
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
22 March 2013 

 
Professor Elaine Kempson CBE 

The Insolvency Service 
Development Team 
Policy Unit 
PO Box 15393 
Birmingham 
B16 6HS 
 

 
Email  IPfeesreview@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk  
 
 

Dear Professor Kempson 
 

RESPONSE OF THE INSTITUTE OF CREDIT MANAGEMENT TO:  

THE INSOLVENCY SERVICE IP FEES REVIEW  
 

Thank you for your letter of 4 March 2013, and for giving the Institute the opportunity to contribute to 

your review of Insolvency Practitioner Fees.  I have to observe that a period of 20 days between the date 
of your letter and the deadline for information submission makes it very difficult for us to provide a 
meaningful response to your questions and I would be grateful if you would note that fact within your 
findings. 
 
As a professional membership body with 7,000 members it is difficult to make sufficient contact and elicit 

adequate responses, particularly when we are asking for supporting evidence, in the time made available. 
As a result, I am unable to respond in detail to the questions on the document attached to your letter and 
can only provide the following summary response. 
 
Anecdotally, but supported by outcomes, it seems not uncommon for the recoveries in an insolvency to 
match the fees of the IP.  We know that the regulatory bodies monitor remuneration carefully but we are 
also aware that creditors rarely raise formal complaints, and believe this to be because of what they see 

as perceived “barriers”. 

 
A response from one of our members is insightful and I quote it almost completely here: 
 

“I don’t believe that fee structure or pricing has any bearing on the actual work carried out by 
IP’s, nor does it offer an easy opportunity to query or disagree. 

 

I have had an example whereby if we wanted to query the fees we could only do so if the single 
or combined creditors debt were 10% of the total (we knew this) but also that we would have to 
convene a meeting to do so and there would be a charge in the organisation of this.  Not only are 
we out of pocket because a client has gone into liquidation we are being asked to pay to convene 
a meeting to query the fees – obviously being out of pocket already we are not going to pay a 
charge to convene a meeting that ultimately will probably  have no effect on the overall outcome. 

 
I have dealt with several client liquidation / administration/ receiverships over the years and I do 
not feel the fees reflect the work undertaken. 
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 Paperwork is standard and more recently is on-line (surely charges should be lower) 
 Hourly rates are extortionate 

Examples 
Work Experience £30ph – surely this is a high charge for work experience  
Support - £35 - £115ph 

Administrators - anything between £60 - £250ph 
Managers – anything between £250 - £500ph 
Partners / Directors - £500 + per hour 

 
Legislation stipulates that - the payments to an officeholder should be appropriate, 
reasonable and commensurate reflections of the work necessarily and properly 
undertaken. 
 
All we see on some breakdowns is hourly rate, hours and timecost – and this is following 
legislation to make IP fees more transparent 

 
An example I have is for 204 hours work in a given period the time cost for one IP company was 
£44k averaging at £214ph.  When the end result is either £0.00 or at most £0.03 in £ for 
unsecured creditors seeing a breakdown that charges nearly £3k for statutory reports, over £7k 
for General correspondence etc., seems rather excessive. 
 

Most of the breakdowns are for hours worked by administrators between £60 and £250ph, this 

does not reflect the pay structure of these individuals – I work for a recruitment agency and know 
only too well the pay and charge rates of different professions and different levels of seniority – 
these charge rates greatly exceed the average hourly rate earned by individuals in the accounting 
profession. 
 
Whilst I understand the essential role played by IPs, I think we are all too willing to allow these 

costs.  I know unsecured creditors can challenge through the court but only if the debt is 10% or 
more of total debt –this would mean convening a meeting with unsecured creditors, taking the 
time to challenge and when money has already been lost it is not a cost effective use of my time 
to take this action – it would be easier if there were a system whereby individual creditors could 
lodge an intent to challenge with a challenge being put forward if enough creditors showing same 
intent.  Either this or I would be interested in supporting legislation that capped IP hourly rates”. 

 

The Institute believes there is a need for greater transparency on fees charged and their calculation, and 
a heightened awareness about how creditors can, and should be, engaged in establishing the 

remuneration structure at the start of an insolvency procedure, monitoring progress throughout, and the 
opportunity to complain in the event that they believe the fees charged to have been excessive. 
 
Given the current lack of creditor engagement, more needs to be done to encourage communication 
between IPs and creditors, perhaps by embracing online tools through which creditors can consider 

proposals and vote on their acceptance or otherwise.  Additionally, we believe IPs should be required to 
give an estimate of their expected fees at the outset of all procedures. 
 
I am sorry that we cannot be more helpful by providing more detailed information and evidence but I 
hope the above will be of some use in your review.  If you wish to discuss further, I would be happy to do 
so. 

 
Yours sincerely 

 
Philip King FICM 

Chief Executive 
 
 
Direct Line: +44 (0)1780 722912 
Email:   ceo@icm.org.uk 
Twitter:   @ICMorg 

 


