
 

 

                                                            
1 84 Fed. Reg. 20049 (May 8, 2019). The ANPR also 

solicits comments on HMDA data points that added 

or revised in the Bureau’s October 2015 final rule 

 

BY ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION: 2019-

ANPR-HMDA@cfpb.gov 

 

October 15, 2019 

The Honorable Kathy Kraninger 

Director 

Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 

1700 G Street NW  

Washington, DC 20552 

Re: HMDA ANPR on Coverage of 

Business-to-Business Multifamily 

Loans  

Dear Director Kraninger: 

The undersigned organizations respectfully 

submit these comments on the Advanced Notice 

of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR)1 issued by the 

Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (Bureau), 

as it relates to reporting “business- or 

commercial-purpose loans made to a non-natural 

person and secured by a multifamily dwelling” 

under Regulation C, which implements the Home 

Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA). We 

appreciate the opportunity to share our views as 

the Bureau reconsiders the application of HMDA 

to such loans. 

Our organizations represent a broad range of 

businesses that make or enter into business- and 

commercial-purpose loans secured by 

multifamily properties. This includes banks and 

other depository institutions of all sizes, life 

insurance companies, sponsors of commercial 

mortgage-backed securities, and investment 

funds, among other lenders, as well as business 

entities that are owners of multifamily properties, 

all of which are affected directly or indirectly by 

the application of HMDA to such transactions.  

amending Regulation C, which this document does 

not directly address.  
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In our view, the substantial regulatory burden of 

HMDA reporting of business- or commercial-

purpose loans made to a non-natural person and 

secured by a multifamily dwelling (business-to-

business multifamily loans) more than outweighs 

the potential value of such data in serving HMDA 

purposes.  

We believe the HMDA value of data on such 

transactions is minimal because:  

• Most HMDA data fields are inapplicable to 

business-to-business and/or multifamily 

loans;  

• Much of the HMDA data on loan terms and 

underwriting (e.g., data on non-amortizing 

features) does not have the same information 

value in a commercial-lending context 

because of differences in common loan 

structures and in underwriting;  

• Data on multifamily affordable units paints 

an incomplete and potentially misleading 

picture of actual affordability and may be 

publicly available outside of HMDA; and  

• Any HMDA value served by location data in 

multifamily lending is outweighed by 

privacy risk to borrowers (e.g., 2018 HMDA 

data showed 19,172 Census tracts with only 

one or two multifamily loans reported).  

Moreover, the limited value of data on such 

mortgages is highlighted by lack of coverage it 

received in the extensive analysis and other 

materials accompanying the Bureau’s release of 

the 2018 HMDA data related almost exclusively 

to single-family lending.   

That minimal value of HMDA information on 

such transactions is substantially outweighed by 

the corresponding collective burden on the entire 

multifamily lending industry (including 2,828 

depository and non-depository lenders) that must 

adapt a HMDA reporting regime designed with 

consumer lending in mind to fit multifamily 

lending (this means developing a separate 

multifamily set of HMDA reporting processes 

and employing the extensive manual processes 

necessary to adapt consumer-focused HMDA to 

multifamily lending transactions).  

Moreover, that burden is clearly not justified at 

the institution level in most cases, in that, for 

2018, HMDA data show that 49 percent of 

institutions that reported both single-family and 

multifamily loans reported between 1 and 5 

multifamily loans, 70 percent of those institutions 

reported between 1 and 10 multifamily loans, and 

89 percent of those institutions that reported 25 or 

fewer multifamily loans. 

For that reason, we appreciate that the Bureau has 

issued an Advance Notice of Proposed 

Rulemaking seeking input on whether to exempt 

loans to business entities secured by multifamily 

properties from HMDA reporting. We believe the 

appropriate result of the ANPR should be a 

determination that business- or commercial-

purpose loans made to a non-natural person and 

secured by a multifamily dwelling, or 

multifamily loans generally, should be exempt 

from HMDA, and actions to implement that 

determination by way of an amendment to 

Regulation C. 

In addition to reflecting an appropriate balance of 

benefits and burden, a determination to exempt 

multifamily loans from Regulation C would be 

fully consistent with the intent of Congress. For 

example, Congress named the statute the Home 

Mortgage Disclosure Act and enacted it to 

respond to congressional findings regarding 

“home financing.” Multifamily loans are not 

“home mortgages” or “home financing.”  

In addition, the Dodd-Frank Act designated 

HMDA to be a “federal consumer financial law” 

and an “enumerated consumer law,” and 

transferred HMDA from the Federal Reserve to 
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the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 

(CFPB), a new federal agency created by Dodd-

Frank to focus on “consumer financial products 

and services.” Business-to-business loans or 

multifamily loans are not “consumer financial 

products or services,” and business-entity 

borrowers are not “consumers.” Accordingly, as 

we discuss in greater detail below, amending 

Regulation C to exempt business-to-business 

multifamily loans, or multifamily loans 

generally, would be fully in harmony with the 

evidence of the intent of Congress. 

Finally, for purposes of our recommendation, we 

believe that loans secured by mixed-use 

multifamily properties should be considered to be 

multifamily loans, so that a HMDA exemption 

for loans secured by multifamily properties 

would apply equally to loans secured by mixed-

use multifamily properties.  

II. COMMENT 

A. HMDA data on “business- or 

commercial-purpose loans made to a non-

natural person and secured by a 

multifamily dwelling” is of little or no 

value for HMDA purposes. 

For the reasons set forth below, we believe that 

HMDA data on business-to-business multifamily 

loans is of little or no value for HMDA purposes. 

• Many HMDA data fields are inapplicable. 

Many HMDA data fields are inapplicable to 

                                                            
2 See Appendix B to Part 1003 — Form and 

Instructions for Data Collection on Ethnicity, Race, 

and Sex, item 7; Supplement I to Part 1003—Official 

Interpretations, Comment for 1003.4—Compilation 

of Reportable Data, Paragraph 4(a)(10)(ii)—5 (age); 

Paragraph 4(a)(10)(iii)—7 (income data). Other data 

fields generally inapplicable to multifamily lending 

include: preapproval; rate spread; HOEPA status; 

credit score; total loan points/total points and fees; 

origination charges; discount points; lender credits; 

prepayment penalty; debt-to-income ratio; 

business-to-business or multifamily loans. 

This includes the key fields of ethnicity, race, 

sex, age, and income of applicants and 

borrowers.2 If those data fields are critical to 

the achievement of HMDA purposes, HMDA 

data on business-to-business loans or 

multifamily is of no value to those purposes. 

• Loan term and underwriting data do not 

have information value in a commercial 

context. While some data fields regarding 

loan terms and underwriting may nominally 

appear to apply to business-to-business 

multifamily loans,3 in a commercial 

multifamily context much of that data (e.g., 

data on non-amortizing features such as 

interest-only or balloon loans) does not have 

the same information value, because of 

differences in common loans terms and in 

underwriting.  

• Incomplete, misleading, publicly-available 

affordability data. Data responsive to the 

Multifamily affordable units data field 

provides an incomplete picture of actual 

affordability because it counts only units that 

are income-restricted under governmental 

programs.4 Moreover, such information may 

be directly available to the public through the 

offices of the relevant government programs.  

• Location data risks borrower privacy. Any 

value from information about the location of 

multifamily properties is more than 

manufactured home secured properties type; and 

manufactured home land properties interest. 
3 Including: non-amortizing features, loan terms, 

interest rate, introductory rate period, property 

value, lien status, loan amount, CLTV, credit score, 

preapproval, automated underwriting system, 

application channel, and action taken. 
4 12 C.F.R. § 1003.4(32) (“If the property securing 

the covered loan or, in the case of an application, 

proposed to secure the covered loan includes a 

multifamily dwelling, the number of individual 

dwelling units related to the property that are income-
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outweighed by the substantial privacy risk to 

borrowers. For example, based on 2018 

HMDA data, some 19,172 Census Tracts had 

only 1 or 2 reported multifamily loans, and 

24,587 Census Tracts had between 1 and 10 

reported multifamily loans, so the risk of 

identifying specific properties and borrowers 

is real. 

• The Bureau’s release of 2018 data focuses 

on single-family lending. The vast majority 

of the data tables, figures, and market trend 

information accompanying the Bureau’s 

release of 2018 HMDA data exclude data on 

multifamily loans, explicitly or because they 

reflect data from fields (e.g., race, ethnicity 

or age) that are inapplicable to non-natural 

person borrowers.5 This is consistent with a 

conclusion that HMDA data on business-to-

business or multifamily loans is of low value 

of HMDA data for HMDA purposes. 

B. HMDA reporting on multifamily loans is 

highly burdensome. 

a. It is burdensome to adapt 

commercial lending to HMDA 

reporting designed to fit single-

family lending. 

HMDA and its implementing regulations and 

reporting infrastructure are aligned to fit single-

family systems and processes. Those process 

include a high degree of automation and 

standardization (e.g., standard forms developed 

by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac); systems and 

processes developed around the substantial 

regime of federal consumer financial laws, 

including the Truth in Lending Act (TILA) and 

the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act 

(RESPA); and underwriting that focuses on the 

                                                            
restricted pursuant to Federal, State, or local 

affordable housing programs.”). 
5 See Introducing New and Revised Data Points in 

HMDA; Initial Observations from New and Revised 

ability of the borrower to repay the loan from 

sources other than net income from the property.  

The context of commercial multifamily lending is 

very different. For example, there is no standard 

application process (commercial multifamily 

loan application processes may vary within a 

financial institution as well as across institutions), 

and application processes are not substantially 

shaped by consumer financial laws.  

In addition, commercial multifamily lending 

transactions are largely individualized to each 

lending situation; underwriting typically includes 

substantial focus on the ability of the net 

operating income of the property to service the 

debt; loan terms like prepayment restrictions that 

may be problematic in single-family mortgage 

lending are common and appropriate in 

commercial multifamily lending, and the loan 

origination systems supporting these transactions 

may lack the level of automation that is typical in 

systems supporting single-family home mortgage 

lending.  

As a result of those differences, the regulatory 

burden of HMDA reporting of multifamily loans 

is much greater than the already substantial 

burden of HMDA reporting of single-family 

loans. This includes the need to establish separate 

HMDA reporting processes for commercial 

multifamily loans and a need to conduct 

substantial manual processing.  

That manual processing includes manually 

transcribing data from commercial loan 

origination systems, resolving reportability 

questions, transferring and transforming data to 

the necessary data formats, geocoding, 

completing repeated rounds of quality control 

checks across multiple departments, resolving 

Data Points in 2018 HMDA (CFPB August 2019); 

and Data Point: 2018 Mortgage Market Activity and 

Trends; A First Look at the 2018 HMDA Data (CFPB 

August 2019). 
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false-negative flags generated by $10 million 

Loan amount data edit designed to identify errors 

for single-family lending,6 and manually 

populating the appropriate “NA” entries for the 

many inapplicable fields.  

In addition, as was reflected in a STRATMOR 

Group Survey of 186 lenders who reported 2018 

HMDA data,7 survey respondents found that the 

Current Loan to Value Ratio (CLTV) was 

exceptionally difficult to apply where a loan is 

secured by multiple multifamily properties.8 It is 

a common practice in multifamily lending to 

cross-collateralize a loan with multiple 

properties, each of which may be in a different 

lien position. 

b. The Multifamily affordable units 

data field is difficult to report, 

despite being established for 

multifamily lending. 

The one data field that applies only to multifamily 

loans, multifamily affordable units, also proved to 

be very difficult to report. For example, 

STRATMOR Group Survey respondents ranked 

multifamily affordable units as the second most 

difficult data field to report, falling below only 

the exceptionally difficult free form 

                                                            
6 See Filing instructions guide for HMDA data 

collected in 2018, Edit ID 627, p. 172 (FFIEC, Sept. 

2018). 
7 STRATMOR Group, HMDA REPORTING 

ASSESSMENT SURVEY, copy attached as an Appendix 

to this letter. The STRATMOR Group is an 

independent consulting, analytics, and advisory 

services firm that specializes in mortgage banking. 
8 STRATMOR Group Survey, slides 30-31 (Sept. 6, 

2019) (CLTV ranked third most difficult data field, 

behind only Free form race/ethnicity fields and 

multifamily affordable units. Narrative responses 

related to multifamily lending included: “Affected 

Commercial Loans mostly:” “Value relied on not 

available in commercial LOS-lender must manually 

enter and struggle with including all collateral”). 
9 STRATMOR Group Survey, slides 30, 32 and 35. 

Narrative comments included: “There is no place to 

verify which units are ‘affordable’ even HUD said 

race/ethnicity fields because, for example, that 

information may not be collected as part of the 

underwriting process and, in some cases, 

reporting institutions must obtain the necessary 

information from the relevant government 

program office—which is something interested 

members of the public could similarly 

accomplish.9 

c. The cumulative reporting burden 

on the industry of HMDA reporting 

on multifamily loans is enormous, 

while multifamily loan volumes for 

individual institutions do not 

warrant establishing the separate 

HMDA reporting process necessary 

to report on such loans.  

The burden of reporting on multifamily loans is 

borne by 2,828 financial institutions, or about 

half of the 5,627 financial institutions that 

reported 2018 data.10 Therefore, any possible 

value of HMDA data must be weighed against the 

cumulative regulatory burden borne by about half 

the mortgage lending industry.  

In addition, the 2018 HMDA data show that 49 

percent of institutions that reported both single-

family and multifamily loans reported between 1 

they didn’t like this reporting requirement.” “No one 

besides full time HMDA employees understands this 

field and requires questions to the customer after 

closing, which is not professional.” “This only affects 

the commercial area and is a manual input by 

lenders.” “Requirements are onerous and not easily 

understood by staff.” “Particularly with withdrawn 

and denied applications, information may not be 

available since it is typically not collected by the loan 

officer, can be validated only through an appraiser 

or other underwriting confirmation.” … “Difficult for 

lenders to understand how to properly enter this 

HMDA data and more guidance is needed or field 

removed manual data entry.”). 
10 The 2018 HMDA data show a total of 5,627 

reporting institutions, 2,799 of which reported only 

single-family loans; 2,791 of which reported both 

single-family and multifamily loans, and 37 of which 

reported only multifamily loans.  
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and 5 multifamily loans, 70 percent of those 

institutions reported between 1 and 10 

multifamily loans, and 89 percent of those 

institutions that reported 25 or fewer multifamily 

loans. As a result, it is apparent that multifamily 

loan transaction volumes for a substantial 

proportion of those institutions are not high 

enough to warrant the effort of establishing a 

separate HMDA reporting process to report those 

loans.  

Multifamily loans to natural-person borrowers 

are small percentage of all reported multifamily 

loans,11 so a determination to exempt business-to-

business multifamily loans should, for practical 

considerations, be broadened to exempt 

multifamily loans generally. That is, the very 

small volume of multifamily loans to natural-

person borrowers would surely not warrant the 

effort of establishing a separate HMDA reporting 

process to report those loans. 

d. Exempting multifamily loans 

would be fully in harmony with 

congressional intent. 

In addition to reflecting an appropriate balance of 

benefits and burden, a determination to exempt 

multifamily loans from Regulation C would be 

fully in harmony with the apparent intent of 

Congress.  

The language of HMDA does not directly require 

HMDA reporting on multifamily loans, and there 

is evidence to suggest that Congress did not 

intend for HMDA to be interpreted to apply to 

                                                            
11 We estimate that between 6,700 and 7,100 (13-14 

percent) of multifamily loans reflected in the 2018 

HMDA data were made to “natural person” 

borrowers. 
12 12 U.S.C. § 2801(a) (“FINDINGS OF CONGRESS. The 

Congress finds that some depository institutions have 

sometimes contributed to the decline of certain 

geographic areas by their failure pursuant to their 

chartering responsibilities to provide adequate home 

financing to qualified applicants on reasonable terms 

and conditions.”). 

such transactions. For example, the title of the 

Act is the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, and 

congressional findings within HMDA indicate 

Congress enacted HMDA to address concerns 

about failures to provide adequate “home 

financing” to qualified applicants on reasonable 

terms and conditions.12 Multifamily loans are not 

“home mortgages” or “home financing.”   

Also, the HMDA “activity test” requires a 

depository institution to report under HMDA 

only if it originates at least one single-family 

mortgage (without regard to how many 

multifamily mortgages it has originated).13 This 

test effectively exempts depository institutions 

that make only multifamily loans, which would 

be nonsensical in a statute intended to require the 

collection of data on multifamily loans. 

The Dodd-Frank Act provides additional 

evidence suggesting that Congress did not intend 

for HMDA to apply to multifamily transactions. 

For example, Dodd-Frank designated HMDA as 

an “enumerated consumer law” and as a “federal 

consumer financial law,”14 and transferred 

HMDA from the Federal Reserve to the Bureau,15 

a federal agency focused on protecting consumers 

in connection with “consumer financial products 

and services,”16 and granted the Bureau 

supervisory authority over “covered persons.”17 

Multifamily loans and other business- or 

commercial purpose loans are not “consumer 

13 See 12 C.F.R. § 1003.2(g)((iii) and FFIEC, A 

GUIDE TO HMDA REPORTING: GETTING IT RIGHT, pp. 

2-3 (2018 Edition) (“Loan Activity Test”). 
14 See 12 U.S.C. § 5481(12) (defining “enumerated 

consumer law” to include HMDA); (14) (defining 

“federal consumer financial law” to include HMDA). 
15 See 12 U.S.C. § 5581 (Transfer of consumer 

financial protection functions). 
16 See 12 U.S.C. § 5511 (Purpose, objectives and 

functions). 
17 See 12 U.S.C. §§ 5514-5516. 
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financial products or services,”18 business-entity 

borrowers are not “consumers,”19 and many 

multifamily lenders required to report under 

Regulation C (e.g., life insurance companies) do 

not offer or engage in consumer financial 

products or services and so are not “covered 

persons.”20 

In the one instance where Congress intended to 

authorize the Bureau to reach transactions that do 

not involve consumer financial products or 

services, it did so explicitly by amending ECOA 

to explicitly authorize the Bureau to collect and 

publish data on loan applications by women-

owned, minority-owned and small businesses.21 

Congress did not add any comparable non-

consumer exceptions with respect to HMDA.  

In sum, we believe that exempting multifamily 

loans from HMDA would be fully in harmony 

with the statutory evidence of congressional 

intent.  

e. Loans secured by multifamily 

mixed-use properties are also loans 

secured by multifamily properties. 

Regulation C does not address mixed-use 

multifamily properties. Rather, the Official 

Interpretations of Regulation C describe a 

“mixed-use property” is a property used for both 

residential and commercial purposes, such as a 

building containing apartment units and retail 

                                                            
18 See 12 U.S.C. § 5481(12) (defining “consumer 

financial product or service”). 
19 See 12 U.S.C. § 5481(4) (defining “consumer”). 
20 See 12 U.S.C. § 5481(6) (defining “covered 

person”). 
21 See Dodd-Frank Act, § 1071. Small Business Data 

Collection. 
22 See 12 C.F.R. Supplement I to Part 1003 – Official 

Interpretations, Comment for 1003.2(f)—4. 
23 Available at: 

https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/documents/20170

9_cfpb_2018-hmda-transactional-coverage.pdf 
24 In fact, loans secured by mixed-use multifamily 

properties are at least as deserving of an exemption as 

space and provide that a loan secured by a mixed-

use property is subject to HMDA reporting if the 

property’s primary use is residential.22 

The Bureau’s implementation guidance, HMDA 

transactional coverage,23 provides examples of 

mixed-use properties, including: properties for 

long-term housing and related services (such as 

assisted living for senior citizens or supportive 

housing for people with disabilities); and 

properties for long-term housing and medical 

care if the primary use is residential. 

Based on that interpretation and guidance, it 

seems clear that multifamily mixed-use 

properties used primarily for residential purposes 

can also be characterized as multifamily 

properties. If a property contains five or more 

units and its primary use is residential, it is a 

multifamily property. As a result, any possible 

exemption for loans secured by multifamily 

properties should apply equally to loans secured 

by mixed-use multifamily properties whose 

primary use is residential.24  

Accordingly, please consider our 

recommendation that the Bureau exempt 

multifamily loans from HMDA reporting, to 

include a recommendation to exempt loans 

secured by mixed-use multifamily properties 

whose principal purpose is residential. 

are other multifamily loans. Data about loans secured 

by mixed-used multifamily properties is likely to be 

of even less value for HMDA purposes than the low 

value of data about loans secured by multifamily 

properties generally that we describe above. 

Similarly, the regulatory burden of collecting and 

reporting data on loans secured by mixed-used 

multifamily properties is likely to be even greater 

than the substantial burden of collecting and 

reporting data on other multifamily loans we describe 

above.  

https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/documents/201709_cfpb_2018-hmda-transactional-coverage.pdf
https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/documents/201709_cfpb_2018-hmda-transactional-coverage.pdf


Commercial real estate industry comment 

HMDA ANPR on Coverage of Business-to-Business Multifamily Loans  

October 15, 2019 

Page 8 

 

 

III. CONCLUSION 

This ANPR creates an opportunity for the Bureau 

to make a sensible adjustment to Regulation C 

with respect to multifamily loans, and that 

adjustment that would be in harmony with 

congressional intent. We urge the Bureau to 

expeditiously to exempt multifamily loan 

transactions from HMDA reporting requirements 

under Regulation C. While the Bureau is 

explicitly considering the application of HMDA 

to “business- and commercial-purpose loans 

made to a non-natural person and secured by 

multifamily properties,” the most practical is to 

also exempt the rare examples of multifamily 

loans to natural person borrowers. 

Our respective organizations appreciate this 

opportunity to participate in the Bureau’s 

consideration of the HMDA treatment of 

“business- and commercial-purpose loans made 

to a non-natural person and secured by 

multifamily properties,” and we look forward to 

working with the Bureau as it takes further 

actions toward granting HMDA reporting relief 

as to such transactions. 

Respectfully, 

Mortgage Bankers Association 

American Bankers Association 

Bank Policy Institute 

CRE Finance Council 

Nareit 

National Apartment Association 

National Multifamily Housing Council 

The Real Estate Roundtable 
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HMDA REPORTING ASSESSMENT SURVEY - RESULTS

September 6, 2019



SURVEY BACKGROUND

• The American Bankers Association (ABA) engaged STRATMOR Group, an 
independent mortgage banking consulting firm, to facilitate a survey to gather 
data which would be useful in answering the questions posed by the CFPB in 
the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking issued on May 3, 2019. 

• The survey was circulated to members of a number of industry trade groups, 
including the ABA, Bank Policy Institute, Consumer Bankers Association, 
Housing Policy Council, and Mortgage Bankers Association. 

• Questions used were the result of a collaborative effort of the trade groups

• STRATMOR facilitated the survey, compiled results, and prepared this Power 
Point presentation and commentary, which was also edited by the ABA.
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SURVEY BACKGROUND

• With respect to the survey structure and responses:

▪ Not every respondent answered every question

▪ Sample sizes are noted throughout the presentation

▪ Opportunity was given for free form comments

▪ The survey was conducted from June 20 through July 26, 2019

3



RESPONDENT PROFILE
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Which best describes your company?

©2019 STRATMOR Group. All Rights Reserved. 

Proprietary & Confidential – Not for External Distribution.5

Sample Size 3,145                      All Banks who reported in 2017 HMDA

Margin of Error 95% 90% 85%

5.0% 343 248 195

7.5% 162 116 90

10.0% 94 66 52

15.0% 43 30 23

Confidence Level

The final sample included 182 lenders that were primarily 
(93%) Banks or Bank Owned/Affiliated mortgage entities.

Using the population of Bank lenders in HMDA which was 
3,145 for 2017, we can say that the findings of this survey are 
representative of the overall population of banks with a 95% 
confidence level and a 7.5% margin of error.

N=182



What were your total Bank Assets as of March 31, 2019? 

©2019 STRATMOR Group. All Rights Reserved. 

Proprietary & Confidential – Not for External Distribution.6

N=169

The respondents 

represent a good 

cross section of 

banks in terms of 

asset size, as shown 

on the bar graph.  



What were your total HMDA reportable units for 2018?

7

Similar to the bank 

asset size range, the 

respondents represent a 

good cross section of 

mortgage volume 

(HMDA reportable 

units), as shown in the 

bar graph.

©2019 STRATMOR Group. All Rights Reserved. 

Proprietary & Confidential – Not for External Distribution.

N=180



HMDA IMPLEMENTATION & REPORTING 

RESOURCES
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FTE CLASSIFICATIONS

• The survey respondents were given the following definitions for the 
classification of Full Time Equivalent Employees (FTEs):
▪ Technology FTEs include individuals working in the technology 

development, testing, maintenance and support groups. For banks, this may 
include FTE in the Bank technology areas that are assigned to mortgage on 
a direct basis or on a project basis.

▪ Non-technology FTEs include individuals working in any non-technology 
area which supported HMDA implementation including compliance, legal, 
post closing, training, sales or sales administration, and fulfillment areas 
such as processing, underwriting or closing.
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How many FTEs are dedicated to reporting 

HMDA - overall?

In this sample of lenders there were:

• 305 dedicated Tech FTEs 
▪ 76% of lenders have at least a partial HMDA dedicated Tech FTE

• 1,085 dedicated Non-tech FTEs
▪ 95% of lenders have at least a partial HMDA dedicated Non-Tech FTE

10 ©2019 STRATMOR Group. All Rights Reserved. 

Proprietary & Confidential – Not for External Distribution.

N=180

Technology FTE 1.70                           0.25                           61.00                         -                             44 24%

Non-Technology FTE 6.06                           3.00                           133.00                       -                             9 5%

 Total FTE 7.76                           3.25                           194.00                       -                             

% of lenders who 

reported 0Mean Median Low

# of lenders who 

reported 0High



How many FTEs are dedicated to reporting 

HMDA – by HMDA reportable units?

As expected, the number of FTEs dedicated to reporting HMDA data varies significantly with mortgage 
activity.

Even for lenders which reported fewer than 1,000 units in 2018, the average FTE count dedicated to HMDA 
reporting was 3.3.

Assuming an average per FTE cost of $65,000 annually, this represents ongoing annual personnel costs of 
$214,500 in support of HMDA for the average lender, exclusive of any cost allocation for time spent by loan 
officers and fulfillment personnel in the process.

11 ©2019 STRATMOR Group. All Rights Reserved. 

Proprietary & Confidential – Not for External Distribution.

N=180

Under 1,000 1,000 - 5,000 5,000-10,000 10,000 - 50,000 More than 50,000

Lender Sample 73 48 21 25 13

Avg Technology FTE 0.72                           0.75                           0.52                           2.27                           12.38                         

Avg Non-Technology FTE 2.55                           5.26                           3.79                           8.98                           30.64                         

Avg Total FTE 3.27                           6.01                           4.31                           11.25                         43.01                         

HMDA REPORTABLE UNITS



2015 HMDA CHANGES - IMPLEMENTATION 

RESOURCES

12



By what amount did you have to increase your 

Technology FTEs?

13

82 lenders, or 46% of the sample, increased 

Technology FTEs to implement the 2015 HMDA 

rule changes.

The larger lenders were more likely to have added 

Technology FTEs.

While not a perfect calculation, using the current 

FTE and the mid-point of the % increase ranges, 

we can estimate that, for this sample, 80 

Technology FTEs  (an average of 1 FTE per 

lender) were added to lender rosters (for those 

lenders which added FTEs) to implement the 2015 

HMDA rule changes.

©2019 STRATMOR Group. All Rights Reserved. 

Proprietary & Confidential – Not for External Distribution.

N=178

Under 1,000 1,000 - 5,000 5,000-10,000 10,000 - 50,000 More than 50,000

Lender Sample 73 47 21 25 11

None Added 74% 49% 52% 24% 18%

0% - 10% 8% 15% 29% 16% 18%

10% - 25% 10% 19% 10% 24% 36%

25% - 50% 5% 4% 5% 8% 0%

50% - 75% 1% 9% 5% 12% 9%

75% - 100% 0% 4% 0% 12% 9%

More than 100% 1% 0% 0% 4% 9%

HMDA REPORTABLE UNITS

Technology FTE

Note that the instructions were 
to include added and reassigned 
FTEs as well as estimates of 
overtime by existing staff.
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For those lenders which did 

increase FTE, the main 

reasons given were updating 

the LOS, and relevant 

software and fields.

Note: Lenders could choose 

more than one driver, so the 

totals add to more than 

100%.

©2019 STRATMOR Group. All Rights Reserved. 

Proprietary & Confidential – Not for External Distribution.

N=82

What were the primary drivers of added FTEs?

Drivers of added FTEs



By what amount did you have to increase your Non-

Technology FTEs?

15

126 lenders, or 71% of the respondents, added non-

technology FTEs to implement new HMDA 

requirements.

In the groups with over 1,000 reportable HMDA 

units, between 76% and 88% of lenders increased 

non-technology FTEs in order to facilitate the new 

HMDA reporting requirements.

Using same calculation as previously described, 

those lenders which added FTE added 194 FTE or 

1.58 FTE per lender.

The darker green shading shows the percentage 

increase level for each size group with the highest 

number of responses.

N=177

Under 1,000 1,000 - 5,000 5,000-10,000 10,000 - 50,000 More than 50,000

Lender Sample 73 46 21 25 11

None Added 48% 13% 24% 12% 18%

0% - 10% 16% 11% 5% 8% 9%

10% - 25% 14% 17% 24% 16% 36%

25% - 50% 12% 30% 10% 32% 9%

50% - 75% 5% 11% 10% 8% 18%

75% - 100% 4% 13% 14% 8% 9%

More than 100% 0% 4% 14% 16% 0%

HMDA REPORTABLE UNITS

Non-Technology FTE

Note that the instructions were 
to include added and reassigned 
FTEs as well as estimates of 
overtime by existing staff.



What were the primary drivers of increased Non-

Technology FTE?

16

The two main reasons for 

addition of non-technology 

FTEs were review of data 

integrity and scrubbing data 

submissions.

Note that respondents could 

choose more than one driver, 

so the responses total more 

than 100%.

N=126

Drivers of increased non-technology FTEs



Did you engage an outside vendor(s) to work on the HMDA project?

What was the amount spent with all vendors combined?

17

37%, or 66 lenders, engaged a vendor for implementation.  

The average (mean) technology vendor spend was 

$335,966.

The average (mean) non-technology vendor spend was 

$87,228.

Note: Vendors would include such categories as legal, 

training, software development and integration, and LOS 

development

N=179

Vendor Spend - Technology 335,966                      10,000                        7,000,000                  -                               

Vendor Spend - Non-Technology 87,228                        3,000                           1,410,000                  -                               

Total Spend 423,195                     13,000                        8,410,000                  -                               

Mean Median High Low
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The amount spent with vendors ranged from an average of $10,890 for those organizations 

with less than 1,000 reportable HMDA units, to an average of $3.4 million for the large 

institutions. More was spent with vendors for technology services than for other non-

technology services. 

The per loan cost of these averages is in the $21- $40 per loan range, on vendor services 

alone.

Under 1,000 1,000 - 5,000 5,000-10,000 10,000 - 50,000 More than 50,000

% of Lenders w/ Yes 22 21 7 11 5

Avg Vendor Spend - Technology 6,830                               36,105                             75,000                             1,081,940                       2,390,667                       

Avg Vendor Spend - Non-Technology 4,060                               33,132                             1,000                               97,691                             1,036,667                       

Avg Total Spend 10,890                             69,237                             76,000                             1,179,631                       3,427,333                       

HMDA REPORTABLE UNITS

N=179

What was the amount spent with all vendors 

combined?



Did you purchase new software or update existing software specifically for HMDA?

What was the amount spent to purchase or update existing software?

19

The majority of lenders purchased new 

software to implement HMDA changes 

(108 lenders or 61%).

The average (mean) spend was $412,874 for 

HMDA software.

Under 1,000 1,000 - 5,000 5,000-10,000 10,000 - 50,000 More than 50,000

Lenders who purchased software 39 30 14 17 8

Average Software Spend 10,066                       15,822                       154,688                    749,513                    4,194,006                 

HMDA REPORTABLE UNITS

N=178

Software Spend 412,874                    10,000                       14,389,530              500                             

Mean Median High Low



ONGOING RESOURCES

20



By what amount did you have to increase your 

Technology FTEs?

21

For 114, or 65% of the lenders, 

no additional technology FTEs 

were required for ongoing 

reporting.

N=175

Under 1,000 1,000 - 5,000 5,000-10,000 10,000 - 50,000 More than 50,000

Lender Sample 71 46 20 25 12

None Added 75% 59% 95% 40% 33%

0% - 10% 13% 15% 0% 20% 33%

10% - 25% 10% 13% 0% 8% 17%

25% - 50% 0% 4% 5% 12% 0%

50% - 75% 1% 7% 0% 12% 8%

75% - 100% 0% 2% 0% 8% 8%

More than 100% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Technology FTE

HMDA REPORTABLE UNITS

Note that the instructions were 
to include added and reassigned 
FTEs as well as estimates of 
overtime by existing staff.
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For those lenders which did 

increase FTE, the primary 

purpose was the monitoring 

and scrubbing of data to 

insure data integrity.

Note: lenders could choose 

more than one driver, so the 

totals are greater than 

100%.

©2019 STRATMOR Group. All Rights Reserved. 
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N=61

What were the primary drivers of added FTEs?

Drivers of added FTEs



By what amount did you have to increase your Non-

Technology FTEs?

23

70% of lenders added non-technology 

FTEs to cope with the increased data 

scrubbing and data monitoring required 

with the new HMDA dataset. 

Lenders in the 10,000 – 50,000 

reportable unit range had the largest 

percentage increase in non-technology 

FTEs. 

The darker green shading indicates the 

highest percentage levels of increase for 

that unit group.

N=174

Under 1,000 1,000 - 5,000 5,000-10,000 10,000 - 50,000 More than 50,000

Lender Sample 71 46 20 25 11

None Added 45% 20% 25% 12% 18%

0% - 10% 15% 13% 5% 12% 18%

10% - 25% 17% 17% 30% 8% 36%

25% - 50% 14% 20% 15% 28% 9%

50% - 75% 4% 11% 5% 12% 18%

75% - 100% 4% 15% 15% 16% 0%

More than 100% 0% 4% 5% 12% 0%

Non-Technology FTE

HMDA REPORTABLE UNITS

Note that the instructions were 
to include added and reassigned 
FTEs as well as estimates of 
overtime by existing staff.
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For those lenders which did 

increase non-technology 

FTEs, the main drivers were 

assuring integrity of data, 

followed by general 

compliance review work.

Note: lenders could choose 

more than one driver, 

resulting in totals which are 

greater than 100%.

©2019 STRATMOR Group. All Rights Reserved. 

Proprietary & Confidential – Not for External Distribution.

N=122

What were the primary drivers of added non-tech 

FTEs?

Drivers of non-technology FTE increases



Did you engage an outside vendor(s) to report the additional data fields required by 

the 2015 HMDA rule?

What was the amount spent with all vendors combined?

25

52 lenders or Less than one-third (30%) of lenders use a vendor 

to support ongoing HMDA reporting.

The average technology spend was $112,606.

The average non-technology spend was $20,071

Note: Vendors would include such categories as legal, training, 

software development and integration, and LOS development

N=175

Vendor Spend - Technology 112,606                 6,100                      2,500,000              -                          

Vendor Spend - Non-Technology 20,071                    -                          500,000                 -                          

Total Spend 132,677                 6,100                      3,000,000              -                          

Mean Median High Low



What was the amount spent in 2018 with all 

vendors combined?

26

The average vendor spend for ongoing HMDA reporting in 2018 ranged from $7,270 

for the under 1,000 unit group, to $1.1 million for the largest lenders

N=52

Under 1,000 1,000 - 5,000 5,000-10,000 10,000 - 50,000 More than 50,000

# of Lenders w/ Yes 18 17 5 8 4

Avg Vendor Spend - Technology 6,385                      22,195                    98,500                    186,820                 916,667                 

Avg Vendor Spend - Non-Technology 885                          8,100                      75                            14,640                    217,000                 

Avg Total Spend 7,270                      30,295                    98,575                    201,460                 1,133,667              

HMDA REPORTABLE UNITS



Did you pay ongoing expenses for software that was 

specifically built to capture the additional data required by the 

2015 HMDA rule?

27

82, or 46% of lenders use dedicated software to 

report HMDA.   

The average (mean) annual spend for this software 

is $88,281.

N=175

Under 1,000 1,000 - 5,000 5,000-10,000 10,000 - 50,000 More than 50,000

Lenders with on-going software spend 30 27 8 11 6

Average Software Spend 5,644                      15,558                    46,714                    99,778                    1,145,000              

HMDA REPORTABLE UNITS

Software Spend 88,281                    10,000                    4,250,000              1,000                      

Mean Median High Low



DATA FIELDS – DIFFICULTY IN REPORTING AND 

USEFULNESS OF DATA

28



General Comments on the Data Ratings

• The respondents clearly indicated in their ratings and comments that many 

of the fields now required are of limited value in monitoring their mortgage 

operations in terms of effectively serving their communities.

• In general, the fields which are the most removed from traditional first 

mortgage residential lending are viewed as the most problematic.

• Also, free form fields are used in a small minority of cases, and represent 

significant effort versus the usefulness of the data.

29



Please rate how easy or difficult it is to collect and 

report the following data fields per the current guidance.

30

N

Aggregate 

Difficulty 

Rating

Median 

Difficulty 

Rating

# of lender 

rating 7 or 

above

% of lenders 

rating 7 or 

above

Data 

requirements 

cause borrower 

confusion

Can't collect 

during telephone 

application

Staff has a hard 

time collecting 

correctly

Requires 

additional 

calculations on 

collected data

Require manual 

updates or 

calculations on 

collected data

Not collected in 

the normal 

course of 

business

Not used to 

underwrite or 

price the loans

Definitions 

unclear

Reporting 

requirements 

needs 

clarification

Other - (See 

slides to follow)

Multifamily Affordable Units 118 6.13            6.00            51                    43% 27.5% 7.8% 70.6% 21.6% 39.2% 56.9% 45.1% 37.3% 19.6% 15.7%

Free form race/ethnicity fields 143 6.08            6.00            67                    47% 79.1% 16.4% 70.1% 4.5% 23.9% 19.4% 16.4% 19.4% 20.9% 17.9%

Combined loan-to-value ratio 138 6.01            6.00            61                    44% 0.0% 8.2% 47.5% 72.1% 72.1% 13.1% 9.8% 29.5% 29.5% 24.6%

Debt-to-income ratio 141 5.90            6.00            59                    42% 5.1% 10.2% 50.8% 69.5% 64.4% 5.1% 8.5% 32.2% 33.9% 20.3%

Manufactured Home Land Property Interest 101 5.45            5.00            36                    36% 25.0% 16.7% 69.4% 16.7% 44.4% 55.6% 38.9% 30.6% 27.8% 16.7%

Business or Commercial Purpose 100 5.39            5.00            38                    38% 28.9% 10.5% 68.4% 21.1% 42.1% 39.5% 34.2% 65.8% 55.3% 21.1%

Manufactured Home Secured Property Type 97 5.34            5.00            33                    34% 24.2% 18.2% 66.7% 21.2% 39.4% 51.5% 36.4% 27.3% 21.2% 21.2%

Automated Underwriting System 125 5.34            5.00            43                    34% 14.0% 2.3% 27.9% 20.9% 55.8% 14.0% 2.3% 32.6% 41.9% 27.9%

Total Units (in Security Property) 111 5.14            5.00            32                    29% 25.0% 6.3% 71.9% 28.1% 46.9% 31.3% 37.5% 18.8% 18.8% 28.1%

Amount of lender credits 124 4.89            5.00            36                    29% 19.4% 11.1% 27.8% 41.7% 52.8% 16.7% 8.3% 38.9% 30.6% 16.7%

Total discount points 117 4.84            4.00            34                    29% 8.8% 11.8% 32.4% 52.9% 58.8% 5.9% 14.7% 44.1% 26.5% 11.8%

Total origination charges 129 4.67            4.00            35                    27% 5.7% 14.3% 42.9% 51.4% 57.1% 8.6% 17.1% 34.3% 25.7% 11.4%

Reasons for denial 132 4.26            4.00            29                    22% 34.5% 20.7% 55.2% 34.5% 65.5% 13.8% 17.2% 44.8% 34.5% 10.3%

Interest rate at closing or account opening 107 4.21            4.00            19                    18% 10.5% 10.5% 31.6% 31.6% 63.2% 10.5% 5.3% 31.6% 36.8% 5.3%

Open-End Line of Credit 61 4.15            3.00            10                    16% 30.0% 20.0% 60.0% 30.0% 30.0% 40.0% 10.0% 30.0% 30.0% 20.0%

Reverse Mortgage 52 3.92            2.00            10                    19% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 10.0% 30.0% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 20.0% 70.0%

• The respondents were asked to rate the level of difficulty in collecting and reporting the data fields required on a scale of 1-10, with 
10 being the most difficult. 

• They were also asked to indicate the reason for any difficulty rating above a “7”
• The darker green shading indicates the reasons with the highest percentages of difficulty ratings above “7” 
• As can be seen, many fields are problematic for banks in terms of collection of the data, many require manual effort, and the

race/ethnicity fields are believed to cause borrower confusion



DIFFICULTY – OTHER REASONS
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Below are comments from respondents with respect to their rationale for rating a particular item as “difficult to 
obtain”:



DIFFICULTY – OTHER REASONS, cont’d.
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Please rate how useful the following data fields are to 

your organization per the current guidance.

33

N

Aggregate 

Usefulness 

Rating (10= Not 

Useful)

Median 

Usefulness 

Rating

# of lender 

rating 7 or 

above

% of lenders 

rating 7 or 

above

Very limited number of 

records to which this field 

pertains

Field does not contribute 

to underwriting or pricing 

the loan

Field does not enhance our 

understanding of the 

borrower's credit profile

Field does not enhance our 

understanding of how well 

we are serving our 

borrowers or communities

Other - (See slides to 

follow)

Reverse Mortgage 121 8.40               10.00             93                    77% 53.8% 14.0% 19.4% 23.7% 41.9%

Manufactured Home Land Property Interest 132 8.21               10.00             102                 77% 68.6% 33.3% 47.1% 52.0% 11.8%

Manufactured Home Secured Property Type 123 8.15               10.00             90                    73% 68.9% 32.2% 45.6% 52.2% 11.1%

Automated Underwriting System 139 7.72               9.00               96                    69% 22.9% 27.1% 47.9% 64.6% 17.7%

Free form race/ethnicity fields 137 7.60               9.00               91                    66% 64.8% 51.6% 54.9% 56.0% 24.2%

Multifamily Affordable Units 123 7.12               8.00               69                    56% 53.6% 39.1% 53.6% 42.0% 13.0%

Business or Commercial Purpose 106 7.02               8.00               62                    58% 32.3% 32.3% 53.2% 64.5% 21.0%

Open-End Line of Credit 98 6.68               6.50               49                    50% 36.7% 18.4% 30.6% 44.9% 38.8%

Total discount points 130 6.51               6.00               63                    48% 31.7% 31.7% 54.0% 65.1% 19.0%

Total Units (in Security Property) 118 6.29               5.00               49                    42% 32.7% 40.8% 67.3% 63.3% 8.2%

Amount of lender credits 130 6.25               5.00               56                    43% 30.4% 42.9% 53.6% 64.3% 19.6%

Total origination charges 131 6.00               5.00               53                    40% 15.1% 35.8% 56.6% 66.0% 20.8%

Combined loan-to-value ratio 111 5.60               5.00               42                    38% 14.3% 19.0% 33.3% 61.9% 26.2%

Interest rate at closing or account opening 101 5.50               5.00               33                    33% 18.2% 27.3% 48.5% 60.6% 21.2%

Debt-to-income ratio 106 5.23               5.00               32                    30% 15.6% 18.8% 25.0% 56.3% 31.3%

Reasons for denial 108 5.12               5.00               38                    35% 23.7% 36.8% 42.1% 52.6% 15.8%

• The respondents were asked to rate a particular data element’s usefulness on a scale of 1-10, with 10 being the least useful
• The darker green shading indicates the reasons deemed to be the most significant (rated a “7” or above on the scale) in terms of why 

the field was rated low on usefulness
• As can be seen, many of these fields are believed by the respondents to not contribute to their understanding of the borrower’s credit 

profile or whether the institution is effectively serving their borrower population



USEFULNESS – OTHER REASONS
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The following are reasons cited by respondents for rating a data field low on usefulness:



USEFULNESS – OTHER REASONS, cont’d.
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What percentage of HMDA data records included an entry in the GMI free form?

What percentage of HMDA data records included an entry in the free form fields regarding credit 

score model and denial reasons? (%) 

How do you populate the free form fields? 

36

Average = 11%

Average = 15%

Most Free Form Fields are populated 

using LOS data, although these fields are 

used in a very low percentage of records.


