BRIDGEFORCE®

Reinventing the Credit Bureau
Disputes Customer Experience

New Approaches For a New
Environment

© Copyright 2015, Bridgeforce Inc.



An Increasing Industry Focus on Credit Reporting

The focus and increased consumer awareness of credit reporting related matters has increased
the regulatory and national media focus on data furnishers and consumer reporting agencies
(CRASs). As a result, data furnishers have placed an increased focus on what is required to ensure
accurate and compliant credit bureau management practices (reporting, dispute handling, and
usage).

For many data furnishers, credit bureau dispute handling, compared to credit reporting practices, is
more operationally mature. Dispute handling often has defined ownership, documented
procedures, and more established controls. As a result, many furnishers have self-identified issues
with their reporting practices, while focusing less on the need to enhance their dispute handling
processes.

However, two FTC studies (2012" and 20152) found that:

Most customers who previously reported an unresolved error on one of their three major credit
reports believe that at least one piece of disputed information on their report is still inaccurate.

CRAs should review and improve the process they use to notify customers about the results of
dispute investigations, and continue to explore efforts to educate customers regarding their
rights to review their credit reports and dispute inaccurate information.

In many cases, credit reporting practices have needs for enhanced oversight and compliance
management that are being actively addressed. Nevertheless, opportunities exist to reposition the
way credit bureau disputes are handled in order to appropriately resolve and address the root
cause of reporting inaccuracies while significantly enhancing the customer’s experience during the
process.

The Back Office Processing Approach to Handling Credit Bureau
Disputes

Credit bureau dispute handling—the customer facing function of credit bureau management-is
often managed as a back-office processing function. Disputes are either received from the CRAs
(through e-OSCAR) or directly from the customer, with most financial institutions requiring the
customer to provide their disputes in writing. This requirement can create confusion if the
institution does not have a centralized physical location for dispute handling as it may not always
be clear to the customer which mailing address to use.

Once the dispute is received at the appropriate location, the credit bureau dispute team will
process the dispute. All subsequent communication is often-times completed using carefully
written non-personalized form letters. If additional information is needed, a letter is sent. If the

1 https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/press-releases/2013/02/ftc-study-five-percent-consumers-had-errors-their-credit-reports

2 https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/press-releases/2015/01/ftc-issues-follow-study-credit-report-accuracy
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processor deems—correctly or incorrectly—the dispute as frivolous, irrelevant, valid, or invalid, a
letter is sent. Regardless of the outcome, once a customer disputes their credit bureau information
directly with the furnisher, they are in the dark until they receive the next letter from the furnisher. If
follow up action is needed, such as addressing a request for more information, or if the customer
feels that the original dispute was inaccurately handled (e.g. deemed invalid), the customer must
re-initiate the letter process again, hoping for different results.

This back office approach creates several challenges in providing a positive customer experience.
From the customer’s perspective, the request goes in and a result comes out—often with little to no
explanation as to how or why the outcome was reached. This lack of direct and customer specific
communication in certain situations can cause additional confusion and potentially create the
perception that limited effort or investigation may have been exerted to resolve the dispute.

In most cases, however, a significant amount of investigation does take place to review a credit
bureau dispute and determine the appropriate outcome. Without offering additional touch points
throughout the process, the customer is blind to that investigation, and is not actively engaged in
resolving potential issues or provided additional information as needed. A lack of visibility, coupled
with the limited ability to be directly involved in the process, which in some cases can lead to both
a frustrating and inefficient customer experience.

The Bridgeforce Model: A Customer Facing Approach to Credit
Bureau Disputes

Treating credit bureau disputes as a back office processing function ignores the opportunity for
data furnishers and CRAs to capitalize on a sensitive customer facing moment and offer a more
personalized customer experience. As in all customer facing operations, it is important to offer the
appropriate level of communication across multiple channels at the right times throughout the
process.

Formal credit bureau disputes can still be required in writing. However, with
most data furnishers and CRAs offering digital options (e.g. mobile, email, web)
and service-oriented touch points/status updates in some areas of their
operation (e.g. originations), communication across multiple channels becomes
an expected approach for all interactions. Unfortunately, some credit bureau
dispute teams do not provide phones or training for direct customer contact to
their processors, thereby excluding a basic form of two-way customer
communication from the dispute process. An example of the Bridgeforce
“Customer Facing” model follows, highlighting the interactions that we feel
should take place throughout the disputes process, when an appropriate
situation dictates.
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The key to effectively handling credit bureau disputes is empowering the customer throughout the
process—they should be able to understand where the dispute is within the resolution process and
provide additional information and value-added feedback when needed. Additionally, the Disputes
Team should have the ability to receive inbound communications (telephone, written, digital/social)
and make outbound communications related to dispute queries and clarifications. Taking a linear
approach, with primarily one-way communication, often does not align with customer expectations.
Customers expect communication to be provided at all points in the process so that they can be
fully informed while having the ability to provide actionable feedback. The customer journey for
disputes should be interactive and educational to ensure appropriate customer outcomes.

Enhancing the credit bureau disputes process to provide a customer facing service experience not
only satisfies the customer’s new expectations, but has significant benefits for the customer, the
data furnisher, and CRAs. Through this more proactive engagement approach, which is highlighted
in the following visual, data furnishers and CRAs are able to educate the customer on the
investigation process, develop additional information for more accurate decisioning, and allow
customers to offer timely feedback.
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Successfully taking a customer facing approach to credit bureau disputes hinges on the ability of
an organization to drive significant culture change within their Credit Bureau Disputes Team. Only
a culture shift can achieve the newly aligned objective to ensure each customer who enters the

dispute process leaves satisfied (or with a thorough understanding of the outcome) while

addressing the root cause of each customer issue. To achieve this change, skill sets, performance

metrics, and compensation structures must be carefully examined. Employees should be

compensated based upon customer satisfaction, accuracy of processing (rather than getting

through their daily queue volume), and overall root cause resolution impact. While often

overlooked, culture is the pivotal factor for sustainable success in managing credit bureau

disputes.

While these changes may seem daunting, organizations can evaluate aligning the disputes and
complaints processes to obtain economies of scale and leverage the infrastructures both

processes require. Often complaints processes are more mature than disputes, using a similar skill
set and infrastructure can expedite implementation of an effective customer facing model without
reinventing the wheel. Furthermore, the investment in technology and the potential increase in
processing time and resource requirements can be justified through:

A Increased accuracy in dispute handling, and thus, credit reporting
A Reduced number of repeat disputes

A Reduced number of complaints
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Increased precision of frivolous and irrelevant identification
Expedited resolution of disputes requiring additional information
Enhanced customer experience reputation

Reduced number of indirect disputes (disputes made through the consumer reporting
agencies) when successfully resolving disputes the first time and eliminating the customers
need to find other avenues

Conclusion-A Differentiation Opportunity

In a December 2014 hearing?, CFPB director, Richard Cordrajj| G
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