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(57) ABSTRACT

A system for facilitating payment transaction disputes is pro-
vided. According to one aspect of the system, a user, such as
an issuer, is allowed to use the system to resolve a disputed
transaction. Based on information provided by a cardholder,

the issuer is able to use the system to retrieve transactional
information relating to the disputed transaction reported by
the customer for review. When the issuer uses the system to
retrieve information relating to the disputed transaction, a
case folder is created. The case folder is a repository for
storing all the relevant information and documentation relat-
ing to the disputed transaction. Using the information
retrieved by the system, the issuer then determines whether to
initiate a dispute. Alternatively, the system can also be used by
anacquirer to respond to a dispute, usually on behalfof one of
its merchant. If a dispute is responded to, a questionnaire is
then created by the system. Alternatively, the issuer may
decline to initiate a dispute and either seek additional infor-
mation from the cardholder or deny the cardholder’s inquiry.
The case folder and the questionnaire are created for a specific
disputed transaction. The questionnaire is designed to capture
information from the cardholder and/or the issuer relating to
the disputed transaction. The questionnaire may be pre-popu-
lated with previously retrieved transactional information
which is stored in the case folder. Relevant documents in
support of the disputed transaction may also be attached as
part of the questionnaire. Various parties to the dispute may
then provide relevant information (including supporting
documentation) to the system. The relevant information pro-
vided by the parties is maintained in the case folder. The
system then keeps track of the relevant timeframes for the
case folder to ensure that each party to the dispute is given the
correct period of time to respond during the processing of a
dispute. Prior to filing the dispute for arbitration or compli-
ance, the system permits the parties to resolve the dispute
amongst themselves without the help of an arbiter through
pre-arbitration and pre-compliance. If the parties to the dis-
pute are unable to resolve the dispute on their own, the system
also permits the parties to resolve the dispute via arbitration or
compliance with the help of an arbiter. The system provides
the arbiter with access to the case folder to allow the arbiter to
render an informed decision on the dispute.
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Proposed US and Intl Sub Codes
Non-Receipt of Information

Dispute Reason New Reason Code| US | Intf
Retrieval Request - Invalid Fulfilment 1A v | Vv
Cardholder Does Not Recognize Transaction 1B v | Vv
Retrieval Request - Non-Fulfillment 1C v/

Fraud

Dispute Reason New Reason Code| US | Intf
Missing Signature and/or Imprint 2A vV
Fraudulent Multiple Transactions 2B v | v
Counterfeit Card Used 2C vV
Fraudulent Non Face-to-Face 2D v v
Transaction Appeared on RIS Report 2E v |V
Fictitious Account Number / No Valid Card 2F v
Authorization Errors

Dispute Reason New Reason Code|] US | Infflf
No Authorization Obtained 3A v IV
Declined Authorization/ Referral (Referral is Infl only) 3B v |V
Expired Card 3C v IV
Exception File/Card Recovery Bullefin 3D v/
Ineligible Transaction - Service Code 3E v/
Processing Errors

Dispute Reason New Reason Code| US | Intl
Duplicate Processing 4A v |V
Incorrect Transaction Amount 4B v’ Vv
Late Presentment 4C v |V
Paid By Other Means 4D v |
Transaction Exceeds Limited Amount Terminal 4E v 1 Vv
Incorrect Account Number (Intl includes non-matching) 4F vl IR
Incorrect Transaction Code/Non Transaction Currency 4G

(Intl only) v | Vv
Transaction Deposit Violation 4H ' v/
*Non-Matching Account Number 4 v/

*Intl placed Non Matching account # with Incorrect Account Number, 4F

FIG. 7
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Cancelled/Returned

Dispute Reason New Reason Code[ US T Inff
Credit Transaction Receipt Not Processed 5A v Vv
Cancelled Recurring Transaction 5B v | v
Cancelled Time Share Transaction 5C v’
Cancelled Guaranteed Reservation 5D v/
Cancelled Advance Deposit 5E v’
Cancelled/Returned Good or Services 5F v |V
Merchandise Defective 5G v
Merchandise or Cancelled Services Not as Described 5H v/
Non-Receipt of Information

Dispute Reason New Reason Code| US T Intf
Non Receipt of Services 6A vV
Non Receipt of Merchandise 6B v | Vv
Non Receipt of ATM Cash (includes partial) 6C v
Fraud

Dispute Reason New Reason Code| US T Int’
Goods/Services Not as Described or Unsuitable /A v

Goods Received but Damaged/Defective 7B v/

FIG. 7 (CONTINUED)
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METHOD AND SYSTEM FOR FACILITATING
ELECTRONIC DISPUTE RESOLUTION

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION

[0001] Created more than twenty-five (25) years ago, the
credit card dispute process has seen many changes leading to
a more complex system that is difficult to learn. Today, it
typically takes a chargeback analyst twelve (12) months to
become proficient in a job that statistics show they will leave
generally within eighteen (18) months. In many companies,
being a chargeback analyst is an entry-level position which
requires an extensive knowledge in a number of areas includ-
ing, for example, forty-four (44) U.S. chargeback reason
codes, forty (40) international chargeback reason codes, dif-
ferences between T&E and non-T&E disputes, differences
between card present and card-not-present disputes and pos-
sible pre-compliance situations.

[0002] While new fraud monitoring programs, alert sys-
tems, system edits, and changes to operating regulations have
resulted in substantial reductions in chargebacks over the past
decade, no comparable effort has been invested in the clerical
and procedural aspects of dispute processing.

[0003] The current credit card dispute process is quite anti-
quated and fraught with a number of major issues. For
example, the current dispute process is a paper and labor
intensive process. Physical evidence is usually required today
to initiate a dispute. Evidence may take the form of a copy of
the sales draft or a cardholder’s signature on a dispute letter
even though a signature provides limited value in the majority
of disputes that are not fraud related. Furthermore, all parties
may be required to provide written documentation at any
point throughout the dispute process. Reliance on paper and
postal delivery results in a slower process in resolving dis-
putes as there has to be extended time frames to deliver and
receive documentation, and the possibility always exists that
the documentation could be lost in transit. Hence, retrieval
and distribution of draft copies and obtaining cardholder let-
ters is time-consuming, costly and labor intensive.

[0004] The collection of facts pertinent to a particular dis-
pute is also difficult. Cardholders are generally required to
provide signed letters before disputes can be initiated. Card-
holder dispute letters often contain many facts that are not
relevant; or conversely, these letters may be missing informa-
tion needed for a particular dispute. Furthermore, many issu-
ers use their own form letters. These letters cause difficulties
for merchants by providing inconsistent information in dif-
ferent formats. Acquirers and processors also use different
proprietary letters to communicate with issuers.

[0005] The paper and labor intensive process often trans-
lates into customer dissatisfaction. Cardholders and mer-
chants generally do not like to supply written documentation.
They often view requirements for written documentation as
poor customer service. In addition, most cardholders and
merchants do not understand the dispute process, documen-
tation needed to support the process, and why they may be
contacted multiple times for additional documentation.

[0006] The current credit card dispute process is also time
consuming for all of the parties involved. The more complex
cases may take over 300 days to reach resolution, putting
issuers well beyond any federally regulated time frames in
which they must resolve dispute claims. Cardholders and
merchants are frustrated when they have to wait a lengthy

Jul. 1, 2010

amount of time for resolution, and customer service analysts
are not meeting the level of service expectations set by their
customers.

[0007] The current dispute process is also generally viewed
as being difficult to follow and use. For instance, chargeback
rules differ by market segment—e.g. retail, mail order/tele-
phone order and T&E—and between U.S. and international
rules. At the present time, the U.S. region has forty-four (44)
domestic chargeback reason codes and the international rules
have an additional forty (40) chargeback reason codes. Some
of these reason codes are ambiguous, while others overlap.
Issuers’ ability to choose a chargeback right depends on a
combination of these factors. An extensive training period
from six months to a year is required for employees to become
proficient at working with the chargeback process. Further-
more, the current process can be litigious, requiring affidavits,
arbitration and litigation.

[0008] Chargeback processing also continues to be paper-
oriented, manually intensive, complex, mail-dependent and
lengthy. It is estimated that hundreds of millions of dollars are
spent every year to resolve credit card disputes and handle
chargeback processing. Additional millions are incurred in
connection with merchant expenses and write-offs for failure
to meet regulatory requirements. Several factors contribute to
the high cost of the current dispute process including, for
example, failure to process disputes within regulatory time-
frames are costly, member write-offs due to failure to meet
regulatory requirements, member write-offs due to high cost
of processing, member write-offs due to chargeback mini-
mums, merchant expenses, the costly, lengthy training pro-
cess for dispute analysts compounded by frequent staff turn-
over, and variances among different chargeback rules
increasing the liability exposure for issuers and acquirers.
[0009] Hence, it would be desirable to provide a method
and system that is capable of facilitating credit card dispute
resolution in a more efficient and cost-effective manner.

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

[0010] A system for facilitating payment transaction dis-
putes is provided. According to one exemplary aspect of the
system, different users, such as, a cardholder, a merchant, an
issuer and an acquirer, are allowed to use the system to resolve
a disputed transaction. Typically, a disputed transaction is
first reported by a cardholder to an issuer. Based on informa-
tion provided by the cardholder, the issuer is able to use the
system to retrieve transactional information relating to the
disputed transaction reported by the cardholder for review.
When the issuer uses the system to retrieve information relat-
ing to the disputed transaction, a case folder is created. The
case folder is a repository for storing all the relevant informa-
tion and documentation relating to the disputed transaction.
Using the information retrieved by the system, the issuer then
determines whether to initiate a dispute. Alternatively, the
system can also be used by an acquirer to initiate a dispute, on
behalf of one of its merchant. If a dispute is initiated, a
questionnaire is then created by the system. Alternatively, the
issuer or acquirer may decline to initiate a dispute and either
seek additional information from the customer or deny the
customer’s inquiry.

[0011] The case folder and the questionnaire are created for
a specific disputed transaction. The questionnaire is designed
to capture information from the cardholder and/or the issuer
relating to the disputed transaction. The questionnaire may be
pre-populated with previously retrieved transactional infor-
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mation which is now stored in the case folder. Relevant docu-
ments in support of the disputed transaction may also be
attached as part of the questionnaire. Various parties to the
dispute may then provide relevant information (including
supporting documentation) to the system. The relevant infor-
mation provided by the parties is maintained in the case
folder.

[0012] The system then keeps track of the relevant time-
frames for the case folder to ensure that each party to the
dispute is given the correct period of time to respond during
the processing of a dispute. If resolution is not reached during
the initial phase of the dispute, the system permits the parties
to further attempt to resolve the dispute amongst themselves
without the help of an arbiter through pre-arbitration and
pre-compliance. If the parties to the dispute are unable to
resolve the dispute on their own, the system also permits the
parties to resolve the dispute via arbitration or compliance
with the help of an arbiter. An arbiter may include a credit card
association, such as, Visa. The system provides the arbiter
with access to the case folder to allow the arbiter to render an
informed decision on the dispute. If the system is not avail-
able to one of the parties to the dispute, the system is able to
generate a file to print the necessary documentation which is
then mailed to this party.

[0013] Reference to the remaining portions of the specifi-
cation, including the drawings and claims, will realize other
features and advantages of the present invention. Further
features and advantages of the present invention, as well as
the structure and operation of various embodiments of the
present invention, are described in detail below with respect
to accompanying drawings, like reference numbers indicate
identical or functionally similar elements.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

[0014] FIG.11is asimplified schematic diagram illustrating
how an exemplary embodiment of the present invention is
used in connection with other systems to resolve credit card
dispute;

[0015] FIG. 2 is a flow diagram illustrating an exemplary
process flow during the request for information stage in
accordance with an exemplary embodiment of the present
invention;

[0016] FIGS. 3a and 36 are flow diagrams collectively
illustrating an exemplary process flow of an exemplary
embodiment of the present invention;

[0017] FIG. 4 is an illustrative diagram showing an exem-
plary embodiment of an input screen designed to capture
information for a RFI in accordance with the present inven-
tion;

[0018] FIG. 5 is an illustrative diagram showing an exem-
plary embodiment of a screen displaying portions of a RFI
response in accordance with the present invention;

[0019] FIG. 6 is an illustrative diagram showing an exem-
plary individual transaction within the RFI response in accor-
dance with the present invention;

[0020] FIG. 7 is a table listing the various dispute groups
and their underlying reason codes in accordance with the
present invention.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE INVENTION

[0021] The present invention in the form of one or more
exemplary embodiments will now be described. FIG. 1 is a
simplified schematic diagram illustrating how an exemplary
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embodiment of the present invention is used in connection
with other systems to resolve credit card dispute. Referring to
FIG. 1, in this exemplary configuration, an online dispute
resolution system 10 of the present invention interacts with a
number of other systems including one or more user systems
and a back-end system 12. The user system permits a user or
service subscriber to access the online dispute resolution
system 10 and use various types of services offered by the
online dispute resolution system 10 to resolve a credit card
dispute. Typically, users include issuers and acquirers. The
user systems include, for example, an issuer system 14 and an
acquirer system 16.

[0022] Optionally, users may include cardholders 26 and
merchants 28. In an alternative exemplary embodiment, users
such as cardholders 26 and merchants 28 are allowed access
to the online dispute resolution system 10 to report disputed
transactions and monitor their progress. Cardholders 26 and
merchants 28 may be given access to the online dispute reso-
Iution system 10 via either their respective issuer and acquirer
systems 14 and 16 or a secure website provided by the online
dispute resolution system 10. Access given to cardholders 26
and merchants 28 may be restricted.

[0023] Theback-end system 12 provides access to requisite
transactional information to allow the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 to resolve a credit card dispute between an
issuer and an acquirer. The back-end system 12 may include,
for example, a VIRS system 18, a SMS (single message
system) 20, a BASE 1I system 22 and an edit packaging
system 24.

[0024] As will be further described below, the online dis-
pute resolution system 10 provides a number of services
which facilitate service subscribers or users to resolve credit
card disputes amongst themselves. For illustrative purposes
herein, these service subscribers or users are generally
referred to as issuers and acquirers. However, it should be
understood that service subscribers or users may include any
parties or entities that are involved in a credit card transaction.
[0025] The online dispute resolution system 10 processes a
credit card dispute in the following exemplary manner. The
dispute generally goes through a number of life cycle stages.
Typically, a dispute begins when a cardholder 26 initiates a
dispute action. A dispute action may include, for example, an
inquiry about the legitimacy of a transaction which appears
on the cardholder’s billing statement. The dispute action is
generally directed to the issuer which issues the cardholder’s
account. It should be noted that reporting of the dispute can be
done in a number of ways. For example, a cardholder 26 may
contact his/her issuer to report a dispute via telephone, written
correspondence, or electronic communications, such as,
email. The issuer, in turn, communicates with the online
dispute resolution system 10 via its own system. Alterna-
tively, a cardholder 26 may use a service provided by the
online dispute resolution system 10 to report a disputed trans-
action. When the disputed transaction is reported in this man-
ner, the online dispute resolution system 10 communicates
with the relevant issuer and informs the issuer that a disputed
transaction has been reported by one of its cardholders.
[0026] Request for Information Stage

[0027] When the issuer receives report of a disputed trans-
action, the dispute enters into a request for information (RFI)
stage. The RFI stage allows the service subscribers, such as,
the issuer and the acquirer, who are involved to research the
disputed transaction and respond to customer’s inquiries.
FIG. 2 is a flow diagram illustrating the exemplary process
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flow during the RFI stage. Referring to FIG. 2, interactions
between three entities during the RFI stage are illustrated.
The three entities are the user, the online dispute resolution
system 10 and the VTRS system 18 which contains the trans-
action records.

[0028] At 30, the user (in this case, an issuer) receives an
inquiry from a cardholder questioning the legitimacy of a
particular transaction. At 32, the issuer uses information pro-
vided by the cardholder to create a RF1. The RFI includes
appropriate search parameters, such as, card number, date
range, transaction ID and/or transaction amount, to allow the
relevant transaction(s) to be retrieved. The issuer may also
request a transaction by entering one or more of the following
search parameters including, for example, transit and routing
number, account number and check number for point-of-sale
(POS) checks. Furthermore, the issuer may specify the type
of transaction requested, such as, authorization, original
transaction, credit, exception file and case history summary
(i.e., view of all case folders for the same card number). The
concept of case folders will be further described below. FIG.
4 is an illustrative diagram showing an input screen designed
to capture information for a RFI.

[0029] At 36, the issuer submits the RFI to the online dis-
pute resolution system 10. The online dispute resolution sys-
tem 10 then interacts with the back-end system 12 to retrieve
the relevant transaction(s). For example, the VTRS system 18
is accessed to return information on the relevant transaction
(s).

[0030] The online dispute resolution system 10 is able to
search on an account number, transaction 1D, date range and
transaction amount. This flexibility accommodates differ-
ences in system dates and any possible fees included in the
amount. The online dispute resolution system 10 can also
retrieve sales transactions and any associated credits, rever-
sals and adjustments. The search can further be limited by
inputting a dollar amount for sales transactions.

[0031] At 38, the search parameters are checked by the
online dispute resolution system 10 for errors. If there is an
error, at 34, the issuer is prompted to provide the correct
parameters to the online dispute resolution system 10. The
corrected RFI is then submitted to the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 again. At 40, if there is no error, the online
dispute resolution system 10 creates a case folder for a RFI
response. The case folder contains the consolidated history of
all information and documents related to a single, original
disputed transaction. Case folders for related transactions can
be linked and worked on as a group. Case folders may be
grouped together for a number of reasons, such as, if the
dispute is for the same parties, dispute group and/or reason.
When a merchant has processed a single purchase as multiple
transactions, these multiple transactions can be disputed as a
group. Within the group, each transaction is for the same card
account number but may be for different merchant names and
locations. Conversely, the online dispute resolution system 10
allows response questionnaires relating to a single merchant
to be grouped together. The grouped response questionnaires
may correspond to transactions having different card num-
bers.

[0032] At42,the online dispute resolution system 10 stores
the RFI and writes it to a request queue. [tems in the request
queue then await processing by the VIRS system 18. The
online dispute resolution system 10 allows the issuer to view
the RFIs that have queued for processing and their respective
statuses. Different types of status include, for example, (1)
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pending—awaiting response, (2) error—search criteria errors
or no transactions found, and (3) fulfilled—RFI response
received but dispute not initiated.

[0033] At 44, the RFI from the request queue is processed
by the VIRS system 18 and the relevant transaction(s) is then
retrieved from the appropriate databases. More than one rel-
evant transaction matching the search criteria may be
returned. Also, when no relevant transaction is found, the
online dispute resolution system 10 generates a message indi-
cating that no relevant transaction can be found and informa-
tion is added to the corresponding case folder to indicate that
a transaction search had taken place. Typically, the relevant
transaction is stored in a response queue for delivery to the
online dispute resolution system 10. At 46, the relevant trans-
action is checked for errors. For example, if an acquirer is
performing the RFI, the online dispute resolution system 10 is
able to check for bank ID number after the relevant informa-
tion has been pulled. Ifthere is an error associated the relevant
transaction, then the erroneous transaction and the RFI are
returned by the VIRS system 18 via the online dispute reso-
Iution system 10 to the user for review at 48. The user then
supplies the correct parameters and re-submits the corrected
RFI. If there is no error, then at 50 the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 processes and incorporates the retrieved trans-
action with any additional information into the RFI response.

[0034] The RFI response includes one or more of the fol-
lowing types of information for each searched transaction:
transaction date, transaction type, transaction amount, MCC
code and MCC description, merchant name, merchant loca-
tion, EC/MOTO indicator, POS entry mode code, transaction
ID, POS entry capability and multiple clearing sequence
number (if applicable). The online dispute resolution system
10 is also able to provide as part of the RFI response addi-
tional information, if applicable, including but not limited to:
full, partial magnetic stripe read key entered, authorized/
declined/pickup/referral response, issuer, processor or Visa
stand-in processing, address verification service (AVS) use,
card verification value 2 (CVV2)use, PIN verification service
(PVS) use, and data integrity problem (DIP) reported.
Depending on the specific type of transaction in question, the
online dispute resolution system 10 may further return other
additional information as part of the RFI response. The RFI
response is then forwarded to the issuer for review at 52. F1G.
5 is an illustrative diagram showing a screen displaying por-
tions of the RFI response. Details relating to individual trans-
actions within the RFI response can be further displayed by
the online dispute resolution system 10. FIG. 6 is an illustra-
tive diagram showing an individual transaction within the RFI
response.

[0035] Optionally, when returning transactions as part of
the RFIresponse, the online dispute resolution system 10 may
highlight transactions that are tied to authorization-related
chargebacks that are (1) below floor limit and was listed on
the exception file; (2) in excess of the floor limit and autho-
rizations were not obtained; and (3) related to a present refer-
ral. Other transactions may also be highlighted if such trans-
actions are tied to all chargeback types that (1) were
previously or, are currently being disputed; and (2) relate to a
credit which was previously given when there was or was not
a corresponding transaction.

[0036] For POS check transactions returned as part of the
RFI response, the online dispute resolution system 10 may
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also provide the following information: check number, transit
routing number, transit time, POS condition code, and check
settlement code.

[0037] At 54, the issuer takes appropriate actions based on
the RFI response. The issuer may perform a number of dif-
ferent actions. For example, the issuer may search for addi-
tional, related credit transactions. The issuer may further view
transaction details relating to the original transaction as well
as the additional, related transactions and query any excep-
tion file related thereto. The transactions may be viewed in the
form of substitute drafts, digital receipts and case history
summaries. Upon reviewing the transactions, the issuer may
then initiate one or more of the following actions including (a)
request for copy, (b) attempt to resolve, (c¢) chargeback, (d)
pre-compliance and (e) good faith collection. Optionally, RFI
responses are deleted at a system-wide level if no action is
taken after a set number of days.

[0038] The online dispute resolution system 10 further
allows the user to include one or more of the returned trans-
actions in the case folder and add to the case folder comments
pertaining to review of the returned transactions. Alterna-
tively, the online dispute resolution system 10 may automati-
cally include all the returned transaction(s) in the case folder.
In addition, the online dispute resolution system 10 may
allow the user to simultaneously view more than one case
folder.

[0039] Attempt to Resolve (ATR)

[0040] Attempt to resolve is a conditional stage where one
party initiates an ATR through the online dispute resolution
system 10 or through some other means of communication
(i.e., telephone call) to the other party, so that they may
mutually agree on a resolution with respect to a disputed
transaction. An ATR is designed to be initiated prior to initia-
tion of a dispute by a user. When an ATR is initiated, certain
information is requested and captured by the online dispute
resolution system 10 from the initiating party. The initiating
party is typically either an issuer or an acquirer. If the ATR is
initiated through the online dispute resolution system 10, the
online dispute resolution system 10 accordingly informs the
intended recipient of the ATR.

[0041] For some dispute groups, an ATR is ascertained
before an issuer is able to generate a chargeback. Illustrative
dispute groups include (1) non-receipt of information, (2)
authorization errors, (3) processing errors, (4) non-receipt of
goods or services, (5) canceled/returned, (6) quality, and (7)
fraud. For some of these dispute groups, such as, (4) non-
receipt of goods or services and (6) quality, an ATR may be
required, while others, such as, (1) non-receipt of information
and (2) authorization errors, an ATR may not be required; and
yet for some others, such as, (3) processing errors, (5) can-
celed/returned and (7) fraud, an ATR may be optional. In
other words, before the user may initiate a dispute, the online
dispute resolution system 10 checks the disputed transaction
to ascertain its dispute group and accordingly determines
whether an ATR is needed. If an ATR is needed, the online
dispute resolution system 10 prompts the user to initiate the
ATR. Optionally, the online dispute resolution system 10 may
provide a facility, such as an email directory and delivery
service, to allow the user to initiate the ATR with the appro-
priate party.

[0042] If an ATR is initiated through the online dispute
resolution system 10, after the recipient receives the ATR
from the initiating party, the recipient is given a timeframe to
respond. The online dispute resolution system 10 monitors
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this timeframe accordingly. The length of the timeframe to
respond may be specified by the initiating party or, alterna-
tively, may be set by the online dispute resolution system 10.
[0043] Upon receiving the ATR from the initiating party,
the recipient may either accept or decline the ATR by filling
out a response questionnaire and/or attaching any supporting
documents. The response questionnaire and any supporting
documents are captured and filed with the associated case
folder by the online dispute resolution system 10. The case
folder including the response questionnaire is then available
for review by the initiating party.

[0044] Initiation of Dispute

[0045] Upon reviewing the RFI response, the user may
decide to initiate a dispute with respect to the disputed trans-
action using the online dispute resolution system 10. If the
user initiating the dispute is an issuer, then the dispute initia-
tion results in a chargeback. Once a dispute is initiated, the
online dispute resolution system 10 creates a questionnaire
that is to be completed by the user and/or its customer. Infor-
mation related to the disputed transaction is captured using
the questionnaire. The questionnaire can be completed in a
number of ways. For example, an issuer customer service
representative using an interface to the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 may fill in the questionnaire on behalf of the
cardholder. Alternatively, an issuer may provide their card-
holders an interface to allow the cardholders to provide the
requested information for the questionnaire. This interface
may be provided through the issuer’s own proprietary web
site or some other secure web site. The information captured
from the interface is then passed by the issuer to the online
dispute resolution system 10. Furthermore, whenever appro-
priate, the questionnaire may be automatically populated
from information already contained in the case folder, if an
RFI was performed previously. As mentioned above, except
for manual questionnaire, each case folder corresponds to a
specific disputed transaction and contains the RFI response.
[0046] The questionnaire is designed to guide a user (that is
the person completing the questionnaire) intuitively through
collection of the required information for different dispute
groups and their associated sub codes. Information input into
the questionnaire generates subsequent questions to gather
additional, relevant data from the user. The user may be any
one of the parties involved in the dispute including a card-
holder, a merchant, an issuer and an acquirer, although rights
to use the online dispute resolution system 10 vary depending
on the identity of the user. For example, in one exemplary
embodiment, only issuers and acquirers are permitted to sub-
mit information directly to the online dispute resolution sys-
tem 10; cardholders and merchants are merely allowed to pass
information to their respective issuers and acquirers.

[0047] The questionnaire is designed to solicit various
types of information to capture all perspectives of the dispute.
Different types of information include, for example, informa-
tion concerning why the cardholder has reported a dispute,
the merchant’s response to what the cardholder has stated, as
well as any information which both the issuer and the acquirer
may provide.

[0048] The dispute date is deemed to be the date the ques-
tionnaire was submitted to the online dispute resolution sys-
tem 10. Additions to the original questionnaire may be time
stamped and added to the case folder to create a case history.
Preferably, all questionnaire information is added and does
not replace previously submitted information or documents
in order to provide a proper audit trail. The online dispute
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resolution system 10 further provides that a message be dis-
played and acknowledged with the questionnaire, certifying
that the user confirms the accuracy of information in the
questionnaire. The questionnaire also provides a message text
field to give the user the capability to provide any additional
comments regarding the dispute.

[0049] If the user is an issuer, the issuer may optionally
enter the following cardholder contact information, including
cardholder name, cardholder phone number, cardholder fax
number, cardholder email address, cardholder address and
most convenient time to contact. For security and privacy
reasons, the user will be prompted to obtain permission from
the cardholder for release of personal contact information to
the merchant.

[0050] Likewise, ifthe user is an acquirer, the acquirer may
optionally enter the following merchant contact information,
including merchant contact name, merchant contact phone
number, merchant contact email address, merchant contact
fax number, merchant web page (URL) address and most
convenient time to contact. The user will be prompted to
obtain permission from the merchant for release of personal
contact information to the cardholder.

[0051] Depending on the dispute group identified in con-
nection with the disputed transaction, the issuer may be asked
in the questionnaire to state whether the cardholder has been
asked if s/he has made an ATR to resolve the dispute directly
with the merchant. If the issuer responds that the cardholder
did attempt to resolve the dispute, the following fields are
displayed for the issuer to enter certain information including,
for example, date of last contact, name of person cardholder
spoke to, phone number or e-mail address cardholder called/
wrote to, description of ATR outcome, summary of ATR with
the merchant.

[0052] If the cardholder did not attempt to resolve the dis-
pute, then the online dispute resolution system 10 according
informs the issuer that the cardholder should be prompted to
make the ATR prior to proceeding. Alternatively, the online
dispute resolution system 10 may allow the issuerto add a text
message stating why cardholder did not attempt to resolve the
dispute with the merchant (e.g. inbound telemarketing trans-
action, cardholder does not have phone number, merchant is
no longer in business).

[0053] If the cardholder agrees to resolve the dispute with
the merchant, the online dispute resolution system 10 then
allows the issuer to complete the questionnaire and mark the
corresponding case folder as “pending” until the cardholder
comes back with the results of the ATR.

[0054] As mentioned above, the online dispute resolution
system 10 may be used by a user to initiate an ATR. Ifan ATR
is initiated through the online dispute resolution system 10,
after the recipient receives the ATR from the initiating party,
the recipient is given a timeframe to respond. The online
dispute resolution system 10 monitors this timeframe accord-
ingly. The length of the timeframe to respond may be speci-
fied by the initiating party or, alternatively, may be set by the
online dispute resolution system 10.

[0055] Optionally, the issuer may generate a manual ques-
tionnaire by entering specific transaction details which can
include the following: card account number/checking
account number for POS check transactions, transaction date,
transaction amount, transaction ID, acquirer reference num-
ber, transit routing number (ABA) (for POS check transac-
tions).
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[0056] Furthermore, the user may attach one or more sup-
porting documents with the questionnaire. A list of recom-
mended documents for each dispute group is displayed in the
questionnaire. Some of the documents that may be helpful in
resolving the dispute include, for example, transaction receipt
(sales draft), credit receipt, refund acknowledgment, card-
holder letter, merchant letter, 3rd-party opinion, merchant’s
goods/service description, merchant’s return/cancellation
instructions, proof of delivery, shipment letter, transaction log
(ATM), issuer certification, acquirer certification, Visa certi-
fication, authorization logs and other certificates. The user is
prompted to specify a document type with a text description
for each attached document.

[0057] Documents may be attached to the questionnaire in
anumber of ways. For example, a list of available documents
may have already been included in the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10. A user may then simply select from the list of
available documents and attach the desired documents to the
questionnaire. Alternatively, if a document is not available via
the online dispute resolution system 10, the online dispute
resolution system 10 provides a facility to allow a user to
electronically attach a document to the questionnaire from an
external source by, for example, browsing the network or
shared drives.

[0058] The questionnaire and any supporting documents
are then incorporated into the case folder which is specific to
a single disputed transaction. In an exemplary embodiment,
all the parties involved in the dispute, namely, the issuer, the
acquirer, the cardholder, the merchant and the credit card
association such as Visa, are respectively given access to
information within the case folder, the level of access depend-
ing on the identity of the user. The involved parties are given
access to their own information unless they specifically grant
permission to another party to view their information. The
online dispute resolution system 10 also determines if a user
is able to receive the information online or by mail. If a user
is only able to receive the information by mail, the online
dispute resolution system 10 will accordingly identify the
case folder to permit the relevant information to be printed for
mailing.

[0059] The online dispute resolution system 10 manages
the dispute process to ensure that all the dispute life cycle
stages are executed in the correct order within the allowable
timeframes. In particular, the online dispute resolution sys-
tem 10 periodically reviews the case folder during each dis-
pute life cycle stage to make sure that the appropriate actions
or measures are taken. When all rights have expired, the
online dispute resolution system 10 closes the case folder and
retains the case folder for a predetermined number of months
before archiving or purging the case folder offline.

[0060] Chargebacks and Representments

[0061] Ifaresolution cannot be attained in the RFI or ATR
stages, the information gathered can be used to initiate a
dispute with respect to the disputed transaction through the
online dispute resolution system 10. The online dispute reso-
Iution system 10 provides users with a simplified process for
creating chargeback and representment transactions as well
as a way of providing information and/or supporting docu-
mentation. The simplification is based on seven new dispute
groups and the ability of the online dispute resolution system
10 to intuitively guide the user through the underlying reason
codes for each group.

[0062] FIG. 7 is a table listing the various dispute groups
and their underlying reason codes. The new dispute groups
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include (1) non-receipt of information, (2) authorization
error, (3) processing error, (4) non-receipt of goods or ser-
vices, (5) canceled/returned, (6) quality, and (7) fraud.
[0063] Before a chargeback transaction can be created, an
issuer may use the online dispute resolution system 10 to
perform a search for related credit transactions in the RFI
stage as described above. The issuer verifies, via the RFI
response, whether or not related credit transactions have been
posted to the cardholder’s account. Additionally, to prevent
duplicate chargeback, the online dispute resolution system 10
also highlights a transaction if there is already a dispute
associated with it. If the cardholder states that credit was
given but not posted, the questionnaire displays the following
fields for data entry including voucher date, invoice/receipt
number, indication of whether or not a credit voucher, letter of
intent to credit, or refund acknowledgment was given to the
cardholder. For merchants or acquirers, the online dispute
resolution system 10 allows them to state whether a credit was
given. Ifthe merchant or acquirer states that credit was given,
the questionnaire displays the following fields for data entry
including date credit processed, ARN, credit amount, and
indication of whether or not a credit voucher, letter of intent to
credit, or refund acknowledgment was given to the card-
holder.

[0064] Users are able to use the online dispute resolution
system 10 to create a chargeback transaction from a combi-
nation of cardholder questionnaire data and the original trans-
action retrieved during the RFI stage.

[0065] To initiate a chargeback transaction, the user is
prompted by the online dispute resolution system 10 to select
one of the seven dispute groups noted above. In addition, the
user is also prompted to select a dispute reason from a list of
reason codes shown for the selected dispute group. Different
reason codes may be associated with different dispute groups.
If the original transaction is old enough such that it is no
longer available to the online dispute resolution system 10, a
manual chargeback may be initiated.

[0066] Foradispute group of “non-receipt of information”,
a request for copy may need to be in the corresponding case
folder and the acquirer must have fulfilled the request,
responded with a non-fulfillment message or the fulfillment
timeframe must have expired. The dispute reason for non-
receipt of information can be one of the following: “retrieval
request—non-fulfillment”, “retrieval request—invalid fulfill-
ment” and “cardholder does not recognize transaction”.
Additional information may also be optionally entered
including issuer reference number and other additional infor-
mation.

[0067] When the dispute reason of “invalid fulfillment” is
given, additional information is given to show why the ful-
fillment is invalid. This can include “inappropriately supplied
substitute draft receipt”, “batch header”, “illegible transac-
tion information”, and “other—a description must be pro-
vided for this reason”.

[0068] Acquirers may represent the non-receipt of informa-
tion chargeback when permitted and provide the following
information including acquirer case number, fulfillment
method (online or by mail), and other additional Information.
[0069] The dispute reason for authorization errors can be
one of the following: “no authorization obtained”, “declined
authorization/referral”, “expired card”, “exception file/card
recovery bulletin” and “ineligible transaction service code”.
[0070] The dispute reason for processing error can be one
of the following: “duplicate processing”, and “incorrect
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transaction amount”, “late presentment”, “paid by other
means”, “transaction exceeds limited amount terminal”,
“incorrect account number”, “incorrect transaction code/non
transaction currency”, “transaction deposit violation” and
“non-matching account number”.

[0071] When a dispute reason of “paid by other means” is
provided, the online dispute resolution system 10 asks the
cardholder or issuer to specify what other means of payment
was used based on the following options: cash, online debit,
check, other credit card (other account number may be
entered), and other (specify what other means). When this
particular dispute reason is given, the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 further requests the issuer or cardholder to
provide proof of payment by other means. The type of proof
of payment to be provided is based on the other means of
payment specified in the questionnaire including, for
example, copy of check (front and back), copy of credit card
receipt/statement, copy of online debit receipt/statement,
copy of cash receipt, and other. Merchant may address the
cardholder’s information that supports the alternate means of
payment.

[0072] When generating a processing error chargeback, the
online dispute resolution system 10 also prompts the user to
supply certain supporting information. For example, the
online dispute resolution system 10 may prompt the card-
holder or issuer to indicate the date the credit or refund was
issued and if a receipt was provided. The online dispute
resolution system 10 may suggest to the cardholder or issuer
to include the following document types to substantiate the
chargeback including, for example, cardholder’s transaction
receipt or other record showing an error, discrepancy, or
altered amount and credit transaction receipt (the user will be
notified that a lost ticket or refund application is not consid-
ered a credit). Furthermore, the online dispute resolution
system 10 may also suggest to the merchant or acquirer to
include the following document types to facilitate calculation
of'the chargeback including, for example, agreement demon-
strating that the cardholder has consented to be liable for
delayed or amended charges for a T&E transaction.

[0073] The dispute reason for the “non-receipt of goods or
services” dispute group can be one of the following: “non-
receipt of services”, “non-receipt of merchandise” and “non-
receipt of ATM cash”.

[0074] When a dispute reason code of “non-receipt of mer-
chandise” or “non-receipt of services” is provided, the card-
holder or issuer is prompted to provide the expected date of
receipt of the goods or services.

[0075] When a dispute reason of “non-receipt of services”
is provided, the online dispute resolution system 10 questions
the acquirer/merchant to determine if the service was pro-
vided. If it was, the following information is entered includ-
ing: service date and description of the services provided.
[0076] When a dispute reason of “non-receipt of merchan-
dise” is provided, the online dispute resolution system 10
confirms with the merchant/acquirer to determine if the mer-
chandise was shipped. If the merchandise was shipped, the
relevant shipping information is gathered from the merchant/
acquirer.

[0077] The dispute reason for the “cancelled/returned” dis-
pute group can be one of the following including, for
example, “credit transaction receipt not processed”, “can-
celled recurring transaction”, “cancelled time share transac-
tion”, “cancelled guaranteed reservation”, “cancelled

advance deposit”, “returned goods”, “merchandise defec-
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tive” and “merchandise or cancelled services not as
described”. When this dispute group is selected, the issuer is
prompted by the online dispute resolution system 10 to pro-
vide certain information, such as, cancellation date, cancel-
lation number (if applicable), and cancellation reason.
[0078] In addition, the online dispute resolution system 10
allows the acquirer/merchant to specify whether or not the
cardholder had been given the merchant’s cancellation policy
either in writing or verbally and whether the goods have
already been shipped. If so, the acquirer/merchant may pro-
vide the appropriate shipping information. The online dispute
resolution system 10 further makes available an image of the
merchant’s cancellation or return policy provided via a docu-
ment function or a comments section in the questionnaire,
which may be used to explain the merchant’s policy.

[0079] When a dispute reason of “returned goods™ is given,
the online dispute resolution system 10 prompts the issuer to
provide the merchandise delivery and return information. The
issuer is also able to indicate on the questionnaire whether or
not proper disclosure was provided to the cardholder and
whether the cardholder had notified the merchant of the can-
cellation. The online dispute resolution system 10 also allows
the acquirer/merchant to specify whether or not the card-
holder had been given the merchant’s cancellation policy
either in writing or verbally. The online dispute resolution
system 10 further makes available an image of the merchant’s
cancellation or return policy via a document function or a
comments section of the questionnaire, which may be used to
explain the merchant’s policy.

[0080] The dispute reason for the “quality” dispute group
can be one of the following, including, “goods/services not as
described or unsuitable” and “goods received but damaged/
defective”. For this dispute group, the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 requests the user to attach the following docu-
menttypes, if available, including, the merchant’s description
of the goods or services and 3rd party opinion of goods or
services performed.

[0081] For the dispute reason of “goods/services not as
described or unsuitable”, the cardholder or issuer is prompted
to provide a description of the goods or services received and
an explanation as to why such goods or services do not match
the merchant’s description. The online dispute resolution sys-
tem 10 also asks the cardholder or issuer to specify if the
merchandise was shipped back to the merchant. If the mer-
chandise was shipped back, then the cardholder or issuer may
be prompted to provide the returned goods information. The
merchant or acquirer may also specify whether or not the
merchant has shipped replacement goods or returned the
original goods. If such replacement goods have been shipped,
the merchant or acquirer may provide the relevant shipping
information. In addition, the merchant or acquirer may be
asked to specify whether or not services have been rendered
as described. If they have, the merchant or acquirer may
further specify the appropriate information, such as, service
date and description of the services provided.

[0082] For the dispute reason of “goods received but dam-
aged/defective”, the cardholder or issuer is prompted to pro-
vide a description of the damage and specify if the merchan-
dise was shipped back to the merchant. If the merchandise
was shipped back, then the cardholder or issuer may further
provide the appropriate returned goods information. The
online dispute resolution system 10 also allows the merchant
or acquirer to specify whether or not the merchant has
received any returned original goods and/or shipped replace-
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ment goods. If replacement goods have been shipped, the
merchant or acquirer may further provide the appropriate
shipping information.

[0083] Thedisputereason for the “fraud” dispute group can
be one of the following, including, “missing signature and/or
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imprint”, “multiple imprint of transaction”, “counterfeit card
used”, “fraudulent non-face-to-face”, “transaction appeared
on RIS report” and “fictitious account number/no valid card”.
When the “fraud” dispute group is selected, the online dispute
resolution system 10 prompts the issuer to initiate a request
for copy for all face-to-face transactions.

[0084] Furthermore, for all dispute groups except for fraud
and non-receipt of information, the issuer may specify
whether services were partially rendered by specifying a dol-
lar ($) amount; also, the online dispute resolution system 10
allows the issuer to indicate on the questionnaire whether or
not proper disclosure was provided to the cardholder and
whether the cardholder had notified the merchant of the can-
cellation and provide the merchandise delivery and return
information for returned goods or attempted to return goods
situations.

[0085] The online dispute resolution system 10 automati-
cally fills in certain fields from transaction history records and
retains fields from previous transaction activity. Requisite
input fields for each dispute group are displayed to the user on
the screen for input. The number of requisite input fields is
minimized to reduce the amount of data the user has to enter.
The online dispute resolution system 10 further provides the
capability to allow users to enter free-form or text informa-
tion.

[0086] In addition to capturing information relating to the
dispute groups and the dispute reasons, the online dispute
resolution system 10 also captures information relating to
dispute amount and merchandise delivery and return. Dis-
puted amount may be lower than the original transaction
amount. Dispute amount may only exceed the original trans-
action amount if a credit was posted as a debit or for bundling
multiple telephone service transactions under fraud. If the
credit was posted as a debit, the amount may not be greater
than double the original amount.

[0087] The merchandise delivery and return data is used for
the following dispute groups: “non-receipt of goods or ser-
vices”, “quality” and “cancelled/returned”. The online dis-
pute resolution system 10 prompts the acquirer/merchant to
explain if and how the merchandise was shipped. If the mer-
chandise was delivered then the following information is
sought from the acquirer/merchant: ship date, delivery
address, received date and name of signor. In the event that the
merchandise was returned, then the online dispute resolution
system 10 prompts the cardholder or issuer to provide the
following return information, including, how the merchan-
dise was returned (face-to-face or shipped), returned date or
ship date, delivery address, returned merchandise authoriza-
tion (RMA) number if shipped (if provided) and name of
signor. If the merchandise was shipped, either delivered by
the merchant or returned by the cardholder, the following
shipping information is sought from either the merchant or
the cardholder, including, shipment tracking number (generic
field that can be used as either a tracking number, reference
number, etc.) and shipping company name (from a pick-list
USPS, UPS, FedEx, DHL, Other (specify)).

[0088] After the relevant information for the chargeback
transaction is captured, the online dispute resolution system
10 checks to ensure that chargebacks are only generated
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under proper conditions. For example, the online dispute
resolution system 10 determines if merchandise or service
was purchased and when received, for consideration within
transaction time limits. The online dispute resolution system
10 also interfaces with the VIRS 18 and exception files,
checks address verification and automated referral service
indicators and the original amount to ensure authorization-
related chargebacks are generated correctly. Upon comple-
tion, the chargeback transaction is placed in the correspond-
ing case folder.

[0089] With respect to representments, the online dispute
resolution system 10 similarly provides field support, docu-
ment capture, transaction generation checks and other func-
tionality as for chargebacks as described above. Only one
representment may be generated, and its CPD is to be within
45 calendar days from the CPD of the chargeback. Further-
more, the representment amount is to be less than or equal to
the amount of the chargeback.

[0090] Case Filing and Review (Arbitration and Compli-
ance)
[0091] If the dispute is not resolved, the online dispute

resolution system 10 allows auserto challenge by filing for an
arbitration or compliance ruling. Arbitration may be preceded
by pre-arbitration. If a chargeback right does not exist, the
online dispute resolution system 10 permits a user to chal-
lenge by filing for a compliance ruling. Optionally, the online
dispute resolution system 10 allows a user to make a pre-
compliance attempt before filing for a compliance ruling.
[0092] The online dispute resolution system 10 provides
various functionality to support pre-arbitration, arbitration,
pre-compliance, compliance, and direct compliance features
of a case filing.

[0093] If a party chooses to pursue pre-arbitration or pre-
compliance, the online dispute resolution system 10 auto-
matically monitors the relevant timeframes to ensure that
each party receives the correct period of time to respond
during the processing of a case, once the appropriate time has
expired, or a response is received, the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 allows a case folder to be filed for arbitration
or compliance. In one exemplary embodiment, the arbitration
and compliance ruling group is a credit card association, such
as, Visa.

[0094] A filed case is acknowledged and assigned to an
analyst or arbiter to review the information and any attached
documentation provided by the users. The analyst has a speci-
fied period of time to review the case and render a ruling.
[0095] As mentioned above, compliance may be preceded
by pre-compliance. The online dispute resolution system 10
allows all participating parties to view the contents of the case
folder with the objective of resolving the dispute quickly. By
using the online dispute resolution system 10, a party may
enter various types of information into the questionnaire and
include any supporting documentation that supports the pre-
compliance dispute. The various types of information
include, for example, date of rule violation, date of discovery,
date of discovery description (explanation of why date of
discovery is being used), rule violated, issuer/acquirer refer-
ence number, additional comments (optional) and contact
information.

[0096] The online dispute resolution system 10 permits the
recipient of the pre-compliance action to view all the infor-
mation provided by the initiator and input the following infor-
mation in response: credit information (indicates whether or
not credit was issued), additional comments (optional), con-
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tact information, merchant contact information (if acquirer is
responding), cardholder contact information (if issuer is
responding). Either party may update their information at any
time during the pre-compliance stage until the requesting
party has filed the case.

[0097] The online dispute resolution system 10 maintains a
specified pre-compliance timeframe thereby permitting the
other party time to respond to the dispute. Such time frame is
typically not less than 30 days. A party cannot file a compli-
ance case until this timeframe has expired or a response has
been received.

[0098] Similarly, pre-arbitration is originated the same way
a chargeback is originated, via the questionnaire process pro-
vided by the online dispute resolution system 10.

[0099] The party who originated the pre-compliance action
is the only one who can file for compliance. Currently, the
party receiving the chargeback can file for arbitration with
one exception, ATM transactions. The party who initiates the
chargeback can file for arbitration after the chargeback/rep-
resentment cycle has been completed. The online dispute
resolution system 10 monitors the proper time periods to
ensure that both regional and international regulations have
been followed prior to allowing a case to be filed. For parties
who wish to separate the functions of preparing a case and
filing a case, the online dispute resolution system 10 supports
a two-step pre-approval/approval case filing option.

[0100] Once a case is filed, no additional, new information
may be provided by either party to the case folder unless the
analyst requests such information. A grace period begins
allowing the other party time to respond to the filing. During
the grace period, either party to the case is able to withdraw
the case.

[0101] An analyst may reject a case for one of a number of
reasons including, for example, existence of direct compli-
ance mediation ruling, case filed past time frame, PLUS case
reject, incomplete documentation, international case, failure
to document a financial loss, direct compliance invalid case,
failure to meet compliance requirements, duplicate case, and
other specified reasons. Parties are notified of rejected cases
via the online dispute resolution system 10 and the initiating
party is able to correct and re-file the case within the allowable
timeframes.

[0102] Once the grace period has elapsed, the online dis-
pute resolution system 10 moves the case folder into the case
review stage. The case folder then becomes available to the
arbitration and compliance ruling group for a review and
ruling to be made. The online dispute resolution system 10
permits new cases to be assigned either manually or automati-
cally to analysts. Auto-assignment of cases is based on system
information indicating that an analyst may have worked on
cases for the same cardholder or merchant account previ-
ously.

[0103] Once the case is filed, the online dispute resolution
system 10 allows an analyst to have access to all information
in the case folder and add certain case information. The online
dispute resolution system 10 uses a set of credit card associa-
tion regulations to guide an analyst through the review and
ruling stage. During the review stage, the analyst may request
additional information from either party by sending notifica-
tions with requested due dates to a party having access to the
online dispute resolution system 10. Parties who do not have
access to the online dispute resolution system 10 are notified
through e-mail, fax or both. Information exchanged during
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the case review stage may optionally be opened to both parties
at the discretion of the analyst.

[0104] Ruling

[0105] The analyst may make one of five possible rulings
including: in favor of the issuer, in favor of the acquirer, split
decision, issuer withdrawal, and acquirer withdrawal. The
ruling may be one of the following, including, chargeback is
not valid, chargeback-past time, missing required documen-
tation, issuer’s chargebacks valid, rule violation occurred,
rule violation did not occur, committee split the decision,
cardholder dispute unreasonable, cardholder dispute reason-
able, no third party opinion, case withdrawn by acquirer, case
withdrawn by issuer and other.

[0106] Comments are included to describe the reason for
the ruling. Once a ruling has been made by the analyst, both
parties to a dispute are notified of the decision and the fees,
penalties and fines levied, if any. Amounts and fees may be
divided between the parties to the dispute. The analyst has the
discretion to adjust these amounts. Withdrawn cases may be
charged to the withdrawing party. In one exemplary embodi-
ments, the online dispute resolution system 10 only permits
each party to see its own ruling. Parties to the dispute are
responsible for notifying their respective cardholder and mer-
chant of the ruling.

[0107] Appeal

[0108] The losing party to the dispute may appeal for a
re-review of the case within in a specified time period and
case dollar value. For example, a ruled case may be appealed
within 45 days of the ruling notification date and only if the
case amount is equal to or greater than a preset amount, such
as, $5000. The online dispute resolution system 10 is capable
of maintaining the appeal qualification conditions, such as,
the specified time period for appeal and case dollar value, for
each decided case. The online dispute resolution system 10
permits a losing party to re-file either arbitration or compli-
ance cases as an appeal. Furthermore, the online dispute
resolution system 10 maintains a history of the dispute
including the identity of the analyst who decides the dispute.
Ifaruling is appealed, the online dispute resolution system 10
is capable of automatically assigning the appealed case to the
same analyst, to the extent possible, who handled the original

dispute.
[0109] Good Faith Collection
[0110] A party to a dispute may initiate a good faith collec-

tion transaction as a final recourse to resolve the dispute when
no other rights are available. A good faith collection may
occur at any time and will be facilitated, but not regulated, by
the online dispute resolution system 10. For example, a party
is able to initiate a Good Faith Collection (GFC) from the
questionnaire. This optional dispute stage provides a party
who has no chargeback, compliance or arbitration rights
available an opportunity to resolve a dispute.

[0111] Process Flow

[0112] FIGS. 3a and 36 are flow diagrams collectively
illustrating an exemplary process flow of the online dispute
resolution system 10 in accordance with the present inven-
tion. Referring to FIG. 3aq, at 60, the issuer reviews the RFI
response that is returned during the RFI stage as illustrated in
FIG. 2. As described above, a case folder that corresponds to
the dispute is created during the RFI stage. At 62, the issuer
may start a dispute by completing a questionnaire but choose
to save the questionnaire for subsequent submission. At 64,
the issuer submits the questionnaire to the online dispute
resolution system 10 to initiate a dispute. That is, the issuer

Jul. 1, 2010

initiates the process for a chargeback via the online dispute
resolution system 10. At this point, the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 determines if the opposing party should
receive the information electronically or by mail. It should be
noted that if the process for initiating pre-compliance is simi-
lar. At 66, the acquirer receives notification of an initiated
dispute for the chargeback, and upon reviewing information
in the case folder, the acquirer determines whether to take any
appropriate action. If the acquirer decides not to take any
action, then at 72, the acquirer simply allows its represent-
ment right to expire. Typically, when a chargeback is initiated
by an issuer, an acquirer has the right to represent the trans-
action to the issuer for further evaluation. By allowing the
representment right to expire, the acquirer is effectively
agreeing not to dispute the chargeback by the issuer.

[0113] At 68, in the event that the acquirer decides to take
action with respect to the dispute, the acquirer upon reviewing
the information in the case folder may via the online dispute
resolution system 10 accept the chargeback at 74. The dispute
process is concluded when the acquirer decides not to chal-
lenge the chargeback. Alternatively, at 70, the acquirer may
use the online dispute resolution system 10 to create a repre-
sentment in the form of a representment questionnaire as part
of the case folder.

[0114] Referring to FIG. 35, the online dispute resolution
system 10 presents the representment questionnaire to the
issuer for evaluation. At 76, the issuer decides whether to take
any appropriate action in response to the representment ques-
tionnaire. At 80, if the issuer decides not to pursue the dispute,
the issuer allows the case filing right to expire; alternatively,
the issuer may indicate to the online dispute resolution system
10 that it no longer wishes to proceed with the dispute.
[0115] At 78, the issuer decides whether to continue with
the dispute. At 82, if the issuer decides not to continue with
the dispute, the issuer may simply accept the representment
made by the acquirer. By accepting the representment, the
issuer is effectively agreed not to proceed with the dispute.
[0116] At 84, if the issuer decides to continue with the
dispute, the online dispute resolution system 10 then deter-
mines whether the issuer has provided new or additional
information concerning the dispute. If no new or additional
information is added by the issuer, then at 96, the online
dispute resolution system 10 permits the issuer to file for
arbitration. At 100, once the arbitration is filed, the dispute is
forwarded by the online dispute resolution system 10 to the
arbitration and compliance ruling group for review. At 102,
the arbitration and compliance ruling group rules on the dis-
pute and awards the proper winner.

[0117] However, if the new or additional information is
supplied by the issuer, then at 86, the online dispute resolution
system 10 permits the issuer to file for pre-arbitration. At 88,
the acquirer determines whether to accept pre-arbitration. At
90, if the acquirer decides not to accept pre-arbitration, then
the online dispute resolution system 10 allows the acquirer to
respond to the issuer’s new or additional information with its
own information. The information submitted by the acquirer
is then forwarded by the online dispute resolution system 10
to the issuer for review. The issuer and the acquirer may
continue to exchange additional information.

[0118] At 94, the issuer decides whether to accept the
newly submitted information provided by the acquirer. If the
issuer decides not to accept that information, then the online
dispute resolution system permits the issuer to file for arbi-
tration at 96. The arbitration process then continues as
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described above. If the issuer decides to accept the new infor-
mation from the acquirer thereby accepting pre-arbitration,
then at 98, the online dispute resolution system 10 closes the
case.

[0119] Going back to 88, the acquirer decides whether to
accept pre-arbitration filed by the issuer. At 92, the online
dispute resolution system 10 allows the acquirer to accept
pre-arbitration filed by the issuer and the case is closed.
[0120] Process Management

[0121] A number of process management and monitoring
features of the online dispute resolution system 10 are further
described below.

[0122] Cardholder/Merchant Services

[0123] Issuers may subscribe to some or all of the following
services, and offer their cardholders direct access to certain
features provided by the online dispute resolution system 10.
For example, a cardholder may access information related to
a transaction. To get information for a particular transaction,
the cardholder needs to input the card account number, trans-
action date shown on the cardholder’s bank statement or
receipt and the transaction amount. The online dispute reso-
Iution system 10 is able to search for the exact date and
amount and also for dates and amounts close to those input.
This flexibility accommodates differences in system dates
and any possible fees included in the amount. To provide
additional security, the online dispute resolution system 10
forwards the search results to an e-mail address provided by
the requesting cardholder.

[0124] The online dispute resolution system 10 allows
users to access information relating to the disputed transac-
tion. The level of access depends on the identity of the user.
For example, issuers and acquirers are given access to more
information than cardholders and merchants. Furthermore,
information may be presented differently to different users
depending on their identity. For example, information pro-
vided to issuers and acquirers may be more technical, while
information provided to cardholders and merchants may be
presented in a more easily understood manner. In addition, a
substitute draft may be customized by issuers. If more than
one transaction has been found, then the substitute draft for
each transaction will be returned. If no information is found,
the cardholder may try again and also be provided with issuer
contact information and possibly an online chat service.
[0125] Questionnaire

[0126] As mentioned above, the questionnaire is used to
gather initial dispute information. The questionnaire can be
filled in by a customer service representative of a user (such
as, an issuer or acquirer). Alternatively, a cardholder or mer-
chant may use an interface provided by an issuer or acquirer
to provide the requisite-information. The requisite informa-
tion is then passed onto the online dispute resolution system
10. Additions to the original questionnaire are time stamped
and added to the case folder to create a case history.

[0127] A user may attach one or more supporting docu-
ments with the questionnaire. A list of recommended docu-
ments to be included for each dispute group is displayed. If a
document is to be attached to the questionnaire, the online
dispute resolution system 10 allows the user to provide a text
description for each document.

[0128] Information added to the questionnaire is accumu-
lated and does not replace previously submitted information
or documents in order to provide a proper audit trail. When
the user has completed inputting information into the ques-
tionnaire, the online dispute resolution system 10 displays a
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message prompting the user to acknowledge and confirm the
accuracy of the information in the questionnaire.

[0129] The dispute date is the date the questionnaire is
submitted. A user message text field is provided to allow the
user to have capability to supply any additional comments
regarding the dispute. The use of this user message text field
may be restricted to selected users depending on their iden-
tity. Also, whenever possible, the questionnaire may be auto-
matically populated from case folder information.

[0130] The online dispute resolution system 10 permits
case folders to be grouped and worked on together. Case
folder grouping is done if the dispute is for the same issuer,
dispute group and reason. For example, when a merchant has
processed a single purchase as multiple transactions, these
multiple transactions can be disputed as a group. Conversely,
anacquirer can group together aresponse for the same dispute
group and reason to multiple issuers.

[0131] Imaging/Documentation Management

[0132] The online dispute resolution system 10 facilitates
the process of managing any and all supporting documents
relating to a disputed transaction and does so in a way that
suits the user’s business process. The online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 is designed to be able to receive a variety of
typical dispute supporting documentation including, for
example, transaction receipt (sales draft), credit receipt,
refund acknowledgment, cardholder letter, merchant letter,
3rd-party opinion, picture, merchant’s goods/service descrip-
tion, merchant’s return/cancellation instructions, proof of
delivery, shipment letter, dispute questionnaire, transaction
log (ATM), issuer certification, acquirer certification, Visa
certification, authorization logs and certificate.

[0133] The supporting documentation can be provided to
the online dispute resolution system 10 in a number of ways.
For example, the documents can be attached at the point of
initiating a dispute. Alternatively, the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 offers a facility for bulk image upload. Using
this facility, large number of documents can be examined and
assigned/added to their corresponding case folders. Docu-
ments may be faxed, scanned or e-mailed into the online
dispute resolution system 10.

[0134] Documents may be added into a case folder for a
party’s own reference and may also become an attachment to
a case folder so that other parties may review it. Documents
may be moved or copied from one folder to another, added to
other folders or deleted. Once a case is filed for review by the
arbitration and compliance ruling group, only documents
requested by the arbitration and compliance ruling group may
be attached to the case.

[0135] Communication Services

[0136] The online dispute resolution system 10 provides a
number of different facilities to allow users to communicate
with one another as well as with other parties. For example,
the online dispute resolution system 10 allows users to com-
municate with parties who are not on the online dispute reso-
Iution system 10 through certain interfaces, such as, e-mail,
fax, and other type of gateway device. If an e-mail or fax
number is not available for a user, the online dispute resolu-
tion system 10 accordingly instructs the sender to print and
mail the document. All physical and electronic address infor-
mation is maintained by the online dispute resolution system
10.

[0137] Fraud Reporting

[0138] The online dispute resolution system 10 further
facilitates the process of fraud reporting by users. The online



US 2010/0169194 A1

dispute resolution system 10 provides acquirers with alerts,
high-risk merchant reporting and an online best practices
guide against fraud. The online dispute resolution system 10
further provides acquirers the ability to permit a merchant to
have access to all fraud data filed against that merchant. The
online dispute resolution system 10 is designed to provide
alerts or early warnings of potential fraud activities to issuers
and acquirers. Queries and search features are provided to
detect different types of fraud activity. These features provide
information on a number of items including, for example,
fraud trends, excessive chargeback patterns, identification of
cardholders disputing similar transactions, credit to transac-
tion ratios, clearing and fraud information not on neural nets,
activity below floor limit, and correct use of POS entry mode.
Users may specify the exact conditions for receipt of fraud
alerts. The online dispute resolution system 10 tracks all
disputes and generates a merchant fraud score on request for
an acquirer’s merchant. High-risk merchant reports are also
available to provide reporting by risk category such as key
entry, non-fulfillment, complaints, data integrity, and charge-
backs. The online dispute resolution system 10 also provides
acquirers with aggregate data on their activities for use in
monitoring the data integrity of their merchants.

[0139] The online dispute resolution system 10 includes a
number of interfaces that can be used to communicate with
external fraud sources or systems. Such external fraud
sources include, for example, risk identification service
(RIS), technology partners that specialize in developing fraud
information, OASIS (merchant performance monitoring
data), CRIS online, convenience check fraud reporting, and
Better Business Bureau interface. Fraud information received
from these external fraud sources or systems may then be
integrated or incorporated for reporting or review by users of
the online dispute resolution system 10.

[0140] The online dispute resolution system 10 further pro-
vides an interface with RIS so that issuers are able to charge-
back one or more transactions from the RIS report. Issuers are
also be able to update the exception file online via the online
dispute resolution system 10.

[0141] In connection with the fraud services being offered
by the online dispute resolution system 10, the online dispute
resolution system 10 maintains sets of security and privacy
rules that allow issuers to collaborate on fraud detection and
related investigation activities when a cardholder has Visa and
non-Visa cards from multiple issuers. Each issuer is able to
set its own policy rules to define what fraud information it will
or will not share with other issuers. The online dispute reso-
Iution system 10 allows issuers to dynamically request and
authorize, on a case-by-case basis, another issuer to view all
or portions of its data during an investigation phase. Issuers
are also able to link to each other’s case folders when they are
involved in a cross-issuer fraud dispute and search for mul-
tiple disputes from one cardholder across several issuers.
Exchanges of all fraud prevention information between issu-
ers are tracked by the online dispute resolution system 10.
[0142] Feedback, Reporting and Monitoring

[0143] The online dispute resolution system 10 is designed
to provide a wide range of standardized reports that are highly
customizable by users. An ad hoc reporting capability is also
available. Reports are available at both detail and summary
levels and may be tailored by level of reporting (e.g. BIN level
or a group of Bins), filtered, sorted, date range and content to
meet individual user needs and preferences. Reports may be
viewed on the screen, printed and exported. To ensure confi-
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dentiality, the online dispute resolution system 10 only allows
users to see and access their own information. In order to
minimize user time required to run reports, the online dispute
resolution system 10 utilizes a report scheduler that manages
the execution of all regularly scheduled reports. Scheduler
features allow a user to set up the necessary parameters of the
report, schedule the run, and delivery options. Reports may be
delivered via file transfer, e-mail, or fax.

[0144] Users of the online dispute resolution system 10 are
able to obtain reports on various categories of interest. The
various categories and reports for each category are further
described below.

[0145] Through the online dispute resolution system 10,
users are able to request incoming and outgoing transaction
reconciliation reports to analyze settlement activity. These
reconciliation reports include incoming and outgoing recon-
ciliation summary and detail reports which provide transac-
tion counts and amounts for a specified settlement; incoming
case action report that lists all incoming case actions for one
or more transaction types (i.e., chargebacks, representments,
request for copies, case filings, case rulings, good faith col-
lections); accepted transaction report that provides counts
and amounts for accepted exception items and their respec-
tive resolution (e.g. ‘post to cardholder’, ‘charge against mer-
chant account’, ‘resolve with issuer’); exception manager
returns report that provides line item detail and reasons for
transactions created by the online dispute resolution system;
and exception file update report that lists all exception file
updates and changes made for the selected date range.
[0146] Another category of reports that are also available to
users of the online dispute resolution system 10 includes, for
example, case filing and ruling reports that provide users
statistical information for all their cases that are pending a
ruling or are closed; arbitration, compliance and direct com-
pliance dispute resolution summary and detail reports for
closed arbitration and compliance cases reporting informa-
tion, such as, percentage of withdrawals, wins, losses, rejects,
and splits for issuers and acquirers, fees assessed for the cases
and a comparison of system-wide performance; mediation
report that provides case counts by type of ruling, percentage
of'issuer wins versus acquirer wins and system-wide percent-
age of wins. Other administrative reports are also available to
administrators of the online dispute resolution system 10
including, for example, case filing and ruling daily report that
provides summaries for each day of all cases filed and rulings
received; case detail report that provides information (e.g.
questionnaire data, documents) contained in one or more case
folders; and case review monthly report that provides status
by analyst of all cases in process or in review.

[0147] As the online dispute resolution system 10 monitors
the corresponding dispute life cycles of pending cases, case
life cycle reports are generated to alert parties to the status of
cases that are waiting for the next action to be taken. Such
case life cycle reports include, for example, outstanding
transaction report that provides issuers using the two-step
case filing procedure, pre-approval and approval, a count and
amount of transactions that have been created and are await-
ing approval; suspense activity report that lists error codes
and return reasons for transactions that have been rejected,
returned or held over; and aging report that lists all open cases
with time remaining before next action can be taken or folder
is automatically closed.

[0148] The online dispute resolution system 10 also pro-
duces reports on service usage and productivity. Service
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usage and productivity reports provide information to evalu-
ate and improve operator productivity and performance.
Cardholder and merchant activity is available in this set of
reports and a summary of fees and charges assessed upon
dispute resolution. These reports include, for example, opera-
tor and group productivity reports that provide counts for
worked items (e.g. requests for copy, transactions initiated,
closed, fulfilled, completed questionnaires, merchants ser-
viced/terminated, etc.) by operator or group of operators;
cardholder activity report that provides detail and summary
activity by cardholder; merchant activity report that provides
detail and summary activity by merchant; service fees and
charges report that provides detail and summary counts and
amounts for all fees and charges by dispute transaction type;
and system performance report that supports system perfor-
mance tuning by providing minimum, average and maximum
response times for each service action.

[0149] Information on administrative or operational
changes to the online dispute resolution system 10 can also be
reported. Audit and activity reports provide an audit trail of
who made what changes and when the changes were made.
These reports include, for example, operator change report
that provides an audit trail of changes to operator profiles;
servicee change report that provides an audit trail of changes
to user servicee profiles; user configuration change report that
provides an audit trail of changes to user profiles, BIN group
change report that provides an audit trail of changes to BIN
groupings; and event log report that provides significant
errors or events for prior 90 days at user level.

[0150] It should be understood that the present invention
may be implemented in the form of control logic using soft-
ware, hardware, or a combination of both, in a modular or
integrated manner. The present invention can be implemented
as a stand-alone system or as part of a larger computer system.
Based on the disclosure provided herein, a person of ordinary
skill in the art will know of other ways and/or methods to
implement the present invention.

[0151] Itshouldalso beunderstood that while an exemplary
embodiment of the present invention as described herein is
directed to a system which may be used in the credit card
industry, it will be appreciated by a person of ordinary skill in
the art that the present invention is applicable for use in other
types of industries as well.

[0152] Itis understood that the examples and embodiments
described herein are for illustrative purposes only and that
various modifications or changes in light thereof will be sug-
gested to persons skilled in the art and are to be included
within the spirit and purview of this application and scope of
the appended claims. All publications, patents, and patent
applications cited herein are hereby incorporated by refer-
ence for all purposes in their entirety.

1. (canceled)
2. A method for electronically disputing a charge-back, the
method comprising:

receiving charge-back information, via an online dispute
resolution system, regarding a charge-back of a credit
transaction with a credit card user;

disputing, via the online dispute resolution system, the
charge-back of the credit transaction; and

providing, to the online dispute resolution system, dispute
information for disputing the charge-back of the credit
transaction.
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3. The method of claim 2, wherein the online dispute reso-
Iution system presents the charge-back information with
options for disputing or accepting the charge-back of the
credit transaction.

4. The method of claim 2, wherein the charge-back infor-
mation includes supporting information provided by the
credit card user or an issuer.

5. The method of claim 2, wherein the online dispute reso-
Iution system presents suggested options for providing the
dispute information.

6. The method of claim 5, wherein the suggested options
comprise a plurality of document types.

7. The method of claim 6, wherein the plurality of docu-
ment types include at least one of: transaction receipt, credit
receipt, refund acknowledgement, cardholder letter, mer-
chant letter, 3"-party opinion, merchant’s goods/services
description, merchant’s return/cancellation instructions,
proof of delivery, shipment letter, transaction log, issuer cer-
tification, acquirer certification, and authorization logs.

8. The method of claim 6, wherein the at least one of the
plurality of document types was previously stored in the
online dispute resolution system and is presented as a select-
able document for providing the dispute information.

9. The method of claim 2, wherein the online dispute reso-
Iution system presents the charge-back information with a
time period to dispute the charge-back of the credit transac-
tion.

10. The method of claim 9, wherein the online dispute
resolution system is configured to award a default decision in
favor of the credit card user of the time period expires without
disputing the charge-back of the credit transaction.

11. The method of claim 2, wherein receiving, disputing,
and providing occurs at a merchant interface electronically
coupled to the online dispute resolution system.

12. A online dispute resolution system for electronically
disputing a charge-back, the system comprising:

control logic for receiving charge-back information

regarding a charge-back of a credit transaction with a
credit card user;

control logic for disputing the charge-back of the credit

transaction; and

control logic for providing dispute information for disput-

ing the charge-back of the credit transaction.

13. The system of claim 12, further comprising:

control logic for providing options with the charge-back

information for disputing or accepting the charge-back
of the credit transaction.

14. The system of claim 12, wherein the charge-back infor-
mation includes supporting information provided by the
credit card user or an issuer.

15. The system of claim 12, further comprising:

control logic for suggesting options for providing the dis-

pute information.

16. The system of claim 15, wherein the suggested options
comprise a plurality of document types.

17. The system of claim 16, wherein the plurality of docu-
ment types include at least one of: transaction receipt, credit
receipt, refund acknowledgement, cardholder letter, mer-
chant letter, 3"-party opinion, merchant’s goods/services
description, merchant’s return/cancellation instructions,
proof of delivery, shipment letter, transaction log, issuer cer-
tification, acquirer certification, and authorization logs.
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18. The system of claim 16, further comprising:
control logic for selecting at least one of the plurality of
document types which was previously stored, and
control logic for presenting the at least one previously
stored document as a selectable document for providing
the dispute information.
19. The system of claim 12, wherein the charge-back infor-
mation includes a time period to dispute the charge-back of
the credit transaction.
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20. The system of claim 19, wherein a default decision in
favor of the credit card user is configured to occur if the time
period expires without disputing the charge-back of the credit
transaction.

21. The system of claim 12, wherein the control logic for
receiving, the control logic for disputing, and the control logic
for providing are configured for receiving user inputs from a
merchant interface.



