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10 February 2026 

 

Registry Data Policy Unit 

Digital Policy and Corporations Division 

The Treasury 

Langton Crescent 

PARKES ACT 2600 

By email: RegDataPolicy@treasury.gov.au  

 

Dear Treasury, 

Submission to Treasury consultation on registry 

stabilisation and uplift 

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission to Treasury’s consultation on the uplift 

of Australia’s business registers (the Consultation). 

Australia’s business registers are a critical source of information for victim survivors of 

economic and financial abuse, who may only discover that they are or have been the 

director of a company without their knowledge and/or consent when they search the 

registers. 

Given the Economic Abuse Reference Group’s expertise in economic and financial abuse 

and our diverse membership of community services, our members often assist victim 

survivors to search the registers, typically at great cost to financial counselling and legal 

assistance services that are not funded to undertake these searches. Our network regularly 

provides feedback to guide industry, government and the community sector, and is a leading 

voice on addressing financial and economic abuse in Australia. 

We would welcome the opportunity to provide further input as the Government progresses 

this important uplift of Australia’s business registers. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

Jasmine Opdam 

National Coordinator 

Economic Abuse Reference Group 

Policy and Advocacy Lead 

Financial Abuse Service NSW 

Redfern Legal Centre 

earg@earg.org.au 

www.earg.org.au  

mailto:RegDataPolicy@treasury.gov.au
mailto:earg@earg.org.au
http://www.earg.org.au/
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About the Economic Abuse Reference Group 

The Economic Abuse Reference Group (EARG) is a network of over 60 community 

organisations across Australia that work collectively with government and industry to reduce 

the financial impact of family violence. Members include domestic and family violence (DFV) 

services, community legal services and financial counselling services. Our work 

encapsulates the experience of our members (as lawyers, financial counsellors or DFV 

support workers) who assist clients who have experienced economic abuse. State sub-

groups have formed in Victoria, New South Wales and Western Australia to work on local 

issues. Our website lists the organisations that contribute to EARG’s work. Not all 

organisations contribute on every issue, and other organisations may contribute from time to 

time. See EARG’s Terms of Reference. 

EARG has significant breadth and depth of expertise across the many legal, regulatory and 

government systems with which financial abuse intersects, particularly the corporate and tax 

systems used to perpetrate business-related financial abuse. 

General comments 

We commend Treasury for embarking on this much-needed uplift of Australia’s business 

registers, particularly its commitment to link the Director ID regime to the Companies 

Register. This will improve transparency for both directors and businesses, reduce fraud and 

identity theft, and streamline information gathering for directors who have experienced 

financial abuse and coercive control and may have limited information about their business 

roles and liabilities. The proposed reforms offer important benefits for safeguarding victim 

survivors’ information and reducing opportunities for identity theft and impersonation. 

We strongly support the intentions of this uplift, stated in the background paper, to: 

• replace residential addresses with an ‘address for service’ to protect directors’ 

privacy and safety, which is often critical for victim survivors of financial abuse; 

• reduce the risk of fraudulent or non-consenting director appointments; and 

• empower victim survivors of coercive control or financial abuse to view details of their 

director appointment and take appropriate action. 

In particular, we support the proposed new laws which: 

• give ASIC the power to deregister a company when it believes the information 

provided by the company is inaccurate or misleading, including where a nominated 

director does not confirm their appointment and identity with ASIC and appears to 

have been appointed without consent. This would protect third parties by ensuring 

the Companies Register accurately reflects the officeholders with control of the 

company, and keep the register clean and free of misleading information; 

• give ASIC the power to correct information on the registers; and 

• allow directors to provide an alternative address for service in place of their 

residential address, where necessary for safety reasons. 

We note that the submissions and outputs of this Consultation should be considered 

concurrently with submissions made by EARG and other stakeholders to Treasury’s 

consultation on combatting financial abuse perpetrated through coerced directorships in 

December 2025, to avoid duplication or siloing of analysis across interconnected issues. 

We reiterate the recommendations made in our submission to Treasury’s consultation on 

coerced directorships which are of particular relevance to this Consultation: 

https://earg.org.au/about/
https://earg.org.au/wp-content/uploads/EARG-Terms-of-Reference-February-2024.pdf
https://consult.treasury.gov.au/c2025-719210
https://consult.treasury.gov.au/c2025-719210
https://earg.org.au/our-publications/submission-to-treasury-consultation-coerced-directorships-december-2025/
https://earg.org.au/our-publications/submission-to-treasury-consultation-coerced-directorships-december-2025/
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Recommendation 5: Introduce an additional step in the Director ID or director 

appointment process to verify the contact details of the person appointed, contact the 

person appointed and confirm they are aware of and consent to the appointment.  

Recommendation 6: Implement automatic alerts to a director’s verified personal 

contact (not company details) for any changes to director appointments or penalty 

notices.  

Recommendation 7: Comprehensively display information related to company 

directorships and business structures from ATO and ASIC databases 

in myGov accounts.   

Recommendation 8: Make support services such as financial counselling agencies 

and community legal centres eligible for fee-free tiered access to the Australian 

Business Registry Services (ABRS) Director ID system and information on the 

Companies Register.  

Recommendation 9: Introduce safeguards into the company registration process to 

detect and prevent fraud and coercion and correct any deficiencies in the Director ID 

process.  

Recommendation 11: Create a trauma-informed director removal pathway via ASIC 

and Director ID cancellation via ABRS, that accepts statutory declarations supported 

by evidence from professionals (e.g. police, domestic violence services, financial 

counsellors, community lawyers) as sufficient proof of coercion, and does not require 

victim survivors to notify the perpetrator or registered officeholders before removal. 

Recommendation 13: Require ASIC to remove non-consenting directors from the 

Companies Register, including deregistering or winding up companies that do not 

have a duly appointed consenting director, at no cost to the victim survivor. 

Recommendation 15: Ensure that communications from ASIC to any co-directors or 

professional intermediaries about corrections to the Companies Register 

indicate these corrections were initiated by ASIC rather than the victim survivor.  

Specific comments 

Preventing the appointment of non-consenting directors 

We commend Treasury for seeking to introduce additional safeguards and friction to prevent 

victim survivors of coercive control being appointed company directors without their consent, 

for example at page 10 of the background paper: ‘Directors will be notified using contact 

details previously provided by them during the Director ID application process … Directors 

who do not consent can initiate a process with ASIC to investigate and remove disputed 

linkages and director appointments’. 

The mechanism for how this would be done in practice is unclear. We note the Explanatory 

Materials at 2.10 state: ‘The intention is that ASIC could also use the power where a 

company nominates a director who does not confirm their appointment and identity with 

ASIC when required to do so (to ensure only consenting directors are nominated, per 

paragraph 117(2)(f) of the Corporations Act)’. However, this assumes that the contact 

information provided during the Director ID application process is accurate, and that ASIC 

will be able to contact the director and verify their identity and free and informed consent. 
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We have several concerns about this: 

1. In cases of coercive control, the Director ID application process may be the initial 

point of identity theft, fraud or coercion, for example where a perpetrator of financial 

abuse has created an email address using the victim survivor’s name, and provides 

that email address (and potentially their own phone number) as the director’s, 

retaining complete control over those methods of communication. The perpetrator 

may then effectively impersonate the victim survivor through the Director ID 

application process and then the director appointment process, with the victim 

survivor never knowing or having the opportunity to raise the alarm. Currently, any 

deficiencies or identity fraud in the Director ID application process will be carried 

through to the company registration and director appointment process. 

 

2. ASIC must adopt significantly more robust processes for properly identifying and 

verifying the individual who controls an email address, phone number or other 

communication method. Requiring multi-factor authentication at all touchpoints with 

the business registers (for example applying for a Director ID, appointing a director, 

changing address or personal details) would introduce important friction to minimise 

impersonation and identity theft. Companies House in the United Kingdom has 

recently implemented mandatory multi-factor authentication (MFA) via GOV.UK One 

Login to secure accounts, replacing old Government Gateway credentials. Users 

must verify their identity to generate an 11-digit personal code, linking their identity to 

company roles. This process involves a photo ID, facial matching via a mobile app, or 

an Authorised Corporate Service Provider, for example an accountant or solicitor. 

 

3. Similarly, we caution against assuming that an individual providing their Director ID to 

a company (to comply with the new obligations) constitutes consenting to a director 

appointment. Again, this may simply reflect coercion and control at an earlier stage of 

the process. If perpetrators are able to fraudulently apply for a Director ID in their 

partner’s name and then quote that Director ID for the Companies Register as 

‘consent’, the system will remain vulnerable to misuse. Conversely, an individual may 

have knowingly and willingly applied for a Director ID at an earlier point, only to later 

be coerced to provide their Director ID to a company as part of a coerced director 

appointment. Consent to obtain a Director ID must not be treated as consent to a 

director appointment. 

Further, the Explanatory Materials at 2.54-2.55 state: ‘To improve the quality and integrity of 

registry data, it is essential to broaden the power for ASIC to initiate the correction of 

information on the registers it administers… The Bill gives ASIC the power to correct any 

error in, or omission from, a register it administers.’ We assume this is intended to 

encompass fraud and coercion, for example correcting or removing fraudulent information 

that has been deliberately provided to ASIC by a perpetrator of financial abuse. 

We reiterate the following excerpt from our submission to Treasury’s consultation on coerced 

directorships in December 2025 regarding current vulnerabilities in the Director ID 

application and director appointment processes. 

Economic Abuse Reference Group, Submission to Treasury Consultation on 

Combatting financial abuse perpetrated through coerced directorships (December 

2025), pages 15-17. 

The introduction of Director ID requirements has not removed fraud and coercion from the 

director appointment process. Our members observe that where the company in question 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/access-to-companies-house-webfiling-accounts-to-move-to-govuk-one-login
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/access-to-companies-house-webfiling-accounts-to-move-to-govuk-one-login
https://earg.org.au/our-publications/submission-to-treasury-consultation-coerced-directorships-december-2025/
https://earg.org.au/our-publications/submission-to-treasury-consultation-coerced-directorships-december-2025/
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was incorporated prior to the introduction of Director ID requirements, many coerced 

directors still do not have a Director ID, with apparently very few consequences. 

Although the Director ID application process requires verification and has stronger 

safeguards against fraud than the company registration process, these can be (and are) 

manipulated. The Consultation Paper asserts that the Director ID verification process 

makes it “difficult for perpetrators to fraudulently register directors without their consent” 

(page 7), however this is not the case when perpetrators can easily imitate the victim 

survivor throughout the verification process: 

• The online application process for a Director ID requires applicants to take a photo 

of themselves as a form of biometric verification. However, like all of the 

application processes, there is nothing preventing a perpetrator nominating an 

email address in the victim survivor’s name that the perpetrator controls (and that 

the victim survivor has no knowledge of), and continuing to use that email address 

to imitate the victim survivor. 

• The phone application process involves asking questions of the director to verify 

their identity, which has some built-in safeguards, but is still susceptible to 

manipulation by a perpetrator who may be physically present with the victim 

survivor and coercing (through physical or other threats) the victim survivor to 

respond to questions and comply with the process. To mitigate this risk in other 

settings, staff in banks are trained to identify warning signs of financial abuse, such 

as when the customer ‘appears to be taking instructions from someone else whilst 

dealing with branch staff or talking to the bank over the phone’.1 

• The paper application process, in particular, is susceptible to fraud and misuse by 

perpetrators to register victim survivors as directors without their knowledge or 

consent, as it relies on static identity documents. Perpetrators can produce 

certified true copies of identity documents required as part of the paper application 

process with the help of professionals who assist with the business, without the 

victim survivor’s knowledge or consent. Perpetrators typically have access to the 

victim survivor’s identity documents, particularly if they are still in a relationship and 

co-habiting, so this process provides very little protection against identity fraud. 

The current consent process fails to prevent coercion because of: 

• No independent witness requirement: Signatures can be provided without any 

neutral third party verifying the signatory's identity or understanding of what they 

are signing. 

• No capacity assessment: No mechanism exists to assess whether the signatory 

understands their director responsibilities or has independent access to company 

information. 

• Email-based verification vulnerability: Director ID and ASIC registers use email 

verification, but perpetrators routinely control victim survivors' email accounts and 

use them to impersonate the victim survivor. 

• Professional intermediaries: Accountants and lawyers may lack knowledge of 

coercive control and financial abuse and may unwittingly facilitate appointments, 

and their involvement creates a veneer of legitimacy that obscures coercion. 

                                                            
1 See the Australian Banking Association’s Industry Guideline on Preventing and responding to 
financial abuse (including elder financial abuse) (2021) at page 3. 

https://www.ausbanking.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/ABA-Financial-Abuse-Industry-Guideline.pdf
https://www.ausbanking.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/ABA-Financial-Abuse-Industry-Guideline.pdf
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• No confirmation of consent: ASIC and ATO accept Director ID and director 

consent documents without confirming the individual consented to the application 

or appointment. 

 

Accuracy of information on business registers 

Relying on information from the ATO and ABRS as a ‘source of truth’ for Australia’s business 

registers is problematic. It is clear that many tax practitioners do not actively or regularly 

update their clients’ information. It is not uncommon for frontline legal practitioners in the 

community legal sector to discover inaccurate or conflicting listings on the Companies 

Register, for example two listings with different registered addresses, making use of the 

registers for legal purposes (such as the service of documents, discussed below) 

challenging. 

Gaps in proposed reforms 

We urge Treasury to consider and address the following gaps, either in this Consultation or a 

subsequent program of work. 

Listing Director ID and directorships on myGov 

Synchronising information between the business registers and myGov, including listing an 

individual’s Director ID and current directorships on myGov, would ensure individuals have 

an annual touchpoint (at the time of completing their tax return) to verify their details. This 

also provides a critical early opportunity for victim survivors of coercive control to identify a 

fraudulent director appointment and obtain assistance to correct the register. 

The current proposal involves synchronising data between Australian Business Registry 

Services (ABRS, managed by the ATO) and ASIC so that ABRS data is displayed on the 

Companies Register, but not sychronising with myGov, which is a missed opportunity. 

Fee-free access to the business registers for frontline professionals 

Providing financial counsellors and lawyers in the legal assistance sector with fee-free 

access to the business registers would facilitate information-gathering and access to justice 

for some of Australia’s most marginalised community members. Current fee arrangements 

for access to the business registers create a barrier for under-resourced frontline services 

which require access to critical information to support victim survivors. The business 

registers are used frequently by community lawyers in the following contexts: 

a. Identifying business-related financial abuse – identifying any current or 

previous directorships held by a victim survivor, typically through personal name 

searches, to uncover any non-consenting directorships; 

b. Identifying other parties – identifying the parties to a dispute, including the 

correct entity names of corporate employers, landlords, suppliers, etc.; 

c. Serving documents – locating addresses for service to serve legal documents, 

particularly where an individual is avoiding service, to identify their business’s 

address or their usual place of work; 

d. Family law – identifying current or previous directorships held by a client and/or 

their former partner in a family law dispute, to identify the parties’ business 

dealings and whether there are any business assets or liabilities in the marital 

asset pool; 
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e. Employment law – identifying the directors of a company that employed an 

individual, to join the director/s to the legal proceedings in their individual 

capacity, particularly where the employing company is in liquidation, deregistered, 

evades service of documents, or avoids paying a judgment debt; 

f. Tenancy law – identifying the proper entity of a corporate landlord and that 

entity’s director/s, particularly where the corporate landlord is operating on the 

fringes of tenancy legislation or evading responsibilities through complex 

corporate structures. 

We recommend that frontline professionals be given fee-free access to the business 

registers. Such access should be based on relevant professional membership or 

accreditation and should not require the disclosure of personal information in a professional 

setting, as is currently required by the ATO’s Proof of Record Ownership (PORO) 

authentication process where financial counsellors must disclose their personal Tax File 

Number or Australian Business Number, or details of their employment, superannuation, 

investments or previous tax returns to ATO staff before being permitted as an authorised 

representative. This is despite financial counsellors having a National Registration Number 

which could serve the purpose of identifying them to the ATO (and permitting access to the 

business registers, for example). There are precedents within other government agencies, 

such as Services Australia, for the provision of client information (such as Centrelink income 

statements) to verified agencies and frontline professionals. 

The search fees for many of the business registers are prohibitive for most clients of legal 

assistance services, particularly victim survivors of financial abuse who may be juggling 

multiple legal matters with associated costs. Instructing clients to conduct the searches 

themselves is time-consuming for frontline practitioners, due to language barriers or low 

technological literacy. However, community legal centres and financial counselling services 

are not funded for disbursements such as search fees and are prohibited from accepting or 

holding funds on behalf of clients, unlike private practitioners. 

While the search fees appear minimal on an individual level, they present a systemic barrier 

for people experiencing vulnerability to access justice. They can make it easier for family 

violence perpetrators, employers and landlords to use corporate structures to avoid 

responsibility and personal liability, discourage people from commencing legal proceedings, 

and make proceedings more time-consuming and costly. 

We reiterate the following excerpt from our submission to Treasury’s consultation on coerced 

directorships in December 2025, which emphasises the importance of synchronising Director 

IDs with the myGov portal and the importance of providing frontline professionals with fee-

free access to the business registers. 

Economic Abuse Reference Group, Submission to Treasury Consultation on 

Combatting financial abuse perpetrated through coerced directorships (December 

2025), pages 18-19. 

Many victim survivors do not realise they have been appointed the director of a company 

controlled by the perpetrator until they check their credit reports, a creditor obtains judgment 

against them or seeks to make them bankrupt, or the ATO pursues them for unpaid tax 

liabilities attached to the business. To find out whether they are currently (or have been) the 

director of a company, they must pay for a current or historical ASIC Company Extract 

(currently $10 and $20 respectively online) for each entity they are aware of. If they do not 

know the company name but suspect they have or have had a directorship role, they can 

contact the Australian Business Registry Services for a free name search. Unfortunately, this 

https://earg.org.au/our-publications/submission-to-treasury-consultation-coerced-directorships-december-2025/
https://earg.org.au/our-publications/submission-to-treasury-consultation-coerced-directorships-december-2025/
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service is not advertised and is a relatively unknown service. For full details, a victim survivor 

must pay for a current and historical personal name extract (currently $26 via ASIC by mail 

only, or up to $51 via third party providers). ASIC is obliged to charge fees for some products 

under the Corporations (Fees) Regulations 2001 (Cth). 

Obtaining these documents is a necessary step for screening for financial abuse and 

beginning to unwind and resolve financial and legal consequences, but is prohibitive for 

many victim survivors. Support services that assist victim survivors, such as community legal 

centres and financial counselling agencies, are not funded to pay for disbursements such as 

ASIC search fees yet, unlike journalists, do not qualify for fee-free access to i2nformation on 

the company register. 

Linking Director IDs to myGov would play a preventative role by alerting victim survivors to 

any fraudulent or coerced directorships in their name (either current or historical) and giving 

them and their advocates an opportunity to take steps to correct the company register before 

they incur further financial and taxation consequences. This also offers an opportunity to 

increase community awareness of directors’ duties and obligations, and the consequences 

of non-compliance, particularly where the director appointment process has been handled by 

an intermediary and the individual has not been adequately informed of their obligations. 

 


