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About you

What is your name?

Name:

Glen Bullivant FCICM, Chair of CICM Technical Committee

What is your email address?

Email:

governance@cicm.com

What is your organisation name?

Organisation:

Chartered Institute of Credit Management

Which sector do you operate in?

Sector:

Charity/Not for profit professional body

The consultation

1  Government believe that an important policy driver for action on late payment is to help safeguard the cashflow of those most impacted

when it happens. These are often the smallest businesses, who are least able to manage cash flow shortfalls. Do you agree with

introducing an additional Code principle whereby signatories commit to pay 95% of invoices from smaller businesses within 30 days?

Agree

Please comment:

Our members widely agree with introducing this as an additional Code principle.

It is already clear that the Code has promoted a positive culture shift across all business sizes and sectors. It is very important to recognise that there should be

an aim to safeguard the cashflow of all businesses, especially smaller organisations – particularly in the current turbulent climate.

It should be acknowledged that different sectors may have different abilities to commit to this principle, and the 30 day payment term definition should be clear to

all, given that some sectors may interpret this differently to others.

A future aim to pay 100% of invoices from smaller businesses within 30 days would be an ideal aspiration.

2  If you agree that the principle in Question 1 is important, what should the definition of smaller businesses be?

Based on the current definition of small business (0 – 50 staff)

Any other criteria not listed above:

Our members widely agreed that 0-50 staff would be the correct, as per current small business definitions.

Turnover threshold may not be as definitive. There could be the potential for some small businesses selling high value products to be included, which could cause

the turnover to be higher when in fact the business itself is small.

3  Do you agree that Code signatories should continue to commit to pay 95% of invoices from all other suppliers within 60 days?

Yes

Please comment: 

In the short term, yes, however this may not be a desired commitment to be used long term. Continuing to pay at 60 days could extend payment terms further 

away from the desired aspiration to pay all suppliers in 30 days. 30 days would be the ultimate goal, and could eventually create alignment across all business 

sizes. 

 

Given the current economic climate, this may be harder to achieve over the coming months, however signatories should still commit to continue paying at this 

rate, in the spirit of the Code, otherwise it would be a backward step. 

 

Maybe more forbearance for non compliance to this commitment could be shown, especially if proven extenuating circumstances as a result of the pandemic are



a factor in not paying to this level.

4  Do you agree that, to ensure commitment to the principles and ethos of the Code, the company’s Chief Executive Officer or Finance

Director (or, in the case of a small business, the owner of the company) should sign the application to join the Code?

Yes

Please comment:

This is a suitable level of authority to have as part of the process, rather than someone within the business having been delegated the task of sign off.

Attention may need to be given to ensuring that any change in leadership in these roles is captured in the administration of the Code. Cyclical checks on the

information held could assist this. This would ensure that continuity of the organisation’s commitment is maintained.

It would also be ideal if signatories were required to publicise their commitment to the Code and its principles, on their corporate website.

5  We believe that the process for ensuring compliance with the Code is fundamental to its integrity. Which of the following mechanisms

should be used to support compliance with the Code?

All of the above

Any other compliance measures you would like to suggest:

All of the above would be useful mechanisms to support compliance, including furthering collaborative and cooperative relationships with the signatories to the

Code.

Carrying out all of these however, could be subject to the level of resource available working on the administration of the Code.

6  Should Code compliance be measured by any of these additional principles?

Percentage of invoices paid to terms, Average time taken to pay invoices

Other measures you would like to suggest:

Average time taken to pay invoices could be a useful measure, but may be subject to sector/external factors when giving a fair and consistent picture. It may be

useful for data review and analysis, but may not be reliable enough a measure to determine compliance.

Percentage of invoices paid to terms could show how organisations are adhering to agreed contractual terms, and highlight good or poor practice. Supplier

relationships could be assessed and monitored through a supply chain and areas of concerns or those who are exemplars could be identified.

Comparison of ‘payment terms to suppliers’ versus ‘payment terms to buyers’ could be useful. A wide differential may highlight a buyer in distress and using the

supply chain to fund operations when conventional funding is not available.

7  We strongly believe that being a signatory to the Code, and being able to demonstrate compliance, should be a badge of honour for

companies. Would a logo you could display on documentation, such as websites, contracts or tenders, be helpful to show your

compliance with the Code?

Yes

Please comment:

We understand that historically there has been an ‘approved signatory’ logo.

Our members believe that organisations should show this as a badge of honour, which proves they are committed to paying on time, and it instils confidence in a

business relationship. The logo represents how they adhere to the Code’s principles and are serious about maintaining strong, effective relationships throughout

their supply chain.

The visibility of the logo would also encourage more signatories to sign up, promote the Code and highlight the good work behind it. Education and promotion of

the Code is essential – especially to smaller/medium businesses who may not be currently aware of it.

Effective policing to ensure any signatories removed from the Code are not using the logo, would need to be in place. This would ensure the use of the logo is not

abused.

8  Would the use of a logo give smaller businesses greater confidence and certainty that they would be paid promptly?

Yes

9  Could the logo help raise a challenge against payment breaches by Code signatories?

Yes

10  Do you agree that the administrators of the Code should be able to approach signatories on the basis of an anonymous complaint by a

third party, e.g., a trade body on behalf of their member, to discuss their payment practices?



Yes

Please comment:

Given the Code’s previous success with regards to complaints and challenges to signatory status, our members agree that this process should continue – on an

anonymous basis or otherwise.

Anonymity, should the complainant request it, allows the signatory to still investigate a complaint about the organisation’s practice. It heightens awareness of any

issues, and can still encourage payment or culture change.

It is acknowledged that complaints can be more thoroughly dealt with if all details are shared. There needs to be an awareness that sometimes complainants feel

that sharing full details may damage the supplier relationship. More reassurance and education could help in these circumstances, however the complainant

should not feel pressured to sharing information they are uncomfortable about.

Consideration should be given as to what the consequences could be, if the signatory concerned fails to engage in an investigation, or is deemed to subsequently

treat the complaint in an unfair way.

11  With regard to introducing new principles to the existing Code, we acknowledge that changes introduced might require time to

implement. How long might it take for signatories to be fully prepared to report on any new requirements, for example, reporting on

payments to smaller companies?

Please indicate the amount of time required :

Signatories may, in the current climate, be re-prioritising activity, so ample time should be allowed to allow them to prepare. We would suggest approximately 6

months to 1 year may be reasonable.

12  What other measures or reforms might be introduced and not mentioned above to further strengthen the Code and give greater

confidence to those contracting with signatories?

Please comment:

• Case studies of ‘best practice’ signatories and their promotion may help to strengthen perception of the Code and its value. This could give confidence and

innovative ideas to others, so that they may operate in the same way. A league table concept could motivate and encourage competition to be the ‘top signatory’

committed to the Code. Conversely, those not adhering to principles should be publicised and actions taken against them (for example, removal from the Code).

• The Code website could be extended to play a more informational source for suppliers to refer to as part of the credit checking process. For example, details of

company data, turnover, link to latest PPR data could be included.

• Increased external promotion of the Code through the Office of the Small Business Commissioner and elsewhere would raise its profile further, create

awareness and encourage other signatories to apply.

• Signatories should be encouraged to ensure others in the supply chain become signatories too. This could also be supported by the work of administrators of

the Code.

13  Do you believe that a reformed Code will reduce late payment, act as a preventative measure to avoid or resolve disputes, and help to

protect business relationships?

Yes

If no, please explain: 

In the main our members agree. One of our members commented as follows, which may serve as a useful additional consideration: 

 

“The problem of late payments is probably as old as time, and it is unlikely the spectre will ever be abolished, however a deeper understanding of cause and 

effect may assist in obviating some of the more extreme consequences. 

 

My research (gathered 2019) showed that respondents appear to be generally unaware of the four key Government initiatives, Late Payment of Commercial 

Debts Regulations (LPCDR), Prompt Payment Code (PPC), Payment Practices Reporting (PPR) and the Small Business Commissioner (SBC). With between 

70% and 84% of respondents being unaware of the first three initiatives. Placing the PPC and PPR under one umbrella of the SBC as a sign-poster would make 

sense as data can be streamlined, with a single source for promotion. With one source of reference, data checking could become more rigorous, and data 

reporting more efficient. The caveat to this approach, however, is that 90% of SME and 96% of larger companies were unaware of the existence of the SBC (early 

2019). If a centralised approach is undertaken, promotion of the various changes, specifically the remit of the SBC needs to be increased. 

 

Lord Mendelsohn has introduced a Private Members Bill which sets to right the impotency of the existing LPCDR by making it compulsory for large businesses to 

pay interest on all late payments. There is a risk that spurious disputes will arise on submission of invoices and as part of the anti-avoidance measures, a 

verification and dispute process has been included. To ensure the integrity of data, provision is also made that requires auditors to report breaches in PPR to the 

SBC who can then enact an independent enquiry. The bill requires PPR data to be split so that large and medium businesses produce reports relating to small 

business, and that the data is then passed onto the SBC whose strengthened role will enable the commencement of investigations supported by name and 

shame and fines for the non-engagement by the worst offenders. 

 

The Private Members Bill has been structured to remove both inadvertent promotion of buyer inefficiencies in payment processes and the deliberate use of 

supplier’s funds as a cheap form of finance. It is proposed that large buyers who pay SME late will have to add interest to the late payment, the rate of which 

doubles if the debt remains unpaid after 60 days. By restoring the power imbalance and reward for non-adherence to terms, the buyer will be less incentivised to



pay late, and more incentivised to voluntarily put systems in place for the swifter settlement of invoices.” 

 

To note, the CICM plans to additionally respond to the BEIS consultation on the Scope and Powers of the SBC, in due course.
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