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December 14, 2020 

 

Mr. Grady Hedgespeth, Assistant Director  

Office of Small Business Lending Markets  

Consumer Financial Protection Bureau  

1700 G Street NW  

Washington, DC 20552  

 

Via Email: 2020-SBREFA-1071@cfpb.gov 

 

RE: California group comment on CFPB SBREFA Outline on small business data collection 

 

Dear Mr. Hedgespeth,  

    

The California Reinvestment Coalition (CRC), its members, and allies submit these comments in 

response to the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB)’s release of its Outline of Proposals Under 

Consideration and Alternatives Considered for Section 1071 of the Dodd-Frank Act governing small 

business lending data collection and reporting.  
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The groups endorsing these comments represent Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs), 

Community Development Corporations (CDCs) small business technical assistance providers, legal 

service offices, civil rights groups, and other community-based organizations deeply concerned about the 

historic lack of access to responsible credit endured by businesses owned by women and people of color, 

by small businesses, and by businesses located in neighborhoods of color.  

 

CRC builds an inclusive and fair economy that meets the needs of communities of color and low-income 

communities by ensuring that banks and other corporations invest and conduct business in our 

communities in a just and equitable manner. CRC and our member organizations have been fighting 

predatory financial practices, supporting small businesses, and fighting redlining for over 30 years. We 

have been advocating for small business data collection and transparency within the small business 

market for decades. 

 

CRC and co-plaintiffs were pleased to have settled our case against the CFPB,1 resulting in a definitive 

timeline for CFPB to develop the 1071 rule. We appreciate that the CFPB is following through on its 

commitments and obligations, and has released the SBREFA Outline. While we find the CFPB’s efforts 

to be in good faith, we find substantial gaps and deficiencies suggested in the Outline. 

 

We urge the CFPB to adhere to the following principles in further developing the 1071 Rule:  

1. Focus on furthering the Rule’s stated purpose of furthering fair lending enforcement and 

helping to identify community development needs and opportunities. 

2. Provide for broad coverage of lenders, applicants and transactions, including merchant cash 

advance products which expose the fact, and costs, of banks failure to lend to BIPOC and 

women owned businesses. 

3. Require detailed and disaggregated data collection for factors such as pricing (APR) credit 

score (FICO) and underwriting (Reasons for Denial), in order to allow analysis to hone in on 

whether and how discrimination in small business lending is occurring. Robust data 

collection will allow the public to have a much greater understanding of gaps in lending to 

all borrowers in the marketplace, and easily identify unmet borrowing needs.  

4. Recognize that society’s interest in eradicating discrimination and closing the racial wealth 

gap far exceeds any negligible risk of privacy violations or regulatory burden on financial 

institutions that already collect much or all of the relevant data. 

5. Ensure that all data is made publicly available, as only with such a high degree of 

transparency can the public have confidence that lenders will improve problematic and 

discriminatory practices that have thrived in the secrecy of darkness, that enforcement 

agents will bring cases against those that do discriminate to finally provide redress to victims 

of discrimination, and that policymakers can work to address any legitimate issues that 

prevent small, women- and minority-owned businesses from attaining responsibly priced 

credit. 

 

Tragically, lending discrimination remains a fact of life, including for small business owners of color. 

There can be no doubt that lending discrimination has existed in the small business market for years. CRC 

member organizations have long reported on and lamented the failure of banks to lend to qualified small 

businesses, particularly those owned by women and people of color. CRC analysis of the limited data sets 

that have existed has found disparities in lending to minority-owned businesses. Just as with the subprime 

mortgage crisis, lightly regulated high-cost lenders have filled the space left by banks that fail to provide 

                                                           
1 For plaintiffs’ press release announcing the settlement, see: https://calreinvest.org/press-release/breaking-lawsuit-

compels-trump-administration-to-commit-to-finalizing-protections-against-lending-discrimination/ 
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credit access, leaving small business owners of color and women-owned businesses burdened with 

Merchant Cash Advance and other harmful products that wreak havoc on business and personal finances.  

 

The U.S. Small Business Administration Paycheck Protection Program (PPP), part of the nation’s COVID 

response, reflected these disparities and reinforced redlining dynamics by funneling small business relief 

primarily through the very banking institutions that have not served the small businesses meant to benefit 

from the 1071 Rule.  CRC surveys of bank COVID responses found that nearly all bank respondents 

acknowledged prioritizing existing clients over businesses that did not have a prior banking relationship, 

especially during the first round of PPP funding,2 and the limited data available showed that only 2% of 

PPP loans were made in support of Black-owned businesses and only 6% of the recipients were Latinx-

owned businesses.3 And the data reported do not reveal information about applications taken and denied.  

 

The Center for Responsible Lending identified a number of structural barriers built into the PPP that 

disadvantaged small and self-employed businesses, especially those owned by people of color.4 And, 

disturbingly, a recent study of the PPP conducted by the National Community Reinvestment Coalition 

found that Black and White matched-pair testers experienced different levels of encouragement to apply 

for loans, different products offered and different information provided by bank representatives.5 

 

 

Honor the statutory purpose of the Rule: Further fair lending and identification of community need 

 

The statutory purposes of Section 1071 must be honored and vigorously pursued. In developing the rule, 

the CFPB must hew closely and always return to the Congressionally stated purpose of the rule. 

According to the statute, “the purpose of this section is to facilitate enforcement of fair lending laws and 

enable communities, governmental entities, and creditors to identify business and community 

development needs and opportunities of women-owned, minority-owned, and small businesses.”6 Both 

aspects of this stated purpose – to further fair lending enforcement, and to help the public identify 

community development needs – argue in favor of detailed data and full public disclosure.   

 

  

                                                           
2 California Reinvestment Coalition and San Francisco Office of Financial Empowerment, “Pre-Existing Conditions: 

Assessing the Financial Services Response to Racism, Inequality, and COVID-19,” August 2020, available at: 

https://calreinvest.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/CRC-Banking-Relief-Report_Final.pdf 
3 Press Release, “The California Reinvestment Coalition And San Francisco Treasurer José Cisneros Call for Banks 

to Take Bold Action to Invest in Communities of Color During the Covid-19 Pandemic,” California Reinvestment 

Coalition, August 5, 2020, available at: https://calreinvest.org/press-release/the-california-reinvestment-coalition-

and-san-francisco-treasurer-jose-cisneros-call-for-banks-to-take-bold-action-to-invest-in-communities-of-color-

during-the-covid-19-pandemic/ 
4 Center for Responsible Lending, “The Paycheck Protection Program Continues to be Disadvantageous to Smaller 

Businesses, Especially Businesses Owned by People of Color and the Self-Employed,” April 6, 2020 (updated May 

27, 2020), available at: https://www.responsiblelending.org/sites/default/files/nodes/files/research-publication/crl-

cares-act2-smallbusiness-apr2020.pdf?mod=article_inline 
5 Anneliese Lederer and Sara Oros (In collaboration with: Dr. Sterling Bone, Dr. Glenn Christensen, Dr. Jerome 

Williams), “Lending Discrimination within the Paycheck Protection Program,” National Community Reinvestment 

Coalition. For more on the NCRC test of PPP, see: https://ncrc.org/despite-gaping-holes-in-government-data-tests-

show-ppp-borrowers-faced-discrimination/ 
6 15 USC 1691c-2 
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Provide broad coverage of lenders, applicants, and transactions 

 

To be effective, the rule must provide for broad coverage of lenders, applicants, and transactions. 

 

What is a “small-business applicant?” We support the proposed second alternative, a size standard of a 

maximum of 500 employees for manufacturing and wholesale industries, and a maximum of $8 million in 

gross annual revenue for all other industries. We do so because this will capture the greatest number of 

small business credit applications. Note that it is critically important that data fields be created to allow 

for analysis looking at smaller buckets of small businesses based on gross revenue, number of employees, 

etc., which will be discussed further, below. 

 

Who is covered? The definition of “women-owned, minority-owned and small business” should provide 

for the broadest possible coverage. While we appreciate that the vast majority of such businesses would 

be covered by a definition that focused on small businesses, including small business owned by women 

and people of color, we recommend that the definition be broadened to also include businesses owned by 

women and people of color that may not be deemed “small businesses.” It might even be easier 

administratively for small business credit providers to collect data for all applicants as opposed to 

developing systems for screening out the minority of applicants that are not covered. 

 

“Minority-owned” and disaggregate race and ethnicity data. We support the proposal to consider 

whether 50% or more of the ownership interest or profit/loss resides with a member of a minority group. 

But we strongly disagree with the proposal to NOT use the disaggregated race and ethnicity categories 

that are part of the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data collection regime. CRC members 

fought for the inclusion of disaggregated race categories in HMDA and think such data are equally 

relevant and important in the small business lending context. Failing to collect and report disaggregated 

race and ethnicity data will only mask the discrimination that occurs within the Asian and Latinx 

communities. Detailed race and ethnicity data will further the purpose of the rule to further fair lending 

and help policymakers address community needs. 

 

We strongly object to the suggestion that the race or ethnicity of an applicant for credit should only be 

determined by self-reporting from the applicant. HMDA has successfully managed to require lenders to 

make determinations based on visual observations and encouraged them to do so by considering surnames 

when borrowers choose not to self-identify. We think this approach should work as well in the small 

business context and should be embraced as a way to enhance data collection and fair lending 

enforcement. 

 

Which financial institutions are covered? We support the Bureau’s inclination to cover all categories of 

institutions, including: banks, credit unions, non-banks, commercial finance providers, nonprofits, and 

government lenders. We think the only size or volume-based threshold that should apply is in proposed 

Option One, an exemption for financial institutions that make fewer than 25 loans in either of the last 2 

years. A similar threshold has been established in the 2015 HMDA rule. Increasing the volume threshold 

may disproportionately harm rural communities that may find that small lenders makes up a significant 

portion of the local lending market. An asset threshold would not add value and appears unworkable for 

non-bank lenders. If multiple lenders are involved in making the credit available, we support the position 

of NCRC that the data collection resides with the company most closely interacting with loan applicants.  
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What forms of credit should be covered, and why Merchant Cash Advance should be covered? We 

believe strongly that all forms of credit should be covered. Certainly, bank transactions should be covered 

so enforcement agencies, policymakers and the public can see the extent to which banks are failing to 

serve businesses owned by people of color and women. Additionally, Merchant Cash Advance, factoring, 

and leases should be added to activities the CFPB proposes to cover. The Bureau undermines its proposal 

to define covered lenders broadly by then exempting a significant number of transactions that define 

important and highly relevant categories of lenders. 

 

This is perhaps one of the most glaring gap in the Outline – the suggestion to create exemptions for 

consumer-designated credit, leases, factoring, trade credit, and merchant cash advances. Any rule that 

allowed for such a gaping hole in coverage would substantially and perhaps fatally undermine the  

statutory purpose of the Rule. How can enforcement agencies, policymakers, and the public know 

whether small business lending discrimination is occurring if we do not seek data on higher costs 

products that CRC believes are targeted to protected classes under the Equal Credit Opportunity Act?  

 

In its comments on the CFPB’s Outline, Opportunity Fund notes compellingly that, “According to a white 

paper, ‘Key dimensions of the small business lending landscape,’ published by the Bureau in 2017, the 

estimated number of accounts for factoring products was estimated to be at eight million, MCAs with one 

million, and equipment financing at nearly nine million. These three products accounted for over 18 

million accounts, 2.5 times the estimated 7 million term loan accounts. While the dollar amount of 

factoring and MCA products is smaller than term loans, quantifying factoring and MCAs by the number 

of accounts illustrates that these types of credit are widespread. Additionally, leasing products make up 

13% of the small business financing market share in dollar terms, further indicating that those products 

should also be included.”7 The National Community Reinvestment Coalition estimates based on its 

analysis of MCA company filings, that the number of MCAs has increased significantly since the CFPB 

white paper.  

 

Further, according to LendingClub, “Federal Reserve research shows that minority-owned businesses are 

twice as affected by “potentially higher-cost and less transparent credit products”—a term the Federal 

Reserve uses to refer specifically to merchant cash advance and factoring financing.”8 

 

  

                                                           
7 “Written Feedback by SER Luz Urrutia following the Section 1071 SBREFA Panel.” Letter from Luz Urrutia, 

CEO of Opportunity Fund to Grady Hedgespeth, Assistant Director Office of Small Business Lending Markets, 

CFPB, November 9, 2020, citing “Key dimensions of the small business lending landscape,” CFPB, May 2017, 

available at: https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/documents/201705_cfpb_Key-Dimensions-Small-Business-

Lending-Landscape.pdf 
8 “Request for Information on the Equal Credit Opportunity Act,” Letter from Richard H. Neiman, Head of Public 

Policy, Louis Caditz-Peck, Director Public Policy, and Armen Meyer, VP of Public Policy at Lending Club, to 

CFPB Office of Regulations, December 1, 2020, citing Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, “Small Business Credit 

Survey: Report on Minority-Owned Firms,” Dec 2019. 

https://www.fedsmallbusiness.org/medialibrary/fedsmallbusiness/files/2019/20191211-ced-minority-owned-firms-

report.pdf 
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A September 2017 survey of CRC member organizations working with small businesses found that 87% 

of respondents reported that small businesses were receiving MCAs, but 63% reported that this was not 

helpful to the small businesses.9 CRC’s CDFI members and allies report the frustration and the wasted 

resources they expend to refinance small businesses out of Merchant Cash Advance and similar products.  

Through one of our members, CRC spoke to a firefighter in Chino who opened a successful home care 

business, only to suffer cash flow problems when he had a heart attack that forced him to reduce his work 

hours. He turned to Merchant Cash Advance, but one MCA turned into 15 MCAs, and the more MCAs he 

had and the higher the charges, the harder it was for him to find someone to help him get out of the cycle 

of debt. Sadly, this story is all too typical. When CRC, Woodstock Institute, Main Street Alliance, and 

National People’s Action organized a convening of small business owners to talk to an interagency panel 

in San Diego a few years ago, in which the CFPB participated, 11 of 12 participating small business 

owners had taken out at least one MCA and regretted it. 

 

The state of California has defined Merchant Cash Advance and required MCA, factoring, and leasing 

transactions to be subject to pricing disclosures. And the Department of Financial Protection and 

Innovation has recently taken action against MCA lenders, treating such transactions as loans, particularly 

where future receivables are at issue and where the small business borrower bears the risk of repayment, 

as is the case with most MCAs.  

 

To be sure, MCAs and other higher cost products exist and thrive because banks and other more 

conventional lenders have failed to adequately serve women-owned, minority-owned, and small 

businesses. They target these businesses because these businesses have been redlined and shut out of 

mainstream banking. But if we do not require MCA reporting, we will be letting banks off the hook by 

failing to reveal the extent to which businesses of color and women-owned businesses are having to turn 

elsewhere for financing, and at what cost. Given their significant role in the marketplace and with 

businesses meant to benefit from the rule, as well as how their success highlights the fair lending failures 

of mainstream financial institutions and the harm imposed on women and minority-owned businesses, 

MCAs must be covered by 1071 data collection requirements. 

 

What constitutes an “application?” This is an important issue, for if the definition of applicant is too 

narrow, the data will ignore discrimination that occurs frequently when small business owners make 

credit inquiries. For example, businesses owned by people of color and women might be urged to develop 

and submit business plans instead of being offered the loan applications they seek. The work of NCRC, 

referenced above, shows that discrimination is occurring in the pre-application phase. We cannot allow 

this data collection effort to unduly narrow the funnel so that interactions between financial institutions 

and small business owners seeking credit remain hidden from potential scrutiny. We support the Bureau’s 

inclination to consider both oral or written requests to be “applications,” but argue against any proposed 

exemptions for: (2) re-evaluation, extension, and renewal requests. 

 

  

                                                           
9 Kevin Stein and Gina Charusombat, “Displacement, Discrimination and Determination: Small Business Owners 

Struggle to Access Affordable Credit,” California Reinvestment Coalition, September 2017. 
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Multiple requests are multiple. If a small business submits multiple requests for credit at one time, 

perhaps inquiring about several products at once, these should be considered several applications for 

credit for 1071 reporting purposes. So, too, should the amount of credit requested by the applicant be 

collected and reported.  

 

 

Collect disaggregated and detailed data to permit robust analysis and ferret out discrimination 

 

While providing for broad coverage, the rule must also collect disaggregated and detailed data to further 

rigorous analysis that will help determine whether discrimination is occurring. 

 

For example, while we support a broad definition of small business so that many credit transactions are 

covered, we are particularly concerned about the smallest of businesses that may need smaller credit 

amounts and that are the bedrock of local communities in light of their local hiring, provision of local-

serving products and services, and general support for their local neighborhoods. In fact, 95% of 

businesses, 97% of minority-owned businesses, and 98% of women-owned businesses have less than $1  

million in revenue,10 and need financing under $100,000.11 That is why the 1071 data must allow for 

comparisons of the experiences of businesses with lower revenue with those of higher revenue, between 

self-employed businesses and those with a few or many employees, etc. To that end, we strongly support 

the CFPB including additional discretionary data points, as is within the Bureau’s authority. 

 

We look forward to seeing detailed data relating to mandatory reporting requirements concerning loan 

product type (including credit card lending and lines of credit), type of guarantee (which should include 

any additional or personal collateral required), loan term, and loan purpose.  

  

APR pricing data is a must. How can we have a data collection regime designed to further fair lending 

enforcement, if we ignore and screen out information about whether high-cost lenders are targeting 

business owners of color or women-owned businesses, or if lenders are charging more to their female 

borrowers or customers of color as compared to white or male borrowers? 

 

The state of California has instituted a policy of requiring pricing data disclosures for commercial 

financing though our first in the nation truth in lending law for small businesses. To implement this 

policy, the state Department of Financial Protection and Innovation is proposing Annual Percentage Rate 

(APR) data to be disclosed to small businesses and is determining how best Merchant Cash Advance and 

similar credit providers can calculate the APRs on their loans. New York’s Small Business Truth in 

Lending Act, recently passed by the legislature, requires APR disclosure by statue.  

 

  

                                                           
10 Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, [Docket No.: CFPB-2017-0011] Request for Information Regarding the 

Small Business Lending Market, 82 Fed. Reg 22319 (May 15, 2017). citing U.S. Census Bureau, Statistics for All 

U.S. Firms by Industry, Gender, and Receipts Size of Firm for the U.S. and States: 2012 More Information 2012 

Survey of Business Owners, American Fact Finder (last visited April 12, 2017), available at 

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=SBO_2012_00CSA05&prodType 

=table  of  
11 Federal Reserve Banks of Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, Cleveland, Dallas, Kansas City, Minneapolis, New York, 

Philadelphia, Richmond, St. Louis, and San Francisco, “Small Business Credit Survey: 2019 Report on Employer 

Firms,” which found that 57% of the 6,614 employer firm small business respondents to the survey sought financing 

of $100,000 or less. Presumably, small-business owners with no employees, who were not surveyed for this report, 

might need small dollar, small-business loans to a greater extent.    
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We support the recommendations and positions of the Responsible Business Lending Coalition in regard 

to how APR calculations can be standardized and straightforward for financing providers not already 

required to calculates an APR under California and New York law. APR is the only true, tested, 

transparent, and comparable tool for quantifying price information, and 1071 data collection must include 

such data. To do otherwise would be akin to earlier iterations of HMDA data which only allowed analysis 

as to whether a loan was made, not whether it was high cost or conventional. Lenders flooding 

neighborhoods of color with high-cost loans would be seen as well serving otherwise underserved 

markets. But not every loan is a good loan. Pricing data, all in APR more specifically, is key to achieving 

1071’s statutory purpose. 

 

Other discretionary data fields should be included. We support the inclusion of additional suggested 

data fields, such as time in business, six-digit NAICS Codes, and number of employees. These data points 

may go to a credit provider underwriting decisions and must be accounted for so credit providers cannot, 

as HMDA reporters have done for years, hide behind data NOT collected as the reason and justification 

for their lending disparities.  

 

Including fields for Reasons for Denial could help explain declinations, and lead to needed policy 

change. We strongly recommend that 1071 data include all HMDA Actions Taken, and Reasons for 

Denial.  When the data become public, we will no doubt see disparities. And no doubt credit providers 

will say that the disparities can be explained by underwriting decisions that 1071 data do not account for. 

But capturing Reasons for Denial can help policymakers and the public determine if there are legitimate 

reasons that small businesses are not deemed qualified for certain forms of credit, and enable us to work 

towards solutions. Lenders should be required to report the reasons for denial (deficiencies in: business 

credit score, personal credit score, debt to income ratio, collateral, size of loan, years in business, 

inadequate loan documentation, debt service coverage ratio, etc.), as well as provide supporting data to 

justify that reason.  

  

Data should be collected upfront. The Bureau wonders if data should be collected upfront, or whenever 

the lender determines. We think it is important to collect data upfront. Much discrimination in the market 

likely occurs in the early stages of application. Lenders should obtain all information immediately so they 

can report on the action taken on all loan applicants.  

 

The role of the firewall. While we appreciate the idea behind ensuring that underwriters have no access 

to demographic data for loan applicants in order to prevent overt discrimination, we wonder if such a 

firewall has ever truly existed. We are hopeful that robust 1071 reporting by lenders and oversight by 

CFPB will significantly advance fair lending enforcement, regardless of the strength of the firewall. 

Consistent with the idea of and opportunities presented by Special Purpose Credit Programs, we wonder 

if lender/underwriter interest in the demographic information of loan applicants will more likely be geared 

towards ensuring equal access and not discrimination. In other words, it may be that lenders interested in 

the demographic data of loan applicants are so interested because they want to ensure they are providing 

equal access to credit, not because they intend to deny loans to protected classes of borrowers. 

 

 

In any balancing test, recognize the strong interest in detailed, broad, and public data collection 

over dubious concerns around regulatory burden and privacy  

  

Society’s interest in eradicating discrimination and closing the racial wealth gap far exceeds any 

negligible risk of privacy violations. 

 

  



 

9 
 

By not disclosing any personally identifiable information, privacy risks are reduced. For years, banks 

have disingenuously advocated for the privacy interests of their borrowers, even though we are not aware  

of any privacy breach that resulted from HMDA data (and even though banks routinely fight virtually 

every other effort to protect bank customer privacy). HMDA has also witnessed the usage of modified 

approaches that might put exact data points into broader buckets that still allow for helpful data analysis.  

 

The privacy interests of the lenders should not be considered at all, and do not appear to have been a 

concern for Congress. HMDA has worked for years without any data breaches to compromise individual 

privacy interests or impose unfair or undeserved harm on reporting lenders. As with HMDA, certain data 

points can be disclosed to the public in buckets or ranges. 

 

We believe that most or all of the data that might be collected under 1071 is already collected. Lenders 

will necessarily collect much of this data in order to inform underwriting decisions. Additionally, bank 

regulators, the SBA, and the CDFI fund routinely require participants in their programs to collect data that 

may then get reported. Recent disclosures reveal the extent to which Economic Injury Disaster Loan 

(EIDL) and PPP lenders were required to collect data on their loan applicants, 12 where such data have 

been made publicly available and where the sky has not fallen. This is not new, this is just standardizing 

and enhancing what already exists in incomplete and fragmented form. 

 

The Bureau wonders if reputational risk, the need to respond to allegations of discrimination with further 

analysis, the costs of compliance, and a possible push towards standard underwriting will lead some 

financial institutions to stop offering some products. We note that none of these concerns are raised by the 

statutory purposes behind the Rule. Full transparency should protect responsible lenders from unfair 

scrutiny and enforcement and set them apart from those less scrupulous. We also acknowledge the work 

that the CFPB did to estimate compliance costs, suggesting that costs appear reasonable and that costs 

passed on to small business customers will be minimal ($12 to $40). Experience with HMDA suggests a 

data collection requirement does not lead to lenders leaving the market. And a lack of detailed 1071 data 

will only allow predators and discriminating institutions to continue to unfairly extract profits while 

imposing harm on small businesses, female owners and BIPOC communities.  

 

 

Make all of the data readily available to the public.  

 

Data should be made available quarterly to the public, as has been the case with HMDA, despite recent 

rollbacks of this practice. Access to the data is important, and we want that access to be timely, for all 

stakeholders, so that the public is not relying on old data that may not reflect newer products, policies, 

and practices of lenders. 

 

We also believe that all credit providers subject to 1071 should be required to provide their data to anyone 

within 30 days of a request to do so. Such has been the case for HMDA, and this has worked out well. 

CRC has requested HMDA data from HMDA reporters several times over the years. We see no reason  

why this should not be an option with small business data. If the CFPB will relieve lenders of any 

obligation to respond to individual requesters, as it seems inclined to do, we suggest this would be a 

stronger argument for quarterly public reporting of 1071 data. We support the Bureau in providing 

guidance to lenders before, during, after implementation.  

 

  

                                                           
12 Dan Ennis, “SBA releases borrower data on EIDL, smaller PPP loans,” BankingDive, December 2, 2020, 

available at: https://www.bankingdive.com/news/sba-ppp-eidl-loan-amounts/588570/ 
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The target date for full implementation and public data disclosure should be no later than January 1, 2023. 

We have waited for the data for over 10 years since the passage of the Dodd Frank Act, but really well-

beyond that as CRC members have for decades recognized small business data collection as perhaps the 

most impactful tool for increasing access to responsible credit for small businesses and, in particular, 

those owned by women and people of color.  

 

Should you have any questions about this letter, please feel free to contact Kevin Stein at (415) 864-3980 

or kstein@calreinvest.org. 

 

We thank you for the opportunity to comment, and for your consideration of our views. 

 

Very Truly Yours, 

 

California Reinvestment Coalition 

Asian Pacific Islander Small Business Program 

Asian Pacific Policy and Planning Council  

Bet Tzedek Legal Services 

California Coalition for Rural Housing  

CAMEO - California Association for Micro Enterprise Opportunity 

California Community Economic Development Association  

CLAP Community Lead Advocacy Program 

Community Housing Councils 

Consumer Action 

Consumers for Auto Reliability and Safety 

East LA Community Corporation 

Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California 

Fair Housing Council of the San Fernando Valley 

Faith and Community Empowerment (formerly KCCD) 

Haven Services, Inc., d/b/a Haven Neighborhood Services 

Inclusive Action for the City 

Los Angeles LDC 

Main Street Launch 

National Association for Latino Community Asset Builders 

National CAPACD 

Pacific Coast Regional Small Business Development Corporation 

Public Law Center 

Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center 

SaverLife 

The Greenlining Institute 

Vermont Slauson Economic Development Corporation 

Working Solutions 

Youth Finance Institute of America 

mailto:kstein@calreinvest.org

