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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 ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?

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?

OYes ONo ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?
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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 ONo O No opinion

Do you have any further comments?

Question 4
Do you agree with the updated definition of an alternative covenant scheme?

OYes ONo ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?
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« If, however, these are intended to cover only the circumstances where an active choice has b

Based on your references to the policy intent of the ACS being to capture “transactions where/

Question 5

Do you have any wider views or suggestions on areas we should explore as part of our review of the
ACS methodology?

5/9



Pension '\ Levy Consultation
Protection
Fund

OYes ONo ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?

We understand that the ACS methodology applies to ‘superfunds’ and that this is expe
We also note that whilst PPF is not expecting to apply “conventional scheme” methodo
The ECPA would be happy to work with the PPF to explore this further and consider ho
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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?

OYes ONo ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?

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)

OYes ONo ONo opinion

Do you have any further comments?
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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|036a74cc-6e48-4b94-8a42-e1cbed1d37bf
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However, the question of whether to amend the definition comes down to the purpose of the ACS provisions.  
•	If these are intended to cover all situations where a scheme may find itself running on with minimal employer covenant support, then we would support the change.  
•	If, however, these are intended to cover only the circumstances where an active choice has been made to rescue the scheme to avoid entering a PPF assessment period, then the change risks bringing schemes into the ACS framework inappropriately. 

Based on your references to the policy intent of the ACS being to capture “transactions where the nature of the covenant fundamentally changes from one provided by a trading business to one provided by assets” then we believe it to be the former. Assuming this is the case, then we have the following observations on the proposed definition:

1.	Reflecting the policy intent of focusing on transactions that result in schemes no longer being wholly by trading businesses, the PPF might consider including ‘trade’ within the proposed definition. At present the definition - “It is otherwise a Scheme where on or after 1 January 2017 the outcome of any arrangements, reorganisation or insolvency is that the Scheme is left with an Employer that has no material resource of its own to meet the Scheme’s liabilities” - only refers to a business that is left with no material ‘resource’. The PPF might also consider referring explicitly to the strength of the ‘employer covenant’ provided by the sponsor, which captures a range of financial considerations.  
2.	It is not clear from the definition whether the act that creates the situation of no material covenant support must have taken place on or before 1 January 2017, or whether the act could have taken place prior to then with the scheme having zero covenant support as at 1 January 2017 or some point thereafter (e.g. where an act took place prior to 1 January 2017 that reduced the employer’s assets but where the subsequent erosion of sponsor assets, perhaps via the payment of DRCs, has now reduced such assets to a point where immaterial covenant support remains). This should be clarified if possible.
3.	It is not clear how “material” is expected to be defined in this context, and consequently what schemes may be included or where the cut off would be. There are many schemes where the employer covenant support is expected to be inadequate to meet the needs of the scheme, but where the sponsor has resources that might be considered material – for example intercompany debt or cash balances that are inadequate to cover a low-dependency or PPF funding basis, but which still represent a material proportion of the scheme’s solvency debt. Based on the current definition, we would not expect these schemes to be included. Some clarity over how materiality will be considered and tested would be welcomed, in addition to how the PPF might expect to identify schemes that potentially fall into this category.
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