Strategy Consultation Team
The Pensions Regulator

By email to: strategyconsultation@tpr.gov.uk

8 June 2026

Dear Strategy Consultation Team

USS response: TPR Corporate Strategy consultation

Thank you for inviting us to comment on this document. We welcome the thought that has gone into
it noting that it gives helpful clarity on TPR’s approach over the next five years. We look forward to
seeing the work on the strategy continue and understanding more of what TPR will do differently in
the years ahead as a result. We would also welcome more detail on how the successful
implementation of the strategy might be measured.

Our responses to the three consultation questions are set out below and on the following pages.
Some of the points raised are already items of discussion with your supervisory teams, but we hope it
is useful to see them together in the context of this strategy and would be very happy to discuss them
further.

1. Does our vision of everyone having a sustainable income in retirement set the right long-
term ambition for the pensions system? Could it be strengthened?

We agree with the vision as set out initially in the document itself on page 7 — with security and value
being referenced on page 8, but these are not reflected in the question above. We think that they
should be included.

There are limits, as you recognise, on your ability to ensure the sustainability of people’s retirement
income, given the adequacy challenges and the freedom & choice members have. However, we agree
that you should be regulating with that as your guiding light, especially given the increasing reliance on
DC savings and recent policy developments that give trustees greater responsibilities to support
members with decumulation.

We understand that the mission on page 14 is based on statutory objectives, but we would like to see
more explicit acknowledgement that your mission includes facilitation of a market/system that delivers
value and innovation. Without these mission objectives, you are less likely to realise the vision.

2. Are the trends we identify — including consolidation, scale, technology, digitalisation and
Al — the main forces that will shape the system over the next five years? What’s most
important? Is anything missing?
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We agree with the major trends here and would particularly highlight the emergence of Al alongside
much better access to pensions data being provided by dashboards. The saver reaction to dashboards
is unknown and, when combined with the increased use of technology — by savers, providers, advisors,
and even by bad actors, could result in quite rapid changes to how people engage with pensions and
make retirement decisions.

We would highlight one further trend or feature of the pension system that you regulate. Whilst there
is a clear bifurcation of your regulated providers into closed DB (of various structures) and open,
multiemployer DC, there will remain a range of other important structures, including hybrid schemes
such as USS and other open DB schemes, but also new CDC schemes. These schemes will not fit neatly
into those categories and require a regulatory approach that is risk-based, sufficiently adaptable and
proportionate (see below).

Finally, we note that you identify trends that are very proximate and that you can be quite confident
of. This is understandable from a prioritisation perspective, but TPR’s strategy should be responsive to
future developments. The future is hard to foresee, but as well as those major known trends
identified, TPR could look at work done on the forces that could shape pension systems in the UK and
internationally, such as in this 2023 paper by the Society of Actuaries (US): Megatrends Impacting the
Future of Retirement Plans.

3. Where could TPR’s role be more active, or targeted, to maximise saver outcomes and support
a resilient and sustainable market?

As mentioned in the answer to the previous question, we recognise the natural split of TPR’s activity
and approach into a mature, closed DB system shrinking in scale (albeit with new markets emerging
within), and a rapidly growing “consumer” focused DC system, with significant policy changes to be
implemented. Supporting resilience and innovation in these systems is important, including the
potential introduction of CDC schemes. However, we would urge the regulator to continue to
consider the innovative arrangements that already exist outside of those two systems that support the
objective of maximising saver outcomes.

USS is a prime example — as a very large-scale multi-employer hybrid / master trust scheme, and
where further risk-sharing innovations such as Conditional Indexation are being explored by
stakeholders, it does not fit within a closed DB or open DC structure. It is important to the system for
these arrangements to develop and flourish where they offer good outcomes to members and to
employers. In practice this means regulation will need to be proportionate and tailored to reflect how
these models fundamentally differ from the bulk of the closed DB/open commercial DC schemes.
Without such recognition, the risk is that regulation is duplicative or non-aligned with your core
objectives.

A key example is on page 20, where you are clear that TPR takes a “broad long-term view, looking 20,
30 or 40 years ahead”. We fully agree, and in the same way that TPR is doing this across the whole
pensions system, USS does this across the very large and diversified HE sector. Open DB schemes are
likely to have materially different time horizons and risk appetites to closed DB schemes and should be
regulated on the same long-term basis.

Another example relates to data collection. We support the objective on page 22 of modernising data
collection to make it less burdensome and more valuable and would emphasise that interactions with
trustees should be risk-based, proportionate and responsive to the differences in scheme design. We
know that the practical burden of employer data collection, collation and analysis is much more
challenging for a multi-employer DB scheme. The time and cost of this data collection for employers
and schemes, and the interaction with TPR, needs to be balanced against the value that it provides to
members.
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More broadly, we would emphasise the importance of avoiding excessive regulatory risk aversion. We
appreciate that this is a central challenge within your statutory duties and recognise that you refer
generally to risk management rather than reduction, but it is critically important that TPR views risk as
an essential part of delivering value and sustainability. This is obvious in the case of DC —a scheme or
regulatory approach that is overly focused on minimising risks will deliver outcomes for savers that are
secure but not good value or sustainable. We believe the same regulatory mindset is essential within
DB provision. Regulation should therefore focus on identifying and managing risks appropriately, if
schemes are to deliver value for their members.

We would also encourage TPR to pay close attention to some of the markets that are central to the
success of the pensions system. Examples would include pensions administration, data and
trusteeship — which we are pleased the strategy identifies as an area of focus. The responsibility for
good outcomes rests with the trustees of regulated schemes, but individual providers may have little
scope to influence the functioning of those markets, which will be going through significant changes as
well. The recent steps by TPR to reach out more explicitly into these parts of the system in preparing
for pensions dashboards are a welcome example of where more targeted intervention can support
system-wide improvements.

Finally, we note the focus on UK investment and growth and the role of pension schemes’ assets as a
pool of capital, and your market outcome “A resilient, financially secure pensions system that supports
UK growth and operates efficiently”. We do believe that larger schemes are likely to be able to help
the nation deliver many of the benefits outlined on page 9. However, we believe TPR’s focus needs to
be aligned with trustees’ fiduciary duties - on member outcomes. There may be a role for regulators
here, particularly in not fettering innovation, but we are very clear that where trustees are asked to
consider something - such as UK growth - alongside their fiduciary duty there are issues: the duty that
trustees must invest in members’ best financial interests is paramount in investment decision making
and has to have primacy. TPR’s statutory objective is to protect members’ benefits. Encouraging

trustees to support UK growth would not necessarily achieve that objective. TPR’s focus should
therefore be on member outcomes, including security and value, in line with the vision set out on
page 7. To get the best outcomes for members, pension scheme capital should go where their
financial interests are best served.

We hope you find this response helpful. If you have any questions or would like any additional
information, we would be happy to follow up with your team.

Yours sincerely

Mel Duffield
Chief Pensions Strategy Officer



