
 
 

 

1 
 

PABEW SCHEME ADVISORY BOARD 
 

Third Meeting, 15 January 2016 1.00pm 
Conference Suite, Home Office, 2 Marsham St, London, SW1P 4DF  

 
Members Present: 
 
Elizabeth France – Independent Chair 
Sara Soleymani – Temporary PABEW Secretariat   
Andy Fittes – PFEW 
James Hurley – NPCC 
Shabir Hussain – CPOSA 
Andy Tremayne – APCC 
Peter Spreadbury – Home Office 
Angela Chadha – Home Office  
 
Observers/ Guests present: 
 
Sharon Dalli – UK Pension Administrators’ Technical Working Group  
John Maclean – Police Scotland  
Steve Edwards – NARPO  
Mike Brown - PFEW 
Iain Coltman – Scottish Public Pensions Agency  
Antonia Hoskins – Department of Justice, Northern Ireland 
Samantha Watts – Government Actuary’s Department  
Dave Johnston – Government Actuary’s Department 
 
Welcome 
 

1. The Chair welcomed everyone to the third meeting of the Scheme Advisory Board 
and thanked the Secretary for her temporary support while the Home Office 
progresses recruitment for the new Secretariat post. The Chair apologised for the 
delay in providing the minutes from the last meeting and confirmed that further 
comments received had been incorporated in the final version.  

 
Minutes and Action Log 

 
2. Andy Fittes (PFEW) commented on the SAB funding paper tabled at the previous 

meeting and emphasised that the paper did not set out PFEW’s position but rather 
was written on a neutral basis and set out some possible approaches to solving the 
need for the SAB to have resources in order to meet demand.  
 

3. Andy Fittes (PFEW) pointed out that West Midlands should not have been included in 
the list of forces who did not reply to the letter on Governance (see paragraph 6 of 
the 28.09.15 minutes) as they were in the version of the table which was an agenda 
item at the last meeting (item 2015/19). The latest version of the table (see agenda 
item 4 ‘Letter to Police Pension Authorities – updated table of responses’) contains a 
response from West Midlands, but not West Mercia.  

 
4. It was agreed that any action point which had been completed could be removed 

from the action log. Action 14 remains incomplete; the Home Office confirmed that 
they have not yet had the opportunity to map out the responsibilities of the various 
pension groups/ forums (ACTION 1). For action 17 on exploring possible methods of 
publishing SAB information, the Police Pension Administrators’ Community Forum 
has published limited information such as the SAB letter to Scheme Managers on 
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their website. This is partially complete (ACTION 2). For action 18 on the scheme 
sanction charge and unauthorised payments letter, it was agreed that there was no 
need for a reminder to be sent (See paragraph 10 below) (action complete). For 
Action 19, it was agreed that the PABEW Secretariat would work with Angela 
Chadha (Home Office) in checking the list of those defined as Police Pension 
Authorities (ACTION 3) and that ‘Redistribution’ should be replaced by ‘Regulations’ 
(ACTION 4). Action 20 (Chair to respond to the Home Office to provide additional 
analysis of how much proactive technical and secretariat support the SAB will 
require) remains incomplete (ACTION 5). 
 

5. For action 21 (Chair to attend the November Public Sector Pensions Forum and 
report back to the Board), the Chair reported that she has been engaging with the 
Public Sector Pensions Forum and that progress on different areas including 
governance varied greatly between the schemes. The Chair said that this is a useful 
forum to keep up to date with what is happening in other schemes and that she will 
aim to attend the quarterly meetings, as her diary permits. The Chair said that most 
schemes are concerned about resourcing issues and some are concentrating on 
roles and structure for governance. (Action 21 is complete).  

6. Action 22 (Chair to circulate link to the advice on ‘model contract terms’ from the ICO 
website) and 23 (NARPO to share ‘model contract terms’ guidance with the relevant 
force and report back any further concerns they may have remain incomplete 
(ACTION 6 and 7). The key points are that: the data controller remains responsible 
for the data whoever processes data, and wherever processing takes place; a clear 
notification needs to be provided. The Chair would, as previously agreed pass on 
current ICO guidance to NARPO.   

7. Actions 24 (Secretary to circulate the answers received thus far to all Pension 
Authorities with a cover letter prompting those who have not yet responded to 
provide updates and amendments by mid December) is completed and can be 
removed from the action log. Action 25 (Secretary to add the words “in relation to ill 
health retirement” to the end of the ‘column 4’ description to accurately define 
between injury on duty costs and ill health retirement costs) remains incomplete 
(ACTION 8). Action 26 (Contracting-Out Arrangements: Home Office to respond to 
the PFEW following receipt of the HMT’s response on the issue) remains incomplete 
(ACTION 9). 

 
Matters arising 

 
8. There were no other matters arising for discussion at this meeting.  

 
Scheme Sanction Charges and Unauthorised Payments 
 

9. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) raised the issue regarding the lack of clarity on limits 
before tax in relation to commutation rates.  

 
10. He also questioned whether paying the Scheme Sanction charge from the scheme 

fund was an appropriate use of public money. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) suggested 
that members should pay all associated charges themselves. He suggested that this 
was the approach taken by some forces including Norfolk, Hertfordshire, Sussex. 
Sharon Dalli (TWG) confirmed that there was an inconsistent approach being used 
by forces. It was agreed in discussion that this seemed to be a force decision rather 
than third party administrator’s decisions. Kier administers for Norfolk who are 
charging members whilst other forces that use Kier are not doing this. The Home 
Office said they would consider the matter and decide whether a regulatory change 
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was needed on this (ACTION 10). The Home Office confirmed that if a regulatory 
change was needed it would require Ministerial approval.  
 

11. Andy Fittes (PFEW) said that a letter had been sent out in September regarding this 
matter. It was agreed that as the responses received so far clearly established that 
there was an inconsistency in treatment there was no need to send a reminder for 
responses. Action 18 of the previous minutes is therefore complete. The Chair 
thanked the previous Secretariat for drafting the form.  
 

12. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) suggested that members should be made aware of how 
this was impacting on forces (15%) as they are only currently informed about their tax 
free lump sum and lump sum while some of the biggest forces are not paying 
scheme sanction charges. James Hurley (NPCC) suggested that the Home Office 
should flag the inconsistency by stating that if it was a local force discretion as to 
whether members should pay this charge then they should be made aware of the full 
implications to themselves and to the force.  

 
Letter to Police Pension Authorities – updated table of responses 
 

13. Some pension boards suggested that they would provide an update on their 
governance arrangements by October 2015 but have still failed to respond. Shabir 
Hussain (CPOSA) suggested that before the next meeting those who have not yet 
responded should be chased (ACTION 11).  
 

Pensions Challenge 
 

14. Before Christmas the Home Office received a letter from Leigh Day Solicitors on 
behalf of 3,000 officers on the grounds of discrimination (age, gender and ethnicity). 
The Home Office confirmed that they will be joining with forces in order to robustly 
defend this claim with James Hurley coordinating between the Home Office and 
forces. It was confirmed that similar actions have been brought by fire-fighters, 
judges and police officers in Scotland. 
 

15. A letter was sent to Chief Officers by Francis Habgood. James Hurley (NPCC) 
confirmed that he would provide a copy of the letter to PFEW (ACTION 12). The 
Home Office has requested data to assess the makeup of forces regarding 
transitional, tapered and non-protected members and a breakdown by age, gender 
and ethnicity. 
 

16. Andy Tremayne (APCC) noted that not all Chief Officers had received claims. James 
Hurley (NPCC) confirmed that Francis Habgood would contact the APCC to ensure 
that they were sighted on this matter. There are currently 4,000 grievance claims 
which are running concurrently with the Employment Tribunal claims. It is normal 
practice for the grievance to be dealt with before the Employment Tribunal however 
the Employment Tribunal claim has already been raised. Andy Fittes (PFEW) 
confirmed that PFEW is not supporting these claims.  

 
Lifetime allowance/ Annual Allowance Guidance 
 

17. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) welcomed the publication of the circular and made some 
specific comments. He explained that if a person leaves before the age of 50 they 
would have a different Lifetime Allowance tax charge and that there are no rules 
which make it explicit that the police are exempt from this. As all superintendents can 
leave before the age of 50 this is something which requires clarification (ACTION 13). 
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Further to this Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) asked the Home Office to confirm whether 
Annex E of the Circular on charitable donations was still current (ACTION 14).  

 
18. James Hurley (NPCC) suggested that there should be advice for pension boards to 

allow easy access for officers as this is a quite complex matter. The Home Office 
explained that the Circular and its accompanying Annexes were designed for 
administrators but were in the public domain. The Chair suggested that a cover note 
which clarifies that the advice is drafted for administrators could be useful. 
 

19. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) said that at the previous SAB meeting it was agreed that all 
schemes should voluntarily offer a limit of £1,000 (referred in paragraph 52 of the 
Circular) and that this was not reflected in the Circular. The Home Office agreed to 
look into this (ACTION 15). Shabir Hussain stated that even if this did require a 
Regulation amendment it could be clarified in the Circular. James Hurley (NPCC) 
said that there may be problems enforcing this.  

 
Funding of work undertaken by SAB  
 

20. The Home Office confirmed that the funding for Firefighters’ governance 
arrangements and an advisor post were provided on a voluntary basis. The Home 
Office suggested it might be possible for the police to undertake a similar 
arrangement for employer funding if forces were willing. The Home Office stated that 
this would amount to around £2,000 per force, either being paid by a specified 
amount per member or a flat rate.  
 

21. Andy Fittes (PFEW) suggested waiting for the new Secretariat to get an idea of the 
scope of demand and then decide on the appropriate way of dealing with this. He 
pointed out that by making this a voluntary option there was a possibility of forces 
refusing, Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) agreed. James Hurley (NPCC) recognised the 
resourcing issues in the Police Pension Team at the Home Office and expressed the 
need to assess the core role of the team and the areas in which employer expertise 
is needed, by doing so this would expose where the gaps were. The Chair asked the 
Home Office to set out their roles and responsibilities (ACTION 16) and James 
Hurley confirmed that he will look into employer arrangements (ACTION 17). 
 

22. The Home Office confirmed that there was limited policy and legal resource in the 
Home Office and efforts can only be focussed on policy and legislative functions in 
support of Ministers’ priorities. The police pensions team is unable to offer the same 
level of technical and specialist advice as it did in the past. It was suggested that 
employers could pay for some expertise. The Chair suggested the possibility of 
charging out for work. The Home Office said that this would depend on the type of 
advice which was required. For instance legal advice could be done by the 
Government Legal Service or someone more independent, whereas taxation matters 
may not be something for the Home Office.  
 

23. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) stated that the Home Office have been very clear about the 
fact that these matters are locally administered but forces are still waiting for the 
Home Office to direct them. It was agreed that the SAB should be more proactive in 
ensuring consistency between the forces. There was a comparison with firefighters in 
terms of the advice/updates required from forces. The Home Office stated that 
although firefighters do not necessarily have more funds than the police, they do 
have more local assistance and the Local Government Pension Scheme has a more 
supported model which is different to the Police Pension Schemes. The Home Office 
confirmed that the Fire Policy, including pensions, had been transferred to the Home 



 
 

 

5 
 

Office but they did not know how this was going to impact on the police pensions 
team. 

 
Contracting out arrangements 
 

24. The Home Office sent out information on this and a template letter to forces. Andy 
Fittes (PFEW) stated that there still was an outstanding point which the Home Office 
have yet to respond to on the revaluation/indexation of GMPs (ACTION 9). The 
Home Office confirmed that they were discussing this with HMT. 
 

25. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) said that the letter should inform members that there will be 
a 1.4% rise in National Insurance contributions. The Home Office disagreed and 
stated that this would be a matter for the employer and that the SAB was entitled 
make recommendations in addition to the letter. There was a proposal that the SAB 
should be the one to provide further information. It was suggested that the Home 
Office could provide the minimum required advice but that the SAB might provide 
further detailed advice to members. Andy Fittes (PFEW) stated that the factsheet 
provided by DWP was helpful and agreed that members should be informed of 
matters as much as possible.  
 

26. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) asked whether there would be any future decrease to 
pensions and referred to an article that had been published in the Telegraph. Mike 
Brown (PFEW) said that he believed that article related to the outstanding point 
noted in 24 above about the revaluation/indexation of GMPs accrued between 1978 
and 1997. The Home Office are still awaiting an answer from HMT about this matter. 
Antonia Hoskins (DoJNI) stated that this was a matter relating to State Pension and 
was not a police pension issue to do with indexation contracting out pre-1997.  

 
Police Medical Appeal Boards- Selected Medical Practitioners 

 
27. The Home Office had a meeting with DWP and confirmed that DWP had not 

encountered similar issues relating to any requests for occupational health advisors 
to be removed from the jurisdiction of the General Medical Council (GMC). The 
Home Office said that more evidence would be required before any further 
consideration can be made. From discussions, DWP stated that other factors could 
be contributing to the lower numbers of SMPs, such as pay and that this does not 
necessarily mean that the only factor is the fear of being threatened. It was agreed 
that the Chair would reply to Dr Broome saying that further information was required 
(ACTION 18).   
 

Milne v GAD 
 

28. The Home Office provided an update and confirmed that forces are making 
payments. A formal request has been made to pay this from contingency funds.   

 
GAD Presentation  
 

29. Dave Johnston provided a presentation on the ‘Cost Cap Mechanism and Pension 
Tax Changes’ and Samantha Watts provided a presentation on ‘Pensions Tax 
Changes current and future’. Secretary to send an Annex with the presentation 
(ACTION 19).  

 
AOB 
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30. No items were raised. The next Scheme Advisory Board meeting will be held on 11 
April 2016 at 13:00pm in London 

 
PABEW Independent Secretariat 
8 January 2016 
 
 


