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Corrections requests: Fraudulent enquiry correction 
requests (Guidance) 
 

A. PURPOSE OF THIS GUIDANCE  

From 1 October 2024, the Privacy (Credit Reporting) Code 2025 (CR Code) contains new provisions relating 
to corrections requests. These provisions were created in response to recommendations in the 2021 CR 
Code Review.  

This Guidance relates to sections 20(9), 20(10) and 20(11) of the CR Code. In this Guidance, these specific 
types of correction requests are referred to as “Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests”. The new CR 
Code provisions are summarised in Annexure A and below. 

This Guidance sets out Arca’s views on how credit providers and credit reporting bodies can meet their CR 
Code obligations regarding Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests. We have also described conduct we 
consider to be contrary to the intended operation of the new obligations.  

Handling Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests consistent with this Guidance will help credit providers 
(CPs) and credit reporting bodies (CRBs) to comply with the CR Code, and also to provide an efficient, clear 
and consistent correction experience.  

This guidance is not legal advice and does not itself contain any obligations to correct information.  
 

Summary – Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests 

For the purposes of this guidance, Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests are ones where: 

• the individual is seeking correction of one or more enquiries (or information about their identity); 

• credit was not approved by the CP following the enquiries;  

• the individual advises the CP or the CRB: 
o which specific pieces of information need correction; and  
o that the enquiries were made as a result of fraud (including identity fraud) 

The CR Code contains additional obligations on CPs and CRBs that receive, and are consulted on, 
Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests. These obligations, referred to in this guide as the ‘streamlined 
evidence rules’, require the following steps. 

• For CPs/CRBs that receive the request (first responders): When considering what evidence to 
ask the individual for, the CP/CRB must have regard to the burden of providing the evidence, the 
availability of other information and the information that they will need for consultation on the 
request – see s20(10) of the CR Code. 
 

• For CPs/CRBs consulted on the request (consulted parties): Before requesting more evidence 

from the individual, the consulted party must have regard to the evidence already provided, the 

burden of providing more evidence, the availability of other information and any views provided by 

the first responder – see s20(11) of the CR Code. 

 

  

https://www.oaic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/22142/oaic-2021-independent-review-cr-code.pdf
https://www.oaic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/22142/oaic-2021-independent-review-cr-code.pdf
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B.  ARCA’S GUIDANCE  

Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests 

Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests includes requests to correct multiple credit enquiries (i.e. 
information about applications for credit) where the applications were caused by fraud and declined. For 
example, if a fraudster obtains an individual’s bank details and attempts to take out credit from four CPs, the 
information requests those four CPs made as part of considering the applications (the credit enquiries) could 
then potentially be corrected through a Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Request. More detail on what 
constitutes a Fraudulent Enquiry Corrections Request is set out in Appendix A. 

 

Objectives of rules for Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests 

The CR Code now contains streamlined evidence rules for first responders and consulted parties dealing 
with Fraudulent Enquiry Corrections Requests. The intention of these rules is to make it simpler and easier 
for individuals to correct multiple pieces of information on their credit report, particularly where those pieces 
of information stem from a single event such as identity theft.  

It can be burdensome or traumatising for individuals to re-tell their story multiple times, which could occur if 
separate corrections requests (each with their own evidence requirements) were needed. The intention is 
that, where possible, individuals should be able to provide all their information once up-front (i.e. the pieces 
of information that need correcting, and the reasons/evidence supporting those corrections), and then first 
responders and consulted parties use that information to determine what corrections to make. 

 

General guidance on requesting supporting information 

First responders and consulted parties must have regard to the matters set out in the CR Code when 
requesting supporting information for Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests. These matters include the 
burden on the individual of providing the information, and the information they already hold that they could 
use to form a view about whether request should be approved. 

It may be helpful to consider what information is likely to be needed in most cases. We expect that 
information about the following matters should be enough for the CP or CRB to form a preliminary view 
about whether a Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Request should be approved or not: 

• An allegation of fraud 

• A clear timeline which establishes when the individual became aware of the fraud 

• Details of the compromised information and/or the individual’s identification details 

• Whether or not there has been a notification to police or other relevant authority 

• A statement that the enquiry(s) to which the correction relates was made as a result of fraud, and 

• If applicable, evidence that the identification information relating to the enquiry was also fraudulent. 

As such, a response to the following indicative list of questions should allow a first responder or consulted 
party to form a preliminary view about whether to approve the Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Request. 

• What does the individual know, or suspect, about the fraud which led to the correction request? This 
could cover whether the individual knows who committed the fraud, what type of fraud it was and 
when/how it occurred.  

• When and how did the individual become aware of the fraud?  

• Have the individual’s identification details been compromised, lost or stolen? 

• Has the individual notified the police or any other authority about the fraud?  

• How many enquiries are affected by this fraud and which CPs made the enquiries? 

• Was there any personal information about the individual impacted by the fraud and which now needs 
to be corrected? If so, what is the information that needs to be corrected and what should it be 
changed to? 

Additional information beyond the list above should not be needed as a matter of course to form a view 
about Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests. If a first responder or consulted party believes they need 
additional information, they should be able to explain why the information is required in that particular case.  
 
Requesting additional supporting information 
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The guidance below relates to situations where a first responder or consulted party might be considering 
requesting information in addition to that set out above to form a view about the Fraudulent Enquiry 
Correction Request. 
 
Using information the first responder/consulted party already holds 
The streamlined evidence rules require first responders and consulted parties to consider whether other 
information is available to decide on a Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Request. In effect, this requires those 
parties to: 

• review their internal systems to determine what information they hold about the individual (and/or the 
products they hold); and 

• consider what further information, if any, is required to decide whether or not information should be 
corrected. 

First responders and consulted parties may need information from the individual to locate their own 
information about the relevant enquiries. 

Information held by first responders and consulted parties which may help them to form a view about a 
Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Request could include: 

• The frequency and manner by which the individual has previously changed their personal 
information. For example, repeated changes to the individual’s identification details such as date of 
birth or email within a short period of time could indicate fraud. 

• Information about the relevant application (which led to the enquiry which the individual is seeking to 
correct) and/or the individual’s other products. Communications or documents related to the 
application could indicate there has been fraudulent conduct. For example, if the relevant application 
has different personal information (such as an email address/date of birth) from the entity’s records, 
that may indicate the application is fraudulent. 

In some cases, a CP might not be able to find records relating to the relevant application. Where that is the 
case, the provider should consider other information such as a statement from the individual about the 
fraudulent conduct which could be used to determine whether the information needs to be corrected. 
Automatically refusing the corrections request in these circumstances without first considering the 
information provided by the individual could suggest the CP has not met their legal obligations. 
 

Avoiding a ‘fishing expedition’ approach to requesting additional information 

The streamlined evidence rules require first responders and consulted parties to consider: 

• the burden on the individual of providing the (additional) evidence; and 

• the availability of other information which could be used to determine whether the information needs 
to be corrected. 

As such, when asking for additional information, first responders and consulted parties should stick to the 
information they need to decide on the Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Request. Before requesting additional 
evidence, the first responder/consulted party should specifically consider: 

• the burden on the individual of providing the evidence (and in e.g. cases of fraud related to domestic 
abuse, the potential trauma such a request may have upon the individual); 

• whether they can use other available information to determine whether the request should be 
approved, such as a statement from the individual about the relevant fraudulent conduct or their own 
information; 

• for first responders, whether a consulted party is likely to need additional information; and 

• for consulted parties: 
o whether the first responder has formed a view about whether fraud has occurred; and  
o whether there would actually be any tangible benefit in contacting the individual directly 

(given that the information provided to the first responder should be available). 

Asking for additional information which is not relevant to the actual request should be avoided. This includes: 

• making a standard request for a pre-determined set of information over and above what is in this 
guidance that does not consider any of the circumstances relevant to the request; 

• asking for information which has already been provided; 
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• asking for information to be provided again but in a different form (unless there is some clear benefit 
in doing so); or 

• requesting information which, while tangentially relevant to the individual’s request, will not assist the 
first responder/consulted party to form a view about whether to make the correction sought. 

Such conduct may demonstrate that the first responder or consulted party has not considered the matters 
set out in section 20(10) and (11) of the CR Code.  

For example, a standard response to a Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Request which requires the individual 
to provide formal documents to ‘evidence’ or ‘substantiate’ the fraud is inconsistent with the streamlined 
evidence rules. This includes automatic requests for an individual to provide a statutory declaration, affidavit, 
police report or similar documents. 

 

Requesting additional information: wrongful conduct   

There will occasionally be exceptional circumstances where a first responder or consulted party needs 
additional information. This could occur where there are reasonable grounds to suspect some wrongful 
conduct by a party relevant to the request, such as where: 

• the CP or CRB has reasonable grounds to suspect that the individual was involved in the fraud; 

• there are reasonable grounds to suspect that the individual made the Fraudulent Enquiry Correction 
Request in bad faith, for instance where the individual has a history of making repeated requests on 
similar or the same grounds (i.e. evidence of a template approach being adopted to correction 
requests); or 

• the CP or CRB has reasonable grounds to believe that the individual’s representative is not acting in 
the best interests of the individual and/or is involved in the fraud. 
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ANNEXURE A  

SUMMARY OF THE NEW CR CODE PROVISIONS: SECTION 20(6), (9), 
(10) & (11) 

A correction request can relate to more than one piece of information 
Section 20(6) of the CR Code clarifies that a request for a CP or CRB to correct more than one piece of 
information is valid, and does not need to be broken up into separate requests for each item that the 
individual wishes to have corrected. The intention of this change is to:  

• Set out what the other provisions around corrections in the Privacy Act and the CR Code require; 
and  

• Reduce the burden on individuals of seeking correction of multiple pieces of information – in 
particular to avoid the need to fill out a form or supply the same evidence multiple times to have 
related pieces of information corrected.  

 

Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests 

Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests can arise where there is a relevant correction request in relation to 
one or multiple pieces of information. 

Under section 20(9) of the CR Code, a Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Request is one where all of the 
following criteria are satisfied: 

• the individual is asking for the correction of one or more statements that there has been an 
information request (i.e. one or more enquiries);  

• credit was not approved by the CP following the information request(s);  

• the individual advises the CP or the CRB which piece(s) of information are the subject of the 
corrections request, and 

• the information request(s) was made as a result of fraud (including identity fraud). 

Fraudulent Enquiry Corrections Requests could include requests to have enquiries relating to fraudulent loan 
applications removed from a credit report, as well as requests to correct the individual’s identification 
information if e.g. a fraudulent application led to incorrect data being recorded. 

 

Streamlined evidence rules 

Sections 20(10) and 20(11) of the CR Code require CPs and CRBs to consider certain matters when 
deciding what evidence they need to form a view on Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Requests. For the 
purposes of this Guidance, the requirements in those sections are known as the streamlined evidence 
rules. 

As outlined above, the streamlined evidence rules are intended to make it easier for individuals to correct 
multiple pieces of information on their credit report, particularly where those pieces of information stem from 
a single event. 

The streamlined evidence rules are made up of two sets of requirements – one for CPs and CRBs receiving 
the correction request (the first responder), and one for parties consulted on the correction request 
(consulted parties). 

Requirements for first responders 

Section 20(10) of the CR Code requires that first responders who receive a Fraudulent Enquiry Correction 
Request must, in considering what evidence to ask for, have regard to:  

• the burden on the individual of providing the evidence; 

• the availability of other information which could be used to determine whether the information needs 

to be corrected; and 

• information which is likely to be needed for consultation with other providers and bodies 
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Requirements for consulted parties 

The rules for consulted parties are similar. Section 20(11) of the CR Code requires that where a CP or CRB 
is consulted on a correction request to which these rules apply, they must, before seeking additional 
evidence, have regard to: 

• the information the individual who made the request provided along with that request; 

• the burden on the individual of providing any additional evidence; 

• the availability of other information which could be used to determine whether any credit-related 

personal information needs to be corrected; and 

• views (if any) formed by the provider or body who received the request about whether a fraud (including 

identity fraud) event has occurred. 

 

Making a decision on correction requests 

The obligation to make a decision on a correction request (including a Fraudulent Enquiry Correction Request) 

sits with the first responder. The law requires first responders to consult where they need information from 

another CP or CRB to consider a request. For example, a CRB that receives a correction request in relation 

to a credit enquiry will need to consult with the CP who made the enquiry, and that CP’s response will be 

critical to whether the information is corrected. 

 

 


