Teachers’ Pension Scheme Modernisation Review

Analysis of the responses to the Consultation document

Introduction

This report has been based on 4247 responses to the consultation document.  

The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Teacher






2787

Lecturer






1072

Other







138

Employer - LEA, Independent, FE, HE, Other 

125


Union Representative 




104

HR Manager






12



Student Teacher





9

(Those which fell into the ‘other’ category, included consultants, youth workers, charities, researchers and those who did not specify a category).

Apart from the first 80, the vast majority of the responses simply reflected the advice issued by unions on how to reply.  Therefore, there is a large degree of commonality.
Overview
Respondents generally agreed with suggested changes to the scheme but only in the context of opposition by teachers and their representatives to the increase to 65 in pension age. An increase in pension age is, however, supported by employers.
Respondents were mainly happy with the current scheme as it allowed them to retire at 60 with an index linked, final salary pension, however, they wanted improvements in dependants’ benefits such as death in service and children’s pensions.  They also wanted widow(er) and partner benefits payable for life.  There was little support for an increase in contributions to cover the proposed changes.  There was overwhelming support for the provision of more information about the Teachers Pension Scheme (TPS).

There was support for the options detailed in paragraph 3.9.6 concerning new flexibilities in the TPS, but nearly half of respondents agreed subject to no change to the pension age.  Respondents wanted the accrual rate for pension changed to 1/60ths from 1/80ths and for there to be an option to ‘buy in’ service so that all their service would be calculated on a 1/60th basis. 

Many respondents agreed that increased flexibilities would support recruitment and retention; however, this was on condition that the pension age was not increased.  ‘Winding down’ was seen by most as a right and not an option; and that this should be met with support from Head teachers and HR managers to help scheme members make informed decisions.  There was also a view from teachers’ representatives that any increased costs associated with ‘winding down’ should be met by the employer.

There was almost total support for the option of drawing some pension benefits from age 55 while remaining in work in a reduced capacity. Many respondents felt that together with the removal of the excessive salary limits it would allow members greater choice over retirement planning which in turn would impact on workforce motivation.

There was little support for the proposals to change ill health retirement arrangements. Respondents felt that there should be improved enhancement for all who were unfit to work in any capacity and others should continue to receive existing levels of enhancement.  However, scheme members were not prepared to pay more to ensure a higher rate of enhancement.  Respondents disagreed with proposed changes to ill health retirement benefit arrangements for out of service members.

The majority of respondents felt that scheme members should be able to move to new arrangements in advance of 2013, but this was again in the context of opposition to the increase in pension age. A one-off options exercise to move to the new arrangements was not well supported as respondents preferred the idea of moving to the new arrangements at any time of the individuals choosing before 2013.

Respondents felt that a service and age related benefit structure for compensating loss of employment should remain in place citing difficulty for older teachers finding employment and as a sign that loyal service was rewarded.  Redundancy or reorganisation due to school closures were cited as reasons for retaining this provision.

Most respondents wanted the option to purchase ‘additional pension’ without the need for an earlier break in service and also to have the ability to buy additional benefits within the TPS scheme to address different personal circumstances.  Respondents wanted the option of making either higher regular contributions or paying lump sums.  Many respondents said they wanted a range of options to be available, but there were few suggestions put forward.  The in-house AVC scheme was seen by many respondents as a useful complement to the TPS added years facility.

Respondents were against removing the Current Added Years provision except for members of the Reserved Forces only.  The removal of this provision for other members was seen as detrimental; it would mean staff could not take career breaks to study, be a carer, or work abroad and maintain membership of the TPS.  It was suggested that the current system could be retained if the combined contribution rate presented no additional costs to the scheme.

Respondents took the opportunity in question 22 to reiterate the fact that they disagreed with the increase in pension age, but to confirm that they agreed with many of the other proposals without the rise in pension age to 65. 

Annex A 

This provides a cross sectional view of the comments received on the issues/proposals – primarily the;

· increase in pension age, often referred to as increase in retirement age, and forcing teachers to work to age 65;

· life expectancy of teachers on retirement;

· teaching as a stressful occupation and how the increase in the pension age may impact; 

· views on the proposal for the Current Added Years provision;

· information about the review and communications more generally. 
Annex B – provides a numerical analysis of responses from the consultation.
ANNEX A

Increase in pension age and forcing teachers to work until age 65

Actual examples of comments taken from the consultation responses:-

The options for change set out in the consultation document are acceptable only in the context of opposition to any proposals to raise the normal pension age.  Teachers can be very effective in their later years but it is also fair to allow younger colleagues to enter the profession, which is of enormous benefit to young students.  (Teacher, Junior School) 

Changes to the scheme are only acceptable to me if the proposal to raise the pension age to 65 is scrapped.  (Teacher, Middle School) 

I strongly feel that if members have to work till 65 their pension earned to date should be actuarially enhanced - after all it is a pension earned with a right to retire and take it at 60. (Teacher, Secondary School) 

I have worked for almost 34 years and I am appalled and disgusted at the proposal to raise the retirement age to 65.  No teacher should work until they are 65 and should certainly have the option to retire at 55 without having their pension reduced! (Teacher) 

I must emphasise - would you want your child taught by a 65 year old? I know there are a few great teachers of that age, but most are exhausted by 50.  Get realistic and appreciate the classroom experience and what that does to people………………………………………. (Teacher) 

I want to have the option of working until I am 65 but I also need to know that I can retire at 60.  If I knew I had to work for another 5 years to provide myself with a half decent pension, given that I had a career break to raise our children, I would feel undervalued, depressed and stretched.  It’s not an easy job. (Teacher)

I strongly object to such a high pressure job as teaching, with its constantly increasing workload, being extended by another five years. (Teacher, Junior School) 

NATFHE supported the Government and they in return should abandon the idea of increased retirement age to 65.  Most educators are burnt out due to the nature of the job.  Relatively few teachers/lecturers retire to enjoy their pension. (College) 

I cannot express my utter dismay at the proposal to increase the pensionable age to 65. Such a move will signal a reversal of the progress made in the improvement of terms and conditions. (Teacher, Secondary School)
Nowhere in the questionnaire are we directly asked for our opinion on the proposed increase in pension age.  This is disappointing. ……. (Lecturer, University) 

As a young teacher I object to the proposal that I may have to work till 65, and receive less of a pension.  I am considering leaving the profession on this basis. (Teacher) 

It would be a mistake to force teachers to work till 65 although this option should be available for those exceptional individuals who wish to do so.  It will have a seriously detrimental effect on the morale of the workforce to change the retirement age for teachers already employed under the old scheme.  I also question how many people over 60 can really perform effectively in the classroom and relate appropriately to children……It is not a job for 65 year olds! (Teacher, Infant School) 

I’m really very angry that the raising of the retirement age to 65 seems to be non negotiable in this consultation.  (Teacher, Secondary with 6th Form) 

Response Commentary:-
The Government announced, in July 2003, its intention to raise the normal pension age for all public service schemes not just for the TPS. The higher pension age is essential if public service pensions are to remain affordable and justifiable to the taxpayer. The long lead time and guarantees that existing rights and benefits would be unaffected by the proposed changes, give members of the TPS a degree of protection that has not been available to those in many private sector pension schemes who have seen their final salary schemes closed.

There is no suggestion in any of the proposals that members of the TPS will have to work to age 65. There is a general misinterpretation about the difference between ‘retirement’ age and ‘pension age’. Normal retirement age is the age at which someone would normally be required to retire from employment. Normal pension age is the earliest age at which someone may receive the pension they have built up without special conditions or a reduction for taking it early. Members of the TPS will still be able to retire at, before or after age 60 as they can now and the Government has already publicly guaranteed that existing pension benefits are protected and will not be affected by the proposed changes. In fact, existing teachers would not be subject to a higher pension age until 2013; and then it would apply only to their service after that date.

This guaranteed protection ensures that the impact of the higher pension age will have a very gradual effect.  In addition, alongside the introduction of the higher pension age, the accrual rate could be improved from 1/80th for each year of service plus a lump sum of 3 times the pension to 1/60th for each year of service with greater flexibility over the amount of lump sum that can be taken.  

Furthermore, no teacher will have to work to age 65 to qualify for their pension, indeed this improvement would have the effect of reducing to 62½ the age at which the same level of benefits is achieved when compared with the present arrangements, notwithstanding the increase in pension age to 65.  For existing teachers, whose service up to 2013 would relate to a pension age of 60, equalisation of benefits would occur significantly before age 62½.  A scheme member can obtain a personal illustration of the likely impact of the changes by accessing the calculator facility available on the TeacherNet website www.teachernet.gov.uk/pensions.  
Life Expectancy of teachers on retirement

Actual examples of comments taken from the consultation responses:-

The ability to retire at 60.  Insurance companies have shown that life expectancy reduces the longer teachers continue beyond 60. (Teacher) 

Studies have shown that teachers who teach for their full working life and retire at 60 tend to have a very short life expectancy after this age. (Teacher, Infant School) 

When, a few years ago, teachers were being encouraged to take early retirement the data was made public concerning the reduction in life expectancy for those who worked longer.  The Government is now proposing to raise the retirement age to 65.  It states that this is because our extended life expectancy is leading to a longer retirement.  I do not believe that it has escaped consideration that extending working life will reduce life expectancy, thus not only raising the age when teachers begin to take their pension, but also reducing the age at which they are no longer there to receive it…….. (Teacher, Middle School) 

If members were allowed to draw part of their pension early I do not see how the shortfall in pension provision could be met.  The average life expectancy of a man is now 79 years and increasing.  Where will the funds come from to support a 25 year or more retirement?  Certainly the individual will not be responsible for his own pension. (Lecturer, College) 

I must register my strongest objections to raising the retirement age for teachers from 60.  You only need to look at the statistics which show that average life expectancy for retired teachers now is 18 months, imagine how many teachers will literally die at work! .…(Teacher, Primary School) 

Fundamentally the crucial factor is the retirement age.  I'd stick with the present system with all its frustrating imperfections rather than give up the right to retire at 60 with full pension.  Every teacher knows the statistics of those who stay longer in the profession and the consequent shortening of life expectancy beyond retirement thereafter……… (Teacher) 

There is a Human Rights and Equal Opportunities dimension to the Government's proposal.  If the retirement age for teachers is raised to 65 many members will die earlier than would be the case if the retirement age remains where it was set from the very beginning of the scheme.  This could be seen at the very least as an abuse of the human rights of teachers.  We hesitate to apply the correct judicial term to the Government's proposal on pension age.  On the equal opportunities side this provision would be direct discrimination against male members since they have a shorter life expectancy than female members.  Any change to the retirement age should be an improvement and it should recognise the gender specific difference in life expectancy……… (Union representative, Post 1992 University) 

Response Commentary:-
Inaccurate and misleading coverage in the press and information presented to teachers by some financial advisers have caused concern to members of the TPS.  

An individual’s life expectancy at birth is very different to their total life expectancy on reaching retirement age.  Total life expectancy – defined as life expectancy plus current age - increases with age attained because those dying earlier in their lives are excluded from the group.  For example, the total life expectancy is 85 for male teachers at age 65, which increases slightly by the time retired teachers reach the age of 70 to 85½.  There are many factors that result in increased life expectancy, particular determinants being higher income and educational levels.  Life expectancy of teachers is, in general, higher than the life expectancy of the general population.  The figures are based on an analysis of data from the TPS, which includes all teachers irrespective of their age at retirement and includes an allowance for future improvements in mortality based on research from the actuarial profession. 
An option to draw down pension from age 55 whilst continuing to work means that additional pension benefits accrue in relation to the time in employment in the lesser capacity.
Teaching as a stressful occupation and how the expectation of having to work longer, as a result of the increase in pension age, will impact.

Actual examples taken from the consultation responses:-
Stepping down arrangements from full time to retirement.  I wish to retire at 50 but am forced to continue in a well-paid but highly stressful job in order to obtain the most beneficial pension……. (Anonymous) 

Nice to see that there is recognition of a move to less stressful working conditions by staff.  However it does suggest that the move to 65 age limit may, practically, not be realised.  Teachers want to reduce stress towards the end of their career, not increase it………. (Union representative) 

Will new teachers make it to 65? It is a very stressful job!  Keep the retirement age at 60. (Anonymous) 

The union is totally resistant to the increase in retirement for age 60 - 65, particularly on health grounds due to heavy workloads and subsequent stress…. (Lecturer, College) 

Stop putting saving money at the top of the agenda.  Think about teachers as people.  Give them the same rights as other public service groups like the police, firemen, and armed forces.  It is not an office job.  It is very stressful.  It is not a job for someone over 60. (Teacher) 

Every year teachers get older and further removed from the cultural roots of their students. This increases the stress of doing the job so delaying retirement can only make matters worse…… (Lecturer, University) 

I would love for the Government to get into the real world and see the profession the way it really is - overworked, stressed, full of unnecessary bureaucracy and underpaid. (Teacher, 6th Form College) 

Appetite for work!  Ability to deal with stress in an increasingly ill-disciplined society.  Teachers and lecturers are front-line. (Lecturer, University) 

Employers need to be more flexible in their response to requests to retire early.  Currently many people feel pressured into retiring through stress related problems. (Teacher) 

If you think that as a teacher in a difficult school in London I can even consider carrying on teaching anywhere past my mid fifties then you have no understanding of how stressful the job is.  You should be sending people to speak to teachers in schools about these changes rather than be doing it in the way you are. (Teacher) 

Teachers are overworked, already stressed and suffering high levels of absenteeism.  The thought of having to work on to 65 will be de-motivating as expectations are to retire at a healthy 60……………… (Lecturer, College)

New options would lead to reduced levels of stress and absence levels for teachers approaching the end of their careers.  The consequences would impact favourably on school budgets. (Teacher)

Response Commentary:-
Stress is something that is being taken very seriously and that is why, in tandem with the proposed changes, we are looking closely at issues of work-life balance for teachers.  For example, in London, funding has been provided for a well-being pilot scheme to address concerns such as stress.  The lessons learned from this pilot and from other similar schemes operating across the country will help inform policy on how we tackle these issues, including a more flexible approach to the retention of our older teachers.  

Teaching brings its own unique pressures.  Stronger support for continuous professional development is very important, but while removing stress altogether will always be very difficult to achieve, we will continue to work to ease it as far as possible.

The review of the TPS comes at a time when resources are being focused on implementing School Workforce Reform and easing teachers’ workload, the issue teachers regularly put higher than pay in their own priorities.  In addition consideration is being given to how teachers might be better rewarded for carrying out professional responsibilities related to teaching and learning, and for excellence.  We aim to create a new structure for the teaching profession, founded on better leadership for schools, better pay for good teaching, more training of higher quality for all teachers, and improved wide-ranging support.  This will raise the status of teachers and ensure that they are better supported in helping children face the challenges of the future.

Current Added Years (CAY) Provision

Actual examples taken from the consultation responses:-

The current added years provision should not be retained solely for those who are members of the Reserve Forces.  Whilst there are sound arguments for retaining the provision for members of the Reserve Forces there are equally good arguments for retaining the provision for all scheme members. (Lecturer, College) 

If both employer and employee agree to maintain contributions why should a member of the TPS not continue paying into the scheme? (Teacher) 

Teachers are human, they have children, they have elderly parents, and both categories may require time out of teaching to provide long-term care.  CAY should be retained. (Teacher) 

To meet circumstances such as teachers wanting to use the facility whilst working abroad where employers are often willing to make a contribution to the cost.  With the globalisation of the labour market the use of the facility could increase and provided proper costs are attached to the provision there should be no abuse to the TPS.  There is no reason why missed service in mid-career should be considered differently to service towards or at the end of a career.  There is no justification for removing the arrangement if the combined contribution rate represents no additional cost to the scheme. (Teacher, Independent School) 

VSO's submission is that members of the TPS, who volunteer for service in education in developing countries, through VSO or other formal programmes, should be allowed to maintain their membership and pension rights during the period of their service on the basis of their actual salaries, as received from employers abroad. (VSO) 

Since the employers’ contribution has reflected the cost of pension increases, teachers/lecturers pay the full cost and are not being subsidised by other members of the scheme in any way.  Consequently, ATL sees no reason why the facility should not be retained. (Teacher)
The justification is that some teachers may study full-time for higher qualifications.  The safeguard against abuse is that the option should be exercisable only when they re-enter TPS. (Employer, LEA) 

This option, by definition is one that is least benefit to actual, current members of the scheme, and should therefore be one of the first options to go. (Lecturer, University) 

Response Commentary:-
CAY provision was introduced in the Teachers’ Superannuation Act 1937 to allow teachers to undertake teaching service within H M dominions or voluntary service overseas and protect themselves against a possible loss of death in service benefits, or loss or reduction of age benefits, owing to a break in service.  We believe that the CAY provisions have considerably less relevance now.  

The proposal is to remove the CAY provision from the TPS, other than for those who have been called up as members of Reserve Forces. This resulted in the general view that the provision, if retained, should be available for all scheme members and for a variety of situations. The comments do reflect the misunderstanding of CAY provision and on the general interpretation of the facility to purchase additional years in the scheme. A significant point to make on the use of the CAY provision is that an average of only 0.1% of active members have taken out a CAY election in each of the last five years.
To make best use of the introduction of the new flexibilities by the Inland Revenue from 2006, our aim is to develop new arrangements that are appropriate for a public service pension scheme, more flexible than the existing arrangements and provide greater choice and options to members; including allowing members to contribute more than 9% of salary to buy additional pension benefits and to plan earlier and with much more flexibility the way in which they will save towards achieving the level of pension benefits on which they would want to retire. 

Information about the TPS Review and General Communication with Members

Actual examples from the consultation responses:-

NATFHE believes that clearer and full information should be provided by the scheme, which addresses periods and events that may occur that require members to have full information to be able to make decision with full information on the affect on their pension.  (Union representative) 

Better information and advice is essential, flagging up any new flexibility which might be introduced in the future.  Full details of any financial implications need to be made clear.  Member's choice should be paramount. (Teacher) 

Communications are appalling.  There should be annual benefits that are written clearly - stop using absurd jargon like ‘days out’!   Whenever you make a change to a member's arrangements you must tell them.  For example, if they go part time and you stop crediting them with benefits you must inform them of what you are doing! (Lecturer) 

When previous changes have been made to the scheme, information went out too late to properly inform teachers of the implications of change.  This sometimes resulted in inadvisable career moves being made!  So more information sooner rather than later. (Union representative) 

Much of the available information is difficult to follow.  It is important that changes to the existing system make plain exactly what is being proposed in the clearest terms……….. (Teacher, Primary School) 

Easier access to advice and information, especially for new teachers and those in part time or supply posts. (Teacher) 

Information provision to teachers is woeful, annual statements of benefit are irregular, late and inaccurate.  Forward planning is impossible because the advice TPS gives regarding the financial implications of any change is so guarded and impenetrable it is useless. (Teacher, CTC) 

More comprehensive information provided to new members as an automatic consequence of QTS status, with the option of choosing alternative pension provision once this information had been read.  Automatic reminders at age 30, 40 and 50.  This could be done electronically. (Teacher, Secondary School) 

Annual hard copy mailing of detailed teachers' guide to the scheme.  Better information on buying past added years. (Lecturer, University) 

An information booklet should be issued to all teachers and updated when there are changes. (Teacher, High School) 

There is ample evidence of information about previous changes to the TPS not having been passed on by employers.  Human Resources Departments should ensure that employees are given the information directly rather than relying on it being passed on by Heads/Principals.  Human Resources Departments will also need to ensure that teachers/lecturers are fully aware of the financial implications of any decisions e.g. using the stepping down arrangements, and that they are not pressurised into taking decisions. (Teacher, Independent School) 

Many staff do not understand the current scheme, without good information this change could lower morale and influence recruitment negatively. (Union representative) 

Individuals need timely, accurate information in an easily accessible format.  (Anonymous) 

Whilst I welcome this consultation something should have been sent to all teachers to respond to personally in written form if desired. (Teacher) 

Within many new universities a new HR culture is required.  At present HR is often the human face of bullying management teams, whereas it could be the negotiating organisation to assist employees to contribute their experience while having flexibility to reduce stressful responsibilities/working patterns. While the new flexibilities could be beneficial, if the scheme is too complicated, no-one will be able to be able to advise individuals on the best options for them.  Maybe an on-line expert system should be set up for teachers/lecturers to check the options available to them and the potential benefits of each. (Lecturer) 

Response Commentary:-
The consultation responses indicated a strong view that members had not been fully informed of the review process and complaints that the method of consultation was not the most appropriate or effective. Coupled with this were comments that suggested general communication strategies were resulting in individual members being unable to keep up to date or make informed choices about their pension provision. 

The review process has engaged with teacher unions and employers, through the Teachers’ Pension Review Group, to discuss proposals for ways forward, but also to seek the views of their members and to ensure information is shared.

However, there is also a commitment within the Department to reduce the amount of DfES documentation being issued to schools. In light of this, we made the consultation document available in a .pdf downloadable format through the consultation website so that it could be produced locally as and when required.  We made use of the information vehicles available to reach the widest audience possible; through liaison with our partners including pension administrators, through Annual Benefit Statements, articles in Teacher Magazine to which many TPS members subscribe, notification to all schools and LEAs using on line facilities, ensuring direct publicity to both FE and HE sectors included notification of the TPS consultation and pointing all sectors to web based information both in England and Wales (Welsh versions available).

We are committed to improving communications with members and their employers.  This has already begun with the inclusion of information alongside the issue of Annual Benefit Statements.  We are working on the production of a Human Resource and Pension Guide to support both employers and members to better understand the implications of pension arrangements and flexibilities to support wider workforce issues. We are also looking at the development of a web-based functionality which will allow an individual to determine their future pension entitlements whilst considering future career management and retirement planning.  And we will continue to work with teacher and employer representatives to ensure that accurate and timely information is made available to members.

In Summary

This informal consultation has provided a number of useful areas for consideration during the continuing review of the Teachers’ Pension Scheme.

These considerations will take place through the auspices of the Teachers’ Pension Review Group and updates on progress will be placed on the TeacherNet website (www.teachernet.gov.uk/pensions) at appropriate times.  You are encouraged to visit the site periodically to keep up to date with developments. 

Key Dates
2005
Ongoing
- Further discussions with unions and employers.
Spring 
- Seek Minister’s approval of proposed new arrangements after 

  which consultation on statutory framework will begin.
Autumn
- Analysis of consultation responses.

Winter

- Amending regulations finalised.

2006

April

- New tax regime comes into effect.

September
- New pension arrangements for new TPS members.
ANNEX B
Analysis of Responses to the Consultation Document
Question 1.
What do you value most about the scheme? (paragraphs 3.1-3.8)

There were 3808 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Final Salary Scheme
	52
	59
	5
	1465
	378
	6
	49
	2014
	53%

	Index linked
	5
	4
	0
	47
	25
	0
	2
	83
	2%

	Security
	48
	41
	8
	1500
	215
	3
	47
	1862
	49%

	Provision for dependants
	4
	1
	1
	22
	11
	0
	1
	40
	1%

	Retire at 60
	68
	87
	4
	1969
	814
	6
	82
	3030
	80%

	Pension portable
	27
	29
	3
	894
	114
	3
	30
	1100
	29%


Question 2.
What improvement would you value most from the options for possible change?


There were 3642 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	One 60th service
	72
	86
	7
	1995
	841
	6
	81
	3088
	85%

	Flexible lump sum / pension
	36
	44
	4
	1157
	159
	5
	36
	1441
	40%

	Increase for dependants
	1
	4
	1
	81
	41
	0
	4
	132
	4%

	Flexible stepping down
	40
	57
	7
	1103
	639
	5
	50
	1901
	52%

	Option to pay more
	2
	0
	1
	25
	9
	0
	2
	39
	1%

	Increase death in service
	35
	51
	3
	835
	573
	4
	42
	1543
	42%

	Increase childrens’ pensions
	25
	32
	0
	465
	511
	5
	31
	1069
	29%

	Pay dependents’ pensions for life
	39
	42
	2
	716
	493
	4
	39
	1335
	37%

	Increase ill health benefits
	26
	35
	4
	845
	110
	5
	27
	1052
	29%

	Benefits for unmarried partners
	36
	50
	3
	696
	551
	3
	52
	1391
	38%

	Benefits for same sex partners
	3
	2
	1
	26
	10
	0
	2
	44
	1%

	No benefits for  same sex partners
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0%


Question 3a. Would you, as members, be prepared to pay more than the current 6% contribution for improved benefits?

There were 3977 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	24
	6
	3
	245
	180
	2
	22
	482
	12%

	No
	76
	91
	5
	2417
	813
	7
	86
	3495
	88%

	1 - 5%
	0
	0
	0
	6
	2
	0
	0
	8
	0%

	6 - 10%
	1
	0
	0
	15
	10
	1
	1
	28
	1%

	11 - 15%
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0%

	15+%
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0%

	None
	4
	5
	0
	68
	12
	0
	1
	90
	2%


Question 3b. If so, how much more would you be willing to pay for improved personal benefits?

There were 362 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	1 - 5%
	7
	0
	1
	68
	45
	0
	4
	125
	35%

	6 - 10%
	2
	0
	1
	59
	43
	0
	5
	110
	30%

	11 - 15%
	2
	0
	0
	11
	5
	0
	0
	18
	5%

	15+%
	0
	0
	0
	4
	2
	0
	0
	6
	2%

	Depends on benefits
	2
	0
	0
	24
	15
	0
	4
	45
	12%

	Depends on individual circumstances
	1
	0
	0
	17
	15
	0
	0
	33
	9%

	None
	2
	1
	0
	26
	5
	0
	2
	36
	10%


Question 3c. And/or improved Family benefits?

There were 187 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	1 - 5%
	4
	0
	1
	21
	17
	0
	0
	43
	23%

	6 - 10%
	1
	0
	0
	16
	9
	0
	3
	29
	16%

	11 - 15%
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	3
	2%

	15+%
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	3
	2%

	Not concerned about family benefits
	0
	0
	0
	25
	7
	0
	1
	33
	18%

	Okay as they are
	1
	0
	0
	10
	1
	0
	1
	13
	7%

	Children benefit after death
	1
	0
	0
	7
	1
	0
	0
	9
	5%

	None
	0
	1
	0
	39
	13
	0
	2
	55
	29%


Question 4. What could be done to increase the use of the existing provisions? (paragraphs 3.9.1-3.9.13)

There were 3180 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	More information about scheme
	79
	86
	6
	2100
	773
	6
	81
	3131
	98%

	Members choice - not coerced
	15
	23
	0
	566
	70
	2
	15
	691
	22%


Question 5a.  Are you content with the options being considered as detailed in paragraph 3.9.6?

There were 3802 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	84
	75
	8
	2266
	309
	6
	77
	2825
	74%

	No
	20
	23
	1
	277
	613
	1
	28
	963
	25%

	Work P/T and pay contributions
	2
	1
	1
	14
	14
	0
	0
	32
	1%

	Disagree retirement at 65
	2
	5
	2
	251
	31
	0
	2
	293
	8%

	Yes if no increase in pension age
	31
	52
	2
	1347
	161
	3
	42
	1638
	43%


Question 5b. Do you have any other ideas in relation to new flexibilities for consideration? If so, please specify:

There were 3390 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	76
	88
	7
	2000
	728
	4
	90
	2993
	88%

	No
	13
	4
	2
	242
	97
	3
	7
	368
	11%

	Leave the scheme alone
	3
	0
	0
	25
	18
	0
	2
	48
	1%

	Move to 60ths scheme
	12
	23
	2
	565
	70
	2
	15
	689
	20%

	Buy in past service in 60ths to top up
	35
	51
	5
	1263
	159
	3
	39
	1555
	46%


Question 6a. Do you envisage any barriers that could prevent the successful introduction of these changes?

There were 3711 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	47
	30
	5
	345
	662
	1
	40
	1130
	30%

	No
	53
	66
	5
	2120
	248
	6
	70
	2568
	69%

	Illness if retirement age increased
	1
	0
	1
	36
	18
	0
	2
	58
	2%

	Negative impact on recruitment
	4
	4
	1
	36
	8
	0
	1
	54
	1%

	Should not change existing terms
	4
	1
	0
	38
	33
	1
	3
	80
	2%

	Perceived loss of pension
	8
	9
	0
	16
	187
	0
	4
	224
	6%

	Improve stepping down arrangements
	30
	39
	5
	1169
	122
	4
	38
	1407
	38%


Question 6b. If so, how could these barriers be overcome?

There were 90 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	More information on proposals
	6
	1
	1
	19
	10
	0
	5
	42
	47%

	Reward long service
	0
	0
	0
	5
	2
	0
	2
	9
	10%

	Personal choice to work past 60
	1
	1
	0
	22
	16
	0
	1
	41
	46%


Question 7. Do you agree that the increased pension flexibilities will support recruitment and retention?

There were 4012 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	85
	69
	8
	2202
	297
	7
	72
	2740
	68%

	No
	31
	33
	3
	460
	677
	1
	40
	1245
	31%

	Impact of increasing retirement age
	14
	21
	2
	353
	214
	0
	15
	619
	15%

	Do not consider pension when entering profession
	4
	0
	0
	23
	15
	0
	2
	44
	1%

	Yes if no increase to retirement age
	56
	68
	4
	1747
	441
	6
	60
	2382
	59%


Question 8.  What more can be done to promote 'winding down' to retirement as a natural event that does not carry with it any suggestion of ''not being up to the job''?

There were 2444 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Best salary from 5 years when working out pension
	0
	2
	0
	41
	17
	0
	0
	60
	2%

	Culture change
	8
	4
	1
	75
	13
	0
	2
	103
	4%

	Do not increase retirement age
	2
	2
	0
	53
	18
	0
	3
	78
	3%

	Should be a right not an option
	54
	61
	4
	1425
	634
	4
	61
	2243
	92%


Question 9. What are the implications for Human Resource management of taking full advantage of increased flexibility in the way in which individuals are supported in the transition from work to retirement?

There were 2063 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Continuity problems
	6
	2
	1
	39
	67
	0
	3
	118
	6%

	Increases costs should be met by employers
	17
	29
	0
	863
	90
	4
	25
	1028
	50%

	Training courses
	3
	0
	0
	22
	7
	0
	1
	33
	2%

	Unpressurised support
	34
	44
	2
	1058
	294
	4
	35
	1471
	71%


Question 10.  Would TPS members and employers welcome proposals to allow members to draw some or all of their pension from the age of 55, whilst remaining in the same employment? (paragraphs 3.10.1-3.10.3)

There were 3946 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	102
	101
	9
	2537
	930
	7
	107
	3793
	96%

	No
	6
	1
	2
	92
	46
	0
	3
	150
	4%

	Greater flexibility
	7
	2
	3
	55
	15
	0
	5
	87
	2%

	Draw pension from 55 whilst working
	8
	12
	1
	165
	25
	1
	6
	218
	6%

	Long overdue and welcome
	11
	21
	2
	446
	72
	2
	13
	567
	14%


Question 11a. What other flexibilities would you like to see?

There were 1981 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	3 years salary capping restriction removed
	42
	52
	5
	1631
	198
	6
	47
	1981
	100%


Question 11b. What improvements would they produce?


There were 2101 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Pay more for full pension taken earlier
	0
	0
	0
	8
	3
	0
	0
	11
	1%

	Motivated workforce
	41
	51
	5
	1521
	182
	5
	45
	1850
	88%

	Greater choice
	28
	29
	4
	1041
	110
	4
	28
	1244
	59%


Question 11c. How could these flexibilities be used to support more modern working practices?


There were 1583 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Improved morale & motivation
	24
	25
	2
	920
	105
	2
	27
	1105
	70%

	Greater choice
	28
	33
	2
	985
	133
	3
	29
	1213
	77%


Question 12. Do you agree with the principle that the level of ill health retirement benefit should take account of the severity of the medical condition and future earnings capacity? (paragraph 3.11.7)

There were 3969 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Agree
	34
	5
	5
	229
	126
	1
	11
	411
	10%

	Disagree
	68
	92
	5
	2222
	752
	6
	94
	3239
	82%

	Not sure
	11
	3
	1
	185
	103
	1
	14
	318
	8%

	Pay pension if caused by job
	0
	1
	0
	19
	3
	0
	1
	24
	1%

	Incapable of any work
	5
	11
	0
	192
	45
	1
	2
	256
	6%

	Capable of other non teaching work
	6
	3
	0
	71
	6
	0
	2
	88
	2%

	Greater clarity on proposed review provisions
	7
	8
	1
	259
	45
	1
	5
	326
	8%


Question 13. Do you agree that the proposed rate of enhancement of one-half of prospective service to normal pension age (paragraph 3.11.7 (b)) is an appropriate level of compensation for those unable to work in any capacity?

There were 3681 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	28
	11
	4
	240
	86
	0
	14
	383
	10%

	No
	72
	89
	6
	2198
	829
	8
	90
	3292
	89%

	Full enhancement
	1
	1
	0
	32
	6
	0
	1
	41
	1%

	Improved enhancement
	12
	32
	2
	738
	82
	3
	21
	890
	24%

	Unfair to older teachers
	4
	10
	1
	219
	31
	0
	5
	270
	7%


Question 14. Would scheme members be prepared to pay more than 6% to ensure that this, or a higher rate of enhancement was provided? (paragraph 3.5-3.7)

There were 3845 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	12
	3
	3
	124
	85
	2
	14
	243
	6%

	No
	77
	97
	6
	2459
	865
	6
	92
	3602
	94%

	Undermines teachers panel ability to secure improvements
	2
	3
	0
	95
	14
	1
	4
	119
	3%


Question 15. Do you agree that ill health retirement benefits should be paid to out of service members in line with the proposal at paragraph 3.11.9?

There were 3805 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Agree
	15
	4
	0
	114
	49
	0
	11
	193
	5%

	Disagree
	70
	94
	8
	2226
	791
	6
	83
	3278
	86%

	Not sure
	13
	3
	3
	196
	96
	2
	13
	326
	9%

	Career break & child raising receive ill health
	8
	23
	2
	305
	114
	1
	3
	456
	12%

	Available to all including out of service
	17
	32
	3
	346
	395
	2
	28
	823
	22%


Question 16a. Should members be allowed to elect to move to the new arrangements in advance of 2013? (paragraphs 3.12.1-3.12.3)

There were 3770 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	87
	81
	9
	2379
	354
	8
	87
	3005
	80%

	No
	18
	18
	1
	108
	578
	0
	23
	746
	20%

	If they want to
	1
	2
	1
	16
	15
	0
	1
	36
	1%

	Not compulsory
	0
	0
	0
	4
	4
	0
	0
	8
	0%

	Not if they have been in scheme for many years
	0
	0
	0
	6
	1
	0
	0
	7
	0%

	Yes but retire without actuarial reduction at 60
	53
	72
	4
	1793
	554
	5
	64
	2545
	68%


Question 16b. If so, should members be allowed to exercise this option any time before 2013?

There were 3188 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	80
	79
	9
	2362
	351
	6
	87
	2974
	93%

	No
	9
	5
	1
	88
	90
	2
	6
	201
	6%

	Yes but retire without actuarial reduction at 60
	33
	53
	4
	1552
	193
	4
	42
	1881
	59%


Question 16c. or as a one-off options exercise?

There were 3018 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	6
	3
	2
	69
	16
	1
	4
	101
	3%

	No
	77
	77
	7
	2314
	356
	6
	80
	2917
	97%


Question 16d. What are the advantages and disadvantages of each option for scheme members and employers?

There were 1919 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Flexibility
	26
	37
	5
	1034
	143
	4
	40
	1289
	67%

	One off option does not offer flexibility
	20
	30
	2
	916
	115
	3
	30
	1116
	58%


Question 17a. What are the policy reasons for retaining a service and/or age-related benefit structure for compensation for loss of employment?

There were 2920 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Problems for older teachers getting other employment
	40
	65
	3
	1510
	713
	4
	58
	2393
	82%

	Loyal service taken into account for compensation
	32
	43
	3
	1343
	164
	4
	45
	1634
	56%


Question 17b. In what circumstances might service and/or age-related benefits be appropriate; and what form might they take?
There were 2679 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Redundancy or reorganisation following school closures
	53
	73
	5
	1662
	694
	4
	67
	2558
	95%

	Employers no discretion on actuarial reduction
	24
	25
	2
	714
	230
	3
	31
	1029
	38%


Question 18.  Would members find it beneficial if the existing added years provisions were changed to allow the purchase of 'additional pension' without the need for an earlier break in service?

There were 3863 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	93
	99
	10
	2533
	944
	7
	107
	3793
	98%

	No
	1
	0
	1
	49
	14
	1
	1
	67
	2%

	Flexibility
	12
	20
	2
	460
	61
	3
	8
	566
	15%


Question 19a. If scheme rules were changed to allow increased scope to buy additional benefits within the TPS, would you make use of those provisions?

There were 3265 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	75
	69
	4
	1746
	847
	4
	82
	2827
	87%

	No
	9
	9
	1
	259
	46
	1
	14
	339
	10%

	Up to individual
	8
	20
	2
	375
	59
	4
	16
	484
	15%


Question 19b. What ways of making additional contributions would you find most useful, for example, lump sum payments or higher regular contributions?

There were 2596 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Higher regular contributions
	16
	5
	1
	278
	105
	2
	21
	428
	16%

	Lump sum
	4
	4
	0
	77
	29
	0
	4
	118
	5%

	Regular contributions & lump sum
	42
	57
	5
	1631
	298
	6
	48
	2087
	80%


Question 20. Do you agree that the in-house AVC scheme usefully complements the TPS added years facility? (paragraph 3.15.1)

There were 3887 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Agree
	77
	89
	7
	2187
	778
	7
	86
	3231
	83%

	Disagree
	10
	4
	1
	175
	95
	0
	15
	300
	8%

	Not sure
	15
	7
	2
	219
	93
	1
	17
	354
	9%

	Unhappy with AVC’s
	5
	3
	2
	63
	29
	0
	3
	105
	3%

	AVC miss selling
	1
	3
	0
	31
	10
	0
	3
	48
	1%

	Should be more than one provider of AVC’s
	1
	0
	0
	18
	6
	0
	2
	27
	1%


Question 21a. Do you agree with the arguments in paragraph 3.16 for retaining Current Added Years provision only for members of the Reserve Forces?

There were 3675 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Agree
	10
	2
	3
	35
	22
	0
	4
	76
	2%

	Disagree
	72
	91
	6
	2166
	816
	6
	95
	3252
	88%

	Not sure
	12
	4
	0
	237
	78
	2
	11
	344
	9%

	Retain for all
	12
	20
	1
	462
	81
	2
	13
	591
	16%


Question 21b. If you disagree please include your justification, along with any safeguards that could be included, here:

There were 1861 responses to this question.
	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Would allow career breaks
	6
	7
	1
	125
	16
	0
	12
	167
	9%

	Teaching abroad
	14
	34
	2
	811
	98
	1
	25
	985
	53%

	Current arrangements present no additional costs
	20
	25
	0
	585
	135
	3
	20
	788
	42%

	Treat all missed service the same
	15
	21
	1
	584
	179
	2
	24
	826
	44%


Question 22. We would welcome any further comments you may have.

There were 2614 responses to this question.

	 
	Employer
	Union Representative
	HR Manager
	Teacher
	Lecturer
	Student Teacher
	Other
	Total

	Leave the retirement age alone
	42
	53
	3
	955
	609
	2
	54
	1718
	66%

	Changes to new entrants only
	2
	2
	0
	38
	7
	0
	2
	51
	2%

	Agree with changes without increase in retirement age
	18
	24
	1
	710
	106
	1
	20
	880
	34%

	Death in service
	1
	5
	0
	89
	8
	0
	6
	109
	4%








