
Grade:  D                            

 

Overall Feedback: This is a half-hearted 
submission which suggests a lack of             
commitment to the future of staff                   
pensions. Working with staff was an                 
option for this submission - doing so is              
vital in higher education and would have 
improved your mark.    



Staff salaries have been 

decreasing against inflation 

for a number of years. This 

statement would be more 

believable if you  evidence 

Durham’s position on making 

an offer to reverse this.   

  

This statement offers only 

weak support for defined 

benefits pensions. A stronger 

argument is required  here.  

 

The question asks about the 

JEP’s strong support for 

retaining USS as an open DB 

scheme. Why are you not 

answering the question?   



Good points.  

Do refer to JEP2 report 

(p52): 

‘the information UCU 

provides is valued and 

trusted by union and non-

union members alike’  

The submission fails to 

indicate concern over the 

lack of USS accountability  

in the sacking of UCU’s 

nominated trustee, Jane 

Hutton. This is a 

significant omission given 

your  advocacy for 

‘increased transparency’.  



 

A better, if brief, part of your submission. More of this 

quality across the other parts of your answer would have 

been welcomed. 



Why not? Doing more homework 

with staff would be advantageous 

and ‘anecdotal evidence’ is 

insufficient at this level. 

Do avoid condescending 

statements like this. 

Who are the ‘experts’ you refer 

to? Academics who research 

pensions have long highlighted 

flaws in USS valuation 

methodology, but have often been  

ignored.  

This is an incomplete reference to 

USS history. There was a period 

when universities’ took a 

‘contribution holiday’ when USS 

was in surplus. Members 

contributions can’t drop below 8% 

and instead have only gone up.  



Good.  

Much of this text is 

copied and pasted 

from an early part of 

submission. There is no 

need to self-plagiarise 

and equivocate on 

support for mutuality.  


