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QUESTIONS 
 
 
1. MONEY ADVISER’S FEES 
 
Regulation 6 of the 2013 regulations made clear that the continuing money adviser’s 
fee for setting up and administering the DPP is excluded from the DPP.  Changes 
were also made to ensure it is treated as a continuing liability, so should be paid during 
the course of the programme. 
 
Question 1(a):  Should the continuing money adviser’s fees for setting up and 
administering the DPP be disclosed in the DPP proposal?   
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 1(b):  If you answered no to question 1(a), why not? 
 
Answer:  At a focus group we held with Citizens Advice bureaux advisers it was felt 
that continuing money adviser’s fees should be disclosed as part of the DPP proposal 
and should also be available for creditors to see. The same group also felt that 
continuing money advisers were not highlighting the availability of free advice for 
setting up a DPP. The group also did not want the fee to become part of the debt 
payment programme i.e. ranking with the creditors. 
 
Citizens Advice Scotland (CAS) is also very concerned about the high level of fees 
being charged by some continuing money advisers and conditions being attached. We 
are aware of one case where a client was asked to sign an agreement prior to the DPP 
stating that if they withdrew from the DPP, or it was revoked, then all the fees due 
during the life of the DPP proposed would become chargeable as a debt.  
 
 
2. JOINT DEBT PAYMENT PROGRAMME 
 
Regulation 10 of the 2013 regulations removed the requirement that the two debtors 
in a joint DPP must be jointly and severally liable for a debt before a programme can 
be approved.  The policy intention was that this would allow more joint programmes to 
be approved where couples have debts and wish them to be included in a joint DPP.   
 
Chart 2 of Annex A shows the number of approved joint DPPs.   
 
Question 2(a):  Has removing the need for two debtors being jointly and 
severally liable for a debt made it easier for couples to enter a joint DPP? 
 
Yes                No  
 



 

                    
 

Question 2(b):  If you answered no to question 2(a), why not? 
 
Answer:  ___________________________________________________________ 
 
 
3. STANDARD CONDITIONS – FIRST AGREED PAYMENT 
 
Regulation 12 of the 2013 regulations gives the debtor up to 42 days, instead of one 
month, to pay their first agreed payment following the date on which the DPP was 
approved.   
 
Question 3(a):  Is 42 days the correct length of time for a debtor to pay their first 
agreed payment following the date on which the DPP was approved?   
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 3(b):  If you answered no to question 3(a), what do you think is the 
correct period of time to pay their first payment? 
 
Answer:  ___________________________________________________________ 
 
 
4. COMPOSITION 
 
Regulation 13 of the 2013 regulations re-introduced an element of composition into 
DAS.  Where a debtor has been paying their DPP for a period of 12 years (excluding 
any payment breaks) and has repaid at least 70% of the total debt outstanding when 
the DPP was approved, composition can be considered.  The DAS administrator or 
continuing money adviser will then make an offer of composition to creditors and they 
will have 21 days to accept the offer (if there is no response a creditor will be deemed 
to have accepted).  With the agreement of each of the creditors, the whole outstanding 
debt and any interest and charges would be written off.  Where there is not full 
agreement, the debts due to the creditors who have not consented will remain in the 
DPP, which will be varied accordingly. 
 
Question 4(a):  Do you agree that composition should be available when a debtor 
has been paying their DPP for a period of 12 years with at least 70% of the total 
debt having been repaid? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 4(b):  If you answered no to question 4(a), when should composition 
be available? 
 



 

                    
 

Answer:  CAS believes that few debtors will actually benefit from the current 
arrangements for composition given the average length of a DPP is somewhere in the 
region of 6 years. At a focus group we held with advisers a number of alternatives 
were proposed. Either that composition should be available to all debtors when they 
have paid 70% of the total debt, irrespective of length of repayment and with approval 
of creditors. Or that the composition should be available after 8 years and 70% of debt 
has been paid, with approval of creditors, to bring the composition more in line with 
the average length of a DPP. A minority opinion was also expressed that this would 
make a DPP more like an insolvency product. 
 
Question 4(c):  Do you agree that the creditor should have 21 days to accept the 
offer of composition? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 4(d):  If you answered no to question 4(c), how long should a creditor 
have to accept the offer of composition? 
 
Answer:  ___________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 4(e):  Is it appropriate that an offer of composition is deemed to have 
been accepted by a creditor if AiB does not receive a response from the creditor 
within 21 days? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 4(f):  If you answered no to question 4(e), why not? 
 
Answer:  ___________________________________________________________ 
 
5. REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Regulation 47 of the 2013 regulations introduced a new review process that enables 
decisions made by the DAS Administrator to be reviewed.  This includes decisions 
that result in rejection or approval of an application, and decisions made in the variation 
and revocation of a DPP.  A creditor, debtor or money adviser acting on behalf of a 
debtor can apply for a review of a decision.  It was expected that introducing a review 
process would reduce the burden on courts and make the process easier for those 
who are affected by decisions of the DAS Administrator. 
 
The review is undertaken by an independent team which has been established within 
AiB. The right of appeal to the sheriff on a point of law remains, but is only available 
after the review process has been exhausted.   
 



 

                    
 

Charts 4 and 5 of Annex A detail the number of reviews carried out, the type of decision 
being reviewed and the outcome.  Section 2 of Annex A details the reviews carried out 
on business DAS.      
 
Question 5(a):  Have you encountered any issues with the introduction of the 
review process? 
 
Yes                No   
 
Question 5(b):  If you answered yes to question 5(a), what issues have you 
encountered? 
 
Answer:  At our focus group advisers felt that the main issue was a lack of information 
and education about the review form and process at the outset. For example it was 
not initially clear that the review was on a point of law and that new information was 
not to be introduced at the review stage.  
 
Question 5(c):  Have you identified any improvements that you consider are 
necessary to the review process?   
 
Yes                No   
 
Question 5(d):  If you answered yes to question 5(c) what improvements do you 
consider are necessary? 
 
Answer:  In our focus group advisers were concerned that the review team, whilst 
separate from the DAS team, is not independent enough. This may be a perception 
issue, however the current arrangement suggests a conflict of interest. We would 
therefore like to see more independence introduced into the process. 
 
Because they are not legally trained, advisers would also like more information on 
what constitutes a point of law, as not knowing puts them at a disadvantage when 
advising clients on reviews. This could be achieved through case studies in the DAS 
newsletter or reciprocal visits by advisers to the review team and vice versa. 
 
Question 5(e):  Do you agree that 14 days is the correct length of time to have 
to submit a request for a review? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 5(f):  If you answered no to question 5(e), what length of time do you 
consider appropriate for submitting a request for a review? 
 
Answer:  Our adviser focus group felt that 14 days was too short and this should be 
extended to 21 days. There was a feeling that there are currently at least 4 different 



 

                    
 

time spans for different aspects of DPP and applying a consistent number of days to 
as many processes as possible would be helpful.  
 
 
 
6. FLEXIBLE PAYMENT BREAK 
 
Regulation 13 of the 2013 regulations allows for a flexible payment break of up to six 
months rather than a fixed period of six months.  This was introduced to provide more 
flexibility to debtors.  
 
Chart 3 of Annex A shows the number of payment break applications. 
 
Question 6(a):  Is up to six months an appropriate timescale for a flexible 
payment break? 
 
Yes                No   
 
Question 6(b):  If you answered no to 6(a), what do you think is an appropriate 
timescale for a flexible payment break period?  
 
Answer:  Generally our adviser focus group felt that the current arrangements work 
fine for most debtors apart from those on maternity leave or having treatment for a 
serious illness with a longer recovery period. The group felt that a year’s break might 
be appropriate for these special groups with need evidenced by a medical 
professional’s letter. 
 
7.  BUSINESS DAS 
 
Regulation 13 of the 2014 regulations extended the application of the DAS to legal 
persons and other entities i.e. partnerships, limited partnerships, corporate bodies 
(other than companies registered under the Companies Act 2006) and other bodies 
(including Limited Liability Partnerships which cannot be sequestrated under the 
Bankruptcy (Scotland) Act 1985 (as amended)), trusts and unincorporated 
associations.  Debts must be repaid within 5 years of the date of application.  Certain 
individuals involved in a business or other entity can be protected from diligence in 
relation to debts included in a DPP for that business or other entity. 
 
Section 2 of Annex A shows the activity levels for business DAS. 
 
Question 7(a):  Is 5 years an appropriate length of time for debts to be repaid 
through a business DAS?   
 
Yes                No  
 



 

                    
 

Question 7(b):  If you answered no to question 7(a), what timescale would be 
appropriate? 
 
Answer:  ___________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 7(c):  Have you encountered any issues concerning business DAS? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 7(d):  If you answered yes to question 7(c), what issues have you 
encountered? 
 
Answer:  ___________________________________________________________ 
Question 7(e):  Have you identified any improvements that you consider are 
necessary to business DAS? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 7(f):  If you answered yes to question 7(e) what improvements do you 
consider are necessary? 
 
Answer:  N/A 
 
 
8.         APPROVED MONEY ADVISER FOR DAS 
 
Regulation 6 of the 2014 regulations amended the criteria by which a money adviser 
may be approved for the purposes of DAS, by removing the option for the person to 
be a member of an organisation working towards Scottish National Standards (SNS) 
accreditation.  Since 11 December 2014, a person can only qualify if their organisation 
has achieved accreditation of Type 2 level or above.  With changes elsewhere to make 
the role of the money adviser absolutely central to the Scottish debt management and 
debt relief statutory solutions, this aims to strike the balance between ensuring access 
to money advisers for those who need them and the quality of advice given.  Several 
more recent initiatives – including the role of the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) in 
authorising those who provide debt counselling and debt adjusting on a commercial 
basis – have aimed to influence that same balance.     
 
Question 8(a):  Is regulation 6 sufficient to ensure both that there are sufficient 
DAS advisers and that they are suitably qualified for the purposes of debt 
counselling and creating a DPP proposal? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 8(b):  If you answered no to question 8(a), why not? 



 

                    
 

 
Answer:  CAS has observed that changes in local funding for debt advice is having a 
bigger impact on the availability of sufficient advisers to meet demand for DAS, than 
the change in organisational accreditation and quality standards in the 2014 
regulations.  
 
Advisers in our focus group felt that there should be a balance between organisational 
approval as currently exists and individual competence as evidenced by having 
completed appropriate training to do the functions of an approved adviser, e.g. the 
wiseradviser training programme.  
 
Question 8(c):  If you answered no to question 8(a), what changes do you 
consider are necessary? 
 
Answer:  Ring fenced funding from the Scottish Government to maintain a sustainable, 
long term funded debt advice service.  
 
There is already work going on in the advice sector regarding individual competence 
of debt advisers, so no further changes needed in regulation. 
 
 
9. COMMON FINANCIAL TOOL  
 
Regulation 8 of the 2014 regulations (together with Schedule 1), made provision for 
the Common Financial Tool to apply to DAS for individuals. Section 8 also introduced 
the requirement for an application for a DPP to be intimated to the Office of the Scottish 
Charity Regulator (OSCR) where the applicant is a charity.   
 
Question 9(a):  Do you agree that the Common Financial Tool should be used to 
help determine if DAS is the correct product for a debtor? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 9(b):  If you answered no to question 9(a), why not? 
 
Answer:  Qualified yes. It is a suitable starting point for discussion to compare the 
various statutory options.  
 
Question 9(c):  Have you encountered any issues with using the Common 
Financial Tool for DAS? 
 
Yes                No   
 
Question 9(d):  If you answered yes to question 9(c), what issues have you 
encountered? 



 

                    
 

 
Answer:  Our focus group saw the Common Financial Tool as being too prescriptive 
for DAS because it requires debtors to use all disposable income (less contingency). 
This is despite the fact that the debtor is paying their debts in full and the arrangement 
generally has a longer term nature than insolvency. There is a perverse incentive for 
some debtors to take up insolvency if they have the choice of paying the same 
contribution for only 4 years, compared to as many years as it takes to repay their debt 
under a DPP.  
 
Question 9(e):  Have you identified any improvements that you consider are 
necessary to the Common Financial Tool for DAS? 
 
Yes                No   
 
Question 9(f):  If you answered yes to question 9(e), what improvements do you 
consider are necessary and why? 
 
Answer:    
 
 
10. COMMON FINANCIAL TOOL – SETTING CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
Regulation 8 of the 2014 regulations (together with Schedule 1), made provision for 
the Common Financial Tool to apply to DAS for individuals.  This is used to determine 
the level of contribution within a DPP.    
 
Question 10(a):  Should the Common Financial Tool be used to determine the 
level of contribution to be made in a DPP? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 10(b):  If you answered no to question 10(a), why not? 
 
Answer:  Our adviser group recognised the value of the Common Financial Tool in 
budgeting and helping debtors to maximise income and reduce expenditure. However 
they felt that as the DAS is intended for debtors to repay their debts in full, basing their 
contribution on trigger figures derived from the expenditure of the lowest quintile of 
households makes the scheme difficult and unattractive for some debtors, who are not 
in that quintile. Prior to the April 2015 changes there was some flexibility in the system 
which allowed debtors to make a reasonable contribution to their debt, whilst still 
enjoying a reasonable lifestyle. This achieved a better balance and therefore our focus 
group advisers felt that the full disposable income identified by the Common Financial 
Tool should not be used on its own to determine the level of contribution.  
 



 

                    
 

Question 10(c):  If you answered yes to question 10(a), should all excess income 
be taken as a contribution in a DPP? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 10(d):  If you answered no to question 10(c), why not? 
 
Answer:  A DPP under DAS is likely to run for longer than the 4 years of an insolvency 
product and is intended to repay debt in full. For these reasons tying a debtor to an 
insolvency level of contribution, which allows little breathing space for incidental costs 
makes the scheme too restrictive and perversely incentivises bankruptcy and 
protected trust deeds in some cases.  
 
Question 10(e):  If you answered no to question 10(c), how should the level of 
contribution to be made in a DPP be determined? 
 
Answer:  Our adviser focus group felt that the level of contribution should be 
determined by negotiation with the creditors, based loosely around the disposable 
income established by using the common financial statement trigger figures. But, the 
group felt that the debtor should be allowed to pay a chosen proportion of that 
disposable income from within a range (e.g 60 - 100%), to put more flexibility into the 
system. They felt that at the end of the day the creditors will make a commercial 
decision as to whether the payment offered is in their interests and this removes the 
need to have the complication of a fixed proportion set in regulation. Not having a fixed 
proportion of disposable income would also allow some debtors to have the choice to 
pay their debts sooner using all their disposable income, or, alternatively make an offer 
that is reasonable to their creditors, which still allows them to live in a sustainable 
financial situation with spare funds available for contingencies, comforts and 
occasional variations in income.  
 
As a further point, there is some disquiet at the moment amongst our advisers about 
the potential basis for the CFT becoming the Standard Financial Statement. Until this 
is showing similar outcomes to the Common Financial Statement our adviser group 
are not keen for this change to be effected.  
 
Question 10(f):  If you answered no to question 10(c), what proportion of surplus 
income should be taken as a contribution? 
 
Answer:  Allow debtors to pay a proportion of their disposable income from within a 
range (60 – 100%) and give the client the choice of how much to allocate to their debts 
in collaboration with their adviser. The creditors can then make a commercial decision 
as to whether this is a reasonable offer.  
 
 
11. ALL DEBTS 



 

                    
 

 
Regulation 8 of the 2014 regulations introduced a requirement for DPPs, for both 
individuals and Business DAS, to include all qualifying debts at the time of application.   
 
Question 11(a):  Do you agree that all debts should be included in both a DAS 
for individuals and a business DAS? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 11(b):  If you answered no to question 11(a), why not? 
 
Answer:  Our adviser focus group felt that this change in legislation has effectively 
stopped advisers from prioritising debts, most commonly rent and mortgage arrears. 
There is a possibility that the inclusion of a debt in a DPP could cause a conflict with 
a court arranged repayment. The sheriff can take the DPP into account in making their 
decision but they are not bound by the DPP and there is a risk to clients of eviction or 
repossession which is not acceptable, no matter how small that risk is. However our 
group did reflect that in one local authority area in particular the advisers had an 
excellent relationship with the council, who would accept that the DPP was in place 
for priority council debts, in all circumstances. Unfortunately this did not appear to be 
a universal approach and other advisers reported difficulties with local authorities 
having fixed guidance in deciding whether to accept DPP proposals e.g. debts had to 
be paid in 5 years. This limited the effectiveness of a DPP for priority debts in these 
areas and clients have to consider other options or pay the priority debt before entering 
into a DPP.  
 
Question 11(c):  If you answered no to question 11(a), are there specific debts 
which should be excluded from DAS? 
 
Answer:  Our adviser group felt that debts do not necessarily need to be excluded from 
a DPP if there is an agreement with the creditor that DAS is acceptable e.g. in the local 
authority area referred to in the previous answer in regard to rent and council tax 
arrears. Instead there should be adviser discretion allowed around rent, mortgage, 
council tax and other priority debts to allow them to include these where appropriate, 
or exclude them where there is risk.   
 
A few of our advisers had also experienced issues where creditors had self-excluded 
themselves from DPPs on a consistent basis and having to include them and then vary 
the DPP after, when non-cooperation became apparent, was a waste of resources. 
These creditors could be excluded from the outset if the adviser had the discretion to 
do this.  
 
Our focus group felt that the excluded debts should still be identified within the DPP 
proposal along with the reasons for their exclusion. They also thought that these 
priority excluded debts could form the basis of discretionary conditions e.g. once 



 

                    
 

housing debt arrears are repaid then there could be a variation of the payment to the 
remaining creditors. 
 
Question 11(d):  If you answered no to question 11(a), do you think that debtors 
should be able to choose which debts to include in DAS? 
 
Answer:  No, our adviser group felt that the decision to exclude should be based 
around whether the DPP would be threatened by the inclusion of a particular debt. 
Examples of situations where this would be the case could include: a court arranged 
repayment that could not be altered in line with the offer of payment suggested by the 
DPP; or a debtor needing a credit card for business expenses excluding that debt to 
stay in work and pay their DPP.  
 
12. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS FOR APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF 
DPP 
 
Regulation 12 of the 2014 regulations requires debtors applying for a joint DPP to have 
2 or more debts. 
 
Question 12(a):  Do you agree that a joint DPP should require 2 or more debts 
to be included in a DPP? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 12(b):  If you answered no to question 12(a), why not? 
 
Answer:  Our adviser focus group felt that the DPP needs to be flexible enough to 
provide for a single debt to be repaid jointly, for example in the case of significant 
council tax arrears owed by a couple with no other debts. Otherwise there is a perverse 
incentive to take out another debt to fit the criteria, making the debt problem worse.  
 
Question 12(c):  If you answered no to question 12(a), what is the minimum 
number of debts which should be included in a joint DPP? 
 
Answer:  1 
 
 
 
13. VARIATION AND REVOCATION OF BUSINESS DAS 
 
Sections 17 to 19 of the 2014 regulations provided for the variation and revocation of 
a DPP for programmes entered into by legal persons and other entities.  An application 
for variation may be made by the legal person or by a money adviser, on behalf of the 
legal entity, and must include a declaration of viability.  All payments must still be made 
within a period of 5 years from the date of application.  The grounds for revocation for 



 

                    
 

legal persons include where the format of the legal person changes during the period 
of the DPP, where a money adviser is unable to make a declaration of viability and 
where the required consents from those able to consent to the DPP application have 
been retracted.   
 
Chart 6 of Annex A shows the level of revocations. 
 
Question 13(a):  Have you encountered any issues with the variation or 
revocation of a Business DAS? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 13(b):  If you answered yes to question 13(a), what issues have you 
encountered? 
 
Answer:  ___________________________________________________________ 
 
Question 13(c):  Have you identified any improvements that you consider are 
necessary to variation and revocation of business DAS?   
 
Yes                No  
Question 13(d):  If you answered yes to question 13(c) what improvements do 
you consider are necessary? 
 
Answer:  ___________________________________________________________ 
 
 
14. COMPOSITION OUT OF BUSINESS DAS 
 
Regulation 20 of the 2014 regulations states that an offer of composition in DAS cannot 
be made in a business DAS. 
 
Question 14(a):  Do you agree that an offer of composition in DAS is not 
appropriate for a business DAS DPP? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 14(b):  If you answered no to question 14(a), why not? 
 
Answer:  N/A 
 
  
15. BUSINESS DAS – PAYMENT BREAK 
 



 

                    
 

Regulation 37 of the 2011 regulations does not allow for a payment break within a 
Business DAS. 
 
Question 15(a):  Should a payment break be available in a Business DAS? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 15(b):  If you answered no to question 15(a), why not?  
 
Answer:  N/A 
 
16. DISCRETIONARY CONDITIONS 
 
Regulation 28 of the 2011 regulations states when a DPP can be subject to 
discretionary conditions.  This excludes the realisation of a dwelling house or mobile 
home occupied by a debtor as the debtor’s sole or main residence.   
 
Question 16(a):  Do you agree that a the realisation of a dwelling house or mobile 
home occupied by a debtor as their sole or main residence should be exempt 
from discretionary conditions within a DPP? 
 
Yes                No  
 
Question 16(b):  If you answered no to question 16(a), why not? 
 
Answer:  Our adviser focus group felt that if the debtor has planned at some stage to 
downsize, e.g. as they approach retirement and children leave home, then setting a 
discretionary condition to sell their main residence should not be closed as an option. 
This may also make some longer term DPP applications more viable as the proceeds 
will ultimately shorten the programme. There was also a minority opinion expressed 
that a DPP should protect a client’s property under all circumstances.  
 
17. EFFECT ON A CREDITOR 
 
Regulation 33 of the 2011 regulations restricts creditors from giving credit to debtors 
who have a DPP unless it is:  approved by a variation under regulation 38; part of a 
cyclical loan arrangement already in place; trade credit incurred by the debtor in the 
ordinary course of a business; for an emergency repair; or for reasonable funeral 
expenses for an immediate family member.  By contrast, in a sequestration a debtor 
can obtain credit of up to £2,000.  
 
Question 17(a):  Are the regulations which prevent creditors from giving credit 
to debtors too restrictive?     
 
Yes                No  



 

                    
 

 
Question 17(b):  If you answered yes to question 17(a), why? 
 
Answer:  This question split our adviser group. Some felt that the consequences of 
taking out credit under a DPP or bankruptcy are disproportionate with each other and 
should be brought into line with each other i.e. extra borrowing allowed up to £2,000 
under a DPP. Others were not keen to see any further borrowing under any statutory 
option as this is likely to jeopardise the sustainability of the statutory option, especially 
where all the disposable income is being used to pay debt. Furthermore some bureaux 
have service level agreements requiring their clients not to borrow further money and 
to allow further borrowing is against the spirit of what they are trying to do with clients. 
There was also the consideration that the new creditor becomes a priority debt. The 
compromise position was that further borrowing should only be allowed, up to a limit, 
where the DPP would be jeopardised e.g. to pay an unexpected expense like replacing 
a vehicle that is vital for work. The new credit may then be able to be repaid using the 
disposable income not previously allocated to debt payments, if there was some 
flexibility about how much disposable income to allocate to contributions to the DPP 
at the outset (as per 10e and 10f).  
 
18. ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
 
Please use the box below for any other comments you may have including any 
improvements you consider would be beneficial, or anything you feel is not 
covered in the consultation questions.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RESPONDENT INFORMATION FORM 

One of the changes brought in by the 2014 regulations was for revocation of a 
deceased debtor’s DPP not to take effect for 6 weeks, which was welcome. 
However after experiencing various issues following the death of a client in a 
joint DPP, a bureau adviser has suggested extending this delay in revocation to 
6 months to bring it in line with the period allowed by creditors to make a claim 
on the debtor’s estate. This also allows the surviving debtor time to deal with the 
estate issues and to have a reasonable length of time to apply for their own DPP, 
where appropriate. CAS is supportive of this position. 
 
We also asked our debt adviser focus group about the reasons for the recent 
decline in DAS numbers. In addition to all debts being included in the DPP and 
the mandatory use of the CFT the following factors were raised: 

- Few bureaux clients having disposable income for a DPP 
- Potential DAS clients being contacted by large volume Protected Trust 

Deed firms and bypassing independent advice.  
- There was also a noticeable link between application for moratorium and 

cold contacts by insolvency firms at the start of the new BADAS regime. 
- The evidence requirement for the CFT has also put some clients off. They 

either do not return at all and struggle on with their debts, or opt for a less 
onerous solution such as a voluntary repayment plan.  



 

                    
 

Please note that this form must be returned with your response to ensure that we 
handle your response appropriately. 
 
1. Name/Organisation 
Organisation Name 

Citizens Advice Scotland 

 

Title   Mr     Ms    Mrs    Miss    Dr        Please tick as appropriate 
Surname 

Holmyard 

Forename 

Mike 

2. Postal Address 

Spectrum House 

2 Powderhall Road 

Edinburgh 

Postcode EH7 4GB Phone 01315501048 
Email 
mike.holmyard@cas.org.uk 

 
3. Permissions  - I am responding as… 
 

  
 Individual / Group/Organisation    

     Please tick as appropriate      

        
 

      

(a) Do you agree to your response being made 
available to the public (in Scottish Government 
library and/or on the Scottish Government web 
site)? 

Please tick as appropriate     Yes    

No  

 
(c) The name and address of your organisation will 

be made available to the public (in the Scottish 
Government library and/or on the Scottish 
Government web site). 

 

(b) Where confidentiality is not requested, we will 
make your responses available to the public 
on the following basis 

  Are you content for your response to be made 
available? 

 Please tick ONE of the following boxes   Please tick as appropriate    Yes    No 

 Yes, make my response, name and 
address all available 

     

  
or 

    
 Yes, make my response available, but 

not my name and address 
     

  
or 

    
 Yes, make my response and name 

available, but not my address 
     

       

(d) We will share your response internally with other Scottish Government policy teams who may be addressing the 
issues you discuss. They may wish to contact you again in the future, but we require your permission to do so. 
Are you content for Scottish Government to contact you again in relation to this consultation exercise? 

  Please tick as appropriate    

Yes  No 

 



 

                    
 

Please return your response to AIB_Policy_Development_Enquiries@gov.scot or to:  
Carol Kirk, AiB, 1 Pennyburn Road, Kilwinning, Ayrshire, KA13 6SA by 4 May 2016. 
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