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INTRODUCTION

1. Consumer Protection BC (“CPBC”) is responsible for the administration and enforcement of the

ISSUES

7.

Business Practices and Consumer Protection Act, SBC 2004, c. 2 (“BPCPA”).

TransUnion of Canada, Inc. (“the Respondent”) operates as a credit reporting agency and is
subject to the requirements of Part 6 of the BPCPA.

CPBC conducted inspections into six individual complaints involving the Respondent. The
inspections resulted in a Report to the Director dated February 19, 2026 (“the Report”), which
alleges that the Respondent contravened section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA in each of these six
complaints by including information in reports given under section 108(1)(a) that was not based
on the most reliable evidence reasonably available for the individual.

The six alleged contraventions relate to the continued disclosure of disputed credit information
to third parties after the Respondent received notice that the accuracy of the information was in
question.

The Respondent was provided with the Report and given an opportunity to be heard. The
Respondent made written submissions in response.

This decision addresses whether the alleged contraventions occurred.

The issues to be determined are:



a. Whether, in each of the six complaint files, the Respondent contravened section 109(1)(b) of
the BPCPA by including information in reports given under section 108(1)(a) that was not
based on the most reliable evidence reasonably available; and

b. If so, what enforcement action, if any, is appropriate under the BPCPA.

STATUTORY FRAMEWORK

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Part 6 of the BPCPA governs credit reporting in British Columbia.
Section 106 of the BPCPA defines key terms for the purposes of Part 6.

“Credit information” is defined as information about an individual’s credit, including information
such as the individual’s name, age, place of residence, previous places of residence, marital
status, spouse’s name and age, number of dependants, particulars of education or professional
qualifications, place of employment, previous places of employment, estimated income, paying
habits, outstanding debt obligations, cost of living, or obligations and assets.

A “report” is defined as a written, oral or other communication respecting credit information of
an individual.

Section 108(1)(a) authorizes a reporting agency to provide a report containing credit
information to specified third parties for limited purposes, including the extension of credit,
collection of a debt, tenancy decisions, employment screening, insurance underwriting and
other direct business requirements.

Section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA provides that a reporting agency must not include in a report
given under section 108(1)(a) information that is not based on the most reliable evidence
reasonably available.

Read together, these provisions regulate both the disclosure of credit reports to third parties,
and the quality and reliability of the information included in those reports at the time of
disclosure.

For ease of reference, sections 108 and 109 of the BPCPA refer to reports as respecting the
credit information of an individual. Where this decision refers to a “consumer(s)” or
“complainant(s),” those terms are used descriptively to refer to the individual to whom the
credit report relates, and no distinction is intended.

ALLEGATIONS AND EVIDENCE OF THE INSPECTOR

The Inspector alleges in the Report that the Respondent contravened section 109(1)(b) of the



17.

BPCPA in six consumer complaint cases by including information in reports given under
section 108(1)(a) that was not based on the most reliable evidence reasonably available.

For each consumer complaint case, the Report identifies:
a. When the Respondent had knowledge that information was disputed;
b. The duration of time the disputed information remained uncorrected;

c. The number of times the disputed information was disclosed in reports issued by the
Respondent under section 108(1)(a); and

d. The point at which corrective action occurred.

Complaint Case 32111

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

The Respondent received supporting documents related to the dispute on May 30, 2025. This
date establishes notice that as of that date the credit information given in a report by the
Respondent was in dispute.

The Respondent says they did not receive this initial communication from the complainant.

Canada Post records show confirmation of delivery to the Respondent on May 30, 2025.

The disputed credit information remained uncorrected for 105 days.

Between May 30 and September 12, 2025, the Respondent included the disputed credit
information in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 44 occasions.

The Inspector states that the disputed credit information was ultimately corrected in favour of
the consumer; however, this only occurred after CPBC became involved.

During the CPBC inspection, the Respondent advised the Inspector that they had not received
the complainant’s initial dispute communication; therefore, they only started their investigation
into the dispute when contacted by CPBC on August 21, 2025. The Respondent further
explained: “TransUnion’s investigation determined that certain pieces of the Consumer’s
information were reporting on another credit file as the result of a file update for an individual
with the same first and last name and the same date of birth. The similarity in their identifying
information appears to have caused some of the Consumer’s information to report on the other
file.”



Complaint Case 32180

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

On June 15, 2025, the Respondent confirmed receipt to the complainant of their dispute and
supporting documentation. This date establishes notice that as of that date the credit
information given in a report by the Respondent was in dispute.

The disputed credit information remained uncorrected for 213 days.

Between June 19, 2025 and January 14, 2026, the Respondent included the disputed credit
information in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 30 occasions.

The Inspector states that the disputed credit information was ultimately corrected in favour of
the consumer; however, this only occurred after CPBC became involved.

During the CPBC inspection, the Respondent advised the Inspector that the process in place for
handling dispute requests was not followed, and that training and monitoring of the Consumer
Operations team was being provided. The Respondent further explained: “Following receipt of
the complaint submitted to your office, we initiated a new investigation. TransUnion’s
investigation determined that certain pieces of another consumer’s information were reporting
on the Consumer’s credit file as the result of a file update for an individual with similar name
and date of birth. The similarity in their identifying information appears to have caused some of
the Consumer’s information to report on the other file. A letter will be sent to the Consumer to
inform them of the outcome of our investigation...”

Complaint Case 32168

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

The Respondent received details of the dispute on September 16, 2025. This date establishes
notice that as of that date the credit information given in a report by the Respondent was in
dispute.

The disputed credit information remained uncorrected for 119 days.

Between September 16, 2025 and January 12, 2026, the Respondent included the disputed
credit information in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 36 occasions.

The Inspector states that the disputed credit information was ultimately corrected in favour of
the complainant; however, this only occurred after CPBC became involved.

In this file, the initial notification of inaccurate credit information was made directly to the
Respondent by the credit grantor on behalf of the consumer on September 16, 2025. The
Respondent advised the Inspector that no dispute was opened because it did not receive the
letter sent by the credit grantor.



35.

36.

Following CPBC involvement on December 23, 2025, the Respondent advised the Inspector on
January 13, 2026 that the process in place for handling dispute requests was not followed, and
that training and monitoring of the Consumer Operations team was being provided. The
Respondent further explained: “Following receipt of the complaint submitted to your office, we
initiated a new investigation. TransUnion’s investigation determined that certain pieces of
another consumer’s information were reporting on the Consumer’s credit file as the result of a
file update for an individual with similar name and date of birth. The similarity in their
identifying information appears to have caused some of the Consumer’s information to report
on the other file. A letter will be sent to the Consumer to inform them of the outcome of our
investigation...”

| have reviewed the correspondence provided by the Respondent that the Inspector refers to in
this portion of the Report. While that correspondence confirms the Respondent advised the
Inspector that its dispute-handling process was not followed and that training and monitoring of
the Consumer Operations team would be provided, the wording attributed to the Respondent
by the Inspector does not exactly reflect the language used in the Respondent’s written
communication. In particular, the Respondent’s correspondence does not state that a “new
investigation” was initiated following receipt of the complaint submitted to CPBC. Rather, the
Respondent stated: “TransUnion’s investigation determined that certain pieces of the
consumer’s information were reporting on another credit file as a result of a file update for an
individual with similar identifying information. The similarity in their identifying information

appears to have caused some information from the other file to report on the Consumer’s file.”*

| have relied on the Respondent’s actual written communication to assess what the Respondent
conveyed to the Inspector in this context.

Complaint Case 32192

37.

38.

39.

The Respondent received notice of the dispute on November 3, 2025. This date establishes
notice that as of that date the credit information given in a report by the Respondent was in
dispute.

The disputed credit information remained uncorrected for 72 days.

Between November 3, 2025 and January 14, 2026, the Respondent included the disputed credit
information in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on three occasions.

! Italics have been used by me to identify wording that differs from the language attributed to the Respondent in the Inspector’s Report. Other

inaccuracies related to the Inspector’s Report are discussed further in this Decision, under “Clarification of the Evidentiary Record Relevant to

the Analysis.



40.

41.

42.

The Inspector states that the disputed credit information was ultimately corrected in favour of
the complainant; however, this only occurred after CPBC became involved.

The Respondent advised the Inspector on January 14, 2026 that the process in place for
handling dispute requests was not followed, and that training and monitoring of the Consumer
Operations team was being provided. The Respondent further explained: “Following receipt of
the complaint submitted to your office, we initiated a new investigation. TransUnion’s
investigation determined that certain pieces of another consumer’s information were reporting
on the Consumer’s credit file as the result of a file update for an individual with similar name
and date of birth. The similarity in their identifying information appears to have caused some of
the Consumer’s information to report on the other file. A letter will be sent to the Consumer to
inform them of the outcome of our investigation...”

| have reviewed the correspondence sent by the Respondent to the complainant that the
Inspector refers to in this portion of the Report. That correspondence does not state that the
Respondent’s dispute-handling processes were not followed, nor does it refer to training or
monitoring of the Consumer Operations team. In addition, the Respondent did not state that a
“new investigation” was initiated following receipt of a complaint submitted to CPBC. Rather,
the Respondent’s communication to the Complainant stated: “TransUnion’s investigation
determined that certain pieces of information were reporting on your credit file as the result of a
file update for an individual with the same first and last name and the same date of birth. The
similarity in your identifying information appears to have caused some information from the
other file to report on your file.”?

| have relied on the Respondent’s actual written communication when assessing what the
Respondent conveyed to the Inspector in this context.

Complaint Case 32255

43.

44.

45.

46.

The Respondent confirmed receipt of dispute on August 25, 2025. This date establishes notice
that as of that date the credit information given in a report by the Respondent was in dispute.

The disputed credit information remained uncorrected for 172 days.

Between August 25, 2025 and February 13, 2026, the Respondent included the disputed credit
information in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 34 occasions.

The Inspector states that the disputed credit information was ultimately corrected in favour of

2 Italics have been used by me to identify wording that differs from the language attributed to the Respondent in the Inspector’s Report. Other
inaccuracies related to the Inspector’s Report are discussed further in this Decision, under “Clarification of the Evidentiary Record Relevant to
the Analysis.



the complainant; however, this only occurred after CPBC became involved.

47. The Respondent advised the Inspector on February 13, 2026, the process in place for handling
dispute requests was not followed and that training and monitoring of the Consumer Operations
team is being provided. The Respondent further explained: “Following receipt of the complaint
submitted to your office, we initiated a new investigation. TransUnion’s investigation
determined that certain pieces of another consumer’s information were reporting on the
Consumer’s credit file as the result of a file update for an individual with similar name and date
of birth. The similarity in their identifying information appears to have caused some of the
Consumer’s information to report on the other file. A letter will be sent to the Consumer to
inform them of the outcome of our investigation...”

48. | have reviewed the correspondence provided by the Respondent that the Inspector refers to in
this portion of the Report. The correspondence confirms that the Respondent advised that the
process in place for handling dispute requests was not followed and that training and
monitoring of the Consumer Operations team was being provided. It also states that, following
receipt of the complaint submitted to CPBC, a further investigation was initiated. However, the
guotation attributed to the Respondent by the Inspector does not exactly reflect the language
used in the Respondent’s written communication. Rather, the Respondent stated: “TransUnion’s
investigation determined that certain pieces of the Cosumers [sic] information was reporting on
another credit file as a result of a file update for an individual with the same first and last name
and the same date of birth. The similarity in the Cosumers [sic] identifying information appears
to have caused some of their information to report on the other file.”?

I note that this correspondence was referenced as Exhibit 40 in the Report, and that the
hyperlink to that exhibit did not function as intended. | was nevertheless able to locate and
review the referenced communication. | am satisfied that the Respondent was provided with
sufficient detail about this correspondence to understand and respond to it, and in any event, as
the communication was generated by the Respondent, it was within the Respondent’s own
possession and control. The Respondent did not raise any concern with an inability to access the
document or about a lack of disclosure.

| have relied on the Respondent’s actual written communication when assessing what the
Respondent conveyed to the Inspector in this context.

3 Italics have been used by me to identify wording that differs from the language attributed to the Respondent in the Inspector’s Report. Other
inaccuracies related to the Inspector’s Report are discussed further in this Decision, under “Clarification of the Evidentiary Record Relevant to
the Analysis.



Complaint Case 32256

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

The Respondent confirmed receipt of the dispute documentation on November 7, 2025. This
date establishes notice that as of that date the credit information given in a report by the
Respondent was in dispute.

The disputed credit information remained uncorrected for 98 days.

Between November 7, 2025 and February 13, 2026, the Respondent included the disputed
credit information in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 18 occasions.

The Inspector states that the disputed credit information was ultimately corrected in favour of
the complainant; however, this only occurred after CPBC became involved.

The Respondent advised the Inspector on February 13, 2026 that the process in place for
handling dispute requests was not followed, and that training and monitoring of the Consumer
Operations team was being provided. The Respondent further explained:” “Following receipt of
the complaint submitted to your office, we initiated a new investigation. TransUnion’s
investigation determined that certain pieces of another consumer’s information were reporting
on the Consumer’s credit file as the result of a file update for an individual with similar name
and date of birth. The similarity in their identifying information appears to have caused some of
the Consumer’s information to report on the other file. A letter will be sent to the Consumer to
inform them of the outcome of our investigation.”

| have reviewed the correspondence provided by the Respondent that the Inspector refers to in
this portion of the Report. The correspondence confirms that the Respondent advised that the
process in place for handling dispute requests was not followed and that training and
monitoring of the Consumer Operations team was being provided. It also states that, following
receipt of the complaint submitted to CPBC, a further investigation into the consumer’s file was
initiated. However, the quotation attributed to the Respondent by the Inspector does not
exactly reflect the language used in the Respondent’s written communication. Rather, the
Respondent stated: “Following receipt of the complaint submitted to your office, we initiated a
new investigation into the consumer’s file. TransUnion’s investigation determined that certain
pieces of information were reporting on the consumer’s credit file as a result of a file update for
an individual with the same first and last name and the same date of birth. The similarity in their
identifying information appears to have caused some information on the other file to report on

the consumer’s file.”*

“Iltalics have been used by me to identify wording that differs from the language attributed to the Respondent in the Inspector’s Report. Other
inaccuracies related to the Inspector’s Report are discussed further in this Decision, under “Clarification of the Evidentiary Record Relevant to
the Analysis.



| have relied on the Respondent’s actual written communication when assessing what the
Respondent conveyed to the Inspector in this context.

EVIDENCE OF THE RESPONDENT (TRANSUNION)

Respondent’s Role as a Credit Reporting Agency

55.

56.

57.

The Respondent describes itself as a consumer reporting agency whose mandate is to collect,
maintain and disclose factual information relating to consumers’ credit and financial history in
accordance with applicable credit reporting and privacy legislation.

According to the Respondent, it does not determine consumer creditworthiness or make lending
decisions. Rather, its role is limited to maintaining the accuracy and integrity of information
contained in consumer credit files.

The Respondent states that the majority of credit information in its files is supplied by credit
grantors and other data providers, which are responsible for obtaining consumer consent before
providing information to the Respondent and before accessing consumer credit files. The
Respondent further notes that it may obtain certain information from other legally authorized
sources, including government records, and that it may collect information directly from
consumers in limited circumstances (such as when a consumer requests a disclosure, submits a
dispute, verifies their identity or otherwise contacts the Respondent regarding their credit file).

Overview of the Respondent’s Dispute Resolution Process

58.

59.

60.

The Respondent explains that disputes arise when a consumer informs it that information
appearing on their credit file is inaccurate or requests a change. The Respondent indicates that
disputes often result in an investigation with the relevant data supplier to confirm the accuracy
of the reported information.

The Respondent says that the BPCPA does not prescribe a dispute resolution process for
consumer reporting agencies. The Respondent indicates that it has aligned its investigation
process in British Columbia with the standard investigation framework reflected in other
Canadian consumer reporting legislation and applicable provincial privacy legislation.

The Respondent describes its investigation process as including dispute intake and
acknowledgement (whether online, by telephone or in writing), followed by verification to
determine whether the issue can be addressed internally or must be communicated to a data
supplier, and investigation by contacting the source of record where the disputed information
originated with a credit grantor or other data provider. The Respondent notes that because it is



61.

62.

63.

64.

not the source of the record or information, it must contact the data supplier to verify that the
information supplied to the Respondent is accurate.

According to the Respondent, possible outcomes at the conclusion of an investigation include
removing or updating information that cannot be verified, notifying consumers of investigation
results, advising consumers to contact data suppliers directly where information is confirmed as
accurate, implementing corrections where suppliers confirm amendments are required,
notifying creditors or other inquiring parties of amendments where applicable and advising
consumers of their ability to add an explanatory statement to their record of up to 100 words.

The Respondent further states that, depending on the nature of the dispute, investigations are
completed within the “best reasonable delay possible,” given the need to contact the party with
the ultimate record to investigate disputed information.

The Respondent maintains that the existence of a dispute resolution process allows it to verify
the accuracy of reported tradelines. It further states that requiring the immediate removal of
disputed information upon notification would undermine the consumer reporting framework,
impair sound financial decision-making, increase costs, facilitate fraudulent activity and render
investigations ineffective by eliminating the ability to verify disputed information with the
source of record.

It also characterizes its verification obligations as obligations of means rather than guaranteed
results, reflecting reliance on information supplied by data providers and the role of credit
grantors as the ultimate source of record.

The Respondent’s Commitment to Compliance and Consumer Protection

65.

66.

The Respondent states that it has a longstanding commitment to responding to consumer
disputes in a prompt, transparent and fair manner, and that it takes its regulatory obligations
seriously.

The Respondent further points to its historical performance and limited prior interactions with
CPBC as demonstrating a consistent record of effective complaint handling and compliance with
supervisory expectations.

Context and Scope of the Matters Reviewed

67.

68.

The Respondent indicates that it received and processed more than 51,000 consumer disputes
from British Columbia in 2025 and characterizes the six matters referenced in the Report as
exceptions rather than evidence of systemic failure.

The Respondent attributes the delays in these matters to specific and atypical processing errors

10



involving a limited number of associates who did not correctly apply dispute intake and
processing procedures. The Respondent states that, once identified, these matters were
escalated and resolved, and that there was no intention to disregard regulatory requirements or
diminish the seriousness of consumers’ concerns.

Inquiries

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

The Respondent describes inquiries as a factual record that a customer accessed a consumer’s
credit report on a specific date. It states that inquiries identify the inquiring entity and contact
information, allowing consumers to follow up directly for additional information. The
Respondent emphasizes that inquiries do not disclose details regarding any related debt or
financial obligation and represent a record of access to information for a purpose permitted
under the BPCPA.

The Respondent distinguishes between credit-related (“hard”) inquiries and non-credit or
account review (“soft”) inquiries, explaining that hard inquiries are generated in connection with
credit applications, may be visible to other companies viewing the credit file and may affect a
consumer’s credit score.

By contrast, the Respondent explains that non-credit and account review inquiries, including a
consumer’s own requests to view their credit file, are categorized as soft inquiries. It states that
such inquiries do not affect credit scores or credit eligibility and are visible only to the consumer
when they obtain a copy of their own credit file.

The Respondent further indicates that companies may access all or part of a consumer’s credit
information for non-credit purposes, including identity verification, debt collection, employment
or tenancy screening, insurance underwriting, fraud detection, compliance with regulatory
requirements, account renewals, limit changes, monitoring or product or service offerings.

The Respondent reiterates that distinguishing between hard and soft inquiries is important
because only hard inquiries may affect credit scores, whereas soft inquiries merely record that
limited information was accessed for a permissible non-credit purpose.

The Respondent further maintains that soft inquiries play no role in credit decision-making, are
not visible to other organizations accessing the credit file and do not impact credit scores.

The Respondent further asserts that Canadian privacy and credit reporting legislation recognizes
that information contained in a consumer credit file may not be perfectly accurate at all times.
The Respondent states that this reality underpins the existence of dispute resolution
mechanisms across Canadian jurisdictions, which are intended to allow for verification,
correction and resolution of inaccuracies rather than imposing strict liability based solely on the
presence of disputed information. The Respondent maintains that treating every inquiry or

11



disputed item as a regulatory contravention would be inconsistent with the structure and intent
of credit reporting and privacy legislation. The Respondent emphasizes that credit reporting
regimes contemplate that inaccuracies may arise and provide consumers with defined rights to
challenge and resolve those inaccuracies through established investigation and dispute
processes. The Respondent raises this submission to ensure that assessments account for the
distinct nature, purpose and practical implications of inquiries within the credit reporting
regime.

Resolution and Consumer Outcomes

76.

77.

78.

79.

The Respondent states that all six matters were ultimately resolved in favour of the consumers
and that it confirmed resolution directly with the affected individuals, ensuring the accuracy of
the information currently appearing on each consumer’s credit file.

The Respondent indicates that, following resolution, it has not received additional complaints,
requests for damages or further claims arising from these matters.

Where verification resulted in modifications, the Respondent asserts that it notified credit
grantors which had recently accessed the affected consumer files, enabling those organizations
to update their records and reconsider prior decisions where applicable.

The Respondent disputes characterizing the presence of inquiries on consumer credit files as
contraventions, stating that the inquiries reflected lawful access to information at the time they
occurred and were later addressed through its established dispute resolution and notification
processes.

Corrective Measures and Ongoing Compliance by the Respondent

80. The Respondent states that it has implemented corrective measures to address the root causes
of the delays identified through the inspections, including reinforcing dispute processing
protocols and strengthening internal controls.

81. The Respondent also indicates that associates involved in dispute handling have been provided
additional guidance to ensure the consistent application of its dispute resolution process.

ANALYSIS

The Proper Scope of Section 109(1)(b)

82.

Section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA prohibits a reporting agency from including, in a report given
under section 108(1)(a), information about an individual that is not based on the most reliable

12



83.

84.

85.

evidence reasonably available.

The provision is directed at the quality and reliability of information at the time it is disclosed to
third parties, not merely at whether the information is later shown to be inaccurate. The
statutory focus is, therefore, prospective and contemporaneous rather than retrospective.

The BPCPA does not impose strict liability for inaccuracies, nor does it require immediate
removal of disputed information upon receipt of an individual’s complaint. The absence of
prescribed timelines in Part 6 confirms that the Legislature contemplated the need for
investigation and verification in response to disputes, including engagement with third-party
data providers that may be the source of record.

However, the existence of dispute mechanisms does not suspend or displace the obligation in
section 109(1)(b). Once a reporting agency has notice that the accuracy of specific information is
in question, the continued inclusion of that information about the induvial in reports given
under section 108(1)(a) must be justified by a reasonable basis for concluding that the
information disclosed remains based on the most reliable evidence reasonably available.
Whether such a basis exists must be assessed on the evidentiary record for the period during
which disclosure continued.

The Respondent’s Framing of the Issue

86.

87.

88.

89.

The Respondent submits that Canadian credit reporting regimes expressly recognize that
information contained in a consumer credit file may not always be perfectly accurate, and that
dispute resolution mechanisms exist to address inaccuracies through verification and correction
rather than immediate regulatory consequence.

| accept that the regulatory framework does not require perfection, and that credit reporting
agencies must often work through disputes by engaging data providers that are the source of
record. | also accept that the existence of dispute processes reflects a legislative expectation
that inaccuracies may arise and be corrected over time.

However, the Respondent’s submissions tend to conflate the existence of a dispute resolution
process with compliance under section 109(1)(b). The statutory obligation is not satisfied merely
by having processes in place or by eventual correction. Section 109(1)(b) requires that
information about an individual disclosed during the dispute period be grounded in the most
reliable evidence reasonably available at the time of disclosure. Whether that requirement is
met depends on what information was available, how the dispute was handled in practice and
whether there was a reasonable evidentiary basis for continuing to disclose the disputed
information while the dispute remained unresolved.

The Respondent does not dispute that, in each inspection file, the disputed information was

13



ultimately corrected. It further asserts that the presence of inaccurate information during a
dispute period does not, by itself, establish a contravention of section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA. |
agree that section 109(1)(b) does not impose strict liability and that the mere existence of
disputed information on a credit file during an investigation period is not, on its own,
determinative. However, the issue in these proceedings is not the presence of disputed
information in isolation, but whether the Respondent continued to disclose that information to
third parties under section 108(1)(a) for extended periods in circumstances where there was no
reasonable basis to conclude that the information disclosed about the individual was based on
the most reliable evidence reasonably available.

Inquiries and the Meaning of “Credit Information”

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

The Respondent places substantial emphasis on distinctions between credit-related (“hard”)
inquiries and non-credit or account-review (“soft”) inquiries, highlighting differences in visibility,
impact on credit scores and relevance to credit decision-making.

| accept that these distinctions exist in industry practice and that different types of inquiries may
have different practical consequences for consumers. | also accept that inquiries may reflect
lawful access to an individual’s credit file at the time they are made.

However, the BPCPA regulates the inclusion of “credit information” in a “report,” both of which
are defined broadly in section 106. The statutory scheme does not differentiate the reliability
obligation in section 109(1)(b) based on how a reporting agency internally categorizes
information in a report or on the perceived impact of that information.

Where inquiry information - whether described as “hard” or “soft”- is included in a report
provided to a third party under section 108(1)(a), it forms part of the information subject to the
reliability requirement in section 109(1)(b).

Accordingly, the issue is not whether particular inquiries affected credit scores or credit
eligibility: the issue is whether, once the accuracy or attribution of that information about the
individual was disputed, the information continued to be disclosed to third parties on a basis
that could reasonably be said to reflect the most reliable evidence reasonably available.

The Evidentiary Record During the Dispute Periods

95.

96.

The Inspector’s evidence is that for each of the six inspection cases, the Respondent had notice
that specific information appearing on complainant credit files was inaccurate or potentially
inaccurate. Notice arose through complainant disputes supported by documentation, contact
from credit grantors or both.

The Inspector’s evidence is that that, in each case, the disputed information remained

14



97.

98.

99.

uncorrected for extended periods (ranging from 72 days to more than 200 days) and continued
to be included in reports provided to third parties under section 108(1)(a) on multiple occasions.

In each case, the Respondent provided an explanation to the Inspector for the inaccuracy that
was materially the same: information associated with another individual with the same or a
similar name and sometimes date of birth had been reported on the complainant’s credit file
following a file update, resulting in “mixed file” errors.

Critically, the evidence does not identify any verification, reassessment or corrective action
taken by the Respondent during the dispute periods themselves to establish that the disputed
information continued to represent the most reliable evidence reasonably available. In each
case, corrective action occurred only after CPBC became involved. | say this based on the
evidentiary record before me, which contains no case-specific documentation showing that,
during the dispute periods, the Respondent assessed competing information, evaluated the
credibility of the dispute materials or otherwise formed a reasonable basis for continuing to
disclose the disputed information to third parties as reliable.

The Respondent’s submissions repeatedly describe its investigations as being concluded within
the “best reasonable delay possible.” However, in none of the six inspection cases does the
evidentiary record disclose basic information necessary to assess whether the delays in question
could reasonably be characterized in that way. The record does not show when an investigation
was commenced following receipt of a dispute, when or whether a credit grantor or other
source of record was contacted during the dispute period, what information was obtained
during that period or whether any interim evaluation of reliability occurred before the disputed
information about the individual was repeatedly disclosed to third parties. In the absence of
such evidence, the assertion that investigations were proceeding within a best reasonable delay
possible is not supported on the record before me.

Clarification of the Evidentiary Record Relevant to the Analysis

100.

Before turning to a case specific clarification of dispute periods and disclosure frequency, | note
that | have reviewed the Inspector’s Report critically. Although | generally accept the Inspector’s
evidence and consider it in my analysis, there are multiple instances where the Inspector’s
evidence required correction or precision, particularly around quotations attributed to the
Respondent, reporting periods and the calculation of relevant timeframes. Where such
correction and clarification was necessary, | have resolved these issues by reference to the
contemporaneous records before me. These corrections and clarifications do not alter the
nature of the contraventions alleged or the Respondent’s position that the information was
ultimately corrected. Rather, they ensure that the description of duration and frequency — both
of which are relevant to the application of section 109(1)(b) and to the assessment of any
enforcement action —is grounded in the evidentiary record. | will also note the Respondent did

15



not challenge the Inspector’s evidence on these points.

Complaint Case 32111

In this case, the Inspector relied on the dates May 30, 2025 to September 12, 2025 to say the
disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for 105 days and included in
reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 44 occasions after notice of the dispute. Although
the Respondent submits that it did not receive the complainant’s initial dispute letter, | am
satisfied, based on the evidentiary record - specifically the Canada Post delivery records — that
the complainant’s communication was delivered and received by the Respondent on May 30,
2025. The evidentiary record - consisting primarily of information provided to the Inspector -
indicates that the disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for 104 days
(until September 11, 2025) and was included in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on
38 occasions after notice of dispute.

Complaint Case 32180

In this case, the Inspector relied on the dates June 19, 2025 to January 14, 2026 to say the
disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for 213 days and was included in
reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 30 occasions after notice of the dispute. However,
the evidentiary record — consisting primarily of information provided to the Inspector —indicates
that the disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for 207 days (until
January 12, 2026).

Complaint Case 32168

In this case, the Inspector relied on September 16, 2025 as the date of notice, based on a
communication sent by a credit grantor to say that disputed information remained on the
complainant’s credit file for 119 days and was included in reports provided under section
108(1)(a) on 36 occasions after notice of the dispute. The Respondent denied receiving this
correspondence from the credit grantor. The evidentiary record does not demonstrate that this
credit grantor communication was received by the Respondent. The earliest reliable indication
in the evidentiary record that the Respondent had notice that the information was disputed is
December 23, 2025, when the Inspector contacted the Respondent. Using that date, the
evidentiary record reflects that the disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit
file for 21 days (until January 13, 2026) and was included in reports provided under

section 108(1)(a) on four occasions after notice was received.

Complaint Case 32192

The evidentiary record is consistent with the Inspector’s description in this case. The disputed
information remained on the complainant’s credit file for 72 days and was included in reports
provided under section 108(1)(a) on three occasions after notice of dispute.
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Complaint Case 32255

In this case, the Inspector relied on the dates August 25, 2025 to February 13, 2026 to say the
disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for 172 days and was included in
reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 34 occasions after notice of the dispute. The
evidentiary record, however, indicates that the Respondent was first notified that the
information was disputed on October 6, 2025. Using that date, the evidentiary record reflects
that the disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for 130 days (until
February 13, 2026) and was included in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on

27 occasions after notice was received.

Complaint Case 32256

In this case, the Inspector relied on the dates November 7, 2025 to February 13, 2026 to say the
disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for 98 days and was included in
reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 18 occasions after notice of the dispute. However,
the evidentiary record - consisting primarily of information provided to the Inspector - indicates
that the disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for 96 days (until
February 11, 2026).

The Respondent’s Explanation for the Delays

101.

102.

103.

104.

The Respondent submits that the delays in these matters arose from specific and atypical
processing errors involving the incorrect application of dispute intake and processing
procedures by a limited number of associates.

In the evidentiary record, the Respondent also attributed the underlying inaccuracies to
similarities in names, dates of birth, or other personal identifiers between affected consumers
and other individuals, resulting in what it characterized as “mixed-file errors.”

The Respondent further emphasized, in its communications with the Inspector, that the
procurement and compilation of factual and statistical data in a computerized environment involving
a large volume of consumer information inherently carries a risk of error, and that legislatures across
Canada have recognized this reality by providing for dispute resolution processes to facilitate
consumer access to their credit files and correction of inaccuracies where necessary.

| accept that contraventions of section 109(1)(b) need not be systemic in nature, and that
individual or operational errors can engage the provision. | also accept that credit reporting
operates at scale, that errors may arise in such systems, and that similarities in personal
identifiers can explain how inaccurate information may initially be associated with an
individual’s credit file. The BPCPA does not require proof of systemic failure as a precondition to
liability.
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105.

106.

107.

However, where a respondent relies on its internal processes to explain prolonged disclosure of
disputed information to third parties, it bears the evidentiary burden of demonstrating how
those processes were applied in the specific circumstances under review, and how they
supported continued disclosure as reliable during the dispute period.

In these six cases, the Respondent did not provide file-specific evidence showing that, during the
dispute periods, it reasonably assessed the information provided by the complainants or
otherwise determined that the disputed information being disclosed remained based on the
most reliable evidence reasonably available. In several of the cases, the Respondent
acknowledged that the initial disputes were not handled in accordance with its own processes
and that corrective measures were implemented only after CPBC involvement.

In the absence of such evidence, the explanation that the errors were atypical or procedural
does not displace the statutory obligation in section 109(1)(b) or justify the continued disclosure
of disputed information about the individual during the dispute periods identified in the Report.

Lawful Access and Eventual Correction

108.

109.

110.

The Respondent also submits that inquiries reflected lawful access at the time they were made
and that, once corrections occurred, credit grantors were notified and complainants confirmed
resolution of their complaints.

| accept that lawful access at the time of an inquiry and post-correction notifications are
relevant contextual facts. However, they do not address the core statutory question under
section 109(1)(b), which concerns the reliability of information at the time it is included in
reports disclosed to third parties.

The eventual correction and complainant satisfaction do not retroactively establish that
information disclosed during the dispute periods was based on the most reliable evidence
reasonably available when it was reported.

Application of Section 109(1)(b)

111.

Once a report is provided under section 108(1)(a), section 109 governs the inclusion and
reliability of information contained in that report. While Part 6 refers to “credit information” in
describing the subject matter of an individual’s credit files, section 109(1)(b) uses the broader
term “information” to regulate the reliability of material included in reports disclosed to third
parties. Accordingly, in applying section 109(1)(b), the analysis focuses on whether the
information included in reports was based on the most reliable evidence reasonably available
about the individual at the time of disclosure, regardless of how that information may be
categorized internally by the reporting agency.
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112.

113.

114.

Having considered the Inspector’s evidence and the Respondent’s submissions, | find that, in
each of the six inspection cases, the Respondent included information in reports given under
section 108(1)(a) during periods when the reliability of that information had been called into
question.

In the absence of evidence showing that, during those periods, there was a reasonable basis for
concluding that the information disclosed about the individual remained based on the most
reliable evidence reasonably available, | am not satisfied the Respondent complied with

section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA.

| therefore find the Respondent contravened section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA in each of the six
inspection cases outlined in the Report.

CONCLUSIONS AND FINDINGS

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

Having considered the Inspector’s evidence and the Respondent’s submissions, and for the
reasons set out in the Analysis above, | find that TransUnion contravened section 109(1)(b) of
the BPCPA in each of the six inspection cases.

In each case, the Respondent had notice that specific credit information included in
complainant’s credit files was inaccurate or potentially inaccurate. Despite that notice, the
Respondent continued to include the disputed information about the individual in reports
provided to third parties under section 108(1)(a) for extended periods.

While section 109(1)(b) does not impose strict liability and does not require immediate
correction of disputed information, continued disclosure during a dispute period must be
supported by a reasonable basis for concluding that the information about the individual
disclosed is based on the most reliable evidence reasonably available.

In these six inspection cases, the evidentiary record does not establish that, during the dispute
periods, the Respondent assessed competing information, verified the accuracy of the disputed
information or otherwise formed a reasonable basis for continuing to disclose the disputed
information to third parties as reliable. Rather, the evidence demonstrates that corrective action
occurred only after CPBC became involved.

The fact that the disputed information was ultimately corrected does not establish that the
information disclosed during the dispute periods met the statutory requirement in

section 109(1)(b). Nor do lawful access at the time of inquiry, post-correction notifications or
the existence of general dispute resolution processes retroactively justify continued disclosure
during periods when reliability had been called into question.

I, therefore, find that, in each of the six inspection cases, the Respondent included information
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about the individual in reports given under section 108(1)(a) that was not based on the most
reliable evidence reasonably available, contrary to section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA.

121.  For clarity, the findings in respect of each inspection case are as follows:

Complaint File 32111: The disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for
104 days and was included in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 38 occasions after
notice of dispute was received.

Complaint File 32180: The disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for
207 days and was included in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 30 occasions after
notice of dispute was received.

Complaint File 32168: The disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for
21 days and was included in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 4 occasions after the
Respondent had reliable notice that the information was disputed.

Complaint File 32192: The disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for
72 days and was included in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 3 occasions after notice
of dispute was received.

Complaint File 32255: The disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for
130 days and was included in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 27 occasions after
notice of dispute was received.

Complaint File 32256: The disputed information remained on the complainant’s credit file for
96 days and was included in reports provided under section 108(1)(a) on 18 occasions after
notice of dispute was received.

ENFORCEMENT ACTION

122.  As a delegate of the Director, on finding that a contravention has taken place, | have the
discretion to take one or more of the following actions:

Issue a compliance order (under section 155 of the Act), directing the Respondent to:
e Reimburse money received to a consumer;

e Stop a specified act or practice and take actions to correct the issue; and/or

e Pay CPBC the costs of the inspection and actual legal costs.

Il. Impose a penalty of up to $5,000 on an individual or up to $50,000 on a corporation,
pursuant to section 165 of the Act. A contravention to section 109(1)(b) is prescribed for
the purpose of administrative penalty under the Business Practices and Consumer
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123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

129.

Protection Regulation.

M. Enter into an Undertaking with the Respondent on terms that | consider appropriate.

Having found the Respondent contravened section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA in each of the six
inspection files, | must determine whether to utilize the regulatory tools under the BPCPA in
taking enforcement action against the Respondent.

Administrative monetary penalties are an important regulatory tool under the BPCPA. Their
purpose is not punitive, but to promote compliance with the BPCPA and to deter future
non-compliance — both by the respondent and more broadly within the marketplace. In
appropriate cases, administrative monetary penalties operate alongside other enforcement
measures, including compliance orders, to address unlawful conduct in a proportionate and
risk-based manner.

Section 164 of the BPCPA confers discretion on the Director to impose an administrative
monetary penalty where a prescribed provision has been contravened. That discretion extends
not only to the amount of an administrative monetary penalty, but also to whether an
administrative monetary penalty is imposed in respect of all, some or none of the
contraventions found, having regard to the circumstances of the case and the purposes of the
BPCPA. For clarity, a contravention to section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA is prescribed for the
purposes of imposing an administrative monetary penalty.

In exercising this discretion, | am guided by the factors set out in section 164(2) of the BPCPA
and by CPBC’s Administrative Monetary Penalty Policy. Both the BPCPA and the Policy are
structured in such a way that enforcement responses should be proportionate, responsive to
risk and tailored to the gravity and magnitude of the non-compliant conduct, while also
supporting effective deterrence and obtaining compliance into the future.

In this matter, | have found six contraventions of section 109(1)(b). While each contravention is
serious and warrants a regulatory response, the BPCPA does not require that an administrative
monetary penalty be imposed for every contravention as a matter of course. Nor does the Policy
contemplate a strictly mechanical approach, whereby identical penalties are automatically
applied on a one-to-one basis without regard to proportionality or overall regulatory purpose.

Applying separate administrative monetary penalties to each contravention, without regard to
their relative seriousness, would risk undermining the objective of proportionality by producing
an outcome that is not meaningfully calibrated to the gravity, duration, and impact of the
conduct. At the same time, the imposition of an administrative monetary penalty is warranted in
this case to promote compliance and to deter future contraventions of section 109(1)(b).

Having regard to the evidence, | have, therefore, decided to impose administrative monetary
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130.

131.

penalties in respect of three of the six contraventions — specifically, those | consider to be the
most serious based on the length of the dispute periods and the number of reports in which
disputed information was disclosed to third parties. These are:

e Complaint File 32180, in which the disputed information remained uncorrected for 207 days
and was included in reports on 30 occasions;

e Complaint File 32255, in which the disputed information remained uncorrected for 130 days
and was included in reports on 27 occasions; and

e Complaint File 32111, in which the disputed information remained uncorrected for 104 days
and was included in reports on 38 occasions.

With respect to the remaining three contraventions, | have determined that a compliance order
is an appropriate enforcement response. That order applies to all six inspection files and is
directed at addressing the underlying conduct that gave rise to each contravention.

| am satisfied that this approach achieves an appropriate balance between deterrence and
proportionality and the objective of obtaining compliance. It ensures that the most serious
instances of non-compliance attract administrative monetary penalties, while the broader
compliance order addresses the pattern of conduct identified through the inspection and is
directed at preventing recurrence. Taken together, this enforcement outcome is responsive to
risk, supports future compliance, and is consistent with the purposes of the BPCPA and, in the
case of the administrative monetary penalties, the Administrative Monetary Penalty Policy.

Administrative Monetary Penalty

132.

133.

134.

A contravention to section 109 (1)(b) of the BPCPA is prescribed for the purpose of an
administrative monetary penalty under the Business Practices and Consumer Protection
Regulation (section 6). The BPCPA authorizes the imposition of a penalty of up to $50,000 on a
corporation (pursuant to section 165 of the BPCPA).

In the context of the factors under section 164(2) of the BPCPA (below), | have decided that an
administrative monetary penalty is warranted for the contravention to section 109(1)(b) of the
BPCPA. | have already explained this purpose, which includes to effect deterrence (both specific
and general) and to promote compliance in the future.

Section 164(2) of the BPCPA sets out the following factors that must be considered before
imposing an administrative monetary penalty:

a. Previous enforcement actions for contraventions of a similar nature by the person;
b. The gravity and magnitude of the contravention;
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135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

140.

The extent of the harm to others resulting from the contravention;
Whether the contravention was repeated or continuous;

Whether the contravention was deliberate;

Any economic benefit derived by the person from the contravention; and

@ >0 o0

The person’s efforts to correct the contravention.

For the contravention at issue, | considered all these factors to decide whether an
administrative monetary penalty should be imposed. If imposing an administrative monetary
penalty and in determining the amount that should be imposed, | consider the section 164(2)
factors together with the CPBC policy, “Calculation of Administrative Monetary Penalties Policy
and Procedures” (the “Policy”). The Policy model and rationale are discussed below.

The Policy, normally applied by CPBC, sets out how an administrative monetary penalty amount
is calculated, starting with a base penalty amount. The Policy is a guidance document that helps
to ensure the calculation of administrative monetary penalty amounts are consistent,
transparent, flexible, and proportionate to the contraventions at issue. The Policy allows
suppliers subject to administrative monetary penalties to know how CPBC interprets the BPCPA
and analyses the criteria when determining administrative monetary penalty amounts. CPBC has
developed the Policy from its experience and expertise in providing consumer protection
services, and from its mandate to administer the BPCPA in the public interest.

According to the Policy, contraventions for which administrative monetary penalties are
imposed are first categorized into Type A, Type B or Type C. CPBC makes these assignments
based on its purposes and experience in delivering consumer protection services in the public
interest, and the consideration of two factors: 1) the inherent severity of harm specific to the
contravention; and 2) the probability that a person will experience harm from the
contravention.

After categorization of the contravention, the decision maker considers a set of “adjustment
factors” that are laid out in the Policy. These “adjustment factors” are based on section 164(2)
of the BPCPA, plus one additional criterion consistent with the legislation. The Policy requires
the decision maker to choose a “gravity” value for each adjustment factor based on
consideration of the relevant aggravating or mitigating circumstances.

When applying the Policy, the decision maker considers all the factors under section 164(2) in
their calculation or analysis of the administrative monetary penalty amount that should be
imposed. The decision maker continues by exercising their discretion on whether the amounts
in the Policy should be used or whether different amounts should be imposed based on
consideration of the factors under section 164(2) (and one additional related criterion) and any
other relevant circumstances.

In the Respondent’s hearing notice, | identified the Policy and advised that it would be applied
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as part of any decision that may impose an administrative monetary penalty. This notice further
stated that the Policy can be viewed on CPBC’s website and would be otherwise provided to the
Respondent in paper form upon request. Therefore, in this hearing the Respondent had an
opportunity to respond to the Policy by making submissions on the appropriateness of its
application or its consistency with criteria in the BPCPA. The Respondent’s submission did not
address the Policy.

Calculation of the Amounts of Administrative Monetary Penalty

141.

142.

143.

144.

| first apply the Policy to calculate an administrative monetary penalty amount. | then decide
whether that amount, or a different amount, should be imposed based on consideration of the
factors under section 164(2) of the BPCPA, one additional criterion and any other relevant
circumstances.

A breach to section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA is a Type B contravention under the Policy (page 12
Appendix A, line 80). | agree with this categorization, given the circumstances of this violation. It
represents the appropriate level of severity and potential harm for prescribed contraventions
according to the Policy.

According to the Administrative Monetary Penalty Matrix in part 4.3 of the Policy (page 5), the
“base” amount for an administrative monetary penalty of this nature is $3,500 for a business.

My assessment of the adjustment factors applicable to these contraventions under the Policy’s
Administrative Monetary Penalty Matrix is set out in the following table:
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Adjustment Factor

IRIS File

Effect on

Analysis

1. Previous
enforcement
actions for
contraventions of

a similar nature

Reference

32180

Gravity

There is no evidence that the Respondent has previously been subject to enforcement
action for contraventions of section 109(1)(b) or for failures of a similar nature involving
the continued disclosure of disputed credit information. This factor is therefore treated
as neutral.

32255

TransUnion has not previously been subject to enforcement action respecting
contraventions of section 109(1)(b) or materially similar provisions. This factor is
therefore treated as neutral.

32111

There is no evidence of prior enforcement action against TransUnion for contraventions
of a similar nature. This factor is therefore treated as neutral.

2. Gravity and
magnitude of the
contravention

32180

The gravity and magnitude of this contravention are significant given the central role
that credit reporting agencies play in the financial system and the reliance placed by
third parties on the accuracy of the information they provide. Section 109(1)(b) reflects
a legislative expectation that reporting agencies will exercise reasonable diligence to
ensure that information disclosed about an individual is reliable, particularly once its
accuracy has been called into question. In this file, disputed information continued to
be reported during an unresolved dispute in circumstances where the evidentiary
record does not demonstrate that the Respondent undertook a reliability assessment
sufficient to support that continued disclosure. This failure undermines the integrity of
the credit reporting system and elevates the seriousness of the contravention.

32255

The gravity and magnitude of this contravention is elevated by the nature of the
obligation breached and the importance of accuracy in credit reporting. Reporting
agencies function as trusted intermediaries whose information is relied upon by lenders
and others making consequential decisions. When an individual disputes the accuracy
of credit information, section 109(1)(b) requires reasonable efforts to ensure that any
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information disclosed about the individual remains based on the most reliable evidence
reasonably available. The continued disclosure of disputed information in this file,
without a demonstrable reliability assessment during the dispute period, represents a
significant departure from that obligation and materially elevates the seriousness of the
conduct.

32111

The gravity and magnitude of this contravention are informed by the impact that
inaccurate or inadequately verified credit information can have on individuals and the
broader marketplace. Accurate credit reporting is essential to ensuring fair access to
credit and maintaining confidence in the reporting system. In this file, the disputed
information involved an attribution error, a category of dispute that carries heightened
risk of misuse because it concerns whether information belongs to the correct
individual at all. Continued disclosure of such information about the individual without
clear evidence of a reliability assessment during the dispute period significantly elevates
the gravity of the contravention.

3. Extent of the
harm to others
resulting from the
contravention

32180

Inaccurate or unreliable credit information has the potential to cause serious adverse
impacts on individuals, including denial or modification of credit products, increased
borrowing costs or heightened scrutiny by lenders. In this file, the complainant reported
that their line of credit was removed during the dispute period; however, the
evidentiary record does not clearly establish that this outcome was the direct result of
the disputed credit information. Even in the absence of proven causation, the
continued disclosure of disputed information to third parties over an extended period
materially increased the risk that adverse decisions could be made in reliance on
unreliable information. Where such risk is foreseeable, it remains a relevant
consideration under section 164(2), given the consequential nature of credit reporting
and the difficulty of reversing downstream impacts once disclosure has occurred.

32255

While the evidentiary record does not identify a specific documented loss, inaccurate
credit information has the potential to affect key aspects of an individual’s financial life.
Inaccurate credit reporting can result in denial of credit, higher interest rates, reduced
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credit limits, additional documentation requirements and adverse decisions in tenancy
or employment screening contexts. The repeated disclosure of disputed information to
third parties during a prolonged dispute period materially increases the likelihood that
individuals will be adversely affected by decisions made in reliance on unreliable
information.

32111

The dissemination of inaccurate or unreliable credit information can impair an
individual’s ability to obtain credit or fair borrowing terms and can cause reputational
and financial harm that is difficult to reverse once third parties have relied on the
information. Where the dispute involves an attribution or mixed-file issue, the
consequences can be particularly serious because the information may relate to a
different individual altogether. The repeated disclosure of disputed information during
the dispute period substantially elevated the risk of harm to the individual and
underscores the real-world consequences of deficiencies in dispute handling by
reporting agencies.

4. Whether the
contravention was
repeated or
continuous

32180

The contravention was continuous throughout the 207-day dispute period and was
repeated through 30 disclosures to third parties. The repeated nature of the disclosure
distinguishes this matter from a single or isolated error and supports treating this factor
as aggravating. Each disclosure constituted a separate instance in which disputed
information was disseminated to a third party in circumstances engaging

section 109(1)(b), and each such instance could independently have attracted
enforcement consequences.

32255

The contravention was continuous over 130 days and repeated through 27 disclosures.
Each disclosure extended the duration and reach of the unreliable information,
reinforcing the repeated and ongoing nature of the contravention. Each disclosure
represented a discrete occasion on which section 109(1)(b) was engaged and, viewed in
isolation, could have formed the basis for regulatory enforcement.
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32111

The contravention was continuous over 104 days and repeated through 38 disclosures.
The frequency of disclosures during the dispute period supports a finding that the
contravention was ongoing rather than momentary. Each disclosure involved the
communication of disputed information to a third party and constituted a separate
instance of non-compliance with the obligation to ensure reliability under

section 109(1)(b).

5. Whether the
contravention was
deliberate

32180

The evidence does not support a finding that the contravention was deliberate or
intentional. The Respondent characterizes the issue as arising from dispute handling
deficiencies rather than purposeful non-compliance. This factor is therefore treated as
neutral.

32255

There is insufficient evidence to conclude that the contravention was deliberate.
Nonetheless, the circumstances reflect more than a minor or fleeting oversight, given
the prolonged dispute period and repeated disclosures. This factor is therefore treated
as neutral.

32111

The contravention was not shown to be deliberate. However, the fact that disputed
information continued to be disclosed for an extended period after notice was received
reduces the weight afforded to inadvertence as a mitigating consideration. This factor is
therefore treated as neutral.

6. Economic
benefit derived by
the person from
the contraventions

32180

There is no evidence of a direct economic benefit derived by the Respondent from
continuing to disclose the disputed information. This factor is therefore treated as
neutral.

32255

No direct economic benefit has been demonstrated. This factor is therefore treated as
neutral.

32111

No economic benefit is established on the evidence. This factor is therefore treated as
neutral.
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7. Whether the
person made
reasonable efforts
to mitigate or
reverse the effects
of the
contravention

32180

The evidentiary record does not establish that the Respondent made reasonable efforts
to mitigate or reverse the effects of the contravention during the dispute period.
Although the disputed information was ultimately corrected, this occurred only after
the involvement of CPBC. The record reflects an extended period in which the
Respondent had notice that the accuracy of the information was in question, yet
continued to disclose the disputed information about the individual to third parties
without evidence of interim steps to assess reliability or limit dissemination. In these
circumstances, post-inspection correction does not warrant mitigation credit, as the
Respondent had a meaningful opportunity to take reasonable measures before
regulatory intervention and did not do so. This factor is therefore treated as neutral.

32255

There is no evidence on the record that the Respondent undertook reasonable
measures to mitigate the effects of the contravention during the dispute period. While
the disputed information about the individual was ultimately corrected, this correction
occurred only after CPBC became involved. The evidence does not demonstrate that
the Respondent took steps during the prolonged dispute period to verify the accuracy
of the information, reassess its reliability or otherwise mitigate the consequences of
continued disclosure. Where corrective action occurs only following regulatory
involvement, it does not support a finding of reasonable mitigation. This factor is
therefore treated as neutral.

32111

The record does not support a finding that the Respondent made reasonable efforts to
mitigate or reverse the effects of the contravention during the dispute period. In this
file, the disputed information involved an attribution or mixed-file issue, a category of
error that carries heightened risk of individual harm. Despite having notice the
evidentiary record does not show that the Respondent undertook timely steps to
validate the accuracy of the disputed information, reassess reliability or otherwise
mitigate the effects of continued disclosure before CPBC intervention. Correction
undertaken only after regulatory involvement does not warrant mitigation credit. This
factor is therefore treated as neutral.
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8. The person’s
efforts to correct
the contraventions
and prevent
recurrence

32180

In its submissions, the Respondent states that it has implemented corrective steps to
address the root cause of the delays identified and to reinforce adherence to
dispute-processing protocols. The Respondent also submits that it has ensured
associates involved in dispute handling clearly understand and consistently apply the
dispute processes already in place. However, the evidentiary record does not
substantiate this. The Respondent did not provide documentary evidence of the
corrective steps claimed, such as revised policies or procedures, internal
communications to staff, training materials or records or other objective indicia
demonstrating that systemic changes were implemented to prevent recurrence. In the
absence of such evidence, | am unable to give mitigating weight to these claims when
assessing efforts to correct the contraventions and prevent future non-compliance. This
factor is therefore treated as neutral.

32255

The Respondent submits that it has taken steps to strengthen existing controls,
reinforce dispute handling protocols and ensure staff involved in dispute processing
understand and apply those protocols consistently. While such steps, if demonstrated,
could be relevant to preventing recurrence, the Respondent provided no supporting
evidence to substantiate these claims. There is no evidence on the record of policy or
procedure enhancements, staff training initiatives or other concrete measures
implemented following the events in this file. In these circumstances, | am not satisfied
that the Respondent has demonstrated meaningful efforts to correct the
contraventions or prevent similar occurrences, and this factor does not operate in
mitigation. This factor is therefore treated as neutral.

32111

The Respondent asserts that corrective measures have been implemented to address
the underlying causes of dispute handling delays and to reinforce compliance with
existing processes, including ensuring that associates involved in dispute handling
understand their responsibilities. However, as with the other files, the Respondent has
not provided evidence demonstrating what, if any, corrective steps were taken. The
record does not include revised policies, procedural changes, training records or
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internal communications evidencing implementation of preventative measures. Given
the absence of supporting documentation (and particularly in light of the attribution or
mixed-file nature of the error in this file), | am unable to conclude that the Respondent
has established effective efforts to correct the contraventions or prevent recurrence for
the purposes of this adjustment factor. This factor is therefore treated as neutral.

Overall Gravity
Effect

32180 +4
32255 +4
32111 +4
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145.  According to my application of the Policy and its Administrative Monetary Penalty Matrix,
the overall adjustment for the contravention to section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA involves an
overall score of “four” for each of the three contraventions identified for an administrative
monetary penalty.

146. The Policy determines that a violation of section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA to be a Type B
contravention with a base penalty amount of $3,500 for a business. In this case, having
found a gravity level of “four,” the Matrix calls for an administrative monetary penalty of
$5,500 for each contravention. In this hearing, no additional relevant circumstances have
been brought to bear on my analysis and calculation of penalty as to vary it from the Policy
amount.

147. I have considered the administrative monetary penalty of $5,500 for each contravention as
calculated under the Matrix, together with the guidance set out in the Policy. | am mindful
that | am not bound to the Policy or the amounts generated under it. | have also considered
the cumulative total of $16,500 resulting from the three contraventions. Exercising my
discretion to impose a penalty of up to $50,000, | am satisfied that a penalty of $5,500 for
each contravention, and a cumulative amount of $16,500 is proportionate and appropriate
in light of the considerations and reasons discussed above. A Notice of Administrative
Penalty is attached to these reasons.

COMPLIANCE ORDER

148.  Having found the Respondent contravened section 109(1)(b) of the BPCPA in each of the six
inspection cases, | am satisfied that a compliance order is necessary and appropriate to
promote future compliance and to address the underlying practices that gave rise to the
contraventions. In particular, the evidentiary record demonstrates repeated disclosure of
disputed information to third parties after notice of dispute, without an evidentiary basis
showing interim reliability assessment sufficient to support continued disclosure as being
based on the most reliable evidence reasonably available. A compliance order under
section 155(4) is an appropriate regulatory response because it enables CPBC to require
concrete, forward looking measures. policy and procedure revisions, documentation and
quality-assurance controls for disputed information (including heightened controls where
attribution or mixed-file risk is present), staff training and proof of implementation to
reduce the likelihood of recurrence and to ensure the Respondent’s dispute handling aligns
with its statutory obligations. | also find it appropriate to require the reimbursement of
CPBC’s inspection and legal costs incurred in respect of these contraventions.
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A compliance order with detailed terms is attached to these reasons.

RECONSIDERATION

149. A compliance order and/or a notice of administrative monetary penalty may be
reconsidered in accordance with Division 1 of Part 12 of the Act, subject to the provisions
outlined in sections 181 and 182(2). A request for reconsideration must be submitted within
30 days of receipt of the compliance order and/or notice of administrative penalty. The
request for reconsideration must be in writing, identify the error the person believes was
made, or the other grounds for reconsideration, and must be accompanied by a $330
application fee. More details about the reconsideration process are outlined in the
compliance order and the notice of administrative penalty. A request for reconsideration
should be addressed to:

Consumer Protection BC

Attention: Shahid Noorani, Vice President, Regulatory Affairs
200 — 4946 Canada Way, Burnaby, BC V5G 4H7
shahid.noorani@consumerprotectionbc.ca

Decided on May 4, 2026 in Burnaby, BC.

Shahid Noorani, Vice President
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