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Police Superintendents’ Association (PSA) 
Dan Murphy 
 
Chief Police Officers’ Staff Association (CPOSA) 
Shabir Hussain   
 
National Police Chief’s Council (NPCC) 
James Hurley  
Kevin Courtney  
 
Home Office 
Sara Alderman 
Peter Spreadbury 
Nick Lawrence 
Simon Glenville 
Jayne Baldock 
 
Scottish Government 
Iain Coltman  
 
Department of Justice, Northern Ireland (DOJNI) 
Antonia Hoskins  
 
Police Pension Administrators Technical Working Group (PPA TWG) 
Karen Todd 
 
Police Scotland 
Sharon Dalli 
 



 

 
Welcome and Apologies 
 
1. The Chair welcomed members to the meeting. In particular, she welcomed 

Jayne Baldock, the Head of Firefighters pensions at the Home Office. 
Apologies had been received from the National Association of Retired 
Police Officers (NARPO). The Chair also informed members that there 
was no representative from the Association of Police and Crime 
Commissioners as Geoff Petty, who was the usual representative at the 
forum, had been involved in a serious accident. Members wished Geoff 
well in his recovery.  

 
Minutes of the 9 October 2017 
 
2. Members agreed the minutes from the 9 October 2017. The Secretariat 

noted that Antonia Hoskins had provided some further amendments, and 
these would be included before circulating a final version. The Secretariat 
would also arrange for the minutes to be published on the PABEW 
webpage. Action point: Secretariat. 

 
Matters Arising and action log. 
 

3. Members discussed the action log and this was updated. The Secretariat 
would circulate a final version of the minutes with the updated action log. 
Action point: Secretariat. 
 

4. The Chair acknowledged that the point raised in action 3, (TPR’s concern 
with the lack of quality data provided to GAD) had not been included in the 
last quarterly letter. She agreed it would be included in the next quarterly 
letter. Action point: Chair/Kevin Courtney 

 

5. In relation to action point 4, (Kevin Courtney to follow up on the 
engagement of those  forces, with independent administrator or in-house 
contacts, with HMRC), Kevin Courtney (NPCC) explained there were 6 
forces he needed to follow up with, in terms of engagement with HMRC. 
He said there was a combination of reasons as to why they had not 
engaged with HMRC. He also flagged the HMT consultation response to 
indexing and equalising Guaranteed Minimum Pension (GMP). Sara 
Alderman explained that Treasury had not finished considering the 
responses. It was agreed this topic would be picked up under item 8 of the 
agenda.  

 

6. The Secretariat and Kevin Courtney said that outstanding action point 3 
was yet to be actioned. TPR were anxious about sharing the information 
they had from scheme managers with the SAB, therefore the Chair 
suggested this action be removed. 

 

7. The Home Office asked whether outstanding action point 11 (Home Office 
to consider including a possible amendment to the regulations to make 
members pay for the scheme sanction charge), could be removed from the 



 

log, as it was low down on their list of priorities. Members said they would 
like this action to remain, and asked that the Home Office looked at the 
payment of the scheme sanction charge and see what the current position 
was.  Action point: Home Office. 
 

The Pensions Regulator (TPR) Priorities; record keeping, internal 
controls and communications. 
 
8. The Chair informed members that the Secretariat would be inviting TPR to 

the July meeting. She also explained that TPR’s latest presentation 
delivered to pension boards had been circulated. This highlighted their key 
areas of focus for this year: ongoing risk assessment and intelligence 
gathering, increasing emphasis on looking at locally administered 
schemes, and record keeping/data quality. 
 

9. Kevin Courtney discussed the police pension calendar which had been 
circulated to members. He explained that this was originally put together 
for TPR, in order to seek information on when local pension boards were 
meeting. It also illustrated how pension boards were configured, and 
potential gaps where boards were not engaging.  

 
10. Andy Fittes (PFEW) asked whether there was any feedback on benefit 

statements. Kevin Courtney said there had been no feedback, and 
explained that the Fire SAB had produced a template for annual benefit 
statements. The Chair thought it would be interesting to see how the 
calculator affected this, as scheme members would be able to compare 
the information generated by the calculator with that of the benefit 
statements. Kevin Courtney said there were still issues with getting benefit 
statements out on time, and the process needed to be revisited, as there 
were a wide range of styles and content.  

 
11. Andy Fittes acknowledged that benefit statements had improved since the 

scheme had first launched. The Chair questioned whether the SAB could 
give advice and/or dictate the format, in order to help with improvement. 
Andy Fittes pointed out that as more forces were collaborating, officers 
from different forces were talking to each other and discovering 
differences, therefore the drive for consistency was positive. Kevin 
Courtney suggested that the pensions administrators’ technical working 
group might be asked to re-visit this at their next meeting in April. The 
Chair noted that improvements had been made and hoped that it would 
continue. She said she would advise in her next quarterly letter that the 
technical working group would look to provide copies of future statements 
in order for the SAB to look into consistency in relation to projection. 
Action point: Chair/Kevin Courtney. 

 

12. The Chair said it would be helpful for members to try to attend pension 
board meetings, and asked that this was co-ordinated to ensure as many 
pension boards as possible were covered. She asked that members let 
Kevin Courtney know which meetings they planned to attend, and said she 
would endeavour to attend one a quarter. Dan Murphy (PSA) flagged to 



 

members that he already attended Kent/Essex pension board meetings, 
as a member. 

 
Pensions Tax Awareness Seminars 
 

13. Kevin Courtney updated members on the pension tax awareness seminars 
which had been run as joint events with the Fire SAB. He said that around 
90 people had attended from the police sector, and positive feedback was 
received from attendees. 

 

Quarterly letter to scheme managers/pension board chairs 
 
14. The Chair reminded members she would flag in her next quarterly letter 

that TPR was concerned with the lack of quality in the data that had been 
provided to GAD (action point 3 from the last meeting). She also 
suggested she could flag annual reports in the next quarterly letter. Kevin 
Courtney said he had received one annual report so far this calendar year; 
it was agreed that Members should email him if they would like to 
volunteer to review the annual reports, so that feedback could be provided 
and best practice encouraged. Action point: Members. 
 

 2.25 Commutation 
 
15. Nick Lawrence (Home Office) explained that following the consultation on 

2.25 Commutation, the Home Office highlighted the difference of opinion 
to Ministers, who agreed to put the changes on hold until other Statutory 
Instruments had been laid.  
 

16. Dan Murphy (PSA) said he had a lot of contact from Superintendents 
about this and they are keen to use this. Nick Lawrence said the Minister 
had been advised that because of the cost to forces it was unlikely to be 
used and the Home Office had more urgent pension regulations to 
consider. However, this would be reconsidered at a later date. Sara 
Alderman highlighted that in the future, it would affect the employer 
contribution. The Home Office had checked this specifically with GAD, who 
advised that it would be accounted for in the future. She said it was not 
true to say the force would pay twice, and in the future forces would have 
a potential reduction as a result of paying earlier. Peter Spreadbury (Home 
Office) said that the conclusion from both the employer and employee 
sides were that it was unlikely to be used, therefore the Minister would not 
be pursuing the change at this time. 

 

17. Dan Murphy stressed that Superintendents would rather have something 
in place they could try and persuade Chief Constables to use, rather than 
nothing at all. James Hurley (NPCC) said this was an individual decision 
for each Chief Constable/financial manager, however he thought it was 
unlikely to be used. The Chair agreed that once the urgent Statutory 
Instruments had been put through, this could be re-visited, but for now 
there was no action to be taken. 

 



 

 
Guaranteed Minimum Pension 
 

18. Sara Alderman said that Treasury had made a partial announcement in 
response to the Guaranteed Minimum Pension equalisation and indexation 
consultation. The announcement stated that the interim measure had been 
extended until April 2021. She said the Home Office were hoping to get to 
a final solution and advised that there was further information online. The 
Home Office agreed to check this and circulate the link to Members. 
Action point: Home Office/Secretariat. 
 

19. The Chair also advised this reference could be added to the next quarterly 
letter. Action point: Chair/Kevin Courtney. 

 

Treatment of past service costs in relation to Milne v GAD and Valuation 
Assumptions 
 
 
20. Nick Lawrence explained that the Home Office were still in discussions 

with HMT about the past service costs in conjunction with the wider 
valuation assumptions. They had set out the Home Office position on 
Milne v GAD but also needed to factor in the wider impact on valuation 
assumptions. He advised Peter Spreadbury had responded to members 
on this at the end of last year. Andy Fittes said it would be helpful for this 
to remain on agenda.  
 

21. James Hurley (NPCC) said it would be helpful to get a sense of timescales 
and engagement, and asked whether GAD would be able to attend the 
April/July SAB meeting. Nick Lawrence advised they could look into this 
when there was a clear indication. As it affected all public sector schemes 
it was taking a bit longer. However, he said he could invite GAD to the 
April/July meeting. Action point: Home Office.  

 

22. Peter Spreadbury said they were waiting for Treasury to decide how to 
take forward the valuation directions, and this had not happened as quickly 
as expected. By the next SAB the Home Office should have something to 
update, or would communicate in writing if they had an update before the 
next meeting. He said that any impact of the valuation would take place 
from April 2019. Action point: Home Office. 

 

Voluntary Scheme Pays 
 

23. James Hurley said that scheme managers and forces would be utilising 
Voluntary Scheme Pays, due to the advice sent from Kevin Courtney at 
the beginning of January. Kevin Courtney said all the Kier administered 
groups (expect one) would adopt VSP. He advised the Met police had 
adopted it fairly widely. Simon Glenville (Home Office) advised they were 
making changes in the Statutory Instruments to account for Voluntary 
Scheme Pays, which should be in place by April/May. He also confirmed 
this would deal with the two separate schemes.  



 

 
24. Iain Coltman (Scottish Government) said there was an outstanding 

question about the threshold. Kevin Courtney advised the fire pension 
scheme threshold was £2000. Simon Glenville said they would put in a 
threshold, but this was still being finalised. 

 

Taxation 
 

25. Shabir Hussain asked for SAB to take a view on who should inform 
scheme members about taxation changes (as indicated in the Cherry 
case). He said in the case of Cherry the employer had a duty to inform the 
member, the Home Office previously said (having taken legal advice) the 
duty does not lie with them. Shabir Hussain said that this had come up 
recently at the tax awareness seminar where Essex were appealing 
against the principles set out in Cherry (relating to protected pension age) 
and already had a positive interim ruling, they were still awaiting the final 
decision. If the employer/scheme owner has no legal duty, then there is a 
question as to where this duty lies. The Chair said that members should 
wait for the ruling of this case, and asked for this to be on the agenda for 
April’s meeting. Action point: Secretariat.  

 
26. Dan Murphy raised the PSA’s pay survey. This found that 25% had been 

hit with an annual allowance breach. Once an employee has one, they are 
likely to get one every year. He was concerned there was nowhere to have 
the debate and see whether this is the intention for this particular group to 
be continually hit. He questioned whether it was a HMRC tax issue or a 
Home Office pension 1987 scheme issue. 
 

27. Peter Spreadbury said the Home Office were always happy to have a 
discussion around this. The reality was that changes made to annual 
allowance were made across all pensions schemes in full recognition of 
public sector pensions. The intention was clearly to restrict the amount of 
tax efficient saving and ensure those who were benefiting most were liable 
to pay into that system. With any suggestions to amend the scheme the 
Home Office has to look at policy/legal/financial implications. The prospect 
of any future changes would be limited, but they were happy to consider 
any proposals.  
 

28. Dan Murphy questioned whether the accrual rate could be changed. Peter 
Spreadbury advised that the Annual Allowance factor for DB schemes was 
law and belonged to HMRC, therefore he was sceptical of any scope for 
change, and any proposed changes would need to be convincing to the 
Home Office, Treasury and Ministers. James Hurley said that from an 
employer perspective, they were increasingly aware of the impact of 
annual allowance was having on individual choices and the ability to 
populate senior ranks. He stressed this was a high priority area to 
understand, and staff sides would all be impacted. He said it would be 
good to share any evidence so they could assess the impact and then 
work with the Home Office to consider options. The Chair said it would be 
useful if Dan Murphy could look at the evidence around this and send it to 



 

the Secretariat to circulate to members. Action point: Dan 
Murphy/Secretariat.  

 

Pension Calculator 
 

29. Simon Glenville (Home Office) informed members that he would arrange 
for the pension calculator to be hosted on a standalone page on Gov.uk. 
He will proceed to upload the calculator after 5 February. The Chair 
suggested a hyperlink to the webpage could be placed on force pages and 
it was agreed that one will be circulated to members when it becomes 
available. Action point: Secretariat/Home Office. 
 

30. He also noted that Peter Spreadbury had responded to the PFEW on their 
comments about the pension calculator. The PFEW agreed they were 
content for the letter to be circulated to all members. Action point: 
Secretariat. 

 

Update from the Fire Scheme Advisory Board 
 
31. Kevin Courtney provided an update from the Fire SAB. He said they had 

been engaged in a seminar programme, along with the police pension 
SAB. He also informed members that they were heavily involved in their 
half of the valuation debate; they had commissioned an independent 
actuary to advise on their response to GAD. They were also engaged in 
training for members. The Chair said that while the background of Fire 
SAB members was different from that of Police SAB she would be happy 
to look into training for SAB members, if they felt there were any gaps in 
the group’s knowledge. 
 

32. Jayne Baldock (Home Office) said she noted there were some similar 
issues from both the Police and Fire SAB; engagement with local pension 
boards, ensuring they are complying. However, there were also some 
notable differences, including the make up of the SAB. 

 
33. Kevin Courtney also highlighted that the Fire SAB had recently introduced 

their own website, which he thought was a useful resource. He agreed to 
circulate the link to SAB members. Action point: Kevin Courtney.  

 

Any other business 
 
34. Shabir Hussain raised the topic of benchmarking. He said that the next 

meeting in April would mark SAB’s third year, and it would be useful to 
discuss the work ahead through a benchmarking exercise. The Chair 
reminded the group that they had discussed comparing annual reports, 
and suggested they could have a sub group to work on what SAB would 
look at. James Hurley felt that there were comparisons that could be 
made. He said the annual reports only gave some understanding. The 
Chair asked members to think of ideas for comparisons in time for the next 
meeting. Action point: Members/Secretariat. 

 



 

35. Kevin Courtney pointed out that TPR’s next scheme return could be an 
indicator of relative performance. James Hurley pointed out that 
contractors have an interesting perspective on standard which it might be 
useful to ask them to share. The Chair asked whether there was any risk 
in SAB having a particular supplier coming to address a meeting.  Peter 
Spreadbury advised the SAB would not be making decisions so this 
should not be a problem, but suggested it might be useful to invite two 
providers who could come and discuss from different perspectives. Capita 
and Kier were suggested as options. James Hurley agreed to confirm 
whether there would be any issue from the employer’s perspective of SAB 
talking to providers. 

 
36. On behalf of NARPO, Andy Fittes raised accuracy of record keeping. He 

said that Steve Edwards had written to the Home Office on a specific issue 
that had occurred in a force. Peter Spreadbury confirmed he had received 
the letter and would respond in due course.   

 
Date of next meeting 
 
37. 16 April, Department of Justice Northern Ireland, Belfast 
 
 
 

 

 


