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Welcome and Apologies 
 

1. The Chair welcomed members and representatives of GAD to the 
meeting. Apologies had been received from the Superintendents’ 
Association of Northern Ireland and the Association of Scottish Police 
Superintendents.  
 

2. The Chair also noted that it was Angela Chadha’s last SAB meeting 
and thanked her for her expertise and contribution over the last three 
years. 

 
Minutes of the 8 May 2017 
 

3. Members agreed the minutes from the 8 May and did not have any 
further comments to make. The Secretariat would arrange for the 
minutes to be published on the PABEW webpage. Action point: 
Secretariat. 

 
Matters Arising 
 

4. 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. 

 
5. Kevin Courtney (NPCC) advised that action points 1 and 2 relating to 

the Chair’s letter to pension boards had been completed.  
 

6. The Chair asked that the Secretariat chase up action point 3 (whether 
TPR can share information provided by scheme managers to its 
governance survey) with TPR.  

 
7. On action point 5, Kevin Courtney advised that the advice on auto-

enrolment changed quite significantly late in the day and was 
disseminated to all forces in England and Wales. As far as he was 
aware all forces had acted on this advice and most had to decide 
whether to postpone or use transitional delay. Andy Fittes (PFEW) said 
that whilst he understood the policy intent there was still a question 
about whether the correct place for officers who opted out with 30 
years’ PPS 1987 service  to be re-enrolled was the 2015 scheme. The 
Chair asked for examples of where in practice there were issues. Kevin 
Courtney said that this would surface again when they get to the next 
re-enrolment.  
 

8. The Home Office advised that there was not yet any  information 
available on action point 7, regarding the general outcome on data 
collected about guaranteed minimum pension. 

 



9. On the outstanding action points from previous meetings, action point 
11 (relating to amending regulations to make members pay for the 
scheme sanction charge) was discussed. Shabir Hussain (CPOSA) 
explained that this was about closing a loop hole. Kevin Courtney said 
that this related to one of the items of correspondence, in which the 
Chair wrote out to forces and asked how scheme sanction charges 
were dealt with Forces would say they have no resource to meet them. 
The Home Office advice to Pension Administrators was that this does 
not apply to the police pension scheme. Kevin Courtney said he 
expected the PFEW would want the same treatment to be applied 
across the piece, and he did not believe this was the case at the 
moment 

 
The Pensions Regulator (TPR) Priorities; record keeping, internal 
controls and communications. 
 

10. The Chair informed members that the SAB should try to group agenda 
items under TPR’s priorities. This would then give the SAB a focus (in 
terms of risk). The Board would need to think about how these priorities 
would be reflected in discussions. The Chair asked the group for their 
thoughts. 
 

11. Kevin Courtney said that this was a good objective, but some items did 
not fit neatly under the headings; it was agreed that the approach 
should not be prescriptive. He suggested that  the group could 
reference the three categories each time and highlighted that he raised 
matters in the last quarterly letter under those headings. The Chair 
advised that the board needed to keep these headings in mind. Andy 
Fittes said it would be useful to coordinate these priorities and keep the 
group focused. The Chair also hoped that the quarterly letters would be 
a useful point of reference. 

 
Quarterly letter to Scheme Managers 
 

12. The Chair asked whether members wanted to raise anything in relation 
to her most recent letter to scheme managers.  
 

13. James Hurley drew attention to the Guaranteed Minimum Pension 
(GMP) reconciliation process. He explained schemes were entering a 
period where calculation of this needed prioritisation and progress was 
key. He suggested that Members should keep progress under review; it 
would be helpful to have GMP as a substantive agenda item in the 
future. Kevin Courtney explained that he had been in touch with HMRC 
who has taken a more active interest in police schemes involvement on 
the basis that they had been a little slow. This mainly referred to the 
locally administered schemes, where the workload was intensive and 
could be specialist and highly labour intensive, as a one off exercise it 
was not the kind of thing people were equipped to deal with. The Chair 
agreed that this could go on the agenda for the October meeting and 



asked that Kevin Courtney seek to get further information from HMRC. 
Action point: Secretariat/Kevin Courtney. 

 
Update from Kevin Courtney 
 

14. Kevin Courtney updated members on his outstanding action points. 
The correspondence from the Chair to scheme managers and pension 
board chairs had been collected and circulated. A note about the 
annual reports received had also been circulated. Kevin Courtney 
advised that there was not an overwhelming response to this request 
and a number of forces in the joint police pension board did not 
produce an annual report. Kevin Courtney was under the impression 
that TPR did not require the annual report to be published for individual 
boards. The Chair asked that Kevin Courtney check this with TPR. 
Action point: Kevin Courtney. 
 

15. Geoff Petty (APCC) felt that there had been a disconnect between 
scheme managers and administrators. The Chair questioned whether 
they should be expecting to see annual reports. Kevin Courtney 
explained that most had produced an annual report covering the 
financial year. The SAB could advise that the annual report should be 
produced and the timescales for this, suggesting what SAB want them 
to cover. He added that it would be useful for SAB to know about 
membership of boards. The Chair said that Kevin Courtney’s analysis 
tells SAB broadly what has been covered in reports.  

 
16. Andy Fittes also suggested that the SAB could highlight good practice. 

In response to this, the Chair said that she could thank people in who 
provided the SAB with copies of last year’s report and say SAB look 
forward to receiving copies of future reports when they are published. It 
was agreed that it would also be helpful to  include an appendix of 
things they need to include in the report. Action point: Chair/Kevin 
Courtney. 
 

17. Kevin Courtney went on and updated the group on benefit statements. 
He had received these from most forces and circulated three different 
examples to the group. The PFEW were concerned about projections 
and future benefits and Kevin advised that most administrators  did 
include estimates of these. There was a question for SAB as to 
whether next year they wanted to take a more direct approach and give 
guidance on what they would like to see on benefit statements. Fire 
colleagues had agreed a standard format, but had difficulty in holding 
their 41scheme managers to account. He explained that most 
statements had taken one year’s benefits under the 2015 CARE 
Scheme and projected that to the appropriate age. He asked the group 
whether there was an appetite to direct people on this. Shabir Hussain 
(CPOSA) suggested that it would be best to give people an idea of the 
minimum information required. Sara Alderman (Home Office) explained 
that Treasury had said that where inflation was negative, this would 
affect pension revaluation. However when this last occurred they chose 



not to reflect this but said that they would consider the impact of 
negative inflation on a case by case basis.  
 

18. Andy Fittes said that the information on benefit statements combined 
with the calculator would help. James Hurley (NPCC) advised that the 
discussion the group was having on ensuring there was compliance 
was very positive. He questioned whether CARE schemes were visible 
and transparent across the pension sector. He said the SAB needed a 
greater appreciation of that type of functionality, then perhaps they 
could see what could sit alongside a pension calculator and benefit 
statement, meeting the complex needs for officers of a complex 
scheme. Administration providers are providing a portal where 
information could be manipulated, which SAB would need to 
understand to see what was possible, then encourage employers to 
make that functionality available. He suggested that SAB should invite 
someone to come and speak to the group about this. The Chair asked 
that Kevin Courtney action this. Action point: Kevin Courtney. 

 
Treatment of past service costs in relation to Milne v GAD 
 

19. The Chair welcomed Ian Boonin and Dipak Hirani from the 
Government Actuary’s Department (GAD). They advised that a paper 
had been circulated in relation to past service costs in the 2016 
valuation. GAD took the board through this paper and the Chair then 
reminded members of SAB to provide any comments on the issues  
raised  to the Home Office by 18 August 2017.  
 

20. Dan Murphy (PSAEW) suggested that this should not apply to the 
future employer contributions. GAD explained that the covering note 
would set out potential implications. These costs had been paid and 
were likely to be taken account of in this valuation. Contributions would 
be paid from the employer side from 2019 onwards.  
 

21. Geoff Petty highlighted that there would be adverse impacts on 
employees, if the employer had to pay 2.5% extra. The point of the 
settlement was that Treasury made money available to make the 
settlement. It now looked as though they were effectively seeking to 
claw it back from forces. Peter Spreadbury (Home Office) explained 
that these were precisely the kind of issues they wanted the SAB to 
look at. Andy Fittes agreed with Geoff Petty and he did not think the 
responsibility rested with employers because it was not their mistake. 
Also, if the employers were made to pay there would eventually be 
implications for members as a result. 
 

22. James Hurley noted that the paper identified a number of issues. New 
funding arrangements were predicated on a valuation of the scheme 
and employers might feel that there would not be an expectation that 
they would need to meet any additionality from the starting point. He 
felt that the paper was effective in identifying the range of issues. 
 



23. Peter Spreadbury said that members could route responses on the 
paper to the Secretariat. Action point: Members/Secretariat.  
 

24. James Hurley wanted to highlight the issue of employer contributions, 
before departing the meeting. He said it would be helpful for SAB to 
understand the trajectory of the overall impact of the CARE scheme on 
the employer rates on the medium term, so that they could understand 
those types of developments in the context of what the likely composite 
effect would be on the members of the scheme. Peter Spreadbury 
advised that this was something the Home Office could enquire about. 
Action point: Home Office.  

 
Pension Calculator 
 

25. GAD discussed questions and comments received from members 
based on the Scottish version. 
 

26. They explained that there was no allowance in the calculator for the 
deduction of tax from commuted lump sums where appropriate. They 
had not allowed for this because of complications for individuals who 
should consider their own tax implications. 
 

27. They also advised that the 2.25 commutation limit had been allowed 
for, as the current calculator reflected the current regulations. If there 
was any change in the regulations then the calculator could be updated 
to reflect this. 
 

28. On the question of whether nominal results could be added, GAD 
informed members that they had added a functionality/tab which 
allowed for nominal results.  
 

29. In terms of early/late retirement factors, GAD explained that the 
calculator was projecting to a certain day in the future, not in an 
individual’s year but an overall summary and an approximate method 
had been used. They would not expect this to significantly change the 
results. GAD acknowledged that individuals could have different State 
Pension Age (SPA)’s so they had limited the calculator to use an 
approximate method, rather than using months. The impact would 
depend on the individual and whether their actual SPA was 
lower/higher but they would not expect this to lead to a significant 
change in results.   
 

30. On the question of transfers in and allowing for the rate of increases, 
GAD explained that there were potentially differing rates of increase 
applicable depending on the transferring scheme. However, the 
calculator applied the same CARE Scheme rate of increase to all 
transfers in. The impact on results would depend on what benefits 
someone had brought across but it was not anticipated that it would be 
significant.  

 



 
31. In terms of survivor benefits, as the calculator was largely based on the 

SPPA version they were not allowed for and it would be a further 
development project for this to be added.  
 

32. In terms of the methodology and maintenance, GAD explained that the 
excel format allowed for low cost quick development and changes 
 

33. Shabir asked for clarification around the 2.25 cap and asked whether 
this only applied if the combined service was less than 30 years. 
Members agreed that this was correct which led Shabir Hussain to 
question whether this would affect the calculator. GAD stated that the 
calculator allowed for the current scheme regulations. 
 

34. Andy Fittes asked GAD what the timescales were on the calculator 
being made available. They said that this would depend on any 
additional comments received from SAB. The calculator was 
essentially ready to go, however any additional comments might take 
further time to change. Members advised that they had not all had the 
opportunity to look at the calculator as of yet, but were keen to respond 
as soon as they could. The Chair said that they would wait to hear from 
members by the beginning of September and send a reminder if they 
had not heard. Action point: Members/Secretariat. 
 

35. Peter Spreadbury raised Dan Murphy’s point from the UKPCCF 
meeting, in which he said that Chief Superintendent was not one of the 
options on the calculator for rank. He explained that this could be fed 
into the comments for GAD. 
 

Valuation Assumptions 
 

36. A paper on valuation assumptions from GAD had been circulated to 
members. GAD summarised this paper through the form of a 
presentation to the SAB. 

 
37. This presentation set out the actuarial valuation of the scheme as at 

March 2016. The previous was as at 31 March 2012. This had two 
main purposes; one was to determine the rate of employer 
contributions and the other was to set the employer cost cap, part of 
the cost control mechanism.  
 

38. GAD explained that the conduct of the valuation was set out in the 
Treasury directions. It also set actuarial assumptions which were to be 
used in the valuation. Two key determinants which have had a big 
impact on the results were the membership data and actuarial 
assumptions, which GAD input into their calculations. They explained 
they had looked at membership data and would be reporting separately 
on this in August. They explained the purpose of this was assumptions. 
Some were set in Treasury directions (mainly financial assumptions). 



Other assumptions were known as demographic assumptions (rates at 
which people leave the scheme, are promoted or ill health retired).  
 

39. GAD used their presentation to discuss the background to the Home 
Office consultation with SAB on demographic assumption setting and 
provided a summary of the current draft GAD advice on the 2016 
valuation demographic assumptions 
 

40. There were a number of questions for the SAB to consider and 
respond to. Members agreed that they would need to take time to 
consider these but were concerned about timescales. GAD pointed out 
that they date for completion was the end of August 2017. The Chair 
advised members to flag any immediate concerns to the Secretariat 
and they agreed to do what they could before the end of August. 
Action point: Members/Secretariat. 
 

41. Geoff Petty said given the discussion so far, his general feeling was 
that financial assumptions would not be good news. GAD explained 
that the biggest assumption in the whole valuation was 3% in 2012, but 
was now changing to 2.8%. They said that another big issue was 
pensioner mortality. The last set of data did not allow them to do a 
robust analysis, but they would be able to do one this time. They 
reminded the SAB that there were two key determinants; one was 
assumptions you use and one was membership data. This is what they 
expected to report on in mid to end of August 2017 which could go in 
either direction. They emphasised that they were not asking the SAB to 
look at the outcomes, but the assumptions.  
 

42. Dan Murphy stated that there was a lot of work going on in the College 
and leadership review about changes to pay and pointed out that this 
would all have a significant impact. He questioned whether the SAB 
should be talking to Francis Habgood (NPCC) to see if he had 
considered the impact and said that there should be some connectivity 
between SAB and what has been planned as a whole. The Chair asked 
whether the SAB should be flagging the issues to the NPCC lead, 
Francis Habgood, and assumed he was factoring in any impact on 
pensions. Peter Spreadbury said that this was something the Home 
Office could talk to Francis Habgood about. Action point: Home 
Office/Kevin Courtney. 

 
Voluntary Scheme Pays 
 

43. The Home Office had circulated a paper on Voluntary Scheme Pays. 
Sara Alderman informed the group that they had been working closely 
with colleagues from the firefighter’s pensions team and would 
appreciate any views from SAB by the end of the month. Shabir 
Hussain said that he was grateful for all the detail and asked which tax 
year they were assuming this would be effective from, as it was 
originally agreed that this would be from September 2015. Sara 
Alderman said she did not expect there would be many people who 



were transition members who were likely to have had a big tax liability. 
She said that the Home Office would specify a date. Action point: 
Home Office. 
 

44. Shabir Hussain pointed out that individuals had until the end of October 
2017 to fill out their paper tax return. He asked whether it was the 
intention to make changes to regulations before the final deadline of 
January 2018. He said that members should receive information before 
October 2017 so that they would know what to include. Peter 
Spreadbury advised that the Home Office was aware but they would 
not be making a commitment to do that at this time. 

 
45. Shabir Hussain referred to the wording in paragraph 8 and asked what 

would happen if someone died early, as this would make no difference 
to scheme finances. Sara Alderman advised that this was actuarially 
neutral to the scheme. Peter Spreadbury advised that the description 
was there for transparency. Members agreed that they welcomed this 
and would provide comments. 

 
Fire Service Commonality 
 

46. Shabir Hussain suggested that the Fire SAB could copy their minutes 
to this forum. Minutes are all published and the Chair said that Kevin 
Courtney was the group’s link to the Fire SAB and suggested an 
agenda item at each SAB to provide an update. Action point: 
Secretariat. 
 

47. Shabir Hussain also pointed out that the fire service was advised on     
Voluntary Scheme Pays earlier than the Police SAB. Peter Spreadbury 
informed the group that things were being discussed in SAB’s across 
the piece. Sometimes there were common deadlines, sometimes they 
were different and there were differences within the schemes. 

 
PABEW Annual Report (1 April 2016 to 31 March 2017). 
 

48. Members had all had chance to comment on the board’s annual report. 
They advised that they had no further comments to make. 

 
A review of the terms of reference for the Scheme Advisory Board 
 

49. The Chair asked that if there were any comments on the SAB’s terms 
of reference  members should inform  the Secretariat so that they could 
be placed on the agenda. The Chair advised that  this would be 
annually on the agenda. 

 
Any other business  
 

50. As in the UKPCCF meeting, members had a discussion about when to 
hold the next meeting in Edinburgh (2018) as a meeting had already 
been arranged in Belfast (April 2018). It was agreed that the group 



would hold alternate meetings in London and then in either Edinburgh 
or Belfast. Action point: Secretariat. 

 
Date of next meeting 
 

51. 9 October 2017 at the Home Office. 
 


