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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Many economies have become reliant on ready access to credit to help drive economic 
growth and lifestyle improvement - directly supporting business activity and the well-being 
of society as a whole.  

In granting credit to either business or consumers, the objective of any Credit Provider (CP) 
is to extend as much credit as possible while containing bad debt to the absolute minimum.  
Any bad debt occurred in the process of lending will ultimately result in an increased cost to 
the borrower - reflected in higher cost of credit (i.e. interest rates). In addition lenders (CPs) 
will follow more conservative lending practices in an effort to contain bad debt.   

As the demand for credit increases and CPs are expected to make fast, accurate decisions – 
frequently not on a face-to-face basis with the borrower, lending practices are becoming 
dependant on the use of immediately available credit information on the business or 
consumer to accurately assess credit risk.   

The basis of this paper and the Principles of Reciprocity and Data Exchange (PRDE) 
framework look to ensure a representative submission of credit data will be made available 
to Credit Providers (CPs) in support of processes to effectively assess risk in lending 
decisions.   

Credit decisions within a negative credit reporting environment: 

Typically within a negative credit reporting environment payment default information is 
submitted and stored on a Credit Referencing Business (CRB) and used as part of the credit 
granting process to identify risk based on an individual or businesses past behaviour related 
to payment defaults.  Simplistically, in a negative credit reporting environment CPs will 
reference a CRB to check for any recorded occurrence of payment default behaviour and 
will use this information as a reason to decline or restrict access to credit.  

Credit decisions within a positive credit reporting environment: 

However, in a positive credit reporting environment the CP not only references the reported 
negative credit information, but will have access to detail on a complete history of past 
credit payment behaviour recorded on the CRB – both negative and positive payment 
experiences. The advantage of this is that lenders are now able to base decisions on all 
recorded payment experiences and assess overall credit risk and exposure.  

In brief, a positive and negative credit reporting environment provides a balanced view of an 
individual’s past credit behaviour where access to such information will typically result in 
considerably more credit applications being accepted - with obvious benefits to the 
borrower.  

Positive credit data submission – voluntary or mandatory:  

The availability and access to past payment performance history is reliant on the lenders 
submitting customer payment performance history to a central register. Access to such 
pooled data is then restricted to those entities entitled to use such data to aid in identifying 
risk in a financial decision - or government requiring access to such information.  
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Submission of positive credit data by CPs occurs either on a voluntary basis within a self-
regulated environment, or such data submission is mandated by law.   

This paper discusses both data submission models in detail and highlights the shortcomings 
of both voluntary and mandatory data submission. However, what is relevant is the move by 
many countries previously reliant on a voluntary data submission model, now including a 
mandatory data submission process alongside the voluntary submission model.  

Access to credit has become vital for economic growth and wellbeing with both business 
and individuals now reliant on ready access to affordable credit to function. Governments 
have seen fit intervene to ensure a stable credit reporting environment effectively serves 
the interests of both CPs and borrowers. Many territories late to the credit reporting 
process are implementing a regulatory framework for the mandatory submission of positive 
financial data, and are by and large adopting the mandatory data submission model – 
typically resulting in the formation of a Central Credit Register (CCR). 

As highlighted the availability of complete credit information has a direct influence on 
access to credit, the cost of credit (reflected in interest rates) and the ability for lenders as 
well as CRBs to compete effectively. Therefore, uneven credit reporting by the lenders 
(voluntary data reporting model) where lenders are inconsistent or withhold data 
submission to the CRBs results in an environment being created which benefits the entity 
with access to the most data – and therefore in a superior position to assess credit risk.  

As a consequence, lenders with access to large data sets will have a clear competitive edge 
in the assessment and granting of credit.  Equally, CRBs with access to larger data sets over 
their competitors will attract more lenders to make use of their products and services.  

The result of a credit environment where access to credit data is uneven and inconsistent is 
that dominant market players with access to larger data sets (as compared to those of their 
competitors) will need to be less reliant on product, price, service and availability as a 
market differentiator. Therefore, access to data has a direct impact on the competitive 
landscape and applies equally to CPs and CRBs.  

Within a voluntary self-regulated data submission environment the concept of reciprocity as 
proposed in the PRDE is the only mechanism available to CPs to encourage complete data 
submission in the interest of creating a healthy lending environment. On this basis a 
competitive position is based on product, price, service and availability – to the benefit of 
the borrower.  Similarly, equal levels of data submitted to all registered CRBs results in CRBs 
competing on product, price, service and availability to the benefit of the CP and ultimately 
the borrower as credit assessment would occur while referencing a complete data view.   

As a result of voluntary data submission models failing, governments (predominantly via 
their respective Central Banks) have seen fit to intervene via the development of a Public 
Central Credit Registers (CCRs) supported by mandated data submission. This approach 
effectively removes the competitive advantage access to credit data holds forcing lenders 
and CRBs alike to compete on product, price service and availability.  In the CCR model, CPs 
submit data on a mandatory basis to the CCR – and potentially the CRBs.  Access the CCR is 
made available to both CPs and CRBs.  CRBs then rely on added value products, services and 
the integration of non-mandated data relevant in a credit granting process to win the 
custom of the CPs.   
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Surprisingly, countries which have relied on voluntary data submission for decades are now 
either proposing or actively moving towards a CCR model.  

As an example the UK reliant on voluntary data submission for years yet still has an uneven 
data submission environment with some lenders either still not submitting data, or 
submitting incomplete data and/or data being supplied to CRBs on an unequal and 
inconsistent basis.  As a result this has a direct influence on barriers to entry for new 
entrants (CPs and CRBs) and is a distinct disadvantage to smaller CPs experiencing the 
difficulties associated with making credit decisions off an inferior or incomplete data set 
when faced with the complexity and costs associated with having to maintain multiple CRB 
relationships.  

Therefore, data supplied by CPs in an inconsistent manner to CRBs where a single CRB is 
favoured, results in both the possible creation of a dominant CRB, and in all probability CPs 
needing to reference more than one CRB to gain insights into an applicant’s full credit 
history.   

As a case in point in Germany the presence of a number of CRBs each harbouring 
predominantly industry vertical data has resulted in CPs needing to reference two and on 
occasions three CRBs to gain full insight as to an applicant’s payment behaviour and 
exposure. This occurs in many countries where voluntary data submission to CRBs has 
resulted in CRBs being aligned to serve specific vertical markets. These verticals are 
frequently grouped into any combination of Telecom (mobile) data, financial services data, 
credit-granting retailers and on-line credit grantors.  

The Bank of England published a paper in 2014 requesting comment on the proposed 
development of a CCR alongside the voluntary data submission model in the UK – in a move 
to offer-up a possible solution to incomplete and inconsistent data submission under a 
voluntary model.  

A measured solution: 

It is therefore a recommendation that ARCA via the PRDE make provision for the mandatory 
submission of all available data by its members to all the accredited CRBs. This goes beyond 
the present and proposed structure where data submitted to a CRB by a CP is reliant and 
therefore conditional on a service agreement been entered into between the CP and CRB.  
As proposed, a CP elects which CRB/s may have access to their data. It is therefore 
inevitable that this will result in an uneven data submission process across the 3 CRBs in 
operation.  

Under ARCA and the PRDE, mandated data submission to all  CRBs will ensure that CPs have 
a choice of credit data repositories where private CRBs compete on product, price, service 
and availability but more importantly borrowers will find fewer inconsistencies in both the 
credit assessment process and in their credit record information on file at the CRBs. This 
approach together with the principles of reciprocity imposed on CPs as proposed in the 
PRDE will ensure as healthy a credit reporting structure as possible; in the absence of 
mandated data submission.   
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In addition, it will effectively reduce the opportunity for any single CRB to dominate and 
monopolise the credit referencing market based purely on CP submitted data. 

In the same vein, the equal and complete credit data submission by all the CPs to the 
accredited CRBs will effectively negate the necessity for the government and the regulator 
to intervene by way of mandated data submission which potentially could result in the 
formation of a CCR – this in the pursuit of an effective credit reporting environment.    

Not to be forgotten and of equal relevance is the impact consistent and complete data 
reporting has on the consumer.  In an ideal world borrowers can expect consistent data 
reporting on their credit history across all CRBs resulting in less confusion at time of credit 
application, and a more measured risk assessment outcome.  

It is important to note that consumer interest groups are already expressing concern as to 
the impact inconsistent data submission by CPs to selected CRBs will have on borrowers 
once CPs submit complete data across all Portfolios (i.e. credit cards, personal loans, mortgages) 

as; even within the present predominantly negative-only data submission environment 
inconsistencies in individuals credit records are being experienced by borrowers.  

Monitor progress and take action: 

It is recommended that the regulator monitors the progress made by ARCA in its 
endeavours to encourage full and complete data submission by CPs to CRBs.   

Should an acceptable level of data submission by CPs, together with an equitable level of 
data made available to all accredited CRBs not be achieved by 2017 (as proposed by the 
Financial System Inquiry Final Report review period) then serious consideration should be 
given to mandating the submission of comprehensive credit data to CRBs in Australia.          
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2. INTRODUCTION 

 

Recently, Australia made significant strides towards creating an environment conducive to more 
effective and efficient lending through legislative changes to the Data Privacy Act (Part IIIA - Credit 
Reporting) thereby allowing for the submission and use of full comprehensive credit reporting on 
individuals by credit grantors in lending decisions. 

It is widely acknowledged that Australia was one of less than a handful of developed countries to 
make the necessary legislative changes to allow the processing and publishing of such sensitive 
consumer information by CRBs – made available to CPs.  

The function of the Australian Retail Credit Association (ARCA) as an association coordinating its 
members from both CRBs and CPs to this end has been invaluable. Similarly, ARCA’s role in the 
development of principles and related code/s that provide the framework for the submission, 
processing and use of credit information has culminated in the drafting of the PRDE. Internationally, 
reciprocal arrangements for data exchange in the credit referencing and lending environment are 
widely used (and monitored) by industry organisations similar to ARCA.  

With Australia being somewhat late in adopting comprehensive reporting, a unique opportunity now 
exists to review the process many countries have followed over a period of many years and learn 
from those experiences. In addition, despite a number of countries having followed a set model for 
many years, are in fact reviewing those structures in an effort to ensure a healthy lending 
environment. Review in this sense applies to both CRBs and CPs.  

This paper will focus on that journey and the many issues faced by Govt. and legislative bodies 
internationally in their quest to influence the credit granting process where; through access to 
comprehensive credit reporting, lenders are in an equal position (irrespective of size and existing 
customer base) to aptly assess risk and pass on the benefit to the consumer by way of risk based 
pricing and indeed ready access to credit itself.   

Access to credit and the cost of credit are key growth drivers in any modern economy. It is for this 
reason that the World Bank (IFC) has so avidly pursued the formation of credit reporting structures 
in developing countries to kick start growth and the upliftment of societies through consumer 
lending and spending.  

Not only does access to comprehensive credit information provide the building blocks to a more 
favourable lending environment, but contributes to expanding the lending base across a broader 
spectrum of consumers. A comprehensive view of a borrower’s credit history is also a key reference 
source to demonstrate potential rehabilitation for payment defaulters previously excluded from 
further access to credit within a negative only data reporting environment.  

 

For the above reasons an effective credit reporting structure directly influences:- 

 Access to affordable credit from a broader spectrum of society - forming a key driver for 
economic growth and personal upliftment. 

 The ability for lenders to compete on an equal basis and not be reliant on the scale of a 
lenders customer base as a reference given this same customer lending experience will 
be shared with all lenders who subscribe to ARCA and the principles of reciprocity. 

 A consumer’s speed to rehabilitation from prior payment default is improved through 
the availability of pooled negative and positive lending experiences being available for 
review by lenders.  
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These advantages are reliant on two key factors:- 

 The submission and availability of full comprehensive data supplied by CPs across all 
portfolios 

 Registered CRBs receiving full and equal data to the extent that access to data does not 
provide a competitive edge and barrier to entry where a monopoly can thrive, and 
where CRBs are compelled to compete purely on product, service and price for the 
custom of CPs.   

 

In the context of the above, the importance of the structures and processes governing the 
submission, processing and publishing of comprehensive credit information in the credit cycle 
cannot be underestimated. Equally, the potential impact this has on access to affordable credit 
across a broad spectrum of society resulting in lifestyle improvement are obvious.  

It is for these reasons that internationally government and related parties have seen fit to influence 
the structures and processes surrounding the submission, processing and publishing of 
comprehensive credit information given the impact this has on economic stimulation from a broad 
base of credit active consumers.  
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3. MANDATORY DATA SUBMISSION & THE DEVELOMENT OF CCRs 

 

A mandatory data submission structure requires clear regulatory guidelines and policing with 
unattractive consequences for non-compliance. For this to work a mandatory environment by its 
nature requires direct government involvement frequently coupled to a closely regulated Central 
Credit Register (CCR) more often than not administered by the Central Bank.  

Many new and developing markets have elected for this model in the interest of speeding up the 
process for lenders to access relevant information thereby effectively facilitate the extension of 
credit and to allow the Central Bank to have direct insight into credit extension (exposure) and 
payment performance across all CPs. In brief, a fast-track method of stabilising the lending 
environment, stimulating responsible credit granting and promote economic growth - which in 
poorer nations alleviates some of the reliance on government supports.  

In many cases CCRs require mandatory data submission for loan amounts above a set threshold as 
opposed to a ‘catch-all’ approach favoured by CRBs. This frequently results in the CRBs having a far 
more representative view of all lending activity across the credit active population. 

The figures below provide an overview of the key difference the two models have in representing 
data on individuals as a percentage of the adult population – and therefore arguably representative 
of the total potential credit active population.  However, it is important to note that the reporting 
gap on the adult population between the two models highlighting below is changing.  In some 
territories the discrepancies have all but disappeared as CCRs become more relevant in the reporting 
on the credit active population.  

  

 

 

 

 
The importance to lenders of access to relevant credit information has driven initiatives in a number 
of large economies to consider the formation of a CCR.  
 

Public Central Credit Register coverage (% of adult population) 

Mandated data submitted to CCRs is frequently reserved for 

credit amounts extended in excess of a set threshold.  

In addition, matching criteria on CCRs will in all probability be 

more conservative than Private Credit Bureaux resulting in a 

lower likelihood of finding the individuals data on file - ‘hit rate’.  

Private Credit Bureau (CRB) coverage (% of adult population) 

Voluntary data submitted to a private CRB will in most cases 

reflect credit experiences of a lower value to those mandated 

in a CCR environment.  

Data matching criteria is a key differentiator in a competitive 

CRB environment resulting in less conservative matching 

criteria when compared to a CCR. 
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Recently the Central Bank of India elected for the development of a CCR under its control (with 
defined reporting thresholds linked to size of loan) and in May 2014 The Bank of England published a 
discussion paper requesting comment by August 2014 on – Should the availability of UK credit data 
be improved?  – “help inform the Bank’s consideration of the case for improving the availability of 
credit data in the United Kingdom”.  
For those in-the-know and familiar with the credit reporting structures in the UK this would be seen 
as an unusual request given the UK has a very expansive and mature credit reporting environment 
with 3 significant CRBs enjoying extensive data submission from lenders under the guidance of a 
number of well represented industry bodies.   
The thrust of the Bank of England discussion paper is – despite a mature and effective self-regulated 
comprehensive credit reporting environment, some lenders and financial institutions still have sub-
optimal access to the full data available as a result of the reluctance of larger institutions to share 
data. This in the Bank of England’s view tips the scale in favour of those institutions; effectively 
entrenching their dominant market position.  
It can therefore be argued that non-submission of data could be deemed as anti-competitive 
behaviour as it very effectively protects the market position of larger dominant institutions. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The UK is not alone in this view and the formation of CCRs is growing. Central to the formation of 
any CCR is mandatory data submission by lenders – predominantly, but not exclusively lenders of 
significant size granting larger loans. At present, there are national central credit registers (CCRs) in 
14 EU countries with an additional 2 under development. Of the 12 remaining member states a 
further 6 will be required to develop a CCR. These CCRs are operated by Central Banks and their role 
is to collect information on debt from reporting institutions.  Frequently a CCR covers individuals, 
non-financial companies, financial institutions and public institutions. Both positive and negative 
data are collected from credit institutions, insurance companies, finance and leasing companies and 
other financial services companies.  
However, the trend is for reporting thresholds to CCRs to be lowered – effectively narrowing the gap 
between private CRBs and public CCRs.   
 
Note:  The Banco de Portugal which operates a CCR was established in 1978.  

Again, the main reason for the CCR’s development was to improve the quality of credit information available to 
the financial sector with this CCR having a minimum reporting threshold of €50, one of the lowest in Europe.  
The Bundesbank operates a CCR which was established in 1934 to supply banking supervisors with an overview 
of large borrowers and individual credit institutions. The Bundesbank has the minimum reporting threshold of 
€1.5 million is the highest in Europe.  

By contrast, and closer to home many of the Asian countries have elected for; or have in place CCRs 
coupled with mandatory reporting on an extended scale:  

 China – National Consumer Credit Bureau 

 Vietnam – Credit Information Centre 
 Malaysia – under the CCRIC Central Bank Negara 

 The Philippines – under the newly formed CIC (roll-out of CRBs in progress)  

 Indonesia – under the CIB (roll-out of CRBs in progress) 

Additional countries considering (or in process) of forming CCRs - Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hong 
Kong, India, Singapore and Tanzania. 

“In countries where CCRs exist, the mandatory reporting requirements they employ mean that they tend to achieve 
greater completeness with respect to the information they collect than the private-sector Credit Referencing Agencies 
(CRAs/CRBs) operating in those countries. In the United Kingdom completeness of CRA databases is less of a problem, 
but there are some lenders that have been less willing to share data comprehensively across all CRAs. Some degree of 
mandatory reporting may therefore be beneficial. Indeed this may be necessary to support the policymaking purposes 
considered in this Discussion Paper”.   

Kieran Dent, Bank of England - May 2014 



10 
 

 

 

 

Mandatory Data Submission to a Public CCR: 

Advantages Disadvantages 

The industry has clear guidelines for the submission of data  

The industry has access to an accredited selection of CRBs 
competing on product, price, service and technical capability where 
industry supplied data is not the key differentiator in the value 
proposition 

The industry feels less vulnerable to external criticism and 
objections stemming from the submission and use of personal data 
in a mandated environment 

The industry is less likely to be subjected to onerous auditing and 
reporting to the regulator 

The industry loses control over key customer information as data 
supply is mandatory 

The industry will still need to collect and submit data not mandated 
for submission to the CCR (typically lower value credit activity) 

The industry will in all probability still require an industry 
association to administer and monitor mechanisms for data 
submission outside the bounds of mandated data 

The industry members are all obliged to perform equally in the 
submission of data which results in a level playing field for all data 
providers and data processors (CPs and CRBs). 

The industry has limited influence in creating barriers to entry for 
new entrants dependent on access to such data submission  

The industry will encounter less criticism from consumers (data 
subjects) and consumer interest groups given consumer data will 
be equally available to CRBs; where the interpretation of their 
creditworthiness will be more consistent 

The industry will in all probability be faced with a less efficient data 
loading and reporting mechanism resulting in delayed access to key 
credit information thereby affecting the ability to accurately assess 
creditworthiness  

The industry has less influence over data submission requirements 
and any changes to regulations associated with mandatory data 
submission  

The industry will in all probability resort to dual data submission 
(CCR and CRBs) in the interest of efficiency and to ensure timely 
access to key credit data – this could result in CRBs not referencing 
a CCR unless mandated to do so 

The industry might be reliant on the ability of the CCR to accurately 
load, match and integrate data which could result in an inferior 
outcome when compared to the capability of a private CRB 

The industry could be faced with having to resolve consumer 
queries and disputes resulting from incomplete, inaccurate  or 
inconsistent data load, matching and processing by the CCR 

 The industry in most cases needs to purchase relevant data from 
the CCR effectively increasing the overall cost of risk assessment  

  

The Mandatory Credit Data Reporting Model with a Public CCR

CCR
Public Central 
Credit Register

CPs
Mandatory Submission of data related 
to  credit  extended to individuals and 

entities. Predominantly (but not 
exclusively) from financial institutions.

Frequently, submission threshold 
related to credit amount /value.

CRB 1
CRBs or Credit 

Reporting Agencies

Shared data 
source

Exclusive data 
source

Data feed from multiple external data sources.
Non-mandated and mandated data from CPs – and external data 
relevant in a credit decision. Could be available to a single CRB 
on an exclusive basis or available to multiple CRBs

No restriction applies to mandated data 
also being supplied by CPs directly to 
CRBs in addition to the CCR. 
Could be to one CRB or many.

CRB 2
CRBs or Credit 

Reporting Agencies

CRB 3
CRBs or Credit 

Reporting Agencies

Unusual for a CP to access a 
CCR directly where private CRBs operate

Integrated data 

Integrated data CP1

CP2

CP3

Bespoke added 
value products 

and services

Bespoke added 
value products 

and services

Integrated data 
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4. MANDATED DELIVERY IN THE ABSENCE OF A CCR 
 
 
An alternative model where data reporting to all registered CRBs is mandatory but does not occur 
via a central register is also followed by a number of countries in Africa. The advantage of this model 
is that the desired result is achieved without the overhead and responsibly associated with a Central 
Bank (or Govt.) run CCR.   
Any one CP or CRB is therefore not in a position to create an unfair competitive position based on 
access to a superior level of data.   
In effect no single CRB can monopolise the market based on preferential data submission by CPs. 
Equally, larger CPs cannot attempt to retain a clear competitive advantage over smaller industry 
players based purely on the non-submission of own data.  
A clear example of where mandated delivery in the absence of a CCR exists is in South Africa where 
the local industry association the CPA (Credit Providers Association) facilitates the delivery of 
mandated full-data submission from its CP members via a hub accessed by all registered CRBs.   
The Credit Regulator receives detailed reports on total credit exposure, over indebtedness, payment 
performance trends etc. from the CRBs on a regular basis.  
This process negates the necessity for the formation of a CCR frequently used to provide a Central 
Bank or Govt. with similar statistical information to monitor credit activity and lending exposure as 
well as indications of payment stress at a country level. 
 
A selection of some countries following the South African model of mandated CP data delivery 
directly to all registered CRBs: 

 Namibia 

 Uganda 

 Kenya 

 Zambia 

 Lesotho 
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Mandatory Data Submission in the absence of a CCR: 

Advantages Disadvantages 

The industry has clear guidelines for the submission of data yet 
remains in control of process and cost   

The industry is unable to all agree on process and timeframes 
resulting in uneven data submission outcomes  

The industry can implement own mechanisms for the monitoring 
and control of data submission 

The industry feels in control of costs and process that could 
otherwise be onerous in mandated submission to a CCR 

The industry has access to an accredited selection of CRBs 
competing on product, price, service and technical capability where 
industry supplied data is not the key differentiator in the value 
proposition 

 

The industry is reliant on an effective association or self-appointed 
governing body to interface with the regulator in monitoring the 
process of data provision and processing  

The industry feels less in control over key customer information as 
data supply is mandatory and not submitted to a Public CCR.  

The industry members are all obliged to perform equally in the 
submission of data which results in a level playing field for all data 
providers and data processors (CPs and CRBs). 

The industry has limited influence in creating barriers to entry for 
new entrants dependent on access to such data submission  

The industry will need to compete on product, price and service as 
opposed to using a data advantage to retain a dominant position 

The industry will encounter less criticism from consumers (data 
subjects) and consumer interest groups given consumer data will 
be equally available to CRBs; where the interpretation of their 
creditworthiness will be more consistent 

 

  

  

 

  

The Mandatory Credit Data Reporting Model with no Public CCR

CPs
Mandatory Submission of data related 
to  credit  extended to individuals and 

entities. Predominantly (but not 
exclusively) from financial institutions.

Frequently, submission threshold 
related to credit amount /value.

CRB 1
CRBs or Credit 

Reporting Agencies

Shared data 
source

Exclusive data 
source

Data feed from multiple external data sources.
Non-mandated and mandated data from CPs – and external data 
relevant in a credit decision. Could be available to a single CRB 
on an exclusive basis or available to multiple CRBs

No restriction applies to mandated data 
also being supplied By CPs directly to 
CRBs in addition to the Central Hub. 
Could be to one CRB or many.

CRB 2
CRBs or Credit 

Reporting Agencies

CRB 3
CRBs or Credit 

Reporting Agencies

Integrated data 

Integrated data CP1

CP2

CP3

Bespoke added 
value products 

and services

Bespoke added 
value products 

and services

Integrated data 

Central Hub
Data is staged 
and accessible 

to all CRBs
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5. VOLUNTARY DATA SUBMISSION - SELF REGULATED 

 

Voluntary data submission is practiced successfully across some of the most credit active markets in 
the world. Frequently, directly coupled to the success of these market models is the presence of an 
inclusive industry related association/s which provides the framework for disciplined data 
submission and data reporting by its members. Typically such organisations include both CRBs and 
CPs as members – as is the case for ARCA.  

In the wake of legislative change, and despite best intentions, the process to full data submission 
across all lenders where full comprehensive data is submitted on all portfolios to all CRBs is a 
destination few markets achieve on a voluntary self-regulated basis.  

Where voluntary data submission environments have fallen short of achieving a desirable outcome 
is where:- 

 Industry associations operate in isolation of each other driven primarily by the wellbeing 
of their market vertical and do not see the direct benefit of pooled data across 
industries. 

 Market concentration is high in a few industry players and data sharing is perceived as a 
threat to market share – disclosure and sharing of key customer information will result 
in erosion of the customer base and compromise a competitive advantage. 

 Data sharing effectively lowers barriers to entry for foreign competitors. 

 There is no consequence in not sharing data as would be the case in mandatory data 
submission. 

 There is a well regulated stable financial environment supported by an effective legal 
system where credit risk is relatively low from a stable demographic. 

 Sufficient growth in revenues and margins can be achieved through applying relatively 
conservative lending practice.   

The presence of any three of these factors will result in reluctance amongst larger industry players in 
submitting full comprehensive credit data.  

Unfortunately this results in an entrenched market position with little or no benefit to the consumer 
or small business by way of price competition or the ability to switch lender effectively.  In an ideal 
full-data-submission world a credit applicant could switch lending institutions with impunity – 
confident in the fact his full lending credentials and pedigree would immediately be available to the 
new credit grantor on referencing a CRB.   

The inability to do so indirectly results in higher prices, poorer service and less choice to the 
borrower – an environment slanted in favour of the lender.    

In essence little by way of the benefits comprehensive reporting and full data submission bring will 
be realised unless the principle of full data submission from all lenders to all CRBs is embraced and 
upheld.   

Partial (Portfolio based) data submission by CPs:  

Understandably many CPs view own customer data as sacrosanct and an invaluable resource to both 
maintain and grow their market position.  As a result data on unsecured lending products generally 
regarded as high-risk (i.e. Credit Cards) is frequently submitted first in a comprehensive data 
reporting environment as, when the rules of reciprocity are applied access to other CPs high-risk 
portfolios is a distinct advantage to all in the assessment of risk.   
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By contrast, secured risk portfolios such as Mortgage data is frequently the last to be submitted as, 
given mortgage holders are seen as high-value and relatively low-risk clients, submission of such 
data is regarded by a CP as giving up the ‘crown jewels’ to the industry.    

Selective data submission on a Portfolio basis once accepted is a practice difficult to change in a 
voluntary data submission environment.  Initially this compromise to full data submission is 
tolerated in an effort to encourage comprehensive data submission from wary CPs.   

Unfortunately as data submission is voluntary it often takes an extended period of time (even years) 
before larger CPs see fit to submit data on secured lending products.  This phenomenon is one of the 
primary drivers behind governments moving to; or considering mandatory data reporting. 

Apart from the obvious disadvantages selective data reporting has on credit risk assessment, CRBs 
are faced with the challenge of implementing the rules of reciprocity in accessing the data not only 
on a CP basis, but now also segmented on a portfolio basis.  This adds considerable complexity to the 
CRBs processes and impacts directly on automated risk management systems.   

Selective reporting invariably becomes the key catalyst for heated debate and unhappiness amongst 
the industry and manifests itself in a general lack of confidence in the ability of the industry to self-
regulate.  In addition it again contributes to the creation of incomplete credit records on borrowers 
and plays to the concerns of consumer interest groups.  

The Financial System Inquiry Final Report has earmarked 2017 as a progress review date – this 
pertains to satisfactory submission on all relevant portfolios.  However the present environment 
remains voluntary, and to avoid government mandating data submission the PRDE should include 
the proviso that in the event full data submission is not forthcoming from a CP the CP loses access to 
data submitted by the industry at large.   

In brief, a sunset-date of 2017 represents an ‘all or nothing’ point where non-complying data 
providers lose any right of access to industry data.  
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Voluntary Data Submission – self regulated: 

Advantages Disadvantages 

The industry remains in control of key customer data and data 
submission guidelines which can be amended or improved as 
needed   

The industry cannot reach agreement on rules and process 
governing data submission, processing and access  

The industry can openly and frankly discuss options and solutions 
to issues facing members 

The industry is reliant on an effective association or self-appointed 
governing body to manage the process and members in the 
compliance of agreed principles  

The industry feels in control of costs and process that could 
otherwise be onerous in a regulated mandatory data submission 
environment 

The industry is not tasked with onerous reporting and possible 
auditing from the regulator normally associated with mandatory 
data submission 

The industry feels vulnerable to criticism and repercussions in the 
absence of a regulatory  framework 

The industry frequently has the feeling that control and influence is 
skewed towards the  interests and objectives of larger industry 
players who can effectively influence and manipulate data 
submission process to retain a dominant market position – CPs and 
CRBs 

The industry can influence barriers to entry for new entrants and 
effectively uphold existing status-quo positions  

The industry does not have access to equal levels of data as data 
submission to CRBs is frequently uneven resulting in CPs having to 
reference more than one CRB to extract full data value and insights 
driving up cost and reducing efficiency 

The industry will encounter higher prices for access to and use of 
submitted data given that data remains a value differentiator 
across CRBs 

The industry faces criticism from data subjects (consumers) and 
consumer interest groups as credit applicants encounter a complex 
credit vetting environment where their data is inconsistently 
recorded across a number of CRBs  

The industry faces the dilemma of credit applicants encountering 
multiple interpretations of creditworthiness and associated access 
to credit stemming from inconsistent data submission to CRBs    

 The industry frequently accepts a compromise in data submission 
from CPs where data is initially submitted on a portfolio basis -  
taking an inordinate amount of time to achieve full-file submission 

  

The Voluntary Credit Data Reporting Model with no Public CCR 

CPs
Submission of data related to  credit  
extended to individuals and entities. 
Predominantly (but not exclusively) 

from financial institutions .
Frequently, submission threshold 
related to credit amount /value.

CRB 1
CRBs or Credit 

Reporting Agencies

Shared data 
source

Exclusive data 
source

Data feed from multiple external data sources.
Non-mandated and mandated data from CPs – and external data 
relevant in a credit decision. Could be available to a single CRB 
on an exclusive basis or available to multiple CRBs

No restriction applies to data being 
supplied by CPs directly to CRBs .
Could be to one CRB or many.

CRB 2
CRBs or Credit 

Reporting Agencies

CRB 3
CRBs or Credit 

Reporting Agencies

Integrated data 

Integrated data CP1

CP2

Bespoke added 
value products 

and services

Bespoke added 
value products 

and services

Integrated data CP3

ARCA – PRDE Code 
and Rules of Reciprocity  
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6. PRINCIPLES OF RECIPROCITY 

 

The concept of reciprocity in voluntary self-regulated data submission environments is tried and 
tested in many territories.  Little in the ARCA PDR submission detracts or deviates from these basic 
principles.  Small nuances exist in reciprocity based data access where certain industries for various 
reasons may not submit equal levels of data but the data they do submit is deemed of sufficient 
value to waiver a rigid reciprocal approach.  Equally, the ‘test’ periods for lenders to view full data 
for a certain period of time may also vary across territories.  

However these are minor variances and should not impinge on the overarching objective of 
reciprocity namely, you may only have access to the same level of data you submit.  
Reciprocity by definition implies the practice of exchanging things with others for mutual benefit.  
 
However, for the concept of reciprocity to work effectively the structure and rules must be adhered 
to by both data providers/lenders and the CRBs.  Information sharing under the auspices of 
reciprocity requires constant review as the CRBs and CPs adjust to new circumstances and legislative 
requirements.   
As an example SCOR (Steering Committee on Reciprocity) in the UK has recently released its latest 
version – version 36 of Sept 2014.  It is therefore highly unlikely that the ARCA PRDE framework will 
remain static.   

As a point of departure the underlying principles expressed in the PRDE are what need to be 
embraced as a mechanism whereby industry can self-regulate comprehensive credit data reporting. 
In fact the concept around reciprocity is of cardinal importance to an effective full comprehensive 
data submission environment as; it is the only real mechanism available to industry to encourage full 
data submission within a voluntary self-regulated environment.  

Unless full data submission is embraced by all lenders to all accredited CRBs – reciprocity remains 
the poor-cousin to mandated data submission.  Almost without exception where self-regulated 
voluntary data submission occurs, lenders may take years to be convinced/persuaded to submit data 
resulting in an incomplete view of borrowers activity over extended periods of time. This frustrates 
lenders, borrowers, industry associations and regulators/governments.  

Forewarned-is-forearmed as to the consequence this has been mandated data reporting – as 
mandated reporting to CCRs gains momentum across the globe.  
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7. THE ROLE OF THE CRBs 

 

Credit Referencing Businesses/Agencies (CRBs or CRAs) clearly play a key role as the industry data 
recipients tasked with ensuring credit data referenced by lenders is accurate, complete, relevant and 
available.  Failure in any one of these four areas could result in sub-optimal risk assessment 
outcomes for the lender.   

A healthy CRB environment warrants more than one operator with the capability and technology to 
provide suitable risk management solutions to lenders. In fact, credit grantors prefer the competitive 
tension more than one CRB operator in a market brings and will encourage new entrants if the 
benefits are not realised from existing CRBs.  

Advantages of multiple CRBs: 

A choice of CRBs bring with it competition on price, functionality, products, service, delivery and 
skills. This also provides the market with the ability to compare data loading and matching capability, 
service delivery and automated decision relevance.  

Competition should also ensure the latest technology and processes are being introduced to the 
market.  The assumption almost every market has at the outset is that same data submitted and 
available to multiple CRBs will result in an almost equal integrated data result returned from those 
CRBs.  This utopian position remains elusive and is never realised as too many variables play a role in 
the submission, matching, loading and publishing of the data.   

However, this does not detract from the CPs taking the opportunity to capitalise on the competitive 
tension a choice of CRBs provides to drive price negotiations, product choice and delivery options.   

Disadvantages of multiple CRBs: 

The negative to multiple CRBs in a market relate to the expectations of the CPs and the expectations 
of the CRBs not being met – resulting in disappointment from both sectors.  In most cases the data 
stands central to this ‘disappointment’.  In the absence of equal levels of data being made available 
to all CRBs, CPs will always experience an uneven playing field given data is the foundation for 
healthy competition amongst CRBs.  

Ironically, where a select group of CPs hold-out on data submission to CRBs to retain a competitive 
advantage over competing CPs, this could result in a skewed advantage to that group of CPs.  
Similarly, the impact of CPs not providing equal levels of data to all CRBs result in a similar advantage 
being enjoyed by the CRB/s enjoying superior data availability.  

A multi CRB environment only functions effectively providing healthy competitive-based benefits to 
the market where all CRBs enjoy equal data submission from the CPs.   

Alternatively, where the CRBs choose to be industry specific (vertical focused) or where CRBs are not 
dependent on data submission from CPs but occupy the space between the CCR and the CP the 
competitive focus falls on technology, service, product innovation and price.  
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8. THE ROLE OF INDUSTRY ASSOCIATIONS 

 

Globally Industry Associations play a crucial role by providing a framework for competitors to 
engage, to discuss and to resolve issues relevant to the industry.  

In this sense ARCA plays a vital role in Australia.  Their relevance is heightened by the fact that the 
PRDE submission under review relates to self-regulation on the rules of reciprocity to be endorsed 
by the CPs and CRBs.  

The roles and responsibilities of like-industry associations are primarily:  

 Organise the industry aligned with agreed principles in the submission, processing and 
access to data 

 Define the rules associated with reciprocal data access and control 

 Monitor the member’s adherence to agreed principles on quality, consistency and 
responsibility  

 Provide a forum for discussion and education on industry relevant topics (i.e. fraud) 

 Offer an environment where irrespective of size or scale of a members business they 
enjoy equal status in discussing and effecting change for the good of the industry 

 Expand membership within industry and provide a forum for interaction across 
industries where relevant  

 Provide statistical and public information to interested parties on industry activities and 
performance 

 On behalf of members facilitate engagement with Govt. and the Regulator on issues 
relevant to the industry 

 

Advantages and Disadvantages of Industry Associations: 

Advantages Disadvantages 

The Association’s members feel inclusive and participate actively in 
finding solutions in the interest of all members. This effectively 
puts the industry in control of process and structure.    

The Association (and members) frequently feels frustrated and 
powerless to enforce agreed principles on larger industry members 
who would clearly wield substantial influence.   

The Association is eager to maintain a healthy relationship with the 
Regulator to ensure intervention by government is contained to the 
minimum.  

The Association unless effective and representative in their 
practices will be deemed ineffective and not representative by its 
members and potential members.   

The Association can perform a useful role in informing, educating 
and coaching industry members. 

The Association could be deemed by some members as being 
prescriptive and authoritarian without justification or legal 
grounding. This occurs where the Association bows to the 
expectations of larger industry members to the apparent detriment 
of smaller industry members.   
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9. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

As Australia faces the changes the submission and use of full comprehensive credit data reporting 
brings, these changes will invariably result in both reservations and expectations.  Until very recently 
Australia (together with New Zealand) was one of the very few remaining countries not yet 
submitting and reporting on full comprehensive credit data.  This does present the opportunity to 
learn from past and present models to ensure a framework is developed between the industry 
(lenders and CRBs) and government that best serves the interest of both lenders and borrowers.  
Vital to this process were the amendments made to the Data Privacy Act (Part IIIA - Credit Reporting) 
where through extensive consultation and review necessary changes paved the way to facilitate full 
comprehensive credit data submission and use in Australia.   

The submission of the PRDE by ARCA outlining the principles under which self-regulated data will be 
submitted and accessed by ARCA members relies on the concept of reciprocity for success.  As 
discussed before this is in-line and follows the approach taken by many countries and is therefore 
tried and tested in thinking and execution.  

The only reservation is that this model being self-regulated and voluntary and therefore not 
enforceable, indirectly allows for dominant market players (lenders and CRBs) to wield access to 
superior levels of data to their advantage thereby effectively retaining a dominant market position. 
This could lead to a result where competition is weakened merely through the lack of access to 
relevant data and supports the domination of one or maximum two respective industry players.  

 

1. Recommendation relating to voluntary data submission by CPs: 

The PRDE should include a sunset date of 2017 (aligned with the Financial System Inquiry Report and 
Federal Govt. Review) for the submission of full comprehensive data submission across all portfolios 
by all CPs subscribing to the PRDE principles.   
At present it would appear that CPs have at minimum a 3yr window to comply with the submission 
of full data starting from the date the ACCC endorses the PRDE principles.  In effect the industry will 
have 5yrs from the time amendments to the Privacy Act of 1998 were published in May 2014 to 
submit full credit data. This assumes the present review process by the ACCC will continue to the 
end of 2015.   
The 3yr time frame provided therefore seems unrealistically generous to realise the advantages 
comprehensive data reporting provides – and any extension beyond the 3yr time frame is 
irresponsible given the clear benefits to consumers and businesses. 
In addition to a recommended 2yr window (2017), any CP not meeting the time requirement forfeits 
access to any comprehensive data submitted to the CRBs and reverts back to a tier synonymous with 
negative only data access.   
 

2. Recommendation relating to the supply of an equal data-set to all accredited CRBs: 

Data submission to all accredited CRBs should occur on an equal basis. In other words no CRB should 
enjoy preferential treatment from CPs in their data submission. Any CP submitting data under the 
PRDE principles should enter into a service agreement with all accredited CRBs to facilitate equal 
data submission aligned with the agreed tier selected by the CP. This action does not imply a CP is 
obliged to make use of any one CRBs services as a result of the data submission obligation. 
Submission of data on this basis will ensure success and dominance amongst the CRBs is based 
purely on product, price, service and delivery and should be entrenched in the PRDE principles. This 
will effectively remove data as a negotiation tool for exclusivity and/or preferential pricing between 
a CP and a CRB.  
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3. Recommendation relating to monitoring progress and reporting to the Regulator: 

Apart from a proposed government initiated review after 2yrs to assess progress made in the 
submission of comprehensive data by CPs, it appears no regular reporting structure has been 
considered. Disciplined reporting to the Regulator is standard practice in most countries – and for 
good reason.   

In the context of this paper reporting on progress made in the submission of full data by CPs is an 
obvious necessity.  Again in the context of the advantages full data submission provides it would be 
irresponsible to only review progress made by the industry for the first time in 2017.  It is therefore 
recommended that regular feedback sessions with the regulator take place every six months to 
maintain a healthy dialog and resolve issues as they arise.  In the absence of regular reporting and 
interaction with the Regulator CPs and CRBs will be lethargic in applying resources in a move 
towards full data submission – viewing compliance as a 2017 issue.  

Of equal importance to the Regulator are the experiences of the consumer as Australia moves to 
comprehensive data sharing.   

Data submissions to CRBs is made up from the payment performance data of individuals, therefore a 
mechanism to address the concerns or issues raised by the individuals in relation to the submission 
and use of this data is a necessity.  Under the proposed reporting structure, consumers will 
experience an even more confusing landscape where their credit record will in all probability appear 
significantly different across the CRBs operation in Australia.  

By and large CRBs already have the processes and structures in place to address consumer issues.  
However, ARCA could play an important role here by establishing a reporting mechanism to the 
Regulator to provide summarised feedback from consumer interest groups and consumers alike on 
the impact inconsistent data reporting to CRBs is manifesting itself in the move to full data 
submission.  To reiterate the point, as more data is made available and submitted inconsistently 
across the CRBs, so will the effect this has on credit processes be amplified.   
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