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1 Do you believe that the revised version of the Code provides a clear 
structure and uses clear language under which to operate?  

Comments 
Yes. 

2 If “no”, please explain why. 

3 Do you believe that the Code would be supported by issuing guidance and 
will be an effective way of assisting stakeholders to understand the application 
of the framework to specific situations?  

 Comments 
Yes, provided the quoting of quoting specific, detailed, situations does not 
create an opportunity for ‘work arounds’ to be found. 

4 If “no”, please explain why. 

5 Please provide information on areas where you consider guidance 
would be particularly helpful.  

Guidance on how the fundamental principles should be applied, 
particularly in relation to ‘expert’ costs and follow-on appointments. 

6 Do you believe that the revised version of the Code identifies in Part 2 
Section H the key matters of specific application where an IP is an 
employee?  

 Comments 
Yes 

7 If “no”, what additions do you believe should be made to the matters 
contained in the Code?  



8 Do you believe that the provisions in the Code relating to an IP obtaining 
specialist advice or services (Part 2 Section C) remain appropriate?  

Comments 
Yes - see answer to q5; guidance to stakeholders would help their understanding. 

9 If “no”, please explain why and what amendments you believe should be 
made.  

10 Do you consider the provisions in Part 2 Section C are adequate where the 
specialist advice or services provider is an entity or person where there is a 
personal or business relationship  

Comments 
Not entirely. 

11 If “no”, please explain why and what amendments you believe should be 
made.  

Para 77 – expand after the words ’take particular care’ by adding ‘document
considerations and justify’. 

12 Do you believe that the provisions in the Code relating to referral fees or 
commission in respect of an engagement which may lead to an insolvency 
appointment or during an insolvency appointment (Part 2 Section D) remain 
appropriate?  

Comments 
Yes. 

13 If “no”, please explain why and what amendments you believe should be 

made.  

82 seems to duplicate 81, and 81-83 remain too ‘open’! 
83 - delete ‘consider’ and replace with ‘shall’

14 The Code sets out in Part 2 Section E that due to the ‘special nature’ of 
insolvency appointments, the payment or offer of any commission for or the 
furnishing of any valuable consideration towards the introduction of insolvency 
appointments is inappropriate.  

Please explain why you consider insolvency appointments to be of a ‘special 
nature’ and what the ‘special nature’ is.  

The basic principle of an insolvency appointment is that the office holder is 
representing the court and so all actions should be of the highest moral and legal 
standard. All parties involved have an expectation that any action or decision will 
be for the equitable benefit of all and not to the detriment of one party. This 
means that an insolvency appointment, and subsequent actions, is one of a 
“special nature”.  



15 Do you believe that the provisions in the Code relating to obtaining 
insolvency appointments (Part 2 Section E) remain appropriate?  

--- 

Comments 
Yes. 

16 If “no”, please explain why and what amendments you believe should be made. 

17 Do you consider that the approach taken within the Code to matters under Part 2 
Section C, Section D and Section E should differentiate between personal and 
corporate appointments?  

-
-
-

Comments 
No. 

18 If “yes”, please explain why and how the approach should differ. 

19 Are there any other amendments you would wish to suggest to the Code? Please 
provide details below. 

No. 


