which the Bureau understands creates confusion and uncertainty for reporters. The
Bureau believes that the burden of this change would be minimal, in part because many FIs
already voluntarily report this information. In addition, as discussed elsewhere, the Bureau is
considering operational modifications, including centralizing geocoding, which would
significantly reduce the burden of reporting property location information.
This proposal also would strengthen HMDA data by connecting all reported loans to other loans
related to property in the same communities, which would enhance the community-level data
available for fair lending analysis, analyzing access to credit, and targeting public investment.
Moreover, the Bureau is considering this proposal in light of current trends in the market, such
as branch consolidation and national lenders operating from a single branch office, which might
lead to significant gaps in property location information in the future.

iii.

Other Property Information

The Bureau is considering proposing retaining the current Regulation C data point regarding
owner occupancy status. 135 The Bureau invites feedback on whether the information required
should be changed to include reporting of either investment, principal residence, or second
home to align with industry standards.

B. Clarifying Reportable Applications
Regulation C requires FIs to collect and report certain information about loan applications. 136
Currently, Regulation C defines application generally as “an oral or written request for a home
purchase loan, a home improvement loan, or a refinancing that is made in accordance with
procedures used by a [FI] for the type of credit requested.” The definition expressly covers
certain preapproval programs. 137

See 12 CFR 1003.4(e) (stating that “banks and savings associations that are required to report data on
small business, small farm, and community development lending under the [CRA]… shall also collect the
location of property located outside MSAs and Metropolitan Divisions in which the institution has a home
or branch office, or outside any MSA”).

133

134

12 CFR 1003, App. A.I.C.3.
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12 CFR 1003.4(a)(6).
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12 CFR 1003.4.
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12 CFR 1003.2.
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The Regulation C definition of application has been criticized as providing FIs too much latitude
to decide which contacts with consumers to report as applications, resulting in inconsistent
reporting across institutions. Others assert that flexibility in the definition of application may be
necessary to accommodate varied business practices. As discussed below, the Bureau has
considered amending Regulation C to further clarify the circumstances in which contact with a
potential borrower constitutes an application. At this time, the Bureau is disinclined to change
the current requirements but is seeking feedback on the issue.
Specifically, the Bureau has considered more closely aligning the Regulation C definition of
“application” with the Regulation B definition used for purposes of ECOA. 138 Currently, the
principal difference between the definitions is that Regulation B’s definition (unlike
Regulation C’s) encompasses certain prequalification requests. 139 Were the Bureau to amend
the Regulation C definition of application to cover prequalification requests, the compliance
burden for FIs may increase in that institutions would be required to report more “applications.”
The Bureau also notes that, at the prequalification stage, FIs may not yet have collected some of
the information that HMDA and Regulation C require that FIs report.
The Bureau also has considered aligning the Regulation C definition of “application” with the
new Regulation Z definition. 140 Effective August 1, 2015, receipt of an application as newly
defined by Regulation Z will trigger a creditor’s obligation under the Truth in Lending Act
(TILA) and Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act (RESPA) to provide the borrower a summary
of key loan terms and estimated loan and closing costs. 141 Weighing against alignment of the
Regulation C and Regulation Z definitions are the different purposes of the statutes that each
regulation implements.
While the Bureau is disinclined to fully align the Regulation C definition of application with
either the Regulation B or the Regulation Z definition, the Bureau seeks feedback on the issue
and on whether there are aspects of the Regulation C definition of application that may benefit
from greater clarification.
Finally, during the 2010 Board hearings, some commenters questioned the utility of reporting
preapprovals and urged the Bureau to redefine application so as to not include preapprovals.
138

12 CFR part 1002, Supp. I.

“A prequalification request is a request by a prospective loan applicant (other than a request for
preapproval) for a preliminary determination on whether the prospective applicant would likely qualify
for credit under an institution’s standards, or for a determination on the amount of credit for which the
prospective applicant would likely qualify.” 12 CFR part 1003, Supp. I, comment 1003.2 (Application)-2.

139

Effective August 1, 2015, Regulation Z defines an “application” as “the submission of a consumer’s
financial information for the purposes of obtaining an extension of credit.” Regulation Z,
12 CFR 1026.2(a)(3)(i), as amended by Integrated Mortgage Disclosures Under the Real Estate Settlement
Procedures Act (Regulation X) and the Truth in Lending Act (Regulation Z), (Integrated Mortgage
Disclosures Final Rule), 78 FR 79730 (Dec. 31, 2013). For certain transactions, under Regulation Z “an
application consists of the submissions of the consumer’s name, the consumer’s income, the consumer’s
Social Security number to obtain a credit report, the property address, an estimate of the value of the
property, and the mortgage loan amount sought.” Regulation Z, 12 CFR 1026.2(a)(3)(ii), as amended by
Integrated Mortgage Disclosures Final Rule.
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12 CFR 1026.19(e), as published at 78 FR 79730 (Dec. 31, 2013).
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The Bureau is not currently considering proposing to redefine application to exclude
preapprovals, given the importance of capturing information on making credit decisions at the
preapproval stage.

C. Protecting Consumer Privacy
HMDA is a disclosure statute. Its purposes are to provide the public and public officials with
information to enable them to determine whether FIs are serving the housing needs of the
communities and neighborhoods in which they are located, to assist in identifying possible
discriminatory lending patterns and enforcing antidiscrimination statutes, and to assist public
officials in distributing public sector investments in a manner designed to improve the private
investment environment. In implementing HMDA to effectuate these purposes, the Bureau is
directed by the statute to protect the privacy interests of applicants and borrowers as
appropriate.
The information that FIs report and disclose pursuant to HMDA and Regulation C generally
does not include personal information that directly identifies individuals, such as name,
address, date of birth, or Social Security number. 142 Even so, if all information reported on the
LAR were publicly disclosed in an unedited format, some information could potentially be used
to identify individual applicants and borrowers and possibly harm their privacy interests.
Accordingly, the Bureau is examining the privacy implications of both the FIs’ collection,
reporting, and disclosure of information pursuant to HMDA and Regulation C and the
regulators’ releases of HMDA data and reports.
Consistent with the disclosure goals of the statute, HMDA requires that FIs make their LARs
available to the public upon request, in a form required under regulations prescribed by the
Bureau. Congress has provided that “[t]he Bureau shall require, by regulation, such deletions as
the Bureau may determine to be appropriate” to protect any privacy interest of any applicant,
and to protect FIs from liability under any federal or state privacy law. 143 The Dodd-Frank Act
further directs the Bureau to “modify or require modification of itemized information, for the
purpose of protecting the privacy interests of mortgage applicants or mortgagors, that is or will
be available to the public.” 144 Where necessary to protect privacy, the Bureau must “provide for
the disclosure of information . . . in aggregate or other reasonably modified form, in order to
effectuate the purposes of [HMDA].” 145 The Bureau recognizes that mitigating privacy risks in
the HMDA data disclosed to the public may decrease the utility of the data to users and is
investigating strategies and techniques to protect consumer privacy while maximizing the utility
of the data for the purposes of the statute.

As described above, the official commentary to Regulation C strongly encourages that FIs not use
Social Security numbers or applicants’ names in the loan ID for privacy reasons, but does not prohibit use
of that information in creating the loan ID. The loan ID field is redacted from the HMDA data disclosed
to the public, however.
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12 U.S.C. 2803(j)(2)(B).
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12 U.S.C. 2803(h)(1)(E).
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12 U.S.C. 2803(h)(3)(B).
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Currently, in order to protect applicant and borrower privacy, Regulation C requires a FI to
report loan amount and income rounded to the nearest thousand 146 and to delete three fields
from its LAR before making it available to the public: the application or loan number; the date
the application was received; and the date action was taken. 147 The Dodd-Frank Act
amendments and the Bureau’s proposals will require that institutions include additional data
points on the LAR. Public disclosure of some of these new data points could potentially harm
the privacy interests of applicants and borrowers. These new data points include credit score
and age, which Congress identified as data points that may raise privacy concerns. 148 The
Bureau is evaluating whether it is necessary to modify these data points or other data points
before disclosure for the purpose of protecting privacy interests.
The Bureau is considering proposing that FIs continue to report loan amount and income
rounded to the nearest thousand and to delete the three fields that Regulation C currently
requires to be deleted from the modified LAR. It is also considering proposing that FIs delete or
otherwise modify additional data points on the modified LAR that may raise privacy concerns,
including, but not limited to, credit score and age. The Bureau is also considering whether, as
an alternative to deletion, there are other methods that would appropriately protect applicant
and borrower privacy while still providing users with data useful to fulfilling HMDA’s purposes.
For example, the Bureau is considering whether requiring FIs to bin the age data point into
categories such as “62 or over” or “under 62” 149 would appropriately protect applicant and
borrower privacy while still providing users with useful data.
The Bureau is also considering strategies to protect applicant and borrower privacy in
connection with the regulators’ release of HMDA data, including, but not limited to, the use of
various statistical disclosure limitation techniques, such as techniques aimed at masking the
precise value of data points, 150 use restrictions, and a restricted access program.
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12 CFR part 1003, App. A, sec. I(A)(7), (D)(6).

147 12 CFR 1003.5(c). These three fields are identified in the statute as fields that are appropriate for
deletion before institutions make their LARs public. 12 U.S.C. § 2803(j)(2)(B).
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12 U.S.C. 2803(h)(3)(A).

Data binning is a technique wherein the original data value (in this case, age as reported to regulators
on the LAR) is placed in an interval, or bin, and is then represented by the value of that bin. Applied to
the age data point, for example, institutions would replace each age data point on the LAR with the
appropriate bin value before making the modified LAR available to the public.

149

150

Examples of these techniques include binning, coarsening, perturbing, and top and bottom coding.
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Appendix B: Legal Authority and Other Relevant
Federal Rules
This appendix describes the statutory authority for Regulation C, the Dodd-Frank Act
amendments to HMDA, and the Bureau’s authority to implement those changes and make other
amendments to Regulation C. It also describes other federal rules which may potentially
overlap or conflict with Regulation C.

A. Bureau’s HMDA Rulemaking Authority
The Bureau has broad rulemaking authority to implement HMDA, including the authority to
prescribe such regulations as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of HMDA. These
regulations may contain such classifications, differentiations, or other provisions, and may
provide for such adjustments and exceptions for any class of transactions, as in the judgment of
the Bureau are necessary and proper to effectuate the purposes of HMDA, and prevent
circumvention or evasion thereof, or facilitate compliance therewith. 151 The Bureau also has
authority to, among other things, issue regulations concerning the submission and disclosure of
data and determining the timing of submissions. 152
The Dodd-Frank Act made several amendments to HMDA, including adding new data elements
to be compiled and reported; directing the Bureau to make determinations about whether
certain data elements are appropriate for addition; and granting the Bureau authority to require
additional data elements and information. 153 The Dodd-Frank Act also amended HMDA to
authorize the Bureau to develop regulations for the purpose of protecting the privacy interests of
applicants and borrowers. 154

B. Community Reinvestment Act
Similar to HMDA, the Community Reinvestment Act of 1977 (CRA) was enacted out of concerns
that depository institutions were not meeting the credit needs of the communities they served,
particularly in low- and moderate-income areas. 155 CRA is implemented through regulations
issued by the OCC, the Board, and the FDIC. 156
The CRA regulations require the OCC, the Board, and the FDIC to examine and rate their
regulated institutions on how well they are meeting the credit needs of their communities,
151

Dodd-Frank Act, sec. 1094, 12 U.S.C. 2803, 2804.

152

See, e.g., Dodd-Frank Act, sec. 1094(3), 12 U.S.C. 2803(h)(1), (j)(1)-(3), (k)(1).

153

See, e.g., Dodd-Frank Act, sec. 1094(3), 12 U.S.C. 2803(b)(5)(D) and (J).

Dodd-Frank Act, sec. 1094(3)(B); 12 U.S.C. 2803(h)(1)(E), adding to the protections for applicants’
privacy that are in HMDA sec. 304(j)(2)(B); 12 U.S.C. 2803(j)(2)(B).

154

155

12 U.S.C. 2901-2908.

156

12 CFR parts 25 and 195 (OCC), 228 (Board), and 345 (FDIC).
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including low- and moderate-income neighborhoods. 157 To facilitate CRA examinations, the
agencies’ CRA regulations impose certain data collection and reporting obligations on DIs
subject to the CRA. The data collected and reported concern lending to small businesses and
small farms and community development loans. 158
HMDA and Regulation C play an important role in CRA examinations. Most prominently, CRA
rules require the agencies to consider the geographic distribution and borrower income levels of
large DIs’ home mortgage lending. Specifically, the CRA rules require a comparison of a large
DI’s home mortgage lending inside and outside its CRA assessment area and its home mortgage
lending to low-, moderate-, middle-, and upper-income individuals. 159 “Home mortgage loan”
for CRA purposes is defined with reference to Regulation C’s definitions of home improvement
loan, home purchase loan, and refinancing. 160 To facilitate CRA examinations, other regulators
require large DIs to report property location data for all applications and loans under HMDA,
even if they relate to property located outside an MSA or Metropolitan Division in which the DIs
have a home or branch office, or outside any MSA. 161
Because HMDA data are relied on in evaluating CRA-covered institutions’ performance under
the CRA, the Bureau is planning to coordinate any changes to Regulation C with the CRA
agencies to ensure that CRA regulations and Regulation C do not conflict. The Bureau is seeking
information on how any of the changes the Bureau is considering proposing as noted in this
document might impact CRA compliance.

C. TILA, RESPA (Regulation Z and Regulation X)
The Bureau has authority to issue regulations implementing other consumer protection laws
that apply to home mortgage lending. These include the Truth in Lending Act 162 (implemented
by Regulation Z 163) and the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act 164 (Regulation X 165). The
Bureau is attempting, where possible, to align definitions and terms in Regulation C with those
in Regulation Z and Regulation X. However, where terms and requirements must be different in

157

See 12 CFR 228.21-29, 42.

158

12 CFR 228.12, 42-43.

12 CFR 228.22(b)(2)(i), (3)(i). See also 60 FR 22172 (“The data are also necessary for the lending test
assessment criterion that evaluates the degree to which an institution’s lending is inside its assessment
area.”).

159

160

12 CFR 228.12(l).

161

12 CFR 1003.4(e).

162

15 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.

163

12 CFR part 1026.

164

12 U.S.C. 2601-2617.

165

12 CFR part 1024.
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order to facilitate the different purposes of the statutes, the Bureau is planning to retain those
differences and is not considering proposing to align the definitions and terms. 166
Notably, the Bureau recently issued a final rule implementing the Dodd-Frank Act requirement
to integrate the disclosures under TILA and RESPA. 167 Some of the information collected as
part of HMDA is also included on the disclosures, and the GSEs are currently implementing loan
delivery data standards to collect this information. The Bureau is seeking comment on how the
proposals in this document might impact Regulation X and Regulation Z compliance.

D. ECOA/Regulation B
ECOA makes it illegal for a creditor to discriminate in any aspect of a credit transaction,
including home financing, against any applicant because of race, color, religion, national origin,
sex, marital status, age (if the applicant is old enough to enter into a contract), receipt of income
from any public assistance program, or the exercise in good faith of a right under the Consumer
Credit Protection Act. 168 The Bureau has certain oversight, enforcement, and supervisory
authority over ECOA requirements and has rulemaking authority under the statute.
ECOA’s implementing regulation, Regulation B, generally prohibits creditors from inquiring
about an applicant’s race, color, religion, national origin, or sex, with limited exceptions,
including when it is required by regulation such as by Regulation C. 169 Regulation B requires
creditors to request information about the race, ethnicity, sex, marital status, and age of
applicants for certain dwelling-secured loans and to retain that information for certain
periods. 170 Regulation B requires this data collection for credit primarily for the purchase or
refinancing of a dwelling occupied or to be occupied by the applicant as a principal residence,
where the extension of credit will be secured by the dwelling, and requires the data to be
maintained by the creditor for 25 months for monitoring purposes. 171 Unlike HMDA data,
ECOA monitoring data are not reported or disclosed to the public. Persons such as mortgage
brokers and loan correspondents who are otherwise prohibited from collecting demographic
data of an applicant are permitted to do so if the purpose of the collection of such information is
to provide it to a creditor that is covered by HMDA. 172
HMDA data are relied on in evaluating a creditor’s fair lending compliance under ECOA and the
Bureau is planning to ensure that any changes to Regulation C do not conflict with Regulation B.

See Appendix A regarding the proposals under consideration regarding nonamortizing features and
points and fees, and a discussion of the definition of “application.”

166

167

78 FR 79730 (Dec. 31 , 2013).

168

15 U.S.C. 1691(a)(1).

169

12 CFR 1002.5(a), (b), 12 CFR part 1002, Supp. I, comment 5(a)-2.

170

12 CFR 1002.5(a)(2), 1002.12(b)(1)(i), 1002.13(a).

171

12 CFR 1002.12(b)(1)(i), 1002.13(a)(1).

172

12 CFR pt. 1002, Supp. I, comment 5(a)(2)-3.
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The Bureau is seeking information on how any of the changes the Bureau is considering
proposing as noted in this document might impact ECOA compliance.

E. Regulation AB
The SEC’s Regulation AB 173 addresses the registration, disclosure, and reporting requirements
for asset-backed securities under the Securities Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of
1934. In April 2010, the SEC released a notice of proposed rulemaking announcing a plan to
reform its Regulation AB by collecting and publishing loan-level data for private mortgagebacked security (MBS) issuances, including loan, borrower, originator, and performance
characteristics. 174 The proposed standard is based on an XML format and uses data definitions
developed by the SEC. The SEC re-released proposed revisions (Regulation AB II) in July 2011,
but has not yet released final revisions. 175
At this time, the Bureau is not considering proposing to align HMDA data standards with
Regulation AB standards for MBS issuances. Regulation AB data standards have not been
finalized, so the Bureau is unable to determine to what extent those standards may differ from
the Bureau’s proposals regarding HMDA.

173

17 CFR part 229, subpart 1100.

174 Asset-Back Securities Proposed Rule, 75 FR 23328 (May 3, 2010), available at
http://www.sec.gov/rules/proposed/2010/33-9117fr.pdf).

Re-Proposal of Shelf Eligibility Conditions for Asset-Backed Securities, 76 FR 47948 (Aug. 5, 2011)
available at http://www.sec.gov/rules/proposed/2011/33-9244fr.pdf.
175
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Appendix C: Dodd-Frank Amendments
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act,
Pub. L. 111-2013, 124 Stat. 1376 (approved July 21, 2010)
SEC. 1094. AMENDMENTS TO THE HOME MORTGAGE DISCLOSURE ACT
OF 1975.
The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975 (12 U.S.C. 2801 et seq.) is amended—
(1) by striking “Board” each place that term appears, other than in sections 303,
304(h), 305(b) (as amended by this section), and 307(a) (as amended by this section)
and inserting “Bureau”.
(2) in section 303 (12 U.S.C. 2802)—
(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through (6) as paragraphs (2) through
(7), respectively; and
(B) by inserting before paragraph (2) the following:
“(1) the term ‘Bureau’ means the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection;”;
(3) in section 304 (12 U.S.C. 2803)—
(A) in subsection (b)—
(i) in paragraph (4), by inserting “age,” before “and gender”;
(ii) in paragraph (3), by striking “and” at the end;
(iii) in paragraph (4), by striking the period at the end and
inserting a semicolon; and
(iv) by adding at the end the following:
“(5) the number and dollar amount of mortgage loans grouped according to
measurements of—
“(A) the total points and fees payable at origination in connection with the
mortgage as determined by the Bureau, taking into account 15 U.S.C.
1602(aa)(4);
“(B) the difference between the annual percentage rate associated with the
loan and a benchmark rate or rates for all loans;
“(C) the term in months of any prepayment penalty or other fee or charge
payable on repayment of some portion of principal or the entire principal in
advance of scheduled payments; and
“(D) such other information as the Bureau may require; and
“(6) the number and dollar amount of mortgage loans and completed
applications grouped according to measurements of—
“(A) the value of the real property pledged or proposed to be pledged as
collateral;
“(B) the actual or proposed term in months of any introductory period
after which the rate of interest may change;
“(C) the presence of contractual terms or proposed contractual terms that
would allow the mortgagor or applicant to make payments other than fully
amortizing payments during any portion of the loan term;
“(D) the actual or proposed term in months of the mortgage loan;
“(E) the channel through which application was made, including retail,
broker, and other relevant categories;
“(F) as the Bureau may determine to be appropriate, a unique identifier
that identifies the loan originator as set forth in section 1503 of the S.A.F.E.
Mortgage Licensing Act of 2008;
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“(G) as the Bureau may determine to be appropriate, a universal loan
identifier;
“(H) as the Bureau may determine to be appropriate, the parcel number
that corresponds to the real property pledged or proposed to be pledged as
collateral;
“(I) the credit score of mortgage applicants and mortgagors, in such form
as the Bureau may prescribe; and
“(J) such other information as the Bureau may require.”;
(B) by striking subsection (h) and inserting the following:
“(h) SUBMISSION TO AGENCIES.—
“(1) IN GENERAL.—The data required to be disclosed under subsection
(b) shall be submitted to the Bureau or to the appropriate agency for the
institution reporting under this title, in accordance with rules prescribed by the
Bureau. Notwithstanding the requirement of subsection (a)(2)(A) for disclosure
by census tract, the Bureau, in consultation with other appropriate agencies
described in paragraph (2) and, after notice and comment, shall develop
regulations that—
“(A) prescribe the format for such disclosures, the method for
submission of the data to the appropriate agency, and the procedures for
disclosing the information to the public;
“(B) require the collection of data required to be disclosed under
subsection (b) with respect to loans sold by each institution reporting
under this title;
“(C) require disclosure of the class of the purchaser of such loans;
“(D) permit any reporting institution to submit in writing to the
Bureau or to the appropriate agency such additional data or explanations
as it deems relevant to the decision to originate or purchase mortgage
loans; and
“(E) modify or require modification of itemized information, for
the purpose of protecting the privacy interests of the mortgage applicants
or mortgagors, that is or will be available to the public.
“(2) OTHER APPROPRIATE AGENCIES.—The appropriate agencies
described in this paragraph are—
“(A) the appropriate Federal banking agencies, as defined in
section 3(q) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1813(q)), with
respect to the entities that are subject to the jurisdiction of each such
agency, respectively;
“(B) the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation for banks insured
by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (other than members of the
Federal Reserve System), mutual savings banks, insured State branches of
foreign banks, and any other depository institution described in section
303(2)(A) which is not otherwise referred to in this paragraph;
“(C) the National Credit Union Administration Board with respect
to credit unions; and
“(D) the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development with
respect to other lending institutions not regulated by the agencies referred
to in subparagraph (A) or (B).
“(3) RULES FOR MODIFICATIONS UNDER PARAGRAPH (1).—
“(A) APPLICATION.—A modification under paragraph (1)(E) shall
apply to information concerning—
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“(i) credit score data described in subsection (b)(6)(I), in a
manner that is consistent with the purpose described in paragraph
(1)(E); and
“(ii) age or any other category of data described in
paragraph (5) or (6) of subsection (b), as the Bureau determines to
be necessary to satisfy the purpose described in paragraph (1)(E),
and in a manner consistent with that purpose.
“(B) STANDARDS.—The Bureau shall prescribe standards for any
modification under paragraph (1)(E) to effectuate the purposes of this
title, in light of the privacy interests of mortgage applicants or
mortgagors. Where necessary to protect the privacy interests of mortgage
applicants or mortgagors, the Bureau shall provide for the disclosure of
information described in subparagraph (A) in aggregate or other
reasonably modified form, in order to effectuate the purposes of this
title.”;
(C) in subsection (i), by striking “subsection (b)(4)” and inserting
“subsections (b)(4), (b)(5), and (b)(6)”;
(D) in subsection (j)—
(i) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting the following:
“(3) CHANGE OF FORM NOT REQUIRED.—A depository institution
meets the disclosure requirement of paragraph (1) if the institution provides the
information required under such paragraph in such formats as the Bureau may
require”; and
(ii) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking “in the format in which such
information is maintained by the institution” and inserting “in such
formats as the Bureau may require”;
(E) in subsection (m), by striking paragraph (2) and inserting the
following:
“(2) FORM OF INFORMATION.—In complying with paragraph (1), a
depository institution shall provide the person requesting the information with a
copy of the information requested in such formats as the Bureau may require.”;
and
(F) by adding at the end the following:
“(n) TIMING OF CERTAIN DISCLOSURES.—The data required to be
disclosed under subsection (b) shall be submitted to the Bureau or to the
appropriate agency for any institution reporting under this title, in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Bureau. Institutions shall not be required to
report new data under paragraph (5) or (6) of subsection (b) before the first
January 1 that occurs after the end of the 9–month period beginning on the date
on which regulations are issued by the Bureau in final form with respect to such
disclosures.”;
(4) In section 305 (12 U.S.C. 2804)—
(A) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the following:
“(b) POWERS OF CERTAIN OTHER AGENCIES.—
“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subtitle B of the Consumer
Financial Protection Act of 2010, compliance with the requirements of
this title shall be enforced—
“(A) under section 8 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act,
The appropriate Federal banking agency, as defined in section 3(q)
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1813(q)), with
respect to—
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“(i) any national bank or Federal savings
association, and any Federal branch or Federal agency of a
foreign bank;
“(ii) any member bank of the Federal Reserve
System (other than a national bank), branch or agency of a
foreign bank (other than a Federal branch, Federal agency,
and insured State branch of a foreign bank), commercial
lending company owned or controlled by a foreign bank,
and any organization operating under section 25 or 25A of
the Federal Reserve Act; and
“(iii) any bank or State savings association insured
by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (other than
a member of the Federal Reserve System), any mutual
savings bank as, defined in section 3(f) of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1813(f)), any insured
State branch of a foreign bank, and any other depository
institution not referred to in this paragraph or
subparagraph (B) or (C);
“(B) under subtitle E of the Consumer Financial Protection
Act of 2010, by the Bureau, with respect to any person subject to
this subtitle;
“(C) under the Federal Credit Union Act, by the
Administrator of the National Credit Union Administration with
respect to any insured credit union; and
“(D) with respect to other lending institutions, by the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development.
“(2) INCORPORATED DEFINITIONS.—The terms used in
paragraph (1) that are not defined in this title or otherwise defined in
section 3(s) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1813(s)) shall
have the same meanings as in section 1(b) of the International Banking
Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3101).”; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
“(d) OVERALL ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY OF THE BUREAU OF
CONSUMER FINANCIAL PROTECTION.—Subject to subtitle B of the Consumer
Financial Protection Act of 2010, enforcement of the requirements imposed
under this title is committed to each of the agencies under subsection (b). To
facilitate research, examinations, and enforcement, all data collected pursuant to
section 304 shall be available to the entities listed under subsection (b). The
Bureau may exercise its authorities under the Consumer Financial Protection Act
of 2010 to exercise principal authority to examine and enforce compliance by any
person with the requirements of this title.”;
(5) in section 306 (12 U.S.C. 2805(b)), by striking subsection (b) and
inserting the following:
“(b) EXEMPTION AUTHORITY.—The Bureau may, by regulation, exempt
from the requirements of this title any State–chartered depository institution
within any State or subdivision thereof, if the agency determines that, under the
law of such State or subdivision, that institution is subject to requirements that
are substantially similar to those imposed under this title, and that such law
contains adequate provisions for enforcement. Notwithstanding any other
provision of this subsection, compliance with the requirements imposed under
this subsection shall be enforced by the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency
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under section 8 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act, in the case of national
banks and Federal savings associations, the deposits of which are insured by the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.”; and
(6) by striking section 307 (12 U.S.C. 2806) and inserting the following:
“SEC. 307. COMPLIANCE IMPROVEMENT METHODS.
“(a) IN GENERAL.—
“(1) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—The Director of the Bureau of
Consumer Financial Protection, with the assistance of the Secretary, the
Director of the Bureau of the Census, the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, and
such other persons as the Bureau deems appropriate, shall develop or
assist in the improvement of, methods of matching addresses and census
tracts to facilitate compliance by depository institutions in as economical
a manner as possible with the requirements of this title.
“(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There are
authorized to be appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to carry
out this subsection.
“(3) CONTRACTING AUTHORITY.—The Director of the Bureau of
Consumer Financial Protection is authorized to utilize, contract with, act
through, or compensate any person or agency in order to carry out this
subsection.
“(b) RECOMMENDATIONS TO CONGRESS.—The Director of the Bureau
of Consumer Financial Protection shall recommend to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on
Financial Services of the House of Representatives, such additional legislation as
the Director of the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection deems appropriate
to carry out the purpose of this title.”.
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Appendix D: List of Acronyms
API
APOR
APR
ARM
AUS
CLTV
CRA
DES
DI
DTI
ECOA
FCRA
FDIC
FFIEC
FHFA
FI
FIRREA
GSEs
HEL
HELOC
HMDA
HMDA RID
HMS
HOEPA
HUD
IDs
LAR
LEI
LOS
LTV
MD
MISMO
MSA
NCUA
NMLS
Non-DI
OCC
PMI
QM
RESPA
SBA
SBREFA
SEC
SER
TILA
ULDD
URLA

Application Programming Interface
Average Prime Offer Rate
Annual Percentage Rate
Adjustable Rate Mortgage
Automated Underwriting System
Combined Loan-to-Value Ratio
Community Reinvestment Act
Data Entry Software
Depository Institution
Debt-to-Income Ratio
Equal Credit Opportunity Act
Fair Credit Reporting Act
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council
Federal Housing Finance Agency
Financial Institution
Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989
Government-Sponsored Enterprises (Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac)
Home Equity Loan
Home Equity Line of Credit
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
HMDA Respondent/Reporter ID
HMDA Management Software
Home Ownership and Equity Protection Act
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Identifiers
Loan/Application Register
Legal Entity Identifier
Loan Origination System
Loan-to-Value
Metropolitan Division
Mortgage Industry Standards Maintenance Organization
Metropolitan Statistical Area
National Credit Union Administration
Nationwide Mortgage Licensing System
Nondepository Institution
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency
Private Mortgage Insurance
Qualified Mortgage
Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act
Small Business Administration
Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act
Securities and Exchange Commission
Small Entity Representative
Truth in Lending Act
Uniform Loan Delivery Dataset
Uniform Residential Loan Application
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Appendix E: Glossary
Annual, ongoing operational costs means the estimated yearly costs for complying with
the requirements of HMDA and Regulation C.
Application is defined by Regulation C, and means an oral or written request for a home
purchase loan, a home improvement loan, or a refinancing that is made in accordance with
procedures used by a FI for the type of credit requested. The term includes certain requests for
preapproval. 12 CFR 1003.2. Generally, this outline uses the term application to refer to a
HMDA-reportable transaction that did not result in an origination (loan), but would require
reporting on a HMDA Loan/Application Register.
Cost of Credit refers to the cost of a small entity obtaining credit.
Data Entry Software or DES means the free software provided on the FFIEC website that FIs
may use to submit their annual HMDA data. HMDA DES includes editing features to help verify
and analyze the accuracy of the data and creates a file that can be submitted in soft or hard copy.
Data Point means a single item of data collected and reported under HMDA/Regulation C for a
LAR record, such as action taken or loan amount. Often referred to as a variable or data
element in other contexts, data point is the terminology used by the Bureau in its HMDA
rulemaking process. Data points discussed in this Outline of Proposals Under Consideration
either relate to current Regulation C requirements, implementation of Dodd-Frank Act
requirements, or data needed to address information gaps.
Depository institution or DI means, generally, a financial institution that is a bank, savings
association, or credit union that is covered by Regulation C. See 12 CFR 1003.2.
Dodd-Frank Act or DFA means the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer
Protection Act, Pub. L. No. 111-203 (July 21, 2010), section 1094 of which significantly amended
HMDA.
Financial institution or FI means an institution (either a DI or a non-DI) that is covered by
Regulation C and required to report HMDA data. See 12 CFR 1003.2.
Fixed costs means the estimated annual, ongoing operational costs to maintain a system and
process for HMDA compliance.
GSE means government-sponsored enterprise, and, in these materials, specifically refers to
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. The requirements of the GSEs are a significant influence on the
mortgage industry, including their data standards for loan delivery (see ULDD).
HMDA means the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975 (as amended), 12 U.S.C. 2801–2810.
HMDA was amended by the Dodd-Frank Act, which transferred broad rulemaking authority for
HMDA to the Bureau and added additional requirements discussed in this outline. HMDA is
implemented by Regulation C.
HMDA Management Software or HMS means privately developed software that FIs may
use to collect, organize, manage, and submit their annual HMDA data.
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LAR means the HMDA Loan/Application Register. The LAR is a financial institution’s
electronic or paper register of the individual records for each application or loan and contains
the required data for each in the appropriate format. Instructions for completing the LAR are
provided in Appendix A to Regulation C.
Loan generally means a HMDA-reportable origination, which would include the Regulation C
definitions of “home purchase loan,” “home improvement loan,” and “refinancing.”
Loan Origination System or LOS means a private software application or system that an FI
uses to create new loans by defining and tracking the steps throughout the process, from
application to booking the loan onto the system of record.
MISMO means the Mortgage Industry Standards Maintenance Organization residential
mortgage data standards. These standards provide an XML architecture encompassing data
origination, secondary market, and servicing data for residential mortgages, and a data
dictionary to provide business definitions and corresponding architecture data element tag
names. One of the primary goals of the Bureau’s proposals under consideration is to align
HMDA data points with MISMO to the extent practicable (see ULDD).
Nondepository Institution or Non-DI means a financial institution that is a for-profit
mortgage lending institution other than a bank, savings association, or credit union that is
covered by Regulation C. See 12 CFR 1003.2.
One-time costs means the estimated costs to transition to revised HMDA requirements,
including the one-time costs of potentially upgrading processing systems; transition preparation
(planning meetings and research) by legal and compliance teams; and development of software
systems, training, and compliance procedures.
Record refers to an individual LAR entry regarding an application or loan. It is generally used
in this outline in discussions of cost or reporting processes.
Regulation C is the implementing regulation for HMDA and is codified in the Code of Federal
Regulations at title 12, part 1003 (12 CFR part 1003). The Bureau may include the proposals
under consideration discussed in this outline in a proposed rule through which the Bureau
would seek public comment on proposed amendments to Regulation C.
Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 or SBREFA,
Pub. L. No. 104-121 (Mar. 29, 1996), refers to the statute that establishes the Small Business
Review Panel process for certain Bureau, Environmental Protection Agency, and Occupational
Health and Safety Administration rulemakings.
Small Business Review Panel or Panel means a panel formed of representatives from the
Bureau, the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business Administration, and the Office of
Management and Budget’s Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs. A Panel is convened in
accordance with SBREFA when a rule under development may have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small entities. The Panel for the Bureau’s HMDA rulemaking
will prepare a report of its recommendations after discussing with Small Entity Representatives
the Outline of Proposals Under Consideration.
Small Entity means a small business, small organization, or a small government as defined by
the Regulatory Flexibility Act. The size standards for determining a business as small vary by
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industry and are established by the Small Business Administration. Small entities affected by
this rulemaking within the meaning of SBREFA include DIs with annual assets of $500 million
or less and non-DIs with annual revenues of $35.5 million or less.
Small Entity Representative or SER means a representatives of a small business who
participates in the SBREFA process to provide input on costs and benefits of the proposals
under consideration in a rulemaking.
System of Record or SoR means the location of the definitive data values and information
pertinent to processing and resolution of applications for mortgage products.
ULDD means the Uniform Loan Delivery Dataset, which is the common set of data elements
required by the GSEs for 1- to 4-family mortgage loans to be purchased by the GSEs. ULDD
standards are included in the MISMO data standards.
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SMALL BUSINESS REVIEW PANEL AND COST OF CREDIT CONSULTATION FOR
HOME MORTGAGE DISCLOSURE ACT (HMDA) RULEMAKING

DISCUSSION ISSUES FOR SMALL ENTITY REPRESENTATIVES
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DQGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQV$V\RXWKLQNDERXWWKHTXHVWLRQVEHORZ\RXPD\ILQGLWKHOSIXOWRUHIHU
WRWKH³2XWOLQHRI3URSRVDOV8QGHU&RQVLGHUDWLRQDQG$OWHUQDWLYHV&RQVLGHUHG´ ³2XWOLQHRI
3URSRVDOV´ HQFORVHGZLWKWKLVGRFXPHQW

3OHDVHQRWHWKDWWKHTXHVWLRQVDUHGHVLJQHGWRDVVLVW\RXLQLGHQWLI\LQJWKHW\SHRILQIRUPDWLRQ
\RXPD\QHHGWRSDUWLFLSDWHHIIHFWLYHO\LQWKHGLVFXVVLRQZLWKWKH3DQHODQGRWKHUVPDOOHQWLW\
UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV:HUHFRJQL]HWKDWVRPHRIWKHVHTXHVWLRQVPD\QRWDSSO\WR\RXRU\RXU
EXVLQHVV:KHQDWRSLFLVUHOHYDQWWR\RXSOHDVHGLVFXVVLWEDVHGRQ\RXURZQH[SHULHQFHRU
\RXUNQRZOHGJHRIWKHH[SHULHQFHRIRWKHUVPDOOHQWLWLHVLQ\RXUVDPHOLQHRIEXVLQHVV,WZRXOG
DOVREHXVHIXOWRWKHGLVFXVVLRQWRSURYLGHVSHFLILFH[DPSOHVRILVVXHVWKDWKDYHDULVHQLQ\RXU
+0'$GDWDFROOHFWLRQDQGUHSRUWLQJDFWLYLWLHV

7KH3DQHOZRXOGOLNHWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHSRWHQWLDOHFRQRPLFLPSDFWVRIWKHSDUWLFXODUSURSRVDOV
XQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQE\WKH%XUHDXGLVFXVVHGLQWKH2XWOLQHRI3URSRVDOV7KH3DQHO¶V
XQGHUVWDQGLQJZRXOGEHHQKDQFHGLI\RXFDQSURYLGHDJHQHUDOVHQVHRIWKHW\SHDQGDPRXQWRI
DQ\FRVWVRIFRPSO\LQJZLWKH[LVWLQJ+0'$UHTXLUHPHQWVDVZHOODVHVWLPDWHVRIFRVWVIRUWKH
SURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ6RPHRIWKHTXHVWLRQVVXJJHVWZD\VLQZKLFK\RXPLJKWZDQWWR
FRQVLGHUWKHVHFRVWVDV\RXSUHSDUHIRUWKHJHQHUDOGLVFXVVLRQ7KH%XUHDXZHOFRPHVDQ\
TXDQWLWDWLYHLQIRUPDWLRQ\RXPD\FKRRVHWRSURYLGHLQUHVSRQVHWRWKRVHTXHVWLRQVHLWKHUGXULQJ
WKHPHHWLQJRUDIWHUZDUGEXWWKRVHTXHVWLRQVVKRXOGQRWEHWUHDWHGDVGDWDUHTXHVWV:KLOH
FRPSDQ\VSHFLILFLQIRUPDWLRQZRXOGEHKHOSIXOWRWKHGLVFXVVLRQZHXQGHUVWDQGWKDW\RXPD\
ZLVKWRIUDPH\RXUUHVSRQVHLQDPDQQHUWKDWSURWHFWV\RXUFRPSDQ\¶VSURSULHWDU\LQIRUPDWLRQ
DV\RXUUHVSRQVHVPD\EHLQFOXGHGLQDSXEOLFUHSRUW

$V\RXSUHSDUHIRUWKHGLVFXVVLRQSOHDVHFRQVLGHUWKHIROORZLQJJHQHUDOLVVXHV

x 7KHSRWHQWLDOHIIHFWVRIWKHSURSRVHGUHTXLUHPHQWDQGDOWHUQDWLYHVRQ\RXUFRPSDQ\¶V
V\VWHPVRSHUDWLRQVVWDIIUHVRXUFHVDQGFRPSOLDQFHFRVWV
x 7KHDPRXQWRIWLPH\RXZRXOGQHHGWRPDNHFKDQJHVWR\RXUV\VWHPVRURSHUDWLRQVWUDLQ
\RXUVWDIIRUWDNHRWKHUDFWLRQV\RXEHOLHYHZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGLQRUGHUWRFRPSO\ZLWK
WKHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
x 7KHQXPEHURUSHUFHQWDJHRIWUDQVDFWLRQVFRQGXFWHGE\\RXUFRPSDQ\WKDWPD\EH
LPSDFWHGE\WKHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
x 7KHSRWHQWLDOFRVWVDQGEHQHILWVIRU\RXUFRPSDQ\
x %DVHGRQDQ\GLUHFWNQRZOHGJHRUH[SHULHQFH\RXPD\KDYHKRZ\RXURURWKHUVPDOO
FRPSDQLHV¶DQWLFLSDWHGFRPSOLDQFHFRVWVPD\GLIIHUIURPWKRVHRIODUJHUFRPSDQLHVDQG
WKHFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIVPDOOFRPSDQLHVFRPSDUHGWRODUJHUFRPSDQLHVWKDWPD\FRQWULEXWH
WRWKHVHGLIIHUHQFHV
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I.
HMDA INFRASTRUCTURE AND PROCESSES 

$VWKH%XUHDXGHYHORSHGWKHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQLWUHYLHZHGWKHFXUUHQW+0'$
FRPSOLDQFHSURFHVVHVRIILQDQFLDOLQVWLWXWLRQV ),V RIYDULRXVVL]HVWRJDLQDEHWWHU
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHLU+0'$UHSRUWLQJSURFHGXUHVDQGLQIUDVWUXFWXUHDVZHOODVWKHFRVWVRI
+0'$FRPSOLDQFH7KH%XUHDXLGHQWLILHGRSHUDWLRQDOVWHSVWKDW),VXVHWRJDWKHUDQGUHSRUW
+0'$GDWDZKLFKFDQEHJURXSHGLQWRIRXUSULPDU\WDVNVGDWDFROOHFWLRQGDWDUHSRUWLQJDQG
UHVXEPLVVLRQUHODWHGFRPSOLDQFHDQGLQWHUQDODXGLWVDQG+0'$VSHFLILFVXSHUYLVRU\H[DP
SUHSDUDWLRQDQGDVVLVWDQFH

7KH6PDOO%XVLQHVV5HYLHZ3DQHOZLOOKHOSWKH%XUHDXWRH[SDQGRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKH
SURFHVVHVDQG,7LQIUDVWUXFWXUHVPDOO),VXVHWRFROOHFWDQGUHSRUW+0'$GDWD7RWKHH[WHQW
DSSOLFDEOHWKH%XUHDXZLOODVVHVVWKHLPSDFWRIHDFKSURSRVDOXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRQWKH
RSHUDWLRQDOVWHSVZH¶YHLGHQWLILHG$V\RXFRQVLGHUHDFKTXHVWLRQSOHDVHWKLQNDERXWKRZ
\RXFXUUHQWO\PHHWRUZRXOGPHHWWKHSURSRVDOXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQDQGLGHQWLI\ZKLFKRIWKH
RSHUDWLRQDOVWHSVEHORZZRXOGEHLPSDFWHGZKDWFKDQJHVWR\RXUSURFHVVHVDQGV\VWHPV
ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRPHHWWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQDQGDQ\FRVWVDQGEHQHILWV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ

18 HMDA Operational Steps (for collecting and reporting HMDA data)

Data collection

Reporting and
re-submission

Step 1

Transcribing data

Step 2

Resolving reportability questions

Step 3

Transfer data to HMS

Step 4

Complete geocoding data

Step 5

Standard annual edit and internal check

Step 6

Researching questions

Step 7

Resolving question responses

Step 8

Checking post-submission edits

Step 9

Filing post-submission documents

Step 10

Creating public LAR

Step 11

Distributing public LAR

Step 12

Distributing disclosure report
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18 HMDA Operational Steps (for collecting and reporting HMDA data)

Audits

Step 13

HMS /geocoding software

Step 14

Training

Step 15

Internal audit

Step 16

External audit

Step 17

Exam prep

Step 18

Exam assistance

Exams

Assessment of Existing HMDA Operations

7KH%XUHDXKDVLGHQWLILHGWKDWVPDOO),VJHQHUDOO\FROOHFWDQGUHSRUW+0'$GDWDLQRQHRIWZR
ZD\VOneVRPHVPDOO),VXVHDPDQXDOSURFHVVLQZKLFKWKHORDQRIILFHUFROOHFWV+0'$GDWD
IURPWKHFRQVXPHU¶VDSSOLFDWLRQDQGLQSXWVWKHGDWDE\KDQGLQWRDVSUHDGVKHHWHDFKPRQWK7KH
+0'$UHFRUGVDUHWKHQVXEPLWWHGWRWKHJRYHUQPHQW¶VGDWDSURFHVVRUXVLQJWKH)HGHUDO
)LQDQFLDO,QVWLWXWLRQV([DPLQDWLRQ&RXQFLO¶V )),(& +0'$'DWD(QWU\6RIWZDUH '(6 Two
RWKHUVPDOO),VPD\LQSXWORDQDSSOLFDWLRQGDWDLQWRORDQRULJLQDWLRQV\VWHPV /26 DQGD
YHQGRUSURYLGHG+0'$PDQDJHPHQWV\VWHP +06 WKHQSXOOVWKH/26GDWDLQWRWKH+06
7KHDQQXDO+0'$ILOLQJLVWKHQVXEPLWWHGWRWKHDJHQFLHVYLDDQHPDLOIURPWKH+06RULV
H[SRUWHGWR'(6DQGVXEPLWWHGWKURXJKWKDWVRIWZDUH7KH%XUHDXVHHNVLQIRUPDWLRQDERXW\RXU
+0'$FRPSOLDQFHV\VWHPVDQGSURFHVVHVDQGZKHWKHUWKH\DUHWKHVDPHDVRUGLIIHUHQWWKDQ
RQHRIWKHVHSURFHVVHV

 +RZGR\RXFXUUHQWO\FROOHFWDQGUHSRUW+0'$GDWD",V\RXUFRPSOLDQFHSURFHVV
PDQXDORUDXWRPDWHG":KDWWRROVDQGUHVRXUFHVDUHXVHGWRIXOILOOWKH+0'$
UHTXLUHPHQWV"
D ,I\RXUSURFHVVLVPDQXDOGR\RXW\SHORDQGDWDLQWRWKH+0'$'(6"$UHHGLW
FKHFNVFRQGXFWHGPDQXDOO\"
E ,I\RXUSURFHVVLVDXWRPDWHGGR\RXVWRUHGDWDRQVSUHDGVKHHWVDQGLQ+0'$'(6"
'R\RXXVHRQH/26DQG+06RUGR\RXXVHPXOWLSOHV\VWHPVDQGVRIWZDUH"
F 'R\RXXVHERWKDWKLUGSDUW\+06DQG'(6WRSUHSDUHDQGVXEPLW+0'$GDWD"
G $UH\RXUV\VWHPVLQWHJUDWHG",IVRLVWKHLQWHJUDWLRQRQO\IRUZDUG LH/26WR
+06 RUERWKIRUZDUGDQGEDFNZDUG LH\RXUHGLWVXSGDWH\RXU/26 "
 5HIHUULQJWRWKHFKDUWRQSDJHGRWKHRSHUDWLRQDOVWHSVDFFXUDWHO\UHIOHFW\RXU
LQVWLWXWLRQ¶V+0'$FRPSOLDQFHSURFHVV"
D $UHWKHUHRWKHUVWHSV\RXWDNHWKDWDUHQRWLGHQWLILHGLQWKHFKDUWDERYH"$UHWKHUH
VWHSVLGHQWLILHGLQWKHFKDUWWKDWDUHQRWSDUWRI\RXUFRPSOLDQFHSURFHVV"
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E :KDWDUHWKHPRVWGLIILFXOWDQGRUFRVWO\RSHUDWLRQDOVWHSVIRU+0'$FRPSOLDQFH"
:KDWDUHWKRVHFRVWVLQWHUPVRIVWDIIWLPHZDJHVDQGRWKHUH[SHQVHV"
F :KLFKRSHUDWLRQDOVWHSVDUHOHDVWFRVWO\":KDWDUHWKRVHFRVWVLQWHUPVRIVWDIIWLPH
ZDJHVDQGRWKHUH[SHQVHV"
 :KHQZDVWKHODVWWLPH\RXXSGDWHG\RXU+0'$SURFHVVHVDQGV\VWHPVZKDWZHUHWKH
GULYHUVIRUFKDQJHDQGZKDWDFWLRQVZHUHUHTXLUHG"
D :KLFKRIWKHUHTXLUHGVHUYLFHVDQGSURGXFWVZHUHSURYLGHGE\\RXURZQVWDIIDQG
ZKLFKZHUHREWDLQHGIURPH[WHUQDOVRXUFHV"
E :KDWZHUHWKHFRVWVRIXSGDWLQJ\RXUSURFHVVHVDQGV\VWHPVLQWHUPVRIGROODUVDQG
VWDIIWLPH",IRXWVLGHYHQGRUVDUHXVHGKRZPLJKWWKH\SDVVRQFRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWK
XSGDWHVWR\RX"
F :KDWZRXOGEH\RXUQRUPDOVFKHGXOHIRUWKHQH[WXSGDWHRIWKHSURFHVVHVDQG
V\VWHPVXVHGIRU+0'$UHSRUWLQJ"
 +RZPXFKVWDIIWLPHGR\RXHVWLPDWHLVVSHQWRQ+0'$FRPSOLDQFHDQQXDOO\":KDW
DUHWKHFRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWK+0'$FRPSOLDQFH",IRXWVLGHYHQGRUVDUHXVHGKRZLV
SULFLQJIRUVHUYLFHVVWUXFWXUHGDQGKRZDUHSULFHLQFUHDVHVSDVVHGRQWR\RX"+RZRIWHQ
DUHYHQGRUFRQWUDFWVUHQHJRWLDWHG"
 2QDYHUDJHKRZPXFKVWDIIWLPHGR\RXHVWLPDWHLVUHTXLUHGWRFRPSOHWHDQLQGLYLGXDO
ORDQDSSOLFDWLRQUHJLVWHU /$5 UHFRUG":KDWDUHWKRVHFRVWVLQWHUPVRIZDJHVDQGRWKHU
H[SHQVHVIRUHDFK/$5UHFRUG"

II.
OPERATIONS MODERNIZATION

7KH%XUHDX¶V+0'$UXOHPDNLQJZLOOLPSOHPHQWDPHQGPHQWVPDGHWR+0'$E\WKH'RGG
)UDQN:DOO6WUHHW5HIRUPDQG&RQVXPHU3URWHFWLRQ$FW 'RGG)UDQN$FW DQGLVDOVRDQ
RSSRUWXQLW\WRUHYLHZVWUHDPOLQHDQGPRGHUQL]H+0'$RSHUDWLRQV$VSDUWRIWKLVHIIRUWWKH
%XUHDXLVFRQVLGHULQJSURSRVLQJFKDQJHVWKDWLWEHOLHYHVZRXOGLPSURYHWKH+0'$UHSRUWLQJ
UHTXLUHPHQWVDQGSURFHVVHVZLWKUHVSHFWWRJHRFRGLQJ/$5VXEPLVVLRQVDQGHGLWVDQGWHFKQLFDO
DVVLVWDQFHDQGLVVXHUHVROXWLRQ

A. Geocoding

)RUPRVWUHSRUWDEOHWUDQVDFWLRQV5HJXODWLRQ&UHTXLUHV),VWRUHSRUWWKH0HWURSROLWDQ6WDWLVWLFDO
$UHD 06$ RU0HWURSROLWDQGLYLVLRQ 0' VWDWHFRXQW\DQGFHQVXVWUDFWFRGHVIRUWKH
SURSHUW\SOHGJHGRUSURSRVHGWREHSOHGJHGDVFROODWHUDOIRUDORDQRUORDQDSSOLFDWLRQ7R
UHGXFHEXUGHQWKH%XUHDXLVFRQVLGHULQJDSURSRVDOWKDWZRXOGUHTXLUH),VWRSURYLGHWKH
SURSHUW\DGGUHVVRUODWLWXGHORQJLWXGHFRRUGLQDWHLQWKH+0'$/$5VXEPLVVLRQDQGJHRFRGLQJ
ZRXOGEHFRPHDQRSHUDWLRQVKDUHGZLWKRUSHUIRUPHGE\WKHJRYHUQPHQW

 +RZGR\RXFXUUHQWO\JHQHUDWHWKHJHRFRGHVIRU+0'$ORDQV HJ)),(&WRROYHQGRU
VRIWZDUHSURSULHWDU\VRIWZDUH "+RZPXFKWLPHGRHVLWWDNHWRJHRFRGHDEDVLF/$5
UHFRUGRULIDSSOLFDEOHDEDWFKRI/$5UHFRUGV":KDWDUHWKHW\SHDQGDPRXQWRIFRVWV
FXUUHQWO\DVVRFLDWHGZLWKJHQHUDWLQJVXFKJHRFRGHV"
 ,I\RXKDYHH[SHULHQFHGSUREOHPVZKHUHDJHRFRGHUHWXUQHGIURPFXVWRPRUYHQGRU
SURYLGHGVRIWZDUHGRHVQRWPDWFKWKHJHRFRGHIURPWKHJRYHUQPHQWSOHDVHGHVFULEHWKH
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SUREOHPV\RXH[SHULHQFHGDQGZKDW\RXHVWLPDWHWREHWKHFRVWVRIUHPHG\LQJVXFK
SUREOHPV"
 5HIHUULQJWRWKHFKDUWRQSDJHZKLFKRSHUDWLRQDOVWHS V ZRXOGEHLPSDFWHGE\WKLV
SURSRVDO"+RZPLJKW\RXURSHUDWLRQVEHLPSDFWHG":RXOG\RXFRQWLQXHWRJHRFRGH
GDWDIRULQWHUQDODQDO\VHVLIWKHJRYHUQPHQWDVVXPHGJHRFRGLQJUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRU
+0'$"
 :KDWZRXOGEHWKHRQHWLPHV\VWHPVRUSURFHVVLQJDGMXVWPHQWVLIDQ\WRVWDUWJHQHUDWLQJ
D/$5ZLWKDSURSHUW\DGGUHVVLQVWHDGRIJHRFRGHGGDWD"

B. Submission and Editing Improvements

7KH%XUHDXLVFRQVLGHULQJFKDQJHVWRWKH+0'$GDWDVXEPLVVLRQSURFHVVE\DOORZLQJFHUWDLQ
HGLWIODJVWRDOLJQPRUHFORVHO\ZLWKORDQW\SHV7KLVFKDQJHZRXOGHQKDQFHWKHHIILFLHQF\RIWKH
HGLWSURFHVVE\SUHYHQWLQJWKHVDPHHGLWVIURPEHLQJUDLVHGPXOWLSOHWLPHV7KH%XUHDXLVDOVR
FRQVLGHULQJXSJUDGHVWRWKH+0'$'(6VXFKDVPRYLQJ'(6WRWKHZHEZKLFKZRXOGPHDQ
WKDW),VZRXOGQRORQJHUQHHGWRGRZQORDGDQGLQVWDOOXSGDWHVDQGZRXOGDOORZ),VWRXVHWKH
VRIWZDUHIURPPXOWLSOHWHUPLQDOV,QDGGLWLRQWKH%XUHDXLVFRQVLGHULQJDOORZLQJWKLUGSDUW\
+0'$PDQDJHPHQWVRIWZDUHWRLQWHJUDWHZLWKJRYHUQPHQWEDFNHQGV\VWHPVWKURXJKDQ$3,

 +RZZRXOGWKHSURSRVDOXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQLPSDFW\RXURSHUDWLRQVDQGV\VWHPV"
3OHDVHGHVFULEHDQ\FKDQJHV\RXEHOLHYHZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGDQGWKHDPRXQWDQGW\SHRI
DQ\FRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKRVHFKDQJHV
 :RXOGWKHSURSRVHGFKDQJHVLPSURYHHIILFLHQF\RUUHVXOWLQRWKHUEHQHILWV"
 :RXOGWKHUHEHDQ\RQHWLPHFRVWVWRLPSOHPHQWWKH%XUHDX¶VSURSRVHGFKDQJHVWRWKH
+0'$VXEPLVVLRQSURFHVV",IVRSOHDVHGHVFULEHWKHDPRXQWDQGW\SHRIFRVWVWKDW\RX
DQWLFLSDWH
 +RZPDQ\/$5UHFRUGVGLG\RXVXEPLWODVW\HDU"2QDYHUDJHKRZPDQ\HUURUVZHUH
LGHQWLILHGIRUHDFK/$5VXEPLVVLRQ"
D :KDWDUHWKHFRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKUHVSRQGLQJWRLQFRUUHFWHUURUPHVVDJHV LHIDOVH
SRVLWLYHV LQWHUPVRIVWDIIWLPHZDJHVDQGRWKHUH[SHQVHV"
E 'RHV\RXU+0'$VXEPLVVLRQSURFHVVUHO\VROHO\RQ)),(&HGLWV",IQRWSOHDVH
GHVFULEHWKHQDWXUHRIDQ\DGGLWLRQDOFXVWRPHGLWVWKDW\RXHPSOR\
F $UH+0'$FRPSOHWHQHVVFKHFNVRQO\FRQGXFWHGLQ'(6RUGRHV\RXU/26DOVR
LQFOXGH+0'$FRPSOHWHQHVVFKHFNV"
 ,I\RXXVHDWKLUGSDUW\+06KRZZRXOG\RXURSHUDWLRQVEHDIIHFWHGLIWKDWV\VWHP
LQWHJUDWHGGLUHFWO\ZLWKJRYHUQPHQWV\VWHPV"

C. Technical Assistance

&XUUHQWO\WKH)),(&SURYLGHVZULWWHQJXLGDQFHDQGUHJXODWRU\XSGDWHVLQWKHIRUPRIWKH
³+0'$*HWWLQJ,W5LJKW*XLGH´)$4VDJORVVDU\RIWHUPVDQGDQDQQXDOQHZVOHWWHU7KH
)),(&DOVRSURYLGHVWHFKQLFDODVVLVWDQFHWKURXJKDQHPDLOER[DQGWHOHSKRQHPDLOER[7KH
%XUHDXXQGHUVWDQGVWKDWPXOWLSOHVRXUFHVRIWHFKQLFDODQGLQWHUSUHWLYHJXLGDQFHDUHGLIILFXOWIRU
),VWRZRUNZLWKDQGLVFRQVLGHULQJKRZWRSURYLGHPRUHFHQWUDOL]HG+0'$JXLGDQFH
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 :KDWDUHWKHW\SHVRILVVXHVRUSUREOHPVIRUZKLFK\RXW\SLFDOO\VHHNWHFKQLFDO
DVVLVWDQFH"
 +RZRIWHQGR\RXUHTXLUHWHFKQLFDODVVLVWDQFHIRU+0'$UHODWHGPDWWHUV"
 +RZPXFKWLPHGR\RXVSHQGUHVROYLQJ+0'$UHODWHGLVVXHVRQDQDQQXDORUPRQWKO\
EDVLV":KDWDUH\RXUFRVWVLQWHUPVRIVWDIIWLPHZDJHVDQGRWKHUH[SHQVHVUHODWHGWR
UHVROYLQJ+0'$UHODWHGLVVXHVRQDQDQQXDORUPRQWKO\EDVLV"
 7RWKHH[WHQWDSSOLFDEOHSOHDVHGHVFULEHDQ\FKDOOHQJHV\RXKDYHH[SHULHQFHGLQ
REWDLQLQJWHFKQLFDODVVLVWDQFHIRU+0'$"
 :KDWW\SH V RIWHFKQLFDODVVLVWDQFHZRXOGEHPRVWXVHIXOIRU\RXUEXVLQHVV":KDW
ZRXOGEHWKHLPSDFWRQ\RXURSHUDWLRQVDQGFRVWV"
III.


DATA STANDARDS AND DATA POINTS

A. Adoption of a New Data Standard

7RWKHJUHDWHVWH[WHQWSUDFWLFDEOHWKH%XUHDXLVFRQVLGHULQJDSURSRVDOWRDOLJQWKH+0'$GDWD
SRLQWGHILQLWLRQVZLWKH[LVWLQJGDWDSRLQWGHVFULSWLRQVLQ0,6028/''WKHGDWDVWDQGDUG
UHTXLUHGE\)DQQLH0DHDQG)UHGGLH0DFIRUSXUFKDVHGORDQV

 'R\RXFXUUHQWO\VHOOORDQVWR)DQQLH0DHRU)UHGGLH0DF",IVRKRZGR\RXFXUUHQWO\
FROOHFWDQGUHSRUWORDQLQIRUPDWLRQWRWKHP":KDWFXVWRPRUYHQGRUVRIWZDUHGR\RXXVH
IRUVXEPLWWLQJORDQDQGDSSUDLVDOGDWDZKHQVHOOLQJORDQVWRWKH*6(V"
 :RXOGDOLJQLQJWKH+0'$GDWDSRLQWVZLWK0,6028/''VWDQGDUGVUHTXLUHDQ
XSJUDGHWRRUUHSODFHPHQWRI\RXUH[LVWLQJV\VWHP",V\RXU/26YHQGRU0,602
FRPSOLDQW"
 :KDWGR\RXHVWLPDWHDUHWKHRQHWLPHFRVWVWRSUHSDUHIRUWKHWUDQVLWLRQWRWKHSURSRVHG
0,6028/''GDWDVWDQGDUGVVXFKDVOHJDOFRPSOLDQFHVRIWZDUHDQGKDUGZDUH
GHYHORSPHQWDQGWUDLQLQJ"
 :KDWEHQHILWVRUHIILFLHQFLHVGR\RXWKLQNZLOOEHUHDOL]HGZLWKWKHDGRSWLRQRIWKH
0,6028/''GDWDVWDQGDUGVIRU+0'$UHSRUWLQJ"

B. Proposed New Data Points

7KH%XUHDXLVFRQVLGHULQJDQXPEHURIQHZDQGUHYLVHGGDWDSRLQWV GDWDYDULDEOHV WKDWDUH
HLWKHUUHTXLUHGRUVXJJHVWHGE\WKH'RGG)UDQN$FWRUWKDWWKH%XUHDXEHOLHYHVDUHQHHGHGWRILOO
H[LVWLQJLQIRUPDWLRQJDSVLQIXUWKHUDQFHRIWKH+0'$SXUSRVHV7KHGDWDSRLQWVXQGHU
FRQVLGHUDWLRQDUHJURXSHGLQWRWKHIROORZLQJFDWHJRULHV  H[LVWLQJ5HJXODWLRQ&UHTXLUHPHQWV
 LPSURYHPHQWVDQGWHFKQLFDOUHYLVLRQVWRFXUUHQW5HJXODWLRQ&UHTXLUHPHQWV  GDWDSRLQWV
VSHFLILFDOO\LGHQWLILHGLQWKH'RGG)UDQN$FWDPHQGPHQWVWR+0'$ LQFOXGLQJVRPHDGRSWHGDV
WKH%XUHDXPD\GHWHUPLQHWREHDSSURSULDWH DQG  DGGLWLRQDOGDWDSRLQWVWKDWWDUJHWH[LVWLQJ
JDSVLQWKHPRUWJDJHORDQLQIRUPDWLRQFXUUHQWO\FROOHFWHGDQGDUHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHSXUSRVHVRI
+0'$6HH6HFWLRQ,,,DQG$SSHQGL[$LQWKH2XWOLQHRI3URSRVDOVIRUDFRPSOHWHOLVWDQG
GLVFXVVLRQRIGDWDSRLQWSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ

 )RUHDFKRIWKHSURSRVHGQHZRUUHYLVHGGDWDSRLQWVOLVWHGLQ6HFWLRQ,,,RIWKH2XWOLQHRI
3URSRVDOVSOHDVHWHOOXV D ZKHWKHU\RXFXUUHQWO\FROOHFWRUUHWDLQWKHLQIRUPDWLRQIRU
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RWKHUSXUSRVHV E WKHPHWKRG\RXXVHWRFROOHFWWKHLQIRUPDWLRQDQGWKHIRUPLQZKLFKLW
LVUHWDLQHG F WKHVRXUFHRIWKHLQIRUPDWLRQ G WKHSXUSRVHIRUZKLFK\RXFROOHFWWKH
LQIRUPDWLRQDQG H ZKHWKHU\RXFXUUHQWO\UHSRUWWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQWRDQ\UHJXODWRU\
DJHQF\RULQGXVWU\RUJDQL]DWLRQ
 :K\PLJKWGLIIHUHQWYDULDEOHVKDYHGLIIHUHQWFRPSOLDQFHFRVWV":KLFKYDULDEOHVSUHVHQW
WKHJUHDWHVWFROOHFWLRQDQGUHSRUWLQJFKDOOHQJHV"
 'RHVWKHVRXUFHRIWKHGDWDYDULDEOH¶VGHILQLWLRQPDWWHU",QRWKHUZRUGVLVWKHUHDQ
LPSDFWRQFRVWVLIWKHGHILQLWLRQDOLJQVZLWKZKDWLVXVHGLQ0,6028/''RUDQRWKHU
H[LVWLQJUHJXODWLRQRULIWKH%XUHDXDGRSWVDQHZGHILQLWLRQDOWRJHWKHU"
 )RUHDFKGDWDSRLQWOLVWHGDERYHZKHUH\RXGRQRWFXUUHQWO\FROOHFWDQGUHWDLQ
LQIRUPDWLRQGHVFULEHDQ\FKDQJHVWKDWHDFKRIWKHQHZRUUHYLVHGGDWDSRLQWVEHLQJ
FRQVLGHUHGZLOOUHTXLUHLQ\RXUV\VWHPVRSHUDWLRQVDQGSURFHVVHVDQGWKHW\SHDQG
HVWLPDWHGDPRXQWRIDGGLWLRQDOFRVW\RXZRXOGRFFXULI\RXZHUHUHTXLUHGWRFROOHFWWKLV
LQIRUPDWLRQ
 7KH%XUHDXVHHNVWKHIROORZLQJLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWVSHFLILFGDWDSRLQWSURSRVDOVXQGHU
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ
D $UHWKHUHHYHULQVWDQFHVLQZKLFK\RXGRQRWKDYHDQDGGUHVVIRUDGZHOOLQJXVHGWR
VHFXUHDORDQ",IVRKRZRIWHQPLJKWWKLVKDSSHQLQDJLYHQ\HDUDQGZKDW
LQIRUPDWLRQGR\RXUHSRUWLQVXFKLQVWDQFHV"+RZGR\RXJHRFRGHWKHSURSHUW\LQ
VXFKLQVWDQFHV"
E 7RZKDWH[WHQWGR\RXXVHILQDQFLDOLQVWLWXWLRQHQWLW\LGHQWLILHUVIRUSXUSRVHVRWKHU
WKDQ+0'$":KDWLVWKHVRXUFHIRUDQ\VXFKHQWLW\LGHQWLILHUVKRZGR\RXREWDLQ
WKHQXPEHUDQGZKDWDUHWKHDVVRFLDWHGFRVWV"
F 'R\RXXVHDQDXWRPDWHGXQGHUZULWLQJV\VWHP $86 WRHYDOXDWHDSSOLFDWLRQV",IVR
KRZGR\RXKDQGOHORDQDSSOLFDWLRQVUHIHUUHGIRUIXUWKHUUHYLHZE\WKH$86"2Q
DYHUDJHKRZPDQ\WLPHVPLJKW\RXSURFHVVDVLQJOHDSSOLFDWLRQWKURXJK\RXU$86
V\VWHPRUPXOWLSOH$86V\VWHPV"
G +RZGR\RXFKDUDFWHUL]HDQGFDWHJRUL]HGLIIHUHQWDSSOLFDWLRQFKDQQHOV"'RHVWKH
DSSOLFDWLRQFKDQQHODIIHFWSULFLQJRURWKHUORDQWHUPV",IVRKRZ"+RZGRHVWKH
DSSOLFDWLRQFKDQQHODIIHFWXQGHUZULWLQJSURFHGXUHVRUSROLFLHV"+RZGRILQDQFLDO
LQVWLWXWLRQVPDLQWDLQLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWDSSOLFDWLRQFKDQQHOV"
H 'R\RXFROOHFWLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWZKHWKHUDPXOWLIDPLO\SURSHUW\LVGHHGUHVWULFWHG
IRUDQDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJSURJUDP",IVRZKDWZRXOGEHWKHOHDVWEXUGHQVRPHZD\
WRUHSRUWWKDWLQIRUPDWLRQ HJIODJLGHQWLILFDWLRQRIVSHFLILFSURJUDP "

IV.
THE MODIFIED LAR APPLICATION REGISTER 

3URWHFWLQJFRQVXPHUSULYDF\LVDVLJQLILFDQWSULRULW\IRUWKH%XUHDXLQLPSOHPHQWLQJ+0'$
+0'$UHTXLUHVWKDWILQDQFLDOLQVWLWXWLRQVPXVWPDNHDYDLODEOHWRWKHSXEOLFXSRQUHTXHVWD
PRGLILHGORDQDSSOLFDWLRQUHJLVWHULQWKHIRUPWKH%XUHDXSUHVFULEHVE\UHJXODWLRQ+0'$
UHTXLUHVWKH%XUHDXWRUHTXLUHPRGLILFDWLRQRILWHPVWKDWZLOOEHPDGHDYDLODEOHWRWKHSXEOLFLQ
RUGHUWRSURWHFWWKHSULYDF\LQWHUHVWVRILQGLYLGXDODSSOLFDQWVRUERUURZHUVDQGDOVRPDQGDWHV
WKDWWKH%XUHDXUHTXLUHGHOHWLRQVIURPWKHPRGLILHG/$5WRSURWHFWOHQGHUVIURPOLDELOLW\XQGHU
VWDWHDQGIHGHUDOSULYDF\ODZV
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5HJXODWLRQ&FXUUHQWO\UHTXLUHVILQDQFLDOLQVWLWXWLRQVWRGHOHWHWKUHHGDWDSRLQWVIURPLWVPRGLILHG
/$5EHIRUHPDNLQJLWDYDLODEOHWRWKHSXEOLFWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRUORDQQXPEHUWKHGDWHWKDWWKH
DSSOLFDWLRQZDVUHFHLYHGDQGWKHGDWHDFWLRQZDVWDNHQ,QDGGLWLRQWRGHOHWLQJWKHVHWKUHH
ILHOGVWKH%XUHDXLVFRQVLGHULQJSURSRVLQJWKDWILQDQFLDOLQVWLWXWLRQVPRGLI\RUGHOHWHGDWDSRLQWV
WKDWPD\UDLVHSULYDF\FRQFHUQVLQFOXGLQJEXWQRWOLPLWHGWRFUHGLWVFRUHDQGDJH

 +RZZLOOWKHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQLPSDFW\RXUV\VWHPVDQGRSHUDWLRQV":KDW
DUHWKHDPRXQWDQGW\SHRIFRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKDQ\FKDQJHVWKDWPD\EHQHHGHGWR\RXU
V\VWHPVDQGRSHUDWLRQV"
 +RZPDQ\UHTXHVWVIRUDPRGLILHG/$5GR\RXUHFHLYHHDFK\HDUIRUHDFK0HWURSROLWDQ
6WDWLVWLFDO$UHDRU0HWURSROLWDQ'LYLVLRQ":KDWLVWKHFXUUHQWFRVWWR\RXWRFRPSO\ZLWK
HDFK/$5UHTXHVW"+RZPXFKGR\RXFKDUJHFRQVXPHUVIRUHDFK/$5UHTXHVW"
 :KDWSURFHVVGR\RXFXUUHQWO\XVHWRGHOHWHGDWDILHOGVIURPWKHPRGLILHG/$5EHIRUHLW
LVPDGHDYDLODEOHWRWKHSXEOLF":KDWGR\RXHVWLPDWHWREHWKHWLPHDQGFRVWDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWKWKHGHOHWLRQRIHDFKUHTXLUHGILHOGLQFUHDWLQJWKHPRGLILHG/$5":KDWGR\RX
HVWLPDWHWREHWKHWLPHDQGFRVWDVVRFLDWHGZLWKHDFKQHZGHOHWLRQIURPWKHPRGLILHG
/$5WKDWLVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQE\WKH%XUHDX"

V.
COVERAGE AND SCOPE

A. Transactional Coverage

5HJXODWLRQ&FXUUHQWO\UHTXLUHV),VWRUHSRUWLQIRUPDWLRQUHJDUGLQJDSSOLFDWLRQVIRUDQG
RULJLQDWLRQVDQGSXUFKDVHVRIFORVHGDQGRSHQHQGORDQVPDGHIRURQHRIWKUHHSXUSRVHVKRPH
SXUFKDVHKRPHLPSURYHPHQWRUUHILQDQFLQJ5HJXODWLRQ&DOVRSURYLGHVIRURSWLRQDOUHSRUWLQJ
RIKRPHHTXLW\OLQHVRIFUHGLW +(/2&V PDGHLQZKROHRULQSDUWIRUWKHSXUSRVHRIKRPH
LPSURYHPHQWRUKRPHSXUFKDVH7KH%XUHDXLVFRQVLGHULQJSURSRVLQJWRHVWDEOLVKDPRUH
VWUHDPOLQHGEULJKWOLQHGDSSURDFKDQGUHTXLUH),VWRUHSRUW+0'$GDWDIRUDOODSSOLFDWLRQVIRU
DQGRULJLQDWLRQVDQGSXUFKDVHVRIGZHOOLQJVHFXUHGORDQV,QHIIHFWWKLVZRXOG  HOLPLQDWH
UHSRUWLQJRIQRQGZHOOLQJVHFXUHGKRPHLPSURYHPHQWORDQV  FDSWXUHDOOFORVHGHQGKRPH
HTXLW\ORDQV +(/V   FDSWXUHDOO+(/2&VDQG  FDSWXUHDOOUHYHUVHPRUWJDJHV

 3OHDVHGHVFULEHWKHFKDQJHVLIDQ\WKDWWKHSURSRVDOXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQZLOOUHTXLUHLQ
\RXURSHUDWLRQDOVWHSVV\VWHPVDQGSURFHVVHVDQGDQ\FRVWVRUEHQHILWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWK
WKRVHFKDQJHV
 +RZPDQ\UHSRUWDEOHDSSOLFDWLRQVDQGORDQRULJLQDWLRQVGLG\RXSURFHVVODVW\HDU":KDW
SHUFHQWDJHRIWRWDOUHSRUWDEOHDSSOLFDWLRQVDQGORDQRULJLQDWLRQVZHUHQRWVHFXUHGE\D
GZHOOLQJ"
 +RZPDQ\GZHOOLQJVHFXUHGORDQVGLG\RXRULJLQDWHLQ"+RZPDQ\ORDQVGLG\RX
RULJLQDWHLQWKDWDUHVHFXUHGE\SURSHUW\RWKHUWKDQDGZHOOLQJ"
 +RZPDQ\DSSOLFDWLRQV QRQRULJLQDWHG DQGORDQRULJLQDWLRQVGLG\RXFRPSOHWHLQ
IRUWKHORDQW\SHVEHORZ":HUHDQ\RIWKHVHORDQW\SHVH[FOXGHGIURP\RXU+0'$
UHSRUWLQJ"
D +(/2&V
E &ORVHGHQGKRPHHTXLW\ORDQV
F 5HYHUVHPRUWJDJHV
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G 8QVHFXUHGKRPHLPSURYHPHQWORDQV
 +RZPDQ\SUHDSSURYDOVDQGSUHTXDOLILFDWLRQVHDFKGLG\RXSURFHVVLQ"

B. Institutional Coverage

&XUUHQWO\ZKHWKHUD),LVUHTXLUHGWRUHSRUWXQGHU+0'$LVGHWHUPLQHGE\FRYHUDJHWHVWVEDVHG
RQORDQYROXPHDVVHWVL]HJHRJUDSKLFORFDWLRQDQGZKHWKHUWKHVXEMHFWORDQVDUHIHGHUDOO\
UHODWHG7KHVHWHVWVGLIIHUGHSHQGLQJRQZKHWKHUWKH),LVDGHSRVLWRU\LQVWLWXWLRQ LHEDQN
VDYLQJVDVVRFLDWLRQRUFUHGLWXQLRQ RUDQRQGHSRVLWRU\LQVWLWXWLRQ LHPRUWJDJHFRPSDQ\ 7R
VLPSOLI\WKHFRYHUDJHWHVWVWKH%XUHDXLVFRQVLGHULQJSURSRVLQJDVLQJOHFRQVLVWHQWPLQLPXP
ORDQYROXPHWKUHVKROGIRU+0'$FRYHUDJHIRUERWK',VDQGQRQ',V7KH%XUHDXLV
FRQVLGHULQJSURSRVLQJLPSOHPHQWLQJDPLQLPXPORDQWKUHVKROGYROXPHWHVWZKHUHOHQGHUVZKR
RULJLQDWHRUPRUHFORVHGHQGILUVWOLHQKRPHSXUFKDVHRUUHILQDQFHORDQVLQDJLYHQ\HDU
ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRUHSRUW+0'$GDWD%HFDXVHLWLVDVWDWXWRU\UHTXLUHPHQWWKHH[LVWLQJ
DQQXDOO\DGMXVWHGDVVHWYROXPHWKUHVKROGWKDWWULJJHUV+0'$DSSOLFDELOLW\IRUGHSRVLWRU\
LQVWLWXWLRQV FXUUHQWO\0LQDVVHWV ZRXOGFRQWLQXHWRDSSO\

 +RZZRXOGWKHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQLPSDFW\RXURSHUDWLRQVDQGV\VWHPV"
:KDWW\SHDQGDPRXQWRIFRVWVDQGEHQHILWVGR\RXEHOLHYH\RXZRXOGLQFXUDVDUHVXOWRI
WKHSURSRVDOXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ"
 +\SRWKHWLFDOO\LIWKHORDQYROXPHWKUHVKROGSURSRVDOXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQZHUHLQHIIHFW
ZRXOG\RXEHUHTXLUHGWRVXEPLW+0'$GDWDIRUFDOHQGDU\HDU"
 +RZPDQ\DSSOLFDWLRQVGLG\RXUHFHLYHLQWKDWGLGQRWUHVXOWLQDORDQRULJLQDWLRQ"
:KDWDUHWKHFRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWK+0'$FRPSOLDQFHIRUORDQDSSOLFDWLRQVUHFHLYHGEXW
QRWRULJLQDWHG"
 :KDWW\SHVRIORDQVVKRXOGFRXQWWRZDUGVWKHORDQWKUHVKROGLQFOXGLQJ+(/VDQG
+(/2&VZKLFKW\SLFDOO\DUHQRWILUVWOLHQSURGXFWVDQGUHYHUVHPRUWJDJHV"

C. Definition of Application

7KH%XUHDXKDVFRQVLGHUHGFKDQJHVWR5HJXODWLRQ&WRFODULI\WKHGHILQLWLRQIRUUHSRUWDEOH
DSSOLFDWLRQVDQGZKHWKHUSUHDSSURYDOVVKRXOGEHH[FOXGHGIURPWKHGHILQLWLRQ$OWKRXJKWKH
%XUHDXLVGLVLQFOLQHGWRFKDQJHWKHFXUUHQWUHTXLUHPHQWVLWLVLQWHUHVWHGLQIHHGEDFNRQZKHWKHU
FODULILFDWLRQRIWKHGHILQLWLRQRIDSSOLFDWLRQZRXOGEHXVHIXODVZHOODVWKHUHODWLYHEHQHILWVDQG
FRVWVRIUHSRUWLQJSUHDSSURYDOGDWD

 :KDWFULWHULDGR\RXXVHWRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHU\RXKDYHUHFHLYHGDUHSRUWDEOH
DSSOLFDWLRQ"
 'R\RXIDFHDQ\FKDOOHQJHVLQLGHQWLI\LQJZKHWKHUDFRQVXPHUUHTXHVWFRQVWLWXWHVDQ
DSSOLFDWLRQ",I\HVZKDWDUHWKRVHFKDOOHQJHV"+RZPXFKWLPHGRHVLWDGGWRWKH
SURFHVVWRDGGUHVVWKHVHFKDOOHQJHV"
 +RZPDQ\UHTXHVWVIRUSUHDSSURYDOVGLG\RXUHFHLYHLQ"
 +RZGR\RXGLVWLQJXLVKEHWZHHQUHTXHVWVIRUSUHDSSURYDODQGDPRUWJDJHDSSOLFDWLRQ"
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VI.


ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK

 $UHWKHUHDQ\IHDVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQWKDWZRXOG
PLQLPL]HDQ\VLJQLILFDQWHFRQRPLFLPSDFWRQ\RXUEXVLQHVVZKLOHDFFRPSOLVKLQJ
+0'$¶VVWDWXWRU\PDQGDWHVDQGREMHFWLYHV"
 $UHWKHUHDQ\IHGHUDORUVWDWHUXOHVWKDW\RXEHOLHYHPD\GXSOLFDWHRYHUODSRUFRQIOLFW
ZLWKWKHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ"

VII. COST OF CREDIT

7KHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQZRXOGDSSO\WRDQ\FRQVXPHUFUHGLWWUDQVDFWLRQVHFXUHGE\D
UHVLGHQWLDOGZHOOLQJRUDUHVLGHQWLDOSURSHUW\WKDWLQFOXGHVDGZHOOLQJ7KXVZKLOHWKHVHDUH
ORDQVWKDWDUHXVHGSULPDULO\IRUSHUVRQDOIDPLO\RUKRXVHKROGSXUSRVHVWKHSURSRVDOVXQGHU
FRQVLGHUDWLRQZRXOGDOVRFRYHUFHUWDLQGZHOOLQJVHFXUHGORDQVXVHGIRUEXVLQHVVSXUSRVHV

 /RRNEDFNDWWKHSUHFHGLQJWRSLFVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
D :KLFKSURSRVDOVLIDQ\GR\RXEHOLHYHPD\LPSDFWWKHFRVWRIFUHGLWIRUVPDOO
HQWLWLHV":K\PLJKWWKLVRFFXU"
E $UHWKHUHIHDVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVWRDQ\RIWKHSURSRVDOVWKDWPD\PLQLPL]HWKHLPSDFW
RQWKHFRVWRIFUHGLWIRUVPDOOHQWLWLHVZKLOHDFFRPSOLVKLQJWKHVWDWXWRU\REMHFWLYHV
DGGUHVVHGE\WKHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ"
 'R\RXH[WHQGFRQVXPHUPRUWJDJHORDQVWKDWDUHXVHGVHFRQGDULO\WRILQDQFHDVPDOO
EXVLQHVV"
D ,IVRZKDWSHUFHQWDJHRI\RXUFRQVXPHUORDQVIDOOVLQWRWKDWFDWHJRU\LHORDQVXVHG
VHFRQGDULO\IRUEXVLQHVVSXUSRVHVE\DVPDOOEXVLQHVV":KDWLVWKHDYHUDJHDPRXQW
RIWKHFUHGLWH[WHQGHGRQVXFKORDQV":KDWSHUFHQWDJHRIWKHFUHGLWH[WHQGHGLV
DFWXDOO\XVHGIRUDEXVLQHVVSXUSRVH"
E :RXOGWKHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQFDXVH\RXWRLQFUHDVHWKHUDWHVRUIHHV\RX
FKDUJHIRUVXFKFUHGLW",I\HVSOHDVHGHVFULEHWKHLQFUHDVHWKDW\RXDQWLFLSDWH\RXU
EDVLVIRUDQWLFLSDWLQJWKDWLQFUHDVHDQGDQ\IHDVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKHSURSRVDOV
XQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ\RXZRXOGUHFRPPHQGWRPLQLPL]HWKDWLQFUHDVH
F 'R\RXEHOLHYHWKDWERUURZHUVFRXOGLQVWHDGREWDLQKRPHVHFXUHGEXVLQHVVORDQV LH
DKRPHVHFXUHGORDQXVHGSULPDULO\IRUEXVLQHVVSXUSRVHV IURP\RXRUDQRWKHU
OHQGHU"
 )RUQRQ',V,QWKHSDVW\HDUKDYH\RXWDNHQRXWDFRQVXPHUPRUWJDJHORDQWKDW\RX
DOVRXVHGVHFRQGDULO\WRILQDQFH\RXUVPDOOEXVLQHVV"
D ,IVRZKDWSHUFHQWDJHRI\RXUEXVLQHVVFRVWVGLG\RXIXQGWKURXJKVXFKFUHGLW"
E 'R\RXEHOLHYHWKDWWKHSURSRVDOVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQZRXOGFDXVH\RXWRSD\KLJKHU
UDWHVRUIHHVIRUVXFKORDQV",I\HVZK\PLJKWWKLVRFFXU"
F $VDQDOWHUQDWLYHWRWKLVW\SHRIFUHGLWFRXOG\RXREWDLQDKRPHVHFXUHGEXVLQHVVORDQ
i.eDKRPHVHFXUHGORDQXVHGSULPDULO\IRUEXVLQHVVSXUSRVHV "
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1700 G Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20552

FACT SHEE
ET: SMALL BUSINESS REVIEW PA
ANEL PROC
CESS
What is a Sm
mall Businesss Review Pan
nel?
A Small Busin
ness Review Panel
P
is a mean
ns by which thhe Consumer Financial Pro
otection
Bureau (“CFP
PB”) can obtaain input from
m small businessses that are liikely to be directly
affected by a regulation thaat the CFPB may
m issue. Undder the law, w
when a rule undder
development may have a siignificant econ
nomic impact on a substanttial number off small
om the CFPB, the Chief Couunsel for Advvocacy of the SSmall
entities, repreesentatives fro
Business Adm
ministration (SSBA), and the Office of Maanagement andd Budget’s Offfice of
Information and
a Regulatorry Affairs form
m a Review Paanel. The Paneel meets with a
selected group
p of representtatives from sm
mall businessees. During thiis outreach meeeting,
small businesses provide th
he Panel with important
i
feeedback on the potential economic
omplying with proposed reggulations. Theyy may also proovide feedbacck on
impacts of co
regulatory options under co
onsideration and
a regulatoryy alternatives tto minimize th
hese
impacts.
What is the Role
R of Smalll Businesses in the Revieew Panel Process?
Prior to a sch
heduled Panel outreach meeeting, the CFP
PB distributes outreach mateerials and
a list of the seelected small businesses
b
and
d their represeentatives to eaach meeting
participant. The
T outreach materials
m
typiccally contain:
•

inforrmation on thee background of the propossed rule underr developmen
nt;

•

an ovverview of thee proposed rulle or regulatorry options undder considerattion;

•

otherr information that will enab
ble small businness representtatives to provvide
mean
ningful comments on the likkely economicc impacts of thhe proposed rrule and
advicce on potentiaal alternatives; and

•

a list of questions and
a issues on which the CF
FPB will seek small business input at
the Panel
P
outreach
h meeting.

During the Paanel outreach meeting, the CFPB reviewss the regulatorry proposals aand
options or altternatives und
der consideratiion with the pparticipating sm
mall business
representativees. The Panel may ask the representativess to help identtify other fedeeral
regulations th
hat may overlaap, duplicate, or
o conflict witth the CFPB’ss proposed rulle. The
Panel then discusses and ob
btains input frrom small bussinesses on thhe anticipated
compliance reequirements and
a costs of th
he proposed ruule. In additioon, the Panel ssolicits
advice regardiing potential regulatory
r
alteernatives that w
would minimiize any significant
economic imp
pacts of the proposed rule on
o small businnesses while aaccomplishingg the
objectives of applicable staatutes. The CF
FPB may also solicit feedbacck from smalll
businesses on
n how the prop
posed rule maay impact the cost of credit for small entiities and
ways to minim
mize any such impact. In ad
ddition to provviding verbal comments on
n these



228



issues during the Panel’s ouutreach meetin
ng, small businnesses that aree selected to
w be provideed an opportuunity to submiit written
participate in a Panel outreach meeting will
comments.
he Review Panel Use the Input Provid
ded by Smalll Businesses??
How Does th
Within 60 dayys of convenin
ng, the Review
w Panel issues a report on thhe input receiived
from small buusinesses durin
ng the panel process.
p
The rreport also conntains the Pan
nel’s
findings on th
he potential ecconomic impaacts of a regulaation on smalll businesses and any
significant alternatives that accomplish th
he objectives of the rule whhile minimizin
ng such
impacts. Copiies or summarries of any wriitten commennts provided bby participatingg small
business representatives maay also be inclluded with thee Panel’s repoort. Once the p
proposed
rule is publish
hed, the Panell’s final reportt will be placedd in the publicc rulemaking rrecord.
The CFPB diiscusses and co
onsiders the Panel’s
P
report and the comm
ments and advvice
provided by small
s
businessses as it preparres the propossed rule. Oncee the rule is prroposed,
any small bussinesses or orgganizations, in
ncluding thosee that participaated in the pan
nel
outreach meeeting, may sub
bmit formal wrritten commennts during thee public comm
ment
period.
How Are Sm
mall Businessses Selected to
t Meet with a Small Business Review
w Panel?
The CFPB, in
n consultation
n with the SBA
A, selects and aappoints indivviduals to reprresent
categories of small entities likely to be suubject to the reequirements oof a rule underr
development..
A “small entitty” may be a small
s
businesss, a small orgaanization, or a small governm
ment, as
defined by the Regulatory Flexibility
F
Actt. The definitioon of “small bbusiness” varies by
industry. Info
ormation and guidance
g
on th
he definition aand industry ssize standards that
apply to smalll businesses iss available thro
ough the SBA
A’s website at
http://www.ssba.gov/size. Representativves of small orrganizations thhat are not-forr-profit
enterprises an
nd are indepen
ndently owned
d and operatedd and not dom
minant in theirr field
are also eligib
ble to meet witth the Panel iff their organizzations will be subject to thee
proposed rulee under develo
opment.
In selecting reepresentativess, the CFPB fiirst determine s the types off small entities (e.g.,
small businesses, small orgaanizations, an
nd small goverrnment jurisdicctions) that arre likely
PB then
to be directly subject to thee requirements of a rule undder development. The CFP
o represent thee interests of ssmall entities aat the
develops a list of potential individuals to
Panel outreacch meeting. Final representaatives will be ddesignated by the CFPB aftter
consultation with
w the SBA..
CFPB staff co
ontacts each potential
p
repreesentative to cconfirm small entity status aand the
representativee’s willingnesss and availabiliity to participaate in a Panel outreach meeeting.
During this in
nitial contact, the CFPB pro
ovides potentiial representattives with geneeral
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information on
o the backgro
ound and purp
pose of the Paanel review prrocess and infformation
about logisticcal and scheduuling matters. Small
S
businessses may particcipate in the P
Panel
outreach meeeting in person
n or by telecon
nference, but generally travvel and particip
pate in
the process att their own exxpense.
While the exaact number off potential reprresentatives seelected will vaary according tto the
nature of each
h rule, typicallly 15 to 20 sm
mall business reepresentativess are selected tto meet
with the Paneel.
Where Can Small
S
Busineesses Obtain More Inform
mation?
Additional infformation on matters relatin
ng the Small B
Business Paneel Review proccess is
available from
m the followin
ng sources:



•

The Office
O
of Advvocacy of the U.S.
U Small Buusiness Adminnistration (SBA
A)
http://www.sba.go
ov/advocacy

•

The Office
O
of Advvocacy of the SBA:
S
The Sm
mall Business R
Regulatory
Enfo
orcement Fairn
ness Act of 19996 (SBREFA
A)
http://www.sba.go
ov/advocacy/
/825

•

SBA Size Standard
ds for Small Businesses httpp://www.sba.ggov/size
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APPENDIX C: MATERIALS FOR PREMEETING CALLS WITH SERS
Materials Circulated in Advance of Conference Calls:
x
x

February 20. 2014
February 25, 2014
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DISCUSSION TOPICS FOR FEBRUARY TELECONFERENCES
TELECONFERENCE NO. 1: FEBRUARY 20, 2014
I.

18 Component Tasks Regarding HMDA Data

As the Bureau developed the proposals under consideration, it reviewed the current HMDA
compliance processes of financial institutions (FIs) of various sizes to gain a better
understanding of their HMDA reporting procedures and infrastructure, as well as the costs of
HMDA compliance. In doing so, the Bureau identified 18 operational tasks that FIs use to gather
and report HMDA data, which can be grouped into four primary tasks: data collection; data
reporting and re-submission; related compliance and internal audits; and HMDA-specific
supervisory exam preparation and assistance. These 18 HMDA Operational Steps are listed in
the materials emailed to the SERs on February 7; please refer to the tables on pages 2-3 of the
Discussion Issues for Small Entities (Discussion Issues) and page 29 of the Outline of Proposals
under Consideration and Alternatives Considered (Outline of Proposals).
This characterization of HMDA compliance tasks allows the Bureau to break down the various
operational costs into manageable segments for analyses and is crucial to our current approach to
evaluate both the baseline costs and cost impact of the proposals under consideration on FIs. We
would like SERs to assist us in expanding and deepening our understanding of the processes and
IT infrastructure that small FIs use to collect and report HMDA data. In particular, we would
like SERs to review their HMDA processes and compare them with this high-level
characterization. The information you provide will help us check in broad terms whether this
characterization of the HMDA processes can serve as a conceptual framework for us to
understand the HMDA operations of most small entities.
Materials to review: Outline of Proposals at pages 7-9, 28-30; Discussion Issues at pages 2-4.
1. Are there other steps you take that are not identified in the chart outlining the
18 operational steps? Are there steps identified in the chart that are not part of your
compliance process?
2. What are the most difficult and/or costly operational steps for HMDA compliance? What
are those costs in terms of staff time, wages, and other expenses?
3. Which operational steps are least costly? What are those costs in terms of staff time,
wages, and other expenses?
Additional follow-up: To complete our understanding of HMDA operations, in addition to
reviewing the conceptual framework and tasks, we encourage each SER to provide quantitative
information on the baseline cost for his or her company of each step or task, such as the number
of the FTEs devoted to each step in the last year, the average hourly wage of these staff, and the
IT system costs for performing those tasks.
After establishing the baseline costs, think about how your company currently meets or would
meet the requirements of the proposals under consideration and which of the 18 operational
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steps would be impacted, what changes to your processes and systems would be needed to
implement the proposals under consideration, and any costs and benefits associated with
implementation. Again, the Bureau is interested in quantitative information regarding the cost
increases or cost savings of each step or task that may result from the potential changes (e.g.,
additional or reduced number of the FTEs devoted to each step, and increased IT system cost for
performing those tasks). This additional information may be provided during the teleconference,
if you have it available and time permitting, or in written comments submitted after the outreach
session in March. If you prefer to keep of your cost data confidential, please indicate that at the
time you provide it.
II.

Assigning Small Entities to Tiers of Complexity of Operations

During the Bureau’s prior interviews with financial institutions, the Bureau also identified seven
key aspects or dimensions of HMDA compliance operations that were significant drivers of
ongoing compliance costs. These seven dimensions are: the reporting system used; the degree of
system integration; the degree of system automation; the tools for geocoding, for performing
completeness checks, and for performing edits; and the compliance program.
The Bureau found that a given financial institution would tend to have simpler or more complex
compliance operations across all seven of these key dimensions of HMDA operations. In other
words, as a general matter, if a given financial institution had less system integration, then it
would tend to also use less automation, simpler tools for geocoding, etc. It was generally not the
case that a financial institution would use less complex approaches on one dimension of
operations and more complex approaches on another. This allowed the Bureau to classify FIs
into three broad tiers according to the overall level of complexity of their compliance operations.
Table 1 in the Outline of Proposals (see page 27) summarizes the characteristics of the three tiers
of FIs. Tier 1 FIs have the highest level of complexity in compliance operations, while Tier 2
FIs and Tier 3 FIs have the middle level or lowest level of complexity in compliance operations,
respectively. The Bureau seeks input regarding this general categorization of FIs for purposes of
its impact analyses. The Bureau would also like each SER to identify, across all seven main cost
drivers, which tier best characterizes the HMDA operations of his or her company.
Materials to review: Outline of Proposals at pages at 7-9, 26-28; Discussion Issues at pages 3-4.
1. How do you currently collect and report HMDA data? What tools and resources are used
to fulfill the HMDA requirements? In particular, do you use DES or a third-party HMS?
Or do you use both?
a. If you use DES, do you manually type loan data into the DES? Or, do you enter
data into an LOS, manually check for accuracy and import into DES?
b. If you use an HMS, do you manually type data into the HMS? Or, do you
transmit data from your LOS, manually check for accuracy and import into HMS?
Or, does your HMS import data directly from your LOS?
2. Are your HMS and LOS systems integrated? If so, does your HMS write data back to
your LOS or is the integration only one-way?
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3. How do you currently generate the geocodes for HMDA loans (e.g., FFIEC tool, vendor

software, proprietary software)? Do you do them one by one or in batches?
4. Does your HMDA submission process rely solely on FFIEC edits? If not, please describe

the nature of any additional custom edits that you employ.
5. Are HMDA completeness checks only conducted in DES, or does your HMS also include

HMDA completeness checks?
6. Do you have an internal HMDA compliance program and dedicated staff?
III.

Overview of Data Points

The Dodd-Frank Act amended HMDA to add new data reporting requirements and enhance
certain existing ones. As part of this rulemaking, the Bureau is comprehensively reviewing all
current data points in Regulation C, carefully examining each data point specifically mentioned
in the Dodd-Frank Act, and considering proposals to collect other data points to fill gaps where
additional information could be useful to better understand the HMDA data and further the
HMDA purposes. The data points under consideration are summarized in the tables in the
Outline of Proposals on pages 14-15. A complete description of each data point under
consideration may be found in the Outline of Proposals at pages 15-19 and in Appendix A of the
Outline of Proposals (pages 44-68). Please review the potential proposals and consider whether
new HMDA data points are already in your LOS or would require new collection protocols. The
substance of the proposals under consideration related to data points will be discussed during the
outreach meeting on March 6, 2014.
Materials to review: Outline of Proposals at pages 13-19, Appendix A (pages 44-68); Discussion
Issues at pages 6-7.
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DISCUSSION TOPICS FOR FEBRUARY TELECONFERENCES
TELECONFERENCE NO. 2: FEBRUARY 25, 2014
I.

MISMO/ULDD

The Bureau is considering aligning HMDA data requirements to the greatest extent practicable
with industry-defined mortgage data standards adopted by the Mortgage Industry Standards
Maintenance Organization (MISMO), and where possible to the Uniform Loan Delivery Dataset
(ULDD), a subset of MISMO developed by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac (collectively, the
GSEs). The Bureau believes that alignment of HMDA data requirements with well-established
data standards already in use by a significant portion of the mortgage market will allow financial
institutions (FIs) to more easily comply with HMDA reporting requirements and would improve
the quality of the data collected and reported.
Standards for loan-level mortgage data can be conceptualized as containing the following
components: the data point, or data element, is assigned a name and container location within
the MISMO model; the data definition describes the data point; the enumerations identify the
values that can be assigned to the data point. A standard may also describe how data are
transmitted between entities (e.g., CSV, XML). For example:
MISMO Data Point
Property Usage Type

Definition
Specifies the usage
intention of the borrower
for the property

Enumerations
1. Investment
2. Primary Residence
3. Second Home
4. Other

With respect to the proposal under consideration, the Bureau would like to ensure that each SER
has a clear understanding of the MISMO/ULDD data standards. A complete description of the
MISMO/ULDD data standards and the Bureau’s proposals under consideration may be found on
pages 19-21 of the Outline of Proposals under Consideration and Alternatives Considered
(Outline of Proposals) and on page 6 of the Discussion Issues for Small Entity Representatives
(Discussion Issues). Please review these materials and be prepared to discuss any questions you
have about MISMO/ULDD or other data standards and the Bureau’s proposal. We will discuss
the proposal under consideration, including the readiness of small entities that do not currently
sell to the GSEs to transition to a standard such as MISMO/ULDD and the anticipated costs
associated with adopting new data standards, during the March 6, 2014 outreach meeting.
Materials to review: Outline of Proposals at pages 19-21; Discussion Issues at page 6.
1. What is your familiarity with MISMO/ULDD standards?
2. Do you maintain data in MISMO/ULDD-compatible format?

a. Do you sell loans to the GSEs or any other investors that require you to follow the
MISMO/ULDD data standards?
b. If so, do you use a vendor to prepare the information for those loans?
3. Would aligning HMDA with MISMO or another industry data standard improve your
compliance process? Why or why not?
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II.

Modernization of HMDA Operations

The Bureau is using this rulemaking as an opportunity to review, streamline, and modernize
HMDA operations. The Bureau understands that there are many steps in the HMDA data
collection, submission, and reporting process and that some may be particularly challenging for
small institutions. The Bureau is consulting with other federal agencies about how to facilitate
the improvements to the HMDA process. The Bureau has identified the following areas for
improvement and is interested in hearing your additional thoughts and feedback:
x
x
x

x

Restructuring the geocoding process to allow batch geocoding and to shift some of the
burden of geocoding from FIs to the government (see Outline of Proposals at pages 2122);
Creating an improved web-based Data Entry Software (DES) that accommodates
multiple users and data entry from multiple locations (see Outline of Proposals at
page 22);
Streamlining the submission and editing processes to make them more efficient by
refining the edits to correspond to the data reported, so that certain flags will align more
closely with the loan types to which those edit flags are relevant (see Outline of Proposals
at pages 22-23); and
Expanding and integrating HMDA help sources to provide more centralized guidance
(see Outline of Proposals at page 23).

Materials to review: Outline of Proposals at pages 21-23; Discussion Issues at pages 4-6.
1. What kinds of operational improvements are most needed?
2. What challenges do you face with the current geocoding tools (e.g., FFIEC tool, vendor
software, proprietary software)? How much time and what are the cost components and
amounts to: Geocode a basic LAR record or, if applicable, a batch of LAR records? Deal
with private geocoding results that do not match the government system results?
3. Do you currently use the DES software on the FFIEC website? If so, what are the biggest
challenges you face using the tool? How would you like to use a software interface?
Would the proposal to create web-based DES impact your operations and systems?
4. What would you like to see change in the submission and editing processes?
a. How many LAR records did you submit last year? On average, how many errors
were identified for each LAR submission?
b. What are the costs associated with responding to incorrect error messages (i.e.,
false positives) in terms of staff time, wages, and other expenses?
5. What, if any, challenges have you faced using the HMDA Help Line or written guidance
on HMDA? What kind of technical assistance would you like to have?
III.

One-time Costs

All of the proposals under consideration would impose some one-time costs on small entity
HMDA reporters. Management, legal, and compliance personnel will likely take time to learn
new reporting requirements and assess legal and compliance risks. FIs that use vendors for
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HMDA compliance will incur one-time costs associated with software installation,
troubleshooting, and testing. The Bureau is aware that these activities will take time and that the
costs may be sensitive to the amount of time allowed to come into compliance. FIs that maintain
their own reporting systems will incur one-time costs to develop, prepare, and implement
necessary modifications to those systems. In all cases, FIs will need to update training materials
to reflect new requirements and activities and may incur certain one-time costs to provide initial
training to employees.
In general, the Bureau believes the one-time costs due to the proposed changes will mostly be
attributable to three sources: one-time IT update costs; training costs; and compliance
procedures costs. The Bureau seeks input on the reasonableness of breaking down the main
drivers of one-time costs into these three components. The Bureau also seeks quantitative
information on the anticipated magnitude of these one-time costs.
Materials to review: Outline of Proposals at pages 30-31; Discussion Issues at pages 4-6.
1. When was the last time you updated your HMDA compliance processes and systems,
what were the drivers for change, and what actions were required?
a. Which of the required process and system updates were implemented by your own
staff and which were obtained from external sources?
b. What were the costs of updating your processes and systems in terms of dollars and
staff time?
c. What would be your normal schedule for the next update of the processes and
systems used for HMDA reporting?
d. If outside vendors are used for the next update, do you expect they would pass on the
costs associated with the update to you?
2. What do you estimate to be the one-time costs of any or all of the proposals under
consideration?
a. What are the amounts and types of costs associated with any changes that may be
needed to your systems and operations?
b. What would be your expected one-time training costs to prepare for implementing a
revised HMDA rule (e.g., full time employees, training, and traveling costs)?
c. What would be your expected one-time costs of revising manuals, guidelines,
compliance procedures, and marketing material leading up to implementing a revised
HMDA rule?
d. Are there other primary drivers or components of one-time costs that should be
considered by the Bureau in its analyses? If so, please identify those components and
your expected costs for such components.
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APPENDIX D: POWERPOINT SLIDES FOR MARCH 6 MEETING
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Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA)
Rulemaking

SBREFA Panel Outreach Meeting
March 6, 2014
Note: This document was used in support of a live discussion. As such, it does not necessarily
express the entirety of that discussion nor the relative emphasis of topics therein.

OUTREACH AGENDA/SCHEDULE
Item

Time (min)

Welcome and Introductions

8:30 – 8:45

General Overview:
SBREFA and Your Role in the SBREFA Process
Background on HMDA and Regulation C
Summary of Small Entity Operations

8:45 – 9:00

Topic 1: Alignment with an Industry Data Standard

9:00 – 9:15

Topic 2: Data Points

9:15 – 10:30

Morning Break

10:30 – 10:45

Topic 2: Data Points (Cont’d)

10:45 – 11:15

Topic 3: Modernization of the HMDA Process

11:15 – 12:15

Lunch Break

12:15 – 1:15

SBA Remarks: Dr. Winslow Sargeant

1:15 – 1:30

Topic 4: Institutional and Transactional Coverage

1:30 – 2:30

Topic 5: Modified LAR

2:30 – 3:00

Afternoon Break

3:00 – 3:15

Topic 6: Impact on the Cost of Business Credit

3:15 – 3:45

Additional Feedback/Wrap-Up

3:45 – 5:00
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Welcome and Introductions
¾ CFPB Welcome and Opening Remarks


Remarks by Director Cordray

¾ Introduction of SBREFA Panel
¾ Introduction of Small Entity Representatives and
Agency Staff
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Topic 4: Institutional and Transactional Coverage

1:30 – 2:30

Topic 5: Modified LAR

2:30 – 3:00

Afternoon Break

3:00 – 3:15
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General Overview: SBREFA and Your Role in the Process
WHAT IS SBREFA?
¾ The Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996
(“SBREFA”) requires the CFPB to form a Small Business Review
Panel to seek input directly from small entities for any proposed rule
that may have a significant economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities.
¾ A Small Business Review Panel consists of the representatives from:
 the CFPB;
 the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business
Administration (“SBA”); and
 the Office of Management and Budget’s Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs (“OMB”).
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General Overview: SBREFA and Your Role in the Process
YOUR ROLE

IN THE

SBREFA PROCESS

You have been selected as a small entity representative (“SER”) for the
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) rulemaking.
¾ A SER is a representative of a small entity that will likely be
subject to the requirements of a proposed rule under
consideration by the CFPB.
¾ SERs’ participation in the rulemaking process helps to ensure that
the CFPB is made aware of the concerns and issues specific to
small entities.
¾ The Panel (CFPB, SBA, and OMB) uses your input to prepare a
report that includes your verbal feedback and written comments
and the Panel’s findings on alternatives to minimize costs and
burden on small entities.
 The report is made part of the public rulemaking record and is
considered by the CFPB as it develops its proposed rule.
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General Overview: SBREFA and Your Role in the Process

Review CFPB
proposals
under
consideration

Respond to
discussion
points

Provide
supporting
information,
as available

Suggest
alternatives

Submit
written
comments by
3/20/2014
(optional)
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General Overview: Background on HMDA and Regulation C

¾ Congress enacted HMDA in 1975 as part of an antipoverty initiative to
counter redlining and the effects of disinvestment by depository
institutions, and to encourage private reinvestment in our nation’s
cities.

 HMDA and its implementing regulation, Regulation C, have been
amended from time to time and now includes identification of possible
discriminatory lending practices among its three purposes.

¾ At its core, HMDA is a data collection statute.
 Lenders who meet certain coverage tests must report to their federal
supervisory agencies detailed loan-level information about mortgage
applications and loans at the transaction level.
 The HMDA data are made public by both the lenders and the
government on a calendar year basis, with some redactions for
consumer privacy.

¾ HMDA is now considered to be the preeminent data source for

regulators, local governments, industry, researchers, and consumer
advocates studying and analyzing trends in the mortgage markets.
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General Overview: Background on HMDA and Regulation C

¾In 2010, the Dodd-Frank Act (DFA) amended HMDA to

require the collection and reporting of additional data points,
including information about borrowers (age and credit score),
information about loan features and pricing, and, as the
Bureau determines to be appropriate, unique identifiers for
loans, properties, and loan originators.

 The DFA also transferred rulemaking authority for HMDA
from the Federal Reserve Board to the Bureau.
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General Overview: Summary of Small Entity Operations
Data collection

Reporting and resubmission

Audits
Exams

Step 1

Transcribing data

Step 2

Resolving reportability questions

Step 3

Transfer data to HMS

Step 4

Complete geocoding data

Step 5

Standard annual edit and internal check

Step 6

Researching questions

Step 7

Resolving question responses

Step 8

Checking post-submission edits

Step 9

Filing post-submission documents

Step 10

Creating public LAR

Step 11

Distributing public LAR

Step 12

Distributing disclosure report

Step 13

HMS /geocoding software

Step 14

Training

Step 15

Internal audit

Step 16

External audit

Step 17

Exam prep

Step 18

Exam assistance
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General Overview: Summary of Small Entity Operations
WHAT WE LEARNED ABOUT
SBREFA PRE-MEETINGS

THE

18 OPERATIONAL STEPS DURING

¾ These 18 operational steps generally reflect the processes
SERs are using to gather and report data under HMDA.
¾ Some minor differences do exist.
 Some SERs combine certain steps.
 Some SERs conduct steps in a different order.
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General Overview: Summary of Small Entity Operations
¾ Outreach efforts identified level of complexity as a main driver of
HMDA compliance costs.
¾ We reviewed the complexity of lender operations in 7 categories,
or dimensions.
¾ We developed three tiers of representative lender types reflecting
low, medium and high complexity.


Tiers allow us to capture relationship between complexity and HMDA
compliance costs.



In the SBREFA materials, we developed different assumptions for each
tier.



Based on our assumptions, we developed different cost estimates for
each tier.

¾ In our analyses for the proposed rule, we expect to associate every
HMDA reporter with a tier.
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General Overview: Summary of Small Entity Operations
ASSIGNING FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS TO TIERS: WHAT WE
LEARNED ABOUT TIERS DURING SBREFA PRE-MEETINGS
¾ The seven dimensions we have identified accurately capture
financial institution’s level of complexity.
¾ Most SERs noted that their business models corresponded fairly
closely to one tier.


7 SERs identified their institutions as Tier 2



10 SERs identified their institutions as Tier 3



2 SERs identified their institutions as Tiers 1 and 2
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OUTREACH AGENDA/SCHEDULE
Item

Time (min)

Welcome and Introductions

8:30 – 8:45

General Overview:
SBREFA and Your Role in the SBREFA Process
Background on HMDA and Regulation C
Summary of Small Entity Operations

8:45 – 9:00

Topic 1: Alignment with an Industry Data Standard

9:00 – 9:15

Topic 2: Data Points

9:15 – 10:30

Morning Break

10:30 – 10:45

Topic 2: Data Points (Cont’d)

10:45 – 11:15

Topic 3: Modernization of the HMDA Process

11:15 – 12:15

Lunch Break

12:15 – 1:15

SBA Remarks: Dr. Winslow Sargeant

1:15 – 1:30

Topic 4: Institutional and Transactional Coverage

1:30 – 2:30

Topic 5: Modified LAR

2:30 – 3:00

Afternoon Break

3:00 – 3:15

Topic 6: Impact on the Cost of Business Credit

3:15 – 3:45

Additional Feedback/Wrap-Up

3:45 – 5:00
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Topic 1: Alignment with an Industry Data Standard
CFPB PROPOSALS UNDER CONSIDERATION
MISMO/ULDD

¾ The Bureau believes that HMDA compliance and data submission can be
made easier by aligning the requirements of Regulation C to existing
industry standards for collecting and transmitting mortgage data.

¾ The Bureau is considering a proposal that would align the HMDA data

requirements with the widely used Mortgage Industry Standards
Maintenance Organization (MISMO) standards for residential mortgages,
including the Uniform Loan Delivery Dataset (ULDD) that is used in the
delivery of loans to the GSEs.

¾ To develop this proposed alignment, the Bureau is analyzing each data point
currently in Regulation C and those under consideration to determine
whether corresponding data points already exist in MISMO.

 The Bureau would create a definition when one doesn’t exist or does not
meet the Bureau’s purposes in MISMO or ULDD.
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Topic 1: Alignment with an Industry Data Standard
DISCUSSION TOPICS
MISMO/ULDD

1. If you currently sell to Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, how do you

currently collect and report the loan information that they require?

2. If you do not sell to the GSEs:
a. What would you need to do to comply with the proposed alignment with
MISMO/ULDD?

b. Is your current LOS vendor MISMO-compliant?
c. What do you estimate are the one-time costs to transition to the proposed data

standards, such as legal, compliance, software and hardware development, and
training?

3. Would alignment with an industry data standard such as MISMO benefit any
of your other business operations?
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OUTREACH AGENDA/SCHEDULE
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HMDA SBREFA Outreach Meeting
3/6/2014

16

Topic 2: Data Points
CFPB PROPOSALS UNDER CONSIDERATION

¾ The HMDA rulemaking is being conducted to implement the Dodd-Frank Act

amendments to HMDA and to improve the quality and utility of data reported
and disclosed under HMDA.

¾ Currently, creditors are required to report basic information about the loan

or application (e.g., amount, type, purpose and characteristics), the
borrower (e.g., race, gender, and income), and census tract information for
the property related to the loan.

¾ The DFA, which was adopted in the wake of a mortgage market crisis that

threatened the broader national economy, specifically identifies new items of
information that the Bureau may or must require financial institutions to
report pursuant to HMDA, including, for example, more detail on the terms
of the loan, the entity extending the loan, and the borrower.

¾ The DFA also authorized the Bureau to mandate “such other information as

the Bureau may require.” The Bureau is considering using this authority to
propose revisions to existing Regulation C requirements and new data points
that target existing gaps in the loan information currently collected.
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Topic 2: Data Points | Current Regulation C Reporting

Application/
Loan
Information

Property
Information

Applicant/
Borrower
Information

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Application/loan ID number
Date the application was received
Type of loan or application
Purpose of loan or application
Request for preapproval and result of preapproval request
Application/loan amount
Action taken type
Date of action taken
Type of purchaser of loan
Rate spread (higher-priced loans)
HOEPA status
Lien status
Reasons for denial (at FI’s option)
Property type
Owner occupancy
Property location, by:
• MSA or Metropolitan Division
• State
• County, and
• Census tract

•
•
•
•

Race
Ethnicity
Sex
Gross annual income
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Topic 2: Data Points

Dodd-Frank Act Additions and Additional Data Points

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Loan term
ARM introductory period
Nonamortizing features (balloon,
I/O, negative amortization)
Property value
Security type (real or personal
property)
Manufactured property interest
(own, cooperative, leasehold)
Total units
Multifamily affordable housing
Age
AUS results
Loan originator ID

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Application channel (retail or
wholesale)
Credit score
Denial reasons
Total points and fees
Total origination charges
Discount points
Risk-adjusted interest rate
Interest rate
Prepayment penalty term
Debt-to-income ratio
Combined loan-to-value ratio
Qualified Mortgage status flag
Reverse mortgage flag
HELOC flag
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Topic 2: Data Points
DISCUSSION TOPICS
1. For each of the new or revised data points, please tell us:
a. Whether you currently collect or retain the information for other purposes;
b. The method you use to collect the information and the form in which it is retained;
and
c.

The purpose for which you collect the information, including whether you currently
report this information to any regulatory agency, investors, or industry
organization.

2. Which of the new data points present the greatest collection and reporting
challenges?

a. What do you expect to be the costs of reporting these data points?
b. What changes will be required in your systems, operations, and processes?

3. Which of the new data points do you not currently collect or retain? What

do you estimate to be the additional cost if you were required to collect and
retain this data?
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Topic 3: Modernization of the HMDA Process
PROPOSALS UNDER CONSIDERATION
The Bureau is using this rulemaking as an opportunity to review,
streamline, and modernize HMDA operations and is considering the
following proposals to improve the HMDA data collection, submission,
and reporting processes:

1) Restructuring the geocoding process to allow batch geocoding and to

shift some of the burden of geocoding from financial institutions (FIs) to
the government;

2) Creating an improved web-based Data Entry Software (DES) that

accommodates multiple users and data entry from multiple locations;

3) Streamlining the submission and editing processes to make them more

efficient by refining the edits to correspond to the data reported, so that
certain flags will align more closely with the loan types to which those
edit flags are relevant; and

4) Expanding and integrating HMDA help sources to provide more
centralized guidance.
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Topic 3: Modernization of the HMDA Process
DISCUSSION TOPICS
1. Given the challenges with current geocoding tools (e.g., FFIEC tool, vendor
software, proprietary software), what changes related to geocoding would
be most helpful to you?

a. How much time or cost would be saved if you reported property address and the
government geocoded the information?
b. Do you have other suggestions for improving the geocoding process?
c.

Would you continue to geocode data for internal purposes if the government
assumed geocoding responsibility? If so, why?

2. For those who use the DES software on the FFIEC website, what kinds of
changes would be the most helpful? How much time or cost would be
saved with these changes?
a. Would you use software that allowed you to manage your data before final
validation?
b. If you have an LOS provider but manually enter data into DES, why is this? If
your LOS could transfer data directly into a new DES with additional data
management tools, would this be helpful?
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Topic 3: Modernization of the HMDA Process
DISCUSSION TOPICS (CONT’D)
3. What changes would you like to see in the submission and editing
processes?

a. Would it be helpful to allow for uploading and testing HMDA submissions for edits
in more real time?

b. Would it help if FIs were able to contribute to edits?
c. Are there other improvements you would like to see?
d. What is the time or cost savings associated with these improvements?

4. What kind of technical assistance (e.g., HMDA Help) would be most useful
for your business?

5. If you use a third-party HMDA Management Software (HMS), how would
your operations be affected if that system is integrated directly with
government systems? Would it be helpful to provide APIs for vendorsupported software? How much time or cost could be saved?

6. What kinds of operational improvements are most needed?
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Topic 4: Institutional and Transactional Coverage
CFPB PROPOSALS UNDER CONSIDERATION
INSTITUTIONAL COVERAGE
Under HMDA and Regulation C, whether a financial institution is required to
compile and report data is determined by coverage tests based on assets, loan
volume, geographic location, and, in some cases, whether the financial institution
makes loans that are federally related. The coverage tests differ for depository
and nondepository institutions.
To simplify the tests to determine who must report HMDA data, the Bureau is
considering proposing a uniform loan-volume threshold test where:

¾ DIs and non-DIs that originate 25 or more home purchase or refinance
loans in a given year would be required to report HMDA data.

¾ The statutory asset threshold applicable to DIs would continue to apply.
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Topic 4: Institutional and Transactional Coverage
CFPB PROPOSALS UNDER CONSIDERATION (CONT’D)
TRANSACTIONAL COVERAGE
Regulation C currently requires FIs to report information regarding the
applications for, and originations and purchases of, closed- and open-end loans
made for home purchase, home improvement, or refinancing purposes.
Regulation C also provides for optional reporting of HELOCs made in connection
with home improvement or home purchases.
The CFPB is considering proposing to require FIs to report HMDA data for all
applications and originations and purchases of dwelling-secured loans. In effect,
this proposal would:

¾
¾
¾
¾

Eliminate reporting of non-dwelling secured home improvement loans;
Capture all HELs;
Capture all HELOCs by eliminating optional reporting; and
Capture all reverse mortgages.
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Topic 4: Institutional and Transactional Coverage
DISCUSSION TOPICS
INSTITUTIONAL COVERAGE
1. Hypothetically, if the loan volume threshold under consideration were in
effect, would you have been required to submit HMDA data for calendar
year 2013?

2. How many applications did you receive in 2013 that did not result in a loan
origination? What are the costs associated HMDA compliance for loan
applications received, but not originated?

3. What types of loans should count towards the 25-loan threshold (e.g.,
HELOCs)?

4. How would this 25-loan proposal under consideration impact your

operations and systems? What type and amount of costs and benefits do
you believe you would incur as a result of the proposal under
consideration?
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Topic 4: Institutional and Transactional Coverage
DISCUSSION TOPICS (CONT’D)
TRANSACTIONAL COVERAGE
1. How many reportable loan applications and originations did you process in
2013? What percentage of these transactions were not secured by a
dwelling?

2. How many applications and loan originations did you complete in 2013 for
the loan types below? Were any of these loan types excluded from your
HMDA reporting?

a. HELOCS
b. Closed-end home equity loans
c.

Reverse mortgages

d. Unsecured home improvement loans

3. Please describe the changes, if any, that the proposal to require FIs to

report HMDA data for dwelling-secured loans, purchases and applications
will require in your operational systems and processes, and any costs or
benefits associated with those changes?
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Topic 5: Modified LAR
CFPB PROPOSALS UNDER CONSIDERATION
Protecting consumer privacy is a significant priority for the Bureau in
implementing HMDA. Today’s discussion will focus on HMDA data collection
requirements.

¾ HMDA directs the Bureau to require modification of LAR data that will be made

available to the public in order to protect the privacy interests of individual applicants
or borrowers.

¾ The statute also mandates that the Bureau require deletions from the modified LAR, as
it may determine to be appropriate, to protect lenders from liability under federal and
state privacy laws.

¾ Regulation C currently requires financial institutions to delete three data points from

their modified LARs before making them available to the public: the application or loan
number, the date the application was received, and the date action was taken.

The Bureau is considering proposing that FIs continue to report loan amount and
income rounded to the nearest thousand and delete the three fields that Regulation C
currently requires to be deleted. The Bureau is also considering proposing that
institutions delete or otherwise modify additional data points including, but not limited
to, credit score and age.
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Topic 5: Modified LAR
DISCUSSION TOPICS

1. How will the proposals under consideration regarding the modified
LAR impact your systems and operations? What are the amounts
and types of costs associated with any changes that may be
needed for your systems and operations?

2. What process do you currently use to delete data fields from the

modified LAR before it is made available to the public? What do
you estimate to be the time and cost associated with each new
deletion from the modified LAR that is under consideration by the
Bureau?
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Topic 6: Cost of Credit Analysis
CFPB PROPOSAL UNDER CONSIDERATION
The Regulatory Flexibility Act requires the CFPB to consult with small
entity representatives regarding any projected increase in the cost of
credit for small entities that would result from the proposals under
consideration, and on alternatives that minimize any such increase.
The proposals under consideration would apply to any consumer credit
transaction secured by a residential dwelling or a residential property
that includes a dwelling. And while some of these loans may be used
for business purposes, the CFPB has no evidence that the proposals
under consideration would result in an increase in the cost of credit for
small entities.

HMDA SBREFA Outreach Meeting
3/6/2014

38

Topic 6: Cost of Credit Analysis
DISCUSSION TOPICS

1. Look back at the proceeding topics under consideration.
a. Which proposals, if any, do you believe may impact the cost of
credit for small entities? Please explain why.
b. Are there feasible alternatives to any of the proposals that may
minimize the impact on the cost of credit for small entities while
accomplishing the statutory objectives addressed by the proposals
under consideration?
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ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK
DISCUSSION TOPICS

1. Do you have any additional comments or feedback on any of the
proposals under consideration?

2. Are there any feasible alternatives to the proposals under

consideration that we have not yet discussed that you believe would
minimize any significant economic impact on your business while
accomplishing the CFPB’s statutory mandate and objectives?

3. Are there any other federal rules that you believe may duplicate,
overlap or conflict with the proposals under consideration?

4. How long would your business or organization need to make any

changes to systems or operations or to take any other actions that
you believe would be required to comply with the proposals under
consideration?
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WRAP-UP
CLOSING REMARKS

DAN SOKOLOV, CFPB

¾ Written comments from small entity representatives (optional) are
due no later than March 20, 2014.
¾ Please email any written comments to Rachel Ross at:
CFPB_HMDA_SBREFA@cfpb.gov
¾ Your written comments will be attached to the Panel Report, which
will be made part of the public rulemaking record.
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