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Simplifying DC-to-DC bulk transfers 

The DWP has published, for consultation purposes, legislation that would remove some legal hurdles that hinder transfers 

without member consent from one occupational money purchase scheme to another.1 There would be no requirement to 

obtain an actuary’s certificate, nor would there have to be any employment connection between the transferring and 

receiving schemes. Trust law would, however, continue to oblige the trustees of the transferring scheme to ensure—with 

the help of their advisers—that the transfer is in their members’ interests.  

Background 

A transfer between occupational pension schemes can currently take place without the members’ consent if (amongst 

other things): 

 the transferring and receiving schemes relate to employment with  

- the same employer,  

- different employers within a corporate group, or  

- unrelated employers involved in a financial transaction, such as a merger or acquisition; and 

 an actuary certifies that, in his or her opinion, the members will acquire rights under the receiving scheme that are 

‘broadly, no less favourable’ than the rights transferred.  

When those rules were conceived, pension schemes were predominantly defined benefit (DB) in nature, and the 

requirements made sense in that context. They are less appropriate to transfers between the money purchase, or defined 

contribution (DC), schemes that are now (increasingly) the main form of occupational pensions provision in the private 

sector. The trustees of a DC scheme are not required to appoint an actuary for any other purpose; and although there is 

some debate about precisely which factors are relevant for the ‘broadly, no less favourable’ test, and how it ought to be 

performed, most people are in agreement that the skills required are not uniquely actuarial.  

Acting upon such concerns about inappropriate impediments for DC-to-DC transfers, the Department for Work and 

Pensions (DWP) issued a call for evidence on the subject in December 2016. Having considered the responses to the call 

for evidence, it now proposes to amend the relevant legislation.  

 

                                                      
1 Bulk transfers of defined contribution pensions without member consent: draft regulations <www.gov.uk/government/consultations/bulk-
transfers-of-defined-contribution-pensions-without-member-consent-draft-regulations>. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/bulk-transfers-of-defined-contribution-pensions-without-member-consent-draft-regulations
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/bulk-transfers-of-defined-contribution-pensions-without-member-consent-draft-regulations


 

 

Removal of certification & employment-relationship requirements 

The DWP intends to remove the need for an actuarial certificate, as well as the condition about the relationship between 

the transferring and receiving schemes’ employers, when ‘pure’ DC benefits are the only rights involved. The certification 

and scheme-relationship provisos will, however, continue to apply if the rights come with any guarantees relating, for 

example, to the pre-retirement investment return or annuity rate on offer; and that will be the case regardless of whether 

the guarantee is contained within the terms of the scheme itself or if it arises indirectly because the benefits have been 

secured by insurance.  

Those simplifications (removal of the certification and employment-relationship requirements) will apply if either the 

receiving scheme is a master trust authorized by the Pensions Regulator2, or the transferring trustees have considered the 

written advice of a qualified professional who has appropriate DC investment expertise, and no conflicting ties to the 

receiving scheme. 

Trustee obligations 

In its consultation paper, the DWP stresses the importance of trustees’ duty to act in the best interests of the 

beneficiaries—principally, the scheme members—and that the decision to proceed with a bulk transfer is for the trustees to 

make.3 It says that in order to do so they will need to form an opinion about the proposed receiving scheme, and it 

identifies various features that will need to be evaluated, such as its standards of governance, the security of its benefits, 

and likely member outcomes (which will need to be at least as good as the transferring scheme’s). When performing those 

assessments, the advice of the independent expert will be important.  

The DWP notes that the master-trust authorization regime that is due to come into force in 2018 – 2019 will provide a 

degree of reassurance when a transfer to such a scheme is proposed. Presumably for that very reason, it appears that 

there will be no formal advice requirement in such cases. However, the DWP stresses that an appraisal of the master 

trust—for example, its charging structure, investment strategy, and customer-service record— will still be necessary, and 

that that trustees are likely to want professional advice on such matters.  

The DWP is considering whether it or the Pensions Regulator should produce non-statutory guidance to help trustees 

assess the suitability of receiving schemes.  

Charge cap 

The draft legislation would also provide that the restrictions on charges that have been introduced since 2015 will continue 

to apply in the receiving scheme, unless the transfer is made with the member’s express consent. Such provision is 

considered necessary because the 0.75 per cent a year cap on charges for default investment arrangements applies only 

if a scheme is used by the member’s employer for auto-enrolment compliance, and it is possible that a scheme that 

receives a bulk transfer will not be so used (for example, if only early leavers are transferred into it).  

Other issues raised 

The call for evidence prompted comments about the effects of transfers on rights that were protected in the transition to 

the 6 April 2006 pensions tax regime: particularly the ability to retire at a protected pension age that is lower than the 

normal minimum pension age of 55, and to receive lump sums of more than one-quarter of the total value of the benefits 

that were held in a particular scheme. The DWP has passed those concerns on to Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs 

(HMRC), but does not believe that any changes to the relevant tax legislation are imminent. It notes that any loss of 

valuable transitional protections on transfer is likely to mean that it is not in the members’ best interests.  

                                                      
2 Once provisions in the Pension Schemes Act 2017 are brought into force, master trust schemes will be unable to operate without 
authorization.  
3 The actuarial certificate that is currently required already makes this clear: ‘This certificate must not be taken by the trustees or managers of 
the scheme as authority to make a transfer without members' consents. It must also not be taken as a recommendation to make a transfer 
without members' consents. The trustees or managers of the scheme need to satisfy themselves that making the transfer is consistent with their 
duties to the transferring members and the remaining members. The trustees of the scheme need to satisfy themselves that making the transfer 
is consistent with their responsibilities and powers under trust law.’  



 

 

The consultation paper also says that the DWP’s ‘current view’ is that the requirement for prior consultation by employers 

does not apply to a proposed bulk transfer without consent. However, it stresses that it cannot give a definitive 

interpretation of legislation; and in any case, other aspects of the steps that the employer proposes (or the trustees 

propose) to take, such as cessation of contributions to the current scheme, might trigger the requirement.  

Timings 

It is intended that the draft legislation would come into force on 6 April 2018. Responses to the proposals should be 

submitted by 30 November 2017. 

The removal of actuarial certification for DC-to-DC transfers is long overdue, being a relic of the DB world that is ill-suited 

to the current pensions landscape and direction of travel. The trend toward master trusts has exposed the needless 

complications in moving DC pots, particularly the ambiguities associated with the ‘broadly, no less favourable’ actuarial 

analysis.  

The master trust authorization regime and anticipated market consolidation have forced the agenda and timetable 

somewhat. It is essential that if—when?—consolidation occurs, it can be carried out fluidly and with members’ interests at 

the core. These changes, if implemented, will pave the way. Principles-based guidance about the key components of an 

assessment of master trust suitability would be of value and would foster consistency whilst allowing trustees the freedom 

to focus on their own members’ needs. Although the move to a master-trust is largely an employer-driven exercise, 

collaboration between the employer and its former scheme’s trustees will become ever more critical. 

PPF publishes third triennium policy statement & levy consultation 

The PPF has published its policy statement on the next levy triennium, setting out details of its intended approach to 

calculating the 2018/19, 2019/2020 and 2020/21 levies.4 The statement follows a March 2017 consultation on the subject.5 

It has also launched a consultation and levy estimate for the 2018/19 levy, which includes proposals on levy bands and 

rates, and on measures to better assess scheme underfunding.6 The final levy rules and associated documents will be 

published in December 2017.  

Levy estimate for 2018/19  

The PPF has confirmed that it will target a total levy of £550m for 2018/19. This is a c.10 per cent reduction from the 

2017/18 estimate (£615m). The PPF also expects further, marginal, reductions in the two succeeding years as aggregate 

scheme funding levels improve. The £550m target seeks to balance the PPF’s strong financial position with the 

challenging economic conditions faced by levy payers, and to maximize the chance of charging stable levies over the 

period to self-sufficiency. Of course, the levy amount actually raised will depend on funding and insolvency-risk 

experience.  

Policy statement on the third triennium  

The PPF has set out the results of its consultation on the next three years’ levies, which tended to focus mostly on the 

insolvency risk part of the calculation. Generally, the proposals set out in the consultation are going ahead. The highlights 

are as follows:  

 Experian insolvency risk model:  

- use of credit ratings—these will be used to assess insolvency risk where available via fixed mappings from 

ratings to levy bands;   

- entities related to government, where insolvency risk cannot be assessed by reference to financial data, 

will now be classified as such and allocated to levy band 1 (i.e. lowest insolvency risk). Such entities will 

need apply for this recognition;  

                                                      
4 <www.pensionprotectionfund.org.uk/News/Pages/details.aspx?itemID=469>.  
5 For details of the consultation see, Current Issues April 2017 <www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-
publications/publication/current-issues-april-2017/>.  
6 <www.pensionprotectionfund.org.uk/DocumentLibrary/Documents/Policy%20Statement%20and%202018-
19%20Consultation%20Document%20FINAL.pdf>.  

http://www.pensionprotectionfund.org.uk/News/Pages/details.aspx?itemID=469
http://www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-publications/publication/current-issues-april-2017/
http://www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-publications/publication/current-issues-april-2017/
http://www.pensionprotectionfund.org.uk/DocumentLibrary/Documents/Policy%20Statement%20and%202018-19%20Consultation%20Document%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.pensionprotectionfund.org.uk/DocumentLibrary/Documents/Policy%20Statement%20and%202018-19%20Consultation%20Document%20FINAL.pdf


 

 

- the proposals for the rebuilding of five scorecards will go ahead. Small and medium sized enterprises 

(‘SMEs’) will likely benefit from the changes—their contribution to the overall levy is expected to fall by 

around a third; and 

- the mortgage-age variable will remain on the three scorecards that are not being rebuilt. 

 Contingent assets:  

- new legal documentation—the PPF is consulting further before releasing the new agreements.7 As such, 

recertification of existing contingent assets using the new forms will not be required for 2018/19, but will 

likely be required for 2019/20. Certification of new contingent assets for 2018/19 will need to be done using 

the new forms; and  

- originally, the threshold for mandatory provision of a ‘guarantor strength report’ was intended to be based 

on the ‘realizable recovery’, however, in response to feedback, this will now be based on levy saving. 

Guarantees that are expected to generate more than £100k in levy savings will require guarantor strength 

reports. It is expected that this will apply to c20% of existing guarantees.  

 Deficit reduction contributions (DRCs):  

- investment management expenses will no longer need to be incorporated in the DRC calculation. These 

were typically quite difficult to obtain and incurred disproportionate time and cost in the calculation; and  

- small schemes (with liabilities of less than £10m) that are closed to accrual will be able to certify 

contributions payable under their recovery plan, greatly simplifying the calculation.  

 Good governance—unsurprisingly, there was little feedback from respondents on how a ‘good governance 

adjustment’ might be reflected in the levy. Accordingly, the PPF is not taking this idea forward but will keep it under 

review.   

Levy consultation for 2018/19  

Levy bands and rates  

Insolvency risks derived from Experian scores (or credit ratings) are currently mapped to one of ten ‘levy bands’ each with 

an associated ‘levy rate’ (probability of insolvency) that is then used in the levy calculation. Given the very low number of 

observed insolvencies in the upper four bands, the PPF argues that there is limited evidence to support the current 

distinction between band 1, 2, 3 and 4 entities (e.g. a band 4 company is currently deemed 135% more likely to become 

insolvent than a band 1 company).  

The proposed approach is to keep the band 4 insolvency rate at its current level but to increase the rates for bands 1 – 3 

so as to give rise to a change in levy rate for a move from band 1 to band 4 that is more consistent with a single-band 

movement elsewhere in the population. On its own, this would increase the levies payable by band 1 – 3 sponsors; 

however, it will be partially mitigated by a reduction in the levy scaling factor.  

Underfunding and investment risk  

The current levy framework includes an assessment of a ‘stressed’ funding position. This is achieved through the 

application of fixed stress factors applying to both assets and liabilities. The PPF is proposing to change both the level and 

derivation methodology for these stress factors:  

 Assets—generally, stress factors for growth asset classes have reduced (reducing the levy) whilst those for fixed interest 

bonds have increased (also reducing the levy). The stress factor for inflation-linked bonds has reduced (increasing the 

levy). A non-zero stress factor for corporate debt has been derived from the nominal stress factor and correlation analysis 

so schemes investing in corporate debt should now gain favourable levy treatment. Schemes with significant interest rate 

hedging (perhaps through leveraged exposures) will see the most favourable levy impacts. 

 Liabilities—interest rate and inflation stress factors will now be derived from nominal and real rate stress factors. This 

means that the interest and inflation stresses are set consistently with one another which should better avoid overstating 

the impact of stressing. Both stress factors have reduced with opposing effects (less/more favourable stressing to interest 

                                                      
7 <www.pensionprotectionfund.org.uk/DocumentLibrary/Documents/Contingent%20Asset%20consultation%20document%20FINAL%20cover.
pdf>.  

http://www.pensionprotectionfund.org.uk/DocumentLibrary/Documents/Contingent%20Asset%20consultation%20document%20FINAL%20cover.pdf
http://www.pensionprotectionfund.org.uk/DocumentLibrary/Documents/Contingent%20Asset%20consultation%20document%20FINAL%20cover.pdf


 

 

rates/inflation). Less mature schemes (who tend to have more inflation-linked PPF liabilities) will tend to see lower levies 

as a result.   

A more fundamental review of the asset categorizations used in the levy calculation (those submitted to the Pensions 

Regulator in annual scheme return submissions) will be conducted over the coming year. As such there will be no change 

to asset classes for 2018/19.    

Broadly two-thirds of schemes will see a reduction in their PPF levy. The PPF’s intention to adopt most of its proposals will 

not come as much of a surprise. The relaxation of requirements to use new (as yet unpublished) contingent asset 

documentation for re-certifications will be welcome, as will the clarifications/simplifications around DRC submissions. A 

review of stress factors was needed; it is a shame that time did not permit a review of asset classifications for this levy 

year, but this will follow next year.  

VAT on management services provided by insurers 

Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC) has announced that, with effect from 1 January 2018, pension fund 

management services provided by insurance companies will no longer qualify for the VAT exemption that applies to 

insurance.8  

The impact will be felt mainly by defined benefit (DB) schemes. The European Court of Justice (ECJ) confirmed in 2014 

that pension funds with features typical of defined contribution (DC) arrangements are ‘special investment funds’ (SIFs), 

and therefore exempt from VAT on fund management services.9 

This appears to be an attempt to undermine the legal argument raised by the trustees of the United Biscuits scheme, 

which are, in effect, that there is no justification for differentiating, in VAT treatment, between fund management services 

provided to DB schemes by insurers and the same sorts of services provided by non-insurers. The discontinuance of the 

insurance exemption makes it a moot point. The implication is that HMRC was not confident about the strength of its 

defence.  

Insurers will need to determine whether their funds are SIFs, and add VAT to their fund-management fees if they are not. 

The cost increase for DB schemes will be most unwelcome. This announcement will increase pressure on HMRC to clarify 

the circumstances in which employers can deduct VAT attributable to pensions provision, following the PPG Holdings 

case.10 We understand that there is likely to be yet another extension of the transitional period during which HMRC’s 

historical guidelines (including the 70/30 split) can be applied (it is due to run out on 31 December 2017).  

Other non-SIF arrangements, like self-invested personal pensions (SIPPs), will also be affected.  

  

                                                      
8 Revenue and Customs Brief 3 (2017): VAT—treatment of pension fund management services <www.gov.uk/government/publications/revenue-
and-customs-brief-3-2017-vat-treatment-of-pension-fund-management-services/revenue-and-customs-brief-3-2017-vat-treatment-of-pension-
fund-management-services>. 
9 ATP PensionService v Skatteministeriet (Case C-464/12).  
10 See our Sixty Second News Summary, Pensions VAT deadline extended (again) (September 2016) <www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-
insights/research-and-publications/publication/pensions-vat-deadline-extended-again/>.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/revenue-and-customs-brief-3-2017-vat-treatment-of-pension-fund-management-services/revenue-and-customs-brief-3-2017-vat-treatment-of-pension-fund-management-services
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/revenue-and-customs-brief-3-2017-vat-treatment-of-pension-fund-management-services/revenue-and-customs-brief-3-2017-vat-treatment-of-pension-fund-management-services
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/revenue-and-customs-brief-3-2017-vat-treatment-of-pension-fund-management-services/revenue-and-customs-brief-3-2017-vat-treatment-of-pension-fund-management-services
https://www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-publications/publication/pensions-vat-deadline-extended-again/
https://www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-publications/publication/pensions-vat-deadline-extended-again/


 

 

Retrospective equalization question referred to ECJ 

The Court of Appeal has rejected an employer’s contention that its scheme was effectively amended, to ‘level down’ 

normal pension ages for men and women following the Barber equalization ruling, simply by an announcement to 

members.11 However, it concluded that the European Court of Justice (ECJ) should be asked whether the use of a scheme 

power to make such amendments with retrospective effect, from the date of the earlier member announcement, was 

disallowed by EU law.  

Background 

On 17 May 1990, the ECJ famously delivered a judgment that EU equal pay rules precluded occupational pension 

schemes from having different NPAs for men and women.12 Owing to the serious consequences of the decision on the 

finances of schemes, the Court determined, exceptionally, that it should not have retroactive effect—that the equal pay rule 

could not be relied upon for pension claims in relation to the period prior to 17 May 1990.  

The implications of the Barber judgment were explored and clarified in other cases. The end result was that discriminatory 

NPAs were deemed to have been automatically ‘levelled up’ to match those of the advantaged sex, with effect from 17 

May 1990. Typically, as in the scheme at issue in this case, this meant that pre-Barber NPAs of 60 for women and 65 for 

men were considered to have been equalized to 60. However, scheme trustees and employers were expected to give 

formal effect to the judgment, and it was in principle open to them to amend the pension scheme rules to ‘level down’ 

NPAs—e.g. to 65, for both sexes—in respect of future pensionable service.13 The period for which NPAs are deemed to 

have been levelled up, from 17 May 1990 to the date of the equalizing rule amendment, is colloquially known as the 

‘Barber window’; and that rule amendment is often said to have the effect of ‘closing the Barber window’.  

Importantly, for this case, the ECJ’s development of the equal-pensions principle had seemed—spoiler alert—to rule out 

any retrospective levelling down of benefits accrued during the Barber window, even if the rules of the scheme and UK law 

would have permitted it.14  

Facts 

The members of the scheme in question were sent an announcement in September 1991 informing them of the trustee’s 

intention to equalize NPAs at 65, with effect from 1 December 1991. The power of alteration in the scheme’s rules allowed 

the principal employer to amend their provisions by way of a supplemental deed, subject to trustee consent. It said, further, 

that the power could be exercised so that amendments took effect from the date of a prior written announcement to the 

scheme’s members. The scheme was administered from 1 December 1991 as though NPA was 65, for service from that 

date onward, for all members; however, no formal amendment was made by deed until 2 May 1996.  

The parties sought judicial clarification of whether levelling down had been effective from 1991, or only from 1996. The 

financial implications of the difference between the two interpretations was estimated as being in excess of £100 million.  

On the scheme members’ behalf it was argued that levelling down occurred only from 1996 onward. Properly interpreted, 

the power of alteration identified a single means of amendment: a deed. Amendment could not be achieved by 

announcement, which was relevant only in so far as it might define the date from which an amendment by deed could take 

effect. Furthermore, in this case, retrospective amendment was prohibited by EU law.  

On the employer’s behalf it was argued that the amendment rule, correctly understood, meant that changes could be 

validly made by announcement, and were merely subject to ratification by deed. Alternatively, it was contended that the 

amendment rule allowed a retrospective levelling down of NPAs.  

The High Court ruled on the matter in 2016, favouring the arguments made on the members’ side. The employer appealed.  

                                                      
11 Safeway Limited v Newton & Another [2017] EWCA Civ 1482.  
12 Barber v Guardian Royal Exchange Assurance Group (Case C-262/88).  
13 The ‘levelling up’ and ‘levelling down’ terminology might be somewhat counterintuitive; however, it is the position of relative advantage in the 
treatment that is the focus of the phrasing, not the ages per se. The ability to retire on an unreduced pension at 60 is more advantageous than 
having to wait until 65, and therefore a move to equalize NPAs at 60 is ‘levelling up’.  
14 Smith v Avdel Systems Limited (Case C-409/92).  



 

 

Judgment 

The Court of Appeal firmly rejected the employer’s contention about the proper construction of the amendment rule. It was 

‘not merely plain’ but ‘unmistakable’ that there was only one way by which alterations could be made: a supplementary 

deed.  

However, it was unclear that EU law precluded retrospective levelling down in accordance with an amendment rule such 

as the one in this case. The leading case on the matter, upon close analysis, seemed to have involved a power of 

amendment that would have ruled out retrospective changes on its own terms. Moreover, the Court of Appeal was inclined 

to believe that if retrospective levelling down was prevented in the current case it might produce a result that conflicted with 

the guiding principles that the European Court of Justice had followed, by in effect improving the rights of the already 

advantaged class. It decided to refer the matter to the ECJ.  

The amendment power that was the subject of this judgment is somewhat unusual: on that basis it seems unlikely that the 

ECJ’s verdict will be of general application. On the other hand, the Court of Appeal has questioned the true import of one 

of the canonical cases on Barber equalization, so it is certainly one to watch out for.  

‘Hitting the target’ consultation  

The Pensions and Lifetime Savings Association (PLSA) is seeking views on whether the UK should develop national 

‘retirement income standards’ to help people identify how much they need to save.15 

The PLSA reports that 77 per cent of the people whom it surveyed do not know how much they need to save for 

retirement, and that 80 per cent said that a national retirement income target would help them to plan for later life. The 

PLSA suggests that ‘simple targets, presented in straightforward pounds and pence, could help [savers] get on top of their 

savings needs’. 

The consultation paper looks at the retirement income targets used in Australia and proposes that a similar system could 

be effective in the UK. Initial research carried out by the PLSA suggests that the UK retirement income targets for a single 

person could be ‘minimum’ (£10,000 to less than £15,000), ‘modest’ (£15,000 to £20,000) and ‘comfortable’ (more than 

£25,000). 

Other proposals made by the PLSA include:  

 Increasing the minimum auto-enrolment contributions to 12 per cent of salary during the 2020s and extending the 

scope of auto-enrolment to include the self-employed, gig-economy workers and those with multiple jobs with 

aggregate earnings over £10,000 per annum. 

 Improving the governance of workplace pension schemes by giving independent governance committees (IGCs) 

more powers and developing new ways of comparing schemes’ value for money. 

 Allowing trustees and IGCs to direct scheme members to a range of suitable retirement products that conform to a 

set of Government-mandated principles. 

 Encouraging savers to engage with retirement-income technology, in particular the pensions dashboard. 

The consultation period ends on 12 January 2018. 

  

                                                      
15 <www.plsa.co.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Policy-Documents/2017/Hitting-the-target-delivering-better-retirement-outcomes.pdf>.  

http://www.plsa.co.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Policy-Documents/2017/Hitting-the-target-delivering-better-retirement-outcomes.pdf


 

 

ONS occupational pension schemes survey 

The Office for National Statistics (ONS) has published the results of its latest annual survey of occupational pension 

schemes, showing data for 2016.16 

In 2016, membership of workplace pension schemes reached the highest level since records began with 39.2 million 

members recorded at the end of the year. This an increase of just over 17 per cent since last year’s survey. Active 

membership increased from 11.1 million in 2015 to 13.5 million in 2016 with almost all of the increase coming from private 

sector defined contribution (DC) schemes (active membership of private sector DC schemes increased by 62.5 per cent 

from 2015 levels). Active membership of private sector defined benefit schemes has fallen from 1.4 million in 2006 to 

500,000 in 2016. 

Private sector DC scheme contribution levels are comparable with 2015’s levels, with the average total (member plus 

employer) being 4.2 per cent of pensionable earnings with the average split being 1 per cent from the member and 3.2 per 

cent from the employer. The average contribution rates for private sector DB schemes were 5.8 per cent of pensionable 

earnings from members and 16.9 per cent from employers.17 The average employer contribution for career average 

schemes within that category was higher, at 17.4 per cent. 

Although the rise in occupational scheme membership, largely due to auto-enrolment, is to be welcomed, it is concerning 

that contribution rates for DC schemes remain low. For auto-enrolment truly to be a success average contributions will 

need to increase to a sufficient level to provide adequate income in retirement. 

Next instalment in 21st century trusteeship series 

Following the launch of the 21st century trusteeship campaign in September 201718, the Pensions Regulator has added a 

further section on ‘Clear roles and responsibilities’ to the Web site. 19 

The new section: 

 emphasises that trustees and scheme managers are accountable for all of their scheme activities even if these 

have been delegated; 

 sets out the main roles and responsibilities of the different parties involved in running a pension scheme; and 

 includes examples of good and bad governance behaviours. 

The Regulator is to publish addition content on the 21st century trusteeship Web page over the coming months. 

HMRC newsletters 

Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC) has published Pension Schemes Newsletter 92.20  

It includes:  

 a reminder to scheme administrators to ensure that all payments of tax cite the relevant charge reference—interest 

and late payment penalties may accrue otherwise; and 

 a note that scheme members are still currently unable to apply for lifetime allowance protection via their personal 

tax accounts.   

The latest edition of the Countdown Bulletin has also been published.21 

                                                      
16 <www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/pensionssavingsandinvestments/bulletins/
occupationalpensionschemessurvey/uk2016/pdf>.  
17 The employer contributions taken into account for the survey are those relating to the cost of ongoing benefit accrual (deficit contributions are 
not included). 
18 See Current Issues October 2017 for more details, <www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-publications/publication/current-
issues-october-2017/>.  
19 <www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/21st-century-trusteeship.aspx>.  
20 <www.gov.uk/government/publications/pension-schemes-newsletter-92-october-2017/pension-schemes-newsletter-92-october-2017>.  
21 <www.gov.uk/government/publications/countdown-bulletin-29-november-2017/countdown-bulletin-29-november-2017>.  

http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/pensionssavingsandinvestments/bulletins/occupationalpensionschemessurvey/uk2016/pdf
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/pensionssavingsandinvestments/bulletins/occupationalpensionschemessurvey/uk2016/pdf
http://www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-publications/publication/current-issues-october-2017/
http://www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-publications/publication/current-issues-october-2017/
http://www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/21st-century-trusteeship.aspx
http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pension-schemes-newsletter-92-october-2017/pension-schemes-newsletter-92-october-2017
http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/countdown-bulletin-29-november-2017/countdown-bulletin-29-november-2017
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And Finally… 

The answers to a couple of Written Questions by MPs caught AF's attention this month. They were given by Guy 

Opperman, the Under Assistant West Coast Promotion Man for Pensions (or something like that), and pertain to the 

data held by the DWP on State pensioners aged over 100.  

One was about the numbers of 100-year-olds receiving UK state pensions countries outside of the UK.22 Somewhat 

predictably, there are large concentrations in Australia (210) and Canada (140), but the stats included the rather 

surprising (to AF) news that there are more migrant Methuselahs in the Republic of Yemen (30) than in Spain (20).23 

We don't think Yemen's short on either solar radiation or coastline, so our conclusion is that sangria's not as much 

of a draw as has traditionally been supposed.  

The other question was about the numbers of State pensioners aged over 100 in each of the constituent countries 

of the UK.24 Having given the requested numbers, Opperman's answer went on to note that 'There are additionally 

70 persons resident in Great Britain aged over 100-years old whose location is unknown.' This immediately induced 

visions of scores of centenarians on the lam, à la The Hundred-Year-Old Man Who Climbed Out of the Window and 

Disappeared, by Jonas Jonasson. Upon reflection, it seems likely that the actual explanation is much more prosaic, 

but AF is clinging capriciously to his initial whimsy. Cue sotto voce singing: 

'I'm a man of means by no means  

(boom, boom) 

King of the Road  

(da-dum, boom, boom)…’  

                                                      
22 <www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2017-10-06/105738/>. 
23 Yes, the figures have been rounded to the nearest 10.  
24 <www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2017-09-14/105189/>. 

http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2017-10-06/105738/
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2017-09-14/105189/

