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Executive summary
Whether by accident or design the mandatory retirement age will be removed at about the
same time the eldest of the ‘baby boomers’ celebrate their 65th birthdays. There will be a
20 percent increase on the previous year in the number of people in the general population
in the UK who turn 65 in 2011/12. If it is assumed that these people are evenly distributed
across the professions then the higher education sector can expect an increase in the
proportion of its employees who are at least eligible to continue to work beyond a default
retirement age (DRA) when the legislation is enacted. This summary of the results of
research undertaken in the higher education sector in 2008 and 2010 gives an indication
of the current situation, employees’ intentions and the expected implications of the
removal of the DRA.
• 25 percent of women and 35 percent of men expect to continue working post-65. The
proportions of both men and women who expect to work beyond the age of 65 are
significantly higher than those who want to, and men are significantly more likely to want
and expect to continue working than women.
• Women are significantly more likely to expect to continue to work for financial and social
reasons. Men who expect to remain in post are slightly more likely to enjoy their job and
want to continue to work because of the contribution they can make.
• 36 percent of academics expect to work beyond their 65th birthday.
• Over half of all employees would consider flexible retirement options if they were
available.
• In the last year, three quarters of higher education institutions (HEIs) have received
requests from academic staff to continue working after their DRA. Two thirds received
the same number of requests from professional and support workers; and 41 percent
reported that manual workers had asked to remain in post.
• The findings from the 2010 survey suggest that Higher Education Institutions (HEIs)
have received a higher number of applications from academic staff to continue working
than requests from professional and support, or manual staff.
• Over half of Human Resources professionals believe that the removal of the DRA will
induce the need for more robust performance management; make workforce planning
difficult; and reduce career opportunities.
• Managers will need to be aware of the new legislation and its implications. Some
managers will need advice and training to deal with capability issues through a fair
process.
• They may also need workforce as well as legal information, and guidance on:
- the changes that will be made in their institution;
- age discrimination factors;
- the timing and content of discussions with staff about planning for their future.
• At present, 81 percent of HEIs offer flexible working to all their staff. The most usual
flexible working option for staff aged over 60 is part-time work.
• One of the main obstacles to flexible retirement is pension scheme rules.
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Introduction
In anticipation of government proposals to remove the mandatory retirement age, The
Centre for Diversity Policy Research and Practice at Oxford Brookes University has
undertaken research within UK universities and colleges to provide an evidential base for
discussion and policy formulation across the Higher Education (HE) sector. The first part of
the work was carried out in 2008 and established the attitudes of university employees to
age-related issues, including retirement, as well as exploring the implications of extending
working lives for the management of human resources in higher education institutions
(HEI). With the introduction of legislation to remove the mandatory retirement age of
65 imminent, additional research was undertaken in 2010 to ascertain HEIs’ existing
arrangements and future plans.
This report presents primarily the findings from part of the 2010 research and it is designed
to be used by HEIs in both their internal and wider discussions, some of the key findings
from the 2008 project have been included to frame the work.
The 2008 project concentrated on developing good practice in managing age diversity in
the higher education (HE) sector. It involved an all-staff survey and focus groups, with both
academic and non academic managers. The first part of this report revisits the 2008 work.
The key findings from the survey are presented in Section 1; and recommendations that
resulted from the focus groups are in Section 2.
Part 2 of the report presents the findings from the 2010 survey in four sections. Section
1 summarises the position in respondent HEIs at the moment; Section 2 considers the
expected consequences of removing the default retirement age and likely institutional
responses; Section 3 concentrates on existing pre and post retirement provision; and,
flexible working options and support for managers are investigated.
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PART 1:
2008 project: Developing good practice
in managing age diversity
Section 1: Key findings from the all staff survey
A staff age survey was conducted in 12 HEIs, six pre-1992 and six post-1992 in 2008.
The total number of staff employed at the time in these institutions was 39,403 and overall
7218 responses were received which represented a response rate of 18.3 per cent.
Survey results indicated that respondents supported the idea of no fixed contractual
retirement age across all different age groups. With regard to staff preferences and
expectations about retirement a number of differences were observed by gender and
by different occupational groups. Figure 1 shows preferred retirement age by gender. A
higher proportion of female respondents, 26 per cent, indicated that would like to retire
at the age of 60 compared to male respondents. By contrast a higher proportion of male
respondents, 26 per cent, indicated that they would like to retire past the age of 65.

Figure 1: Preferred retirement age by sex (N = 5840)
When asked at what age they expected to retire the differences between men and women
were less marked as almost an equal proportion of female and male respondents, around
32 per cent, indicated that they expected to retire at the age of 65, as shown in Figure
2. However, the proportion of female respondents who expected to retire past the age
of 65 was also higher, around 25 per cent, compared to those who expressed it as a
preference, which was below 15 per cent. While in the case of men, almost 35 per cent of
respondents expected to retire past the age of 65. These findings suggest that although
women appear to have a preference for retirement around the age of 60, actual retirement
ages of men and women are being equalised, probably as a result of the fact that both
sexes are now eligible to claim a state pension at the same age.
The Centre for Diversity Policy Research and Practice
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Figure 2: Expected retirement age by sex (N = 5827)
Where staff expect to work beyond their 65th birthday, there is a statistically significant
difference between the proportions of women and men who will remain in post for financial
reasons. Women are more likely than men to have a pension or income too small� for
them to retire at 65, which can be contrary to their preference, “if I had enough pension
I would retire early and work part-time from 55”, and raises the question of how career
breaks might be approached in the future, “I took years out and worked part-time for a
while for childcare, and would like to keep working to have a full career. I think this should
be an option for women and allow them to earn a full pension”. In contrast, although
financial reasons are also of some importance to male respondents, as illustrated in
Figure 3, men are slightly more likely to want to continue working because they enjoy
their job and/or being with students, and wish to continue contributing specifically in
their employment, and more generally to a wider society. Any suggestion that capacity or
interest automatically terminates at 65 is negated by comments such as “[I] still feel like
a productive member of society” and “my brain is just as good as it was when I was a
young man. I now have a wealth of experience to add to my mental abilities. I am able to
contribute to my science and society”.

Figure 3: Reasons for continuing to work after 65 by sex (N = 8981, 9032 and 9043) 		
*Significant at 1% level using a one-tailed z-test.
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Retirement expectations across different occupational groups, namely academics,
professional and support staff, manual workers and senior managers vary. The occupational
group with the highest proportion of staff who expect to continue working, about 36 per
cent, is that of academics, followed by manual workers at about 30 per cent. Just over a
quarter of professional and support staff expect to work beyond their DRA, while only a fifth
of senior managers show propensity to continue to work past the age of 65.
While the number of staff in all categories who expect to work beyond the age of 65
is potentially high enough to cause a reappraisal of workforce planning assumptions
within HEIs, it is not necessarily a given that all staff who expect to remain in their current
employment wish to do so on their existing terms. Over half (56 per cent) of respondents
indicated that they would consider taking flexible retirement, but over 70 per cent did not
know whether it was allowable under the rules of their pension scheme. Disconcertingly,
this ignorance was not confined to younger respondents, who may not have given the
option any thought at all, but over 60 per cent of respondents aged between 51 and
60; just over half of those aged between 61 and 65; and about 45 per cent of survey
participants aged 66 and over were unaware of the rules of their pension schemes in this
respect.

Section 2: Key findings from the focus groups
The qualitative part of this study that involved a series of focus groups with managers of
both academic and non-academic staff� highlighted a number of areas that HEIs should
address in order to manage effectively without a default retirement age. These include:
• The importance of establishing a fair and robust performance management system;
• The need to consider the health and safety issues particularly, but not exclusively, for
manual occupations, for staff who continue to work past the age of 65;
• The importance of considering the implications of working beyond the age of 65 for
workforce planning; salary costs; and jobs and career opportunities for younger staff;
• The need for clearer information about flexible retirement rules, particularly in relation to
the Universities Superannuation Scheme (USS) pension scheme;
• The need to consider the implications for an increase in the demand for flexible working
and how this should be managed. A possible increase in the demand of flexible working
was considered to be a potential challenge for service delivery especially by managers
of professional and support staff.

Full research report can be viewed at https://mw.brookes.ac.uk/display/agediversity/home also see Manfredi S. and
L. Vickers., (2009) ‘Retirement and age discrimination: managing retirement in Higher Education’, Industrial Law
Journal Vol 38, No 3
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Part 2:
2010 project: Managing flexible retirement
and extended working lives - survey
results
The survey ran from 13 October to 22 November 2010 and was addressed to Directors of
Human Resources (HR) in UK higher education institutions. Responses were received from
54 different HEIs in England and Scotland. All types of HEIs are represented in the survey
population - specialist colleges of music, drama, art and agriculture; federated colleges
of the University of London; ancient and modern Scottish universities; and, in England,
representatives from pre and post 92 universities and a specialist research institute.
All the participating HEIs, except two, operate a default retirement age (DRA). One of these
HEIs, Middlesex, removed its DRA in 2006 and the other in 2010. In most HEIs the DRA
is about 65 (for academics it is more likely to be at the end of the September of the year
of 65th birthday while other categories of staff may not be constrained by the academic
year), but a few academics have a historic right to work until they are 67.

Section 1: Existing practice
Even with a default retirement age, HEIs have differing numbers of staff in each broad
occupational staff group (academic, professional and support, and manual) who want
to and do work beyond the age at which they would be expected to retire. While these
numbers are small, representing only between one and ten per cent of an occupational
staff group in a single HEI they give an indication of the degree of flexibility currently
exercised by participating HEIs.

Requests to work beyond retirement age
76per cent of HEIs report requests from academics to work beyond retirement age; two
thirds have had requests from support and professional staff and 42per cent have received
them from manual workers, all in the last 12 months. Generally, fewer than 30 staff in any
occupational category made this request. Figure 4 shows the number of staff in each of
the occupational groups who have requested to work beyond the default retirement age
and proportion of HEIs in which the requests were made.
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Figure 4: Staff requesting to work beyond the DRA (Academic: N = 41; Professional &
Support: N = 36; Manual: N = 23)
From Figure 4 it can be seen that, generally, more HEIs will receive requests from greater
numbers of academics to work beyond their DRA than professional and support, or
manual staff; 12 per cent of HEIs had received requests from between 20 and 30
academics, compared to three per cent of HEIs that had been asked by between 20 and
30 professional and support workers if they could continue to work, and four per cent of
HEIs where 20 to 30 manual staff had made the same request. Although, one HEI has had
over 30 requests from its professional and support staff (shown above as 3 per cent of the
total number of requests for that group). However, the proportion of HEIs in which more
than 10 staff in any occupational group wish to continue working is much smaller than
those who have only received a few requests. These small numbers might be one of the
reasons for procedural uncertainty and reinforce the need for clarity.
Making a request does not mean that it will be granted, only nine per cent of the
participating HEIs have a policy that allows all their staff who wish to continue working
to do so, yet only one of those HEIs reports actually allowing all requests from all
occupational staff groups, though another has yet to receive any requests from manual
staff and has granted all requests in the other two categories. One other HEI has granted
all requests from all groups to date despite the lack of a specific policy. Conversely, only
one HEI has disallowed all of the few requests to continue working it has received from
academics; while three have refused all of the small number of manual workers who have
requested to stay in their employment.
Figure 5 shows that a greater proportion of HEIs agreed to all or most of the requests
from academics to work beyond the default retirement age, than they did for the other two
occupational groups.

The Centre for Diversity Policy Research and Practice
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Figure 5: Proportion of requests to work beyond the DRA granted by all HEIs (Number of
HEIs: Academics: N = 42; Professional & Support: N = 38; Manual: N = 28)

Reasons for allowing and refusing requests to continue working
The most common reasons for extending the employment of staff relate to finding
replacements for them. Just over half of respondents stated that this was because the
particular staff are specialists, while a third cited shortages in the area in general. Attracting
external income and having a good research record were reasons for 22 per cent of HEIs
to retain (presumably) academic staff; while exceptional performance at the last appraisal
and possession of minimum competencies were acknowledged to be grounds on which
staff would be retained by 11 per cent and four per cent of respondents, respectively. A
couple of institutions demonstrated an inclusive person-centred approach that appeared
to negate age entirely.
The first of these stated that they grant requests because there is “no reason to say no
– [the] work continues, [the] person continues to perform to acceptable standards”; the
second continues to employ people “unless there is a compelling reason not to do so”.
Both of which could equally well be applied to any member of staff in the HEI regardless of
their age. These attitudes compare with the decidedly, possibly wholly, institution-focussed
tack taken by two other HEIs whereby applicants’ requests might only be granted if they
“retire at a better time for the HEI e.g. end of the academic year, the summer for staff
employed working on boilers, to finish work on a particular grant” or if they are “completing
work on a grant ... managing through a period of organisational change”. The contrast
here is not only between the approaches but also in the very time-limited nature of the
intended extension in the second examples. And, in another institution all those whose
request to work longer were granted had demonstrated exceptional performance at some
time.
Reasons for refusing requests are predominately business and cost related. The most
popular being uncertainty about workforce planning, which 18 per cent of respondents
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stated, and downsizing the department, cited by just over a quarter of participating HEIs.
The cost of retaining older staff was only mentioned by six per cent of respondents, and
all the other reasons for refusal centred on the individual i.e. the post being unsuitable
for anyone over 65 (4 per cent of respondents); the fitness of the applicant to work
(11 per cent of respondents); health and safety (4 per cent of respondents) and under
performance (15 per cent of respondents). In only one instance was the onus placed
directly on the applicant to justify their retention – “the assumption in our (current) policy
is that staff will retire at 65 unless they can evidence an organisational benefit from their
retention. ... if a reason is identified to extend beyond retirement, it is approved and if not,
by default, they retire”. Although, the criterion is the same as that for another institution
which requires “a specific need and benefit to the institution of retaining the individual for
a request to be agreed”. Whether the institution or individual identifies the need in this
example is unknown. While both these responses focus on individual expertise, a number
of other institutions only accept applications from staff whose skills would be difficult to
replace, implying broader criteria.
Sixty per cent of institutions in the survey had heard appeals against an initial refusal to
extend an applicant’s period of employment. Under a quarter of staff appealed against a
refusal in most institutions and, generally, less than 25 per cent were successful.

Number of staff currently employed past the age of 65
The actual numbers of staff who are currently working post the DRA demonstrate the
flexibility already in place in some HEIs. A large proportion, 41 per cent, of HEIs already
employ over 20 academic staff past the age of 65, and more unexpectedly, perhaps, 11
per cent of HEIs employ more than 20 professional and support workers, and 13 per
cent employ more than 20 manual staff. Figure 6 shows the distribution of the proportion
of HEIs employing the different staff categories post DRA, and the number of staff they
employ. Not every HEI employs staff from every group past the age of 65, but only one
does not employ any from any of the categories.

Figure 6: Number of staff working post DRA (Number of HEIs for each occupational group:
Academic: N = 41; Professional & Support: N = 37; Manual: N = 30)

The Centre for Diversity Policy Research and Practice
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The proportions of each staff group who are working past the DRA in individual HEIs
range from one to ten per cent for academic staff; one to five per cent for professional
and support workers; and one to eight per cent for manual employees. On average, 3.5
per cent of academics, 1.75 per cent of professional and support staff and three per cent
of manual workers are working in the HEIs that were able to estimate the representation.
(Number of HEIs: Academic: N = 17; Professional and Support: N = 12; Manual: N = 8).
Where staff have been retained it has always been for a fixed term. The majority of HEIs
offer contracts of up to one year for staff in all categories. However, almost one fifth of
institutions offer contracts of up to two years to academics, compared with just 14 per
cent for professional and support staff, and four per cent for manual staff who wish to
remain in post. A further ten per cent of HEIs review the contracts for academics annually,
the corresponding proportions for professional and support, and manual staff are eight per
cent and 15 per cent, respectively.
The numbers of staff working past the DRA in institutions where the DRA still exists can
be compared with those at Middlesex, where it was removed in 2006. At Middlesex,
between 20 and 30 academics; five and ten professional and support staff; and less than
five manual employees are working beyond what would have been their DRA. Additionally,
between 10 and 20 senior staff have elected to remain in post.

Section 2: Removing the default retirement age
An Employer Justified Retirement Age
One of the options available to employees when ages for mandatory retirement are
removed is to introduce their own, effectively, default retirement age. To do this they would
have to provide an objective justification for its introduction that would entail it being a
proportionate response to a legitimate aim. In this sample, to date, 15 per cent or HEIs
are considering the introduction of such an Employer Justified Retirement Age (EJRA).
Whether this would be across the board is unknown but at least one HEI believes that it
might be a viable option for a small number of (unspecified) posts.

Current thinking
Where HEIs have begun to consider the implications of the removal of the DRA
respondents reported the work being done by their institution. For some, decisions have
yet to be made about implementation, though discussions are taking place and working
groups being set up. The focus for many of those who have considered the implications is
on performance and capability management, reviewing existing retirement procedures and
flexible options, and enhancing workforce planning skills. Guidance and legal advice are
expected to advance thinking.
Respondents were also asked to select what they thought the impact of the legislation
would be on their institution from a pre-defined list. (Unlike the responses which provide
facts about current institutional responses to the change, the answers to the question are
the respondents’ personal opinion and therefore all have been included in Figure 7, even
though two sets of responses were received from four HEIs.)
12 Managing flexible retirement & extended working lives in the Higher Education Sector: An Evidence-Based Approach

Figure 7: Respondents’ opinions of the effects of no default retirement age on their HEI (N = 58)
The respondents envisage both positive and negative outcomes from the removal of the
DRA. Perhaps, the one that is likely to have the greatest effect on the culture of HEIs is
the probable need to introduce robust performance management. This will obviously have
an impact on everyone working in a university or university college and is likely to create
an environment established on a more focused approach to the overall monitoring and
supporting of performance. The expected reduction in career opportunities and vacancies
could make higher education a less attractive option, particularly, for younger academics,
a possible consequence that was strongly voiced by one respondent. The changes will
“reduce the attractiveness of the organisation to new applicants, due to constrained
promotion opportunities; expand the cost of staff considerably, as most post 65 are our
most expensive; [and] generate negative feeling where long-standing good servants to the
[Institution] have to be ‘performanced-out’’ as the only organisational option to balance
the above”. Another felt that conflicts and tensions between manager and staff would
increase, and research and teaching innovation would be reduced. There appears to be
little belief that removing a mandatory retirement age will improve knowledge transfer or
provide mentoring opportunities, but concern that it will stretch resources from only a very
small proportion of respondents. The situation is encapsulated perhaps by this statement
“[removing the DRA] will present organisational culture issues in rethinking the approach to
the employment lifecycle”.

The Centre for Diversity Policy Research and Practice
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Section 3: Pre- and post- retirement provision
Pre-retirement
At the moment there are reasonably high levels of support for staff approaching retirement.
Two thirds of HEIs provide information about pension entitlement; 55 per cent run preretirement courses; and 28 per cent provide information about flexible working options
and/or flexible retirement. Only nineteen per cent conduct pre-retirement interviews.
External counselling and access to independent financial advice are also offered by two
different HEIs.
These resources are publicised generally in a variety of ways. The web/intranet is used
by over half of HEIs and is the most popular way on disseminating information having
superseded the poster, which is used by only four per cent of institutions. Leaflets and
institutional news bulletins are employed by 30 per cent and 20 per cents of HEIs,
respectively, and 19 per cent provide staff briefings. More particular contact is made via
email to individuals when they are 55 to invite them to pre-retirement courses (in one HEI);
and by letter to staff approaching retirement age (in several HEIs).
Where institutions reported discussions about retirement with individuals they can take
place anywhere between three months and two and a half years before the individual
is due to retire; the majority occur either one year or six months before the expected
retirement date. The institution that initiates the conversation 30 months before its
academics’ DRA does so because of “course planning requirements and this therefore
allows a significant amount of time for communication and consideration of the employee’s
wishes”. In this establishment Human Resources advises the employee of the facility to
discuss their options with either HR or their line manager. On the whole, discussions take
place within a department and are conducted by a line manager, or Head of Department,
or occasionally Head of Faculty, supported, when necessary, by HR.
The usefulness of these meetings cannot be underestimated. According to one HEI
they are crucial and another believes their use will increase “with the shift of emphasis
necessary”. But, a note of caution is sounded in “the meeting with the manager
is dependent on how they handle [it]”, but when conducted well they benefit both
organisation and individual. “... the employee may not be aware of the organisational
constraints and may benefit from an alternative form of contract which still meets their
aspirations”. However, the meetings may be “very useful in the micro planning for individual
school and department, not so much for the macro planning of the institution”.

14 Managing flexible retirement & extended working lives in the Higher Education Sector: An Evidence-Based Approach

Post-retirement
Retirement is not necessarily the end of an individual’s connection with an HEI. There are a
number of ways in which a relationship can be maintained. Although, the previous research
found that a few HEIs had a retired staff association, only one institution in this survey
specifically reported having one. Other provisions HEIs make for their retirees are shown in
Figure 8.

Figure 8: Post retirement provision offered by HEIs (N = 54)

The Centre for Diversity Policy Research and Practice
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Section 4: Support for managers and flexible working
options
The majority of HEIs surveyed not only recognised the need for support for managers
when the DRA is removed, but also suggested the kind of support managers should
receive and the necessary outcomes. A summary of the recommendations for managerial
support follows.

Performance/capability management
The majority of respondents believed that performance/capability management is going to
be one of the main challenges for managers when the legislation comes into force. While
some of the recommendations here might appear to be obvious and already encompassed
in the managerial role; that they have been made at all suggests that not all managers have
the knowledge, experience or confidence to manage performance effectively.

Regardless of the age of their staff managers need
• A clear understanding of what is required in a role;
• The ability to address performance/capability issues in an appropriate, supportive and
constructive way;
• The ability to manage expectations;
• Assistance in achieving commitment to a performance management approach;
• Improved skills to deal with difficult staff;
• Advice and training on how to deal with capability issues through fair processes;
• To be able to have structured and potentially challenging conversations about sensitive
issues and provide accurate feedback [to their staff] especially if the feedback is
negative;
• Support to use performance strategies and processes that may lead to dismissal.

Information and guidance
Again the need for information and guidance is an obvious requirement, but it is not
simply confined to the legal changes. Suggestions for the types of information needed for
managers include:
•
•
•
•

Workforce as well as legal information;
Guidance on the changes that will be made in the institution;
Guidance on age discrimination factors;
Guidance on the timing and content of discussions with staff about planning. e.g. how
to approach succession planning; how to hold lawful such discussions with all their staff
but particularly with the older group in this context.

16 Managing flexible retirement & extended working lives in the Higher Education Sector: An Evidence-Based Approach

Workforce planning
The changes are likely to induce more robust workforce planning as HEIs will no longer
be able to rely upon the departure of a defined number of staff just because they have
reached a certain age. There is call for:
• More effective tools and mechanisms for workforce planning;
• Workforce planning support and training.
Institutional needs were also identified and included perhaps two of the most important
planks in smoothing the transition to no DRA which are “a clearly defined procedure and
organisational policy” and “clarity on the interdigitation of statutory requirements with the
provisions of the various pension schemes”. The possible need for development work to
enable understanding of the benefits of a more diverse workforce was also mentioned.

Flexible working arrangements
Information regarding flexible working arrangements was another suggested means of
support for managers. At present, 95per cent of HEIs (N = 45) offer flexible working to
at least some of their staff as a matter of course. Of the HEIs that offer flexible working
81per cent offer it to all staff (including the following distinct categories); of the others,
5per cent offer flexible working to parents/carers, disabled staff, those who have ill health
and people nearing retirement; 2per cent give the option to parents/carers, disabled staff
and ill employees, but not those nearing retirement; 5per cent provide it to parents/carers
and those nearing retirement; and 7per cent only allow parents/carers to work flexibly.
However, there is leeway in one or two HEIs and requests from any other staff will be
considered. One institution grants requests made on religious grounds.
Respondents were asked to indicate the most usual forms of flexible working for staff over
60 in their HEI at the moment. As well as the options shown below in Figure 9 term-time
only contracts were also mentioned.

Figure 9: Most usual forms of flexible working for staff aged over 60 years (N=54)

The Centre for Diversity Policy Research and Practice

17

One of the main obstacles to institutions allowing flexibility in retirement is pension scheme
rules. The Universities Superannuation Scheme’s (USS) rules were named by several
institutions as prohibitive towards flexible retirement. Seven HEIs operated local pension
schemes for at least some of their staff which allow for flexible retirement and six of those
institutions are commensurately flexible. One of the two named schemes that allows
for flexibility is particular to the university that runs it and the other is Superannuation
Arrangements of the University of London (SAUL). Both of these schemes are only open to
non-academic staff.
Where, under pension scheme rules, institutions can be flexible about terms of
employment the majority offer reduced hours. A full breakdown of what is offered at these
institutions is shown in Figure 10.

Figure 10: Flexible working options offered to staff drawing a pension (N=22)
Notwithstanding the restrictions of pension schemes the obstacles to flexible working are
seen as:
• The business needs of the institution, and operational needs of the area of work and
impact on colleagues;
• The complexity of managing widely differing circumstances and needs;
• The impact flexible working would have on service delivery;
• Fear from managers that if they agree to reduce an individual’s working hours the
remainder of the post will either cease to exist or be problematic to fill;
• Employees becoming more difficult to manage, and more fractional posts may mean
there are more staff to manage;
• Flexibility results in too many part-timers and job sharing is rare;
• Workforce planning and the need to meet the full requirements of the post involved.
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Additional points that focus on individuals’ behaviour were made by two respondents.
They are:
“Lack of career/succession planning and appreciation that flexible retirement can be a win/
win arrangement. Sometimes staff expect the organisation to shoulder all the risk, flexibility
requires a high degree of mutuality of benefit.”
And, “Some roles lend themselves better to a flexible retirement opportunity than others.
As well as the role it also depends upon the individual. Some will remain totally motivated;
others will see it as a ‘wind down’ depending on whether they want to be at work or can’t
afford not to work”.
Participants were also asked to consider what might make flexible retirement easier
and most responses related to removing the obstacles above. Specifically, that pension
scheme rules should be changed so flexibility is not stymied; the introduction of more
effective workforce planning; and “lots of well qualified people in the external labour
market looking for part time jobs”. The need for cultural change was recognised through
managers accepting part-time working, which could be achieved through more people
working less than full time, publicity and role models. Institutions need “a clear policy/
strategy around flexible retirement, including a key time at which it is anticipated that
individuals should consider planning for retirement, without prejudice” and guidance and
case studies, including a business case, were seen as one means of helping to achieve
the aim. Effective communication is also seen to be essential.
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Conclusions
1. The results of the 2010 survey show that the highest number of applications received by

2.

3.

4.

5.

HEIs to continue to work past the DRA came from academic staff. This trend confirms
the finding from the previous survey, carried out between 2007-08, which indicated that
this group of staff were more likely to intend to continue to work past the DRA. Thus it
might be expected for this trend to continue once the DRA is abolished.
Overall HEIs that took part in this survey were able to accept most staff requests to
work beyond the DRA. Some of the anticipated effects from the removal of the DRA
echoed those already expressed by managers who took part in the previous study.
These included the need to take a more robust approach to performance management,
issues around workplace planning and the possibility of reduced jobs and career
opportunities for younger staff. Increased opportunities to retain expertise were also
identified as a possible benefit deriving from the abolition of the DRA.
Many HEIs offer high level of support to staff approaching retirement. Holding
conversations with staff about different options including flexible retirement was
considered to be important. However, it was noted that pension schemes’ rules can be
the main obstacles to allow flexible working in retirement.
The survey also indicates that some, but not all, institutions need to ensure that
everyone with line management responsibilities is confident and knowledgeable enough
to be able to conduct robust performance reviews for all their staff regardless of age.
As the default retirement age is to be removed imminently training may be necessary for
at least some managers as soon as possible. This should probably cover all the areas
suggested in ‘Part 4: Performance/capability management’ on page 16. All managers
and those with a responsibility for workforce planning should be informed of the
legislative changes and discussions should take place with them about the implications.
HEIs should review existing policies and procedures and all staff made aware of the
changes. Institutions themselves need information about the legislation and Acas has
produced an Advisory Booklet - Working without the DRA Employer guidance.
Further guidance and case studies will result from this project as well as train the
trainers workshop sessions.
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