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POLICE ADVISORY BOARD FOR ENGLAND AND WALES 
Minutes of the 102nd meeting  
10.30 am 29th January 2016 

Home Office, 2 Marsham Street, London, SW1P 4DF 
 

Present: 
 
Elizabeth France – Independent Chair 
 
Association of Police and Crime Commissioners (APCC) 
 
Ian Johnston 
 
Andrew Tremayne 
 
Police Federation of England and Wales (PFEW) 
 
Andy Fittes 
 
Geoff Stuttaford  
 
Dave Bamber 
 
Police Superintendents’ Association of England and Wales (PSAEW) 
 
Tim Jackson  
 
Gary Buttercase 
 
National Police Chiefs’ Council 
 
Mark Johns (representing Francis Habgood) 
 
Chief Police Officers’ Staff Association (CPOSA) 
 
Rob Price 
 
Shabir Hussain 
 
Home Office 
 
Peter Spreadbury  
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Harriet Mackinlay 
 
Rupert Bailey  
 
Police Staff Council - Trade Union Side (PSC-TUS) 
 
No representative 
 
Metropolitan Police- Trade Union Side 
 
Valerie Harris 
 
Metropolitan Police- HR 
 
Sarah Murphy- Brookman 
 
PABEW Secretariat  
 
Chantelle Fields – Acting Secretary  
 
Observers/ in attendance  
 
Nigel Green – Association of Special Constabulary Chief Officers 
 
Matt Johnston – College of Policing  
 
Walter Myles – Department of Justice (Northern Ireland) 
 
 
Karen Pinfold – PFEW 
 
Mariam Conway – PFEW 
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Item 1 - Welcome and apologies 
 
1. The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting and noted that, with the exception 

of the Police Staff Council, all member bodies were represented.  
 

Item 2 - Minutes of the 101st meeting – 21 October 2015 and 100th meeting – 
22nd July 2015 
 
2. The Minutes of the 100th meeting (22nd July 2015) were agreed. 

  
3. A number of amendments were agreed to the minutes of the 101st meeting (21 

October 2015):  
1) Paragraph 2 (Point 1) replace ‘if’ with ‘of’ in the sentence. 
2) Paragraph 6, delete final sentence and accompanying action: ‘The 

view was taken that this would lead to unintended 
consequences……...’  

3) Paragraph 10 (point 2) and action 3 of the log: Remove the word 
‘potential’.  
 

4. Referring to paragraph 13, Andy Fittes (PFEW) stated that minutes as drafted 
could be read as though agreement had already been reached on capability 
dismissal.  This was not the case. In relation to the point on Capability Dismissal 
in paragraph 13, the Chair agreed to look back at the details of what the Home 
Secretary agreed on 24 March and report back to the group.  

  
Item 3 - Matters arising  
 
5. The action log was considered. It was noted that action 2 could be removed from 

the log and action 6 (reflected on the agenda) could be considered closed. On 
the remainder: 

1) Action  1 – The Secretariat would ensure that the amendments were 
made to the annual report; 

2) Action 4 – Ian Johnston agreed to resend the circular and Mark Johns 
also agreed to circulate to his limited duties contacts; 

3) Action 7 - The Chair agreed to reply to Dr Broome. Angela Chadha had 
already consulted with DWP regarding their arrangements for working 
with occupational health specialist dealing with benefits assessments.  

4) Action 9 – Peter Spreadbury explained that the Home Office has 
picked up this issue and would provide an update in due course. 
 

Item 4 - Police Pensions  
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6. Andy Fittes (PFEW) said that the Police Federation welcomed recent 
Government changes regarding adult survivors’ pensions in the Police Pension 
Scheme 1987 but remained disappointed that it does not achieve parity with the 
Northern Irish provisions. Andy said that in addition he was aware that Northern 
Ireland are considering plans to extend the changes to include the civil service 
scheme and the Police Federation are again disappointed that the changes in 
England and Wales will not be implemented for a wider group.  Tim Jackson 
(PSAEW) said that the Police Superintendents’ Association would second that 
concern.  
 

7. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) raised the issue of the 2.25 Commutation Cap related 
to the 1987 Police Pension Scheme and said that he was concerned that no 
progress had been made toward removing what he described as an unfair 
restriction on members’ rights, since the issue was first raised with the Home 
Office in 2011.  Shabir said that he had found Paul Nicol’s (Home Office) recent 
communication to administrators on the matter to be helpful but remained 
concerned that, with the end of the tax year and the reduction in lifetime 
allowance looming, there was insufficient time for members to receive pension 
benefit statements to make informed decisions in advance of the end of the tax 
year, given that administrators were only obliged to provide benefit statements 
within three months of a request.   Shabir explained that CPOSA had formally 
argued for the temporary suspension of regulation G4(2) of the 1987 Police 
Pension Regulations 1987) (notice to opt out)  to allow members time, having 
received their pension forecasts, to weigh up their options and decide whether to 
apply for and retain fixed protection. 
 

8. Shabir argued that many forces do not have the in-house expertise to tackle the 
issue and would require the full three months notice period and scheme specific 
guidance. Tim Jackson (PSAEW) said that the issue was likely to affect a large 
number of people, including any Chief Superintendent with 30 years’ service in 
the 1987 Scheme, who will need to take a decision on whether to withdraw from 
the pension scheme and take fixed protection. 
 

9. Peter Spreadbury (Home Office) said that this issue had already been considered 
by the Home Office and specific action had been taken in terms of providing 
information to administrators towards the end of last year and again this month, in 
which Shabir expressed further concern. Peter explained that the Home Office 
were not convinced that it would be possible to “suspend” the application of 
regulations in the way that CPOSA had suggested, but were open to considering 
any new proposal and invited CPOSA to provide further detail.  Peter also 
explained that the Home Office were not convinced that it was necessary to issue 
scheme specific guidance on the issue, stating that it was not a scheme specific 
problem and that all the appropriate information had already been in the public 
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domain for some time. Peter explained that there was no obligation for schemes 
to issue specific guidance on the interaction between tax regulations and pension 
scheme regulations and that, although there are rules on what administrators 
should provide to members, this issue did not appear to fall within those 
requirements. 

 

10. The Chair commented, that as this appeared to be a time specific issue with the 
potential to impact an unknown number of senior officers; it would be useful to 
hear the APCC’s assessment of the likelihood of there being any challenge. Ian 
Johnston (APCC) said that, although specific to this tax year, this was an issue 
that the APCC had been aware of for some time and there was some evidence 
that it was impacting officer’s decisions on whether to stay or retire. Ian explained 
that the impact was likely to be greater in smaller forces where there may be two 
or three chief officers retiring around the same time.  

 

11. The Chair asked whether there were any way of addressing the issue in the 
limited time available. Shabir suggested that it should be possible for the Home 
Office to issue a circular which states that the commutation cap should be lifted 
for the relevant officers, with the view to make retrospective regulatory changes 
at a later date. Peter Spreadbury said that the Home Office remained 
unconvinced that would be the appropriate course of action.  

 

12. The Chair said that that in summary, it was clear that the Home Office had 
accepted the need for some level of information, which they had already provided 
to administrators, but were clearly not yet persuaded that there was a case for 
additional scheme specific guidance to be issued or urgent regulation changes 
made.  The Chair said that those present could collectively act to ensure the 
affected officers were made aware of the issue and that Pension Administrators 
were prepared for   a series of potential   queries/claims relating to this matter. 
The Chair asked all members to consider where there may be room for putting in 
place accommodations that did not break any rules, for example, encouraging 
pension administrators to respond to member requests for information in a timely 
manner and ahead of the statutory timetable where possible. (ACTION -
Membership).  

 

13. Peter Spreadbury said that the Home Office would include a line in the 
communication to administrators that would be issued later that day, to 
encourage pension administrators to be as flexible as possible. Shabir stated for 
the record that CPOSA would be issuing a formal request by the end of the tax 
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year to allow tapering pension contribution holiday, further to recent evidence 
given to the SSRB.         

 
Item 5 - Scheme Advisory Board 
 
14. The last meeting had taken place on 15 January and minutes were not yet 

available. The Chair gave an oral update explaining that the Board had reviewed 
responses to the request for baseline data on the way Police Pensions Boards 
had been set up and that this had provided a good understanding of current 
arrangements. The Chair also explained that the board had asked three 
additional questions to Scheme Managers regarding how they were applying the 
Scheme Sanction Charge associated with unauthorised payments.  

 
 
Item 6 - Police Pensions Consultative Forum  
 
15. The Pensions Consultative Forum had also been held on 15 January but minutes 

were not yet available. The Chair explained that the meeting had received an 
update from the Northern Ireland Police Pension Scheme Advisory Board who 
have established their terms of reference and invited her to attend a future 
meeting. 
 

16. Andy Fittes commented that there was a high volume of positive work being done 
within the Consultative Forum which it would be helpful to progress through the 
SAB or PABEW. The Chair explained that once key issues had been closed off 
within the Forum and SAB, anything requiring further PAB consideration would be 
brought to this quarterly meeting for discussion. 

 
 
Item 7 – Capability Exit (and ongoing review of Limited Duty Regulations)  

 

17. The Chair said that a technical working group took place before Christmas and 
redrafted guidance had been circulated for comment ahead of the next meeting 
on 22 February. The Chair explained that there were no formal minutes taken at 
the meeting but asked whether it would be possible for either Mark Johns or Jaua 
Harris to circulate a brief note capturing key areas of agreement and those 
requiring further discussion, ahead of the next meeting. Mark agreed to provide 
this (ACTION - NPCC).  The Chair added that all parties appeared to be happy 
with the agreed plan for taking this work forward. 

18. Harriet Mackinlay (Home Office) said that she would look at the timescales for 
drafting and laying the underpinning legislation with the view to provide an update 
at the next PAB meeting. Harriet explained that the current plan was to work 
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toward laying regulations by the end of December. The Chair asked that Harriet 
liaise with the Secretariat on the timings for these Regulations to ensure that they 
can be considered by the full PAB at the appropriate time. (ACTION- Home 
Office).   

19. Andy Fittes noted that PABEW had agreed to undertake a review of the limited 
duties arrangements 18 months after they had come into effect (Autumn 2016).  
In anticipation of this, he asked how the NPCC was collating data on which 
PABEW could undertake the review and would PAB be given an update before 
the review date.   PFEW was aware of a number of inconsistencies in the way the 
forces were implementing the limited duties regulations and determinations and 
would feed these into the review process.  He added that recent news headlines 
about  the number of officers on restricted duties were not helpful given the new 
arrangements now in place. 

20. Mark Johns (NPCC) said that he was not sure whether chief officers were already 
collecting data to support the review but that he would raise the issue with 
Francis Habgood at their meeting next week along with a point on achieving 
cohesion around the issue of ‘operational resilience’. Harriet Mackinlay said that 
the Home Office had committed to review the limited duties determinations 
alongside a review of the guidance and that data from forces would be helpful in 
order to assess the impact so far. Rob Price (CPOSA) added that forces are duty 
bound to collect data to inform equality impact assessments so should be 
collecting some information. The Chair noted that data should be collected in a 
format which allows PAB to assess the impact of the changes and asked that the 
PAB is given a progress update  by summer 2016 (ACTION- NPCC?) 

PFEW Paper on Workforce Data: 

21. Peter Spreadbury explained that from a Home Office perspective there were two 
main data collection processes that were ongoing. The first being the ADR 
collection (some of which is routinely published) the current focus of which is to 
improve data quality and the second being the Police Workforce Census (which 
is not routinely published) established for the sole purpose of informing the Pay 
Review Body process. Peter explained that his unit maintained very close contact 
with Home Office statistics colleagues and ongoing discussions were being had 
on what data should be required from forces and how best to collect such data 
without putting an unreasonable burden on resources. Peter added that the 
Home Office had recently contributed to a PFEW paper on this issue.  Andy 
Fittes confirmed that PFEW had received HO comments on its paper originally 
submitted to the PABEW in July 2015.  He noted the HO’s reluctance to collect 
additional data however he pointed out that this was not just a matter of concern 
for PFEW.  The NPCC needed such data to inform its submission to the PRRB.  
He hoped  that discussions would continue on the issue of what data would be 
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required and that it would be important for the PAB to have an informed view. 
Rob Price said that it was important for forces to take responsibility in ensuring 
that they reach that position. 

22. The Chair asked whether there were anything substantive the PAB should be 
doing to help progress this issue? Andy Fittes said that he was happy to liaise 
with the other staff associations in order to agree a collective view on what data is 
required for future discussion with the Home Office and NPCC (ACTION – 
PFEW). Rob Price expressed concern regarding the fact that many forces are 
contracting out their data handling process and that this was having a negative 
impact on the ability to identify the required data. Harriet Mackinlay said that this 
issue had been raised at the last ADR Board where it had been flagged that there 
was a strong need for better data management to inform the PRB process and 
that the Board had been clear that no additional requirements would be permitted 
as part of the ADR return. Harriet added that the information returned in the 
workforce census was patchy and she had been liaising with national police leads 
on data with regard to improving data quality and streamlining collection. Ian 
Johnston (APCC) said that he was happy to send a note to Chiefs to flag the 
importance of collecting high quality data (ACTION- APCC). 

Item 8 - PABEW Discipline Sub-Committee  
 
23. The last meeting had been on 25 January 2016 and the next meeting of the sub 

committee was scheduled for 14 April. 
 
24. Rupert Bailey (Home Office) said that at the 25 January meeting he provided an 

update on progress with the Policing and Crime Bill, the publication of which was 
imminent. Rupert explained that following Royal Assent (estimated by December 
2016) there will be an implementation stage which focuses on introducing 
supporting Regulations. Rupert added that Home Office will consult  both the 
Discipline Sub-Committee and the PABEW on draft regulations and 
determinations. 
 

25. The Chair added that at the 25 January meeting it was estimated that the scrutiny 
of draft regulations would begin in the Autumn and that as this was likely to be a 
busy period for the PABEW it would be important to build in sufficient time 
(including any additional meetings required) to complete this task. 

 
 Item 9 - PMAB Review 

 
26.  The Chair explained that this issue had been previously discussed in various 

sub-committees  and that she hoped that Matt Johnston’s paper would assist the 
Board in grasping the key actions to follow from this work. 
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27. Matt Johnston (College of Policing) introduced his first paper which outlined the 
key points for discussion raised in the PMAB review and explained that the paper 
reflects his personal views of what these issues are, rather than those of senior 
managers within the College. Matt explained that it would be for the PABEW to 
decide, following this discussion, how they wished to take this work forward. Matt 
invited the Board to comment on each of the discussion points outlined in the 
paper: 

 

Discussion Point 1: Governance and Consistency of Approach  

28. Matt explained that the review showed a lack of consistency of approach 
amongst forces and some smaller forces lacked the capacity or knowledge to 
handle certain cases. The Chair explained that the ‘regional approach’ suggested 
in the paper may not be the best way forward and that one way of achieving 
consistency would be for work to be done at the pension board level. The Chair 
asked the Secretary to produce a draft letter to scheme managers, citing best 
practice, ahead of the next SAB meeting (ACTION – Secretariat). Tim Jackson 
(PSAEW) suggested that this letter should also go to Chief Constables as the 
Review had originally been an NPCC lead.  
 

 Discussion Point 2: Centre of Excellence/Subject Matter experts  

29. Peter Spreadbury said that it would be beneficial to link in to the National 
Attendance Management Forum on matters related to the Centre of Excellence 
and Subject Matter Experts. Matt explained that the Forum were aware of the 
issue but appeared unsure about how best to tackle it. Matt said that as the 
Forum had more of a support function, focused on sharing best practice (rather 
than decision making) it appeared to lack the expertise to decide the best 
approach for the service. Matt explained with regard to training, there was no 
central platform from which decisions could be shared and that the College do 
not receive copies of PMAB hearings (which are issued to individual forces) so 
would not be in a position to disseminate them. 
 

30. Andy Fittes (PFEW) said that he agreed with the Chair that the SAB could be an 
appropriate platform for both disseminating information to forces and requesting 
information from them regarding the approaches they are currently taking. 

 

Discussion Point 3: Training 

31. Matt mentioned that he planned to take this issue away and identify which 
stakeholders held which responsibilities.  

 
Discussion Point 4: Auditing  
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32. Matt explained that he was still awaiting feedback on this issue from the CIPD 
Police HR Forum.  

 

Discussion Point 5: Data Quality  

33. Matt said that this area would be affected by many of the issues discussed earlier 
in the meeting regarding efforts to improve data on policing. 

 

Discussion Point 6: Assessment of Earning Capacity  

34. Matt explained that this was a historic issue that the Home Office had originally 
issued guidance on which was later challenged as being unfair and repealed. 
Matt explained that it was a difficult issue that forces were required to look at on a 
case by case basis and unless there was clear consensus between forces it 
would be difficult to take this issue forward. The Chair commented that this issue 
highlights the importance of forces sharing case law. 

 

Discussion Point 7: Test of Judicial Privilege  

35. Matt explained that this appears to be the concern which Dr Broome raised with 
PABEW. It appears that some officers who do not agree with the outcome of their 
medical assessments are reporting the relevant doctor to the General Medical 
Council. The Chair confirmed that she had received a letter from Dr Broome and 
that Angela Chadha (Home Office) had been taking forward this work. The Chair 
said that she understood the issue Dr Broome raised but couldn’t see how the 
arrangements would be any different from the process in place for other 
Departments, such as the DWP. The Chair confirmed her intention to respond to 
Dr Broome following the outcome of Angela’s discussions with the DWP. 
 

36. Andy added that from the Federation’s perspective the focus should be on 
ensuring the application of a fair, transparent and consistent process for 
appellants. Andy said that a better understanding of the system and a consistent 
and fair approach would be helpful for all involved and the SAB could assist with 
driving consistency.  

 

37. The Chair said that she would share a draft of the reply to Dr Broome ahead of 
the next SAB meeting (Action – Chair).  

 
Discussion Point 8: Reassessments Review  

38. There was no further discussion on this point. 
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Discussion Point 9: Engagement with the Pension’s Ombudsman   

39. The Chair said that it would be necessary for the SAB to have some sort of 
relationship with the Ombudsman but it wasn’t yet clear what this would look like.  

40. The Chair said that the consensus from this meeting appeared to be that the SAB 
should look at this issue and draft a letter which pulls together the key issues, 
requests examples of best practice and points to the need to create consistency 
(ACTION – Secretariat). 

 

Discussion Point 10: Cost Recovery    

41. There was no further discussion on this point. 
 

Discussion Point 11: The provision of medical opinion by the FMA. 

42.    There was no further discussion on this point. 
 
Item 10 - College of Policing Allowances 
 
43. The Chair highlighted the note provided by Sue Holford (College of Policing) on 

the issue of allowances for officers on secondment to the College.  This had been 
sent in response to a letter from PFEW to the Chair dated 14 October 2015 which 
concerned the College’s proposal to change the allowances paid to officers 
seconded to it. Andy Fittes (PFEW) said that matters relating to the secondment 
of officers fell within the terms of reference of the PABEW.  Any changes to the 
agreed allowances for officers seconded to the College should be discussed and 
agreed through the PAB and in accordance with the published HO secondment 
guidance.  . From the PFEW’s perspective this is not an issue of dictating how 
the College should treat its staff but to seek clarity and consistency on their 
approach to seconded officers. Andy also commented that although he was 
grateful for the note from the College, there was still a requirement for them to 
present their full plans to the PAB for detailed consideration.  He pointed out that 
this could become a growing issue and was not limited to the College alone. 
PFEW simply wanted to ensure that officers are treated fairly and consistently. 
 

44. The Chair said that it was important to be clear as guidance had been agreed by 
the PAB and issued by the HO, it should be followed. The Chair also said that 
should the College wish to change the current arrangements they would need to 
bring a full outline of the proposed changes back to the PAB for detailed 
consideration. Andy Fittes, added his view that the PAB as a body could have 
assisted the College with this issue had it been brought to us earlier.  
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45. Tim Jackson (PSAEW) said that it seems rather odd that the College appear to 
feel that different ranks should receive different allowances and that PSAEW 
would agree that this issue should be brought back to the PAB for consideration.  

 

46. Andy Tremayne (APCC) asked whether, given that this issue focuses on 
allowances to seconded officers, it could be argued as being negotiable and 
given the new landscape may therefore, not be a matter for PAB. Andy added 
that perhaps it should first go to the Police Consultative Forum before coming to 
the PAB. Tim Jackson said that it was unlikely that the Police Remuneration 
Review Body would wish to consider this issue and that it would have previously 
been dealt with within the PAB secondment working group. Tim added that as 
secondment is in the terms of reference for this body the discussion should be 
had here. 
 

47. The Chair said that as the current guidance had previously been approved by the 
PAB she would expect it to be applied. Andy Tremayne said that if this was a 
simple employer/employee issue he would expect the two parties to discuss the 
issue and come to a consensus, but that is not the case here. 
 

48. The Chair said that it was probably best for her to write to the College of Policing 
to outline the PAB’s role in this issue and agreed to circulate a draft to the PAB 
for comment (ACTON – Chair).  

 
Item 11 - Any other business  
 
49. There was no additional business raised.  
 
Item 12 - Date of next meeting 
 
50.  The next meeting will take place on 22 April 2016.  
 
PABEW Independent Secretariat  
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 Actions To be completed 

by: 
Status – to be 
updated and 
recirculated 
before the next 
meeting 

1 Final version of the PAB Annual 
Report to be amended to take 
account of PABEW comments (21 
October minutes, paragraph 3) 
 

Secretariat Complete   

2 PFEW and PSAEW to provide 
examples to the Home Office of 
how the exit payment cap 
consultation led to unintended 
consequences (21 October 
minutes, paragraph 6) 
 

PFEW and PSAEW 
to provide to Home 
Office 

Closed 

3 
 
 

The following to feature on the 
agenda of the UK PPCF January 
meeting: 
 
• The potential removal of the 

2.25x pension cap on 
commutation for some PPS 
1987 members; 

• The retrospective effect of the 
ability to buy back unpaid 
family leave; and 

•  Whether or not Employment 
and Support Allowance should 
be deducted from Injury 
Awards. (minutes, paragraph 
11) 

 

Secretariat  Complete 

 
4 

 
Re-circulate the relevant Home 
Office circular on limited duties to 
PAB members for onward 
transmission where necessary 
(minutes, paragraph 12) 
 

 
Home Office  
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5 To invite representatives from PAB 
to a Technical Working Group on 
capability dismissal (minutes, 
paragraph 15) 

Mark Johns, for 
NPCC 

Complete  

6 Based on the PMAB review to 
provide a table to assist PAB to 
decide how each item should be 
taken forward (21 October 
minutes, paragraph 19) 
 

College of Policing Complete – 
discussed at this 
meeting 

7 To see whether there is 
information about how those with a 
similar role to the SMPs are 
treated by other Government 
Departments (21 October minutes 
, paragraph 20) 
 

Home Office Ongoing- Angela 
Chadha (Home 
Office) is taking this 
work forward.  

8 Share proposals on allowances for 
officers on secondment (21 
October minutes, paragraph 21) 
 
 

College of Policing Complete 

9 To check the background  
regarding ‘with cause’ drug testing 
regulations (21 October minutes, 
paragraph 22) 
 
 

Home Office Ongoing- this work 
is being taken 
forward by the 
Home Office and 
an update would 
be provided in due 
course. 

10 Send a response to the PFEW 
paper for PAB on workforce 
planning and management data 
(21 October minutes, paragraph 
23) 
 

Home Office Complete 
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11 Workforce planning and 
management data to appear on 
the agenda of the January 
quarterly meeting (21 October 
minutes, paragraph 23) 

Secretariat Complete 

12 All members to consider where 
there may be room for putting in 
place accommodations that did not 
break any rules, such as, for 
example, providing pension 
administrators with less than one 
months notice (minutes, paragraph 
12) 

Membership  Ongoing  

13 Capability Exit (and ongoing 
review of Limited Duty 
Regulations)- Technical working 
group: Mark Johns to circulate a 
brief note capturing key areas of 
agreement and those requiring 
further discussion, ahead of the 
next meeting (minutes paragraph 
17). 

Mark Johns 
(NPCC) 

 

14 Harriet Mackinlay to liaise with the 
Secretariat on the timings for 
Capability Dismissal regulations to 
ensure that they can be 
considered by the full PAB at the 
appropriate time (minutes 
paragraph 18). 

Harriet Mackinlay 
(Home Office) 

 

15 NPCC to provide a progress 
update on data collection by 
summer 2016 (minutes paragraph 
20). 

NPCC (Mark 
Johns) 

 

16 PFEW to liaise with the other staff 
associations in order to agree a 
collective view on what data is 
required for future discussion with 
the Home Office and NPCC 
(minutes, paragraph 22). 

PFEW  

17 APCC to send a note to Chiefs to 
flag the importance of collecting 
high quality data (minutes, 
paragraph 22). 

APCC (Ian 
Johnston) 

 



16 

 

 
18 PAMB Review - Governance and 

Consistency of Approach: 
Secretary to produce a draft letter 
to scheme managers, citing best 
practice, ahead of the next SAB 
meeting (minutes, paragraph 28). 
 

Secretary  Incomplete due to 
resourcing issues, 
now being picked 
up by incoming 
secretary. 

19 Chair to share draft reply to Dr 
Broome ahead of the next SAB 
meeting (minutes, paragraph 37). 

Chair  Incomplete 

20 PAMB Review: Secretary to draft a 
letter which pulls together the key 
issues, requests examples of best 
practice and points to the need to 
create consistency (minutes, 
paragraph 39). 

Secretary  Incomplete due to 
resourcing issues, 
now being picked 
up by incoming 
secretary. 

21 College of Policing Allowances: 
Chair to write to the College of 
Policing to outline the PAB’s role in 
this issue and agreed to circulate a 
draft to the PAB for comment 
(minutes, paragraph 47).   

Chair – with 
support from new 
Secretary  

Incomplete 

 


