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Transcript of Meeting of Active Members held on 14 September 2010 at 
Friends Meeting House, Euston Road, London 

Andy Griffee Ladies and gentlemen I know we said we would start at 
6.00 but as I understand it there are quite serious problems on the tube line 
which are affecting people who are travelling up from White City, so I propose 
we start in ten minutes just to give them more time to get here. 

Andy Griffee OK ladies and gentlemen, for those that have come in 
just now, we have delayed the start of the meeting by ten minutes because 
we are conscious that there are problems on the tube, but I think we ought to 
get cracking now.  My name is Andy Griffee and I am a pension Trustee who 
is nominated by the BBC and I’m going to be in the chair for this meeting.  I 
guess I ought to firstly point out the emergency exits.  They are blindingly 
obvious – green running men, so in the event of an emergency just make your 
way out through any of those six exits. 

Now several other BBC pension trustees are here tonight and perhaps they 
can just stand to indicate who they are.  We have three Trustees who are 
elected by the active members.  They are Dan Cooke, Grant Cassidy and 
Rhodri Lewis.  We also have Geoff Jones who is elected by the pensioners.  
Joining us shortly, we hope, will be Helen Boaden who is another Trustee who 
is nominated by the BBC.  She is stuck on the Central line, I think.   With them 
down there we have Peter Dunscombe who is the Scheme’s Head of 
Investments.  

Up here on the stage we have the Chairman of the BBC Pension Scheme 
Trustees, Jeremy Peat who is also a member of the BBC Trust.  And he is 
joined on the stage by the Scheme’s appointed actuary, Alison Blay.  She 
checks the financial state of the Scheme and plays the lead role in the three 
year valuation.  On my far right is the Scheme’s legal adviser, Mark Greenlees 
and just next to me is Sandra Phillips, who is the Scheme Secretary. 

The purpose of the meeting is to quote discuss the BBC’s recent proposals to 
reduce the pension entitlement of active members of the Scheme unquote 
with the intention of putting the following motion to the vote “This meeting of 
members of the BBC Pension Scheme calls on the trustees to perform their 
duties to protect the benefits of the members.   Specifically we call on them to 
oppose the BBC’s plan to reduce the eventual value of contributions already 
made to the Scheme. 

So firstly, I am going to ask Jeremy Peat to briefly set out the Trustees’ 
position.  Then I am going to invite Ian Pollock, who is a former pension fund 
Trustee and who has proposed the motion, to speak and then I’ll throw the 
meeting open to questions and comments. 

I’d like to suggest that we move to the vote in an hour’s time - we’ll see how it 
goes and we will be taking account of all the proxy votes at that stage. So, 
Jeremy. 
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Jeremy Peat  Thank you Andy, and good evening ladies and 
gentlemen.  It’s a pleasure to see you here.  Now the background to the 
changes that the BBC has proposed, is that the 2010 valuation which is the 
formal three year actuarial valuation, will show a very substantial deficit.  The 
final figure is not known yet, not least, because the actuarial and other 
assumptions to be used, will have to be agreed between the pension Trustees 
and the BBC, taking advice from Alison and her colleagues.  But we do know 
that there will be a large deficit.  I would like to make it clear from the outset 
we have not entered any formal discussions yet with the BBC as to how this 
deficit will be addressed.  We want to get on with this as soon as possible.  
However, we do know that the BBC, in common with many other employers is 
looking for an affordable recovery plan to remove the deficit over time and to 
mitigate the risks of continuing to provide benefits. 

Now, I very clearly understand from the emails I have received, as have other 
Trustees that many of you feel that the Trustees have let you down thus far, 
and that we should have taken up the cudgels, if you like, on behalf of 
members.  I have been asked ‘What is the purpose of the Trustees, if not to 
protect members’ interests?’ 

Let me briefly respond before we get to Q&A.  When the BBC presented its 
first round of proposals, it informed the Trustees, shortly before telling 
members.  The BBC made it very clear to the Trustees from the outset that so 
far as its proposal to restrict quote basic salary unquote under the Rules was 
concerned and it is basic salary which governs pensionable salary, it made it 
clear that it could do this contractually without changing the Rules.  By 
proposing this route, they effectively ‘by-passed’ the pension Trustees.  We 
immediately sought legal advice on this from Mark and with Mark from a 
leading, in our view, the leading QC on pension matters and it was confirmed 
to us that the Trustees had no power to block the proposal.  

No doubt this will come up later in the meeting and Mark Greenlees can 
explain the legal position further.  But, I would like to add now, that if the BBC 
had asked the pension Trustees to make rule changes to limit pensionable 
pay in this manner then I firmly believe that the Trustees would not have 
agreed to make these changes.  

In our view it would have been distinctively preferable for the BBC to work 
with the Trustees to seek the least bad way forward to resolve the deficit while 
taking account of members’ interests.  It chose not to do so and the way in 
which they have proceeded has, I can assure you, left the Trustees feeling 
frustrated and relatively powerless, just as the members may feel let down. 

Now I have written some time ago to the Director General in a personal 
capacity, which I was advised was the best way forward about the initial round 
of proposals and I have spoken directly to him and to the chair of the BBC 
Trust.  I have not, of course, been involved in any of the BBC Trust 
discussions about pensions.  I have declared a conflict of interest and left all 
meetings and I have had the papers redacted.  With hindsight the Trustees 
feel that we could, maybe should, have expressed our concerns about the 
proposals to the DG, earlier but I honestly believe that it would not have made 
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any difference, given the direction the BBC chose to go in – a contractual 
means towards these ends.  Now as Trustees, we do fully appreciate the 
effect restricting salary increases has on your benefits and we empathise with 
you, but as a Trustee Board we are constrained legally in what we can do and 
as I said, we can discuss this further.  

In summary I believe that the Trustees will do all within our power to protect 
your interests but our powers are limited, extremely limited, with regards to 
the proposed restriction in salary growth. 

Now yesterday, we had another proposal put forward by the Director General 
regarding a CAB2011 proposition.  On the basis of the information at our 
disposal and we know, no more than you do about this at the moment, we 
believe the situation on that proposal is different from that with regard to the 
earlier proposal and we expect that it is likely that they will wish to implement 
it through rule changes which places the Trustees in a different situation. 

Now, despite the limitations on our powers with regard to the first round of 
proposals we do very much welcome this opportunity to discuss with you, face 
to face, and I very much look forward, as do my colleagues, to hearing your 
comments and questions and we have brought along all the people we 
believe can make this as constructive a meeting for you, as it possibly can be.   

And before I ask for your questions let me make one final set of remarks.  I 
want to let you know that I have arranged to meet with the Director General, 
after this meeting along with a  couple of fellow Trustees, to feed back your 
comments and to let him have the views of the Trustee board on both sets of 
proposals that are now out for consultation.  I have also told the Director 
General and Director, BBC People that we pension Trustees we wish to get 
back to work with the BBC as soon as possible, on the three year valuation 
exercise and developing the recovery plan.  That is our priority.  That’s what 
we want to get on to and that’s what we hope we can get to as soon as 
possible.  But, I would be very happy to take any of your questions and 
comments and I’ll now pass you back to Andy. 

Andy Griffee  Thank you Jeremy.  Just to complete my round of 
introductions of the Trustees, we are also now joined by Helen Boaden who is 
a BBC appointed trustee.  In a moment as I said, we’ll just hear from Ian and 
then we’ll open it up.  If you would like to make a point, ask a question, take 
part in the discussion, please obviously just raise your hands and we will get a 
microphone to you.  It would be nice if you could say who you were but you 
should know that we are recording the discussion for the record so if you don’t 
want to say who you are that’s completely up to you.  So if we could get a 
microphone to Ian. Then we’ll get the microphones moving around.   

Ian Pollock   Is that audible? 

Andy Griffee Yes that’s fully audible 

Ian Pollock  Ladies and gentlemen.  Thank you very much for coming 
to the meeting this evening.  I’d just like to kick off by explaining what I think 
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the purpose of the meeting is and it is to persuade the Trustees that they do 
have the power to act in, what I think, are our best interests and they are not, 
in fact, powerless.  I’d like to start by looking at what you might regard as first 
principles.  What is the role of a pension fund trustee?  The Trustees, as you 
may be aware, in fact, have many duties.  It’s to make sure the money comes 
in, that it’s safe, it’s safely invested; it’s paid out to the pensioners accurately 
and so on and so forth.  But as the Scheme’s’ own governance booklet 
explains, there is a very important general duty and I’ll quote to you what it is: 
“the first duty of the Trustees must be to the scheme’s beneficiaries, in whose 
interest they must always act”.  Now that’s a pretty high standard.  That’s not 
if the Trustees fancy it, if it’s convenient; if the employer graciously concedes 
that it’s ok.  The standard is they must always act in the best interests of the 
beneficiaries.  And the same goes for advice from the Pensions Regulator 
which anybody can read on the Regulator’s website.  It says “a trustee must 
always act in the best interests of scheme beneficiaries”.  So in the context of 
all that, what are our best interests?   

As we know the BBC has bought forward a plan.  I would describe it as a 
dastardly plan to play jiggery pokery with the pensions many of us have 
already built up within the Scheme.  They have comprehensively broken what 
many people would regard as the pension promise and I think that there is no 
doubt whatsoever that this is against the best interests of the beneficiaries.  
Even Mark Thompson openly described the plan as ‘draconian’ and I’d like to 
know actually this evening, what do the individual trustees actually think 
themselves about the plan.  Do they think that it is equally bad? 

I mean, I just don’t know, because really we have heard very little from 
Trustees.  There was a letter from Trustees in July and a statement in Ariel in 
August.  Now, I don’t know what the individual Trustees actually think about 
the BBC’s plans and I would genuinely like to know. Do they think the BBC 
plan is bad, as I do?  Do they think perhaps that it’s harsh but fair in all the 
circumstances?  Do they actually think it’s a good plan?  I’d be amazed if they 
did, but I would actually like to know.   

So what do I think the Trustees could do?  I don’t believe they are powerless.  
Even if they feel they have no strict legal powers under the Rules of the 
Scheme, the Rules of the Scheme do say effectively that the Trustees decide 
matters about how the Scheme is run and I think it is absolutely their duty to 
express an opinion on something so fundamentally important as this.  This 
isn’t a minor tweak.  This is a comprehensive change to the Scheme that is 
against the members’ interests and I think that if they actually do think it’s a 
bad idea, I think they should say so.  I think they should say so openly and 
boldly and tell the BBC that that’s their view and tell the BBC to back off.   

That’s what I would actually like the Trustees to agree to do after hearing the 
discussion here this evening and seeing the result of the vote.  I think if the 
Trustees had done this, let’s say a couple of months ago in July, beginning of 
August, it would have changed things.  I think it would have caused the BBC, 
frankly, to back off.  I can’t prove that point but that is my gut feeling.  
Certainly the BBC was greatly taken aback by the wave of hostility from the 
staff towards their plans and I think, if at the same time, the Trustees had 
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said, look, we don’t think these are good at all, we oppose them, we demand 
that you back off, the Trustees, I mean the BBC, sorry, would have been 
under great pressure to do so. 

Whether or not the Trustees really have powers or not is an issue I would like 
to address directly.  Just two weeks, actually after the BBC made its 
announcement, the Pensions Regulator issued a bit of public guidance on a 
subject which is obscure to most people called transfer incentives.  These are 
deals, really, where employers effectively try to get rid of some of the 
pensioners lurking in their pensions schemes.  There haven’t been many of 
them, that I am aware, but effectively they involve encouraging deferred 
members, that’s ex members of staff to transfer their deferred pension 
elsewhere, usually with a financial bribe, effectively, up front, by saying, we 
will increase the transfer value of your pension, your accrued pension, if you 
take it to another pension scheme, maybe a personal pension scheme , or as 
I believe happened at the ITN pension scheme they gave the staff money in 
order to forgo some of the inflation proofing that existed within their accrued 
entitlement within their scheme. 

Now if you think about it, we are subject to a grand transfer scheme but there 
is no incentive, there’s no carrot; it’s all stick.  No carrot at all.  Effectively, we 
are like cattle in a field and we are being threatened with a cattle prod so that 
we move from where the grass is green to the windswept uplands where the 
grass is a bit brown and scrubby and everything is a bit colder and there’s no 
incentive in this.  But what did the Pensions Regulator say about these sorts 
of exercises.  

Now the BBC one isn’t exactly the same but generally the same in scope 
where people are actually given something. It said.  First it said that a transfer 
exercise should be conducted in an open fair and transparent way.  Well I 
don’t think the BBC has gone about it in those terms.  What did the Regulator 
say about the role of trustees?  The Regulator said and I quote that it expects 
Trustees, “to engage in the offer process and apply a high level of scrutiny to 
all incentive exercises to ensure members’ interests are protected”.  Well the 
deal we are being offered has no incentive and yet the Trustees have 
decided, for their own reasons, that they shouldn’t really engage in the offer 
process, or, and I quote “apply a high level of scrutiny”. 

I think they should and that is the fundamental point that I am making here 
today.  Now Jeremy touched on the point that the Trustees have had legal 
advice.  I would just say, that one thing I learned, when I was a Trustee was 
that trustees are certainly obliged to seek advice and legal advice, where 
appropriate.  They are not actually obliged to accept it, if they think otherwise.  
The Trustees do have a brain.  Collectively and individually, they can think for 
themselves and they can, if they wish, make decisions and express opinions, 
contrary to the legal advice, they get,  if they want. 

Obviously the Trustees have got to obey the Rules generally, obey the Rules 
of their scheme and so on, but there is nothing in the rules of the Scheme at 
the moment that says they have got to shut up and keep quiet.  And I think, 
unfortunately, that is essentially, what they have done.  So those are my 
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points.  I think, frankly, the issue is blatantly obvious what we are talking about 
here, but I thought I’d make some of the points absolutely clear and I hope 
that at the end of the discussion, the active members will vote in favour of the 
resolution that I have put forward.  Thank you very much.  

Applause 

Andy Griffee Thank you Ian, I will ask Mark now, who is the Scheme’s 
legal adviser to set out the advice that he has given us and to respond to the 
points that Ian has made and then perhaps Jeremy can pick up on the wider 
points. 

Mark Greenlees  Thank you very much.  Good evening everybody.  
Forgive me for giving you a brief explanation of the law, but it is important, as 
Ian has ably demonstrated already that you understand this because it does 
explain how much or how little the Trustees can do here.  Now a trustee can 
only do what they are empowered to do by either their own pension scheme’s 
rules or by legislation.  When they are given a power, for example, whether or 
not to agree to some rule changes, then they have to exercise that power, 
having full regard to the interests of the members what is generally known as 
acting in the members’ best interests.   But, if they are not given a specific 
power then they are literally powerless.  There is no separate, general, free 
standing power in the law for trustees to do whatever they want in the 
furtherance of their members’ interests.   

So the situation we find ourselves in here, is that the BBC is not asking the 
Trustees to do anything, as regards the restriction on increases.  The BBC is 
not asking the Trustees to make any rule change and the Trustees, therefore, 
have no standing in the matter.  The restriction will be achieved contractually 
by the BBC limiting basic salary increases in the future.  Each year the BBC 
will come to you and say we are going to give you an offer, a choice.  You can 
either have no salary increase this year because there is no contractual 
entitlement to get a salary increase automatically each year or we will give 
you a salary increase of say 3% but with strings attached and the string will be 
that you agree to a 3% salary increase but on condition that only 1% of it will 
be pensionable.  That’s the way in which the BBC intends to introduce this 
change and that is a contract of employment route.  

It by-passes the Scheme Trustees.  It is a route which a number of employers 
have adopted in the past.  It has been checked in the courts and it has been 
okayed by the courts and therefore, I’m afraid, contrary to Ian’s view of things, 
the Trustees really don’t have any status here, in law.  You are entitled not to 
take the lawyer’s word for it, as Ian says, but that is the legal position.   

And they have not just taken my word for it and my firm’s word for it.  They 
have, as Jeremy said, gone to probably the leading QC in pensions on the 
subject and he has said that that’s the case. 

Andy Griffee  OK, Jeremy 
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Jeremy Peat  Thank you Mark.  Ian asked if he could hear individual 
Trustee’s views on the proposal.  I would ask my colleagues whether they 
wish to give their views at this stage, on a personal basis.  We should have a 
microphone down there somewhere. 

Andy Griffee   Dan Cooke 

Dan Cooke You have already just heard the legal opinion that we received 
some weeks ago when the BBC’s proposal was made known to us.  I think, 
after we had had the presentation from Lucy Adams and the BBC people had 
left the room there was a stunned silence and I think most of us were thinking 
the same thing.  Mine was an expletive that I kept to myself.  I am an active 
member.  I am paying into the Scheme and I was pretty stunned to think that 
in the years that I may have left in the BBC , which you may, or may not 
believe, are not that many, I could see my pension, as I see it today, not 
growing at all, or growing by a miniscule amount, and in real terms, shrinking, 
because I can’t imagine that inflation is going to stick at 1%.  So personally, I 
felt quite offended by the proposition and I don’t think anyone in the room felt 
anything different, but I’ll let them explain to you what they thought.  Grant.  

Grant Cassidy Hello, Grant Cassidy, member elected Trustee, as well, 
Yes, I mean, it’s strange being a Trustee because you are both an active 
member and you are also a Trustee and in my personal capacity, as a 
member of the Scheme, I was absolutely outraged because I just think it has 
been a scandalous way to go around pension law to do it contractually and I 
felt let down by the BBC in not coming to the Trustees, and as a Trustee, as 
well, I felt kind of let down in not coming to the Trustees and saying, here’s a 
problem, we’ve got to address it.  

Now with my own hat on, as opposed to as a pension Trustee, there is going 
to be a huge deficit.  We think somewhere between £1.5bn - £2bn.  We 
haven’t finalised those figures yet, but it is going to be huge.  That’s going to 
have to be addressed somehow.  Now we could say, don’t change anything, 
the BBC just has to pay that.  Well if they pay that, that’s going to affect us all, 
as well, because that has to come out of their budgets; it’s got to come out of 
programme budgets; it’s got to come from somewhere.  Now we can say, as 
individuals, that it can just come from the employer or it can come from both, 
but we have to address it.  Are there better ways of addressing it? I think there 
could have been.  We can argue on whether it should have been done this 
year or whether it should have been done next year.  The outcome probably 
wouldn’t have been much different at all. 

As a Trustee as well, I think it’s very much the same argument.  It has to be 
addressed somehow.  I would have preferred it had been done with the 
Trustees – in discussion with the Trustees, but the BBC hasn’t chosen to do 
that and I feel angry that it hasn’t done that, but following the Rules, as we 
have to do, and the legal advice, there is little that we can do.  It’s for you as 
individuals and if you are a member of the union, to kick up a fuss to tell the 
employer that you are unhappy.  You have done that and they seem to be 
listening.  Still, they haven’t come to the Trustees to discuss what their plan is 
so we are very much in the dark at this stage. 
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Jeremy Peat  Thank you, I think we will leave it there for now.  I don’t 
think you would hear very different views from any of the other members.  My 
personal view, obviously I’m not a member of the Scheme, but my personal 
view is that I would have much preferred that we had done this whole 
question of looking at the future of the Scheme for active members as well as 
for new entrants in the context of the three year valuation.  As Grant has just 
emphasised, there is a large deficit.  Changes are required, but I am not 
satisfied that the proposal that was initially put forward was the least bad way 
of dealing with it.  I would have liked to have looked with the BBC at a range 
of alternatives; a range of ways of sorting out a sustainable pension scheme, 
in the best interests of members.  I don’t think we received it in the first round.  
I very much hope that we can have a better relationship with the BBC going 
forward, in terms of discussing how to deal with the deficit and how to take the 
Scheme forward. 

Andy Griffee Ok, I’m really anxious that Trustees and their advisers 
don’t hog the microphones for the meeting.  So let’s open this out again.  The 
gentleman here has the microphone. 

Peter Hiett from the Bush newsroom.  I’ve got a question on the legal side 
actually.  You said the Trustees couldn’t do anything but were they actually 
prevented from speaking out by the law?  Could they not express an opinion? 

Andy Griffee  Mark 

Mark Greenlees They can express an opinion, yes. 

Peter Hiett  So sitting in supine silence for three months was actually 
an active choice made rather than something that was forced on them by 
legal consideration? 

Mark Greenlees Sorry, I didn’t catch the first bit of that 

Peter Hiett  So sitting in supine silence for three months was an 
active choice, actively made, rather than one that was forced on them by the 
law. 

Jeremy Peat   As I said at the outset, in retrospect, we may well have 
said more, earlier, but the advice we received was that during the 
consultation, it was best for the members and their representatives to respond 
to the BBC. I sent a message to the Director General and spoke to the DG 
and the Chairman but your point is well taken. 

Andy Griffee Shall we get the microphone to the centre rear?  Sorry 
this gentleman here has it.  Would you like to speak?  If you just put your 
hand up when you want to speak. 

I did put my hand up 

Andy Griffee Sorry 
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My name is Andrew Craig from the World Service newsroom.  I would like to 
ask a very similar question.  I hear what you say about the technical 
limitations on your legal and formal powers.  Do the Trustees feel that you 
applied the moral pressure that you could have done on the BBC, not to go 
ahead with these outrageous proposals?  We have had a 93% vote in favour 
of strike action which has clearly had a massive effect on the BBC’s thinking, 
but it would have been so much stronger if the Trustees had said publicly, 
right from the start, ‘this is morally wrong’. 

Applause 

Andy Griffee Ok, other contributions?    Gentleman at the back in the 
middle and then David, can we get this microphone over here?  Sorry, I’ll 
come to you next – gentleman at the back. 

Hi, I’m David Gallagher from Audio Music.  I have here, a copy of the 
Statement of Funding Principles for the Scheme which covers the current 
three year period, that is up until the valuation, next April is finalised, as I 
understand it.  This document is signed by Jeremy Peat on behalf of the 
Trustees and by Zarin Patel on behalf of the BBC. 

On page 2 of the document it says “eliminating a shortfall – any funding 
shortfall identified by an actuarial valuation will be eliminated as quickly as the 
BBC can reasonably afford, by payment of additional contributions over an 
agreed recovery period and taking into account the expected returns on the 
assets held by the Scheme.  So in other words, the Statement of Funding 
Principles of the Scheme states that if there is a deficit – a shortfall, the BBC 
will pay them off.  It makes no provision for any other method of doing so.  
What right does the BBC have in law, or any other right, such as moral right 
as mentioned by the gentleman in the front, to do anything else, when it has 
signed a document to say that that is how it will deal with the situation? 

Andy Griffee Ok, I think that’s one for our Actuary, Alison 

Alison Blay   Hello, can you hear me?  You are right the Statement of 
Funding Principles was signed after the 2007 valuation and it applies until 
such time as it is reviewed.  It will be reviewed as part of the 2010 valuation.  
Now any deficit revealed by the 2010 valuation will become part of a 
negotiation and part of the review of the Statement of Funding Principles.  So, 
for example, in the current Statement of Funding Principles, it talks about the 
BBC making additional contributions.  And I think, correct me if I’m wrong it 
also permits an allowance to be made for part of the deficit to be removed by 
investments working harder than the actuary assumes.  So, and I think the 
context of that, is that back in 2007 there wasn’t a deficit and so it was a fairly 
theoretical position, but nevertheless that is how we would have expected a 
deficit to be dealt with when the documentation was drawn up in 2007 and the 
remaining deficit at the next valuation in 2010, will be dealt with, no doubt, 
through the combination of those means but it is for renegotiation, re 
discussion at the time. 

Andy Griffee Do you want to come back on that? 
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David Gallagher Are you saying, therefore, that this document has no legal 
status, because if lays out a clear process that should happen and has not 
happened in this case and I simply don’t understand how people can sign 
what appears to be a contract and then break it unilaterally as the BBC has 
done. 

Alison Blay  It sets out the principles on which the Scheme was 
funded at 2007 and it will stand until such time as it is revised, but they are 
routinely revised as part of an actuarial valuation. 

David Gallagher But it hasn’t been revised 

Alison Blay  Not yet, no 

David Gallagher Therefore, what the BBC is doing, is wrong 

Alison Blay  What the BBC is doing is well, sorry, let me rephrase that.  
We have not yet had the discussions to do with the 2010 valuation so we 
don’t yet now what the deficit is and we don’t yet know how that’s going to be 
removed. 

David Gallagher Yes, you are not really answering the question.  I hate to 
be Jeremy Paxman here, because I don’t quite have the necessary qualities 
but is what the BBC is doing legal? 

Mark Greenlees As you have used the legal word I suppose I ought to join 
in here.  The Summary of Funding Principles is about the funding of the 
Scheme.  It is not a commitment as to what the contractual arrangements 
between the BBC and its employees will be for the future.  It is addressing the 
actual funding of the Scheme rather than the benefits that may be provided in 
the future.  Now, an employer, could, perfectly, legally have a Statement of 
Funding Principles with a scheme that is not in deficit and decide to go to its 
membership one day and say I want to change your pension terms, going 
forward and it can consult with the members, as the BBC is doing regarding 
changes to the pension terms for the future.  So the two documents are not 
really....you are not going to get a commitment on the pension benefits out of 
the Statement of Funding Principles.  It is not addressing that sort of issue. 

David Gallagher I’ll have one more comeback 

Andy Griffee One more come back, and then we must move on 

David Gallagher Do you feel that for the BBC as an organisation to sign up 
to behave in a certain way when the Scheme is in surplus and to say when 
the Scheme is in deficit it will take certain actions and then when the Scheme 
goes into deficit to say, ‘oh actually we are not going to do that, after all’.  Is 
that a reasonable way to behave? 

Andy Griffee That sounds one, more for Jeremy, than for Mark. 

Jeremy Peat  I understand the points you are making.  What I would 
say, is that given the scale of the deficit that is likely to be revealed in the 
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2010 valuation, in order to have a sustainable pension scheme for members 
going forward, it is clear to me that significant changes are required and I 
want, with the Board of Trustees, to discuss those with the BBC, to find a way 
forward to a sustainable scheme and we want to get on with that as soon as 
possible, but it is clear to me that significant changes are required. 

Andy Griffee Ok, Gentleman down here on the left 

Thank you, Jonathan Renouf, I am a producer in London factual.  Two 
questions really, one is a legal one.  There were newspaper reports of what is 
called the 43rd Deed of the pension fund which defines pensionable salary 
and it defines it very clearly as basic salary.  So that is apparently a rule in the 
pension scheme and I wondered why, legal advice is that that is not 
enforceable and why the BBC Trustees cannot enforce what appears and is a 
perfectly reasonable expectation on behalf of the members that that would be 
something that we could stand by – that’s the pension promise, in a way. 

Andy Griffee Before you make your second point let’s answer that.  
Mark this is harking back to the advice that we had from our QC. 

Mark Greenlees You are absolutely right that pensionable salary is quote 
basic salary plus several add ons.  Basic salary is itself, a defined term.  It is 
the amount determined by the BBC as being the employees’ basic salary or 
wages, payable under the terms of their contract.  And the advice is that the 
BBC can say “we are determining that basic salary for this purpose is the 
current salary plus only 1% and not plus the 3% or whatever the salary 
increase is for that year”.  The additional 2% the BBC is going to call 
something like a salary supplement and you end up with a combined total.  

Laughter 

I know, I understand why you find this strange but that is the way in which 
they wish to approach it and our advice and the advice from our QC, is that it 
does work legally – my apologies. 

Jeremy Peat  Can I just suggest, Jonathan, Mark will probably shoot 
me for this, but I will ask Mark to see if he can provide a version of the advice 
that we have received from the QC that we can make available to members.  
Because I can assure you that I spent most of my time with the QC, trying to 
find some way in which there was a flaw in the argument and we didn’t find 
one, but I’m very happy to ask Mark to find a form of that advice that we can 
make available to members. 

Jonathan Renouf I think what it highlights to all of us, as you can tell from 
the laughter is the sophistry of what the BBC has done and the fact that you 
haven’t come out and said really powerfully that that is a disgraceful way for 
an employer to treat its workforce.  You know, the pensions promise, wasn’t 
just for good times, it was for bad times as well.  You know I find it 
flabbergasting that there hasn’t been more outrage and these points made 
from you.  All the running has had to come from us. 
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My second point was to do with timing, because Mark Thompson keeps 
saying that these changes have to be in place before the valuation is 
complete.  He has repeated over and over again that this is an urgent matter 
that has to be dealt with and I want to get a clear statement from you as to 
whether that is the case or not and preferably a public statement from you 
about that, because my understanding is that there is no need for a new 
funding arrangement to be agreed until well into next year. 

Jeremy Peat  Alison is best placed to give a formal response 

Alison Blay  When you say there’s no need to give a response until 
well into next year, I think that refers to the normal timeline for finishing up on 
a triennial actuarial valuation and you are right that there is a fifteen month 
window in which to complete the valuation.  It is difficult for me when I know 
you are looking, you just said you are looking for a formal statement, but 
sitting here now, I know of no reason, why this has to be done, in the context 
of getting it done before the valuation is finished.  I guess I have, I guess I 
understand why they want to do it, because they want to wrap it all up 
together and have a neatly parcelled result that then has a deficit that gets 
worked off over a period of years, but I don’t thing there is a (cough) excuse 
me, a requirement in the way you said to act within that timescale. 

Andy Griffee Jeremy 

Jeremy Peat  I have very little to add.  Clearly the longer that it is left 
without changes made in any elements, the greater the deficit is likely to be a 
difficulty, but there is no formal requirement, as I understand it, to deal with 
this until the end of the fifteen month period from the end of March 2010. 

Andy Griffee OK, the gentleman in the middle there with his hand up in 
the black shirt. 

Hi, Alex from Audio Music. Just a trivial, perhaps trivial, point to start with, but 
I just want it on record that this meeting has been spectacularly badly 
advertised and if the numbers look a little bit emaciated, that is no reflection of 
the feeling amongst the active members.  I suppose, just summed up, for the 
individual trustees, would this motion, if we passed it, to what extent would it 
lend strength to your arm in perhaps making a public statement, in perhaps 
shaming the BBC?  Will this help? 

Jeremy Peat  Well I can assure you of two things:  One is that we have 
a meeting with Mark Thompson, Lucy Adams and Zarin Patel next week and 
will make very clear the views that have come from this meeting and will make 
very clear our own views at that time.  Secondly, the Board of Trustees is 
listening very closely.  We have already discussed amongst ourselves, 
whether we could and should have done more and whether that would have 
been effectual.  We will clearly have to revisit this after this meeting and take 
full account of your views.  So that will happen. 
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Andy Griffee OK, you probably want to hear a range of views from the 
Trustees as well, so briefly if I could ask Rhodri to reflect on what he has 
heard so far. 

Rhodri Lewis  I have to say that personally, when we were told about 
these proposals, I was as aghast as anyone else because, as well as being a 
Trustee, I am obviously also an active member of the Scheme.  Do I believe 
we should have spoken out earlier? Yes, frankly and we have discussed this 
at great length in the past weeks, but what is done, is done, and we can’t alter 
where we are now.  However, as Jeremy has just said, he is seeing the 
Director General and others next week and these points will be put to him 
then.  And as we all know, this is moving at a pace at the moment.  We have 
a new proposal that was put on the table yesterday.  As for the legal thing, the 
legal aspect of all of this which has dominated the discussions so far, I would 
delight in taking the BBC to court over this as a Trustee, but we have taken 
advice, we have discussed it in meetings.  Mark has told us; the QC has told 
us that we have no legal basis whatsoever to do so.  I would love to be able to 
do so but the BBC have chosen to do this in this way.  They have done it very 
cleverly.  They have by-passed the Trustees and the best advice we have is 
that they can do this. 

Andy Griffee  OK, Rod Beards at the back 

I’m Rod Beards, I work for BBC News.  We have heard a fair bit.  What I think 
I am hearing from the Trustees is a regret that they haven’t spoken out 
sooner.  What I haven’t heard is a cast iron guarantee that you are now going 
to speak out and that you are going to speak out against these proposals as 
being unfair on the BBC as I think the Board of Trustees has a huge moral 
authority if it chooses to exercise it, even if it doesn’t have the legal power and 
I would like to see some kind of assurance that you are intending to exercise 
that moral authority, up to, if required, your mass resignation. 

applause 

Jeremy Peat  You wouldn’t expect me to speak on behalf of all of the 
Board now.  What I will assure you, is that we will discuss it as a matter of 
urgency following this meeting. 

Andy Griffee OK, the gentleman in the rugby shirt, down on the front 
there.  He has been very patient. 

Alan (?) ,BBC Newsgathering.  I really want to say that we need some 
strength here at this point.  I look back into some of the pension annual 
reports that we have had over the past few years and I spotted that the last 
time there was a deficit the Trustees and the BBC agreed.  There was a 
£150m deficit.  The BBC and the Trustees agreed.  It was £25m a year.  The 
Trustees agreed to the BBC’s demand that it was deferred due to Charter 
renewal at that point.  The BBC started playing the extra £25m a year and 
soon as the Scheme was back in surplus, after one year, they actually came 
back to the Trustees and asked for their money back and they were given 
their money back and I found that a bit, you know, if it was my money I’d have 
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carried on saving it, you know, it would have been in our pot now, and not in 
the BBC’s funds.  I know it’s in the past, but it feels like that was weakness, 
we need strength now. 

Andy Griffee Jeremy, do you want to just touch on that moment in 
history 

Jeremy Peat  Briefly, if you are referring to the 2007 valuation where we 
had a surplus and following that some annual payments were ceased; we did 
actually write a year later to the BBC saying would they wish to reconsider 
withdrawing that money and it said to us at that time that it would not do so. 

Andy Griffee OK, let’s go to the front here, gentleman in the blue shirt 
and after that to the back, someone there had their hand up 

Alan Phillips from Audio Music.   There is so much coming up here.  There is 
a lot coming out here and it’s difficult to know where to start, but I just want to 
pick up on the salary supplement point.  The logical conclusion is that 
someone who is on a lesser salary now and ends up at a senior management 
level ends up with a salary supplement a number of times greater than their 
basic salary and that’s just a ridiculous proposal and I think of all the things I 
have heard here today that is the most offensive so far this evening and I 
hope that’s something you can represent as being an outrageous thing.  I 
have another quick question, if I may, and that is the position of BBC Board 
members who are also Trustees during this process and what they knew, 
when they knew it and when decisions were made with the trust. 

Jeremy Peat  Ok, well can I take your point on salary supplement.  The 
point has been made before and it’s well noted and I have said that we would 
not have agreed to that if we had been asked and I think legally, we could not 
have agreed and morally we would not have agreed but the way that it was 
done was a way that by-passed the Trustees and left us legally powerless. 

On the position of conflicts of interest, if you like, we have been punctilious 
over this and we have responded to all good corporate governance advice so 
I treat myself, as not a member of the BBC Trust for any discussions on 
pensions or related matters.  I spent a lot of time in corridors as a result of 
that.  So I stand down from all BBC Trust discussions.  Helen Boaden stands 
down from all BDG discussions and she and Andy make sure that they are 
not part of any management discussions on pensions 

? BDG? 

Helen Boaden BBC Direction Group 

Andy Griffee Sorry, can we turn the mic on down here. 

Helen Boaden It’s not just BBC meetings.  The paperwork obviously, 
would have stuff on pensions in it and I never received, deliberately did not 
receive any of that.  I think, probably for most people, the most confusing 
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roles are Caroline Thomson’s and Zarin Patel’s and it would be useful, I think, 
Jeremy, to explain that because it is very confusing. 

Jeremy Peat  Yes, so Andy, Helen and I make sure we are not 
conflicted by standing down from any discussions at the Executive and the 
Trust and making sure all the papers do not come to us.  Zarin and Caroline 
are excluded from all discussions and all papers with regard to the valuation, 
pension scheme changes and related matters so we have a Committee of 
Directors which consists of those Trustees who are present today, who 
consider all those matters.  Zarin and Caroline are not part of it and are not 
engaged at all. 

Alan Phillips So did you know that these plans and discussions were 
underway?  It appeared from the start of your introduction that it was news to 
you when the BBC came with the plans.  I may have misunderstood, but you 
subsequently said something which indicated that you wish you’d known, that 
you had been given information earlier than you had been given information.   

Jeremy Peat  I was informed that discussions were underway but we 
were not given significant early notice of the propositions a day or so before 
and no more and that was just simply informing us, no more.  We were not 
consulted. 

Andy Griffee Not as a process of consultation, no?  Ok, lady at the 
back has a microphone, is that right?  Yes, you have been patient and then 
David, that gentleman up there has been really patient too.  Ok 

Yes, Deborah Hawkes, BBC News.  I would just like to ask a question about 
the investment choices that have been made by the pension scheme.  I 
wonder whether the Trustees feel that the investment choice that have been 
made and the balance of investments over the last 3-5 years have been the 
right ones.  Even as early as 2000 there were large pension funds who were 
moving out of equities into government bonds and I am just wondering 
whether they are looking seriously at the balance of investment that is 
happening now. But also, I was wondering what their view was, in terms of the 
fact that equity prices have been rising in the last six months to a year, which 
could mean that our investments will improve over time. 

Andy Griffee Ok, let’s take the point on equities, Jeremy 

Jeremy Peat  The position is that the investment strategy of the pension 
fund is recommended to the Board of Trustees by the Investment Committee 
and Peter Dunscombe is our adviser.  We also have external advisers and we 
have two independent members on the Investment Committee who are 
brought in for their specific expertise.  We have reduced the share of equities 
in the Scheme significantly.  It was up around 80% in 1999.  It is now down to 
47%.  We have diversified significantly into gilts and also into alternative 
investments.  If we had known there was a global recession coming of the 
order of magnitude we received, we would no doubt have wished to rebalance 
further, but do remember that the return on gilts has been very very low in the 
same period.  Our performance, as compared to other pension funds, other 
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substantial pension funds has been marginally above average, but we are 
always revisiting our strategy.  We didn’t get it ideal, but I don’t think anybody 
did. The fact that we had a return of 8.7% average compared to 8.4% for the 
median over the period from 2003 to 2009 indicates where we sit in the 
average, but Peter may wish to add more. 

Andy Griffee Peter Dunscombe is the Investment manager for the 
Scheme. 

Peter Dunscombe Yes, I think what I would add, is that equities between 
1975 and 2000 were really the main reason why the employer and employees 
were able to make very significantly lower contributions and there were 
discretionary increases.  I think we have, as Jeremy said, been taking 
significant amounts out of equities.  Perhaps the important thing to stress is 
that we haven’t taken that money out when prices have been depressed.  We 
took money out in 1999.  We didn’t take it out in 2002 and 2003.  For those of 
you who remember, there was a very sharp fall in equity values.  Again, we 
took quite a big chunk out in 2007.  We didn’t take any out in 2008 and in 
2009.  We have taken more out in 2010.  So we are trying to move in that 
direction, but the questioner made the point that equity values can go up as 
well as down and we are very keen to exploit the ‘ups’, whilst obviously 
minimising the impact on the ‘downs’. 

Andy Griffee Sorry, is it about the investment strategy that you wanted 
to come in on? 

?   No 

Andy Griffee Whilst we are on the investment strategy, because it’s a 
whole new area, is there anyone else who wants to make a particular point 
about the investment strategy?  Sorry, yes wait for the microphone so that we 
can record you.  Sorry, yes you will be next, I promise you 

Deborah Hawkes After this valuation, say for instance, you have a deficit, 
and then the actual scheme starts to build and you earn enough from your 
investments to cover the deficit what would happen then?  Are we going to 
revisit, and are we then going to go back to the situation we are in now and 
have our pension scheme back the way it should be, or are we going to give 
more money to the BBC? 

Jeremy Peat  We have a formal revisiting of the Scheme every three 
years.  If there is a surplus that develops, it stays within the Scheme until 
arrangements are made as to how it is best deployed and changes in 
contribution rates etc.  It would be a lovely problem to have that the deficit 
was recovered more quickly than we anticipate. 

Andy Griffee Alison, anything to add on that? 

Alison Blay  I think, the only thing to add would be if investment 
performance were that good then the Trustees might look at de-risking further 
and by de-risking and investing in bonds more, you are going to get a lower 
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return going forward so you need those extra funds, to be able to provide the 
same level of benefit. 

Andy Griffee Gentleman, here, on the investment strategy? 

Martin ?  If I may, first, make a comment which is that we have 
heard this legal, frankly, Christmas tree that has been unveiled before us and 
I just wonder whether you don’t think that the BBC has brought itself into 
disrepute by using the sharpest practices of commercial companies on a 
public sector body and I would appreciate your comments on that, but I will 
put the investment question that I wanted, which is that my vague recollection 
is one of the Scheme getting into some difficulties and the BBC coming to us 
and saying ‘look, there is a problem, we want you to put in some more money, 
we will put in some more money, please swallow the pill, it will do the 
business.’ And the next thing I remember, I mean we did this – a bit unwilling 
– and then the next thing I remembers is, my God, we are going over a cliff 
and I don’t remember anything in between.  Now, perhaps you can explain to 
us why there was nothing told to us except, Oh my God, there is a yawning 
chasm that we will never survive.  I would like comments on both of the points 
that I have made, please. 

Jeremy Peat  Well, on the second point, we have an interim valuation 
every year which I do announce in the letter from Trustees.  So you were 
informed of the position of the Scheme in 2008 and 2009 and so you have 
been given that information.  So that information has been made available to 
you.  And, clearly, things move very fast, but we have been keeping in touch 
as far as we can, on those matters.  On the first point, I actually find it quite 
difficult to comment specifically.  As I have said before, if we had been asked 
to make those Scheme changes, rule changes to introduce what is proposed, 
we would not and could not have done so.  I would much prefer that we had 
done it in the context of the valuation so that we could look at all the options 
and look at the least bad way.  That to me, would have been the preferred 
way forward.  What they did was by-pass us.  What they did, left us powerless 
to block or prevent the changes that they were proposing, but that has been a 
subject of consultation.  We have seen and followed the responses and we 
wait to see what happens as the consultation has been restarted.  

Andy Griffee Okay, over there? 

Martin Dempsey, BBC Radio 7. We have heard a lot tonight about how 
aghast the trust were, how powerless they were.  What steps are you taking 
to ensure that, constitutionally, morally, legally, this can’t happen again, 
because if a pensions trust can’t stop the BBC altering the pension scheme, 
I’m hard pressed to think of a function for them. 

applause 

Jeremy Peat  Thank you, that’s a good question.  Well the first thing we 
are doing is meeting with the Director General and his colleagues, next week.  
And we will meet as a Board to discuss the best way forward.  Obviously we 
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will take account of all your comments and speak to our lawyer about whether 
there is anything we can do with regard to the rules that would make sense. 

Andy Griffee Gentleman here 

Steve (?) from Television Current Affairs.  Can I first of all get a little point of 
clarification from Jeremy.  I think when you were first speaking, you said that 
the new proposal on the table, the CAB 2011 would require a rule change. 

Jeremy Peat  I was a little more careful than saying precisely that 
because I do not know whether that is the way they are implementing it.  I 
have asked Mark whether it would be feasible to do it by other means to by 
pass the rules because I have not been told by the BBC whether they wish to 
do it by rule changes or not.  Mark can explain, but my understanding is that it 
would be extremely difficult not to do it via rule changes.  So my expectation is 
that that is the route they will take and therefore, if they did, we would have to 
agree, or otherwise, to what is proposed. 

Steve ? Well, if that is the case, I think everybody here, would hope you 
would be able to assure us, that you would take an extremely tough stance on 
behalf of the members in regard to that which to me seems to boil down to 
paying more for less. And surely that is an opportunity to exert considerable 
pressure on the BBC’s three proposals, not merely, that proposal.  If that is 
the case and it requires a rule change and you can go into full scale 
negotiations with them it will be a great opportunity to put a considerable 
amount of pressure on the BBC. 

Andy Griffee Mark, do you just want to put any more flesh on the bone 
about what you suspect are the Trustees’ powers in relation to the new 
proposal. 

Mark Greenlees Yes, thanks.  It’s possible that the BBC would by-pass the 
Trustees again, because it could set up a brand new scheme, separate from 
the BBC Scheme, but it is more likely, given all the governance that would 
involve, that it would ask the Trustees to put in a new section into the existing 
Scheme and then the Trustees would have say in the matter.  I take your 
point about that giving them a negotiating position, but they have to be quite 
careful there because this would be in a situation where the 1% limit on salary 
growth had already gone through; the members’ only option apart from 
staying in a restricted Old Benefits, New Benefits, CAB would be this DC 
arrangement.  

If the Trustees say ‘no we are not agreeing to this new CAB 2011’.  So 
ultimately, if the Trustees push too hard there, the BBC would just say, ‘Ok, 
well I’ll take that away and we’ll just go back to square one.  So it’s not as 
easy as that, you know, because it’s damage limitation at that point and you 
have got to be quite careful and I’m sure the unions, who are obviously the 
prime people to negotiate the future service terms with the members will be 
taking all this on board, just like I’m sure the unions will be taking advice 
themselves, legal advice, on this device for limiting salary contractually, 
bypassing the Trustees and the Scheme rules. 
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Andy Griffee Perhaps I can ask Geoff, who is elected by the 
pensioners.  These proposals do not directly affect pensioners but I’m sure 
you have a view Geoff. 

Geoff Jones  I worked for the BBC for 33 years and I ended up as the 
Head of the Pension Centre and I was very proud to have been associated 
with the BBC Pension Scheme for some 20 years and to have built up a 
strong and much respected and envied scheme.  So therefore, when I 
became a Trustee, I was looking forward to continuing that association.  And it 
saddened me greatly when we heard about the BBC’s proposals and I was 
reminded of the old saying that even when I turned up in 1968 there were 
people saying ‘it’s not the BBC that I joined’ and I felt that something had 
been lost in the thinking of the BBC in imposing this draconian change on 
members and I personally, was saddened by it.  It just seemed that the BBC 
had lost its way in how to deal with the staff.  And, it pre-empted any sensible 
discussion with the Trustees.  We were expecting to get the valuation 
completed and then to go to the BBC and discuss in a sensible way the 
options for closing the gap between the benefits that had been promised and 
the amount of money in the kitty.  I would still like to see that happen.  I think 
that is the most sensible way forward.  I don’t know whether we will be able to 
achieve that. 

Andy Griffee Ok, thanks Geoff.  The gentleman there.  Don’t worry 
about turning the microphone on. 

I’m David Campanale – I’m here from BBC World News and also on behalf of 
28 others who I hold proxy votes for who are at Television Centre, working on 
shift tonight and I would like to, on their, behalf, because they have asked me 
to, express a deep sense of anger and dismay at the actions of the BBC and 
their dismay at the failure of the Trustees to speak up on their behalf and to 
resist what the BBC management is seeking to impose on staff and the points 
I’d like to make are as follows: 

I think you have sought to lead us to believe that the BBC have a legal right to 
impose the changes that they would seek to make and they are seeking to 
address what they say is the shortfall, the deficit, in the fund.  There is a 
second question though as to who has the legal responsibility to fill and meet 
the deficit in the fund and it’s very clear that it’s BBC Trustees who have that 
legal responsibility to fill the hole.  So the question then becomes how do we 
fill the hole and over what time period do we have available to us to fill the 
hole? 

Now I would encourage everyone if you can to look to the clear guidance from 
the Pensions Regulator as to the options available in law to the Trustees to 
meet the deficit and it states here that there is a recovery plan that you have a 
responsibility to produce and I’d just like to seek your advice and comment as 
to the discretion that you have, not the BBC’s discretion, your discretion as to 
how that recovery plan is produced and implemented and it states under 
Section 99 for those who are interested “the recovery plan under the Statutory 
Funding Objective, where there is a shortfall at the effective date of the 
actuarial valuation, the Trustees must aim to achieve full funding”.  
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It then goes on to state that trustees should aim for any shortfall to be 
eliminated as quickly as the employer can reasonably afford and secondly, 
what is possible and reasonable, however, will depend on the trustees’ 
assessment of the Employer’s covenant.  I would like to know, if I may, from 
you, what you judge is possible and reasonable because the BBC, it seems to 
me, have taken over the responsibility of the Trustees in this matter and have 
told you what they judge your responsibilities should be, before you have 
been given an opportunity to make that judgement yourself.  

It goes on to state on section 102, the value of any contingent security 
provided, by the employer, bearing in mind both the term and enforceability, a 
longer recovery period or one, and then it goes on to say, might be provided 
in the event of insolvency, obviously technical insolvency.  The BBC wants to 
meet the deficit over a short period of years.  We are entitled to ask, as 
indeed, other public sector pensioners are asking ‘can the deficit be repaid 
over a longer period of time?’, and will you be asking the BBC for the 
provision of a security of assets, such as the offer of BBC Television Centre, 
such as the billion over plus income from Worldwide which generates £200m 
of profits a year for the BBC?   

We are told by the Director General that the BBC’s income is the licence fee.  
He is being deceptive in simply saying that.  Obviously, the revenue available 
to the corporation includes revenues from Worldwide, it includes revenues 
from the BBC World Service, grant in aid.   

I would like, if I may, to move on to the question of the responsibilities of the 
Trustees in meeting the deficit.  It states that you must produce a plan – 
section 150. “Following an actuarial valuation the Trustees must produce a 
recovery plan”.  Well the Trustees have told you what that plan is, but it’s your 
responsibility.  “They must send the plan to the Pensions Regulator” Well, I 
understand that may be the case but the point I am drawing to is this.  There 
is provision in the guidance for you to disagree with the employer as to what 
the recovery plan should be.  It says this: “Trustees and employer unable to 
agree – if the Trustees are unable to reach an agreement with the employer 
where required to do so they must report the failure in writing to the 
Regulator.” 

Now this offers the possibility for you simply to turn round and say ‘we fail to 
agree’ and we are asking you tonight, in your meeting with Mr Thompson to 
say ‘we intend to disagree – you have not offered in the latest email you sent 
round to staff yesterday any indication as to whether you intend to offer the 
assets of the BBC.  This is not flogging off the assets and hand over the cash.  
All the Pension Regulator is asking is that those assets be made available if 
the BBC were to be wound up.  Those assets can be counted against the 
value of the size of the deficit. 

And the final point I have got is this, in relation to what it is that the BBC is 
seeking to achieve.  The BBC says it has this, well it says that it has a £2bn 
deficit.  I am given to believe that it has already fallen to less than £1.5bn.   
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Nevertheless these are still significant figures.  But in seeking to cut our 
benefits and to increase our contributions, let’s say that if we add in the 
financial assets that the deficit we make some progress towards meeting the 
requirements of the Pensions Regulator.  So let’s say that  BBC is able to 
satisfy the requirements of the Pensions Regulator in meeting the deficit, well 
the average age of the most expensive part of the pension is the final salary 
scheme of the Old Benefits members.  The average age, I am given to 
understand, but I am open to correction, is circa the age of 50.  Well we know, 
by definition that within a decade those who are the most expensive in the 
BBC Pension Scheme will have retired.  What happens next?  Let’s say the 
deficit is met. We know that the BBC will then collect the permanent 
advantage it has accrued at our expense and will pocket the difference.  

For all these reasons I would ask you, not just to ring your hands in dismay 
that you weren’t able to speak up more loudly.  I really am angry that you 
didn’t, but that you will tell our employers, we fail to agree.  We want you to 
demonstrate how you are going to meet your requirements to meet the deficit.  
I don’t actually believe this is the end of the Final Salary Scheme. I believe the 
BBC can afford it, if it takes the necessary steps once the actuarial valuation 
is completed.  Thank you. 

Applause. 

Andy Griffee OK David,  David made several points there.  If I can just 
pick up on two of them.  Jeremy, the point on lien on assets. 

Jeremy Peat  The point on lien on assets is as follows, that as reported 
in 2009 to members there was a suggestion from the BBC that one part of 
dealing with the deficit that was emerging could be a lien on assets and we 
started discussions with the BBC on that.  Those, at the moment, have 
stalled.  I do not know whether they are going to be a part of the BBC’s 
proposals to us to include as part of a recovery plan.  I agree with you that if 
they were brought forward as a proposition then we could achieve via that 
route both a flow of revenue of income from assets and an asset value that 
would help us to take a different view on returns on capital which would help 
with the recovery plan, but at the moment, I do not know whether that is going 
to be put forward by the BBC or not.  I await news from them. I have asked 
recently for an update and have been told that there is nothing further to 
report. 

Secondly you spoke about the covenant and a trustee assessment.  I can 
assure you that we have an adviser from Ernst & Young who has been 
working with the BBC on the covenant.  I got a further report from him today, 
detailing where he has got to with the BBC and that will be available, the full 
report, to us as part of developing the recovery plan and we are taking a full a 
formal view as Trustees on the covenant in order to be better placed to do the 
recovery plan.  And, I want all of this to feed into the recovery plan so that we 
can agree, with the BBC, a way forward and we have the right to agree that 
and express our view and as you have said, that is then presented to the 
Pensions Regulator and the extent of the time period will be for us to see what 
is appropriate, taking advice from our actuarial and covenant advisers and 
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then to develop that recovery plan within an agreed time period.  That is the 
path where we have full and formal powers to negotiate with the BBC taking 
account of members’ interests and that is what I want to get on to. 

Andy Griffee Ok I’m going to take two more questions.  The gentleman 
there who has been patient.  David, can you get the microphone there and the 
lady at the back in the purple. On the front row there.  We will take those two 
and then we’ll draw things to a close. 

Just a quick one, Steve Hughes from Newsgathering.  Nominally the purpose 
of us all coming here is to eventually vote on this resolution and as a rather 
disgruntled active member, it seems like a no brainer, to vote for this motion.  
I would just like to ask the Trustees is there any reason why we shouldn’t vote 
for this motion? 

Jeremy Peat  It is entirely your view.  I am not expecting to see a large 
number of hands voting against the motion (laughter) from my colleagues if 
they voted or from anyone else.    

Steve Hughes There is no counter reason why this is a bad idea?  It just 
sounds like a no brainer 

Jeremy Peat  I am listening to all your views 

Andy Griffee The lady at the back 

Emma Kingsley, Audio Music.  You talk about meeting with the BBC to 
discuss a recovery plan.  It sounds great, but in fact, what you said at the 
beginning of this meeting was that you had been presented with what the 
BBC had chosen to offer you.  They have not, yesterday we all had an email 
suggesting, yet another benefit scheme.  That’s not a full recovery plan.  They 
are not coming back and saying we will start the negotiations from scratch.  
So where is this idea of talking to them about a full recovery plan coming in.  
My concern is that if they come back and say it does involve a rule change but 
that is all they offer you, do you have the power to say ‘actually, we have to 
have everything back on the table for negotiation, or is your role then confined 
to debating whether those particular rules can be changed.  Surely the remit 
has to be broader than that? 

Jeremy Peat  My understanding, and I can be corrected on this, is that 
the recovery plan, we will only be able to negotiate that once the consultation 
process if over and we know where we stand on the pension scheme and the 
elements that have been under consideration, but our role is then full and 
complete within that process.  As I have said, several times, I would have 
much preferred that any of the proposals that have been put forward for 
consultation were discussed fully with the Trustees as part of that recovery 
plan.  

The BBC may have wished to take some steps early and that might have 
made sense, but I would much rather have had the great majority of this 
included in the recovery plan discussion as part of the three year actuarial 
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valuation.  That’s not where we are but I want to get to a stage where we can 
get actively involved and take account of members’ interests in addition to 
making the BBC very clear of your views and our views in the near future with 
regard to the propositions on the table – two elements, propositions on the 
table, consultations and our views.  Secondly the full and total recovery plan 
including all elements with proper actuarial impact, determining what the 
deficit is; what the assets and liabilities are looking like going forward. 

We haven’t talked about the liabilities and the way increased longevity has 
had a major impact on that, as well as very low interest rates.  I want to get all 
of that together so we can have sensible discussions about a sustainable 
scheme in your interests but that is not where we are yet; it’s where I want to 
get to and I’ve let Mark Thompson and Lucy Adams know that that is where 
we as a Board of Trustees want to move as soon as we possibly can. 

Andy Griffee Ok – I’m going to take one more and then because it’s 
going to take a little bit of a time to sort out the proxies, draw things to the vote 
in the motion.  The lady who is standing up there. 

OK.  Is that working?  Thank you.  I am Joti Brar from Audio Music.  All these 
legal arguments are just meant to demoralise us – it’s not surprising that you 
are legally powerless.  It’s been clear for years now that the courts have been 
colluding with the government and with the employers for a major attack on 
pensions across the Board.  The BBC isn’t alone in this but we are leading the 
way for the Public Sector.  The question is ‘are you going to help the State, 
the Government, the courts to do this to us or are you going to stand up and 
defend us.  This isn’t just about our pensions.  It isn’t just about a few people 
in the BBC pension scheme.  It is about people in Britain’s right to a pension 
generally.  Are you going to need pensions yourselves?  Do you think it is ok 
for us to be denied them?  We don’t need you to have a strong word with 
Mark Thompson over a cup of tea or a sherry.  We need you to be in the 
public, making statements saying this is wrong and saying why it is wrong and 
standing up behind us while we take action. 

Applause. 

You are saying you have been by-passed but it seems to me that you have let 
yourself be by-passed.  The question is are you going to keep letting 
yourselves be by-passed?  We are going to be fighting.  Whatever the courts 
say, whatever the BBC says we are going to be fighting in defence of 
pensions, not just ours but everybody’s and we need you, we demand that 
you support us when we do that.  The media is going to try to demonise us.  
The media is going to try to make out we are supposed to forget about 
£850bn to the banks.  We are going to be told we are greedy for expecting to 
live an old age that isn’t full of poverty.  What we want to know is what are you 
going to do? Are you going to be on the side of government or the side of us? 

Applause 

Andy Griffee Ok thank you, I’d like to remind you of the motion, which I 
shall now be putting to the vote.  “This meeting of members of the BBC 
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pension Scheme calls on the trustees to perform their duties to protect the 
benefits of the members.  Specifically, we call on them to oppose the BBC’s 
plan to reduce the eventual value of contributions already made to the 
Scheme.”  In a moment, we will go to a show of hands but first can I ask 
those, and I think there are 21 of you, who have some proxy votes to bring 
them forward to Sandra here, the Scheme Secretary and lodge your proxy 
votes. 

Unclear comment from the floor 

Andy Griffee You can’t propose amendments to the motion in this 
meeting. 

Unclear comment from the floor 

Jeremy Peat  All of these have been posted 

Andy Griffee All of these have been posted to Cardiff and now we are 
counting them.   Sorry I was trying to answer the question about the 
amendment.  The Scheme Rules do not allow an amendment to be made 
without sufficient notice particularly because of the need to extend the power 
to vote by proxy to members who can’t attend.  You would need to lodge a 
new motion effectively.  

I think we have brought the debate the discussion part of this evening to an 
end.  We are now going to formally vote on the proposal that was properly 
lodged and which went out to proxies. 

Unclear comment from the floor 

Andy Griffee We are legally obliged to observe the rules that are laid 
out in our deeds as far as the active members’ meeting is concerned.  If you 
want to write to us in the immediate aftermath of this meeting to make a 
further point before Jeremy and other Trustees meet the director general then 
that is fine.  OK, I’m going to ask Sandra to report back on the results of the 
proxy votes.  The votes cast in favour of the motion? 

Sandra Phillips 808 

Andy Griffee 808 votes have been cast in favour of the motion.  Can I 
now ask for a show of hands in the room for the motion.  Those in favour?  
And those against?  Ok well, I would say that’s not just overwhelming that’s a 
unanimous vote by the members in the room and those cast by proxy.  
Jeremy, do you want to sum up in terms of what you have heard and what 
you will take away from that particular vote? 

Jeremy Peat  I have very little to say.  I have listened and heard 
everything you have said with the comments, particularly from Andy (Ian) on 
what he thinks and what others think we should have done and now should 
do.  We have a lot to reflect upon, both in terms of our discussion with the 
Director General and with the Chairman of the BBC Trust but we have a lot to 
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reflect upon what we as a Board of Trustees should be doing and should be 
saying in one way or another. 

I genuinely thank you for all your contributions.  I am genuinely grateful this 
meeting was held and I promise you we will pay very very serious attention to 
everything you have said, so thank you for coming along.  Thank you for your 
views and I can assure you we are taking everything very seriously 

Andy Griffee I now declare this meeting closed. 

The meeting closed at 19.30. 
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Report of meeting between Jeremy Peat and Mark Thompson following 
the Active Members’ Meeting 

Jeremy Peat, along with two other members of the Pension Trustee Board, 
met the Director General and Director, BBC People on 22nd September.  The 
results of the motion passed at the meeting on 14 September and the 
sentiments expressed by members and Trustees at that meeting were 
carefully communicated. 

Jeremy Peat made it clear that, had the Trustees been asked by the BBC to 
approve a cap on pensionable salary increases by way of a rule change, then 
the Trustees could not and would not have agreed to it. He also re-iterated 
that personally the Trustees had viewed the BBC’s proposal unfavourably.   

The BBC confirmed that it had recognised that the Trust Deed would have 
prevented the Trustees agreeing to this proposal, which was why it had 
determined to make the changes contractually.  It noted the personal 
comments expressed by individual Trustees. 

The BBC accepted the need going forward for a close and regular dialogue 
with the Trustees. The BBC agreed to keep the Trustees fully informed on 
progress with discussions on the present proposals and other developments. 
It was agreed that the BBC and the Pension Trustees will meet regularly 
during the coming months to discuss (inter alia) the proposed CAB 2011, 
assumptions around the three year valuation and progress towards an agreed 
recovery plan as part of that valuation process. 
 


