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1. INTRODUCTION 



ANDREW GWYNNE opened the meeting and thanked those in attendance. He 
explained that the purpose of the session is to give 1950s-born women the 
opportunity to give their perspective on the recent findings of the PHSO and its 
ongoing investigation. It also gives groups the opportunity to highlight their 
priorities to the APPG.  

iAndrew then referenced the extraordinary number of individual testimonies that 
the APPG received from individual parties. Andrew explained that all individual 
testimonies had been collated into one document and distributed to APPG 
members for consideration. Evidence submitted by several other groups 
including Norfolk Broads, UK State Pension & Workplace Age Discrimination 
Group, WASPI Scotland and the Campaign Against State Pension Inequality 
(CASPI) had also been distributed to APPG members. Andrew noted that time 
had been allocated at the end of the meeting for those who wished to raise any 
points relating to this written evidence.  

PETER ALDOUS then explained the format of the meeting and reminded 
members that the four groups presenting would be Pension Partners for Justice, 
The WASPI Campaign, Back to 60 and WASPI International. Peter then 
introduced the first group - Pension Partners for Justice – and explained to 
colleagues that PP4J are an umbrella organisation which were formed with the 
intention of providing one point of contact for several different pension groups 
with shared aims and values. He explained that DEE WILD KEARNEY and HILARY 
SIMPSON would be managing the presentation, with other members of PP4J on 
the call too. He then handed over to Dee and Hilary.  

 

2. PP4J Presentation 

DEE introduced herself to the APPG and explained her role within PP4J. She 
referenced the document entitled ‘Testimony Submission to the APPG for 1950’s 
Women’s Pensions’ which was complied in October of this year. This document 
gives the APPG an overview of the extensive hardships 1950s-born women have 
faced as a result of the noted maladministration. 

Dee gave the APPG an overview of her own story and referenced the extreme 
shock she felt when she discovered that she wouldn’t have access to her State 
Pension. She explained that the implementation of the change has impacted her 
physical and mental health, as well as her own personal finances. She referenced 
how she worked as a business advisor, and despite the nature of her role had not 
received any communication about how these changes would affect her or other 
women. She explained that the changes to the state pension age had 
compounded existing inequality.  

Hilary introduced herself to the APPG and explained that the maladministration 
that took place has greatly impacted the lives of millions of women. She noted 
that the key issue is how the maladministration will be compensated and 



referenced the scale of severity that the PHSO works from when recommending 
compensation.  

Hilary then announced that for the first time in many years, WASPI 2018 and the 
WASPI Campaign were issuing a joint statement which is as follows: “We call on 
the Government to agree fair and fast compensation for all women affected by 
the lack of notice regarding State Pension age increases, to reflect their financial 
losses, their sustained damage to their mental health and wellbeing, and the 
additional impacts. We also call for the Government to act on the PHSO findings 
now, to prevent longer term damage to WASPI Women.” 

Hilary then called on the APPG to push for a fair and fast resolution and 
highlighted that there was no need for the Government to wait for the next stage 
of the PHSO report to be published. Hilary then handed over to the APPG for 
questions.  

Andrew Gwynne opened the Q&A, and asked Hilary and Dee whether they felt 
there was any scope for welfare reform to 1950s-born women. Hilary explained 
that she wasn’t comfortable with references to welfare reform, because welfare 
reforms were primarily means-tested, and that this solution was unacceptable to 
her group and most other groups. Hilary went on to highlight that the State 
Pension is contributory and not means-tested, and therefore compensation 
shouldn’t be approached from a means-tested basis. Dee indicated her 
agreement and stated that she did not trust the benefit system to fairly 
compensate 1950s-born women.  

Peter then referenced the Ombudsman report, and stated he found it alarming 
that Dee referenced that maladministration was still ongoing after 2011. He asked 
Dee to elaborate on that point.  

Dee gave several examples of women that she had met both in her campaigning 
work and personally who had the same experience as her and were taken totally 
by surprise by the news that they would not be receiving their state pension.  

Hilary then expanded on the fact that independent pension advisers were 
unaware of the changes to the State Pension age and that women would not be 
receiving their pensions to 60. She also stated that there was a lack of 
information given to private pension providers.   

PHILLIPPA WHITFORD MP stated that she was born in 1958, and that she has 
never yet received a letter about the change in her pension. She stated that she 
was not happy with the timeframe of maladministration that the PHSO has 
highlighted.  

BARBARA KEELEY noted that it has been six-years since her and Andrew began 
working on the issue of state pension inequality.  Barbara asked Hilary and Dee 
whether they were finding it more difficult to engage with newer Members of 
Parliament.  



Hilary addressed this point and stated that some MPs were well-informed and 
others hazier. Hilary stated her concern is that by explaining too much and too 
regularly, the campaign could be perceived as backward-looking, as opposed to 
the forward-looking call for action that it should be.  

Dee added that her biggest concern with regards to Barbara’s point was that 
Government Ministers often give inaccurate, misleading, or unclear answers in 
Parliament, and that this dilutes the key facts of the issue.  

Andrew thanked Hilary and Dee for their attendance.  

3. Backto60 Presentation 

Peter then introduced JOANNE WELCH from Backto60 and gave a brief 
overview of the remit and campaigning action of the group. Peter reminded the 
APPG that Backto60 brought a case to the High Court in October 2019, and that 
they are campaigning for full restitution. Peter also informed the APPG that 
Backto60 are campaigning for full inclusion of CEDAW (The Committee on the 
Elimination of Discrimination Against Women) into UK law.  

Joanne introduced herself to the APPG. She reminded the APPG that CEDAW 
was ratified in 1986. She stated that CEDAW offers several reparative measures 
to compensate women who have been financially and socially negatively 
impacted, and that the UK must live up to its international obligations – namely 
full restitution.  

Joanne then informed the APPG about Early Day Motion 2296, which was signed 
by 225 cross-party MPs. The motion fell away due to the prorogation of 
Parliament. This motion specifically mentioned a ‘Temporary Special Measure’ 
(TSM) under CEDAW. Joanne stated that a TSM could be utilised by a 
Government Minister to grant full restitution to 1950s women. Joanne went on to 
argue that there is no cost in granting women full-restitution, as this money was 
removed unfairly from 1950s-born women and belongs rightfully to them. 
Joanne also expressed her disappointment that the Prime Minister has not 
looked at the issue ‘with fresh eyes and new vigour’ as he promised in 2019. 
Joanne stated that Backto60 are confident that the law upholds full restitution, 
and that it is a viable solution. She then opened the floor to questions.  

Peter thanked Joanne. He stated that the challenge with CEDAW is that it is not 
domesticated in UK law. Peter asked Joanne whether Backto60 had considered 
pursuing a two or three-pronged approach and calling for welfare reform/PHSO-
led compensation whilst working for a wider goal of full restitution.  

Joanne stated that it didn’t matter that CEDAW wasn’t domesticated in UK law, as 
the TSM could be used in Parliament regardless. Joanne then argued that 
welfare reform further exacerbated the discrimination, as the means-tested 
nature of welfare would not meet the needs of 1950s-born women. She went on 
to express her disappointment at the PHSO investigation.  



Andrew thanked Joanne for her participation and expressed the APPG’s view that 
it is important that the views of all the 1950s-born women’s groups are 
considered. On CEDAW, Andrew referred to the fact that CEDAW isn’t  
domesticated, and that there isn’t an international arbiter which can force a 
signatory Government into addressing State Pension inequality. Joanne 
disagreed with this assessment, to which Andrew asked her to clarify who the 
arbiter of CEDAW is, and whether they have any means of forcing the UK 
Government to address State Pension inequality.  

Joanne responded that the CEDAW committee meets regularly in Geneva, and 
that on a four-year basis signatories report to this committee on its state 
obligations. Andrew questioned whether this committee had any powers to force 
the Government to act. Joanne responded by arguing that opposition parties 
could do more to put pressure on the Government to meet its obligations.  

Andrew then moved onto TSM. He reminded the APPG that TSM can only be 
introduced by a Government Minister, and that the Government did not want to 
do so, and asked how Backto60 would address that?  

Joanna responded that Backto60 had had private indications that there was 
support for a TSM to be used, and that Backto60 were hopeful that with 
parliamentary, media and cultural pressure they could force the Government to 
act. Joanne then stated that Backto60 were supportive of John McDonnell’s 
pledge of £58 Billion to compensate 1950’s-born women, and that they would 
want to see a commitment like that made in future Labour Party manifestos.  

Barbara Keeley then highlighted the difficulty in receiving full compensation in a 
timely manner, and stated that the APPG is trying to get as much compensation 
as possibly as quickly as possible, which is why it is focussing on the ongoing 
PHSO report. Barbara noted that Backto60 seemed to be rejecting the idea of 
compensation via the PHSO route, but that this would benefit 1950s women who 
would otherwise receive nothing.  

Joanne argued that the PHSO is not doing enough, and that Backto60 will not 
engage with the PHSO due to what it perceives as an inadequate investigation.  

Peter then thanked Joanne for her participation, He reiterated the hurdles that 
the APPG feels backto60’s campaign faces, but thanked Joanne for setting out 
her position clearly.  

   4. WASPI & WASPI International Presentation  

Andrew introduced ANGELA MADDEN from WASPI and LYNDA ARMSTRONG 
from WASPI International. Andrew noted that it was initially the plan to have the 
two groups presenting separately, but that due to a timing mix-up, they will now 
present together.  

Angela introduced herself to the APPG. Angela reminded the committee that 
WASPI was first incorporated as a company in 2015, about a year after the 
campaign started. Angela reiterated that WASPI have never asked for the 



pension age to revert to 60, but that the Government has a responsibility to the 
electorate to administer this change responsibly. Angela noted the long 
campaign that led to the PHSO finally recognising and acknowledging that there 
had indeed been maladministration. Angela referenced the fact that WASPI and 
WASPI 2018 are now working together on a ‘common aim’ for ‘fair and fast 
restitution’. Angela highlighted the urgency of this compensation, as women are 
dying whilst the discussion  continues.  

Angela then explained how the injustice has affected WASPI members and 
outlined how the experiences meet the ‘PHSO Typology of Injustice’ which is 
used by the body to identify suitable levels of compensation.  

Angela stated that fair compensation needs to reflect the emotional and material 
losses of 1950s-born women. She stated that the PHSO can recommend that 
those who have faced injustice are returned to their situation prior to the injustice 
occurring. She recognised the cost involved in this level of compensation, but 
argued that the Government has an obligation to recompense women who have 
suffered as a result of severe maladministration. She highlighted the ongoing 
work that WASPI is doing to provide the PHSO with as much evidence as 
possible and called on the APPG to help 1950s-born women achieve a ‘fair and 
fast resolution’ commensurate to what has been lost.  

She then handed over to Lynda, who gave an overview of the work of WASPI 
International. WASPI International was formed to support 1950s-born women 
living permanently outside of the UK. It is affiliated with the WASPI Campaign and 
also calls for a ‘fair and fast resolution.’ Lynda highlighted the severe impact that 
1950s-born women have faced internationally, and that they often face no 
recourse to benefits and state support, and have no support from elected 
representatives. WASPI International are therefore calling that any compensation 
awarded fairly compensates all 1950’s women, regardless of whether or not they 
have relocated. WASPI International are also concerned that Brexit may further 
compound the injustice felt by 1950s-born women abroad.  

Andrew thanked Lynda and Angela for their presentations. Barbara asked Lynda 
whether she had any specific statistics on how many 50s-born women are 
affected abroad, and whether there were any differences between the two 
campaigns in terms of what compensation is required.  

Lynda highlighted the difficulty in acquiring an official statistic of how many 
women born in the 1950s have retired overseas, and that she has been unable to 
locate an exact number. WASPI International does have over 1000 active 
members on Facebook. Lynda restated WASPI International’s concerns about 
private healthcare, and the exceptional cost of this to women who have reduced 
savings due to state pension changes.  

Andrew asked Angela about her evidence submission in which WASPI states that 
they dispute the PHSO finding that maladministration did not occur prior to 2004. 
Andrew asked if Angela could clarify that position. Angela explained that 



changes to the civil service code after 2004 made it easier for the PHSO to point 
out clear maladministration, but that this does not mean no maladministration 
occurred before then. In fact, there was no plan from the DWP to implement the 
recommendations of the 1993 white paper to give women as much notice as 
possible about the changes. Andrew indicated his agreement with this statement 
and asked Angela what she felt were the biggest obstacles to getting a fair and 
fast resolution.  

Angela stated that the scale of the cost incurred to fairly compensate 1950s-born 
women tends to make the Government extremely uncomfortable. However, 
Angela reiterated that this figure, whilst large, would be a once-only payment, 
and reflect the considerable loss women have faced. She also acknowledged 
that no amount of money would ever truly make-up for the emotional and 
financial hardship women live with daily.  

Peter asked Angela whether she had plans to contest the time-period outlined 
by the Ombudsman. Angela said that WASPI have sought legal advice on this 
very issue and have decided that their resources are best spent arguing for fair 
and fast compensation based on the current maladministration timeframe.  

Andrew thanked Angela and Lynda for their participation.  

5. Conclusion and any other business.  

Andrew then opened the floor to any other business and asked the APPG 
whether they had any other issues they wished to raise. Andrew reiterated his 
belief that some of the evidence raised would be useful in formulating a 
submission to the Ombudsman on behalf of the APPG, and that members would 
be consulted on that in due course.  

Andrew thanked members for joining the call and advised that he and Peter 
would be in touch with colleagues in due course with further updates.  

ENDS 

  

  


