What do the USS Pension Changes Mean?
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Background. Most academic and academic-related staff in teel@92 Universities are
members of the Universities Superannuation Sch&i8&). The employers are of the opinion
that reforms are necessary in order to “safegusrdiang-term sustainability of the scheme”.
Following 18 months of negotiations, involving ttepresentatives of Universities UK and the
University and College Union (UCU, representingnaimbers of USS), deadlock was
reached. By the casting vote of the independenir@haa the proposals put forward by the
employers were recommended to the Trustees of 0822 July 2010, the USS Trustee
Board agreed to take steps to implement these patgadOne of these steps is a mandatory
consultation with members.

The Consultation. This is taking place from 20 Octobera@ Decembeyand is being
conducted by each USS employer. Prior to 20 Octa@remformation pack from USS was
circulated to members, and there is a websgitey.ussconsultation.co.yukhat provides a
feedback forrhfor USS members to comment on the significant glarbeing proposed to
the scheme, namely:

(i) to introduce caps on pension increases and orettaduation of deferred benefits, at
the same time as moving from the retail price in(feRI) to the historically lower
consumer price index (CPI);

(i) to put new members and most members re-joining &f&$ a break of more than 6
months into a “CARE” (career average revalued eginscheme instead of the current
final-salary scheme;

(iito increase employee contributions and toadtrice cost sharing arrangements;

(iv) to increase therformal pension agé to 65;

(v) to actuarially reduce retirement benefits, unlessement is at age 65 or later;

(vi)to introduce flexible retirement arrangements.

Our Aim. The USS website, plus the information pack, ontiudes information provided by
USS and by the Employers Pensions Forum (EPF), tzeeigh both the EPF and the UCU
were equal partners in the negotiations. The USISERTF documents describe the proposals
in bare terms, but provide little information oritheffect and only minimal examples. For
instance, the illustration of the CARE scheme awes results for three years, which does
little to indicate how a CARE pension after a tyid0-year career would differ from that of
the current final-salary pension. In responselti®) has posted information on
http://www.ucu.org.uk/index.cfm?articleid=458&luding a ‘riposte’ to the distributed EPF
document, but that also lacks numbers. Searchirtiger on the UCU web site, one can find a
statement that “their first proposals, now sliglgtiyended, would mean a lecturer who retired
now at the top of the Lecturer B scale with 35 geservice would receive a pension of only
£15,704 compared [to] a final salary pension of,882, a difference of more than 30%".

That sounds alarming but not knowing anything ok ftbbe calculation was done leaves one
wondering® Furthermore, little information is given on thestreduction to the employer,
which would be needed to allow us to judge thermahe proposals make between the needs
of employee and employer.




We believe members need a range of example catmsao give them a feel for the effect of
the proposals before they can understand them aadingfully respond to the consultation.
Indeed the University of Cambridge wrote to USSuesging that supplementary information
be provided to members in terms of illustrationSSdeclined and referred Cambridge to the
EPF (who, at the time of writing, have yet to raggho Calculations by experts would
certainly be preferred and we can provide no guaeafor our own, but to move things along
while we are waiting, we provide in this articlar®® simple example calculations with an
outline description of our method so that readarslmetter decide for themselves, or even
calculate their own variatiorisWhile some existing USS members may only care &ieu
effect on their own pensions, we take the pointiefv that a full comparison should be made
of how the changes will affect new members.

Although we are both members of UCU and are resmgtelected members of the Oxford
and Cambridge Councils, we do not write as reptasigas of any of these but as individuals
trying to evaluate the proposals objectively.

RPI, CPI, Official Pensions, and the Cap in Pensioincreases.At present, once a member
has retired, pensions in payment are increasedadipmu line with the RPI. In the June 2010
budget, the Government announced that it intendetidnge increases in, and revaluation of,
“official pensions”from being based on the RPI to the CPI. US®tsan official pensionbut
through USS rule 15.1, the Trustees have choseorically to mirror official pensions as
regards both pension increases and the revaluattideferred benefitsHence if HMG's
legislation is passed, USS pension increasesmiliture be uprated with the CPI unless rule
15.1 is changed.

Over the 21-year period since 1989, the periodvfuch both RPI and CPI have been
available, the annual increase in CPI has usuaknbower than that in RPI, on average
0.68% a year lower (with the gap forecast to begéign each of the next five yeSrs We can
use that period as an example to illustrate thecefthe 2009 pension of a person who had
retired in 1988 with a pension uprated by CPIl wdhdde been 87% of what RPI would have
brought (others have predicted lower ratios inrerof 75%). The USS consultative
documents present this as a done deal, and one amggke that using CPI is more reasonable.
However, it is important to recognise the effectled change. Members should appreciate
that there is nothing to stop the USS Trusteesgihgmrule 15.1 to refer to RPI (as six other
USS Rules already 8p In the negotiations UCU requested this changeithvas rejected by
the employers.

In addition to the change from RPI to CPI, theralso a proposal to cap the annual increase
in pensions at 5%No illustration is provided of this in the USS dogents. Our calculations
show that if this cap is applied to the aforemergtb21-year period, it results in a 2009
pension that is 83% of a pension uprated by RPI.

The effect of the cap would be significantly largfehere was a period of sustained high
inflation similar to that in the 1970s. In orderrtmdel such a period we need an estimate of
CPI prior to 1989. As noted above, for the peridtew CPI and RPI have both been
calculated, on average CPI inflation has been 0.B88%ér than RPI. Hence for the period
before 1989 we have used this average differenestimate CPI from the known RPI. If we
cap this estimated CPI at 5% and investigate varkduyear periods into the past, the result
gets progressively worse and reaches 36% if a §9iscapplied to the 21-year period starting



in 1969. That means someone who in the 21st yearratirement would have received
£25000 using RPI would get only £9000 with cappé&d.C

Particularly the last example demonstrates that adefined benefit’ scheme that is not
protected against inflation does not really give adefined benefit.

While the savings to the pension fund of changmgifRPI to CPI are somewhat easier to
estimate, the additional savings by capping CPhagkly unpredictable. What capping does
is move the risk of high inflation from the pensimmd, which has the ability to average out
peaks and valleys and beat inflation with a wisgglterm investment strategy, and put the
risk onto the pensioner, who does not.

The Revaluation of Deferred PensionslThe world is sometimes an oyster for academics,
with many academics having periods of employmetdida the UK. Hence consider an
academic who spends the first part of his or hezazan the UK, and then moves abroad until
retirement, leaving their first pension in USS.isTis called a ‘deferred pension’. At present
the deferred pension is uprated each year by R @tvaiting retirement. Under the
proposals the pension will be uprated by C&ped at 2.5%There are at least two issues
here.

First, it has been argued that the CPI is a mopeogpiate index with which to uprate

pensions in payment because of its exclusion ofgage payments (but CPI also excludes
council tax, vehicle excise duty and televisiomiises, and includes the spending in the UK
by foreign residents). However, for someone sti#mployment and probably still paying a
mortgage, surely RPI is the more appropriate indéso because academic salaries have more
closely tracked RPI than CPI). Further, the Pregidéthe Royal Statistical Society recently
wrote to the UK Statistics Authority noting that ¢he “not feel that CPI should have sole star
billing”, that “both indices [i.e. the RPI and CPlave drawbacks”, and that the CPI “is not
necessarily the best index for all purpos&dh the case of deferred pensions we agree.

Second, the capping of CPI at 2.5% is close to imim&ince April 2008, CPI has been above
2.5% for all except 8 months. The long term averaigCPI over its existence is 2.68%i.e.
above the cap) and would surely have been muclehighhe 1970s if it had been calculated
back then. Anyone with a deferred pension is alrgaatanteed to get a bad deal, with their
pension likely to shrink rapidly in real terms. Fostance, a deferred pension uprated over the
period 1988-2009 with CPI capped at 2.5% would bethvonly 75% of a deferred pension
uprated with RPI (as at present). Going back thezgperiods as above, the pension uprated
with capped CPI would only be worth 23% of a pensiprated by RPI after a 21-year period
starting in 1969: what would have been £10,000 Wi turns into only £2,300. Moreover
this change is being introduced at a time when ratak may find themselves in forced
deferment as a result of redundancy, and it magctffomen disproportionately (for example
if they give up work to look after children and thieave a career change).

The CARE SchemeThe current pension scheme gives members a peosidB0th of final
salary for each year of contributions, or 50% péfisalary for a typical career of 40 years
(plus a lump sum of three times the pension). FAgaml Fool’'s Day 2011 it is proposed that
all new entrants to USS, or most members who rejtier a break of 6 months or more (e.g.
as a result of a period abroad), will no longeirbthe final-salary scheme, but in a CARE
scheme. It may be that this change is needed Br dodnake USS viable for employers, and it



is claimed that “all the other benefits associatét the scheme would be similar to those in
the final salary section of USS, except that théREAike formula of benefits would be used
as the basis rather than final salary benefitsivelger, how similar is similar?

One of the difficulties in constructing an illugica is how to include inflation, annual
national pay settlements, promotions, etc. Sineeannot know what the future will bring, as
in our earlier illustrations we use the historiB&tl and the CPI as an example. We compare
the pensions of people retiring now in the curferal-salary scheme with what they would
get if the proposed new CARE scheme had been iratpe for their whole career. Although
modelling the past, for simplicity we use therent Oxford salary scale structure for the
entire period.

We have constructed three example career paths firBhis an academic who started in
October 1970 at age 25 as a post-doc at the battgrade 7, was awarded the available
automatic annual increments on that grade, and dhatvage 35 to a University Lectureship
with a £5000 pensionable college housing allowasizating at the bottom of that scale and
being awarded the available automatic annual inerdsn The second is a researcher who
started the same, but was gradually promoted ttrguades 7-10 getting annual increments
until reaching the top of the normal scale of gra@le The results for this path turn out to be
very similar to the academic path so are not dsedigurther. Our third very different
example is a ‘constant’ person who was recruitetieatop of grade 7 and stayed there for his
or her full career. All are assumed to retire a 6§ in September 2010.

We start by considering a modeithout inflationto show the simplest difference between
final salary and CARE. In this case we find thailerkthe constant person would still get a
pension of 50% of final salary, the academic wadtonly 41%, a significant change.

Next we need to include inflation, in which case tletails of the ‘revaluation’ part of the
CARE scheme become crucial. We do not have ddtadary information for past years and
for simplicity we assume that salaries have scaifigl RPI? If the annual pension

revaluation was also based on RPI, the resultsduMoelthe same as the calculation above that
ignored inflation. However the USS proposal isise a capped version of CPI.

The CPI has only been calculated since 1989, seddier years we use (as in our earlier
calculations) RP!I inflation minus 0.68%. The résmlthis model is a startifCARE

pension of 37% of final salary for the academic 44%b for the constant person. However,
because the economic pattern in the future mayffezaeht from the past, other possible
scenarios should be explored to test the sengitidne variation is to run time backwards,
using the 1970 RPI value for 2009, the 1971 vatue008, etc. This puts the period of
higher inflation in the more recent past wherdfiét@s more of the career average, but since
our estimated CPI for that period tracks the Rid,result is almost the same. This version of
CARE would give less, but at least it would belfapredictable as a period of high inflation
would be likely to affect both RPI and CPI.

However the USS proposalnst simply to use CPI, but a capped version: CPI ugtoa

year, plus one half of any excess of the increaslea CPI above 5% a year, subject to a hard
cap of 7.5% a year. This strongly affects mucthef1970-1985 period, a period that may
have been one of particular financial stress bus whuld dare say that is not going to happen
again! The effect of the cap is to reduce the ecads starting pension to 35% and the



constant person’s to 41% of final salary in theviard time scenarid’ In the reversed time
scenario the effect is much stronger, giving thedamic only 24% and the constant person
28% of final salary. Capped CPI leaves members eeppsed to the vagaries of inflation
with the academic possibly getting 1/3 or only Gf4inal salary, a very significant change
compared with the current final-salary scheme whisbs uncapped RPI. The above results
including pension amounts are summarised in the.tab

Academic Career Path | Constant Pay Grade
0 i 0, 1
Starting Pension: pension % of final pension % of final
salary salary
Final-salary scheme £33,753 50% £17,823 50%
CARE, no inflation £27,580 41% £17,823 50%
CARE with CPI £24,784 37% £15,737 44%
" time reversed £24,871 37% £15,781 44%
CARE with capped CPI £23,578 35% £14,471 41%
" time reversed £16,313 24% £10,047 28%
0 1 0, 1
Pension after 20 years: pension 6 of final pension % of final
salary salary
Final-salary scheme:
RPI £33,753 50% £17,823 50%
CPI, low £29,295 43% £15,469 43%
CPI, high £28,625 42% £15,115 42%
capped CPI, low £28,026 42% £14,799 42%
capped CPI, high £12,221 18% £6,453 18%
CARE with capped CPI:
normal time, low £19,577 29% £12,015 34%
reversed time, low £13,545 20% £8,342 23%
normal time, high £8,537 13% £5,240 15%
reversed time, high £5,907 9% £3,638 10%

In the lower part of the table we combine our ressidr the pension earned during a 40-year
career and the loss due to inflation after 20 ye&rstirement. The results are given in
“today’s money” (i.e. adjusted for RPI), so in tharent final-salary scheme the pension
would remain the same as its starting value.

The proposals would affect current members who istdlye final-salary scheme by changing
from RPI1 to CPI to uprate their pensions aftereatient and by capping it at 5% for that part
of the pension earned from April 2011. A membepw&tires very soon would get full CPI
for almost all of the pension, while a member gtarting a 40-year career would get almost
entirely capped CPI. For each, the effect is shfmwia low-inflation scenario as in the last 21



years and for a high inflation scenario as in 12901. The result is a pension in thé' g&ar
of retirement that is about 42% of final salarycept for the case of capped CPI in the high-
inflation scenario, where it is only 18% of finalary.

For the proposed CARE with capped CPI we also shewesults for four different scenarios.
The first uses the inflation values of the nornrakt sequence 1970-2009 during employment
and a repeat of the last 21 years after retirentieisthas a period of high inflation during the
first half of the career and then low inflationeafthat, so is fairly optimistic but still brings

the academic's pension down to 29% of final salditye second uses the same low inflation
during retirement but the reversed time sequen68-2@70 during employment, so the
overall pattern is low - high - low; this is a mem®derate scenario and gives 20%. The third
returns to the normal time sequence during employroet follows it with a repeat of the high
inflation of the 1970-91 period during retiremesd, the pattern is high - low - high. This is
more pessimistic but still not unreasonable; these comes down to only 13%. The fourth
is the most pessimistic, with a pattern of lowgtht high, and brings the academic's pension
down to a very low 9% of final salary after 21 y®eaNone of these is a prediction of the
future; all are possible. The differences betwidem certainly don't allow one to look
forward to a reliable pension.

As these examples again demonstrate, a ‘definegfiiescheme that is not protected against
inflation does not really give a defined benefit.

Better CARE. This is not to say that a move to a fair CARE sobgpossibly even for current
members, would not be a good idea. As Lord Hutsdbserved, with a final-salary scheme
promotion effects, particularly those late in aegar “could mean that high flyers can receive
almost twice as much in pension payments per pofiethployee contributions than do low
flyers”.> Hence, using a career average is arguably a faiteeme as you get what you pay
for.

However, the CARE scheme being advocated is ap@oy deal. In addition to the use of
capped CPI, the proposed accrual rate, i.e. tltidraof salary added to a member’s pension
pot each year is the same as for the current §ialry scheme at 1/8pwhich if the 3/88

lump sum is converted into pension is equivalertitout 1/68. This compares very
unfavourably with 1/48 in the Civil Service CARE scheme. Given increadifeg
expectancies, some reduction in benefit may beatges USS claims, to keep the scheme
“viable for employers” (although this need may Ifiset somewhat by the government’s
intention to remove the default retirement age eapte can keep working past the normal
pension age). But what might be viable for emptsymay not, as claimed, be “attractive for
members”. Indeed we expect the changes may mak&gult to recruit outstanding staff,
especially from overseas.

Is USS sustainableA key question is whether USS in its current fasrsustainable. The
employers claim not. However, UCU’s actu&motes that “while it might appear from the
actuarial advice given to the employers that thityabf the Scheme to earn higher returns is
being called into question, it appears that thisikkely to be an issue in practice, so long as
the present approach to investing the Scheme’ssassmaintained”. He further notes that
USS can take a longer-term investment strategydhaorporate pension scheme that has to
reckon with the possibility that the corporatiorutltbgo bankrupt at any time.



On this basis one would really expect the expemtstors who work for USS to be able to get
returns that beat inflation in the long term andabke to provide us with pension provision
that at least scales with uncapped CPI.

The next full valuation of USS will be done usitg financial situation on 31 March 2011,
but an ‘annual report’ is produced each year te giv approximate updaté.The March

2010 report estimates that USS was 91% fundedaatithe, up from 75% in March 2009.
Since financial markets have improved since theseems reasonable to expect that it will be
even closer to the 103% in hand at the last fullatgon in March 2008, and thus be close to
break-even or even in surplus again. Those vagation a technical basis’ assume that the
USS investments get a better return than the shdests (‘gilts’), as one would hope. The
Trustees have historically chosen to use the mumie ronservative assumption that their
investments will only do as well as gilts, whichurally leads to a larger deficit, but that does
not mean it is a reasonable approach. In factabent investment performance has been so
good that bonuses were paid to the fund manageirig nearly £3 million? It has also
become clear that the high pay rise of 2008 isdenoded by at least 2 years of very low
increases, further reducing pressure on the fund.

Further, UCUallegesthat during the negotiations the employers aduohitt@t their real

agenda was to reduce their costs from 16% to ar@Qfa If this is so then the employers
should be upfront, especially since one of the joles on the USS website is to “summarise
on the form below where you believe that those ahjes would be more effectively achieved
by a different method”. How can one answer thisstjoe if no details of the objectives are
given, and if members are given almost no inforamaéibout the cost savings of the proposed
changes?

Of the information we are given, the sums do netséo add up. We are told the employee
contributions for current USS members continuinthmfinal-salary pension scheme will be
7.5%, and that for members in CARE will be 6.5%hwthe employers apparently continuing
to contribute 16% of salary for both. This smaififedence in total contribution cost stands in
stark contrast to the large difference in pensibooking at the difference in the employee
contribution alone still does not match even theepaduction of going to CARE, never mind
the additional reduction of revaluing by CPI. Rarsit somehow does all makes sense, but
that is not evident to us from the limited informatprovided. In such conditions, the
consultation is not meaningful. Worse, it makedifficult to have trust in the people who run
our pension scheme.

It is also instructive to recall historical conuiion rates. From April 1983 through December
1996 the employer and employee contribution rateew8.55% and 6.35% respectively.
During the boom years of the late 1990s the emptoedluced their contributions to 14%,
apparently believing the boom-and-bust cycle hashlabolished. In retrospect this appears
to be an unwarranted underpayment. If the emplmterhad remained steady at 18.55%,
USS would have been in a much better positiond® out the recent bust without changing
benefits. Indeed there may now be a case thatéefoployee rates are raised to the proposed
7.5% the employers should pay in the additionab% Jwith interest) which they took as a
“pension holiday” between 1997 and 2009.



The period 1983-96 is also concrete evidence thapiossible for USS to recover from a time
of high inflation and low returns without reducibgnefits. The 18.55% rate achieved
(actually over-achieved) this, and was sustainedéarly 14 years.

In Conclusion. USS has sought responses on six significant chgfigef which are
detrimental to USS members). The lack of illustiasi means many members are likely to be
unaware of the significance of some of the changeguation we have attempted to remedy
with the calculations presented here. Howevehaeut access to USS’s actuarial data
(indicating the cost reductions to USS of the cleaiogCARE, the change to CPI, the
introduction of the caps, the change to the nopeakion age, etc.) it is impossible for
members to meet USS’s request for alternative nastby which the objective of
sustainability and viability could be “more effaatly achieved by a different method”. The
information provided by USS is inadequate to makéérmed response. USS was also not
willing to provide supplementary information reqtezsby the University of Cambridge
(acting as employer). Such behaviour hardly inspo@nfidence.

Our simple calculations indicate that moving to GARhile keeping the accrual rate at 1780
and revaluing by CPI and RPI lead to significardrdases in pensions. The lack of a crystal
ball prevents anyone from predicting the futureet$ of capping, but it's clear that it shifts
the risk from employer to employee. We believe tha need for such capping is
guestionable, assuming the competence of the U&Stment team and the conventional
wisdom that investment return beats RPI, let aldoR¢g in the long term. Indeed the 1970-96
period shows that USS can recover from a periddgif inflation. As far as we can tell, there
is no proposal to cap official pension increasesrédver, we do not believe that there is any
justification for using progressively tighter cdps revaluation during employment, during
retirement, and for someone who leaves beforeema@int (e.g. as a result of redundancy);
such a regime means that the most vulnerable menabemgiven the least protection from
inflation.

The USS has given us no concrete evidence forgbd to make these serious reductions in
benefits. The next full valuation is not due uMgrch 2011 but the March 2010 update
already showed a reassuring recovery compared(®, 20 one can reasonably hope it will
return to the surplus it had in 2008. The USS fs@eims to be in much better shape than
many others. We should not allow ourselves todrdused by the general news on pension
difficulties.

It is to be hoped that USS, or at least the indéeethchairman of the negotiating committee,
will listen to reasonable concerns of its membeis r@turn to the negotiating table to try
again. A reasonable outcome might be:

* moving to a uniform normal retirement age of 65wetduced benefits for those who
retire earlier;

» CARE with revaluation byincappedRPI (or better, in line with uncapped HE
professional salaries) until retirement (includdeferred pensions); the CARE accrual
rate should be adjusted to bring only the savirggglad to compensate for the increase
in longevity since 1996 (when the fund was hea#thgugh to reduce the employer
contributions from 18.55% to 14%};

» retention of the possibility to make additionalwaiary contributions (AVCs)



* arequirement that USS provide members with cleaual updates of their pension
earned to date and what it is likely to be upomeetent (in current real terms and
including any AVCs), so they can make informed giecis on the need to make
additional provision.

» use of an uncapped index (with expert advice sofught the Royal Statistical Society
as to the relative merits of RPI, CPI or anotinelei) to uplift pensions during
retirement.

Comments on this article are welcomed on
https://sharepoint.physics.ox.ac.uk/sites/congregatSJC hopes to provide updated
information, including graphics, attp://tinyurl.com/35vkmag

L A copy of the response form that you can inspétttout needing to log in is provided on
http://tinyurl.com/2646a63

2 The ‘normal pension agdds the earliest age at which a member has the tigdraw benefits from the scheme
without actuarial reduction.

% Some further useful analysis, which we have maeafi, has been provided by the Leeds UCU on
http://leedsucu.files.wordpress.com/2010/10/ussupdil

* Our spreadsheet dritp://www.physics.ox.ac.uk/users/scooper/mss provide a starting point for those
wanting to make their own calculations, althougis & working document and not a user-friendly aiztor.
®USS rule 15.1: see
http://www.uss.co.uk/SCHEMEGUIDE/PUBLICATIONSPRESEATIONS/SCHEMERULES/

® Mark Duke of Towers Watson: sa#p://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-10701442

” Laith Khalaf of Hargreaves Lansdown: see
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/personalfinapessions/7880179/Millions-to-see-private-sectorgpems-
reduced.html

® The six explicit references to the RPI in the UBSes concerBupplementary Benefjtadjustments to
Pensionable SalaryandDeath in Receipt of an Incapacity Pensittris not clear from the consultation
documents whether these references to RPI wilhbaged to CPI.

° This change would only apply to increases to erssin payment for future service after 31 March20

10 Seehttp://www.rss.org.uk/pdf/Letter RSSPresident_QuKiBtatisticsAuthority CPI_RPI.pdf

" The average we use is the geometric mean. Seéhalsdorementioned letter from the President efRloyal
Statistical Society.

12\f academic salaries increase faster than RP(ifference between the current final-salary schamethe
proposed CARE scheme becomes even larger. Datevaitable for the annual salary of full-time higher
education teaching professionals for the period®12309 (see AHSE Table 14.7a from the Office ofidil
Statistics). In this period academic salaries iaseel by 45.7%, RPI increased by 29.4% and CPI [&p20
However that period may have been unusual.

13 Later in retirement the pension will be furthefeated by inflation, as described earlier.

14 This result for the academic is very similar te thCU result quoted above, so it may have beenleaér
with similar assumptions.

15 Seehttp://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/hutton_pensiongiimte 071010.pdf

16 Seehttp://www.ucu.org.uk/media/pdf/s/flucu0411.pdf

Y The reports are available bitp://www.uss.co.uk/UssInvestments/Publicationgé@éActuarial Valuation.aspx
18 John Gill, Times Higher Education, 23 August 2010.

9 In principle it could be reasonable to use CAREarmly, i.e. also for the service of existing meenb from
April 2011, but it has been suggested to us thatight be difficult to do this in a way that dosat result in new
members subsidizing the already-earned final-sgdangion of existing members.




