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Mr Martin Hiscutt
Director Telecommunications Security and Resilience Section
Department of Communications

Sent via email - ipndreview@communications.gov.au

Friday, June 19 2015

Dear Mr Hiscutt,
RE: REVIEW OF THE INTEGRATED PUBLIC NUMBER DATABASE RECOMMENDATIONS

Thank you for giving the Research Industry Council of Australia the opportunity to provide
comment on the report of the Review of the Integrated Public Number Database (April 2015).

RICA represents both business and professional bodies in the market and social research
industry.  Our constituent bodies are the Association of Market and Social Research
Organisations (AMSRO), representing businesses, and the Australian Market and Social Research
Society (AMSRS), representing individual research professionals. The market and social research
industry turns over $800 million annually and employs over 12,000 people and over 4,100 of
these are full-time professionals.

Since the commencement of this Review in November 2011 the market and social research
industry has continued to face a rapid decline of Australian households with landline (‘fixed’)
telephone services', which is seriously impacting its capacity to provide accurate and effective
research for business and government clients. Effective research must be based on good
scientific sampling and without the introduction of RICA’s proposed changes for non-critical
users of the IPND, the potential economic impact is now very significant, with thousands of
public, not-for-profit and private sector organisations who depend on accurate research data to
inform critical investment and resource allocation decisions, at risk.

1 Australian Communications and Media Authority, Communication Report 2013-14

Available from www.acma.gov.au/the ACMA/Library/Corporate-library/Corporatepulications/communicationsreport
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Please find following RICA’s comments regarding the Review findings and recommendations,
which address the following key issues: Recommendations 4, 5 and 7 and the Cost of
Compliance. These comments are aimed at ensuring that the best possible conditions are made
available for the broader research community to undertake high quality telephone surveys with
the Australian public whilst safeguarding their privacy and personal information. AMSRO and
AMSRS members work under strict industry codes and practices including the only co-regulated,
legislated APP Privacy Code in the country (for AMSRO member organisations), an international
Market and Social Research Standard ISO 20252, the AMSRS Code of Professional Behaviour and
accreditation under the Qualified Practising Market Researcher (QPMR) certificate.

We welcome the opportunity to discuss our submission further and look forward to working with
the Department to help deliver the proposed changes.

bt —~—

Yours sincerely,

VA

Nicola Hepenstall &
President, AMSRO

On behalf of the RICA Council

Contact: Sarah Campbell
RICA Council Member
M: 0417 665 144
sarah@amsro.com.au

Liz Moore
President, AMSRS

Elissa Molloy

RICA Council Member

M: 0417 155 325
elissa.molloy@amsrs.com.au




ESEARCH INDUSTRY
OUNCIL OF AUSTRALIA

M)
2. @
0@:
@
O

Overview

RICA welcomes the IPND Review recommendation for broader access, including for a wider range of
researchers. RICA also supports the recommendation that the ACMA be enabled to approve ongoing or

periodic access. RICA submits that such ongoing access should extend to a specific ‘group’ or ‘class of
research users’ with regular reviews in place.

Our submission outlines an access model consistent with these recommendations that has the following
key features:

1. Supports the government’s position in relation to deregulation and the reduction of compliance
costs.

2. Continues to provide a sensible approach to protecting people’s privacy. RICA proposes that
researchers should be permitted to access de-identified information only (i.e. a number and
geographical area).

3. Enables researchers to conduct their work in a professional and timely manner, whilst upholding
the highest quality standards.

4. Enables researchers to access high quality, effective telephone sample to support critical business
and government decisions for today’s Australia and help plan for tomorrow’s Australia.

As previously submitted to the Department of Communications® RICA continues to strongly advocate for
the industry’s proposed limited access model (featured on page 44, Review of the Integrated Public
Number Database) which introduces a system whereby de-identified data is made available to
researchers via an independent IPND Manager. We believe this model provides far greater privacy
protection to Australian households than the existing IPND access model and supports our argument that
the provisions in the current IPND process relating to research should be broadened to include market
and social research because:

‘in the absence of accurate market and social research information, private and not-for-profit
sector decisions would be sub-optimal, reducing economic efficiency and the ability of
organisations in these sectors to provide services and products that meet the needs of their
customers’.

RICA proposes that all market and social research is in the best interest of the public and submits that
there is a strong public interest in ensuring that telephone survey research of Australian households
(whether it be for health research, public policy research, academic, electoral research or research to
inform commercial or not-for-profit sector decisions) is able to be conducted efficiently and to produce
accurate results. In the private sector, as well as in many government and not-for-profit sector contexts,
such research provides a critical input to decision-making that drives product and service innovation,
productivity increases and economic efficiency.

2 RICA submission 23 July 2014
REVIEW OF THE INTEGRATED PUBLIC NUMBER DATABASE (IPND) — PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS




ESEARCH INDUSTRY
OUNCIL OF AUSTRALIA

M)
2. @
0@:
@
O

Specific comments relating to the Review

The definition of non-critical users:

“Non-critical users of IPND information include public number directories publishers, directory and
operator assistance providers, location dependent carriage service (LDCS) providers and researchers for
electoral, health and government policy research.”

RICA comment:

RICA strongly advocates that the current definition be expanded to include “researchers for electoral,
health, academic, government policy and market research”.

Recommendation 4: Improved access:

“The range of users able to apply for access to IPND information (including an anonymised information
about unlisted numbers) should be broadened, including for a wider range of researchers, the Australian
Bureau of Statistics, NBN Co and others subject to a case by case privacy impact assessment and public
interest test.”

RICA suggests that more clarity would be provided if the types of researcher (or ‘applicant’) and research
activity captured by the term a “wider range of researchers” were defined. From our perspective this
could be better expressed as follows...

“including researchers involved in government funded research, electoral and academic research, research
funded by not for profit agencies and commercial market research undertaken by ACMA approved
organisations and entities”.

Keeping in mind the time constraints that apply to a great deal of research, the imposition of a case by
case privacy impact and public interest test will impede researchers’ access to the IPND for genuine
research purposes, due to the excessive time it takes to work through the process. We note that the
Report case study: Process of acquiring access to the IPND (featured on page 62) illustrates a six-month
research project timeline, which would render it unsuitable for most government and market research
projects (due to the need to obtain more timely evidence on which to base decisions).

Furthermore, this would continue the current situation whereby the IPND is grossly underutilised as a
research resource, “very few authorisations for research have been made under the IPND scheme and at
June 2014 there was only one current authorisation®” and, as such, its full potential as a national
infrastructure resource would not be realised.

Under the limited access model previously submitted by RICA*, we would like to see a standing
authorisation in place for certain ‘approved applicants’ (users) to replace the need for a case-by-case

3 Department of Communications - Review of the Integrated Public Number Database p. 4

4 RICA submission 23 July 2014
REVIEW OF THE INTEGRATED PUBLIC NUMBER DATABASE (IPND) — PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS
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public interest and privacy review with a set period exemption for applicants subject to ACMA’s periodic

review.

The types of research (or ‘applicant’) that may be eligible could be determined by the funding source as
well as the class of research organisation/researcher. Furthermore, and taking into account the
Department’s recommendation to broaden access to a wider range of researchers including the ABS, NBN
Co et al, we submit that entities conducting the following types of research should be regarded as
‘approved applicants’ and therefore subject to periodic rather than case-by-case review:

* Market and Social research conducted by members of the Association of Market and Social
Research Organisations (AMSRO) and the Australian Market and Social Research Society (AMSRS)
who operate under industry co-regulated codes and practices including;

The Privacy (Market and Social Research) Code 2014;

The AMSRS Code of Professional Behaviour;

International Standard for Market, Opinion, and Social Research (ISO 20252);
International Standard for Access Panels in Market Opinion and Social Research (ISO
26362); and

The Qualified Practising Market Researcher scheme (QPMR).

* Government funded projects including Federal and State Statistical agencies (such as the
Australian Bureau of Statistics)

* Academic research funded by the Australian Research Council or the National Health and Medical
Research Council or similar Australian Government research funding bodies;

* Research studies funded by Commonwealth, State or Local Government and other Statutory
Authorities (such as NBN Co.)

* Research studies funded by the Not For Profit sector;

* Electoral research funded by Commonwealth, State or Local Government and other Statutory
Authorities;

To support this measure RICA proposes that the (limited) access model be introduced for this wider range
of researchers along the following lines:

* Research entity or organisation (‘applicant’ based on proposed research types listed above) would
apply once for a standing authorisation from ACMA for access to the IPND (therefore reducing the
current technical and contractual burden on applicants, and reducing the administrative resource
burden on the ACMA).

* The ACMA authorisation would allow an independent database administrator (as approved by ACMA
and Telstra) to obtain monthly updates from the manager of the IPND of a limited subset of
de-identified IPND data (telephone number, matching service and directory address, type of service —
i.e. landline, mobile or VolIP, including anonymised information about unlisted numbers, and whether
the number is classified as residential, business, government or charity), subject to ACMA being
satisfied that the database administrator has appropriate information security and privacy
protections in place.
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* The appointed database administrator would be permitted to provide extracts of its IPND-derived,
de-identified database to the approved range of researchers for use for appropriate research
purposes, as defined by the Telecommunications Act, without the need for individual case by case
ACMA authorisation of each research project. Only high-level location information (e.g. postcode or
Local Government Area) would be provided to researchers.

Recommendation 5:

Ongoing or periodic access for an applicant.

“The ACMA should be enabled to approve ongoing or periodic access for an applicant, provided that the
ACMA regularly reviews access and that a privacy impact assessment is completed.”

RICA supports this recommendation. However, as discussed above, consideration must be given to timing
constraints. Given that research needs to be undertaken in a timely fashion, RICA submits that a standing
authorisation with periodic access be granted for research undertaken by specific and eligible research
entities and associations rather than individual applicants on a case by case basis.

If ACMA chooses to assess applications for periodic access from specific applicants, rather than an
approved list of eligible research entities, this will result in ACMA receiving applications from all
Commonwealth, State and Local Government agencies, all academic institutions, many not for profit
organisations and commercial agencies interested in using the IPND for research purposes. This will
create a large administrative burden for ACMA.

An improved approach, as outlined in our comments at Recommendation 4 (and per previous RICA
submissions), would be to enable periodic access for a certain ‘class of users, based on their funding
model and industry association (as opposed to specific applicants) which could include members of
AMSRO and AMSRS and the broader research industry.

An independent, regular review / audit of the research undertaken under these periodic or ongoing
authorisations could be undertaken by the ACMA as required.

Recommendation 7
The ACMA should publish information about applications and decisions made under the IPND scheme.

RICA supports the recommendation to publish information regarding those agencies/entities
(‘applicants’) accessing the IPND. However, to reduce the administrative burden on ACMA, RICA
proposes that the ACMA publish the approved list of applicants permitted access to the IPND (via our
proposed model) rather than specific applications and decisions.

Current Compliance cost

RICA supports the recommendation to have operational costs funded by data users and believes this
represents an efficient allocation of costs. RICA proposes however that research applicants sourcing the
IPND (de-identified, limited data via the IPND manager) are charged at the marginal cost per unit of
provision to prevent high access costs and therefore avoid cost becoming a barrier to access.

Note: Please see RICA’s proposed (limited) access model appended.
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