5)

6)

7)

8)

the strict regulatory regimes relating to financial hardship under both the NCC and
the Privacy Act – and the resultant ‘compliance risk’ those regimes impose on credit
providers – have the potential to result in credit providers taking an overly cautious
approach to the provision of hardship assistance to customers in need (which could,
in turn, take focus away from the need to provide timely and appropriate assistance
to those customers).
In relation to the NCC hardship regime, we note that the level of compliance risk for
credit providers is raised by:
a. The nebulous concept of a ‘hardship notice’ under section 72(1). Our
consultation demonstrated that different stakeholders often have very
different views on when such a notice has been given by a customer. Given
that the giving of a ‘hardship notice’ triggers the regulatory obligations under
section 72, it creates an inappropriate level of uncertainty for credit providers
to not have certainty whether those obligations apply to a particular customer
interaction (noting our comments below regarding the potential for the CR
Code hardship reporting changes to provide credit providers more certainty);
b. The significant legal penalties for failing to provide a written notification under
section 72(4) and the mandatory breach reporting requirements that attach to
that section (which effectively multiply the impacts of not identifying a
hardship notice and/or sending the correct section 72(4) notice on time); and
c. The overly prescriptive notification requirements under the NCC, which (given
the default position for ‘paper’ communications) are not suited to the need to
give timely confirmations to consumers. Those requirements also have not
taken into consideration more recent developments affecting the credit
industry, such as the change to Australia Post’s delivery times which have
been pushed out from 3 days to, for many customers, 6 or more days. As the
timelines for giving notice under section 72(4) are based on when the
customer receives the notice, those Australia Post changes have significantly
cut the time that credit providers have under section 72(4) to send the written
confirmation.
Given all the above, a credit provider may feel that they are required to take an overly
cautious approach to engaging with the customer. This could, for example, result in
the credit provider prematurely sending a ‘rejection’ response to a customer in some
circumstances (given the uncertainty of sending paper notices to the customer by
mail and the significant penalties that attach for non-compliance). This is clearly not a
good consumer outcome; noting that a customer requesting financial hardship
assistance is already likely to be in a more vulnerable position.
While we recognise that this consultation process is limited to the issue of whether
the simple arrangement exemption should be extended, we recommend that ASIC
and Treasury consider whether the current NCC hardship framework is consistent
with good consumer outcomes. We note that we are not suggesting that the
framework should be completely overhauled.
Importantly, we consider that the significant amount of work done by all stakeholders
through the CR Code consultation process – and the resulting framework in
paragraph 8A of the CR Code – will give credit providers more certainty as to the
expectations relating to the provision of hardship assistance. The framework will also
ensure better and more consistent outcomes for consumers (particularly as a result
paragraph 8A.2 which sets out situations in which the credit provider should
expressly ask the customer if they want to make a hardship request and paragraph
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8A.5 which sets out the requirement to advise the customer about the credit
reporting impacts of the arrangement).
Recommendation 1: We consider that outcomes for consumers and industry would
be improved by:
(i)
ASIC providing recognition that the hardship reporting framework
under paragraph 8A of the CR Code provides a common sense
approach that can also help credit providers meet their obligations
under section 72;
(ii)
ASIC and Treasury to continue considering ways in which the
provision of the written confirmation under section 72(4) can be
provided in a more timely, efficient and effective manner (i.e. which is
likely to involve better allowance for the electronic provision of such
notices); and
(iii)
ASIC providing guidance on when and how credit providers may
request temporary relief from the strict obligations of section 72(4)
when dealing with high volumes of hardship requests (such as
happened in the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic and in
response to some natural disasters).

B. Is the current simple arrangement exemption being relied upon?
9) Based on a survey of our credit provider Members, there appears to be little reliance
on the current simple arrangement exemption (see Appendix A for a summary of the
survey). To the extent that Members noted that they relied on the exemption, this was
in the context of ‘collections arrangements’ where such reliance is arguably not
necessary (i.e. as there is no relevant ‘hardship notice’) or not permissible (i.e. as
there is typically no agreement to ‘change the credit contract’).
10) The simple arrangement exemption was initially developed in response to concerns
that almost all ‘collections’ conversations could involve a ‘hardship notice’1 and that,
as a result, section 72(4) would impose an onerous burden on credit providers to
send written notices in response to those ‘hardship notices’ (even for very simple
‘promise-to-pay’ arrangements). This is reflected in a comment from one Member
that they rely on the exemption for less formal collections arrangements (such as
promises-to-pay) “where it is not clear whether the customer has given a ‘hardship
notice’ and/or a less formal ‘collections arrangement’ is put in place (rather than a
more formal ‘hardship arrangement’)”.
11) While some Members still hold the above concern, the survey of our Members shows
that the majority of credit providers are now comfortable that a ‘collections
arrangement’ (such as a ‘promise-to-pay’) does not generally involve a hardship
notice. 2

That is, the concept of a hardship notice involved a ‘hair trigger’.
We note that it is possible for the ‘promise-to-pay’ to be put in place following a ‘rejected’ hardship
notice. However, the credit provider would need to provide a written notice under section 72(4)(b) as
part of/before putting that arrangement in place. Under paragraph 8A.2(c) of the CR Code, the credit
provider would also need to tell the customer that the promise-to-pay was not a temporary FHA (and
that the customer’s repayment history information may reflect the late payments).
1
2
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12) In addition, the proposed paragraph 8A.2 in the Privacy (Credit Reporting) Code
2014 (CR Code) relating to the reporting of financial hardship information in the credit
reporting system, will apply a framework that helps credit providers to establish
whether or not a ‘hardship request’ (as that term is used in the CR Code) has been
given.
13) In essence, the CR Code sets out circumstances in which a credit provider would be
expected to expressly ask whether the customer wants to give a ‘hardship request’
(which is equivalent to hardship notice under the NCC). If a customer declines to
make a hardship request, under the CR Code, the credit provider has comfort that no
such request has been made.
14) In addition, paragraph 8A.5 of the CR Code will, in respect of collections
arrangements, require the credit provider to explain to the customer that the
customer’s credit report may record the payments as missed during the
arrangement. It will also require the credit provider to explain that a financial hardship
arrangement will result in financial hardship information be reported.
15) While the CR Code provisions do not directly impact a credit provider’s obligations
under section 72, we note that, during our consultation process, stakeholders have
broadly recognised that the provisions provide a sensible way for a credit provider to
confirm whether or not a hardship notice has been given.
16) Accordingly, the concern that formed original basis for the simple arrangement
exemption (i.e. as described in paragraph 10), above) is largely no longer relevant.
17) Where a true ‘financial hardship arrangement’ is agreed,3 our survey showed that no
credit providers rely on the current exemption. That is, all credit providers sent
written confirmation of a ‘financial hardship arrangement’ regardless of its length.4
Recommendation 1: If ASIC is broadly comfortable with the framework set out in
paragraph 8A.2 of the CR Code (which allows a credit provider to distinguish
between a ‘temporary FHA’ and a standard collections arrangement (e.g. a ‘promiseto-pay’)), we consider that there is no real need for the continuation of the simple
arrangement exemption in its current form (although noting our comments in
paragraph 0, above regarding the need to ensure that the written notification under
section 72(4) can be sent in a more timely, efficient and effective manner).

C. Need for confirmation that ‘temporary FHAs’ do not trigger section 72(4)(b)
18) If a hardship notice has been given by a customer, the content of the written notice
required to be given by the credit provider under section 72(4) depends on whether
the credit provider and the debtor “have agreed to change the credit contract”.
19) If the credit provider and the debtor do not agree, the notice must include the
reasons for the credit provider not agreeing and, significantly, explain the customer’s
right to complain to AFCA (a ‘rejection notice’).

That is, an arrangement that is put in place following and in response to a clearly identified hardship
notice from the customer (usually following a more detailed assessment of the customer’s financial
circumstances).
4
Although a number of Members noted that there may be circumstances in which such an exemption
could be useful (i.e. such as happened during the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic). See
Recommendation 1 for what we consider should be done to help industry deal with those situations.
3
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20) It is generally recognised that many credit providers may, in response to a hardship
notice, provide hardship ‘assistance’ in a way that does not contractually vary the
customer’s repayments (at least initially). That is, during the agreed period of
reduced payments, the ordinary contractual repayments will fall due and, if not paid
by the customer, remain overdue. However, the credit provider will, for the term of
the arrangement, agree not to take action in respect of those overdue payments. At
the end of the period, the customer will be contractually obliged to pay the overdue
amount, however the credit provider and customer will typically enter a further
arrangement to deal with those payments. Our survey showed that 10 out of the 20
credit providers which responded typically provide reduced payment hardship
arrangements in this manner (including 4 of the largest lenders)5.
21) This type of arrangement is known as a ‘temporary FHA’ under the CR Code.
Importantly, for the purposes of credit reporting, the customer’s repayment history
information will reflect the terms of the arrangement rather than the contract. That is,
the repayment history information would show the customer as ‘up to date’ if they
met the terms of the arrangement (even though they are contractually overdue).
22) However, such arrangements do not alter the individual’s obligations in relation to the
credit. Rather they, by definition, provide ‘relief from or deferral of’ those obligations.
The Privacy Act makes it clear that this is the case despite the contractual
repayments not being changed (see section 6V(1A)).
23) As a result, it is possible that, despite agreeing to a temporary FHA, the credit
provider has not ‘agreed to change the credit contract’ as provided for in section
72(4). This would, technically, then require the credit provider to provide a rejection
notice. This would be confusing to consumers and inconsistent with the
conversations that the credit provider had otherwise had with the consumer.
24) We note that in CP354.18 – 26, ASIC discusses when there has been an agreed
‘change to the credit contract’. In the note to CP354.20 ASIC states that “where a
credit provider acknowledges or represents to the consumer that they will not
enforce their rights under the contract if the temporary arrangement is complied with,
there is likely to be a change to the credit contract for the purpose of the National
Credit Code provisions”. This would suggest that ASIC considers that a ‘temporary
FHA’ would not require a rejection notice (i.e. as a temporary FHA would invariably
include such an acknowledgement or representation).
25) While we support that outcome, we have concerns with the logic expressed in the
note. For instance, almost every ‘promise-to-pay’ arrangement would also include a
representation to the customer that the credit provider will hold further collections
activity for the term of that arrangement. However, we do not think there is any
suggestion that such arrangements would involve an ‘agreed change to the credit
contract’ (particularly as, for the purposes of reporting repayment history information,
the payments will be treated as ‘missed’). We consider that this approach also
creates a potential inconsistency between section 72(4), under which the temporary
FHA is considered to ‘change’ the contract and the Privacy Act, under which the
temporary FHA does not change the contract.
26) We also note that the discussion in CP354.20 refers to when an arrangement is (or is
not) ‘likely’ to involve an agreed change to the credit contract. As noted in section A,
the application of section 72 of the NCC is already vague and uncertain given the
nebulous concept of a ‘hardship notice’. Given the significant penalties that apply to a
Two credit providers responded that they typically provided assistance through both contractual and
non-contractual arrangements.
5
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Appendix – results of ARCA Member survey
1) In response to CP354, we surveyed our credit provider Members to understand
whether they currently relied on the simple arrangement exemption. That survey
asked whether those Members relied upon the exemption in respect of (i) ‘collections
agreements’; and (ii) ‘financial hardship arrangements’.
2) We had responses from 20 credit providers, of which:
a. 12 were authorised deposit taking institutions (ADIs) and 8 were not ADIs;
b. 7 were ‘larger’ credit providers and 13 were ‘smaller’ credit providers.6

‘Collections arrangements’
3) A collections arrangement was described in the survey as referring to “less formal
‘collections arrangements’ (such as ‘promises-to-pay’)”.
4) We note that such arrangements generally do not involve a change to the contract
under section 72(4). Likewise, they would not generally constitute a financial hardship
arrangement under the new credit reporting hardship regime (i.e. repayment history
information would reflect the delinquency status under the credit contract and no
financial hardship information would be reported). Accordingly, while the simple
arrangement exemption may have originally been introduced to address concerns
that almost all ‘collections’ conversation could involve a hardship notice, in practice it
is likely that a credit provider cannot validly rely on the exemption for these types of
arrangements.7
5) If a credit provider responded that they did not rely on the simple arrangement
exemption in relation to collections arrangement we asked whether this was because:
• “we send a written notice under section 72(4) for all collections arrangements
(regardless of their length)”; or
• “a collections arrangement does not involve a ‘hardship notice’ and, therefore, we
are not required to send a written notice under section 72(4) (even though we
may still provide some form of written confirmation of the arrangement)”.
6) We have combined the answers to the two questions in the results below.
7) Overall question: In relation to less formal ‘collections arrangements’ (such as
‘promises-to-pay’) do you currently rely on the simple arrangement exemption (for at
least some products)?
8) Response options:
• Yes
• No - We send a written notice under section 72(4) for all collections
arrangements (regardless of their length)
• No - A collections arrangement does not involve a ‘hardship notice’ and,
therefore, we are not required to send a written notice under section 72(4)
(even though we may still provide send some form of written confirmation of
the arrangement)
• Not sure
We classified ‘larger’ credit providers as those credit providers which fall within ARCA’s own
Membership categories of Tier 1 and 2 (which include the major banks plus the next 4 largest
lenders). ‘Smaller’ credit providers were all other Members (which include mid-sized banks, mutual
ADIs, finance companies and fintechs).
7
To be clear, this does not mean those credit providers which answered ‘yes’ to this question are
non-compliant. Rather, in practice, those collections arrangements are likely to not involve a ‘hardship
notice’.
6
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15) Such arrangements are more likely to be put in place once a credit provider has
recognised that a customer has given a ‘hardship notice’ and the credit provider has
assessed the customer for the assistance. The provision of ‘financial hardship
assistance’ is typically subject to a separate ‘financial hardship’ policy and, for many
lenders, is undertaken by a separate ‘financial hardship’ team.
16) A ‘financial hardship arrangement’ is typically put in place if the credit provider
‘accepts’ the customer request for hardship assistance; however, we note our
discussion in section C as to whether those arrangements always involve an ‘agreed
change to the credit contract’. These arrangements would ordinarily constitute a
financial hardship arrangement under the new credit reporting regime (either a
‘temporary FHA’ or ‘variation FHA’).8 That is, RHI would be recorded based on the
arrangement and a financial hardship information would be reported.
17) Question: In relation to more formal ‘hardship arrangements’ do you currently rely on
the simple arrangement exemption (for at least some products)?
18) Response options:
• Yes
• No – we send written confirmation of all formal ‘hardship arrangements’
regardless of length
• Not sure
19) The overall result for that question was:

Overall

Yes

No

Not sure

20) Given the above result, we have not broken the results down further.
21) As can be seen, no respondent credit provider considers that they rely on the simple
arrangement exemption in relation to financial hardship arrangements. However, a
number of credit providers noted in their comments that they thought that the
availability of the exemption was beneficial in some circumstances (such as those
experienced by industry at the start of the COVID-19 pandemic).

‘How is hardship given’
22) We also asked the credit providers about the form of ‘hardship arrangements’ that
they typically provide.
We note that the OAIC has recently suggested that a ‘variation FHA’ be called a ‘permanent FHA’.
We are currently in discussions with the OAIC regarding this proposal.
8
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30) As can be seen, if a credit provider must give a section 72(4)(b) notice,
notwithstanding that they have agreed to a financial hardship arrangement, this will
impact a significant number of credit providers representing a very large number of
hardship arrangements (as temporary FHAs are used more often by large CPs).
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