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The Agencies received several comments on the proposed model forms, as 

discussed in more detail below.  The final rules adopt model forms H-6 and H-7 of the 

Board‘s rule and B-6 and B-7 of the Commission‘s rule as proposed with one revision 

pertaining to the disclosure of contact information for the entity that provided the credit 

score.   

Contact information for the entity that provided the credit score.  An industry 

commenter asked that the Agencies add language to the model forms directing the 

consumer to the consumer reporting agency for more information about the credit score.  

The commenter believed that consumers may otherwise contact creditors with questions 

about their credit score, but that creditors are not in a position to answer those questions. 

The Agencies are adding optional language to model forms H-6 and H-7 of the 

Board‘s rule and B-6 and B-7 of the Commission‘s rule directing the consumer to the 

entity (which may be a consumer reporting agency or, in the case of a proprietary score 

that meets the definition of a credit score, the creditor itself) that provided the credit score 

for any questions about the credit score, along with the entity‘s contact information.  

Creditors may use or not use the additional language without losing the safe harbor, since 

the language is optional.  The final rules add new instruction 4. to Appendices H and B to 

make clear that this disclosure of the entity‘s contact information is optional. 

Co-applicants, guarantors, and co-signers.  An industry commenter 

recommended providing creditors with the flexibility to add language to the model forms 

to indicate that for co-applicants, the terms of credit may be based on either or both of the 

applicants‘ credit information.  A consumer advocate similarly suggested adding 

language to the model forms indicating that for applications with a guarantor or co-

signer, the terms of credit may be based on either or both of the applicant‘s, guarantor‘s, 

or co-signer‘s credit information.  The commenters explained that such language would 

decrease consumer confusion, since an applicant with an excellent credit profile who 

receives a risk-based pricing notice may not realize that the risk-based pricing decision 

may have been made because of the co-applicant‘s, guarantor‘s, or co-signer‘s credit 

profile.  

The Agencies believe the additional language may simply complicate the 

disclosures without providing a substantial benefit to consumers.  An applicant with 

strong credit who receives a risk-based pricing notice will likely understand that the 

adverse decision was based on the co-applicant, guarantor, or co-signer‘s credit 

information or will contact the creditor to inquire. 
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