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29 May 2026 

Data Standards Body 
The Treasury, Langton Crescent 
Parkes ACT 2600  

Submitted Online: Consultation - Regulatory data standards development reforms 

Dear Chair 

Arca submission to the Regulatory data standards development reforms 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Regulatory Data Standards Development 
Reforms consultation paper (Paper). 
Arca is an industry association focussed on the use of credit reporting and consumer data. We bring together 
Australia’s leading credit providers and credit reporting bodies to improve data protection and use and to 
make credit more visible, accessible and easily understood. Our vision is to make credit work for all 
Australians. Arca has also acted as the CR Code developer since the commencement of the CR Code 
framework in 2014.  

Arca members include a number of entities acting as both data holders and accredited data recipients/users 
within the Consumer Dat Right (CDR) ecosystem. 

Arca notes the proposed changes aim to provide additional certainty for participants and reduce regulatory 
burden. We understand that the changes follow ecosystem feedback, independent review. 

We welcome the Paper and support the intention of improved clarity and direction in the development, 
implementation and maintenance of regulatory data standards across the CDR and Digital ID frameworks. 

Summary of Arca feedback 
Arca supports reforms to the development of data standards that are designed to improve the stability, 
predictability and usability of data frameworks, especially where this is an acknowledgment of the costs faced 
by scheme participants. The proposed reforms by the DSB in the Paper are a positive step. 

Arca Member feedback has highlighted that the experience to date has been that very regular updates to 
standards has imposed additional costs. For some changes, the rationale for, or benefit of, the changes has 
not always been clear. 

In short, Arca members support the following elements of the DSB’s proposed reforms: 

• Policy Phase – clearly establish policy rationale for proposed changes before commencing work on
technical standards. Arca supports the transferring of responsibility for the initial policy stage for
developing standards to Treasury. The “Problem definition document” as described in the Paper
appears designed for this purpose.

• Stronger emphasis on cost-benefit analysis – Arca supports the Paper’s approach to keeping cost
benefit analysis at the centre of each phase of the standards development cycle. Once the case for
change has been made, assessing costs of compliance and technology requirements to implement
the change needs to be explored and understood before implementation timelines are established.

• Reduced frequency of standards changes - we support the Paper’s approach to improved
predictability which greatly assists participants to manage and structure their resources. The annual
May release should be primary release date.

• Clearer and more predictable implementation timelines – less rigid and more flexible timelines,
including shorter timelines in the event of urgent security risks.

• Phased review of existing standards - whilst a review of existing standards is not covered in the
Paper and would be subject to resource constraints withing Treasury and the DSB, Arca believes
there could be some low costs improvements to the CDR system by having a mechanism for review
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of existing standards. Such a review would be subject to the same cost benefit analysis as introducing 
new standards on a basis of the costs and benefits of a change. 

• Industry expert working groups – there may be scope for some industry led working groups to 
assist the DSB along the 7 phases of the lifecycle framework grouped into foundational areas (e.g. 
privacy, security, user experience). 

• Composition of DSB Advisory Committee – While there is significant expertise on the Advisory 
Committee, there is scope to expand the committee, so it includes perspectives from a wider range of 
stakeholders. For instance, representatives from non-bank lenders, industry bodies and/or sectors 
that are included in the CDR regime may be beneficial. 

• Continued but limited use of GitHub – Arca supports the Paper’s suggestion that stakeholder 
consultation be less reliant on GitHub. However, we note that GitHub remains a highly valuable 
technical resource when implementing data standards updates. 

Arca supports the overall move towards a more detailed and thorough process for introducing new data 
standards into the CDR ecosystem, however, there may be opportunities in the future to expand the 
centralised model of the DSB towards a more decentralised model and a greater role for industry. 

We anticipate that a similar approach would be beneficial for the Digital ID regime, but it is too early for any 
detailed member feedback on the roll-out at this stage. 

Foundations of Standards Development 
Arca supports the Paper’s approach to identify and provide guidance on trade-offs when assessing potential 
changes to existing data standards. Arca believes the process would be improved by first establishing (from a 
policy perspective) whether there is a genuine need for change. The need for change should be established 
well before work starts on how that change could be given effect to through the standards. 

While Arca understands there is no scope for reviewing existing standards in the Paper, Arca supports a 
review of existing CDR standards in the medium term. 

Development of Regulatory Standards (Costs, Engagement, Communications) 
Arca appreciates the DSB recognising the need to improve the overall process for stakeholders to be more 
active in the development of standards, and to have more opportunity to communicate their concerns, 
especially in relation to cost benefit analysis of any changes to standards from both and individual level and a 
cumulative level. 

On costs, some of Arca’s members have raised the compliance costs are disproportionate in that data holders 
incur a high portion of costs associated with the CDR regime and updating data standards, and that some 
consideration of how costs are distributed be part of costs considerations. 

Arca supports even more industry inclusion in the process such as establishing working groups in key areas 
(e.g. user experience, privacy & security, technology). 

Arca considers there could be scope to foster further industry participation in the development and 
maintenance of data standards. For instance, consideration could be given to establishing working groups on 
key topics.  These groups would provide valuable input at various stages including when assessing costs of 
change and at the implementation stage. 

Implementation of Regulatory Standards    
As mentioned earlier, Arca members have expressed concerns about tight timelines for implementing data 
standards changes and generally support the proposed changes to release dates and timing being: 

• Low-impact changes will have a 12-month implementation period.  
• Moderate-impact changes will have an 18-month implementation period.  
• Substantial (or complex) changes will have a 24-month implementation period.  
• Limiting out-of-cycle releases to exceptional circumstances (e.g. critical security) 
• Requiring post-implementation review for major releases to ensure continuous improvement 

Co-regulatory models 
Arca has considerable experience in the operation of an industry-led co-regulatory models for the 
development and maintenance of data standards. Arca’s subsidiary, the Reciprocity and Data Exchange 
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Administrator (RDEA), has developed and maintained the business-to-business rules1 and data standards2 
under which credit reporting information is exchanged between credit providers and credit reporting bodies. 
This model has worked well, ensuring clear timeframes for changes, a documented process for decision-
making, consistency of data formats, improved data quality and easier access to information for all scheme 
participants. This framework has worked within the legal settings of the Privacy Act and with key provisions of 
the Principles of Reciprocity and Data Exchange (PRDE) obtaining ACCC approval. 

We further note that Open Banking UK is moving in a similar direction and away from a strictly centralised 
model. Open Banking UK’s approach to data standards data standards is managed by industry-led expert 
advisory groups (as mentioned previously), so that decisions emerge from a broader ecosystem of industry 
participants. 

Questions in Paper 
We have provided answers to the questions posed the paper in the Appendix below. 
Thank you once more for the opportunity to make this submission. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Tim Brook 
Manager – Legal & Policy 

1 The Principles of Reciprocity and Data Exchange, available here. 
2 The Australian Credit Reporting Data Standards. 

https://www.openbanking.org.uk/
mailto:tbrook@arca.asn.au
https://arca.asn.au/prde-explained/
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APPENDIX 

Question Arca Response 

1. Do the proposed foundations provide
sufficient confidence in the intention and role
of regulatory standards, and the potential
scope of future direction of standards
changes? If not, how would you suggest these
be further refined?

Arca supports the proposed foundations underscoring 
the overall intention and role of the regulatory 
standards and emphasises the need to determine and 
communicate a clear policy objective before the 
change process is commenced. 

2. If scope of potential standards changes were
limited to these foundation areas, what types
of change would you be concerned might be
excluded? What program or ecosystem
impacts could occur from excluding certain
change types?

Arca’s view is the foundation areas of efficiency, 
harmonisation, neutrality, technology, clarity, 
enforceability, user experience, privacy, security, data 
quality, system performance and user control are 
adequate. 

3. Does the proposed standards development
framework provide sufficient clarity on how
issues are identified, analysed, and
addressed? Are there areas where additional
clarity or transparency would improve your
confidence in how decisions are made?

Arca’s view is that there should be a clear delineation 
between identifying and assessing standards from a 
policy perspective and a technical (standards design 
and implementation perspective. A clear policy case 
for change should be established before moving past 
the ‘Assess’ phase of the lifecycle and commencing 
work on standards. 

4. Does the proposed approach to stakeholder
engagement and evidence gathering support
meaningful participation for your
organisation? Are there specific improvements
or alternative approaches that would better
support your ability to contribute?

Arca encourages the DSB to explore whether there is 
a more active role for industry expert working groups. 

5. Do you consider the proposed cost
(financial and non-financial) factors
appropriate and sufficient for assessing the
impacts of ecosystem-wide issues as well as
proposed standards changes? What additional
cost factors, industry specific considerations,
or categories of impacts should be included to
ensure a comprehensive assessment?

Arca supports the stronger emphasis on costs and 
supports cost assessment at each stage of the 
change lifecycle noting that costs of changes to data 
standards are cumulative when there are a large 
number of small changes. Cost assessments should 
also be made in the context that CDR and Open 
Banking are intended to ultimately benefit consumers. 

6. How would you like to raise issues or
change proposals in the CDR and Digital ID?
What benefits and risks do you see in
maintaining a publicly visible record of such
inputs?

We agree that consultations - especially on policy 
matters - should happen through the Treasury 
consultation platform. In broad terms the methods 
identified for drawing attention to that consultation 
through other communications channels seem 
appropriate GitHub still has value from a technical 
perspective around e.g. changes to the standards. 

7. What risks and benefits do you see in
setting a maximum of two standards releases
and obligation dates per year for CDR? (Please
note that Decision Documents with full
standards changes would be published when
signed by the Chair)

Arca generally supports two standards releases per 
year. We consider that reducing the number of 
standards releases will help alleviate burden and 
increase predictability for participants. We do however 
note the need for flexibility in the event of urgent 
security or privacy related releases. 

8. If there are two CDR standards releases per
year, are May and November the most effective

Arca generally supports two standards releases per 
year and notes May as the ideal time for major 
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times of year to support planning periods? If 
not, what economy-wide standardised times in 
the planning cycle would be more appropriate? 

releases. May assists participants manage resources 
and workforce to best respond to releases. 

9. What approaches or criteria could be used
to classify and set appropriate implementation
periods for the CDR data standards? Please
draw on effective practices from other
regulatory or standards-based frameworks
where relevant.

Arca supports the 12/18/24 month implementation 
periods outlined in the Paper. 

10. Do the proposed publications provide
enough clarity for your organisation to plan
and allocate implementation and compliance
resources? If not, what additional information
would be most valuable?

The documents listed for publication seem fit for 
purpose to enable CDR participants can better 
understand the changes and prepare for their new 
compliance requirements. Whether the documents 
are fully effective in practice will depend on the quality 
of what is produced and the time made available to 
consider, respond and implement any changes. 


	Arca submission to the Regulatory data standards development reforms

