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‘1 RI SK BASED DATA ASSESSMENT FI ELD OF THE | NVENTI ON
The present invention relates generally to a system
and method of 5 receiving data and conducting a risk
assessnment to determne future actions with respect
to the data. The system and nethod of the present o

from ol fents, Fanducting T assessment of tV'h29rlm!ﬂlfﬂ“lllll!!!lllll!,llmﬂﬂt

that the data 2 PIMENACcorrect, and;sg;sox
decidingfuture action as aresult of the o
assessment . The system and nethod of the 10

FEbPe@EH'tHEl WNMENTEN has” appl i cation in any.
| l.ected f n
K S F -
recutmngldett& and dbatucting 4 ek adedsamdP eI GtuE R ctions with
O\lgl the advent of large data processing
'eS%%E@nkh a@a. f iTBEnEYHeM; endneietod wé the apiesente dnviention s
parti c&.ﬁ@tWUé@ulaf& rlé&@iﬂ?%sdé’tg fg&l‘h%Il@ﬁfse'cﬁﬁguétirnﬁnérgla'sgé‘gs‘??ent of

automatical |y fecting actions on
the é’ﬁg? thaidbe \vede tﬁa@%erm¢mpleﬁaoemprrect ead Wetididgvaysre action

I
o BISBILEPolEnh e HREL A YEE KA gL SRk 3 e
prepetﬁd@g@jtng lmajapaﬁbatlbe lefefrwcd:trdmgnsténmm/ﬁ@’el @dt8 is collected

oL a0, S5 e TN B BER, MSoRbe amr

coreohdatian that data is either inconplete and/or
incorrect. This is particularly problematic for
agenci es that process requests that involve a
BACKGROGUND OFTTHEENVERTIGNaNpl e, organi sations such as
h 'i&_@ atign departrrent or insurance conpanies that
&3 & 8PYRMCIJRras datm Pocagging Systeows Signidicant efficiencies
wer@eg I t d 0
emeddd |itf FRBAMJ S E»?(?c[etsgﬁtgl abf F?&Wae\éf(#rfofnﬂ {pﬁgts and

client ma belntentlo sé in ofr
auterpatigally eemaetmsmmt@smaais dfemyfreceivathdatat  t here

ar @)nidbiRitE) Wﬁprtegeﬁl&l Yiwlals ﬁ%s%&bi@qgltfu% ttlg%w Ctgwe&glved from

det erm ne ther a cli
cliegisnig| corepletat and/ot cogest tjjmréby: anétblbngrm]b%eduéﬁtl wrokésdify and

the SFBEIY o EH OB sBlio S AR 2 T B A sV ERtaaT 8 Capte often
requitdcbin inetacoes$ Mteeettmhreas isbmeatbrzeheidt dbf kAShee incomplete
variations fromdata receive

bstantjal statist
andfof e 8P’ﬁ£a|aw s jESP:”tﬁﬁUkﬁ”HgP'@b&%%%q forc apemsies that process

requestpditdt involoae finamddicomasmabl es e)kd?nﬂ@né{rgaﬁ%%ﬁﬁné REch as
the & |tl ca(gl on of netrics and/or rules is relativ
e %gq o0, %qey'traem foisurance companies that process returns or claim

applications are necessarily concerned that the data received from a client may
be intentionally false in order for the client to obtain a financial benefit. Whilst
there are systems presently in existence that quickly determine whether a ciient
has failed to pro\/ide complete data, it is significantly more difficult to assess
whether a client has provided incorrect data. |

Whilst it has been known to apply metrics and/or rules to collected data in
an attempt to locate substantial statistical variations from data received from

“individuals in a single classification with respect to one or more variables, in many

cases the application of metrics and/or rules is relatively rudimentary and does
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2 not significantly reduce the anount of manual -
intervention that is presently required to address
data received fromclients that is either inconplete
and/or incorrect. OF course, it is necessary to
strike a bal ance between tke level of risk that is
not agigRintamiye a ;50
oy D rotIct RSBkt re B! HteREREG s prasentl
reqeives torddraser dgiayieesived dram allientst that ms ehtmrememmmmatand/or

! G PR Ta a7 oY SHBBEb R RRH PRl e

thata@eamemablél with fespaxatd Qﬂtoﬁr@éﬂ@?@éﬁssﬁﬁyoﬂ Hféﬁf Haed la}id the
refunds to clients and/or to collect the

f'”agﬁﬁyvaﬁ‘F PSECIBIRE Mth eyertapundes @aym‘ém@ cliergnin: thei event that
the Q'lslkeégs‘éssrgéntt %%d?tsllﬁir iCICHAR achrat@r‘arﬂJl%%Bﬁéftﬁn%ﬁ;ﬁgt& data is

coll ection an proces systemiI1s
PrOﬁ%?ﬂattéw %’S%@Cyﬂaﬁl@hpaeva d’edahx;n deperitrent nhdyennddreactly

h
ford@8 1EHunkl b it SnabrSaP R ELFRR Ine ¥SREAte AR B Bpeaton
revemueefmmrthelo gliénts. oodﬁheto@hér&@r@iﬁ iftah@utdrhales dass68lictiss and

th essi n |nc ct data. Accordingly, there is
-proX‘é Sé%c-gsy CMEr ?41 FEEYRRRlY aéﬁe%ﬁj@ﬁa?r@ﬂdﬂﬁtbd clipmts,

thenollhlee@gemy anp Weésélgﬁﬁééﬁﬂt SVérhéBG’ éﬁieh9§|53§lécr}esult of
at the I‘I%k of processing inconplete and

CondHEtdf?-or Ectiopseant %mpeah@%mwaﬂnmﬁwagtmmomee tohtesiuce the

risken@Bbéibed vﬁﬂ?ﬂ%&%nﬁg fcfeEeade overhead expense
associated wth manualI Intervention whilst at the

sarfi€oordiegly elhgee iggatimedr iosincedaspribe exsuragy iof cutoraated data

ssi,on, of
collggtiﬁn%ﬁ? ?Fbcg%gﬁ@%é"@@gg éﬁ% ?\l] thgg\f Agééﬂ',aﬁ%?% p'§k of processing
incaypeletd mpd/or drcarrect detauerkducee sl much tab q:dseibteetfﬁJsoénabhng
houl d not be m Ssi on
corhf BRI I e L BUET T AR, T 0
Whilsh s 'ebue sarhe tmemedugngenal ridnenpeegssing i’nB@rréé%' &dMo an

before the priority date of the statenents
acc@P{ab?%;igH?ll on and/or clains herein. 25 SUWARY OF THE

II\I\A‘rNI'Idmd:dsmcmn%faaa@%enl*shedé\ﬁ@é‘senbct‘sn\S?nMd?rﬂed%le in this
at

rovides a system for receiving and processing
sPe%ﬁ'&Ph%“ f%gmf&%aatta PPiRig Agntghoofibeiimverdionont should ot be

tak&wEp @Reimitdh 1R GRSt tNehtbAid Tofed part of the prior art base or

the common generall knowledge in the relevant art on or before the priority date of
the statements of invention and/or claims herein.

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

In one aspect, the present invention provides a system for receiving and
processing data including:

a data processing and verification component that accepts data from a

- client in an electronic format and identifies therefrom data elements that can be

directly verified;
a risk assessment component that receives data elements that have not

been identified as directly verifiable and assesses a risk that the data elements
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30 client in an- electronic format and identifies

therefrom data el enents that can be directly

verified; a risK assessnment conponent that receives

data el enents that have not been identified as

directly verifiable and assesses a risk that the data

elenents 3 are inconplete3or incorrect, the risk

assessment conponent generating risk assessnent dat a;
areamcamplets i dncaraspotiie ciskpessessmenicompoperiegenerating risk

ri sk a seesnegt data from the risk assessnent
85%3ﬁﬁyﬁg #49sel ects appropriate actions for

S Ubﬁ%&ﬁ@n sEpRIrOSESoriEat Biat régeivds mﬁtnsﬂéﬁs@e&?ﬁ@m(ﬂa‘f@from
to the assessnent of risk contained in the risk

th%§§b§§ﬁ@$ﬁmﬂﬁit@m$§ﬂ§ﬂé ABd rs§tecte 8BPRPPHBteadelions Jek gubsrguent

ordB i IS e KRG lo R SEsdBierk 8 R bitaneg e
nslgeesxesmneiatcmtao an agency by conpletion of a paper
d t
U SUBRETA X6 7BER P RELERSIAT o OO T o Mol cater for

reddighgclibft @4tavih dariodafemy Eomng Jblégclmmmayqﬁromde data to
withrn the agency by tel ephone an

conmmuni catl ng th
andaganh bynrempgHerROf & RARERJQFUMeRR\ANG Sdbmitting égme f the
ag@ﬁ@;\’?@r‘esuﬁs@q léﬁtnprogéés??né’y Ai’tefr?éiu@el&roafc%ﬁt Hﬁ?tpreﬁr% tohovide

an officer of the agency More recent y hére have
dateebysmgxmtaqtzoantanefcmﬂfatgr expbifdeaet cageﬁébunbagéelemeone and

|
coﬁort\ﬁrg{ﬁ%%t%r %’]té Sr?tl:fr% n%ﬁ\;egq‘gﬁ'\e & geéli%ﬁw ARk to provide
referant dataiyta faice dm famepheyiig with aheffiegentihe agency.

o' Me: Boeptyl Hhare ERECED BN Tram ARrsBEUER 6 ehbsurage

clsemsne@t pmv:ddﬂrreleghnt hamtd ninerame telecinopicc dbiryat aafyudnmrttssut the
t t

B e ST eme okt of HE e B Wit

maspabén@s Hhveséthilidhediviiéd sigseiensblesigi %néntb% obtaln access
corrpfetlon of the on-line form |In any, evept

by. sgraneationoihreushethg erart Jyaicaks; beerbl'!ﬂsawplr %’Ioeld&b?%eSQ to

fofiid ehat rfe@,tjeanﬁélé‘v@hﬂase‘a ﬁ@ha:nehe\&hateﬁmawé B@nﬁmwnmse and
a client, and irrespective of the formof t dat a

substed euecww@ thaegenay puksearant mmﬁ%tloat@‘dhe Rpding form.
t f
o oah2BeveBL Uk Gk’ € TBLelb SAPPRAUESIng aat proforaby

catersdol key fauh bf daataquowdee tcp maeamqy\tell g clierd, am grespective of

th& nfgg'h tO% tgéq %?%égel\ﬁegfpgp]e e| } [g Iete?% ngsgnnrspﬂég ] é&ﬁﬁ&“snstent
elea&pﬂomatcﬁommseﬁmmtrpemeestr@ for data. For

In embodiments of the invention, data is collected from clients interacﬁvely
as this enables different data to be collected from different clients dependmg
upon their circumstances and their responses to specific requests for data. For
example, if a client responds to a request for data relating to the type of insurance
claim or taxation return he or she is proposing to file, the client will be presented '
with different requests based on the type indicated.

Having collected data from a client and translated same into a consistent
electronic format for subsequent processin'g, the data processing and verification

component processes collected client data to determine data elements that can
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exanple, if a client responds to a request for data
relating to the type of insurance claimor taxation
return he or she is proposing to file, the client wll
be presented 30 with different requests based on the
type indicated. Having collected data froma client
and translated sane into & 'consistent electronic
format for subsequent processing, the data processing

bantreesy ivkiitead io@nthecsam@rwnhe =08 G8%HS sglrrleeeb@de@rﬁeeﬁé are
ts that can f t 4

Pt aief SRR ST et T EnBALIS e st dibtaciomsals of this type
ar@%eﬁ'ﬁhéd & BEBAdoMIER or'zﬁEB?FHc?ttﬁgysl)g T grlx neﬁﬁfc’nh%q;attem reject

verifiable and in the event that
theydsga pmvedeﬁeb;ethﬂ cliedt and ingicate: theplegaadionrto ithes dlieme ahd request

t th de
oQRER? e elol Bl St o sRdgssind o b8 B8 bffn, n
erabddlnmmewhet'e traTpbliiction ob tlierardaastis am Redracw e’ plokhsd, data
occurs.. In _enmbodi nents where

t
eBIBRES LB onifiately Brterated iobe inaoreet GLreompISte may be
brieugkte®Sthe tttchtioR | f TRE therit Hat m?fﬁ@dl'a'fg“égh@ fefibM abnd/or correction

determnm ned to be incorrect or inconple
bejprutgRdataisiareenteddat proaessing. he client for | rmedl ate

conph@béw?, 3BAHLHaEPE Te‘?ﬁédi%r}i%ﬂg Y vtenﬁ%éjggﬁ\gﬁ the system

accepted. for processin wever,
agespibg ah edemat strce of détlaetd vmfyl‘mfljhosdﬂ elayaitent is these data

e C data to ve
L Ly R URCATE. e
arlctéqrucll:msemeiaetcﬁ Ithleddalhl panhcxmfarlylmkerwt?é eﬁmgm ebufce dfftlRdita is not

et.ene nd/ or. correctness of the data
aﬁi?@ %é?fve\kﬁ%trv@r IGRHOBACEH Al source of data is not
availh ab.g eerﬁbodrhfént l mé Eblatas\éékéﬁwb?ﬁtmééhso%%ﬂ{o% fisk !rﬂ&dels
odi e assessment means i ncludes risk
taﬁ%grgg an éﬂ“\n ‘69’% C? iBntthal Ate yeefi e defsrevine theatiskaptingoawlete
artdlodigicerattn@atbver W oligft, | nuct?ﬁ@'ré‘éfect aﬁﬁérﬂf é%"&f Fn%%l to a

data for that client. In this respect, ta
Paficylangigat hes heendaued éupanerels @rﬁ'gmiﬁ@arﬁbdwweomdemment of

nﬂ%@&&hﬁa?&ds\}v@ﬁ ‘tffxé Sﬁﬂfclaﬁor‘)s* H%&.?&Séﬁ&/aﬁﬁﬁés CP?/ gro 'pgloé?ents

ompared wi th the applicat Netrics an
0'1 dhereasis Q.f)foltﬂ icsnore2 Glasificitiorisast ghefcliene oin parteular, an

ok BRSSPI ABErBlel R o B3t B piacgurecy o
mtee@qjmscafndttm peisht mcwmcaoycmfect|aﬂd$¢ramboma@t@aaté R8s been

0 h d/ g | et e data has
orBEB8Y ) 2, RSB L RACREF i e, oy may
alscn mduthalhnstd)nyewftotherSEfeHmﬁ)al' {RYCarebS RdrfRbHES Presut of any

XC} }1 hworthat can be identified as
P@é@fﬁ supply EHQ or ven ca’non of data from the client.

Further, the application of an individual client risk model may involve a
comparison of data provided by the individual client as compared with data
provided by other clients with similar circumstances. The individual risk model
may also compare data prqvided by the client with an external data source
containing data relating to the general state of the economy or other data sources
containing information that is particularly relevant to the individual client

circumstances such as data pertaining to criminal records, history of interactions
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25 previous supply and/or verification of data from
the client. Further, the application of an individua
client risk nodel nmay involve a conparison of data
provi ded by the individual client as conpared with
data provided by other clients with simlar

ci rcunst ances. The individ#&al risk nodel nay also
conpare data provided by the client with an externa

withadthes Qgéﬁ@e§ ®r Wﬁﬁﬁétmnnﬂer%lﬁ% 8 Hy MerbetidieindSBEadient

~state of the econon%/ or other data sources containing
interacbemmith@genhigs in etheaceurdigsar |y rel evant to the

| ndj V'aqwu@mtfddnﬁgﬁt tﬁéfﬁ‘uuf%%ﬂ%%é s%gr @%gg?tlﬁcludes separate

per ai ni ng m nal cords,
compoeenist thahseldte toithé dqﬁénmt Fapents @‘sre@ewing‘ amdr@tdoeesing data

e 55t Pt ERoRGATage: feo R eStin ey cBoR 2 peparate
coRTPRAEHITBAL .astE&sind dhe | EhKkabf Qhé eflfent | ﬁr’évlﬁgﬂléfhndd?ﬁﬂlé‘l@eénd/or

separate conponents that relate to the ferent
m%@@tﬂataoﬁormému{armgo%nfaf iniesra@ioni thgt aea avaigbls iy itheeglient to
0 e
i st ol ORI S B S B
fon:\barémnlaptmasobfngtaraﬁonpleebehlandﬁgn levete of risk fordather fypes of
intgﬁgctti%ﬁm ar types of interaction that are avail able for
€ Client to interact with the agency. In sone

| nsﬂmaa&&aveqt ithatrisk RByedtavnt andany b@@]c’t@%nras&lﬁssrﬁaﬁ of the

artic pes of jinteraction ye
d%‘?%@é%gﬁ '59/. lians (ang) ﬂ%ﬁff?lpﬁ%gh%rlsk fbaﬁ ﬁ’t“éPéé'i“? eﬁta jspeither
incdipieiest incbitect! i THe ASCASEIBMENTBRZRS GUNEHAES n§k‘ assessment
assessmant of the data provided by a client and

dajt(whighhawn Re i te for|y oh@y risk rratleydhat ioyaeiifigsethe risk of
inddHRER! BF EndirrdcNeREd 8RE- thfghﬁsﬂ 'a§§evﬁ?tztﬁﬁsﬁﬁgtrs rﬁ?@\ﬂaﬁd to the

generates ri sk assessnent dat a be In
derision g4pRert Mernfasfa qi@pnmln@horqqfatheufﬂﬁue@ acmn fo ekefgctad with

reb PRl 81 Rbnd gg@r i Qﬁtarﬁj% c%‘ﬂqeﬁp'tﬁer H?és»@ﬁsﬁftgv%n}neans

ata Is prOVI ecl SI on éu nmeans
comenaresi that riskh assessroeritudatae fram itbe tns;k basset$raebte dhadnsh with

rEARREnc AU, ST, SBLE o ST B 08 precs =
leddtaf fislorththehe iagknas seasidenst tmnSCmﬁtbble for the subsequent
BT RE S 48 o FPEBetedh ooeaiRk Sxsesrient SRz0emeaated by

th@ g BBk Y aSusiTier Smisanbewas Cﬂ?iét hkeetethirdde cFithizeGtRstiting an
rocessi ng of c¢lient data. Conparison of the risk

- acgepiablgriene! £ft Askyenabigs dhe Hlecidior supgrRMamsans e rautomatically

o e L T e
ley@aqfanlbaagttgr@y@réglw requests containing data that is corﬁ)&dered io
include an unacceptable level of risk to an alternative process for further action by
the agency. |

Client data that is considered to include an unacceptable level of risk may
be diverted to a process to resolve the unacceptable risk of incomplete and/or
incorrect data. This process may involve manual intervention on the part of an
operator employed by the agency. _

In another aspect, the present invention provides a method of receiving

and processing data collected from a client including the following steps:
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continue the processing of client data that is
considered to include an acceptable 25 | evel of risk
and to divert client requests containing data that is
considered to include an unacceptable |level of risk
to an alternative process for further action by the
agency. Cient data that i$8 considered to include an
unaccept abl e I evel of risk may be diverted to a

pr ofgsaching WEQ Mirsnt ifordenes eptabbate frem thé dientapetaitieg to
and/or 30 incorrect data. This process may involve
a padiicidagr ¢liepereayigtiion on the part of an operator

i nvéﬁ%@'glﬁg ]‘;% %S{é%yd?t%n%oaq?éﬁﬂ tASERE Glata ter@'n@ﬁtgst%{ are

s a nme receiving and
dlrabmcesﬁiamj}e ﬂatratneod:dnecteecum @mdafucheedeterminingivhgthenany of

i SRR ShEL e S RSB R Bl O A

anBarrépbé-‘éilhgr JeBR fHeQHeS HatadRAdryEhtRd tisati dreC dlct@ntieed to be
data to |den ify those data el enents that are

ingarpRiete gndjet NEPEE®He from the col | ected data and
fur t that
ot %@?ﬁsﬁﬁ%ﬁgﬂ derr 51N Wqﬁ@éieﬁﬁ%’lté’ﬁf data ﬁf@vn@é@'ﬁ@fﬂﬁé cidnt tha

y verift l'e are either
cannob bp| diteetip verified seidcassensmenh entantifying: thee B8k thas ranyrgf the

dat a, el
o5 AR P S, SRR et 4Rk o
el ergztérsniningdhe mtpreoaa:tdmdome ¢ffected mer&laﬁdmto the anfimot request
e di t i f tif
g gtodn) R R S SRR Y Sk g anc
cotRparfrigalBhfeamithebt keel ohasRpiesmedr atoeptabled; tmndgency for

determ ning the futére actlon to be effected in
agGepHpg éﬂdtpéo‘i%'"@ﬁ [t FRAY§ESt  taking into account

the Iﬁ5§r?o9cﬁ€?%"sp9<§t Rhe lbréﬁen't NE@SHioRt Qrdiﬁddsné%drﬁ;ﬁljteﬂai@gram
and conparing same with a |evel of risk deened

el’gé@@ggm & pgmpﬁtgre{ggﬂ@g}e ’T‘%‘F'U"‘a&efﬁqewg‘gaﬁad processing data
cc’ﬁlre ALRSHAS Qicht 1R Lo ﬁgféeﬁt'nnré% ihBiudiHet her aspect, the

resent 1 nvention prOV|db a conputer program
e rrb octinepkiten instructipu cede ferdatasactingewitaa ¢lisnt te celleqt n:bata from

th%n(gleﬂ B&%Qrcifnggm%aﬂﬁh?lﬁ% dight %%%Epm a client, the

Yer instruction code '
f or cmhpmtacinsmgxcmm bode ﬁ:inamtysir[g sajitl | codectddidatd andninstruction

e P 4 e B Y R B o=t
col | empdted atdruetion icogé forcdetormintradehether daptof ftiye elepsants of
dgt%t %a?laerge c?l}'esctlg/ hvaetnfla[)l% glrier giﬁlnéryln\égx[nlptete olr ihcorrect and causing
repeat requests for any such data elements;
computer instruction code for assessing the risk of any of the elements of
data provfded by the client that cannot be directly verified said assessment
quantifying the risk that any of the elements of data not directly verifiable are
either incompiete or incorrect; and
computer instruction code for determining the future action to be effected
in-relation to the client request taking into account the assessment of risk of
incomplete or incorrect data and comparing same with the level of risk deemed

acceptable to the agency responsible for accepting and processing the client
request.
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conputer instruction code for determ ning whether any
of the elenents of data that are directly verifiable
are either inconplete or incorrect and causing repeat
requests for any such data el enments; 25 conputer
instruction code for assessing the risk of any of the
el ements of data provided’by the client that cannot
be directly verified said assessnment quantifying the-

ri skhkhasdeamiaPfrebhie gl %Hﬁ@ f%rofnsgﬂﬁt?orﬁoﬁhé:i' EfeCthr:é)t?mented

verifiable are either nE ete or 1ncorrec
integrafutie @ Gampytacer overca dety LGeTgeseparamgsdfhﬂaré \oripdnents.

RSP g8 ELOE o SR T s

ini cmmnemtmhem idediater teodiat @e@é\ép@%dﬁﬂ%liy’iaﬁ? ‘Wet Bresent
| evel of risk deenmed acceptable to the age

'nvreé‘gﬂ%ny ble for accepting and processing the cl | ent
r eqiesbodimeHie tﬁ@ds‘j/s{@ﬂ et ar c&‘ﬁgg eqrrc)),grtag\ for effecting

i nstructions that e | npl enented I nt
the, SRRt dpvestiopy @re dmplemented Gsm@girmpmeas;eecsfm roqirements of

C so, i ncl,ude co onents of
SRRy (A0 "045, T 2B A B8 ARORS e 1
insticanwer @nmmemsation trednyg avent, ea%dm@yrﬂb@lpmé w&mf he@hdd and
n enbodi nent’s, the

Lh t, 5 t
ot DUk RGO e PEIEBUBYeTBgE porcIERIssh 1 rcress the

speqifid aret;mre”m@rﬁtbl on.ar enlifiBemN Wpdrd HAL05eas lléc | from an
dapf (fic requirements of receiving taxation re
indjigual oF gty |th%trqa§nahae dastedrie psevide comiptetaand/of oorrect data.

BRIBSW@@RIWG\%@F#H@@RA\W"@& event, enmbodiments of
the system mnmethod and 10 conputer program of the

pr AR §Mbadyeet Qfﬁhﬁweoew vmlbno\edoetctessduwsmldtmhouid not be

SARShi 1 & 1] n nt where data is_
ol S?zt%d h? rorg%m?/ of 4f di wsg F%q] é'?n ByPENIQUS SHHISD- pd his
emppgigast wilbbg dasccrdmd:wmtp I‘Qfetenaedb tire followipgtfighedsin which:

BRI 'IZL,Q\I wiHE ) ORA! An enbodi nent of the

| nvFE ?@Eﬁcﬁugf'a‘r‘fgw & c PP%%’E ip6?1°9§ﬁan€Prﬁ@9 B current

arraffgarwﬁsdmcardaras limting any of the statenents in the
enpodi nent wil| be descri bed

us. s S
Wi ?Hgﬁ'?f%r'@?&‘@?‘?soat'H@%’B’PPBW‘%@W iBGEPREdNg 1P wniarnbodiment of
thefirgserd irlvenkibst rat es a typi cal | odgenment process
acc,pédi ng fo current, arrangenents (prior art); Figure
a

_ ISe@ SCHIBihEiRIBROEESS syBlenT dom@roaesaing data in
acorRRde WthtarPémbodiment of the invention.

Figure 4 shows a client risk profile example according to an embodiment of
the invention.

Figure 5 shows a system view for risk based processing according to an
embodiment of the invention. |

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF AN EMBODIMENT

An embodiment of the invention will now be described using the example
of a government or statutory revenue agency, such as the taxatlon department,
with respect to their processes for collecting client data and processing it as part
of a taxation assessment lodgement. The word “lodgement” is used throughout
this specification to describe the process of depositing or submitting data to an
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20 the present invention; Figure 3 is a schematic

di agram of a system for processing data i-n accordance
with an enbodi nent of the invention. Figure 4 shows a
client risk profile exanple according to an enbodi nent
of the invention. 25 Figure 5 shows a system view for
ri sk based processing accofding to an enbodi nent of
the i nventi on. DETAILED DESCRI PTI ON OF AN EMBODI MENT

j iav ' L. w_be described
orfy SEROHRLOEAL o LA SR 8B L, BUORECEETE LB o oo
“filreyeane thgsa dgrms whouls beh eortddertd osyridRBATJURE N | the Wollbwing
to thejr processes for collecting client data

d%ﬁﬁgﬁﬁ%é@% Yy ‘?qdoeé@e'ﬁaﬁ usegto fepanien s Miases estawretum by a
tak OsERIFENINitidie aysical QHSF%nFerﬁ}%Iﬁlz]eg?ﬁﬁnt [ar 8?9&%‘6 in detail

this specification to describ rocess o
folrawes by iartptaledsdgneription gf amembodimentf teminiveptiohas applied to

S _Ln sonme countri .this process is .
thb G515 e g ok, SPERRE RS 6 Rt inedRelilanes wation
retonsiodemedt.synononmous. In the follow ng description,

the term "l odgenent" is used to describe the filing of

a tax return by a tax payer, Initially, a typical
PRIORIART (MPIEMERTATION OF BARRTION RS ESSHEING PROCESSING

followed by a detailed description of an enbodi nent o

t he THVERAT | 235Ca8MEPHIPrESEHY Bha Piosess exetuigdsby s mgvenue

w14 i 587D kot U S e

- andaiTRreiN thsSESSNERTaROZESShNGtes] 8n Tevalnatom ab $ies et data

S§j ' ' t .a_revenue enc
PBURERSE S QanPubi A7 3o RUPEER SEufnl IERPeBepEaRg of more
financiadraasdctonsearse siadenditivirespaan tbhhert@Xﬁm’saQ@Mﬁgs) or a

I val ion of the client data provided.
reﬁﬁg%%h@ @\?ﬁg%{ﬁr oﬁhgleu‘%%%a%ed@r‘f&}rsaccept s aclient's
| odgeeeprocessieg of taxatien absaranrinelodgefnesincORSirdhBial risk,
b rratlJIJe th respect to tj%@‘ t gﬁgl%/er; B account (s) or a
SEEUPR RIPEY e JPaY ghraidepainor Aeiiesats {REPVigednieamationthat is
eifhiep rpsiebPotihcoryRie, B sAGHE AR adsRdSRBRIYOS ah ’?ﬁtfbrn%ct
nancial ris because taxpayers may accidentally or

fi Kk,
afaé'i"i‘ WP IprG {0 He tanpayardesaiving Raefunst foemhiebrthey do not
quaNBRoF P&deivRg briseﬁ@ét%nefunaﬁﬁy 'g?}é %gehﬁc& etggf i?gnﬁée%f SRRk

for an incorrect anount ,

-O4tepES 6AN PECI aA PRItaIN twifasrd det omtriecteturhdyrmal canmdt be verified

at the time the return is processed.’
A tax return typically contains the foliowing types of information:

identity information that uniquely identifies the taxpaying entity;

account information identifying the tax type(s), taxpayer account(s) and
return period(s); and _

financial information including details used to determine the assessment.
The financial information can be further subdivided into:

financial information that can be verified at the time the revenue agency
processes the return (for example, an individual taxpayer may declare the salary
they earned from an employer, and the employer may have previously provided
that information to the tax agency); and
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20 qualify, or receiving a request for funds by the
agency that is incorrect. These outcones can occur as
certain types of data on the return form cannot be
verified at the tinme the return is processed. A tax
return typically contains the foll owi ng types of
information: identity inférmation that uniquely
identifies the taxpaying entity; 25 account

i nfor.mati.o 'den.if [ the tax t taxaer
ocotmanta ol e Hifl abPeues g?ﬂfye 44 niesRarSvenue agency
protsysest inentaxadon dsBesstesri Ifer es@fpled éi'\e‘irﬁﬁ\ﬂéitﬁ‘é? ttalilﬁayer may
assessnent. The financi al | nf or ITHPI on can be f er

dagisie Fhelealamtey earnae diog) anrroplayen end tttrrfaerrmmebenay not yet
Qéﬁ/é' Phﬁﬁdt—ﬂ thae Hfbr'ﬁ?atfotﬁ?tcg ety‘gn gﬁﬂ‘f&’y sy g[j’é’ﬁ@%@ claim

eturn (for exa an 1 n
Gtsluctons iohwl”ﬂ;eh they are het;n'eqalre@tb ;bnoomi\eaac@meb oyer , and

t he on may, haye orevio s/ 0 t hat

| of T oire . plsg BRICHT YRt ofHe” $iloing, aional types of
infofroatimt:i on t hat cannot be verified at the tinme the
revenue agency processes the taxation assessnment (for

exambié&a PRA2INRE 10 Hiearlanh thaly@ey gy collgstadaby theragency for the
rﬁﬁb@ééé H’ﬁﬁh@ﬁﬁ@ Qehtistiean l%rrﬁQ{%@Ycﬁrtax ke %HEL oéé?erctlon or

not yet have provided that Information
fagefﬁeyaaalytw pormases; atdy claim 5 deductions for V\,hl ch

t hey [ [ [ i.pts). A tax
ot g S B G HuIR L RBEARER PG g
addi tGertaih elepestsobdf dlialhtoda‘ﬂi ican: bel atalidgted t &gdh$tgtHeO revenue

collegted by the agency for the
SRR S AT TP B BBeRE B el ety
aradékctoug, Irﬂmmatlosedagmmsmts MXpa?;Qr frég‘lst@f- Rl Q(Eb’t‘iu)‘xhh@%'ystem
fogalgoses and tals or s btotal s of gures on

S UF’ SRS Fhef ﬁ%tdét%ffowmeﬁhed@tai t@wewer the
oatddattof thidgabins thah fepre¥ Sty She QRN ik WMhe PR aygency s

S ADERRCCPh TGP it G aghr RSEsPeckadkpayer T egi st ef
gﬂgcwgggg a?%fén)ﬁg‘reé@re@fo%?ké: an ag&éﬁﬁmeﬁﬁ% accept
thigy d@gﬁageqeﬁsﬁfﬁﬂb?rn%mp@ﬁmwbata & pslefas soFectiansgramties taxpayer.
(o4 e AEREaaRan e b he o808, 4 8854 granci
infprngtion ribet ternnak dearcresssermnkedt geeealhebyt eitascegbigning an
employee workforce to check each and every return manually or applying a series
of checks with respect to the data to determine a course of action.

A diagrammatic representation of a typical tax return lodgement process
as currently implemented is illustrated in Figure 1. With reference to Figure 1, the
client 10 provides data to the lodgement processing system 15 through a capture
process 12 that is preferably interactive. - The lodgement processing system 15
attempts to detect data errors in the data captured from the client 10 and may use
sources of internal data 17 in the pro'ceés of attempting to detect eners. in the
event that anomaly or error is detected in the data supplied by the client 10, the
lodgement processing system 15 will direct the client's lodgement to either a
suspense process 20 for consideration by suspense operator 22 or a review

process 24 for consideration by a review operator 26.
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this data, request further supporting data or ask for
corrections fromthe taxpayer. 20 Revenue agencies
currently deal with the problem of processing
financial information that cannot be cross-checked
generally by either assigning an enployee workforce
to check each and every retlurn manually or applying a
series of checks with respect to the data to

dete 'neacurs‘ﬁ of action. A diagramatic o
repr Safsanﬁ EY‘?VB?ih%tft 8% 9 BaISTIoRK detacidhin %‘@g@%@ﬁﬂpp"ed by. the
cpérﬁoﬁﬁsthe@%@ﬁudgéﬂfh% El'dbe'sgﬂ %@@n‘??s rﬁ% dﬁ%&emee%éﬂg@ment

ure ceto | gure
apdcwowiés adax setum assesboegtioghe ghenicklssi ng system 15

|t ol SO oRIEREH intTonn BRrtaRE e losgement
Dﬂb(f&ﬁmgssylsoard elﬁqﬁssdgﬁﬁe elidrsTetuin td thedabdit %@éthQﬁocess 30

rom t h'r?YC' i ent use sources of internal

Rt Py IR 5PoRLGLTIRT 874 EHFTTAAAS Wedudna 14 Brosess of
cbAdtidth g3 Gne \eedt blhélheaﬂlm%yté% r@fuh?r 'Iﬁ ﬁ‘i’% étSHféna case

the data supplied by the client 10,
nﬁm@mﬁm@r@méﬁ @BeskﬁbIIShddraewta t:a@ wlorkmt40513 assigned to the

alueﬁ Q& qu cgbwtpré?%naof tﬁg§88Q?>g?c%cht§% qheat {@{ﬁ %r\%vnded with a

conS| Pron y suspenseé ope
rm@t@rwoea cohmplatenhExdetat iasseksmentr evi ew oper at or 26.

the hPEBREKPREN [fPietEiE PtreRSiea isuiss & combinatir

olfm@mmrandmrmeman@ Stysik@19 45 paRYofthe G#66edsher »dentnfxmg data
a.ta return assessnent tot

R T B e aneq BT S itrett Ftexgtion IS urn 1

chosen for an audit, the Iodgenent 5 processing
I@éﬁbern )'5?' asses the client's return to the audit
AL & Eg}@@&s 30 that typically makes use of
inte I
Ml ¢ SIBQI &6&%’3{?@(}3?%‘\% %& en?)bgﬂfstvaﬁ tﬂ[e%‘fsﬁysﬁftﬁ)n of paper

conduggln an a ax re
CPRISS 9TARE KrivEs ta epeeyeasmidge arpanciprefersd 1@8s | assessors who

SR SRR T, SESRHY B el BRI B v
tiaat @line thei detailsdhey sbowlidtdneak. The ga Eielnhesaan# Dsetaf general
{ {
rGRERSRIEE 10 R TbithS rROG 0B s BLEER Ve heeatosor
appliestheaguidalitiesrto aleterrrarﬁedzhah@cﬂk‘s@ of a@tmabttams‘ fof BBch retumn.
ocess of identif 9, dat a ngé % be | nconpl ete or

TS aRRE oSl T SRS PER B AP ORRiifes 58] decieimEAgached and
tIEIEEEds cEnebd yiRiraaileriBe® 68 Y8 pbMing B 86the 2 Eé@ o8 Prsonal

th the distrjibution of paper copies of returns

YQPIRPMSY @8dndividupkasigsaely, referred to as assessors,
who

AUTOMATED CHECKING

The typical process for automated checking begins with the capture of data
from return forms into a computer system. A set of general rules is programmed
info the computer system that specifies conditions that will trigger follow-up
action. These rules may include:

e basic data validations that are designed to detect data capture errors or

basic errors the taxpayer has made in completing the return form (for
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conduct the checks. The assessors are provided wth
guidelines or reviewcriteria that outline the
details they should check. The guidelines are a set of
general 20 rules applied to return fornms filed by

| ar ge groups of taxpayers. The assessor applies the
guidelines to determ ne whétt course of action to take
for each return. They may consult a supervisor or
mana efore a final decision is reached and this

proc ﬁncwchQF actale ek castainspaTgrsrnable deieeor that sub
degr@,galggng '&ﬁal@ %C&Edgenent of an i ndi vi dual

assessor. CKI NG The typi cal process

]1: or ;ataroﬁmaj amndmamsu traat hegi desighdd té fﬁ%téc@ﬂidd{s@am?l%r%hlps
romr

gener el el FgRs B fheniaba Pift ' IeEip dbere Bp¥tens rle.
t hatfos peepibi casegeriedd ';'alsq%fe%&@hal‘é" v{rﬂeré the Bﬁié) Heétlvb @M eNPenses

30 actjon, These rules may include: basic
val i daimeshandhicone erBegnekould bt less tﬂla'ﬂa3(75[% uswch that

err %r%féHsan%S‘cHét e ?orlgnﬁ?é FB{B%%& {as geoé.wrgg to provide

conpleting the return exanpl e
thata%dl'@maéSﬁmmrﬁn@anatmnaoumné,omeblcea"ﬁ te or that

tal,s and t umc rrectl inter field
vaI i E?ﬁ% T o ré(ag%%tl e a(t a@e?&‘élgﬂ?ﬁué%aﬁeted unusual

rel atalaﬁwbhnps beltw@@veme daine date!féfs0nn dhrrémt r‘é'EJ}nffBFrﬂ% filed
(for exa there nay be a rule 5 for ple

cat €gb1% ﬂIista’ﬂ?%‘Péﬂ%r Srramplestaere map bﬁaﬁtprtde Istipwletimg that if
expethgemcomel rpariad &alid PRRFPETR 2‘53/) Hetwd lt\ﬁﬁ cdri8Butive

3. 75% such that professionals t alm aéh
r at | '§t¥fay PEReIS BBe risfpayed V\tctwlcbrhﬂ/lrdeuwawdot pmwe additional

Supp&igponthd iRfd? apn to justify their claim; inter
return period validations that are designed to detect

uruseRinpaisnr withini m?hgmp]l?ehvmeattéhﬁt seRtsRtrenirheltist are
?Podétéﬁgtfcgrgnéﬁégésn aﬁgépnrﬁ%argd With, asgron%{fsf}@a% ?p)éqp%ygrs (for
t he éxerople, rteepmrmmy ford les deyierany eat bl A¥nSe té{’fe‘?r'ibo‘iﬂéé for
cons tive  ret erio { he taxpayer vvould

requr?%gfsfogabgr 805 gad‘?‘fel”gﬁ%?t a%@ﬂ%‘?k inggme is fePOﬂed on a
i nf oreterhi tha) ;falfd beSaRIhas @8N tt'h'e”taSleﬁéyegrrﬂHPsbé Pedtlired to
attenpt. to detect. returns that are stat’istical

anor Pride agdiiopaniniraalionh a group of simlar
taxpayers (for

RISK BASED DATA ASSESSMENT OF A TAXATION RETURN ACCORDING
TO THE PRESENT INVENTION
An embodiment of the invention is now described that relates specifically
to the task of assessing the data contained in a client's tax return document. A
diagrammatic representation of the process according fo an embodiment of the
invention is illustrated in Figure 2.
~ With reference to Figure 2, a client 50 provides data to a lodgement
processing system 60 for processing their tax return document. The client 50
provides data to the lodgement processing system 60 through an interaction
process 55 that uses internal and external data 57 as part of the process to
provide an early detection of data that is incomplete and/or incorrect. During the

process of considering the client’s tax return document, the lodgement processing
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exanple, there may be a, generally accepted range of
i ncones for professionals and in the event that an
annual inconme is reported on a return that falls
beneath that range, the tax payer may be required to
20 provide additional information). Rl SK BASED DATA
ASSESSMENT OF A TAXATI ON RETURN ACCORDI NG TO THE
PRESENT | NVENTI ON An enbodi nent of the invention is
f C I
YRR 5T FEARE o o | O BRI kosety, 45 M proess
aaoessmmaddaﬂﬂmeﬂ lnts‘xnaldarajg externdl idata &0r ivsasseasing rth@ﬂoctgﬁement

oS el T APy PR 80k ot o Rl Y BB, e
cliéntd & esthrrbQceumenhtas sikadt ® & |§@@E@ﬂ§mtprocess 67 and is

processi ng system 60 for processi n%§t eir tax return
suhseqrently, considered Byie-ssgrers® eRIASS. data to the

| Od%{‘é‘?ﬂél cﬁ@ﬁéﬁiaﬂga@’étﬁ% &9 gegew% %ldmﬁrﬁefﬂ% bf?éht risk

process uses | nternal external” data 5
profilet arfd tthe expedsd charapiedstiase ofn latgamendist edﬂ%ﬁomfﬂrmmg

10 Rebl e Sk dRa TR S A oPFleRRBh S bart B e W Gelection

prdeesseot Tﬁéﬁaldit)@eﬂbntprﬁtmmUﬂ@e]sﬂnteswmmé(ﬁbmalkm.a 85

o paaidRis pRetCares SPRPRUASr Wil AT asaged oy e formal

chled ﬁuaﬁegémeasﬁﬁﬁéwgo td mvb%&wﬁefenu@l sémplaricBréi¥ms. The

return docunent. In the event that a | odgenent risk is
Caed JPRBIEIPAR PEYGEsht 9@ is aapaged nbYJIo%Lﬁ?éﬁt woskghaG3.ed Upon

chPpt @Hsé‘ﬁ@ﬁé b &&R Y 87 tﬁé‘%h’eﬁté tﬁiébr%%’rHeBééLMnent the client
consi der ed a suspense operator . I'nternal and
r@eu\asmtamattama@sw@aﬁnto devel op an insight into the

clie K.. DI, _
o 1| bibEe Shieo & RhsmBucBlsotal PP EkAoRDSRtin LS Les risk
bfased a:nda:etssmgj acmrémrgl tgagn emzslipant obfthe firveatiol.t The example

| eq S
u38 Btk SO iR RET etk [ e OB ERAER SBLBHRF Foffionsnip
nidrizgjepient eSRM \Gastam siel thetitubtiated atsk thea CRMisnthgeSiebel CRM
t enment process 90 to
oreet Py Siert S stertanc. SGANGHES. o ol ons. The. case
man ageeeih r’@hpéﬁls@m%os nrﬁsﬁaaagae@xbm@n wmwrd@géd %’s} a client
etion of rocessi ng of the client'

ﬁluent“ag@same%t LO@’%@%‘( Biorossig cbvets ol I0andotaskRing in the
iARBALE BNhn dseEbEAtendtidsS 180 S CBEHERhEAt PrEPsaimyOdhaAR 110 is
exanpl e system whi ch uses ri sk-
broken down into the steps tnbound 112, ICP Form Processing 114, ICP Account
Processing 116 and Outbound 118. If discrepancies are identified during ICP
Form Processing step 114, the lodgement is subjected to further processing
through ICP Suspense ltems 130 if manual intervention is required, or ICP Auto-
Adjust 132 if a correction can be made automatically.

ICP Suspense ltems 130 is a function that creates suspense work-items
when the form data is incomplete. This operates in the same manner as prior art
suspense processing. Suspense rules are specified in the form definition, with
some additional rules in the form processing design. If a taxpayer is low risk and

the error on the form is minor, the error is ignored and the form processed as-is.
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based processing according to an enbodi nent of the

i nvention. The exanple uses a tax admnistration

system (referred to as I CP) and a customer

rel ati onship nmanagenent (CRM system In the

illustrated case the CRMis the Siebel CRM provided

by Siebel Systens Inc., ofi3California. 20 The di agram

of Figure 3 illustrates a tax return form 100 | odged

by rcrelA@BtAd d@ﬁsﬁ‘}?ﬂﬁh BhR&W HnatidrP HSETBIHG I @6e phbiNGrt, that

phase 110 and resulting in the issuance of an
providessautomatadedivstmert functipoalkju fentherpdgaraentipngactinn based

ongh? b B hRE ARy Rifhe! fsh SieCo e RE NG poiid fynen o

forduiso dileadiatd Gand $ubdect do qemaltiessard/er lrl]rﬂer:@s'tj faueshatioallngemit /
| CP 25 Form Proce t he, | odgenment i.s

reveies @a%dcwgfsaﬂfttﬁ@rfpe%ﬁ%@w%l\/\/h@ﬁr%ww IRg) BYeRTsRITors,

subﬁ %Bcérégndnfann@rwg' tHenflgiIr¥§rHrb0£htbﬁ1ah§éW' cgglste@r (k&Fing an

Aut o- Adj ust correction can
auamﬁwhﬁndmrpyesam@bgﬁ@mee p@@weﬂabtheschgnt isreMajusied as a
lO\K/lHQﬁ cfifat es suspense work-itens when the form data

s 1tnconplete. This operates in the sane manner as

pri dwacarftrth&0 skepspehisk rpapcmrn@nr@ﬁmertm@emﬂrﬁspracessing

orp8F du biete I ket ReBs i ettt R ol Syl s i
a fmeticbm $hatacrdatdsheview workdiend ovHeartieieSisa Brekdit wmce posted
or is |gnored and the form

rocessed a I
o”K&j JeBU 3D P srefunsgwer a'h%t&aﬁ"mf ?hsuﬁfam @w h@ns ered
sulb||c$b"usarﬁms bpalatdyf P4 ‘“s'ﬁﬁxla?%ﬁﬂﬁére@ piitrust AMods of reviewing

functionality for the | odgenent transaction based on
formg iqgriitiegr aF ppientialin susnifiens. Review rales &pesnecified ina form
déﬁhﬁloﬁoirom r@@feW‘itér‘ngnThw&?%nabafa?lEg‘th%sﬁblhqg Hi @r l?“%dcllent is

ubject to penalties an I'nterest, auto

rate@rﬂpw fiststhasyiétheeclinbiseratsthhigbsrishkt  Simdlatly, tbe tolsran@w applled
to sh?énclom}%?e&olcw %%@L%r%ﬂklé%heﬁgf ors, such as

calcul at1on errors res are autonratlcally

adj d@Pe@e(tkapﬂS?ﬁglsamne\mﬁmdinohrrmt ffourahid tipe piesat, rtgamrovides

o S BN o B LSS Y AL, i an

aed;assnngnt i(eeda)dtgememar@sm inga fokth qsﬂmmen Id:Ore&TeW itdeis. If a
lew lte rtalnt 136, | CP Rev
C"FPHFB"%"% ”SEB af‘lﬁ’n%‘?u ’Sﬂ"? PFat"'ogWea%E the, plispt %EWePtC@ﬁ%”“W that
thah e h@ﬁf,@aualt@ credit bal ance posted (which may
result in_a refunw% or the details of the formare
consi@éiced 2lsadptiedesus Conipat Mgaraermgni fmogulei 1] apd a Case

MERISERE RSO L TREENENRL, SN pelChBhpgement on
casgemanpagment urfcdpnality, but with the inclusion of risk profile information
for each client. Thus if a client contacts an agency staff member requesting, for
example, a change of address or bank account, the request may be escalated if
the client's risk score makes this appropriate. During case management, a high
risk client may, for example, be allocated to a more experienced case worker.
Figure 3 also includes an Outcome Improvement module 160 which
includes the steps of Risk Scoring 162, Candidate Selection 164, Treatment

Selection 166 and Auto-Action 168. Risk Scoring 162 uses analytical models
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15 definition for reviewitens. The credit bal ance
threshold is higher if aclient is rated |lowrisk
than if the client is rated high risk. Simlarly, the
tol erance applied to suspicion thresholds is higher
for lowrisk clients. ICP Certainty 136 is a new
function not found in the BWrior art, that provides

-certainty to the taxpayer based on the risk profile

f t
50 8BRSt B85 05 P20 ORCRRARR HURLEYs anc
tihneshslds lafe aggdelgetad in® a nsk pnoéle fanthetdiient.et urn i s
t hi t, t
w1 1 o selkcitn 15 5. prbsest 45 Seleriabeintitsiat o lurher

shaniag efremt aﬁ%ﬂ?ktethje“ghétﬁg AnSi9i& MBBagesRNLsaPdy! d§‘elec§ and

150. These i ncl'ude standard contact nanagenent an
PéiggtserEn sgedidate fisinet cherds iftng Bucenain riskhef mmphamm (debt,

Th
Bloenst, BB pEoIdBeAETR)° ], CApaBERn SFle-Bh ds et govan
ﬂerﬁanpaagoaeshﬁtsje SIforasjdlee;s Post bssue M&nExpeheRules (e.g..

o0l e EiNERs Eenth (e GelcbRindshoRbISS o gefined

thmoebhctﬂte andlyiiel mddet. exanpl e, be aI I ocated to a nore

expeé.l qced g\?%%‘worker 30 Figure 3 also includes an
Qut c SRt PR 1RO SES reBIGHiEIcls Hepdimselesie particular

tt@a&ﬁéntoffor B SehdRfRs ib38ed B4 th@@g'o‘#%ﬁt ﬁSﬁ@&g%@& Egﬁ 'case ete).

Treat ment Sel ection 166 and Aut o- A |on
Teeaimeands aep defingd tarught the sinahiioell rsoqel angstbe ttemtmenigplen for a

PArifdufdr SIRMK. eR s?r cﬁﬁ‘%é el Aby Ctl) c?étérnkﬂ a\k//i'tlgHracltlcFﬂg%lf to take in

scores and ds are ag ate i nt
re}ation It%ﬂ‘fed?“enh eTktfbseemttoné:@ndidctwt mtezﬁedatexetways dfegkriisg the client

tes for further scrutiny
f%g%ﬁ%?'}%%gé %h rgg%f%gﬁt%kﬂiqey“ cal nodels are used
to select and 5prioritiseacand|dateIlst of

oSioEh RSk RS EoiROPER S S B s

Sel e@lplptying @ Asiabhest BbpRizgh tohib’s%@s:ﬁ?t ﬁSQ{edtﬁ%n Rirglurn form
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CO Post |ssue Audit .
EQH% %{%g Eﬁl"&’“Bﬁs@@%g'eEvé‘ht §“3(k§ g“c"&eb'ﬂf%@@tj @lﬁ'é) precise
detdrasingtionsted tdeferd ﬂt’eg%utd“ﬁ)cﬁg Fhatf bﬁ’atts g’g‘éhera?jé) 8 0greater

Tr eat rrent Sel ecti on 166 uses treatnent use
refure QN &eHr ¢ it @caprdapee aithe tis fqnpreaczhantjuaj@pesmes@d allocate

résburbss {d Bkkohof gmldé‘ﬁﬁ ﬁhSL&é‘i?{erﬁl Iever‘ﬁ%;tlﬁ b géency

Treatnents are defi ned t e ‘ana
and Reempedintant tof phemvieotiora copmuquslyl ;anedmlts eomplidRicekrisk for

eﬁEth%a@fe? aHa%QJcF»oa 95! Sésnés@,ﬁ\e‘"@ mcatg' GCFJISEO§ {ospntervene ltgroactlvely

w:th taxpayers to avoid lodgement of a non complying return.
in addition to providing a benefit to the agency, the risk based approach to
processing tax returns also benefits the tax payer as it creates a regime in which
it requires less effort for the tax payer to lodge a compliant return, which should
have the effect of positively reinforcing desirable taxpayer behaviour.
- In an embodiment of the invention, specialised personnel use actuarial
skills and a broad range of data sources to conduct statistical analyses to
produce a set of risk scores for each individual faxpayer. In some instances, a

risk score may be used as a basis for intervening before a taxpayer effectively
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relation to the client. These actions could be
alternative ways of serving the client 15 or
alternative ways of enforcing conpliance. APPLYI NG
Rl SK BASED PROCESSI NG TO RETURN FORMS Applying a risk
based approach to assessing the data on a return form
shoul d enabl e revenue agenidi es to nake nore infornmed
and precise 20 determ nations as to where they should
Iddges s hoeiconplibar fduin® I80BEFEIS @téhfnﬂﬁé@rto rrSﬁr‘éE@ntOzE‘ low risk
effort. In accordance with this proach, it
MRyt egregyired F%@@tvéie 2e8yoR @‘é@rm@ilqna%é‘xQOmpawdpMdvtadfeayers
d@%oﬂme'dr{glre ?L‘%Ntea{% rigkevenue to the agency. An

nment ﬁven ion continuously predicts
conplt usanr(eéerablektofanmbecbmmasaxmgmirin imes! retuﬂhpn@céé§ﬂrg as much

b i ntervene roact i vel
a%s%ﬁsi’g%g?/%? a gt’ ; lgoflab%’@ﬁ{s%f gof QWn'ah ashyily Wﬁﬁdn time.
Thiztaffetivdip I’Tmlstth@ﬂbddﬁ JRIR¥bS ch@dria rﬁ@)‘i‘%&'atpphéb Frhﬁe course of

the ri sk based approach to processing t
pfcg:leﬁ?'ﬁgaé%betlﬂ@heflts the tax payer as it creat es a

regi Tge 'an whi el én%rét?& %h? %?glll&st% &%1 EIV cﬁ{guf%(‘ﬁa y&may be -

p er to odge I an turn _
tegetetningfthe o@nms WIvghKﬂ'eihnfreven uegagrsiyreib bealyse the return

di
T ST S
rialn dscared vatind hlginglekoéaséet Ba Vi Ime@re bﬁe@@népﬁﬁed throughout the
PSS BT TR RS WiSgneall Hrcsbsheth fwancheske.n

r i sklrsmerlﬁstﬁaye o tabs chet% lcgildi}&ﬁréturfr@:gglg@ gh‘g@%&éﬂwe channel
i v

t axpayer. ef
{P& igthet gﬁ‘a@ﬁt'ver&%%a@ﬁ@ogswwems ) the fiskprasoeas may be

: abmd atsdachayjon atepdif tﬁ@ﬂﬂérﬁ@ﬁbﬁ EnPIHY biRoftes 9 Gkt é:h?ck may

I:.nf or mation as conpar ed taxpayers determ ne
%Qﬁee@@rqouas%@fgtheﬂntgr@ctmm Psﬁfprraé emai@@r@%foele’eeldtaxpayer are

kéﬁsﬁﬁqged’attc'&ﬁ@ fhfrhatioR ;ﬂ%r%ﬁslhnﬂw rptég Lgro?,‘%ﬁl%a tax

possi bl e rather” than trea thi's aspec
r%tbrrhcﬁwMetrythpart%rapmoaqhmn beTapmiedftb effer psdfgrenﬁartseatment to

d
chdts oS ok LeFbfgg) * R EBRAEUAE LB Hierty e
PrRstice & e)dplaraobermﬁyltad dhﬁntafaﬁlodgd? @i ldﬁeabtdr:ﬁ.ﬁﬁw@rnst@Me that
t ai s for iC e .reve
e weE B fike YRI5 U o Bed 1 Riate™y of BB sRhavpdabetore the
tamﬂgenmmartm'ﬁm 2O s Ritd1 sk Ub Efot Sivtiiled tHah the Gl HHay be
gtae risk - score with high risk cases having nore

s applied throughout the -process whilst |ow risk

caseBunthdr! @AM Bhdad APREESCmAal bB dHRNES 16 BERSRalise any online
interaction such that it would be possible to force high risk clients or clients in a
particular segment or category to provide additional data that others are generally
not required to provide. The effect of this aspect of the approach would be to
capture data that could result in a lower overall risk score than .would otherwise
be the case and again, preferential treatment may be afforded to clients who are
willing to provide the additional data that will most likely iead to a iower overall

risk score.
The risk based approach according to the present invention should

constrain the number of items .that require investigation and hence focus the
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In the instance of tax payers | odging returns using an
interactive -channel (eg the Internet, interactive
voi ce response systens etc) the risks scores nmay be

15 applied at each major step in the interaction and

t he outconmes of that check may change the course of
the interaction. Preferably risk scores for each
taxpayer are kept up to date using information

?—'ﬁﬁthéf%dté%eﬁér}ﬁ% E&gim&tg’f Egcan bsélog%p??sé’ﬁ lpo% tfeéf return on

eﬁ@@ferentlal treatnment to clients with normally
"good" behavi our. For exanple, whilst it is currently
the 20 practice to apply a penalty to a client who

CLiENERISKIPROFNGSIrN, in the instance that this were -
the first tinme and the client has a history of good

behaVi @ignt giskopefitthds a axeun of aftrbatesrdnat araviddserisk based
mkc%%@ﬁ%bbﬁt m@tcnaﬂtd nbxﬁt@%ﬂn%snﬁcl gpalty may be

remtted. ase approach may be
appl fRigly M@dqﬁeﬁsmmal Wbleh aste thel fiketiho@d of nherdiehi behauein a

bI to f h k_cl t
pheliet baV3H iflaliSn BE3 HBafiarc ighee bbheaed s pysid! paying a
depirtwtmemddys bmlduéadaae)t hat others are generally not

req redtto ;') The effect of this aspect of the
appr 9BTHFIAR d B’@Spgldsca(ﬁf’%ﬁi@"ﬂﬁla vhigh crevider eperispnalised

lnlfdtmtxbﬁ)\m@tatéd/ & 8pécifid %Kn&ﬁ@é &f hinumy gar‘?éetl;%)’x‘%%ﬁat- Qfpport

hf case and agaln, preferential treat
ther ke Qige Procassimgrsys @ﬁ&lng@uwmahen@slsesspnevtsde t he

dd I t I
over s el ERe Aol 3Ry, SL PR | CucuttlR gien
behavigus, or deitumncedvienti segraentuwidhincwhishr tien clidre spETHeS (e.g.

h d, h
b BB oa i BT Wi YRR a6 5 OBEI B Fsl e enty
ragw@rlso\Nl’tfesiuﬂferenhr&mtmrisb% tred Hisk prfileeibgrie wﬁﬂluleﬁé}&j by the
m@lu?té ﬁ%(ﬂ;b%ﬁgs Aclient risk profile is a group of

t provides risk based information about

t he Fgurend shAWbrarbai(@mblxéRﬁSa CnehtudRk Mo, Model example, risk
he |ikelihood of the client

res,
RO RIS ©O3hs cleriferthasjents mepersigct o a
specpdy Getiticiktirhe. 9. the likelihood of a cI | ent payi ng
a debt within 14 days of the due date).

OperladosnithimAd aws lotigug datst r ai nt s) whi ch provi de
Per 9 ,\;esgq?mbﬁgr%@f?&wﬁy g{a?ﬁlzrﬁéed to specific

attributes lactions t hat support
© Lodge an accurate activity statement; and

» Lodge correctly within 8 months of registration.

The Client Risk Profile of Figure 4 also includes Operational Thresholds for
the following items:

» Work related expenses;
» Expense to income ratio; and

* Previous year investment rental expense..
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the Tax O fice processing systenms maki ng aut omat ed
assessnents. Both of these attribute types nay be
determi ned on specific client behaviour, or

i nfluenced by a segnent within which the client
operates (e.g. 15 industry code). Arisk profile wll
exi st for each registered ¥lient; if an entity
registers with different rel ationships, the risk
profile may be influenced by the nmultiple

rel ati onshi ps. Figure 4 shows an exanple of a Cient
DERIGN ANDDEVELORMENTE OFRIGK 8CORE® scores are

2o TS HuR A elemert bR Bt iMool e S e o 2
risklah6del tRetebiified thef tanstioneRim Betwesnt shes r@lemenbgency's data
Lodge an accurate activity statenent; and, Lodge

ho@mww REpRaRiY 6f %W'H@Véﬂtsr%&llgﬂgdﬂ it futyrs. 'Slg'he
aiegly, rﬁ’%ﬁ ?ﬁl@fé Gty ft 1%: ggé’(éféﬁfe fﬂ e rB¢driieSgency to halz/e a

Oper at1 ona reshol-ds ovvlng I'tens:
preaigeadefinitap o 9dmt thexegetsy eansidecorie beagi dsk gnd the relevant

o SRR R AL AP BBl RERTARE ot R bvecp

a tdew@ea pegster ahd taskay’s eicesuntingadystsn cbetaitdng defaifed thistbrical
i.fies the relationship between

rece PRGN G J e AV VS HTRG andt ho

propabédd ty/ defa @ﬁfg@id’ﬁalett@rﬁt!SSlrpﬂwfebbm?/r(fdrhéxémblerﬁom a
To complete this activity it is preferable for th

QOVERENRIE aaFERY yrepRrRRie faf Stﬁ"@@??s)e'sd@ﬁ? FRTEfeaTRh ploRRaWIth the
esHb‘ﬁsﬁrQn%H%f S %@Féerﬁéht?ewxfh bt EREmhent %Qﬁt@ékit to supply

tolerance to risk™(i.e. thresholds Further] it -
taxpayee spetitic data theh earagfeemye mmp@"stedainttaﬁp‘agb@model- Again, a
i Ste ;
cohBRUICEp AL of At B AERLPBORRGLR! IR AR 2 BicRired wih
atriessintiatei veveyimgr theomasbrrecemciives years being provigedeiraltthe first
in%rends in the econony (for exanple froma governnent
8%?180y responsible for statistics) is also preferred
al offgprniat agréeEmentst aithi stmmrercial thiod reErtieg riee seply taxpayer

srl Al 3R B SRRT GE iuBH oL HRAE o = o
mbd&k OPeeinfradgatiire assets would also be preferred in an embodiment of
the invention including a data warehouse holding data from the various available
sources and structured to support data analysis. In this respect, a complete and
up to .date dictionary that holds the metadata for the data held in a date
warehouse and commercial data analysis software capable of supporting
actuarial analysis would be particularly preferred.

DESIGNING TAX PAYER RISK TYPES

In an embodiment of the invention a data schema for at least the following
risk types are established:

» a composite predictive risk score calculated from the set of risk types;
» assessment of risk that the taxpayer will accidentally misreport income;

e assessment of risk that the taxpayer will accidentally misreport expenses
or deductions;
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15 continuous supply of risk data from ot her
government agencies is preferred with at |east data
covering the nost recent five years being provided in
the first instance. Formal agreements with comercia
third parties to supply taxpayer specific data nmay
al so be established for inorporation of that data
into arisk 20. nodel. O her infrastructure assets

' | [ f the .
o v Rfie ey B I 15 o Ba O BRMTR R iyt inceres
t he asapsonentaf stk dit¢he mpég@&nliﬁfd@nﬁérét&)ﬁ HisdpbA expenses or

suppprt data analysis. In this respect, a conplete
up tc%dHﬁff‘%Psdi ctionary that holds the netadata for the

dat j t r d.co r.ci al dat

onapyer e & (B8 Rat W EREURE AN E TSR it  score

analf‘yfs*?@hviemltymeb;e particul arly gr eferr e]gI. EESI GNI N?

TAX _PAYER RI.SK, TYPES | n. an enbodi nent of the invention

a’ dgtsgg%@ﬁmﬁ'ﬁ risk that the taxpavar vl 6ak PRy thei flt amayess due by

ar e testadldamtded da) a conposite predictive risk score

cal cyl at efd fromthe set of risk types; assessment of

ri SW‘FPPJ? e implasasrdation for the oregisivalrisk scos ecpi'_uzlfrfa includes
' Fi t [ t r W -

ot Ly o 2 talpaer Storeddh & linp R BYGkot ugh that it i

Pogsibles dapadd grew i eategarias tof epreaiqtisag enskniscbree vitrpiuat 1BMiring

; y ' . t, of . ri.sk that th
o A B e o o
schemacoi thay can s syakmbed aﬁd mdrﬁiulétb@ﬁsn S h@néi@tﬁaﬁ@%ﬁﬁinn%' |
Wi or. each tax
typerofes € ArBleradly (L ik FoR4ice Pbablpsyer tag iabilty to

digtiopuisaya triemie bf 20D dRstingUIRVEY oft3R. M R%aRINnIAUE - 831 Bvel of
f he predictiVve risk

[ t
sk 35 ErEREIE itha dB8ncp Ph iR eYans ocpuking ks Dbricsl of risk
mdamepthine the LOEROWIlNdSRirfRRPYESTT. ST %?b%gggﬁg*l?e‘ dlsbidyd as a

0. possi ble to add new categories o tive

peécte G RiabRBlity sushuthat thpyprdild denised Gremiiyds a Satdnhent,such
O opea s thay PRobdtily A M0 ERadl il eS8 pipegees or
retii{gglgpg’.’t. Rt comifpez largecoumbeneicdigtiret tavels of risk ¢ Yeoprovided
whth WolahR&k Llidv % %}Iné} b0 o?%iéciistign e reporting of probabilities.
Preferably, there is a time stamp for each predictive risk score indicating
when that risk was last updated. -Further, it is preferable that each predictive risk
score have an associated reason code indicating the event that triggered the last
update. A history of predictive risk scores may be maintained to make it possible
to analyse whether risk is increasing or decreasing with régard to any particular
tax payer over time. This history should disregard changes that only occur as a
result of changes to the risk model as its purpose would be to reflect changes

arising from the individual taxpayer's behaviour and circumstances.

SCORING PROCEDURE

Scoring procedure is preferably defined for each risk type that speciﬁés

how the score will be calculated. The scoring.procedure should identify the data
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 DEVELQRIE

di stinguish a m nimum of 100 distinct |evels of risk.
For exanple, a zero level of 15 risk neans that there
is no chance of the event occurring and a 100 | evel of
risk means that the event will definitely occur. The
scores may be di splayed as a percentage probability
such that'they could be us¥d directly in a statenent
such as "there is a 63%probability that the taxpayer
in}/\iHel data siicﬁgoaty t?sem_stts _eslcole;te ﬂ%ﬁs&dr?cami"ti:le(lpe@giwa@oritﬁms or
ar.ger er o stinct levels of risk may be
fWﬁSW%QfQH%@S\%\NQ@ﬁF{D&EM& beappliad totha datagher | evel of
precision in the reporting of probabilities.

Pr ef er abl gl there is a tine stanp for each predictive
TiQGiPESRR GROWREN that risk was | ast

upda e jt ferabl e that eac . ,

or eal TEn e Boericlad, St S8R9 dn AT they dpicaledefine
aio'\srﬁa:altaei of larpe gﬂg_&pﬁ _afnh!abssﬁ{ri gige acbdyee td% asie pﬂﬂd}%’éegdroups.

istory of predictive ri scores may, be nai ntai ned

PRl & or Bl B ssiart oL etlFE B5aEE Her m ceR iagos wih the
instHt rR@hiieh RIquAes BaASHEiMed BppR@ah Yo %ﬁgrﬂea{ﬁn tax payers.

particular tax payer over tine. This |stor)9 sﬁc?upld

di sr EBRPHTORERIdIst HaP 15rie Wefoe ur lasge gcherpa uif ttaxgiayer groups

| .

crtanagh b LSSl FRIGHe Bobis MBI SRS St
figelity 8feany riskhanalpsis. aftbeti groupstianues. cARCBRBORING/erlapping

RBRGCRRA [ 0 s, preferably defined for
h‘I:ach rl SREC@%% a{ﬁ%agﬁspeci l?eoé arﬁgﬁ}sqhsearg%lsr%e% grpupgschema
extended i tdee [Ehelssemrid bg: procedure should identify the
dat aE%§ in the data dictionary used to calculate the
score 'and the specific algorithns or functions of the
ri sk mededatiiaperddnl be applied to the data.
DEVELOPMENT OF PEER GROUPS 5 When revenue agenci es

pl ace taxpayers in@&WeEnts they typically define a
smal | set of Iargep@eog%..and assign the taxpayer to
one of those groups.” However, a risk based assessnent
of return document &mplpymgotsiaiignce with the instant

i nvention requires )FJgP‘EF efi ned approach to
segnmenting tax payeffe. Eg{spur pose of this step is to
define a | arge sthétenges of &rpss/micogreoups 10 and,
assign t taxpayer to multiple groups. This is
intendédr}t@%n'ﬁﬁ'g‘rr%'\})eerf‘% fidelity of any risk

anal ysis. Peer grolegaf Porm (Carpbiatiohicdd) of overl apping
hi er ar chi cal scheni nd,a}r(Léexa,rrpl,e of aninitial

sanpl e peer group 'Eq?f'é‘-ﬁ’éa SIWH@BANt 0 three | evel s
woul d be: Entity. Ultimate owner's location

Rénges of Gross Income

Location
e Urban
- City 1
- City 2
¢ Rural
- Region 1

- Region2
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15 Natural person GCender Age Goup Enploynent
status Dependents 20 - Ranges of G oss |ncone
Non-natural person Legal Form (Corporation etc)
Industrial Classification Utimte owner's [ocation
25 - Ranges of Gross Incone Location Uban - Gty 1
- Gty 2 30 Rural - Regiton 1 - Region 2 20

Natural Activity Industrial classification (Sub
groups of manufacturing, retail etc.) 5 In one

enbodi nent, the preferred i nplenmentation for the peer
gr oupatusal Wetiwity nvol ves . gi vi ng each peer group a .
uni que identit nd.a textual description of what it
repres&nt'® éﬁ%%ﬁ@aEQ%(%g@ﬁ'@é of giangfesturing, witail eic.)
nore peer groups, and when a taxpayer is assigned to a
peer group, a tine stanp is recorded fqr the event.
Wherinachengraiedimest, r theo peaferfred nimptempetatiorl Gog teeleer group

schBR %Ycﬂall\ir/é% \@h?gg%é& | re%fr eé;%g:% Fggxﬁfg’rugggq%ng{ /o:a?pld\?viq textual

articu e
dq%grip@mtoﬁiwfaﬂ iDfepragermeerTaupayprs bRabsdifitad ﬁ%ﬁébf&ékop@ﬁe or

in th st, RELAT| ONSHI P- BETWEEN PE '
B PR Sighe SRUTPRE 2 Imemie fSoarogResh i haow GeoR, a tme
statebi iseécotdeel foblthé igvaRtll BVRES WERIXpREE is removed from the peer

group, another time stamp is preferably recorded for this barticular event as well,

Preferably, a history will be maintained of the peer groups that the taxpayer has

belonged to in the past.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PEER GROUPS AND RISK TYPES

Once peer groups have been defined, the relationship between peer
groups and risk types is defined. This relationship is used to determine which risk
types to calcuiate for any particular tax payer.
| The relationship may be defined as a matrix (referred to hereinafter as the

“peer group to risk type matrix”) that collates peer groups with the risk types. For
example, a partial matrix is presented below as Table 1.

TABLE 1
Risk Risk the Taxpayer Risk the Taxpayer will
Type will accidentally accidentally
Peer Group misreport Income misreport Expenses
' or Deductions
Corporation include include
Private Company Include include

ANALYSIS OF PEER GROUP CHARAGCTERISTICS

This particular ‘stép in the process generates a set of statistical
characteristics for each peer group that support aspects of the risk scoring
process. These characteristics can.be divided into:
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groups and risk types is defined. This relationship is
used to determ ne which risk types to calculate for
any particular tax payer. The rel ationship my be
defined as a matrix (referred to hereinafter as the
"peer group to risk type matrix") that coll ates peer
groups with the risk typeszl For 20 exanple, a parti al
matrix is presented below as Table 1. TABLE 1 Ri sk

RS LR A S KRl o B ot

| ncone nicgjagdess cﬁxmmml@rp%dlg%up)fﬁem@mﬁ%cﬁénm (for
I nclude Include Private Conpany |nclude |nclude

ANALYS| SCXRTPEEReERAIRS BRRRABPERS STRSSINCNk s
| .
Crat i ot Bap°OfRe hecll, RRRTES T RRERNER i lork mpgpinatu

support asetation tofa shie set skpserogriongs (for exessle, Tiepercentiles
s .can be divided into gener al

oo o et Righ Sty e Stanah S8 It Rivesini oef vl dat a

r eg@adh gsserafrotifiés prefeiablycclgratiedisod RindethRginformation used to
characterised (for _exanple, neasuring percentiles of

degredhe; Fasastersticfesf IPmASICNR G theer GrodPEr eEOF grample, the

petddr@id®bi RRofBatorh erifibyed®RBHGY i 2 p%ﬂl&llél’e(l: Lih 9Re Bgnklng
a sub set of peer groups (for exanple, percenti |

sepfices gseatechnoPegyy §reuRacharacksristins eare vese)‘eraEkyc rre@n@tysed

A o A Y D Al T e

groép peanactaristips malfdre repaaiybed as frequerthcantdailyes of
i ncome from enpl oyees working in a particular city in
t he banki ng 10 services sector. Peer group
DEVBL@@H\EENHCMENI&'IEL RISKemabiEL r e- anal ysed

5Bt o 5 EEE ML g o

dd@@ld anskyhedelasTHis enueméraplyasn aatdnyate@%\@e@ew r%'cts th
I NI 'PIEAL Rl SK MODEL 15pOnce grere ui sites have eepn l ©

Prebebily; 2 daxRayer Ml S8 RAnLEOMRIiaN; arsefoen e Pgta Svaiabie at the

t,ﬁ@\ﬂﬁl PR dfetibhsK1dBE®lagelNis is preferably an automated
process that predicts the

Various types of information would be considered in this risk model and
whilst the following risk list is not exhaustive, it illustrates the types of data that
should be considered for inclusion:

» broad trends in the economy (eg cost of living indices, mahufacturing

| production indices etc);

« statistics for the various peer groups the tax payer is considered to belong
to which may include other tax paying entities that earn income in. the
same way (eg sole proprietors operating a retail business, employees

~working in manufacturing efc), other tax_paying entities with similar tax
affairs (eg employees who own residential rental properties) and other tax
paying entities in the same general location (eg CBD of a .particular city or
~ a real location etc). |

+ changes in tax legislation (eg a change to the. list of legitimate deductions

of a type the taxpayer has previously claimed);
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probability a taxpayer will be non conpliant based on

the data available at the tine the predictionis to

be made. Various types of information would be

considered in this risk nodel and 20 whilst the
following risk list is not. exhaustive, it illustrates
the types of data that sh¥uld be considered for
inclusion: broad trends in the econony (eg cost of

| svitag paytircepecifienidlachalyssg fremoad ipmﬁééﬂ%geéredit rating
etc); statistics for the various peer groups the tax

pay €198"S1eSdnsi dered to bel ong 25 to which may incl ude

h t A isf 1 : ' in the..
el sy WBra0BuF B the et if Shfled Ri0ETans{n ation to the
buz ineesnye agphay ebich may kma’ntgqé,rtinmmléaaif Wasn b fbﬁr?ents of tax
ot he -paying entities with simlar tax affairs
(eq ETSyiBSHERE cf Rhstrstnati (il Behaypupareliop to past
and HyResntt kandeayeritg), Nﬁérﬁl'cﬁsréaﬁséﬁ?néﬁ&e%l%ﬁtg%sggf and the

| ocation éfeg CBD of a particular city or

| octdtdis WiiEymal adyigequevidad byihe agereyHioi the taepayer (eg if there

cha ihd a0y & | ' .of a type

Cha e bibrt Sty Bhoviled St WP EaifA o) b Whaipdnd of KSense

spedeppded tyruamfle/teaseturim t hird parties (eg credit

rati [ S ehavi.ou .the taxpayer
o T pBHRRE G0he ndRBPly RENBSHEN Pyt BenmndRENCEr the
inwgrtinry isvioi aseesaythe misk tbat dathmbiides Hyoh tRasdyer on a tax retumn

oSSR Bl LB BB B e bpacne reun

proagseEtt arr angenments), history of reassessnents, audit
e of formal advice provided by

ts and the . nat . .
tho. HUSAR RoRt e Pl ErRRGEmEib ! the imiareon feesiencd on the
bk iof @nBlyeingdestraadiiits bdiebh SFoRRiorPthaA vﬁ{w& %%%eat the

.of expense reported through the tax retu
tirggir § S8BT forme Iy iPSRCassad| as gorpareshwitx histéridahiceses of non-
CHIRMCEEN Snd NDrrel R LR i 955 Be k5K el

t hat dat a or o';/%g (rjt?d _étgl)}%agt g’%gé’be'rrbgrﬁ?%dst%zté ?heet i Megiel, and
weightask aggasginaplp theimeffach eatipnédiciimg inon-cavailibadd evitat refshect to

i ; t t ' essed. The risk nmodel in .

B, L oS B el bR ess e
exprimesitaliast antiar pyitrajniogrer séurel ostvdret ReeNprebicaveRbpaBilties
oftgl?itsk Vr\ﬁé’érg A%%omr?a\% ?htis terr]neooc:iiment of the invention may be improved

over time as new information is gathered.

Further, the risk model shouid be continuously improved as more
information becomes available from external sources and/or the processing of
interactions with taxpayers.

DEVELOPMENT OF INTERACTION TYPES AND RISK RESPONSES

Risk will be typically assessed in the course of many types of interactions
and, for each of these interactions, the revenue agency will need to determine
how it should respond to each risk type at each level of risk.

The first step in considering this process is to specify each type of

interaction that would be analysed and subject to a risk based processing



time a return formis processed as conpared wth

hi storical cases of non- conpliance. Strong
correlations are incorporated into the risk nodel and
wei ghted according to their effect at predicting

non- conpliance wth respect to historical data. These
correlations nmay be discovdred by hypotheses driven 20
experimentati on and/ or by training a neural network.

r t Bt of a.risk del accordin
anpisefl & efistiwdREREbt bR TonBh bty TBE Frmpich il Sucn
as Gaele 2 belewas new information is gathered. Further, the

ri sk nodel should be continuously inproved as nore
i nformati on becones avail abl e from external sources

TABIE or the processing of 25 interactions with
t axpayers. DEVELOPMENT OF | NTERACTI ON TYPES AND RI SK

IntEtpONBEIoRl sk wi || Intenstieryhipeal | y assess ¢ éhtéractioh@haracteristic:

rYrovanltie 20

Ret@@xtﬁuiﬁn@ or many tyneﬁwmax |h6&¥n@ﬁ§§hét@ﬂ$ﬂm§‘ TihterdciVe cﬁ?ﬂhﬂél of
M|l need

R PR e 30 hog [TV RGITN SBARE 108 GREHT e Cypae
Retym fdigeh | evel of |r$aiskpropTipter iidonstTag Reforn 1 indepantivecihaney
this process is tiosggecify each type of | interaction

t+hat—woul-dbe—analysed—and subject to alrisk based
processing 23 approach. In an enbodi ment of the
invention, this takes the formof a tabl€ such as
TabLé: 2 beI ow. TABLE 2 Interaction Category
| nt EMHEET GRCTVISE YRe shale ihsnanpredita epe &F more eeraetions that
caﬁl btag behedrdund ihavrnel T F&hd™ ’

Channel Return Fi |II ng | nd |%f(dp§§,bp éh]}:d;#éé [I}%\lérlli%‘ee a?%&)thus
Pragyaing ansisk| Wpertacinteractigmametix’. REbigrmafix tary bsatomsulted to
d |

o P, BB SR e Bt B el e igvotved
in aparigularonieractiosrwith amﬁlcuiaataxpaaer occur between the

i ndij, d the reven

pro u% ﬁ%@bécﬂﬁeﬁﬁ%ﬁhﬁe HY%nt‘OHt BPLis dﬂgﬁéﬁ ¥§ecras|-Fﬁp§esented
in frablel Xbelaw. be consulted to determ ne which risk types

shoul d be considered in determning the risk invol ved

10 in a particular interaction with a particul ar

- TABIBAyer. In an enbodinent of the invention, a partial

FatFx—-s—used—as—represented

Predictive Interaction .
Interaction Characteristic Risk Type Risk Risk Response
High

Allow taxpayer to
complete entry
Very high and then route the
form to manual
review

Regquire the tax

Risk the payer to provide
Return interactive Taxpayer . Medium High supporiing detail
Processing Channel will accidentally
Business misreport
Income Tax. Income

Gross Income
Component
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in Table 3 below. .TABLE 3 Predictive Interaction
Interaction Characteristic Risk Type Risk i Ri sk
Response H ph Allow taxpayer to conplete entry

Very high and then route the formto manual review
Require the tax Ri sk the payer to provide Return

I nteractive Taxpayer Medi utw Hi gh supporting detail-
Processi ng Channel will accidentally Business

m sreport | I ncone Thx. |ncome| G oss | rcowsiu@onponkprptthe
24 Medi um|Pronpt the taxpayef with additional ‘a"g??gn";‘h
questions {Process W thout Low review {Low APPLYYI N@\,Aions
Rl SK MODEL} TO A TAXPAYER A further step in this

process iq to apply|the risk model to e@ch tTaxpayl ng

entity. There are two maj or aspects of [fhis step of
the procegs includihg 5 assignnment of fhe taxpay@cetsQuithout
peer groups and subsequently applying the riwsk | nDdedview

to produce the predictive risk scase for each

taxpayer. lln an. enbodi nment of |the i.nvention, taxpayers

are assigned to peer groups
APPLYING A RISK MODEL TO A TAXPAYER
A further step in this process is to apply the risk model to each taxpaying
entity. There are two major aspects of this step of the process including

assignment of the taxpayer to peer groups and subsequently applying the risk

‘model to produce the predicﬁve risk score for each taxpayer.

In an embodiment of the invention, taxpayers are assigned to peer groups -
by an automated process that applies the criteria defining each peer group to the
taxpayer. Taxpayers are assigned into all relevant peer groups in the schema
based on the registration information that the tax agency holds and based on past
tax return information. For exampie, a taxpayer may bé an individual working in
the retail sector in a particular city with no dependents and earning a particular
gross income. The outcome of this activity is a peer group membership listing
that records the peer groups to which the taxpayer belongs.

APPLYING THE RISK MODEL TO PRODUCE THE PREDICTIVE RISK
SCORES FOR INDIVIDUAL TAXPAYERS
In an embodiment of the invention, this activity populates the predictive risk
scores for each taxpayer by applying all relevant scores and procedures in the
risk model. The major aspects of this step of the process include: |
» reference to the peer group membership for the taxpayer and the
peer group to risk type matrix o determine which risk types to score;
and
« for each risk type, determine which data is required by the risk
mode! to produce the predictive risk score, obtain the data and
apply the algorithms in the risk model and record the predictive risk

scaore against each taxpayer.
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by an automated process that applies the criteria
defining each peer group to the taxpayer. Taxpayers
are assigned into all relevant peer groups in the
schema 10 based on the registration information that
the tax agency hol ds and based on past tax return

i nformati on. For exanple, 2 taxpayer may be an

i ndi vidual working in the retail sector in a

par tﬁp‘éHlﬁer pfe'd iy ﬁék %o%%p?&d%ntt%(g%ggr ea"i‘énFFé@er%bly revxsed

par t ross 1 ncone. The ou of this actrvit
whenexep ¢ies Lgdeﬂmngmrshembelplsl updateg andhahenenaw dsfotmetlon is

eer ups to ich the. taxpa bel ongs. 15 APPLYI NG
eI oo RS g,!‘ P BREBRODVE R SK - SCORES
F(P I NDI VI DUAL TAXPAYERS I n an enbodi nent of the

i nvention, this activit uIatesthe redlctlverlsk

PROGEDLREF QR ENALUATING RIEK BMRINGBETURN BRAGRSSING

- Scorn ﬁ'cp}ﬁé) 9?‘9 Egr%s'd??%gg anafitkl \%gqu?q‘glk:m ThetigRhPEach
aspects O Frocess I nc e:

tarpdyerendeig onﬂorreammrerm@y dugp usedbt@r shi @ fsthatadye for the return

t ax er_.and.t he eer rou Q risk type matrtix

g Srien o RE ofise Brohectsdn piftediRy dagfon, new

mfdrfnlétlbh’ Gl bé@ir@\FcﬂTédWBy\Mié fé’kpd?éraom the aﬂuemd d@yﬁutﬂéat and this
25 nodel oproducethep?]dlctlv akﬁ

m%%ﬂ@.flﬂnﬁneuléa@*aom'ncamr@}e@ Het0a} aoﬁr(?afm‘?@ oF ek upipg getum

praRd&dingnd record the predictive risk score against

each taxpayer. 25 Specific predictive risk scores for
a taxpayer are preferably revised whenever the

PROEESY | POR 'Aﬁvﬁiﬂh Wﬁ%ﬁ”%%‘?p@ﬁm TO RETURN
er an

Information i s in the course o
PROGESSINGN with the taxpayer. 5 PROCEDURE FOR

EVAL}HAEE '\Qngba& BPFE}fNﬁ%eRﬁ\T/gm# ﬁﬁi’n'\grﬁp% corr%pnsed of a

predlc Ive II's es. provide an | Vi ew o
collectieh aff ifielust mtcewhrch iaa;x@,aa;se rare Tequirddnfooentet iiformatjonbe This

ed to set astr e.return r.ocessi
P AUToT! O (RBOSYaras 7t EREY 415, PR S EaLaTegions that
asﬂételhécthkmyerﬁavdommét@rtﬁatﬂems mdréctllye IRsray il eds Rligdton are
tfaxg‘?ﬁr pn the tax ur-n dg,cu and thjis 10
raRBS Haes GPIMENE 4D GU BELPABEOE KEGEVeMD. t he
treatgaaénwfthéﬂesgréﬂ% X‘Q Feﬁattwéﬁ‘/ sr%FPCrﬁﬁﬁcbé}gof 95%%55 to the
APPLYI'NG THE TAXPAYER RI SK"MODEL TO RETURN
standard return form for any particular return period. With the application of risk
based data assessment, the components presented to a taxpayer may be
selected based upon the established risk for a particular client. For example, if a
taxpayer is considered likely to mis-state their income, they may be presented
with several components requiring them to provide information refating to specific
details of the respective sources of their income.

Where a taxpayer is presented with a retum form to complete, the
components of the return form may be selected for each individual taxpayer
based on the taxpayer's individual predictive risk scores. [n the case of a paper
based return, there is an option to personalise some parts of the return form.

As the revenue agency processes each return form it may calcuiate
interaction risk scores. in this embodiment of the invention, these are calculated

using the same risk model that is used for calculating predictive risk scores but
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PROCESSI NG 15 I n an enbodi nent of the invention, a
return formis conprised of a collection of fields
into which taxpayers are required to enter
information. This includes anongst other things,
| abel s that identify the fields and instructions that
assi st the taxpayer to comglete the fields correctly.
Iterrs in this collection are referred to as
d Qnth hel #n this nbod manE of the invention.

iy Baihey the ip ?Cé'OQrf ?ﬂ%‘sam@ ¢ 46F Wb the mfawatmrﬂﬁhered in
thﬁcomgeatprw@ssﬁng theeeish ahar d return form for any
partjcular return period. Wth the application of risk
baseMeatipnadisks searas atawéieel@nﬁ@n@tmamﬂ@ens;tadcdso where a

op .t he est abhl

b BE9NERo TP as SEhGT RS BTEAAROR e E5) Wl HiSimaton
ﬂ’taéxpmeentssa blghsnsﬂer'élmb iritdrattiont sk coret ahgy BBRLH this risk and

t he pre nted 25 with several
Pl Aol PRriBRao 6PRPBUR BaoPRSEma | on
r el alitergciion ﬁﬂeétcﬁﬁeﬁ mEPLRI dafcMtel MRVERIRRRL Wthe course of

sources of their incone. Were a taxpayer IS presen
PIRCERSIAY r2 SINGE frBlUm tas Hemiaxpeker prayidesofyrthes mew ohforation.

int&radfich FHeW SedvBy aF@pl%%r%Bgesqorfee Sa.:%pr&iu@gr' d%k?e%'w:th respective

t axpayer based on the tax ayer s1n
interaglien ingk scoses asseaated! with Hbe cesiousf interpatiter typ®@ that are
return, there is an option to personalise sone
parts. of the return form As the revenue agency
pr oc €& ideraatidn risk sn:meé araprieferably veal adld@tetmine what action to

t i S res. [ rrent of the
1o B et theS ek ESsnonPaBsx Thgre Bk sigseorses ponfict
arnieal for exerhple sif ustk feeposad! foHbad gk tﬁfeeﬂhﬁ;ra{é‘sethé'ré rn should
iffers in that the interaction

o8 iR kERT et Ay enthenatonr fifereRBpRR ngicatasdnat the
retomr sitoutd be e RS idrRanied) Ll‘é%rfu‘é?'é‘ hfe?ér\‘%hg‘rbg rg,l? essdhses

. %{3 desi %ned to manage I nstances
B ‘b%ﬁe?p §- i Npanest weragholsl rasiechae do ghedhosti severe risk

shoRd defPmmMeRhe Vel i hat represents a
hi gh risk. The mteFactl%ﬁrgﬁ%!ng%agtg%&res may detect this

risk and provide an opportunity to inplenment an

VARRARTS! 6 RISRRSES REFURNIROBRESIIRE Scores my be

cal cul at ed severa nes I n processi ng

a si Witheespeach to aaennwmnmampﬁym menﬁmrd,a%tdm Pré&®fssimgVay be
ri.sk scores are preferably

I nt
C%ﬁc?ér%@fté}%g '%*SrPEI?te%f %Fe@mﬁ?t h respective 10

i mt einwEchdtive (witdte Ser faS(péﬁeﬁoérhtéiseﬂwéMnﬁfBrﬁ'nQﬁ‘onV"i’:"sin@ué service
i nteracti PR ¥¥Res that are provid
channel that ehables the revenue agency to partsCIpate directly in the flow

of the process); or

» non interactive (where the taxpayer enters the information using a service
channel that does not enable the revenue agency to participate directly in -
the flow of the process).

An obvious example of 2 non interactive return processing is a paper
return form.

For interactive return processing, the overall risk represented by the retum
form may be calculated at the time the taxpayer, or their representative, enters

the data and the result may be used to direct the course of the interaction, If-the
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The interaction risk scores are preferably used to
determ ne what action to take by interrogating the
ri sk response matri x. Where ri sk response conflicts
arise (for exanple, if a risk response for one risk
type indicates the return should 15 be processed

W t hout further analysis ad another risk response

i ndicates that the return should be transferred for
manual revenue) a hierarchy of risk responses should

iIntRraghinn tfigkascorpds hisky thentsayer ie ilisklyrte ioprawided witfe additional

oSk 2S04 A L Ay b R o

repROSESSENEr Widitiona sSpiemrhation. an enbodi ment of the
considered to

' t
o Tt Reprd B el RERe Hobcaskth (e, piarecgingethere are
felles SfSHRY BieaRBifEF Elrédﬁfhg' RECEdTRdd Bp tﬁésirﬂ&a@tlocﬁ Y'tl’?eeh{ne the

channel that enables thé revenue agency to parti

da3feris @pisyed n Homever.de nnsragffom lgan mecdﬁ@w)ed atrtheriome the return

formtis GaRtra¥l Wi & taxpayer enters the information
usi ng a service ﬁb%}%e t hat does not enable the

r evenubisagepedt, the phoice of p&ametnh tapayqr isﬁeqhb@teﬁ't@vttdh‘ﬁplete

exanp non i nt eract |
B8 P88 D 1, PR D Rt 5 b e
rellemant &piei oferehuerh rocewsNee SHi th@ inbtagcoVitlealturh ifskn may instruct

re ent b urn orm may be cal cul ated at
the hga"f’g f%é"@@gﬁy%&}m%}a' {RERS oF ciinedelesaderandinthipes the

' lnfdrmatﬂlah mé:yn@httah eT lﬁ@s%%h&tru@hén?%é&/s@é' eér%oﬂbfseéat olthE taxpayer in

course of he |nteract|on - interaction ris

agoEPanged W'HT heir nrey Ci“é?xrﬁéy@m?s I i keI y. to be provided -
wi t fRi@Mﬂa%é@&ﬁ‘bce&Hgdﬁﬁg%t |ﬂte?§<§lv§tfo[;rn$ i r8tu?r9 'E% &8ing are

the return correctl
imRlemented pasechsr tfeﬁjmm@tm nslnfao:prmtqamlatwtﬂmr rags fedividual

takBafl ITHETRR! bY Gnd | AlerdaREd i Yo oBf S o e B time

are fewer effective means
sq;fsegngnt, ot Gapawei grihatretune dt—:itamay KHIEE evsnue agereptaideshy follow

Wr%rma%BS drriét%l:ac“ on can be designed at the tine
e retur FOrmI's generated for the taxpayer. In

thls respect, the choice of formthe taxpayer is

[ nd%ﬁf@égg‘sb&é§ﬁ%%5%3$?sEpggo: ger elated to

t he rlg&er@ISGMW@ta EyR8OYiew §bHFiBk BESES PP sing adddtding to an
erjnggdl?n%% ft ee rl%&/gnrtponf oﬁ’ma rrs'fl)}{stelr;rlstnz-:‘evctshows a forms definition
component FDF 180, a coarse-grained rules component 184 which incorporates
the tax administration system (ICP) review, and a fine-grained rules component
188 which incorporates operationai analytics.

"Operational Analytics” enables past behaviour, either of a s'peciﬁc client or
based on a client segment, to be captured and used to populate the client risk
profile. The risk profile contains both risk scores and operational thresholds.

FDF enables business users to define rules and calculations based on
information provided in the form being processed. From a risk perspective many
prior art risk assessments are based on information contained within the form.
Utilising FDF’s ability to define rules will enable the tax agency to set hidden fields

within the form that provide an indication if a risk condition has been reached.
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15

the taxpayer to conplete additional fornms or schedul es
dependi ng upon the infornmation they enter. These

i nstructions nmay be personalised to the taxpayer in
accordance with their predictive risk score. Risk

based processing for non interactive forns of return
processing are 15 inplenegg ed based on the predictive

ri sk score calculated for an individual taxpayer. The

I sk. f the, jnteraction ma be determned at a later
T["? r?é"s N5y {E‘Sn'ﬂSkt %O'Fé&ﬂfw cenbingiions ol FANGitiens Ben thigetested
Mtﬁmqamea@qn@}ésand any follow up actions may occur

| ater. 20 RI SK BASED PROCESSI NG SYSTEM VI EW Fi gure 5
shovRisk ”5!%tﬂfﬁﬁ&'@téyvrémﬂmrcmﬁdba@cﬁnﬂrmemty Itug mamtamed by a

VAR S 5 8, SARELTE" Bl R R S S D ot oo

emedan taowes’@rmlamteefdcé whefe mfﬁé?féﬂatFﬁk&%rW\}a(ﬁHatlon rules are
b%ncor es the tax administration system (I CP)

d a fine-grained rul es conponent 25 188

whi clicp R@Oreli}pF@é@%nﬁ@l@r@ésoﬂé’éeoaaﬁlé’ Pl'eﬁa?er seﬁ?&fo%t bP{BJpayer

Anal ytics" enabl es past behavi our,
a%@@PPW ttribaitgs apd risksprefies. Thel iC‘é?ﬂre\se,\gn'BMS ana ebgine will
p%gye\é@, ?BF! used to populate the client risk
profile. The risk profile contains both risk scores
and Bples dasewah ldbel eslueb ddthiF-Dforanabl es bUSI ness users
tq define rules and cal culations based on
info WMVFG%QM? #PPHed figr lterls, ngn%r'ﬁ%’@@yéd Rigk drmofile
a rl\@{u@erspectlve many prior art risk assessnents
are _loased on information contained within the form
Ui | | &§tsgnetitins caim be eppliectodisrivad fieldsdromiFDF esiadibtons
the tax agency to set hidden fields wthin the form
that provide an indication if a risk condition has
beent wWiblesheaprezited hy perdont eshitleddf thdheart Ithak'u.m@érduﬁ lv@ﬂatlons

0 can b tested wt
ar%/oF?rgG\/qlfg%ttllr)ﬁ? Qy I!\l?% E"%ldul g’sﬁber I, &n B A5 Shewm, in the specific
embadiments |vathoah0tierpam@nfrxbnbehmpﬁtabﬂ%du;?éf ot thel MveRfon as

nmenbers. Additionally the risk rules
b'%%HBfI %Sﬁ‘f?g%e%% LY @H‘qoﬁ”ﬁﬁ%é{?e%ﬁé@fm%ﬁ%bﬁa?@éis'dered in
alivespectshs ijestetive ah®not esstctieti dation rules are being
exposed. I CP Review rules enable rules based on a
greater selection of taxpayer and-‘account attributes
and risk profiles. The ICP review rul es and engi ne
will preferably support:
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10 Rules based on | abel values within a form Test
conditions can be applied to literals, and Taxpayer
Risk Profile values. Test conditions can be applied
to derived fields from FDF calculations 15 It will be
appreci ated by persons skilled in the art that

numer ous variations and/o®? nodifications nay be nade
to the invention as shown in the specific enbodinments
Clainiput departing fromthe spirit or scope of the
invention as broadly described. The present

enbodi nents are, therefore, to be considered in al
resp j tratd ; ietive. 29

"o ot Vo (oL BB BB oSBT AEhET e ng data
i ncl @ddaig: procgasing @ndcesrificatiommompenehi thatiameepts data from a

PR SRR ER A AT e et can be
dieetipnsfigdhat can be directly verified; a risk

assessnent conponent that receives data el enents that
have hBEK S5EEH ﬁPFﬂOQH“Tag"agir?‘éedYefSyd%tér‘?‘PV‘&HFse”‘éﬁg‘a"e not

tREseReAtict bt Yrettiaer2®lddat@ 285645RA1S riskifat tHE R Blefnents
or incorrect, the risk assessnment conponent generating

are skcompleds sers i1pprect dhe ; ridn @saessesnd i eampenssdrgenerating risk

&%@%@Efdétﬁaéncf eceives the.risk assessnent data from
the risk assessment conponent and sel ects appropriate

act i gngegisipn suppestjaempongntdbatrecaiyesthd fisk assesamedbdata from

di f risk i_ngd | h :
R R N N X
prooesssg nfthdadliznbdataraticoglingtocthai assbssrhertaifmisk tdbatainekin the

assessnment gg%rgﬁonent applies a risk nodel to the
55 BESPRER ‘one or nore of: a record of past

accuracy of interactions with the client; 20 the

extent to which incorrect and/or inconplete data has ]
$been HreysiesyLryecaiVipg anddpegessies gpiacagcordingite iy hwherein

tAERk ReBsrheny co?ﬁ&ineﬁ?ﬁpﬂ%siadﬁﬂ# mbb&dodSe i%ﬁ%%%d 8h one or
any revious supply and/or veritication o ata from
TREE €1'i ent .

a record of past accuracy of interactions with the client:

the extent to which incorrect and/or incomplete data has been previously
supplied by the client;

a history of other behaviour that can be identified as a result of any

previous supply and/or verification of data from the client.

3. A system for receiving and processi'ng data according to claim 1 wherein
the risk assessment component applies a risk model to the client based on one or
more of: '

a comparison of data provided by the individual client with data provided
by other clients with similar circumstances;

a comparison of data provided by the client with an external data source
containing general statistical information;
data sources containing information that is particularly relevant to the

individual client circumstances such as data pertaining to criminal records, history
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25 3. A systemfor receiving and processing data
according to claim1l wherein the risk assessnent
conmponent applies a risk nodel to the client based on
one or nore of: a conparison of data provided by the
individual client with data provided by other clients
Wth simlar circunstances30 30 a conpari son of data
provided by the client with an external data source
of dmeedotibng vginethat ageaties or daforafien HRERhg Qﬁ%ﬁy interactions
“_?\g)wrt]:es.ecr?ntta} nk,nrcrz ! Ffor mation that is particularly

VAL RETE JERACTION With\AdgDGIES &) piber ceuntsasst ances such
as data pertaining to crimnal records, history 30 of
interactions with other agencies or information
dper t Ai PiStRIMTEr sa8eIVING enaderaasssingi datal adcoging tetiaim 1 wherein
thetrRKagtd | ies in other. countries. 4. A
sg;?gmgﬁ%éré%wgggkl ggh;ér?g aﬁpﬁ%%s%i%'ﬁngﬁ?%?'#&élélﬁ drAet tp data
sgbmuitiad bywther dlient, veherbie the sheritsspeeRREk FEMBMMENes risk scores

k ligent-specific risk profile to data

agu r%!'ﬁtgg Ggl%hf%grog@pgr}w’o Yndertake ceraindrahaniauspeci f i c

risk profile includes risk scores assessing the
sCl i eRt' S %ﬁqgrgensi ty to undertake certain behaviours.

5. ARSYSt bfeGesing anthgropessipoiate sicegrdieg ® claim 4 wherein
treec efiept- Sk FisRi PhofieMisid BRaf i Saksgpecttic

risk (gr%% l'e incl lHﬂoldg"se cl)p(ledrﬂaeitg i gégfa&'{aﬁ?ggh%ﬁﬁglaghw&'ﬁh indicate

tFBNgRX fé Madieps &igikemefin ik udataf subniittedhyi thet Bient, the

PR ' . he, expect ranges
SRSt Dbt 0, ) 5l B EIDSEREDIALORS . sty
basedpatistioad ayenages herdnidrmaidr svdilable RYBIABSSSouRTes.

A

i nformati on avail able from ot her sources. 15 6.
system for receiving and processing data according to

Bcl ai vh systaer fer neceiving dat Prodereresiag RR8rifd id bisal i Wherein
th%ona%g% r}t | n(|:l udes an. autoadjustnent —conponhent Wwhi c
Sut8ih RTINS @nfe ¥erification, comnanans dnplydes eanc laitaaidjustment

compoheritaghich BRESMBHSN ddrRets2gatk e iRl %ﬁ}(}ﬂ% rc(l)iggtsg/pwg has

incorrect. 20 7. A syStemfor receiving a
bgen g\{eggﬁ%# 8F N§ritiable byt iwcorremter ein t he deci si on
support conponent includes a certainty conponent which
issues a notification that no further processing wll
Toccuf Systegafer egsiving antl byocekeingldatatacbaslingd@esiaim 1 wherein

theedddid r 1 ri sk _assessnment conponent

R0 ILE TopBR o flort il  CalRbR pamponer Wietn saues =
npifficatior that mediurtheeptookssing &ilBocolr )2 BUBMAIHRAHY IdIOnt has
bEEHVBARRESS 'cggegtaér?d ﬁ\%cr?srkdelasns%sgr?'ne%{ 36%%%653323393 a risk for

the client which is lower than a predetermined threshold.

8. A system for receiving and processing data according to claim 1 wherein
the data processing and verification component includes an interactive
component which automatically provides feedback to the client in respect of data
submitted by the client which has been identified as verifiable but incorrect.

9. A method of receiving and processing data collected from a client including
the following steps:
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the data processing and verification conponent

i ncludes an interactive conponent which autonmatically
provi des feedback to the client in respect of data
submtted by the client which has been identified as
verifiable but incorrect. 30 9. A nethod of receiving

and processing data col |l ecsied froma client including

the following steps: 31 interacting with a client in

or de; | r [ LD .

par t Ul o Ry L ek e e bl feniafino to
atpariicidartdliept aletion; el ements that are directly

verifiagbl.e fromthe, col.lected, data,, further .

det e??@ﬁ?‘ﬂ% Rhﬁe?%'fé?tegngataf % Hjeer@'%yeﬁl@ gﬁengerg? thak gre directly
véhibli@frentiheaslibotel ebtd, fitHe? dtemmhihh Whnetiis oMy lottie Blements
incorrect, and repeating requests for any data

obfaiehetanerititecty yedianis pieneither dnesmplateorminearescarfndoiepeating
redIRRES et én?so%f?aQ'SéléPgeﬁa;tgﬁt f?éﬁ%gér‘?ﬁiﬁgd 6t #HBbniHieteNEnd/or

_elements of” data provi cl'ient not
INC@ERELfi ed as directly verifiable, said assessment

dar ashitestio e askoiets, WEeng o ot eldlfvde BFBRL pRvaes oy

the Cliesd mot edemtified ias directycterifimbie, datcassazsmgnf ghiatitdying the risk

Lot heiade g g it idendiect s el vematie arproither

indoeiBleairén@irredtcaiar ect data and conparing same with

a level of risk deened acceptable for accepting and

15 pHetesRdning futuge jashien tedgesticcted. inXelationda the cdieat rgauest
tél@n? libaGRE TR Bsddd@mlehd bt @%ﬁ Qﬁ%ﬁ@@hg%&e‘g Br if2bRe¥€8ata and
applying a risk nodel to the client baSed on one or
CRBIPETIDE : s_aMeewih da devedasit risic daemsd cfccepiableatari seeepting and

pHbddasliies ChdRRLG,D the extent Lo wni ch i ncor ect

i nconpl et'e data has been previously supplied
by the client; a history of other behaviour that can

e identifli as.a result of any revi ous suppl .
185 o1 & Mol fedinfia SR S nBiin the Rk BefastmiBitbien jvolves
apphyivagla aisk onctien ¢ the clftibﬁ’(i m&dwlhemé Br fritee Ef:Skd | )
assessnent, step.involves. . ap ing a risk nodel to the

cli el"f'treﬁg@e%’l‘?fﬁq gReIrBEY %P@r%?t%”é%ﬂm&ﬁ"g% of data

pr ovithe @xtant kb evhidinéb @l arfd/beMoopl dte (Rt nBE ®ekH Steviously
supplied by the client;

a history of other behaviour that can be identified as a result of any
previous supply and/or verification of data from the client.

11. A method according to claim 9 wherein the risk assessment step involves
applying a risk model to the client based on one or more of:

a comparison of data provided by the individual client with data provided
by other clients with similar circumstances:

a comparison of data provided by the client with an external data source
containing general statistical information;

data sources containing information that is particularly relevant to the
individual client circumstances such as data pertaining to criminal records, history
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by other clients with simlar circunstances; a

conpari son of data provided by the client wth an

external data source 30 containing general

statistical information; data sources containing
information that is particularly relevant to the

i ndi vidual client circunmst3nces such as data

Fertai ning to crimnal records, history 32 of
of Hiteregionsmithvwothar egercienge nfoesaiion peftainimgt icoany interactions

; i Qing: Lo, any i ractions .involving client
R QPR irtCteB iy BbBEce R Weter SouifeT es. 12. A
nmet hod according to claim9 wherein the risk
1?sse smat?‘t step [.nvolves 5 applying a client-specific
i skPgPBNeAqeeraing o SlalhiS; wharahy thendskcassessmenhstepi involves
abpRingC4 ich&vit: Gicfrisk ol r @bk | £ i i scores
D R ok, R B Rt oD B e kA6 he
chertspeailip dlskarefile énciudes sknstdresl aasessird) ihe dlients propehdity to
i ' -specific risk profile 10 includes
”%ﬁ%ﬁ%@?%@g%ﬁm whi ch i ndi cate expected ranges
of values for itens in the data subnitted by the
l'i ept he, expect ed, ranges, bei ng based upon previous
"Fat o STEH BHCUGTENIS EIATENT2 WhkIaRX Ip Bherdpetiic isk profil
inetaleiss b peratiomal ehag®ldsO vhidhn fificaé | i eaial Faﬁ\geg. il §dlies for
ot her ,so nmet hod according to aim

. 15 14. A
WG B e 5%%6%&@%3%%%? Sligrle g axpagirasranges being based upon

eavicaad Hest ; t ical i 6 submitt
i v RO, SoDinileR PYATRIGRE MuSEY bESLd e BUP LA REEs, or

gliepqpvetable from ofhefspursgsaccording to claim 9
wherein the step of determning future 20 action
i ncludes issuing a notification that no further
%1 oc s Sratgoduactordinguto clhinl s whesaibrihé tdath Byalybie tbp andludes

erifi orrect d the risk sessnment .
<RIBS B LRSS A8 B e SRR i nas
beeneientifiech as vprifated buninoedectt hr eshol d. 25 16. A net hod

of processing data received froma client including
the following steps: analysing the collected data to

16dendi fpthtbet acedraimgNos clalito afrerin et kb e!feaéﬂ‘eirrﬂi?{jﬁg future
fromthe caollected data; determ ning vvhePher any o
bl ncidesssying gaiolifieaian ke nei fusber processing atll eccaoif data
s@brfiteidt BEind VMR £€ Lo et
oo oy T ceiPhE Beth NIEH' 4 banfl B ey assessment
Comeehpitetesesses a risk for the client which is lower than a predetermined

threshold.

16. A method of processing data received from a client including the following
steps:

analysing the collected data to identify data elements that are directly
verifiable from the coliected data:

determining whether any of the elements of data that are directly verifiable
are either incomplete or incorrect;
determining whether any of the elements of data identified as incomplete

or incorrect are suitable for autocorrection, and if so, automatically correcting
those elements;
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or incorrect are suitable for autocorrection, and if

so, automatically correcting those elenents; 33

obtaining a risk profile for the client based on the

data collected fromthe client and on any additi onal

i nformati on avail abl e concerning the client; applying

the risk profile to the dasa collected fromthe client

to determ ne whether further processing should be

undegtitaikmig 4 sk @3eMBtToPthedienPbabdle on3he! RIERbAe®d from the

data provided by the client not identified as directly
cligat prg gplasy agsifioaghinfeimplionravaiable conesrsingthe slieme

dat l; r oA [ i ' L ;

dat RN GHE Rk ERBEIIE fic GBI edlectid 6} e UEh) I fllefnine
whethendurtherutpooaesseet ahbeld be ufddrizkest ap reépagp pdfyamg of the

e BB e 4 B B A G n

accogshiyifg fortiedrapridssimges elendataecdliestedPfréi the client if directly
cl eé%rdata erived Tfromone or nore of: a recor
t

d
Vg £ aclhiegcyPasn i ideatifieet iasnsneRMRletheOF | inepfrectt fput not
C b t i N t .
a@é&@ﬂéc’c&&e‘/“?ﬂrc@ thél‘gé"léée& ?@gﬂégrtpﬁmtﬁlg HBRL fog ﬁé‘ci/ in an |

en previously suppl a hi'sto

~ ingicagpn éhatiierher mrocesding isoeauibed.i dentified as a result

of any previous supply and/or verification of data
fromthe client. 18. A nmethod according to claim 16
1¥her 2i methoel accsdrdipigoto Ickimntt waescidathe 2l plefiie Medudes data

dfr.orqfone or nore off'_ a conparison of data provided by
PR RAPAELRI MRS @t with data provi ded by other

cl i eatrscom ioh pastadodirady sfanBFRIBAE Rithahs edar | son of
data, provided b he client with an external data

sour He ©FeRk i9 Whicy 1gepesd angyaltineamelste date haabrpem previously

sdgpidIqUhe’fies@nt ai-ning information that is
particularly relevant to the individual client
ci r caniistonc &t atfieh hehavigua thalr can wienifdandifiedi a8 mafesult of any

pgméfj%"ﬁ?& SHA6Y verticatiBh of ?Q{aifﬂﬂﬁ .tPr(]% LfbRt her agencies

ion pertaining to any intéractions
involving client interaction with agencies in other

Bner & niee pekihaifd, 11 EHEERY I SliPhE noudes data

desiged Fomgoricher cloreeof:' s propensity to undertake certain

beha\e/xl go%gérison of data provided by the individual client with data provided

by other clients with similar circumstances;

a comparison of data provided by the client with an external data source
containing general statistical information;

data sources containing information that is particularly relevant to the
individual client circumstances such as data pertaining to criminal records, history
of interactions with other agencies or information pertaining to any interactions
involving client interaction with agencies in other countries.

)

19. A method according to élaim 16 wherein the risk profile.includes risk

scores assessing the client’s propensity to undertake certain behaviours.
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34 20. A nethod according to claim19 wherein the
risk profile includes operational thresholds which
i ndi cate expected ranges of values for itens in the
data submtted by the client, the expected ranges
bei ng based upon previous data submtted by the
client, industry based stasd stical averages, or
iirornation 5 avail able fromother sources. 21. A

npét enethodgraatveimpdoediaih agc iRr bl efile
nediun1Lﬁ{ rﬁgeivlng,and procesgﬁﬁﬁéﬁaygﬁggﬁlg@#&%'nCMdeS
PEEHeRaLIhresholds miichingisate expasiedrangascofudilin fol@ems in the
=& ' ret | e nal ysi .data coll ected .
P g o et eB A 1Y s rponsravious
dafe sebmEtechiy the elignt dedusyry \eseti sibiistical aWdbEE, - or information

j ' r. determ ni ng whet her any of the
dv?ﬁﬂl@frfsahgﬁth‘éggﬁu ct%

el enen 5vd tRat are directly verifiable are
ei ther inconplete or incorrect; conputer instruction

ode ,f essing a risk associated with any of the
2(}5 efb‘eﬁéﬁ%ﬁe&f Pa%ﬂqa"bre odisd B) enecmputent reelablehmedium for
receivibgemd gestdskingddas Bbiletfld YopY &' EidRPHE 3814
 assessment 6quant ir?yi ng the?@ﬁdstro%gt blgénr@’ Q}e £R@puter program
g ts of data not identified as directly

veri k¢ ’ I i e or.incorrect; and
compuy apufer 3 Snftidoh Xode 6P P07 St AR korinarcient and
INSUcHen eedeto identitytdada elements Etdt @re HWeéthﬁréﬂﬁ%Sl@,t < of

requ i ek unt, the, assesspent of risk o

20qi ﬁ%ﬁ&ﬁ% et"iggjr&'%’ﬁc‘%r%%ce}@i IS MRINLWREHASA AN T damelements of
daia thaharer Gkettipverifisble ane emsrabtamplewebr ipbofrbgk. 22. A

conp rogr.am.enbodi ed on a conputer readable
medi g‘?n’%é%’%éﬁ'gﬁtwmf‘oCOHFJPh?%Sﬁmgt adiskiasspaiatedgwith any of the

eleommis ef diates brovidéd by GRs QUSRI thEMAIARE! Bl ddNiffed o girectly

Lient 25 to collect data fromthe per

V%%fl'ag"%a%%’ GaPaFseshietitanibindothe sk that coymittee elEnegita ¥ data
enidesdiifRd £ 7120 TS l.um accor di. 0

ncI 'ai m122 fu??%éeir i nﬁ‘ﬁﬁ'&aﬁgggﬁé‘nﬁﬂ{;‘%ﬂbf‘éﬁ%?F WEPV%&%‘U%e

for CANRYISH nLpElon qodgfesdatefroiniranthedfatiired@ERM Be effectad
ir i | Bei ' Jdy.verifiab but either 30
o A e oIPRL Pl b B AepfibLine copasmont of sk of
INeRBRRIRd cbningoTenpudata  asddedvhisariredi suma cek di n?red%f?armined

abteptaBIg le Vi 6 ﬁgg t he computer instruction code for

assessing a risK includes a 35 client-specific risk
profile which provides risk scores assessing the

liept! ,
25! tho%puter program embodied on a computer readable medium according

to claim 21 further including computer instruction code for interacting with a client
to collect data from the client pertaining to a particular client action.

23. A computer program embodied on a computer readable medium according
to claim 22 further including computer instruction code for causing repeat
reque;ts for any data elements identified as being directly verifiable but either
incomplete or incorrect.

24. A computer program embodied on a computer readable medium according

~ to claim 21 wherein the computer instruction code for assessing a risk includes a
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propensity to undertake certain behaviours. 25. A

conput er  program enbodi ed on a conputer readable

medi um according 5 to claim 21 wherein the

client-specific risk profile includes operationa

threshol ds which indicate expected ranges of val ues

for items in the data submStted by the client, the

expect ed ranges bei ng based upon previous data

‘?Igrﬁﬁelclf@ B?ktFPf@f”ecM{ Providesstrisk seered sssassing the client's

abl e from ot her

éﬁﬁﬁce %mugée% q%gﬁgiﬁgﬁﬁmﬁjéroce33|ng data received

froma client including the followi ng steps:

R L s T T e

td Glahet 21 whetahg tivd eﬁélﬁfs#a@ﬁﬂc bk Ipheile iriRids SofdratiiHaR thresholds
tht aedlrectly veri are either inconplete or

indicate efeeeeHiranaes wh\éalﬁ%s fefri{eres in the catamuibmittes by the
cﬂélrﬁta thé’@?(%)é&ﬂe@draﬂéeé HeHPbed& uBBn'd?é\%lﬁ@atata‘f‘@ﬁbmltfed by the
suitabl e for autocorrection, aut onat
clieft dodysity bew&éét@saﬂ@na\@ram ot ifatmagion available from other
3?{]% dsl € for the client based on the data collected
romthe client and on any additional information
avai | abl e concerning the client, wherein the rlsk

of i C ri sk cores assessin the cl
2 opdhietiFd o Gaodiia B5B,ER0%ER Tl 2iatHists hé folowing
sm@m'atl onal thr eshol ds whi ch indicate expect ed ranges
valvesf in the data submtted b
cI i erNaYs ée eectgeq &t do Heemly Hotp plemen oWat are directly
@rrmyblgqﬁ)rﬁm@c@@fgd@ﬁg by the client, industry based

statistical, averages, or information available from
ot herdedyipies; W@émfyanoftth% efaregntp ob tiptacthabartenadiretlly averifiable

 digleith} FoMpRTe bPfcBlbent Lo determine a level of

ri sk errors or omssions in the data collected from
t he dlateminingrwhatber ary of therelemientshet détaridémtified as incomplete

' t  of f ,
G0 PERIRE S Rtedls G, AEPRENER, By B ety “omecting
thdemelemerds,as directly verifiable; and applying
TR BB o8 P 08 iSR0SI o e
tlidahtintirdams auamefml iafdematior EOQ:Idb%Jboﬁéérmﬁ@tth@thent wherein

ut ocorrectabl e, if the step of app t)/ the risk
BJE |[goﬁ|5§nq:g e [@/dsqqge%lﬁssessmg the chen propensny to undertake

certain behaviours and operational thresholds which indicate expected ranges of
values for items in the data submitted by the client, the expected ranges being
based upon previous data submitted by the client, industry based statistical
averages, or information available from other sources;
~ applying the risk profile to the data collected from the client to determine a
level of risk of errors or omissions in the data collected from the client, and to
determine whether further processing should be uhdertaken in respect of any of
the elements of data provided by the client not identified as directly verifiable; and
applying further processing to the data collected from the client if directly
verifiable data has been identified as incomplete or incorrect but not




i ndication that further processing is required.

36

autocorrectable, or if the step of applying the risk profile has resulted in an
indication that further processing is required.



