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The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, or HMDA, has become the benchmark data source for mortgage 

originations because of its near universal coverage. In January 2018, the House of Representatives 

passed the Home Mortgage Disclosure Adjustment Act, a bill that would exempt many institutions who 

make few mortgage loans from reporting many of the new data fields required under HMDA for 2018 

and beyond.1 A parallel bill, the Economic Growth, Regulatory Relief, and Consumer Protection Act, 

recently passed in the Senate.2 Although the HMDA provisions of the House and Senate bills are similar, 

the Senate bill covers many other banking topics.  

HMDA is important to regulators, the mortgage industry, and communities across the country, as it 

shows how well lenders serve the needs of their communities. Responding to the difficulty regulators 

had in understanding the mortgage market before the financial crisis, Congress used the Dodd-Frank 

Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act to specify additional HMDA data requirements and 

authorize the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau to promulgate implementing regulations, which it 

did in 2015. The additional data fields specified in the 2015 regulation will, for the most part, be 

collected starting in 2018. These new explanatory fields—fields born out of the crisis—are the ones the 

proposed legislation would exempt many lenders from providing. 

In this brief, we examine the impact of the proposed change. Although the aggregate coverage loss 

is small, the legislation would primarily eliminate information on small loans; on loans in rural areas, 

particularly in the Midwest; and on the borrowers who take out those loans. Most of this lending is 

through conventional channels (not through the Federal Housing Administration, US Department of 

Veterans Affairs, or US Department of Agriculture). Eliminating these data will make it more difficult to 

understand and improve the amount and type of lending in these communities.  
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Many of the communities that would lose access to information are meant to be beneficiaries of the 

Duty to Serve requirements imposed on Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, the government-sponsored 

enterprises. Losing these data fields will also make it harder to know whether lenders subject to the 

Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) are meeting the needs of their communities, a goal of both the 

CRA and the recent Treasury Department report about improving CRA implementation.3 Having these 

additional origination fields could send early-warning signals before the next crisis. Reid and coauthors 

(2017) have shown that loan risk factors (e.g., prepayment penalties, teaser rates, and balloon 

payments) that would be captured by the additional HMDA fields were disproportionately offered to 

minorities and raised the probability of default for all borrowers and especially for minorities. 

Details and Methodology  

For 2016 (the most recent year for which national data are available), every bank, savings institution, or 

credit union with more than $44 million in assets that made at least one loan insured or guaranteed by a 

government agency, Fannie Mae, or Freddie Mac was required to report to regulators and the public a 

limited amount of information about every mortgage loan originated. Nondepository institutions that 

made more than 100 purchase loans or had assets over $10 million were also required to report. The 

items reported include the approximate amount of the loan, its purpose (i.e., purchase, refinance, or 

home improvement), whether it is conventional or government backed, the census tract where it is 

located, whether it is high cost, and information about the borrower’s income, gender, and race or 

ethnicity. This information will continue to be reported even if the proposed legislation is adopted.  

In 2017, the reporting requirements were changed such that all institutions who make more than 

25 closed-end loans (traditional mortgages, in which the entire debt is incurred at the time of 

origination) or more than 500 open-end loans (e.g., home equity line of credit, in which the amount 

borrowed can increase over time) per year for the preceding two years must report. Our calculations 

indicate that 1,018 institutions that would have reported in 2016 were exempt in 2017. But our 

calculations cannot capture the additional nondepositories that were exempt from reporting in 2016 

but had to report in 2017.4 

Starting in 2018, as provided by Dodd-Frank and the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau’s 

implementing regulations, the data fields that must be reported have changed. In particular, lenders 

have to report additional information that the financial crisis demonstrated is critical to understanding 

the mortgage market. This includes information about loan maturity, teaser rates, points and fees, 

prepayment penalties, the value of the property securing the loan, and the origination channel, as well 

as borrower credit score, debt-to-income ratio, and loan-to-value ratio.  

The newly reported information will not necessarily be made public—that determination is still 

pending at the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau. The issue is whether regulators will have access 

to the information in a consistent format across lenders that can be used to analyze the market or 

whether the information will continue to be buried in disparate formats in individual lender files. The 

Senate and House proposals would exempt lenders that originate fewer than 500 closed-end mortgages 
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from reporting the new data on their closed-end mortgages. The bills would also move from regulation 

to statute the exemption from reporting on open-end mortgages for lenders that originate fewer than 

500 of those loans. 

To investigate how big a difference this would make for closed-end mortgages, we looked at 2016 

HMDA data on first-lien mortgages. (Current data do not have a marker for closed-end versus open-end 

mortgages, but open-end mortgages are more likely to be second lien, hence our first lien restriction.) 

We sorted institutions into two groups: those that make 500 or more mortgages a year and those that 

make more than 25 but fewer than 500 mortgages a year. We then looked at the characteristics of the 

mortgages whose data would be lost (table 1).  

The information lost would be concentrated in small-dollar, conventional loans.  

We found that 72 percent of the 5,704 institutions that reported in 2016 (and would still be required to 

report in 2017) would be exempt from reporting the new data under the proposed legislation.5 These 

institutions originate roughly 7 percent of the loans by loan count and 5.4 percent by balance. But the 

loans whose data would be truncated have smaller loan amounts—a median loan balance of $143,000 

compared with a median balance of $208,000 for lenders who would continue to report in full. Data 

would be lost on 11.2 percent of loans up to $150,000, 16.0 percent of loans up to $100,000, and 22.3 

percent of loans up to $70,000. Table 1 shows the top-line numbers by loan count and loan amount. 
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TABLE 1 

What Is Lost with the Proposed Cutoff? 

 Total Nonexempt 
Proposed 

exempt Percentage lost 

Number of institutions 5,704 1,585 4,119 72.21% 
Loan count 7,939,347 7,399,404 539,943 6.80% 
Loan amount $2.01 trillion $1.90 trillion $1.09 billion 5.42% 

Number of loans by loan size      
≤$150,000 2,539,485 2,253,922 285,563 11.24% 
≤$100,000 1,149,310 965,177 184,133 16.02% 
≤$70,000 511,289 397,498 113,791 22.26% 

Number of loans by home type     
Rural 1,499,628 1,260,019 189,609 13.08% 
Nonrural 6,470,634 6,127,064 343,570 5.31% 
Manufactured housing  131,845 110,213 21,632 16.41% 

Number of loans by loan type     
Conventional 5,698,170 5,197,894 500,276 8.78% 
Government 2,241,169 2,201,510 39,659 1.77% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

The overwhelming majority of the information lost would be for conventional loans; 92.6 percent of 

the loans made by the institutions that would not have to report the additional data are done through 

the conventional channel, versus 70.2 percent for institutions making more loans. Stated differently, the 

new information will not be collected on 8.8 percent of conventional loans or for 1.8 percent of 

government loans. 

The information lost would be for loans concentrated in rural areas and Puerto Rico. 

The proposed legislation would disproportionately affect information about loans in rural areas. If the 

legislation were enacted, information would be lost on 13.1 percent of loans in rural areas and 5.3 

percent of loans in nonrural areas. If the proposed legislation were passed, information about 16.4 

percent of manufactured housing loans would be lost. Manufactured housing, which is a source of 

affordable housing for certain groups, tends to be located in rural areas and could be a source of 

affordable housing for more people in the future.6 

The geographic concentration of the areas served by lenders who would have to provide less 

information is striking. The map below shows that information would be lost for a small share of loans in 

the eastern and western parts of the country (other than Maine and western Massachusetts), but the 

Midwest is hit hard. Information about 21.4 percent of West Virginia loans would be truncated. 

Arkansas, Iowa, Louisiana, Kansas, Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin would lose information 

about 14 to 18 percent of their loans. And some of the hardest-hit metropolitan statistical areas could 

lose data on more than a third of their loans.7 
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FIGURE 1 

Share of Loans Affected by the New Legislation, by County 

URBAN INSTITUTE  

Source: Authors’ calculation based on Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data.  

Notes: Data are missing for the gray counties. Percentages are calculated based on loan count. Includes first-lien, one-to-four-

family and manufactured housing originations. 

Puerto Rico would also be significantly affected. Information about 22.3 percent of loans originated 

in Puerto Rico would be lost if the legislation were enacted. This finding is especially concerning because 

Hurricane Maria, which hit the island in September 2017, continues to wreak havoc on the community’s 

infrastructure. Not having access to additional information on new lending will make it more difficult to 

track the recovery and assess the need for additional policy actions. 

The Bottom Line 

Although the proposed changes in the reporting rules appear to cut out information about a relatively 

small portion of the market, the impact on certain market segments can be large. The government-

sponsored enterprises’ Duty to Serve mandate focuses on supporting the manufactured housing and 

rural housing markets and preserving affordable housing. Our analysis shows that these underserved 

communities would be the most affected by the proposed legislation and are predominantly served by 

the conventional channel that would use the government-sponsored enterprises.  
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If this legislation is enacted, it will be harder to track the impact of policies such as Duty to Serve 

and the Community Reinvestment Act. The lack of data will also make it harder to understand how to 

tackle issues such as the lack of available financing for small-dollar homes. And, should another risk-

layering mortgage bubble start to build, the predominantly small and rural communities affected by this 

legislation may be the last to know about it. 

Notes 

1.  Home Mortgage Disclosure Adjustment Act, H.R. 2954, 115th Cong. (2018). 

2.  Economic Growth, Regulatory Relief, and Consumer Protection Act, S.2155, 115th Cong. (2018). 

3.  US Treasury, “Community Reinvestment Act–Findings and Recommendations,” memorandum for the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency, the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, April 3, 2018, https://home.treasury.gov/sites/default/files/2018-04/4-3-
18%20CRA%20memo.pdf.  

4.  Our estimate for the number of institutions making fewer than 25 loans in 2016 aligns with the Federal Reserve 
Board of Governors paper entitled, Residential Mortgage Lending in 2016: Evidence from the Home Mortgage 
Disclosure Act Data (Bhutta, Laufer, and Ringo 2017). 

5.  These 5,704 institutions exclude the 1,018 lenders who reported in 2016 but made 25 or fewer loans. 

6.  Laurie Goodman, Edward Golding, Alanna McCargo, and Bhargavi Ganesh, “Manufactured Homes Could Ease 
the Affordable Housing Crisis. So Why Are So Few Being Made,” Urban Wire (blog), Urban Institute, January 29, 
2018, https://www.urban.org/urban-wire/manufactured-homes-could-ease-affordable-housing-crisis-so-why-
are-so-few-being-made.  

7.  The 10 metropolitan statistical areas that would lose data on the highest proportion of loans (and the share of 
loans on which data would be lost) are Carbondale, IL (45.4 percent); Wichita Falls, TX (42.9 percent); Grand 
Island, NE (42.1 percent); Cumberland, MD-WV (40.6 percent); Danville, IL (40.1 percent); Sioux City, IA-NE-SD 
(37.1 percent); Cleveland, TN (33.2 percent); Pittsfield, MA (33.1 percent); Valdosta, GA (33.0 percent); and 
Cape Giradeau-Jackson, MO-IL (32.9 percent). 
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