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7th February 2019 
 
Chair, 
 
Police Remuneration Review Body 
 
 
Dear Ms Bharucha, 
 
I enclose our submission to the Police Remuneration Review Body for the 2019 pay 
round. This is a joint submission made on behalf of the Police Superintendents’ 
Association and the Superintendents’ Association of Northern Ireland. 
 
I would be grateful if this submission could be read in conjunction with the joint 
submissions made between the Police Superintendents’ Association and the Police 
Federation of England and Wales, and between the Superintendents’ Association of 
Northern Ireland and the Police Federation of Northern Ireland, both of which have 
been submitted separately. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Dan Murphy 
  
Chief Superintendent  
National Secretary, Police Superintendents’ Association  
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List of requests from PSA/SANI 
 

 
1. That the Home Secretary makes a formal and timely request to all stakeholders 

asking for the detail of issues they would seek to be included within the remit 
letter. 

 
2. That the Home Secretary publishes the remit letter in a timely manner, so as to 

allow all stakeholders to prepare their written submissions to the PRRB. 
 

3. That the Home Secretary formally responds to stakeholders if the issues they 
have raised are not included within the remit letter. We further ask that this 
response sets out the reason and rationale for why the issues have not been 
included in the remit letter, and where the issues raised should be resolved.  
 

4. That the wording of the remit letter has particular regard to the employment 
restrictions placed on the police workforce, and that the PRRB is remitted to 
review all stakeholders’ evidence/proposals before making recommendations. 
 

5. That the Home Secretary reviews and reissues point five in the remit letter to 
the PRRB to read ‘To review proposals from the NPCC and the evidence and 
proposals from all stakeholders in relation to making payments to the 
superintendent ranks for undertaking each 24 hour on-call period’.  
 

6. That the PRRB recommend to the Home Secretary that the Superintending 
ranks receive a payment of at least £29.17 for any 24-hour on-call period 
performed and that this should be back dated until April 2018. We also 
request that there is no provision for Chief Officer discretion to be included in 
any facilitating regulation or determination, and that there is an in-built 
mechanism used to regularly uprate the allowance. 
 

7. That the Home Secretary requests that the reformed/reviewed Police 
Consultative Forum (PCF) mechanism undertakes a review of allowances with 
the following parameters: 
 

• remove the discretionary payment ability attached to the application of the 
South East allowance, to bring it in line with the London allowances  

• the levels of each allowance should be uplifted and synchronised to prevent 
any concerns in relation to market destabilisation 

• an automatic mechanism is put in place to uprate the allowances in line with 
the cost of living either following the CPI or RPI to prevent the situation 
occurring again. 

 
8. That the PRRB recommend to the Home Secretary as a matter of priority the 

following: 
 

• To alleviate the lack of support by Chief Constables for bonus/targeted 
payments, a central budget be provided to fund the bonus proposals. This 
could be new money or top-sliced; 



 

 

 

• Bonus/targeted payments should be backdated and paid by the employer; 

• A national application form should be used to make all applications;  

• That the bonus proposal should continue beyond 2020 until it can be 
incorporated as part of workforce reform programme. 
 

 
9. That the PRRB recommend the targeting of the pay award into an additional 

‘contributory pay point’ at the end of each pay scale for Superintendent and 
Chief Superintendent ranks. The new pay points should be £2,000 and £4,000 
respectively for Superintendents and Chief Superintendents. Moving onto and 
remaining on the new top of scale point should be accessed via the PDR 
mechanism, with an agreement to undertake/manage new appropriate 
additional accountabilities or responsibilities with the line manager. We further 
ask that there is no element of Chief Officer discretion included in any 
mechanism or regulation. 
 

10. That the Home Secretary makes provision to enable the Superintending ranks 
to be paid (without discretion) when they have worked a rest day or bank 
holiday leave day and are unable to re-roster and take that rest day within 12 
months or three months respectively. 

 

11. To avoid the unfairness described above, and in order to provide the police 
workforce with a fair and balanced mechanism to manage industrial relations, 
the PCF should be replaced with a statutory mechanism that: 

• allows for all stakeholders’ issues to be considered as part of the Home 
Secretary’s remit to the PRRB:  a policy detailing the process should be 
published that sets out in a transparent way how issues to be remitted by 
the Home Secretary are decided upon; 

• has an independent, funded and publicly appointed chair; 

• has an independent and funded secretariat; 

• has the ability for independently chaired and funded technical working 
groups (TWGs) to be arranged to pursue specific issues that can return 
their findings to the main meeting. 

We further suggest that: 

• all stakeholders can place items on agendas; 

• agendas, minutes and actions are promptly produced for all meetings; 

• all parties’ issues (whether in the substantive meeting or TWG) are 
considered equally through a process that registers disagreement and 
where necessary involves independent arbitration with a binding outcome; 

• the arbitration process is via an independent body which can be accessed 
at any point via the independent chair, with an agreed timescale for a 
recommendation/outcome; 

• the independent body makes its recommendations on any arbitration to 
the Home Secretary for their ratification or refusal; 



 

 

 

• there is an independent appeals process if the Home Secretary does not 
ratify the independent body recommendation. 

12. That the PRRB report is published in a timely manner to all stakeholders prior 
to the release of the Home Secretary’s recommendations. 
 

13.  That the PRRB recognise that where any new or changed regulation includes 
an element of Chief Officer discretion, but no additional budget is provided, 
the intention is unlikely to be achieved for the workforce. 
 

14. That the PRRB note misinterpretation / disregard in relation to mileage 
allowance as an issue: if it cannot be resolved via the PCF, the PSA’s only 
recourse will be to take a legal challenge as there is no support from the 
Home Secretary to remit the issue back to the PRRB. 
 

15.  That the Home Secretary requests that the reformed/reviewed PCF 
mechanism reviews the values paid for the essential user’s lump sum. 
 

16.  That the PRRB note that no tangible progress has been made to resolve the 
amount and impact of annual allowance charges, and that this continues to 
reduce the total remuneration package of those in the Superintending ranks. 
 

17. That the Home Secretary and the PRRB note the concerns raised about the 
growing inconsistency of the application of pay-related regulations; especially 
as the number of officers has reduced which makes the requirement for cross 
border ‘interoperability’ of officers more likely e.g. in the event of a terrorist 
incident. 
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Introduction 
 

1. This is a joint submission to the Police Remuneration Review Body (PRRB) by 
the Police Superintendents’ Association (PSA) and the Superintendents’ 
Association of Northern Ireland (SANI).  
 

2. The PSA represents approximately 1,250 Superintendents and Chief 
Superintendents across 47 police forces. In addition to the 43 Home Office police 
forces, it also represents members in the British Transport Police (BTP), the Civil 
Nuclear Constabulary (CNC) and the protectorate of the Isle of Man and British 
overseas territory of Bermuda. SANI represents 68 members in Northern Ireland.  

 
3. The PSA was previously called the Police Superintendents’ Association of 

England and Wales (PSAEW). The Association shortened its name with effect from 
22nd January 2018, to better reflect the scope of its membership and 
responsibilities mentioned above. Any and all references to PSAEW within this 
submission from previous pay rounds or correspondence can be assumed to also 
refer to the now PSA.  

 
4. Collectively, our members are the senior operational leaders in policing and, 

together with Chief Officers, account for the most senior 1% of police officers by 
rank within the Service.  

 
5. This submission should be read in conjunction with submissions made jointly 

by the PSA and the Police Federation of England and Wales (PFEW); and between 
SANI and the Police Federation of Northern Ireland (PFNI).  

 
6. This submission builds on previous submissions and evidence from previous 

years remains valid.  
 

7. There is a specific section on SANI-related issues included at the request of the 
PRRB. 

 
  



 

 

 

Summary of the Remit Letter requirements and PRRB 
requests for evidence/information 
 
England & Wales 

8.      The remit letter issued by the Home Secretary on 19th December 2018 
requested the PRRB make recommendations in respect of these matters for 
2019/20:  
 

PRRB Request 1: How to apply the pay award for 2019/20 for police officers 
of all ranks, including chief officers, in the context of how it will support 
overarching NPCC proposals and timetable for a new pay structure.  

 
PRRB Request 2: To review the NPCC’s design principles, framework and 
assumptions for pay reform; and to provide views on the extent to which the 
views of the staff associations have been considered in the development of 
the design. 

 
PRRB Request 3: To review the NPCC’s detailed project plan and risk 
register and provide observations on the timescales for implementation, taking 
into account the requirement for formal consultation with the staff associations 
and the need to make legislative changes.  

 
PRRB Request 4: To review the NPCC’s proposals for progression pay for 
police apprentices.  

 
PRRB Request 5: To review proposals from the NPCC in relation to making 
payments to the superintendent ranks for undertaking each 24 hour on-call 
period.  
 
 

9.    The remit letter also contained this comment from the PRRB, which requires a 
response: 

PRRB Request 6: 

Only by properly targeting pay awards can we ensure we recruit and retain 
the best public sector workers where they are needed most. I am seeking the 
PRRB’s views on the optimal allocation of additional investment in pay for the 
police in 2019/20 to ensure recruitment and retention pressures are properly 
addressed, and ask that you outline the approach you have taken to targeting 
in your final report.  

10. The remit letter also requested the review body continues to consider affordability 
when making its recommendations (PRRB Request 7). 
 

11. Along with the remit letter the PRRB Secretariat has requested evidence from the 
previous PRRB report and additional evidence requested by Review Body 
members. These requests have not been allocated to any particular organisation 



 

 

 

to respond to: PSA and SANI have reviewed the list and make comment within this 
submission against the following: 
 
Chapter 3 

• Para 3.16: update on implementation of hard to fill/Superintending ranks’ 
payments. 

• Para 3.62:comparisons with professional occupations as the workforce and 
pay reform work progresses and as policing workforce and pay structures 
increasingly reflect that of a profession.  

• Para 3.115: Home Office or NPCC to provide evidence regarding motivation 
and morale on a national basis. 
 

Chapter 4 

• para 4.41: arguments and evidence in support of, or against, uplifts to the 
London Weighting and Dog Handler’s Allowance. 

• para 4.52: further evidence on any change to the London Allowances.  

• Para 4.46: update on review of allowances, including the on-call allowance. 

• Para 4.62: revisiting the recommendation regarding hard to fill/Superintending 
ranks’ payments, should no progress be made towards implementing the 
proposal. 

 
Chapter 5 

• Para 5.2: should this continue, evidence on a more flexible approach to pay 
policy, with clarity on pay proposals supported by the appropriate evidence 
base. 

 
 
Northern Ireland 
 
12. During this year’s remit letter process the Chair of the Superintendents’ Association 

of Northern Ireland (SANI) wrote to the Department of Justice on 13th December 
2018 proposing these issues be included within this year’s PRRB remit letter: 
 
1. Maintenance of parity with colleagues in Home Office forces in respect of core 

pay scales 

2. Increase in pay scales and Northern Ireland Transitional Allowances in line 

with the cost of living 

3. Payment for on call duties performed by Superintending ranks (as in 

Scotland) 

4. Payment for Monthly Rest Days that cannot be taken due to the exigencies of 

duty (as previously tabled at the Police Consultative Forum) 

5. Consideration of targeted payments or bonuses for Superintending ranks (as 

being considered by the NPCC) 

6. The tardiness of the current arrangements, whereby we are again required to 

enter into the PRRB processes without having a response from Government 

to last year’s PRRB recommendations. 

 



 

 

 

13. The remit letter issued by the Permanent Secretary on 9th January 2019 (in the 
absence of a Justice Minister) requested the PRRB make recommendations in 
respect of the following matters: 

 
PSNI PRRB Request 1: The application of any pay award for 2019/20 for 
police officers of all ranks, including chief officers 
 
PSNI PRRB Request 2: Whether any increase should be applied to the 
Northern Ireland Transitional Allowance (NITA) and other allowances, 
including those for on-call and dog handlers 
 
PSNI PRRB Request 3: any changes which should be applied to the existing 
Competence Related Threshold Payment (CRTP) in light of the review 
currently being concluded by the PSNI 
  
PSNI PRRB Request 4: whether the superintending ranks should have 
access to targeted payments or bonuses 
 
PSNI PRRB Request 5: Consideration of any specific challenges for the 
PSNI highlighted in written evidence from NI parties, particularly in terms of 
targeting pay awards to address recruitment and retention pressures 
 

14. The remit letter also contained the following comments from the PRRB, which 
also require a response: 

PSNI PRRB Request 6: 

I can confirm that the Department was also asked to consider including the 
introduction of payment for rest days untaken as a result of exigencies of duty, as 
well as access by the superintending ranks to payment for on-call duties.  Mindful 
that these areas are important to ensuring officer wellbeing and work/life balance, 
we will ask the PSNI to engage directly with the relevant stakeholders on these 
matters as soon as possible.  Any views the PRRB might wish to offer would, of 
course, be most welcome. 

PSNI PRRB Request 7: 

For some years, the stakeholders in Northern Ireland have been keen that the 
PRRB recommendations for PSNI officers are broadly consistent with their 
counterparts in England and Wales.  This remains the case and has been 
reflected in inputs I have received to date.  I am also aware of the reforms being 
led in England and Wales by the National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC).  The 
PSNI has established a working group which will engage closely with the NPCC 
and the College of Policing with a view to considering the implications of these 
reforms for officers in Northern Ireland.  I understand that the PRRB expects 
written evidence submissions to address these points in detail. 

15. The remit letter also requested the review body continues to consider affordability 
when making its recommendations (PSNI PRRB Request 8). 



 

 

 

 
16. Along with the remit letter the PRRB Secretariat has requested that and SANI 

specific issues be raised in a separate section of this joint report for ease of 
reference. Please see paragraphs 174-182. 

 
17. Along with the remit letter the PRRB Secretariat has requested evidence from the 

previous PRRB report and additional evidence requested by Review Body 
members. These requests have not been allocated to any particular organisation 
to respond to: SANI will not make comment within this submission against the 
following as these will be reported on in the joint PSNI Police Federation/SANI 
submission and by other stakeholders: 

 
Chapter 2 

• Para 2.88: an update on actions the PSNI is taking in response to the 2016 
Deloitte Report on barriers to PSNI recruitment;  

• Para 2.89: the results of the next PFNI workforce survey; 

• Para 2.89: an analysis of the reasons for the projected increase in sickness 
absence, including for mental ill-health; 

• Para 2.91: all parties to provide an update on the legal obligations on the 
police service in Northern Ireland and relevant changes to employment law 

 
Chapter 3 

• Para 3.44: we hope to be presented with a joint proposal on the future of the 
CRTP scheme before the end of 2018;  
 

Chapter 4 

• Para 4.4: more evidence on spending decisions and efficiency programmes 
within the PSNI 

• Para 4.6: an assessment of the significant challenges, consequences and 
implications of Brexit for policing in Northern Ireland; 

• Para 4.8:  historical data to allow time-series analysis of the demographics of 
the workforce; 

• Para 4.8: information on the recruitment and retention of officers such as 
attrition rates, applicants for posts and leavers including during training; 

• Para 4.8: an update on the level of overtime being undertaken; 

• Para 4.8: a further update on progress in response to the Deloitte report; 

• Para 4.8: whether any hard to fill posts exist; 

• Para 4.8: data regarding the morale and motivation of officers, such as from 
the next PSNI and PFNI surveys of officers; 

• Para 4.8: data on movements between the PSNI and other forces; 

• Para 4.8: information on sickness levels and analysis of the reasons for the 
projected increase in sickness absence levels; 

• Para 4.8: any matters with regard to the relevant legal obligations on the 
police service in Northern Ireland and any relevant legislative changes to 
employment law which do not automatically apply to police officers; 

• Para 4.8: views on gender pay gap reporting. 
 

 
 



 

 

 

 
Additional evidence request not referenced in 2018 report:  
 

• Evidence and data held on the number of officers with registered business 

interests and detail on these interests over time. 

 

Comment on the Remit Letter process/content 

 
18. During this year’s process to construct the remit letter by the Home Secretary, there 

was no request for items/issues from the staff associations. Instead, the PSA wrote 
to the Police Minister on 4th October 2018 raising its concerns, to which it received 
a response on 19th December 2018. Copies of this correspondence are below.  
 

 
4th October 2018 
 
XXXXXXXX  
Home Office 
2 Marsham Street 
London 
SW1P 4DF 
 
Dear XXXXXX, 
  
At the Police Consultative Forum meeting on the 27th September, I raised that we 
had not yet been contacted by Home Office officials to ask what, as staff 
associations, we would want to be considered in the remit letter to be sent from the 
Minister to the PRRB Chair. The Home Office were not present at the PCF. Francis 
(Chairing) explained that we probably need to provide our requests as we may not 
be contacted. 
  
Therefore, on behalf of the Police Superintendents’ Association (PSA) I request that 
this year’s remit letter from the Minister to the PRRB Chair includes the following 
issues: 
 
 
  

1. Police officers are not employees but instead are servants of the crown whose 
employment is governed by regulations, rather than contracts of 
employment. Regulations covering developments in pay are currently 
developed by the employer (NPCC) in conjunction with the Home Office via 
the Police Consultative Forum. Staff associations have no negotiating rights 
on how these regulations are developed and are only consulted. A recurring 
theme in relation to pay-related regulations is that there is evidence to justify 
making the regulation change, but the regulation has a reference included 
within it that states the payment will be made at the Chief Constable’s 
discretion, or similar. Experience is that once the new regulation or the 
change is enacted, no or limited payments are made due to the budget 



 

 

 

restrictions on employers. This process is damaging the governance relied 
upon to ensure officers receive a fair pay deal. The PRRB should 
investigate this issue, comment on the impact of this trend, and makes 
recommendations to reinforce the strength of police regulations that 
govern officers pay. 
 

2. Previously the PRRB have recommended that the South East allowance is 
increased by £1000. Chief Officers have the ability to pay this increase.  From 
the forces to which this allowance applies only two (Surrey & Sussex) have 
chosen to increase the amount paid, by £500. In line with para 3.44 of the 
2016/17 PRRB report, can the PRRB comment on whether this regional 
allowance should currently be paid in full to those officers serving in the 
forces in which it applies. 
 

3. As part of the written evidence to the PRRB, the PSA will be submitting a 
report from Korn Ferry Hay that sets out the methodology, findings and 
conclusions from a bench marking exercise for the superintending ranks, 
where current pay levels are bench marked against comparators in the private 
and public sector. The report sets out a compelling case that shows that the 
superintendent ranks have fallen behind in comparative pay terms. The 
PRRB should consider this evidence and consider recommendations to 
ensure the superintendent ranks are paid in line with the findings of the 
bench marking exercise. This we believe cannot wait for the pay reforms, 
which may not be introduced for several years. 
 

4. The PRRB should review the bonus/targeted pay proposals and 
establish how many payments were made to superintendents, in what 
periods and at what amounts. This review should comment on the 
fairness of the application, and whether the proposal achieved the 
policy intent and aims of the PRRB’s original recommendation on this 
matter. 
 

5. The PRRB should review the proposal from the NPCC in relation to 
making payments to the superintendent ranks for undertaking each 24 
hour on-call period. If as part of this year’s submission the NPCC fail to 
submit a proposal agreed via the Police Consultative Forum (PCF), then 
PRRB considers an interim recommendation mirroring the award agreed 
for the Scottish Superintendents this September.  
 

6. The PRRB have previously recommended that mileage allowances for the 
use of an individual’s vehicle for work purposes be governed by the current 
HMRC rules (2016/17 recommendation). The allowances historically were set 
in regulations. Since this change forces have been applying the HMRC rules 
in their financial favour leading to superintendents in different 
forces/collaborations receiving different rates that are not in keeping with the 
rules of the HMRC (An example of this is where an officer is required by a 
force to always deduct their home to work mileage for each journey an officer 
claims). This is set against a context of superintendents being given 
significantly larger commands and travel demands. Can the PRRB explore 



 

 

 

this issue and consider recommendations to return the mileage 
allowances to regulations. 
 

7. The PSA has previously raised, through a proposal to the Police Consultative 
Forum and in our submission to the PRRB, the issue of rest days being 
worked for no pay and then the rest days received in lieu being lost by 
members. The proposal from the PSA was rejected by the NPCC and wider 
PCF. This is an issue in many forces and a number are now paying officers 
outside of regulations. The PRRB should explore this issue and consider a 
recommendation to formalise these payments by incorporating them 
into regulations. 
 

8. In last year’s PRRB report comment was made that the Home Office should 
consider making changes to the pension schemes in order to reduce the tax 
burden created by the annual allowance rules. The PRRB should follow this 
up and report on whether any action was taken by the Home Office to 
resolve the issues that led to the comment. 
 

9. The staff associations have one meeting to discuss pay related issues: The 
Police Consultative Forum (PCF). The staff associations conclude that the 
current arrangements for the PCF are insufficient and do not support or 
resolve the pay concerns of members. The PRRB should explore the 
operation, agendas, minutes, actions and outcomes from the PCF and 
make comments on how it could be improved. 

  
 
Last year the PSA submission to the PRRB raised several well-evidenced issues 
directly relating to pay or hours worked that were significantly affecting its members. 
After the PSA responded to the request from Home Office officials, we did not 
receive any feedback as to which of our requests had (or had not) been forwarded 
as part of the remit letter and the rationale for not including our items. This year we 
commented on the remit letter process in our evidence to the PRRB, and in 
response the PRRB commented in paragraphs 5.4 – 5.5 of their report.  
 
 
I therefore request that detailed and timely feedback is received from the Minister 
setting out what issues have been included in the remit letter: if any of the issues the 
PSA have raised above are not included in the remit letter to the PRRB Chair, that 
the rationale and justification for not including them is communicated in a response 
to me as National Secretary of the PSA, so it can be shared with my membership. 
  
Yours sincerely 

 
  
Dan Murphy 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 

Police Workforce and Professionalism Unit, Crime and Policing Group, 6th Floor, Fry Building,  

2 Marsham Street, London, SW1P 4DF.  

19 December 2018  

Dear Dan 

Police Remuneration Review Body remit letter – 2019/20 pay round  

Thank you for your letter dated 4 October with suggestions for items to be included 
in the remit letter to the Police Remuneration Review Body (PRRB) for the 2019/20 
pay round.  

We have very carefully considered the suggestions you made for inclusion in the 
remit letter. As you are aware, it is the Home Secretary’s remit letter in which he sets 
out the priorities for the coming pay round, in consultation with the Chancellor and 
the Prime Minister. While there is no requirement for a formal consultation process 
with partners, we welcome views from the sector before finalising the letter and we 
are grateful for your detailed suggestions. However, I am sure you will understand 
that it is not possible to include everything that everyone asks for, and we must task 
the PRRB to make recommendations on priority issues that require independent 
advice. In many cases, it may be more efficient to deal with issues outside of the 
formal pay review process if parties are able to work together to agree a solution.  

The views of the PRRB on the design principles, framework and assumptions for pay 
reform in this pay round are crucial to ensure this work progresses at pace and 
implementation from 2020 remains achievable, and this is therefore a key element of 
this year’s remit letter. We understand that you have concerns about the 
development and progress of this work, and we have asked the PRRB to provide 
their observations on the extent to which the views of the staff associations have 
been considered in the development of the design; and to provide observations on 
the timescales for implementation, taking into account the requirement for formal 
consultation with the staff associations  

In regards to the specific points you suggested for inclusion in this year’s remit letter, 
I have responded to each below.  

1: Police Regulations 2003 and discretion of chief officers to make payments. 
This has not been included in the remit letter for this pay round. The provision of 
allowances in Police Regulations provides a flexible framework for chief constables 
to implement at a local level and respond to local issues. We do not believe it is 
appropriate to remove chief constables’ discretion when determining whether to pay 



 

 

 

flexible allowances and understand that they would be concerned if such payments 
were mandated. However, we understand your concerns and will keep this under 
review.  

2: Review of South East allowance and amounts that are paid by chief officers. 
The NPCC pay and reward team are considering regional allowances as part of their 
wider plans for pay reform. We therefore do not believe that these allowances should 
be singled out for specific attention at this stage.  

3: Results of an exercise to benchmark the pay of the superintending ranks. 
The NPCC pay and reward team are benchmarking the pay of all ranks as part of 
work to develop new pay structures. The pay of the superintending ranks needs to 
be considered alongside all the other ranks, rather than in isolation. However, we 
note the concerns of the PSA on the timescales for implementation and we have 
asked the PRRB to provide views on the overall project plan and timescales for 
implementation, taking into account the requirement for formal consultation with staff 
associations and the need to make legislative changes.  

4: Review of the targeted/bonus payments to the superintending ranks.  

We understand that the NPCC intends to survey forces on their use of the bonus 
payments and provide an update to the PRRB. However, since the proposal on 
targeted/bonus payments was not announced until September and Determinations 
are unlikely to be published until late December/early January, there may be limited 
data available for PRRB to consider. We have therefore not singled out these 
payments for specific attention, but we will of course consider any observations and 
conclusions the PRRB draws from the evidence that is presented to them.  

5: Proposals for on-call payments the superintending ranks. We note that the 
PRRB highlighted this as an area requiring attention in their last report, and that the 
NPCC highlighted in their evidence last year that the allowance would be considered 
in spring 2018. We have therefore asked the PRRB to review their proposals for this 
payment. However, we have not asked the PRRB to consider an interim 
recommendation mirroring the award agreed for the Scottish Superintendents if fully 
developed proposals are not submitted by the NPCC.  

6: HMRC mileage allowances. As discussed at the recent PCF, if HMRC’s rules are 
being misinterpreted by forces, we suggest that further evidence is collected and 
addressed via guidance. We are confident that this issue can be dealt with outside of 
the formal pay review process and will work with you to ensure this is addressed.  

7: Payment for cancelled rest days. We understand that this continues to be a 
concern for the PSA, but payment for cancelled rest days is not supported by 
employers or other staff associations. We share the view held by others that this 
issue is related to management and welfare rather than pay and increasing pay may 
create perverse incentives (for example, by making it more attractive to work much 
longer hours and increase tolerance of cancelled rest days, with subsequent damage 
to health). We understand that CC Habgood has written to chiefs asking that this is 
dealt with locally.  



 

 

 

8: Pensions and annual tax allowance. Pensions and tax issues are not in the 
remit of the PRRB per se, although they may make observations on this. I 
understand that you are collecting evidence on the impact of the annual allowance 
so that the Police Pensions Team can further consider this.  

9: The role of the Police Consultative Forum (PCF). We have recently discussed 
your concerns about the role of the PCF, and we agree there is merit in reviewing 
the terms of reference and membership of the group and establishing ways for it to 
work more effectively. However, it is not within the remit of the PRRB to consider the 
role of the PCF. The Minister for Policing and the Fire Service has asked Home 
Office officials to carry out a review of the PCF and make recommendations on how 
it operates in the future. We look forward to working with you on this.  

I hope that you find this response helpful, and happy to discuss in more detail if that 
would be useful.  

Yours sincerely  

Police Pay and Conditions Policy Team 

 
19. This letter states ‘As you are aware, it is the Home Secretary’s remit letter in which 

he sets out the priorities for the coming pay round, in consultation with the 
Chancellor and the Prime Minister. While there is no requirement for a formal 
consultation process with partners, we welcome views from the sector before 
finalising the letter and we are grateful for your detailed suggestions. However, I 
am sure you will understand that it is not possible to include everything that 
everyone asks for, and we must task the PRRB to make recommendations on 
priority issues that require independent advice.’ This statement confirms that the 
remit to the PRRB is controlled solely by the Home Secretary and the PRRB terms 
of reference confirm that they will only consider the issues remitted to them. 
Therefore, the mechanism for dealing with industrial relations is controlled 
completely by the Home Secretary.  
 

20. The only other ‘voluntary’ arrangement in place to deal with workforce issues is the 
PCF, which it is acknowledged in point 9 of the Home Office’s response requires a 
full review. The PSA’s concerns in relation to the PCF will be dealt with in more 
detail in paragraphs 120-148. 

 
21. As stakeholders that contribute a written submission to the PRRB, we are also 

concerned that the remit letter was not circulated until 19th December 2018 with a 
final date for written submissions of 8th February 2019. 

 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 1 
 

That the Home Secretary makes a timely formal request to all 
stakeholders asking for the detail of issues they would seek to be 
included within the remit letter. 
 

 



 

 

 

 
 

22. The terminology and phrasing of this year’s remit letter also causes the PSA 
concern. The PRRB has been asked to consider the following five main points: 

1. How to apply the pay award for 2019/20 for police officers of all ranks, 

including chief officers, in the context of how it will support overarching NPCC 

proposals and timetable for a new pay structure.  

2. To review the NPCC’s design principles, framework and assumptions for pay 

reform; and to provide views on the extent to which the views of the staff 

associations have been considered in the development of the design.  

3. To review the NPCC’s detailed project plan and risk register and provide 

observations on the timescales for implementation, taking into account the 

requirement for formal consultation with the staff associations and the need to 

make legislative changes.  

4. To review the NPCC’s proposals for progression pay for police apprentices.  

5. To review proposals from the NPCC in relation to making payments to the 

superintendent ranks for undertaking each 24 hour on-call period.  

23. Points 2-5 specifically request that the PRRB reviews the NPCC’s evidence or 
proposals. There is no instruction or direction for the PRRB to operate in a wider, 
more inclusive manner whereby it also considers evidence provided by the other 
stakeholders when making its review and recommendations. The terminology 
and phrasing are not inclusive and does not reassure the PSA that there is a 
positive attitude to ensuring the views of the staff associations are adequately 
considered by the Government. The contrast can be seen clearly by comparing 
the terminology and approach used by the Department of Justice in the drafting 
of their 9th January remit letter to the PRRB (see Appendix 1). 
 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 2 
 

That the Home Secretary publishes the remit letter in a timely manner, 
so as to allow all stakeholders to prepare their written submissions to 
the PRRB. 
 

 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 3 
 

That the Home Secretary formally responds to stakeholders if the 
issues they have raised are not included within the remit letter. We 
further ask that this response sets out the reason and rationale for why 
the issues have not been included in the remit letter, and where the 
issues raised should be resolved.    
 

 



 

 

 

24. The PSA does have faith in the independence of the PRRB to consider all the 
evidence it receives when making its review and recommendations. It further 
believes the PRRB will also follow its terms of reference which state ‘In reaching 
its recommendations the Review Body must have regard to the following 
considerations:  

• the prohibition on police officers being members of a trade union or 
withdrawing their labour; 

 
25. The PSA also note that the Northern Irish remit letter takes a more concordant 

approach than that of the Home Office to the request to deal with issues raised in 
relation to unpaid Rest days in Lieu. 
 
The Ministry of Justice writes: 

‘I can confirm that the Department was also asked to consider including the 
introduction of payment for rest days untaken as a result of exigencies of duty, as 
well as access by the superintending ranks to payment for on-call duties.  Mindful 
that these areas are important to ensuring officer wellbeing and work/life balance, 
we will ask the PSNI to engage directly with the relevant stakeholders on these 
matters as soon as possible.  Any views the PRRB might wish to offer would, of 
course, be most welcome.’ 

Whereas the Home Office response on behalf of the Home Secretary concludes 
their consideration of the matters as follows: 

Payment for cancelled rest days. We understand that this continues to be a 
concern for the PSA, but payment for cancelled rest days is not supported by 
employers or other staff associations. We share the view held by others that this 
issue is related to management and welfare rather than pay and increasing pay 
may create perverse incentives (for example, by making it more attractive to work 
much longer hours and increase tolerance of cancelled rest days, with 
subsequent damage to health). We understand that CC Habgood has written to 
chiefs asking that this is dealt with locally.  

 

 

 

 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 4 

That the wording of the remit letter has particular regard to the 
employment restrictions place on the police workforce, and that the 
PRRB is remitted to review all stakeholders’ evidence/proposals. 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Submission in relation to the remit letters and PRRB request 
for evidence/information 

 
 
Workforce reform/multi-year pay deal  
 
 
26. The PSA’s submission in respect of the following areas for recommendation by 

the PRRB is: 
 

• PRRB Request 1: How to apply the pay award for 2019/20 for police officers 
of all ranks, including chief officers, in the context of how it will support 
overarching NPCC proposals and timetable for a new pay structure. The 
position is identical to that of the Police Federation of England & Wales 
and evidence is contained within the joint submission, between the PSA 
and the Police Federation. 
 

27. However, the PSA also wishes to express concern that the Superintending ranks 
in England, Wales and Northern Ireland now receive salaries that are significantly 
lower than their colleagues in Scotland who perform exactly the same roles, since 
they were awarded a 6.5% (31 month) pay settlement: 
 
Superintendents 
 

Pay Point Scotland England, Wales & 
Northern Ireland 

PSNI 

1 £69,735 £66,789 £65,478 

2 £73,380 £70,275 £68,898 

3 £77,211 £73,947 £72,498 

4 £82,368 £78,888 £77,340 

Chief Superintendents 

Pay Point Scotland England, Wales & 
Northern Ireland 

PSNI 

1 £86,433 £82,779 £81,156 

2 £89,355 £85,578 £83,901 

3 £91,179 £87,327 £85,614 

 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 5 
 
That the Home Secretary reviews and reissues point five in the remit 
letter to the PRRB to read ‘To review proposals from the NPCC and 
the evidence and proposals from all stakeholders in relation to 
making payments to the superintendent ranks for undertaking each 
24 hour on-call period’. 
 

 



 

 

 

27. The PSNI have still not received their pay uplift for 2018, so their base pay scales 
have not been uplifted since September 2017. 
 

28. On the 15th January 2019 without notice the NPCC Lead for Pay forwarded to 
the PSA National Secretary a report entitled ‘Pay Reform’ that was being 
presented at Chief Constables’ Council on the 16th January 2019. On page 12 of 
the report it mentions: 
 

11.1.12. Whilst the remit letter asks for views about the annual uplift of 2019/20, it 
is also worth considering whether there is an appetite for a multi-year deal. The 
advantage of this would be to provide greater financial certainty and stability over 
an extended period at a time when pay reform will be ongoing. However, some 
might feel that it is difficult to provide pay certainty until there is greater budgetary 
certainty post CSR.  
 

29. There had been no formal discussion with staff associations about the proposal 
for a three-year pay deal. Then, during the Joint Consultative Committee meeting 
on the 21st January 2019, it was announced by the NPCC Pay Lead that the 
Chief Constables had given the mandate to progress a three-year pay deal. 
 

30. Next, in the Police Consultative Forum on the 24th January 2019 we learnt that 
the deal being put forward was: 

 

• Year 1 = 4% 

• Year 2 = 0% 

• Year 3 = 2% 
 

31. Unfortunately, this offer of a three-year deal came with no additional modelling 
and no consideration of the annual allowance breaches that this combination of 
pay increases would create for those in the Superintending ranks. In the short 
time available, the PSA has tried to model the tax implications of a front-loaded 
deal and although it is not possible in the short timescales to be fully confident in 
the calculations available it can be concluded that front-loading any multi-year 
pay deal worsens the impact of any annual allowance tax breaches on the 
individual.  
 

32. It is estimated that at least 50% of those in the superintending ranks in 2019/20 
will have no ability to off-set any breach in the annual allowance threshold. The 
following examples show how significant such a breach can be for those with no 
ability to offset their tax liability over the previous three years: 
 

*Note these figures are based on assumptions the officer is still in the 1987 
scheme and has over 20 years’ service i.e. on double accrual. The RPI rate 
used to make the calculations was 1.5%. It is impossible to calculate Annual 
Allowance calculations for those with a closed 1987 Police Pension Scheme, 
who are now in the 2015 scheme as they are individual calculations. * 
 
Scenario 1 (Based on no carry back and full uplift in whole year April – 
April) 



 

 

 

  
Chief Supt at pay point 2 (£85,578) progressing to pay point 3 (£87,327) 
would normally see a Pension Input Amount of around £87,300 resulting in a 
breach of £47,300 and tax payable at 40% of £18,900. 
  
Chief Supt at pay point 2 (£85,578) progressing to pay point 3 with a 4% 
increase (£90,820) would result in a Pension Input Amount of £124,000 
resulting in a breach of £84,000 and tax payable at 40% of £33,600. 
  
Chief Supt at pay point 2 (£85,578) progressing to pay point 3 with a 5% 
increase (£91,693) would result in a Pension Input Amount of £134,000 
resulting in a breach of £94,000 and tax payable at 40% of £37,600. 
  
Chief Supt at pay point 3 (£87,327) with a 4% increase (£90,820) would result 
in a Pension Input Amount of £107,000 resulting in a breach of £67,000 and 
tax payable at 40% of £26,800. 
  
Chief Supt at pay point 3 (£87,327) with a 5% increase (£91,693) would result 
in a Pension Input Amount of £117,000 resulting in a breach of £77,000 and 
tax payable at 40% of £30,800. 
  
  
Scenario 2 (Based on no carry back and full uplift in whole year April – 
April) 
  
Supt at pay point 3 (£73,947) progressing to pay point 4 (£78,888) would 
normally see a Pension Input Amount of around £112,000 resulting in a 
breach of £72,000 and tax payable at 40% of £28,800. 
  
Supt at pay point 3 (£73,947) progressing to pay point 4 with a 4% increase 
(£82,035) would result in a Pension Input Amount of £145,000 resulting in a 
breach of £105,000 and tax payable at 40% of £42,000. 
  
Supt at pay point 3 (£73,947) progressing to pay point 4 with a 5% increase 
(£82,820) would result in a Pension Input Amount of £153,000 resulting in a 
breach of £114,000 and tax payable at 40% of £45,600. 
  
Supt at pay point 4 (£78,888) with a 4% increase (£82,035) would result in a 
Pension Input Amount of £97,000 resulting in a breach of £57,000 and tax 
payable at 40% of £22,800. 
  
Supt at pay point 4 (£78,888) with a 5% increase (£82,820) would result in a 
Pension Input Amount of £105,000 resulting in a breach of £65,000 and tax 
payable at 40% of £26,000. 

 
33. Again, with short notice this information was shared with our membership and 

each Force/Branch was asked to respond as to whether they did or did not 
support the NPCC’s three-year pay deal. The outcome was as follows: 



 

 

 

OUTCOME % 

Not in favour of 3-year deal 62 

In favour of 3-year deal 13 

Unable to decide 8 

No response provided 17 

Total 100 

34. Thirty nine of the forty-seven branches responded. There were numerous 
comments with the responses that expressed concern about the lack of detail; 
being asked to decide when there was insufficient information to apply the multi-
year deal to personal circumstances; concern about the link between pay and 
annual allowance tax; how honorariums might work and the individual pros/cons 
and uncertainty about future levels of inflation. 

 
35. Of note SANI Branch have not been offered a multi-year pay deal by their 

employer. 
 
 

• PRRB Request 2: To review the NPCC’s design principles, framework 
and assumptions for pay reform; and to provide views on the extent to 
which the views of the staff associations have been considered in the 
development of the design. The position is identical to that of the 
Police Federation of England & Wales and evidence is contained 
within the joint submission, between the PSA and the Police 
Federation. 

 
36. However, the PSA also wishes to comment specifically on the ‘P’ factor proposals 

as there is concern that the staff associations are not being fully consulted on the 
plans. The last engagement and sharing of documentation on the ‘P’ factor was 
via the PCF on the 23rd November 2018, when a document entitled ‘Police 
Officer Reward Framework the P Factor and Policy Proposals v.2’ was shared. 
The last paragraph of this document (1.33) stated: 
 

Until the correct mechanism to determine the combined value of all elements 
of the P Factor is identified, Winsor’s 8% figure will be used as a starting point. 
The principle of a cap on payments will be accepted, pending further 
consideration of the impact of the P Factor on higher ra



 

 

 

 

37. The PSA raised concerns that if the ‘P’ factor was to be applied in this manner 
then it would be detrimental to the Superintending ranks and there would be a 
need for further analysis and more detailed engagement and consultation. 
However, on the 16th January 2019 the NPCC Lead for Pay presented at Chief 
Constables’ Council a paper entitled ‘Pay Reform’ that states: 

5.5.  The P factor will help to evidence to officers that the benchmarking 
exercise does take account of the uniqueness of policing and will be applied 
to all who hold the office of constable. However, the percentage will vary 
according to the rank that they hold and the exposure to relevant aspects of 
the descriptors plus the comparators with other sectors at that level.  

5.8. In summary, the descriptors for the P factor have now been drafted, 
debated and shared with staff associations. They are in the format that is 
broadly agreed by all. The issue of monetary value remains unresolved and 
will require more detailed analysis, but is likely to be in the range between 8% 
and 15% for constables. The Korn Ferry report on benchmarking (Appendix 
D) offers caution about using the P factor at more senior ranks, where the 
general weight of the role and specific legal accountabilities are more likely to 
be included already. Whilst the final value of the P factor is always likely to 
have a degree of subjectivity it is recommended that OME are commissioned 
to complete independent work on valuing the P factor.  

5.10. RECOMMENDATION: To recommend that the Office for Manpower 
Economics are commissioned by the Home Office to value the P factor, 
in a similar way to that used for the Armed Forces X factor.  

38. The PSA is seriously concerned that the NPCC will present in this year’s 
submission to the PRRB a report that suggests the staff associations have been 
fully consulted and agree with the P factor proposal, when that is not the case. It 
is even more concerning to the PSA as there are further recommendations (see 
below on-call) from the Chief Constables’ Council ‘Pay Reform’ paper that rely on 
using the ‘P’ factor to remedy certain pay issues which are at odds with the ‘P’ 
factor proposal that seeks to cap the application for more senior ranks.  
 

RECOMMENDATION: Superintending ranks will not receive an on call 
allowance but the requirement to be on call will be recognised as part of basic 
pay (possibly overtly included in the P factor adjustment for those ranks).  

 

• PRRB Request 3: To review the NPCC’s detailed project plan and risk 
register and provide observations on the timescales for implementation, 
taking into account the requirement for formal consultation with the staff 
associations and the need to make legislative changes. The position is 
identical to that of the Police Federation of England & Wales and 



 

 

 

evidence is contained within the joint submission, between the PSA 
and the Police Federation. 
 

• PRRB Request 4: To review the NPCC’s proposals for progression pay 
for police apprentices. The position is identical to that of the Police 
Federation of England & Wales and evidence is contained within the 
joint submission, between the PSA and the Police Federation. 
 
 
 

On-call payment for Superintending ranks 

39. Along with the remit letter, the PRRB secretariat on behalf of the PRRB Board 
has requested an update on the wider review of allowances, based on its 
comment in paragraph 4.46 of its 2018 report to the Home Secretary: 

4.46 We commented in our previous report that the parties should seek to 
include the On-call Allowance as part of a wider review of allowances. This 
was in response to reports of the frequency, burden and breadth of on-call 
duties across all ranks having increased. The evidence presented to us by the 
PSA appears to confirm that this situation continues and the On-call 
Allowance should remain a priority for review. Allowances should be 
appropriately constructed, obtain the objective for which they are intended, 
and align with the wider reward structure. Attention should also be provided to 
the uneven application of allowances that are available to be awarded to chief 
police officers by PCCs.  

40. The above request for additional information/evidence is also followed up by a 
formal request by the Home Secretary in his remit letter to the PRRB: 
 

• PRRB Request 5: To review proposals from the NPCC in relation to 
making payments to the superintendent ranks for undertaking each 24 
hour on-call period.  

 
41. This section of our submission sets out the PSA/SANI evidential case to support 

the requirement for an on-call allowance for the Superintending ranks in England, 
Wales and Northern Ireland and seeks to answer the questions posed by 
paragraph 4.46 and PRRB Request 5. So as not to duplicate previous PSA/SANI 
submissions this section will not repeat previously provided evidence, but instead 
will refer the reader to the appropriate reference point.  

 
42. Following evidence in the PSA & SANI 2016 PRRB submission (see here), 

paragraph 3.25 of the PRRB 2017 report cited the urgent need to review the on-
call allowance payment, including whether the allowance should apply to the 
Superintending ranks. 

 
43. Paragraphs 87 - 110 of the PSA/SANI 2018 submission (see here) to the PRRB 

contain detailed evidence justifying the requirement for an on-call payment for the 
Superintending ranks. 

 

http://www.policesupers.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/PRRB-Submission-2016-PSAEW-and-SANI-final-2.pdf
http://www.policesupers.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/PSA-PRRB-Submission-Feb-2017-FINAL.pdf


 

 

 

44. The following evidence from the PSA & SANI 2018 Pay & Morale Survey, 
completed between October and December 2018 (see Appendix 2 attached) 
also fully supports the increasing requirement for an on-call payment for the 
Superintending ranks: 

 

On-call duties 
 
90% of respondents said that they performed an on-call function outside their 
normal hours of duty. Although respondents were slightly less likely to perform 
an on-call function this year than last year (when 92% said that they performed 
on-call), 68% of those who did perform on-call duties were on-call for more 
than one area of responsibility, up from 63% in 2017.  
 
The majority of respondents who performed an on-call function said that they 
were on-call for between 1 and 7 days per month. The proportion of 
respondents on-call for more than 7 days per month however continues 
to increase. In 2018, 28% said that they were on-call eight days or more per 
month, compared to 26% in 2017 and 23% in 2016. 

  

  

 

 
Amongst respondents who performed an on-call function, 75% said that they 
performed on-call duties on rest days, whilst 18% said that they performed this 
function whilst on annual leave. Both of these proportions are slightly lower than 
in 2017 (at 77% and 21% respectively). 37% of respondents who performed 
on-call on rest days and on annual leave said that they did not receive 
compensatory days off in lieu.  
 

 

 

10%

62%

22%

1% 1%

4%

How often do you perform on-call duties?

Never

1-7 days per month

8-14 days per month

15-21 days per month

22-28 days per month

Permanently



 

 

 

 Do not perform on-
call 

Perform on-call 
and receive 

days(s) off in lieu 

Perform on-call 
and do not receive 

day(s) off in lieu 

Rest days 
 

25% 47% 28% 

Annual leave 
 

82% 11% 7% 

 

This year, 93% of respondents who perform an on-call function felt that 
they should be paid an allowance for being on-call, up slightly from 92% in 
2017.  

 

Responsibilities 
 
34% of respondents said that they have had additional responsibilities 
devolved to them from a person of a more senior rank, up from 32% in 
2017’s survey. As last year, the responsibilities most likely to have been 
devolved were greater attendance at meetings, more strategic lead 
responsibilities (in particular strategic firearms lead and for thematic business 
areas), project lead responsibilities as well as a having a broader range of 
business areas added to their portfolio.   
 
56% of respondents said that they undertook a Silver/Tactical command 
function. In addition, 40% said that undertook a Gold/Strategic command 
function in their force, a lower proportion than in 2017 (48%). 67% said that 
they undertook PACE authorising functions (compared to 73% in 2017) and 
58% said that they undertook RIPA authorising officer function (down from 
61% in 2017).  
 
A large majority of respondents said that Superintending ranks were 
responsible for the firearms command function within their force, either on their 
own (42%) or together with Chief Officer ranks (48%). 23% of respondents said 
that only chief officers in their force performed a Gold Command function.  

 

 
 
45. In September 2018 the Superintending ranks in Scotland were awarded via the 

Police Negotiating Board the ability to claim an on-call allowance of £25.49 if they 
undertook a period of 24-hours on-call. 

 

 Superintending 
ranks only 

Chief Officer 
ranks only 

Both 

Firearms Command 
Function 
 

42% 10% 48% 

Gold Command 
Function 
 

26% 23% 50% 



 

 

 

46. The following points summarise the rationale to support an on-call payment for 
Superintendents: 

 

• The Superintending ranks have over the past decade been increasingly 
required by law to be the authorising officer for additional legal 
responsibilities. Examples include Telecommunication Authorities and 
Domestic Violence Prevention Orders. 

• The numbers of Chief Superintendents and Superintendents have fallen by 
44.7% (233 in number) and 17.4% (188 in number) respectively since 2006 - 
(see this table - source Home Office).  

• The Superintending ranks have increasingly been passed responsibility for 
on-call functions by the NPCC ranks. One of the most impactive when 
considering the volume of calls and the level of impact on the individual is the 
role of Strategic Firearms Commander.  

• Superintendents are often ‘double hatting’ for more than one on-call 
responsibility when they undertake an on-call period. This means they are 
carrying significant risk and the probability of being disrupted out of core 
working time increases. 

• The activity that comes with being on-call is often high risk and if a 
Superintendent makes a mistake or the situation does not go according to 
plan it can have serious career/misconduct/criminal consequences for the 
Superintendent and those involved. 

• Superintendents are regularly undertaking on-call responsibilities on their 
leave and rest days. 

• The periods of on-call can vary from a 24-hour period to seven days non-stop. 
The PSA actually believe the term on-call is now redundant and that a better 
description of the activity is 24-hour working.  

• The following is a list (not exhaustive) of on-call functions undertaken by the 
Superintending ranks outside of their normal working hours and in addition to 
their normal daily leadership/management roles: 
 

Gold Commander Negotiator Ports Policing 
Commander 

Strategic Firearms 
Commander 

Negotiator Co-ordinator Special Branch 

Gold Public Order 
Commander 

Counter Terrorism 
Firearms Commander 

Authorising Officer 
CHIS 

Tactical Firearms 
Commander 

Disaster Victim 
Recovery Manager 

Senior Investigating 
Officer Serious and 
Organised Crime 

Senior Investigating 
Officer 

PIP4 Senior 
Investigating Officer 

Authorising Officer 
(RIPA/Property 
interference authorities) 

Head of Professional 
Standards 

Senior Investigating 
Officer (Kidnap & 
Hostage) 

Custody Issues & 
PACE Authorities 

Authorising Officer 
Counter-Terrorism 

  



 

 

 

 

47. The PSA and SANI are seeking an on-call payment to recognise the disruption 
caused by being on-call for the individual and their family/dependants. This is not 
as a payment for the work undertaken, but as compensation for this disruption. 
There are numerous restrictions placed on an individual when they are on-call. 
When a Superintendent is undertaking an on-call function they cannot be the sole 
carer for a child or dependant, need to be available at all times on the phone, will 
need a separate vehicle, will need to be ready to deploy, will be limited to how far 
they can travel from or within their force area, and may not drink alcohol. There is 
no difference between the disruption and impact experienced by those in the 
Superintending ranks to those who serve in the federated ranks. 
 

48. At present the PSA recommends, and members are following, the practice that 
they do not claim the period they are on-call as working time. They only record 
the time when they actually undertake an activity when on call, which is in line 
with the latest Working Time Regulation case law SIMAP v Conselleria de 
Sanidad and another [2001] ICR 1116; Landeshaptstadt Kiel v Jagger [2003] 
IRLR 804 & Truslove v Scottish Ambulance Service [2014] ICR 1232.  
 

49. However, the following is the current advice with regards to on-call on the 
Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service (Acas) website: 

 

Our vision 

Acas will be widely recognised as Britain's leading impartial authority on 
workplace relationships and effectiveness. 

We will provide employers and employees with a unique combination 
of digital, practical and expert services, to help them build thriving 
workplaces and working lives. 

Being on-call 

Some organisations require their workers to be on-call (sometimes called 
stand-by) outside of their usual working hours. Whether this time should 
count as part of their working hours depends on the conditions attached to the 
on-call time. 

If the worker is free to be at home and to pursue leisure activities then only 
the time spent actually working would generally be classed as working hours. 

If the worker has to be at their place of work then all the on-call time should 
usually be classed as working hours, whether the worker is required to work 
or not. 

In some circumstances an employer may not require the worker to be at work 
but may put other restrictions on them such as: 

• having to be able to get to work within a certain period of time 



 

 

 

• having to be awake at certain times 
• limits on drinking alcohol. 

The more restrictions that are put on a worker who is on-call, the more likely it 
is that the entirety of the time should be considered as part of their working 
hours. 

50. The Acas website would suggest there is an argument for the voluntary 
discretionary effort that the Superintending ranks provide outside of their working 
day to cover the management of high-risk policing and civil disaster issues to be 
counted as working time.  The PSA is not seeking or pursuing this argument, but 
simply asks that the employer compensate the officer for the disruption caused 
by being on-call. 
 

51. If the Superintending ranks withdrew the discretionary effort of providing the on-
call cover, the only alternative option for the employer (Chief Constables) would 
be to operate a working time-compliant shift arrangement. Based on the current 
level of on-call responsibilities that need to be provided across England, Wales 
and Northern Ireland on a 24-hour basis; the level of specialist skills and 
experience required to operate safely on a rota/cadre; and the current number of 
superintendents, it would not be possible for the service to continue functioning in 
the same way if a shift arrangement were employed. Either the day-to-day 
leadership, management and administration of the service provided by the 
department heads/ senior operational leaders would suffer, or the on-call 
responsibilities would not be fulfilled; the service would need to fund additional 
superintending posts plus training costs, or the on-call responsibilities would need 
to be completed by the NPCC ranks. 

 

 

52. Paragraphs 170-171 provide a brief on Project Cadmium, an initiative the PSA is 
currently running to collect data from our membership to better understand the 
working hours and patterns of the Superintending ranks. The project is also 
collecting data in relation to on-call requirements and working patterns. The pilot 
force has now finished the data collection period and one of the findings shows 
that there is a systematic breach of regulation 10 of the Working Time 
Regulations (the requirement for 11 hours between shifts) created by the on-call 
pattern operated by the Force. It has also exposed that there is no governance or 
welfare monitoring in place to deal with these breaches and the impact they 
cause to the individual. The data collection for all other forces is just over the half 
way point and issue are replicated across the majority of forces. 
  

53. The PSA is often contacted by force Branches because the rotas that are used to 
manage the on-call responsibilities do not have enough trained staff and officers 
are being asked to change their plans at short notice and on rest days to cover 
shortfalls. A common complaint is that where NPCC officers are involved in the 
rotas and are required to fill a slot, often on the day or with minimal notice they 
will not be able to do this, so at short notice another officer from the 
Superintending ranks will be asked to step in to cover the shortfall created. 

 



 

 

 

54. The volume of on-call requirements (e.g. one day a week or one week in every 
four weeks); the intensity of the on-call (e.g. one 15-minute call in a 24-hour 
period or 20 five - minute calls throughout the night), and the impact of being 
called out (e.g. for a five-hour period overnight to a murder scene) are all factors 
for consideration in the disruption caused by on-call.  

 
55. In order to better understand these issues and others linked to working on-call, 

the PSA and SANI helped the NPCC Pay and Reward Team to run a focus group 
with a group of officers from the Superintending ranks. The PSA and SANI have 
not been privy to the final report that sets out the findings from the focus group, 
but feel that the following anonymised e-mail communication from an officer who 
had to cancel attending the event at short notice provides an accurate view of the 
feelings from most superintendents: 

“I am so sorry but have some urgent bits of work for next week so now won’t 
be able to attend. If it helps I have attached some bullet point on how this 
affects me. 
   
·       I perform the role of gold and SFC on call. I am regularly called in the 
evenings and go in on the weekends to then re roster a day. However due to 
workloads often end up working long stints in a row. If I am called at 2am I still 
have my day job the next day and this is not rare especially for SFC purposes. 
·       SFC is managed at all different ranks across different forces from Supt to 
DCC level. 
·       In our force there is a policy that we are called even after an incident has 
concluded between 7am and 10pm, therefore as a mum to 2 kids I have often 
taken calls when having dinner or watching a football match and even whilst 
baking cakes for a school project. The calls always come after 5pm! 
·       In our force we will only have 5 covering this rota from Jan due to leavers 
/ SCC and will therefore be covering 1 set of 4 Mon – Thurs and 1 weekend 
Fri – Sun. In some cases where cover is required we may end up with 7 days 
in a row but this isn’t usually the norm. 
·       On call is very limiting, we can’t go very far in case we are called, even 
for a simple firearms jobs its difficult if you are in the middle of a restaurant. I 
play sport and if training or playing a match I have to have someone 
monitoring my phone so that I run off and take the call. 
·       As stated I have two young children and a husband who is also a police 
officer so often have to swap and change as it causes me huge difficulties if 
he is on night shift. This often results in me volunteering for more on call when 
I can so it so that I have a favour to call on when I really need it. 
·       In my force gold / SFC is pretty much shared equally however TFC and 
silver is not between the Supts as there is no requirement for everyone to do 
it. This results in the same poor old volunteers doing it when others don’t do it 
all. This has always been an issue re responsibilities. 
·       My view is there should absolutely be some level of compensation for on 
call and the recommendation from the Supt association re £50 per day seems 
fair to me as then the imbalance is addressed. 
 
Thanks  
 



 

 

 

XXXXX” 

 
56. The PSA and SANI are aware of, and were provided with the opportunity to 

comment on, the on-call survey of forces completed by the NPCC Pay and 
Reward Team. The PSA were able to comment on the question set used and the 
majority, but not all, of our concerns/comments were addressed. When making 
these comments the PSA also questioned whether sending the survey to the 
Heads of Payroll/HR in each force was the correct place to gather the data from.  
 

57. When the results were shared via the PCF, the PSA expressed real concerns 
over the validity of the results and shared these concerns at the PCF meeting on 
12th December 2018. Prior to this meeting, via correspondence the PSA 
evidenced that the responses received were in places factually incorrect and the 
results produced could not be relied on. This was acknowledged by the NPCC 
Pay and Reward team in the PCF meeting on 12th December who agreed they 
needed a better network through which to undertake surveys. One example of 
where the data was factually incorrect was the response to the survey from South 
Wales Police who had failed to record several on-call rotas that Superintendents 
were undertaking, therefore leading to unreliable results.  

 
58. The NPCC lead for pay and conditions has rejected attempts by PSA and SANI 

via PCF to progress an on-call allowance, based on his view that 
Superintendents are recompensed for being on-call via their salary. This position 
is not evidenced in history and is not supported by regulations. The regulations 
for Superintending working hours make no provision for a Superintendent being 
on-call and the Superintending ranks are protected by the working time directives 
(see paras 89 – 91 of the PSA/SANI 2018 PSA submission).  When 
Superintendents currently undertake on-call functions, this is professional 
discretionary effort. 

 
59. Currently the Metropolitan Police Service website has the following entry under 

the ‘Benefits’ option of the Direct Entry Superintendent section: 

Candidates need to be aware that the operational demands of policing will 
always come before individual needs. Superintendents are expected to join an 
‘on-call’ rota. They must be contactable, often at unsociable hours. Therefore, 
before completing an application, you MUST understand the requirement to 
be available for duty at all times. 

This clearly sets out the force’s expectations of its Superintending ranks, even 
though there is no regulatory basis to enforce these requirements. 
 

60. On the afternoon of 15th January 2019, the NPCC Lead for Pay and Reward 
emailed two reports (35 pages) to the PSA National Secretary and Police 
Federation General Secretary asking for comment by the following day, where 
the report was going to be part of the agenda at Chief Constables’ Council 
(CCC). Unfortunately, due to the short notice the PSA were not able to 
comment/correct the content of the report. These reports contained a section that 
considered on-call payments for the superintendent ranks and contained 

http://www.policesupers.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/PSA-PRRB-Submission-Feb-2017-FINAL.pdf


 

 

 

recommendations for the Chief Constables’ Council to consider/agree. The 
recommendations from Chief Constables’ Council would form the NPCC position 
that would be used to respond to the PRRB request. 
 

61. The following sections are extracted from the PDF report that was created on the 
9th January 2019: 

 

1.1. This paper is the latest in a series of papers presented to Chief 
Constables’ Council (CCC) that updates colleagues on the progress of pay 
reform. On this occasion Chief Constables are asked to consider specific 
issues that will inform the NPCC submission to the Police Remuneration 

Review Body (PRRB), due in by 8th February 2019.  

11.2 ON CALL ALLOWANCES  

11.2.1. The PRRB remit letter contains a requirement to specifically look at on 
call arrangements for superintending ranks, but it was felt appropriate to look 
at on call for all ranks. Regulation 34 of Police Regulations 2003 (Annex U) 
provides for federated officers being paid an allowance of £15 for each day 
that they are on call. This figure has not changed since introduced in 2013. 
Constables and sergeants are remunerated additionally when they are 
required to perform duty whilst on call (and there have been several 
employment tribunals that have challenged the definition of this). Inspectors 
and chief inspectors receive no additional remuneration and are expected to 
manage their hours accordingly. Police staff members are paid £29.17 per 
day (Police Staff Council rates and adopted by most forces).  

11.2.2 A survey was conducted with all forces to understand the on call 
arrangements and to test the appetite for changing the current payment. The 
survey was issued to pay roll managers and reward specialists to coordinate 
views on behalf of their forces. There was only a short window to complete 
the survey but 40 forces responded within the timeframe. Given the 
responses it is likely that they were based on a financial and HR view of on 
call, rather than an operational one, and so some forces will be re-contacted 
to confirm their position. A degree of caution should be exercised around the 
findings until this has been completed.  

3. 11.2.3.  A summary of the findings related to the allowance is as 
follows:  

• There was strong support for on call to be recognised by an allowance 
for federated ranks.  

• The majority of forces make payments in line with Regulations (£15).  

• There was an appetite to review the value of on call and for it to be 
uplifted in line with annual pay awards.  

• There was limited appetite for recognising on call arrangements for 
superintending ranks through an allowance (the preference being to 
recognise in base pay).  



 

 

 

• Senior police staff managers do not receive an on call allowance 
(research suggests that this position is typical in other sectors).  

4. 11.2.4.  In terms of the management of on call, the findings were as 
follows:  

• Forces had a considerable range of the number of rotas in operation 
(from 10 to over 30).  

• Specialist roles tended not to have a rota that supported the on call 
arrangement (e.g. authorising officer, special branch DI, CHIS 
controller).  

• The majority of forces share some on call arrangements across forces.  

• Significant numbers of individuals who are on call, are part of more 
than one rota.  

• Few forces review the impact on the individual of being on call and the 
number of times they are called out.  

• Few forces monitor the amount of disruption to superintending ranks 
whilst being on call.  

11.2.5. Whilst caution must be exercised over the findings, for the reasons 
stated above, they do also suggest that improvements are needed in the way 
that on call arrangements are managed and monitored in forces. It is likely 
that individuals and forces have different understanding of the formal on call 
arrangements (the survey suggests that 47% of superintendents are on call, 
which PSA suspect is higher). Not having an on call payment for 
superintending ranks probably avoids the necessity for forces to actually 
monitor on call arrangements for this group. It is worth noting that police 
superintendents in Scotland now receive the same on call allowance as 
federated officers (to be increased in value for all officers in 2019 to £25.49). 
Research across other sectors indicates a figure of between £20 to £30 per 
period of on call.  

11.2.6. The reported annual cost of on call across England and Wales is 

£6.2m3. Therefore if the value were increased by £5 per duty (for example) 
then this would represent an increase of £2.06m. Alternatively, it would be 
possible to uplift the on call payment for just inspecting ranks to £20 to reflect 
the fact that they do not receive additional remuneration if actually called out.  

11.2.7. In summary, the management and monitoring of on call arrangements 
in forces needs to be improved. It is recommended that, if not already, this 
becomes an item on local wellbeing boards. There is probably a case for 
uplifting the on call allowance. Superintending pay should reflect the fact that 
on call is a core part of their role, rather than as a separate on call allowance.  

11.2.8. RECOMMENDATION: Forces to better manage and monitor the use 
and impact of on call at all levels of the organisations (and across forces).  

11.2.9. RECOMMENDATION: To uplift the on call payment for all federated 
ranks (to £20?) and then to review the value on an annual basis.  



 

 

 

11.2.10. RECOMMENDATION: Superintending ranks will not receive an on 
call allowance but the requirement to be on call will be recognised as part of 
basic pay (possibly overtly included in the P factor adjustment for those 
ranks).  

62. The PSA is concerned with the accuracy, lack of detailed evidence supplied to 
Chief Constables’ Council, the failure to engage with staff associations in a timely 
manner, and the overall recommendation. 
 

63. The paper to the Council states ‘Superintending pay should reflect the fact that 
on call is a core part of their role, rather than as a separate on call allowance’. It 
then makes the following recommendation, which was agreed by Chiefs: 
‘Superintending ranks will not receive an on call allowance but the requirement to 
be on call will be recognised as part of basic pay (possibly overtly included in the 
P factor adjustment for those ranks)’. 

 
 

64. The PSA believe the Council recognises there is a problem and a need to 
remunerate Superintendents for the disruption created to the individual. However, 
dealing with the issue through a long-term and undefined solution is not 
acceptable to the PSA. It is the PSA’s position that the employer could pay an on-
call allowance immediately and if they wished to change the way an officer is 
remunerated in the future via the P factor, then that can be part of the on-going 
negotiations around workforce reform. The PSA believe to take an approach 
where the problem is recognised but not resolved will be totally unacceptable to 
our membership and will damage industrial relations, the commitment of the 
Superintending ranks, and ultimately the service to the public for what in 
monetary terms is a small gesture from the employer that recognises the 
significant contribution from the rank. 
 

65. Therefore, on 24th January 2019 at the PCF meeting the PSA raised the following 
concerns/asked the following questions of the NPCC Lead: 

• That the paper to the Chief Constables’ Council used incorrect data from 
their own sources; is also failed to use the data collected in the ‘NPCC 
Superintending on Call Focus Group’ or the up-to-date PSA data from the 
Pay and Morale Survey; 

• Confirmed with the NPCC lead that the voluntary provision of the on-call 
arrangements by the Superintending ranks was valued and vital; 

• That affordability was not part of the rationale for not recommending the 
payment of an on-call allowance to the Superintending ranks; 

• That the position taken by Chief Constables not to pay Superintendents an 
on-call allowance was based on the ideology that ‘it does not sit well with 
senior ranks’. 
 

66. At the conclusion of the agenda item the NPCC lead agreed to consult Chief 
Constables again. The following communication trail resulted:  

Email from the National Secretary to the NPCC Lead (24/1/19 – post PCF 
meeting) 



 

 

 

Subject: Pay Deal & On-call for Superintendents 
  
Dear Francis, 
  
I appreciate the PCF was a challenging meeting for all parties today. Since 
the discussions began about an on-call allowance for the superintending rank, 
there has been a growing pressure from our members to secure something 
for the significant pressures they find themselves under. It is not just about 
monetary compensation for being on call – this is also about a pressurised 
cadre of the Police Service who deserve to be recognised, valued and 
compensated with an on-call allowance for their excellent contribution. A small 
amount of compensation for the impact voluntary ‘on call’ has on their private 
life – something which is no different to their federated colleagues who are in 
receipt of the allowance. 
  
The Home Secretary has asked the PRRB to review and make 
recommendations on the NPCC proposals for an on-call allowance for the 
superintending ranks. It was therefore extremely disappointing that 
the outcome of Chief’s council was that an on-call allowance should not be 
paid.  The current recommendation that came from the recent Chief’s Council, 
that will form the basis of the NPCC submission, is ambiguous at best, as it 
recognises the issue as a problem that needs to be compensated for, but 
provides no solution for dealing with it. A future potential promise on 
something that is in development stage (P Factor) is not, in my opinion, a 
solution to the issue.  
  
I welcomed your acknowledgement today that the NPCC rationale not to pay 
the on-call allowance to superintending ranks is not based on affordability, but 
is one of ideology – i.e. the NPCC don’t feel it goes with the rank. However, 
after hearing the strength of the PSA argument, I thank you for agreeing to go 
back to the Chief’s to share our concern and establish if the case put to you 
today changes their view. 
  
I attach for you a copy of the latest PSA (Nov 18) Pay and Morale survey data 
in relation to on-call issues that you are free to share with Chiefs. 
  
The PSA would also really welcome the suggestion that you put forward, 
outside of the meeting, to agree to pay the on-call allowance (as per the 
arrangement to the Inspecting ranks) to the superintending ranks up until the 
mechanism has been designed through the workforce reform agenda, to 
incorporate the recompense into base pay. 
  
If you were able to convince Chiefs of this proposal, along with making a 
robust recommendation to continue the targeted/bonus payment proposal 
again, until the changes come into force through the workforce reform 
program, the PSA would be willing to edit our extensive PRRB report to 
support these two NPCC suggestions, so we are presenting a joint and 
agreed position to the PRRB. 
  



 

 

 

Before your retirement, I would welcome the opportunity to present a 
cohesive, joined up submission to PRRB, supporting each other’s claims and 
positions. 
  
I also believe that if we could agree these positions, I could gain the support 
of the PSA to back a bespoke 3 year pay deal that best manages our annual 
allowance issues. 
  
Recognising the tight timescales, we are both under and the pressures to 
deliver, I look forward to your response. 
  
Kind regards 
  
Dan 
  
Chief Superintendent Dan Murphy, BA(Hons), MSc. 

 

Email From NPCC Pay Lead to all Chief Constables (25/1/19) 

Subject: On Call Payment for Superintendents 

  
FOR THE ATTENTION OF ALL CHIEF CONSTABLES AND 
COMMISSIONERS – response by 31.1.19 please 
  
Dear Colleague, 
  
I am really sorry to be contacting you again about another pay and conditions 
issue so soon after my last e-mail seeking feedback about the 3 year pay, but 
I felt that it was important to update you on recent meetings and seek your 
view on one issue.  
  
Since CCC there have been a couple of meetings with staff associations (JCC 
and the Police Consultative Forum). It is fair to say that these have been quite 
challenging – particularly in respect of the Superintendents’ Association. In 
recent months they have raised (and we have then discussed at CCC) several 
concerns – for example use of targeted bonus payments to address growth in 
workload and responsibility (limited uptake), loss of rest days in lieu and on 
call. The issue that the Secretary of PSA feels most exercised about is the 
last of these – hence my e-mail. He feels that I have not fairly represented the 
amount of on call that is being done, the impact that it is having and the 
strength of feeling amongst members. I therefore promised to contact all 
chiefs to share his concerns and give you the opportunity to reconsider the 
position that we took at CCC (a principle that Superintendents should not be 
compensated for on call through an allowance but rather recognised through 
pay). I have posed some options and questions at the bottom of this e-mail 
but also want to share the PSA position: 
  



 

 

 

View from PSA (extract from the PSA annual survey attached for info): 
  
“Since the discussions began about an on-call allowance for the 
superintending rank, there has been a growing pressure from our members to 
secure something for the significant pressures they find themselves under. It 
is not just about monetary compensation for being on call – this is also about 
a pressurised cadre of the Police Service who deserve to be recognised, 
valued and compensated with an on-call allowance for their excellent 
contribution. A small amount of compensation for the impact voluntary ‘on call’ 
has on their private life – something which is no different to their federated 
colleagues who are in receipt of the allowance. 
  
The Home Secretary has asked the PRRB to review and make 
recommendations on the NPCC proposals for an on-call allowance for the 
superintending ranks. It was therefore extremely disappointing that the 
outcome of Chief’s council was that an on-call allowance should not be 
paid.  The current recommendation that came from the recent Chief’s Council, 
that will form the basis of the NPCC submission, is ambiguous at best, as it 
recognises the issue as a problem that needs to be compensated for, but 
provides no solution for dealing with it. A future potential promise on 
something that is in development stage (P Factor) is not, in my opinion, a 
solution to the issue.” 
  
Options and questions 
  
You will remember that the position agreed at CCC was that we would not 
support an on call allowance but would expect this to be included in pay – as 
above the PSA claim that pay is below the benchmark therefore not the case 
at the moment. Whilst I do think our principle is the correct one in the long 
term, the question is whether we feel that there is sufficient evidence and 
strength of feeling to support a temporary payment until the benchmarking is 
complete. The PSA nationally is very passionate about this issue and you will 
better know the position locally. 
  
Can I please ask that you indicate which option you prefer: 
  

1. Maintain the position reached at CCC to not pay an on call payment to 
superintendents for on call. 

2. Extend the existing on call arrangements for federated ranks to 
superintending ranks (we have already recommended that this will be 
increased to £20) [if on call for one week every four = £1820] 

3. Recommend that all forces pay a single flat rate (bonus payment) in 
recognition of on call requirements (e.g. £1000 or £1500) 

  
I would recommend that both options 2 and 3 would be time limited (until 
benchmarking / p factor implemented). Points to consider – senior police staff, 
fairness, recognition of burden on superintendents, bureaucracy. Option 2 
recognises how much each individual does, option 3 is simpler to administer. 
  



 

 

 

Can I please ask for any responses by close of play next Wednesday 
(31st January). I do apologise again for asking a further question but am 
grateful for your views. 
  
Many thanks 
  
Francis 
  
  
Email from National Secretary to NPCC Pay Lead (31/1/19) 
Subject: Superintendents On-Call Allowance 
 
Dear Francis, 
  
I have set aside time this weekend to edit the PSA PRRB submission in line 
with our recent discussions/emails. I am therefore enquiring to establish what 
the final NPCC position will be regarding the following two topics: 
  
On Call Allowance for the Superintending Ranks 
  
Now that the deadline is passed for the Chief’s to respond to your recent 
consultation, would you be able to inform me what the NPCC will be 
recommending in relation to an on-call payment for the Superintending ranks 
in this year’s NPCC submission to the PRRB? 
  
Bonus Payments 
  
At the PCF on the 24/1 you explained that Chiefs had approved the following 
recommendation at the January Chief’s Council: 
  

6.12. RECOMMENDATION: Subject to feedback around use of the interim 
targeted bonus payment scheme (to be provided at CCC) to recommend the 
extension of the scheme on a permanent basis as a means of recognising 
additional skills.  

  
Please can you confirm if the NPCC will be formally recommending the above 
recommendation in this year’s PRRB submission? 
  
Kind regards 
  
Dan 
  
Chief Superintendent Dan Murphy, BA(Hons), MSc. 
 
Email Chain from the 1st February 
 
From: Habgood Francis <Francis.Habgood@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk> 
Date: Friday, 1 February 2019 at 08:06 

mailto:Francis.Habgood@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk


 

 

 

To: Daniel Murphy <dan.murphy@policesupers.com> 
Subject: RE: Superintendents on-call 
  
Hi Dan 
  
Responses came in slowly so I will let you know before lunch what the view is 
(there is no consensus by the way). 
  
In terms of the other matter I did mention at PCF that this recommendation 
was changed so that it read that the targeted bonus payment scheme would 
be built into the proposals for the variable element for the future, rather than 
agreeing now that it is permanent. Hope that makes sense! 
  
Will get back to you later today. 
  
Regards 
  
Francis 
 
From: Daniel Murphy [mailto:dan.murphy@policesupers.com]  
Sent: 01 February 2019 09:25 
To: Habgood Francis <Francis.Habgood@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk> 
Subject: Re: Superintendents on-call 
  
Francis, 
  
Thanks – being honest it doesn’t make complete sense! 
  
Would you be able to provide the specific wording of what is going to be 
included as a recommendation in NPCC PRRB report as I would not want to 
misrepresent the NPCC position. 
  
Thanks 
  
Dan 
 
From: Habgood Francis <Francis.Habgood@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk> 
Date: Friday, 1 February 2019 at 12:02 
To: Daniel Murphy <dan.murphy@policesupers.com> 
Subject: RE: Superintendents on-call 
 
Dan 
  
Not yet on recommendation – we will basically be saying that the targeted 
bonus payment scheme will be included as one of the strands of recognising 
variable pay as part of pay reform. 
  
In terms of on call I don’t have all forces yet but at the moment the majority 
are sticking with the principle of not making a specific payment. However, 
there are sufficient numbers to highlight that there is no consensus and some 

mailto:dan.murphy@policesupers.com
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support for recognising on call on an interim basis until the benchmarking 
findings take effect. I think that at least leaves the door open for you (and I will 
expand on this as far as I can in oral evidence). 
  
Finally I now have the AA calculations for a 3 year deal and I will be 
highlighting the impact on senior leaders. I will probably suggest that, if PRRB 
do recommend a 3 year deal (and CCs are split on this as well so it is by no 
means certain) then they should consider a different offer for federated ranks 
compared to Superintending and chief officer ranks (e.g. half consolidated 
and half non-consolidated in year 1 and then consolidated in year 2). I 
presume that you would agree with that conclusion from the figures (accepting 
that there will still be some individuals who would prefer all frontloaded – but 
probably a minority). 
  
Regards 
  
Francis 

  

67. With less than a week to the submission of the PRRB submission the PSA is still 
unclear on the NPCC position or the rationale for the position they are taking.  

 

 

London Weighting/London Allowance & South East allowance 
 
68. The PRRB Secretariat on behalf of the PRRB Board has requested an update on 

its comments in paragraphs 4.41 & 4.52 of the 2018 report to the Home 
Secretary, which read: 
 
Our comment and recommendation  
4.41 In our previous reports, we have recommended uplifts to Dog Handlers’ 
Allowance and London Weighting in line with our recommended uplift to the basic 
pay award. We consider that those who would argue the opposite case should 
set out the arguments and evidence to support their position. We have received 
no evidence to suggest we should depart from the position we have taken 
previously. Therefore we recommend that both London Weighting and Dog 
Handlers’ Allowance should be uplifted by 2%.  
 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 6 

That the PRRB recommend to the Home Secretary that the 
Superintending ranks receive a payment of at least £29.17 for any 24-
hour on-call period performed and that this should be back dated until 
April 2018. We also request that there is no provision for Chief Officer 
discretion to be included in any facilitating regulation or determination, 
and that there is an in-built mechanism used to regularly uprate the 
allowance. 

 
 



 

 

 

Our comment  

4.52  The MPS have identified a problem that they are facing and have presented 
us with a solution at the same time. We are sympathetic to the case that the MPS 
has made; however, we would require more evidence that the proposed change 
would be effective.  

69. In relation to the methodology applied by the PRRB to increase Dog Handlers’ 
Allowance and London Weighting in line with the PRRB’s recommended uplift to 
the basic pay award, the PSA supports this approach but would go further and 
suggests that it should be linked to the rate of inflation. These allowances are to 
recognise the additional costs incurred by dog handlers and officers working in 
London. 
 

70. The PSA also requests that the South East allowance is uplifted in the same way 
as the London Weighting by the PRRB. The rationale for this request is identical 
to that applied by the PRRB to the London Weighting allowance. The history of 
London Weighting is that it was introduced in 1949 by the Oaksey Committee on 
police conditions of service to compensate police officers for the higher cost of 
living in London. Likewise, when the housing allowance for police officers was 
abolished it was recognised that there was a higher cost of living in the South 
East of England, so to recompense for this additional cost the forces around the 
MPS where the officers were not receiving London Weighting and London 
allowances were awarded the South East allowance (in two bandings). This 
would also serve to prevent the large-scale transfers that the additional income 
from the MPS was creating at the time. 
 

71. This position appears to be ‘circular’ as the MPS has requested in its previous 
submission to the 2018 PRRB that it would wish to increase London allowance 2 
by as much as 33% to reduce the level of transferees out. The PRRB commented 
favourably on this but requested more evidence. However, in contrast the MPS 
proposal is not supported by the NPCC who fear it has the potential to destabilise 
the police market between the MPS and the surrounding forces.  

 
72. This situation can only be described as a less than satisfactory, and is not 

becoming any clearer. Last year’s PRRB report at paragraph 4.39 states: 
 

‘the Home Office stated that a national review of location-based payments 
was underway, led by the MPS, and that the Home Office felt unable, until the 
review had been concluded, to provide a view on whether London Weighting 
should be linked to annual increases in pay’. 
 

The PSA has seen no information and has not been consulted in any way on any 
review of location-based payments.  
 

73. The following evidence from the PSA and SANI 2018 Pay & Morale Survey 
(completed between October and December 2018) also fully supports the 
dissatisfaction the Superintending ranks have in relation to the application of the 
South East Allowance: 



 

 

 

Respondents were asked about their satisfaction with the specific allowances 
they received. A majority of respondents who received a Northern Ireland 
Transitional Allowance said that they were satisfied with the amount of this 
allowance (57%); as were a majority of respondents in receipt of Central 
Services Allowance (54%). However, 71% of respondents in receipt of London 
or South East Allowance said that they were dissatisfied with the amount of this 
allowance, an increase of two percentage points since 2017. 

 
74. The issue of including Chief Officer discretion in drafting of regulations that 

manage allowances is clearly borne out again in this scenario. It is extremely 
disappointing for the workforce as another year has passed and the national pay 
machinery has again failed to resolve the issues. 

 

Recommendation 3 (PRRB 2017): bonus/targeted payments 

 
75. The PRRB secretariat on behalf of the PRRB Board has requested an update on 

its comments in paragraphs 3.16 & 4.62 of its 2018 report to the Home Secretary, 
which read: 

3.16  Whilst the HMICFRS reports present a broadly positive picture, 
demonstrating that police forces are being increasingly efficient in light of 
reducing numbers, HMICFRS also highlighted some areas of concern. We 
were particularly concerned regarding the shortage of investigators across 
England and Wales, which will limit forces’ ability to respond to increasing 
demand in this area. We continue to believe that implementing the 
recommendation17 we made last year, which we note has not yet been done, 
might be able to assist.  

4.62 This year, we were asked to provide our view on the NPCC proposal 
relating to hard to fill posts which had been developed since our previous 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 7 
 
That the Home Secretary requests that the reformed/reviewed PCF 
mechanism undertakes a review of allowances with the following 
parameters: 

 

• remove the discretionary payment ability attached to the 
application of the South East allowance, to bring it in line with the 
London allowances  

• the levels of each allowance should be uplifted and synchronised 
to prevent any concerns in relation to market destabilisation 

• an automatic mechanism is put in place to uprate the allowances 
in line with the cost of living either following the CPI or RPI to 
prevent the situation occurring again. 

 
 

 



 

 

 

report. However, as no proposal has been presented to us, we are unable to 
provide any further views. However, we note that this flexibility was requested 
of us to address operational needs in 2017/18, and that the NPCC evidence is 
clear that these shortages in specific roles continue to remain in many police 
forces, and we assume that they continue to create an operational issue for 
those police forces. We also note that a proposal to develop these payments 
for superintending ranks has not been implemented either. These matters 
must be addressed with more urgency and a proposal that police forces can 
implement should be developed and agreed with more pace. 

 
76. Paragraphs 82 - 86 of the PSA’s 2018 PRRB submission set out the situation and 

concerns of the PSA in relation to the bonus/targeted payments as of February 
2018.  
 

77. The following ‘Special E-News’ is a communication sent to the PSA membership 
on the 24th September 2018 that provides an update on the progress of 
recommendation 3: 

 

SPECIAL E-NEWS 
Police Superintendents’ Association of England & Wales 
   
Special E-Bulletin:  September 2018 update on PRRB Recommendation 
3 - Bonus Payments 
  
In the Police Consultative Forum meeting on the 22nd January 2018 CC 
Habgood informed the National Secretary that he did not support backdating 
of bonus payments to September 2017. 
  
On 5th February 2018 the National Secretary provided the PSA’s submission 
to the PRRB. This contained a section on targeted/bonus payments, which 
contained the 16th January 2018 E-News update in order to ensure the PRRB 
were fully briefed on the chronology of events. The National Secretary also 
asked the PRRB to specifically comment on whether once the bonus 
payments were agreed, claims could be back dated to September 2017. 
  
On the 9th February 2018 the PSA’s written submission was published on the 
public facing government website. 
  
On the 26th February 2018 as part of the PRRB process, jointly with the Police 
Federation the PSA wrote a written submission commenting on the other 
contributors’ submissions to the PRRB. 
  
On the 28th February 2018 the NPCC & APCC as part of the Police 
Consultative Forum set up a further technical working group to progress the 
PRRB’s recommendation 3 – bonus/targeted payments, which was 
announced by the then Home Secretary on the 12th September 2017. 
  
On the 7th March 2018 the National Secretary gave verbal evidence to the 
PRRB setting out the chronology and the concerns in relation to the progress 

http://www.policesupers.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/PSA-PRRB-Submission-Feb-2017-FINAL.pdf


 

 

 

made to date and the process to deliver an outcome in relation to 
recommendation 3. The National Secretary requested permission to listen to 
the verbal evidence sessions of the other contributors/stakeholders to the 
PRRB process, but permission was declined. 
  
Between March and August 2018 the NPCC designed and consulted with all 
stakeholders on the proposal for changing regulations to allow for a 
bonus/targeted payment to be made. 
  
Eleven months on from when recommendation 3 was published, on the 
24th July 2018 the PRRB published their 2018 report and in relation to the 
recommendation 3, they commented as follows: 
  

4.62  This year, we were asked to provide our view on the NPCC proposal 
relating to hard to fill posts which had been developed since our previous 
report. However, as no proposal has been presented to us, we are unable 
to provide any further views. However, we 
note that this flexibility was requested of us to address operational needs 
in 2017/18, and that the NPCC evidence is clear that these shortages in 
specific roles continue to remain in many police forces, and we assume 
that they continue to create an operational issue for those police forces. 
We also note that a proposal to develop these payments for 
superintending ranks has not been implemented either. These matters 
must be addressed with more urgency and a proposal that police forces 
can implement should be developed and agreed with more pace.  

4.63 Last year, our recommendation was that these payments for hard to 
fill roles and superintending ranks should be time limited to coincide with 
the conclusion of workforce and pay reform in 2020. Given our comments 
through this report about the limited progress on this work, it seems to us 
questionable whether the 2020 end date can still be achieved. If sufficient 
progress is not achieved regarding workforce and pay reforms by the time 
we come to work on the 2019/20 pay round, we would wish to look at the 
proposal again, and consider whether it remains a sensible approach. 

On the 17th August CC Habgood wrote to the Police Minister including a 
proposal and commenting as follows in the letter: 
 
In the PRRB report published in 2017 a recommendation proposed time 
limited change to the bonus payments scheme. This proposal has taken some 
time to reach agreement on – both with all forces and then with staff 
associations. I am pleased to say that the attached version has now been 
agreed by all stakeholders in the Police Consultative Forum and I ask that 
appropriate determinations be written as soon as possible. 
 
The proposal is dated 8th August 2018 and a copy is attached. 
  
On the 4th September 2018 the National Officers met with the Home 
Secretary. During this meeting the National Secretary raised the PSA’s 



 

 

 

concerns over the length of time it had taken to deliver a proposal for the 
targeted/bonus payments and that the membership will consider it to be a 
‘procedural injustice’ if the membership were denied back dated claims for the 
bonus payments, which were supposed to be in place for September 2017. 
  
At the PSA conference on the 11th September 2018 the Home Secretary 
commented on the targeted/bonus payments as follows: 
  

‘Thirdly, you need to feel like you’re being rewarded for the work that you do. 

I know that some of you feel like the roles that you currently have, have 

morphed over time and that the job you now do doesn’t resemble the job you 

originally signed up to do many years ago.  

Perhaps the area you cover has got larger, or the number of people you 

manage has gone up? 

Maybe what you’re being asked to deal with an issue that is particularly 

challenging without getting all those resources and the support you need? 

The National Police Chiefs Council has submitted proposals which would 

allow Chief Constables to give a discretionary bonus payment of up to £4,000 

a year for officers who take on those hard to fill roles and superintendents with 

especially challenging roles.   

And today I can announce that I offer my full support to these proposals and 

that I intend to legislate so these bonuses can be given out. 

I can also confirm that Chief Constables will be able to authorise these 

payments to be backdated to the 1st September 2017.’ 

Also on the 11th September immediately after the Home Secretary’s speech 

CC Habgood wrote to all Chief Constables stating the following and attaching 

a copy of the proposal: 

‘The Minister of State for Policing and the Fire Service, Nick Hurd, has just 
written to me to confirm that he is happy for the Home Office to finalise the 
proposals for targeted, time limited bonus payments that were recommended 
by the Police Remuneration Review Body. The relevant determinations will 
now be produced and consulted upon, however this should be a relatively 



 

 

 

straight forward process given the agreement already reached with Staff 
Associations.  
 
The Home Secretary has, unusually, decided to backdate the introduction of 
the bonus payments to 01/09/2017. On your behalf I did raise concerns about 
this given the very practical issues of even considering payments dating back 
over 12 months, the potential financial implications for forces and the raising 
of expectations for Officers. It is, of course, up to Chief Constables to decide 
when they want to introduce bonus payments as a flexible, discretionary and 
local payment.  
 
I attach the proposal that has been signed off by the Minister so that forces 
can consider how they might want to introduce the payments in advance of 
the legislation being finalised.’ 
 
The National Secretary has since the 11th September been in contact with the 
Home office officials who have secured the necessary legislative support and 
stated: 
‘We are hoping to get the amended determinations out for consultation in mid-
October, with a final signed version before Christmas. The determinations will 
state that the bonus payment takes effect on 1 September 2017 through to 30 
September 2020.’ 
 
During the writing of the determinations and the consultation process 
there is the possibility the wording could change, so please treat the 
proposal attached as a draft (CC Habgood has already sent it to your 
Chiefs). 
 
To ensure fairness, equality, assist with any back dated claims and 
reduce any appeals the PSA has designed an application form that 
officers can use to apply for a targeted/bonus payment. As soon as the 
determinations are written the PSA will be publishing the application 
form and guidance and would strongly recommend that all 
superintendents use this application form to apply for a targeted/bonus 
payment. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Dan Murphy 
 
(proposal attached) 
 
Chief Superintendent Dan Murphy, BA(Hons), MSc. 
   
National Secretary Police Superintendents' Association (PSA)  

 
 
78. On 1st November the PSA received a copy of the official consultation on the draft 

determination created as a result of Chief Constable Habgood writing to the 



 

 

 

Minister on 8th August, and also attaching the proposal that had been agreed 
through the PCF mechanism (See Appendix 3 for a copy of the letter and the 
PCF proposal for a bonus/targeted payment arrangement).  
 

79. The PSA had immediate concerns on reading the consultation document, as the 
determination had changed from the agreed proposal submitted by the PCF via 
CC Habgood to the Home Office. The word ‘exceptionally’ had been included 
within the text, which significantly reduced the policy intent and scope of the 
proposal. As a result, the PSA wrote to the Home Office and Chief Constable 
Habgood on 5th November as follows: 

 
Subject: Targeted Payment Proposal 
  
Dear XXXXX, 
  
I am currently reviewing the consultation document sent out by XXXX XXXX 
on the 1st November (attached) and I have noticed that the word 
‘exceptionally’ has been inserted in paragraph 5 & 6 of the consultation 
document. 
  
The consultation document was based on the proposal (attached) that was 
agreed by all parties at the Police Consultative Forum (PCF) on the 1st August 
2018 (this document did not include the term ‘exceptionally’). The agreed 
proposal document was sent to the Policing Minister as an attachment to a 
letter from Francis on the 8th August, where he requested that determinations 
are written (letter also attached). 
  
The PSA are concerned that the inclusion of the word ‘exceptionally’ 
significantly changes the intent of the agreed proposal. 
  
The PSA are also concerned that this change has occurred after agreement 
at the PCF and asks how and why the word ‘exceptionally’ has been included 
in the draft determination? 
  
Can you please respond before the 19th November at the latest as we wish to 
raise this issue when we meet with the Minister on 21st November. 
  
Kind regards 
  
Dan 
  
Chief Superintendent Dan Murphy, BA(Hons), MSc. 

 
80. As a result of this letter the Home Office officials undertook to remove the word 

‘exceptionally’. It was the only change made to the determination. 
 

81. On 19 November 2018 the PSA responded to the consultation with the following 
letter: 



 

 

 

 

Home Office  
2 Marsham Street 
London 
SW1P 4DF 
 
Dear XXXX 
 
Consultation Response: Targeted Payments 
  
Thank you for providing the ability to be able to comment on the draft 
determinations on the targeted payments/bonus proposals. Also, well done 
and thank you for turning this around so quickly. 
  
The PSA has been engaged through the Police Consultative Forum (PCF) by 
the NPCC/APCC as the proposals have been developed. The PCF has jointly 
agreed for the proposal to be sent to the Minister, so they can be included in 
Annex U by way of determination. However, as the PSA does not have any 
negotiating rights in relation to the creation or the alteration of regulations, we 
have only therefore been able to raise our concerns and hope they are 
listened to and subsequently lead to the necessary/appropriate amendments. 
During the engagement process we have raised the following points with the 
employer, which are still to be resolved: 
  

• The use of and level of decision making discretion that Chief 
Constables have been granted by the proposal 
The PSA believe the degree of discretion provided to Chief Constables 
is disproportionate and will create unfairness and inequality as there 
is no maturity within police pay mechanisms to apply these payments 
fairly. The employer has not responded to our concerns and has written 
the draft proposal, so they have complete discretion to decide on 
whether they have a policy, as to who gets any payment and how 
much they receive. 
 

• The need for the payments to be backdated 
The PSA believe this time bound targeted payment proposal should be 
available to officers for the period set out by the PRRB. The employer 
does not believe the payments should be back dated. The Home 
Secretary overruled the employer in a public statement. However, 
within hours of the public statement, the NPCC lead for pay issues 
wrote to all Chief Constables setting out the NPCC position that any 
payments or engagement in the policy is completely at Chief 
Constables’ discretion, effectively undermining the Home Secretary’s 
announcement. 
 

• The fact that the implementation of the determination should be 
by way of a national application process. 
Due to the inequalities and unfairness that are likely to be created by 
the different decision-making processes of the 43+ Chief Constables 
across the country, the PSA sought to create a national application 



 

 

 

form so that all those who meet the criteria and wish to apply, could 
use it to apply to their Chief Constable. This could then also be used 
for back dated payments. The NPCC Lead for Pay & Reward initially 
agreed to this position, but changed their position setting out that they 
would prefer for Chief Constables to consult with their local 
Superintendents’ Association Branch Chair and Secretary on their 
views and with this information the Chief Constable could then make 
their decision on who would receive a payment. The PSA do not 
believe this position is appropriate for a number of reasons: 
  
-    All the decisions are for the Chief Constables (it’s at their 

discretion), so what is suggested may not be agreed. 
-    Those proposing would be in the process and could be seen as 

having a conflict of interest. 
-     If the suggestion from a Branch is in conflict to their Chief 

Constable, there is no mechanism within the regulation/guidance 
that sets out how it should be resolved. 

-    The Branch Chairs/Secretary’s comments/recommendations could 
be cited by the Chief Constable in any appeal brought by the 
Association against the Chief Constable, which would be divisive 
and unacceptable to the constitution of the Association. 

  
The points have been raised because we have concerns that these issues will 
undermine the intent of the regulation change. I shall explain further: 
   
The current drafting states at paragraph 5 “A Chief Officer or seconding 
body, may award a payment to an officer of superintending rank of up to 
£4000 per annum in circumstances where the role is deemed to be 
(exceptionally – removed) demanding”. 
  
** The current consultation document is drafted as above. However, after 
early contact with the Home Office/Employer it has been agreed that any 
reference to ‘exceptionally’ will be removed from the regulation and 
guidance. Therefore, from this point onwards this response to consultation will 
remove any reference to ‘exceptionally’. 
  
Returning to paragraph 5, the sentence provides a Chief Constable or 
seconding body with four decisions: 
  

• They must decide on whether they are going to implement the policy or 
not? 

• They must decide on whether the role is demanding? 
• They must decide on whether they are going to pay an award? 
• They must decide on the amount they will pay if they decide on paying 

an award? 
  
Once the decision to use the policy is made, the fact that there is a criteria 
that has to be met to justify a demanding role reduces the level of subjectivity. 
However, once the decision is made that the role is demanding the Chief 
Constable or seconding body then have to make two decisions, which have 



 

 

 

the real potential to lead to bias in the decision-making process and a number 
of inequalities linked to various protected characteristics. If members of the 
superintending ranks do not believe these decisions have been made fairly 
then the likely outcome will be appeals and legal proceedings. 
  
The feedback the PSA is currently receiving from Branch Chairs and 
Secretaries is that numerous Chief Constables do not want to pay any 
targeted payments or will be severely restricting the amount and level of 
payment. This does not seem in keeping with the policy intent and if you 
return to the PRRB comments in its 2017 report it sets out a summary of the 
evidence it received, comments on the evidence and provides a 
recommendation for how to proceed. The following is an extract: 
  
Hard to Fill roles and superintending ranks 
  
3.42 The Home Office asked us to consider evidence and proposals 
(presented by chief officers) to give more flexibility to address specific, 
evidenced, short term recruitment and retention pressures within an average 
uplift of 1% in line with the Government’s public sector pay policy. It said that 
proposals should take into account our previous advice (including non-pay 
options), be mindful of future pay reform, support improved workforce 
planning in forces, be strictly time-limited and be capped to ensure 
affordability. Clear and detailed proposals would need to be proportionate, fair 
and transparent, and have standard objective criteria. The Home Office added 
that, although there was anecdotal evidence about recruitment and retention 
issues for some specialist areas, it had yet to see robust evidence about the 
extent or nature of the problem at a national or local level. 
  
3.43  The NPCC sought flexibility for chief officers to award short term 
payments using the current bonus payment framework to roles experiencing 
specific recruitment and retention issues. The NPCC said that there were 
some examples of where the current Regulations were being stretched to 
address local issues e.g. detectives in training. The NPCC sought to agree 
clearer guidance including a more certain mechanism and wording so that 
chief officers might use this without challenge in terms of amount or regularity 
of payment. It proposed new categories within the bonus payment Regulation 
to provide a short term measure that would either be incorporated or fall away 
subject to future changes in the reward framework. The NPCC acknowledged 
that any change to the bonus payment Regulation should be agreed between 
all parties under a set of guidelines and that any budgetary provision would 
need to be agreed by the PCC.  
  
3.44  The NPCC cited data from police forces which indicated that nearly half 
of all forces reported an issue recruiting detectives and 21 of 29 responding 
forces had more than one recruitment issue. Further analysis of responses 
from the 29 police forces indicated that 19 had difficulty filling detective roles, 
13 had difficulty filling firearms officer roles, 12 had difficulty with custody 
roles, 5 with public protection officers, and 5 with safeguarding roles. Forces 
provided information on the overall reasons for vacancies and action they had 
taken as a result or wished to see at a national level (see Chapter 2). In 



 

 

 

addition, the NPCC summarised forces’ concerns on recruitment and 
retention for identified posts which included the nature of the role, the level of 
retirements, career pathways and developments, remuneration levels, 
specialist remuneration, and competition in London and the South East. 
  
3.45  The NPCC considered that extending the bonus payment Regulation 
might also be beneficial for superintending ranks as the PSAEW had identified 
a significant increase in individuals’ responsibilities and workload. Care was 
needed not to re-introduce allowances removed under the Winsor Review, but 
greater flexibility for chief officers would allow them to consider further 
remuneration. 
  
3.46  The MPS also commented that some roles were proving harder to fill 
without additional reward. Monetary reward was not the only lever available 
but having no reward options remained problematic, particularly as the 
operational structure became flatter with decreased opportunity for rank 
progression. The MPS supported a short term, time-limited, financial 
incentive, initially by widening the bonus payment Regulation, which could 
lead to the development of better evidence to support longer term options. 
The MPS specifically cited its deepening concerns with detective resourcing 
levels where a number of measures had been taken including the use of ex-
officers in police staff roles, the conversion of special constables into trained 
detectives and other initiatives to address location, personal liability risk and 
career progression. The MPS considered that a short term financial incentive 
could allow these longer term measures to take effect. As unconditional 
support from all stakeholders was unlikely, the MPS proposed trials with 
evidence to support or challenge longer term commitments.  
  
3.47  The APCC said that the NPCC was best placed to bring forward 
evidence on recruitment and retention pressures and any short term, targeted 
measures to address them. 
  
3.48  The staff associations pointed to the need for appropriate discussion 
of the case for targeting and the use of short term payments at an appropriate 
national forum (the PCF). These should consider context and strategy, detail 
of implementation, expected impacts and data and evidence. The 
associations felt that discussions should be given time to work through rather 
than allowing chief officers to pay at their discretion. The staff associations 
noted that the NPCC might raise the use of short term payments for certain 
skills groups (possibly firearms specialists and detectives). They added that 
there had been no discussion on the likely size of payments, funding, 
consolidation, equality considerations and how they might meet the NPCC’s 
aims. The associations were keen to ensure officers were rewarded 
appropriately but, in the absence of data, urged the utmost caution in 
targeting using short term payments. 
  
3.49  The PSAEW continued to question whether a remuneration mechanism 
for superintending ranks determined only by rank and length of time served 
remained fit for purpose. The PSAEW cited its own membership figures 
showing a reduction of 25% since 2010, but said there had been no 



 

 

 

corresponding reduction in either the workload or expectations made of those 
that remained. There had been changes to the roles and responsibilities of the 
superintending ranks with pan-force, collaborative, regional and national roles 
having been introduced, and strategic force alliances created. The PSAEW 
also indicated that the two forces removing the rank of chief superintendent 
without any redefinition of roles had artificially suppressed salary levels and 
also pointed to plans to merge MPS Borough Commands. Structural changes, 
coupled with more legislative responsibilities, enhanced scrutiny and 
accountability, and changes in governance arrangements, had resulted in 
greater spans of command, increases in the responsibilities and levels of risk 
carried by the superintending ranks, and increased the requirement to be on-
call outside core duty. There had also been further devolvement of 
responsibilities from chief officers. The PSAEW added that increasing spans 
of command had blurred the relationships within superintending ranks and 
between chief superintendent and assistant chief constable/commander. 
  
3.50  The PSAEW commented that the changes in superintending roles and 
responsibilities were universally recognised but there was no mechanism to 
provide additional remuneration. It provided examples of much greater 
flexibility for chief officers to regrade or uplift salaries for senior police staff. 
The PSAEW expected the NPCC would seek to address this unfairness 
through the development of a new reward framework although it did not 
consider it acceptable to wait for completion of work currently in progress. As 
an interim measure, the PSAEW proposed chief officers were provided with 
the flexibility to make bonus payments equivalent of up to 10% of basic salary 
in any twelve month period with the principles developed and agreed within 
the PCF. It added that such bonus payments should be dealt with separately 
from the 2017/18 pay award. 
  
Our comment and recommendation  
  
3.51  We consider that the information presented by the NPCC from police 
forces, supported by the views expressed on our visits and the HMIC 2016 
PEEL Police Effectiveness Report (specifically for detectives), provides an 
evidence base that hard to fill roles exist across the police service. The 
evidence confirms a clear operational need to take action now. There are 
consistent views from forces on shortages among detectives, firearms officers 
and other roles that impact on the delivery of these functions and the service 
to the public. However, the evidence also suggests that there are likely to be 
variations in the extent and impact from force to force suggesting that a local, 
flexible response is required rather than a one-size fits all solution at national 
level.  
  
3.52  We have acknowledged in our previous reports that, in principle, there is 
scope for a national pay framework supported by greater local flexibility and 
that the police officer pay structure could benefit from greater flexibility to 
make additional payments to recognise unique, local circumstances. We 
conclude that hard to fill roles are a strong example of how this approach 
could be developed. In doing so we have commented on the need for police 
forces to identify the reasons for officer shortages, including overall supply 



 

 

 

problems, ineffective career pathways and the particular nature or 
circumstances of the role, and the range of levers to alleviate the shortages. 
We continue to expect assessments of these factors as part of any 
consideration of pay solutions.  
  
3.53  We also conclude from the PSAEW and NPCC evidence, and 
corroborated by views on our visits, that there is a consistent case to 
differentiate reward at targeted superintending roles. Workforce reductions 
and force reconfigurations have led to additional workload, greater 
responsibility and complexity, wider spans of command, higher levels of risk, 
increased accountability and further on-call commitments. The nature of the 
differences between posts should be determined according to robust 
information at local level and, in the longer term, the reward framework would 
require some form of job evaluation to distinguish between roles for 
superintending ranks. We do not consider, as an interim, that additional 
payments should be expressed as a percentage of pay but rather linked to the 
value of the additional responsibilities at local force level. 
  
3.54  Based on the evidence, we are therefore supportive of a targeted pay 
mechanism which allows individual chief officers to decide, supported by 
national guidance, whether there are local hard to fill posts or superintending 
ranks where additional payments are the required solution to support 
recruitment and retention. We consider that local assessments of affordability 
should be a key driver. The evidence as presented does not enable us to 
estimate overall costs and we do not consider that these interim payments 
should fall within the limits of the Government’s pay policy. As this would be 
an interim measure, these payments should not be pensionable. 
  
3.55  We conclude that it is for the NPCC to design, develop and implement 
an effective solution that is fit for purpose within police forces. While the 
NPCC should lead this development it should be done in consultation with the 
staff associations and other parties through the PCF. We expect that any 
agreed arrangements would include detailed guidance for chief officers on: 
 

The approach, purpose and criteria for additional payments; 
The values attached to additional payments (or possibly the maxima); 
The evidence base to support local decisions including recruitment and 
retention factors and an assessment of local affordability; 
Any nationally identified hard to fill roles (e.g. detectives) that might 
require national criteria; 
Arrangements for equality impact assessments; 
Appropriate local and national review mechanisms; and 
Any lessons learned from previous police payments and similar 
approaches in other sectors (for instance, in the Armed Forces and the 
NHS as highlighted in our 2016 Report). 

  
3.56  The PCF should consider whether the most effective, interim solution 
would be through the NPCC’s proposed extension of bonus payments or 
separate arrangements under a new Regulation specific to this requirement. 
Regardless of the approach, bonus payments as specified in the current 



 

 

 

Regulation should retain their original purpose and should remain available to 
be used by chief officers. Any approach should be capable of inclusion or 
modification under a reformed pay structure which is likely to include local 
flexibilities to allow police forces to manage their workforces effectively. There 
will also be other links between strands of the workforce reforms and the 
reward framework, for instance to support specialist capabilities and 
Advanced Practitioners.  
  
3.57  We therefore recommend the introduction of appropriate, targeted 
arrangements in 2017/18 to allow local flexibility for chief officers to make 
additional payments to police officers in hard to fill roles and in superintending 
ranks. Given that this is an interim measure, our recommendation places a 
time limit through to September 2020 on the chosen approach so that its 
requirement can be re-assessed as pay reforms are designed. In the 
meantime, we expect the NPCC (and other parties) to provide us with regular 
updates on the development of these arrangements and their effectiveness 
once implemented including the relevant supporting evidence. 
  
Recommendation 3. We recommend the introduction of appropriate, 
targeted arrangements in 2017/18 to allow local flexibility for chief 
officers to make additional payments to police officers in hard to fill 
roles and in superintending ranks. This interim measure should have a 
time limit through to September 2020 
  
It is also important to note that this new regulation will be the first experience 
that the superintending ranks will have of the workforce reform agenda, where 
remuneration is linked to contribution. The PSA are concerned that the use of 
the new targeted pay proposal will be restricted because the executive 
decision makers are constrained by budgets or their ideology means they 
believe the payments are divisive or that any expenditure should be spent 
elsewhere. If this was to occur, then the PSA believe the superintending ranks 
will lose complete faith with the future planned workforce reform agenda. 
  
The PSA are already aware through our Branch network of numerous 
examples of where this is occurring. One significant Branch where the bonus 
proposal at this time has been rejected by the Executive is in the Metropolitan 
Police Service (biggest employer of superintendents in the country). 
 
 
 
 
Contribution Based Bonus  
  
The context is important when considering whether there is a need for a 
bonus/targeted payment. One way to express this is through the loss in 
numbers in the superintendent ranks over the last 10 years. The following are 
Home Office statistics: 
  
  



 

 

 

  
2006 2011 

% to 
2011 

2018 
% 2011-

18 
% 2006-

2018 

Chief 
Superintendent 

521 422 -19% 288 -31.8% -44.7% 

Superintendent 1080 947 -12.3% 892 -5.8% -17.4% 

  
From 2006 to 2018 there has been a loss of 233 Chief Superintendents 
across the country. This is a 44.7% drop. 
  
 
In the Metropolitan Police the losses have been as follows:  

 

Table 3: Metropolitan Police Service senior officer numbers 

 2006 2009 2011 2018 
% Change 2011 - 
2018 

Chief 
Officers 

39  36  34  24*  -28%  

Chief 
Supts 

92  85  81  38  -53%  

Supts 
 

  
229 

  

213  

  
  
196 

  
  
196** 

-14% 

  

* Will increase to 27 in the future 
** Excludes 13 Superintendents who are on secondment and are 
therefore not operational within the Force. 

 
Savings 
  
At todays’ cost for the superintending ranks the national savings compared to 
2006 could be conservatively estimated as: 
  
** These figures are based on Home Office provided costings and have been 
calculated using the second to top pay point for each rank 
  
Chief Superintendents:  521 – 288 = 233 x £117K = £27,261,000 
  
Superintendents: 1080 – 892 = 188 x £101K = £18,988,000 
  
Total yearly saving: £46,249,000 
  
Cost of using the bonus (time limited): 
  



 

 

 

If 49% (the minority) of the superintending ranks were to receive the 
maximum payment of £4k the estimated cost across all forces would be: 
  
1250 members: 49% (1250 x 49/100) = 612.5 x £4000= £2,450,000 
  
The cost is 5.3% of the total yearly saving. 
  
Additional Concerns 
  
For the process/implementation to be fair the PSA and the other staff 
associations have requested that each force has an independent appeals 
process that is decided by an individual who is separate and unconnected to 
the original decision. This is a fundamental and important requirement for the 
staff associations and we believe that without it we could not hope to ensure 
procedural justice and that industrial relations would be seriously damaged. 
For this reason, the PSA are concerned that it is not a part of the actual 
determination or that there is not at least a reference to it with a positive duty 
on the employer to ensure that they comply with the guidance that was 
provided by the PCF with the proposal that led to the draft determination. 
  
Likewise, and for the same reasons, there is reference in the guidance to 
the detail and data that needs to be collected and reported back to the 
PCF/PRRB. The PSA are concerned that if it is not a part of the actual 
determination or that there is not at least a reference to a positive duty on the 
employer to ensure they comply with the guidance on this issue, then it will be 
ignored. 
  
Therefore, in general, the PSA believe there needs to be a reference to the 
overall guidance notes produced by the PCF on the implementation and use 
of the determination. The PSA are concerned that: 

• the guidance notes will be ignored by the employer if there is no 
reference to the guidance notes in the actual 
determination/regulation 

• that if the reference in the determination/regulation does not include 
a positive duty on the employer to ensure they comply with the 
guidance, then they will choose to ignore the guidance notes. 

Recommendations 
  
That the draft determination is amended to incorporate the following 
recommendations: 
  

1. To ensure the successful, fair and equitable application of the 
superintendents’ targeted pay proposals the PSA recommends that the 
discretions provided to Chief constables above are either removed or 
significantly reduced to: 

  

• Ensure the criteria at section 6 are met 

• Setting the level of payment at section 7 



 

 

 

  
2. That the national application process circulated by the PSA is accepted 

by the employer as the method for application/implementation of the 
policy. 
 

3. That the national application process circulated by the PSA is used for 
the administration of back payments and that the process and payment 
of targeted back dated payments is included as a positive duty for the 
employer. An alternative would be for paragraph 8 to be amended, so 
that the time parameters be increased by the time period it takes for 
the determination to be enacted. 

 
4. That the guidelines included in the PCF proposal be referred to in the 

draft determination, with the instruction that there is a positive duty for 
Chief Constables to follow this joint guidance agreed through the PCF. 
 

5. That sections 7 & 6, referring to the appeal process and the collection 
of information for the PRRB become part of the 
determination/regulation, rather than remain as guidance. 

  
If you wish for further information or to discuss any of the issues raised by the 
PSA then please do not hesitate to contact me. 
  
 Kind regards 
  
Chief Superintendent Dan Murphy, BA(Hons), MSc. 

   

82. The PSA & SANI as part of the 2018 Pay & Morale Survey asked its membership 
a number of questions about their understanding and intention with regards to the 
bonus/targeted payments. The results of the survey are: 

Overall, 91% of respondents said that at least two of the criteria for 
targeted payments reflected the role they currently held. On average 
respondents said that 3.8 criteria out of the eight criteria listed reflected their 
current role. Amongst respondents who said that at least two criteria reflected 
their current role, and who therefore may be eligible to apply for a bonus 
payment, 36% of respondents said that they intended to apply, 27% did not 
intend to apply and 37% said that they did not know. 
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 Yes No 
I don’t 
know 

You have sole command of an entire geographic, 
functional or departmental area 
 

78% 22% 1% 

Your role is considered hard-to-fill 29% 59% 12% 

You hold command responsibilities with multiple 
public/not-for-profit/private sector stakeholders, cross 
force internal geographic boundaries 

49% 49% 2% 

You hold command responsibilities outside force 
boundaries in the form of collaboration and/or national 
responsibilities 
 

37% 62% 1% 

Lengthy and regular periods of travel are required to fulfil 
your command responsibilities 
 

45% 54% 1% 

Your role comprises a geographical size and/or officer and 
staff headcount that is deemed high by national 
comparison 
 

42% 43% 15% 

You have accountability for areas of policing that attract 
considerable personal and/or career risk by virtue of their 
nature, level of public scrutiny and/or media public profile 
 

81% 16% 3% 

Your position of command involves officers and staff from 
more than one force and there are differing organisational 
cultures, policies, procedures and operating practices 
within the command 
 

26% 73% 1% 

 

 

83. The PSA is grateful to the Home Office officials who in January 2019, amongst 
the Brexit difficulties within Parliament, managed to find time for the Police 
Minister to sign and approve the targeted payment/bonus proposal. The PSA 
were informed of this on 29th January 2019. It is of concern to the PSA that the 
NPCC Lead for Pay stated in the PCF on 24th January 2019 that the NPCC 
survey suggested that only three employers/forces were intending to use the 
provision to reward the superintending ranks.  
 



 

 

 

84. Through its Branch network the PSA is aware that Chief Constables are having 
conversations between themselves and with Branch Chairs and Secretaries. The 
PSA has asked for feedback on the varying force plans and is concerned to hear 
that very few Chief Constables are considering paying targeted/ bonus payments 
to their superintending ranks. The Chief Constables are not citing budgetary 
issues as the reason, but are raising the following issues: 

 

• If there is additional money to be spent it should be spent on the front line; 

• It is too difficult to differentiate between which Superintendents should be paid 
a bonus and which should not; 

• They feel that any additional remuneration to Superintendents should be 
included as part of a national pay deal (salary) rather than in a bonus 
payment; 

• They feel the payment of bonuses to some will devalue those not in receipt; 

• They feel it will make postings more difficult. 
 

85. The industrial relations between employer and employee will continue to worsen 
if this situation is not resolved at a national level.  
 

86. The approach described above is disappointing, but expected: the PSA has 
consistently referenced the fact that we do not believe the pay machinery and the 
employer are mature enough to manage the level of discretion being provided, 
especially in a context where the decision maker is also the budget holder and 
the budget is continually shrinking. The PSA will continue to try and make the 
introduction of targeted/bonus payments a success, but if no or very few 
payments are made to the Superintending ranks, the membership is likely to lose 
all faith in the pay reform agenda. 
 

87. In conclusion to this section it is worth reflecting that since the announcement in 
the September 2017 PRRB report that a bonus scheme should be introduced 
there has been no bonus payments made by any employer to a Superintendent. 
The current determination is due to end in September 2020, only 18 months 
away. It was originally planned that this initiative would be a forerunner of the 
planned workforce reform agenda, evidencing the ability of the service to deliver 
‘contributory based pay’ and that the determination would end when the new pay 
mechanisms were introduced.  

 
88. The PSA is concerned that this is not the plan; is confused by the 

recommendation in the paper entitled ‘Pay Reform’ that was presented at Chief 
Constables Council on 16th January 2019 that recommended ‘Subject to 
feedback around use of the interim targeted bonus payment scheme (to be 
provided at CCC) to recommend the extension of the scheme on a permanent 
basis as a means of recognising additional skills.’; and is concerned that the 
employer plans to pay no bonus payments or the minimal amount and that the 
initiative will simply end. 



 

 

 

 

Targeted pay & benchmarking 

89. Along with the PRRB remit letter the PRRB Secretariat on behalf of the PRRB 
Board has requested an update on the wider review of allowances, based on its 
comment in paragraphs 3.62 & 5.2 of their 2018 report to the Home Secretary 
which read: 

3.62  We believe that comparisons with professional occupations will become 
increasingly relevant in our considerations as the workforce and pay reform 
work progresses, and as policing workforce and pay structures increasingly 
reflect that of a profession.  

5.2  This year was the first year since the PRRB was established where there 
has been a change in emphasis in the Government’s public sector pay policy. 
It will be for the Government to determine its pay policy for the next pay 
round. If there is to be a continuation of a flexible policy, it will be important 
that all parties presenting evidence in next year’s round are clear on what pay 
proposals they are suggesting, and that they support these with the 
appropriate evidence base.  

90. The above request for additional information/evidence is also followed up by a 
formal request by the Home Secretary in his remit letter to the PRRB: 

PRRB Request 6: 

Only by properly targeting pay awards can we ensure we recruit and retain 
the best public sector workers where they are needed most. I am seeking the 
PRRB’s views on the optimal allocation of additional investment in pay for the 
police in 2019/20 to ensure recruitment and retention pressures are properly 
addressed, and ask that you outline the approach you have taken to targeting 
in your final report.  

PSA/SANI REQUEST 8 

That the PRRB recommend to the Home Secretary as a matter of priority 
the following: 

• To alleviate the lack of support by Chief Constables for 
bonus/targeted payments, a central budget be provided to fund the 
bonus proposals. This could be new money or top-sliced; 

• Bonus/targeted payments should be backdated and paid by the 
employer; 

• A national application form should be used to make all applications;  

• That the bonus proposal should continue beyond 2020 until it can be 
incorporated as part of workforce reform programme. 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 
91. To try and interpret the messages in paragraphs 3.62, 5.2 and PRRB request 6, 

the PSA has analysed each message and tried to express them together in one 
clear message. This is its interpretation: 
 
In this year’s PRRB round where a contributing party presents an evidentially 
sound case supported by strong comparable data to target pay, if the affordability 
argument is met then the Home Secretary is looking for the PRRB to recommend 
the best place to target pay to support the future direction of workforce reform. 
The PRRB recognise this and is therefore requesting parties to supply the 
data/cases. 
 

92. The PSA believes it has such a case supported by a strong evidence base, which 
this section sets out. 
 

93. In Chief Constables’ Council on 11th July 2018 and then through the PCF 
meetings on 28th February and 1st August 2018, the NPCC lead for pay and 
reward has secured agreement from the Chief Constables that benchmarking will 
be used as the method to set pay moving forward. The staff associations were 
consulted on the approach and methodology. 

 
94.  As a result of this NPCC decision, and in support of the workforce reform 

agenda, the PSA commissioned consultants Korn Ferry to undertake a 
benchmarking exercise to cover the Superintending ranks across the United 
Kingdom.  

 
 

95. In 2011 Korn Ferry Hay had completed a similar exercise to report to the PSA 
during the period when the Winsor Review was being considered. This latest 
benchmarking exercise attempted to replicate and build on the 2011 study, 
largely repeating the approach taken then. Korn Ferry describe their approach to 
the study as:  

This report provides data and analysis about Chief Superintendent and 
Superintendent roles in England and Wales. It examines how the roles have 
developed since a similar study in 2011, what this means for job size and 
benchmarking and how their remuneration compares to the wider public and 
private sectors. It has: 

• Reviewed information on national changes in crime and policing and 
discussed them with the PSA.  

 

• Examined the structures and roles in a sample of forces. Five were also 
represented in the 2011 study, enabling comparison with staffing ratios 
and other findings from that date. These were chosen originally to 
represent a mix of sizes and of rural and urban locations:  

o Gwent Police  
o Metropolitan Police Service  
o Norfolk Constabulary (in collaboration with Suffolk)  
o South Yorkshire Police  



 

 

 

o West Mercia Police (in collaboration with Warwickshire) 
 

• A sixth location which we have added for 2018 is the collaboration 
between Essex and Kent. We are satisfied that the sample we have 
looked at represents a range of practice and provides a fair picture of the 
superintending roles as they are now. (We comment further on this point in 
section 3b below).  

 

• Analysed national and local statistics about staffing by rank in 2018 and 
compared them with the position in 2011. 

 

• Reviewed local structures and job descriptions and interviewed a sample 
of Chief Superintendents and Superintendents. We have talked to 30 
officers across the six locations about their current roles and experiences 
of change in recent years. 

 

• Assessed the impact of changes in structure and workforce on the job 
sizes of Chief Superintendents and Superintendents. Our 2011 study 
identified a range of possible job sizes. The question is whether these 
have changed – and if they have, how that affects benchmarking. A note 
on the job evaluation method is at Appendix A.  

 

• Compared pay practice in policing with the public and private sectors. In 
this comparison, we have:  

• Used Korn Ferry data for two markets: public and not for profit 
organisations; and a general analysis of all organisations except for 
financial services, which we call in sections 6 and 7 the industrial 
and service sector. We have examined remuneration for jobs of 
similar size in those markets.  

• Compared base salary levels, total cash (base plus bonus) and total 
remuneration.  

• Used the salary one point from the top of the pay scale for each 
police rank. This can be shown to be a fair representation of actual 
pay.  

• Valued both the 1987 and 2015 police pension schemes and 
provided separate comparative data for them.  

• Looked also at pay comparisons with other parts of the public 
sector, drawing on public information and our consulting 
experience.  

 
 

96. The report setting out the full results of the benchmarking exercise was shared 
with the NPCC Pay and Reward team on 23rd October via email: 

 
Subject: FW: Superintendents’ Salary data 
  
Dear Paul/Stella 
  
Please find attached the bench marking report from Korn Ferry as requested. 



 

 

 

  
We only received the final report last week and on Thursday (18/10) I was 
given authority by my National Executive Committee to share it with you in 
full. 
  
The report clearly sets out that there has been a significant long term, 
permanent change in job size for the superintending ranks and that the 
remuneration package has reduced, whilst roles, responsibilities and 
accountabilities have increased.  The bench marking report fully compliments 
the further evidence sources shown below: 
 

• The stark drop in numbers since 2006 
  

  
2006 2011 

% to 
2011 

2018 
% 

2011-
18 

% 
2006-
2018 

Chief Super 521 422 -19% 288 -31.8% -44.7% 

Superintendent 1080 947 -12.3% 892 -5.8% -17.4% 

  
  
  

• The PRRB comments and recommendation in their 2016/17 report that 
led to the time limited recommendation for a bonus payment, which 
was intended to be an interim solution until the new pay mechanism 
was introduced in 2020. 

• The PRRB recommendation that the on-call allowances should be 
reviewed and that the superintending ranks should be included in this 
review. 

• The new role profiles authorised by NPCC and the College of Policing 
that show an increase in accountabilities and responsibilities for the 
superintending ranks essentially lifting them to the executive level. 

  
Once you have had a chance to digest the report I ask that we formally 
discuss the findings and conclusions with the employer (as part of a PCF 
agenda item/ or separate working group). We would wish to confirm that you 
accept the methodology and then agree a joint submission between us to the 
PRRB in this next round, recommending a course of action that resolves the 
issues. 
  
With this level of overwhelming evidence and the bench marking process as 
the employers suggested mechanism to manage remuneration, the PSA 
could only lose faith in the process if this could not be achieved. 
  
Please note that the evidence was collected before the forces in Warwickshire 
and West Mercia recently announced the split of their alliance. Also, please 
see page 20 section b – we chose to make the conservative assumption that 
the 1% non-consolidated award from 2017 would be consolidated. As this did 
not occur the actual pay/remuneration figures will be lower than shown in the 
report. 
  



 

 

 

I look forward to hearing from you. 
  
Kind regards 
  
Dan 

  

97. A copy of the report was also sent to the PRRB Secretariat on 24th October 2018 
which kindly responded on 25th October confirming it had received the document 
and would prepare an analysis for the Review Body members. 
 

98. The PSA has had no formal response from the NPCC to this e-mail. The PSA 
placed the item on the agenda of the PCF of 23rd November 2018. In that 
meeting the PSA sought confirmation from the NPCC pay lead that the 
methodology used for the Korn Ferry Superintending Benchmarking exercise was 
fully supported, but that was the only discussion. 
 

99. A copy of the full Korn Ferry Superintending Benchmarking report can be found 
at Appendix 4 (attached). The executive summary of the findings is: 

 

• This study has been carried out for the Police Superintendents‘ 
Association, to assist with evidence to the Police Remuneration Review 
Body. It repeats and supplements a similar analysis carried out in 2011. 

• It looks at changes affecting Superintendent and Chief Superintendent 
roles in the past seven years, based on national information and case 
studies of six locations (individual forces or collaborations).  

• It then compares remuneration for these ranks with the general market 
(which is mainly private sector) and the public sector. Remuneration is 
defined as base pay, total cash (base plus bonus) and total package value 
(called here total remuneration). It also comments on salary comparisons 
with selected parts of the public sector.  

• The policing context in the past seven years includes the creation of Police 
and Crime Commissioners, financial pressures leading to restructuring, 
inter-force and inter-agency collaboration and changes in the pattern of 
crime.  

• Job holders have experienced a continuation of trends already visible in 
2011, including delegation from Chief Officers and an increased workload. 
They also have a heightened sense of personal liability, scrutiny and 
exposure.  

• There has been a substantial drop in the numbers in Superintending ranks 
in the period, with a particularly sharp fall for Chief Superintendents.  

• This, combined with our detailed studies of the six localities, has led us to 
conclude that there has been some change in the weight of these roles. 
Smaller Chief Superintendent roles have fallen away and some of the 
posts at this rank are bigger than we saw anywhere in 2011. At 
Superintendent level we still see the same range of job sizes as before, 
but the average weight of role is greater within that frame. These shifts 
have some influence on the results of benchmarking.  



 

 

 

• Another factor influencing the benchmarking is that national increases in 
police pay rates have been low compared to the private sector and even to 
the rest of the public sector.  

• A third influence on the benchmarking is pension changes: the new 
scheme introduced in 2015 contained some enhancements but is lower in 
overall value than its predecessor. Total remuneration comparisons using 
that scheme as a basis are less competitive against both the general 
market and the public sector than in 2011.  

• In general terms, the remuneration of these police ranks:  

• Is relatively low for salary and total cash in the general market;  

• Is close to or above median in the public sector (though behind 
some specific comparators);  

• Becomes less competitive, the bigger the role;  

• Is lower in both comparator markets when looking at total 
remuneration based on 2015 pension scheme, rather than its 
predecessor.  
 

100. The PSA accepts that benchmarking is not an exact science and that the data 
can be read and interpreted in numerous ways. Therefore, the PSA seeks to 
present a simple conservative case that the roles of the superintending ranks 
have clearly increased in size. The Korn Ferry assessment demonstrates: 

Before turning to case study detail, it may be helpful to summarise our 
conclusions about changes in roles.  

The technical context is important:  

• The job evaluation method includes assessment of the extent of Know 
How and Problem Solving in each role. The total job size also reflects 
whether the job is an accountable line manager or achieves results 
more through partnership and lateral influencing. 

• In 2011, we created eight sizes of role to reflect the mix we had seen: 
two which were distinctive to Chief Superintendent; two which could be 
in either rank, depending on local custom and practice; and four which 
were distinctive to Superintendents.  

• There was a clear distinction between Chief Superintendents and the 
typical Assistant Chief Constable in the level of Know How and 
Problem Solving required.  

• Our 2018 investigation shows a different pattern for Chief 
Superintendents. Some of the larger job sizes are the same as before 
but:  

• At the top end of the job size range, the biggest roles face Problem 
Solving demands which overlap with those formerly carried solely at 
Assistant Chief Constable level.  

• We no longer see an overlap between Chief Superintendent and 
Superintendent job sizes. The smaller Chief roles are no longer visible 
and the average job size has increased – which alters the market 
benchmark.  



 

 

 

We have seen less change in job size among Superintendents (although we 
accept that the jobs might feel different). The typical job sizes occupy the 
same range as in 2011. However, the average job size within the range has 
increased somewhat and the larger roles should therefore exert more 
influence on decisions about competitiveness.  

  

101. In relation to pay trends, the Korn Ferry data found that the increases in 
Superintending salaries are best expressed as follows:  

• A salary of £83,901 for Chief Superintendents, which is 6.7% higher than the 
figure used in our 2011 study.  

• A salary of £72,498 for Superintendents, which is 2.8% higher than in 2011. 

These percentage changes are well below the public sector average and at best 
around a third of the rise experienced in the general market.  

102. There are various sectors available for which a comparison can be made, but 
the PSA believes the public not-for-profit is the most appropriate sector.  Table 
22b from the Korn Ferry report that compares total remuneration with the public 
sector and uses the 2015 Pension Scheme is shown below. The 2015 Pension 
scheme was chosen as the representation of the PSA membership is now higher 
in that scheme and will continue to rise over coming years (25% are part of the 
2015 scheme and 32% are in tapering and will join by 2022 – data from PSA & 
SANI 2018 Pay & Morale Survey): 



 

 

 

 

The Korn Ferry narrative that accompanies the table states: 

Compared to the public sector, the remuneration of Chief Superintendents:  

• Has fallen back on base and total cash due a combination between the 
increase in size of the roles and constrained pay increases in recent years.  

• Has lost ground on total remuneration due to job size changes and police 
pension reforms.  

The remuneration of Superintendents:  

• Is less competitive on base and total cash than in 2011 for the smaller 
roles in the rank.  

• Has lost ground on total remuneration due to that fall in salary 
competitiveness and the pension changes.  

Korn Ferry further express these changes in the following table where TC means 
total cash and TR means total remuneration. Also, in the TR column the left-hand 
figure relates total remuneration package with a 2015 scheme pension, whereas the 
right-hand figure relates to a total remuneration figure with a 1987 Police Pension: 

 

103. When comparing pay scales of specific roles from the pubic not-for-profit 
sector, the two closest both have higher pay scales than the Superintending 
ranks. The data from Korn Ferry shows: 

Local Government Pay  

There is no standard pay arrangement for councils. National negotiations lead 
to adjustments in a pay spine, but how this is used in creating grades and 
ranges is a matter of local choice. In addition, some counties and unitary 
authorities sit outside the national agreement and have their own policies.  



 

 

 

An approximate comparison based on our experience and some published 
rates is in Table 26 below. The sums involved are typically at or a little above 
the median in our public sector database.  

 

NHS Pay  

Senior roles in the NHS are generally covered by Agenda for Change but: 
how the framework is applied can vary; and some trusts take the option of 
paying individuals off- scale, on spot salaries.  

The relevant bands on Agenda for Change are:  

• For Superintendents, Bands 8C (£56,665-69,168 on the 2017/18 scale) 
and 8D (£67,247-83,258). Given the uncertainty about local application 
and the possible use of spot salaries, it would be reasonable to say 
that most comparable roles in the NHS earn between around £65,000 
and £85,000 – overlapping with but higher than the police office scale.  

• For Chief Superintendents, the relevant range is band 9 on £79,415-
£100,431. At this level, use of spot salaries as an alternative is quite 
common, so we would expect pay to sit between £85,000 and 
£105,000 – above the equivalent police officer pay range.  

These comments all apply to salaries outside London, where pay 
would typically be higher.  

104. Relying on the above evidence, and if the P-factor theory put forward by the 
NPCC employer is accepted by the PRRB, (the PSA would argue that the P-
factor should be at least 14%) then it is clearly the case that the Superintending 
ranks are paid below the median when total remuneration (using the 2015 
pension scheme) is compared against the public not-for-profit sector. If the P-
factor theory is not supported, it still shows that the larger Chief Superintendent 
job roles are operating below the median and that the Superintending range has 
dropped by several percentage points. 
 

105. The evidence below from the PSA & SANI Pay & Morale survey 2018 
supports the need for action as there has been a steady decline in the attitude of 
the Superintending workforce towards their remuneration package (pay and 
allowances): 

Satisfaction with pay 
40% of respondents said that they were dissatisfied with their basic pay. 
After a large increase in the level of dissatisfaction with basic pay between 2016 
and 2017, the proportion reporting dissatisfaction with basic pay this year has 
broadly levelled off and has not changed substantially since last year.  



 

 

 

 
However, dissatisfaction with allowances is more common this year than 
last year, with 58% of respondents saying that they were dissatisfied with their 
allowances, compared to less than a quarter (23%) who were satisfied. In 2017 
51% of respondents reported dissatisfaction with their allowances. 
Correspondingly, levels of dissatisfaction with overall remuneration (which 
includes both pay and allowances) have also increased by six percentage 
points since last year. As a result, for the first time since the Pay Survey 
started, this year a majority of respondents said that they were 
dissatisfied with their overall remuneration. 
 

 

 

Superintending ranks remain less likely to be dissatisfied with their pay and 
remuneration than members of the federated ranks. In respect of dissatisfaction 
with allowances on the other hand, the difference between Superintending 
ranks and Federated ranks with regards to dissatisfaction with allowances has 
reduced to 12 percentage points, notably closer than in previous years.  
 

 
 

40%

58%
53%

72% 70%
75%

Basic Pay Allowances Overall remuneration

Proportion of respondents reporting dissatisfaction in 2018 PSA & 
SANI and PFEW surveys

PSA &
SANI

PFEW

 Dissatisfied  Satisfied 

 2018 2017 2016 2015  2018 2017 2016 2015 

Basic pay 40% 39% 27% 38%  41% 43% 53% 45% 

Allowances 
 

58% 51% 40% 44%  23% 27% 35% 33% 

Overall 
remuneration 
(pay and 
allowances) 

53% 47% 35% 44%  27% 31% 45% 39% 



 

 

 

 

Fairness of Pay 
More than half of respondents (53%) said that they felt less fairly paid than 
they did 12 ago months in relation to the responsibilities of their job, just 
4% said that they felt more fairly paid. 
 
Respondents were slightly more likely to feel unfairly paid this year compared 
to last year. Across all criteria, a higher proportion of respondents in 2018 
felt that their pay was unfair compared to 2017. Most notably, 81% of 
respondents did not feel that their pay was fair considering the 
responsibilities they have within their job, compared to 76% in 2017 and 
66% in 2016. Moreover, 85% of respondents did not feel that their pay was fair 
considering the stresses and strains of their job, up from 81% in 2017 and 70% 
in 2016.  
 

 

  

 

 

 

Cost of Living 
The Pay Survey asked respondents several questions to gauge perceptions of 
cost of living and affordability. There was a relatively even balance between the 
proportions of respondents who felt worse off (34%) and better off (30%) 
compared to five years ago. On the other hand, the proportion of 
respondents who said that they got enough money from their job to live 
comfortably has progressively decreased since the Pay Survey started. 
Although a majority of respondents still reported that they had enough money 
to live comfortably, this proportion was 59% in 2018, compared to 62% in 2017 
and 69% in 2016.   

I am fairly paid 
considering… 

Disagree  Agree 

2018 2017 2016 2015  2018 2017 2016 2015 

The stresses and 
strains of my job 

85% 81% 70% 74%  9% 11% 18% 15% 

The number of hours 
I work in order to do 
my job 

80% 78% 68% 73%  10% 12% 17% 15% 

The responsibilities I 
have within my job 

81% 76% 66% 68%  12% 16% 23% 21% 

The amount of 
experience and 
training I have 

63% 60% 44% 49%  22% 25% 33% 33% 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21% 20%
11% 13%

19% 18%

20% 19%

59% 62%
69% 68%

2018 2017 2016 2015

"I get enough money from my job to live comfortably" 

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Less fairly
53%

About the 
same
43%

More 
fairly
4%

Compared to 12 months ago, and in relation to the 
responsibilities of your job, do you feel that you are 

now paid....?



 

 

 

106. The PSA case was formally raised on October 4th when it wrote to the Home 
Office requesting for items to be included in the remit letter to the PRRB. Point 3 
in this letter states: 

As part of the written evidence to the PRRB, the PSA will be submitting a 
report from Korn Ferry Hay that sets out the methodology, findings and 
conclusions from a bench marking exercise for the superintending ranks, 
where current pay levels are bench marked against comparators in the private 
and public sector. The report sets out a compelling case that shows that the 
superintendent ranks have fallen behind in comparative pay terms. The 
PRRB should consider this evidence and consider recommendations to 
ensure the superintendent ranks are paid in line with the findings of the 
bench marking exercise. This we believe cannot wait for the pay reforms, 
which may not be introduced for several years. 
 

107. The Home Office responded to this point in its letter to the PSA dated 19th 
December commenting: 
 

3: Results of an exercise to benchmark the pay of the superintending 
ranks. The NPCC pay and reward team are benchmarking the pay of all 
ranks as part of work to develop new pay structures. The pay of the 
superintending ranks needs to be considered alongside all the other ranks, 
rather than in isolation. However, we note the concerns of the PSA on the 
timescales for implementation and we have asked the PRRB to provide views 
on the overall project plan and timescales for implementation, taking into 
account the requirement for formal consultation with staff associations and the 
need to make legislative changes.  
 

108. This comment from the Home Office is extremely disappointing and seems at 
complete odds with the call for evidence /information from the PRRB in 
paragraphs 3.62 & 5.2, and the Home Secretaries’ PRRB remit Request 6, which 
states: 

Only by properly targeting pay awards can we ensure we recruit and retain 
the best public sector workers where they are needed most. I am seeking the 
PRRB’s views on the optimal allocation of additional investment in pay for the 
police in 2019/20 to ensure recruitment and retention pressures are properly 
addressed, and ask that you outline the approach you have taken to targeting 
in your final report.  

109. The NPCC workforce reform agenda has been making minimal progress for 
several years. This is evidenced in the concluding comments in the 2018 PRRB 
report, which state: 

Conclusion  

5.9  There is a high risk that workforce and pay reform will not be delivered 
unless there is a commitment to provide more resources to deliver this 



 

 

 

work. Over the next year, the work needs to reach the stage where, if 
there is progress, it is visible.  

5.10  If this cannot be achieved, we suggest that the Home Office and the 
decision-making bodies within policing focus on the aspects of the 
workforce or pay reforms that will offer the most benefit, and ensure that 
they are prioritised. From our activity in this pay round, two areas we have 
identified as of concern are the creation of a full description of the intended 
entry routes into policing, including apprentices and graduates, and a 
review of chief police officer pay and conditions of service. We consider 
that these areas have become sufficiently urgent to merit being early 
priorities.  

110. Despite these comments from the PRRB, the PSA has again seen no tangible 
progress. It has been privy to conversations in the PCF where the expectation by 
the NPCC pay and conditions lead is that transition onto the new pay mechanism 
is unlikely to happen for several years and the target for all forces to have the 
necessary building blocks in place to deliver pay reform is 2025. It would be 
totally unacceptable for the workforce to wait until the project can be delivered 
before the issues and benchmarking deficiencies were resolved. 
 

111. Due to the PSA’s overall concerns for the workforce reform project, the 
bonus/targeted pay proposals, and the findings from its independent 
benchmarking study completed, on 23rd November 2018 the PSA asked to meet 
with the NPCC Pay and Reward Team and made the following offer: 

 
The PSA would prefer that a jointly agreed proposal from the employer, HO 
and PSA be submitted to the PRRB, which would then allow the PSA to say 
we are working with the Home Office and Employer to develop the pay reform 
agenda and introduce contributory based pay. 
  
So, ‘without prejudice’ and in addition to any yearly inflationary pay uplift the 
PSA would like to agree with the employer and HO a joint PRRB submission 
that: 
  

• Removes the bonus payment proposal before it begins 

• Allows for two additional pay points. One at the end of the 
Superintendent scale and one at the end of the Chief Superintendent 
scale. To move to these new pay points, we are content to negotiate an 
agreed position that evidences additional contribution, but this must be 
‘negotiated’ and if there is any delay in reaching agreement on the 
mechanism we would need to insist that any officer who has 12 months 
at the top pay point after the PRRB announcement, would then 
immediately move to the higher pay point. We have experience in the 
bonus proposal deliberations of proposals never being enacted or 
dragged out, so would need some reassurance. It would need to be a 
mandatory process and not at Chief’s discretion. We accept that it 
would be pensionable and attract employee contributions and is likely 
to raise annual allowance and life time allowance revenue for the 
Treasury. 



 

 

 

• Agree an on-call allowance for Superintending ranks that completely 
mirrors that awarded this year in Scotland. We consider this to be an 
example of contributory pay – if you do the added role, which is 
voluntary but vital, you get paid. It is also a high-risk task. 

  
The crude detail of what we are considering is as follows: 
  
Superintendents (Promoted to rank on or after 1 April 2014). Figures in blue 
indicate the uplift. 
 

Pay point 
With effect from 
1st September 

2016 

With effect from 
1st September 

2017 

With effect from 
1st September 

2018 

1. £64,830 £65,478 £66,789 

2. £68,217 £68,898 £70,275 (3486) 

 

3. 

 

£71,781 

 

£72,498 

 

£73,947 (3672) 

4.  £76,575 

 

£77,340 

 

 

£78,888 (4941) 

 

5. New pay 
point 

  

 

£80,888 (2K 
increase) 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Chief Superintendents 

Pay point With effect from 
1st September 

2016 

With effect from 
1st September 

2017 

With effect from 
1st September 

2018 

1. £80,352 £81,156 £82,779 (3911) 

2. £83,070 £83,901 £85,578 (2799) 

3. (£84,765) £85,614 £87,327 (1749) 

4. New pay 
point 

  
£91,327 (£4K 

increase) 

  

 AFFORDABILITY 
 
These calculations are based on 950 Superintendents & 400 Chief Supers 
equally spread across the pay points. 
  
Supt extra pay point : 2K increase x 190 supers = £380k per year 
  
Chief Supt Extra Pay point : 4K x 100 = £400K per year 
  
Total Cost per year £ £780K 
  
That is a cost of £624 per superintending officer a year if you average it out 
across  1250 officers ( 780K/1250 = 624) 
  
For a small force with 10 superintending ranks the average estimated cost 
would be £6240 
  
For the biggest force (MPS) it would be a cost of 244 x 624 = 152,256 
  
I appreciate there will be additional pension and NI costs, but these will not be 
substantial. 
  
I know you said that we would need to show we have given something 
up/contributed. The PSA view on this is that 
  

• Our numbers have been cut massively creating a year on year saving 
of over £45 million per year 

• We would be giving up our claim to a bonus payment ( Based on a 
conservative assumption that a quarter of the members receive the 
bonus that would be a saving of £4K x 300 = £ 1.2 million per year). 
This does not include back dated payments. 



 

 

 

• The new pay scales would only be in place until the pay mechanism 
changes 

• We would need to ‘negotiate’ the additional contribution mechanism 
that gets you to the higher pay point 

112. Although it has had no take up from either the NPCC or Home Office, the PSA 
has continued to develop its thinking around this option, which it believes is more 
deliverable based on the maturity of the current pay mechanisms. In relation to 
the ‘additional contribution mechanism’ that would be required the PSA does not 
believe this should be a performance measure, but it should instead be an 
additional responsibility/accountability. For example, a Superintendent may agree 
to: 
 

• take on the force strategic lead for knife crime as an addition to their current 
role 

• manage the on-call rotas for the force 

• undertakes the requests to sit on out-of-force gross miss conduct panels 

• undertake the thematic review of a subject in their own force or another force 

• skill themselves in a specialist capability i.e. Counter Terrorism Firearms 
Commander, or PIP 4 Investigator. 

 

 

PSA & SANI Pay & Morale Survey: Summary of findings 

113. The PRRB secretariat on behalf of the PRRB Board has requested an update 
on its comments in paragraphs 3.115 of its 2018 report to the Home Secretary, 
which read: 

3.115  There continues to be a lack of robust evidence from the NPCC on the 
morale and motivation of police forces on a national basis. Whilst an 
increasing number of individual police forces are undertaking surveys of their 
officers, these are not yet collated at a national level, which makes it difficult 
to draw any meaningful national conclusions.  

PSA/SANI REQUEST 9 

That the PRRB recommend the targeting of the pay award into an 
additional ‘contributory pay point’ at the end of each pay scale for 
Superintendent and Chief Superintendent ranks. The new pay points 
should be £2000 and £4000 respectively for Superintendents and Chief 
Superintendents. Moving onto and remaining on the new top of scale 
point should be accessed via the PDR mechanism, with an agreement to 
undertake/manage new appropriate additional accountabilities or 
responsibilities with the line manager. We further ask that there is no 
element of Chief Officer discretion included in any mechanism or 
regulation. 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

The need to motivate police officers forms part of our terms of reference for 
reaching our recommendations and we expect the Home Office or the NPCC 
to provide evidence on a national basis on this matter. The PFEW and the 
PSA continue to provide us with the findings of their surveys on their 
members, and these demonstrate that officers consider their own morale to 
be low. This is consistent with the findings of their previous surveys. The 
introduction of a core set of questions within the officer surveys that forces 
undertake would provide consistent data on police officers’ morale and 
motivation. 
This point needs to be addressed as without such data, we will have 
difficulties in undertaking sufficiently developed analyses of the issues they 
raised.  

114. This submission will not repeat data included in previous submissions instead 
it will concentrate on this years’ annual PSA & SANI Pay & Morale survey (see 
Appendix 2, attached). 

 
115. This survey opened on Wednesday 24th October and closed on Monday 10th 

December 2018. During that time, 956 responses were received, representing 
a response rate of approximately 73% of PSA and SANI members. This 
compares to a response rate of 71% attained in 2017. 

 
116. Statistically the sample size was large enough that the percentages quoted in 

this report can be considered to be accurate within the normal bounds of academic 
rigour1. The response rate obtained this year was also in excess of other public 
sector surveys including the NHS Staff Survey (45%), the Armed Forces 
Continuous Attitude Survey (40%), and the Civil Service People Survey (67%). 
 

117. 74% of responses were received from Superintendents and 26% were received 
from Chief Superintendents. These proportions are broadly in line with the current 
rank distribution within the police service. In addition, 25% of respondents were 
female and 3.3% were BME. Respondents had an average age of 47 and an 
average of 24 years’ service. These characteristics are all equivalent to those seen 
in last year’s Pay & Morale Survey. 

 
118. Respondents had, on average, been in their current rank for three years. This 

is slightly higher than last year, when respondents had an average of two years in 
their current rank. In addition, 24% of Superintendents said that they had been in 
their current rank for one year or less. These individuals are therefore unlikely to 
have completed the Pay & Morale Survey in previous years. 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Margin of error of ±2% with a 99% confidence level 



 

 

 

119. The following is an executive summary of the full survey results: 

Pay and remuneration 

• Dissatisfaction with basic pay has remained relatively stable since last year, with 

40% of respondents saying that they were dissatisfied with their basic pay, 

compared to 39% in 2017. Dissatisfaction with allowances, overall remuneration 

(pay and allowances) and pensions have however all increased since last year.  

• A higher proportion of respondents in 2018 also felt that their pay was unfair 

compared to previous years. For instance, 81% of respondents did not feel that 

their pay was fair considering the responsibilities they have within their job, 

compared to 76% in 2017, and 66% in 2016. More than half of respondents (53%) 

said that they felt less fairly paid than they did 12 months ago in relation to the 

responsibilities of their job. 

• Since the first Pay Survey in 2015, there has been a 19 percentage point increase 

in the proportion of respondents who were dissatisfied with their pension from 

26% of respondents in 2015 to 45% of respondents in 2018. This year, 38% of 

respondents said that their pension increased their intention to leave the police 

(in contrast to 44% who said that it increased their intention to stay).  

• There has been a notable increase in the proportion of respondents who said they 

had incurred an Annual Allowance charge in 2018 compared to previous years, 

with 44% saying that they had incurred a charge in the 2017/18 financial year.  

• Although a majority of respondents reported that they had enough money from 

their job to live comfortably, this has become progressively less common since 

2016; 59% of respondents in 2018 said they received enough money to live 

comfortably, compared to 62% in 2017 and 69% in 2016. 

• This year’s survey also asked further questions relating to the NPCC proposals 

regarding pay reform. 56% of respondents felt that it would be fair to use external 

benchmarking and 45% felt that it would be fair to use analytical job evaluation 

methods to determine pay within the police. A substantial majority of respondents 

felt that it was fair for police officers’ pay to be linked to specialisms, level of 

competence within the role, and workload level. However only 13% of 

respondents felt that it would be fair for pay to be locally determined.  

Morale and motivation 

• As in previous years, respondents in 2018 were more likely to report high rather 

than low personal morale. This year 46% of respondents said that their personal 

morale was high whilst 22% of respondents said their personal morale was low. 

However, 42% of respondents said that their morale was now lower than it was 

12 months ago. A large majority of respondents said that taxation policies, their 

work-life balance, and how the police as a whole are treated have had a negative 

impact upon their morale. 

• The negative impact of taxation policies and respondents’ pensions on their 

morale have all become more common this year; 85% of respondents said that 

taxation policies had a negative impact upon their morale compared to 75% in 



 

 

 

2017, and 55% of respondents said that their pension had a negative impact on 

their morale compared to 43% in 2017. 

• Respondents this year were also less likely than in any previous year of the Pay 

Survey to recommend joining the police to others or feel that the police were 

respected by society. 44% said that they would recommend joining the police, 

and 46% said that they felt the police were respected. In addition, over a third of 

respondents (34%) reported that they now felt less valued for the work they do 

than they did 12 months ago. 

• 61% of respondents said that their personal motivation was high and only 14% 

said that it was low. Respondents were however slightly less likely to report high 

motivation than in 2017, when 66% said that their motivation was high. In addition, 

32% said that their personal motivation was now lower than it was 12 months ago, 

compared to 10% who said it was higher. 

• Just under one in eight respondents (12%) said that they planned to leave the 

police service either as soon as possible or within the next two years. One third 

of respondents said that they were now more inclined to leave the police service 

than they were last year, whereas 3% were now more inclined to stay. The most 

common reason given for intending to leave the police were the impact of the job 

on their family/personal life and the impact of the job on their health and wellbeing. 

Role and responsibilities 

• 34% said they have had additional responsibilities devolved to them from a 

person of a more senior rank, up from 32% in 2017’s survey. Amongst the 

responsibilities most likely to have been devolved were greater attendance at 

meetings, more strategic lead responsibilities, and project lead responsibilities, 

as well as a having a broader range of business areas added to their portfolio. 

• 56% of respondents said that they undertook Silver/Tactical command functions, 

40% said that undertook a Gold/Strategic command functions, 67% said that they 

undertook PACE authorising functions and 58% said that they undertook RIPA 

authorising officer functions. Over a quarter of respondents who undertook RIPA 

authorising officer functions said that they were not trained and accredited for this, 

and around a third of respondents who undertook PACE authorising functions 

said that they were not trained and accredited. 

• 90% of respondents said that they performed an on-call function outside their 

normal hours of duty. 68% of those who performed on-call were on-call for more 

than one area of responsibility, up from 63% in 2017. 75% of those who performed 

on-call said that they did so on rest days, whilst 18% said that they performed on-

call whilst on annual leave. 

• 86% of respondents said that they needed to travel for their role. Amongst those, 

respondents claimed an average of 237 business miles per month and spent an 

average of eight hours per week on driving as part of their duty. In addition, 91% 

of respondents who travelled for their role said that they made business calls 

whilst driving during work hours, spending an average of 42% of their time whilst 

driving making business calls.  



 

 

 

Promotion and development 

• 79% of respondents said that they had not applied for promotion, the same 

proportion as in 2017. 45% said that they did intend to apply for further 

promotion, although 32% said that they were now less likely to apply for 

promotion compared to 12 months ago. The most common reason given for not 

applying for promotion was that it would not be worth it due to changes in Annual 

and Lifetime Allowances: more than a third of respondents (35%) who had not 

applied for promotion said this had influenced their decision. 

• Just under three quarters of respondents said that they got a feeling of 

accomplishment from their work, however more than one in four respondents did 

not feel that they were encouraged to use their talents or that their work gave 

them the opportunity to achieve their full potential. 39% of respondents said that 

they had not had a PDR in the last 12 months, a higher proportion than in either 

2017 (31%) or 2016 (33%). This year 55% of respondents said that they were 

dissatisfied with the PDR process, compared to 19% who said that they were 

satisfied. 

Submission in respect of additional matters not contained within the remit 

letters 

 
Managing industrial relations - evaluation of the Police Consultative Forum 

120. There is no effective mechanism provided by either the employer (NPCC) or 
the Home Office to resolve the issues raised by the workforce - especially if it is 
decided by the Home Secretary that such issues will not be remitted to the 
PRRB. The PSA and SANI are left with no other option but to raise the issues 
documented in this section of our submission directly with the PRRB. 

 
121. We raised these same concerns in the PSA/SANI submission to the PRRB in 

2018 (paragraphs 149-156 in the section entitled ‘Current Mechanisms to 
Manage Industrial Relations’ refers). We note that the PRRB helpfully responded 
to these comments in its 2018 report, paragraphs 5.4 - 5.5. 

 
122. The PSA and SANI feel the issues must be raised again this year because 

one element of industrial relations that distinguishes police officers from other 
types of employment is that police officers are not employees but instead are 
servants of the Crown. Their employment is governed by regulations, rather than 
contracts of employment.  

 
123. Regulations covering developments in pay are currently developed by the 

employer (NPCC) in conjunction with the Home Office via the Police Consultative 
Forum. Staff associations have no negotiating rights on how these regulations 
are developed, there is no arbitration process, and staff associations are now 
only supposed to be consulted. It is apparent since the end of the Police 
Negotiating Board (PNB) that the employer and the Home Office have neglected 
their responsibilities to ensure the necessary regulations, determinations and 
circulars are developed, reviewed and drafted to address the issues that concern 
the workforce.  



 

 

 

 
124. The Human Rights Act states: 

 

Article 11 - Freedom of assembly and association 

 

1  Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and to freedom of 

association with others, including the right to form and to join trade unions for 

the protection of his interests. 

2  No restrictions shall be placed on the exercise of these rights other than 

such as are prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society in 

the interests of national security or public safety, for the prevention of disorder 

or crime, for the protection of health or morals or for the protection of the 

rights and freedoms of others. This Article shall not prevent the imposition of 

lawful restrictions on the exercise of these rights by members of the armed 

forces, of the police or of the administration of the State. 

 
 

125. Police regulations impose lawful restrictions on police officers by reducing 
their right to join a trade union and to exercise the rights that such membership 
provides. The PSA fully supports this position, but asserts that a workforce which 
operates in this context on behalf of the state should be provided with enhanced 
independent mechanisms to manage matters of industrial relations. 
 

126. Historically this issue was fully recognised by the state as the mechanism that 
was operated for many years was the Police Negotiating Board (PNB). This 
mechanism had funding, an independent Chair, dedicated secretariats and an 
independent arbitration process. This is something that Police Scotland still 
enjoys. 

 
127. As a result of the government’s Winsor reforms the PNB was replaced with 

the independent PRRB mechanism. The PSA and SANI do not in any way seek 
to question the independence of the PRRB, but we do believe the overall process 
is controlled by the Home Secretary and does not provide the level of procedural 
justice that the police workforce should be able to expect. Essentially the Home 
Secretary decides on the items the PRRB will consider, and is not bound by the 
recommendations it makes. There is no bespoke appeals process for the staff 
associations representing the workforce. 
 

128. The PSA believes it is impossible under the current ‘remit process’ for the 
PRRB to operate fully within its terms of reference, which state ‘In reaching its 
recommendations the Review Body must have regard to the following 
considerations: the prohibition on police officers being members of a trade union 
or withdrawing their labour’. The PRRB is not in a position to give such regard, as 
the issues it is being asked to consider are totally controlled and are not the 
issues the workforce is raising. 



 

 

 

 
129. Neither is there any formal/statutory mechanism to resolve pay-related 

industrial relations issues outside of the PRRB process. This means that 
numerous important issues relating to police officer pay, regulations and terms 
and conditions are not being considered or resolved. This may be convenient for 
the employer (NPCC) in the context of reduced budgets, but it is now a 
completely unacceptable position for the workforce. 

 
130. Post the abolition of the PNB and at the inception of the PRRB, the staff 

associations recognised the issues described above and raised their concerns 
with the Home Office and the employer (NPCC). As a result, a voluntary meeting 
arrangement entitled the Police Consultative Forum (PCF) was established. The 
rationale and terms of reference for this meeting are as follows: 

 

 

 

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE, POLICE CONSULTATIVE FORUM  
 

Rationale  
 
1. It has been agreed that it is important to provide a forum for representative 
bodies to meet outside the PRRB so that the employers’ representatives 
(ACPO, APCCs) and staff associations (PFEW, PSAEW, and, for some 
issues, CPOSA) can come together to discuss pay and conditions related 
matters. This should facilitate understanding of one another’s priorities, 
enable the sharing of perspectives on relevant issues, allow for co-operative 
resolution of difficulties, and minimise the risk of escalation of disputes. It will 
also enable co-ordination of priorities, positions and areas of agreement both 
before the PRRB remit is established and after the call for evidence has been 
issued.  

 
 
Scope  
 
2. There are a number of matters of common interest that are unlikely to be 
dealt with through the normal PRRB process and the Forum will provide an 
opportunity to discuss and hopefully resolve issues that will otherwise have no 
other means of resolution or will take up valuable time and resources from the 
PRRB. However, it is important to be clear that the Forum will not be a 
negotiating body nor will it have the powers, remit or responsibilities of the 
PNB. It is a voluntary arrangement intended to facilitate quick and effective 
agreements on appropriate matters and contribute to the maintenance of 
excellent industrial relations. Areas of activity for the Forum will include:  

 
(1) Consideration of what data and other evidence are needed for 

PRRB, an agreement on what will be collected and submitted. 
This may include joint submissions on matters that the Home 



 

 

 

Secretary might be asked to include in the annual remit letter to 
PRRB.  

 
(2) Reaching agreement on issues that were dealt with previously 

under PNB (pay, conditions of service, excepting pensions) that 
might be ratified under the Reserved Powers of the Home 
Secretary, without the need to go to the PRRB.  

 
(3) Discussion of matters such as Regulations and Determinations 

that form the basis of formal consultations by the Home 
Secretary, and ongoing matters arising from these.  

 
(4) Reaching agreement on issues that should be addressed on a 

UK wide basis, including England, Wales, Scotland and Northern 
Ireland.  

 

(5) Dealing with Requests for Guidance from forces and/or branch 
boards, including interpretation of previous PNB agreements, and 
Regulations and Determinations.  

 

1. These matters are outside the statutory remits of the PRRB, PAB, and 
College of Policing. Requests for Guidance covers only those 
concerning the interpretation and/or implementation of Regulations and 
Determinations emanating from decisions by the PRRB, PNB or PAT, or 
the interpretation and/or implementation of an agreement under the 
PNB. 

 

Representation  

 
4. For the Forum to work, both employers and staff associations must be 
represented, as the aim will be to agree ways forward that are acceptable to 
all. Attendees will include representatives from ACPO, APCC, PFEW, and 
PSAEW. On occasion, should the agenda demand it, attendees might also be 
invited from CPOSA and the Home Office. In addition, one representative from 
SPF, PFNI, Scottish Superintendents, Northern Ireland Superintendents’ 
Association, Northern Ireland employers, Scottish employers, and others as 
appropriate might be invited to attend as observers.  
 

Structure  

 
5. There will be a Secretary for each group: the employers’ representatives 
and staff associations. The Chair will come from among the membership of the 
forum, and will alternate each year between the employers’ representatives 
and staff associations. The separation of the Chair from the Secretary role will 
allow for facilitated discussions and the role of the chair will be to attempt to 
gain consensus.  
 

6. The Forum might wish to create working groups drawing on particular 
expertise as necessary.  
 



 

 

 

Timing  

 
7. It is suggested that meeting regularly 4 times each year usually on the same 
day as PAB would be appropriate and continues the practical tradition of 
making best use of a day when all relevant parties are together anyway. 
Additional meetings will be arranged as agreed by the parties. For example, 
there may be a need for additional meetings in the period leading up to the 
remit letter, and when determining any joint submission to the PRRB.  
 

Funding 
  
8. There is unlikely to be central provision of funds going forward. However, in 
preliminary discussions potential members of the forum were keen that there 
should be such. It may be the case that an appropriate use of time in early 
meetings is to make a joint case to the Home Secretary for funding.  
 

Status  

 
9. This will be a voluntary body.  
 

10. As this will not be a statutory body, agreements will have no formal status. 
Matters on which the forum has reached agreement will be communicated to 
the Home Secretary and, as appropriate, forces or PCCs. The Home Secretary 
would then need to consider whether the matter should be included in the 
PRRB remit letter, whether an amendment to Police Regulations and 
Determinations is needed without reference to the PRRB, or whether a Home 
Office circular should be issued. It is likely that the Police Consultative Forum 
might offer a suggestion as to which is most appropriate.  
 

Secretariat  
 
11. In principle, the employer representatives will provide the secretariat for 
this body, including taking and publicising minutes, circulating papers for 
meetings, and other administrative arrangements for meetings. (This is in line 
with similar bodies in the NHS, and Fire Service for example).  
 

Requests for Guidance  
 
12. The process for Requests for Guidance (RfG) needs to be set out, as this 
will be beyond the normal discussions in the group forum. In principle, these 
should be resolved at the lowest level possible, with local processes being 
exhausted before matters are escalated to the Police Consultative Forum.  
 

13. During local discussions, the employer and staff representatives could 
write jointly to the Secretaries of the employers’ representatives and that of the 
staff associations and make a Request for Guidance on the interpretation of 
Regulations and Determinations, or a previous PNB agreement.  
 

In the event that local parties are unable to agree on the need to make an 
RfG either local party can still write to both Secretaries of the forum.  



 

 

 

 

On receipt of an RfG the Employers’ Secretary should copy this to the 
secretariat.  
 

It will normally be possible for the Secretaries to provide agreed authoritative 
advice to the local parties on the interpretation of Regulations and 
Determinations and PNB agreements (including disputes about management’s 
use of an unqualified discretion provided to the Chief Constable in a Police 
Regulation or a PNB agreement). The employers’ secretariat will be 
responsible for ensuring this advice is delivered on behalf of the forum.  
 
14. The Forum recognises that RfG will be an important route for clarity on pay 
and conditions. For that reason, both ACPO and the staff associations will 
publicise the Terms of Reference of the Forum, and contact details of 
Secretaries, to relevant parties (forces and local staff association leads). In 
addition, the Forum will request that the Home Office publish a circular with 
this information.  
 

15. If a Request for Guidance leads to the need for clarification to be issued 
regarding the Regulations and Determinations then this will be referred to the 
Home Office as a submission from the Police Consultation Forum. At this 
point, the Home Secretary may wish to consider this for inclusion in the PRRB 
remit letter.  
 

Summary of Likely Actions  

 
In summary, the actions that the Police Consultative Forum might take are as 
follows:  
 

(1) Where all members of the forum agree an issue to be put forward to 
the PRRB, the Forum may draft joint correspondence to the PRRB, and 
provide joint submissions on matters the Home Secretary might be 
asked to include in the PRRB remit letter.  
(2) Following discussions of matters such as Regulations and 
Determinations, and ongoing issues arising, the Forum might write to 
the Home Office asking for consideration of whether the matter should 
be included in the PRRB remit letter, whether an amendment to Police 
Regulations and Determinations is needed, or whether a Home Office 
circular should be issued.  
 
(3) Following a Request for Guidance, the Forum might write back and 
give a joint view to those who have raised the RfG. Should it not be 
possible to develop a joint view, then the Forum’s secretariat may write 
to the Home Secretary if it is thought the matter should form part of the 
PRRB remit letter.  

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

131. The PSA’s experience of the PCF is: 
 

• it is not resourced; 

• the meeting schedule is disorganised and unstructured; 

• attendance is unpredictable; 

• actions are sometimes not recorded or progressed; 

• it is not supported by any proper process or policy;  

• staff associations struggle to secure and progress items on the agenda;  

• for these items to progress, the staff associations are required to provide 
irrefutable statistical data, whereas issues brought from the reform 
agenda, CPOSA ,or the NPCC progress swiftly and smoothly without 
such a requirement; 

• for items to progress to some form of regulatory change or determination 
the staff associations have to achieve consensus and support from all 
parties to the PCF. In contrast, the requirement for the NPCC is simply to 
engage/consult with staff associations and other stakeholders, and even 
when consensus is not reached items still progress; 

• for the Home Office to progress an issue as a regulatory change or 
determination they require a letter to the Minister from the NPCC lead 
authorising such a change, which acts to control the activity and 
outcomes of the forum. 
 

132. Many pay-related workforce issues that would fall within the terms of 
reference of the PRRB are currently left unresolved. These include: 
 

• payment for cancelled rest days;  

• on-call allowance for Superintendents; 

• review of the South East/London Allowances; 

• defining the Superintendent rank working week; 

• employers not adhering to regulations on mileage allowance. 
 

The first four issues were raised by the PSA and SANI in our 2018 submission to 
the PRRB. All except ‘Defining the Superintendent rank working week’ 
were also raised in our letter dated 4th October 2018 to the Home Office setting 
out the workforce issues that the PSA would request the Home Secretary 
included in their remit letter (see full letter above). 

 
133. It is accepted that very recently progress has been made on some issues, but 

this has been extremely slow and has still not led to any resolutions for the 
workforce. Progress has been achieved in the following areas: 
 

• the request from PSA and SANI for an on-call allowance for the 
superintending ranks has been included in this year’s remit from the Home 
Secretary to the PRRB. 

• with regard to ‘defining the Superintendent rank working week’ after 
exactly 12 months of discussion in the PCF, the employer agreed to 
support this proposal and wrote to the Minister explaining this. We now 
await the Home Office’s draft determination. Whilst we are encouraged 



 

 

 

that there has been some progress, there is no timescale set for how this 
will continue. 

 
Managing industrial relations - payment for cancelled rest day issue 
 
134. In contrast, the more common experience for PSA and SANI is one of no 

progress. An example is the issue of Superintendents having to work at short 
notice on their rest days to cover the amount of strategic and operational 
demands placed on them. When Superintendents are required at short notice to 
work on their rest day there is no remuneration, but they may ‘re-roster’ the rest 
day to a day in the future. However, a cyclical pattern has emerged due to the 
demands on Superintendents, meaning the same situation re-occurs and they 
never get to take these re-rostered rest days. A collection of ‘banked’ rest days is 
built-up or rest-day are continually re-rostered into the future. Eventually, 
because of the regulatory position when rest days become more than 12 months 
old, or more than three months old for bank holidays worked, they are cancelled 
or lost. 
 

135. This ultimately leads to officers working a rest day for no payment or 
compensatory rest day, in addition to having reduced time off to rest. 

 
136. In the PSA/SANI submission to the PRRB in 2018, paragraphs 63 - 75 contain 

comprehensive evidence to justify the payment for a cancelled rest day as a 
problem that needs to be resolved or remitted to the PRRB for review and 
recommendation. 

 
137. To try and resolve this issue, PSA and SANI have raised the topic in almost 

every PCF meeting, starting on 26th September 2017 when the PSA and SANI 
jointly submitted a paper entitled ‘Proposal by the Police Superintendents’ 
Association of England and Wales, to the PCF to change Police Regulations in 
relation to the rules for the reallocation of rest days/public holidays’.  

 
138. This paper is explained and included in last year’s evidence (para 63 – 75 & 

2018 PSA submission), so the case for change will not be repeated here. There 
has been no offer from the employer or the Home Office for a resolution to this 
issue. The employer’s position has not changed and can be satisfactorily 
summarised by the entries in the minutes from the PCF meetings on the 27th 
September & 12th December 2018 that states: 

 
27th Sept: 

 
Reallocated rest days 
DM reiterated that superintendents were accumulating a bank of rest days 
which they were subsequently unable to take. 
 
Francis Habgood (FH) said that Sara Thornton shared his view that the 
answer was to avoid banking lots of rest days. 
 

http://www.policesupers.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/PSA-PRRB-Submission-Feb-2017-FINAL.pdf
http://www.policesupers.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/PSA-PRRB-Submission-Feb-2017-FINAL.pdf
http://www.policesupers.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/PSA-PRRB-Submission-Feb-2017-FINAL.pdf


 

 

 

DM said it remained a problem for the workforce that was unable to avoid 
working on rest days and he was aware that some forces were paying for 
banked rest days that superintendents were unable to work. 
 
FH considered whether the cause of banked rest days was organisational 
pressure, or individual choice. 
 
DM said this was a continuing problem for his members which he would 
continue to raise until it was resolved. He was concerned that a failure to 
address the issue would lead to a loss of goodwill from the superintending 
ranks. He said that employers must recognise there was a significant impact 
on wellbeing. 
 
FH wondered if the answer to this issue was pay? 
 
DM said that his members felt pushed between pillar and post and the issue 
needed to be addressed. 
 
Alex Duncan (AD) said he entirely agreed with the Superintendents 
Association although there wasn’t evidence of this being a particular issue for 
his members. Sufficient resource to ensure officers did not need to work on 
rest days would be the ideal solution but if that didn’t happen then pay might 
force the issue. 
 
FH agreed to raise the issue at the meeting of Chiefs’ Council scheduled for 
the following week. He also agreed to include a question about cancelled rest 
days in a forthcoming questionnaire, he agreed to circulate the draft survey for 
comment in advance. 

 
 

12th Dec:  
 

a. Rest Days in Lieu (RDIL) 
      
DM raised concerns around how RD working should be managed and that 
this should be paid, rather than used as a RDIL. He stated that this was an 
issue that had constantly been raised but there have been no resolutions. 

 
FH agreed that this was an issue.  
 
DM asked if any of the impacts on staff were being monitored, and was 
concerned that this issue has been “ping-ponged” but never dealt with. 
 
FH agreed to discuss this with Sara Thornton. AT agreed that this issue had 
been raised by the PSA over the course of a number of meetings and needed 
to be brought to a resolution 

 
 



 

 

 

139. The Home Office position can be summarised by the comments in its letter of 
response to issues the PSA asked to be included in the remit letter to the PRRB 
Chair (dated 19th December – see Appendix 2). This stated:  
 

7: Payment for cancelled rest days. We understand that this continues to 
be a concern for the PSA, but payment for cancelled rest days is not 
supported by employers or other staff associations. We share the view held 
by others that this issue is related to management and welfare rather than pay 
and increasing pay may create perverse incentives (for example, by making it 
more attractive to work much longer hours and increase tolerance of 
cancelled rest days, with subsequent damage to health). We understand that 
CC Habgood has written to chiefs asking that this is dealt with locally.  

 
140. In relation to the lack of concern reported by other staff associations it should 

be noted that within regulations there are provisions for federated ranks to be 
paid when they are required to work on their rest days. Also, in relation to the 
Chief Officer ranks (who are considered as non-autonomous workers as per the 
Working Time Regulations) CPOSA has agreed a proposal with the Association 
of Police and Crime Commissioners that has passed through the PCF to the 
Minister, with the employer’s support, to increase their rest day entitlement and 
change their annual leave provision. 

 
141. The PSA and SANI find the manner in which our members continue to be 

treated as perplexing, especially as the NPCC Lead for pay and conditions has a 
policy which they approved, in their own force, agreed during the last 12 months 
to pay federated officers for rest days worked outside of regulations (see 
Appendix 5 for Thames Valley Police’s policy for Managing Rest Days Paid 
Outside of Regulations (RDPOR)).  

 
142. In addition, further forces across England and Wales have historically or are 

currently making local arrangements to pay for rest days worked outside of 
regulations to both Federated and/or Superintending ranks. Examples include 
Humberside, City of London, Cleveland, Devon & Cornwall and Hertfordshire 
Constabulary. This issue has been recognised by the NPCC Lead for pay and 
conditions who wrote to all Chief Constables on 9th October stating: 

 

The second issue I want to raise with you is in relation to Reallocated Rest 
Days (RRD). I mentioned at CCC that the Police Superintendents Association 
(PSA) have raised concern for some time about the inability of 
Superintendents to be able to take accrued RRD in a given year. As a 
consequence they have requested that, rather than losing them at the end of 
the year (which is what Regulations state) forces should ‘buy’ the rest days 
back.  

On your behalf I have resisted the request to pay for RRD that are not taken 
as I believe that it sends out a very negative message around well-being. 
Essentially it encourages a culture of excessive hours. The other point is that 



 

 

 

if agreed, the arrangement would apply to federated ranks as well. CCC 
confirmed my position at the recent meeting.  

If there are issues of Superintendents (and other ranks) working additional 
days and not being able to reallocate them in a force then this needs to be 
managed locally. I suggest that this might also be down to an individual’s 
management of time.  

Can I therefore ask that you look at the number of RRDs in your force and the 
ability of individuals to take these days. This might be an issue that you would 
want to discuss at your local JNCC. The National PSA inform me that some 
forces are paying for ‘lost’ RRDs or buying them back at the end of service. 
Whilst this practice can occur for annual leave, there is no facility in 
Regulations to pay for untaken rest days. Please check that this does not 
happen in your force as it weakens our position nationally if challenged.  

143. The PSA and SANI find it extremely disappointing that our leadership are 
avoiding resolving this issue and are suggesting that the payment of rest days will 
incentivise Superintendents to work additional hours. The Superintending ranks 
have for many years been flagging their concerns about the number of hours they 
are working, which continues to increase. This issue will be studied further in 
para 170 -171 of this submission.  
 

144. The suggestion that ‘it might also be down to an individual’s management of 
time’, is considered by the PSA to be a failure by our leadership to recognise the 
context in which current Superintendents are operating. The Superintendent 
ranks have been cut significantly since 2006, but the demands placed on the rank 
have grown exponentially. The table below shows the extent of these cuts: 

 

  
2006 2011 

% to 
2011 

2018 
% 

2011-18 

% 
2006-
2018 

Chief Super 521 422 -19% 288 -31.8% -44.7% 

Superintendent 1080 947 -12.3% 892 -5.8% -17.4% 

 
Source Home Office 
 
 

 
145. The issue described concerns well-being, as Superintendents are not getting 

sufficient time off to stay healthy, but it is also a pay issue as officers are having 
to work rest days and are not being remunerated for them. The current NPCC 
response is simply to pass the problem from one part of leadership to another 
rather than resolve the issue, which is unacceptable. There are two possible 
solutions: 
 

• Reduce the amount of demands on Superintendents 

• Increase the number of Superintendents 
 



 

 

 

The PSA and SANI would fully welcome either or a blend of these options being 
urgently implemented to resolve the issue. However, the NPCC has not sought to 
put either of these solutions in place, so the PSA and SANI are requesting 
financial recompense for working their rest days. 
 

146. Evidence from the PSA/SANI Pay & Morale 2018 survey shows that this 
continues to be a consistent and increasing problem for the Superintending 
ranks. The following is a summary of the findings: 

 
 

The issues most likely to have a negative impact upon respondents’ morale this 
year have similarly remained unchanged since 2017, with a large majority of 
respondents saying that taxation policies, their work-life balance and how the 
police as a whole are treated have all had a negative impact upon their morale. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 Negative Impact  Positive Impact 

 2018 2017 2016  2018 2017 2016 

Taxation 
policies 

85% 75% -  1% 2% - 

Work/life 
balance 

71% 70% 63%  15% 18% 20% 

How the police 
as a whole are 
treated 

69% 65% 64%  12% 13% 14% 

Workload and 
responsibilities 

51% 55% 46%  31% 29% 36% 

Health and 
wellbeing 

54% 51% 45%  25% 28% 29% 

Pension 55% 43% 38%  29% 35% 44% 

Pay and 
benefits 

40% 40% 21%  21% 23% 36% 

Development 
and promotion 
opportunities 

32% 34% 35%  29% 30% 24% 

Treatment by 
chief officers 

26% 25% 27%  49% 53% 52% 



 

 

 

Day-to-day job 
role 

23% 23% 19%  61% 60% 65% 

Treatment by 
line manager 

11% 13% 14%  65% 65% 66% 

Relationship 
with 
colleagues 

9% 10% 9%  66% 65% 69% 

 
 

 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 10 

That the Home Secretary makes provision to enable the Superintending 
ranks to be paid (without discretion) when they have worked a rest day or 
bank holiday leave day and are unable to re-roster and take that rest day 
within 12 months or three months respectively. 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 
 

147. The PSA and SANI are encouraged that after consistently raising concerns 
about the operation of the PCF and the lack of any formal mechanism to resolve 
the police workforce’s pay related issues, the Police Minister has offered that 
Home Office officials from the Police Pay Unit will review the operation of the 
PCF. The announcement of this review was communicated to the PSA on 19th 
December and at this early stage it is suggested that the parameters of the 
review will include the following: 
 
•    a review of the terms of reference of the PCF; 
•    a review of its membership; 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 11 

To avoid the unfairness described above, and in order to provide the 
police workforce with a fair and balanced mechanism to manage 
industrial relations, the PCF should be replaced with a statutory 
mechanism that: 

• Allows for all stakeholders’ issues to be considered as part of the 
Home Secretary’s remit to the PRRB:  a policy detailing the process 
should be published that sets out in a transparent way how issues 
to be remitted by the Home Secretary are decided upon; 

• Has an independent, funded and publicly appointed chair; 

• Has an independent and funded secretariat; 

• Has the ability for independently chaired and funded technical 
working groups (TWGs) to be arranged to pursue specific issues 
that can return their findings to the main meeting. 

We further suggest that: 

• All stakeholders can place items on agendas; 

• Agendas, minutes and actions are promptly produced for all 
meetings; 

• All parties’ issues (whether in the substantive meeting or TWG) are 
considered equally through a process that registers disagreement 
and where necessary involves independent arbitration with a 
binding outcome; 

• The arbitration process is via an independent body which can be 
accessed at any point via the independent chair, with an agreed 
timescale for a recommendation/outcome; 

• The independent body makes its recommendations on any 
arbitration to the Home Secretary for their ratification or refusal; 

• There is an independent appeals process if the Home Secretary 
does not ratify the independent body recommendation. 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

•    consideration of the appointment of an independent chair and secretariat and 
any associated funding issues; 
•    a review of the decision-making process; 
•    establishment of a clear process and timescales for consultation on 
proposals; 
•    consideration of the relationship of the PCF to the PRRB, College of Policing 
Consultative Group, Police Advisory Board (PAB) and Police Pensions Scheme 
Advisory Board (SAB). 
 
The review is expected to report its findings by end of April 2019. 
 

148. The PSA and SANI hope that the outcome will result in a mechanism that 
reflects the points raised in PSA/SANI REQUEST 11. The PSA and SANI will 
engage fully in the review to help improve the situation as our only other option is 
that of legal challenge, which we would wish to avoid. 

 

Additional industrial relations issues 

149.  A further issue that needs greater transparency is the fact that the reports 
written by the PRRB containing its recommendations are not shared with the 
stakeholders in the PRRB process until after the Government has made its 
announcements on the recommendations. This not only provides a political 
advantage to the Government, but creates a clear disadvantage to the other 
stakeholders involved in the process. The PSA and SANI see no reason why the 
PRRB’s report should not be shared with all stakeholders to the process at the 
same time as it is shared with the Government (Home Office). 

 

 
150. A further significant concern to staff associations is the recurring theme of 

pay-related regulations that include a reference that the payment will be made at 
the Chief Constable’s discretion, or similar. 
  

151. Experience shows that once the new regulation or change is enacted, no or 
limited payments are made due to the budget restrictions on employers even 
after the affordability argument has been considered and accepted by the PRRB 
and the Home Secretary. This process is damaging the governance relied upon 
to ensure officers receive a fair pay deal. Specific examples include the PRRB’s 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 12 

That the PRRB report is published in a timely manner to all stakeholders 
prior to the release of the Home Secretary’s recommendations. 

  

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

recommendations and subsequent regulatory changes in relation to the South 
East allowance, and targeted bonus payments (see paragraphs 68-74).  
 

 

 
 

Use of private vehicle - mileage allowance 
 
152. Even though it has not been included in this year’s PRRB remit, SANI and the 

PSA raise the issue of mileage allowances within this submission as the PRRB 
previously played a role in making a recommendation in its 2016 report that was 
approved by the then Home Secretary.  
 

153. Since that recommendation was enacted, there has been an increasing 
misinterpretation/disregard of the regulations and the PRRB recommendation by 
the employer. This has left those in the Superintending ranks especially 
financially worse off as during this same period their numbers have fallen, and 
they have been required to command much greater areas leading to increased 
travel requirements. 
 

154. The misinterpretation/disregard for the regulations involves employers 
enforcing local policies that requires the home-to-work and work-to-home mileage 
to be deducted from any claim. This is particularly perverse in situations where a 
Superintendent has completed a normal day at work traveling at their own cost 
and then undertakes an on-call period. For example, during that on-call period 
they may be called out from home in the early hours to a crime scene that is in 
the opposite direction to their place of work and further away than their place of 
work. In this scenario the force policy requires that before any claim for mileage 
allowance was made, the Superintendent would need to again deduct their home 
to work mileage. 

 
155. This issue, and the legal advice obtained by the PSA, has been raised in the 

PCF. 
 

156. Included at Appendix 6 is a copy of the legal position the PSA shared with 
the PCF on the 24th January 2019. 

 
157. The PSA and SANI are hopeful that the PCF will be able to resolve this issue, 

following comments made by the Home Office in its letter of the 19th December. 
 
6: HMRC mileage allowances. As discussed at the recent PCF, if HMRC’s 
rules are being misinterpreted by forces, we suggest that further evidence is 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 13 

That the PRRB recognise that where any new or changed regulation 
includes an element of Chief Officer discretion, but no additional budget 
is provided, the intention is unlikely to be achieved for the workforce. 

 

  

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

collected and addressed via guidance. We are confident that this issue can be 
dealt with outside of the formal pay review process and will work with you to 
ensure this is addressed.  

 
 

 
 
158. As a comparison, Superintendents in Police Scotland are not required to 

deduct their home-to-work and work-to-home mileage from any claim for use of 
their own vehicle. Their mileage rates are also still defined within regulations, and 
they do not use the HMRC rates. 

 
159. The last time the values for the essential user’s lump sum was reviewed was 

prior to 2016. If there had been a functioning mechanism to deal with pay and 
terms and conditions outside the PRRB, similar to the arrangements in Scotland, 
it is highly likely that this issue would have been reviewed to ensure the 
allowance being paid was at the appropriate level. The PSA is disappointed that 
this has not occurred. 

 

 
 
Pension satisfaction & Annual Allowance pension taxation: continuing impact 
 
160. PSA and SANI acknowledge that pensions are not within the remit of the 

PRRB. However, at the beginning of each PRRB report it sets out the Board’s 
terms of reference, which include the following point - ‘It is also important for the 
Review Body to be mindful of developments in police officer pensions to ensure 
that there is a consistent, strategic and holistic approach to police pay and 
conditions.’ 
 

161. In support of this point, the PSA raised the issue of the impact of annual 
allowance charges at the Police Advisory Board for England & Wales on 31st 
January 2018. Specifically, it asked which formal body had the remit for 
monitoring the total remuneration package for police officers. The extract from the 
minutes reads: 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 14 

That the PRRB note misinterpretation / disregard in relation to mileage 
allowance as an issue: if it cannot be resolved via the PCF, the PSA’s 
only recourse will be to take a legal challenge as there is no support 
from the Home Secretary to remit the issue back to the PRRB. 

 

  

 

 
 

 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 15 

That the Home Secretary requests that the reformed/reviewed PCF 
mechanism reviews the values paid for the essential user’s lump sum. 

 

  

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 
29.  SH (CPOSA) then suggested that PABEW could be proactive in giving the 

Police Remuneration Review Body (PRRB) the right to provide formal 
comments on the evidence they submit, rather than informal comments on 
pension matters. PS advised that PRRB and SSRB regularly commented 
on pension provision however, he highlighted the difference between that 
and the review bodies’ formal recommendations; pensions are not within 
PRRB’s remit. They make useful comments, but there is no statutory role. 
He emphasised that no pay review body had pensions within its remit. 
  

30.  AT (APCC) said that in the days of the Police Negotiating Board, the 
committee existed for consultation on pensions. In terms of the evidence 
submitted through the pay review body process, pensions remained part of 
the complete package. However, the existing arrangements worked 
effectively. He emphasised that PRRB’s role was in negotiations around 
pay; they kept an eye on pensions, but negotiations were on pay. Any 
pension changes were done through pension schemes, not pay 
negotiations. The Chair noted that the role of the SAB was not to look at 
the level of pension. 

 
31. AF (POLFED) suggested this could be picked up in the UKPPCF, in that 

the forum could look at the informal comments made by the PRRB in 
relation to pensions. The Chair agreed this would be a useful starting 
point. She suggested a focus could be created at UKPPCF for such 
discussion. Then if there was something specific that needed further 
discussion it could be raised at the PABEW.   
  

 
162. The PSA/SANI 2018 submission to the PRRB raised the issue and impact 

that annual allowance tax charges were having on its membership (paragraphs 
111 – 122). This was supported by data from 2017 PSA pay survey. The PRRB 
report published by the Home Secretary in July 2018 contained a comment in 
relation to the impact of annual allowance, at paragraph 4.32, where it stated ‘It 
seems possible to us, indeed likely, that the impact that promotion may have on 
officers financially could be influencing the level of interest they have in moving to 
senior ranks. If so, this matter could be addressed, and the Home Office should 
consider providing more flexibility to police officer pension schemes in order to 
mitigate this issue.’ 
 

163. The same concerns were raised by the PSA at the UK Police Pension 
Consultative Forum on the 2nd July 2018. As a result of the discussions and 
formal support for the first time from the employer that Annual Allowance tax 
charges were impacting on the leadership pipeline, the Chair of the Forum 
agreed to write to the Policing Minister setting out the concerns raised (see 
Appendix 7 for the letter sent on 24th August 2018). The extract from the minutes 
reads: 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 

Pension growth 
 

• The Chair reminded the group that at the last meeting, CPOSA and PSA 
had put together an interim paper on a joint proposal to manage pension 
growth (1987 scheme). SH (CPOSA) explained this had come about from 
a Home Office meeting earlier in the year, in which they had an interesting 
discussion with Fire and other public sector colleagues. Treasury had 
every expectation schemes would amend themselves, and the proposal 
covered issues raised at the informal meeting. SH hoped this would be a 
combined request, but they were awaiting a view from the employer. JH 
said in broad terms, NPCC were supportive, and the principles and 
mechanism looked positive. CR (APCC) confirmed that APCC took the 
same view. 

 

• NL (Home Office) advised the next steps were to interrogate the proposal 
and look at how it could be used by a variety of people. If it worked they 
would make a case to Ministers.  

 

• The Chair advised she could do a brief letter to the Minister saying she 
had been asked to draw his attention to this issue which is with officials. 
Dan Murphy also noted he had set out the issues of annual allowance at a 
recent Superintendent roundtable, so the Minister was aware. Action 
point: Secretariat. 
 

 
164. Since then, the PSA has had a further meeting with the Police Minister on 21st 

November where the issue of the impact of Annual Allowance charges was 
raised again. Immediately afterwards, the PSA received this letter from the 
Policing Minister: 
 

21 November 2018 
  
Thank you for your letter of 28 June about the negative impact you feel the 
Annual Allowance is having on police leadership, particularly on discouraging 
people from taking promotions.  
  
You ask for my support in persuading HM Treasury to find a way to mitigate 
the problems of this issue. You describe at some length the problem in 
monetary terms for individuals. However, for HM Treasury to consider 
changes to annual allowance tax charges, they will need to see robust 
evidence of the impact this is having in policing. What would be more 
compelling would be firm data on the number of candidates who exclude 
themselves from promotion opportunities on this basis and the number of 
recruitment processes that are materially affected by this problem. 
  
Officials will also write to the scheme advisory board to ask for this information 
to ensure that we capture the data that employers (chief constables and 
PCCs) may have.  
  



 

 

 

I am keen to work with policing to improve the experience for officers where 
we are able to. I therefore hope that you will be able to provide this data to 
ensure that we have the firmest possible evidence to support any change. 
  
RT HON NICK HURD MP 
Minister of State for Policing and the Fire Service  
Rt Hon Nick Hurd MP 
Minister of State for Policing and the Fire Service  
2 Marsham Street London SW1P 4DF 
www.gov.uk/home-office 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
165.  Following this, and in addition to the data from the PSA’s 2017 Pay Survey, 

the PSA has provided further evidence to Home Office officials based on 
individual member experiences and the latest data from the 2018 PSA Pay 
Survey. The PSA is aware that the Chair of the Pension Scheme Advisory Board 
has requested information from the employer (NPCC pay and conditions lead) 
and the Association of Police and Crime Commissioners. 
 

166. A summary of the latest data from the PSA & SANI 2018 Pay & Morale 
Survey is as follows: 

 

Pensions 
One of the largest increases in levels of dissatisfaction since last year 
concerned respondents’ pensions. Whereas in 2017 36% of respondents 
said that they were dissatisfied with their pension, in 2018 this proportion had 
increased to 45%. Indeed, since the first Pay Survey in 2015, there has been 
a 19 percentage point increase in the proportion of respondents who were 
dissatisfied with their pension. Moreover, for the first time since the survey 
started, respondents in 2018 were more likely to report being dissatisfied than 
satisfied with their pension.  

 
 
 

 Dissatisfied with pension Satisfied with pension 

2018 
 

45% 42% 

2017 
 

36% 52% 

http://www.gov.uk/home-office


 

 

 

2016 
 

31% 54% 

2015 
 

26% 61% 

 
Whilst members of the Superintending ranks were still less likely to be 
dissatisfied with their pension than members of the Federated ranks, the 
differences now are far less stark than in previous years. In 2015 there was a 
43 percentage point difference in dissatisfaction with pension between 
members of the Superintending ranks and Federated ranks, yet by 2018 
this difference has reduced to just 17 percentage points. 
 

 

 
 

 
As seen below, each year since 2015 there has been an incremental increase 
in the proportion of Superintending ranks who either have transferred or will 
transfer into the CARE scheme, and a corresponding decrease in the 
proportion of respondents with full transitional protection and who will not join 
the CARE scheme.  
 
In light of this, a key factor that has a statistically significant association 
with respondents’ dissatisfaction with their pension is their pension 
scheme and transitional arrangements. For instance, this year 21% of 
respondents with full transitional protection said that they are dissatisfied with 
their pension, compared to 60% of respondents with tapered protection and 
69% of respondents who have transferred into the CARE scheme2. As more 
respondents are likely to become members of the CARE scheme in future 
years, it remains plausible that pension dissatisfaction will increase further in 
future years.   

                                                 
2 Χ2= 168.90; p < 0.001 Cramer’s V = 0.32 

45%

36%
31%

26%

62% 63%
67% 69%

2018 2017 2016 2015

Proportion of respondents reporting dissatisfaction with pension in 
PSA & SANI and PFEW surveys since 2015

PSA & SANI

PFEW



 

 

 

 
 

 

 

There has also been a notable increase in the proportion of respondents 
who said that they had incurred an Annual Allowance charge in 2018 
compared to previous years. 44% of respondents said that they had incurred 
an Annual Allowance charge in the 2017/18 financial year, up from 24% in 
2016/17 and from less than one in ten in 2015/16 and 2014/15.  
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I have full transitional protection and will not join the CARE pension scheme

I have tapered protection

I have transferred to the CARE scheme



 

 

 

 
 

 
The most common reason why respondents breached the Annual Allowance 
threshold last year was their normal pay increment. This affected 51% of 
respondents who said that they breached the Annual Allowance threshold last 
year. In addition, just over a quarter said that they had breached the threshold 
because they had been promoted to Superintendent.   
 

 

Reason for breaching Annual Allowance threshold 
 

 

Inflationary pay increase 
 

13% 

Normal pay increment 
 

51% 

Promoted to Superintendent 
 

28% 

Promoted from Superintendent to Chief Superintendent 
 

13% 

Promoted through more than one rank 
 

2% 

Other reason 
 

8% 

 

 
The amount by which respondents had breached the Annual Allowance 
threshold has also increase since last year, with 55% of respondents saying 
that they breached the threshold by more than £20,000 in 2017/18, compared 
to 50% of respondents in 2016/17. The average amount respondents breached 
the Annual Allowance threshold by in the last financial year was £25,293.  
 

44%

24%
9% 6%

43%

51%
73% 76%

12%
24% 19% 18%

2017/18 2016/17 2015/16 2014/15

Did you incur an Annual Allowance charge in...?

I don’t know

No

Yes

Retrospectively reported in 2017 Pay Survey



 

 

 

Chief Superintendents were most likely to have incurred an Annual Allowance 
charge. 61% of this rank said that they had incurred a charge, compared to 
38% of Superintendents (Superintendents were however more likely to be 
unsure about whether or not they had incurred a charge than Chief 
Superintendents, at 14% and 8% respectively). 
 

 

 Proportion incurring 
Annual Allowance 
charge in 2018/19 

Average amount 
breached threshold by 

Superintendents 
 

38% £24,948 

Chief Superintendents 
 

61% £27,080 

 

 

The impact of respondents’ pension on their intention to leave the police service 
has also increased slightly in the last year. In 2018 38% of respondents said 
that their pension increased their intention to leave, whereas in 2017 33% 
said that their pension increased their intention to leave. It must be noted 
however that respondents’ pensions were still more likely to increase their 
intention to stay in the police than increase their intention to leave.  

 

 

 
 

Amongst respondents who said that their pension increased their intention to 
leave the police service, the most common reason given for this was that they 
did not trust the government not to change their pension for the worse again in 
future. This sentiment was expressed by more than eight out of ten respondents 
who said that their pension increases their intention to leave. 
 

44% 46%

18% 21%

38% 33%

2018 2017

Impact of pension on intention to stay in or leave the 
police

Increases intention to leave

No impact on intention to stay or leave

Increases intention to stay



 

 

 

Around two thirds of respondents (64%) who said that their pension 
increased their intention to leave said that this was influenced by their 
likelihood of breaching the Lifetime Allowance tax threshold. This 
proportion has increase from 50% in the 2017 Pay Survey. However, the most 
substantial change since last year concerned Annual Allowance. Whereas in 
2017 29% of respondents said that their intention to leave was influenced by 
the sense that they had to pay too much pension tax (Annual Allowance), in 
2018 56% of respondents who said that their pension increased their 
intention to leave attributed this to Annual Allowance. 
 
Whilst taxation policies remain the issue most likely to have a negative impact 
upon respondents’ morale, this impact appears to be even more widespread 
this year compared to last year. Whereas in 2017 75% of respondents said that 
taxation policies had a negative impact upon their morale, in 2018 this has 
increased to 85%. The most significant change since 2017 however concerned 
the impact of respondents’ pension on their morale. Last year 43% of 
respondents said that their pension had a negative impact upon their morale. 
This year this proportion has increased by 12 percentage points, and 55% of 
respondents now say that their pension had a negative impact upon their 
morale.  

 

 

 

 
Of the 38% of respondents who said that their pension increased their intention to 
leave… 

 
I don’t trust the government not to change our pensions for the 
worse again in the future 

84% 

The likelihood of breaching the Lifetime Allowance tax 
threshold 
 

64% 

I have to pay too much pension tax (Annual Allowance) 
 

56% 

Due to recent changes, the pension I will receive is different to 
what I was led to expect 

53% 

I have reached pension age so can leave with an immediate 
pension 
 

17% 

I can’t get an accurate forecast of the pension I can expect to 
receive when I retire 

22% 

The contributions I have to pay are too high/unaffordable 
 

20% 

I can’t access the money from my pension if I need to before I 
retire 
 

14% 

The level of my pension is too low 
 

10% 

I believe I can get a better pension elsewhere 
 

1% 

Other reasons 7% 



 

 

 

 

Amongst respondents who said that their pension increased their intention to stay 
in the police service, a majority of respondents said that this was because the level 
of the pension was good compared to other jobs, and that despite recent changes, 
they were still able to retire at an earlier date than most people. 
 

 
 
 

167. This evidences that the issues created by the annual allowance tax charges are 
increasing in both volume and impact and that as part of the overall remuneration 
package officers are becoming much less satisfied with the pension arrangements.  
 

168. To date there is still no solution or proposals being put forward to resolve the 
issues created by the annual allowance tax charges, which clearly are of real 
tangible concern to the PSA as they are significantly reducing the ‘total 
remuneration package’ of superintending officers. 

 
169. The PSA and SANI have included these issues in this submission to ensure 

the PRRB is sighted on the current developments; to allow this section to be read 
in conjunction with the submission that the Chair of the Police Advisory Board for 
England and Wales will be submitting to the PRRB; noting in particularly there 
has been no resolution to the comment made in last year’s PRRB report 
(paragraph 4.32) and that the impact and scope of the charges is increasing. 

Of the 44% of respondents who said that their pension increased their 
intention to stay… 
 
The level of the pension is good compared to other jobs 
 

58% 

Despite recent changes, I am still able to retire at an 
earlier date than most people 

55% 

The benefits provided to my surviving dependents if I die 
are good 
 

39% 

My accrued pension is safe within a government 
sponsored scheme 
 

39% 

The benefits provided for me if I become ill are good 
 

29% 

I want to build a larger pension 
 

24% 

I can already retire with an immediate pension but if I stay 
longer I will have an even bigger pension 

12% 

Other reasons 
 

17% 



 

 

 

 

Working Time Regulations: Project Cadmium 

170. Project Cadmium is the Association’s work to develop changes that support 
compliance with working time regulations, and the wellbeing of Superintendents. 

With the significant reduction over recent years in the superintending ranks, 
members’ roles have become more complex and demanding. The Association’s 
most recent resilience survey confirmed that: 

• more than 75% of superintendents are working more than 50 hours a week 

• most are working rest days and annual leave days and spending more time on 
call 

• more than half reported symptoms of anxiety 

• more than a quarter reported symptoms of depression. 

 

To ensure the impact of this on the health and wellbeing of members is better 
understood, the Association has started Project Cadmium to provide an accurate 
picture of the extent to which the Superintending ranks may be working excessive 
hours. 

 

171. The PRRB’s terms of reference include ‘hours of duty’. Therefore, to ensure 
the PRRB are fully sighted on the project a full report is included at Appendix 8 
(attached) setting out the detail on the: 
 

• background and history to the project 

• parameters and data collection 

• strategy and success measures 

• process and participants 

• pilot force findings 

• interim main project findings 

• current and future activity 
 

 

 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 16 

That the PRRB note that no tangible progress has been made to resolve 
the amount and impact of annual allowance charges and that this 
continues to reduce the total remuneration package of those in the 
Superintending ranks. 

 

  

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

Pay consistency 

 
172. SANI and the PSA are becoming increasingly concerned that there is a 

growing inconsistency in the application of pay-related regulations and terms and 
conditions. The drive from the NPCC lead for pay and conditions is a relaxation in 
the need to regulate and this appears to be exhibiting itself through the following 
examples: 
 

• an increasing use of ‘Chief Constable’s discretion’ in the drafting of 
regulations, which leads to no payments being made or inconsistencies 
across forces. E.g. the application of the South East Allowance. Also, see 
paragraphs 75-88 on bonus/targeted payments. 

• Scottish Administration and Police Scotland still enjoy a Police Negotiating 
Board mechanism and now as a result have different rates of pay, pensions 
and allowances to officers in England, Wales and Northern Ireland. 

• in England and Wales the national pay machinery is not functioning properly, 
so forces are operating outside of regulations to pay officers. E.g. In 
Humberside the Superintending ranks are being paid for ‘banked’ rest days; 
and Thames Valley Police have a policy to pay officers outside of regulations 
for working rest days. 

 
173. Across the police service officers have always been paid equally to ensure 

there are no barriers to cross-border interoperability at times of crisis. When a 
crisis occurs and officers from one part of the country or from another country are 
required to be deployed rapidly, morale needs to be at a level where officers feel 
valued and there is sufficient goodwill. One strategy that will undermine this 
requirement is officers being paid at different levels when they are doing the 
same task. The NPCC will argue that because of the ‘time served in the rank 
system’ officers are already paid at different levels. That point is accepted, but 
the system is deemed as fair as it is tightly controlled in regulations and a two-
year-in-rank officer will understand the reason they earn less than a three-year-
in-rank officer. This problem already exists in many collaborative arrangements 
between forces, and industrial relations will continue to worsen if this trend 
continues. 

 

 
 

 
 

 

PSA/SANI REQUEST 17 

That the Home Secretary and the PRRB note the concerns raised about 
the growing inconsistency of the application of pay-related regulations; 
especially as the number of officers has reduced which makes the 
requirement for cross border ‘interoperability’ of officers more likely, 
e.g. in the event of a terrorist incident. 

 

 

 

perintending ranks. 

 

  

 



 

 

 

 

Superintendents’ Association of Northern Ireland (SANI) 
submission in relation to the Department of Justice remit 
letter & additional information/evidence requested by the 
PRRB 
 
174. The SANI submission in respect of the following areas for recommendation by 

the PRRB is: 
 
 
PSNI PRRB Request 1: The application of any pay award for 2019/20 for police 
officers of all ranks, including chief officers 
 

Pay award 2019/20: SANI again aligns itself with the position on pay and allowances 
uplift taken by the PFNI and evidence is contained within the PFNI submission. It 
remains the SANI view that the principle of a single police service across Northern 
Ireland, England and Wales should be maintained. Since the core role of police officers 
is the same, we contend that parity on core pay spines should be maintained. If pay 
and conditions were to become more favourable in Great Britain, there is a risk of a 
loss of trained and experienced officers leaving PSNI for higher pay, at a time when 
PSNI is already struggling to recruit enough officers to replace those leaving. 
Maintaining parity is beneficial for secondments and transfers.  

SANI has not been consulted on a multi-year pay deal by its employer. 

PSNI PRRB Request 2: Whether any increase should be applied to the Northern 
Ireland Transitional Allowance (NITA) and other allowances, including those for on-
call and dog handlers 

 
Northern Ireland Transitional Allowance (NITA) and other allowances: Northern 
Ireland continues to face organised and enduring terrorist groups which seek to control 
sections of the population by intimidation and the targeted use of violence. 
 
 
PSNI PRRB Request 3: any changes which should be applied to the existing 
Competence Related Threshold Payment (CRTP) in light of the review currently 
being concluded by the PSNI 
 
Competence Related Threshold Payment (CRTP): as the competency related 
threshold payment is specifically related to the federated ranks, SANI has chosen not 
to make any recommendation in respect of this payment. 
 
  
PSNI PRRB Request 4: whether the Superintending ranks should have access to 
targeted payments or bonuses 
 



 

 

 

SANI aligns itself with the general position on targeted payments or bonuses taken 
by the PSA in the earlier section of this report. The Home Office regulation would 
have to be renegotiated with a Northern Irish administration, and some amendment 
of criteria would be required since multi force collaborations, for example, are not a 
feature of Northern Irish policing. 
 
PSNI PRRB Request 5: Consideration of any specific challenges for the PSNI 
highlighted in written evidence from Northern Irish parties, particularly in terms of 
targeting pay awards to address recruitment and retention pressures 
 
SANI aligns itself with the case put forward by the PSA in the earlier section of this 
report. It is noteworthy that in the last two processes for promotion to the rank of 
Superintendent, there has been a significant shortfall in the number of candidates 
found to meet the required standard. This has left a heavy dependence on the use of 
Temporary promotions. 

175. The remit letter also contained the following comments from the PRRB, which 
also require a response: 

PSNI PRRB Request 6: 

I can confirm that the Department was also asked to consider including the 
introduction of payment for rest days untaken as a result of exigencies of duty, 
as well as access by the superintending ranks to payment for on-call duties.  
Mindful that these areas are important to ensuring officer wellbeing and 
work/life balance, we will ask the PSNI to engage directly with the relevant 
stakeholders on these matters as soon as possible.  Any views the PRRB 
might wish to offer would, of course, be most welcome. 

SANI’s position is reflected in the evidence put forward by the PSA in the earlier 
section of this report. Hours of duty, leave, pay and allowances are within the remit 
of PRRB. SANI has repeatedly raised this issue with PSNI and at the Policing 
Advisory Group for Northern Ireland (PAGNI). However, there has been no 
resolution and the position of the PSNI Executive has been that there is no 
regulatory basis on which to compensate SANI members who lose rest days that 
have been worked and cannot be re-rostered due to the pressures of their roles. 
SANI believes this should be addressed by PRRB rather than returned once again to 
PSNI. 

PSNI PRRB Request 7: 

For some years, the stakeholders in Northern Ireland have been keen that the 
PRRB recommendations for PSNI officers are broadly consistent with their 
counterparts in England and Wales.  This remains the case and has been 
reflected in inputs I have received to date.  I am also aware of the reforms 
being led in England and Wales by the National Police Chiefs’ Council 
(NPCC).  The PSNI has established a working group which will engage 
closely with the NPCC and the College of Policing with a view to considering 
the implications of these reforms for officers in Northern Ireland.  I understand 



 

 

 

that the PRRB expects written evidence submissions to address these points 
in detail. 

SANI observes closely the developments in England and Wales and has been 
briefed on the intention of the PSNI Executive to follow the general direction of 
the broader police service, allowing for some variation to address local 
circumstances. This is similar to what has been done in the past with initiatives 
and guidelines in Home Office forces.  

176. Along with the remit letter the PRRB Secretariat has circulated requests for 
evidence from the previous PRRB report and additional evidence requested by 
Review Body members. These requests have not been allocated to any particular 
organisation to respond to, SANI have reviewed the list and will not make specific 
comment within this submission. However, in the next section SANI will raise a 
number of specific concerns they wish the PRRB to be sighted on. 

 
 

SANI-specific issues/challenges 
 
177. There has also been a continuing reduction in Superintending numbers over 

the last 25 years within the RUC/PSNI. In 1992 Superintendent numbers within the 
RUC stood at 169; today there are 68, a reduction of 60%.  
 

178. In the politically sensitive policing environment, decisions are now being taken 
by fewer Superintendents which can have major impact on the stability of 
communities and institutions. 

 
179. The area of legacy litigation and contentious investigations into the Security 

forces places particular strains on our members. A previous Secretary of State 
referred to a ‘pernicious counter narrative’ being deployed against the role of police 
and military in the past. 

 
180. SANI is conscious that the land border with the Republic of Ireland has come 

under intense international scrutiny and EU Exit may lead to a significant 
heightening of our responsibilities and operations in border counties and ports. 

 
181. Officers in Northern Ireland continue to face the absence of a functioning 

Assembly. No pay settlement has been made from last year, unlike colleagues in 
England and Wales.  

 
182. One of the pressures on SANI members relates to the rotas for out of hours 

cover regarding custody authorisations, firearms incidents and the like.  Various 
PACE authorisations can only be given by a police Superintendent.  On occasions 
one member is covering all custody facilities in Northern Ireland.  This requires 
them to drive in person to review the need for continued detention after 24 hours. 
As an example, a colleague on a recent weekend was called to Belfast, then 
Banbridge, Antrim, Armagh, and Enniskillen. They drove almost 500 miles in order 
to be physically present for a number of brief consultations. In England & Wales 
statutory provision has been drawn up for Superintendents to confer and if 



 

 

 

appropriate give authorisation by video link.  We called for similar provision to be 
brought into Northern Ireland in 2017, but there seems to be no likelihood of an 
amendment being brought in to facilitate better use of time and resources. 

  



 

 

 

APPENDIX 1: Remit letter from Department of Justice Permanent Secretary to 
the Chair of the PRRB 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Via E-mail: gabrielle.kann@beis.gov.uk  
 
Chair 
Police Remuneration Review Body 
Office of Manpower Economics 
8th Floor Fleetbank House 
2 – 6 Salisbury Square 
LONDON 
EC4Y 8JX 

9 January 2019 

 

Dear Chair 

POLICE REMUNERATION REVIEW FOR 2019/20 

Firstly, I would like to take this opportunity to congratulate you on your recent 
appointment to the role of Chair of the Police Remuneration Review Body (PRRB).   

While I am acutely aware that the pay round for 2018/19 has not yet been concluded 
for PSNI officers, I am keen to ensure that the process for next year is not unduly 
delayed.  I am therefore writing to ask that the PRRB commences its annual review 
of pay and conditions for officers of the PSNI for 2019/20, simultaneously with that 
for officers in England and Wales. 

Having taken the views of stakeholders in preparation for the review, we would 
welcome the PRRB’s recommendations on the following matters: 

• the application of any pay award for 2019/20 for police officers of all ranks, 
including chief officers; 
 

• whether any increase should be applied to the Northern Ireland Transitional 
Allowance (NITA) and other allowances, including those for on-call and dog 
handlers; 
 

FROM THE PERMANENT SECRETARY 

Peter May 

Rm B5.10, Castle Buildings 
Stormont Estate 
BELFAST   BT4 3SG 
Tel:  028 9052 2992 
email:  peter.may@justice-ni.x.gsi.gov.uk 
 

mailto:gabrielle.kann@beis.gov.uk


 

 

 

• any changes which should be applied to the existing Competence Related 
Threshold Payment (CRTP) in light of the review currently being concluded by 
the PSNI;  

 

• whether the superintending ranks should have access to targeted payments 
or bonuses; 

 

• consideration of any specific challenges for the PSNI highlighted in written 
evidence from NI parties, particularly in terms of targeting pay awards to 
address recruitment and retention pressures. 

I can confirm that the Department was also asked to consider including the 
introduction of payment for rest days untaken as a result of exigencies of duty, as 
well as access by the superintending ranks to payment for on-call duties.  Mindful 
that these areas are important to ensuring officer wellbeing and work/life balance, we 
will ask the PSNI to engage directly with the relevant stakeholders on these matters 
as soon as possible.  Any views the PRRB might wish to offer would, of course, be 
most welcome. 

The Public Sector Pay Policy for Northern Ireland for the next financial year has not 
yet been published and officials are engaging with the Department of Finance in this 
regard.  It is suggested that, in the interim, the PRRB continues to take account of 
the importance of affordability in reaching its recommendations, as has been the 
case in previous years. 

For some years, the stakeholders in Northern Ireland have been keen that the PRRB 
recommendations for PSNI officers are broadly consistent with their counterparts in 
England and Wales.  This remains the case and has been reflected in inputs I have 
received to date.  I am also aware of the reforms being led in England and Wales by 
the National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC).  The PSNI has established a working 
group which will engage closely with the NPCC and the College of Policing with a 
view to considering the implications of these reforms for officers in Northern Ireland.  
I understand that the PRRB expects written evidence submissions to address these 
points in detail. 

Consistent with last year, this letter is issued subject to the views of an incoming 
Minister of Justice.  Departmental officials will continue to liaise closely with your 
secretariat in respect of local political developments. 

I am grateful to the PRRB for the work undertaken in support of the 2018/19 pay 
round and look forward to working with you and your members in support of the 
process for the year ahead. 

Yours sincerely 

 
PETER MAY 



 

 

 

APPENDIX 2: Police Superintendents’ Association and Superintendents’ 
Association of Northern Ireland Pay and Morale Survey 2018  

SEE SEPARATE ATTACHMENT 



 

 

 

APPENDIX 3: NPCC Proposal for Temporary Targeted Payment Arrangements 
(bonuses) and covering letter from CC Francis Habgood to Policing Minister 
 
 

 
 
  

 

 

 
 
TO:   RT HON NICK HURD MP, MINISTER OF STATE FOR POLICING AND THE FIRE SERVICE 
           
 
 
 
Dear Minister, 
 
CHANGES TO POLICE DETERMINATIONS - ANNUAL LEAVE FOR DIRECT ENTRY INSPECTORS AND 
TIME LIMITED TARGETED PAYMENTS 
 
I am writing to you as the National Police Chiefs’ Council Lead for Pay and Conditions to update on 
the agreement that has been reached with the staff associations on the above two issues.  
 
I have previously been in contact with your office to request a change to the annual leave 
arrangements for Direct Entry Inspectors. The current arrangement for annual leave are based on 
length of service for federated ranks. This can create a barrier for applicants who leave middle 
manager roles in other organisations and have accrued annual leave entitlements greater than 
those offered as a new recruit to policing. The proposal was therefore to set Direct Entry Inspectors 
at the four year level. This has now been agreed by the staff associations through the Police 
Consultative Forum and I attach a proposed amendment to the arrangements and also the 
response from the Police Federation General Secretary.  
 
In the PRRB report published in 2017 a recommendation proposed time limited change to the 
bonus payments scheme. This proposal has taken some time to reach agreement on – both with all 
forces and then with staff associations. I am pleased to say that the attached version has now been 
agreed by all stakeholders in the Police Consultative Forum and I ask that appropriate 
determinations be written as soon as possible.  
 
I would be happy to provide your officials with any background information that might assist with 
the next stage. 
 
Kind regards 
 

 
Francis Habgood  
Chief Constable, Thames Valley Police  
NPCC Lead for Pay and Condition  
 
Thames Valley Police Headquarters 
Oxford Road 
Kidlington 
Oxon 
OX5 2NX 
 

Security Classification/FoI 2000 Official 

FoI Requests on rationale npcc.foi.request@cru.pnn.police.uk   

Author CC Francis Habgood 

Force/organisation Thames Valley Police 

NPCC Coordination Committee Pay & Conditions 

Telephone number 01865 541881 

Date created 17 August 2018 

1st Floor, 10 Victoria Street, London SW1H 0NN T 020 3276 3800 W www.npcc.police.uk  

 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Temporary Targeted Payment Arrangements – Police Officers 
 

           
 

1. Introduction 
 

1.1. In 2017 the Police Remuneration Review Body (PRRB) made the following 
recommendation in relation to targeted pay arrangements for police officers. 
This was subsequently supported by the Home Secretary. 
 
"We recommend the introduction of appropriate targeted arrangements in 
2017/18 to allow for local flexibility for chief officers to make additional 
payments to officers in hard to fill roles and in superintending rank.  This 
interim measure should have a time limit through to September 2020 and 
no payment can be made after this date” 

 
2. Policy Intent 

 
2.1. The following proposals are intended to assist chief officers by providing 

them with the discretion to make additional and targeted payments to 
officers in circumstances where the prescribed criteria are met.  
 

2.2. Any such payments are intended to help address operational difficulties in 
relation to a ‘hard-to-fill’ roles and are also in recognition of those 
superintending roles that are deemed demanding.  

 
2.3. The ability for a Chief Officer3 to post an officer anywhere within the Force 

boundary for policing purposes remains unchanged.4 Such a posting 

amounts to a lawful order but it is recognised that, with a modern workforce 

and growing levels of role specialisation, mandated postings are sometimes 

neither possible nor desirable, hence the need to consider making 

payments to officers occupying hard to fill roles.  

 

2.4. The arrangements are temporary in nature and will cease on 30th 
September 2020. They should be seen as an addendum to Regulation 34 
(Annex U) of Police Regulations 2003 and this Regulation will remain in 
place and is unchanged. 

 
2.5. Any use of these temporary arrangements should be in accordance with the 

supporting guidance, which is intended to ensure fairness and 
transparency. 

 

  

                                                 
3 Chief Constable or Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis 
4 By virtue of Reg.20 of The Police Regulations 2003. 
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Targeted Payments – Proposed Temporary Measures 
 
Note:  Any changes will be by way of a determination and linked to the appropriate 
Regulation (34) by the Home Office legal team: 
 
Hard-to-fill roles 
 

a) A chief officer, or a seconding body, may award a payment to an individual 
officer in a federated rank of up to £40005 per annum to help attract and/or 
retain an officer to or in a specific policing role that qualifies as ‘hard-to-fill’. This 
could be by virtue of its nature and/or location.   
 

b) For the purposes of sub-paragraph (a), a role will be deemed as hard-to-fill if - 
 

i) a role in a particular discipline, has not been possible to fill from the 
internal officer workforce despite advertising and/or posting attempts 
and has resulted in an ongoing and unacceptably high vacancy rate.6  
 

ii) a vacancy will be deemed to have been filled once a successful applicant 
is identified or a posting agreed. Delays in the actual posting taking place 
do not qualify a role as hard-to-fill. 
 

iii) Existing areas where, for retention purposes, officers are prevented from 
voluntarily applying for alternative internal roles can also be considered 
as hard-to-fill.  

 
c) For the purposes of sub-paragraph (a), a payment can be made as follows -   

 
i) as a one-off payment upon recruitment 
ii) as a one-off payment on achieving a specific qualification that is 

required to carry out the role 
iii) ongoing and on a quarterly basis7 
iv) ongoing and on a monthly basis8 
v) as a one-off payment at the end of an agreed assignment9 

 
Superintending Roles 
 

a) a chief officer, or seconding body, may award a payment to an officer of 
superintending rank of up to £400010 per annum in circumstances where the 
role is deemed to be demanding.  
 

                                                 
5 Pro-rata in the final year 
6 To be established by determining a minimum staffing level against the agreed establishment (FTE). This 
should be commensurate with operational risk and is likely to vary between functions. If this minimum staffing 
level is subsequently breached the vacancy rate could then be considered unacceptably high.  
7 Every 3 months as a lump sum in monthly salary payment 
8 As part of monthly salary 
9 As a lump sum in salary 12 months after appointment 
10 Pro-rata in the final year 



 

 

 

b) In determining whether a role is demanding a chief officer must be satisfied that 
the scale and complexity of the role exceeds that which would normally apply 
to the majority of those of the rank. In reaching this decision some or all of the 
following factors should be present – 
 

i) sole command of an entire geographic, functional or departmental area 
ii) many of the elements apply that would make the role undesirable and 

hard to fill within the federated ranks11 
iii) command responsibilities with multiple public/not-for-profit/private sector 

stakeholders, crossing force internal geographic boundaries 
iv) command responsibilities outside force boundaries, in the form of 

collaboration and/or national responsibilities 
v) lengthy and regular periods of travel are required to fulfil command 

responsibilities 
vi) geographic size and/or officer and staff headcount that is deemed high 

by national comparison12  
vii) accountability for areas of policing that attract considerable personal 

and/or career risk by virtue of their nature, level of public scrutiny and/or 
public profile 

viii)the command involves officers and staff from more than one force and 
there are differing organisational cultures, policies, procedures and 
operating practices within the command 

 
c) For the purposes of sub-paragraph (a), a payment can be made as follows -   

 
i) ongoing and on a quarterly basis13 
ii) ongoing and on a monthly basis14 
iii) as an annual lump sum post appointment15 

 
 
 

                                                 
11 As outlined at 11 in the supporting guidance notes 
12 national median to be identified – so ‘high’ can be identified 
13 Every 3 months in as a lump sum in monthly salary payment 
14 As part of monthly salary 
15 As a lump sum in salary 12 months after appointment 



 

 

 

GUIDANCE NOTES 
 
In making use of the temporary regulations chief officers will be expected to comply 
with and incorporate the following conditions within local procedural guidance.  
 
General 

 
1. Ongoing payments should be for a defined period and the Officer in receipt of 

the payment must be notified of the relevant dates. 
 

2. At a Chief Officer’s discretion, a payment may be tapered down gradually to 
ease the impact of its removal. Each case should be considered on its merits 
and this should be for a limited period only16.    
 

3. Payments are non-pensionable and cease when an Officer vacates the role 
attracting a payment and will be pro-rated for part-time officers. 17  

 
4. A year is deemed the HMRC financial year (usually 6th April – 5th April). 

 
5. The use of these pay arrangements must be subject to an Equality Impact 

Assessment (EIA) and on-going analysis, in terms of impact on pay gaps for 
those with protected characteristics. 
 

6. To monitor the use of, and any future requirement for, these temporary 
arrangements, the National NPCC Reward Team will survey forces for the 
years 2018/19 & 2019/20. The information gathered will inform annual 
submissions to the Police Remuneration Review Body and be shared with the 
Police Consultative Forum. The type of information sought will include: 
 

• The total amount of bonus payments made 

• The amounts paid for each bonus payment 

• The gender, age, race, sexuality and any additional protected 
characteristics of those who received a bonus payment, the amount 
and what the bonus payment was awarded for 

 
7. In the interests of fairness, transparency and as much consistency as is 

possible, forces must put an appeals process in place that allows an officer to 
appeal a decision by making formal representation to the appropriate person, 
in relation to the local use of temporary targeted payments. Whilst not being 
overly prescriptive, forces are encouraged to mirror established appeal 
processes relating to pay. The ‘appropriate person’ should not be the decision 
maker and an officer should be permitted to lodge their appeal either in person 
or via their staff association. The officer may be represented by their staff 
association at the appeal. 

 

                                                 
16 For example, where an officer is moved for operational reasons prior to the defined period for payments 
ending, thus creating actual or potential financial hardship.   

17 Payments will continue to be paid to those in post during sickness absence and will also continue during 
family leave, e.g. maternity, shared parental and adoption leave. 



 

 

 

Hard-to-fill 
 

8. The responsibility for identifying hard to fill posts should be delegated to the 
senior officer or staff member with overall responsibility for workforce planning 
(e.g. Assistant Chief Officer or Director of HR) and the identification of hard-to-
fill should take place as part of the workforce planning process. Payments 
should not be made outside of this process. 

 
9. The delegated responsible officer should consult with senior operational 

colleagues and local staff association representatives prior to making any 
recommendations on posts that are deemed to fulfil the criteria, the amounts to 
be paid or the methods of payment. The rationale for payments must be 
recorded. 
 

10. A payment is aligned to officers undertaking a specific role and/or working in a 
defined location. In the interests of fairness and consistency, payments must 
apply to all officers where the same circumstances apply.  

 
11. Payment should be viewed only as part of a possible solution and not as a 

replacement for effective management interventions or good organisational 
design. Hard-to-fill roles will be unpopular for a range of reasons, either real or 
perceived. These will include -  

 

• The potentially distressing nature of the work 

• The qualifications or skills required prior to taking on the role or to be 
acquired once appointed 

• A geographically undesirable location and/or working environment 

• Travel cost and time 

• High and relentless workloads and insufficient resources 

• High profile roles that attract considerable personal and/or career risk by 
virtue of their stressful nature, the level of public scrutiny and/or their 
public profile  

 
12. This list is not exhaustive and a combination of these factors will often apply. 

Ways to mitigate against them should always be considered alongside any 
bonus payments.  
 

Superintending Roles 
 

13. In relation to paragraph b)i, ‘sole command’ means undertaking the sole 
superintending function for that command.  
 

14. If an officer has line management, policy, process, command or on-call/cadre 
responsibilities in a force in addition to their own force then this would qualify 
as per the definition of ‘command responsibilities outside force boundaries’ for 
the purposes of paragraph b) iv. 
 

15. If an officer is posted to a national/regional role, has a national/regional portfolio 
or supports national/regional NPCC activity, this would qualify as working 
nationally or regionally for the purposes of paragraph b) iv. 



 

 

 

 
16. In determining if a command’s scale and complexity exceeds normal 

expectations within the force area, a Chief Officer would need to be satisfied 
that there was evidence of significant growth in responsibilities such as –  
 

• Staff numbers 

• Budget  

• Risk management  

• Accountability 

As a reference point, it would be reasonable to look to the post austerity18 
period and any associated reduction in superintending posts when making 
these judgements. 

 
17. Eligible roles can be identified either by the Chief Officer or proposed by the 

local Superintendents’ Association. 
 

18. Consultation should take place with the local Superintendents’ Association 
regarding posts that are deemed to fulfil the criteria. This should include 
discussion on the rationale, the proposed amount to be paid and the method 
of payment. Chief officers should ensure decisions are recorded. 
 

19. Officers temporarily posted to or temporarily promoted to a demanding role 
are eligible for payments. 

 
  

                                                 
18 Since 2009 



 

 

 

APPENDIX 4: Pay Compatibility (benchmarking) study for the Police 
Superintendents’ Association by Korn Ferry 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SEE SEPARATE ATTACHMENT 



 

 

 

 APPENDIX 5: Thames Valley Police Policy on Managing Rest Days Paid 
Outside of Regulations  

Managing Rest Days Paid Outside of Regulations (RDPOR).  
 
Introduction 

• Rest Days cancelled for Police Officers with more than 15 days’ notice result 

in a re-rostered Rest Day to be taken within the following three months.  

• Rest Days cancelled with fewer than 15 days’ notice attract overtime at time 

and a half with no additional time off.  

• Recent reductions in personnel and increases in workload have placed 

unprecedented strain upon existing resources – since October 2016, this has 

been particularly the case within Firearms roles.  

• In normal circumstances, such a strain would be met by forward planning and 

cancelling Rest Days as above. 

• However, this requirement merely pushes those same resourcing issues to a 

later date, requiring further cancellations and re-rostering and – at the current 

time – is an unsustainable and impractical solution to the lack of personnel.  

• Consequently, it has been agreed that in certain cases identified at CCMT 

level, the pre-planned payment of Rest Days where there are more than 15 

days’ notice shall be adopted. 

• This shall be known as the RDPOR process (Rest Days Paid Outside 

Regulations).  

• The circumstances that have been agreed for this process to apply are; 

o Firearms Trained Officers for Protection Group Cover at Static and Non 

Static sites 

o Special Services, Private Cost and Mutual Aid 

o Pre-agreed events or requirements (such as the provision of extra 

personnel to deal with legacy workloads in Investigative Hubs) where 

demand on the Force necessitates this. 

• In each case, there may be further restrictions placed on this provision, 

depending on circumstances. 

NB 
This proposal refers to two types of RDPOR: 

1) Non-Voluntary – e.g. if no-one volunteers, then somebody will still have to be 

ordered to work the day. 

2) Purely Voluntary (as may be for Legacy OT in the iHubs) – e.g. there is a 

facility to work your rest day by choice, but if no-one volunteers then the 

position will remain unfilled at no additional cost.  

 
 
 
 
  



 

 

 

Working Time/Police Regulations and Welfare Issues  

1. At no stage, (unless an ‘inevitable conflict’ occurs owing to the nature of police 

work), shall any Officer work RDPOR duties where they do not receive at 

least one full Rest Day off in seven, or – if this is not possible - an average of 

two in fourteen – both of which shall, in that case, be contiguous (WTR Reg. 

11).  

2. No RDPOR shall breach Police Regulations Annex E, or WTR Regulation 10 

(11 hours between shifts) by virtue of being rostered in such a way as to 

provide fewer than 11 hours between duties.  

3. Should excessive hours or breaches of the WTR be identified, it is the 

responsibility of line managers to highlight these issues to the RMU in order 

that a decision can be made by them on the appropriateness of providing 

“adequate compensatory rest” (also known as ‘R&R’), or the preclusion of 

further RDPOR until the breach is resolved.  

4. Should an Officer – due to working regular Rest Days for pay – breach 

Regulation 4 of the WTR (the average 48 hour week over 20 weeks), then the 

Officer shall be prevented from working any more RDPOR until the average is 

brought down; this can be monitored on DMS under the “time worked” report. 

The default position will be that restrictions on paid Rest Day work will apply 

until the average is brought down. Line Managers shall remain cognisant of 

the potential for this and remain abreast of any developing situation in that 

regard.  

5. Should an Officer exhibit signs of fatigue, or should their performance begin to 

suffer, they shall be precluded from RDPOR until either situation improves. 

 
  



 

 

 

Protocol   
 

6. All provisions herein shall be subject to the exigencies of service and, where 

implemented, will apply to all Police Officers in order not to disadvantage any 

one particular group.  

7. No accrued time off will be created by a RDPOR – by definition, they will 

always be paid.   

8. A Rest Day shall be regarded as a period of 24 hours starting at 0700. 

9. Managers shall seek to avoid the situation where excess travel and/or the 

start time increases the hours of work, or impinges on an adjoining Rest Day 

or other time off, by virtue of the start or finish time of the RDPOR (wherever 

possible, the RDPOR shall fall within a single Force day – see examples at 

Appendix 1). 

10. In every case, RDPOR shall require the authorisation of a Chief Officer 

(ACPO) and shall comprise  

a. an agreement to pay outside of Police Regulations for a clearly stated 

operational need,  

b. an understanding that to be required to work on a RDPOR is 

consequently a ‘lawful order’ and is not necessarily voluntary 

c. a unique code for each agreement (for audit purposes) identifiable as a 

RDPOR and,  

d. a fixed period before which a review shall take place (normally 3 

months). 

e. an agreement to pay Officers for the number of hours (in 15 minute 

units) they have worked (to include excess Travel time) at the rate of 

‘time-and-one-half’.  

11. RDPOR shall not be used to facilitate time off for others, training (with the 

exception of immediate Firearms qualification), Court, PDR paperwork, or any 

other non-operational abstraction for other personnel. 

12. Payment will be in accordance with Police Regulations as if fewer than 15 

days’ notice were given (i.e. time and a half).  

  



 

 

 

Voluntary RDPOR (only) 

Additional restrictions are hereby placed on voluntary RDPOR, as may be the case 

for Legacy iHub work, or some Private Cost / Special Services work. 

The below only apply to voluntary RDPOR (where, if the offer to work the day for 

pay is not taken up, no personnel are consequently likely to be ordered to work 

it): 

a. Where a RDPOR is offered on a purely voluntary basis, unless otherwise 

agreed at CCMT, the remuneration shall only be for that particular Rest Day 

at the location designated (which may be other than the normal place of work, 

whether or not excess travel is incurred).  

b. For the avoidance of doubt, such voluntary days will not attract excess 

travel or mileage – remuneration will be for one day at Rest Day rate 

only, for the hours agreed, at the location agreed.   

c. Unless otherwise agreed at CCMT, there will be no provision to pay for 

excess travel outside of the rostered hours on voluntary Rest Days of this 

nature; including the minimum of four hours entitlement should excess travel 

time be involved on the day before in order to be on duty at the correct time – 

the acceptance of a voluntary RDPOR is subject to these provisions, which 

are non-negotiable.    

 

  

  



 

 

 

Appendix 1  

Example Scenarios 

Example #1  

Incurring minimum four hours on a preceding rest day  

On the Monday after a Sunday Rest Day, an Officer is rostered to work at 07:00 

at a location half an hour distant from their normal posted station. In order to be 

on duty at 0700 and relieve their Night duty counterpart, the Officer has to parade 

at their ‘home’ station at 0630 and then drive half an hour to the location, thus 

being ‘required to work on a day originally rostered as Rest Day’ (the Sunday), for 

which they receive a minimum of four hours at time and a half.  

 

Solutions: 

a. If the duty change is short notice, keep the Night duty Officer on for half 

an hour, until the 0700 Officer can get to the scene; this is a more cost-

effective use of overtime.  

b. Alternatively, do not use an Officer who is Rest Day immediately before 

a morning duty in this fashion; use an Officer who was instead already 

on a working day, (the day before the changed duty) – other than a 

potential for 1.3x casual overtime at the end of the shift, no cost is likely 

to be incurred, the start time of the duty day merely being advanced to 

before 0700.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

Example #2 
 

Managing the start times of Operations 

Officers selected for a warrant execution are warned on Monday for an 0500 

start, to allow for a briefing and deployment. Warrants are scheduled to be 

executed at 0700. Because the Officers are rostered Rest Day on the Sunday, 

they incur minimum 4 hours at 1.5x (or a complete RDIL), for starting at 0500. 

Solutions: 

a. Avoid rostering early-start (pre- 0700) operations where teams are 

on Rest Day the day before. Consider deploying on a different day if 

possible.  

b. Consider rostering the start time for briefings at 0700 – 0730  or 

later, instead of very early starts, if (a) is not a possibility. 

c. Consider the impact of travel time on personnel who are Rest Day 

on the day before the planned Operation.    

 
 



 

 

 

APPENDIX 6: LEGAL ADVICE ON CALCULATION OF MOTOR VEHICLE 
ALLOWANCES – DEDUCATION OF COMMUTING MILEAGE 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

APPENDIX 7: Letter from the Chair of the PABEW to the Police Minister dated 
24th August 2018 raising the issue and impact of annual allowance tax 
charges. 
 

  

UK Police Pensions Consultative Forum 
Secretariat: PABEWsecretariat@homeoffice.gov.uk 

 

 

 

The Rt Hon Nick Hurd MP 

Minister of State for Policing and the Fire Service 

2 Marsham Street 

London SW1P 4DF 

 

24 August 2018 

  

Dear Minister 

Police Pensions Scheme 1987 Annual Allowance Charge 

As Chair of the UK Police Pensions Consultative Forum, I am writing to express the 
concerns of members of the Forum about the impact of an element of pension 
taxation, the Annual Allowance charge, on members of the Police Pension Scheme 
1987.  

You will have seen the detailed letter sent by the police staff associations to the 
Chief Secretary to the Treasury on 28 June. It sets out the issues which we have 
discussed at the Forum and indicates, by the examples it provides, that while the 
impact was at first limited to the most senior officers, it is now being felt more widely. 
The problem arises for those police officers who have served for more than 20 years, 
since where the Annual Allowance is exceeded it is largely as a consequence of the 
double accrual rate of 2/60ths in the last ten years of service.  

Members of the Forum have expressed their concerns that a number of senior police 
officers are being presented with large Annual Allowance tax charges as a result of 
promotions, temporary promotions and annual and mid-year pay increments which 
are all captured as pension growth for the Annual Allowance tax charge. There is 
now some evidence that this is affecting the numbers putting themselves forward for 
promotion; a situation which I know you will agree is a cause for concern. 

I understand that the position is currently being considered by officials; the Forum 
would welcome an assurance that you will consider the matter and look forward to 
your comments. 
 

Yours sincerely 

   

Elizabeth France CBE 

Independent Chair  



 

 

 

APPENDIX 8: Project Cadmium (Working Time Regulations) report to the 
PRRB  

 

SEE SEPARATE ATTACHMENT 
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