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Welcome and Apologies 
 

1. The Chair welcomed members to the meeting and thanked the 
Pensions Regulator (Nick Gannon and Bryan McDaniel), who were in 
attendance, for the presentation they delivered around their annual 
survey results. 

 
Minutes of the 9 January 
 

2. The minutes of the meeting of the 9 January were agreed, subject to 
the amendment in paragraph 5 (below). 

 
Matters Arising 
 

3. Members discussed the action log which was updated. 
 

4. The PFEW drew members’ attention to action 15 from the previous 
meeting, which asked the Home Office to enquire with GAD what 
information they had on the composition of pension schemes 
membership. It was unclear what data the group were requesting so 
it was decided that this should be removed as an action point and 
could be revisited if board members could formulate a precise 
request which could be passed on to GAD.  

 
5. Action point 18 (benchmarking) should reference action point 9. 

(letter to scheme managers). 
 

6. The Chair asked Kevin Courtney (NPCC) to collect all the letters the 
Chair had written to pension boards and scheme managers and set 
them out for Members, to avoid uncertainty about the requests which 
had been made. Action point: Kevin Courtney. 

 
7. Kevin Courtney highlighted the need to ask more specific questions 

to pension board chairs. He had succeeded in establishing contact 
with them and will consider his approach for engagement in the 
future.  

 



8. The Chair advised that a sentence needed to be added to the next 
letter that goes out to pension board chairs, asking that if they had 
received it by an indirect route they should update their contact 
details. Action point: Kevin Courtney 

 
9. James Hurley stated that the Pensions regulator (TPR) held a good 

source of data. It would be useful if this information could be sent to 
the Secretariat, so that it could then be shared appropriately.TPR 
said that they may be able to share information provided by scheme 
managers with the SAB. They would need to take this away to 
consider. Action point – TPR 

 
10. The Chair asked that Kevin Courtney give a comprehensive update 

on where he was with points on the action log at the next meeting. 
Action point: Kevin Courtney. 

 
11. The Chair informed members that a meeting had been arranged for 

the 31st May with Malcolm Eastwood, Chair of the Fire fighters 
Pensions Scheme Advisory Board. 

 
12. The Home Office were unable to give an update on action 11 

(scheme sanction charge) due to purdah restrictions.  
 

13. The Voluntary Scheme Pays limit was raised at the PABEW. The 
Home Office advised that they were unable to look at this during 
purdah. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) asked that if the Home Office had 
already consented, does the election change this. The Chair advised 
that incoming Ministers might choose to reconsider this, or any other 
matter. 

 
Taking the survey results forward – TPR 
 

14. The Chair invited members to ask questions to the Pensions 
Regulator, having seen the survey results. 

 
15. Shabir Hussain asked whether TPR had come across instances of 

fraud, for example, pensions still being claimed for people who are 
dead. TPR replied that this had mainly been through hearsay and 
tended to come under the umbrella of ‘pension scams.’ Fraud 
instances were generally dealt with at scheme level. While it was 
agreed that there was no specific requirement by police pensions 
authorities for proof of life the national fraud initiative covered this.  

 
16. Geoff Petty (APCC) asked TPR how they considered he public sector 

as a whole compared with other schemes in terms of communication. 
TPR said that the problems encountered by public schemes and 
other schemes were largely the same. The pattern of responses 
received was consistent; the largest/well resourced schemes faired 
better than smaller schemes. The best performing schemes in terms 
of communications did tend to have expensive communication 



consultants. This was probably not something that would happen in 
the public sector.  

 
17. The Chair asked TPR whether they were looking at 

comparisons/bench marks, and TPR said that while they did a certain 
amount of comparison there was no bench marking.  

 
 

18. James Hurley (NPCC) said that it would be helpful to get TPR’s 
views on how to distinguish and see strengths/capabilities between 
different public sector bodies, to see how they could improve. TPR 
said that the event arranged for 31st May would allow some reflection 
on this.  

 
19. TPR explained that when survey results were published in full, they 

would be broken down into 4 groups and presented so that patterns 
could be seen. Where TPR find good/bad practice they would share 
this. It was identifying the best examples that was challenging, and 
the best examples might not be in the public sector.  

 
20. James Hurley suggested that it would be useful if, on the 31st  May, 

there were some concrete learning points to draw out that scheme 
managers/pension board chairs could take away.  

 
 

21. Sharon Dalli (Police Scotland) highlighted that Scotland had a 
different set up, which may have affected the survey results. 

 
22. Members discussed the level of responses to the survey received 11 

forces did not respond at all). The range of parties who completed 
the survey was also interesting and might be a reflection of lack of 
clarity on delegations. TPR was keen for scheme managers to 
complete the responses rather than delegating the task. 

 
23. James Hurley raised the issue that was discussed in the earlier 

UKPPCF meeting. This involved the fact that police force scheme 
managers had an obligation in respect of auto enrolment (16th May) 
in the 6 weeks activation period. There had been dialogue with TPR, 
originally facilitated by the Home Office. TPR set out the statutory 
changes in 2015 and gave advice that employers did not need to 
automatically enrol officers. During the last 2 weeks, further 
communication had taken place between TPR and forces and a new 
interpretation had been issued by TPR, stating that if an individual 
member had opted out prior to the introduction of Police Crime 
Commissioners, those employees would need to be automatically 
enrolled. This had been a significant challenge for police, as they 
were receiving new advice at short notice. It also appeared not to 
have been provided to all forces. James Hurley said that he did not 
consider it was for NPCC to ensure that it was disseminated but 
would expect direct communication from TPR to all police employers. 



NPCC understood that this did not remove the requirement for 
employers to carry out all the relevant checks, however this was 
complex and there was no clarity at the moment. The TPR 
representatives explained that they could not answer this at the 
meeting, but they would check and feedback. Action point: TPR 

 
31st May Training Event  
 

24. Kevin Courtney informed members that he had arranged a training 
event for Scheme Managers and Pension Board Chairs on the 31st 
May, and a letter was sent from the Chair with details of how to sign 
up. He explained that he did attempt to arrange a joint event with the 
fire service but this proved logistically impossible in the timescale 
proposed   

 
25. The day is to incorporate a mixture of presentations and interactive 

sessions/discussions, with the objective to get underneath what has 
come out of the survey.  

 
26. The Chair suggested that she would send out her quarterly letter 

updating local pensions boards on information from the Scheme 
Advisory Board day after the 31st May.  Action point: Chair. 

 
27. Shabir Hussain asked TPR whether the public sector schemes that 

were centrally administered were performing better than fire/police. 
TPR advised that generally speaking yes, but they were larger and 
better resourced. He went on to ask if this suggested that TPR 
should recommend a move to central administration for the police, 
but it was made clear that this was outside their remit. He reminded 
the meeting that this was in the original SAB workplan and remains a 
matter for the SAB to consider in the future.  

 
Pension calculator 
 

28. The Chair explained that this was discussed at the UKPPCF earlier, 
and it was agreed that after the 8th June, the Home Office would see 
if this was something they were able to fund. If so, the subsequent 
decision of how it would be made available could be considered. 

 
29.  Dan Murphy (PSEW) reiterated that there was a real need for 

members to have something that is valid and available now. The 
Chair advised that it was not possible for it to be available now, but 
she would press the Home Office to take a decision as soon as 
possible.  

 
Guaranteed Minimum Pension 
 

30. Angela Chadha (Home Office) explained that data regarding GMP 
reconciliation had been collected from forces. The Home Office had 
not specifically asked forces if they had concerns about sharing this 



data. The Chair advised that this was shared with Kevin Courtney in 
his capacity as NPCC pensions adviser. He felt this was useful as it 
was an area of concern for the regulator. The Chair asked for the 
Home Office to share the general outcome of this data. Action point: 
Home Office 

 
Any Other Business 
 

31. The Chair said that the SAB needed to think about how they pull out 
priorities for the year. She highlighted three issues in her letter of 20 
March to scheme managers and explained that these needed to 
always be on the agenda: record keeping, internal controls and 
communications.  

 
32. Shabir Hussain repeated his previous informal request that the Home 

Office provides details of the treasury top up for the last three years. 
When CPOSA have brought up things from their side they have been 
told that the cash flow would be affected.  Knowing what the top up 
was would help them to frame future questions. Action point: Home 
Office. 

 
Date of next meeting 
 

33. The next meeting is the 31st July at the Home Office. 
 
 
 
 

 


