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Dear Torsten,
I am writing on behalf of a constituent, Mr Geoffrey Taylor, 44 Moriston Road, Bedford,
MK41 7UQ who recently contacted me regarding the continuing issue of discretionary
increases for pre-1997 defined benefit pensions, specifically in relation to members of the
Hewlett Packard Limited Retirement Benefits Plan, formerly associated with Digital
Equipment Corporation (DEC).
This correspondence follows the recent Westminster Hall debate on discretionary increases
for pre-1997 pensions and subsequent ministerial responses outlining the Government’s
current position on retrospective indexation and scheme funding obligations.
My constituent appreciates the explanation that statutory indexation requirements introduced
under the Pensions Act 1995 applied only to pension rights accrued from April 1997 onwards,
and that successive governments have maintained this approach due to concerns about
imposing retrospective liabilities on schemes and sponsoring employers.
However, he wished to highlight the practical effect this policy has had on his retirement
income and on many others in similar circumstances.
Mr Taylor became a pensioner in 2007 following Hewlett Packard’s acquisition of Digital
Equipment Corporation. At retirement, his pension was £18,197.21 per annum. By 2024, this
had increased to £21,602.16, with the increase arising almost entirely from the post-1997
element of his pension. The larger pre-1997 component has received little or no meaningful
uplift over that period.
As he notes, over the same timeframe inflation measures such as RPI, CPI and CPIH have
risen substantially, leading to a significant erosion in the real-terms value of his pension
income. He therefore feels materially disadvantaged by the absence of mandatory increases on
the pre-1997 portion of his pension.
My constituent also draws attention to concerns raised by campaign organisations including
the Hewlett Packard Pension Association (HPPA) and the Pre-97 Pension Justice Alliance.
These groups have argued that, while the current legal position may be clear, the long-term

outcome for many pensioners has become increasingly difficult to justify, particularly where sponsoring employers remain profitable, and schemes are reported to be well funded.
At the same time, I recognise that there are differing views on how best to address this issue and that Government must balance pensioner protection with the long-term sustainability of defined benefit schemes and sponsoring employers.
In particular, my constituent asked that I raise several matters currently being discussed in relation to the Pension Schemes Bill and wider pensions policy:

· proposals to strengthen trustee powers in relation to surplus use and discretionary increases; •calls for greater transparency and member consultation where surplus extraction is proposed;
· concerns expressed by campaign groups that pensioners may not currently have sufficient representation in decision-making processes;
· and whether further guidance or safeguards may be appropriate for schemes where largepre-1997 pension cohorts continue to experience significant inflation erosion.

I understand that campaign groups have also referenced the Government’s recent proposals relating to Pension Protection Fund (PPF) and Financial Assistance Scheme (FAS) members, including planned CPI-linked increases for certain pre-1997 benefits where original scheme rules provided for them. While these proposals do not apply directly to schemes such as Hewlett Packard’s, affected pensioners view them as part of a broader debate around fairness and consistency in pension treatment.
My constituent further notes concerns raised by the Pre-97 Pension Justice Alliance following its meeting with you regarding the Defined Benefits provisions of the Pension Schemes Bill. While Ministers have stated that trustees will remain central to decision-making and are expected to act in beneficiaries’ best interests, campaigners continue to question whether trustees possess sufficient practical independence where employer consent remains necessary.
Given the scale of concern among affected pensioners, I would be grateful if you could clarify:

· whether the Government is considering any further measures relating to discretionarypre-1997 pension increases;
· whether additional safeguards for pensioner consultation and trustee independence are under active consideration as the Pension Schemes Bill progresses;
· and whether the Department has undertaken any assessment of the cumulative impact of inflation on long-standing pre-1997 pensioners in schemes where increases remain wholly discretionary.
I appreciate the complexity of these issues and recognise that there may not be
straightforward legislative solutions. Nevertheless, many pensioners remain concerned about the continuing erosion of pensions accrued over lengthy periods of service and would welcome reassurance that these concerns are being actively considered within ongoing pensions reform discussions.
I would be grateful for your response, which I will pass on to my constituent.
Yours sincerely,
Mohammad Yasin MP
Bedford & Kempston
 
Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)
image6.jpeg
M- I—




image1.jpg
T

HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SW1A 0AA




image2.jpg




image3.jpeg
T

HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SW1A 0AA




image4.jpeg




image5.jpg
M- I—




