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2) Getting started

This consultation sets out our proposals for the 2026/27 levy rules.

This online submission form allows you to respond to the questions set out in our consultation
document.

Online submissions close at Spm on Monday 5 January 2026.

Please remember to press 'SUBMIT! at the end, or we won't receive your full response. Thank you for
taking part.
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3) Overall approach

Section 1 of our consultation document outlines our plans for the conventional and alternative covenant
scheme (ACS) levy in 2026/27. We are consulting on rules that will charge no levy for conventional
schemes but maintain a risk-based levy for ACSs.

Our proposal to charge no levy for conventional schemes in 2026/27 goes further than our decision on
invoicing in 2025/26. Legislation currently restricts the levy estimate in any year to a maximum of 125
per cent of the previous year’s estimate. Despite recalculating the 2025/26 levy to zero, the levy
estimate for that year remains £45 million, meaning we have retained the ability to set a levy in the
future. This allows for both the uncertainty associated with the evolution of funding in the corporate-
sponsored defined benefit universe as well as the long run-off period. Our proposed rules for 2026/27
would set a zero levy estimate for conventional schemes. Without legislative change this would mean
we lose the ability to set a material levy in the future, with annual increases in the levy estimate limited
to 25 per cent of the previous year’s ACS-only estimate.

Therefore — before setting these rules (which we must do before 31 March 2026) — the Board will
require a very high level of confidence that changes to the legislation governing the levy will become
law. Provisions to do this are within the Pension Schemes Bill currently progressing through
parliament, but several key stages remain. So, if this level of confidence cannot be reached ahead of 31
March 2026, we propose to re-use the 2025/26 levy rules and data as a fallback for conventional
schemes, maintaining the levy estimate at £45 million. However, it is important to note that the fallback
rules would include the provision used to recalculate the 2025/26 levy to zero for conventional

schemes. This means that — provided there is subsequently sufficient progress with legislation — the
2026/27 levy for these schemes could also be recalculated to zero.

Question 1
Do you agree with our proposed approach for 2026/27 (to charge an ACS only levy)?
OYes ONo ®No opinion

Do you have any further comments?

We agree with the proposed approach not to collect a levy from conventional schemes.

We do not see that there is a need to collect levies from ACSs, or that there are any significant

Question 2

Do you have any comments about the fallback option of re-using 2025/26 rules (including re-use of
data) for conventional schemes if it is required?

®Yes ONo ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?
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We welcome the overall approach that the PPF will not require schemes to carry out unnecessary
work or provide information for a levy calculation which is unlikely to be needed.
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4) Alternative covenant schemes

We want to play our role in facilitating a viable superfund market and recognise the important role
superfunds can play in expanding the end-game options available to trustees. Alternative covenant
schemes (ACSs) benefit from PPF protection and we are planning on continuing charging a levy to
superfunds and other forms of ACS, recognising that this is a new and developing market and that they
pose different risks to conventional schemes.

In Section 2 of the consultation document we set out that for 2026/27, we are proposing to keep the
ACS rules largely unchanged. However, we are making some small adjustments, including to reflect
the shift to a zero levy for conventional schemes. We are proposing to remove the levy band 10

underpin and introduce a discretion to recognise arrangements which reduce underfunding risk. We are
expecting to undertake a wider methodological review of the ACS methodology in the medium term.

Question 3

Do you agree with our proposed updates to the levy rules to reflect charging an ACS levy (including
removal of the band 10 underpin and the introduction of a new discretion to recognise arrangements
which reduce underfunding risk)?

OYes ®@No O No opinion

Do you have any further comments?

Our view that the ACS levy should not be charged aside, we agree that the PPF should be able to
differentiate between ACSs with different arrangements to reduce underfunding risk. However, the
recognition of the arrangements will be at the discretion of the Board and the guidance provided ,

Question 4

Do you agree with the updated definition of an alternative covenant scheme?

OYes @No ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?

We agree with broadening of the definition to include other pathways for schemes to be left
without an employer with the ability to support the scheme. However, the language might need to
be altered for schemes with multiple participating employers in mind. The current draft includes

Question 5

Do you have any wider views or suggestions on areas we should explore as part of our review of the
ACS methodology?
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OYes @No ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?

Levy Consultation
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5) Customer service

Section 3 of the consultation document outlines an update on the information that schemes provide us
to help us manage and monitor risk in the universe. It also seeks input from schemes, their trustees and
advisors on which data we collect and publish might be of continued interest.

Schemes provide us a range of data for levy purposes through the annual scheme return, as well as
directly to us or our insolvency risk partner, Dun & Bradstreet (D&B). As our proposal is to set a zero
levy for conventional schemes, we are carefully considering our data needs in light of the changing
context.

We will still need to collect a range of data and information to help us assess and monitor risk in the
DB universe. This includes s179 data to help us understand scheme funding. Both we and TPR will
also need ongoing insight into how schemes invest their assets. In addition, we are exploring how best
to monitor claims risk (including the insolvency risk of the sponsoring employer). Beyond risk
monitoring, the data also serves several other purposes such as informing our publications — for
example the Purple Book.

In the short term, we anticipate that the PPF Score portal could be discontinued, potentially as early as
April 2026. However, we also recognise that some of the data and information we collect and publish
may have wider benefit to schemes, trustees and their advisors. Therefore, to help shape our future

thinking and long-term approach, we are keen to gather industry perspectives and have developed a set
of questions to support this.

Question 6

Do schemes and/or sponsoring employers use PPF insolvency risk scores for non-levy purposes, i.e. to
inform risk monitoring and/or wider decision-making in relation to the scheme?

®@Yes ONo ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?

In our experience, PPF insolvency scores are sometimes used as an additional layer of
monitoring. We have seen isolated examples of trustees acting on a PPF score downgrade to
engage with their employers. However, the nature of the scores being updated typically only for

Question 7

Is having access to standard contingent asset forms useful beyond just for PPF levy purposes? (If yes,
please do provide any examples you are able to share)

®Yes ONo ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?
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It is useful as the standard forms are the basis of the overwhelming majority of guarantees we see
issued, with the advent of the new DB Code prompting some schemes to adapt the standard form
to add "look through' qualities. The standard forms are a cost-efficient solution for many situations,
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6) Final thoughts

This section of the consultation provides an opportunity for our stakeholders to provide any further
thoughts or comments on the issues raised.

Question 8

Do you have any other comments?

Thank you very much for responding to our consultation. Please SUBMIT when you have completed
the form.

Please upload this completed and saved PDF by following the upload link on the first page of the Full
Levy Consultation Form on the PPF website. The direct link to the upload page is:
https://www.ppf.co.uk/levy-payers/help-shape-our-rules/upload-full-levy-consultation

Submission IDs (For office use only)

1bb2377c-d24a-4104-81e0-d3e82265a5b8|cb394614-etbb-4177-9b11-29661708fba8
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	{5C24D08D-6A62-437A-891C-D6CE73C34465}|Sitecore_ExperienceForms_Mvc_Models_Fields_StringInputViewModel_part2_267: We agree with the proposed approach not to collect a levy from conventional schemes.
We do not see that there is a need to collect levies from ACSs, or that there are any significant benefits in doing so. ACSs do not have a substantive employer covenant and so we appreciate that these pose different risks to the PPF. However, while this might justify using a different levy formula compared with conventional schemes, it is not clear that the size of these risks warrants collection of the levy. The PPF states that its reserves provide a sufficient buffer to allow it to move to a zero levy. 
We disagree that the levy is an important incentive on schemes to remain sufficiently funded and avoid taking excessive investment risk. In our experience, trustees acting in accordance with their duties, supported by the regulatory regime, is the driver for funding and investment decisions. The PPF levy, even when it was materially higher than recent levels, has rarely been a key factor. 
 
Superfunds operate within an extensive set of rules designed to protect benefit security and the PPF, which will be further strengthened by the Pension Schemes Bill. This includes a requirement for superfunds to plan to immediately wind-up should a protected liabilities threshold cease to be met, with the threshold being greater than protected liabilities under current guidance. Funding levels against that threshold are reported to the Regulator quarterly, and we would anticipate Superfunds themselves monitoring them more frequently than that, including potential internal warning triggers more stringent than the wind-up trigger. It is not clear that the value of these triggers, or associated governance, is recognised by the proposal to collect a levy from superfunds. 
 
Schemes wishing to transfer to a Superfund also have to pass the “gateway tests”, which include a requirement that “…a transfer to the chosen superfund must improve the likelihood of members receiving full benefits”; noting this requirement it seems perverse that the receiving vehicle would pay a levy and the ceding scheme would not, given their relative likelihoods of members receiving full benefits. 
 
The presence of the PPF levy for ACSs would act as a drag on the establishment of the superfund market and so also on the Government's agenda to drive consolidation and scale. 
 
	{87E3E1D5-D610-401A-AC93-A0D970CE9EC6}|Sitecore_ExperienceForms_Mvc_Models_Fields_StringInputViewModel_part3_768: We welcome the overall approach that the PPF will not require schemes to carry out unnecessary work or provide information for a levy calculation which is unlikely to be needed. 
However, we are concerned that, should the fallback be needed and a levy collected, levy calculations would be based on a risk assessment which could be materially out of date for some schemes. For example, new S179 valuations submitted since 31 March 2025 might show a material improvement in funding position or reduction in investment risk, and it would not be fair, or risk-reflective, for the PPF to charge a higher levy which ignores the new information. Given schemes are still required to submit s179 valuations and asset breakdown information by 31 March 2026, the PPF should consider basing levy calculations on more recent data as the fallback option. For schemes that have taken material risk reduction activities (for example, made significant amount of deficit reduction contributions since 31 March 2025, or carried out a large buy-in transaction), they ought to be given the opportunity to reflect this in the levy. We therefore suggest that, should a levy calculation be needed, the PPF takes account of information contained in scheme returns filed on Exchange as at 31 March 2026 where possible. We do support the re-use of the voluntary certifications submitted in March 2025, especially given the likely reduced timescale if the fallback option had to be used.
Importantly, in order to avoid schemes carrying out unnecessary work, early confirmation of whether a levy will be charged would be very welcome.
We note that, although the levy is likely to be paused, schemes will still be required to provide much of the information used for levy calculations on scheme returns. We suggest that the PPF works with DWP and/or TPR to alleviate these requirements where possible. Schemes should not be required to provide information which is of little or no value to the PPF or TPR. For example, S179 guidance and asset breakdown information should be simplified and, looking further ahead, the legislative requirements for s179 valuations should be reviewed and potentially removed.
 
	{97D07696-9E75-4D30-9B6E-7B90B3852DF1}|Sitecore_ExperienceForms_Mvc_Models_Fields_StringInputViewModel_part4_402: Our view that the ACS levy should not be charged aside, we agree that the PPF should be able to differentiate between ACSs with different arrangements to reduce underfunding risk. However, the recognition of the arrangements will be at the discretion of the Board and the guidance provided does not go into detail about exactly which arrangements would be recognised and what the impact on the levy would be. It will, therefore, not be clear to ACSs what the levy impact of entering into or updating these arrangements will be until after the fact. This uncertainty would make it more difficult to operate ACSs than otherwise. 
 
	{C539A62A-11FD-4C37-B1E9-F137E934B347}|Sitecore_ExperienceForms_Mvc_Models_Fields_StringInputViewModel_part4_208: We agree with broadening of the definition to include other pathways for schemes to be left without an employer with the ability to support the scheme. However, the language might need to be altered for schemes with multiple participating employers in mind. The current draft includes the wording “…the Scheme is left with an Employer that has no material resource…”. This could be interpreted as covering a scheme that has one sponsoring employer with material resource and another without it.
 
	{BCC6747C-9D23-4FDD-8EE1-64A888795187}|Sitecore_ExperienceForms_Mvc_Models_Fields_StringInputViewModel_part5_712: 
	{1692D017-99D6-44AE-9EAE-4F8086C9DF07}|Sitecore_ExperienceForms_Mvc_Models_Fields_StringInputViewModel_part6_280: In our experience, PPF insolvency scores are sometimes used as an additional layer of monitoring. We have seen isolated examples of trustees acting on a PPF score downgrade to engage with their employers. However, the nature of the scores being updated typically only for filed annual accounts means there is a significant time lag involved and so we would not regard monitoring PPF scores as a substitute for active ongoing engagement and proper covenant monitoring.
 
	{E982BD2C-1543-4075-885E-2F6A2506628D}|Sitecore_ExperienceForms_Mvc_Models_Fields_StringInputViewModel_part7_768: It is useful as the standard forms are the basis of the overwhelming majority of guarantees we see issued, with the advent of the new DB Code prompting some schemes to adapt the standard form to add `look through' qualities. The standard forms are a cost-efficient solution for many situations.
 
	{06DCA915-53BD-45EC-BE4A-699B63F9EBF6}|Sitecore_ExperienceForms_Mvc_Models_Fields_StringInputViewModel_part8_595: 
	1bb2377c-d24a-4104-81e0-d3e82265a5b8|cb394614-efbb-4177-9b11-2966f708fba8: 
	{6098CFC5-EF14-4439-8B58-EAAFA3ED301D}|Sitecore.ExperienceForms.Mvc.Models.Fields.ListViewModel: No opinion
	{445A5797-18F9-480F-BCF4-83609740E745}|Sitecore.ExperienceForms.Mvc.Models.Fields.ListViewModel: Yes
	{F6F9382C-7BF4-4574-BE07-33B560D475CF}|Sitecore.ExperienceForms.Mvc.Models.Fields.ListViewModel: No
	{90FB26C5-66BA-4FCE-BDDD-2AE6E7EFF574}|Sitecore.ExperienceForms.Mvc.Models.Fields.ListViewModel: No
	{B38ABB45-5F4A-49FA-8EB7-71D05BF73756}|Sitecore.ExperienceForms.Mvc.Models.Fields.ListViewModel: No
	{2E99717D-D6BB-459A-92CC-9C532BBC0C8A}|Sitecore.ExperienceForms.Mvc.Models.Fields.ListViewModel: Yes
	{B94B76F9-5B53-490E-A446-9FCDA2D777EC}|Sitecore.ExperienceForms.Mvc.Models.Fields.ListViewModel: Yes


