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David Vineall
Group Chief People Officer
Nuclear Decommissioning Authority
​​​​​​​157-197 Buckingham Palace Rd
London
SW1W 9SP
(via email)

25 June 2026

Dear David,
Outcome of the latest actuarial valuation of the CNPP      
Thank you for arranging a useful discussion between NDA officials and the recognised trade unions about the outcome of the latest actuarial valuation of the CNPP.
I am writing with Prospect’s view about the implications for pension provision across the NDA estate.
Prospect, along with all other stakeholders, greatly welcomes the significant improvement in the funding position of the scheme.
The decrease in the weighted average employer contribution rate to 15.6% from 1 April 2026 (and to less than 15% from 1 April 2027) will produce annual savings of many tens of millions of pounds.
The estimated surplus as at 31 March of 2025 of £717 million, indicates a greatly strengthened financial position.
But these valuation results, while welcome, also call into question the entire basis for providing occupational pensions across the NDA estate.
Prospect also has serious concerns about consequential decisions that the NDA Board has made based on these results; we do not believe that these decisions are in line with the principles set out in the Treasury’s Balance Sheet Framework, nor do we believe they are fair to employees.
(1) Use of surplus
The NDA Board and the CNPP trustees have agreed to use the £717 million surplus to de-risk.
However, the definition of “risk” underpinning this approach seems to be the risk that deficits emerge after future scheme valuations.
This might be a sensible definition of risk for the NDA, in the context of its desire for greater certainty about its future finances.
But decisions about the use of £717 million of essentially public assets should be made in the wider interests of taxpayers, and not primarily to help the NDA plan more reliably.
There is no obvious taxpayer interest in a public body lowering the target investment return on billions of pounds of assets in order to hedge interest rate and inflation risk.
(2) Past deficit recovery payments
The outcome of this valuation shows that deficit recovery payments of more than £100 million between 2021-22 and 2023-24 (inclusive) were completely unnecessary.
The damage done to the NDA’s mission by these unnecessary payments cannot be undone.
These funds are not now available to the NDA, as they are stranded as surplus assets in the CNPP.
It makes no sense whatsoever for taxpayers to have unnecessarily paid over £100 million to top-up the level it was pre-funding pension liabilities at.
(3) Incompatibility with Treasury’s Balance Sheet Framework
There is a much wider question of whether the NDA should be pre-funding these pension liabilities at all.
The Treasury’s Balance Sheet Framework[footnoteRef:1] states: [1:  April_2026_Balance_Sheet_Framework_update.pdf] 

“In general, government does not pre-fund future liabilities. This is because there is an opportunity cost to holding assets in a fund for the purpose of meeting future liabilities and it creates allocative inefficiency at the whole public sector level. The funds could instead be put to alternative use with greater societal returns, and the liability or risk could be more efficiently managed in the round with other unfunded liabilities and met out of general taxation when they fall due.”
As a result of this approach, the Treasury announced in Budget 2025[footnoteRef:2] that it would effectively defund the AWE Pension Scheme: [2:  Budget 2025 (HTML) - GOV.UK] 

“Additionally, the government has confirmed £2 billion further asset disposals at the Budget by ensuring its liabilities are funded in the most efficient way. In line with the principles set out in the Balance Sheet Framework, liabilities held by the Atomic Weapons Establishment pension scheme and the Nuclear Liabilities Fund will no longer be pre-funded.”
The logic behind the decision to defund the AWE Pension Scheme applies equally to the CNPP.
Taking this approach would result in more appropriate management of public sector liabilities and deliver the greater predictability of future pension costs that the NDA desires.
(4) Application of reduction in employer contribution rates
The implication of the presentation delivered by NDA colleagues, is that the reduction in employer contribution costs will broadly be used to deliver the remaining unidentified efficiency savings required under the Spending Review.
The first challenge to that is that these lower costs are not actually efficiency savings, but the arbitrary impact of higher bond yields on required pension funding levels.
More importantly, this approach does not recognise the impact that past increases in pension costs (including deficit recovery payments) had on our members’ terms and conditions.
Prospect members will not accept the unfairness inherent in an approach where they have to share the burden of increasing pension costs, but do not enjoy any benefit from subsequent reductions (i.e. reversal of those past increases).
We also do not accept that it is for the NDA Board alone to make decisions that have the potential to have such a significant impact on members’ terms and conditions without any reference to the recognised trade unions.

There are several potential ways for the reduction in the cost of the DB sections of the CNPP to be shared with members. We believe that addressing retirement outcomes for DC members should be a priority.
We have previously written about why improving retirement outcomes for DC members is necessary:
· The NDA previously agreed that the DC scheme would be reviewed and improvements considered if appropriate. The conditions for improving the pension arrangements for DC members have been met, but so far, the NDA has reneged on its agreement.
· An allowance in the DC scheme design for the existence of the State Second Pension is no longer appropriate since that benefit was abolished from April 2016.
· The shortfall in retirement outcomes for DC members is likely to be greatest for younger and female members, and this could result in legal challenges on indirect discrimination grounds. 
There are a number of ways that pension provision could be improved for DC members. The most sensible way would be to give them access to an unfunded DB scheme (such as the Alpha scheme for civil servants) as this would be fiscally positive over the forecast period.
    
Based on the above, Prospect believes there is a strong argument to:
(1) Take CNPP liabilities directly onto the government’s books and defund the scheme.
(2) Establish an unfunded broadly equivalent scheme under Section 31(7) of the Public Service Pensions Act[footnoteRef:3] that CNPP DB members could be transferred to in line with pension protections under the Energy Act 2004[footnoteRef:4]. [3:  Public Service Pensions Act 2013]  [4:  Energy Act 2004] 

(3) Grant access to an unfunded DB scheme, such as a scheme established under (2) above or the Alpha scheme, to CNPP DC members.
We believe this approach is more aligned with the Treasury’s Balance Sheet Framework, would make it easier for Treasury to comply with its fiscal framework[footnoteRef:5] and would result in more appropriate pension provision for employees that delivered better outcomes. [5:  A strong fiscal framework - GOV.UK] 

We have rehearsed the arguments for giving DC members access to the Alpha scheme with the NDA many times before. We do not propose to have these discussions with the NDA again. Instead, we will write to Treasury and DESNZ Ministers to request a meeting to discuss the above. 
If you feel that it might be possible to make a joint approach to the Treasury and DESNZ on these points, please let me know. 

   
Yours sincerely,
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Sue Ferns
Senior Deputy General Secretary
	Prospect 
100 Rochester Row
London
SW1P 1JP
	0300 600 1878
info@prospect.org.uk
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