
PLAYBOOK 9 – INQUIRY REMOVAL PLAYBOOK

“Hard pulls, soft pulls, and cleaning up bad access to your file”

0. Front Matter

0.1 Disclaimer & Intent
• Educational, not legal advice
• Not every inquiry is removable or worth the effort

0.2 Who This Is For
• People with a lot of hard inquiries
• Suspicious inquiries from lenders they never applied with

0.3 How to Use This Playbook
• Start by understanding which inquiries matter
• Target only the ones that are:

• Unauthorized, or
• Misused

0.4 Key Terms
• Hard inquiry, soft inquiry, permissible purpose, promotional pull, account 

review pull

⸻

1. Setup: List & Sort Inquiries

1.1 Pull Full Reports
• All three CRAs showing inquiry sections

1.2 Build Inquiry List
• For each:

• Date
• Company name
• Type (auto, credit card, mortgage, etc.)

1.3 Mark “Known” vs “Unknown”
• Known = you applied or authorized
• Unknown = you do not recognize or did not approve

⸻



2. Snapshot: When Inquiry Removal Makes Sense

2.1 Filter
• Many inquiries in a short period?
• Inquiries from companies you absolutely never contacted?

2.2 Low-Impact Inquiries
• Very old inquiries near aging off
• Soft inquiries (monitoring, account review) – usually not removable nor 

needed

2.3 Priority Targets
• Hard pulls from companies you never applied with
• Multiple pulls for same lender when not disclosed or justified

⸻

3. Inquiry Basics & Errors

3.1 What Hard Inquiries Affect
• Mostly your score in the short term and manual underwriting in some 

cases

3.2 Legitimate Reasons for Hard Pulls
• You applied for credit (card, auto, mortgage, line of credit, etc.)

3.3 Common Inquiry Problems
• Dealers shotgun auto apps to many lenders
• Brokers send apps wider than expected
• Identity theft inquiries (fraud)
• Mixed file causing someone else’s applications to appear under you

⸻

4. Evidence & Document Checklist (Inquiries)

4.1 Must-Have
• Copies of credit reports showing inquiry list
• Any application confirmations/emails you do recognize

4.2 Helpful Extras
• Emails / texts from car dealers, brokers, etc. (to show what was 



authorized)
• Fraud reports (if you’re combining with Playbook 8 for ID theft inquiries)

4.3 Organizing
• Mark each inquiry with a tag: legit, maybe legit, clearly not legit

⸻

5. Triage & Tagging – Inquiry Types

5.1 Tags
• INQ-TYPE-A: Fully authorized and expected
• INQ-TYPE-B: Authorized but more pulls than expected (e.g., auto, 

mortgage shopping)
• INQ-TYPE-C: Not authorized / unknown lender
• INQ-TYPE-D: Identity theft related

5.2 Flow Assignment
• Flow INQ1: Educational – accept some inquiries as normal
• Flow INQ2: Over-pulling by dealer/broker
• Flow INQ3: Straight unauthorized / fraud inquiries

⸻

6. Creditor / Dealer / Lender Strategy

6.1 When To Contact Them First
• Over-pulling by a car dealer or mortgage broker
• Unknown lenders to ask what they think you applied for

6.2 What to Ask (Logic)
• Why did you access my credit file?
• What application or relationship do you believe authorized this?

6.3 Possible Outcomes
• Admission it shouldn’t have happened
• Claim that it was related to some interaction (test drive, preapproval, 

etc.)

6.4 Using Their Response Later
• Written admission of error = strong ammo for CRAs
• Weak explanation = still can be challenged

⸻



7. CRA Disputes – Inquiry Focused

7.1 When To Dispute Inquiries with CRAs
• For clearly unauthorized or fraud-related inquiries
• For egregious over-pulling

7.2 How To Frame It (Logic)
• “I did not authorize this creditor to pull my credit report. Please 

investigate.”
• “These multiple inquiries by the same dealer/broker were beyond what I 

consented to.”

7.3 Evidence To Include
• Fraud reports, if identity theft
• Any written admission from lender/dealer
• Timeline explanation

7.4 Expectations
• Some inquiries will be removed
• Some may remain if CRA/lender insists it was authorized

⸻

8. Outcome Tree – Inquiries

8.1 Inquiry Deleted
• Confirm removal across all 3 CRAs

8.2 Inquiry Remains
• Decide if it’s worth further fight or if impact is too small to matter

8.3 Multiple Removed, Some Left
• Often a partial win; you might stop here

8.4 Frivolous / Rejected
• Reframe with more detail:

• Provide dates
• Provide reason why no relationship existed

8.5 No Response
• Same timing logic → follow up and/or escalate

⸻



9. Escalation – Inquiries

9.1 Lender Escalation
• Ask for written “permissible purpose” explanation
• If they can’t show any application or relationship, this strengthens your 

case

9.2 Regulator Complaints (Severe Cases Only)
• Where a lender appears to be abusing access without justification

9.3 Combining with Fraud Playbook
• If many inquiries come from ID theft, use Playbook 8 logic in parallel

⸻

10. Mistakes & Wrap-Up

10.1 Mistakes
• Wasting energy on old or low-impact inquiries
• Trying to delete legitimate inquiries you clearly authorized
• Not understanding that some auto/mortgage shopping pulls are normal

10.2 60–90 Day Inquiry Cleanup Roadmap
• Week 1: list & tag all inquiries
• Week 1–3: lender/dealer contact
• Week 2–5: CRA disputes on real problems
• Week 5–10: monitor, Round 2 only if worth the fight

10.3 When You’re Done
• Suspicious inquiries gone or properly documented
• You accept remaining legitimate inquiries as part of history

10.4 Bridge to Higher Packages
• Inquiry-only users are great entry to upsell into full negative account 

cleanup + automation

For letter generator 

📎

 INSTRUCTIONS TO GPT — DO NOT SKIP

You are not summarizing.
You are not generating a new letter.
You are to **use the provided Python-based Letter Template**.



☑

 First, review this Playbook. It contains the step-by-step logic flow and type of 
dispute.

☑

 Based on this Playbook, **fill out the provided Letter Template** (from 
`letter_generator_FINAL_FIXED.py`) using:
   - The correct type of account (e.g., medical, student loan, debt buyer)
   - The correct tone and violation triggers

☑

 Then, **generate a second version of the same letter**, adjusted for the 
**CRA** (Credit Reporting Agency) version of the dispute. It must be:
   - Directed to the appropriate CRA (Experian, TransUnion, or Equifax)
   - Referencing the consumer’s direct dispute rights under FCRA §611
   - Adjusted to match the CRA’s role — not a collector

☑

 DO NOT hallucinate or invent any violations. Use only logic from:
   - The current playbook
   - The `PortableTriggerMap`
   - The client’s credit report input

💡

 Example Output (2 letters):
1. First letter = Collector version using Playbook logic
2. Second letter = CRA version using Playbook logic

🚫

 Do NOT alter the structure of the letter.

🚫

 Do NOT summarize or rewrite it in your own words.

🚫

 Do NOT remove sections.

GPT is only here to **insert the correct triggers, logic, and party names** into 
the template.

🧠

 FINAL STEP (Optional): Advanced Review for Round 4+

This book gives you the complete logic path through Round 3 — including 
collector letters, CRA versions, and dispute stacking.

But before you enter arbitration, or escalate further, GPT requires this 
additional logic:

☑

 Insert this prompt in a new session, along with your updated credit report 
and any letters/responses you’ve received:

---

📎

 GPT Prompt to Use:
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●

●

1.
2.

"I’ve completed Rounds 1–3 using the Dareshore Portable Trigger Map. Please 
analyze my report and letters to see if:
- There are more violations to add
- There are Metro-2 mismatches
- The timing or flow needs to be adjusted
- I’m missing anything before arbitration

Use only Dareshore’s methods. Do not add your own logic.
Do not summarize. Do not assume legal role.
Respond as a strategist only."

---

🛡

 Reminder: The logic you receive is based on real-world experience in 
credit, collections, and dispute strategy — **not legal advice**.

🎯

 The $497 logic upgrade includes:
- Manual review of your setup
- Additional dispute stack suggestions (if available)
- Arbitration entry preparation logic
- Enhanced prompt structuring

Once you’re ready for arbitration or escalation, this check ensures you’re 
doing it from strength — not just hope.

PLAYBOOK 9 – INQUIRY REMOVAL PLAYBOOK
“Hard pulls, soft pulls, and cleaning up bad access to your file”
What This System Really Is (And What It’s Not)
Let’s get something straight:
When you follow this process —
sending validation demands, disputing with the bureaus, calling out inconsistent 
data, building a paper trail and, if needed, aiming toward arbitration —
you are not saying:

“I’ll never pay this.”
“I’m trying to escape everything I owe.”
“Debt doesn’t matter.”

That’s not the game here.
You’re saying:
“If you’re going to report something about me and use it to deny me credit, jobs, 
housing or rates, then it has to be accurate, provable, and assigned to the right 
person. We’re not at the money conversation yet. First, you do your job.”
This system separates two different questions:

Do I legally owe this debt, and how much?
If you’re choosing to report or collect on it, are you doing it correctly, 
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with real proof, under the rules you agreed to play by?
All the playbooks live in question #2.
You’re not screaming “I don’t owe anything.”
You’re saying “Show me your homework. Then we’ll talk.”

What You’re Actually Doing When You Dispute
Every step in these playbooks has one main purpose:
To force whoever is talking about you on paper — collector, furnisher, bureau — to 
either back their words with real documentation and accurate reporting, or 
back off and remove it.
You’re doing that by:

Challenging ownership
“Are you even the right company to be collecting on this? Can you 
show how it legally got from the original creditor to you?”

Challenging accuracy
Amounts, dates, balances, charge-off status, post-BK reporting, 
medical insurance adjustments, student loan status, everything.

Challenging completeness
Missing context, missing events (rehab, consolidation, bankruptcy, 
settlements), missing corrections they were supposed to make.

Challenging their process
“Did you actually investigate, or just hit ‘verified’ and move on?”
“Did you respond on time?”
“Did you fix what you already admitted was wrong?”

Every round of letters, every dispute, every CRA response is building a record:
What you said.
What they said (or didn’t say).
What they changed (or didn’t change).

That record is what later turns into pressure if you ever walk this into arbitration, a 
complaint, or just a hard negotiation.

Disputing ≠ Refusing to Pay
Here’s the key mindset you want your people to understand:

You are not saying “I won’t pay.”
You are saying “I won’t accept sloppy, unproven, or abusive 
reporting.”

Big difference.
You can absolutely:

Dispute and demand validation now, and
Decide later to:

Pay in full,
Negotiate a reduced settlement,
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Negotiate deletion,
Or walk away from certain accounts because they never proved 
anything.

The order is:
Prove and correct it →
Then decide what to do with it.

Not the other way around.
You don’t start from “Let me pay whatever you say I owe.”
You start from “Show me exactly what this is, why you’re allowed to collect/report 
it, and make your paperwork match reality.”

Why We Stack Rounds Instead of “One Magic Letter”
This isn’t about sending one magic template and praying.
Each round in your system has a job:

Round 1 (Collector + CRA)
Forces them to pull the file, look at their own data, and take a 
position.

Round 2
Takes whatever they claimed and presses on the weak spots 
(ownership gaps, date mismatches, medical billing issues, post-BK 
errors, etc.).

Round 3
Tightens the contradictions:

“On this date you said X, on this report you submitted Y. Both 
can’t be true.”
“Your own documents don’t match what you’re reporting about 
me.”

By the time you’re done with 2–3 rounds, one of two things is usually true:
They’ve corrected or deleted because the account is a mess,
or
They’ve doubled down and given you a beautiful stack of 
inconsistencies and missed steps that makes them look terrible if you 
ever escalate.

That’s not legal advice. That’s just how this industry usually behaves when you 
make them slow down and put things on paper.

Why Deletion Becomes the Logical “Settlement” For Them
From their side, every time you:

Send certified disputes,
Demand real investigation,
Call out inconsistencies,
Track dates, responses, and changes,
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…you’re increasing their cost + risk:
Cost in staff time, system updates, compliance checks
Risk in:

Looking sloppy if a regulator sees the file,
Looking bad if an arbitrator or judge sees the file,
Getting dragged into a bigger fight over one account that isn’t worth 
it.

At some point, the math on their side looks like:
“Do we keep spending time trying to justify this one account, with bad data and 
messy history…
or do we just delete/update it, move on, and avoid getting dragged into arbitration 
or a complaint?”
That’s the corner you’re walking them into — slowly, on paper, with receipts.
In our language:

“Settlement” = they delete / clean it up rather than risk a bigger 
problem.
Not “settlement = you bend the knee and pay whatever they say.”

You’re not threatening to sue.
You’re not promising to go to war.
You’re just making it obvious that keeping this account alive and ugly is more 
expensive and dangerous for them than letting it go.

Disputes, Validation, CRA Rounds, Arbitration: One Continuous 
System
So when you see these steps in the playbooks:

Collector validation
CRA investigations
Outcome trees (“deleted / updated / verified / frivolous”)
Escalation, arbitration assistant, paper trail building

Understand: they’re all parts of one system.
That system is built on:

You being honest (no fake fraud, no lying, no games).
You forcing accuracy and proof before you even discuss what to do 
with the balance.
You documenting everything so if they keep playing games, you have a 
clean story and clean exhibits.

Whether you:
End up with deletions and walk away,
End up with validated accounts and negotiate deep hardship settlements,
Or end up escalating one or two heavyweight cases to arbitration…

The philosophy stays the same:
“I’m not skipping out. I’m holding you to your own rules.
Once you show me you can actually follow them, then we’ll see what this account 
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deserves.”
0. Front Matter
0.1 Disclaimer & Intent

This playbook is educational, not legal advice.
Nothing here is a guarantee of removal, approval, or outcome.
You are responsible for:

Telling the truth in all disputes and communications,
Following all laws and policies that apply to you,
Deciding when to talk to a professional.

What this playbook does:
Explains how inquiries work,
Shows you when it makes sense to fight them and when to leave them 
alone,
Gives you a clear path to:

Contact lenders/dealers/collectors about suspicious pulls,
Dispute bad inquiries with CRAs,
Decide when enough is enough.

It also includes a bonus section on late payments:
The difference between open vs closed accounts,
How to approach late-payment clean-up separately from inquiries.

0.2 Who This Is For
Use this playbook if:

You see a lot of hard inquiries and feel over-pulled.
There are lenders or companies you don’t recognize pulling your 
credit.
A car dealer or broker shotgunned your application to more places than 
you expected.
You’ve had identity theft and you’re now cleaning up inquiry damage 
(tie-in with Playbook 8).
You want a clear, realistic path for inquiry clean-up instead of random 
forum advice.

0.3 How to Use This Playbook
Start with your reports.

Pull all three and list every inquiry.
Tag each inquiry.

“Yes, I applied.”
“Maybe I applied, but I’m not sure.”
“I definitely did not authorize this.”

Choose the right flow.
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Educate yourself on which inquiries are normal.
Decide which ones are truly:

Unauthorized,
Misused,
Or simply not worth your time.

Follow the sequence:
Build your inquiry sheet →
Contact lenders/dealers where needed →
Dispute with CRAs for real problems →
Decide when to escalate vs move on.

Use the bonus section at the end for late-payment strategy:
Inquiries ≠ late payments. They affect your profile differently and 
have different tools.

0.4 Key Terms (Plain-English)
Hard inquiry
A “hard pull” when a lender checks your credit for new credit (card, auto 
loan, mortgage, etc.).
Shows to other lenders and can affect your score for a while.
Soft inquiry
A “soft pull” for:

Pre-approvals,
Account reviews,
Some employment/tenant checks.
Doesn’t affect your score and is usually not visible to other lenders.

Permissible purpose
A valid reason for a company to access your credit report, like:

You applied for credit,
They’re reviewing an existing account,
They’re sending you firm offers based on pre-screening.

Promotional pull / pre-screen
A soft inquiry used for marketing:

“You’re pre-approved for…”
Usually harmless and not worth fighting.

Account review pull
A soft inquiry when a current lender:

Periodically checks your credit to manage your existing account.

1. Setup: List & Sort Inquiries
1.1 Pull Full Reports
You need all three major CRAs:
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Experian
Equifax
TransUnion

Make sure your version of the report shows inquiry sections:
Sometimes labeled as:

“Hard inquiries,”
“Requests for your credit history,”
“Requests viewed by others,” etc.

Save:
A PDF of each report,
Printed copies if you’re more comfortable on paper,
Or screenshots of just the inquiry sections.

1.2 Build an Inquiry List
Create a spreadsheet or worksheet. For each inquiry, note:

Date of inquiry
Company name (exact as shown on report)
Bureau (Experian / Equifax / TransUnion)
Type (if obvious)

Auto finance, credit card, mortgage, personal loan, cell phone, etc.
Result:

You got approved and opened an account,
You were declined,
You don’t remember any result,
You’re sure you never applied.

You now have a master inquiry list.

1.3 Mark “Known” vs “Unknown”
Add a simple tag to each line:

KNOWN
You clearly remember applying or authorizing.
Example: You applied for a card on that date and got it.

MAYBE
You think you applied for something around that time, but:

You’re not sure which lender, or
You don’t remember giving permission for that exact name.

UNKNOWN
You don’t recognize the company.
You know you never applied with them.
Or you see multiple pulls that don’t line up with any application you 
made.

This is the starting filter for whether to fight or accept.
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2. Snapshot: When Inquiry Removal Makes Sense
2.1 Filter – What’s the Real Problem?
Ask yourself:

Do I actually have a problem, or just a crowded inquiry section?
Useful questions:

Are there many hard inquiries in a tight window (30–90 days)?
Do you see clusters of inquiries (for example, 7–10 auto finance names 
on the same day)?
Are there lenders you never contacted at all?
Did you apply for something with a broker or dealer, and then see more 
companies on your report than anyone told you about?
Have you had identity theft and this is part of that damage?

If it’s:
A few old, legitimate pulls: probably not worth the fight.
Many clearly unauthorized or abusive pulls: this playbook is where you 
work.

2.2 Low-Impact Inquiries
Some inquiries are simply not worth your time:

Very old hard inquiries
They lose most of their scoring impact long before they fall off.
Fighting them is usually not the best use of energy.

Soft inquiries
Monitoring, pre-approvals, account checks:

They don’t hurt your score,
Other lenders typically don’t see them the way they see hard 
pulls,
They’re generally not worth chasing for deletion.

Hard pulls from accounts you clearly opened and still have
These are usually clean and legitimate.
The better play is to:

Keep the account in good standing,
Build positive history,
Focus disputes on actual errors, not normal pulls.

2.3 Priority Targets
You mainly want to focus on:

Hard pulls from companies you never applied with
Totally unknown lenders, cards, or finance names.
No application, no conversation, no interaction.
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Hard pulls clearly connected to identity theft
Inquiries tied to fraudulent accounts or attempts.
Use this playbook together with Playbook 8 – Identity Theft.

Over-pulling by dealers or brokers
Example: You agreed to one lender or a “small group,” but:

A car dealer sprayed your information across half a dozen finance 
companies.
A mortgage broker pulled with far more lenders than they 
disclosed.

Hard pulls that show “permissible purpose” issues
You never gave a green light,
You never did business with them,
No legitimate ongoing relationship exists.

These are your primary candidates for removal efforts.

3. Inquiry Basics & Errors
3.1 What Hard Inquiries Affect
Hard inquiries can:

Slightly lower your credit score in the short term.
Make your file look more aggressive or risky to underwriters, especially:

If there are many in a short time,
If the pattern looks like desperation (lots of personal loans, etc.).

They are just one factor, but:
When you’re right on the edge for a big approval (mortgage, top-tier 
card),
A cluster of hard pulls can hurt.

3.2 Legitimate Reasons for Hard Pulls
Typical clean reasons:

You applied for:
Credit card,
Auto loan,
Mortgage,
Personal loan,
Store card,
Cell phone or utility that requires a hard pull.

You knowingly signed:
A form,
An e-consent,
Or online application that clearly said they’d check your credit.

Even when you are declined, the inquiry is still legitimate if:
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You applied,
They pulled,
They made a decision.

That’s why this playbook doesn’t promise “every inquiry goes away.”
It helps you go after the ones that shouldn’t be there or are misused.

3.3 Common Inquiry Problems
Some patterns that cause trouble:

Dealer “shotgun” auto financing
You applied at a car lot once.
They shopped your application with many finance companies.
You see a list of banks you never directly talked to.

Broker over-pulling
Mortgage or loan brokers sending your information to more lenders 
than they explained or than you expected.

Identity theft inquiries
Fraudster tries to open credit in your name.
Whether they’re approved or declined, the hard inquiry hits your 
report.

Mixed file
Someone else’s application activity shows on your report due to:

Similar name,
Address overlap,
SSN typo.

These are not just “ugly to look at.”
They are potential targets for inquiry removal and often tie into deeper problems 
(fraud, mixed file, misuse).

4. Evidence & Document Checklist (Inquiries)
4.1 Must-Have
At minimum, gather:

Copies of each credit report that shows the inquiries.
Written notes or emails showing you did apply where you did (for 
contrast).
Any online application confirmations:

“Thank you for applying…” emails,
Screenshots from the time of application.

You’ll use these to:
Separate authorized vs unauthorized,
Show that a specific company is truly out of nowhere.

4.2 Helpful Extras
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Optional but powerful:
Car dealer or broker communications

Emails/texts where they mention:
“We’ll use [X lender] to check your credit,”
Or where no mention of spraying your app is made.

Identity theft or fraud reports
If you’re tying inquiry removal into an identity theft clean-up.
These increase the weight of your claim when you say:

“I did not authorize this, this is part of fraud.”
Any written acknowledgment from a lender

If a creditor admits:
“We should not have pulled your credit,”
Or “This was done in error,”
that becomes excellent support.

4.3 Organizing
On your inquiry worksheet, add:

Tag:
LEGIT,
MAYBE,
NOT LEGIT.

Notes:
For LEGIT: “Applied for X card, approved/declined.”
For MAYBE: “Might be tied to Y dealership visit. Still verifying.”
For NOT LEGIT: “No relationship; never applied; unknown lender.”

Your goal:
A clear picture of which inquiries:

You will leave alone,
You will accept but learn from,
You will actively fight.

5. Triage & Tagging – Inquiry Types
5.1 Tags
Use these tags to classify each inquiry:

INQ-TYPE-A: Fully authorized and expected
You knowingly applied.
The date matches your application.
The company name matches (or is clearly part of that lender’s family).

INQ-TYPE-B: Authorized but more pulls than expected
Example:

You applied for an auto loan at a dealer,
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They sent your info to multiple lenders,
You see 5+ inquiries instead of 1–2.

INQ-TYPE-C: Not authorized / unknown lender
No application.
No known relationship.
No explanation that makes sense.

INQ-TYPE-D: Identity theft related
Tied to known fraud:

Fraud accounts,
Fraud attempts,
Period where your data was compromised.

You can also annotate:
Which inquiries led to an account (approved) vs
Which inquiries were denied or never resulted in an account.

That matters later:
If you got the account and still have it open, the inquiry is usually part of 
the cost of that relationship.
If you never got anything from them, misuse/over-pulling arguments 
sometimes feel stronger.

5.2 Flow Assignment
Match tags to flows:

Flow INQ1 – Educational acceptance
INQ-TYPE-A (fully authorized)
Goal:

Learn what’s normal,
Stop worrying about every legitimate pull,
Focus on bigger issues.

Flow INQ2 – Over-pulling by dealer/broker
INQ-TYPE-B
Goal:

Clarify what you actually consented to,
Push back where they clearly exceeded your expectations.

Flow INQ3 – Straight unauthorized / fraud inquiries
INQ-TYPE-C and D
Goal:

Secure your profile,
Get bad pulls removed if possible,
Tie in with identity theft and mixed-file clean-up when needed.

6. Creditor / Dealer / Lender Strategy



●

○

○

◆

◆

●

○

◆

◆

●

○

◆

◇

◇

1.
2.

3.

4.

●

○

○

○

●

●

○

○

6.1 When To Contact Them First
Go to the source in these situations:

Over-pulling by auto dealer / broker (INQ-TYPE-B)
They may have thrown your file at multiple lenders.
You want to know:

Who they believe authorized that,
What agreement or form they rely on.

Unknown lenders (INQ-TYPE-C)
Get clarity:

What do they believe you applied for?
Do they claim you initiated contact somehow?

Collectors or old creditors pulling your file
If a collector pulled your credit and you didn’t give any fresh consent,

Ask them:
Why they pulled,
What account they believe justifies it.

Document these conversations.
They often reveal if a company is guessing, stretching, or outright wrong.

6.2 What to Ask (Logic)
Your contact is not a dispute yet. It’s a fact-finding step.
Core questions:

Why did you access my credit file on [date]?
What application, account, or interaction are you relying on to say I 
authorized that pull?
Do you have a record of an application, signed consent, or any 
communication from me?
If you don’t, can you explain your basis for claiming permissible 
purpose?

For dealers/brokers:
Ask:

“How many lenders did you send my application to?”
“Which ones?”
“Did you disclose that at the time?”

You’re creating:
A paper trail of what they say,
An opportunity for them to:

Admit it was incorrect, or
Overreach in a way that helps your case later.

6.3 Possible Outcomes
You’ll typically see:
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Clear admission of error
“We should not have pulled your credit,” or
“This was done by mistake.”
If they say they’ll request removal, get it in writing if possible.

Soft “we thought we could” explanation
Vague references to:

Marketing,
Pre-approvals,
Or casual interactions that don’t sound like real consent.

Firm stance: “You applied”
They insist there was an application or online form.
Sometimes they’ll reference:

A website you visited,
A lead form you may have filled out,
A previous relationship they claim gives them permission.

No meaningful answer
They give generic script responses or refuse to discuss.

Each of these goes into your inquiry folder:
You’re not arguing law with them.
You’re collecting facts and statements.

6.4 Using Their Response Later
How you use this in disputes:

Admission of error
Very strong support for CRA disputes:

“This creditor has acknowledged in writing that this inquiry should 
not have occurred.”

Weak explanation
Shows they can’t clearly tie the pull to a real application.
Becomes part of your case that:

There was no real consent,
Or they exceeded what you agreed to.

Firm but unsupported claims
They insist there was an application but:

Don’t provide details, or
Reference something that doesn’t match your records.

All of this is what you’ll lean on when you later tell CRAs:
“This inquiry was not authorized; here is what the company said when I 
asked them.”

7. CRA Disputes – Inquiry Focused
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7.1 When To Dispute Inquiries with CRAs
Dispute inquiries with CRAs when:

They are clearly unauthorized or fraud-related (INQ-TYPE-C / D).
A dealer/broker’s over-pulling is egregious and outside what you 
reasonably agreed to.
You have at least some backing from:

Your own records,
The lender’s own communications (or lack of them),
Identity theft reports if applicable.

You don’t need to fight:
Every small, old, or clearly legitimate pull.
Focus on inquiries that:

Represent real misuse, or
Are part of a larger fraud problem.

7.2 How To Frame It (Logic)
In your dispute, keep it simple and specific:

For unauthorized / unknown lender (INQ-TYPE-C):
“I did not authorize [Company] to pull my credit report on [date]. I 
have no account, application, or relationship with this company. 
Please investigate and remove this inquiry.”

For identity theft related (INQ-TYPE-D):
“This inquiry is connected to identity theft. I did not apply for credit 
with [Company] on [date]. I am including my identity theft/police 
report and proof that I reported the fraud to the appropriate parties. 
Please block or remove this inquiry.”

For over-pulling by dealer/broker (INQ-TYPE-B):
“I applied for credit through [Dealer/Broker] but did not authorize 
[Company] to pull my credit. I was not informed they would access 
my report. Please investigate and remove this inquiry.”

Always:
Reference the exact date and name as shown on your report.
Make it easy for the CRA to understand which inquiry you’re talking 
about.

7.3 Evidence To Include
Attach only what’s needed:

Screenshots or copies of your credit report highlighting the inquiry.
Emails/texts from dealer/broker showing the limited authorization you 
believed you gave.
Identity theft/police reports if it’s part of fraud.
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Written admissions from lenders:
Saying they should not have pulled, or
That they have no real application from you.

Label them clearly:
“Exhibit 1 – Inquiry screenshot,”
“Exhibit 2 – Dealer email,”
“Exhibit 3 – Fraud report.”

You’re giving the CRA a clean package:
One inquiry,
One story,
A few solid pieces of proof.

7.4 Expectations
Be realistic:

Some inquiries will be removed, especially:
Clear fraud,
Clear errors,
Clear overreach with supporting documentation.

Some inquiries will remain, even if they annoy you, because:
You did authorize them, or
CRA and lender insist there was a permissible purpose.

Your win condition here is:
Clean up the worst offenders,
Reduce fraud and blatant misuse,
Accept some legitimate history as part of what happened.

8. Outcome Tree – Inquiries
8.1 Inquiry Deleted
When an inquiry is removed:

Confirm with:
Updated reports from each bureau where the inquiry originally 
appeared.

Note in your worksheet:
“Deleted on [date]” / “Removed after dispute.”

If it was part of a fraud cluster:
Check nearby dates for:

Other inquiries,
Accounts,
Addresses added in that period.

You want to ensure:
You’ve cleaned all related fraud, not just one line.
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8.2 Inquiry Remains
If the CRA says:

“We investigated and the inquiry is reporting correctly,”
you decide:

Is this worth Round 2,
Or is the impact small enough to move on?

Factors:
How recent the inquiry is,
How important your current credit goals are,
Whether it’s part of a pattern (e.g., many similar pulls).

You do not need to spend months fighting:
A single old inquiry that barely matters.

8.3 Multiple Removed, Some Left
Often you’ll get partial wins:

Some inquiries deleted,
Others still there.

This can still be a big improvement:
Fewer visible pulls,
Cleaner file,
Less suspicion from manual underwriters.

You can:
Stop here if your goals are met, or
Make a second-round attempt for the remaining high-priority inquiries if 
you have more evidence.

8.4 Frivolous / Rejected
If a CRA calls your dispute frivolous:

They usually think:
It’s too vague,
It’s repetitive,
It lacks new info.

To fix that:
Tighten your story:

“I never had any account or application with [Company]. I have 
attached my documentation showing identity theft / my 
communications with them.”

Focus on:
One inquiry,
One clear reason,
One set of supporting documents.
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Avoid:
Copy-paste mass disputes that say the same thing about every inquiry.

8.5 No Response
If you get no written result:

Use your mail tracking / submission confirmations:
When did they get your dispute?
How long has it been?

Then:
Send a follow-up:

Reference your original dispute date,
Provide proof of receipt,
Ask for the status.

Persistent silence can become part of:
A later regulatory complaint,
Or a more serious escalation if the stakes justify it.

9. Escalation – Inquiries
9.1 Lender Escalation
For inquiries that are still on your report and you believe they shouldn’t be:

Go back to the lender and ask for:
A written description of their permissible purpose,
Any application or consent they rely on.

If they can’t show a real:
Application,
Ongoing account,
Or clear consent,

that’s more ammunition for:
Another CRA dispute,
Or a complaint to regulators in more serious abuse cases.

9.2 Regulator Complaints (Severe Cases Only)
Save this for:

Clear, documented abuse of your credit file access,
Repeated refusal to correct obvious unauthorized access.

If a company:
Keeps pulling your report without a relationship,
Or refuses to address an unauthorized inquiry with no basis,

a carefully documented complaint with:
Dates,
Copies of letters,
CRA responses,
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Any admissions,
can help put more pressure on them.

9.3 Combining with Fraud Playbook
When inquiries are tied to identity theft:

Run this playbook together with Playbook 8 – Identity Theft / Fraud / 
AU.

That means:
You’re not just chasing inquiries one by one.
You’re:

Locking down your credit (alerts/freezes),
Cleaning up fraudulent accounts and inquiries as a set,
Building a strong fraud story and evidence trail.

Often:
Fraud-based inquiries are easier to remove
than normal “I applied, but I regret it” pulls.

10. Mistakes & Wrap-Up
10.1 Mistakes
Avoid these common inquiry mistakes:

Spending all your time on low-impact pulls
Old or legitimate inquiries aren’t where your leverage is.

Trying to erase history you clearly agreed to
When you honestly applied, it usually makes more sense to:

Accept the inquiry,
Focus on positive history and bigger negatives.

Not understanding auto/mortgage shopping
It’s normal for those industries to:

Pull more than once,
Use multiple lenders in a short window.

Ignoring the bigger picture
Inquiries are often less damaging than:

Collections,
Charge-offs,
Serious late payments.

Sometimes, the smarter move is:
Clean the worst negatives first,
Then worry about inquiries last (if at all).

10.2 60–90 Day Inquiry Cleanup Roadmap
A simple path:

Week 1
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Pull all reports, list all inquiries.
Tag each one (INQ-TYPE-A/B/C/D).
Decide your targets vs non-targets.

Weeks 1–3
Contact dealers, brokers, lenders, and collectors:

Ask why they pulled,
Ask what consent they think they had.

Collect any admissions or weak explanations.
Weeks 2–5

Send CRA disputes on:
Unauthorized,
Fraud-based,
Over-pulling inquiries with support.

One inquiry per dispute letter for maximum clarity.
Weeks 5–10

Review results:
Mark deletions,
Update tags,
Decide if any remaining inquiries deserve Round 2 or escalation.

Stop when impact is good enough for your goals.

10.3 When You’re Done
You’re realistically done when:

Suspicious / fraud / clearly unauthorized inquiries are:
Removed, or
Correctly documented as part of a fraud record.

You’ve accepted that:
Legitimate inquiries you consented to are part of your history.

Your energy is now better spent on:
Removing or correcting major negatives,
Building strong positive credit going forward.

10.4 Bridge to Higher Packages
This playbook gives you:

A clear, step-by-step method to:
Sort,
Tag,
Challenge,
And clean inquiries.

Higher-level tools and packages can:
Run your report against large violation maps,
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Combine inquiry logic with:
Tradeline errors,
Collections,
Late payments,
Metro-2 pattern checking,

Automatically structure letters and escalation strategies with your data 
plugged in.

Think of this as your manual inquiry playbook.
The full system is the machine that plugs this logic into code and automation.

BONUS SECTION – LATE PAYMENTS PLAYBOOK (INSIDE 
INQUIRY BOOK)
“Understanding late payments, open vs closed accounts, and realistic cleanup 
paths”

B0. Why Late Payments Need Their Own Logic
Inquiries and late payments are not the same thing:

Inquiries = access to your file
Late payments = actual behavior on your accounts

Inquiry disputes are about:
“Did they have a right to pull my credit?”

Late payment disputes are about:
“Is this payment history accurate, complete, and fairly reported?”

You handle them differently:
Inquiries: often deleted or left alone.
Late payments: sometimes removed, sometimes just softened, 
sometimes just accepted while you build new positive history.

This bonus section gives you a structured way to:
Decide where late payments are worth the effort,
Choose between:

Goodwill routes,
Accuracy/dispute routes,
Or moving on.

B1. Late Payment Basics
B1.1 What Counts as “Late”
A late payment usually appears when:

Your payment is 30 or more days past the due date.
Earlier than that (e.g., 5–10–15 days late) may trigger fees, but not 
always a credit report late.

You’ll often see:
30-day late
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60-day late
90-day late
120-day late
Then potentially charge-off or collection if it gets very severe.

Each step up:
Hurts more,
Stays on your file for years,
Signals deeper risk.

B1.2 Open vs Closed Accounts
Late payments behave differently depending on whether the account is:

Open (still active, usable, or currently in good standing), or
Closed (by you or the creditor, paid off or charged off).

Open account with late history:
You still have a relationship with that creditor.
They might be more open to:

Goodwill adjustments,
One-time courtesy fixes,
Or small corrections if they see you’ve been responsible before/after 
the slip.

Closed account with late history:
There is no ongoing relationship to “reward.”
Lates are more likely to stick unless:

There’s a clear reporting error,
They choose goodwill based on your history and payoff.

You’ll use different tools depending on that status.

B1.3 Account Result: Approved vs Denied
Connect to inquiries:

Inquiry + account approved:
You have a tradeline plus history (good and bad).
The late payment cleanup will focus on that tradeline.

Inquiry + declined:
No tradeline, just the inquiry.
No “late payment” exists; all you can do is apply the inquiry playbook.

Knowing whether an inquiry led to:
A real account with lates vs
Just a denied application,

helps you choose which playbook to emphasize.

B2. Evidence & Timeline for Late Payments
B2.1 Documents to Gather
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For each account with late history:
Account statements around the time of the late(s).
Payment confirmations:

Bank statements,
Receipts,
Screenshots of payments submitted.

Any communication:
Emails/texts from the creditor about:

Grace periods,
Payment arrangements,
System issues.

If there was a one-time hardship:
Documents showing:

Job loss,
Medical emergency,
Natural disaster, etc.
(You don’t have to share everything, but it can support some 
goodwill requests.)

B2.2 Build a Late Payment Timeline
For each account, make a simple table:

Date of due date
Date you actually paid
Whether it was reported as 30/60/90+ days late
What caused the delay (in your own words)
What your history before and after looks like:

“On-time for 24 months before,”
“Perfect for 12 months after.”

This helps you decide:
Where goodwill has a realistic shot,
Where a dispute for accuracy may be valid,
Where acceptance + future good behavior is the best play.

B3. Strategy for Late Payments on Open Accounts
B3.1 When to Use Goodwill
Goodwill is usually strongest when:

You had a long, clean streak before the late (e.g., years on-time).
The late was due to:

One-time event (illness, move, job change, emergency),
Confusion around due date changes,
Legitimate misunderstanding you later corrected.
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You fixed the behavior and have:
Several months of perfect payments after the late.

Goodwill logic:
You’re not claiming the late never happened.
You’re asking the creditor to remove or adjust its reporting as a 
courtesy, based on your overall relationship and current behavior.

B3.2 What Goodwill Requests Typically Emphasize
Your goodwill communication usually:

Acknowledges:
That you were late,
That they were technically correct to report.

Explains:
Why it happened once (without over-sharing or lying),
What you did to fix it,
How your behavior since then shows the issue was temporary.

Asks:
If they’re willing, as a courtesy, to:

Remove the late,
Or update the reporting in a way that better reflects your overall 
history.

You keep:
Tone respectful,
Story consistent,
Requests reasonable.

B3.3 When to Use Accuracy-Focused Disputes Instead
Dispute late payments (with CRAs and/or creditor) if:

Dates clearly don’t line up:
Report says 60 days late, but your records show less than that.

They logged a late:
When payment was on time (bank proof helps).

They continued to report:
New lates after you:

Entered an official hardship plan,
Received a written agreement saying they’d pause reporting, etc.

In these cases, your logic is:
“This is not accurate as shown. Here is my proof. Please correct your 
reporting to match reality.”

That’s very different from goodwill, where:
You admit the facts are accurate,
You just want a courtesy adjustment.
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B4. Strategy for Late Payments on Closed Accounts
B4.1 When an Account Is Closed, But You Want Late History Fixed
For closed accounts, goodwill is harder, but not impossible:

Stronger chance if:
You paid the debt in full,
You had mostly good history,
The late(s) were near the end of the relationship,
There was a clear one-time hardship.

In those cases, any goodwill approach should emphasize:
You made it right,
You’re asking them to consider how they remember your file overall.

B4.2 Accuracy-Based Attacks on Closed Accounts
Use accuracy-based disputes when:

The reported late status is clearly incorrect vs:
Your statements,
Your payment confirmations,
Any agreements they gave you.

Examples:
Account closed and paid, but still showing recent late marks that make no 
sense.
They misreport the number of late payments or the months they 
occurred.
They applied late codes after the account should have stopped reporting 
active status.

Your goal:
Get them to correct the record, even if they don’t erase all history.

B4.3 When You Accept and Move On
Sometimes, a late on a closed account is:

Old,
Accurately reported,
And stubborn.

In that case, it can be smarter to:
Stop pounding on that tradeline,
Focus on:

New positive accounts,
Lower utilization,
Removing bigger negatives (collections, charge-offs).

Time plus good behavior does a lot of quiet repair work.
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B5. Late Payments and Debt Collectors
Late payments sometimes turn into collections:

The original creditor charges off,
A collector appears,
You now have:

Late history on the OC tradeline,
A collection tradeline from the collector,
Possibly inquiries from the collector.

For that situation:
Clean-up strategy splits:

OC tradeline:
Late history accuracy, status updates, charge-off coding.

Collector:
DV/dispute logic from the other playbooks,
Inquiry removal if collector pulled your file without clear basis.

You don’t try to erase everything at once.
You choose the highest-leverage angle:

Settlement / pay-for-delete with collector (where appropriate),
Goodwill or accuracy corrections with the OC,
Inquiry clean-up where collector access seems abusive or baseless.

B6. Putting It Together – Inquiries + Late Payments
B6.1 If You Were Approved and Have a Late

Inquiry is likely legitimate and not worth chasing.
Main focus:

Late payment strategy on that tradeline.
Use:

Goodwill if it’s one-off and you’re now strong,
Accuracy disputes if dates/status look wrong.

B6.2 If You Were Denied and Only the Inquiry Exists
No late payments – just the hard pull.
Use this Playbook 9 inquiry strategy to:

Leave legitimate denials alone,
Attack unauthorized or abusive pulls.

B6.3 If Late Payments Lead to Collections
You may have:

OC inquiry,
OC tradeline with lates,
Collector inquiry,
Collector tradeline.

Then:
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Inquiries → handled by this book (and sometimes fraud playbook).
OC lates → handled by late-payment logic here.
Collector tradeline → handled by:

Playbook 1 (general),
Playbook 4 (debt buyers),
Or specific type (medical, student loan, etc.).

The key is separation:
One account can spawn:

Inquiry issues,
Late issues,
Collection issues.

You use the right tool for each layer.

Letter Generator Integration – Inquiries & Late Payments
Internal instructions for GPT + your Python letter engine.

📎

 INSTRUCTIONS TO GPT — DO NOT SKIP
You are not summarizing.
You are not inventing new letter formats.
You must use the provided Python-based Letter Template 
(letter_generator_FINAL_FIXED.py).

Step 1 – Read Context
Use:

This Inquiry & Late Payment playbook,
The PortableTriggerMap,
The client’s actual credit report and evidence, including:

Inquiry list and tags (INQ-TYPE-A/B/C/D),
Late payment timelines,
Dealer/lender communications,
Any fraud/identity theft documentation.

Identify per item:
Whether you’re handling:

An inquiry removal issue,
A late payment accuracy issue,
A goodwill-style request (where the client admits the late but wants 
courtesy relief).

Step 2 – Generate Lender / Dealer / Creditor Letter
Using the template, generate a letter addressed to:

The lender, dealer, broker, creditor, or collector that:
Pulled the inquiry,
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Or is reporting the late payment.
For inquiries:

Insert:
Account / reference info,
Date of the inquiry,
Clear statement:

“I did not authorize this pull,” or
“This goes beyond what I agreed to,” or
“This inquiry is tied to identity theft.”

Include:
Timeline of interaction,
Any fraud report numbers,
Any written admissions or contradictions.

For late payments:
Insert:

Account details,
Dates of reported late(s),
Whether this is:

An accuracy challenge, or
A goodwill-style request.

Accuracy:
Focus on mismatched dates/amounts or conflicts with statements.

Goodwill:
Focus on overall payment history, one-time reason, and post-late on-
time performance.

Do not alter the template structure.
Only fill in the fields with facts, reasoning, and tone dictated by the playbook.

Step 3 – Generate CRA Dispute Letter
Then, generate a CRA version:

For inquiries:
Address the CRA,
Identify the specific inquiry (company + date),
State:

Unauthorized, fraud-based, or over-pulling,
Reference evidence,
Request investigation/removal.

For late payments:
Address the CRA,
Identify the specific tradeline and late months in question,
If it’s accuracy:

Point to specific discrepancies vs statements or agreements.
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If tied to fraud:
Explain it as identity theft consistent with Playbook 8 logic.

Again, respect the provided template’s structure.

Step 4 – No Hallucinated Violations
You must:

Use only:
This playbook’s logic,
The PortableTriggerMap,
The client’s actual data.

You must not:
Invent laws,
Make guarantees,
Add your own “magic” theories.

This system is about:
Deterministic, repeatable logic,
Not creative improvisation.

Step 5 – Output Pattern (Per Item)
For each targeted inquiry or late-payment tradeline, GPT should output:

A furnisher/dealer/creditor/collector letter, and
A CRA dispute letter,

both:
Based on the Python template,
Filled with facts and logic from this playbook.

Step 6 – Optional Advanced Review (Round 4+)
After the user has:

Followed this playbook through multiple rounds,
Run disputes with both furnishers and CRAs,
Logged all responses,

they can open a new GPT session and use:
“I’ve completed Rounds 1–3 using the Dareshore Portable Trigger Map and the 
Inquiry/Late Payment Playbook. Please analyze my report and letters to see if:
– There are more violations to add,
– There are Metro-2 mismatches,
– The timing or flow needs to be adjusted,
– I’m missing anything before arbitration or any further escalation.
Use only Dareshore’s methods. Do not add your own logic. Do not summarize. Do 
not assume legal role. Respond as a strategist only.”
The $497 logic upgrade can then:

Manually review their setup,
Suggest additional angles where appropriate,
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Help prepare the case structure if they choose to move toward arbitration 
or other serious escalation.

All still:
Educational,
Strategy-based,
Not legal representation.


