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1 Executive summary
The Australian Competition and Consumer Commission’s (ACCC’s) draft determination proposed to
grant authorisation of the PRDE provisions on the grounds that ARCA’s application met the necessary
statutory tests for grant of such authorisation1.

This draft determination is supported by ARCA. The reciprocity, consistency and enforceability
obligations in the PRDE are necessary to enable the successful implementation of comprehensive
credit reporting (CCR) within Australia, a fact which has been recognised by the ACCC2.

Submissions from Experian and GE Capital were supportive of the draft determination. GE Capital
stated that the “authorisation of the PRDE is a necessary step to fully realising the benefits of the
comprehensive credit reporting regime in Australia”3. Experian further stated that it “believes that the
operation of these principles [reciprocity, consistency and enforceability] in assisting the realisation of
the benefits associated with Comprehensive Reporting will produce benefits for all sectors of the
market and in particular support a more rigorous and better-informed approach to responsible lending
in Australia”4. The Office of the Australian Information Commissioner (OAIC) also provided a
submission which noted that its review of the terms of the draft determination did not raise any
concerns5.

A joint submission from Consumer Action Law Centre, Financial Rights Centre and Financial
Counselling Australia (the joint consumer advocate submission)6 acknowledged there are benefits
that arise from the operation of the PRDE including as a positive step towards a single source of free
credit reports for consumers, and a likely improvement in consistency in data reporting and
competition among credit reporting bodies (CRBs). This submission raised two concerns with the
PRDE, namely consistency in the treatment of hardship variations on credit reports, and a possible
increase in uncertainty in settlement negotiations relating to listed credit defaults.

Concerns with the draft determination were also raised by Veda7, which again proposed that the
authorisation should be conditional upon the adoption of its alternative PRDE (a document which was
annexed to Veda’s initial submission response). Veda further challenged the reasoning adopted by
the ACCC in its draft determination, namely:

 That the costs of consistency were not small and incremental, but a significant ongoing cost
arising from data contribution to multiple CRBs. Veda claimed the ACCC had not properly
taken into account these costs in its draft determination. Further, the costs arose primarily
from contribution, not data consumption.

 That the ACCC did not properly consider the detriment caused by the cost of consistency
obligations, including increased data fragmentation and reduced competition.

 That the PRDE requirements are not necessary to address a market concern, and instead
amount to unnecessary regulation which will undermine the benefits of CCR and increase
detriment.

ARCA’s view is that the evidence and arguments in Veda’s initial submission in response to ARCA’s
application were fully taken into account by the ACCC in its draft determination and that Veda’s
subsequent submission provides no new evidence or arguments that would challenge the conclusions
of the ACCC’s draft determination.

1 ACCC draft determination, dated 17 July 2015, Authorisation number A91482 (ACCC draft determination), page 1
2 ACCC draft determination, page 2
3 GE Capital submission to ACCC, dated 14 August 2015
4 Experian submission to ACCC, dated 18 August 2015, page 1
5 OAIC submission to ACCC, dated 19 August 2015, page 1
6 Joint consumer advocate submission to ACCC, dated 14 August 2015 (Joint consumer advocate submission)
7 Veda submission to ACCC, dated 14 August 2015 (Veda submission)
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ARCA considers that the PRDE, with its reciprocity, consistency, transparency and enforceability
obligations, is the appropriate framework to achieve the benefits of CCR in Australia, with limited or
no detriment. The reasoning and conclusions adopted by the ACCC in its draft determination ought to
be adopted by the ACCC in its final determination.

This submission answers the issues raised in both the Veda and joint consumer advocate
submissions, addressing these issues in the following manner:

 What the actual costs are of the consistency obligations, and whether the information
provided by Veda supports its assertion that the costs of consistency are significant, ongoing
and multiplied depending on the number of CRBs that a credit provider (CP) has engaged
with.

 Whether consistency obligations result in a public detriment.

 Whether the PRDE provisions are necessary to address an issue in the credit reporting
market.

 Whether the ACCC ought to authorise Veda’s alternative PRDE.

 Whether the consumer advocate issues about repayment history information (RHI) and
hardship, and default listing negotiations should preclude the authorisation of the PRDE.

This submission also provides a table (Attachment A) which responds specifically to Annexure A of
Veda’s submission, which is an analysis of the costs (and claimed multiplier effect) associated with
the supply of consumer credit liability information (CCLI) and RHI data to one or more CRBs.

2 Actual costs of consistency obligations
The PRDE consistency obligations require:

 A CP to contribute all of its available credit information at a nominated Tier level, preventing a
CP from only contributing some, but not all, of its credit portfolios to the exchange8; and

 A CP to contribute the same Tier level of information to all CRBs with which it has a services
agreement9.

The costs associated with meeting the same Tier Level requirement (for those CPs who choose to
engage multiple CRBs) has been one of the key issues raised in this ACCC authorisation.

The ACCC, in its draft determination, concluded the costs associated with the consistency obligations
appeared relatively small, in light of the total costs associated with transition to CCR10. It further
concluded that:

 Most of the CCR implementation costs are not attributable to the PRDE or the Proposed
Conduct11;

 There will be more significant costs arising from consumption of data than the provision of
data, and in that regard, the consistency obligations do not require consumption of data but
instead, may reduce the likelihood of consumption of data from multiple CRBs12; and

8 PRDE, paragraph 16
9 PRDE, paragraph 15
10 ACCC draft determination, pages 37 and 47
11 ACCC draft determination, page 46. The ‘Proposed Conduct’ is defined in the ACCC draft determination as ‘the reciprocity

obligations, consistency obligations and enforceability provisions contained in the PRDE’
12 ACCC draft determination, page 47
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 It will be a matter for each CP to consider the extent to which the incremental costs exceed
benefits of participation, noting it is likely the benefits of participation for small CPs will be
significant13.

Veda has submitted that the costs of consistency are significant, with the total incremental costs over
time approaching 200% of the total costs of CCR transition. Further, Veda submit that when dealing
with multiple CRBs in a CCR environment, there is a cost multiplier effect of x1, which means that
engaging with 2 CRBs will double ongoing costs, and engaging with 3 CRBs will triple ongoing
costs14.

Veda submitted that there is no corresponding benefit associated with these costs15.

Veda identified in its Annexure A table a range of activities associated with data contribution. In
respect to these activities, it says the ACCC did not take into account the tasks associated with:

 Processing multiple response files which occurs automatically when a CP supplies data to a
CRB; and

 Maintaining CCR data supplied to multiple CRBs16.

Veda submitted that these are not standardised tasks, which means that separate activity is required
for each CRB a CP deals with, and there is little scope for cost efficiencies. Veda accepts that the
cost of consuming data from multiple CRBs will be significant, but agrees the primary issue to
consider in this authorisation is the cost of contributing data17.

In particular, Veda’s Annexure A argues that significant setup, ongoing and infrastructure costs apply
to the activities of data supply, response file pickup and processing, rejections handling, “ARCA
reporting”, correction requests and dispute handling, and complaints handling; and that most of these
costs are multiplied with each additional CRB relationship.

ARCA maintains that the actual costs incurred by a CP who chooses to contribute information to
multiple CRBs will be incremental, and within the region of approximately 10% of total CCR transition
costs. Veda has not provided any evidence that calls into question the ACCC’s conclusion on costs.
The assessment by the ACCC is accurate, and ought to be relied upon in the final determination.

ARCA has set out its detailed response to Veda’s Annexure A, in the table in Attachment A to this
submission. This detailed response addresses each activity identified by Veda, and sets out the
actual work required for each activity, the costs associated with that work, the possible cost
efficiencies and savings (including through the use of technology solutions), and what the multiplier
effect (if any) is for each activity.

The position set out by ARCA reaches the opposite conclusion to Veda’s submission. There are a
number of reasons for this:

 Veda’s submission, particularly its breakdown of activities in Annexure A, does not establish
that the costs for each separate activity are incurred by reason of the consistency obligation
and therefore is of relevance to this authorisation. The activities identified by Veda relate to
contribution of data to more than one CRB as a factor causing a cost increase, and do not
specifically identify how the requirement for that contribution to be at the same Tier level
(rather than different Tier levels) results in an increase. As the ACCC have highlighted, the
engagement of multiple CRBs is a commercial decision for each CP, and is not a requirement
of the PRDE.

13 ACCC draft determination, page 47
14 Veda submission, page 7
15 Veda submission, page 3
16 Veda submission, page 5
17 Veda submission, page 4
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Further, even if there was an increase in costs due to the consistency obligations, this
increase would be incremental rather than multiplied, depending on the Tier level of
contribution for each CP. For instance, if a CP was contributing at comprehensive Tier level to
one CRB, and at negative Tier level to a second CRB, the CP would still receive response
files from both CRBs for its provision of negative information to both CRBs, and would only
receive separate response files from the second CRB for its partial and comprehensive
information. In this way, even if engagement with a second CRB was at a different Tier level,
there would be a degree of duplication in its dealings with that CRB.

 Veda has not acknowledged the role that the Australian Credit Reporting Data Standard
(ACRDS) will play in enabling efficiencies in the contribution of data to multiple CRBs. The
ACRDS was developed to enable a CP to contribute the same data to multiple CRBs, without
having to comply with three separate sets of proprietary data standards. The result of the use
of the ACRDS (as required by the PRDE) is that contribution to multiple CRBs can largely be
achieved as a ‘copy and paste’ exercise. This impacts beyond the initial contribution, as it
means there ought to be a level of consistency in response files and rejections from CRBs,
and it also enables a more efficient system of corrections.

Veda’s submission does not refer at all to the use of the ACRDS to enable these efficiencies.
Without use of the ACRDS, it is possible that contribution of information to multiple CRBs
would be problematic. But that is not the case under the PRDE.

 Veda have not considered the impact that the development of different database solutions
and data warehousing solutions18, including its own Veda Smartdata service19, will have on
reducing costs associated with contribution to multiple CRBs. Many of database warehouse
solutions will be provided at a fixed fee, and as Veda claims in its own marketing brochure for
Smartdata:

“This capability helps ensure that the data conforms to the specification before it is
sent to the credit bureaus, significantly reducing costs, maximising efficiency – and
minimising time”20.

 Veda does not acknowledge that many data contribution issues will be identified and
addressed in testing and set up, but assumes instead that they will remain as issues imposing
ongoing costs. That is, as ARCA highlighted in its submission response, testing of the
exchange with the CRB as part of the set up cost, will enable issues in data contribution to be
identified21. This will mean discrepancies between contribution to each CRB will be a known
factor at testing stage, and therefore able to be reconciled prior to commencement of ongoing
contribution.

For instance, one of the discrepancies that may arise between CRBs will be the standards for
acceptance of address information. One CRB may accept an address without a street number
(for instance, “ABC Highway, Blacktown”), whereas another CRB may only accept that
address with a street number specified (“123 ABC Highway, Blacktown”). Although both
contributions may accord with the ACRDS, one CRB will still accept information that is
rejected by another CRB.

The purpose of testing and data verification will be to identify the differences in CRB
standards, for those discrete data sets which are not addressed by the ACRDS, and to
ensure ongoing contribution reflects these differences. It must be stressed that these
differences are not commonplace, and will relate to free-form data inputs (name or address
format) rather than fixed data inputs (default information, consumer credit liability information
and repayment history information).

18 Data solutions and data warehousing solutions were discussed in ARCA’s submission in response to market inquiries, dated
29 May 2015 (ARCA submission response), page 58. These solutions will be provided by third party data companies, as
well as CRBs. These solutions have been developed and, they are currently being implemented by a range of CPs.

19 ARCA submission response,, page 58
20 Veda, “An intelligent and fast solution for data submissions: Reporting with Veda’s Smartdata”
21 ARCA submission response, page 57
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 In the Annexure A table of contribution costs provided by Veda, there is no information
provided to substantiate why there is a multiplier of x1 in each instance, or why there would
be a multiplier effect at all. ARCA’s detailed response to this table (in Attachment A to this
submission response) addresses this issue for each item, noting that for many costs items,
there is no information to support a multiplier effect.

Veda’s submission suggests that data response file processing and data maintenance tasks
differ considerably between CRBs, which in many instances means the task for each CP
becomes a manual task22. This overstates the complexity and differences associated with
processing and maintenance between multiple CRBs. For the reasons set out above, much of
the complexity and differences are addressed by the use of the ACRDS in initial contribution,
adequate testing and data verification at the outset of establishing an exchange with each
CRB, and the fact that the differences between CRBs when contributing data will be minimal.

For example, Veda have argued that corrections processes require independent processing
for each CRB23. However, the correction processing itself is predominantly a task of
responding to a correction request from a consumer, which will require a CP to investigate its
records to determine whether the information it holds is correct, and otherwise satisfies the
statutory requirements. A CP will only engage with other CRBs who hold this corrected
information, once a correction has been made and is notified to each of those CRBs. This will
result in the CP providing a file update to each CRB who holds that information, with the form
of the correction update standardised in the ACRDS.

 Veda has not provided any supporting information from CPs setting out the project costs for
these CPs, and information which supports ongoing costs of CCR contribution far exceeding
set up costs. In comparison, ARCA understands from its engagement with a number of CPs
that project costs of CCR transition have not identified ongoing costs in the amount cited by
Veda, and instead have projected a small incremental cost associated with multiple CRB
contribution. Given ARCA has engaged with a number of CPs, at varying levels of readiness,
and of varying size, it would seem incongruent for none of these CPs to have identified the
concerns identified by Veda.

For the reasons set out above, Veda’s submission cannot be substantiated. Moreover, it directly
contradicts the information provided to ARCA by a range of organisations including CRBs, CPs and
technology providers.

3 Whether consistency costs result in a public detriment
Whether the consistency costs will result in a public detriment depends largely on the amount of these
costs, and whether the corresponding benefit associated with implementation of consistency
obligations as part of the data exchange framework outweighs these costs.

The ACCC draft determination identified that the consistency obligations would lead to public benefits
including reduced data fragmentation, greater dissemination of consumer data, improved CRB
offerings and enabling smaller CPs to obtain more information even if they are only able to have a
relationship with one CRB24.

The ACCC considered whether the consistency costs resulted in a public detriment, concluding that:

 Most of the costs of transitioning to CCR arise regardless of the Proposed Conduct25.

22 Veda’s submission, page 6
23 Veda submission, Annexure A, page 16
24 ACCC draft determination, page 36 and 37
25 ACCC draft determination, page 46
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 The decision to engage with multiple CRBs will be a commercial decision for each CP. In that
regard, the decision to contribute data to a CRB differs to the decision to consume data from
that CRB. The PRDE does not require a CP to consume data from a CRB, and the
consistency obligations actually make it less likely for a CP to have to obtain data from
multiple CRBs26.

According to Veda, the ACCC draft determination did not properly consider the public detriment
arising from the cost of consistency obligations, namely:

 Impacts on smaller CPs, with the Proposed Conduct likely to cause many CPs to not
participate in CCR or limit participation27.

 The result of limited participation, being a fragmented data exchange and reduced
competition for both CPs and CRBs28.

By contrast, Veda says that there will be greater data equalisation where consistency provisions are
not implemented, and less of a likelihood of dominance by one CRB29. Veda has relied on the
decrease in market concentration which it says has occurred as a result of the entry of Experian into
the market30.

ARCA remains firmly of the view that the consistency obligations will deliver benefits which far
outweigh the detriment associated with the cost of implementing these obligations. As set out in
section 2 above, the actual costs associated with implementing these obligations represent an
amount approximately 10% of the total CCR transition cost.

The detriments identified by Veda would only arise where the ongoing cost of the consistency
obligations represent a significant portion of the total CCR costs, and would take a transition to CCR
out-of-reach of many CPs. ARCA understands that the consistency obligations have not been a factor
influencing whether or not a CP transitions to CCR, or whether or not that CP deals with one or
multiple CRBs. In fact, as recognised by the ACCC, the absence of consistency obligations is more
likely to impact on a CP’s adoption of a multiple CRB strategy, given that without consistency
obligations a CP may only obtain a full picture for each consumer by cross-checking data held across
multiple CRBs31. Further, no CP has provided information to the ACCC, in response to its draft
determination, raising concern with the costs of consistency obligations.

It should also be noted that the entry of Experian into the Australian credit reporting market has had
limited impact on market concentration, with Veda continuing to hold a high market share of
approximately 85%32.

The consistency obligations will promote maximum participation in the data exchange, providing
smaller CPs a greater opportunity to access data to aid their credit decision-making, and achieve
compliance with responsible lending obligations. The consistency obligations will further promote CRB
competition, and reduce the prospect of network effects ‘tipping’ the credit reporting market to the
dominant CRB33. Further, not only will consumers benefit from the improved CP competition and
better credit decisions but, as identified in the joint consumer advocate submission34, the consistency
obligations will make it easier for consumers obtaining their credit reports, as the same information
ought to be held by each CRB that deals with each of the consumer’s CPs.

26 ACCC draft determination, page 47
27 Veda submission, page 10
28 Veda submission, pages 10 and 11
29 Veda submission, page 10
30 Veda submission, page 10
31 Australian Securities and Investments Commission submission to the ACCC, dated 19 May 2015, page 2
32 Charles River Associates report, “Incentives for Sharing Positive Data in Bilateral and Multilateral Settings”, dated 28 May

2015 (CRA report), page 25
33 CRA report, page 20 – 21, pages 24 - 27
34 Joint consumer advocate submission, page 1
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4 Whether the PRDE provisions are necessary to address an
issue in the credit reporting market

In its draft determination, the ACCC accepted ARCA’s submission that the PRDE framework, with its
elements of reciprocity, transparency, consistency and enforcement mechanisms, were necessary to
address free rider concerns, and also that the existence of an effective data exchange would enable
compliance with responsible lending obligations35.

The ACCC further accepted that the free rider concern was not the sole reason for delay in transition
to comprehensive credit reporting, but:

“…[t]he free rider concern is likely to inhibit full and complete implementation of
Comprehensive Reporting without adequate reassurance in the framework that sharing of
such information will not unduly advantage a credit provider’s competitors36”

In assessing whether the PRDE provisions both addressed the free rider concern issue, and further
delivered public benefits, the ACCC concluded that they achieved both of these outcomes37.

Veda’s submission challenged this assessment on the grounds that the PRDE requirements are not
necessary to address a market concern, and the consistency and enforceability provisions in
particular undermine the benefits of CCR and increase detriment38.

Veda suggested that the PRDE is a dangerous industry regulation, which would be imposed without
‘clear and compelling evidence that it is necessary and effective to address real and substantive
concerns’39. Regarding the free rider concerns, Veda identified the current cause of any delay to CCR
is the investment required in change management and implementation40.

ARCA remains firmly of the view that the free rider concern is a factor in the Australian market which
must be addressed to enable successful transition to comprehensive credit reporting. This was clearly
established in the report of Charles River Associates41 and accepted by the ACCC in its draft
determination. Veda has provided no new information to the ACCC to challenge this. Although Veda’s
submission points to a delay in investment in CCR42, it fails to have any regard to the reasons why
such a delay in investment exists. Aligned with the free rider concerns, investment in CCR transition
is, for many CPs, contingent upon establishing confidence in the framework for exchange of new data
sets. Without that confidence and assurance around mutual rules of participation, many organisations
will delay or hold off the investment identified by Veda as required. The free rider concern remains a
key factor explaining why the PRDE is necessary. No new evidence or arguments have been
presented that would cast any doubt on the conclusions of the draft determination.

Veda, in its submission, further questioned whether the ACCC was correct in identifying the
consistency and enforceability obligations as critical parts of the PRDE, and necessary to deliver
public benefits43.

Regarding the consistency obligations, in its draft determination, the ACCC found that:

 The consistency obligations were likely to facilitate a more complete exchange of information.
Without these obligations, there would be greater data fragmentation.

35 ACCC draft determination, pages 27 and 40
36 ACCC draft determination, page 40
37 ACCC draft determination, page 32
38 Veda submission, page 1
39 Veda submission, page 2 and 13
40 Veda submission, page 11
41 CRA report, page 28
42 Veda submission, page 11
43 Veda submission, page 13
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“If this is the case, credit providers may need to have arrangements with more than
one credit reporting body to acquire adequate consumer financial data to comply with
responsible lending obligations. This is likely to increase costs for those credit
providers that would otherwise prefer to have agreements with fewer credit reporting
bodies”44

 Without the consistency obligations, there was a risk that, coupled with data fragmentation, a
dominant CRB would emerge (which would control the bulk of data). However, with the
consistency obligations, the diminution in data fragmentation would result to greater exchange
of information between CPs and CRBs, and in turn would encourage more financial products
and services for CPs. There would also be lowered barriers to entry and expansion for
smaller CPs and CRBs, with greatest benefits to small CPs occurring where large CPs dealt
with all three CRBs45 .

Veda argues that the consistency obligations will not support greater data equalisation, and that –
contrary to the ACCC’s view – without the consistency obligations, there remain strong commercial
incentives in place for larger CPs to consume full data from the three main CRBs. It further considers
the absence of consistency obligations will not support the dominance of one CRB as CPs may have
relationships with multiple CRBs for a variety of reasons – and this need to deal with multiple CRBs is
not reduced by the consistency obligations. It considers the significant incremental costs for a CP
dealing with multiple CRBs means there are increased barriers to entry for new CRBs, with CPs
having no incentive to enter into a relationship with a new entrant to the market46.

ARCA remains firmly of the view that the consistency obligations form a critical part of the PRDE
framework, and the ACCC was correct to recognise the impact of these obligations in reducing data
fragmentation, promoting competition (both for CPs and CRBs) and supporting compliance with
responsible lending obligations.  This view is supported by the report of Charles River Associates,
which highlighted how the consistency obligations promote greater data participation (reducing the
risk of data fragmentation) and further minimise the likelihood of one CRB dominating data supply47.

Veda’s view that the consistency obligations are not necessary because the four major CPs are likely
to consume full data from the three main CRBs in any event does not account for the impact of the
substantial volume of CCR data contributed from other CPs. As set out in ARCA’s submission
response, considerable competition currently exists between CRBs obtaining industry penetration
from different data sets contributed from a range of CPs beyond the four major CPs48 .

In a credit reporting environment absent consistency obligations, network effects will eventually allow
one CRB to dominate49. Although Veda discounts the possibility of the large CPs changing their
supply of data to all three CRBs (with or without consistency obligations), it is clear that network
effects would mean that one CRB will increasingly receive the bulk of CCR data50. In the interim, all
CPs (both large and small) would need to obtain supply of data from multiple CRBs to ensure this
data could help to meet responsible lending obligations. This would increase costs for small CPs,
making it more difficult for them to compete in their product offerings compared to large CPs who
would be able to absorb these costs (until such time as the market ‘tipped’ completely in favour of one
dominant CRB). Once the market had tipped and there was one dominant CRB, large CPs may
eventually be incentivised to reduce their supply arrangements to achieve cost efficiencies (and be
assured of meeting responsible lending obligations, given the data held by the other CRBs would
likely be so minor as to not impact upon the CP’s lending decisions). Although small CPs will, by this

44 ACCC draft determination, page 28
45 ACCC draft determination, page 41
46 Veda submission, page 11
47 CRA report, page 33
48 ARCA submission response, page 64. ‘Industry penetration’ (which means both the data supply from a particular industry

sector, as well as the insights from data matching and processing using that data) comes from the substantial volume of CCR
data which will be contributed to CPs outside of the four major banks, including from second tier lenders, credit unions, short
term lenders, acquisition finance and debt buyers.

49 CRA report, page 24
50 CRA report, pages 25 - 28
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stage, only need to deal with one CRB (rather than three), this will be in a monopoly environment
likely to increase detriment to small CPs, rather than deliver any benefits51.

The consistency obligations are thus critical to ensuring healthy competition between CRBs is
retained, both across the data contributed by large CPs, as well as that contributed by small CPs. In
this way, the PRDE is further likely to reduce barriers to entry for new CRBs overall – as the costs of
the consistency obligations are minimal and outweighed by the benefits to new entrant CRBs.
Moreover, the consistency obligations will ensure that small CPs who may only be able to deal with
one CRB are able to compete more effectively with larger CPs. For these reasons, the consistency
obligations are a fundamental and necessary part of the PRDE framework.

Veda have further questioned the necessity of the enforceability obligations, asserting that reciprocity
alone provides sufficient assurance to CPs to overcome free rider concerns. Veda considers the
Eminent Person procedure and binding powers are not necessary, and impose unnecessary costs
and compliance burdens52.

The ACCC’s draft determination agreed with a number of submissions53 that an effective compliance
mechanism is required to provide consistent enforcement outcomes, and transparency for other
participants. The enforcement mechanism in the PRDE is necessary to maintain the integrity of the
PRDE and encourage compliance54. The ACCC agreed with ARCA that the PRDE enforcement
process is not overly costly55.

There is no new information provided in Veda’s submission which would challenge the ACCC’s
conclusion that the enforceability obligations are necessary and not overly costly. The enforceability
obligations are critical to encouraging participation in the PRDE and will, over time, establish the
PRDE as an example of successful industry self-regulation. In this regard, Charles Rivers Associates,
highlighted that a credible enforcement mechanism is important to promote CP confidence, especially
in Australia where large CPs have significant bargaining power, and there is a lack of trust in the
ability of, and incentives for, CRBs to unilaterally enforce reciprocity56.

ARCA maintains that the PRDE in its current form, and specifically incorporating consistency and
enforceability obligations, is necessary to address the free rider concern and encourage ongoing
participation in CCR. This will result in reduced data fragmentation and greater participation which, in
turn, will lead to public benefits including improved competition (for both CPs and CRBs), and
improved compliance with responsible lending obligations. The costs of adherence to consistency and
enforceability obligations are not mandatory (given CPs can choose how many CRBs they deal with,
and CRBs and CPs can also choose whether to refer a dispute to the Eminent Person), nor are they
significant.

5 Whether the ACCC ought to authorise Veda’s alternative PRDE

The ACCC draft determination concluded that the likely public benefits of the Proposed Conduct
would outweigh the public detriments, and as such the ACCC did not propose to grant the
authorisation subject to conditions57.

51 ARCA submission in support of Application for authorisation, dated 19 February 2015, page 9
52 Veda submission, page 3
53 Including the interested party submissions of the Australian Bankers’ Association, Customer Owned Banking Association, ME

Bank, GE Capital, Experian, Origin Energy and ARCA’s submission in response to market inquiries
54 See KPMG report to ARCA, “The benefits of enhanced credit data exchange”, January 2015, page 32
55 ACCC draft determination, page 47
56 CRA report, page 34
57 ACCC draft determination, page 54
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In Veda’s initial submission response, it proposed that any authorisation be conditional upon an
amended version of the PRDE being adopted58. Responding to the ACCC’s draft determination, Veda
again asserted that authorisation should be granted on the basis of the amended PRDE59.

In making this assertion, Veda stated that ARCA had mischaracterised the amended PRDE because:

 ARCA claimed the proposal was limited to a private system of bilateral agreements and
reciprocity is discretionary. However, Veda stated its proposal would require implementation
of reciprocity, and be subject to reporting and dispute resolution provisions in the PRDE.

 ARCA incorrectly claimed that exclusive arrangements would be enabled under Veda’s
solution, even though these provisions have been retained in the amended PRDE.

 ARCA’s submissions reached invalid conclusions including that Veda’s amended PRDE was
not sufficient to overcome free rider concerns60.

Veda considers its amended PRDE would mean CRB signatories will be required to uniformly
implement reciprocity in their agreements with CPs, and CPs would be unable to withhold data
without this then being reported to other CPs and subject to dispute resolution61.

There are a number of reasons why Veda’s amended PRDE should not be adopted as a condition of
the ACCC’s final determination.

At the outset, the ACCC’s rationale for proposing an unconditional authorisation remains sound. As
set out above, the public benefits arising from authorisation of the PRDE provisions will continue to
outweigh the detriments, therefore it is not necessary to impose a condition upon grant of final
authorisation.

The assertion that ARCA has mischaracterised the amended PRDE is not correct. Veda’s proposed
amended PRDE has been analysed in detail below, and it is apparent that the removal or amendment
of provisions dealing with the binding nature of the PRDE, reciprocity obligations, consistency
obligations and enforceability, mean that ARCA’s characterisation of this document was accurate.

Furthermore, as set out in ARCA’s submission response62, Veda’s proposed condition would go far
beyond the conditions of authorisation contemplated by both the ACCC Authorisation Guidelines
(June 2013) and legal precedent (Generic Medicines Industry Association). Adopting the amended
PRDE as a condition of authorisation would ‘substantially redraft or redesign proposed conduct’,
which is not the role of the authorisation process.

In addition, the amended PRDE proposed by Veda would undermine the public benefits of the PRDE,
and increase the detriments.

Veda has submitted its amended PRDE would remove the consistency and enforceability provisions
but retain other relevant elements of the PRDE being the reciprocity, transparency and most of the
dispute resolution elements. An examination of the amended PRDE demonstrates that the
amendments would be unworkable, both by reason of the removal of the consistency and
enforceability provisions, but also by undermining the binding nature of the PRDE, the principles of
reciprocity and transparency, and the functioning of the dispute resolution process.

In particular, the Veda amended PRDE:

58 Veda initial submission
59 Veda submission, page 3
60 Veda submission, page 12
61 Veda submission, page 12
62 ARCA submission response, page 68 - which includes a list of how the proposed amendments would substantially vary the

operation of the PRDE.
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 Removes the requirements for CPs and CRBs signing the PRDE to also have their respective
services agreements require the execution and implementation of the PRDE deed poll. The
removal of these requirements is achieved through deletion of paragraphs 2 and 8 of the
PRDE. In drafting the original PRDE, the intention of these provisions was to ensure a
services agreement between a CP and CRB would not undermine, or otherwise enable, a
breach of the PRDE, as far as the services agreement purported to put in place requirements
on the exchange of credit information. The deletion of these paragraphs in the amended
PRDE undermines the binding nature of the PRDE framework.

This is further evidenced in the amendment to paragraph 16 (the addition of wording requiring
any contribution to be in “accordance with that services agreement” between a CP and CRB),
indicating that under the amended PRDE, the services agreement will set the conditions of
contribution – not the PRDE itself. This means that, to a certain extent (which is not apparent
from the wording of the amended PRDE) services agreements, and not the PRDE, will be the
primary rules which govern the exchange between CPs and CRBs. As a result, the
transparency which the PRDE seeks to provide to both the supply and contribution of credit
related information will be lessened.

 Undermines the principle of reciprocity by enabling CRBs to on-supply data contributed by CP
signatories to any other CP (whether a signatory or not) and further for a signatory CP to
contribute its credit information to any CRB (whether a signatory or not). This effect is
achieved by:

o Removing from paragraph 4 the requirement for a CRB to only supply credit reporting
information of signatories to those CPs which the CRB reasonably believes are
complying with the PRDE.

o Amending paragraph 10 so that a CP is no longer required to only contribute its credit
information to a CRB from which it obtains supply of credit reporting information.

o Further amending paragraph 10 to remove the requirement for a CP to contribute
credit information at its chosen Tier level for supply, yet retaining paragraph 9 which
requires a CP to nominate a Tier level for supply. This enables a CP to choose a
higher Tier Level for supply of information from a CRB, yet contribute at a lower Tier
level. These amendments appear to enable a CP to therefore undermine the principle
of reciprocity by receiving more information from a particular CRB than they
contribute to that CRB.

o Amending paragraph 11 to remove the reasons why a CP is unable to on-supply
partial or comprehensive information to another CP (with those reasons being: that
the other CP is not a signatory; the other CP does not contribute credit information to
the CRB; the other CP has chosen to be supplied at a lower Tier level). The amended
paragraph 11 simply restricts a CP on-supplying information which it cannot obtain
directly from the CRB. Coupled with the amendments to paragraphs 9 and 10, this
amendment appears to enable a CP to on-supply partial and comprehensive
information to those CPs who may only be receiving supply of negative information
from a CRB. This again undermines the principle of reciprocity.

o Removes paragraphs 34, 35, 36, 38 and 39 which set out the clear rules of reciprocity
governing the PRDE, requiring a CRB to ensure that information contributed by a
signatory CP is not supplied to a non-signatory CP and for CPs who wish to obtain
partial and comprehensive information of a signatory CP, to also be signatories to the
PRDE. The amended PRDE does still retain the restrictions on CP’s on-supply of
information, but no such restrictions are imposed on CRBs. This means that a CRB
can supply signatory information to a non-signatory, and a CRB is not required to sign
the PRDE to obtain PRDE information. These changes are fatal to the proper
functioning of the PRDE framework: without any restrictions on CRBs supply of
information, the PRDE has little purpose and certainly does little to achieve the
principle of reciprocity.
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 Removes the consistency obligation from paragraph 15, which means that a CP will only be
required to contribute credit information at its chosen Tier level to one CRB. This both
undermines the consistency obligation, and the principle of reciprocity – given the
amendments to paragraphs 9, 10 and 11 make it apparent a CP is able to contribute at a
different Tier level to which it receives supply or on-supply of data.

 Removes the Eminent Person process from the compliance framework (deletion of the
‘Eminent Person’ definition amendment or deletion of paragraphs 1, 16(c), 82 to 88, 93 to 95,
100 and 103). The removal of independent oversight as a component of the compliance
framework increases the detriment, with the only benefit for signatories a possible cost saving
for those CPs who lose an appeal to the Eminent Person.

Paragraph 65 of the PRDE (which is retained in the amended PRDE) removes the ability for
signatories to take disputes about breaches of the PRDE outside the PRDE compliance
framework. This means that, in signing the PRDE, parties give up significant legal rights to
refer disputes under the PRDE to a court or tribunal. Any such dispute process under the
PRDE must therefore provide a sufficient substitute for a more formal legal process and, at
the very least, embody principles of natural justice. The inclusion of an appeal process as part
of the PRDE compliance framework is essential to its operation. Given the outcome of PRDE
disputes may have significant commercial or reputational consequences for signatories, in
each instance parties should have an ability to engage an independent umpire, if it considers
it necessary.

The costs of the Eminent Person process form the only direct costs of the entire PRDE
compliance framework, and will only ever be incurred by the unsuccessful party. The ACCC
expressed the view in its draft determination that it is inclined to agree with ARCA that the
enforcement process, including the Eminent Person, ‘has struck the right balance between an
effective process that is not overly costly”63.

As such, the removal of the Eminent Person process from the amended PRDE is not only
unnecessary, but will hamper the effectiveness of the dispute resolution process.

 Removes the compliance outcomes in paragraphs 89 to 92, yet retains the ability for the
Industry Determination Group to issue a recommendation. The purpose of defined
compliance outcomes in the PRDE was to provide certainty to signatories of the
consequences of non-compliance. The outcomes that have been included in the PRDE are
considered to strike the right balance between deterrence and ensuring that any non-
compliant conduct does not impact on signatories’ confidence in the PRDE. Removing these
outcomes means that the Industry Determination Group is not restricted in issuing any
compliance outcomes when it issues a recommendation. This introduces an unacceptable
level of uncertainty into the PRDE dispute resolution process. Furthermore, the amended
PRDE removes the ability for the PRDE Administrator Entity to oversee the compliance
outcomes, which means there is no clear guidance within the PRDE about how these
outcomes will be implemented.

An additional reason why the authorisation ought not to be conditional upon Veda’s amended PRDE
is that, unlike the PRDE submitted by ARCA, the amended PRDE has not been subject to intensive
scrutiny and debate by ARCA Members and key industry stakeholders. As set out in Attachment D of
ARCA’s application, the provisions in the PRDE have been subject to extensive consideration,
debate, and consultation. The key obligations of reciprocity, consistency, transparency and
enforceability were identified in numerous meetings and discussion as being necessary objectives of
the PRDE framework. Veda’s amended PRDE has not been subject to any consultation. The
amendment or removal of these provisions would occur without the support or consideration of the
majority of ARCA Members, as well as other key industry stakeholders64.

63 ACCC draft determination, page 47
64 See ARCA submission response pages 4 – 5 which sets out the extent of the consultation undertaken in respect to the

original PRDE, with such extensive consultation necessary to achieve industry support reflected in positive submissions
provided to the ACCC (interested party submissions responding to ARCA’s application) from various ARCA Members, the
Australian Bankers’ Association, Customer Owned Banking Association, the Australian Finance Conference, Origin Energy,
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For all of these reasons, the ACCC should authorise the PRDE provisions without imposing any
condition, and particularly, should not make its final authorisation subject to adoption of any of the
amendments proposed by Veda in its amended PRDE.

6 Consumer advocate issues
In its draft determination, the ACCC considered issues raised by consumer advocates about RHI and
hardship, and default listing negotiation. It noted that the solution (to the RHI and hardship issue)
required consultation between a number of relevant stakeholders, including financial regulators, and
that this issue would need to be resolved to address consumer concerns. It concluded:

“The issue of reporting financial hardship arrangements and settlement of defaults has impacts
across multiple regulatory bodies and Comprehensive Reporting goes wider than the PRDE
provisions the subject of this application.65”

Responding to the draft determination, the joint consumer advocate submission proposed that any
authorisation period be reduced to three years, with any re-authorisation contingent upon resolution of
the RHI and hardship issue. It raised concerns that there was no clear direction about how RHI will be
recorded when a customer is in hardship. Although the submission accepted the PRDE could not bind
non-signatories (in respect to their hardship reporting), the PRDE should lead industry on this issue.
Finally it noted these concerns had been raised over years, with little substantive progress66.

ARCA appreciates the concerns raised in the joint consumer advocate submission on this issue,
however, as the ACCC set out in its draft determination, the resolution of this issue is beyond the
scope of this authorisation. The issue is continuing to progress outside of the ACCC authorisation
process. ARCA is developing a detailed briefing paper setting out the key issues on this matter, and
we are seeking to facilitate a discussion between key regulators and industry associations in the
coming months.

The issues relating to RHI and hardship are complex, and these impact across regulators including
the OAIC, the Australian Securities and Investments Commission, and the Australian Prudential
Regulation Authority. An amendment to the PRDE would be an ineffective means of achieving an
industry-wide resolution, given any such resolution will need to account for interests of each of the
regulators. As such, shortening the authorisation period would not assist in the resolution of the issue
and would only increase the uncertainty associated with the adoption of comprehensive credit
reporting.

ARCA notes that the ACCC, in its draft determination, considered a three year authorisation period
insufficient and a longer five year period more suitable to observe the operation of the PRDE67. ARCA
submits that the authorisation period in the final determination should remain five years.

The joint consumer advocate submission raised a separate issue with the mandatory default reporting
required by the PRDE. It proposed that the PRDE include a clause that the PRDE does not override
obligations to remove default listings if a CP or CRB is ‘satisfied’ the information no longer meets the
statutory requirements. It further proposed that the ACCC require external dispute resolution (EDR)
schemes to issue guidance to PRDE signatories and other CPs on the meaning of ‘satisfied’ and the
settlement of disputes regarding default listings68.

ConsumaData, the Office of the Australian Information Commissioner, and the Australian Securities and Investments
Commission.

65 ACCC draft determination, page 49
66 Joint consumer advocate submission, page 3
67 ACCC draft determination, page 55
68 Joint consumer advocate submission, page 4
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As set out in ARCA’s submission response, this issue concerns compliance by a CP with its Privacy
Act 1988 and Privacy (Credit Reporting) Code 2014 obligations69. The PRDE obligations to report
default information will only apply where that obligation meets the Act and CR Code requirements.
Further, the provisions in the PRDE relating to reporting of negative information are not within the
scope of this authorisation application. Nor would it be appropriate for the ACCC to issue an
authorisation conditional upon an EDR scheme issuing guidance (given the EDR scheme is not a
party to this authorisation application). In these circumstances, this issue should not impact on the
ACCC’s decision around final authorisation.

7 Conclusion
The reasoning and conclusions provided by the ACCC proposing to authorise the PRDE provisions
should be adopted by the ACCC in its final determination. The PRDE provisions will result in clear
public benefits, with these benefits unable to be fully realised without the authorisation of the PRDE.

Moreover, the key detriment identified by Veda, namely the cost of the consistency obligations, has
not been substantiated. The cost of consistency obligations will be approximately 10% of the total
costs of transition to CCR. These costs will be incremental, and over time will reduce and be largely
offset by the benefits of engaging multiple CRBs. These costs do not represent a detriment sufficient
to detract from the public benefits of the PRDE provisions subject to this authorisation.

ARCA believes that the PRDE continues to deliver a sufficient net public benefit for the ACCC to
exercise its discretion to authorise the Proposed Conduct.

8 Attachment A
[see separate table]

69 ARCA submission response, pages 15 - 16
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Attachment A 

Specific response to Veda submission, table of ‘Supply of CCLI and RHI data to 1 or more CRBs’ 

 

Activity Veda submission – Actions (Multiplier Y/N) ARCA response 
Data Supply  Set up: 

 Develop data supply extract (N) 
 Internal test/verification of extract (N) 
 Data verification with CRB (Y) 
 Setup report file supply process with CRB 

(Y) 
 Setup connectivity to CRB (Y) 

ARCA identified in its submission response1 that there will be 
incremental costs incurred by a CP in establishing an interface with 
each additional CRB, testing of data supplied to each additional 
CRB, contribution of data (infrastructure and actual contribution of 
data)(ARCA submission response, page 55).  
 
Regarding data verification, there will be an incremental cost 
associated with data verification with additional CRBs, however that 
cost will decrease for each additional CRB a CP has a services 
agreement with. Data verification involves testing data supply, with 
that data supplied to each CRB to be in accordance with the 
Australian Credit Reporting Data Standard (ACRDS). The use of the 
ACRDS means the process of data verification is simplified as the 
same data is being tested across each separate CRB. To facilitate 
this process, some CPs are likely to test comprehensively with one 
CRB first, with the bulk of any data verification issues identified in 
that initial testing exercise.  
 
As such, testing with additional CRBs will be more straightforward, 
with the issues identified related to any differences in CRB internal 
acceptance standards or data matching (of which there will be few).  
 
Where CPs have elected to test data loading simultaneously with 
multiple CRBs, experience of CRBs to date indicates no material 
differences in data acceptance rates by the end of testing, and no 
significant additional costs being incurred. A triage step will also be 

                                                           
1 Note references throughout to the ‘ARCA submission response’ refer to the ARCA submission in response to market inquiries, dated 29 May 2015 
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incorporated into the first review of three response files to achieve 
efficiencies around resolution of warning and errors/rejections.  
 
In addition, data software solutions have been developed which 
enable an initial data quality assessment (extracting files from active 
accounts to a separate database and running a comparison), which 
will result in a significant reduction in errors when this data is then 
verified with a CRB. No multiplier applies to these data software 
solutions, as the CP will simply pay a one-off set up fee for that 
software. 
 
As noted in ARCA’s submission response, the benefit of testing 
upfront in terms of the improvement in data quality and reduced 
reliance on error reporting or ongoing periodic testing, also works to 
outweigh these initial upfront costs (ARCA submission response, 
page 57). 
 
Regarding the setup of report file supply processes, and connectivity 
to CRBs, while there will be incremental costs associated with this 
activity, these costs are minimal or may be covered by the CRBs. In 
simple terms, this process involves setting up a means to transfer 
data across to a CRB. The infrastructure in place is similar to 
sharing a file using DropBox or email, albeit in a specific technical 
credit reporting environment. Once this set up is complete, this will 
enable an automated process so there will be negligible ongoing 
costs. While these costs will increase with each CRB that a CP 
deals with, these costs remain minimal. Again, a data software 
solution can also be employed to streamline this process (and which 
may mean a CP pays a fixed fee for set up).   
 

Operational/Processing (on-going): 
On a monthly or more frequent basis necessary to 

 Supply data file to each CRB (Y) 
 Verify successful transmission and/or 

resolve any transmission issues (Y) 

As set out in ARCA’s submission response, the costs of contributing 
data to multiple CRBs are minimal, in line with the use of the 
ACRDS to facilitate a simple ‘cut and paste’ contribution process 
(ARCA submission response, page 57).  
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Infrastructure: 
 Connection to each CRB with sufficient 

bandwidth for volume of data (Y) 

As set out in ARCA’s submission response, the infrastructure costs 
associated with establishing contribution to a second or third CRB 
are minimal, and there are software solutions which exist to provide 
the infrastructure necessary to both store and transfer data to 
multiple CRBs (ARCA submission response, page 57). 
 
Summary of ARCA response to Veda’s claimed costs of data 
supply activity: 
 
PRDE related costs: Costs will arise because of the PRDE 
consistency obligations only to the extent that establishing 
connectivity, data testing and verification, operational processing 
and infrastructure with a second or third CRB relates to credit 
information that a CP would not otherwise have contributed to the 
second or third CRB.  
 
Size of costs due to PRDE: The most significant cost will arise from 
establishing comprehensive credit reporting (CCR) systems, and 
setting this up to enable regular reporting to any CRB. The size of 
costs for enabling comprehensive connectivity with a second or third 
CRB will be incremental. In respect to ongoing operations and 
infrastructure, these costs will be minimal.  
 
Multiplier: Dealing with a second or third CRB will result in an 
incremental cost, not a multiplier of x1 for each subsequent CRB.  
 
Mitigating factors: Use of the ACRDS, ‘learnings’ from testing and 
verification from one CRB being applied to the second or third CRB, 
use of data software solutions, improved data quality from testing 
with multiple CRBs. 
 

Response file 
pickup and 
process 

Set up: 
 Develop response file handling process (N) 
 Setup response file-pick up process (Y) 

Setting up a response file pick up process will form part of the initial 
process of setting up connectivity with a CRB.  
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Developing a response file handling process means the ability to 
open and view a response file. The response file is in XML format, 
and is required to be consistent with the ACRDS (therefore there is 
no cost multiplier when dealing with multiple CRBs).  
 
Set-up of the response file pick up process is the ability to pick up a 
response file, which is roughly the equivalent to receiving a file in 
DropBox. This ‘pick up’ will actually occur before the response file is 
opened. It will be an automated process, as such the ongoing costs 
(even with a cost multiplier arising from dealing with multiple CRBs) 
will be negligible.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Operational/Processing (on-going): 
On a monthly or more frequent basis necessary to  

 Pick up response file from CRB (Y) 
 Review results of data supply (Y) 

The process of dealing with response files from multiple CRBs 
involves ‘interpreting’ the data that forms part of the response file. 
This process is not likely to result in a CP incurring significant 
ongoing costs.  
 
The process (and resultant efficiencies) will also be influenced by 
the outcome of initial data verification and testing – as part of that 
process will involve identifying differences between each CRB 
response file. The ACRDS does not currently include a standardised 
set of response files and codes.  Despite this, given the same data 
set would have been contributed using the ACRDS (as part of the 
‘set up’ process detailed above), the response file will be 
substantially, if not entirely, the same for each CRB, but there may 
be minor differences.  
 
Once a CP is set up in a live production, operational basis, the 
expected volume of records requiring investigation and action in 
each response file is low (ie. less than 5% of records per CRB).In 
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interpreting response files, there may be some differences between 
CRBs, but there will not be many and it will not be difficult to identify 
differences. It is likely that if data fails to be received by one CRB, it 
will also be rejected by any additional CRBs.  
 
This process is also likely to be streamlined over time and costs 
minimised, due to the fact that any differences between response 
files between CRBs will be identified and reconciled. The result of 
undertaking data testing and verification as part of setting up data 
supply is that the quality of the ongoing (operationalised) supply files 
is expected to be stable, or otherwise very quickly stabilise. 
Therefore, the cost multiplier effect on the interpretation of the 
response files would decrease over time as the process matures. A 
CP business case to support transition to multiple CRBs will not 
likely rely on the processing of multiple response files as a reason 
not to adopt a multiple CRB strategy.  
 
Data software solutions may also simplify the process – for instance, 
by integrating the three response files (for three CRBs) into one 
report that is provided to a CP, for each input of data. We also 
understand that CRBs will be willing to work with their CP customers 
to resolve any ongoing problems with response files, again working 
to simplify this process.  
 
A cost benefit associated with receipt of multiple response files from 
multiple CRBs is also that having three CRBs review a CP’s data 
increases the likelihood that any errors in that data will be identified. 
This, in turn, reduces the likelihood of the error first being detected 
by a consumer (in the form of a correction request). The cost for a 
CP to rectify an error identified through a response file is 
considerably less than the cost to rectify an error first identified 
through a correction request from a consumer.  

Infrastructure: 
 Storage space required for response files 

(Y) 

There will be a cost of data storage associated with storage of 
response files. As ARCA set out in its submission in response to 



6 
 

market inquiries (and relying on the CRA report), storage and back 
up of data is a trivial issue (ARCA submission response, page 57).  
 
Storage of response files will also be managed through an archive 
process with a 24 month profile (reflecting that repayment history 
information (RHI) will not be more than 24 months old) and file 
compression. For smaller CPs, this data storage is likely to be 
managed through external service providers, who specialise in data 
storage.  
For these reasons, any storage cost associated with dealing with 
multiple CRBs is likely to be a minimal incremental cost.  
 
Summary of ARCA response to Veda’s claimed costs of 
response file activity: 
 
PRDE related costs: Costs will arise because of the PRDE 
consistency obligations where a CP is contributing at a higher Tier 
Level to a second or third CRB, than it would otherwise – and the 
response files relates only to comprehensive information from that 
second or third CRB (which would otherwise have been negative 
information).  
 
Size of costs due to PRDE: The set up costs of ‘response file’ 
processing will be negligible. There will be incremental costs of 
investigating response files from more than one CRB where there is 
a discrepancy between these response files. There will also be 
some infrastructure costs arising from storage space, but these 
costs will be a minimal incremental cost.    
 
Multiplier: Incremental, that is, far less than x1.  
 
Mitigating factors: Data testing and verification, use of the ACRDS, 
data software solutions, the benefit of greater error detection at 
‘processing’ level (rather than when a customer detects the error), 
technological development lowering storage costs.  
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Rejections 
handling 

Set up: 
 As results from each CRB could differ 

slightly CPs will need to build some 
capability to cross-check and present details 
of rejected records differentiating between 
consumer rejections and rejections specific 
to 1 CRB or the other and handle 
resubmission to CRBs based on these 
differing results (Y) 

Rejection handling refers to the process of identifying those data 
records which have not been accepted by a CRB, determining why 
the data has been rejected and re-sending (once amended). Again, 
given data will be contributed to all CRBs in accordance with the 
ACRDS, the set up for rejections handling will largely be a 
duplication across CRBs, with minor differences resulting in 
incremental costs only (not a multiplication of costs for each CRB).  
 
This process is closely related to the set up for response files, as it 
will be necessary to set up a process for handling rejection files as 
part of the overall CRB exchange. As a result, any set up for 
rejections handling will also form part of the initial data verification 
and testing process, so that differences in rejections across CRBs 
are also identified before the data contribution commences.  

Operational/Processing (on-going): 
Where rejections are common between multiple 
CRBs: 

 Correct data as required (N) 
 Resubmit corrected data to CRBs (Y) 
 Where rejections are specific to 1 CRB or 

the other investigate if this is valid or not and 
take action accordingly (Y) 

Rejections are likely to be similar for all CRBs most of the time. Most 
of the differences across CRBs which result in differences in 
rejections will be identified in data verification and testing. Most 
differences in CRB approaches will occur for data submitted in a free 
text format (for example, address or name format), whereas data 
entry for default information, consumer credit liability information 
(CCLI) or repayment history information (RHI) will be in a fixed 
format. This means that, even if a CP was supplying multiple CRBs 
at different Tier levels, it is likely that it would still experience 
differences in rejections from CRBs (as it would be contributing 
identification information to all CRBs).   
 
If the reason for the rejection is an error in the CP’s data, then the 
CP will need to correct the data and ensure each CRB has the 
correct data. If one CRB rejected the data, and the other CRBs 
accepted and loaded the same data, then when the “rejecting CRB” 
accepts and loads the corrected data this will be recorded as a new 
account, for example, while the “accepting CRBs” will record this 
data as a correction.  
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This means that, at most, two different file loads will be sent to three 
CRBs. These additional requirements would likely not provide a 
reason, in a CP business case, for a multi-CRB approach to not be 
adopted.     
 
There is a cost benefit for a CP in receiving and actioning multiple 
response files, as it means that it becomes possible to achieve 
higher quality data prior to that data being made public, and any 
error potentially picked up by a consumer.  
 
Summary of ARCA response to Veda’s claimed costs of 
rejection handling activity: 
 
PRDE related costs: Costs will arise because of the PRDE 
consistency obligations where a CP is contributing at a higher Tier 
Level to a second or third CRB, than it would otherwise – and where 
the rejection relates only to comprehensive information from that 
second or third CRB (which would otherwise have been negative 
information). 
 
Size of costs due to PRDE: Minimal, given rejection handling will be 
required without the PRDE and there are likely to be fewer rejections 
for partial and comprehensive information compared to negative 
information.  
 
Multiplier: At the very most, the provision of different data loads to 
respond to a rejection by one CRB, and acceptance by one (or 
more) CRBs will require two separate data loads, rather than one. 
This will not mean the costs are necessarily doubled, given the work 
will largely arise from responding to the rejection itself, and the 
provision of multiple data loads is an activity incidental to this 
response.  
 
Mitigating factors: Data testing and verification, use of the ACRDS, 
cost benefits associated with higher quality data 
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ARCA 
Reporting 

Operational/Processing (on-going): 
 Report on data supply to CRB (Y) 
 May need to report on differences in 

processing results for each CRB (Y) 

It is not clear what is meant by ‘ARCA Reporting’, as ARCA 
does not impose a system of reporting on CPs.  
 
Under the PRDE, a CP will be required to provide the PRDE 
Administrator Entity (not ARCA) with: 
 

 its nominated Tier Level (paragraph 9);  
 notification upon attainment of full compliance (paragraph 

57); and 
 an annual compliance attestation (paragraph 93(f)). 

 
Given the PRDE requires that data contribution be at the same Tier 
level for each CRB with which the CP has a services agreement, 
there should be no differences in reporting of compliance in data 
contribution to each CRB, as the same data will be contributed to 
each.   

Correction 
requests/ 
disputes 
handling 

Set up: 
 Capability to receive correction requests and 

dispute matters from CRB (N) 
- Assume is already established for 

enquiries and default reporting 
 Capability to receive correction requests and 

disputes matters direct from people (Y) 
 Correction request and dispute matters 

handling system to keep records and 
facilitate processing as per requirements of 
the Act and Code (Y) 

 Operational capability and infrastructure for 
correction requests and disputes matters 
handling (Y) 

 Ability to access/review data held at each 
CRB (Y) 

Capability to send updates/corrections to the 
relevant CRBs may be done systematically or 
operationally 

ARCA identified in its submission response that the incremental cost 
of corrections would be minimised by data testing and verification, 
the use of the ACRDS, and the availability and use of software for 
data storage and warehousing (page 59). ARCA maintains that 
contribution of the same Tier level of information to multiple CRBs 
has a small incremental impact on the cost associated with 
corrections of this data. ARCA also identified in its submission 
response the use of data correction solutions, which will minimise 
the bulk of costs associated with processing of corrections (including 
across multiple CRBs (page 59).  
 
The correction of data and notification of that correction is required 
by the Privacy Act, and the Privacy Credit Reporting Code (CR 
Code) (particularly sections 20S to 20U, and sections 21U to 21W of 
the Act, and paragraph 20 of the CR Code). The effect of these 
provisions is that a CP will either deal directly with a correction 
request (raised with that CP, or raised with another CP or CRB in 
respect of data contributed by the first CP) or will be notified of a 
correction already made by a CRB. In the latter scenario, a CRB will 
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 Correction/update system process to keep 
records and submit to CRBs (Y) 

 Operational capability and infrastructure for 
Correction and Update handling (Y) 

be required to notify any CP who has obtained that now-corrected 
data within the past 3 months (for instance, because the CP has 
obtained a consumer credit report for that individual within the 
previous 3 months). That being the case, the receipt of correction 
notifications will often occur as a function of data consumption, 
rather than data contribution.  
 
The set-up of a process to deal with correction requests will need to 
be undertaken regardless of how many CRBs a CP deals with. If a 
CP does deal with more than one CRB, it will mean that there may 
be a higher likelihood of incorrect data being identified – simply 
because that data is available to a potentially wider audience. 
However, given it is in the interests of all stakeholders that data in 
the system is correct, the increased ability to detect incorrect data 
could only be construed as a benefit.  
 
The set-up and infrastructure arising from dealing with multiple 
CRBs involves an incremental cost only; there is no ‘doubling’ or 
‘tripling’ of this set up and infrastructure arising from the use of 2 or 3 
CRBs.  
 

Operational/processing (on-going): 
 Review the data at CRB that is the subject 

of the correction request or dispute (Y) 
 Determine if issue is with data at 1 or many 

CRBs (Y) 
 If issue is not common to all CRBs then 

investigate how/why data came to be 
different at each CRB (Y) 

 If applying updates/corrections operationally 
(Y) 

When data is corrected, the information will need to be re-
contributed in the correct form, with notification sent to other CRBs 
holding that now-corrected information. There are not 3 separate 
processes attached to this, it is one process of correcting data and 
(as part of that correction) providing that update to each CRB 
holding that data. The significant task is the case management of 
the correction (investigation and handling process), with the 
resending of data to 3 CRBs a very small task.  
 
Data software solutions will, where there is a correction request, 
generate a file which identifies there is a dispute with particular data 
– with that file flagged with the CP and CRBs. This then creates a 
workflow that will not be closed until all CRBs are advised of the 
status. By using a central file for a correction request, there is 
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minimal complexity involved with correcting information and having 
that correction updated to each CRB.  
 
Summary of ARCA response to Veda’s claimed costs of 
correction request/dispute handling activity: 
 
PRDE related costs: The only PRDE related cost would arise from 
notifying corrections to the additional CRBs who hold information 
that is the subject of the correction request, where that information is 
partial or comprehensive information which would not otherwise 
have been held by the CRB (but for the requirement to contribute at 
the same Tier Level). Set-up of a system for dealing with corrections 
is required regardless of how many CRBs a CP deals with.  
 
Size of costs: The main cost of corrections is responding to the 
correction request itself, including investigation and dispute 
handling. Correction notification is largely an administrative activity 
which occurs as a consequence of resolution of a correction.  
 
Multiplier: Incremental, that is, far less than x1. 
 
Mitigating factors: Use of data software solutions for corrections 
notifications.  
 

Complaints 
handling 

Set up: 
 Capability to receive complaints from CRB 

(N) 
- Assume is already established for 

enquires and default reporting 
 Capability to receive complaints direct from 

individual (Y) 
 Complaints handling system to keep records 

and facilitate processing as per 
requirements of the Act and Code (Y) 

Under the Privacy Act, a ‘correction’ is the term used for identifying 
and addressing an issue in a consumer’s credit information. By 
contrast, a ‘complaint’ is the term used to identify an expression of 
dissatisfaction by the individual of an act or practice of a CP or a 
CRB.  
 
It is possible for a correction request to be combined with a 
complaint, in which case, it will be dealt with as a correction request 
(paragraph 20.10 CR Code).  
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 Operational capability and infrastructure for 
complaint handling (Y) 

 Ability to access/review data held at each 
CRB (Y) 

As complaints handling has a focus on conduct of a particular 
organisation, rather than an error in data, complaints handling will 
only ever involve engagement with multiple CRBs where the 
complaint relates to incorrect information (see section 23C of the 
Privacy Act, and paragraphs 21.5 and 21.6 of the CR Code). It is not 
a separate activity, but part of any corrections process (already 
addressed above).   

Operational/processing (on-going): 
 Review the data at CRB that is the subject 

of the complaint (Y) 
 Determine if issue is with data at 1 or many 

CRBs (Y) 
 If issue is not common to all CRBs then 

investigate how/why data came to be 
different at each CRB (Y) 

 Interact with CRB regarding complaint (Y) 

See comments on ‘Complaints Handling’ above.  
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