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Supervision of DB consolidation 'superfunds' 

Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) is seeking views on a proposed new legislative framework for the 

authorization and regulation of defined benefit (DB) 'superfund' consolidation schemes.1  

‘Superfunds’ 

The Government’s proposed definition of a superfund, or commercial consolidator, involves a DB occupational 

pension scheme established by a corporate body, which will be its sponsoring ‘employer’ for the purposes of the 

pensions legislation. When the assets and liabilities of a traditional DB scheme are transferred into a superfund, the 

link to that original scheme’s employer will be broken. Thereafter, rather than depending on the old scheme 

employer’s covenant, the superfund’s trustees will for security rely upon a capital buffer provided by ceding 

employers and the superfund’s investors.  

The idea is that existing scheme sponsors will be willing to pay a superfund to take over their DB liabilities, and the 

target market comprises those sponsors that are able to pay the fee demanded but cannot afford the costs of 

buying out the liabilities with an insurance company. Being less expensive than buy-out, superfunds are also 

expected to be somewhat less secure.  

Authorization & supervision 

Superfunds will be prevented from entering the market unless authorized by the Pensions Regulator, which would 

have to approve the superfund’s legal structure, funding assumptions, investment strategy and modelling. The 

proposed authorization criteria would assess whether the superfund: 

 has a viable business model 

 can be effectively supervised; 

 is run by fit and proper persons; 

 has effective administration, governance and investment arrangements; 

 is financially sustainable; and 

                                                      
1 Consolidation of Defined Benefit Pension Schemes (December 2018) 
<https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/762503/consolidation-of-defined-benefit-
pension-schemes.pdf>.  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/762503/consolidation-of-defined-benefit-pension-schemes.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/762503/consolidation-of-defined-benefit-pension-schemes.pdf


 

 

 has a high probability of being able to pay members’ benefits. 

Once authorization is obtained, superfunds would be supervised using a system of annual valuations (with 

quarterly funding updates) and new notifiable events. A new levy on superfunds would cover the Regulator’s 

supervision costs.  

Superfunds would have to demonstrate their financial adequacy. The DWP suggests that they might have to show 

that there is at least a 99 per cent probability of paying or securing members’ benefits in full, at all times. Exactly 

how they would do so is yet to be determined (the consultation document sets out four options); however, the 

Government intends to require them to undertake stochastic modelling.  

There would be a system of triggers based on a superfund’s funding level. If the superfund’s financial position 

deteriorated, activating each of the triggers in turn, it would (in order, from least to most extreme) be— 

 prevented from making any payments to investors; 

 closed to new business;  

 required to hand over the capital buffer to the superfund trustees so that they can arrange a transfer to a new 

superfund or otherwise wind up the scheme; and, ultimately, 

 forced to wind up.  

The activation of a funding trigger would be a notifiable event.  

Gateway 

The Government proposes to introduce a ‘principles-based gateway’ that would prevent transfers into superfunds 

from schemes that are able to buy out their liabilities or are likely to become able to afford such a buy-out in the 

‘foreseeable future’—within five years.  

An existing scheme’s trustees will be required to notify the Regulator of the intention to transfer to a superfund, and 

show how it is in members’ interests. They would have to consider their funding position, any deficit reduction 

contributions, actuarial and covenant advice, and the funding position and long-term objective of the chosen 

superfund.  

The superfund’s trustees will also be obliged to reject a proposed transfer if it is not in the best interest of all of the 

fund’s members. This is to prevent a superfund from accepting transfers that would be detrimental to their overall 

funding position. Schemes could be required to attain a minimum funding level (by injection of cash by the 

sponsoring employer, if necessary) before entering superfunds.  

Next steps 

The consultation period runs from 7 December 2018 to 1 February 2019. Primary legislation will be brought forward 

'when Parliamentary time allows'. The Regulator will produce a Code of Practice for trustees who are considering 

whether to transfer into a superfund. Another Code will cover the authorization and supervision regime; in a 

departure from the norm, it may be legally enforceable.  

Until then, superfunds are expected to enter into discussions with the Regulator and PPF before entering the 

market, and DB scheme sponsors that are considering a transfer into a superfund are strongly encouraged to seek 

clearance. The Regulator has issued guidance for trustees of transferring schemes2, sponsors considering 

transfers3, and superfunds themselves4. 

                                                      
2 <www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/en/trustees/managing-db-benefits/transfer-to-a-db-superfund>.  
3 <www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/en/employers/managing-a-scheme/transfer-your-db-scheme-to-a-superfund>.  
4 <www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/en/document-library/regulatory-guidance/db-superfunds>. 

https://www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/en/trustees/managing-db-benefits/transfer-to-a-db-superfund
https://www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/en/employers/managing-a-scheme/transfer-your-db-scheme-to-a-superfund
https://www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/en/document-library/regulatory-guidance/db-superfunds


 

 

Existing DB ‘master trusts 

The Government does not feel that existing DB master-trust schemes—in which the connection with members’ 

sponsoring employers is not severed—need additional regulation. Instead, it has approached representatives of the 

existing schemes to discuss how they might design and operate a voluntary accreditation scheme.  

Defined benefit consolidation continues to build momentum. If superfunds can persuade businesses seeking a 

clean break to inject significant cash into their schemes, it will vastly improve member security, and lower risks to 

the PPF. It may even benefit schemes whose employers simply cannot afford to fund the deficit, and for which the 

PPF may otherwise be the inevitable destination. By reducing the risk to the PPF, superfunds could improve its 

ability to absorb schemes with affordability constraints. In addition, DB master trusts provide opportunities for those 

schemes to reduce their running costs significantly and access efficient investment strategies, improving their 

prospects for bridging deficits over time, and potentially even becoming sufficiently well-funded, eventually, to go 

into a commercial consolidator. 

We welcome the proposal for a ‘gateway’ that would make schemes that are within five years of buy-out ineligible 

for a superfund. They should be aiming for a gold-plated buy-out. We are also supportive of the stochastic 

approach to testing commercial consolidators’ funding. Our analysis has shown that some consolidators do have a 

greater-than-99-per-cent chance of paying members’ benefits in full, so that seems a realistic level at which to set 

the bar.5 

GMP equalization: conversion route clarified 

The parties to the Lloyds Banking Group case were back in the High Court on 3 December 2018, to clarify a 

technical point about one of the permissible methods of equalizing pensions to remove GMP-derived differences.6 

The subsequent judgment was handed down on 6 December 2018. The gist of it is that the trustees can (if the 

sponsor agrees) pursue GMP conversion on the basis of the actuarial values of the unequalized benefits: it is not 

necessary to first equalize pensions using another method.  

A quick review 

To recap the relevant part of the original Lloyds ruling, the judge said that there were several valid ways of 

achieving equalization, but only one that the trustees could pursue unilaterally. Whilst there was a route (‘Method 

D2’) open to them that involved the statutory procedure for converting GMP into ordinary scheme benefits, its use 

required the consent of the sponsoring banks.  

The question raised 

At the 3 December hearing, the representative beneficiaries asked the judge to clarify that conversion is a lawful 

method to which the banks could consent, but only if the benefits were equalized before conversion using one of 

the other methods (‘Method C2’). The sponsoring banks, and the UK government departments that intervened in 

the case, argued that equalization prior to conversion was unnecessary.  

Judgment 

The judge concluded that the banks’ interpretation was the correct one. He said that the scheme actuary could 

value the unequalized member’s pension, and that of the hypothetical opposite-sex comparator, and use the higher 

of the two as the basis for conversion. Moreover, the actuary could and should decide how best to value the 

unequalized benefits, without the court’s involvement; and could make the necessary assumptions without being 

tied to an interest or discount rate that he or she might consider to be inappropriate.  

He also reiterated his earlier finding that  

                                                      
5 Exploring DB Scheme Consolidation: a closer look at Clara-Pensions <www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-
publications/publication/db-consolidation-a-closer-look-at-clara-pensions>.  
6 Lloyds Banking Group Pensions Trustees Limited v Lloyds Bank PLC & Others [2018] EWHC 3343 (Ch). 

https://www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-publications/publication/db-consolidation-a-closer-look-at-clara-pensions
https://www.hymans.co.uk/news-and-insights/research-and-publications/publication/db-consolidation-a-closer-look-at-clara-pensions


 

 

‘When GMP conversion takes place, in full compliance with the statutory conditions, it is not open to anyone to 

oppose such conversion on the ground that it involves interference … with anyone’s rights. Such conversion is 

authorized by statute in accordance with the statutory conditions.’ 

Prospects for an appeal 

It has been reported that the representative beneficiaries sought the judge’s permission to appeal against his 

rulings on equalization methods and limitation of claims for back payments, and that it was refused. It is open to 

them to take the matter directly to the Court of Appeal: they have until Christmas Eve.  

Other matters 

There was no discussion at this hearing of other issues outstanding from the original judgment, such are the 

position with regards to past transfers, or whether the trustees could adopt a different approach to members for 

whom the estimated costs of equalization are disproportionate to the value of the additional benefits that the stand 

to gain.  

This supplemental ruling clarifies the approach required for the ‘conversion’ route to GMP equalization. Given the 

potential costs and administrative complexities associated with equalizing pensions on an ongoing basis, GMP 

conversion may appear an attractive option for many schemes. Although not addressed directly, it may lead 

trustees to consider whether to adopt a similar method for equalizing transfer values and trivial commutation lump 

sums, albeit many may decide to await further clarity from the Department for Work and Pensions and other parties 

before settling on an approach. 

Green light for pensions dashboards 

The Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) has at long last published the results of its feasibility study of 

‘pensions dashboards’.7 The Government is prepared to compel providers’ participation, but would do so in phases, 

beginning with money purchase schemes. An industry-financed project could lead to the first such dashboard 

commencing operations, with voluntarily supplied data, in 2019 or 2020.  

‘Dashboard’? 

The essence of the pensions dashboard idea is to present a person with information about all of their different 

pension entitlements, in one place and in a consistent way, allowing them to easily determine what benefits they 

have accrued, and what that might mean for their income in retirement. 

A plethora of pensions dashboards 

The Government foresees scheme members having a choice of dashboards, including a non-commercial product 

hosted by the Single Financial Guidance Body (SFGB). Development of the infrastructure and standards underlying 

the dashboards will continue to be an industry-led project. The SFGB will convene and appoint the chairperson of a 

pensions dashboards ‘delivery group’, comprising representatives from the pensions industry, consumer 

organizations and government, by the spring of 2019.  

                                                      
7 DWP: Pensions dashboards: Working together for the consumer (3 December 2018) https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/pensions-
dashboards-feasibility-report-and-consultation/pensions-dashboards-working-together-for-the-consumer.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/pensions-dashboards-feasibility-report-and-consultation/pensions-dashboards-working-together-for-the-consumer
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/pensions-dashboards-feasibility-report-and-consultation/pensions-dashboards-working-together-for-the-consumer


 

 

Design 

A person’s chosen dashboard will be his or her 

interface with the system. Once the user has verified 

their identity, a single, non-commercial ‘Pension 

Finder Service’ (the DWP likens it to a search engine 

for pension rights) will locate the pension schemes of 

which that person is a member. It will make contact 

with the schemes but will not itself aggregate or 

otherwise process the details of the pensions. 

Instead, schemes will either provide the necessary 

information to the person’s chosen pension 

dashboard directly, or will retain the services of an 

‘integrated service provider’ (ISP) to do so on their 

behalf. The dashboard will present the information; it 

will not store it or facilitate alteration of the source 

data.  

The diagram to the right illustrates the envisaged 

process in a simplified form. 

Participation 

The Government will legislate, ‘when Parliamentary time allows’, to oblige pension providers to supply data for the 

dashboards. There are likely to be exemptions for arrangements such as small self-administered schemes 

(SSASs) and executive pension plans (EPPs). State pension data will be supplied to the dashboards once 

sufficiently robust data standards and security are in place. In the interim, dashboards may direct users to the 

official ‘Check Your State Pension’ service.  

There will be a phased introduction of the obligation to participate. The Government anticipates that some 

providers, such as master trusts, will be willing and able to supply data voluntarily from 2019. Compulsion is likely 

to begin with money purchase (defined contribution) schemes, then move on to encapsulate public-service, private-

sector defined benefit and hybrid schemes. The DWP thinks that data from most schemes can be captured within 

three to four years.  

Who foots the bill? 

Government will meet the costs of legislation and developing the system for providing State pension data. The 

pensions industry will pay all of the other expenses, for which the DWP will consider using levies. Dashboard 

providers other than the SFGB will have to cover their own development overheads. Pension scheme providers will 

bear the costs of supplying data to dashboards or using ISPs to do it on their behalf.  

Next steps 

There will be an eight-week consultation exercise on the DWP’s proposals. Responses should be submitted by 28 

January 2019. Government will report on the outcome of the consultation exercise within twelve weeks of the 

closing date. 

We are very encouraged by the consultation paper, which shows that the Government has listened to feedback 

from a broad range of interested parties. It recognizes that standardization of data access and security will enable 

innovation in the user experience.  State pensions will be a significant portion of the retirement incomes of many 

people, so the inclusion of that information is critical to giving them a meaningful overview.  
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Mandating participation by scheme providers is similarly central to presenting users with a complete picture of their 

finances. Public- and private-sector DB schemes will generally need longer to prepare, and an understanding of the 

complexity involved in their participation will be important.  

The recommendations would put pension scheme members at the heart of a secure, easy-to-use service that puts 

them in control of their own data. A working dashboard will be transformational in so many ways that it has the 

potential to be the second most positive pension development in a generation, after auto-enrolment. 

PPF finalizes levy rules for 2019/20 

The Pension Protection Fund has finalized its rules for the 2019/20 levies.8 It is proceeding with the proposals 

issued in September 2018, with few changes from the rules for 2018/19.  

Amongst other things, the PPF’s 2019/20 levy rules establish that 

 its estimate of the total amount to be raised by its pension protection levies is £500 million (£50m less than 

its estimate for 2018/19); 

 the risk-based levy scaling factor will be 0.48, and the scheme-based levy multiplier 0.000021; 

 its proposed methodology for calculating the levies for commercial consolidators has been updated to allow 

for recognition of the capital buffers that such schemes are likely to maintain; 

 it will review and publicize its existing levy payment policies, and consider the case for further change, such 

as making payment by instalments more widespread; and 

 the rules and guidance for deficit-reduction contributions (DRCs) have been amended to clarify that a 

pensions increase exchange (PIE) option exercisable at retirement under a scheme’s rules does not give 

rise to an augmentation, and that there is no requirement to identify and exclude any allowance for 

investment expenses. 

The PPF has published a ‘Q&A’ to explain how recent court rulings should be taken into account (or not) in ‘section 

179’ valuations (used to assess schemes’ funding positions for levy purposes).9 It says, in summary, that 

 no additional allowance should be made, for now, as a result of the Hampshire judgment10 (in which the 

PPF's compensation limits were found to be too stringent in some cases); and 

 no account need be taken of the Beaton11 (treatment of fixed pensions awarded by schemes as a 

consequence of inward transfers) and Lloyds12 ('GMP equalization') decisions in valuations that are already 

underway, but that those who commence valuation work from now on ought to consider their effects.  

Draft ‘no deal’ Brexit legislation revised to fix investment gaffe 

The Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) has replaced a draft statutory instrument that might have forced 

trustees to disinvest from non-UK markets in the event of a ‘hard Brexit’ from the European Union.13  

We reported last month on some of the reams of legislation that the Government has been drafting to cater for the 

possibility of the UK’s withdrawal from the EU without agreement as to the terms of their future relationship. The 

‘Pensions (EU Exit) Regulations’ from the DWP would have amended the investment rules for trust-based, 

occupational pension schemes so that their assets would have had to ‘consist predominantly of investments 

admitted to trading on UK regulated markets’ (emphasis added).14 In addition, a ‘UK regulated market’ would have 

                                                      
8 <www.ppf.co.uk/news/weve-published-our-levy-rules-201920>.  
9 <www.ppf.co.uk/how-recent-court-judgments-impact-s179-valuations>.  
10 Hampshire v Board of the Pension Protection Fund (Case C-17/17).  
11 Beaton v PPF [2017] EWHC 2623 (Ch). 
12 Lloyds Banking Group Pensions Trustees Limited v Lloyds Bank PLC and others [2018] EWHC 2839 (Ch). 
13 The draft Occupational and Personal Pension Schemes (Amendment etc.) (EU Exit) Regulations 2018 
<www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2018/9780111175736>. See regulation 29 for the changes to the investment rules.  
14 <www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2018/9780111173770>.  

https://www.ppf.co.uk/news/weve-published-our-levy-rules-201920
https://www.ppf.co.uk/how-recent-court-judgments-impact-s179-valuations
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2018/9780111175736
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2018/9780111173770


 

 

been defined as a recognized investment exchange under the UK’s financial services legislation, excluding 

overseas exchanges.  

Responding to concerns that this would force trustees to disinvest from assets listed on overseas exchanges, the 

DWP has this month laid revised draft Regulations before Parliament. The re-cast legislation would appear to 

permit continued investment in assets traded in overseas markets.  

As we said, with the enormous volume of ‘hard Brexit’ legislation being churned out by the Government, without 

prior consultation, mistakes are all but inevitable. It has acted quickly to address the problems with these particular 

Regulations.  

No disability discrimination against part-timer 

A pension scheme member who had reduced his working hours because of disability was not treated unfavourably 

when an early retirement enhanced pension was based on his part-time earnings.15 So said the UK’s Supreme 

Court in a recent appeal judgment.  

The member retired for ill-health reasons, connected to his disabilities, with over thirteen years’ pensionable 

service. He had worked full time for the first ten years of his employment, but by the end was working only half his 

normal working hours, with the agreement of his employer, as a ‘reasonable adjustment’ for his disabilities under 

employment legislation.  

He applied for and was granted ill-health early retirement benefits, on the grounds that he was likely to be 

permanently incapable of efficiently discharging the duties of his post, or any comparable post. He became entitled 

to immediate payment of his accrued benefits, unreduced for early payment. In addition, the scheme made an 

enhancement to those benefits on the basis of his final salary, and notional service from date of retirement to 

normal retirement age.  

The member complained that the enhancement calculation was discriminatory, because it used his part-time 

earnings, rather than full-time salary. He said that it amounted to him being ‘treat[ed] … unfavourably because of 

something arising in consequence of [his] disability’, which is part of the definition of disability-related discrimination 

under the Equality Act 2010. The Employment Tribunal agreed, but the Employment Appeal Tribunal and Court of 

Appeal demurred. The member appealed to the Supreme Court.  

The Court unanimously dismissed the appeal. In the judgment of Lord Carnwath, it was necessary, first, to identify 

the relevant ‘treatment’. In this case it was the award of a pension, and there was nothing intrinsically 

‘unfavourable’ about that. The member had only become entitled to benefits at that age because of his disabilities. 

Had he been able to work full time, the consequence would not have been a higher pension: it would have been no 

pension at all. 

Auto-enrolment earnings limits 

The band of ‘qualifying earnings’ upon which minimum contributions and benefits will be based, under the 

automatic enrolment rules, will be £6,136 to £50,000 a year with effect from 6 April 2019.16 The earnings band will 

thus remain tied to the lower and upper earnings limits for National Insurance Contributions. The annual ‘earnings 

trigger’ above which jobholders must be enrolled automatically will continue to be £10,000, as it has been since 6 

April 2014.  

                                                      
15 Williams v The Trustees of Swansea University Pension & Assurance Scheme and another [2018] UKSC 65.  
16 Written Statement HCWS1135, by Guy Opperman, on 4 December 2018 <www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-
answers-statements/written-statement/Commons/2018-12-04/HCWS1135>.  

https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-statement/Commons/2018-12-04/HCWS1135
https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-statement/Commons/2018-12-04/HCWS1135


 

 

New CEO for the Pensions Regulator 

The Pensions Regulator has announced the appointment of Charles Counsell as its new Chief Executive.17 

Counsell will take up his post at the beginning of April 2019, and succeeds Lesley Titcomb, who leaves at the end 

of February 2019. He is currently the Chief Executive of the Money Advice Service, and was previously responsible 

for the Regulator’s automatic enrolment programme.  

We suspect that Counsell will be greeted on his first day with an inbox full of letters from Frank Field MP, in his role 

as Chairman of the House of Commons Work and Pensions Committee. Field sought a role for the Committee in 

exercising ‘pre-appointment scrutiny’ over the candidates for the Chief Executive job, having ‘expressed serious 

concerns about the capacity of tPR’s leadership to effect the cultural change that is so desperately needed’; 

however, he was rebuffed on the grounds that such scrutiny is inappropriate for executive posts.18  

HMRC newsletters December 2018 

Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC) has published fresh newsletters in each of its Relief at Source19, 

Manage and Register Pension Schemes20, and Countdown Bulletin21 series. 

 

                                                      
17 <www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/en/media-hub/press-releases/tpr-appoints-charles-counsell-as-new-chief-executive>.  
18 <www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/work-and-pensions/Correspondence/Correspondence%20from%20Mark%20Boyle,
%20Chairman%20of%20The%20Pensions%20Regulator%20and%20the%20Chair,%20regarding%20TPR%20Chief%20Executive%20pre-

appointment%20scrutiny.pdf>.  
19 <www.gov.uk/government/publications/relief-at-source-pension-schemes-newsletter-december-2018/relief-at-source-pension-schemes-
newsletter-december-2018>.  
20 <www.gov.uk/government/publications/manage-and-register-pension-schemes-service-newsletter-december-2018/manage-and-register-
pension-schemes-service-newsletter-december-2018>.  
21 <www.gov.uk/government/publications/countdown-bulletin-40-december-2018/countdown-bulletin-40-december-2018>.  

https://www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/en/media-hub/press-releases/tpr-appoints-charles-counsell-as-new-chief-executive
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/work-and-pensions/Correspondence/Correspondence%20from%20Mark%20Boyle,%20Chairman%20of%20The%20Pensions%20Regulator%20and%20the%20Chair,%20regarding%20TPR%20Chief%20Executive%20pre-appointment%20scrutiny.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/work-and-pensions/Correspondence/Correspondence%20from%20Mark%20Boyle,%20Chairman%20of%20The%20Pensions%20Regulator%20and%20the%20Chair,%20regarding%20TPR%20Chief%20Executive%20pre-appointment%20scrutiny.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/work-and-pensions/Correspondence/Correspondence%20from%20Mark%20Boyle,%20Chairman%20of%20The%20Pensions%20Regulator%20and%20the%20Chair,%20regarding%20TPR%20Chief%20Executive%20pre-appointment%20scrutiny.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/relief-at-source-pension-schemes-newsletter-december-2018/relief-at-source-pension-schemes-newsletter-december-2018
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/relief-at-source-pension-schemes-newsletter-december-2018/relief-at-source-pension-schemes-newsletter-december-2018
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/manage-and-register-pension-schemes-service-newsletter-december-2018/manage-and-register-pension-schemes-service-newsletter-december-2018
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/manage-and-register-pension-schemes-service-newsletter-december-2018/manage-and-register-pension-schemes-service-newsletter-december-2018
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/countdown-bulletin-40-december-2018/countdown-bulletin-40-december-2018
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And Finally… 

We saw this Written Question, addressed to the Department for Work and Pensions by Baroness Altmann, shortly 

before the festive break: 

'To ask Her Majesty's Government how much of the total cost of paying the Age Addition to pensioners is spent 

on administration.'22 

The answer from the DWP was that— 

'Pensioners receive an additional 25p per week following their 80th birthday, this is known as Age Addition, and is 

payable with State Pension. The cost of doing this is not separately identifiable from the administration costs of 

State Pension.' 

We inferred that the noble Baroness's question was her subtle way of implying that 13 quid a year is, well, a bit 

stingy as bonuses go. So we typed 'What can I get for 25p?' into Google (other search engines are available), only 

to find that several of the fourth estate's finest have asked the same question over the years. Suggestions in 2006 

from the Daily Telegraph included a tin of marrowfat peas or a lime: extravagances that, we strongly suspect, have 

since been ratcheted up onto an out-of-reach shelf by inflation, given that the Age Addition has never been 

increased (we are now alert for stories saying that scurvy is back in fashion). In 2013, Wales Online proposed the 

purchase of an out-of-date advent calendar, which we repeat here on account of seasonal appropriateness, if not 

current fiscal realism.  

On balance, however, (and leaving aside the inconvenient fact that the Age Addition is taxable, like the rest of the 

State pension, so that many pensioners won't actually have 25p a week more to spend) our favourite luxury was 

submitted by a pensioner, interviewed by the Daily Mail in 2007, who supposed that he might pay 20p to use his 

local public conveniences, with a 25 per cent tip for the attendant 'if [he] was feeling flush'… 

                                                      
22 <www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Lords/2018-12-10/HL12121/>.  

https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Lords/2018-12-10/HL12121/

