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INTRODUCTION
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This paper takes a deep-dive into the qualitative data collected
in stage 1 of the Orford Initiative. Stage 1 consisted of 18 focus
groups nation-wide with 168 near- and recent-retirees, and 69 key
informant interviews reflecting 61 unique voices in the Australian
retirement planning ecosystem. Qualitative research reports 1 and
2 unveil the broader themes resulting from qualitative analysis
and contain further details on research design and approach.
Through this paper we aim to provide insight specifically into
consumer and ecosystem sentiments regarding post-retirement
products, particularly with reference to ‘comprehensive income
products for retirement’ (CIPRs) as proposed by the Treasury
in their 2018 Retirement Income Covenant Position paper.
Retirement research in Australia (and indeed globally) leans towards
pre-retirement concepts including retirement savings behaviours,
given the emphasis and establishment of retirement planning
frameworks i.e. Australia’s superannuation system. However,
an ageing population coupled with unpreparedness for retirement
means the potential for outliving one’s retirement wealth is an
increasing worry for many Australians. The spotlight needs to shift
onto post-retirement decision making and understanding how to help
Australians engage, make informed decisions, and ultimately achieve
financial security for the duration of their retirement. Many key
informants within the Australian retirement planning ecosystem
argue the importance of helping retirees shift their mindset from
accumulation to decumulation phase(s) of retirement. For example;

The next big problem, I think, is developing the ‘What next?’ in
terms of product. There's a lot work and effort that's gone into
accumulation phase… accumulation is relatively mature, a system
that's been working for a while. There are account based pensions
now and there are annuity products but the amount of annuity
in Australia is so minimal, you know, it barely rates mentioning.
Australians are terrified of annuities. (G3; Government)
Post-retirement strategy refers to an individual’s financial planning
and decision making to effectively utilise, maintain, and even grow their
wealth throughout retirement. In this report we explore consumer and
ecosystem sentiments towards post-retirement strategy, and the current
(and proposed) suite of post-retirement products that seek to maximise
retirement wealth and help consumers achieve financial security
in retirement.
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CONSUMER SENTIMENTS
CONSUMER KNOWLEDGE
From the outset it was evident from the focus
groups that very low consumer knowledge and
understanding existed around post-retirement
products. There was practically zero awareness
of the term CIPR, although this is not surprising
as the dialogue surrounding the proposed CIPR
legislation has mainly been focused at industry.
The moderator tried different terminology to
evoke conversation in the focus groups, using
terms including CIPR, lifetime income, lifetime
pension, and longevity products – each of
which were met with considerable confusion.
Particular confusion seemed to stem from
the interchangeable use of the term ‘pension’,
which covers account-based pensions, lifetime
pensions (annuities), and the age pension.
For the subset of participants who had some
knowledge of post-retirement products, the
two key products identified were annuities
and defined benefits. A small number of
participants received a defined benefit
pension from their employer, and referred
to it as the ‘holy grail’ of retirement income.
Awareness of post-retirement products mainly
came from seeing TV advertisements, or from
a parent having an annuity.

Despite annuities being the primary
‘product’ acknowledged across the groups,
overall there were still a large portion
of participants who did not know or
understand what an annuity was.
Female: Never heard of it [an annuity].
(Group 10; Regional QLD)
Female: I don't even know what annuity
is. (Group 2; Metro VIC)
Male: I have heard of it but it's a little
bit fuzzy to me as to what exactly it is.
(Group 18; Regional VIC).
Male: I've looked into it, but I can't
understand them. (Group 3; TAS)
Male: There's so many different descriptions…
for something that should be dead simple.
The more you complicate something, the
more it can go wrong and that's what's
happened. (Group 11; Regional QLD)
Given the limited consumer understanding
of post-retirement products, the remainder of
the consumer discussion will refer to annuities,
as this was the main product identified across
the focus groups.

POSITIVE SENTIMENT
For the subset of participants who owned
or supported the premise of annuities, two
key themes emerged around perceived value;
security and maximising wealth. Participants
described annuities as an investment strategy
to maximise capital, securing an income for
life, and are particularly viable for those
who are very fit and expect to live a long
time, or those who are concerned about
managing and maximising their money.
The inherent security provided by an
annuity was described by participants as a
key source of value. They praised the concept
of guaranteed regular income for life and
acknowledge the benefit of a product that
keeps paying them an income even if they
live beyond expected.
Male: It's your super... Instead of taking
a lump sum, they work it out that you
have got this much in here and it will
generate this much income going forward.
You take a fortnightly payment of $500
or whatever forever…
Female: It's sort of guaranteed money.
You know you've got that additional
money coming in. (Group 16; Regional WA)
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Male: we've got a fortnightly annuity off
which we are living and its secure, I think.
I don't know how secure.
Female: So, somebody else is managing it?
Male: Yes, and it provides a regular income
stream for which I'm very grateful. (Group 5;
Metro NSW)
Male: If I want to retire at 60 and I'm alive
until 75, the annuity pays for me and if I
live beyond that, it will still pay me.
Male: ... but the next day you wake up
and you're still alive...
Male: You've got to maximise your life
to get that benefit out of it basically.
Male: So, don't die early…
Female: Yeah, if you live longer than the 20
years, you still receive. (Group 6; Metro NSW)

The second key benefit of an annuity was
the ability to maximise retirement wealth.
Participants viewed annuities in a similar
light to an investment strategy, or a way
to ‘grow your money’ or maximise capital.
Some were sceptical of annuity providers
because they aggressively invest large
pools of money. Interestingly, they did
not specifically question whether or not
they would receive a guaranteed income,
but the mere thought of the provider using
the money for investments was seen as
the issue. This may reflect confusion or
uncertainty around who benefits from the
investment, and the perceived fairness of the
annuity model whereby the provider stands
to profit from investing an individual’s money.
Male: But the reason you would take an
annuity like that is to get as much income
out of your capital as you can because if
they're, you know - because you take that
risk. You know, you'll get the bigger income
if you forfeit it when you die. (Group 9;
Metro QLD)
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Male: Yeah, annuities they just want you
to drip-feed it out. So, they've got the big
pool to work with and invest. Male: So,
we're correct to not trust the buggers at
all. Male: Not really, no, they should have
done something about that years ago.
Male: That's the private sector that create
the annuities. (Group 11; Regional QLD).
Female: I wouldn't do that [purchase
an annuity] but I don't like the money
actually just sitting there and doing
nothing. (Group 16; Regional WA)
This hesitation in annuities could indicate
that although consumers might be conscious
that their retirement savings ought to be
‘doing something’ (e.g. earning interest),
they may not perceive the current offering of
annuities as an adequate solution to this issue.
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NEGATIVE SENTIMENT
Three themes arose regarding negative
sentiments of annuities: negative perceptions
of annuity providers; the idea that annuities
are ‘a gamble’; and loss of control. These
themes seem to act in an iterative cycle
whereby each fuels the other.
First, many participants had negative
perceptions of annuity providers and their
intentions. They spoke of self-interest and
the company gains of selling annuity products.
Central to this negativity is the idea that
annuity providers ‘profit’ from death, with
participants concluding that ‘the company
hopes you die early to be profitable’.
These perceived contrasting interests
(what benefits the individual versus what
benefits the annuity provider) create friction or
a sense of ‘competition’ between the individual
against the company, rather than the company
working to help the individual achieve
financial security in retirement.

Male: My broad assessment of annuities
is when you look at them, they're geared to
suit and provide benefit to the person writing
the annuity product, not the person who is
buying it.
Moderator: What makes you say that?
Male: It's just the way it's structured.
They’ve got to make a fee out of it and
you’re going to die in the end so they’ve
got to structure it so they get their cut
well and truly in the start.
Female: And they base it on the average
life expectancy, and…
Male: They’re around, I’m aware of them,
but I wouldn’t get one. (Group 12; NT)
[Company] are hoping that you're going
to not be around to collect the $60,000 or
anything past it. So, what it is, is they're
[parents] at 94 and 93 and they're damn
well getting it. So, AMP are going, "Bugger."
(Group 2; Metro VIC)
Male: I mean, there's actuaries out there
that have it down to the last, you know,
hour and minute that somebody will die
on average. So, it's probably in favour
of the organisation.
Female: Oh, it would have to be.
Male: That's my opinion anyway. (Group 2;
Metro VIC)

Given the uncertainty of retirement duration
and individual longevity, paired with the sense
of ‘competing interests’ between consumers
versus providers and subsequent negativity
towards annuity providers, a number of
participants conceptualised annuities as
a gamble. Interestingly, while uncertainty
plagues many aspects of retirement,
participants only referred to the ‘gamble’
or ‘winners and losers’ when referring to
annuities. Perhaps the perception of loss
seems more prominent in the situation
of an individual versus a company, hence
making the decision feel like a gamble.
Female: So, virtually they are playing
the odds...
Female: Oh, it's like a gamble. Everything is.
Female: What happens if the person
passes away? Does the family get...?
Male: No, that's the thing.
Female: That's the gamble. You gamble that
you're going to live long enough to get your
$60,000 back in fortnightly amounts or
more and AMP - well, in this case AMP are
gambling that we'll put the $60,000 aside
and invest it now but we're gambling that
you're not going to be around to collect
so much. (Group 2; Metro VIC)
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Male: Life insurance, you're betting that
you're going to die, and with an annuity,
you're betting that you're going to live.
(Group 9; Metro QLD)
Female: No, they offer because that's how
they make the profit... I think it could be
a bit of a rip off. Because they will always
calculate - it's the same as when someone
goes to the casino. They will never win.
These companies are not going to go
bankrupt, so they will work out that most
of - they will make profit. They make profit
because no one will live. Not no one - 90%
will not - they will probably overpay 10%
but 90% they'll...
Male: They've got very good actuaries.
(Group 1; Metro VIC)
The third theme of negativity surrounding
annuities was the perceived loss of control,
which manifested in a few different ways.
First, perceived loss of control was discussed
in the sense of wanting to maintain control
of one’s retirement wealth and how it is used
and invested; a number of participants argued
that purchasing an annuity meant forfeiting
that control.

Male: no, I'm not interested in any [annuities].
Moderator: Okay. Why not?
Male: Because I worked for 50 years and
I want to get hold of the money and invest
it where I want to invest it (Group 16;
Regional WA)
Female: No, no, for example if you buy
annuity for 20 years. That's it. For a whole
20 years, you receive a regular income every
week with the inflation, but you have to pay
a sum amount there. You cannot touch that
amount. (Group 6; Metro NSW)
Loss of control was also expressed in
the context of beneficiaries and who
receives the money when individuals
die. This issue is also fuelled by the
aforementioned negativity surrounding
the annuity provider and the perceived
motivations and fairness of providers keeping
the money after an individual passes away.

I think a lot of them have issues if you
pass away and all that sort of thing.
Someone kicks it and it's all gone.
You know, all this money I've invested
into it, I die and then, you know, I might get
five years from it getting an annuity every
fortnight or whatever but drop dead, and
it's gone. (Group 16; Regional WA)
Female: Oh, so you're saying if you die
before your super runs out, that's just
too bad. (Group 16; Regional WA)
Female: So, hang on - if you pass - what?
Male: So, if you pass away prior to
that threshold say of 75, then the money
stays with the fund and it doesn't go to
your beneficiaries.
Male: Exactly. (Group 6; Metro NSW)

6

7

| ORFORD INITIATIVE IN FOCUS

ECOSYSTEM SENTIMENTS
Key informant interviews with members
of the Australian retirement planning
ecosystem revealed further insights
into CIPRs and post-retirement products.
Knowledge and consideration given to the
post-retirement phase was unsurprisingly
much higher in interviews compared to the
focus groups, however key informants often
spoke of issues in terms of likely consumer
implications. Consistent with the consumer
section, key informant views are discussed
in terms of positive and negative sentiments,
identifying key themes raised therein.

POSITIVE SENTIMENT
As a general strategy, majority of key
informants were supportive of realigning
priorities and mindsets towards ‘postretirement strategies’; i.e. how to most
effectively utilise the money accumulated
during working life. Many reported already
moving towards a post-retirement mindset
and strategy, however this shift in focus is
also partly attributed to the Treasury’s 2018
Retirement Income Covenant Position paper
(mentioned in the introduction of this report).
They saw the Treasury’s paper as shining a
light on a key issue in the ecosystem – the
emphasis placed on accumulation strategy,
while ignoring the post-retirement phase.

What is true though is our retirement
income market is predominantly made
up of account-based pensions. We don't
have a large annuity style or alternative
retirement product solutions in the Australian
market, as is available overseas, and that's
because of our size and other reasons.
So, I think there's a need to have options.
I think consumers and advice professionals
should be armed with different options to
try and solve different solutions for clients
in retirement. Some care about longevity
risk, some don't. Some care about estate
planning, some don't. So, you know, I think
again people should be able to plan for a
retirement that they want and/or plan for
a generational transition or whatever it is
they want to do. (I6; Industry Body)
We're looking at developing a retirement
income framework for individuals and
indeed super funds to look at the questions
they need to ask… We've brought on
board a senior person to look at aged
care, health and retirement or finances
as a bundle. What are we trying to do
holistically rather than... even if you look
at government, you've got Treasury with
policy. You've got DSS with the age pension.
You've got health with the Department
of Health, the Department of Aged Care.

The government is not looking at it
holistically and you'll get tensions within
government. So, what we are trying to do
is actually bring [these ideas] all together…
(W8; Wealth Management Sector)
This shift in attention towards the postretirement phase is consistent with the broader
argument that retirement itself needs to be
viewed in a holistic manner. A holistic view
of retirement identifies that:
1. r etirement is different for everyone
(and retirement strategy should be
treated as such), and
2. ‘retirement’ changes over time.
A number of key informants spoke
of the various ‘phases’ of retirement;
I think understanding - having a plan in
place that really allows [people] to plan
for the phases of retirement - the active
phases of retirement, and then also thinking
well ahead of what their kind of aged care
plan might look like. So, it's not just about
retiring and enjoying that active phase of
retirement but really looking at it for many,
many years ahead and what that looks
like. I don't think there's a lot of discussions
or examples of what that looks like when
it's working well. (G4; Government)
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[We are] trying to educate advisors
to recognise - when they're talking to
their clients and planning for the client's
retirement needs - that retirement is not
one homogenous period. There are three
phases of retirement and they need to cater
for those three phases properly and have
the discussions around those three phases if
they're going to really support their clients in
retirement and help them understand what
to expect, both from a lifestyle perspective
but also from a financial perspective...
You've got the period of time where there's
no disability, which are really the fun years,
the period where there's some disability
which are becoming more the quiet years,
and then the period which are the care
years or the fragility years and that's when
they've got severe disability. There needs
to be more consideration of those different
phases when they're looking at retirement
planning. (C6&7; Consultant).
Further, there is acknowledgement that
currently the post-retirement system is
relatively immature; a shift in mindset
can help to build knowledge, innovation
and systems in this area.

There is a lot of financial advice available in
the accumulation phase but, once the people
are actually in retirement, there is not a
lot of specialised advice once you've retired.
So, I think that is a real problem for retirees.
(G4; Government)
I think Australians have done a huge
amount of work solving for the accumulation
side of the marketplace and how to help
people grow their nest egg. The relative
immaturity of the decumulation or retirement
side has meant that there has been less
focus by providers on that element…
So, I think the concept is valuable, that
there is a more mature decumulation
product system (C3; Consultant)

NEGATIVE SENTIMENT
While on a strategic level there was agreement
that a holistic perspective of retirement that
includes post-retirement phases is beneficial,
key informants raised several issues around
the retirement income covenant and the
proposal of CIPRs. The first issue concerns
implementation. Key informants first identified
a perceived disconnect between the strategy
behind the retirement income covenant and
the nuances of implementation.

I like the idea that the covenant will
be added to the SIS Act and that trustees
need to turn their minds to retirement
income for their members. I think that's
a good thing. The actual CIPR's and how
and what and why and when and all of
those sorts of questions, I think that is
a very difficult area to get any form of
consensus on. In terms of if you have to
have some sort of longevity funding in
there or mechanism to do with longevity,
what percentage has that got to be, what
is an appropriate minimum balance before
someone should be offered a CIPR, all of
those sorts of things. (S6; Superannuation
Fund/Union)
In particular, interviewees raised concerns
from a consumer segmentation perspective,
believing that the proposed CIPRs would not
be advantageous to those with low incomes,
nor those with high incomes. The ‘middle
group’ of retirees in terms of retirement
savings were identified as most likely
to benefit from a CIPR.
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Compulsory or default CIPR's will hugely
disadvantage people on the lowest incomes
and with the lowest balances. It's only once
you get over a certain balance that a CIPR
becomes something that you should even
consider. If you've got less than $100,000 in
super, conversation about CIPR just shouldn't
even be happening. So, that's a very future
conversation given that the average
Australian has a lot less than $100,000
in super and retires with much less than
$100,000 in super. It's not relevant to them.
So, it's a more long-term conversation and
it should be something that kicks in at a
certain level. (M2; Media)
[High net worth individuals] tend not to be
interested in packaged products when they
can invest directly themselves. They want
to invest directly themselves to have the
involvement and also to take advantage
of opportunities with dexterity and speed…
A set and forget packaged product that's
wrapped up in a fee structure isn't
usually of interest to them. (W3;
Wealth Management Sector).
The CIPR limits - the initial Treasury
guidelines said that there should be a
product available for people who have
around $50,000 or more when they retire.

I think that's been revised up to $100,000
in the last guidance that was given by
Treasury, but I still think that figure is way
too low…you've got to get above an amount
of money where people just think ‘that's not
going to last me very long, it's not going to
be the bond for me to go into a retirement
home, why don't I just use it up? Why don't
I just go on a holiday, give some money
to the kids, buy a new car?’ … Then once
you get up to really big amounts of money
then people feel that they can take care
of it themselves. They can take quite a
lot of risk and they don't need someone
else to organise it for them. So, a sweet
spot is probably between $350,000 and
$1 million or $1.5 million. (A6; Academic)
In addition, some interviewees felt that
CIPRs were attempting to introduce a product
to solve what is a much broader and strategic
problem. Similarly, others acknowledged that
the real issue is much broader than ‘how to
turn our attention to decumulation’. It stems
back to consumer disengagement, a problem
which plagues the consumer experience
across their whole retirement planning
journey (see report 1). Addressing the broader
problem of engagement from the outset was
argued to help solve specific engagement
with post-retirement products and strategy.

It's too simple to say let's just introduce a
CIPR or let's just introduce a new retirement
income policy. It needs to be about postretirement policy planning really and for
people to know to make decisions - it's not
even right to say this, but at age 65 which
is the default retirement age - you make a
decision on that day that's going to impact
you until you're 85 or even 95. How does one
do that without knowing all their options
and getting some professional advice? …
I just feel that it's too simple to think that
you introduce a new product that is going
to be the answer to everyone's problems
for retirement. It's not. (I6; Industry Body)
I think the concept is valuable, that there
is a more mature decumulation product
system… [However] even the accumulation
phase, people find it challenging to engage.
So, if they can't get their head around the
accumulation phase, which is actually much
simpler, how are we going to get their heads
around retirement? So, I think it's a huge
area of work. (C3; Consultant)
Finally, the question of motives was
raised. Some interviewees questioned
whether the introduction of CIPRs solves a
consumer need or a government/ industry
need. Some felt that government might
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want people to have less reliance on the
aged pension, and industry might want
an additional source of profit, neither of
which address a genuine consumer need.
There's a problem that the government feels
it needs to resolve and that's longevity risk
issues. Also, you don’t want people wasting
money that you've mandated them to save
so that they just then go into an age pension
system. So, therefore why are we trying to
solve this? What are we trying to solve?
… The government wants to ensure that
you don't become an age pension recipient
or you delay that for as long as you can
until you do. (I6; Industry Body)
We're concerned that all the behaviours
that we've seen playing out in the Royal
Commission around conflicts and, you know,
spruiking and cross-selling and mis-selling
will only be compounded if a comprehensive
retirement product is the subject of selling
and is kind of set up as a market or a
platform for choice. (I4; Industry Body)
Look, that kind of product [CIPR] offering
is attractive but it's got to come with a
degree of [regulation]. It's got to actually
be designed to benefit the investor and have
the investor - if it's going to be a low-cost
offering and be dealing with those individuals

that are perhaps less sophisticated and
require guidance, it's got to be done with
their net benefit. It can't be done on a basis
that is profit driven as opposed to benefits
driven, otherwise it defeats the whole
purpose. (W3; Wealth Management Sector)
Overall, there was some scepticism around
the motives of the retirement income
covenant. In response, some interviewees
discussed how they might resist any
proposed strategies regarding CIPRs.
I think CIPR's - rightly said, longevity is a big
problem but adequacy is a bigger problem. If
you haven't got adequacy to start with then,
you know, you don't really address longevity.
Longevity doesn't become a problem anyway
because your money is going to only last a
defined amount of time. As I've said before,
the government is the ultimate longevity
insurance. So, what they're trying to do
really by the look of it is pass on or try and
structure the system to reduce reliance on
the government which doesn't necessarily
translate to ‘is that the best thing for the
person’? (S1; Superannuation Fund/Union)
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OVERARCHING INFLUENCES
Central to the perceptions around retirement
generally and post-retirement products
in particular is the issue of uncertainty.
This theme was embedded within all
sentiments and perceptions, spanning
both focus groups and interviews. For focus
group participants, uncertainty often refers
to longevity; ‘how long will I live?’

Male: The other uncertainty in all this
is that you don't know how long you're
going to live. I mean, you can get hit by a
bus tomorrow and you haven't spent your
money on what you want to. Whereas you
might live until you’re 99 and your super
is going to run out. (Group 4; ACT).

Male: If you're really healthy and fit,
it [annuities] might be a good deal, but then
you could get run over by a bus. (Group 9;
Metro QLD)

For key informants within the Australian
retirement planning ecosystem, uncertainty
was also viewed from a policy perspective.
They spoke of the industry ‘sitting on its
hands while CIPR legislation is developed’
as the current proposal was seen to lack
the necessary detail to provide assurance
or certainty. While there were positive
perceptions to the overall refocus toward
post-retirement strategy, there was
hesitation and uncertainty in the detail
and implementation of CIPRs specifically.

This participant seems to subtly ‘weigh his
odds’ in terms of health (living longer) and
‘getting run over by a bus’ (dying prematurely
and ‘losing the bet’.) The ‘proverbial
bus’ was mentioned frequently in focus
groups, and at times used to rationalise
inaction and defend against potential
unpreparedness for retirement.

I think we need a bit more clarity about
what qualifies as a CIPR because I don't
think we've had that because that would
be helpful. I mean, some people seem to
think you've got to have a guarantee of
an income and I don't think that's the
intention. So, if we can get clarity about
that (S12; Superannuation Fund/Union).

Female: You think about your health, "Am I
in good health? Have I got another 20 years
in me or 30?" (Group 17; Regional VIC)
This uncertainty frames all other considerations
and adds greater perceived risk to the ‘gamble’
of annuities. As one male participant comments;

We're working with providers to
start to consider what sort of products
they should be offering in the market.
So, again the challenge is that we still
don't have necessary legislation around
what a comprehensive income product is
in retirement. So, most funds are completely
sitting on their hands waiting until we get
legislation, but we're looking to work with
a number of providers to build pension type
products that will provide a reasonable longterm sustainable income. (C2; Consultant)
The idea of having better pension products
is totally supported. The way in which we
go about it, I think, needs a bit of work still.
(C3; Consultant).
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SUMMARY
In summary, although post-retirement
products (from proposed CIPRs to annuities
and pensions) are intended to provide
financial security and certainty in retirement,
consumer and ecosystem reflections seem
to indicate that these products are instead
contributing to the uncertainty and confusion.
This contradiction may simply reflect the
broader issues of scepticism within the
Australian retirement planning ecosystem
(see Report 2), or the inherent disengagement,
lack of knowledge and distrust of individuals
throughout their entire retirement planning
journey (see Report 1). However, common
understanding and effective communication
are the first steps to overcoming uncertainty
for consumers and the ecosystem alike.
Areas for opportunity include:
•

Effectively communicating consumer benefits
of post-retirement products and strategy.
Post-retirement products have the potential
to mitigate strong emotional pressures in
retirement; by providing financial security,
these products can alleviate some of
the fear and uncertainty surrounding
retirement. Improved communication and
transparency of CIPR or post-retirement
product details will help convert post-

retirement strategy into practice. Distrust
needs to also be specifically addressed in
this manner, so that product benefits can
be articulated without a veil of cynicism.
•

Perceived financial barriers to postretirement products. Concerns were
raised regarding the financial feasibility
of post-retirement products (specifically
annuities and proposed CIPRs), particularly
for those with low retirement savings.
Moving forward, consideration should be
given to the validity of these perceptions.
If post-retirement products are in fact best
suited to only a segment of retirees, this
needs to be clearly stated to ensure best
outcomes are delivered to all individuals.
In contrast, if there is the possibility
that a post-retirement product could
adequately meet the needs of retirees
across various retirement wealth brackets,
significant efforts need to be made to
convince the ecosystem and retirees
of this broad application, to overcome
current perceptions.

•

Reintroduce control and options to the
post-retirement phase. A major barrier
of annuities expressed in the focus groups
was the perceived loss of control when
purchasing this type of product. Similarly,
key informants within the ecosystem
identified the inherent heterogeneity
of retirement, both across various
retirement phases and unique experiences
for each retiree. Post-retirement products
(both current and proposed) should
be considered with individuality and
diversity of needs in mind; for example,
how can products be better tailored to
the individual? What potential suite of
attributes and options can be provided
so that retirees can regain control and
construct the best post-retirement solution
that meets their needs and provides value?
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