


RESPONSE OF THE CHARTERED INSTITUTE OF CREDIT MANAGEMENT TO: MINISTRY OF 

JUSTICE – DEFAULT COUNTY COURT JUDGMENTS 

1. Are there any other key messages that would be valuable to consumers? If so, what are they?

A simple message is sufficient and should not be over complicated. The more written information 

sent, the greater liklihood there is of the consumer potentially misunderstanding what they 

should or should not do. 

2. Are there any other aims or responsible behaviours the improved public information should include,
and why? 

A comprehensive source of information should be available through gov.uk. Overall 

transparency of the system should be a key objective so as to shine a light on any potential 

abuse of it. 

3. Are there any other actions the Government could take to improve public information that are not
included in this paper? 

We have serious concerns that the information publicly available is neither comprehensive nor 

complete.  We share the concerns of several credit reference agencies that there are many 

thousand judgments each year that they are unable to match.  

We strongly believe that claimants should be required to provide a unique identifier when it is 

available. Two obvious such identifiers are the company registration number and the VAT 

registration number. 

We also believe all information should be available in an electronic format. 

4. How can the advice sector and claimant organisations ensure that the industry actively signposts
consumers to a government source of information? 

We feel that the advice sector is already very good at signposting consumers to sources of useful 

information and we have referred in our answer to question 2 the need got gov.uk to hold 

comprehensive advice. Claimants should be encouraged to signpost to this source as an integral 

part of their communications with consumers.   

We would be keen to highlight that we do not feel another layer of regulation is required to 

ensure organisations do this, and that by signposting elsewhere, it is not extending the time of 

the process which could slow down a judgment unecessarily. 

5. What options should be available to help people who are vulnerable or have difficulty accessing
information get the guidance they need? 

Providing access to those who need it is vital and the good practice adopted by numerous 

organisations across public services should be followed. 



 

 
6. Do you agree with this proposal? If you do not, please explain your answer. 
 
We agree in part with the proposal, although we have reservations. 

 

The defendant must prove that all 3 conditions, above, are satisfied. The first two bulleted 

sentences above should have “and” added, for the avoidance of doubt. 

 

The Court must also be satisfied that the defendant had taken steps to inform the Judgment 

creditor of their correct address as/when it changed.  This must not just be an administrative 

act by the Court merely upon application of the Defendant. 

  

The Judgment creditor must also have the opportunity to demonstrate when and how they were 

advised of the address used in the court process.  But the onus of proof must remain on the 

Defendant, and must not shift to the Judgment creditor. 

 

If these steps do not occur, then consumers will fail to accept responsibility for cooperating and 

ensuring lenders and suppliers have good data, and will be bound to have even less regard for 

accurate date, thereby substantially invalidating the worthy principles of GDPR for good, 

accurate data.  

 

7. How should a defendant satisfy the Court that they did not have prior knowledge of the County Court 
judgment? 
 
Documentary proof of their correct address being previously supplied to the Judgment creditor, 

or Witness statement quality testimony (if correct address used) as to non-receipt of court 

process. 

 
However, an equally important question is whether the defendant has prior knowledge of the 

debt to which the county court judgment relates. 

 
8. County Court judgments remain on the Register for six years. Does this strike the right balance 
between protecting people from being disadvantaged by past debts, whilst ensuring lenders have access 
to the information they need to decide who to lend to? 
 
We believe that the six year period is apprpriate and reasonable. 

 
9. Should other steps be taken to alert a person that a default judgment has been entered against them? 
If so what are they, and who should take them? 
 
It is difficult to identify additional steps other than communication by mail and email. 

 
10. Do you have experience of, or information about, County Court judgments that have been entered 
against a debtor without their knowledge where claimants are deliberately using an old address? If you 
do, please give details 
 
We have no direct experience of this but find it difficult to understand why a claimant would  

“deliberately” use an old address. The aim of the creditor or claimant is to obtain payment and 

the use of an old address will not achieve this.  

 
11. How can this be avoided? 
 
N/a 

 
 
 




