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INTRODUCTION
Lenders use credit scores extensively, along with other information, to make decisions 
on to whom they should market new products, to whom they should extend a loan, what 
terms to offer and how to manage their loan portfolios. Despite the broad usage of credit 
scores, one in five adults1 in the United States is unable to receive a credit score when 
‘conventional’ models are used. These conventional models use minimum scoring 
criteria which were established decades ago and require that consumers have at least 
one account that has been open and reported to the credit bureaus for a period of six 
months or more, and to have at least one account that has been reported to a credit 
bureau within the past six months.

In a recent whitepaper (“Credit Scoring and Financial Inclusion”), we reported that out of 
255 million adults in the United States, we estimated that 47 million consumers are 
unable to obtain a credit score using these conventional models. We also noted that 
VantageScore can score an estimated 37 million of these consumers (the “Newly 
Scoreable population”), bringing the total estimated population of scoreable consumers 
up to 244 million.  This would leave an estimated 11 million consumers, or only 4% of the 
population, without the ability to obtain a credit score. 

This Newly Scoreable population includes consumers with young credit files, consumers 
who do not have accounts but have other data on their credit files, and consumers who 
have recently been inactive with regards to their credit usage. In particular, African 
American and Hispanic populations are negatively impacted by conventional scoreability 
criteria, and make up an estimated 10.7 million of the 37 million consumers in the Newly 
Scoreable population. Please refer to that white paper for a more in-depth discussion on 
conventionally scoreable and newly scoreable consumer populations.
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The inability to obtain a credit score presents a significant barrier to having access to mainstream credit products that are 
essential to consumers’ ability to meet their daily financial needs and to engage in important financial milestones, such as 
purchasing a car or becoming a homeowner. The lack of a credit score creates a perpetual, self-reinforcing negative cycle 
that either forces these consumers to pay higher interest rates or pushes them to rely on marginal/predatory lending 
products.  This situation only adds strain to their finances and their ability to keep up with their debt obligations, forcing them 
farther away from the mainstream financial system.  A more inclusive credit scoring model provides these conventionally 
unscoreable consumers with a path to greater financial inclusion while giving thousands of lenders the ability to identify new, 
potential creditworthy borrowers in a safe and sound way.

In this paper, we examine the topic of scoreability more closely. Specifically, we examine the socio-economic drivers of 
conventional scoreability to help understand how consumers differ in their access to credit. Factors such as income, education, 
home ownership, basic access to banking services, and race and ethnicity may unduly and unfairly hamper consumers’ access 
to credit. We explore the impact of these factors on scoreability, using a dataset which comprises of anonymized credit file 
information for a randomly selected sample of 10 million U.S. consumers from February 2020, along with a dataset from the 
Census Bureau’s 2019 American Community Survey. The rich datasets from these two sources allow the exploration of the 
effect of socio-economic factors and demographics to permit a comprehensive examination of scoreability.

The paper is laid out as follows: 

• There is a brief introduction to the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey data, followed by an analysis of the 
individual impacts of different socio-economic factors on conventional scoreability. 

• The socio-economic factors are then analyzed jointly in a multivariate setting to assess how they collectively impact the 
ability of consumers to receive a conventional score, and how each factor marginally contributes or hampers the ability to 
obtain a conventional credit score. 

• The paper then discusses how VantageScore bridges the gap of scoreability, particularly for consumers who are the 
most adversely impacted by the limitations of conventional scoring models. 

• Lastly, the paper discusses the significant benefits of using a more inclusive credit scoring model to help remedy the 
persistent challenges certain consumer groups face in gaining access to mainstream credit and financial inclusion.

Executive Summary

Credit scores have been a central part of the discussions relating to Financial Inclusion and Access to Credit.  
The conventional credit scoring models that have been used by financial institutions for decades have inherent 
limitations that leave millions of consumers without a score. In fact, nearly 47 million consumers are invisible to these 
conventional credit scoring models.  The inability to obtain a credit score significantly limits these consumers’ 
access to mainstream credit products, which contributes to persistent disparities in lending and wealth 
accumulation for historically disadvantaged groups, such as minorities.

VantageScore models, on the other hand, provide a fair and accurate credit score for 37 million more consumers 
than the population scored by conventional models, covering 96% of all U.S. consumers who are 18 or older. 
VantageScore models can achieve this by leveraging modern, patented modeling methodologies that can more 
effectively use the credit file data for consumers who may have more limited activity reported in their credit files. 
Rigorous testing performed during model development and on an ongoing basis show that the scores provided for 
these newly scoreable consumers provide an accurate estimate of their likelihood of defaulting on a debt obligation. 
As a result, these newly scoreable consumers will now have the opportunity to enter mainstream credit markets, 
gain a better understanding of their financial health and begin to establish their credit.  

In this paper, we examine the relationship between several socioeconomic factors and scoring using conventional 
models, and how this relationship may hamper access to credit. Income, education, home ownership, basic access 
to banking services, as well as race and ethnicity are examined to assess how these factors individually and 
collectively explain the significant differences observed in the conventional scoreability2 of various groups.  We also 
demonstrate how more inclusive models like VantageScore help to address the inequalities that have persisted due 
to outdated legacy systems and processes and to close the scoreability gap for millions of consumers.

2 “Conventional scoreability” as used herein means a consumer’s ability to obtain a credit score with the use of a conventional credit scoring model.

https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs
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HIGHLIGHTS:
• Socioeconomic factors such as income, home ownership (versus renting), access to banking services, and race 

and ethnicity have a significant effect on whether or not a consumer is able to get a credit score using 
conventional scoring models. In fact, these four factors collectively explain more than 70% of the differences in 
scoreability rates that are observed across communities.

• The socioeconomic factors that have been studied have a compounding effect on conventional scoreability, causing 
a systemic disparity and significant differences between various populations.

Income
• Income has the strongest impact on conventional scoreability. Consumers in communities with low household 

income levels (less than $50,000) have less than 50% of the odds of obtaining a credit score with conventional 
models when compared to consumers in communities with higher household income levels (greater than 
$90,000).

• African American populations are particularly disadvantaged by the relationship between income and 
conventional scoreability because they tend to have lower income levels than other populations.

Demographics
• After accounting for other factors, communities with a higher percentage of African American and/or Hispanic 

populations experience lower levels of scoreability when using of conventional models. 

• Areas with higher minority populations and lower income levels have the highest percentage of newly scoreable 
consumers with the use of VantageScore 4.0. Further, areas with higher renter rates as well as lower access to 
banking services exhibit a higher percentage of consumers who are newly scoreables using VantageScore 4.0. 

Rent and Access To Banking
• Consumers living in areas with high renter rates or areas with more limited access to banking services have lower 

odds of obtaining a score with a conventional model, even after controlling for other factors.

Credit History
• The percentage of consumers with a thin file (those with less than 3 credit accounts) tends to be significantly 

higher in areas with lower income levels, higher minority representation, lower homeownership and lower levels 
of access to banking services. VantageScore models can provide scores for a substantial number of these 
consumers even when they are unable to obtain a credit score with the use of conventional scoring models.

The VantageScore Benefit
• VantageScore 4.0 allows lenders to accurately evaluate 96 percent of American consumers who are 18 or older, 

representing approximately 37 million more consumers than are scored using conventional models, including 
10.7 million African Americans and Hispanics.

• 13 million of the newly scoreable consumers, including 3 million African Americans and Hispanics, obtain scores 
of 620 or higher with VantageScore models.

• The benefits of a more inclusive credit scoring model like VantageScore are even more pronounced in 
communities that are disadvantaged from the perspective of various  socioeconomic factors as well as those that 
have a higher representation of minority populations, where as many as 1 in 3 consumers are unable to obtain a 
score using conventional models.

• The use of VantageScore 4.0 provides lenders with a significant opportunity to identify new, potential 
creditworthy borrowers so that lenders are able grow their portfolios in a safe and sound manner that also 
supports the goals of greater financial equity and inclusion.
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CENSUS BUREAU’S AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY DATA
The American Community Survey (ACS) is a survey published annually by the U.S. Census Bureau that provides a broad 
range of data points related to the U.S. population and community-level socio-economic measures to reflect changes in the 
population because the actual census is only updated every ten years. The survey contains data related to income, 
education, ethnicity, housing status, poverty, medical insurance coverage, etc. The survey is updated annually to reflect the 
populations’ financial status and current standards of living throughout the U.S. 

The ACS data is organized based on Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs), which represent statistical geographic areas that 
divide each state, or equivalent entity, into non-overlapping, contiguous geographic areas which contain no fewer than 
100,000 people in each PUMA, and cover the entire country and its territories. There are 2,378 PUMAs identified in the ACS.2 
The 2019 survey was used in this analysis.

This current study focuses on income, housing status, (proportions of owner-occupied vs. renting households), and 
ethnicity-related (e.g., African American-AOMC, Latino/Hispanic-AOHC concentrations) data elements. Additionally, we 
calculated a metric for access to banking (i.e., households per bank branch within a PUMA) to determine underbanked 
populations within the U.S.3   

The ACS data is combined with credit data from the national credit bureaus from February 2020, which represents a random, 
anonymized sample of 10 million consumers (who are 18 years or older). The combined data set enabled a comparison of the 
scoreability rates (i.e., conventionally scoreable, newly scoreable, unscoreable) in relation to differences in socio-economic 
factors from populations across the country.

 ANALYSIS OF THE INDIVIDUAL IMPACTS OF SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS
In the first part of our analysis, we examine the relationship between scoreability and each of the socioeconomic factors 
studied, including income, homeownership and access to banking.  We also examined whether any of the socio-economic 
factors has a disproportionate impact on scoreability based on race and ethnicity. 

The relationships are visualized through scatterplots, below, which contain data on each of the 2,378 PUMAs, where the 
x-axes represent the socioeconomic factor studied while the y-axes show the percentage of consumers in a PUMA who can 
receive a score using conventional models. The colors reflect the race and ethnicity composition. The blue markers indicate 
PUMAs with a high African American (AOMC) population representation (>=10% of the population).  Orange markers indicate 
PUMAs without high African American populations. 

2  The formal US Census methodology defining PUMAs can be found at:  https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/geography/guidance/geo-areas/pumas.
html#:~:text=Public%20Use%20Microdata%20Areas%20(PUMAs)%20are%20non%2Doverlapping%2C,and%20the%20U.S.%20Virgin%20Islands. 

3  The bank branch data is obtained from FDIC bank data statistics (https://www.fdic.gov/bank/statistical/) at the zip-code level, which is mapped into PUMAs.
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Additionally, separate binomial regression models4 were built to formalize the relationship between conventional scoreability 
and the studied factors to assess how much of the scoreability was independently explainable by a given factor (without 
controlling for other factors). The nature of this test breaks down all the variation in the scoreability rates shown in the 
scatterplots and shows how much can be explained by each socioeconomic factor.

Income

There is a strong positive relationship between the median household income within an area and the percentage of 
consumers in that area who are able to obtain a conventional credit score. In fact, income as an independent factor explains 
66% of the variation in conventional scoreability across the areas.  

The odds of being conventionally scoreable for a consumer living in an area with a median income of less than $50,000 are only 
about 45% of that of a consumer living in an area with a median income of more than $90,000.  Put differently, the odds of 
obtaining a  score if you are in the highest income group are about 7 to 1 (i.e., for every 7 consumers receiving a conventional 
score, 1 does not receive a score), whereas for the lowest income group the odds of getting scored are about 3 to 1. 

Further, it is evident from the data that areas with a higher representation of African American populations (blue markers in the 
scatterplot) have lower income levels and therefore are particularly disadvantaged because of the lower levels of scoreability 
caused by the use of conventional models. In fact, about 60% of the areas with high African American populations have income 
levels below the national median and also have lower rates of scoreability with conventional models. 

4  In the binomial regressions, the response variable represents a binary outcome (i.e., there are two possible outcomes: the consumer is either conventionally 
scoreable or not conventionally scoreable) and the probability of conventional scoreability is related to the explanatory variable.
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Renter Rates

While the relationship between scoreability rates and the percentage of households that are renters in an area is not as strong 
as in the case of income, we still observe that percentage of conventionally scoreable consumers are higher in areas with 
lower renter rates (i.e., higher homeownership rates). About 13% of the variability in conventional scoreability rates across the 
areas can be explained based on the differences in renter rates. 

The regression analysis also reveals that the odds of conventional scoreability for a consumer living in an area where more 
than 40% of the households are renters are only about 73% of the odds a consumer has if living in an area where less than 
25% of the households are renters. Put differently, the odds of being conventionally scoreable for a consumer living in an area 
with lower renter rates is about 5 to 1 (i.e., for every 5 consumers receiving a conventional score, 1 does not receive a score); 
whereas for the areas with the highest renter rates, the odds of getting conventionally scored are only 73% of that, or about 4 
to 1. This suggests that people who live in high rental areas are much less likely to have access to credit because of the lower 
odds of obtaining a credit score using conventional models.  

The data depicted in the scatterplot above also show that areas with a higher representation of African American populations 
generally have lower homeownership rates and are thus most adversely impacted by the use of conventional scoring models. 
In fact, about 70% of areas with high African American populations are also high renter areas, 54.7% of which also have low 
conventional scoreability. In contrast, only 16% of areas with lower renter rates and higher rates of conventionally scoreables 
have high African American populations. 
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Access to Banking

The number of households per bank branch is used as an indication of the level of access to banking services in each area, 
where a higher number of households per branch suggests an underserved area while a smaller number of households per 
branch suggests an area with good access to brick-and-mortar banks. The association between access to banking and 
scoreability is not as strong as some of the other factors examined. A statistical analysis of the relationship between access 
to banking and scoreability by conventional models reveals that limited access to banking results in a drop in conventional 
scoreability odds, down to 0.93 in rural areas and even a larger drop to 0.88 in urban areas.

The patterns in access to banking across areas with different race and ethnicity composition are noteworthy. As shown in the 
scatterplot, 57% of all areas with high populations of African Americans have lower access to banking services. More than 
half of all areas with lower levels of access to banking and lower rates of conventionally scoreable consumers, compared to 
national median levels respectively, also have high African American populations.  

Race and Ethnicity 
While the above discussions related to the association of income, home ownership and access to banking with conventional 
scoreability included some observations on the differential impacts of these socioeconomic factors on areas with higher African 
American populations, the effects of race and ethnicity on conventional scoreability can also be independently analyzed. 
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The results of our regression analysis indicate that race and ethnicity composition (African American and Hispanic), when 
analyzed without controlling for other factors, has the second strongest relationship to conventional scoreability. High 
concentrations of African American and Hispanic populations (defined as >10% of total population) explain 14% of the 
differences in conventional scoreability rates between areas. In areas with only high Hispanic population, the relative odds of 
being conventionally scored is 0.97, suggesting relatively similar odds. In areas with high African American concentrations 
and areas with both high African American and Hispanic concentrations, the relative odds of being conventionally scored are 
0.76 and 0.78, respectively, compared to areas with lower concentrations of minorities. 

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS
The preceding analyses highlight the independent effects of socioeconomic factors on conventional scoreability. We also 
examined how well all of the factors taken together explain the variability in the conventional scoreability rates that are 
observed across the U.S. It is also important to understand how these different factors relate to each other and what the 
marginal, or incremental, effect of one factor is after controlling for all the other factors.  For example, the data presented in 
this paper thus far shows that income, homeownership and access to banking levels have a relationship with the specific 
racial composition in an area. It is important to understand whether race and ethnicity have an incremental effect after 
accounting for all of these other factors. Similarly, the interactions between the other factors might have an influence on some 
of the observations made in this white paper. To address these interactions, we built a multivariate model to better 
understand how these socioeconomic factors might impact each other in order to develop an overall understanding of the 
differing rates of scoreability across the country. 

A multivariate binomial regression model was built with all four socioeconomic factors together.  The results indicate that the 
four factors together explain 71% of the variability in scoreability rates across the different areas of the U.S. This is quite 
remarkable. By looking only at income levels, racial mix, homeownership rates and access to banking services, we can 
explain 71% of all of the variability across the different areas of the U.S. in terms of what percentage of consumers are able to 
receive a credit score using conventional models.

The unique contribution of each of the four factors in explaining the variability in scoreability was assessed by measuring the 
change in the explained variability when a single factor was removed, leaving the other factors in the model. This analysis can 
measure the impact each individual factor has in explaining the differences in scoreability. The lion’s share of the difference 
observed in scoreability rates was median income level.  In fact, of the 71% explained variability, income can explain a 
majority of that variability independently of the other factors. Race and ethnicity have the second highest independent effect. 
The independent impact of homeownership and access to banking are less substantial, but still statistically significant, when 
income and racial composition of the areas are accounted for. 

The multivariate method allows us to estimate the marginal effect that each of the socioeconomic factors has on the odds 
that a consumer is scoreable using conventional models while the other factors are also being accounted for.  The relative 
odds of being scored for different levels of each factor are presented in the graphs below. These odds ratios differ from those 
presented in the earlier section because they also take into account the effects of the other factors included in the model.

No High (AOMC or AOHC) High AOHC only High AOMC only Both (AOMC or AOHC) High

Relative Odds Ratio of being Conventionally Scored:
By Race/Ethnicity Concentration of PUMA

1.000
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The results again highlight that the strongest driver of the relative odds of being scored is median income. The odds of a 
consumer being conventionally scored living in an area with a median income of less than $50,000 are only 48% of the odds 
that a consumer has who is living in an area with a median income of more than $90,000. 

After accounting for all of the factors, there are still disparities in conventional scoreability for areas with high minority 
concentrations and higher rates of renters. Areas with high African American population representation have 89% of the odds of 
being conventionally scored compared to areas with low levels of minority (African American or Hispanic) representation 
regardless of income, homeownership or access to banking status. Likewise, areas with higher renter rates have 92.9% of the 
odds than areas with high homeownership. Underbanked, urban communities have 94.8% of the odds of being scored when 
compared to rural communities that are well-served by banks, even after accounting for the other factors.

The measured effects of the factors are multiplicative in nature. That is to say, each of these factors can be multiplied together 
to get a complete picture of their cumulative effects on the odds of being conventionally scored.

The implications of these results are significant and point to the very substantial difference in the level of scoreability between 
communities when conventional models are used. Consumers living in low-income areas that have high minority representations, 
low levels of homeownership and limited access to banking services have significantly lower odds of receiving a credit score using 
conventional models.

Credit Invisible No Longer  -  9  

 The consumer lives in an area where:  Relative odds that a consumer is 
  conventionally scoreable:

 Median household income <$50k  
 versus   48.3%  X
 Median household income >$90k

 African Americans >=10% of population  
 versus   89.6%  X
 No Significant Minority Representation

 Renter rates are High 
 versus  92.9%  X
 Home ownership rates are High

 Brick-and-mortar banks are not as available 
 versus  4.5%  X
 Brick-and-mortar banks widely available

  Low income and  High African American representation
 and  37.9% 
 High renter rates and Limited access to brick-and-mortar banks

Relative Odds Ratio of being Conventionally Scored:
By Median Household Income of PUMA

<$50K

Households per
branch= <1500

Households per
branch >1500

Households per
branch= <900

Households per
branch >900

Rural: < 1K people per Sq Mi

Relative Odds Ratio of being Conventionally Scored:
By Race/Ethnicity Concentration of PUMA

Relative Odds Ratio of being Conventionally Scored:
By % of Renters in PUMA

Relative Odds Ratio of being Conventionally Scored:  
By Urbanicity of Banking Access (Households per Branch) of PUMA

<$50K-$60K $60K-$70K $70K-$90K >$90K

0.483

0.599

0.693

0.820

1.000 1.000 0.960
0.896 0.898

No High (AOMC or AOHC) High AOHC only High AOMC only Both (AOMC or AOHC) High

<25% 25%-40% >40%

1.000 .990 0.965 0.9481.000 0.974
0.929

Urban:  > 1K people per Sq Mi



10  -  Credit Invisible No Longer

CLOSING THE SCOREABILITY GAPS CAUSED BY CONVENTIONAL CREDIT 
SCORING MODELS
By providing a credit score, VantageScore 4.0 allows lenders to accurately evaluate approximately 37 million more 
consumers than conventional models without lowering credit standards.  This allows consumers who have been historically 
marginalized to better access credit and provides lenders with an opportunity to provide such consumers with greater 
access to financial services, thereby facilitating increased financial inclusion, all in a safe and sound way. Those 37 million 
consumers represent 14.5% of all of the credit eligible (i.e., 18 years or older) population in the United States, and includes 
10.7 million African Americans and Hispanics.

Given the significant variation  in socioeconomic factors across the United States, the benefits of a more inclusive credit 
scoring model are even more pronounced in communities that are disadvantaged in terms of those socioeconomic factors 
and those who have a higher representation of minority populations, where as many  as 1 in 3 consumers are unable to obtain 
a credit score when conventional scoring models are used. 
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As the scatterplots show, areas with higher minority populations and lower income levels have the largest share of newly 
scoreable consumers when VantageScore 4.0 is used. In addition, areas with higher renter rates as well as less access to 
banking services show increased percentages of newly scoreables using VantageScore 4.0. These results provide 
additional evidence of the significant benefit of using a more inclusive credit scoring model for the populations that have been 
underserved by legacy processes and criteria. 

In addition to allowing more consumers to obtain a credit score, a more inclusive model also benefits consumers who have a 
lighter credit footprint, such as “Thin File” consumers (those with less than 3 credit accounts on their credit files), as these 
consumers can easily stop meeting the credit scoring criteria used by conventional models as a result of small changes in 
their credit information. The percentage of consumers with thin files tends to be significantly higher in areas with lower 
income levels, higher minority representation, lower homeownership and lower levels of access to banking services. 
VantageScore models can continue to provide scores for many of these consumers even when they are unable to obtain a 
credit score when evaluated using conventional scoring models.

Credit 
Profile < $50K $50K - $60K  $60K - $70K  $70K - $90K 90 K

Conventional 74.7% 79.1% 81.5% 83.9% 86.6%

  –Thick File 64.3% 69.9% 72.4% 74.9% 77.3%

  –Thin File 10.3% 9.2% 9.1% 9.0% 9.4%

Newly Scored 19.5% 16.4% 14.3% 12.3% 10.1%

Unscored 5.8% 4.5% 4.2% 3.9% 3.3%
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Percentage of Renters in PUMA

No High Concentration of AOMC High Concentration of AOMC National Medians
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No of Households per Branch in PUMA
No High Concentration of AOMC High Concentration of AOMC National Medians

 No High (AOMC   High AOHC High AOMC Both (AOMC/
 or AOHC) Only  Only AOHC) Only

 82.8% 82.4% 78.6% 79.1%

 74.6% 72.3% 69.2% 68.3%

 8.2% 10.1% 9.4% 10.8%

 13.6% 13.3% 16.7% 15.5%

 3.5% 4.4% 4.7% 5.4%

Median Household Income in PUMA AOMC/AOHC Concentration in PUMA

Credit  
Profile < 25% 25% to 40% >40%

Conventional 83.8% 81.3% 79.0%

  –Thick File 75.7% 72.4% 67.8%

  –Thin File 8.1% 8.9% 11.2%

Newly Scored 12.7% 14.6% 15.6%

Unscored 3.5% 4.1% 5.4%

 Rural:   Rural:   Urban: Urban:
 Households per Households per  Households per Households per
 branch=<1500 branch >1500 branch=< 900 branch > 900

 81.7% 80.6% 81.7% 79.8%

 73.2% 71.5% 71.0% 68.9%

 8.5% 9.1% 10.7% 10.9%

 14.4% 14.9% 13.7% 14.9%

 3.9% 4.5% 4.6% 5.4%

Proportion of Renters in PUMA Access to Banking in PUMA

Newly Scoreable Rates and Renter Rates Newly Scoreable Rates and Access to Banking Services
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12  - Credit Invisible No Longer

FINAL THOUGHTS: BREAKING THE SELF-REINFORCING  
NEGATIVE CYCLE OF NO ACCESS CREDIT

The inability to obtain a credit score significantly impacts the availability and affordability of credit products to meet the needs 
of consumer who are unscoreable using conventional scoring models. With no access to mainstream credit products, these 
consumers are left with the choice of no products or products with unfavorable terms, such as high fees and high interest 
rates. This, in return, puts an additional burden on their financial situation; increasing the risk of falling back on payment 
obligations and defaulting, which makes it even more difficult for such consumers to obtain credit. 

Providing a fair and accurate assessment of credit risk (through a credit score) to a broader population provides a higher 
number of consumers with the opportunity to enter mainstream credit markets and begin to establish their credit. While not 
all of these newly scoreable consumers may be ready on day one to take on a credit obligation, a significant portion will likely 
become eligible for a credit product. In fact, a third of the newly scoreable consumers have scores in the Near-Prime or Prime 
range, suggesting that they may be creditworthy borrowers given the right type of products and underwriting processes. 
Consumers can have a chance to demonstrate positive credit behaviors, build their experience in managing their credit, and 
over time, progress to more significant credit responsibilities. Having access to a credit score allows consumers to become 
more educated about their financial lives and to have a benchmark to compare their progress against. 

In today’s world, given the wide usage of credit scores in financial services and other industries, more inclusive models like 
VantageScore can help address inequalities that were caused by and have persisted because of outdated legacy systems, 
criteria and processes.
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