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Should the Community 

Reinvestment Act Consider Race? 
The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) was the last of a series of civil rights laws that began with 

the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Enacted in 1977, the CRA was designed to respond to America’s history 

of redlining, the federally endorsed practice under which lenders refused to lend, especially for home 

mortgages, to Black, Native American, and Jewish households and immigrants other than those from 

northern Europe. The CRA was also grounded in the banking system of its time, under which the vast 

majority of lending was done by relatively small institutions, many of which were confined to a single 

branch and almost all of which were limited to lending within a single state. The CRA’s essential 

premise is that, consistent with safe and sound operations, banks and thrifts have an obligation to help 

meet the credit needs of the entire community they are chartered to serve, “including low- and 

moderate-income neighborhoods.” 

The banking system has changed drastically since 1977, and even since the regulations under the 

act were last substantially revised in 1995. US banking has become far more concentrated (the four 

largest institutions hold 40 percent of banking assets), lending—especially home mortgage lending—is 

dominated by institutions lending nationwide as well as by nonbanks (which are not subject to the 

CRA), and the past 20 years have seen the rise of “internet banks” that have few or no branches but 

that serve customers across a wide geography. But even though lending patterns have improved, 

significant disparities persist in home mortgage lending with respect to lending to predominantly 

minority neighborhoods and to minority borrowers.  

The three federal bank regulators—the Federal Reserve Board (FRB), the Office of the Comptroller 

of the Currency (OCC), and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC)—are considering a 

major revision of the CRA regulations. They are doing this as the country has become increasingly 

aware of racial gaps in homeownership, wealth, and incomes. The Biden administration is trying to 

take steps to close these gaps, particularly the homeownership gap, with access to credit front and 

center. To some extent, the effectiveness of statutory and fiscal policy changes will depend on how 

lenders respond, and that can be significantly influenced by the CRA. 

Against this background, we wanted to see how well the CRA fosters lending to minority 

borrowers and neighborhoods. Because of data constraints, we focus exclusively on single-family 

mortgage lending for homebuyers (we briefly consider refinance loans in the appendix). The objective 
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of this report is to present the data, not to endorse any particular solution. In fact, even though we 

firmly believe that adding a race or ethnicity dimension to the CRA would help close the racial 

homeownership gap, all the alternatives we considered present difficulties. 

Current CRA rules give CRA credit for lending to low- and moderate-income (LMI) borrowers and 

to borrowers in LMI neighborhoods. In this report, we first look at the overlap between current CRA 

lending for purchase mortgages to LMI borrowers and neighborhoods (LMI lending) and lending to 

minority borrowers and minority neighborhoods. We then evaluate how well current LMI lending 

fosters lending to minority neighborhoods and how well it fosters lending to minority borrowers.  

We find that lending to LMI borrowers and LMI neighborhoods is not the same as lending to 

minority borrowers or minority neighborhoods. Moreover, LMI neighborhoods do not highly overlap 

with minority neighborhoods. We also find that even compared with the persistently low minority 

homeownership rate, minority neighborhoods do not receive their proportionate share of purchase 

loans from either institutions covered by the CRA (which we will refer to as banks, although we 

recognize thrifts are also covered) or institutions not covered by CRA (which we will refer to as 

nonbanks).1 Using the same comparator, mortgage purchase lending to minority borrowers is roughly 

proportionate to existing minority homeowners for all lenders, but this is not the case for bank 

lenders, who fall short. And refinance lending to minority borrowers is lower than purchase lending. 

The outline of the report is as follows. Section 1 contains our definitions, methodology, and data 

sources. Section 2 looks at the overlap between CRA-qualified lending and minority lending. Section 3 

looks at how well current lending serves minority neighborhoods, while section 4 looks at how well 

current lending serves minority borrowers. Finally, section 5 discusses some policy options. The 

appendix looks at alternative definitions of minority neighborhoods and shows the analysis for 

refinance loans. 

Definitions, Methodology, and Data Sources 

We use two data sources for this analysis: 2015–19 American Community Survey (ACS) data and 

2018 and 2019 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data. The ACS data give us detailed 

information about the composition of each census tract, including its racial composition, income, and 

homeownership rate. Note, however, that the five-year ACS does not provide data about the 

homeownership rate by income by race for individual tracts. HMDA data give us information about 

the borrower, including race or ethnicity and income; loan amount; loan purpose (purchase or 
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refinance); loan type (owner-occupied or investor loan); and the census tract of the property securing 

the loan. We matched the two data sources at the census tract level. Unless otherwise specified, we 

used single-family purchase loans. We combined 2018 and 2019 HMDA data to give us more data 

across two somewhat different interest rate environments: 2018 was a year of rising rates, while 2019 

was a year of falling rates. We did not use 2020 data, as they are likely to be anomalous because of 

the COVID-19 pandemic. 

We begin our analysis by classifying borrowers and neighborhoods by income level. An LMI 

borrower is someone who earns less than 80 percent of the area median income (AMI). An LMI 

neighborhood is a census tract that has a median income less than 80 percent of AMI. We divided the 

census tracts with median incomes greater than or equal to 80 percent of the AMI into two groups: 

middle income (80 to 120 percent of the AMI) and upper income (at least 120 percent of the AMI).        

To categorize borrowers’ race or ethnicity, we looked only at the first borrower. When 

categorizing borrowers, we look at ethnicity first; a Hispanic borrower may be of any race. A minority 

borrower is a borrower who is not non-Hispanic white. This includes borrowers classified as Black, 

Hispanic, Asian, or “other.” The “other” category includes borrowers of two or more races, American 

Indians, Alaska Natives, Native Hawaiians, and other Pacific Islanders. For the balance of this report, 

we refer to non-Hispanic white borrowers as “white.”  

We also classify neighborhoods by race or ethnicity. We define a predominantly minority 

neighborhood as a census tract in which the nonwhite share of households is greater than 70 percent, 

a mixed neighborhood is one in which the nonwhite share is 30 to 70 percent, and a predominantly 

white neighborhood is one in which the nonwhite share is less than or equal to 30 percent.  

What Is the Overlap between LMI and Minority 

Classifications at the Neighborhood and Borrower Level?  

Based on the classification scheme outlined in the previous section, we can ask to what extent LMI 

neighborhoods and predominantly minority neighborhoods align and to what extent there is an 

overlap between LMI borrowers and minority borrowers. It would be redundant for the CRA to 

consider race explicitly if LMI were already a close proxy. 
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Neighborhoods 

We classified the 70,153 census tracts in which there is at least one owner-occupied loan in 2018 and 

2019; 30.0 percent are LMI neighborhoods, 42.9 percent are middle-income neighborhoods, and 27.0 

percent are upper-income neighborhoods (table 1). If we look at neighborhoods by race or ethnicity, 

16.2 percent of the census tracts are in predominantly minority neighborhoods, 26.5 percent are in 

mixed neighborhoods, and 57.2 percent are in predominantly white neighborhoods; only 11.9 percent 

of the census tracts are both LMI and predominantly minority. Stated differently, only 40 percent (11.9 / 

30) of LMI neighborhoods are predominantly minority neighborhoods. And while just under three 

quarters (11.9 / 16.2) of predominantly minority neighborhoods are LMI, a sizable minority are not.  

TABLE 1  

Neighborhood Classifications, by Income and Race, at the National Level 

 

LMI 
neighborhoods 

Middle-income 
neighborhoods 

Upper-income 
neighborhoods 

All 
neighborhoods 

Predominantly minority neighborhoods 11.9% 3.4% 1.0% 16.2% 
Mixed neighborhoods 10.4% 10.3% 5.9% 26.5% 
Predominantly white neighborhoods 7.7% 29.3% 20.2% 57.2% 
All neighborhoods 30.0% 42.9% 27.0% 100.0% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

In doing this analysis, we also considered other classification schemes for defining the 

neighborhood’s race or ethnicity. We considered an 80 percent–20 percent cutoff for a predominantly 

white or predominantly minority tract. We also looked at categorizing neighborhoods as predominantly 

majority and predominantly white. The results of the latter classification scheme are in the appendix. 

Although the numbers change, our conclusions hold regardless of the classification scheme. 

Table 1 shows that at the national level, 40 percent of the LMI neighborhoods are predominantly 

minority. But the focus of the CRA is on how well covered institutions are serving their communities; 

hence, institutions are evaluated on how well they are making loans to LMI borrowers and 

neighborhoods within their assessment areas. Figure 1 shows the share of predominantly minority 

census tracts as a share of LMI tracts in the 100 largest metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) by 

population. The results vary widely, from a high of close to 100 percent in McAllen, Texas (where 

almost 85 percent of the population is Hispanic), to a low of 0 percent in Boulder, Colorado, and Boise 

City, Idaho (cities where the population is more than 85 percent white). The triangle in figure 1, 

Denver, Colorado, signals that only 11 percent of the LMI census tracts in Denver are predominantly 

minority. 
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FIGURE 1  

Share of Predominantly Minority Neighborhoods out of All LMI Neighborhoods, at the Metro Level 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 
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Borrowers 

We can do the same analysis at the borrower level. Table 2 shows that of the 2018–19 homebuyer 

mortgages extended by all financial institutions and reported in HMDA data, 30.2 percent to were LMI 

borrowers, 27.6 percent were to middle-income borrowers, and 42.2 percent were to upper-income 

borrowers. Only 32 percent (9.7 / 30.2) of the LMI lending was to minority borrowers. And of the 

minority borrowers, only 34 percent (9.7 / 28.5) were LMI borrowers.2 

TABLE 2  

Borrower Classifications, by Income and Race, at the National Level 

 LMI borrowers 
Middle-income 

borrowers 
Upper-income 

borrowers All borrowers 

Minority borrowers 9.7% 8.3% 10.5% 28.5% 
White borrowers 20.5% 19.3% 31.8% 71.5% 
All borrowers 30.2% 27.6% 42.2% 100.0% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income 

Figure 2 shows that although 32 percent of LMI borrowers are minorities nationally, the 

percentages vary widely across MSAs. The shares range from a high of more than 90 percent in El 

Paso, Texas, to a low in the single digits in Portland, Maine. In Pittsburgh (the triangle), approximately 

11 percent of LMI borrowers are minority borrowers. 

LMI neighborhoods and LMI borrowers are not the same as predominantly minority 

neighborhoods and minority borrowers. It could be the case that predominantly minority 

neighborhoods and minority borrowers are being adequately served in the current environment, with 

no further action needed. We find, however, that is not the case.  
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FIGURE 2  

Share of Minority Borrowers out of All LMI Borrowers, at the Metro Level 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 
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How Well Are Minority Neighborhoods Being Served? 

Even though LMI status is a poor proxy for race, it might not be necessary for the CRA to address race 

directly if minority neighborhoods and borrowers are obtaining mortgage credit at the same rate as 

white neighborhoods and borrowers with comparable incomes. 

Before we can determine whether this is the case, we must establish our measure of comparison. 

One might use the existing distributions of households in the neighborhood to see whether current 

lending is proportionately aligned, but this approach would fail to account for factors that may affect 

mortgage readiness, such as income, credit scores, assets, age, and family composition.  

We use two comparisons for this section and the next. We first compare the racial composition of 

total 2018–19 owner-occupied purchase lending (or “current lending”) to the current minority 

homeownership rate. This crudely captures general differences in mortgage readiness but does not 

account for the fact that the existing homeowner base in the neighborhood reflects the community’s 

desirability and legacy of historical lending patterns, including redlining, thus setting a lower bound for 

minority representation. For our second comparison, we look at the composition of owner-occupied 

purchase lending by banks versus that by all institutions (banks plus nonbanks).  

Using existing homeowners as the comparison should be regarded as a lower bound (i.e., an 

underestimate of need) for two reasons. First, it bakes in the redlining and historic discrimination of 

the past. And second, US demographics are shifting. The largest increases in homeownership are for 

households in the “prime homebuying years,” with the household head in the age range of 25 to 44. 

This group has a much higher nonwhite component than the population as a whole, and therefore, we 

should expect more current nonwhite buyers than was the case historically. That is, the Hispanic and 

Asian population is much younger than the white population, and the Black population is somewhat 

younger than the white population. Thus, rather than comparing current lending to existing 

homeowners, an alternative might have been to compare current lending to existing homeowners ages 

25 to 44. Table 3 shows how large a difference this makes: the white share of all existing homeowners 

is 76.0 percent, and the white share of existing homeowners ages 25 to 44 is 69.5 percent. In 

contrast, Hispanic and Asian and other households make up a much larger share of existing 

homeowners in their prime homebuying years (23.4 percent) than of all existing homeowners (16.2 

percent). Unfortunately, data constraints do not allow us to do this analysis at the neighborhood level.  
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TABLE 3 

Homeowners, by Race, Ethnicity, and Age 

 All homeowners Homeowners ages 25 to 44 

White 76.0% 69.5% 
Black 7.8% 7.0% 
Hispanic 9.8% 14.5% 
Asian or other 6.4% 8.9% 

All 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2018 American Community Survey data. 

One might assume that institutions that are not subject to the CRA might be less likely to serve 

LMI neighborhoods and borrowers—and by extension, minority neighborhoods and borrowers—than 

the banks that are subject to the CRA. If, on the other hand, the institutions not subject to the CRA do 

more lending, it is evidence that there are lendable LMI or minority borrowers in those communities 

beyond those served by banks.  

The first comparator (existing homeowners) helps address whether minority neighborhoods and 

minority borrowers are receiving a share of current loans proportionate to their current representation 

of homeowners in the community (i.e., holding steady) or whether they are receiving more (i.e., gaining 

share) or less (i.e., losing ground). The second comparator (all lending) addresses how well banks are 

doing compared with all mortgage lending institutions. 

In table 4, we focus on the neighborhood level. We use ACS data to determine the neighborhood 

racial and ethnic composition both by share of households and by share of existing homeowners. 

Predominantly minority neighborhoods (16.2 percent of all census tracts) contain 13.8 percent of all 

existing households and 10.0 percent of existing homeowners and, in 2018–19, received 7.8 percent 

of all owner-occupied purchase loans. Similar patterns appear at all neighborhood income levels. Thus, 

even using existing homeowners as the comparator, predominantly minority neighborhoods get less 

than their proportionate share of homebuyer loans. And the shortfall in predominantly minority LMI 

neighborhoods is particularly dramatic. Predominantly minority LMI neighborhoods contain 36.7 

percent of the households in all LMI neighborhoods and 31.6 percent of existing homeowners in those 

neighborhoods but received only 25.2 percent of owner-occupied purchase loans made in LMI 

neighborhoods.  
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TABLE 4 

Neighborhood-Level Analysis of Households, Homeowners, and Current Lending 

 Households Homeowners 
Owner-occupied 
purchase loans 

LMI neighborhoods    
Predominantly minority neighborhoods 36.7% 31.6% 25.2% 
Mixed neighborhoods 36.7% 34.8% 40.2% 
Predominantly white neighborhoods 26.7% 33.6% 34.7% 
All neighborhoods 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Middle-income neighborhoods 
Predominantly minority neighborhoods 7.2% 6.3% 5.6% 
Mixed neighborhoods 24.8% 21.3% 24.3% 
Predominantly white neighborhoods 68.0% 72.4% 70.1% 
All neighborhoods 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Upper-income neighborhoods 
Predominantly minority neighborhoods 3.4% 3.2% 2.9% 
Mixed neighborhoods 23.2% 20.5% 22.7% 
Predominantly white neighborhoods 73.4% 76.2% 74.4% 
All neighborhoods 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

All neighborhoods 
Predominantly minority neighborhoods 13.8% 10.0% 7.8% 
Mixed neighborhoods 27.5% 23.5% 26.3% 
Predominantly white neighborhoods 58.7% 66.5% 65.8% 
All neighborhoods 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

Institutions subject to the CRA, namely banks, provide considerably less than their proportionate 

share of loans to all predominantly minority neighborhoods, especially in predominantly minority LMI 

neighborhoods. Figure 3 shows that, in all neighborhoods, predominantly minority tracts compose 

10.0 percent of existing homeowners, 7.8 percent of owner-occupied purchase loans extended in 

2018–2019, and 5.6 percent of bank lending. The figure also shows the disparity is particularly strong 

in predominantly minority LMI neighborhoods; 31.6 percent of existing homeowners in LMI 

neighborhoods live in tracts that are predominantly minority, but these tracts received only 25.2 

percent of all owner-occupied purchase loans made in 2018–19 and only 22.2 percent of bank 

lending.            

The bottom line is that predominantly minority neighborhoods, particularly predominantly 

minority LMI neighborhoods, get less than their proportionate share of overall lending and 

considerably less than their proportionate share of bank loans.  
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FIGURE 3 

Loans Made in Predominantly Minority Neighborhoods 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Act data. 

Notes: LMI = low- and moderate-income. Owner-occupied purchase loans. 

How Well Are Minority Homebuyers Served? 

In this section, we examine lending to minority homebuyers rather than minority neighborhoods. We 

find that the share of loans to minority homebuyers appears to be at least consistent with the share of 

existing homeowners. Table 5 contains the results of our analysis. In LMI neighborhoods, minority 

borrowers are 54.4 percent of all existing households and 43.5 percent of all existing homeowners and 

received 43.2 percent of all current owner-occupied purchase loans. And overall, the numbers are 

even more encouraging: for all neighborhoods, minority borrowers are 32.2 percent of existing 

households and 24.0 percent of existing homeowners and received 28.5 percent of owner-occupied 

purchase loans in 2018–19.   
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TABLE 5 

Borrower-Level Analysis of Households, Homeowners, and Current Lending 

 Households Homeowners Owner-occupied purchase loans 

LMI neighborhoods    
Minority borrowers 54.4% 43.5% 43.2% 
White borrowers 45.6% 56.5% 56.8% 
All borrowers 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Middle-income neighborhoods  

Minority borrowers 25.3% 19.8% 25.6% 
White borrowers 74.7% 80.2% 74.4% 
All borrowers 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Upper-income neighborhoods  

Minority borrowers 22.7% 19.2% 25.3% 
White borrowers 77.3% 80.8% 74.7% 
All borrowers 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

All neighborhoods  

Minority borrowers 32.2% 24.0% 28.5% 
White borrowers 67.8% 76.0% 71.5% 
All borrowers 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

But if we break the minority category down by race or ethnicity, we find a huge divergence in 

lending to different racial and ethnic groups. We find that Black borrowers in LMI neighborhoods are 

getting less than their proportionate share of mortgage loans (table 6). Black borrowers compose 17.9 

percent of existing homeowners and received only 13.1 percent of owner-occupied purchase loans in 

these neighborhoods in 2018–19. And in all neighborhoods, Black owner-occupant borrowers fall a bit 

short of the lower-bound benchmark of existing homeowners (7.6 percent versus 7.8 percent). In 

contrast, Hispanic and Asian borrowers exceed their lower-bound estimate. For example, in LMI areas, 

Hispanic homeowners compose 19.0 percent of existing homeowners, and Hispanic borrowers 

received 23.1 percent of current owner-occupied purchase loans. Similarly, in all neighborhoods, 

Hispanic households compose 9.8 percent of existing homeowners, and Hispanic homebuyers 

received 13.4 percent of current owner-occupied purchase loans. The fact that Hispanic and Asian 

borrowers are getting a greater proportion of new lending than their proportion of existing 

homeowners is at least partly because these demographic groups skew younger, and a sizeable 

percentage of these groups are now in their prime homebuying years. But even lending to these 

groups fall short of their composition of 25-to-44-year-old homebuyers. Table 3 shows that Hispanic 

households compose 14.5 percent of 25-to-44-year-old homeowners but received only 13.4 percent 

of owner-occupied purchase loans while Asian and other households compose 8.9 percent of 25-to-

44-year-old homeowners but received only 7.5 percent of owner-occupied purchase loans.  
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TABLE 6 

Lending to Minority Borrowers 

 Households Homeowners Owner-occupied, purchase loans 

LMI neighborhoods    
Black borrowers 23.8% 17.9% 13.1% 
Hispanic borrowers 23.2% 19.0% 23.1% 
Asian borrowers 4.3% 3.9% 5.4% 
Other borrowers 3.2% 2.6% 1.7% 

Middle-income neighborhoods 
Black borrowers 8.9% 6.5% 7.3% 
Hispanic borrowers 10.3% 8.1% 12.5% 
Asian borrowers 3.7% 3.2% 4.4% 
Other borrowers 2.5% 2.0% 1.5% 

Upper-income neighborhoods 
Black borrowers 5.6% 4.2% 5.5% 
Hispanic borrowers 8.4% 7.0% 10.2% 
Asian borrowers 6.6% 6.3% 8.1% 
Other borrowers 2.1% 1.7% 1.5% 

All neighborhoods 
Black borrowers 11.8% 7.8% 7.6% 
Hispanic borrowers 13.1% 9.8% 13.4% 
Asian borrowers 4.7% 4.4% 6.0% 
Other borrowers 2.5% 2.0% 1.5% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

Metro-Level Analysis 

Thus far, we have done the analysis of whether new minority lending is keeping up with existing 

minority homeownership at the national level, for LMI neighborhoods, and for all neighborhoods. In 

figures 4 and 5, we show the same results at the MSA level. At the MSA level, the results differ widely 

on whether new minority lending is keeping up with existing minority homeownership in LMI areas 

(figure 4). The MSAs are ranked by the share of existing minority homeowners; in some MSAs, the 

share of existing minority homeownership in LMI neighborhoods exceeds the new minority lending 

share in those neighborhoods, and in other MSAs, it falls short. Figure 5 shows the results for all 

neighborhoods; in the overwhelming majority of MSAs, the share of current mortgage lending to 

minority borrowers is higher than the share of minority households. 

Figures 6 and 7 are the same figures but just for Black homebuyers. In figure 6, we compare the 

share of mortgage lending to Black borrowers in LMI neighborhoods with their homeownership share 

in those neighborhoods. The results show that for all but a few MSAs, there is less mortgage lending 

to Black borrowers in LMI neighborhoods than the share of existing Black homeowners in these 

neighborhoods. Figure 7 shows the results for all neighborhoods (LMI, middle-income, and upper-
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income neighborhoods). The results are mixed, with the share of current lending to Black borrowers 

higher than the share of Black homeowners in some MSAs and lower in others. 

FIGURE 4  

Minority Share of Homeowners versus Share of Mortgage Lending to Minority Borrowers in Low- 

and Moderate-Income Neighborhoods 

 

Source: 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: Owner-occupied purchase loans only. 
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FIGURE 5  

Minority Share of Homeowners versus Share of Mortgage Lending to Minority Borrowers in All 

Neighborhoods 

 

Source: 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: Owner-occupied purchase loans only. 
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FIGURE 6  

Black Share of Homeowners versus Share of Mortgage Lending to Black Borrowers in Low- and 

Moderate-Income Neighborhoods 

 

Source: 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: Owner-occupied purchase loans only. 
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FIGURE 7 

Black Share of Homeowners versus Share of Mortgage Lending to Black Borrowers in All 

Neighborhoods 

 

Source: 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: Owner-occupied purchase loans only. 
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Lending by Banks 

We showed earlier that overall nationwide lending to minority borrowers in LMI areas is roughly 

proportionate to the share of existing minority homeowners. But this is not the case for bank lending. 

Figure 8 shows that although bank lending slightly trails the current minority homeownership rate in 

all neighborhoods, the disparity is greater in LMI neighborhoods. In those neighborhoods, although 

43.5 percent of existing homeowners are minority homeowners, and minority borrowers received 

43.2 percent of all owner-occupied lending, bank loans to minority homebuyers compose only 38.2 

percent of bank lending. This is a significant underrepresentation. Moreover, bank lending to minority 

homebuyers is lower than total lending (bank plus nonbank) to minority LMI homebuyers in most 

MSAs (figure 9). 

FIGURE 8 

Loans Made to Minority Borrowers 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Act data. 

Notes: LMI = low- and moderate-income. Owner-occupied purchase loans. 
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FIGURE 9  

Share of All Purchase Loans Made to LMI Minority Borrowers versus Share of Bank Loans Made to 

LMI Minority Borrowers 

 

Source: 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

This shortfall in bank lending partially reflects the fact that banks make fewer loans than nonbanks 

through the government channel; this channel contains a disproportionate share of minority 

borrowers. But this is not the whole explanation: even within each of the government and 



 

 2 0  S H O U L D  T H E  C O M M U N I T Y  R E I N V E S T M E N T  A C T  C O N S I D E R  R A C E ?  
 

conventional channels, banks make a lower proportion of loans to minority neighborhoods and to 

minority borrowers than do non-banks. It is useful to decouple these two effects.  

For this section, we compare bank lending for owner-occupied purchase loans with nonbank 

lending for these same loans, rather than comparing bank lending for these loans with all mortgage 

lending for these loans. Table 7, using HMDA data, indicates that nonbank mortgage lenders make 

about 39 percent of their loans through the government channel versus 21 percent for banks. This 

large difference is important because the government channel overall is significantly skewed toward 

lending to minority borrowers (Jo et al. 2020).  

Table 8 shows that even within each of these channels, banks tend to make fewer loans to 

minority neighborhoods and to minority borrowers. Let us first look at lending to minority 

neighborhoods by channel. Banks make 7.2 percent of their government loans (owner-occupied 

purchase loans) to predominantly minority neighborhoods; for nonbanks, the share is 11.7 percent. 

Banks make 5.2 percent of their conventional loans (owner-occupied purchase loans) to 

predominantly minority neighborhoods; for nonbanks, the share is 7.2 percent. Banks make 

proportionally fewer loans to LMI predominantly minority neighborhoods than nonbanks do, in both 

the government and conventional channels. 

Turning to minority borrowers, we find banks make 28.6 percent of their government loans to 

minority borrowers, and for nonbanks, the share is 37.8 percent. In the conventional channel, banks 

make 21.8 percent of their government loans to minority borrowers, and for nonbanks, the share is 

27.1 percent. And if we focus only on the LMI minority borrowers, we find the same pattern: banks 

make proportionately fewer loans to LMI minority borrowers than nonbanks do, in both the 

government and conventional channels. Much of this differential reflects the fact that the banks have 

a narrower credit box; although bank and nonbank loans tend to have similar loan-to-value ratios, 

bank loans have higher average credit scores and lower average debt-to-income ratios (Goodman et 

al. 2021).  
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TABLE 7 

Lending Channel Comparison 

Banks versus nonbanks 

  Government channel Conventional channel Total 

Number of loans       

Bank loans 494,469 1,829,884 2,324,353 
Nonbank loans 1,676,076 2,648,613 4,324,689 
All loans 2,170,545 4,478,497 6,649,042 

Shares, by lending institution       

Bank loans 21% 79% 100% 
Nonbank loans 39% 61% 100% 
All loans 33% 67% 100% 

Source: 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

TABLE 8 

Share of Lending to Minority Neighborhoods and Minority Borrowers, by Channel 

Banks versus nonbanks 

 

Government Channel Conventional Channel 

Banks Nonbanks Banks Nonbanks 

Share of loans to predominantly 
minority neighborhoods 7.2% 11.7% 5.2% 7.3% 

Share of loans to LMI predominantly 
minority neighborhoods 4.2% 6.3% 2.9% 3.9% 

Share of loans to minority borrowers 28.6% 37.8% 21.8% 27.1% 

Share of loans to LMI minority 
borrowers 11.7% 14.2% 6.7% 8.6% 

Source: 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

The analysis above considers only owner-occupied purchase loans, which we compared with the 

share of existing homeowners. If we do the same analysis for refinance loans, as shown in the 

appendix, we find the current lending share to both predominantly minority neighborhoods and 

minority borrowers is considerably lower than the share of existing minority homeowners. That is, 

unlike the case with owner-occupied purchase loans, there are fewer refinance loans to minority 

borrowers than the proportionate share of existing homeowners. These results are consistent with the 

work of Gerardi, Willem, and Zhang (2020), showing that minority borrowers do not refinance as 

frequently as white borrowers. And banks make even fewer refinance loans to minority homeowners 

than all lenders.  
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Should We Consider Race and Ethnicity in CRA Lending? 

If So, How? 

We have shown that predominantly minority neighborhoods receive less than their proportionate 

share of owner-occupied purchase loans and that this is particularly the case among bank lenders. 

Minority borrowers are overall receiving their proportionate share of loans, though Black borrowers 

are receiving smaller shares than Hispanic and Asian borrowers, and bank lending is underrepresented 

in LMI neighborhoods. In this section, we ask how race or ethnicity could be added to the CRA to help 

close the racial homeownership gap.  

We consider these potential remedies: 

◼ Should special consideration be given to lending in predominantly minority LMI 

neighborhoods and to minority LMI borrowers? 

◼ Should consideration for CRA credit be expanded to include lending in middle- and upper-

income predominantly minority neighborhoods (in addition to LMI borrowers and LMI 

neighborhoods)? 

» predominantly minority middle-income neighborhoods only 

» predominantly minority middle- and upper-income neighborhoods 

◼ Should consideration for CRA credit be expanded to count loans to middle- and upper- 

income minority borrowers outside of LMI neighborhoods? 

» loans to middle-income minority borrowers only 

» loans to middle- and upper-income minority borrowers 

◼ If the CRA were to give special consideration to lending in predominantly minority LMI 

neighborhoods, to LMI minority borrowers, to predominantly minority higher-income 

neighborhoods or to higher-income minority borrowers, should this be done as an expansion 

of the current lending evaluation measures, or should there be a separate measure for this 

minority-oriented lending? 
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Should Special Consideration Be Given to Lending in Predominantly Minority LMI 

Neighborhoods and to Minority LMI Borrowers? 

Bank lending in predominantly minority LMI neighborhoods lags both the existing homeownership 

comparator and nonbank lending by a significant amount. Minority households make up 31.6 percent 

of homeowners in predominantly minority LMI neighborhoods, but they receive only 25.2 percent of 

all recent mortgage purchase loans and just 22.5 percent of recent bank purchase loans (figure 3). The 

situation with respect to minority borrowers is somewhat more complex, in part because we do not 

have neighborhood-level data on minority homeowners by race. Figure 8 suggests that over all 

neighborhoods, the share of purchase loans made to minority borrowers (28.5 percent) actually 

exceeds the share of minority homeowners (24.0 percent). Bank lending lags slightly, at 23.2 percent. 

But these overall statistics mask more serious disparities in LMI neighborhoods. Although 43.5 percent 

of homeowners in LMI neighborhoods are minorities, and minorities received 43.2 percent of all 

recent mortgage purchase loans, they received only 38.2 percent of such bank loans. Black borrowers 

fared particularly badly. Although Black households compose 17.9 percent of existing homeowners in 

LMI neighborhoods, they received only 13.1 percent of recent purchase loans. And this disparity is 

widespread across MSAs (figure 6). 

These data suggest there is room to improve the CRA’s impact on lending to predominantly 

minority neighborhoods and to minority borrowers, even neighborhoods and borrowers whose loans 

currently receive CRA credit—those in LMI neighborhoods and to LMI borrowers. It is worth 

considering whether giving special consideration to lending in predominantly minority LMI 

neighborhoods and to minority LMI borrowers would reduce the disparities present under the existing 

regime. 

Should Consideration for CRA Credit Be Expanded to Include Lending in Middle- 

and Upper-Income Predominantly Minority Neighborhoods? 

We might also consider whether consideration for CRA credit should be expanded to include 

predominantly minority middle-income neighborhoods (in addition to LMI borrowers and LMI 

neighborhoods). Of the 6.65 million owner-occupied purchase loans extended in 2018 and 2019, 

521,000 were in predominantly minority neighborhoods. Just over half (281,000) were in LMI 

neighborhoods, and these loans receive CRA credit (table 9). 
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TABLE 9  

Owner-Occupied Home Purchase Mortgage Volume, by Neighborhood Classification 

 

LMI 
neighborhoods 

Middle-income 
neighborhoods 

Upper-income 
neighborhoods 

All 
neighborhoods 

Predominantly minority 
neighborhood 280,804 167,088 73,371 521,263 

Mixed neighborhood 448,385 730,501 573,039 1,751,925 

Predominantly white 
neighborhood 386,933 2,108,062 1,880,859 4,375,854 

All neighborhoods 1,116,122 3,005,651 2,527,269 6,649,042 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

Compared with current homeownership rates, there is significant underinvestment in LMI 

predominantly minority neighborhoods, but there is also underinvestment in middle- and upper-

income predominantly minority neighborhoods (figure 3). There is thus a case to be made for giving 

CRA credit for loans made in these neighborhoods, no matter the neighborhood’s current income 

composition.  

Moreover, because of the racial composition of these neighborhoods, extending CRA credit in this 

way would overwhelmingly benefit minority borrowers. The data in table 10 show that both middle-

income and upper-income predominantly minority neighborhoods contain large shares of minority 

borrowers. The share of minority borrowers in predominantly minority LMI neighborhoods is 79 

percent (the white share is 21 percent). But the minority share is considerably higher (the white share 

is lower) in predominantly minority middle-income neighborhoods (83.4 percent minority versus 16.6 

percent white) and predominantly minority upper-income neighborhoods (84.1 percent minority 

versus 15.9 percent white). Providing CRA credit for lending in these neighborhoods could further 

strengthen these high-opportunity communities, and current lending patterns suggest lenders are able 

and willing to make these loans.  
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TABLE 10  

Share of Owner-Occupied Home Purchase Mortgages Made to White Borrowers in Predominantly 

Minority Neighborhoods 

  LMI 
neighborhoods 

Middle-income 
neighborhoods 

Upper-income 
neighborhoods 

All predominantly 
minority neighborhoods 

White share 
of borrowers 21.0% 16.6% 15.9% 18.9% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

But how much minority lending would this expansion to middle- and upper-income minority 

neighborhoods add to CRA coverage? In 2018–19, CRA-covered institutions made 540,274 owner-

occupied purchase loans to minority borrowers. CRA-qualifying owner-occupied purchase loans 

composed 43 percent, or 233,319, of these loans, as they were made to LMI borrowers or in LMI 

neighborhoods. Adding middle-income predominantly minority neighborhoods to CRA eligibility for 

2018–19 would have expanded the number of loans made to minority borrowers by 4 percent, or 

20,814 borrowers (figure 10). Similarly, adding upper-income predominantly minority neighborhoods 

to CRA eligibility would have expanded the number of loans to minority borrowers that count for CRA 

purposes by 3 percent, or 14,393 borrowers, bringing the total of CRA-covered loans to minority 

borrowers to 50 percent of total minority borrowers.   

In addition to the limited impact of this potential change, such a change might dilute lenders’ focus 

on LMI neighborhoods, especially predominantly minority LMI neighborhoods, which are especially 

underserved. And if the expanded eligibility extended to loans to all borrowers, not only minority 

owner-occupants, the change could also add gentrification pressures in some middle- and upper-

income minority neighborhoods. Before discarding this option, however, it would be useful to further 

investigate whether there are particular MSAs in which the lending disparity to middle- and upper-

income predominantly minority neighborhoods (or predominantly minority neighborhoods with an 

especially large population of a single race or ethnicity) is especially pronounced and to consider an 

expansion in those MSAs only. Figure 5, while not limited to predominantly minority neighborhoods, 

suggests there are wide disparities among MSAs in the degree to which minority borrowers are being 

served beyond LMI neighborhoods.  
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FIGURE 10 

Minority Lending Expansion to Middle- and Upper-Income Neighborhoods 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Act data. 

Note: CRA = Community Reinvestment Act. 

Should Consideration for CRA Credit Be Expanded to Count Loans to Middle- and 

Upper-Income Minority Borrowers? 

Another potential direction would be to expand consideration for CRA credit to include middle- or 

upper-income minority borrowers. Table 11 shows the impact of this. Of the 6.65 million owner-

occupied purchase loans made in 2018 and 2019, 1.89 million were to minority borrowers: 645,000 of 

these were to LMI borrowers, 550,000 were to middle-income borrowers, and 697,000 were to 

upper-income borrowers. Stated differently, in 2018–19, 34 percent of minority borrowers were LMI 

borrowers (compared with 29 percent of white borrowers), 29 percent were middle-income borrowers 

(compared with 27 percent of white borrowers), and 37 percent were upper-income borrowers 
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(compared with 44 percent of white borrowers). For Black borrowers, the shares are 40 percent, 31 

percent, and 29 percent, respectively. Thus, while more than a third of minority borrowers were LMI 

borrowers, the majority of such borrowers were not. Loans to non-LMI minority borrowers who live in 

LMI neighborhoods currently count for CRA purposes, but this excludes many loans to minority 

borrowers. Adding loans to non-LMI minority borrowers who live outside LMI neighborhoods to CRA 

eligibility could encourage more lending to households with incomes that could support 

homeownership but who may not be receiving home loans for other reasons.  

TABLE 11  

Lending Volume, by Borrower Classification 

  LMI borrowers 
Middle-income 

borrowers 
Upper-income 

borrowers All borrowers 

Minority borrowers 645,431 549,746 696,773 1,891,950 
Black borrowers 199,089 155,678 148,374 503,141 
Hispanic borrowers 329,209 269,034 290,585 888,828 
Asian borrowers 86,699 95,130 215,283 397,112 
Other borrowers 30,434 29,904 42,531 102,869 

White borrowers 1,360,444 1,284,941 2,111,707 4,757,092 

All borrowers 2,005,875 1,834,687 2,808,480 6,649,042 

Source: 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

How much minority lending would the CRA cover with these changes? Figure 11 looks at owner-

occupied purchase loans originated by institutions subject to the CRA. For 2018–19, 43 percent, or 

233,219, of the 540,274 loans to minority borrowers were covered by the CRA. Adding middle-

income minority borrowers would expand the number of minority borrowers covered by the CRA by 

19 percent, another 101,574 borrowers. If the CRA were to cover upper-income minority borrowers, 

the remaining 38 percent, or 205,481 borrowers, would be included.  
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FIGURE 11 

Minority Lending Expansion to Middle- and Upper-Income Borrowers 

 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data.  

Note: CRA = Community Reinvestment Act. 
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gaps in lending to minorities in contrast to white borrowers and that race-neutral attempts to close 
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the gap with limited negative impact on borrowers who are not minorities. The analysis could generate 

different results for different races and ethnicities and in different locations. For example, table 6 

suggests that although Black borrowers are consistently—across all neighborhood income 

classifications—underserved compared with current Black homeownership rates, the same is not true 

of Hispanic and Asian borrowers. And yet, because the Hispanic and Asian populations are generally 

233219

233219

101574 205481

307055

0 100000 200000 300000 400000 500000 600000

CRA credit expands to include loans made to middle-and
upper -income minority borrowers

All banks loans made to minority borrowers

CRA-qualifying loans made to minority borrowers Loans made to middle-income minority borrowers

Loans made to upper-income minority borrowers Non-CRA-qualifying loans made to minority borrowers

Number of loans



 

S H O U L D  T H E  C O M M U N I T Y  R E I N V E S T M E N T  A C T  C O N S I D E R  R A C E ?  2 9   
 

younger than the Black and white populations and are just reaching prime homebuying age, using their 

current homeownership rate as the comparator may not reveal actual gaps in service to those 

communities.  

A Combined Lending Measure or Separate Lending Measures? 

A decision to expand the scope of the CRA to higher-income minority neighborhoods or borrowers, 

whether general or limited to specific locations and race or ethnicities, as well as a decision to give 

special consideration to lending in predominantly minority LMI communities or to minority LMI 

borrowers, could be accomplished by blending these groups or places into the current CRA lending 

measures or (in the case of LMI borrowers and neighborhoods) giving extra credit for such lending. A 

disadvantage of this approach is that it could set up a trade-off between lending to LMI 

neighborhoods and borrowers and lending to middle- and upper-income predominantly minority 

neighborhoods and minority borrowers that is apt to disadvantage LMI neighborhoods and borrowers. 

Alternatively, the regulators could create an additional parallel measure for lending to minority 

neighborhoods and borrowers (whether LMI, middle income, or upper income), which could address 

this concern. The largest shortfalls are in lending to minority homebuyers in predominantly minority 

neighborhoods, especially in predominantly minority LMI neighborhoods. With a separate parallel 

lending measure, these loans would count more heavily, particularly if the separate measure focused 

on predominantly minority neighborhoods (rather than both neighborhoods and borrowers).  

Currently, 34.3 percent of minority homeowners live in predominantly minority neighborhoods: 

20.4 percent in predominantly minority LMI neighborhoods, 10.1 percent in predominantly minority 

middle-income neighborhoods, and 3.8 percent in predominantly minority upper-income 

neighborhoods (table 12). But these neighborhoods compose only 22.3 percent of loans made to 

minority borrowers and 18.9 percent of bank loans to minority borrowers. The shortfall in 

predominantly minority LMI neighborhoods is especially dramatic. A separate lending measure for 

lending in minority neighborhoods would allow these loans to count at least twice (LMI neighborhoods 

and predominantly minority neighborhoods). A challenge, however, would be how regulators would 

weigh the two lending measures (the current measure and the new minority-oriented measure) in their 

overall CRA evaluation. 
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TABLE 12 

Lending to Minority Borrowers by Neighborhood Income 

 

Minority 
homeowner share  

Share of loans made 
to minority 

homebuyers 

Share of bank loans 
made to minority 

homebuyers 

All minority borrowers 34.3% 22.3% 18.9% 
in LMI neighborhoods 20.4% 11.7% 10.3% 
in middle-income neighborhoods 10.1% 7.4% 5.7% 
in upper-income neighborhoods 3.8% 3.3% 2.9% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Act data.  

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

As regulators consider both whether and how to make any of these changes, the types of analysis 

presented in this report should be useful in demonstrating the need to address the issue—namely, that 

the CRA’s current focus solely on LMI neighborhoods and borrowers has left significant gaps in 

lending to minority neighborhoods and borrowers. Moreover, by showing that bank lending to these 

neighborhoods and borrowers lags nonbank lending (table 12), the analysis suggests that modifying 

CRA regulations to put more emphasis on minority neighborhoods and borrowers can narrow the 

gaps. 

Conclusion 

Predominantly minority neighborhoods and minority borrowers receive less than their proportionate 

share of lending, especially by CRA-covered institutions. But recognizing this reality is different than 

developing a structure for increasing the CRA’s impact on closing this gap. We have suggested several 

conceptual alternatives, but each raises potential concerns as to effectiveness or unintended negative 

consequences. Our hope is that the information in this report will help others in their quest to make 

the CRA a more effective tool for serving minority borrowers and neighborhoods. 
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Appendix 

Predominantly Minority (a 70-30 Split) versus Majority 

Minority (a 50-50 Split) 

In doing this analysis, we considered several definitions of minority neighborhoods. We used the 70-

30 definition in the report, but in this appendix, we compare the tract breakdown of that classification 

scheme versus a majority-minority classification. 

TABLE A.1A  

Neighborhood Breakdown with 70/30 Classification 

(70-30) definition 
LMI 

neighborhoods 
Middle-income 
neighborhoods 

Upper-income 
neighborhoods 

All 
neighborhoods 

Predominantly minority 
neighborhood 11.9% 3.4% 1.0% 16.2% 

Mixed neighborhood 10.4% 10.3% 5.9% 26.5% 

Predominantly white 
neighborhood 7.7% 29.3% 20.2% 57.2% 

All neighborhoods 30.0% 42.9% 27.0% 100.0% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

TABLE A.1B 

Neighborhood Breakdown with Majority-Minority (50/50) Classification 

(50-50) definition 
LMI 

neighborhoods 
Middle-income 
neighborhoods 

Upper-income 
neighborhoods All neighborhoods 

Majority-minority 
neighborhoods 17.2% 7.0% 2.4% 26.6% 

Majority-white 
neighborhoods 12.9% 36.0% 24.6% 73.4% 

All neighborhoods 30.0% 42.9% 27.0% 100.0% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2015–19 American Community Survey data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 
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How Well Are Minority Neighborhoods and Minority 

Borrowers Served in a Refinancing? 

In the report, we focused on owner-occupied purchase loans, comparing that with the distribution of 

existing homeowners. In this appendix, we look at owner-occupied refinance loans, showing that 

neither predominantly minority neighborhoods nor minority borrowers receive their proportionate 

share of these loans.  

Predominantly Minority Neighborhoods 

Table A.2A compares the existing homeowner share, the owner-occupied purchase share, and the 

owner-occupied refinance share in predominantly minority neighborhoods. Both purchase lending and 

refinance lending fall well short of the number of existing homeowners. 

TABLE A.2A 

Share of Existing Homeowners in Predominantly Minority Neighborhoods versus Share of Loans 

Made in Predominantly Minority Neighborhoods  

In each type of neighborhood, by income classification 

Loans made in predominantly 
minority neighborhoods 

Existing 
homeowners 

Owner-
occupied 

purchase loans 

Owner-
occupied 

refinance loans 

Bank-only, 
owner-

occupied 
refinance loans 

In LMI neighborhoods 31.6% 25.2% 27.1% 23.5% 
In middle-income neighborhoods 6.3% 5.6% 6.7% 4.9% 
In upper-income neighborhoods 3.2% 2.9% 3.3% 2.6% 
In all neighborhoods 10.0% 7.8% 8.2% 6.1% 

Source: Authors’ calculations of 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 

Minority Borrowers 

Table A.2B compares the existing home share, the owner-occupied purchase share, and the owner-

occupied refinance share of minority borrowers. Refinance activity to minority borrowers is more 

limited than purchase activity, a point well documented in Gerardi et al. (2020). 
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TABLE A.2B  

Share of Existing Minority Homeowners versus Share of Loans Made to Minority Borrowers 

In each type of neighborhood, by income classification 

Loans made to minority 
borrowers 

Existing 
homeowners 

Owner-
occupied 

purchase loans 

Owner-
occupied 

refinance loans 

Bank-only, 
owner-

occupied 
refinance loans 

In LMI neighborhoods 43.5% 43.2% 39.2% 34.9% 
In middle-income neighborhoods 19.8% 25.6% 20.4% 16.3% 
In upper-income neighborhoods 19.2% 25.3% 20.1% 17.2% 
In all neighborhoods 24.0% 28.5% 23.0% 18.9% 

Source: Authors’ calculations of 2015–19 American Community Survey data and 2018–19 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data. 

Note: LMI = low- and moderate-income. 
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Notes
 

1  CRA applies to FDIC-insured depository institutions, such as national banks, savings associations, and state-

chartered commercial and savings banks. Institutions such as credit unions, corporate central credit unions, and 

mortgage banking companies are not covered by the CRA. See Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 

“Community Reinvestment Act,” US Department of the Treasury, March 2014, 

https://www.occ.gov/publications-and-resources/publications/community-affairs/community-developments-

fact-sheets/pub-fact-sheet-cra-reinvestment-act-mar-2014.pdf. 

2  That there are more low-income borrowers than middle-income borrowers reflects the fact that borrower 

incomes have a wide distribution, and 0 to 80 percent of the AMI is a wider band than 80 to 120 percent of 

the AMI. The same pattern holds for all homeowners in total and both white and minority homeowners 

separately. For example, 2019 ACS data show that the income of existing homeowners is composed of 35.7 

percent low-income homeowners, 19.5 percent middle-income homeowners, and 44.8 percent upper-income 

homeowners.     

https://www.occ.gov/publications-and-resources/publications/community-affairs/community-developments-fact-sheets/pub-fact-sheet-cra-reinvestment-act-mar-2014.pdf
https://www.occ.gov/publications-and-resources/publications/community-affairs/community-developments-fact-sheets/pub-fact-sheet-cra-reinvestment-act-mar-2014.pdf
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