
Queen Mary’s Employer Response to UUK Consultation  

 
Following the report from the Joint Expert Panel (JEP), UUK launched a consultation with 
employers on its recommendations. The consultation contained three questions and 
recommended responses from QMSE were provided to Council for consideration, discussion 
and approval as appropriate at its meeting on 11 October.  
 
All members of staff were invited to provide comments to inform the proposed responses 
that were provided to Council. Three replies were received, which provided general 
comments on the pension scheme but did not respond specifically to the consultation 
questions. However, the notes provided to Council reflected on the extensive interactions 
with colleagues on the USS scheme over the course of the year.  
 
Alongside the proposed responses, Council received a separate briefing note on the JEP 
report and its recommendations, and on the subsequent consultation that had been 
launched by UUK to seek employer views.  
 
The consultation questions and employer responses, along with notes provided to Council 
and a summary of their discussions, are provided below.  
 
 

 
Question 1 - Would your institution support the JEP’s recommendations regarding the 2017 
valuation, in overall terms, subject to the acceptance of such a position from the USS 
Trustee (and The Pensions Regulator as appropriate)? 
 
QMSE Recommended Response  
Yes, we are supportive of the JEP report as it provides a pragmatic solution to the 
2017 valuation and to identifying a resolution to the pension issue for the current 
valuation cycle that works for all parties.  
 
Notes  
Council were informed that the recommendations provided by the JEP set out the case for 
maintaining current benefits based on a combined 3.2% increase in contributions. It was 
noted that all parties had entered the JEP process in good faith and given the rigour applied 
by the Panel, it was appropriate that the sector looked to support its outcomes in overall 
terms and recognise that it provided the best basis for identifying a resolution to the pension 
dispute. The UCU membership voted by almost two-thirds to accept the establishment of the 
JEP, on a 64% turnout. A breakdown for voting at Queen Mary was not available but it was 
expected that this had been in line with the national figures.  
 

 
Question 2 - What further information would you need to provide a final view for question 1? 
 
QMSE recommended response – We are prepared at this stage to support the JEP’s 
recommendations in overall terms. However, we would ask for further information 
from the Trustee on the potential requirements/conditions that might be associated 
with a higher risk approach. We would like to note that we do not currently support 
the introduction of trigger contributions for employers or members.   
 
Notes  
Council were informed that the USS had noted that the JEP’s proposed solutions would 
require employers to take on a higher level of risk than it was currently incorporating into its 
valuation methodology. QMSE noted that it was in principle content to accept a higher level 



of risk in terms of the valuation of the scheme and that this has been its consistent position 
(as indicated in a response to UUK in a survey conducted last year). 
 
Council were notified that the Senior Executive did not support a higher risk profile where 
this was contingent upon trigger contributions for employers or members. Trigger 
contributions could be enforced by USS when deemed necessary. This would be very 
concerning for the institution in terms of financial stability and planning and also concerning 
for staff if they could be subject to short-notice increases in their contribution rates.  
 
 

 
Question 3 - Employers currently pay 18% towards the USS scheme, and the mandate agreed 
immediately following the Acas discussions was 19.3%. If the recommendations of the JEP 
were accepted in full by all parties, the outcome would be that existing benefits — minus the 
employer match of 1% — could be provided at an indicative employer contribution of 20.1% 
of salary (with a member contribution of 9.1%). (a) Would you accept employer contributions 
at that level? (b) If not, what balance of additional risk, higher contributions and/or benefit 
change would you prefer to see as an outcome?  
 
QMSE recommended response – Queen Mary would support a higher contribution up 
to 20.1%. This would equate to an increase in contributions for the University of 
almost £3m per annum and therefore will require work with our staff and students 
across the institution to address these increases.  
 
Notes  
Council were informed that there would be challenges in meeting an additional annual 
contribution of the amount noted above, and this would require work across the University to 
identify approaches to address these higher costs. However, QMSE noted in its 
recommendations that the additional contribution would allow for the retention of the existing 
benefits for members of the USS scheme, and the depth of feeling amongst staff about the 
importance of retaining these benefits had been very clear. It was also noted that in the 
absence of an alternative proposal, USS was consulting on implementing the Clause 76.4 
mechanism, which would involve much higher contribution increases for employers and 
members.  
 
QMSE noted the importance of UUK and UCU uniting quickly around the JEP report and 
agreeing to a proposal through the Joint Negotiating Committee (JNC) that could be 
submitted to the USS Trustee. The Pension Regulator will also need to accept the JEP 
recommendations. The quick formulation of a joint position by UUK and UCU would help in 
these interactions with USS and the Pension Regulator.  
 

 
Summary of Council Discussions  
Council reviewed, discussed and approved QMSE’s proposed responses to the UUK 
consultation. Council considered that the JEP report offered a pragmatic way forward and 
hoped that it would be supported by institutions and staff across the sector. On the 
recommendation of the Finance and Investment Committee, Council also concluded that the 
increased employer contributions recommended in the JEP report could be afforded, 
provided that they were met from savings and increases in income, given the vulnerability of 
current cash generation to anticipated changes in the external environment.  


