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1. Executive Summary 

Core purpose and context of the research 
The Insolvency Service is in its final year of delivering its five‑year strategy (2021–26) aimed at 
supporting those in financial distress, tackling financial wrongdoing, and maximising returns to 
creditors.1 Since the strategy began, several activities and reforms have been implemented across 
the insolvency and enforcement regimes. This research provides the third wave of insight into 
confidence in these regimes. Building on findings from the 2022 and 2023 studies,2 the 2026 wave 
examines:  

• Awareness, understanding and views of newly implemented activities or in‑progress reforms 

• Whether concerns from previous research with stakeholders have been addressed 

• Perceptions of fairness, effectiveness and efficiency of the regimes 

The research explores differences across stakeholder groups and provides evidence to assess 
progress against the Insolvency Service’s strategic aims. The activities this report examines are: 

• The creation of the Directors Information Hub, which aims to provide clear and accessible 
guidance to company directors and improve their understanding of statutory obligations and 
financial distress.  

• The increased promotion of enforcement activities, which is intended to enhance 
transparency and public understanding of how enforcement protects victims and creditors.  

• New enforcement initiatives introduced since 2021, including measures in the Economic 
Crime and Corporate Transparency Act 2023 and the Economic Crime Levy, which aim to 
modernise enforcement and strengthen investigative capacity.  

• Proposed reforms to Insolvency Practitioner (IP) regulation, including extending regulation 
to firms, introducing a public register, and potentially centralising standard‑setting under the 
Secretary of State.  

• Changes to the Individual Voluntary Arrangement (IVA) system, including updates to 
eligibility rules, clearer consumer information, stronger suitability checks, and enhanced 
monitoring of high‑volume IVA providers.  

• Reforms to Debt Relief Orders (DROs), particularly the removal of the application fee and 
increases to the debt and vehicle value limits, which are intended to widen access and 
improve fairness for debtors.  

Overview of methodology 
The study involved 70 in‑depth qualitative interviews with a sample of stakeholders who interact with, 
or are affected by, the insolvency and enforcement regimes. Interviews were conducted with academ-
ics, IPs, legal professionals (e.g., insolvency lawyers), creditors, directors and debtors, with quotas 

 
 

1 The Insolvency Service. (2021). The Insolvency Service strategy 2021 to 2026. GOV.UK. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-insolvency-service-strategy-2021-to-2026/the-
insolvency-service-strategy-2021-to-2026 
2 The Insolvency Service. (2021-23). Confidence in the regime. GOV.UK. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/confidence-in-the-regime 
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designed to achieve diversity of experience rather than statistical representation. A modular topic 
guide with tailored questions to each stakeholder group while maintaining consistent coverage of core 
research themes. Interviews took place between 20th October 2025 and 6th January 2026. Inter-
views were systematically reviewed and coded to identify and compare data by the main themes, ar-
eas of agreement and difference, and how views had changed over time, resulting in a clear and 
agreed evidence base for the report. 

What are stakeholders' current views on recent activities in the 
insolvency and enforcement regimes?  
Stakeholders generally viewed the activities introduced across the five-year strategy as positive steps 
that address longstanding concerns within the insolvency and enforcement regimes. However, levels 
of awareness varied considerably between groups, and many activities have not yet been recognised 
by stakeholders as having translated into widespread improvements. Views were more positive when 
reforms created immediate, tangible benefits, such as changes to personal insolvency procedures, 
while reforms requiring longer term implementation or greater operational capacity generated more 
cautious optimism. 

Stakeholders responded most positively to the personal insolvency reforms, particularly the IVA and 
DRO changes, which were widely viewed as necessary, practical and reflective of current financial 
realities. The proposed IP regulation reforms were also well received, with stakeholders valuing their 
potential to strengthen accountability, transparency and consistency. The Directors Information Hub 
was viewed positively in principle for its clarity and authority, yet stakeholders were cautious about its 
current usefulness due to very low awareness and the perception that its content may be too high 
level for complex circumstances. In contrast, activities linked to enforcement were greeted with 
greater caution. Although stakeholders generally supported the intention behind the new enforcement 
powers and the increased promotion of enforcement activity, they noted limited awareness of 
promotional efforts, expressed concern about the perceived focus on smaller cases, and highlighted 
uncertainties arising from the practical demands these reforms place on the Insolvency Service.  

Have the activities over the course of the five-year strategy 
influenced confidence in the insolvency and enforcement 
regimes?  
The activities delivered over the five‑year strategy have led to a modest but meaningful rise in 
stakeholder confidence in the insolvency and enforcement regimes. Confidence in the insolvency 
regime has strengthened most clearly across key debt solutions, driven by reforms that improved 
stakeholder confidence in fairness, effectiveness and efficiency. IVA changes, including clearer 
information, stronger suitability checks and greater flexibility, were viewed as particularly impactful. 
DRO reforms, especially the removal of the application fee and updated thresholds, further increased 
confidence by widening access and improving system responsiveness by removing barriers 
preventing debtors entering the DRO at the optimum time. Other measures, such as the Directors 
Information Hub and proposed IP regulation reforms, generated prospective confidence by signalling 
clearer guidance and greater accountability, although low awareness has limited immediate impact. 
Confidence in the enforcement regime improved more cautiously, with stakeholders supportive of the 
direction of reform but waiting for visible evidence of consistent application, increased transparency 
and stronger operational capacity before confidence rises further.  
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Despite strengthened confidence overall, stakeholders remained concerned about ongoing 
uncertainty around policy direction and communication. Additionally, concerns were raised of the high 
upfront cost of bankruptcy, which some felt conflicted with the regime’s accessibility and fairness 
objectives shown elsewhere. Concerning enforcement, stakeholders continued to express concern 
about limited visibility of enforcement outcomes, perceptions that misconduct is not pursued 
consistently or at sufficient scale, and doubts about whether current resourcing and communication 
are adequate to deliver credible and effective enforcement in practice. 

What improvements could be made to the activities?  
Stakeholders identified several improvements that would strengthen the impact of recent activities. 
These included more systematic and targeted promotion of the Directors Information Hub, clearer 
and more audience focused communication of enforcement work, and regular updates on the use of 
new powers. Stakeholders also recommended that any new public register for IPs should balance 
transparency with accuracy, and that the development of centrally set standards should involve 
engagement with practitioners, directors and debtors to ensure practicality. Within personal 
insolvency, they stressed the need to continue providing information in multiple accessible formats 
and to review DRO thresholds periodically. 

What areas do stakeholders think need attention in the regime? 
Stakeholders identified several priority areas where the Insolvency Service could make improvements 
that would strengthen confidence in the regime. In particular, they emphasised the need for: 

• Stronger and more transparent enforcement, including clearer explanations when misconduct 
reports are not pursued. 

• Enhanced investigative capability supported by improved tools and analytics. 
• Clearer early advice routes for directors, focused on identifying and addressing risks early to 

help avoid insolvency or misconduct, before formal legal action becomes necessary. 
• Better communication from the Insolvency Service about reforms, responsibilities and 

expectations. 
• More practical reporting tools for IPs, including easier ways to flag potential disqualification 

cases.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
• Reduced bankruptcy fees to make personal insolvency more accessible for those in financial 

distress. 

Beyond the Insolvency Service, stakeholders urged government to simplify wrongful and fraudulent 
trading laws, improve cross‑government data sharing, strengthen safeguards at company formation, 
and clarify the treatment of tax claims in restructurings. They also wanted to ensure other actors in 
the regime, better support of vulnerable individuals, and stronger oversight from other regulators and 
creditors, particularly in relation to lender practices and the handling of insolvency statuses. 

Overall conclusion 
Overall, stakeholder feedback indicates that the strategy has begun to address perceived 
weaknesses within the regimes and has led to incremental but meaningful improvements in 
confidence, particularly within the insolvency regime. Based on stakeholder views, the next strategy 
should consolidate these gains through effective implementation, clear communication and sustained 
investment in the capacity needed to deliver the long-term ambitions of the implemented activities. 
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Table 1 provides a high‑level overview of whether key activities have increased stakeholder 
confidence according to the key themes of fairness, effectiveness, and efficiency, and whether the 
activities delivered against the intended themes and areas for improvement. The table uses a simple 
cross tabulation to indicate where an activity was perceived by stakeholders to have increased 
confidence against the overarching themes or to have met one or more of the specific areas for 
improvement; blank cells indicate where no such impact was observed. Overall, the table highlights 
that while several activities were seen to support the core themes and contribute positively to 
confidence, fewer activities were viewed as successfully addressing the more targeted areas for 
improvement. 

Table 1 Summary showing whether activities have increased confidence on themes and if 
any of the areas for improvement have been met from the perspective of stakeholders 

 Activities (x shows where increased confidence was observed) 

Area of 
improvement 

Directors 
information 
hub 

Promotion of 
enforcement 
activities 

New 
enforcement 
activities 

IP 
regulation 
reform 

Actions 
around 
IVAs 

DRO 
eligibility 
criteria 
changes  

Themes x  x x x x 

Areas for 
improvement 

   x x x 
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2. Introduction 

Background 
The Insolvency Service is an executive agency sponsored by the Department for Business and 
Trade. Its core purpose is to support those in financial distress, tackle financial wrongdoing, and 
maximise returns to creditors. In recent years, responding to the shifting operating environment, the 
Insolvency Service introduced their five-year strategy running between 2021 and 2026.3 
Understanding how stakeholders perceive actions taken under this strategy, and how they affect 
confidence in the regimes, is one of the measures to assess how the Insolvency Service is 
performing against its strategy.  

This research builds on two previous waves of research which were conducted in 2022 and 2023.4 
The first study involved 50 debtors and IPs who had recently engaged with personal insolvency 
procedures, while the second gathered views from 45 wider stakeholders, including creditors, 
directors, legal professionals and academics. Across both studies, participants generally reported 
higher understanding and confidence in the insolvency regime than in the enforcement regime, 
though levels varied significantly by stakeholder group and were strongly influenced by personal 
experience and case outcomes. Overall, findings highlighted that the UK’s insolvency framework was 
largely seen as effective in facilitating financial rehabilitation for many and is widely regarded 
internationally as robust and world‑leading. Despite this, there were some specific areas of 
improvement identified such as: 

• Limited public and director awareness of the regimes 
• Mixed perceptions of fairness when it comes to enforcement, with unsecured creditors and 

some directors feeling disadvantaged 
• Concerns about lengthy timescales of insolvency processes, high costs, and constrained 

enforcement capacity 
• Concerns that excessive stigma around insolvency plays a role in preventing debtors from 

seeking help earlier 

Following these rounds of research, the Insolvency Service used the findings to inform activities to 
address some issues identified in the previous research. This round of research aimed to identify if 
these issues had been improved upon and if activities had resulted in a change in confidence in the 
regimes. Table 2 summarises the key activities the Insolvency Service has taken over the course of 
the strategy.  
Table 2 Summary of Insolvency Service activities  

Activity Description 

 
 

3 The Insolvency Service. (2021). The Insolvency Service strategy 2021 to 2026. GOV.UK. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-insolvency-service-strategy-2021-to-2026/the-
insolvency-service-strategy-2021-to-2026 
4 The Insolvency Service. (2021-23). Confidence in the regime. GOV.UK. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/confidence-in-the-regime 
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Directors 
Information 
Hub 

Launched in July 2023 to provide a single, accessible source of guidance for 
company directors on statutory obligations, financial management, and early 
indicators of financial distress.  

Promotion of 
Enforcement 
Activities 

Increased promotion of enforcement through media releases, documents 
published to improve transparency, and public forums. Highlights enforcement’s 
role in protecting victims and creditors. 

New 
Enforcement 
Activities 
Undertaken 

Introduced initiatives since 2021:  

• Giving Companies House and the Insolvency Service new powers to 
verify, query and clean company data, share intelligence, tackle abuse of 
corporate structures, sanction offences, and increase transparency 
through the Economic Crime and Corporate Transparency Act (2023) 

• Expanding intelligence and investigative capabilities funded by the 
Economic Crime Levy. Aims to modernise enforcement and close gaps 
undermining market integrity. 

IP Regulation 
Reform 

Proposed reforms to insolvency regulation including extending regulation to 
firms, strengthening standards, creating a public register. 

IVA reforms Reforms to improve consumer outcomes: revised IVA protocol, key facts 
document and video, tailored advice, and monitoring of high-volume providers. 

DRO eligibility 
criteria 
changes 

Widened access to DRO’s: removed fee, raised debt and vehicle limits. Aims to 
reduce barriers and enable a fresh start for eligible debtors. 

 

Research Questions 
The following research questions were drafted for this wave of research:  

• What are stakeholders' current views on recently implemented/ in the process of being 
implemented activities in the insolvency and enforcement regimes?  

• Have the activities implemented/in the process of being implemented over the course of the 
five-year strategy influenced confidence in the insolvency and enforcement regimes? 

• What improvements could be made to the newly implemented/in the process of being 
implemented activities?  

• What areas, if any, do stakeholders think need attention in the regime? 

Methodology overview 
This study is based on 70 in-depth qualitative interviews with a sample of stakeholders who interact 
with, or are affected by, the insolvency and enforcement regimes. The stakeholder groups and 
subgroups included: 
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• 8 Academics: those specialising in issues affecting natural persons and those specialising in 
corporate insolvency. 

• 7 Insolvency Practitioners (IPs): practising insolvency professionals. 

• 6 Restructuring and insolvency lawyers: legal professionals specialising in restructuring 
and insolvency matters. 

• 4 Creditors: corporations (corporate creditors) and creditor associations.  

• 25 Directors: directors of insolvent companies (Administration, Compulsory Liquidation, or 
Creditors Voluntary Liquidation (CVL)), directors of solvent companies, and directors subject 
to disqualification proceedings. 

• 25 Debtors: individuals who have entered a DRO, individuals who have entered an IVA, debt-
ors whose bankruptcy was initiated by their own application, and debtors whose bankruptcy 
was initiated by a creditor’s petition. 

In the remainder of this report, the term professionals will be used to refer to the views of academics, 
IPs, lawyers, and creditors when their views are consistent.  

In the interviews, stakeholders were asked about their background, before being directly questioned 
on each of the recent activities relevant to them. For each activity, the participant was first asked 
about their awareness of the activity, then walked through its core purpose, content and intended 
use, before being asked what they thought of it and how it affected their confidence in the regimes.  

Limitations 
The following limitations were identified and acknowledged at the outset of the project. The design 
incorporated measures to mitigate their impact. The subsections outline the limitations of the 
research, how these were mitigated, and the impact of these on how the reader should interpret the 
findings.  

Non-representativeness 

The study uses qualitative methods and a purposive sample. It was not designed to produce 
statistically representative findings. The intent is to understand how recent measures are affecting 
confidence and to capture the diversity of experiences, rather than to measure prevalence. Sampling 
covered key stakeholder groups and a range of experiences. Topic guides and analysis frameworks 
were built to capture breadth and depth of views, not to generate population estimates. Findings 
provide insight into how new initiatives influence confidence among different stakeholders. They 
should not be used to infer proportions or to generalise to the entire population. 

Sample composition and subgroup sizes 

Some subgroups are smaller than others due to availability of sample and willingness to participate. 
This constrains direct comparison across all stakeholder types. Recruitment targeted all planned 
subgroups and monitored coverage during fieldwork. Additional effort was directed to harder-to-reach 
stakeholders where feasible. 

In qualitative research, the aim is not to achieve statistical representativeness but to explore the 
range and depth of views. As such, the appropriate number of interviews is typically considered to be 
the point at which themes begin to repeat, often referred to as “data saturation.” Existing research 
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suggests that saturation can occur within the first twelve interviews, with core elements of 
overarching themes emerging as early as six interviews in relatively homogeneous samples.5 

For the present study, this means that the number of interviews conducted is sufficient to confidently 
identify consistent patterns across participants with all groups except from creditors (which only 
achieved four interviews).  The analysis focused on identifying themes that appeared across multiple 
interviews rather than counting the themes that appeared by frequency. Interpretation therefore 
emphasises the substance and consistency of insights, rather than their prevalence. 

Creditor recruitment challenges  

Recruiting creditors was identified at the outset as a significant challenge. Creditors represent a 
highly varied and diverse set of businesses and can be difficult to identify and engage. The approach 
partly relied on snowballing through creditor associations, but this did not yield contacts or interviews 
as anticipated. All available contacts in this space were pursued, resulting in four interviews out of the 
original target of ten. Desk research and client-provided lists offered limited scope, and generic 
contacts identified did not convert into participation. Once the original list of creditor contacts was 
exhausted, quotas were adjusted and supplemented with academics, insolvency lawyers, and 
additional IPs. Findings for creditors should therefore be interpreted with caution, as they are based 
on a smaller number of interviews and supported by perspectives from related professional groups. 

Recruitment sources and self-selection 

Some stakeholder lists were client provided while others were sourced commercially or through desk 
research. Individuals who chose to participate may hold stronger views or have more direct 
experiences of the regimes. However, materials invited participation from a wide range of 
perspectives and screening questionnaires ensured diversity of experience within each subgroup. 
Interviewers probed for balanced reflection and sought examples.  

Sensitivity of topics and confidentiality 

Insolvency, enforcement and debt are sensitive topics. Some stakeholders may withhold details or 
present guarded accounts. To counter this, experienced researchers conducted confidential 
interviews with clear consent and privacy protocols. The guide avoided identifying information and 
allowed question skipping. Where detail is limited, themes reflect what stakeholders were willing and 
able to share.  

The structure of the remainder of the report 
The remainder of the report examines several recent and ongoing initiatives the Insolvency Service 
has undertaken and the impact of these upon confidence in the regimes. It does this by assessing 
key activities in the following order: 

• Directors’ Information Hub 
• Enforcement Activities 
• Promotion of Enforcement Activities 

 
 

5 Guest, G., Bunce, A. and Johnson, L. (2006) ‘How Many Interviews Are Enough? An Experiment with Data 
Saturation and Variability’, Field Methods, 18(1), pp. 59–82. 
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• IP Regulation Reform 
• Actions around IVAs 
• DRO Eligibility Changes 

Each activity has these key subheadings: 

• Contextual Overview 
• Awareness of Changes 
• Stakeholder Views  
• Impact of Changes on Confidence in the Regimes 
• Areas for Improvement 

The report ends by summarising the research objectives and providing succinct answers to each. 
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3. Directors Information Hub 

Contextual Overview 
The Directors Information Hub (Hub) was launched in July 2023 to provide a single, accessible 
source of guidance for company directors. It brings together clear information on statutory obligations, 
financial management and early indicators of financial distress, supported by concise summaries, 
animations and links to detailed resources. This activity was pursued in response to evidence that 
directors wanted one trusted place to find practical guidance. By improving understanding and timely 
decision making, the Hub aims to reduce errors, support compliance, and help directors avoid 
behaviours that can lead to insolvency or enforcement. This aims to support fairness by improving 
access to accurate information, effectiveness by helping directors address risks sooner, and 
efficiency by reducing avoidable failures. 

Awareness 
The level of awareness of the Hub was generally low among all stakeholder groups. Notably, only 
one director reported referencing the Hub during their insolvency proceedings. Professional groups 
were also generally unaware of the Hub but felt that it would be a useful resource for directors once it 
was explained. 

Directors of firms that largely relied on third-party organisations to lead the insolvency process 
(typically larger firms) appeared particularly hard to inform. Although nearly all stakeholders had not 
heard of the Hub, these directors suggested that they were unlikely to seek further information 
themselves, such as via a website like the Hub, as they had easy access to professional advice. 

There is some evidence that the Hub is not hard to find, for those who are expressly looking for 
information about insolvency. One director admitted that, in preparation for their depth interview for 
this piece of research, where they were not previously informed that the Hub was a topic, they had 
done some online research about what their insolvency proceeding entailed and found the Hub 
quickly. Specifically, they searched ‘insolvency’ and went on the Government website. This might 
suggest that directors, as well as those from other stakeholder groups, are not actively looking for 
information about insolvency online.  

It was mostly creditors and IPs who were aware of the Hub. They were aware because they either 
had frequent contact with the Insolvency Service or disseminated information about insolvency as a 
part of their job role. Stakeholders learned of the Hub through professional networks, attendance at 
events held by the Insolvency Service and through frequent checking of the Service’s website. 
Individuals who communicated about insolvency as a part of their job role considered the Hub as a 
useful resource for their clients, directing them towards it. 

“We actually point our members to the hub… It’s a very good resource. A lot of 
people just don’t know about it.” 

Creditor, Natural Persons and Companies  

Stakeholder views  
Overall, stakeholders viewed the introduction of the Hub positively. It should be noted that the 
feedback in the rest of this section is mostly speculative, as few stakeholders had interacted with the 
Hub. In the following paragraphs, we have highlighted when a view was expressed by an individual 
with previous awareness of the Hub.  



 

 

    

13 www.iffresearch.com 

The Hub was generally praised for how efficiently the information was organised, especially by those 
with previous experience of the resource. These stakeholders noted that the Hub’s clear and bite-
sized information made the website easy to navigate. As well as being informative, the Hub has the 
potential to be reassuring. Some stakeholders noted the importance of the resource being on the 
Government website, giving the information greater authority. The director that referred to the Hub 
during their insolvency proceedings also reported that it helped them to feel more confident during the 
process.  

“For me, it just reinforced what I already knew… [thanks to the Directors Information 
Hub] I knew for a fact that I was doing the right thing. It put me at ease.” 

Director of Insolvent Company, CVL 

A few disqualified directors suggested that the Hub could have prevented the events that led to their 
disqualification, if it were available at the time. These directors thought that the Hub would have 
provided them more confidence and authority in the course of action they wanted to take. Disqualified 
directors who, either explicitly or tacitly, blamed the professional staff around them for their 
disqualification were especially positive about the Hub providing them greater autonomy. They 
envisioned the Hub making the insolvency process fairer for directors by providing them 
understandable, accurate information, and making sure that they were not solely reliant on the advice 
of their professional staff.  

Stakeholders from all groups envisioned the Hub particularly helpful for new directors and directors of 
small businesses. These directors often had less financial management experience and 
understanding of statutory obligations. Directors and professionals alike believed that the Hub could 
make it easier for these directors to understand the regime, increasing fairness. Directors of small 
businesses especially suffered from a lack of capacity to spend time understanding insolvency, 
making the digestible format of the information further welcomed.  

The primary critique of the Hub was that the information presented was too high-level to sufficiently 
inform directors’ actions. This was both assumed by some stakeholders, as well as reported by one 
academic who had used the resource. More experienced directors reported that they, either likely or 
already, knew all the information on the website, so the Hub was not useful for them. IPs and less 
experienced directors, on the other hand, emphasised that insolvency proceedings tend to be 
complex and unique, unable to be adequately summarised into bite-sized chunks. 

 “No amount of guidelines can account for each opportunity or issue you’ve got.” 

Director of Insolvent Company, Administration 

IPs and less experienced directors recognised that it was unfeasible to expect the Hub to contain 
tailored information for all possible scenarios. For them, the Hub does no harm but becomes an 
unnecessary and ineffective resource, as directors would have to seek professional advice regardless 
to even determine if insolvency ought to be pursued. Some stakeholders noted that directors may 
prefer in-person advice over written guidance as well.  

Stakeholders from all groups were concerned that directors would not adequately engage with the 
Hub for it to have its intended effects. Stakeholders suggested that directors do not seek out or 
interact with information about insolvency until they are already in financial distress. 

“No matter how good your insolvency system is, until the director faces trouble, 
they’re not thinking about it.” 
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Academic, Corporate Insolvency 

At this point, it is often too late for remedy. Some IPs and academics also observed that the intense 
pressure and stress directors experience at this stage significantly limits their ability to process and 
understand the information provided. Without earlier engagement by directors, the Hub would be 
unable to improve the effectiveness or efficiency of the regimes.  

Impact on confidence in the regimes 
Impact on areas of improvement raised in previous waves 

The previous waves of research found two areas of improvement which the Directors Information Hub 
seeks to address:  

• Concerns from directors, IPs and academics on the lack of director awareness and 
understanding of insolvency and enforcement regimes. 

• Directors were concerned with the high costs of understanding regimes, with many assuming 
costs for familiarisation which was a key barrier to engaging with the insolvency process.  

The Hub was not launched to replace professional advice, but to allow directors to more easily 
educate themselves and understand earlier when to pursue insolvency or take corrective action. 

In principle, most stakeholders believed that the Hub could strengthen director’s awareness and 
understanding of insolvency and enforcement regimes. They valued having a single authoritative 
source of guidance and praised the resource for being both comprehensive and easy to navigate.  

However, there was a general consensus that, in practice, the Hub is unlikely to fully address this 
issue. Few stakeholders were aware of the Hub at the time of interview. As mentioned previously, 
directors and professionals expressed concerns that directors would not actively use the Hub, either 
relying on professional advice, lacking the time or capacity or only searching for such resources once 
they are already facing financial distress. 

The Hub’s effect on the high cost of understanding the regimes follows a similar pattern. 
Stakeholders across all groups agreed that Hub has the potential to ease both the financial and 
cognitive burden for directors. The Hub is a free resource, which removed the need for directors to 
pay for consultants to achieve greater baseline understanding. Equally, the concise, bite-sized format 
of the Hub would make it easier for directors to build their knowledge base. Again, these outcomes 
would only be achieved if directors engage with the Hub, which stakeholders perceive as rarely 
happening currently.  

Additionally, the complexity of the insolvency process might mean that the Hub does not sufficiently 
reduce the need to hire external resource to achieve a sufficient baseline understanding. Some 
professionals stressed that its content lacks adequate detail to replace specialist advice, including 
about when to enter insolvency and when to take corrective action. Therefore, directors are still likely 
to incur barriers to corrective action and costs for consultancy in this domain.  

In summary, most stakeholders believed that the Hub could improve director awareness and reduce 
the costs of understanding the regime in theory. Nevertheless, owing to the very low awareness 
among all stakeholder groups, stakeholders across all groups suggest that these issues have not 
been alleviated in reality.  
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Impact on themes 

Fairness 

In general, stakeholders agreed that the Hub could improve fairness by increasing access to 
comprehensive, digestible and free information about insolvency. They felt that the hub would 
particularly make the regimes fairer for directors of smaller businesses, those with limited experience, 
and those without regular access to professional advice. Through offering a free resource that 
stakeholders generally agreed would be easy to navigate, the Hub would reduce both the financial 
and cognitive costs associated with understanding insolvency, making it fairer for these directors. 
Disqualified directors also noted that the Hub could improve fairness by helping directors better 
understand professional guidance provided during insolvency proceedings.  

Effectiveness 

Although some remained sceptical that directors would utilise it, stakeholders across all groups 
recognised the Hub as a possible means to increase effectiveness, by helping directors address risks 
sooner. While many who had not used the resource appreciated the creation of a high-level overview, 
a number of stakeholders questioned whether the information could ever be sufficiently detailed 
enough to effectively guide decision making, without the use of extensive professional support.  

Efficiency 

Similarly, stakeholders believed that the Hub could improve efficiency by reducing avoidable failures 
and queries. This was again contingent on directors engaging with the resource more in future. 
Efficiency gains were associated with the Hub’s clear, bite-sized presentation of information, which 
some stakeholders believed could prompt directors to take action quicker. There is also limited 
evidence that the Hub has the potential to improve efficiency within job roles, with one professional 
reporting that they referred directors to the resource when they had common questions. 

Impact on confidence 
When stakeholders became aware of the Hub, their overall confidence in the regime increased. To 
them, the creation of the Hub signalled the Insolvency Service’s commitment to improve the fairness, 
effectiveness, and efficiency of the regime. However, given the very low awareness of those 
interviewed, it can only be said that the Hub has modestly impacted the confidence of stakeholders in 
the regime.   

Areas for improvement 

Most stakeholders wanted greater promotion of the Hub to ensure its intended goals are realised.  

“I think it’s really important that, if such a resource is there, more is done to 
publicise it to company directors, to the people that it’s really aimed at.” 

Director of Insolvent Company, Administration 

A common recommendation was for Companies House to signpost to the Hub at the point of 
business formation, or to direct businesses towards it through their regular newsletter. Others 
suggested leveraging trusted intermediaries, such as business federations, to disseminate 
information about the Hub. A smaller number of stakeholders proposed a broader public awareness 
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campaign, such as through the radio, to reach directors who do not actively seek insolvency-related 
information.  

Stakeholders also had suggestions regarding the type and format of the information on the Hub. The 
majority of stakeholders interviewed had not interacted with the Hub, so the feedback detailed below 
is based purely on a short description of the Hub provided during the interview.  

Directors particularly wanted access to information that was more tailored to their circumstances. 
Examples included guidance for social enterprises, information for disqualified directors on 
permissible actions, and advice on the process of selecting an IP. Several directors also 
recommended incorporating practical examples to make the resource more actionable, such as visual 
indicators (e.g. a traffic light system) and case studies illustrating common scenarios. Currently, the 
Hub does feature short illustrative examples, but stakeholders indicated that they wanted longer, 
more in-depth cases. 

Some stakeholders highlighted opportunities to make the Hub even more usable, particularly for 
directors under stress. Not all stakeholders wanted the Hub to be more detailed, as some suggested 
the use of infographics and flowcharts to simplify complex processes, as well as signposting to 
related or useful resources. Academics noted that visual aids could help directors process information 
more effectively during periods of higher cognitive load, when they are more stressed. Additional 
recommendations included providing reassuring messaging to reduce anxiety and offering links to 
external support services, particularly for dealing with financial distress. 

Table 3 Directors Information Hub and the extent of improvement in confidence by areas of 
improvement from previous waves 

Area for improvement 
from previous waves 

Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Lack of director 
understanding/awareness 
of insolvency and 
enforcement regimes 

No Stakeholders viewed the Hub as 
potentially useful, but awareness and 
actual usage are very low, meaning the 
issue remains unresolved. Directors 
rarely seek information before crisis 
point, limiting the Hub’s preventive 
impact. 

High cost for directors to 
gain baseline 
understanding 

No The Hub reduces potential financial and 
cognitive burden, but only if directors 
engage with it, which most currently do 
not. 

 

Table 4 Directors Information Hub and the extent of improvement in confidence by theme 

Themes Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 
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Fair Yes (with caveat) Free, authoritative guidance would 
support fairness, especially for less 
experienced directors, if awareness 
increased. 

Efficient Yes (with caveat) The Hub could reduce avoidable failures 
and repeated queries, but limited usage 
delays these benefits. 

Effective Yes (with caveat) High-level guidance can support earlier 
decision making, but complexity still 
requires professional advice. 
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4. Promotion of Enforcement Activities 

Contextual Overview 
In previous research waves, stakeholders had little awareness around the Insolvency Service’s 
enforcement activities and activities to tackling financial wrongdoing. It was also brought to the 
Insolvency Service’s attention that there is a perception that the regimes largely punish SME 
directors, calling for more publicity of the disqualification of directors from larger businesses. The 
Insolvency Service has increased promotion of enforcement activities to improve transparency and 
public understanding. Measures include publishing more media releases and policy documents that 
explain enforcement processes and outcomes; as well as engaging with external partners such as 
Companies House, and through speaking commitments and public forums. Communications have 
also highlighted how enforcement protects victims and creditors, including through appearances on 
broadcast media. The action was taken to provide clearer visibility of the Insolvency Service’s work 
and outcomes. This aims to support fairness by demonstrating consistent treatment of misconduct, 
effectiveness by deterring poor practice through publicised action, and efficiency by helping 
stakeholders understand processes and where to find information. 

Awareness 
Most stakeholders were unaware of any promotional activities and therefore did not notice whether 
there was a notable increase in public exposure. For those who could recall the promotion of 
enforcement activities, this was either largely driven by the specific fraud cases highlighted through 
the email subscription Insolvency Insider, or because they professionally worked within the same 
sector as the business contesting the specific fraud case.  

Academics had the highest awareness of the promotional activities and provided a greater array of 
feedback, compared to other stakeholder groups. Various engagement efforts were cited, such as the 
use of conferences, academic literature, and media platforms such as Rip Off Britain. A few 
academics recalled the Insolvency Service working alongside them in a consultancy aspect for 
academic journals on insolvency and enforcement. Debtors and directors struggled to recall noticing 
any activities with only a select few having background awareness from personal experience.  

Stakeholder views  
Irrespective of whether stakeholders had previously taken notice of the promotion of enforcement 
activities or not, the concept of increasing publicity of enforcement activities was widely regarded as 
important for improving confidence within the regimes. However, many stakeholders felt that these 
efforts are currently under-recognised and possibly poorly targeted. A few academics found the use 
of ‘punchy’, attention-grabbing language in an academic conference on enforcement activities to be 
impactful and informative, and believed the use of digital platforms to be effective in reaching a wider 
audience. These academics also appreciated and encouraged the Insolvency Service’s continual 
academic engagement in this area.  

“There's been good use of news stories in a sort of punchy way. I think they should 
keep doing that to get across what they’ve been up to.” 

Academic, Natural person insolvency 

Conversely several academics and insolvency lawyers questioned the reach and clarity of current 
channels, noting that broadcast formats may not effectively reach directors and that the target 
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audience was unclear. These stakeholder groups acknowledged the value of imparting the public with 
general knowledge on enforcement regimes but emphasised that the audience most likely to benefit 
from enforcement awareness are family-owned or small businesses. Thus, there was a call for 
communications to be better tailored towards these director subgroups. While one academic believed 
providing the public updates on successful enforcement cases could act as a deterrent for unlawful 
behaviour, a few raised concerns around the current language used to discuss the enforcement 
regimes arguing that the current tone conveys negative, punitive connotations.  

“You don't want to sort of make [small businesses] feel intimidated.” 

Director of Insolvent Company, Compulsory liquidation 

Another academic noted that promotional activities focus too much on wrongdoing and blame; given 
that many businesses go under due to misunderstanding rather than malice, communications around 
enforcement should shift towards highlighting warning signs that lead to insolvency.  

“I think that there’s been so much focus on the idea of wrongdoing and enforcement 
that over time there’s become more of an impression that somebody was rogue or 

behaved badly. The part that’s missing from the public is that in [the current] 
market, businesses will fail.” 

Academic, Corporate insolvency 

Creditors and directors also asked for more targeted communications, with directors relaying that 
GOV.uk presence alone is insufficient to capture attention from a wide audience, unless they are 
already in need of formal help. Debtors struggled to give their views on the promotion of enforcement 
activities, and only after prompting speculatively reported that they would be supportive of these 
activities and can see the positive value it would bring to the relationship between the Insolvency 
Service and the public eye. 

Impact on confidence in the regimes 
Impact on areas for improvement in previous waves 

In both previous waves of research, two areas for improvement were identified: 

• To increase publicity around the disqualification of directors from larger businesses to help 
tackle the perception that enforcement regimes disproportionately target small business 
directors.  

• There is currently a lack of public awareness around enforcement activities and efforts to 
pursue financial wrongdoing.  

With respect to concerns about enforcement activities disproportionately focusing on small business 
directors, several legal professionals still felt that there was an imbalance in the pursuit and coverage 
of small businesses compared to larger companies. A few academics cited the high volume of 
publicised cases involving family-owned or smaller businesses in Insolvency Insider as evidence for 
supporting this view.  

“I would like to see The Insolvency Service be more proactive and supportive. Don’t 
shackle the entrepreneurs who have perhaps gotten themselves into difficulties but 

help them before they get into [those] difficulties and aid them thereafter.” 

Director of Insolvent Company, Compulsory liquidation 
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The minimal awareness among stakeholders suggests that, despite the Insolvency Service 
introducing more channels to promote enforcement activities, current efforts do not appear to have 
changed overall confidence. Those who have engaged with promotional content believed the 
activities to be a step in the right direction.  

“I think it’s got to be a good thing to make more people aware of the regimes, what 
is being done about [enforcement], and how it’s being enforced. I think all of that 

[information] will help stakeholders from all aspects.” 

Director of Insolvent Company, Administration 

Impact on themes 

Fairness 

Stakeholders were fairly divided on whether promotion of enforcement activities would improve 
fairness within the regimes. Creditors and directors were more in favour that promotional activities 
would improve fairness by increasing public awareness and understanding on how wrongdoing is 
identified and how accountability is enforced. On the other hand, one academic felt that the narrative 
around enforcement and wrongdoing, particularly the perceived focus on punishment rather than 
prevention or support, hindered the regimes’ progress on becoming fairer. Moreover, given that small 
businesses often lack internal resource to navigate insolvency claims, and larger businesses are 
perceived as causing greater financial harm, the continued prominence of smaller cases in 
promotional activities reinforce a few stakeholders’ doubts about the fairness and effectiveness of the 
enforcement regimes. 

Effectiveness 

Effectiveness of the regimes was largely judged by how well promotional activities were 
communicated. Because stakeholder awareness was generally low, many felt these activities had 
little impact on effectiveness. However, among stakeholders already aware of enforcement promotion 
efforts, the regimes were viewed as becoming more effective or likely to improve. 

Efficiency 

The theme of efficiency in promoting enforcement activities was discussed the least. Those who 
commented felt that greater awareness and understanding would improve the efficiency of the 
enforcement regimes, as individuals would be better equipped with information that would help them 
avoid, or respond to, financial wrongdoing. One academic noted that the more the public encounters 
evidence that enforcement does take place, the more likely individuals are to be dissuaded from 
engaging in financial misconduct. An insolvency lawyer similarly suggested that if the public had a 
clearer grasp of what regulations businesses must follow, the regimes would be more efficient in 
distinguishing deliberate misconduct from unintentional ignorance. 

Impact on confidence 

Confidence in the enforcement regime remains largely unchanged since last wave by current 
promotional efforts, primarily because most stakeholders have not been aware of these activities. 

Moreover, the high-profile cases involving two large businesses (namely Carillion, a big scale 
construction company that resulted in director disqualifications and the loss of thousands of jobs, and 
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Kids Company, a charity organisation that prompted intense public scrutiny over perceived misuse of 
public funds despite no directors being disqualified) continue to negatively influence perceptions 
especially in legal professionals and directors. As a result of this, one academic stated that 
confidence cannot be restored if attention remains fixed on rogue companies or traders. 

Stakeholders with prior experience to promotional activities were more optimistic, believing that the 
activities could improve their confidence in the enforcement regime in the near future if these 
activities are sustained.  

Areas for improvement 
The low visibility across most stakeholder groups suggests that current promotional strategies are 
struggling to reach their intended audience. As a result, there was consistent feedback on how both 
the methods used to disseminate information and the content of promotional materials could be 
improved to enhance reach, clarity, and relevance. 

Stakeholders believed that a more targeted and multi-channel approach would support greater 
engagement with enforcement activities. Several suggested expanding the range of communication 
channels to include podcasts, television advertising after watershed hours, and direct communication 
through mailing lists. Respondents also mentioned channels such as LinkedIn and radio, although the 
Insolvency Services are already using these platforms to publicise enforcement activities. These 
channels were viewed as impactful for reaching a broader, more diverse audience that may not 
actively be seeking out this type of information. 

 

“I’m sure these days with the way that social media and their algorithms work that 
you could target directors.” 

Disqualified director 

Directors and academics also felt that promoting enforcement through relevant trade associations 
was an important avenue for reaching small businesses and industry-specific audiences. This 
includes organisations such as the Environmental Services Association (ESA) and The Recycling 
Association, which engage directly with individuals and companies in the environmental and recycling 
sectors, who may particularly benefit from increased awareness of these activities. Finally, one 
stakeholder suggested greater spokesperson visibility during high-profile cases, where public and 
media interest is already heightened, would strengthen the impact of messaging. 

Many stakeholders believed smaller or family-run businesses should be the primary target audience 
for these promotional activities, as these audiences are perceived as more likely to not have access 
to legal guidance. Because of this, stakeholders emphasised the need for clearer and more 
accessible messaging. For example, several suggested the use of plain language to ensure that 
materials are easily understood. A few academics urged the adoption of a more humane and 
preventative tone, rather than one centred on blame and wrongdoing. This included calls for clear 
audience segmentation, assuring communications speak directly to the needs and circumstances of 
different director groups.  

Several stakeholders proposed the inclusion of fictional case studies illustrating early warning signs 
of financial distress, which could help shift the narrative from reactive enforcement to proactive 
guidance. Additionally, some emphasised that promotional activities should focus on major initiatives 
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or high-profile cases rather than publicising all successful insolvency actions, favouring quality over 
quantity to maximise relevance and impact.  

 

Table 5 Promotion of enforcement activities and the extent of improvement in confidence by 
areas of improvement from previous waves 

Area for improvement 
from previous waves 

Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Increase publicity of large 
company disqualifications 

No Stakeholders still perceive enforcement 
as disproportionately focused on SMEs 
due to lack of visible large-company 
cases. 

Raise public awareness of 
enforcement 

No Awareness of promotional work is 
extremely low outside already-engaged 
groups. 

 

Table 6 Promotion of enforcement and the extent of improvement in confidence by theme 

Themes Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Fair Mixed All see value in recent efforts, but others 
feel the tone is punitive and reinforces 
perceptions of imbalance. 

Efficient No Low awareness means limited efficiency 
improvements for the system. 

Effective No Minimal visibility restricts deterrence and 
overall system understanding. 
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5. New Enforcement Activities 
Contextual Overview 
Since 2021, several initiatives have been introduced to strengthen enforcement. The Economic Crime 
and Corporate Transparency Act 2023 (ECCTA) expanded responsibilities, increases transparency 
and enables closer collaboration with Companies House, including enhanced powers for data 
analysis, information sharing and sanctioning offences. The Economic Crime Levy provides funding 
to build intelligence, investigation, and prosecution capabilities, including improvements related to anti 
money laundering and crypto assets. These activities were taken to modernise enforcement and 
close gaps that undermine market integrity. They aim to support fairness through clearer 
accountability and protection for stakeholders, effectiveness through stronger powers and capacity, 
and efficiency through better data and coordinated action. 

Awareness 
Awareness of the ECCTA and the Economic Crime Levy varied across stakeholder groups. While 
some stakeholders recognised the overall direction of travel, particularly the efforts to strengthen 
transparency and sanctioning powers, detailed knowledge of these activities were limited. Academics 
and creditors were familiar with the reforms at a high level, while IPs often felt unable to comment 
substantively on the activities that they have heard of - most of the time by informal means. Directors 
tended to report limited awareness, with several noting they had not heard of any new developments 
to enforcement activities. 

Stakeholder views  
Stakeholders broadly viewed the activities as positive steps towards transparency and stronger 
enforcement. Across groups there was a broad support for these initiatives in principle, but 
stakeholders noted that their confidence would be most influenced by demonstrable effectiveness 
over time. 

“I would say the impact would be limited until there are [enforcement of] high profile cases.” 

Director of Solvent Company 

Many commented overall on the benefits of the activities in general and highlighted potential benefits 
for pursuing wrongdoing, improving accountability, and clarifying rules. Directors and IPs felt that 
these activities helped level the playing field for all relevant stakeholders. Among directors who were 
not initially aware of the enforcement changes but engaged with a brief explanation during their 
interviews, reactions were relatively positive, suggesting an openness to changes that promise 
clearer accountability and more efficient action. One IP relayed that the government had become 
more responsive to diverse stakeholder views within the realm of enforcement cases. 

Professionals were mostly supportive of the recent measures, conditional on their practical impact 
and sustainability.  

“For me it’s been all pretty welcome. I think it needed to be improved and they have 
improved it.” 

IP, Corporate 
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Despite broad support in principle, some stakeholders remained sceptical about whether the activities 
would achieve meaningful impact for enforcement outcomes. They felt that the activities risk having 
limited effect if they introduce additional procedural steps that could slow down enforcement, and 
because ongoing concerns about the Insolvency Service’s staffing and resourcing may constrain the 
organisation’s ability to deliver the intended outcomes.  

“[Enforcement processes] will slow down because you are targeting more people, 
and everything will grind to a halt unless it’s resourced by people wo are adequately 

qualified.” 

Disqualified director, disqualification undertaking 

“I think it now comes down to allocating resources more efficiently. It’s putting in 
place a system whereby those resources can be directed at the conduct it’s trying 

to prevent.” 

Academic, Corporate Insolvency 

The Economic Crime and Corporate Transparency Act 2023 

Academics, creditors, and legal professionals tended to strongly be in favour of the activities 
introduced under the ECCTA, noting that the expanded power and enhanced data-sharing 
capabilities should make it easier for regulators to identify misconduct and pursue enforcement 
action. Several stakeholders viewed these activities as likely to improve effectiveness by enabling 
earlier detection of fraudulent behaviour.  

Other stakeholders believed the activities would increase accountability of Limited Liability 
Partnerships (LLPs), which was seen as supporting fairness by applying clearer standards across 
different structures.  

“If anything gives us greater accountability or LLPs, or for how companies 
themselves are owned through these reforms, then yes... what they’ve been doing 

is good [and] I am an advocate for the idea.” 

Academic, Natural persons 

However, a few academics raised concerns regarding potential regulatory arbitrage, suggesting that if 
transparency obligations become too stringent, there may be a risk that LLPs relocate to more lenient 
jurisdictions which would create challenges that extend beyond the UK. One academic also 
commented that increased regulatory complexity may contribute to a broader perception of the UK as 
an unattractive investment landscape. Similarly, directors queried how effective the reforms would be 
in practice for LLPs. Stakeholders also expressed uncertainty about the ability of the ECCTA to 
respond proportionately across different business structures, pulling into question whether these 
activities would enhance fairness. For example, one insolvency lawyer suggested that the financial 
repercussions of failing to comply with the new policy are likely to be more significant for small 
businesses, who may be non-compliant primarily due to a lack of understanding. 

“Large firms tend to have more stringent measure to make sure that they are complying. I know there 
can be serious repercussions financially if they aren’t. I think it would seriously impact smaller 
companies if they...are hit with fines from the Insolvency Service for not doing so through just 

ignorance.” 

Insolvency lawyer 
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Stakeholders also emphasised the importance of strong interdepartmental communication in ensuring 
the enforcement activities deliver on their intended outcomes. Some felt that without efficient 
coordination between relevant government bodies, these activities risk remaining “good in theory.” In 
this context, recent updates to the Insolvency Service’s enforcement strategy6, including 
commitments to working more closely with departments such as HMRC and Companies House, have 
already been put in place to improve effectiveness and efficiency through better information flows and 
fewer duplicative processes. The effects of the Insolvency Service’s enforcement strategy may 
already be identifiable, as one creditor reported observing notable changes at Companies House 
where there has been greater coordination with other government agencies.  

“I’m aware the insolvency staff is doing a lot more joint work with Companies House 
on issues that relate to both of them. I would [encourage] either more publicity 

around that enforcement activity, or more proactivity engaging with stakeholders.” 

Creditor, Companies 

Legal professionals similarly felt that the increased transparency and data availability would enhance 
the efficiency of investigations and foster greater trust in the Insolvency Service’s ability to identify 
and address misconduct. 

Several directors expressed their surprise that data sharing in this context was not already standard 
practice and broadly agreed that better information flow will contribute to more efficient enforcement. 
Creditors also tended to view the ECCTA as a measure that would strengthen effectiveness by 
improving access to shared information and increasing public visibility of enforcement activity. IPs 
widely supported the activities’ focus on accurate and centralised data, highlighting that a single 
reputable source of information would streamline investigative processes and reduce administrative 
inefficiencies. 

The Economic Crime Levy 

Many stakeholders felt the levy would provide much‑needed funding to support more effective 
enforcement activity. By expanding capacity, the levy was viewed as a practical mechanism to 
sustain effectiveness over time. However, there were some that had concerns with how the levy 
would be distributed and questioned whether the method of collection was fair. It should be noted that 
stakeholders were not provided with much information on how the levy would work in practice and 
some of their assumptions on the collection were incorrect. Despite this, one director felt the principle 
of a broad‑based levy was unfair, arguing that costs should fall more directly on those engaged in 
wrongdoing rather than on compliant businesses. Creditors were somewhat optimistic that the levy 
could strengthen enforcement outcomes, though one creditor questioned whether it might ultimately 
be perceived as a general tax rather than a targeted contribution aligned with the objectives set out 
by government.  

 

 

 
 

6 Insolvency Service. (2025, July 16). Investigations and enforcement strategy 2026 to 2031. GOV.UK. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/insolvency-service-launches-5-year-investigation-and-enforcement-
strategy/investigations-and-enforcement-strategy-2026-to-2031 
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Impact on confidence in the regimes 
Impact on areas for improvement in previous waves 

The following were identified as areas for improvement during the previous wave of research: 

• To increase publicity around the disqualification of directors from larger businesses to help 
tackle the perception that enforcement regimes disproportionately target small business 
directors.  

• There is currently a lack of public awareness around enforcement activities and efforts to 
pursue financial wrongdoing. 

Progress against both areas has been mixed; while stakeholders acknowledged the broader 
strengthening of the enforcement landscape, neither areas for improvement have been substantively 
addressed by the recent activities. A few academics suggested that the timing and scope of the 
ECCTA may enable the Insolvency Service to better pursue misconduct by larger directors as well as 
smaller ones. For example, one academic believed the timing of the Act was appropriate given global 
shifts in political and economic conditions that have opened new avenues for malpractice. However, 
stakeholders also noted that this shift has yet to become visible in practice. Publicity around high-
profile enforcement outcomes is sparse, suggesting that the perception that smaller businesses bear 
the brunt of enforcement activity has not noticeably changed.   

Similarly, limited awareness of the enforcement changes continues to hinder progress on the second 
area for improvement. Most stakeholders, but particularly directors and those without professional 
insight, reported having little knowledge of the new activities, their purpose, or how they are being 
applied. While a few stakeholders noted early signs of enhanced interdepartmental coordination, 
which encouraged confidence in the enforcement regimes, these developments have not translated 
into wider understanding of enforcement efforts or greater visibility of action taken to address financial 
wrongdoing. A minority of professionals and directors still questioned whether the increasing 
technical complexity of economic crime is being matched by sufficient investigative resource, with 
one director noting that wrongdoing is becoming more sophisticated. These concerns reinforce the 
need not only for greater publicity and awareness, but also for demonstrable, well-sourced activity 
that can credibly demonstrate progress. 

Impact on themes 

Fairness 

On fairness and resourcing, stakeholders recognised clear steps in the right direction. Several legal 
professionals and creditors felt that the enhanced accountability and bolstered data capabilities 
embedded within the ECCTA would support a more balanced, fair approach across different director 
types. Stakeholders generally felt that recent enforcement activities have begun to support a fairer 
system, particularly through clearer accountability and stronger expectations for LLPs. Despite the 
levy not applying to small businesses, exempting any business whose annual revenue is less than 
£10.2 million, several stakeholders perceived the Economic Crime Levy to negatively impact small 
businesses. This inaccurate perception led a few stakeholders to feel that this enforcement activity 
would potentially exacerbate fairness concerns between smaller firms and larger organisations. 
However, a few stakeholders understandably raised concerns around small-sized businesses 
potentially struggling to digest and implement the complexity of new requirements in good time, which 
also fed into the perception on whether the Economic Crime Levy is applied fairly and proportionately. 
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Effectiveness 

Across groups, effectiveness was the theme with the strongest perceived improvement. Academics, 
creditors, legal professionals, and IPs highlighted the value of enhanced data sharing power and the 
increased ability to identify misconduct at an earlier stage. Some creditors and IPs reported already 
noticing better coordination, especially between the Insolvency Service and Companies House, which 
improves how effectively cases are handled. Having said this, directors, academics, and legal 
professionals repeatedly emphasised that actual improvement in the effectiveness of the regimes will 
depend on adequate resourcing and the capacity to manage more complex cases going forward. 
Without this, many stakeholders were concerned that expanded powers may not translate into long-
term, improved enforcement outcomes. 

Efficiency 

Stakeholders felt that efficiency is beginning to improve, largely due to better information flow and the 
potential for streamlined investigations. Legal professionals, IPs, and directors were especially 
supportive of the move towards centralised data, noting that is should reduce procedure duplication 
and therefore increase efficiency in case handling. Similarly, efficiency was seen to improve in the 
future by creditors who referenced early signs of more aligned work practices between relevant 
government bodies. Much like with assessing the impact on effectiveness, efficiency gains were 
viewed as contingent on sufficient resourcing; several directors and academics cautioned that 
additional procedural steps due to these enforcement activities could potentially slow down processes 
unless they are matched by increased capacity and skillset. 

Impact on confidence 

Overall, while stakeholders recognised encouraging foundations for fairer, more effective, and more 
efficient enforcement regimes, confidence in the extent of progress remains cautious. Perceived 
improvements have largely been driven by strengthened powers, better data capability, and early 
signs of collaboration across agencies, yet these developments have not fully translated into visible 
change on the ground. The original areas for improvement, including greater publicity around high-
profile enforcement and wider public awareness of enforcement activity, show only limited movement, 
leaving persistent doubts about whether reforms are meaningfully shifting perceptions or outcomes. 
Taken together, the evidence points to moderate but uneven progress, with overall confidence 
dependent on future demonstrable action, clearer communication, and sufficient resourcing to ensure 
that the intended benefits of recent reforms are realised in practice. 

Areas for improvement 
While many stakeholders were in favour of these enforcement activities, a lack of prior understanding 
and consideration of many stakeholders resulted in low rates of feedback for areas of improvement. 
Despite this, certain stakeholder groups emphasised the necessity of adequate resourcing of the 
Insolvency Service to uphold and carry out these new activities. One academic went one step further 
as to say that the Insolvency Service should consider increasing the number of qualified staff where 
enforcement cases would be their primary remit. Similarly, a few stakeholders called for practical 
updates to be provided on how and when these new powers are being applied. One stakeholder 
relayed this back to the likelihood of small businesses having insufficient resources (i.e., a legal team) 
to stay on top of new regulations. 



 

 

    

28 www.iffresearch.com 

“The Insolvency Service need to make sure it is providing information clearly to all 
types of entities, big and small. The smaller entities in particular tend to be the ones 
who might not have the business acumen and knowledge. So [these changes] need 

to be quite clear to them.” 

Insolvency lawyer 

A handful of academics urged the Insolvency Service to focus its efforts on finalising the optimal 
degree of transparency, without disclosing too much that could give businesses the upper hand on 
what to strategically omit. A few academics also reiterated the need to include LLPs in these activities 
and new rules where relevant.  

As some stakeholders expressed concern that the Economic Crime Levy could disproportionately 
impact small businesses, it will be important going forward to provider clear communication about 
who is affected and how. 

Table 7 New enforcement activities and the extent of improvement in confidence by areas of 
improvement from previous waves 

Area for improvement 
from previous waves 

Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Increase publicity of 
enforcement against larger 
companies 

No Reforms could help, but no visible 
change has been observed by 
stakeholders. 

Improve public awareness 
of enforcement 

No Awareness of ECCTA (2023) and levy 
changes remains low among 
stakeholders. 

 

Table 8 New enforcement activities and the extent of improvement in confidence by theme 

Themes Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Fair Mixed Stronger data powers and accountability 
may improve fairness, though 
proportionality concerns continue. 

Efficient Mixed Data sharing may streamline processes, 
but added procedural steps and resource 
constraints may reduce efficiency. 

Effective Yes (with caveat) Direction is welcomed, but stakeholders 
want visible outcomes before judging 
true effectiveness. 
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6. IP Regulation Reform  
Contextual Overview 
The Government is considering reforms to the IP regulatory framework to ensure it remains 
proportionate and effective. Proposals include extending regulation to include firms providing 
Insolvency Services, the introduction of a public register of firms and authorised providers, and the 
possibility of giving the Secretary of State overall responsibility to set ethical and technical standards 
for the insolvency profession. These activities aim to address identified weaknesses and increase 
transparency and accountability. They aim to support fairness by improving protections and access to 
information, effectiveness by clarifying standards and oversight, and efficiency by reducing 
inconsistency and improving public confidence. 

Awareness 
Awareness of the proposed reforms was limited. Almost none of the stakeholders interviewed 
mentioned the reforms, and even after explanation, directors and debtors remained unfamiliar with 
the details. By contrast, some professionals and academics recognised the proposed reforms after 
interviewers outlined them.  

Stakeholder views  
Generally, most debtors expressed strong support for all three proposed reforms covered in this 
research. However, they acknowledged having limited expertise, meaning that they could not 
comment confidently on the reforms’ potential impact. Responses to interviewers’ probes were 
limited; debtors generally said that they thought the reforms ‘were a good thing.’ However, debtors 
were especially pleased about the introduction of a public register, as they thought it would bring 
about greater transparency and make it easier for them to find trustworthy IPs. Debtors believed the 
public register would make the regime fairer for them.  

“I think having a regulated, public list, that comes from the government would make 
you feel more comfortable contacting the company.” 

Debtor, IVA 

The remainder of this section provides a detailed analysis of professional groups’ perspectives on 
each of the three proposed reforms.  

Extending regulation to include firms that provide Insolvency Services 
Most professional stakeholders agreed that extending regulation to cover firms would strengthen 
accountability and build public trust in the insolvency regime. Some described the proposed reform as 
long overdue. Academics and IPs suggested that the reform would particularly benefit those 
experiencing personal insolvency, especially in cases involving large firms or high-volume IVA 
providers. This is because the firm itself would become more proactive in ensuring compliance, to 
avoid a possible penalty.  

“It will increase the accountability of firms and encourage them to be more active in 
ensuring that the licence holders they have are kept under control.” 

Insolvency Lawyer 
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Views were mixed on the impact of this reform on the burden placed on IPs. Some professionals felt 
that additional compliance requirements would increase their administrative workload, reduce 
efficiency and ultimately divert funds from creditors.  

“[We] try to demonstrate constantly to regulators that something is happening or 
something is being done, and it’s just another layer of cost… which gets taken out 

of the creditor’s pocket.” 

IP 

Others felt this would instead ease pressure on IPs; a few IPs felt that they were unfairly held 
responsible for company-level policy, so welcomed the idea that their firm would also face regulatory 
liability. A minority of IPs believed that the reform would not increase the burden on IPs, or their firms, 
as they reported that most firms already maintain compliance mechanisms. 

Introduction of a public register of authorised providers  
Professional groups strongly supported the creation of a public register, citing improved transparency 
and easier access to information. They viewed the measure as sensible and efficient compared to 
searching through multiple directories, although some IPs thought that the effort was duplicative with 
the pre-existing registers of professional membership organisations. Professional stakeholders 
agreed that the register would be most useful for debtors and directors, who often need to identify an 
IP directly as opposed to creditors who tend to be referred. However, some academics expressed 
concern that debtors in financial distress might not use the resource effectively. 

Several professionals discussed the idea of adding a rating system to the register. This proposition 
came up organically during interviews and it is not within the Insolvency Service’s current proposal. 
Opinions were divided: some saw it as a way to hold firms and individuals accountable, while some 
IPs worried that, as insolvency work often results in dissatisfaction from one party, ratings would not 
be fair or accurate. 

“Part of the regulatory system ought to be the fear that you’re going to have a black 
mark on the register against you if you do something you shouldn’t have done.” 

Insolvency Lawyer  

Making the Secretary of State responsible for ethical and technical standards 
Most professionals welcomed the possibility of centralising regulation under the Secretary of State, 
expecting greater consistency and clearer rules. They believed that this would reduce the mixed 
messages produced by different penalties given by different regulators, improving efficiency and 
public confidence. These stakeholders thought public trust would also be improved by the 
independent government oversight provided by the Secretary of State.  

“I think it would be much better. I think we have too many regulators…I’ve been with 
three of the regulators now, and you do get a different experience from each of 

them.” 

IP 

However, stakeholders stressed that the success of this reform depends on the quality of the 
standards issued.  

Some IPs raised concerns about the Secretary of State’s lack of practical experience in insolvency, 
fearing that guidelines might lack detail or feasibility. Some IPs, unaware that this is part of the 
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proposal, emphasised the importance of the Secretary of State, during the drafting stage, consulting 
an advisory board made up of professionals, to confirm that the rules were both practical and 
reasonable. They also questioned whether this reform would address the right problem, arguing that 
current standards are adequate and that enforcement capacity, rather than additional or centralised 
rules, remains the central issue.  

“You can have as many ethical guidelines as you like, if resources aren’t dedicated 
to enforcing them… that’s where the problem arises.” 

Academic, Corporate Insolvency 

Impact on confidence in the regimes 
Impact on areas of improvement raised in previous waves 

In previous waves of research, it was found that:  

• There were ethical concerns about some IPs providing Insolvency Services, particularly in 
relation to IVAs. Stakeholders highlighted lower standards of verification and limited 
investigation into financial misconduct of these practitioners and their firms.  

The Insolvency Service proposed these new reforms to limit IP malpractice, especially in the IVA 
sector.  

Stakeholders believed that all three proposed reforms covered in this research could help tackle 
misconduct in the IVA market. Extending regulation to include firms would give businesses strong 
incentive to prevent financial misconduct by IPs.  

One academic particularly welcomed the proposal to make the Secretary of State responsible for 
ethical and technical standards, arguing that current regulators face perverse incentives. As they are 
funded by members who profit from IVA sales, they warned that the current structure risks regulators 
overlooking malpractice to protect revenue streams. 

Some stakeholders qualified their remarks, emphasising that these regulatory reforms would only be 
successful if a sufficient enforcement response was introduced in parallel. For these stakeholders, 
regulations without proven enforcement would not reduce malpractice in the IVA sector.  

Impact on themes 

Fairness 

Stakeholders tended to agree that the proposed activities would enhance fairness for debtors, though 
views were more mixed regarding their impact on IPs. Many felt that extending regulations to cover 
insolvency firms would strengthen compliance standards and reduce the ethical concerns around the 
selling of IVAs. The introduction of the public register was also seen as a positive step, making it 
easier for debtors to identify registered and trustworthy providers of insolvency services.  

IPs, on the other hand, had divided opinions on the fairness of these reforms. Some felt that 
extending regulations to include firms would create additional administrative burden, decreasing 
fairness. Other IPs thought that the proposed activities would work in their favour by shifting 
regulatory responsibility on to firms and ensuring that all IPs operated under a consistent set of rules 
and regulations. A small minority of IPs argued that the proposals would make little practical 
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difference to the fairness of the regime, noting that registers already exist, firms already maintain 
compliance measures, and that the current regulatory framework is sufficient.  

Effectiveness 

The proposed IP regulation reforms might increase the effectiveness of the regime, according to 
stakeholders, but that this depended on how they would be implemented in practice. Stakeholders 
thought that extending regulation over insolvency firms was seen as potentially effective in improving 
IP conduct, that the public register could raise IPs standards, and that giving responsibility of setting 
guidelines to the Secretary of State could improve public confidence. However, these outcomes 
depended on what information might be found on the public register, as well as the quality of the new 
standards. One academic warned that, without robust enforcement, the standards risked becoming 
aspirational statements rather than meaningful tools.  

Efficiency  

Perceptions of potential efficiency gains were also mixed. Some stakeholders believed that extending 
regulation to cover firms would increase the administrative and regulatory burden on IPs, thereby 
reducing efficiency. Others suggested that involving firms more directly in enforcement could 
ultimately increase efficiency by preventing misconduct before it happens. The introduction of the 
public register was similarly seen as having the potential to improve efficiency by consolidating 
information about registered IPs in one place, although several IPs pointed out that this information 
was already published by accrediting organisations. Finally, placing responsibility for technical and 
ethical standards with the Secretary of State was viewed by some stakeholders as a means of 
achieving more consistent and, therefore, more efficient regulation. However, others saw this as 
unnecessary, believing that existing regulations set by current regulators were already adequate.  

Impact on confidence 
Overall, stakeholders across all groups thought that the proposed reforms would bring increased 
confidence to the insolvency regime, despite a large minority of IPs expressing concerns about 
proportionality. Most stakeholders thought that these reforms would bring greater confidence through 
accountability, transparency, and consistency. Many thought that the proposed reforms were long 
overdue and helped to protect and empower vulnerable debtors. Views amongst IPs were more 
mixed; they highlighted that increased fairness, effectiveness and efficiency was contingent on how 
these proposed activities worked in practice. This implies that whether these proposed activities 
would increase confidence in the regime can only be properly assessed after their implementation.   

Areas for improvement 
Stakeholders did not suggest direct improvements to the proposal to extend regulation to cover firms 
that offer insolvency services. Those interviewed were either for or against the measure; they did not 
suggest either alternative or potential qualifications to the policy.  

Stakeholders had differing views on what they saw as a comprehensive and accessible public 
register. During the interviews, we asked debtors and professionals what they would like to see 
included in a public register of authorised providers. Some stakeholders, especially IPs themselves, 
wanted the register to only be a list of authorised providers. They worried that any more information 
could potentially be too subjective and easily manipulated by dissatisfied parties.  
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“I don’t think it needs to be any more over-engineered than ‘these are the people 
who do it.” 

IP 

Other stakeholders wanted to see a more comprehensive register. Stakeholders suggested a range 
of details that ought to be present, including accreditation, specialism, regulatory body, rating, record 
of complaints, and evidence of the amount of money they retrieve and return for their creditors. In 
other words, stakeholders wanted evidence of trustworthiness, expertise, and success. Some 
stakeholders suggested adding a rating system to the public register so that firms selling IVAs 
improperly could be flagged, enabling debtors to avoid them. However, a few academics cautioned 
that such feedback would only appear after problematic IVA sales had occurred. This limits 
preventative value. 

Some stakeholders proposed measures to ensure that any new ethical or technical standards created 
by the Secretary of State were both suitable and successful. This included one debtor, who 
suggested that the advisory board should include individuals beyond professionals, such as debtors, 
directors and those involved in enforcement, to make sure that their opinions and experiences are 
also considered. 

“I’d also want to include the police, people who have been subjected to insolvency... 
because if you only look out for the professionals, the professionals have never 

been customers.” 

Debtor, Creditors Petition 

Those stakeholders who were particularly concerned about enforcement suggested that the 
Secretary of State should also be given oversight and responsibility to allocate resources to 
enforcement activities. This was so that that the minister had a political stake in not only the drafting, 
but also the successful implementation of the standards.  

Table 9 IP Regulation Reform activities and the extent of improvement in confidence by 
areas of improvement from previous waves 

Area for improvement 
from previous waves 

Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Address malpractice 
among some IPs 

Yes (with caveat) Reforms may reduce malpractice, 
especially in the IVA market, but only if 
enforcement is strong. 

Improve 
transparency/accountability 

Yes A public register enables debtors to 
identify trustworthy providers, improving 
transparency. 

Reduce inconsistency 
across regulators 

Yes (with caveat) Central standards could fix 
inconsistencies, but impact depends on 
quality of implementation. 
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Table 10 IP Regulation Reform and the extent of improvement in confidence by theme 

Themes Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Fair Yes Clearer oversight and accountability 
increase fairness for debtors seeking 
trustworthy IPs. 

Efficient Mixed Consistency could reduce duplication, 
but IPs fear increased administrative 
burden. 

Effective Yes Better oversight and standard-setting 
could significantly increase system 
effectiveness. 

  



 

 

    

36 www.iffresearch.com 

7. Actions Around IVAs 
Contextual Overview 
A programme of reforms has been implemented to improve outcomes for consumers entering IVAs. 
Namely:  

• Revisions to the IVA protocol to simplify processes and clarify the treatment of the family 
home. 

• Introduction of a key facts document and supporting video to help individuals make informed 
decisions. 

• Updates to professional standards, requiring tailored advice and clear communication. 

• Strengthened monitoring of high-volume IVA providers, with increased expectations regarding 
marketing, advertising and record keeping. 

These actions were taken in response to concerns about advice quality and poor consumer 
outcomes. They aim to support fairness by improving clarity and safeguards, effectiveness by 
promoting consistent practice and better decision making, and efficiency by reducing complaints and 
misunderstandings. 

In the interviews, stakeholders were first asked about their awareness of the IVA reforms, then 
walked through the key changes and how they are intended to work in practice, before being asked 
for their views and how the reforms affected their confidence in the regimes. The remainder of this 
section presents stakeholder views, including subgroup analysis, assesses the impact of the IVA 
reforms on confidence in the regimes, and identifies areas for improvement. 

Awareness 
Awareness of the IVA reforms was low among debtors. Several debtors voiced that when they 
entered insolvency, they did not understand the options available to them and the suitability of an 
IVA. Once in an IVA, they were also not well informed on what an IVA entails. For example, one 
debtor recalled having their monthly payments reduced by their supervisor but was not sure why this 
had happened. Stress and cognitive load limited engagement with key facts documents and videos, 
with one debtor voicing how they did not want to know more about an IVA because of the difficulty in 
processing the challenging situation they were in.  

Some debtors recalled receiving a key facts document when prompted, although its usefulness varied 
for debtors. However, we were unable to determine if this document was the Insolvency Service 
document or one produced by an IVA IP. Other stakeholder groups were much more aware of the 
protocol changes and standards updates. In particular, academics specialising in natural persons 
insolvency had strong awareness of the reforms. Not all creditors interviewed had dealt with IVAs 
directly, although they were still aware of the reforms but were less sure on the details. One creditor 
recalled seeing adverts for IVAs and viewed greater monitoring of who is recommended to go down 
this route positively. 

“They kind of prey on people in difficult circumstances... a decision made in times of 
stress is not automatically going to be the right decision.” 

Creditor, Corporations Insolvency 
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Stakeholder views 
Across all stakeholder groups, the IVA reforms were generally viewed as positive changes. IPs, 
creditors, and academics all acknowledged a history of IVAs being put in place when they were not 
the most appropriate solution and having high failure rates. IPs felt that it was much better that people 
have more understanding of what is required from an IVA from the start, highlighting that often 
debtors do not read official documents or understand what they are signing. Academics also 
welcomed the changes, although they were the stakeholder group that had the most scepticism. They 
were less confident in the reforms being effective enough in practice, and thought this depended on 
how they were enforced. 

Remortgaging and equity threshold changes 

Previously, an individual could have been asked to remortgage their home in the final year of their 
IVA in order to release equity. This reform, however, now means that if a homeowner is in a protocol 
IVA7 and has more than £10,000 in equity, they no longer need to remortgage their home and their 
protocol IVA will run for an extra year instead. It is important to note that a protocol IVA may not be 
the most appropriate for debtors with very high levels of equity. In these instances, a bespoke IVA or 
another debt solution will likely be considered instead. Changes have also been made to the equity 
threshold itself. Before, if an individual had more than £5,000 equity in their home, it could affect their 
IVA, but now, that threshold is £10,000. 

Debtors held a generally positive attitude to these changes, especially the change regarding 
remortgaging. Several debtors highlighted how potentially losing a home is a significant form of stress 
not only impacting an individual, but also their family. Therefore, debtors felt that it was very important 
for individuals’ wellbeing that an IVA could be extended by one year instead of needing to remortgage 
their home. One older individual noted how this change was particularly important to them as they felt 
it would be nearly impossible to remortgage their home at their age.  

Similarly, the increased equity threshold was viewed positively by debtors. However, some individuals 
felt that £10,000 was not a high enough threshold, as they thought that many people could have over 
this amount of equity in their home, particularly if they had owned it a long time. One academic felt 
that IVAs were very inaccessible to those with homes, as they felt that the remortgaging process is no 
longer working due to stricter mortgage regulation. This academic believed that there were not 
enough options for homeowners facing insolvency, as IVAs were not accessible enough and 
bankruptcy would involve losing the home. 

“Homeowners are now less than 10% of IVA users, and... this use of IVAs by 
homeowners had fallen rapidly in recent years.” 

Academic, Natural Persons Insolvency 

Better information and stronger suitability checks 

Several changes have been made to the information that debtors receive before starting an IVA. 
Now, all individuals starting an IVA must get a key facts document which contains a summary of the 

 
 

7 A protocol IVA follows a standard set of agreed rules designed to ensure consumer IVAs are handled fairly and 
consistently. It is a voluntary framework used by insolvency practitioners and creditors to set out how protocol-compliant 
IVAs should be proposed, carried out, and completed. Source: IVA protocol 2025 
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key points. The Insolvency Service has also made a short video for users outlining the key elements 
of an IVA. Debtors will now also receive better support if their IVA fails, as they will receive their 
paperwork quickly and be directed to free, regulated debt advice. A further change has also been 
made to ensure that debtors only enter an IVA when it is the best solution for them. This comes in the 
form of new guidelines for advisers that have introduced stronger standards for suitability checks. 

Across all stakeholder groups, these changes were viewed very positively, with recognition that, in 
the past, there have been people led to enter IVAs when they were not the most appropriate solution. 
Debtors voiced that it would have been very useful to have a visual aid, as it can be overwhelming 
receiving vast amounts of information over the phone. One academic stated that the key facts 
document was the IVA change that they felt would have the greatest impact on the regime, as it 
prevents people from only receiving information from IVA providers. 

“They will see adverts for debt advice, promises of miracle ways to get rid of debt, 
and it will be an IVA. So, it's that sort of context that needs to be addressed really.” 

Academic, Corporate Insolvency 

Professionals did not voice views specifically on the IVA decision making video, however debtors had 
mixed views on this. Some debtors felt that a video would make no difference and they would prefer 
to speak to someone on the phone, however, many did think it was a helpful resource to have. As 
they lacked awareness about the process, they felt that it could only be positive to have an 
alternative, accessible way of digesting the information, especially in situations of high stress. 

“Sometimes it's just too much information to take in, especially when you're in a 
situation where you’re maximum anxiety...When you can visually see what's being 

done and it's been explained, that is 100% better.” 

Debtor, IVA 

Both debtors and professionals recognised the importance of debtors receiving better information and 
support if an IVA ends early. Debtors highlighted that they would feel helpless if their IVA failed and 
would not know where to turn, so receiving quick support would be crucial. One IP noted that when 
an IVA fails, there is very little incentive for a creditor to quickly communicate with a debtor, because 
the creditor knows that they will no longer be receiving the agreed payments. Therefore, having better 
information as a requirement is highly beneficial. 

“You're going to start putting your head in the sand because you don't know where 
to turn. Whereas if they give you recommendations...it gives you another lifeline.” 

Debtor, IVA 

Flexibility on payments 

Stakeholders were asked about their views on the reform regarding flexibility on payments. This 
change means that an individual’s IVA supervisor can now reduce monthly payments by up to 20% 
without asking creditors for approval, up from 15%.  

This was viewed generally positively across stakeholder groups. IPs, academics, and creditors all 
highlighted how easily an individual’s circumstances could change, and therefore flexibility is needed. 
One IP expressed that this change could enable the system to become more efficient and still be as 
effective, as they felt that IVA supervisors are well qualified to decide to reduce an individual’s 
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monthly payments by 20%, without needing to speak to the creditor. Debtors brought first-hand 
accounts of how flexibility on payments is important as living costs can change unpredictably, with 
one debtor noting how shocked they and their supervisor were at the rise in their electricity rates. 
Some IPs did voice concerns about whether increased flexibility on payments could have negative 
consequences on creditors. However, the creditors interviewed did not raise the same concerns. 

Updated professional standards and Volume IVA provider changes 

The updated Statement of Insolvency Practice 3.1 (SIP3.1) requires IPs advising on IVAs to give 
clearer communication, tailored advice based on individual circumstances, and time for individuals to 
consider whether an IVA is right for them. New guidance and guidelines have also been implemented 
to the monitoring body of firms that handle large numbers of IVAs. The updated guidance tells the 
supervising bodies how often they should check on these companies and encourages them to focus 
more on firms that seem riskier or more likely to cause problems. New requirements ensure honest 
advertising, proper client acquisition, and that IPs keep call and written records for six years. 

SIP3.1 was viewed positively across professional groups. Stakeholders felt that any greater 
accountability and regulation is a good thing as it may help prevent IVA providers from taking 
advantage of debtors. One IP commented that the fairness of the regime has been increased by 
turning what was sensible guidance into actual legislation, as it forces all IVA providers to have 
greater consideration on what is the best solution for the debtor. There was some concern about how 
well this change has been enforced, particularly among academics, but stakeholders at least hoped 
that it would have beneficial effects. Another IP felt that a move to more stringent requirements in 
terms of reading and signing an IVA was positive, although perhaps could be even more stringent. 

“In practice, they just take your advice. You give them a piece of paper, ask them to 
read it. They look down it and sign it. They don't really read it.” 

IP 

Professionals highlighted the benefits of increased monitoring of Volume IVA providers, expressing 
that these firms may have been neglecting communication with debtors. As a result, many felt that 
the change would make the system fairer for debtors and prevent more people from being taken 
advantage of. However, not all academics were convinced that this change would have a large 
impact and felt it depended on how well it was enforced. IPs did not feel that needing to keep call and 
written records for six years would be difficult, so they welcomed this change. 

Impact on confidence in the regimes 
Impact on areas of improvement raised in previous waves 

Earlier waves of research indicated that:  

• There were concerns over how some IPs act improperly by misleading debtors into entering 
an IVA when they were not the best solution.  

All professional groups acknowledged that this has been an issue and felt that the greater regulation 
and monitoring of IVA providers, alongside stronger suitability checks and better, more accessible 
information for debtors was a step in the right direction. Professional groups, especially academics, 
were less convinced that people had stopped being taken advantage of, however. Although 
confidence in the fairness of the regime for creditors seems to have increased as a result of the 
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changes, there is still more to be done to further improve confidence. Professional groups felt that the 
proof on how effective the changes have been at preventing IP wrongdoing and increasing fairness 
for debtors will depend on how well they are resourced and enforced.  

“As long as they resource it well, then yeah, I think it should be a positive.” 

Academic, Natural Persons and Corporate Insolvency 

Concerns were also raised in previous research on the stigma surrounding entering insolvency 
proceedings such as an IVA, and how this can act as a psychological barrier to debtors seeking help. 
Stigma and the associated stress were also recognised to lead to misunderstanding of the regime.  

There were some improvements in the understanding of debtors. One person recalled how clear the 
key facts document they received was. Others that had not received the updated written and video 
guidance did believe that it would have been very useful, but they had been through insolvency 
proceedings prior to the reforms. Although debtors were often not aware of the changes prior to the 
interview, when they were explained, they often seemed to have increased confidence in the fairness 
of the regime. However, several debtors recalled strong levels of stress and feelings of shame 
regarding IVAs, although this is not unexpected given societal perceptions of those in debt. Often, 
debtors still reported low knowledge of what an IVA entails, with one debtor noting that it was too 
difficult to engage with any written or video materials given the stress. This would suggest that stigma 
is still a barrier to debtors understanding the regime. 

Impact on themes 

Fairness 

Stakeholders felt that the reforms had gone some way towards addressing longstanding fairness 
issues within the IVA market, particularly for debtors. Many noted that, historically, individuals were 
frequently placed into IVAs when bankruptcy or a DRO would have been more appropriate, often due 
to, aggressive advertising or commercial incentives within the market. This was viewed as 
fundamentally unfair, as it exposed people to lengthy and unsuitable arrangements when shorter, 
less burdensome options were available. The recent reforms, by contrast, were seen as increasing 
fairness for debtors by providing much clearer expectations from the outset, especially around 
property treatment and contractual responsibilities. Stakeholders felt that people are now more likely 
to enter an IVA because it is genuinely the right debt solution for them, supported by better access to 
information, advice and legal guidance. This increased transparency was viewed as helping 
individuals understand what they are agreeing to and protecting them from being drawn into five-year 
arrangements that they are unlikely to sustain. 

For creditors, the reforms were also seen as advancing fairness to an extent. Clearer terms and more 
appropriate use of IVAs mean creditors are less exposed to cases that are likely to fail. Appropriate 
case selection and clearer rules were viewed as improving the predictability and legitimacy of the 
process. However, a small number of stakeholders raised concerns that the increased flexibility built 
into the revised IVA framework might result in fairer outcomes for debtors while being less favourable 
to creditors, particularly smaller businesses facing cash flow pressures. 

IPs also perceived a fairness benefit. Clearer guidance and more structured expectations were felt to 
reduce disputes and enable a more consistent approach to decision making. A minority of 
stakeholders argued that fairness also depends on debtors taking responsibility for complying with 
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the terms of their arrangements, emphasising that clearer expectations should make this more 
feasible.  

Effectiveness 

Stakeholders widely regarded the reforms as improving the overall effectiveness of the IVA system, 
particularly for debtors. Clearer rules and expectations around property and payment obligations were 
seen as reducing confusion and minimising the risk of arrangements failing due to 
misunderstandings. Changes to eligibility and better differentiation between IVAs, DROs and 
bankruptcy were viewed as increasing the likelihood that individuals enter the most appropriate 
solution from the outset, thereby boosting the chances of successful completion. Increased flexibility 
was also welcomed, as it allows arrangements to be adjusted when circumstances change, reducing 
unnecessary failures and supporting more sustainable long-term outcomes. 

From a creditor perspective, effectiveness was similarly understood in terms of improved alignment 
between the debtor’s circumstances and the solution chosen. Stakeholders felt that the reforms 
should help ensure creditors receive payments from individuals who can realistically sustain an IVA, 
and that better matched cases should result in fewer failures overall. This was seen as restoring 
confidence in the IVA mechanism as a viable route for debt repayment.  

IPs believed that the reforms would enhance effectiveness by reducing the prevalence of unsuitable 
five year cases that are destined to fail. Practitioners also valued the greater discretion offered by the 
new model, which allows them to respond more effectively to individual circumstances. There was 
acknowledgment that the sector needs to move away from practices associated with mass market 
IVA providers if overall effectiveness is to continue to improve. 

Efficiency 

Stakeholders generally agreed that the reforms should make IVAs more efficient for all parties. For 
debtors, a simpler and clearer entry process was viewed as reducing stress and avoiding repeated 
renegotiations during the lifetime of the arrangement. Early identification of the correct solution was 
seen as saving time and preventing individuals from engaging in unnecessarily lengthy administrative 
processes. The additional flexibility introduced into the framework was welcomed for its ability to 
prevent delays caused by rigid rules that do not adapt well to changing circumstances. 

Creditors also stood to benefit from increased efficiency. They felt the reforms would benefit them as 
directing individuals towards the correct solution earlier in the process prevents wasted effort on 
arrangements that have little prospect of success. Clearer, more predictable rules were seen as 
reducing the need for creditors to query or challenge decisions, which should lessen the 
administrative burden on them over the life of the arrangement. 

For IPs, the reforms were widely expected to make processes far more efficient. IPs noted that a 
stable and well‑defined rule set reduces the time spent resolving ambiguity and interpreting 
inconsistent guidance. While a few mentioned that the reforms may generate some additional 
paperwork, this was generally not seen as detracting from the overall streamlining effect. IPs also 
valued the built‑in flexibility, which was felt to support quicker case management and reduce delays 
when circumstances change. Some emphasised that long‑term efficiency depends on a consistent 
approach to rule‑making and cautioned that frequent changes to the framework could undermine the 
gains achieved. 
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Overall impact on confidence 

Overall, the IVA reforms increased confidence in the regime across stakeholder groups, with 
professionals feeling that increased fairness for debtors was a change that needed to happen. 
Although there were some doubts on how well the reforms will be enforced and whether the 
information provided is well-understood by debtors, all stakeholder groups seemed to be confident 
that the reforms were moving the IVA system into a fairer direction. 

Areas for improvement 
Several stakeholders raised the concern that an individual’s partner or family are negatively impacted 
by the individual’s insolvency and felt that these impacts should be considered by the IVA system. 
This was of particular concern for debtors regarding remortgaging and potentially losing their homes, 
and one individual suggested that individual circumstances should be considered more rather than a 
blanket rule. They suggested that this would make the regime fairer for those impacted by an IVA, 
such as a partner or children. One academic also felt that homeowners had very little protection 
under IVAs, because of the remortgaging process no longer working due to stricter mortgage 
regulation. They felt that the current changes surrounding remortgaging and the equity threshold 
were not large enough to increase the number of homeowners using IVAs. 

“Creditors started to systematically refuse access to IVAs...it was a myth that 
homeowners would be protected under the IVA.” 

Academic, Natural Persons Insolvency 

A suggestion was made by one IP, who felt that an individual’s partner should have to sign to say 
they have read the IVA before it begins. They felt that this would increase fairness as an individual’s 
partner should know how the family’s finances could be impacted, especially for those with a low 
income. 

“They're not party to the idea, but the amount of money that they've got to spend 
each month on food and clothing and everything affects them both, doesn't it?” 

IP 

Although many debtors highlighted how information documents and videos would be very helpful, 
others highlighted how they wanted to have someone they could speak to on the phone about an 
IVA. There were variable reports of how information regarding IVAs was best understood by debtors, 
with stress often meaning that some formats were too overwhelming for debtors. As what was best 
understood differed between debtors, this would suggest that clear written information and videos, 
alongside signposting of the opportunity to speak to someone on the phone should be offered to all 
those considering or entering an IVA. 

One IVA debtor suggested that there should be stricter confidentiality of a person’s details when they 
are in an IVA, as they experienced phone calls from different firms offering them a better IVA ‘deal.’ 
This led to them being unsure of where to turn, and distrusting information they were given. In this 
case, IVA firms advertising their services to debtors led to increased stress and distrust in the regime. 
As honest advertising has been made a requirement for large-volume IVA providers, this case 
suggests that ensuring this reform is enforced is important to improve confidence in the regime. 
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“I had a phone call saying, we understand you're in an IVA. How much do you pay? 
I said, 110 pounds. Oh, we can do that for 100. And I thought, how can they do 

that?” 

Debtor, IVA 

Table 11 Actions Around IVAs and the extent of improvement in confidence by areas of 
improvement from previous waves 

Area for improvement 
from previous waves 

Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Poor take-on /unsuitable 
IVAs 

Yes Suitability checks, SIP3.1, and better 
monitoring directly tackle historical 
consumer protection issues. 

Poor debtor understanding Yes Key Facts Document and explainer video 
improve clarity, although stress can 
affect engagement. 

Stigma barriers Yes (marginal) Information helps, but stigma and stress 
continue to limit engagement for some 
debtors. 

 

Table 12 Actions Around IVAs and the extent of improvement in confidence by theme 

Themes Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Fair Yes Clearer expectations and better oversight 
protect debtors and support appropriate 
case selection. 

Efficient Yes Increased flexibility and clearer rules 
reduce disputes and administrative effort. 

Effective Yes Better suitability and flexibility support 
more sustainable outcomes. 
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8. DRO Eligibility Criteria  
Contextual Overview 
Access to DROs have been widened through the 2024 changes8 that removed the £90 administration 
fee and raised both the maximum debt limit and the allowable vehicle value, while keeping other 
eligibility criteria unchanged. These actions were taken to reduce barriers for people in financial 
difficulty and to enable a clearer route to a fresh start where the criteria are met. They aim to support 
fairness by improving access to relief for eligible debtors, effectiveness by aligning thresholds with 
need and improving uptake, and efficiency by streamlining entry for appropriate cases. 

Awareness 
Awareness of the DRO changes was low among debtors, even those who had a DRO. Debtors felt 
that the changes would make the regime more effective, fair, and efficient, although they were less 
sure about the reasons why, and needed probing on the specific changes. Similar to IVAs, stress 
limited debtors’ engagement with the DRO changes. 

“I think quite often we all just sign on the dotted line without understanding exactly 
what it is you're signing...” 

Debtor, DRO 

The creditors interviewed had little involvement with DROs and therefore, little awareness of the 
changes. Some were aware that changes had been made, such as the removal of the application fee 
but were unaware of the details. Others had almost no awareness as DROs were outside the scope 
of their role or experience.  

In contrast to other groups, many academics had a strong awareness of changes to DRO eligibility 
criteria, especially those specialising in natural persons insolvency. One academic could recall the 
specific threshold changes without being prompted.  

Stakeholder views  
Despite some groups having low initial awareness of the reforms, when probed, all groups generally 
held very positive views about them. They acknowledged that the reforms made the regime fairer and 
more accessible for debtors, although some academics and professionals raised questions on how 
new threshold levels had been decided.  

The removal of the £90 application fee 

Debtors viewed this reform very positively, highlighting how needing to pay £90 could pose a large 
barrier for individuals when they are in debt. They questioned why the application fee had been 
present initially and felt that the current approach is more sensible and makes the regime fairer for 
debtors. One debtor had entered into a DRO since the removal of the application fee and did 

 
 

8 Service, T. I. (2024, April 5). Changes to Debt Relief Orders will support people in financial distress. GOV.UK. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/changes-to-debt-relief-orders-will-support-people-in-financial-distress 
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question whether the system is unfair for creditors who are not being paid back. However, they also 
acknowledged that, had there been an application fee, they may not have applied for a DRO, 
continuing to allow their debts to accrue further. 

The creditors interviewed, albeit not having personal experience dealing with DROs, did not raise 
feeling that the removal of the application fee made the system less fair for creditors. Instead, they 
noted the positive effects of removing this barrier on debtors. One creditor was concerned that DROs 
could become too easy to apply for without an application fee, however, they admitted they were not 
very knowledgeable on how the DRO application works. 

Similarly to other groups, academics were positive about the reform. They stated that the system had 
become more efficient as debtors no longer needed to apply to charities to get funding for the £90 
application fee, and debt advisors have been able to take on many more clients than previously. They 
felt that the reform had made the regime much more effective, and that evidence showed an increase 
in people entering DROs instead of less appropriate insolvency procedures, but not more people 
entering personal insolvency overall.  

“It made the DRO much more accessible, but also it helped the debt advice sector, 
because it has much improved the administration of the DRO process.” 

Academic, Natural Person Insolvency 

The increase in maximum debt limit 

The increase in maximum debt limit was also viewed as a generally positive change across 
stakeholder groups, particularly among debtors. They felt that the new limit of £50,000 was a much 
better representation of the amount of debt people may find themselves in. One debtor had gone 
through bankruptcy with a debt of £37,000 prior to this reform. This meant that at the time of their 
insolvency, a DRO was not an option for them. They felt that the insolvency process would have been 
much easier and less confusing if they had the DRO option available to them at the time of their 
bankruptcy. 

There were some concerns from creditors that the increase in maximum debt limit might support 
active wrongdoing by debtors, or that the jump from £30,000 to £50,000 was too high. However, 
these creditors emphasised how they had little awareness of the reform prior to the interview and 
were unsure of what exactly the risks could be. In contrast, another creditor noted that rising prices 
and increasing levels of debt across the UK means the new threshold simply provides a more 
accurate reflection of what the limits should be. Academics also held mixed views on the increase to 
the maximum debt limit, acknowledging the positive effects for debtors but questioning how the 
amount had been decided. 

The increase in allowable vehicle value 

The fact that the allowable vehicle value had increased from £2,000 to £4,000 was the change 
received most positively across all stakeholder groups, with the old limit recognised as having long 
been inconsistent with current vehicle prices. Debtors acknowledged the importance of having a 
reliable car, and that one below £2,000 would likely need work done frequently and only set people 
back. Although not many debtors had personal experience of a DRO, several highlighted the 
importance of their cars for day-to-day life for them, such as travelling to work or attending hospital 
appointments. 
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“In my case, I drive everywhere. And therefore, if you take my car away from me, 
you've broken my legs as well.” 

Debtor, DRO 

Creditors and academics held similar views on the allowable vehicle value, recognising that a 
cheaper car is unreliable and will be costly not only for an individual, but also their family. Therefore, 
they felt that the increased limit would make the regime fairer for debtors, as well as more effective, 
as they may incur fewer costs that would prevent them from improving their financial situation.  

However, one question raised by debtors and academics was whether the £4,000 limit was high 
enough, particularly for those that rely on a particular vehicle for work. For example, a tradesperson 
may require a reliable van to carry out their work.  

“Maybe the level needs to be even higher...to take away somebody's ability to work 
is not going to help anyone in the long term.” 

Debtor, Creditors Petition 

Impact on confidence in the regimes 
Impact on areas of improvement raised in previous waves 

In the previous waves of research, it was felt that the fairness of the regime for debtors was a 
problem, as some stakeholders felt that debtor fees were too high. Regime fairness for creditors was 
also a concern of previous research, as some thought that elements of the insolvency regime were 
less effective at balancing the needs of different stakeholders and recovering assets for creditors. 
Debtor fees being too high was addressed by the DRO reforms, particularly by the removal of the £90 
application fee. Across stakeholder groups, the reform was often perceived as a common-sense 
improvement, as for many individuals considering a DRO, £90 would be a significant amount of 
money to obtain. Debtors especially, but also academics and creditors, had more confidence in the 
regime being fair for debtors since the fee was removed. Academics also had more confidence in the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the regime, as they discussed evidence that, with the removal of the 
financial barrier, individuals are now able to enter the appropriate insolvency solution more quickly. 
The example of the individual who entered a DRO post-application fee removal but felt they may not 
have done had they needed to pay the fee, highlights that this reform can improve the ability for 
debtors to enter a DROs when they are an appropriate solution. 

There was much more confidence that the needs of debtors were being considered through these 
reforms, however, doubt was still present among some academics over whether the needs of 
creditors were being balanced. However, the reforms have likely enabled more debtors to enter an 
effective insolvency solution quickly.  

Impact on themes 

Fairness 

Stakeholders generally felt that the recent changes to DROs had improved fairness for debtors by 
making the regime significantly more accessible and removing barriers that previously prevented 
people with very limited means from obtaining relief. Many participants emphasised that the 
expanded criteria allowed more individuals facing overwhelming debt to obtain a fresh start, 
particularly where debt had arisen through circumstances beyond their control. A number of debtors 
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felt that the revised rules better protected essential tools and assets needed for work or family life, 
helping individuals maintain stability while resolving their debts. Several also described the reforms 
as giving people a more humane pathway out of hardship and reducing the sense of being punished 
for circumstances they could not avoid. 

Views on fairness for creditors were more mixed. Some participants felt the changes had created a 
better balance between debtors and creditors, with a few noting that creditors were better placed to 
absorb losses than struggling households. Others, however, raised concerns that expanding access 
to DROs could unfairly shift costs onto creditors or taxpayers. A minority suggested that high 
maximum-debt thresholds risked bringing into the regime individuals who ought to enter bankruptcy 
instead, which they felt could undermine perceptions of fairness. A number of respondents across 
stakeholder groups also expressed concern that widening eligibility could create opportunities for 
abuse by a small number of “bad actors”, although most felt this was outweighed by the benefits to 
those in genuine need. 

Fairness for IPs was also viewed positively. IPs reported that the changes had simplified their work 
and reduced administrative burdens, enabling them to support clients more effectively. Some 
stakeholders noted that fairness ultimately depends on transparency in the process and on ensuring 
debtors receive clear information throughout the DRO period, including what happens after 
discharge. 

Effectiveness 

The reforms were widely perceived as improving the effectiveness of the DRO regime, particularly in 
terms of achieving its central aim of giving people a realistic route out of unmanageable debt. 
Stakeholders repeatedly highlighted that the increased accessibility of DROs had led to significant 
growth in their use, which many saw as evidence of greater effectiveness. For debtors, the changes 
were seen as helping people regain financial stability, rebuild their lives and reduce the psychological 
burden associated with long-term indebtedness. Respondents noted that DROs offer a quicker and 
more appropriate route for people with very low incomes and few assets, and several stressed the 
importance of enabling individuals to retain the tools and items needed to work and maintain family 
life. 

From the perspective of IPs, the regime was considered more effective because the revised criteria 
made it clearer who was suitable, reducing time spent on inappropriate cases and improving the 
likelihood of positive outcomes. The reforms were also seen as helping debt advice agencies operate 
more smoothly and support clients more efficiently. 

Views on creditor outcomes were more nuanced. Some felt that creditors were unlikely to be 
materially harmed because DRO applicants generally have little or no realistic repayment capacity. 
As a result, broadening access to DROs was seen as enabling quicker resolution of hopeless cases, 
which may ultimately be more efficient for creditors than prolonged unproductive recovery efforts. 
Others felt that while creditor outcomes may not improve, this does not undermine the overall 
effectiveness of the regime, which is designed primarily to support individuals with low means. 

A small number of respondents expressed concerns that expanding eligibility could increase the risk 
of abuse, such as individuals taking on further debt before applying for a DRO. However, most felt 
these risks were manageable within the current regulatory framework. 
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Efficiency 

Stakeholders widely reported that the changes had improved efficiency within the DRO system. For 
debtors, the reforms were seen as allowing quicker access to relief, reducing administrative hurdles 
and enabling individuals to move forward more rapidly. Several participants commented that making 
the process simpler and clearer helps individuals re-engage with society more quickly, including 
returning to work and stabilising family life. 

Academics also viewed the changes as improving efficiency. They described how the revised criteria 
and procedures were easier for debt advisors to administer, reducing the time spent gathering 
evidence or navigating complex thresholds. The increase in DRO uptake was cited as evidence that 
the system now functions more smoothly and matches the needs of the population more effectively. 

Efficiency gains for creditors were acknowledged in more indirect terms. While creditors do not 
receive repayment in DRO cases, some stakeholders felt the system was more efficient overall 
because it allows rapid resolution of situations where recovery is highly unlikely. This avoids 
prolonged periods in which creditors expend resources pursuing debts that cannot realistically be 
repaid. 

A few stakeholders raised concerns that excessive regulation or rule changes could undermine 
efficiency if the regime becomes overly complex or administratively burdensome. Others noted that 
efficiency also depends on clear communication with debtors throughout and after the DRO period 
and suggested that improvements in information provision could further strengthen the system. 

Overall impact on confidence 

Overall, the DRO reforms have contributed to an increase in confidence that the regime is fair, 
effective, and efficient for debtors. Stakeholders welcomed the changes as they addressed key 
concerns of the past and made it easier and more practical for individuals to resolve their debt by 
entering a DRO. The threshold changes were generally perceived to be fairer too, as they reflected 
the rise in prices and debt levels that people face. 

Areas for improvement 
The major area for improvement suggested by several stakeholders was to consider raising the 
allowable vehicle value for certain vocations, i.e., tradespeople. Although respondents acknowledged 
that having an excessively expensive car would not be fair, there was a sense that if a vehicle is 
essential for someone to work, they should be entitled to a reliable one. Some respondents felt that 
this would make the regime more effective, as securing an individual’s ability to work will make them 
more likely to be able to make a sustainable fresh start.  

Some academics and creditors also felt that the reasoning behind the increased threshold limits 
should be better clarified and communicated, as they have risen much higher than the rate of 
inflation. It was also suggested that thresholds should be reviewed periodically to reflect economic 
conditions.  

“Prices have gone up, input prices have gone up, taxations, all these things have 
risen over the last few years.” 

Creditor, Natural persons and corporate insolvency 
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Table 13 DRO Eligibility Criteria Changes and the extent of improvement in confidence by 
areas of improvement from previous waves 

Area for improvement 
from previous waves 

Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Debtor fees too high Yes Removing the £90 fee removes a major 
barrier for people in serious financial 
distress. 

Barriers to timely access 
for low-income debtors 

Yes Higher limits and fee removal allow more 
people to enter the correct solution more 
quickly. 

Balance fairness for 
creditors 

Yes Some concerns remain about expanding 
use of DROs for creditors, but most 
accept that DRO users under the new 
thresholds will have little realistic 
repayment capacity. 

 

Table 14 DRO Eligibility Criteria Changes and the extent of improvement in confidence by 
theme 

Themes Whether an 
improvement has been 

observed in 2026 

Explanation of improvement status 

Fair Yes Reforms increase fairness for debtors, 
helping those with very limited means. 

Efficient Yes Quicker entry and reduced administrative 
hurdles improve efficiency for all parties. 

Effective Yes Threshold changes align DROs with 
contemporary levels of debt, improving 
overall effectiveness. 
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9. What areas stakeholders think need attention in the regime  
Outside of improvements related to recent activities, stakeholders provided a broad range of views on 
how both the insolvency regime and the enforcement regime could be strengthened. They pointed to 
several areas where the Insolvency Service, government, Parliament, IPs, other regulators and 
creditors could take action. These cover personal and corporate insolvency processes, the operation 
of the enforcement regime, and the wider regulatory environment.  

Areas to consider for the Insolvency Service 
Most recommendations focused on adjustments stakeholders considered the Insolvency Service 
could take to improve the regimes. Stakeholders frequently emphasised the need for clearer decision 
making more visible enforcement and better communication with stakeholders which are outlined in 
detail below. 

Enforcement regime 

Stakeholders felt strongly that the Insolvency Service should pursue a higher proportion of 
misconduct cases. Several participants reported seeing hundreds of cases over many years but only 
a handful of disqualifications. They believed that a more active enforcement approach would improve 
public confidence and form a stronger deterrent against abuse. Related to this, many stakeholders 
wanted the Insolvency Service to publicise its enforcement actions to demonstrate that misconduct 
has consequences and to reinforce perceptions of accountability. 

IPs wanted greater clarity on why reported misconduct does not lead to action. Many reported that 
they regularly submit detailed evidence of director misconduct only to eventually receive a short 
notice that the case will not be pursued. They felt that the Insolvency Service should explain the 
specific reasons for this outcome so that stakeholders can understand how the decision was reached. 
This would also help IPs align their reporting with the Insolvency Service’s priorities and thresholds. 

A number of participants believed that the Insolvency Service should strengthen its investigative 
capability and promote this in business focused media to improve the deterrence factor. IPs and 
academics described witnessing highly sophisticated offenders, particularly in areas linked to money 
laundering or organised criminal activity. They believed that the Insolvency Service should further 
invest in more advanced analytical tools, including artificial intelligence and improved data-matching 
technologies, to identify wrongdoing and keep pace with complex schemes. Some also suggested 
that the Insolvency Service make clearer how these capabilities are used, although they recognised 
that this may be constrained by operational sensitivities. 

Stakeholders also felt that there should be a simpler route for raising concerns informally. Lenders 
and creditors questioned who they should contact if they believed a director was behaving improperly 
but before the business entered a formal insolvency process. Some said they would welcome a 
mechanism for raising concerns or seeking guidance without initiating costly legal action. They 
accepted that such a mechanism might need guardrails to avoid overuse but felt that the principle 
would encourage earlier intervention. 

Similarly, several IPs believed that the Insolvency Service could improve the tools and processes 
used by IPs. In particular, they suggested adding a specific field on the IP reporting portal asking the 
IP whether they believe a case merits further consideration for director disqualification. IPs described 
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making judgment calls about directors during their work but felt they had no clear way to 
communicate these judgements beyond formal reporting templates. 

Insolvency regime 

Stakeholders wanted the Insolvency Service to improve the transparency of policy development. 
Some IPs said they engage with consultations but then do not hear about next steps or timelines. 
Others said they were unaware of significant reforms that the Insolvency Service was progressing, 
which made the organisation appear distant and difficult to engage with. They believed clearer 
communication would strengthen confidence in the direction of reform. 

In relation to personal insolvency, several participants asked the Insolvency Service to reduce the up 
front cost of entering bankruptcy. They felt that the current fee is a barrier for financially distressed 
people, especially those already struggling to meet basic living costs. 

Areas to consider for government  
Some stakeholder suggestions require legislative change or broader structural reform. Stakeholders 
believed that government has a key role in shaping the overall framework within which corporate and 
personal insolvency operate. 

Enforcement regime 

Stakeholders across the corporate sector argued that wrongful and fraudulent trading provisions are 
too difficult and expensive to use. They believed that the thresholds for proving such offences should 
be simplified so that enforcement becomes more viable and more cases reach resolution. They also 
argued that government should increase the resourcing available to enforcement bodies so that a 
greater volume of cases can be investigated. 

Several participants also raised the need for stronger system integration across government. They 
noted that other countries have more tightly connected systems for monitoring company activity and 
financial behaviour, which makes misconduct harder to conceal. They believed government should 
improve the links between HMRC, Companies House, the Insolvency Service, the Financial Conduct 
Authority and other relevant bodies to enable more effective oversight. 

Insolvency regime 

Stakeholders suggested additional safeguards in company formation, including mandatory 
engagement of a qualified accountant or minimum capital requirements for particular business 
structures. They argued that these higher standards at the point of incorporation could prevent future 
insolvency failures that result from poor governance or lack of awareness. 

Some participants proposed a more radical long term reform. They suggested creating a single 
unified regime covering all forms of debt, both consumer and commercial, with consistent standards 
and expectations. They referenced the consumer duty model used in financial services as a possible 
starting point. They acknowledged that such reform would be complex and would take time but 
believed it could significantly improve efficiency, effectiveness, and fairness. 

There was also concern about the current treatment of tax claims in restructurings. Some 
stakeholders felt that courts are being left to determine questions that should be resolved by 
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Parliament and that the law should be clarified so that both the Insolvency Service and IPs operate 
within a more predictable framework. 

Areas to consider for IPs 
Stakeholders raised several points that apply to IPs. In personal insolvency, they wanted IVA 
providers to assign a consistent point of contact so that debtors do not need to repeat their situation 
multiple times. They also wanted clearer documentation, especially for creditors such as utilities that 
often fail to recognise when debts have already been absorbed into an IVA or bankruptcy. 
Stakeholders also felt strongly that vulnerable customers should receive more tailored support and 
that IPs should be trained to identify when individuals require different approaches. 

In corporate insolvency, stakeholders expressed concerns about the behaviour of some IPs. They 
reported instances where fees appeared excessive or where asset realisation and bidding processes 
lacked transparency. They also described situations that suggested possible collusion or the 
manipulation of insolvency outcomes for private gain. Stakeholders therefore called for higher 
standards and more consistent ethical practice across the sector. 

Areas to consider for other regulators and creditors 
Stakeholders encouraged Recognised Professional Bodies to strengthen oversight of IPs. They 
wanted more active monitoring and more robust sanctioning where IPs behaved inappropriately. 
They also felt that creditors, particularly large utilities, should improve their internal systems so that 
they correctly record when a debt has been written off under an IVA or bankruptcy order. 

Finally, stakeholders highlighted the behaviour of some lenders, including those associated with 
gambling or high risk borrowing. They believed that the Financial Conduct Authority should tighten 
regulation to ensure that vulnerable individuals, or those recently emerging from an insolvency 
solution, are not targeted or exploited by unsuitable lending products. 
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10. Conclusions  
This chapter brings together the evidence gathered across all stakeholder groups to address directly 
the four research questions guiding the study. Together, these sections provide an assessment of 
how the activities undertaken have responded to areas of improvement identified in previous 
research, how these activities have affected confidence in the regime, and where further action is 
most likely to enhance the fairness, effectiveness, and efficiency of the regimes. 

What are stakeholders’ current views on recent activities in the 
insolvency and enforcement regimes? 
Stakeholders generally viewed the recent programme of activities as directionally positive, with the 
strongest endorsements linked to personal insolvency reforms and proposals to strengthen IP 
regulation. At the same time, awareness and day to day contact with several activities were limited 
during fieldwork, which tempered the extent to which views were grounded in lived experience. 
Where participants had interacted with an activity, they mostly described these activities positively; 
where they had not, judgements were cautiously optimistic but contingent on improved visibility and 
implementation. 

Across groups, the Directors Information Hub was regarded as authoritative in principle, particularly 
for new and small business directors, yet spontaneous awareness and active use were very low. 
Those who had explored the Hub found it clear and navigable, although some questioned whether 
the content was too high level to guide complex cases without professional advice. The consensus 
was that the Hub could reduce information asymmetry and support earlier and better decision making 
if supported by stronger signposting and targeted dissemination. 

The promotion of enforcement activity was welcomed as a step that should increase public 
understanding and strengthen deterrence. However, specific promotional outputs were not widely 
recalled outside stakeholder groups already engaged with enforcement. Stakeholders recommended 
clearer articulation of target audiences and a shift in tone towards preventative messaging that helps 
smaller and family-owned businesses recognise risks earlier. Several expressed concern that 
publicity which appears to focus primarily on smaller cases may reinforce an existing perception of 
imbalance. 

New enforcement measures arising from the ECCTA and the Economic Crime Levy were viewed as 
credible steps that could enhance accountability, data sharing, and investigative capacity. 
Professionals approved of the direction of travel but emphasised that delivering impact will depend 
heavily on the Insolvency Service’s operational capacity, including staffing, skills, and systems. Some 
stakeholders noted the risk of regulatory arbitrage and questioned the proportionality of certain 
measures for smaller firms. 

Proposals to reform IP regulation attracted broad support. Extending regulation to firms, introducing a 
public register of authorised providers and centralising standard setting under the Secretary of State 
were viewed as likely to improve transparency, accountability, and consistency. IPs held mixed views 
on the compliance burden, while debtors and academics emphasised expected improvements in trust 
and clarity. 

The IVA protocol changes and strengthened professional standards were widely described as 
positive and overdue. Clarity regarding improved suitability checks, better consumer information and 
greater monitoring of high-volume providers were each seen as steps towards a fairer and more 
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proportionate system. The degree of improvement achieved is expected to depend on the 
consistency of enforcement. 

DRO eligibility reforms also received strong endorsement across stakeholder groups. Removal of the 
application fee and increases to debt and vehicle thresholds were regarded as common sense 
changes that reduce barriers, improve access and reflect current economic conditions. Some 
stakeholders queried how thresholds were determined but broadly agreed that the changes support a 
fairer and more efficient route to relief. 

Have the activities over the course of the five-year strategy 
influenced confidence in the insolvency and enforcement 
regimes? 
Overall, the activities introduced under the five-year strategy have contributed to a modest rise in 
confidence in both the insolvency and enforcement regimes amongst stakeholders. The reasons for 
each are outlined below.  

Insolvency regime 

In earlier waves of this research, stakeholders identified a set of issues that negatively affected 
confidence in the insolvency regime. These included: 

• Limited understanding and awareness of insolvency options among debtors and directors  
• Concerns about debtors entering unsuitable debt solutions owing to the conduct of some 

insolvency practitioners, particularly in relation to IVAs 
• Perceptions that costs of insolvency and complexity in understanding created barriers to 

timely access to relief. 

Against this backdrop, the activities delivered over the course of the five-year strategy can be 
assessed in terms of the extent to which they have addressed these issues, and whether doing so 
has translated into increased confidence in the regime. 

Overall, confidence in the insolvency regime has strengthened. This is largely because stakeholders 
considered that the recent reforms have improved the fairness, effectiveness and efficiency in how 
people access and progress through debt solutions. Stakeholders emphasised the IVA changes as 
particularly influential. Clearer information through the key facts document and supporting video was 
viewed as increasing fairness by helping debtors understand their rights and responsibilities before 
committing. Stronger suitability checks and greater flexibility to vary payments were seen as 
improving effectiveness by ensuring individuals enter solutions that genuinely fit their circumstances, 
which reduces the likelihood of IVA failure. These measures also supported efficiency by reducing 
avoidable disputes, minimising unnecessary renegotiation and enabling supervisors to make timely 
adjustments without involving creditors unnecessarily. 

The DRO reforms made an especially strong contribution to confidence. Removing the application fee 
improved fairness, since the previous fee had created a barrier for those most in need of debt relief. 
Raising the debt and vehicle value thresholds increased effectiveness by aligning the rules with 
contemporary financial realities. These changes also improved efficiency because individuals are 
now able to access the correct procedure more quickly, reducing delays for debt advice agencies and 
the Insolvency Service. 
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The Directors Information Hub influenced confidence more in principle than in day-to-day practice. 
Once explained, stakeholders viewed it as a fairness‑enhancing resource because it provides free, 
authoritative guidance that makes the system easier to understand. They also recognised its potential 
to improve effectiveness by helping directors identify financial distress earlier, and efficiency by 
reducing errors and repetitive queries. However, very low spontaneous awareness meant that few 
stakeholders had used it, so these benefits have not yet translated into widespread changes in 
confidence. 

Proposals for IP regulation reform, including regulating firms and introducing a public register, created 
prospective confidence by addressing concerns about accountability and transparency. Stakeholders 
felt these measures would advance fairness by making provider behaviour more visible, improve 
effectiveness by clarifying expectations across the sector and enhance efficiency by reducing 
inconsistencies and duplication. The extent of improvement will depend on how proportionately and 
consistently the reforms are implemented, and on visible enforcement when standards are breached. 

Some stakeholders noted that the five‑year strategy had addressed all factors influencing their 
confidence in the insolvency regime. Despite these largely positive responses to the actions taken, 
some reported that despite being involved in consultations, they felt ongoing uncertainty about the 
direction, timing and rationale of policy development, which limited perceptions of transparency and 
accountability. This occasionally led to questions about how clearly the five‑year strategy was being 
implemented and communicated. In corporate insolvency, stakeholders also highlighted areas where 
greater consistency in ethical standards, clearer fee structures and stronger oversight could further 
strengthen confidence in outcomes. In personal insolvency, there were criticisms of the high upfront 
cost of bankruptcy, which was viewed by some as sitting uneasily alongside the regime’s wider aim of 
supporting financially distressed individuals, raising concerns about accessibility and fairness.  

Enforcement regime 

In earlier waves of the research, confidence in the enforcement regime was negatively affected by 
two closely linked issues. First, stakeholders perceived a lack of visibility of enforcement outcomes, 
particularly in relation to the disqualification of directors from larger businesses, which contributed to 
a belief that enforcement activity disproportionately targeted small business directors. Second, there 
was very low public and professional awareness of enforcement activity more generally, including 
efforts to pursue financial wrongdoing. These gaps in visibility and awareness were seen as 
weakening the deterrent effect of enforcement and limiting perceptions of effectiveness and fairness. 
The extent to which confidence in the enforcement regime has shifted therefore depends on whether 
these activities have improved awareness, corrected perceptions of imbalance, and resulted in more 
visible enforcement outcomes. 

Overall, confidence in the enforcement regime improved more cautiously. Stakeholders welcomed 
the overall direction of reform but noted that intended benefits have not yet resulted in visible long-
term change. Increased promotion of enforcement activity was interpreted as supporting fairness by 
signalling more consistent treatment of misconduct and supporting effectiveness by reinforcing 
deterrence. However, limited awareness of promotional work, together with ongoing perceptions of 
imbalance in the visibility of cases involving different sizes of businesses, meant that these 
improvements have not yet materially shifted confidence. From an efficiency perspective, 
stakeholders felt that clearer and more targeted communication would help individuals understand 
processes and decisions, but this is still an area in need of development. 



 

 

    

56 www.iffresearch.com 

New legislative powers also generated cautious optimism. Stakeholders viewed the strengthened 
framework as having the potential to improve fairness by enabling clearer accountability, 
effectiveness by allowing misconduct to be detected and pursued earlier, and efficiency through 
better data sharing and coordination between agencies. However, many questioned whether the 
Insolvency Service has sufficient capacity to apply these powers consistently and at pace. As a 
result, many stakeholders adopted a wait and see approach. They expected confidence to increase 
only when concrete evidence emerges that the reforms are producing practical improvements and 
delivering the intended fairness, effectiveness and efficiency gains.  

Despite the cautious optimism towards the enforcement activities, stakeholders’ confidence in the 
enforcement regime was shaped by their perception that enforcement activity during the strategy 
period had resulted in limited visible change. Key concerns for many stakeholders, such as their 
belief that too few misconduct cases resulted in disqualification or other sanctions, led to doubts 
about the regime’s effectiveness as both a deterrent and a mechanism for accountability. The lack of 
clear feedback from the Insolvency Service on why cases were not pursued compounded this, 
creating perceptions of opacity and inconsistency in decision making. Although stakeholders 
recognised some improvements in investigative capability, they felt these were not sufficiently visible 
to influence public or professional confidence. Calls for clearer communication of enforcement 
priorities, stronger investigatory tools, and better system integration across government reflected a 
view that strategic activity had not yet translated into a demonstrably tougher or more responsive 
enforcement posture. As a result, stakeholders adopted a “wait and see” approach, indicating that 
confidence in the enforcement regime is likely to increase only when reforms are seen to deliver 
concrete, sustained, and publicly visible outcomes. 

What improvements could be made to the activities? 
Stakeholders consistently recommended stronger promotion of enforcement actions, clearer targeting 
of key messages, and earlier engagement focusing on preventing insolvency among debtors and 
directors. Each of the activities had specific areas of focus which are outlined below: 

Directors Information Hub improvements 

Stakeholders highlighted several opportunities to enhance the Directors Information Hub, with the 
most consistent recommendation being greater promotion to ensure it reaches the directors it is 
intended to support. Many suggested that Companies House signpost the Hub at business formation, 
use newsletters to raise awareness, or work with trusted intermediaries such as business federations. 
Others proposed broader public awareness activity to engage directors who do not actively seek 
insolvency information. Stakeholders also stressed the value of more tailored and practical content, 
including guidance for specific types of directors, clearer advice on processes, and more detailed 
case studies supported by visual tools such as traffic‑light indicators. Finally, stakeholders saw 
potential to improve usability, particularly for directors experiencing stress, through infographics, 
flowcharts, clearer signposting, and reassuring messaging. 

Enforcement promotion improvements 

Stakeholders suggested a more purposeful approach that uses a wider mix of channels, including 
broadcast, professional and online platforms, and content that focuses as much on prevention and 
early warning signs as on case outcomes. Stakeholders recommended a more effective 
communications approach would shift from blame‑focused messaging to one that emphasises 
prevention, clarity and support for directors to encourage maximum engagement with official 
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materials. Stakeholders consistently highlighted the value of a more humane tone, particularly for 
smaller or family‑run businesses that may lack access to legal guidance. Stakeholders also 
recommended that Insolvency Service information sources include fictional case studies that illustrate 
common insolvency scenarios and early warning signs would help make guidance more relatable and 
actionable. Finally, some stakeholders suggested refining the target audience of enforcement 
communications for directors by prioritising small businesses, sector‑specific groups known to be 
more prone to insolvency through trade associations and increasing spokesperson visibility during 
high‑profile cases would ensure messaging reaches those most likely to benefit, maximising its 
impact and relevance. 

Enforcement activity improvements 

Stakeholders highlighted resource needs, clarity, and proportionality as key areas for improvement. 
Several stressed that adequate staffing is essential to deliver the new powers effectively, as many 
doubted that the Insolvency Service would be sufficiently resourced to effectively make full use of the 
new legislation and activities that have occurred. Others asked for practical updates on how and 
when powers are being used, noting that small businesses may struggle to keep up with new 
requirements. A few academics urged careful calibration of transparency to avoid enabling strategic 
non‑compliance and recommended including LLPs where relevant. Some also warned that the 
Economic Crime Levy could disproportionately affect small businesses, making clear communication 
vital. 

IP regulation improvements 

For a public register, some preferred a straightforward list of authorised providers, while others 
supported more detailed information on accreditation, specialism and regulator oversight. IP 
stakeholders emphasised the importance of practical implementation to reduce the administrative 
time needed for compliance, reducing as much as possible the need for duplication between 
individual and company filings. Stakeholders also highlighted the importance of ensuring any new 
ethical or technical standards are suitably designed, with IPs recommending that the Secretary of 
State should be given a requirement to consult an advisory board of professionals, debtors, directors 
and enforcement bodies to ensure guidelines are both practical and inclusive. Finally, those 
concerned about enforcement believed that the Secretary of State should take responsibility not only 
for developing the standards but also for resourcing and overseeing enforcement, ensuring political 
accountability for their successful implementation. 

IVA improvements 

Stakeholders highlighted concerns about how IVAs affect partners and families, the fairness of 
current protections, and the clarity and accessibility of information. Many debtors felt the system 
should better account for the impact on all members of the household, particularly around 
remortgaging and the risk of losing a home, with a suggestion that partners should confirm they 
understand IVA implications. Academics noted that stricter mortgage regulations mean homeowners 
have limited protection, and current equity‑related reforms may be insufficient.  

DRO improvements 

Stakeholders highlighted concerns about vehicle value thresholds and the clarity of recent increases. 
Several felt the allowable vehicle value should be higher for those whose work depends on a reliable 
car, arguing this would better support debt management. Academics and creditors also questioned 
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why threshold limits have risen beyond inflation and said the rationale should be communicated more 
clearly. They recommended regular reviews to keep thresholds aligned with economic conditions, 
noting rising costs such as prices, inputs and taxation. 

What areas do stakeholders think need attention in the regime? 
Areas to consider for the Insolvency Service 

Stakeholders emphasised improvements to the enforcement regime. They wanted the Insolvency 
Service to provide clearer explanations for why reported misconduct is not pursued. They also 
wanted the Insolvency Service to increase the volume and visibility of enforcement activity, 
particularly in relation to director disqualification, and to strengthen its investigative capability through 
improved tools and analytics. Some stakeholders believed that early advice routes should be clearer 
so that creditors or lenders can raise concerns about suspected misconduct without resorting 
immediately to legal advice. These recommendations relate primarily to the corporate enforcement 
regime. 

For the insolvency regime, stakeholders proposed several operational improvements. IPs would 
benefit from the addition of a simple reporting field on the Insolvency Service portal allowing them to 
indicate whether a case should be considered for disqualification. Stakeholders also asked the 
Insolvency Service to improve communication about ongoing reforms and its internal capabilities, 
reflecting a perception that the organisation is not sufficiently transparent. Several participants 
wanted clearer guidance for directors and debtors about their responsibilities and the implications of 
insolvency. In personal insolvency, stakeholders asked the Insolvency Service to reduce the cost of 
entering bankruptcy. 

Areas to consider for government 

Some recommendations fall outside the remit of the Insolvency Service and would require legislative 
change. Stakeholders consistently argued that wrongful and fraudulent trading laws should be 
simplified so that action can be taken more easily and at lower cost. Stakeholders also called for 
improved cross‑government data integration to support the detection of misconduct. This was often 
expressed through comparisons to jurisdictions such as Germany and Finland, where systems for 
monitoring company behaviour are more tightly connected. These proposals relate mainly to the 
corporate enforcement and insolvency regimes. 

Stakeholders also suggested additional safeguards at the point of company formation, such as 
mandatory involvement of a qualified accountant or minimum capital requirements. There was 
interest in exploring a longer‑term consolidation of debt and insolvency frameworks so that all forms 
of debt operate under a single set of standards. Finally, some stakeholders highlighted uncertainty 
created by the current treatment of tax claims in restructurings and urged Parliament to clarify the 
law. These points relate predominantly to corporate insolvency. 

Areas to consider for IPs 

In personal insolvency, stakeholders wanted IVA providers to offer a single point of contact and to 
deliver clearer, more consistent documentation, particularly for creditors. They also stressed the need 
for better support for vulnerable customers. In corporate insolvency, stakeholders raised concerns 
about the behaviour of some IPs and called for higher standards in areas such as fee setting, asset 
realisation and bid processes. 
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Areas to consider for Other Regulators and Creditors 

Stakeholders encouraged Recognised Professional Bodies to strengthen oversight of IPs. They also 
wanted large creditors, particularly utilities, to improve how they recognise IVA or bankruptcy status. 
Finally, they urged the Financial Conduct Authority to tighten oversight of lenders targeting vulnerable 
individuals in financial distress. 
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Technical Annex 
Introduction 
This Technical Annex provides a detailed account of the methodological processes used to conduct 
the Confidence in the Regime 2026 study. It accompanies the main report and is intended to support 
transparency, replicability, and the rigorous interpretation of findings. The annex documents: 

• the research design and rationale 
• sampling strategy 
• topic guide development 
• fieldwork delivery and adjustments 
• analytical processes 
• methodological limitations 

Where relevant, it also highlights deviations from the original methodology proposed at project 
inception. The most notable changes concern fieldwork timing—completed on 6th January 2026—
and adjustments to quotas owing primarily to challenges recruiting creditors. 

Research Design 
Overall Approach 

The study used qualitative semi‑structured interviews to explore stakeholder experiences, 
perceptions, and confidence in the insolvency and enforcement regimes. Qualitative methods were 
chosen as they are well suited to capturing: 

• variation across complex stakeholder groups 
• mechanisms through which reforms influence perceptions 
• the contextual factors shaping confidence 

The study was designed to comply with supplementary Magenta Book guidance – Quality in 
qualitative evaluation: a framework for assessing research evidence9, and mirrors the approach taken 
in previous Confidence in the Regimes studies (2022, 2023). It provides continuity while allowing new 
activities and reforms to be explored in detail. 

Research Questions 

Interviews were structured to address the research questions defined by the Insolvency Service, 
namely: 

• What are stakeholders' current views on recently implemented/ in the process of being 
implemented activities in the insolvency and enforcement regimes?  

• Have the activities implemented/in the process of being implemented over the course of the 
five-year strategy influenced confidence in the insolvency and enforcement regimes? 

 
 

9 HM Treasury (2012) Magenta Book guidance – Quality in qualitative evaluation: a framework for 
assessing research evidence. GOV.UK: Magenta Book guidance – Quality in qualitative evaluation: a 
framework for assessing research evidence 
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• What improvements could be made to the newly implemented/in the process of being 
implemented activities?  

• What areas, if any, do stakeholders think need attention in the regime? 

These questions shaped topic guide development, sampling, analysis, and the structure of the main 
report. 

 

Sampling Strategy 
Stakeholder Groups and Subgroups 

The study engaged a purposive sample of individuals who interact with or are affected by the 
insolvency and enforcement regimes. Stakeholder groups included: 

• Academics (personal insolvency specialists; corporate insolvency specialists) 
• IPs  
• Restructuring and insolvency lawyers 
• Creditors (natural persons; corporate creditors) 
• Directors (administration; compulsory liquidation; CVL; solvent; disqualified) 
• Debtors (DRO; IVA; debtor’s own application bankruptcy; creditor’s petition bankruptcy) 

A minimum of five interviews per quota cell (shown in Table 17) was planned where feasible, 
consistent with qualitative good practice for subgroup exploration.10 

Sampling Frames 

Sources used to construct the sample included: 

• Insolvency Service provided lists for creditors, directors of insolvent companies, disqualified 
directors, debtors, and IPs 

• A purchased commercial list for directors of solvent companies 
• Desk research to identify additional relevant academics and lawyers 

In line with the Insolvency Service personal information charter,11 client-provided sample included 
only contact details necessary for recruitment. In cases where phone numbers were absent, 
automated telephone matching was attempted. 

To support recruitment across all stakeholder groups, we assessed the availability of sample within 
each quota category and drew contact records accordingly. The volume of available records varied 
substantially between groups, reflecting differences in population size, data completeness, and the 
feasibility of sourcing reliable contacts. Table 15 summarises the number of usable records drawn per 
quota group and presents the starting pool from which interviews were recruited. 

 
 

10 Guest, G., Bunce, A. and Johnson, L. (2006) ‘How Many Interviews Are Enough? An Experiment with 
Data Saturation and Variability’, Field Methods, 18(1), pp. 59–82. 
11 The Insolvency Service (n.d.) Personal information charter. Available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/insolvency-service/about/personal-information-
charter (Accessed: 6 February 2026). 
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Table 15 Sample availability and draw by quota group.  

Quota group Draw 

Academic 14 

IPs 285 

Legal professionals 38 

Creditors 20 

Directors: Administration 400 

Directors: CVL 400 

Directors: Compulsory Liquidation 285 

Directors: Disqualified 285 

Directors: Solvent companies 500 

Debtors: Bankruptcy 285 

Debtors: DRO 285 

Debtors: IVA 175 

Total 2,797 

 

Topic Guide Design 
Development Process 

Topic guides were developed collaboratively with the Insolvency Service following: 

• an inception meeting 
• review of previous Confidence in the Regimes topic guides 
• pilot interviews 
• IFF analysis of performance  
• client feedback 

The first ten interviews served as a soft pilot across key quota cells. Feedback led to refinements in: 

• question ordering and removal of repetitive questions 
• the separation of fairness, effectiveness, and efficiency probes 
• wording clarity 
• use of examples and stimulus 
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Structure of the Topic Guide 

The topic guide used in this study followed a modular, stakeholder‑specific structure, designed to 
ensure consistent coverage of the research questions while tailoring sensitive or technical sections 
appropriately. Interviews were designed to last 60 minutes for most participants, and 75 minutes for 
academics, creditors and IPs due to the additional content they could cover. The structure comprised 
the following core modules outlined in Table 16. 

 

Table 16 Structure of the topic guide by stakeholder 

Module Stakeholder Groups 
Asked 

Key Issues Covered 

1. Introduction & 
Purpose 

All Study purpose; confidentiality; GDPR; consent to 
record; interview length; incentive (directors of 
solvent companies). 

2. Respondent 
Background 

Tailored sections for: 
directors of insolvent 
companies, disqualified 
directors, directors of 
solvent companies, 
creditors, academics, 
lawyers, IPs, debtors 

Personal/organisational context; experiences with 
insolvency/enforcement; debt levels; support 
received; organisational role; research specialism. 

3. Understanding 
& Awareness of 
the Regimes 

All (with tailored follow 
ups for debtors; 
additional probes for 
professionals) 

Understanding of insolvency & enforcement 
regimes; where knowledge came from; confusion 
points; awareness of recent changes; definitions of 
regimes explained. 

4. IP Regulation 
Reform 

IVA debtors; IPs; 
lawyers; creditors; 
academics 

Awareness of planned reforms; views on 
regulating firms; public register; Secretary of State 
setting standards; impacts on fairness, 
effectiveness, efficiency; practical challenges; 
misconceptions; expected sector effects. 

5. IVA Reforms (6 
Protocol Changes 
+ SIP3.1 + Volume 
IVA Providers) 

IVA debtors; IPs; 
academics; creditors 

Awareness of protocol changes; views on: 
remortgaging removal, new equity threshold, 
payment flexibility, Key Facts Document, explainer 
video, stronger suitability checks; SIP3.1 
communication standards; monitoring of volume 
IVA providers; fairness/effectiveness/efficiency; 
unintended consequences. 

6. DRO Reform 
Module (2024 
Changes) 

DRO debtors; IVA 
debtors; debtor 
application; creditor 

Awareness of DRO changes; views on: removal of 
£90 fee, raised debt limit (£30k→£50k), increased 
vehicle value limit (£2k→£4k); fairness, 
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petition; creditors; 
academics 

accessibility, unintended consequences; impact on 
creditors; remaining barriers. 

7. Directors 
Information Hub 

Directors of insolvent 
companies ; directors 
of solvent companies; 
disqualified directors; 
IPs; lawyers; 
academics; creditors 

Awareness/use of Hub; usefulness; impact on 
decision making; contribution to prevention; 
fairness and efficiency; reducing advice costs; 
groups who benefit; improvements and promotion; 
effect on confidence. 

8. Enforcement 
Activities 

Directors of insolvent 
companies; directors of 
solvent companies; 
IPs; lawyers; 
academics; creditors 

Awareness of enforcement changes; views on: 
ECCTA 2023, transparency & datasharing powers, 
Economic Crime Levy, planned LP reforms; 
impacts on fairness, effectiveness, efficiency; 
deterrence; unintended consequences; 
challenges. 

9. Promotion of 
Enforcement 
Activities 

Directors of solvent 
companies ; directors 
of insolvent 
companies; disqualified 
directors; IPs; lawyers; 
academics 

Awareness of promotional activities; exposure to 
media releases, TV/radio coverage; views on tone, 
clarity and reach; effect on understanding; 
targeting gaps; suggestions for improvement. 

10. Confidence in 
the Regimes 

All Ratings (1–10) for insolvency/enforcement 
regimes; reasoning in terms of fairness, efficiency, 
effectiveness; world leading aspects; suggested 
improvements; one key change they would make. 

11. Conclusion & 
Thanks 

All Final reflections; recontact consent; permission to 
use quotes; MRS closing script. 

 

Stimulus materials were developed and used selectively to support recall of recent Insolvency 
Service activities. 

Fieldwork Delivery 
Overview 

All fieldwork was conducted remotely to maximise convenience and ensure inclusion of participants 
with diverse circumstances. Interviews: 

• lasted up to 90 minutes with an average interview length of 60 minutes 
• were conducted by experienced qualitative researchers familiar with sensitive financial topics 
• were digitally recorded and transcribed with participant consent 

A comprehensive team briefing ensured consistency in approach across interviewers. 
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Fieldwork Timeline 

Fieldwork took place between 20th October 2025 and 6th January 2026. A total of 70 interviews were 
completed. Most were conducted within the originally expected period, though a small number were 
completed in early January due to scheduling difficulties around availability in the Christmas and New 
Year period. 

The first ten interviews included one or more representatives from each major stakeholder category. 
Findings from these informed: 

• clarification of fairness/effectiveness/efficiency probes 
• adjustments to warm-up questions specific to each group 
• minor changes to flow and timing 

Fieldwork Outcomes 

The study achieved strong representation across stakeholder groups. Where quotas were not met, 
mitigation steps were taken as outlined below. 

Table 17 Targets and achieved totals for main and sub quota groups 

Group Target Total Quota 1 Target Total 

Creditors 10 4 Natural persons 5 2 

Corporations  5 2 

IPs  5 7 N/A  5 7 

Restructuring and 
insolvency lawyers  

5 6 N/A  5 6 

Academics 5 8 Natural persons 2 3 

Corporate 3 7 

Directors 25 25 Administration 5 5 

Compulsory 
Liquidation 

5 5 

CVL 5 5 

Solvent 5 5 

Director 
Disqualification 

5 5 

Debtors 20 20 DRO 5 6 

IVA 5 4 
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Debtors application 5 7 

Creditors petition 5 3 

Total  70 70   70 70 

Adjustments Made During Fieldwork 

Recruiting creditors proved significantly more difficult than anticipated due to: 

• low response rates across creditor organisations 
• difficulty identifying the appropriate contact 
• limited conversion from creditor association outreach 
• inherent diversity within creditor types 

Despite additional desk-based efforts to bolster the sample and exhausting all available sample, only 
4 creditor interviews were achieved (vs. a target of 10). In consultation with the Insolvency Service, 
the shortfall was offset by additional interviews with: 

• academics 
• restructuring and insolvency lawyers 
• IPs 

These groups regularly interact with creditor perspectives and insolvency processes, enabling them 
to provide relevant, informed insight on issues central to the research objectives. This preserved the 
total number of interviews (70) and ensured comprehensive coverage of themes. These substitutions 
were introduced because: 

• the research questions required exploration of creditor‑related issues even if recruiting 
creditors directly remained difficult 

• professional groups routinely engage with creditor-side processes 
• continued pursuit of creditor interviews would be disproportionate and likely ineffective 
• maintaining balance across stakeholder groups was important for fairness and analytical 

integrity 

Implications for Interpretation 

While creditor‑specific findings are based on a smaller sample and should therefore be interpreted 
with caution, insight from academics, lawyers and IPs provides valuable system-level context. These 
perspectives inform understanding of structural issues, though they do not replace creditor 
experience. Overall qualitative objectives were fully met, and findings should be interpreted as 
thematic rather than statistical. 

Data Processing and Analysis 
Familiarisation 

Researchers read or listened to each transcript in full to ensure deep understanding. Observational 
notes from interviews were incorporated into early analytic reflections. 
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Development of the Thematic Framework 

The analysis used a framework approach, as outlined in Framework Analysis: A Qualitative 
Methodology for Applied Policy Research.12  

This involved: 

• Familiarisation of data following each individual interview. 
• Developing a thematic framework to analyse the data – the framework was developed 

using both the emerging themes and key areas of interest from the topic guide. 
• Indexing and charting - once the framework was in place, the team indexed data from the 

interviews by identifying sections of the data that corresponded to themes. An interim analysis 
session was conducted mid-way through fieldwork to discuss emerging findings and the 
themes identified. 

• Interpretation and mapping - producing a blueprint: At the end of fieldwork, following further 
data familiarisation, a final analysis session was conducted to compare initial themes with 
anything novel that had come out of the later interviews. Any inconsistencies between 
interviews were then discussed and a consensus of key narratives was reached to form a 
blueprint for the report. 

All the analysis was conducted in Quirkos - Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software 
(CAQDAS). This is software designed to organise, code, and analyse the data. The code frame was 
structured around core themes of fairness, effectiveness and efficiency, mapped against the 
Insolvency Service’s mission and key activities. Codes captured stakeholder‑specific positive and 
negative views, progress on issues raised in previous waves, and reactions to major reform areas 
including IP regulation, IVA practices, DRO changes and enforcement awareness. Sub‑activities and 
quota‑group insights were coded separately to ensure clear differentiation between stakeholder 
experiences and regime‑level impacts. 

Coding and Quality Assurance 

Coding was conducted in Quirkos, enabling: 

• systematic management of large qualitative datasets 
• visual representation of thematic prevalence 
• interrogation of differences across subgroups 

Multiple coders contributed to coding. Quality assurance included: 

• senior staff cross-checking coded transcripts 
• consistency checks across coders 
• challenge sessions to interrogate emerging interpretations 

 
 

12 Srivastava, A. & Thomson, S. B.(2009). Framework Analysis: A Qualitative Methodology for Applied  
Policy Research. JOAAG, Vol.4. No.2: (PDF) Framework Analysis: A Qualitative Methodology for Applied 
Policy Research 
 

https://www.google.com/search?q=qualitative+data+analysis+software+%28CAQDAS%29&sca_esv=f85aee35ab456974&rlz=1C1GCEA_enGB1144GB1144&sxsrf=ANbL-n5ruIRJVIWem3l6bCzQ01ONoco_zQ%3A1771334411940&ei=C2uUabWPOYPPhbIPtb7tsQg&biw=1460&bih=682&ved=2ahUKEwjw_ub2zuCSAxWLQkEAHRt2DMMQgK4QegQIARAC&uact=5&oq=what+is+qurikos&gs_lp=Egxnd3Mtd2l6LXNlcnAiD3doYXQgaXMgcXVyaWtvczIHEAAYgAQYDTIGEAAYDRgeMgsQABiABBiGAxiKBTILEAAYgAQYhgMYigUyBRAAGO8FMggQABiABBiiBDIIEAAYgAQYogQyCBAAGIAEGKIESOoRUABY_RBwAHgBkAEBmAGaAaAB6guqAQQxMC41uAEDyAEA-AEBmAIOoAKoC8ICCxAAGIAEGJECGIoFwgIIEAAYgAQYsQPCAgsQLhiABBixAxiDAcICBRAAGIAEwgILEAAYgAQYsQMYgwHCAg4QLhiABBixAxiDARiKBcICDhAAGIAEGLEDGIMBGIoFwgIEECMYJ8ICChAjGIAEGCcYigXCAgoQABiABBhDGIoFwgIQEAAYgAQYsQMYQxiDARiKBcICDhAuGIAEGLEDGNEDGMcBwgIKEAAYgAQYFBiHAsICBxAAGIAEGArCAgkQABiABBgKGAvCAg4QABiABBgKGAsYRhj5AcICKBAAGIAEGAoYCxhGGPkBGJcFGIwFGN0EGEYY-QEY9AMY9QMY9gPYAQHCAggQABiiBBiJBZgDAOIDBRIBMSBAugYGCAEQARgTkgcDOS41oAfAgwGyBwM5LjW4B6gLwgcIMC4xMS4yLjHIByKACAA&sclient=gws-wiz-serp&mstk=AUtExfDwaWJWeR1ZSHV2NoemroI3vbAM7kDexvemOcFu7Piyhtr-zMRdwon4HnQTOyzoVkl0XWzBhzoOuEMIhZ93qnoz4XjeG8-W9BSXTOea1Rb8TEyVCSwBZRmnihgd7iUEnkYmQ9OIue3MRuhLoHzh7dAv38CGbOVgb2M739xpX13C6sRmPoM8U3TGtFPRUChut0cfYjTlMA1JaGDBXvGNPfUM2IszP-LQdWVLAxRBeCHoHEeNAtAGiCVuPJWMaSYgHEt9G0bZKgvI_fqih22yWfPA&csui=3
https://www.google.com/search?q=qualitative+data+analysis+software+%28CAQDAS%29&sca_esv=f85aee35ab456974&rlz=1C1GCEA_enGB1144GB1144&sxsrf=ANbL-n5ruIRJVIWem3l6bCzQ01ONoco_zQ%3A1771334411940&ei=C2uUabWPOYPPhbIPtb7tsQg&biw=1460&bih=682&ved=2ahUKEwjw_ub2zuCSAxWLQkEAHRt2DMMQgK4QegQIARAC&uact=5&oq=what+is+qurikos&gs_lp=Egxnd3Mtd2l6LXNlcnAiD3doYXQgaXMgcXVyaWtvczIHEAAYgAQYDTIGEAAYDRgeMgsQABiABBiGAxiKBTILEAAYgAQYhgMYigUyBRAAGO8FMggQABiABBiiBDIIEAAYgAQYogQyCBAAGIAEGKIESOoRUABY_RBwAHgBkAEBmAGaAaAB6guqAQQxMC41uAEDyAEA-AEBmAIOoAKoC8ICCxAAGIAEGJECGIoFwgIIEAAYgAQYsQPCAgsQLhiABBixAxiDAcICBRAAGIAEwgILEAAYgAQYsQMYgwHCAg4QLhiABBixAxiDARiKBcICDhAAGIAEGLEDGIMBGIoFwgIEECMYJ8ICChAjGIAEGCcYigXCAgoQABiABBhDGIoFwgIQEAAYgAQYsQMYQxiDARiKBcICDhAuGIAEGLEDGNEDGMcBwgIKEAAYgAQYFBiHAsICBxAAGIAEGArCAgkQABiABBgKGAvCAg4QABiABBgKGAsYRhj5AcICKBAAGIAEGAoYCxhGGPkBGJcFGIwFGN0EGEYY-QEY9AMY9QMY9gPYAQHCAggQABiiBBiJBZgDAOIDBRIBMSBAugYGCAEQARgTkgcDOS41oAfAgwGyBwM5LjW4B6gLwgcIMC4xMS4yLjHIByKACAA&sclient=gws-wiz-serp&mstk=AUtExfDwaWJWeR1ZSHV2NoemroI3vbAM7kDexvemOcFu7Piyhtr-zMRdwon4HnQTOyzoVkl0XWzBhzoOuEMIhZ93qnoz4XjeG8-W9BSXTOea1Rb8TEyVCSwBZRmnihgd7iUEnkYmQ9OIue3MRuhLoHzh7dAv38CGbOVgb2M739xpX13C6sRmPoM8U3TGtFPRUChut0cfYjTlMA1JaGDBXvGNPfUM2IszP-LQdWVLAxRBeCHoHEeNAtAGiCVuPJWMaSYgHEt9G0bZKgvI_fqih22yWfPA&csui=3
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/267678963_Framework_Analysis_A_Qualitative_Methodology_for_Applied_Policy_Research
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/267678963_Framework_Analysis_A_Qualitative_Methodology_for_Applied_Policy_Research
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Synthesis and Interpretation 

Interpretation was conducted through: 

• interim analysis presentations 
• director-led synthesis workshops 
• triangulation of stakeholder perspectives 
• examination of convergent and divergent views 

A transparent chain of evidence, from raw data to coding to thematic interpretation, was maintained. 

Saturation 

In this study, we assessed data saturation, understood as the point at which additional interviews 
ceased to generate new information relevant to the research questions (i.e., new data largely 
repeated what had already been expressed, rather than producing new insights or meaning). This 
aligns with widely used definitions in qualitative research which distinguish data saturation from the 
broader emergence of new themes.13 

Saturation was monitored throughout fieldwork at the subgroup level, as different stakeholder types 
varied in size, experience and heterogeneity. The point at which saturation appeared to occur for 
each group is summarised below: 

Stakeholder groups for which saturation was achieved 

• Debtors (n=25): Data saturation occurred after approximately 10–12 interviews. From this 
point onward, accounts consistently repeated the same patterns, limited awareness of 
reforms, strong views on fairness, the role of stress during insolvency, and recurring 
comments on clarity of information. Subsequent interviews reinforced, rather than expanded, 
these insights.  

• Directors (n=25): Across insolvent, solvent and disqualified directors, saturation occurred at 
around 12–15 interviews. Subsequent interviews reiterated the same issues such as low 
awareness of activities, reliance on professional advisers, concerns about enforcement 
visibility, and views on fairness. Although directors differ in experience, their responses 
converged strongly around these themes. 

• IPs (n=7), lawyers (n=6), and academics (n=8): These professional groups were smaller but 
relatively homogeneous in expertise. Saturation occurred early, typically after 5–6 interviews 
within each group. Later interviews reinforced the same assessments of reforms (particularly 
views on proportionality, enforcement capacity and information flows) without introducing new 
concepts. 

Stakeholder groups for which saturation was not achieved 

• Creditors (n=4): As anticipated in the limitations section, saturation was not achieved for 
creditors due to the small achieved sample. While these interviews provided valuable insight, 
each creditor raised distinct issues, and the data did not stabilise. As a result, findings for 

 
 

13 Guest, G., Bunce, A. and Johnson, L. (2006) ‘How Many Interviews Are Enough? An Experiment with 
Data Saturation and Variability’, Field Methods, 18(1), pp. 59–82. 
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creditors are presented cautiously and triangulated with views from professionals who 
regularly engage with creditor-side processes. 

Implications for interpretation 

Across most stakeholder groups, the number of interviews was sufficient to reach data saturation, 
meaning that additional interviews would have been unlikely to yield new insight into stakeholder 
perceptions of the recent reforms or their effect on confidence. The exception is creditors, where 
saturation was not reached; hence, interpretations for this group rely more heavily on convergent 
themes from related professional stakeholders and should not be generalised. 
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 “ IFF Research helps organisations, businesses and 
individuals to make better-informed decisions.” 
 

Our Values 

1. Being human first 
Whether employer or employee, client or collaborator, we are all humans first and 
foremost. Recognising this essential humanity is central to how we conduct our 
business, and how we lead our lives. We respect and accommodate each 
individual’s way of thinking, working and communicating, mindful of the fact that 
each has their own story and means of telling it. 
 

2. Impartiality and independence 
IFF is a research-led organisation which believes in letting the evidence do the 
talking. We don’t undertake projects with a preconception of what “the answer” is, 
and we don’t hide from the truths that research reveals. We are independent, in the 
research we conduct, of political flavour or dogma. We are open-minded, 
imaginative and intellectually rigorous. 
 

3. Making a difference 
We aim to make a difference to the lives of our partners, our people and wider 
society, through the research we do and the way we work. We’re proud to work 
with partners who share our ambition for positive change, and choose to work on 
projects that can make a positive impact. 
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