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1. Introduction 

This is the thirteenth edition of the Insolvency Service of Ireland’s (ISI) e-Brief.  This publication 

aims to keep you as a stakeholder informed of ongoing activities of the ISI and key metrics of 

interest captured through our systems.  In particular, the e-Brief aims to support and facilitate 

development of the personal insolvency process through the reporting of detail on court case 

decisions considered relevant for our stakeholder community. This document along with other 

resources can be found in the Stakeholder Information section on our website. 

2 Courts 

2 . 1  H O R A N  C A S E  –  R E L E V A N T  D E B T ;  S E T T I N G  A S I D E  O F  R E N T A L  

P A Y M E N T S   

This judgment concerns an appeal of a decision of the Circuit Court to refuse an application 

pursuant to section 115A(9) of the Personal Insolvency Act 2012 (the “2012 Act”).  

The debtor had two significant creditors, Bank of Ireland Mortgage Bank (“Bank of Ireland”) 

and Promontoria (Oyster) DAC (“Promontoria”). Bank of Ireland was owed €233,013.37 and 

this sum was secured on the debtor’s principal private residence (“PPR”). Promontoria was 

owed a total sum of €740,012.20, of which €197,716 was secured on a golf shop premises.  

Inconsistency in the arrangement 

One of the main points made by Promontoria, by way of objection, was that there was an 

inconsistency in the personal insolvency arrangement (“PIA”) which, according to 

Promontoria, rendered the PIA incapable of approval. Part IV of the PIA suggested that the 

mortgage debt over the golf shop was to be written down to €80,000, while Appendix 1 of the 

PIA suggested the write-down was to €100,000. 

The judge, urging all PIPs to take “infinite pains” to ensure that this sort of thing does not 

happen, determined that although the discrepancy should not have occurred it was not fatal 

to the PIA. The PIA had a clause which provided that in the event of conflict between the terms 

of the PIA in Part IV and the terms of the PIA in any other part, the terms of the PIA in Part IV 

would prevail.  

Payment history and alleged preference to Bank of Ireland 

Another objection raised by Promontoria was the debtor’s payment history and alleged 

preferential treatment of Bank of Ireland. Promontoria received no payments whatsoever from 

the debtor following the transfer of the loan to Promontoria in 2016. The debtor had started 

setting aside the rent received from the golf shop after the granting of the protective certificate, 

and had accrued approximately €15,000 at the time of the hearing. The Court was assured 

that these funds would be paid to Promontoria upon the PIA coming into force. Promontoria, 

however, noted that there was no evidence as to the amount set aside nor indeed its existence 

https://www.isi.gov.ie/en/ISI/Pages/Stakeholder_Information
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and Counsel for Promontoria likened it to a “ransom”, payment of which would only be made 

upon them withdrawing their objection.  

It was also pointed out that there had been no default in relation to the mortgage on the 

debtor’s PPR, even though it was being discharged with income received from the asset 

funded by Promontoria.  Counsel argued that this, coupled with the proposed write-down of 

the loan to €80,000, was clearly unfairly prejudicial to their interests.  

Relevant debt 

At the time of delivery of this judgment, it was a “gateway” requirement in every section 115A 

application that a PIA must include a  ‘relevant debt’  which was defined  in the 2012 Act at 

the time as being a debt the payment for which was secured by security in or over a debtor’s 

PPR and in respect of which the debtor, on 1 January 2015, was in arrears with his or her 

payments or the debtor having being, before 1 January 2015, in arrears with his or her 

payments, had entered into an alternative repayment arrangement with the secured creditor 

concerned. The judge, having considered the matter, concluded that the debtor had “signally 

failed to establish a relevant debt”, and his application must fail on that ground alone.  

The setting aside of rental payments 

While the judge was of the view that his conclusion regarding the failure to establish a relevant 

debt was sufficient to decide the matter, he felt he should address the setting aside of the 

rental payments. 

Judge Sanfey was of the view that the way in which the matter was approached in the affidavits 

on behalf of the debtor was “profoundly unsatisfactory”, and Promontoria was justified in its 

complaints.  The judge stated that the debtor’s failure to explain the detail of the amounts set 

aside, exhibit corroborating documentation and give an unequivocal commitment to pay the 

monies to Promontoria indicated to him a lack of candour in dealing with the objecting creditor 

and the Court. The judge stated that while the monies being set aside may not have been 

intended as a “ransom”, he was of the view that this was not an ”unreasonable apprehension 

on the part of Promontoria”. The judge concluded that even if the debtor had established a 

relevant debt, he would have dismissed the application on the basis of this issue alone. 

Judge Sanfey considered it inappropriate to make an order confirming the coming into effect 

of the proposed personal insolvency arrangement and the debtor’s application was dismissed.  

The full text of the judgment can be found here: Link 

 

 

 

https://www.courts.ie/acc/alfresco/76f730c6-247e-4492-8cce-7de56253e3ea/2021_IEHC_171.pdf/pdf#view=fitH
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2 . 2  K I R W A N  C A S E  –  M O R T G A G E  T E R M  

This was an appeal of a refusal by the Circuit Court to approve the coming into effect of a 

Personal Insolvency Arrangement (”PIA”) in accordance with section 115 of the Personal 

Insolvency Act 2012 (as amended) (the “2012 Act”). 

At the time the PIA was formulated the debtor was 54 years old. She had total debts of 

€108,265.29, of which €83,485.46 was secured on her principal private residence (“PPR”). 

Her PPR had a market value of €145,000.  Under the proposed PIA the secured debt was to 

be restructured to a 35-year term from the coming into effect of the PIA with interest only 

payments during the term.  The loan balance was not being reduced and would be payable 

on the expiry of the term or the death of the debtor, whichever occurred first.  

The proposal was approved by the single secured creditor and all the unsecured creditors that 

voted. However, the Circuit Court ultimately refused the section 115 application as it was  

uncomfortable with the prospect that the debtor, at age 90, might be compelled sell her PPR 

to satisfy the mortgage debt at the end of term. 

Counsel for the debtor suggested that some guidance from the Court as to whether a scheme 

of this nature was permissible under the 2012 Act would be welcome. He stated that 

arrangements similar to this one were being seen as a solution for debtors in late middle age 

with substantial equity in their homes.  

Counsel for the debtor advanced with “considerable diffidence” the submission that the 

wording of section 115(2)(a) of the 2012 Act suggested that the court is obliged to approve 

the coming into effect of the arrangement, if the court is satisfied that there is compliance with 

the requirements set out in (i) to (iv) of that subsection, the argument being that the use of the 

term “shall approve” is a mandatory direction to the court by legislation. Counsel expressed 

the hope that it would not be necessary for the court to express a view on this issue on the 

basis that there was no “legal infirmity” in the PIA and it was in the “best interests of the debtor 

in any event that it should be approved”.   

Judge Sanfey having considered the matter concluded that the use of “shall” in section 

115(2)(a) of the 2012 Act is directory rather than mandatory and therefore permits the court to 

consider matters outside of the criteria of section 115(2) of the 2012 Act when considering 

whether or not to approve the coming into effect of an arrangement. For reasons set out in his 

judgment, he stated that this is a jurisdiction to be “exercised sparingly, and only in exceptional 

circumstances”.  

He stated that the issue for the court in this case was whether the jurisdiction to consider 

matters “outside of the criteria of section 115(2)(a) in deciding whether or not to approve the 

PIA should be invoked to decline to confirm the coming into effect of the arrangement, and in 

doing so, to override the express wishes of the creditors, the PPR creditor and the debtor 

herself”. 
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Judge Sanfey found that in all the circumstances, this case did not seem to be an appropriate 

case to override the wishes of all concerned, in particular the debtor, given her adherence to 

the criteria in section 115(2)(a) of the 2012 Act and her informed decision  to accept whatever 

risk there may be in embarking upon the arrangement.  The judge issued an order confirming 

the coming into effect of the PIA. The full judgment can be accessed here: Link 

2 . 3  Q U I R K E  C A S E  –  S P E C I A L  C I R C U M S T A N C E S  C O S T S ;  A F F O R D A B I L I T Y ;  

C O S T S  O F  T H E  P I A ;  D E B T O R  C O N D U C T  

This matter concerned an appeal by the debtors from a judgment of the Circuit Court, in which 

that court refused the debtors’ application pursuant to section 115A of the Personal Insolvency 

Act 2012 (the “2012 Act”).    

The personal insolvency practitioner (“PIP”) had put forward two separate arrangements, in 

circumstances where the debtors had a single creditor, namely the Governor and Company 

of Bank of Ireland (the “Bank”). The arrangements were for a period of two years. The Bank 

was owed €306,877.61. The debtors’ principal private residence had an agreed current market 

value of €176,000 and, under the terms of the arrangements, the Bank would receive 

€182,604.52.    

Submissions  

At the time the arrangements were proposed in July 2019, the debtors’ two children were 16 

years of age and intended to go to college in two years. Counsel for the debtors explained that 

the necessity to allow for college costs meant that funds would not be available to fund an 

arrangement longer than two years. The personal insolvency arrangement (“PIA”) contained 

an exercise in which special circumstances where set out over six years. This showed that 

there were no college costs for the first two years as the children were still in school but for 

years three, four, five and six there were monthly special circumstance costs of €1,100. 

Counsel for the debtors submitted that given the need to allow for the cost of college, the 

personal insolvency arrangements made maximum use of the debtors’ resources.  

Counsel for the debtors submitted that it was the Bank’s policy not to support a provision for 

the payment of colleges fees for adult dependents in a PIA and that this policy was the reason 

why the Bank had voted against the PIA.  

Counsel for the Bank said that their objections could be distilled down to four headings: (1) 

affordability and sustainability of the PIA; (2) the past conduct of the debtors; (3) the costs of 

the PIA; and (4) the manner in which the live balance had been arrived at.  

It was submitted by the Bank that because of the passage of time since the PIA was proposed, 

monies available to the debtors would now be needed to pay the special circumstance costs 

arising due to the attendance of the debtors’ children at college, and there would be no money 

available to pay the PIP’s fees (which were to be paid during the term of the PIA).  The Bank 

argued that the PIA was not viable on this ground alone. The Bank also submitted that the 

https://www.courts.ie/acc/alfresco/e43b12e5-39a4-434e-931a-027023c0ac92/2021_IEHC_327.pdf/pdf#view=fitH
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arrangement “conferred an excessive benefit on the debtors” by allowing the debtors retain 

the benefit of the special circumstance costs after the children no longer required the 

subvention. 

The Bank submitted that the debtors had failed to explain their poor payment record, and 

referred to them as having a “blasé” attitude.  Counsel identified that there were no payments 

at all between September 2016 and September 2018, and that payments post the protective 

certificate issuing were deficient.  

The Bank was also critical of the fact that two separate PIA applications had been made – 

giving rise to what the Bank claimed were excessive PIP fees.  

Criticism was also made of the use by the PIP of the Central Bank rules to calculate the live 

balance. 

Decision 

Judge Sanfey did not accept that the costs of the PIP were excessive or that the decision to 

make two applications rather than a joint application was incorrect. He was also satisfied that 

the live balance of the loan was arrived at appropriately by the PIP.  

At paragraph 51 of his judgment, Judge Sanfey took the opportunity to make it clear that the 

court “regards sending one’s dependent children to college as a special circumstance which 

fully justifies an allowance to be accorded to a debtor in a PIA”.  He further stated that the 

notion that the Bank was of the view that the debtors should not use their income to discharge 

college fees or expenses because they would have the ability to significantly increase their 

mortgage payments was “a startling and disquieting one”, and the judge went on to state that 

it has long been accepted in personal insolvency applications that college expenses are a 

special circumstance warranting an allowance in the PIA.   

It did not seem to Judge Sanfey that the benefit the debtors would receive from the decreased 

expenses when their children no longer required subvention would be unfair or 

disproportionate. He stated that the extra money may be badly needed to cover essential 

expenses which the debtors would not have been able to afford up to that point and 

commented that if the debtors have adhered to the terms of the restructured debt by that stage, 

they will have earned the benefit of a decrease in expenses.   

In determining whether the PIA was affordable, Judge Sanfey was of the view that the PIA 

would not be affordable if the debtors had to discharge the PIP’s costs as well as college costs 

for the two years of the arrangement. However he stated that he was satisfied that the PIA 

was affordable and sustainable having regard to the PIP’s “solemn assurance” that he would 

not allow his fees to be the reason by which the PIA becomes unaffordable. 

In terms of whether the PIA was unfairly prejudicial to the objecting creditor, Judge Sanfey 

was of the view that the Bank would not obtain any better result through bankruptcy or 
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executing the order for possession than if the PIA is performed according to its terms, noting 

the clawback provision in the PIA and s.103(3) of the Act.   

Judge Sanfey confirmed the coming into effect of the PIA. The full judgment can be found 

here: Link 

2 . 4  F E N N E L L  C A S E  –  M O R T G A G E  T E R M  

This case was an appeal by the debtor of the decision of the Circuit Court to refuse the debtor’s 

application pursuant to section 115A(9) of the Personal Insolvency Act 2012 (the “2012 Act”).  

The appeal was opposed by the debtor’s sole creditor, Ulster Bank Ireland DAC (“the Bank”). 

The PIA was constructed around a debt of €72,593.48 owed to the Bank secured against the 

PPR, which was valued at €180,000.  The proposed extension of the mortgage term was from 

3 months to 372 months, until the debtor was 98 years of age.  This was a central issue in the 

case, and the Bank submitted the extension was unsustainable.  The Bank also had 

reservations on the sustainability of contributions proposed from the debtor’s adult children.   

Several affidavits were submitted, for further discussion see paragraphs 20 to 49 of the 

judgment.  

Detailed submissions were delivered by each side, and the judgment goes through in some 

detail the submissions which the judge stated “influenced” his decision. See paragraphs 51 to 

88 of the judgment.  Particular focus was given to the submissions put forward on the 

sustainability of the arrangement.    

Submissions 

The PIP placed emphasis on there being a “reasonable prospect” that the matters set out in 

section 115A(9)(b) be achieved, rather than a “guarantee” or an “absolute certainty.  The 

creditor submitted that the court needs to be satisfied that the debtor is “reasonably likely” to 

comply with the terms of the PIA. In response to the PIP’s submission that the test of 

reasonableness under section 104 of the Act of whether it is “reasonably practicable” to retain 

the PPR “is to be conducted by the PIP”, the creditor argued that it is a matter for the court to 

determine if the PIP has so demonstrated this.    

There was much discussion on the restructured term of 372 months of the loan. While 

acknowledging that the term extension would likely exceed the life expectancy of the debtor, 

the PIP argued that the Act permits this.  Counsel for the PIP argued that the term extension 

as referred to in section 102(6)(c) of the Act is not “temporally limited”, and that the inclusion 

of a temporal limit in parts (a) and (b) of section 102(6) supports this argument – the omission 

of a temporal limit in section 102(6)(c) is deliberate.  Judge Sanfey, from paragraph 99 of the 

judgment, addresses this argument including by reference to statutory interpretation.  The 

judge emphasised that the entire subsection needs to be considered when determining the 

meaning.  Parts (a), (b) and (d) deal with significant changes to the repayments for a period 

of time which cannot exceed the duration of the arrangement.  The judge’s view was that the 

purpose of part (c) was quite different - it relates to the general power of the PIP to extend the 

https://www.courts.ie/acc/alfresco/dfe7b351-8cbc-42bf-b533-e8b92da80cda/2021_IEHC_186.pdf/pdf#view=fitH
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term for payment of the secured debt by a specified period of time, but the judge did not agree 

with the PIP that the absence of a temporal limited was “warranted”.  The judge expressed his 

view that the term extension  

“means that the period can only be extended to allow repayments to take place for a longer 

period.  It follows that the period cannot be extended to a point where the debtor would no 

longer be making payments because she had passed away”. 

The judge continued that section 102(6)(c) must be construed in light of section 115A(9)(c) 

which “is not obscure or ambiguous”, and “simply” requires the court to be satisfied that the 

“debtor is likely to be able to comply with the terms of the proposed arrangement”. The judge 

stated that if the court is not satisfied that the debtor is “reasonably likely” to achieve this, then 

the court cannot make an order.   The judge was not satisfied in this case that the debtor would 

be likely to meet the terms. 

Responding to the argument that in the event the debtor does not survive until the end of the 

extended term, the debtor’s estate can repay the remaining balance, the court stated that this 

cannot be regarded as a “legally enforceable commitment”.  “It imposes no obligation on those 

who will administer the debtor’s estate,…confers no benefit on the objecting creditor, simply 

leaving the bank in the position it would have been in if the debtor at any point became unable 

to perform her obligations under the arrangement”.   

The sustainability of the arrangement was linked to the issue of whether or not the PIA was 

unfairly prejudicial to the bank.  The PIP’s submissions refer to the judgment of McDonald J 

in Re Tinkler [2018] IEHC 682, and in particular the court’s survey in that case of the authorities 

in relation to examinership legislation dealing with the same concept (paragraph 62), which 

noted the flexibility of the concept of unfair prejudice. Reliance was also placed on the dicta of 

Baker J in Re JD [2017] IEHC 119, in relation to the possibility that approval could still be 

given to a proposal in which a creditor might be likely to do worse than in bankruptcy.  In this 

case, it was emphasised that the bankruptcy comparison shows a 100% return of capital to 

the objecting creditor under bankruptcy or under the PIA, but that under the PIA capital and 

interest would be paid. The PIP claimed that therefore the PIA was more beneficial to the 

Bank.  However, this was objected to as it does not take into consideration  “the time value of 

money and the necessity to apply a discount to future returns to reflect the fact that monies 

received in the future are not…as valuable as monies received in the present”.  

The Bank questioned the sustainability of the arrangement due to its dependence on the 

debtor’s adult children who each were to contribute to the payments of the loan.  No affidavits 

were submitted by the debtor’s children, and what was put to the court did not “give sufficient 

information, or any corroborating documentation” on their assets, to “enable the court to make 

a reasoned assessment” of whether they could meet the payments.   

In response to the claim that the bank would not have to make appropriate provision for a loan 

to be sold, the bank submitted that unfair prejudice arises due to the regulatory and accounting 
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requirements which would be imposed on it by virtue of the loan being classified as “non-

performing”, a decision that the bank claims is not one it in a position to “choose”.  The judge 

commented that had the debtor proved to the court that she could make the payments, and 

the arrangement was approved, then he did not think that the loan could be considered a “non-

performing exposure” as then the debtor could hardly be assessed as “unlikely to pay its credit 

obligations in fully without realisation of collateral”.  In any case, the court did not make such 

a determination on the arrangement.   

In his conclusion, at paragraph 130 of the judgment, Judge Sanfey expressed his view that a 

“debate..take place among all the relevant stakeholders as to whether it would be beneficial, 

in the sense of being in accordance with the scope and intendment of the Act, if the legislation 

were to permit a situation whereby a PIP could propose the reduction of the repayments by a 

debtor over a restructured term to a level of affordability, notwithstanding that the term was 

likely to be extended beyond the lifespan of the debtor, providing the PIP could establish by 

evidence that such payments were sustainable, and particularly where the debtor’s mortgage 

is in positive equity, such that the PPR lender – as in the present case – would be likely to 

recover its debt in full on the demise of the debtor.” 

The judge noted that “[c]areful consideration would have to be given to the implications of such 

an arrangement for the affected secured creditor”, which he noted would “raise numerous 

concerns, such as those raised by the objecting creditor in the present case.” 

“…the primary aim of the restructure of a mortgage term beyond the lifetime of the debtor is 

to ensure the affordability of the repayments, and to secure the continued residence of the 

debtor in the PPR.  As such, a discussion among affected parties would be welcome to 

examine whether such a solution along these lines to the intractable problems faced by 

debtors could be achieved, and if so, on what terms.  

As noted by the judge, to achieve this an amendment to the legislation would likely be required.  

The judge, in dismissing the PIP’s application, expressed the hope that goodwill from the 

children of the debtor towards their mother “could be used to generate concrete, evidence-

based proposals which would enable the debtor to stay in her home”, and he encouraged the 

parties to continue to seek a workable resolution which could achieve this end. The full 

judgment can be found at the following Link. 

 

 

https://www.courts.ie/acc/alfresco/435224cd-d8ba-43b8-87f2-30a613c681f0/2021_IEHC_297.pdf/pdf#view=fitH
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3 Business metrics 

3 . 1  I S I  S T A T I S T I C S  Q U A R T E R  3  2 0 2 1  

The ISI statistical report covering the third quarter of 2021 is published on the ISI website at 

the following link: ISI Statistics Quarter 3 2021. Key statistics for Q3 include 335 new cases 

submitted, 256 PCs, 279 arrangements approved and 28 Bankruptcies. In comparison, for Q2 

2020, there were 373 PCs issued, 346 arrangements approved and 24 Bankruptcies.  

It appears that activity continues to be significantly impacted by the effects of the Covid-19 

pandemic with protective certificates and insolvency arrangements for Q3 down 26.6% and 

6.7% respectively compared to Q2 2021. The reduction in numbers perhaps reflects the 

efficacy of emergency measures introduced by the Government initially in March 2020 to 

mitigate the economic effects of the pandemic.  

3 . 2  A B H A I L E  

At the close of Q3 2021 there had been 24,699 Abhaile Scheme vouchers issued, of which 

17,032 relate to vouchers to enable borrowers to avail of the services of a PIP. This equates 

to a monthly equivalent for PIP vouchers over the lifetime of the Abhaile Scheme of 

approximately 270 vouchers. The balance of the issued vouchers predominantly relate to the 

legal side of the scheme with 5,054 for consultations and 2,195 relating to the pursuit  of 

section 115A reviews.  

In addition to the above it is interesting to note the impact of Covid-19 on the Scheme during 

2020 and 2021. The below table sets out a breakdown by year of the average vouchers issued 

and redeemed per quarter between 2019 and 2021. 

 2019 2020 2021 

Average No. 

Vouchers / Quarter 

 

Vouchers issued 845 519 312 

Vouchers 

redeemed 

503 413 259 

 
 

https://isi.gov.ie/en/ISI/ISI%20Statistics%20Report%20Q3%202021.pdf/Files/ISI%20Statistics%20Report%20Q3%202021.pdf
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4 General 

4 . 1  P E R S O N A L  I N S O L V E N C Y  ( A M E N D M E N T )  A C T  2 0 2 1  

The then acting Minister for Justice, Heather Humphreys, signed an Order commencing all 

the main provisions of the Personal Insolvency (Amendment) Act 2021 with effect from 25 

June. The Minister hopes to be in a position to commence the remaining provisions of the Act, 

which provide for a confirmation of truth as an alternative to a statutory declaration, as soon 

as possible. 

The Oireachtas library staff have produced a useful digest of the Personal Insolvency 

(Amendment) Bill 2020 together with an Explanatory Note which is available here. 

4 . 2  R E A S O N A B L E  L I V I N G  E X P E N S E S  ( R L E S )  –  P U B L I C  C O N S U L T A T I O N  

The ISI undertook a public consultation in July on the RLEs which closed in late August. The 

consultation paper is available on the ISI website here. Responses received have been 

collated and it is the intention that a feedback report will be published early next year. ISI will 

be consulting with relevant Ministers in the coming months with respect to the publishing of 

revised RLEs. All stakeholders will be given adequate notice of when changes to the RLEs 

will come into effect. 

4 . 3  A B H A I L E  D E E P  D I V E  2 0 2 1  

This year’s Deep Dive exercise relating to Abhaile PIP vouchers redeemed in Q3 2020 has 

been completed. The sample size for this year’s report is 374 borrowers. Of these, 101 

borrowers (27%) have succeeded in having a PIA put in place. 

Key highlights include the following: 

- 84.5% of the borrowers in the sample had been in mortgage arrears for over 2 years when 
they sought advice from a PIP. 
 

- 58% had been referred to their PIP through MABS. 
 

- 73% were recommended to pursue a formal arrangement under the Personal Insolvency 
Act 2012. 
 

- 100% of those who have a Personal Insolvency Arrangement in place have remained in 
their homes, either outright or through Mortgage to Rent.  
 

- 88% of these arrangements were put in place with no objections from creditors. 
 

- 44.5% of the arrangements included a write-down on the mortgage. The average write-
down was €136,089 with a median of €101,242. 

https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/bills/bill/2020/76/?tab=documents
https://www.isi.gov.ie/EN/ISI/PAGES/CONSULTATIONS
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- 39% of the arrangements were approved by traditional mortgage creditors such as banks 
while 61% were approved by non-traditional mortgage creditors such as investment 
funds. 
 

- 73% of the borrowers whose vouchers were redeemed in the sample period either had a 
solution in place or were working towards a solution to their financial difficulties. Of these 
49% were in the form of formal statutory solutions. 
 

- 21% of the borrowers in the sample did not engage with the PIP after receiving their 
advice, this is down from 29% in last year’s sample. 

4 . 4  P U B L I C  I N F O R M A T I O N  C A M P A I G N  

The aim of the ISI’s Q1 2022 campaign is to continue to raise awareness and understanding 

of the help that is available for all levels of debt; increase brand awareness of the ISI and it’s 

solutions; and encourage more openness around discussing debt problems.  Our key 

message of the campaign is ‘If you are in debt, don’t ignore it.  Take control of your situation. 

There is help out there.’  Our target audience remains largely similar to previous campaigns, 

those who are 35+ years of age and struggling financially, with a particular focus on those 

sectors affected by the Covid-19 pandemic including hospitality, travel and retail.  As with 

previous information campaigns, this campaign will take place at a time when people are 

reflecting on their Christmas spending and are possibly in financial difficulty.  With the ongoing 

challenges of COVID-19 and the associated public health measures the campaign will again 

this year run in two bursts, from 27 December to 6 February and from 28 March to 24 April, to 

give it longevity. 

To ensure we are extending our reach across different platforms the campaign includes TV 

advertising on RTE, Virgin Media, Sky and TG4, Video on Demand on the RTE player, Virgin, 

All 4, and Sky set top box.  As radio advertising worked very well in 2021 we are continuing a 

strong focus on radio for the Q1 2022 campaign. We are using the same approach as last 

year, with a 30” radio advert running across the same mix of national, regional and local 

stations as this is indexed strongest against a 35+ and C2DE audience.  With over 780 spots 

we will generate a strong national reach throughout the course of the campaign where we are 

running week on week off bursts on each station, with a reach of 70% and a frequency of 6.4.  

The digital advertising element of the campaign includes programmatic guarantee deals with 

RTE and the Independent as they align contextually with our target audience.  In addition to 

this, we will run digital audio on ACast and Audio One as podcasts worked very well last year 

in terms of high listen through rates and impressions delivered.   
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This year we have partnerships with Media Central and Reach.  The advertising with Media 

Central is on Newstalk, Today FM, 98FM and Classic Hits with ongoing activity during the 

campaign including weekend takeovers, show sponsorships, promos and stings. The package 

deal with Reach provides 6-part sponsored content, always on display that will target the 

C2DE audiences and users 35+ and those seeking employment, those with financial or money 

worries and those with an interest in personal finance. The package includes a half page 

advert that runs once a week in the Irish Daily Star and the Irish Daily Mirror and the Sunday 

Mirror.   
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Disclaimer 

Information contained in this e-Brief has been produced by the Insolvency Service of Ireland 

and is intended as a general guide.  The ISI has no role in providing legal advice or interpreting 

the law and this guide may not be relied on as such advice or interpretation.  The ISI assumes 

no responsibility for the accuracy, completeness or up to date nature of the information in this 

e-Brief and does not accept any liability whatsoever arising from any errors or omissions. 

 

 


