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Reform, Rewards and Resilience

This was a year when conflicting pressures
on the police service created major
difficulties, adding to the sense of
uncertainty that surrounds the future of
policing. Among the major issues to occupy
the attention of the Police Federation in
2006 were: the continuing and often
changing saga of ‘Police Reform’ and the
fight to secure for members their full
entitlement from the annual pay review.
Another major issue, as evidenced by the
results of detailed research, based on the
views of operational officers throughout the
country, was the fast-decreasing resilience of
response policing.

Police Reform

In the autumn of 2005 the then Home
Secretary, Charles Clarke, instructed chief
officers and police authorities to devise
proposals for wide ranging mergers of
current forces, before the end of the year.
This was in response to the HMIC report:
‘Closing the Gap’, which concluded that the
existing structure is no longer fit for
purpose. When it became clear there was
considerable opposition to the idea of
mergers, the Home Secretary announced
plans for radical changes which would take
place by 2007. These would have created
‘super forces’ in some areas.

In May 2006, John Reid replaced Charles
Clarke as Home Secretary. By this time it
was evident there was strong local opposition
to his predecessor’s proposals for forced
mergers, and the Police Federation, together
with chief officers, were expressing deep
concerns about the financial implications of
the changes. Reid decided not to proceed
with the plan. In last year’s annual report,
the Joint Central Committee (JCC)
expressed its concerns that such a major
change, as envisaged in the Clarke plan, was
being forced through with indecent haste,
without proper consultation with the police
and the public. The Federation stated that
the original reason for reviewing the
structure of forces; to build cross-border
capacity and maintain and improve quality,
had given place to cost savings.

Although the immediate pressure on forces
has been lifted, the future remains uncertain
and there is still no solution for tackling
level 2 crime. Rather than closing the gap it
appears to be getting bigger. The Federation
believes that to stave off future attacks on
locally delivered and managed policing,
forces have to be encouraged to seize the
initiative and collaborate more willingly and
frequently with neighbouring forces, and
learn from the good practice of others.

The 2006 Pay Review

On 20 July 2006, the staff side put forward
a claim for a three per cent pay increase, in
accordance with a formula, introduced by
the Government in 1994, by which police
pay is adjusted in line with the annual
movement of pay for non-manual workers in
the private sector. This is known as
‘indexation’. This ‘indexation’ had operated
in each pay review from 1994 to 2005.

The pay negotiations took place against the
background of outline proposals from the
official side in its paper ‘Rewarding Skills
and Performance’ to ‘modernise’ police pay
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and conditions, presented in October 2005.
Although the official side had indicated it
wanted to enter negotiations to review the
current pay indexing system, it never
notified the staff side it wanted any change
before the 2006 pay review.

Indeed, as late as April 2006, the official side
confirmed that, until alternative arrangements
were negotiated, all current uprating
arrangements would be honoured. However,
despite repeated promises by the official side
to produce a detailed paper containing its
proposals for changing the indexation
process, no such paper was forthcoming.

The staff side had every reason to believe the
official side shared its commitment to the
principle of indexation, and the submission
of its claims for an increase in pay in
accordance with the movement shown by
the survey was a mere formality.

On 20 July, however, the official side said it
was not in a position to respond to the pay
claim. It asked the staff side not to register a
‘failure to agree’, nor to invoke conciliation,
but to wait until 28 July, by which time the
official side would give the staff side its
formal response. The staff side rejected this
request because of previous broken promises
and because it did not believe the official
side would honour its promise to reply by
28 July, a belief which was justified because
the response was not sent until 11 August,
just days before the parties were due to
participate in the conciliation process, and
just three weeks before the operative date for
pay awards, 1 September.

A conciliation meeting on 21 August failed
to find a solution to the impasse. The
independent chairman of the Police
Negotiating Board (PNB) invited the official
side to make an ‘open offer’ to the staff side.
It replied it was not in a position to do so;
hence the staff side referred its claims to
arbitration. On 31 August, the day before

the pay increase should have taken effect, the
official side made an offer of 2.2 per cent,
without any explanation of an offer far
below the 3 per cent indicated by the survey.

Police Arbitration Tribunal

On 18 October, the Police Arbitration
Tribunal (PAT) was convened to adjudicate
on the dispute between the staff side and the
official side of the PNB. Whilst pay
negotiations take place in individual rank
Standing Committees of the PNB, similar
disputes over pay increases had arisen in
both the Superintendents’ Committee and
the Chief Officers’ Committee. To present a
united front, and to strengthen its position,
the staff side representing all ranks agreed to
submit a joint case to the tribunal.

The staff side had a strong case and was able
to mount a robust defence of its position. It
argued that the official side was in clear
breach of the long-standing agreement on
indexation; that it was untenable to change
the existing arrangements, with retrospective
effect, so late in the day; that any review of
indexation must allow time to identify,
negotiate and agree, and put in place
alternative arrangements; that indexation
provides a stable industrial relations climate;
and that police officers had a legitimate
expectation of three per cent from the 2006
pay review.
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The Arbitration Award

In its written judgement, published on 6
November, the tribunal criticised the official
side for its failure, throughout much of
2006, to produce concrete alternative
proposals to the current system of
indexation, despite having the opportunity.
It also drew attention to the official side’s
assurance to the staff side, that the current
uprating arrangements would be honoured.
The tribunal rejected the official side’s
assertion that the staff side was not prepared
to consider reform of the pay system, and it
criticised the official side for not having
given any formal notice of its intention to
repudiate indexing until the day before the
pay increase became operative. The official
side’s contention that its 2.2 per cent offer
conformed to government incomes policy
was rejected by the tribunal, which cited
examples of current public sector increases,
some of which exceeded the 3 per cent being
claimed by the staff side. The tribunal
accepted the staff side’s contention that the
government had already provided police
authorities with sufficient funds to meet a 3
per cent increase.

The Tribunal concluded by saying:

“... The indexation arrangements have been
in place for 27 years. In our view it is not
appropriate in the context of the police
service to set aside such a long standing
mechanism in the present year in the
absence of full negotiations over possible
alternatives and instead offer a one-off pay
settlement at a lower level so late in the day.

“There is no question that both sides value
the process that is in place, while
acknowledging that from time to time
changes may be required to keep it in tune
with a world where change is one of the few
constants. But changes need to be
introduced, if at all possible, through a
process which strengthens the characteristics
which underpin the structure. In view of the

above considerations our decision is that the
staff side’s claim for 2006 should be
allowed.”

On the same day that the tribunal’s decision
was published, the Home Secretary
announced he was prepared to accept the
award. Worryingly, at one stage before the
tribunal’s decision had been announced, the
government appeared to suggest it might not
implement an arbitration award that was
greater than the official side’s offer. The
strong reaction of rank and file officers who
supported the Federation’s vociferous ‘Fair
Pay’ campaign, together with the support of
MPs of all parties who signed an Early Day
Motion on the House of Commons’ order
paper, demonstrated the strength of feeling
inside the service, and widespread public
support for the staff side’s case.

It would be comforting to draw the
conclusion that the official side has learned
lessons from this unfortunate episode. Its
disjointed approach to negotiations did
nothing to further its cause and merely
served to drive a wedge through PNB talks.
History has repeatedly shown that the PNB
can be a productive, change-orientated
forum when all parties work collaboratively
to seek solutions. Whilst we would like to
believe the official side has been taught a
salutary lesson, we must be aware that the
upcoming period, in which the official side
is likely to unveil more details of its
proposals for pay modernisation, will present
our negotiators with major challenges.

The Future of Pay and Negotiations

On 16 November, the Home Secretary
announced a two-part review of police pay
arrangements. Sir Clive Booth was
appointed to conduct the first part of the
review, to be completed by February 2007. It
was established to ‘consider the options for
replacing the current arrangements for
determining changes to police officer pay for
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2007 and make recommendations on this'.
The staff side of the PNB submitted
evidence, strongly arguing for the
continuation of index-linking police pay. It
firmly believes that the indexation and
uprating mechanisms for police pay cannot
be re-negotiated separately from the wider
police pay package and must remain fit for
purpose.

At the time of going to press, the outcome
of Sir Clive Booth's report was awaited. The
staff side is clear what it wants to see from
his recommendations. Nothing less than a
system which recognises and rewards the
uniqueness of policing and the dangers and
constraints it places on each and every police
officer will be acceptable to the service.
Police officers deserve fair pay and to know
that the negotiating machinery they rely
upon to perform their roles ‘without fear
and favour’ will protect them through thick
and thin. Being forbidden to strike and
facing unparalleled dangers as public
servants does not warrant a ‘one-size-fits-all’
pay mechanism and negotiating pay body.
Policing cannot be compared to nursing or
teaching. It is a unique profession which
requires a unique pay system. Indexation has
served the service well until now. And Sir
Clive would be minded to remember the old
adage: ‘If it ain't broke ... don't fix it.’

The second part of the review, expected to
be completed by autumn 2007, will ‘review
the effectiveness of the negotiating
machinery for the police, including the PNB
and the Police Staff Council, and make
recommendations for how police pay and
other conditions of service should be
determined. The review ‘must consider the
option of a pay review body for police pay
and consider the impact of any proposal for
determining police officer pay, on the
negotiating machinery for police officers.’

It is clear to the staff side that these reviews
have been instigated in reaction to the
tribunal’s finding in favour of the staff side.
It is possible that, in the months ahead, the
Joint Central Committee (JCC) will again
need to call on the support of all police
officers to defend not only the important
principle of indexing police pay, but also the
fundamental right to negotiate on all terms
and conditions of service.

Response Policing

In December 2006 the Police Federation
published the findings of detailed research
into response policing, entitled 24/7 Response
Policing in the Modern Police Organisation: a
view from the beat. This project arose from
widespread concern about the understaffing
of the teams that provide 24/7 response
policing. Joint Branch Boards were telling
the JCC that under-resourcing of the
response teams was creating serious resilience
problems that threatened the safety and
welfare of response officers, besides lowering
the quality of service to the public.

This ‘grass roots’ view of the reality on the
ground was in sharp contrast to the
complacent and inflated claims of
government ministers that, thanks to their
investment of public money in policing, the
fight against crime was going well. This
attitude was in direct contradiction to earlier
research carried out for the government in
2001, which revealed that response officers
were having to devote the majority of their
time to a raft of additional tasks, such as
processing prisoners, preparing case papers
and other bureaucratic requirements. The
government had ignored the
recommendations of its own researchers,
whilst insisting that it was spearheading a
drive to cut out bureaucracy in policing.
The Federation research was carried out in
forces up and down the country, seeking
views and experiences of response officers.
Many response officers told researchers it
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was common for teams to come on duty to
find that they were facing a backlog of
stacked-up calls from the public that would
take-up the whole of their available time,
without any opportunity to respond to calls
arising during that shift. Among such calls
would be many that required an urgent and
immediate response, which was not
forthcoming. Additionally, officers
complained that senior officers made it their
first priority to meet rigid centrally-set
targets, irrespective of the true priorities.
This required officers to meet set targets for
sanctions of minor offences, making them
unavailable for their stated function. The
report found that while there is potential for
police support staff to free-up officer time by
performing some routine tasks, such as in
custody suites, there was scant evidence to
justify ACPQO’s claim that this had ‘unlocked
massive latent capacity’ to free response
officers for their primary purpose.

Response officers were also concerned that
an increasing involvement of support staff in
operational matters posed a threat to the
diversity of the police officer role. The
report’s authors said that these concerns
showed that the extension of civilianisation
needs careful consideration. Although the
government’s earlier research had proposed

that civilianisation needed to “provide a
genuine round-the-clock service that
properly supports the operational police
officer”, the Federation discovered that such
support was often lacking, due to the
volume of demand, or the restricted shift
patterns of support staff.

The report stated that evidence received
from focus groups confirmed that the major
resilience problems, to which they had
drawn attention, was rooted within the
Police Reform Programme (and related
programmes in the drugs, crime and
disorder areas) and the speed with which
change was being implemented. It indicated
that the consequences of so much change in
such a hurry ‘cascade down to the front line
officer’. It added: ‘If we view the various
programmes through the eyes and
experiences of rank and file officers we are
immediately alerted to the cost of these
reforms in police officer time - hence the
resilience issue - and contradictions, ironies
and paradoxes within the change
programmes are revealed clearly’.

The report said that recent reforms and
changes in policing appeared chaotic to
response officers. Participants told

researchers that some Home Office and

Visible Response Policing
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ACPO policies were ‘barking mad’, ‘crazy’,
‘unreal’ or ‘unbelievable’. Where officers had
been promised freedom from bureaucracy,
more was being heaped upon them, as with
crime investigating through the use of
burglary packs and strict extended reporting
and recording requirements. The police
organisation was seen as intrusive and
punishment orientated. Response officers
told researchers they were not trusted by
higher management, resulting in a denial of
the use of officer discretion. Officers are told
that the service is committed to providing
reassurance to victims and witnesses, yet,
when people make calls seeking assistance,
all too often they are informed there is no
one to send, frequently because response
officers have been drafted into
neighbourhood policing teams. Officers are
told to concentrate on individuals causing
most harm to communities, yet they are also
required to achieve sanction detections
which skew their attention to the easily
detectable offences. Although chief officers
and police authorities say they are
committed to front line policing, when
response officers report for duty, most of
their team has been removed through
abstractions, leaving inexperienced
probationers to shoulder an undue share of
the burden.

It is the hope of the Police Federation that
the government, ACPO, police authorities
and police staff associations will recognise
the issues raised in the report, and seek
jointly to remedy the managerial failures that
contribute to the chaotic current state of
response policing.

Workforce Modernisation Programme

In 2005, the Home Office pumped a
massive cash injection into 10 forces piloting
workforce modernisation changes. The aim
was to investigate the effectiveness of ‘mixed
economy’ staffing, or the greater use of
support staff to perform traditionally police-

only roles. Despite the high expectations of
these pilots, a Home Office and ACPO-
commissioned evaluation report was quietly
released in June 2006 with a distinct lack of
flourish and fanfare.

Published by Accenture, the document was
highly critical of the manner in which the
pilots and evaluations had been conducted.
While noting many encouraging innovations
in the pilot zones, the report highlighted the
need for forces to adopt a co-ordinated and
consistent approach to mixing and matching
‘sworn’ with ‘non sworn’ staff. Only then, it
said, could definitive conclusions be drawn
and the effectiveness of ‘workforce
modernisation’ properly evaluated.

The Police Federation concurred with the
report and additionally highlighted the
inequity of cash boosts to some forces and
not others. The Federation argued that a
true base-line test of effectiveness would be a
level playing field for all forces without the
need for additional funding. Only then
could realistic and believable comparisons be
drawn.

After careful revision of the initial findings,
ACPO and the Home Office sought to
establish properly evaluated demonstration
sites where ‘workforce modernisation’
schemes would be tested. With the volunteer
forces working to the same criteria, and no
extra money up for grabs, the Federation
believed these new pilot sites would paint a
truer picture of the effects of mixing ‘sworn’
and ‘unsworn’ personnel.

Workforce Modernisation: Pushing the Boundaries
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Whilst the Police Federation supported the
idea of examining new ways of achieving
best practice in all aspects of policing, it
became increasingly concerned that the
status and role of police officers was being
undermined in a bid to make cost-savings,
rather than service improvements.

The evidence appeared irrefutable when, in
the closing days of the year, the government
announced plans to relax the Crime Fighting
Fund (CFF) rules which had, previously,
ring-fenced force cash for the sole
recruitment of sworn officers.

The Federation argued that relaxing the rules
would give chief officers carte-blanche to
hire cheaper alternatives, then attempt to
give them greater powers, fundamentally
changing the role and function of the sworn
constable. And all this, without any proper
workforce modernisation evaluation having
taken place. It amounted to workforce
modernisation via the back door and spelled
the end of record police officer numbers.

The Federation warned that, by the time the
public realised the true nature of what was
happening, it would be too late to address
the cause and impossible to train officers

Police Bravery Award Winner Sarah Hobson
with the Prime Minister

overnight. The cycle of boom and bust with
police recruitment would be inevitable.

Police Bravery Awards

The 11th Annual Police Bravery Awards,
organised by the Police Federation and in
partnership with The Sun were presented
during a ceremony in London, attended by
HRH The Duke of Kent and the Home
Secretary. The Brave Police Officer of the
Year award went to Constable Sarah Hobson
(West Midlands) for her courage single-
handedly tackling and arresting two violent
robbers at a Wolverhampton nightclub. It
was later revealed that one of the men she
arrested had been recently released from
prison for a 14 year sentence for an offence
involving inflicting 27 wounds on his
victim.

The Jill Dando Award, given to a member of
the public who contributed significantly to
preventing crime and assisting the police,
was presented to 22 year-old Anthony
Crompton of Skelmersdale who tackled two
armed robbers at a garage. He intervened to
protect two women staff and received
multiple stab wounds.

Firearms Survey

The bravery awards were staged just over a
month after the Police Federation’s annual
conference in Bournemouth which revealed
the results of a service-wide poll, conducted
to gauge the realities of policing and feelings
of officers about personal safety. Following
the shooting dead of constable Sharon
Beshenivsky the year before, the poll placed
on record the views of more than 140,000
police officers.

Nearly half of all officers who replied
believed their lives had been placed in
serious jeopardy at least once in the
preceding two years. Seventy seven per cent
of respondents rejected the routine arming
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of all colleagues but overwhelmingly
supported the greater roll-out of Taser, with
nearly nine out of ten wishing to see it used
beyond firearms officers only. Participants
demanded a greater increase in numbers of
authorised firearms officers (AFOs) to
support them in high-conflict situations. In
order to encourage police officers to
volunteer for AFO roles, the Federation
demanded better protection, less
criminalisation and swifter investigations for
officers performing arguably the single
hardest job in policing - pulling the trigger.

National Police Memorial Day

The Waterfront Hall, Belfast, was the venue
for the ceremony marking the third National
Police Memorial Day service, at which all
police officers who have lost their lives in the
line of duty are remembered. The audience
of nearly two thousand people, was made up
of relatives of fallen officers, police officers
from all over the United Kingdom and
representatives of the community at large.

The National Police Memorial Day service at
Belfast’s Waterfront Hall

HM The Queen was
represented by the Lord
Lieutenant of Belfast,
Lady Carswell. The
opening address was
given by the Secretary of
State for Northern
Ireland, the Rt Hon Paul
Goggins. Among those
to have lost their lives
last year was constable
Joseph Carroll, of
Northumbria Police, who was killed when
the prisoner he was transporting to a station
caused his patrol car to crash.

PC Joseph Carroll,
killed in the line
of duty

Conclusion

This report covers the main activities of the
Joint Central Committee during a year that,
in common with most of its predecessors,
has seen the service confronting many
challenges. The central committee of the
Police Federation depends, for its success, in
representing its wider membership, through
close co-operation with local branch boards.
Yet again the Federation acknowledges the
hard work and shared commitment of local
officers and boards, and the readiness of the
wider membership, when required, to
demonstrate its support for the Federation’s
endeavours. The Federation would also like
to thank the JCC staff at Surbiton who have,
as always, worked hard to support members
throughout the year. On a sadder note, 2005
saw the passing of a distinguished Federation
leader, Dick Pamplin OBE who, during his
seven years as General Secretary, played a
major role enhancing the status of members
and the reputation of the Police Federation.

Next year, the Federation moves to new
headquarters at Leatherhead after 37 years at
Surbiton. The Police Federation has come a
long way in that time, and has every reason
to believe that it can make even better
progress in the years to come.
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Joint Central Committee (front to back, left to right)

lan Rennie, Brian Fenlon, George Appleby, Terry Hayden, Ray Coster, John Francis, Martyn Mordecai, David
Moore, Paul Lewis, David Pellatt, Paul McKeever, Ernie Hanrahan, Bob Elder, Richard Wand, Alan Gordon, Jan
Berry, Julie Neshit, Bob Kitchen, Adele Kirkwood, Julia Roper-Smith, Colin Monks, Steve Smith, Alan Jones, Paul
Davis, Simon Reed, John Giblin, John Coppen, Chris Green, Paul Ginger, Michael Downes
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Inspectors
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Region 7, Gwent

Jan Berry
Chairman, Joint Central Committee
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John Francis
General Secretary, Joint Central Committee
Region 8, Metropolitan
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Region 6, Wiltshire
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Region 4, Lincolnshire
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Region 7, Gwent
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Region 5, Hampshire
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Region 3, West Midlands

Paul McKeever
Chairman, Sergeants’ Central Committee
Region 8, Metropolitan

Colin Monks
Region 4, Leicestershire

Martyn Mordecali
Region 8, Metropolitan

lan Rennie

General Secretary, Sergeants’ Central
Committee

Region 1, Greater Manchester

Julia Roper-Smith
Reserve seat, Derbyshire

Terry Hayden
Region 1, Merseyside

Alan Jones

Region 2, South Yorkshire

Bob Kitchen
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Committee

Region 3, Warwickshire

David Moore

Deputy Treasurer, Inspectors’ Central
Committee

Region 8, Metropolitan

David Pellatt

Region 5, Bedfordshire
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PNB Agreement on Adoption

On 1 September 2006, PNB agreement
06/5 was issued. This agreement provides 13
weeks adoption leave on full pay for officers,
in line with that received by officers on
maternity leave.

London and SE Regional Allowances

In late 2005, due to the Official Side’s
proposals on pay reform, Staff Side agreed to
postpone conciliation in relation to this
claim which seeks to increase these
allowances. At the July 2006 Full Board
PNB meeting, Staff Side indicated it wished
again to proceed to conciliation. A date for
conciliation has not yet been set.

Temporary Salary and Temporary Promotion
The Joint Temporary Salary Working Party
met twice in 2006. The Working Party has
agreed there should be a 2 month maximum
period for officers on temporary
salary/‘acting up’. However, details of this
arrangement are still to be worked through.
The Working Party also considered Staff
Side’s claim for a reduction to the 14 days
qualifying period currently required before a
temporary salary payment is received. A
shorter qualifying period is now likely.

Relocation Expenses

PNB Circular 06/3 was issued in March
2006. Where an officer is entitled to
expenses reasonably incurred in connection
with the disposal of his or her former home,
the Sides agreed that a Chief Constable has
the discretion to reimburse expenses
reasonably incurred where the officer rents
the former home to tenants.

Professional Dependant Care

The Staff Side agreed to submit a revised
claim to the Official Side in October 2006
proposing that reimbursement should be
made to cover the costs securing care for a
dependant as a direct result of any additional

operational need or, as the case may be, in
the event of additional operational need for
which, in the event, they were not required
for duty. A response from the Official Side is
awaited.

On-Call

In 2005, the Staff Side of the Federated
Ranks Committee submitted a claim for an
on-call allowance. This matter was discussed
by the Sides at the Joint Pay Reform
Working Party in April and May 2006. As a
result of these discussions, Staff Side
indicated at the July 2006 PNB Federated
Ranks meeting it wished to proceed to
conciliation on this matter. A date has not
yet been set.

Flexible Benefits Scheme

A revised PNB Circular 06/1 was issued in
February 2006 to allow the flexible benefit
scheme to apply to probationers. A further
revised circular is required due to the
government withdrawal of the home
computing initiative this year.

Probationers Pay & the Initial Police
Learning and Development Programme
(IPLDP)

The Staff Side agreed to submit a claim to
the Official Side in July 2006 about the
awarding of probationers’ first pay
increments. Staff Side has proposed this is
paid “upon commencing independent patrol
or after 31 weeks, whichever is the earlier.” A
response from the Official Side is awaited.

Equal Pay Audit

Work has started on establishing reasons for
some of the pay gaps identified in the Equal
Pay Audit, completed late 2005.

Joint Pay Reform Working Party

In October 2005, the Joint Pay Reform
Working Party was established as a result of
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the Official Side’s paper Rewarding Skills
and Performance. The Working Party met
six times in early 2006. However, at the
April 2006 meeting of the Police
Negotiating Board, the Staff Side expressed
its dismay at the lack of substantive
proposals received from the Official Side and
the general lack of progress made. A total of
7 scheduled meetings were cancelled due to
lack of proposals, and no meeting of the
JWP has been held since May 2006. It is
anticipated that the JWP will resume its
work in the early part of 2007.

PNB Non Manual Pay Award Survey

This year the Non-Manual Pay Award
Survey identified 3 per cent as the amount
by which police officers’ pay should be
uprated with effect from 1 September 2006.
Issues arose in late 2006 in relation to the
funding of the survey for 2007, as a result of
which the Staff Side agreed to provide the
necessary funds.

Pay Award 2006

At the 20 July 2006 meeting of the PNB,
the Staff Side formally tabled its standard
claims for uprating pay, in line with the
agreed index. The Official Side indicated it
was not in a position to respond to these
claims. As a result, a failure to agree was
recorded and the Staff Side referred the
matter to conciliation. A conciliation hearing
was held on 21 August 2006, but failed to
produce a resolution. Staff Side referred its
claims to the Police Arbitration Tribunal
(PAT). Following an arbitration hearing on
18 October, the PAT awarded the Staff Side
its annual claim to increase the pay and
allowances of the federated ranks by three
per cent from 1 September 2006. The Home
Secretary agreed to honour the decision. The
details were distributed in PNB Circular
06/6. The revised pay scales for the federated
ranks, effective from 1 September 2006, are
set out.

Randall Report - Review of Negotiating
Machinery

The PNB Independent Chairman’s report
Collective Bargaining for a Modernised
Workforce — A Report to the Home
Secretary 'was received in February 2006.
The Staff Side of the PNB provided a
combined response to the report in June
2006. A summary of comments received on
the report and proposals resulting from the
comments were expected at the 1 November
2006 PNB meeting, however they were not
received.

The Home Secretary has since announced a
new review into: “the effectiveness of the
negotiating machinery for the police,
including the Police Negotiating Board and
the Police Staff Council, and to make
recommendations for how police pay and
other conditions of service should be
determined"”. The review must: “consider
the option for a pay review body for police
pay and consider the impact of any proposal
for determining police officer pay, on the
negotiating machinery for police officers".

This is the second stage of a two-part review
and is due to report in autumn 2007.
Meanwhile, part one of the review will
report no later than February 2007 and will
consider: "the options for replacing the
current arrangements for determining
changes to police officer pay for 2007 and
make recommendations on this. The
conclusions and recommendations in part
one to be framed to inform part two of the
review". Part one is being conducted by Sir
Clive Booth. The Staff Side has been invited,
and has agreed, to give evidence.
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Pay Scales for the federated ranks, effective from 1 September 2006

CONSTABLES' PAY

Pay point
On commencing service £21,009
On completion of
initial training period £23,454
2 £24,813
3 £26,331
4 £27,159
5 £28,029
6 £28,830
7 £29,544
8 £30,489
9 £32,334
10 £32,985
INSPECTORS' PAY
OUTSIDE
LONDON RATES
Pay point
0 £42,264
1 £43,458
2 £44,649
3 £45,843
CHIEF INSPECTORS' PAY
OUTSIDE
LONDON RATES
Pay point
1 £46,779
2 £47,721
3 £48,705

SERGEANTS' PAY

Pay point

A WNEFELO

CHIEF INSPECTORS IN POST AT 31 AUGUST 1994

OUTSIDE
LONDON RATES

£49,503

£32,985
£34,116
£35,259
£36,015
£37,071

LONDON RATES
£44,118
£45,312

£46,509
£47,709

LONDON RATES
£48,645

£49,581
£50,568

LONDON RATES

£51,357
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Pensions

New Police Pension Scheme

The New Police Pension Scheme (NPPS)
came into effect on 6 April 2006 for all new
entrants and re-joiners to the police service.
However, Police Pension Scheme (PPS)
members returning to the service after a
force-approved career break, or those
returning under Regulation K1 of the Police
Pensions Regulations 1987, are eligible to
remain in the PPS.

The main provisions of the NPPS are:
35-year scheme;

Single accrual based on 1/70ths;

Maximum pension of half final pensionable
pay (35/70ths);

Tax free lump sum of four times annual
pension;

Pension age - 55;

Deferred pension age - 65;

Contribution rate 9.5% (6% if ineligible for
ill health pension benefits).

From 1 November 2006-31 January 2007
the Home Office is conducting an ‘Options
Exercise’, during which PPS members can
decide whether they want to remain in the
PPS or transfer across to the NPPS. This
exercise provides for PPS members to
transfer to the NPPS at a preferential rate.
After 31 January 2007 a less-generous Cash
Equivalent Transfer Value will be used
instead.

Compulsory Retirement Ages

On 1 October 2006 the Compulsory
Retirement Age (CRA) for the Federated
Ranks became 60. For Superintending and
ACPO Ranks the CRA became 65.

PFEW argued strongly for a CRA of 50 for
Constables. However, the decision rested
with the Home Office as to which CRAs it
could justify in the light of the Employment
Equality (Age) Regulations 2006.

These changes have been introduced
administratively and will be followed shortly
by an amendment to the Pension
Regulations for both the PPS and NPPS.

New arrangements have been introduced for
extensions of service. For example, these are
no longer limited to a maximum of five
years.

Further information can be found in the
PNB/Home Office Joint Guidance for Police
Authorities on New Compulsory Retirement
Ages & Retirement Policy for Police Officers
with Effect from 1 October 2006 attached to
JBB Circular 92/2006.

Part-time Officers and Pensionable Pay

Based on a case the PFEW supported to an
Employment Tribunal, the Staff Side of the
PNB laid a claim in February 2005 for the
hours part-time officers work beyond their
determined hours, but below the overtime

threshold, to be pensionable.

In July 2006, the Official Side agreed in
principle to the claim and a Technical
Working Group was convened to discuss:
issues around making this possible in
practical terms; administrative issues
surrounding backdating; and the drafting of
amendment regulations and accompanying
guidance.

The Technical Working Group continued to
meet regularly and anticipated the new
arrangements being in place from 1 April
2007.

Pension Transfers between UK and PSNI

In 2005 PNB was informed that HM
Revenue & Customs viewed the Police
Pension Scheme (PPS) in Northern Ireland
as a separate scheme to the Great Britain
PPS. This caused concern as it would mean
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that a PPS member transferring between
Great Britain and the PSNI after 6 April
2006 would have to join the New Police
Pension Scheme (NPPS).

The PNB agreed to unite the two schemes
into a single UK-wide PPS. This will be
achieved by an amendment to the Police and
Justice Act 2006. However a problem has
arisen. At the time of writing, two officers
moving from Great Britain to PSNI were
told that they must join the NPPS. This is
because constables deemed not to have
specialist skills join PSNI as “trainees” and
not transferees.

PFEW and Staff Side are concerned about
this issue, which has been raised formally at
PNB. The Staff Side has been told that the
Northern Ireland Office and PSNI are
looking into the matter, both in terms of the
two officers affected and the future
requirements of the PSNI.
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