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The matter before the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB or Bureau) is a supervisory 
designation proceeding. Unlike an administrative enforcement proceeding, which entails findings 
of fact and conclusions of law on whether an entity violated federal consumer financial 
protection laws, this matter is different. The proceeding addresses whether the CFPB has 
reasonable cause to determine that the conduct of a covered person under the Consumer 
Financial Protection Act “poses risks to consumers with regard to the offering or provision of 
consumer financial products or services,” for the purpose of designating the entity for 
supervision.1 

Importantly, the question of whether an entity poses such risks does not require a determination 
of whether the entity is violating laws or regulations. There are multiple indicia that World 
Acceptance Corporation (World Acceptance) meets the standard for supervision under the 
CFPA. For the reasons set forth below, a supervisory designation is warranted and is so ordered. 

I. Background

A. Statutory Framework

Congress charged the CFPB with “ensuring that all consumers have access to markets for 
consumer financial products and services and that markets for consumer financial products and 
services are fair, transparent, and competitive.”2 One of the key tools that Congress gave the 
CFPB is the authority to supervise certain nonbank financial companies under CFPA section 
1024.3 Because this is one of the first contested proceedings under section 1024(a)(1)(C), this 
order describes the relevant statutory framework in detail. 

1. CFPA Section 1024(a)(1): Who Is Supervised

Section 1024(a)(1) establishes five categories of nonbank financial companies that are subject to 
CFPB supervision. Relevant to this proceeding, section 1024(a)(1)(C) authorizes CFPB 
supervision of: 

1 See Consumer Financial Protection Act of 2010 (CFPA) § 1024(a)(1)(C) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(a)(1)(C)). 
Congress enacted the CFPA as title X of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (Dodd-
Frank Act), Pub. L. No. 111-203, 124 Stat. 1376 (2010). 
2 Id. § 1021(a) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5511(a)). 
3 Id. § 1024 (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514). 
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any [nonbank] covered person who … the Bureau has reasonable cause to 
determine, by order, after notice to the covered person and a reasonable opportunity 
for such covered person to respond, based on complaints collected through the 
system under section 1013(b)(3) [“Collecting and Tracking Complaints”] or 
information from other sources, that such covered person is engaging, or has 
engaged, in conduct that poses risks to consumers with regard to the offering or 
provision of consumer financial products or services.4 
 

This provision contains several key terms, many of which are defined in the statute itself. The 
term “consumer financial product or service” includes a range of enumerated activities.5 A 
“covered person” is “any person that engages in offering or providing a consumer financial 
product or service.”6 The term “consumer” is defined as “an individual or an agent, trustee, or 
representative acting on behalf of an individual.”7  
 
“Risk” is not defined in the statute but is a familiar term referring to “the possibility of loss or 
injury.”8 In contrast to other Dodd-Frank Act provisions,9 CFPA section 1024(a)(1)(C) does not 
specify the character or magnitude of “risks to consumers” that is required to subject a covered 
person to supervision. Instead, Congress empowered the CFPB to determine whether the risks to 
consumers posed by a covered person’s conduct warrant supervisory oversight. Congress 
cabined this discretion with the requirements that the CFPB (1) identify concrete risks to 
consumers, which it has reasonable cause to determine exist; (2) notify the entity of those risks; 
and (3) give the entity a reasonable chance to respond. Moreover, final CFPB agency action may 
not be arbitrary or capricious.10 Congress’s election not to use more specific or directive 
language in CFPA section 1024(a)(1)(C), however, indicates that Congress intended to grant the 
CFPB significant discretion in determining whether the character and magnitude of the risks 
posed by a particular covered person’s conduct merit supervision. 
 
Section 1024(a)(1)(C) only requires that the CFPB have “reasonable cause to determine” that the 
covered person’s conduct poses risks to consumers.11 Whatever the precise meaning of 
“reasonable cause,” it must be less demanding than the default preponderance-of-the-evidence 
standard generally applicable in noncriminal matters.12 If Congress had intended for the default 

 
4 Id. § 1024(a)(1)(C) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(a)(1)(C)). 
5 Id. § 1002(5), (15) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(5), (15)). 
6 Id. § 1002(6) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(6)). Certain affiliates of a covered person are also deemed covered 
persons. Id. 
7 Id. § 1002(4) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(4)). 
8 Risk, Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary (11th ed. 2009); accord Risk, Black’s Law Dictionary (11th ed. 
2019) (“the chance of injury, damage, or loss”).  
9 See 12 U.S.C. § 5466(f)(1) (requiring reasonable cause to conclude that an “imminent risk of substantial harm” 
exists (emphasis added)); id. § 5467(e)(2)(A)(iv)(II) (requiring “reasonable cause to believe that the financial 
institution’s noncompliance … poses a substantial risk to other financial institutions, critical markets, or the broader 
financial system” (emphasis added)); id. § 5467(e)(2)(B)(iii)(II) (requiring “reasonable cause to believe that the 
financial institution’s noncompliance … poses significant liquidity, credit, operational, or other risks to the financial 
markets or to the financial stability of the United States” (emphasis added)). 
10 See 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). 
11 CFPA § 1024(a)(1)(C) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(a)(1)(C)). 
12 See Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins, 490 U.S. 228, 253 (1989) (plurality op.) (discussing the “conventional rule[]” 
that “parties to civil litigation need only prove their case by a preponderance of the evidence”); accord, e.g., Conley 
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preponderance standard to apply, there would have been no need to insert the phrase “reasonable 
cause” in section 1024(a)(1)(C), and if Congress had intended a standard more demanding than 
the preponderance standard, such as the “clear and convincing” evidence standard, it would have 
used language different than “reasonable cause,” which resembles the relatively lenient standards 
of “reasonable suspicion” or “probable cause” from criminal-procedure case law.13  
 
Congress’s decision in section 1024(a)(1)(C) to grant the CFPB considerable discretion in 
designating covered persons for supervision, and to make the exercise of that discretion subject 
to a relatively lenient burden of persuasion (“reasonable cause”), reflects the limited 
consequences of a section 1024(a)(1)(C) determination. As explained further below, such a 
determination merely means that the CFPB may periodically “require reports” from, and 
“conduct examinations” of, the covered person.14 It does not necessarily entail a finding that the 
covered person has violated any law. Nor does it impose any monetary penalties or new legal 
requirements (other than the requirement to provide reports or participate in examinations in 
accordance with lawful supervisory directives). It does not even definitively label the covered 
person as a “risky” business; it merely indicates that the CFPB has “reasonable cause” to 
determine that the covered person’s conduct poses risks to consumers.15 The relatively low bar 
for subjecting a covered person to supervision under section 1024(a)(1)(C) reflects the relatively 
limited impact of such a determination on the entity. 
 

2. CFPA Section 1024(b)(1): Purposes of Supervision 

CFPA section 1024(b)(1) sets out the purposes of CFPB supervision of nonbank covered 
persons:  
 

The Bureau shall require reports and conduct examinations on a periodic basis of 
persons described in subsection (a)(1) for purposes of— 
(A) assessing compliance with the requirements of Federal consumer financial law; 
(B) obtaining information about the activities and compliance systems or 

procedures of such person; and  

 
v. United States, 5 F.4th 781, 794-95 (7th Cir. 2021); see also United States v. Chen, 99 F.3d 1495, 1503 (9th Cir. 
1996) (explaining, in the context of applying the crime-fraud exception to attorney-client privilege, that 
“[r]easonable cause is more than suspicion but less than a preponderance of evidence”). 
13 See, e.g., Kansas v. Glover, 140 S. Ct. 1183, 1187-88 (2020); Kaley v. United States, 571 U.S. 320, 338 (2014); 
Florida v. Harris, 568 U.S. 237, 243-44 (2013). Congress has defined the term “reasonable cause to believe” in the 
context of other statutory provisions. See 12 U.S.C. § 4003(c)(1) (“For purposes of the preceding sentence, 
reasonable cause to believe requires the existence of facts which would cause a well-grounded belief in the mind of 
a reasonable person.”); id. § 5006(d)(2)(C) (providing that a bank “has reasonable cause to believe that [a] claim is 
fraudulent” where the facts “would cause a well-grounded belief in the mind of a reasonable person that the claim is 
fraudulent”). It is unclear whether any meaningful difference exists between those definitions and the concepts of 
“reasonable suspicion” or “probable cause.” Regardless, Congress chose not to import those definitions from other 
statutes into CFPA section 1024(a)(1)(C). 
14 See CFPA § 1024(b)(1) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(b)(1)). 
15 Id. § 1024(a)(1)(C) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 1024(a)(1)(C)); see also Procedural Rule to Establish Supervisory 
Authority Over Certain Nonbank Covered Persons Based on Risk Determination, 78 Fed. Reg. 40352, 40359 (July 
3, 2013) (“Supervision alone does not impose any penalty on a person, does not deprive it of any property, and does 
not restrict its ability to engage in a viable business.”). 
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(C) detecting and assessing risks to consumers and to markets for consumer 
financial products and services.16 

Accordingly, under paragraph (A), one of the purposes of CFPB supervision is assessing 
compliance with Federal consumer financial law. “Federal consumer financial law” covers the 
provisions of the CFPA, such as the CFPA’s prohibition on unfair, deceptive, or abusive acts or 
practices, as well as various other laws that the CFPB administers, such as the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act (FCRA) and its implementing Regulation V.17 
 
Congress, however, did not limit the CFPB’s supervisory authority to assessing compliance with 
Federal consumer financial law under paragraph (A); it added paragraphs (B) and (C) as well. 
With respect to paragraph (C), Congress recognized that risks to consumers are not necessarily 
limited to violations of the laws administered by the CFPB—many of which had been found 
wanting in the 2008 financial crisis.18 Instead, the CFPB was charged with using supervisory 
reports and examinations to detect a range of potential harms to consumers. 
 

3. CFPA Section 1024(b)(2): Mandate for “Risk-Based Supervision Program” 

Section 1024(b)(2), titled “Risk-Based Supervision Program,” provides that the Bureau’s 
exercise of its supervisory authority under paragraph (b)(1) should be: 
 

based on the assessment by the Bureau of the risks posed to consumers in the 
relevant product markets and geographic markets, and taking into consideration, as 
applicable—  
(A) the asset size of the covered person;  
(B) the volume of transactions involving consumer financial products or services in 

which the covered person engages;  
(C) the risks to consumers created by the provision of such consumer financial 

products or services;  
(D) the extent to which such institutions are subject to oversight by State authorities 

for consumer protection; and  
(E) any other factors that the Bureau determines to be relevant to a class of covered 

persons.19 

This risk assessment governs when the CFPB is deciding how to exercise its supervisory 
authority under section 1024(b)(1)—not, as here, when the CFPB is making a threshold 
determination to designate an entity for supervision under section 1024(a)(1)(C). Nevertheless, 

 
16 CFPA § 1024(b)(1) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(b)(1)). The CFPB also has certain additional supervision-related 
authorities under CFPA § 1024(b)(7) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(b)(7)). 
17 CFPA §§ 1002(12), (14), 1031, 1036 (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(12), (14), 5531, 5536). 
18 The conclusion that Congress did not intend to limit the objectives of CFPB supervision under CFPA section 1024 
to identifying legal violations is bolstered by the contrast between the use of “risks” in section 1024 and the use of 
“violate” or “violation” in the CFPA’s enforcement provisions. See, e.g., CFPA § 1051(1), (5) (codified at 12 U.S.C. 
§ 5561(1), (5)); CFPA § 1052(c)(1) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5562(c)(1)); id. § 1054(a) (codified at 12 U.S.C. 
§ 5564(a)); id. § 1055(c)(1) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5565(c)(1)). The enforcement provisions demonstrate that if 
Congress had intended for the CFPB to consider only whether a covered person may have violated the law in 
making designations under section 1024(a)(1)(C), “Congress knew how to draft” the provision to accomplish that 
objective. City of Chicago v. Env’t Def. Fund, 511 U.S. 328, 337-38 (1994) (citation omitted).   
19 CFPA § 1024(b)(2) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(b)(2)). 
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because section 1024(b)(2), like section 1024(a)(1)(C), is focused on assessing risks to 
consumers, the CFPB “may consider the (b)(2) factors to the extent applicable in making a 
reasonable-cause determination” under section 1024(a)(1)(C).20 
 

4. Distinction Between Supervision and Enforcement 

Under the CFPA, the CFPB’s enforcement authority is governed by a separate set of provisions 
from its supervisory authority. The CFPB can issue civil investigative demands, which are a type 
of administrative subpoena.21 After an investigation concludes, the CFPB may either bring an 
enforcement action in federal district court or an administrative enforcement proceeding.22 The 
CFPB’s enforcement authority extends, with certain exceptions, to “any person” who “violates a 
Federal consumer financial law.”23 Accordingly, a defendant in a CFPB enforcement action is 
not necessarily a supervised entity.  
 
If CFPB supervisory examiners identify a violation of Federal consumer financial law by a 
supervised entity, these examiners may decide to refer the matter to the Office of Enforcement, 
but that is not the primary purpose of supervision. Instead, when examiners detect activities that 
violate Federal consumer financial law or otherwise pose risks to consumers, the CFPB may take 
a variety of actions other than enforcement. “Most supervisory activities do not result in a 
referral to Enforcement.”24 For example, responsible companies generally share the CFPB’s 
goals of avoiding violations of law and harm to their customers, so examiners often work 
informally and collaboratively with supervised institutions to address issues. As another 
example, supervisory findings may help inform the CFPB’s research, market monitoring, and 
rulemaking functions. For instance, Congress required the CFPB to analyze and report on 
“developments in markets for consumer financial products or services, including market areas of 
alternative consumer financial products or services with high growth rates and areas of risk to 
consumers.”25 Congress also gave the CFPB rulemaking authorities that it can use to address 
risks to consumers.26 
 
Unlike the enforcement process, the purpose of supervision is not to impose sanctions for legal 
violations. Similarly, a determination under section 1024(a)(1)(C) that supervision is warranted 
is not a finding that an entity is guilty of wrongdoing. 
 

B. Factual Background 

World Acceptance is “one of the nation’s largest small-loan consumer finance companies.”27 The 
company operates over 1,000 branches across sixteen states.28 It issues consumers “amortizing 

 
20 78 Fed. Reg. at 40358. 
21 CFPA § 1052(c) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5562(c)); 12 C.F.R. pt. 1080. 
22 CFPA §§ 1053-1054 (codified at 12 U.S.C. §§ 5563-5564). 
23 CFPA § 1054(a) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5564(a)); see also id. § 1053(a) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5563(a)). 
24 CFPB, An Introduction to CFPB’s Exams of Financial Companies 3 (Jan. 9, 2023), 
https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/documents/cfpb an-introduction-to-cfpbs-exams-of-financial-companies 2023-
01.pdf. 
25 CFPA § 1013(b)(1) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5493(b)(1)). 
26 E.g., CFPA §§ 1022(b)(1), 1031, 1032 (codified at 12 U.S.C. §§ 5512(b)(1), 5531, 5532). 
27 World Acceptance Corporation, 2023 Annual Report 5 (World 2023 Annual Report), https://assets.website-
files.com/650d9ff90428b7ea045467f4/65329a25adfc307a5b9717a1 2023-World-Acceptance-Annual-Report.pdf.   
28 World 2023 Annual Report at 5; see also World Resp. at 2.   
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installment loans that are repayable in a series of equal payments.”29 World Acceptance’s loans 
are generally between $500 and $6,000 and have an average term of 20 months.30 As of March 
31, 2023, World Acceptance had over 600,000 loans outstanding totaling nearly $1.4 billion in 
loans receivable.31 According to World Acceptance, the average balance on these loans is around 
$2,000 and the average annual interest rate is around 46%.32 Some loans originated by World 
Acceptance have annual interest rates as high as 100%.33  
 
World Acceptance routinely refinances its loans. “It is not unusual for the [c]ompany to have 
made a number of loans to the same customer over the course of several years.”34 The company 
refinances both current and delinquent loans.35 In 2023, over 70% of its loan originations were 
refinancings of existing loans.36 While most of World’s revenues are generated from interest and 
fees on installment loans, it also sells a variety of other ancillary products, including insurance, 
roadside assistance memberships, and tax preparation services, which are bundled into 
consumers’ loan amounts.37  
 

C. Procedural History    
 
The CFPB has issued a procedural rule at 12 C.F.R. part 1091 that governs proceedings under 
CFPA section 1024(a)(1)(C). On March 10, 2023, the Assistant Director for Supervision, who 
acts as the “initiating official” under the procedural rule, began this proceeding by issuing what 
the rule terms a “Notice of Reasonable Cause.”38 World Acceptance submitted its written 
response on April 12, 2023.39 World Acceptance provided a supplemental oral response on May 
17, 2023.40 I then received a recommendation regarding a determination.41  
 
On July 17, 2023, I ordered the initiating official to file a supplemental brief providing additional 
analysis regarding why a risk determination under section 1024(a)(1)(C) may be warranted. I 
also ordered the initiating official to file, along with the supplemental brief, copies of certain 
consumer complaints. In addition, I ordered the initiating official to file any responses from 
World Acceptance to those complaints. I also provided World Acceptance an opportunity, at its 
option, to file a supplemental brief responding to any arguments in either the recommended 
determination or the initiating official’s supplemental brief. On August 21, 2023, the initiating 
official filed her supplemental brief and the additional materials I requested. On October 16, 
2023, World Acceptance filed a supplemental brief.  

 
29 World Resp. at 2.  
30 World 2023 Annual Report at 5; World Resp. at 2.  
31 World 2023 Annual Report at 9.  
32 Id. at 6, 9.  
33 Id. at 6.  
34 Id. at 9.  
35 Id. at 10.  
36 Id. at 10.  
37 Id. at 7-8.  
38 See 12 C.F.R. § 1091.102. 
39 See id. § 1091.105. 
40 See id. §§ 1091.105(b)(3), 106. 
41 My decision and order here fully set forth the factual findings and reasoning underlying my decision to designate 
World for supervision under CFPA section 1024(a)(1)(C). To the extent the findings and reasoning in this decision 
and order differ from the recommended determination, I have exercised my authority to modify the recommended 
determination under 12 C.F.R. § 1091.109.   
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C. World Acceptance’s Other Arguments 
 
None of the other arguments World Acceptance makes in its response or supplemental brief 
provide a basis to refrain from designating World Acceptance for supervision.   
 

1. Consumer Complaints Are Sufficient to Establish Reasonable Cause That 
World Acceptance’s Conduct Poses Risks to Consumers  

World Acceptance questions whether “unverified consumer complaints” are sufficient to 
designate World Acceptance for supervision.117 But section 1024(a)(1)(C) expressly states that a 
risk designation may be “based on complaints … or information from other sources.” 
Accordingly, Congress expressly allowed the CFPB to designate an entity for supervision based 
on consumer complaints. The absence of any reference to “verified complaints” or the use of any 
similar qualifier confirms that Congress did not intend to limit the types of complaints that can 
serve as the basis for a risk determination. The CFPB is only required to establish reasonable 
cause that World Acceptance’s conduct poses risks to consumers. Consumer complaints, even if 
unverified,118 are sufficient to satisfy that burden, particularly where, as here, World 
Acceptance’s supplemental brief does not dispute the veracity of the relevant complaints and 
World Acceptance’s responses to those complaints, which were submitted to the CFPB, in many 
instances confirm or fail to dispute relevant facts. 
 
World Acceptance also makes two other arguments as to why the complaints cited by the 
initiating official are an insufficient basis for a risk determination under section 1024(a)(1)(C). 
First, World Acceptance asserts that “World’s volume [of complaints] is not materially different 
from other lenders.”119 But nothing in the statute requires a unique volume of complaints to 
support a risk determination. As explained above,  the determination that World Acceptance’s 
conduct poses risks to consumers is based on the substance and seriousness of the complaints the 
Bureau has received about World Acceptance’s conduct. Second, World Acceptance argues that 
the initiating official should have considered “the company’s handling and resolution of 
complaints.”120 That World Acceptance submits written responses to complaints that, in some 
cases, raise factual disputes does not render those complaints an improper basis for a supervision 
designation. Indeed, World Acceptance did not raise any such factual disputes in its 
supplemental brief. Moreover, supervision will allow the CFPB to resolve those sorts of factual 
disputes for itself. Finally, contrary to World Acceptance’s assertion, reliance on consumer 
complaints does not “discourage voluntary participation [in the CFPB’s consumer-complaint 
system] by non-banks, to the detriment of consumers.”121 Consumers may submit complaints to 
the CFPB about a consumer financial company, whether or not that company responds. World 
Acceptance is, therefore, not being penalized for voluntarily responding. 
 

 
117 World Resp. at 5; see also World Supp. Br. at 3 n.3 (arguing that complaints “are not indicative of all 
consumers”); World Resp. at 6 (arguing that the absence of “any ‘information from other sources’” supports a 
finding that World “does not pose risks to consumers”).  
118 While the CFPB does not independently verify the accuracy of consumers’ complaints, consumers must affirm 
that the information they provide is true to the best of their knowledge and belief. See Disclosure of Consumer 
Complaint Data, 78 Fed. Reg. 21218, 21222 (Apr. 10, 2013). 
119 World Supp. Br. at 5. 
120 Id. at 4. 
121 Id. 
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2. The CFPB Is Not Required to Show That the Risks Posed by World 
Acceptance’s Conduct Are Unique  

World Acceptance argues that the CFPB must “articulate a specific basis” for its risk 
determination rather than relying “on generalizations that would apply to any lender in its 
market.”122 In other words, according to World Acceptance, in order to be designated for 
supervision under section1024(a)(1)(C), its conduct must pose unique risks to consumers that are 
distinct from the risks posed by other installment lenders. This argument is not a basis to refrain 
from designating World Acceptance for supervision for three reasons.  
 
First, nothing in the statute requires a finding that the risks World Acceptance’s conduct poses to 
consumers are unique or specific to World Acceptance. The statute requires that there is 
“reasonable cause to determine” that the entity designated for supervision “is engaging, or has 
engaged, in conduct that poses risks to consumers.”123 Moreover, World Acceptance’s proposed 
standard would have the perverse consequence of effectively immunizing all providers in a 
highly risky market from supervision under section 1024(a)(1)(C) as long as the risks they pose 
to consumers are similar. 
 
Second, even if a showing of risks “specific” to World Acceptance were required, the finding 
that World Acceptance’s conduct poses risks to consumers, explained above, is based on 
evidence specific to World Acceptance.  
 
Third, World Acceptance has not made a showing that it is improper for the CFPB to designate 
installment lenders for supervision on a case-by-case basis. World Acceptance concedes that the 
risks posed by its conduct “might be reason to initiate a larger participant rule,” but contends that 
those risk are insufficiently specific to designate World Acceptance for supervision under section 
1024(a)(1)(C).124 But whether to proceed through generalized rulemaking or case-by-case 
adjudication is a choice “that lies primarily in the informed discretion of the administrative 
agency.”125 In light of the risks to consumers presented by World Acceptance’s conduct, there is 
no persuasive reason to postpone CFPB supervision of World Acceptance until a hypothetical 
market-wide notice-and-comment rulemaking.126 

 
122 World Resp. at 1; see also id. at 3-4.   
123 CFPA § 1024(a)(1)(C) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(a)(1)(C)).  
124 World Supp. Br. at 1.  
125 SEC v. Chenery Corp., 332 U.S. 194, 203 (1947); accord NLRB v. Bell Aerospace Co. Div. of Textron Inc., 416 
U.S. 267, 294 (1974) (explaining that an agency “is not precluded from announcing new principles in an 
adjudicative proceeding and that the choice between rulemaking and adjudication lies in the first instance with the 
[agency’s] discretion”).  
126 In its supplemental oral response, World suggested that subjecting it to supervision would put it at a “competitive 
disadvantage” because the exam process is “expensive and burdensome.” Supp. Oral Resp. Hr’g Tr. at 19. As the 
CFPB has repeatedly found, however, the costs of supervision are generally modest. See, e.g., Defining Larger 
Participants of the Automobile Financing Market and Defining Certain Automobile Leasing Activity as a Financial 
Product or Service, 80 Fed. Reg. 37496, 37519-20 (June 30, 2015) (estimating that “the total labor cost of an [on-
site auto financing] examination would be about $27,611”); Defining Larger Participants of the International Money 
Transfer Market, 79 Fed. Reg. 56631, 56646-47 (Sept. 23, 2014) (examination-related labor cost estimate of 
$23,000); Defining Larger Participants of the Student Loan Servicing Market, 78 Fed. Reg. 73383, 73401-03 (Dec. 
6, 2013) (examination-related labor cost estimate of $24,000); Defining Larger Participants of the Consumer Debt 
Collection Market, 77 Fed. Reg. 65775, 65793-94 (Oct. 31, 2012) (examination-related labor cost estimate of 
$12,000 to $68,000); Defining Larger Participants of the Consumer Reporting Market, 77 Fed. Reg. 42874, 42894-
95 (July 20, 2012) (similar to estimates for consumer debt collection market). 
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Finally, contrary to World Acceptance’s suggestion, the fact that section 1024(a)(1)(C) does not 
require a showing of unique or specific risks does not render the provision unconstitutionally 
vague.127 Even assuming that constitutional vagueness principles apply to a supervisory 
designation,128 the statute cabins the CFPB’s discretion in multiple ways.129  

3. Neither the CFPB’s Prior Investigation into World Acceptance nor State 
Supervisory Examinations Provide Grounds for Declining to Designate 
World Acceptance for CFPB Supervision  

World Acceptance argues that the fact that CFPB’s Office of Enforcement previously 
investigated it but later closed its investigation is evidence that World Acceptance’s conduct 
does not pose a risk to consumers. To the contrary, the CFPB’s prior investigation of World 
Acceptance is not a basis to refrain from designating World Acceptance for supervision for two 
reasons.  
 
First, law enforcement agencies have “broad discretion” in determining whether to pursue an 
enforcement action.130 Decisions to close investigations can be based on resource or other non-
substantive considerations, and the market should not interpret the closure of an investigation as 
a broad conclusion that the CFPB believes the entity does not pose risks in any of its business 
dealings.  
 
Second, as discussed above, the CFPB’s enforcement authority generally extends to persons that 
violate Federal consumer financial laws, whereas a supervisory designation requires only a 
showing that the entity’s conduct poses risks to consumers and that showing is subject to a more 
lenient burden of persuasion than in an enforcement proceeding. 
 
The fact that World Acceptance is supervised by state regulators also does not provide grounds 
for declining to designate World Acceptance for CFPB supervision.131 World Acceptance 
provided no information about the scope of its examinations by state regulators and provided no 
basis to conclude that those examinations, no matter their number, adequately covered the risks 
identified in this order. Moreover, the evidence in this proceeding indicates that existing state 
supervisory efforts have not obviated the need for Federal supervision to address the risks to 
consumers posed by World Acceptance’s conduct.  
 

 
127 See World Supp. Br. at 3-4. 
128 But see Vill. of Hoffman Estates v. Flipside, Hoffman Estates, Inc., 455 U.S. 489, 498 (1982) (explaining vague 
laws offend the constitution insofar that they deny “fair notice” to the accused, but that that concern is diminished in 
the context of “economic regulation,” particularly where “regulated enterprises” may seek clarification through 
“administrative process” rather than risking prosecution). At minimum, constitutional vagueness concerns apply 
with diminished force in a civil, rather than criminal, context. See id. (“The Supreme Court has also expressed 
greater tolerance of enactments with civil rather than criminal penalties because the consequences of imprecision are 
qualitatively less severe.”). 
129 See supra at 2.  
130 Wayte v. United States, 470 U.S. 598, 607–08 (1985).  
131 See World Resp. at 4; see also World Supp. Br. at 4. 
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4. The CFPB Adhered to the Appropriate Process  

Before issuing a supervisory designation, Section 1024(a)(1)(C) requires that the CFPB provide 
“notice to the covered person and a reasonable opportunity for such covered person to respond.” 
The CFPB has adopted informal procedures designed to ensure an “efficient” and “expeditious” 
process for determining whether to issue a supervisory designation under section 
1024(a)(1)(C).132  
 
The CFPB followed those procedures here. The initiating official served a Notice of Reasonable 
cause including a description of her bases for asserting that there is reasonable cause to designate 
World Acceptance for supervision and a summary of the documents she relied on. World 
Acceptance then provided both a written and a supplemental oral response. I have reviewed a 
recommended determination and, through this order, am issuing my own determination that 
adopts the recommended determination with modifications.  
 
Nonetheless, World Acceptance argues that the CFPB has failed to adhere to the proper process 
for three reasons. First, World Acceptance argues that the Notice of Reasonable Cause was 
“facially defective” insofar as it relied on “conclusory statements and generalizations that would 
apply to any consumer lender.”133 The Notice of Reasonable Cause, however, satisfied the 
statutory notice requirement134 and included all of the contents required by the CFPB’s 
procedural rule.135 As discussed above, there is no requirement that the reasons for designating 
World Acceptance for supervision do not also apply to other lenders.136  
 
Second, World Acceptance argues that the initiating official “has repeatedly changed positions 
regarding the basis for a reasonable cause determination.”137 That characterization is inconsistent 
with the record of this proceeding, but also, it does not matter. World Acceptance was on notice 
of the reasons for the risk determination in this order, and had an opportunity to respond, which 
it took advantage of. In any event, the initiating official’s supplemental brief identifies five 
relevant consumer risks: (1) “[p]roblems understanding the way World conveyed loan terms,” 
(2) “[c]omplaints about World’s collection practices,” (3) “[c]omplaints about World’s 
furnishing practices,” (4) “[c]omplaints about World’s handling of identity theft issues,” and (5) 
“World’s reliance on loan renewals as a business strategy.”138 Those are the same consumer risks 
identified in the Notice.139  
 
Third, and finally, World Acceptance argues that my decision to order supplemental briefing 
deviates from “the process required by the Rule.”140 But nothing in the CFPB’s procedural rule 
precludes supplemental briefing. And while World Acceptance has a statutory right to notice and 

 
132 See 78 Fed. Reg. at 403653. 
133 World Supp. Br. at 1.  
134 See CFPA § 1024(a)(1)(C) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5514(a)(1)(C)).  
135 See 12 C.F.R. § 1091.103.  
136 See supra at 19-20. 
137 World Supp. Br. at 1; see also id. at 3.  
138 Initiating Official Supp. Br. at 9, 11, 12, 14, 16. 
139 Notice of Reasonable Cause at 2 (discussing World’s “volume of loan refinances and renewals”; “problems 
understanding … loan terms”; and World’s “practices relating to collections, furnishing, and the handling of identity 
theft issues”). 
140 Initiating Official Supp. Br. at 1.  
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a reasonable opportunity to respond,141 it does not have a substantial interest in precisely when or 
how it is provided such notice and opportunity to respond. Nor has World Acceptance pointed to 
any possible prejudice from having additional notice and process.  

III. Conclusion

For the reasons discussed above, the CFPB has reasonable cause to determine that the 
Respondent, World Acceptance Corporation, is a nonbank covered person that is engaging, or 
has engaged, in conduct that poses risks to consumers with regard to the offering or provision of 
one or more consumer financial products or services. 

IT IS ORDERED, that: 

As of the date of this Order, the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau has supervisory authority 
over Respondent pursuant to section 1024(a)(1)(C) of the Consumer Financial Protection Act of 
2010. The Bureau shall have authority over Respondent until such time as this Order is 
terminated consistent with 12 C.F.R. § 1091.113. Respondent may petition for termination of the 
Bureau’s supervisory authority no sooner than two years from the date of this Order, and no 
more than annually thereafter. 

While this Order establishes that the Bureau has supervisory authority over the Respondent, it 
does not require any immediate action on the part of Respondent. The Bureau will notify 
Respondent if and when it elects to require reports from, or conduct an examination of, 
Respondent pursuant to CFPA section 1024(b).  

This Order has no bearing on, and does not preclude, the Bureau’s exercise of any of its other 
authorities, including other supervisory authority, over Respondent. 

Within ten days after service of this Order, Respondent may file a submission regarding the 
publication of this order, pursuant to 12 C.F.R. § 1091.115(c)(2). 

Dated: November 30, 2023. 

________________________ 
Rohit Chopra 
Director 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 

141 12 U.S.C. § 5514(a)(1)(C). 




