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SIP 3.1  

1 Do you believe that the revised version of SIP 3.1 identifies all 
appropriate principles? 

No 

Comments 

I do not agree that an IP needs to - always - be satisfied with the information provided to 
the debtor by a third party lead-generator or debt-packager (para 6).  This would block 
debtors who have received poor advice/information from getting help from IPs.  Where 
would you suggest such a misled a debtor could go?  The SIP would suggest that the 
debtor must remain with the lead gen/debt packager until they had remedied their 
previous errors.  This is hardly fair to the debtor.  

2 If “no”, what additions do you believe should be made to the principles 
contained in the SIP?  

If IPs want to rely on any prior information/advice, then they must be so satisfied, but the 
SIP should allow IPs to overcome the errors of prior third parties by providing their own 
information or advice to the debtor or making their own assessments of the debtor's 
circumstances. 

3 Do you believe that the revised version of SIP 3.1 identifies the key 
compliance standards? 

No 

Comments 

I think it is a mistake to require IPs to avoid generic explanations.  Although I am in 
favour of providing the debtor with some explanations specifically tailored to their 
circumstances, there are many valuable generic resources currently being used by IPs.  
Debtors should be encouraged to read around the subject and especially to draw on 
information provided by unbiased and reliable organisations.  I also have some concerns 
about the vague wording used to describe some standards set out in the SIP.  This does 
not help IPs understand the RPBs' expectations and it will leave the RPBs unable to 
enforce those standards. 



 

4 If “no”, what additions do you believe should be made to the key compliance 
standards contained in the SIP?  

Please see the attached mark-up of the draft SIP. 

5 Do you believe that the revised version of SIP 3.1 sets out adequately 
the key compliance standards required in relation to an IVA where 
there is involvement of the services of introducers, and in particular 
lead generators and debt-packagers?  

No 

Comments 

I prefer para 13 over paras 6 and 18.  Para 13 at least makes clear that an IP is expected 
to carry out some kind of checks where he/she "places any reliance on the lead-
generator's or debt-packager's assessment", which is absent from paras 6 and 18.  I do 
believe, however, that paras 13 and 14 allows an IP to perform this due diligence in two 
different ways: (i) they could check a sample of the introducer's work and then assume 
that similar standards are being followed across the board, or (ii) they could check every 
part of the introducer's work in every case to be so satisfied.  Of course, in scenario (i), if 
an RPB monitor or complaints officer were to identify that the recorded/written advice 
calls in any one case do not demonstrate that the introducer has acted "professionally 
and objectively", then the IP would automatically be in breach of para 13.  However, 
given the number of IVAs, I suspect that most (if not all) IPs working in this market will 
take approach (i) and then it would be left pretty-much to pot luck for an RPB to find a 
breach.  If the RPBs wish IPs to take approach (ii), then they should make this clear in 
the SIP.  Also, given that lead generators do not make "advice" calls, the SIP should be 
reworded to apply to lead gens' "information", "assessment" or "information-gathering" 
calls.  Frankly, I think it is unrealistic to expect an introducer's "detailed written notes" of 
calls to be able to demonstrate that the person has acted professionally and objectively, 
but equally it would be wrong to require all introducers to keep recorded calls.  Would it 
be too onerous to state that IPs cannot rely on an introducer's prior advice/assessment 
where they cannot make available the recorded calls or webchat transcripts? 

6 If “no”, what additions do you believe should be made to the key compliance 
standards contained in the SIP? 

On another matter, the SIP does not set key compliance standards regarding IPs' 
responsibilties over introducers' advertising and marketing material.  
Although this is covered quite comprehensively in the Code of Ethics, the 
Code does not state that an IP "should be able to demonstrate… through 
retained documentation… that the [introducer] has also acted professionally 
and objectively".  Given that this standard is set out in the SIP as regards the 
introducers' advice calls, it might be useful to apply it also to an IP's 
consideration of the introducers' marketing and advertising material.  Please 
also see my comments on the SIP mark-up.   

 

If you have any other comments on the revised version of SIP 3.1 please provide further 
information below and set out the changes you would suggest be made to the SIP. 

Comments 

Please see the attached mark-up. 



 

 

It may be useful to contact you to discuss your comments so please give your: 

 telephone number  07704 887325 and  

 email address   Insolvencyoracle@pobox.com 

Please email your completed comments to the secretary of the Joint Insolvency Committee 
(JICSecretary@ipa.uk.com)  

Closing Date: 5 November 2021 


