	[image: image11.png]q IDurham  SMEs and Pension Administration

Focus group location: Farnborough

COMPANY..

1. In light of this discussion please indicate your likely course of action. What changes, if any,
would you make to your payroll administration to accommodate these new processes!

No changes at all
Minor modifications only

Moderare changes

[}eNoNe]

Substantial changes

2. Please describe these changes to payroll administration!

3. If you expect these pension administration processes to be handed over

to another organisation how much would you expect to pay per year!

4. Whether you undertake these activities in-house or outsource some of them, estimate
the time it will take within your business to complete the following new pension admini-
stration processes every month (or to provide the necessary information to the out-

sourced organisation):
a) Acqiring the necessary information and calculating minutesf
contributions. Cormpleting a formsimilar to handout 2 month

and forwarding to the clearing organisation

minutesf
b) Making the payment to the pension scheme month

S. Are you likely to change the way you run your business in the light of these processes!
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Background

In December 2006 the Government announced proposals to promote private pension saving across UK workplaces. These proposals are explained in the Government’s White Paper, ‘Personal accounts: a new way to save’
.  The proposed personal accounts system will operate from 2012 and will require all employers to enrol eligible employees into a qualifying workplace pension scheme.  All employers will have to engage with pension reform, meaning that many micro-businesses will be expected to make employer contributions to a pension for the first time.  However, employers with satisfactory arrangements already in place, or who would prefer to set up an alternative qualifying scheme will not be required to join the personal accounts scheme.

Research focus on monthly administration processes
Whilst the introduction of the personal accounts reforms has various implications for small business owners, this research focuses solely on the monthly administrative process of calculating and collecting contributions that each participating business will be required to undertake.  As such, set-up costs are not addressed, and the discussion refers to a standard, ongoing, monthly process, after any teething troubles of establishing systems have been resolved.

Details of the administrative process

The administrative process of making payments to personal accounts involves two key factors:

· Assessable earnings: Contributions to personal accounts will be based on employees’ assessable earnings.  Earnings in excess of £5,000 and below £33,500 are assessable in terms of calculating contributions.
· Contributions levels: The minimum overall contribution level will be 8% of assessable earnings.  This will be composed of three different elements
:

· Employers will be required to pay contributions of at least 3% of assessable earnings for all eligible employees who decide to remain in a pension scheme.
· Employees will pay contributions of approximately 4% of their earnings.

· There will be a State contribution of approximately 1%, in the form of tax relief.

Figure 1 shows a mock-up of the information requirement that employers would supply on a monthly basis.  Every row relates to an individual employee, with columns 1-5 identifying the company and the individual, and columns 6-9 describing the amount of contributions.  Columns 1-5 would vary very little each month, with any changes due to starters or leavers.  Some variations might occur in column 6 (assessable earnings) as incomes fluctuate and consequently the derived amounts in columns 7-9 would also change.
The process of collating this information and making any necessary calculations is described as Task 1 in the remainder of this document.  Task 2 is making the payment shown in column 10.
Figure 1: Mock-up form showing information requirement for businesses

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	Employer identifier
	Employee first name 
	Employee surname 
	Employee previous surname 
(if applicable)
	National Insurance Number
	Employee Personal Account assessable  earnings
	Total employee contribution (4% of assessable earnings)
	Total employer contributions  (3% of assessable earnings)
	Total contribution for employee this period
	Aggregated total for all employees for this period

	XYZ LTD
	John
	Smith
	
	UY918937B
	£1,500
	£60.00
	£45.00
	£105..00
	

	XYZ LTD
	Stephanie
	Jones
	Brown
	HG618624V
	£1,750
	£70.00
	£52.50
	£122..50
	

	XYZ LTD
	Imran
	Khan
	
	WE216528G
	£2,000
	£80.00
	£60.00
	£140..00
	

	XYZ LTD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	£367.50


Aims of Research
This study was designed to ‘sense check’ emerging estimates of the monthly administrative costs associated with personal accounts arrangements in SMEs.  The principal aims were to:
(a) 
Solicit views on the accuracy of estimates of time/costs based on internal government analysis.

(b) 
Identify any credible arguments why these estimates might be inaccurate. 
The scope and limitations of the study

This research was undertaken by Durham Business School on behalf of the Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR) and the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP), during August 2007.  This research project forms part of the evidence base for the joint DWP/BERR working group tasked with estimating the administrative costs of the Personal Accounts reforms. 

In total, representatives of 71 small to medium-sized businesses took part in 7 focus groups, in 7 different locations in the UK. The sample of businesses included was constructed to include a range of firms of different sizes, operating in different sectors, and using different approaches to payroll administration. 

The study does not provide nationally representative or statistically significant data, but is robust enough to indicate whether there are any major and broadly relevant inaccuracies in government estimates of the additional administration involved in the monthly collection of contributions.  It also provides a perspective of employers’ views of the likely time/costs associated with this task. 
Methodology

A focus group methodology was chosen for this task to allow individual decisions of timings to emerge from shared discussion with other businesses.  Although individual views may differ and business circumstances vary between employers, a focus group format creates a forum in which participants can reflect on different points of view, and benefit from a fuller appreciation of the relevant factors than they might in isolation.
Three research instruments were used:
1. Pre-discussion questionnaire – to build profiles of the participating businesses (age of business, number of employees, pension scheme membership) and their current payroll arrangements (use of outsourcing and use of software). This is provided in annex 2.
2. Group discussion – to work through issues associated with payroll, including the relative merits of in-house processing compared with outsourcing, as well as the use of software.  The group discussion then introduced and discussed the personal accounts reforms, through the use of the following materials:

· Handout 1 presented a summary of personal accounts reforms, including a synopsis of the relevant terms and the opportunity for discussion (see annex 1).
· Handout 2 showed Figure 1 as the monthly information requirement and each column was explained in turn, along with a discussion of the implications of how this data would be collated, in the context of current processes.
· Handout 3 illustrated estimates of timings for both Task 1 and Task 2 (shown as Figure 2).  Given earlier discussions regarding the processes, businesses were asked to discuss the time their business would take to complete both tasks.
3. Post-discussion questionnaire – to capture responses related to timings for Task 1 and Task 2 from individual businesses. This is provided in annex 3.
Figure 2 shows government estimates of the time taken for employers to complete Task 1 and Task 2 every month.  While the example businesses are shown in three broad sizebands, the timings within each band relate to the specific number of employees shown in the second column, rather than to the band as a whole.  Participants were asked to find the row most similar to their own business, with the understanding that government estimates for Task 1 would suggest longer timings for a business with more than 150 employees, and shorter timings for businesses with fewer employees.  Task 2 would involve only one payment and was assumed to take the same length of time for all sizes of business.

Figure 2
Government estimates of timings (per employer per month) by size of business
	Firm size
	Number of employees
	Time spent acquiring relevant info, calculating contributions & recording information
(Task 1)
	Time spent making payment to pension scheme
(Task 2)

	Medium

50-249 employees
	150 employees
	3 hours, 37 minutes
	20 minutes

	Small

5-49 employees
	25 employees
	1 hour, 5 minutes
	20 minutes

	Micro

1-4 employees
	3 employees
	40 minutes
	20 minutes


Profile of the sample
The sample was designed to ensure coverage of key groups of interest in the population.  The most important concerns in the sampling framework were to reflect a range of business sizes, and to include those administering the payroll in-house and those which outsource.

In practice, outsourcing takes a variety of forms.  It can include businesses using an accountant or book-keeper, as well as a minority using specialist payroll agents.  In many cases all accounts and payroll functions are outsourced to an accountant.  In all instances, outsourcing involves a component of in-house activity, although this varies by business.  Typically this takes the form of supplying timesheets or other raw data for the outsourcer to use, as well as making payments to employees, pension providers etc.
Table 1
Achieved sample by size and decision to outsource

	No. employees
	Payroll administered
in-house
	Payroll Outsourced
	Total

	<5
	9
	3
	12

	5-49
	29
	18
	47

	50-249
	8
	1
	9

	250+
	2
	1
	3

	Total
	48
	23
	71


Table 1 shows the distribution of the achieved sample in terms of the size of business and whether they outsource their payroll provision.  The majority of participants represented SMEs, with just three larger businesses in the sample.  Within our sample, businesses choosing to outsource tended to be somewhat smaller than businesses processing payroll in-house.
Participants were typically owners, or senior managers and this was especially true among those businesses that outsourced payroll.  Businesses that carried out payroll in-house were more likely to be represented by someone in an administration role (Company secretary, Finance Manager, payroll assistant).
Employers’ views on the additional time taken to administer the proposed new arrangements 
Employers’ views on the additional time taken to administer the new arrangements were analysed in terms of time for:  

(i) 
Collecting data to provide monthly information on contributions for each of their eligible employees (Task 1)

(ii) 
Making a monthly payment (Task 2)

These findings were subsequently analysed, in terms of size of the business and whether or not aspects of the administration were outsourced.  Tables 2-4 describe estimated timings for Task 1, whilst Tables 5-7 relate to Task 2.  Each table shows the government estimate and compares this with the estimates of total time taken provided by businesses.  The tables also show the time per employee, which can be used as a measure of the proportional cost placed on businesses.
Respondents’ estimates for Task 1
Table 2
Estimated timings: Task 1 – all businesses
	No. staff
	Government estimate
(minutes)
	Business estimates
	No. of cases

	
	
	Mean
(minutes)
	Range
(minutes)
	Time/ employee
(minutes)
	Higher  than government estimate 
	Same as government estimate
	Lower than government estimate 
	

	<5
	40
	25.0
	5-40
	8.1
	0
	3
	9
	12

	5-49
	65
	37.7
	1-260
	4.2
	6
	0
	33
	39

	50-249
	217
	88.6
	5-260
	0.7
	1
	0
	6
	7

	250+
	267
	120.0
	120-120
	0.2
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Total
	-
	-
	1-260
	-
	7
	3
	50
	60


Table 2 shows that most of the participants in this research gave estimates for Task 1 that were lower than government estimates, with many less than half of the government estimates.  The assumption of the government model that timings, for the businesses as a whole, would increase with size of business is demonstrated.  The average times for each size of business were substantially lower than government estimates in each category.  Table 2 also indicates there may be a higher per employee cost to the smaller businesses (with fewer than 50 employees). 
Table 3
Estimated timings: Task 1 – in-house payroll

	No. staff
	Government estimate
(minutes)
	Business estimates
	No. of cases

	
	
	Mean
(minutes)
	Range
(minutes)
	Time/ employee
(minutes)
	Longer than government estimate
	Same as government estimate
	Lower than government estimate
	

	<5
	40
	27.2
	20-40
	8.7
	0
	3
	6
	9

	5-49
	65
	43.2
	5-180
	3.2
	3
	0
	21
	24

	50-249
	217
	99.2
	5-260
	0.8
	1
	0
	5
	6

	250+
	267
	120.0
	120-120
	0.2
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Total
	-
	-
	5-260
	-
	4
	3
	34
	41


Table 4
Estimated timings: Task 1 – outsourced payroll
	No. staff
	Government estimate
(minutes)
	Business estimates
	No. of cases

	
	
	Mean
(minutes)
	Range
(minutes)
	Time/ employee
(minutes)
	Longer than government estimate
	Same as government estimate
	Lower than government estimate
	

	<5
	40
	18.3
	5-30
	6.4
	0
	0
	3
	3

	5-49
	65
	58.1
	1-260
	6.0
	3
	0
	12
	15

	50-249
	217
	25.0
	N/A
	0.1
	0
	0
	1
	1

	250+
	267
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	-
	-
	1-260
	-
	3
	0
	16
	19


Tables 4 and 5 reveal differences in the estimated timings for in-house and outsourced payroll. Table 4 would suggest that those firms who outsource may have a lower per employee estimate when compared to those firms that process payroll in house; this could be an indication of increased automation and exploitation of economies of scale by outsourcing companies, although this cannot be confirmed in this piece of research.  Both methods of processing payroll produce figures lower than the government estimates, indicating that the majority of those people who attended the focus group felt that the government estimates of the time per employee may have been too high.

Considerations underpinning business estimates for Task 1
Focus groups allowed participants to think about and discuss what these processes would involve and how they compared to what they already do for other purposes, and to thereby construct their estimates of how long it is likely to take them to carry out these administrative tasks.  It also offered some indication of the thought patterns involved in providing estimates and what participants were taking into account.  

As mentioned above, the general theme to emerge was that Task 1 would take less time than suggested by the government estimates.  Responses of lower times usually reflected a view that the impact of introducing Task 1 into the workload of an administrator would not create much additional work.  The critical issue was whether or not the process would involve duplication of effort in supplying information to two sources.  In the case of businesses using software, participants believed that information on hours worked would only need to be input once to enable the payroll process to run.  Thereafter, no further data input would be required and the software would automatically use this information for different calculations (such as existing pension arrangements, student loans, payroll giving etc.). Participants assumed that software providers would build a module to accommodate assessable earnings and other factors associated with personal accounts.  Outsourcing businesses also assumed that they would only collect the information once and pass it onto their outsourcer, with the responsibility being on the outsourcer to calculate personal accounts. However, those businesses operating manual systems recognised that they would not realise these benefits.
Higher estimates were only given by a few respondents and explanations for higher estimates were not particularly forthcoming, except that they were often accompanied by a general degree of hostility towards more administration, without an articulation of why these respondents thought that Task 1 would take longer than government estimates.  
Indeed many of the participants offering estimates longer than the DWP estimates were not directly responsible for processing payroll, usually describing themselves as Director, Owner, or Partner.  This group were also typically smaller, with between 5 to 15 staff, and less likely to use software.
Respondents estimates for Task 2 

Table 5
Estimated timings: Task 2 – All businesses

	No. staff
	Government estimate
(minutes)
	Business estimates
	No. of cases

	
	
	Mean
(minutes)
	Range
(minutes)
	Time/ employee
(minutes)
	Longer than government estimate
	Same as government estimate
	Lower than government estimate
	

	<5
	20
	13.7
	5-30
	4.4
	1
	2
	9
	12

	5-49
	20
	15.0
	2-60
	1.2
	6
	6
	27
	39

	50-249
	20
	12.1
	5-20
	0.1
	0
	2
	5
	7

	250+
	20
	17.5
	15-20
	0.02
	0
	1
	1
	2

	Total
	-
	-
	2-60
	-
	7
	11
	42
	60


Table 5 shows that the majority of the participants in this research gave estimates for Task 2 that were lower than government estimates.  The timings did not increase substantially amongst larger businesses.  Table 5 indicates there may be higher per-employee costs for smaller businesses.
Table 6
Estimated timings: Task 2 – in-house payroll

	No. staff
	Government estimate
(minutes)
	Business estimates
	No. of cases

	
	
	Mean
(minutes)
	Range
(minutes)
	Time/ employee
(minutes)
	Longer than government estimate
	Same as government estimate
	Lower than government estimate
	

	<5
	20
	13.2
	5-20
	4.4
	0
	2
	7
	9

	5-49
	20
	16.6
	4-60
	1.3
	4
	4
	16
	24

	50-249
	20
	12.5
	5-20
	0.1
	0
	2
	4
	6

	250+
	20
	17.5
	15-20
	0.02
	0
	1
	1
	2

	Total
	-
	-
	4-60
	-
	4
	9
	28
	41


Table 7
Estimated timings: Task 2 – outsourced payroll

	No. staff
	Government estimate
(minutes)
	Business estimates
	No. of cases

	
	
	Mean
(minutes)
	Range
(minutes)
	Time/ employee
(minutes)
	Longer than government estimate
	Same as government estimate
	Lower than government estimate
	

	<5
	20
	15.0
	5-20
	4.4
	1
	0
	2
	3

	5-49
	20
	13.4
	2-40
	1.1
	2
	2
	11
	15

	50-249
	20
	10.0
	10-10
	0.04
	0
	0
	1
	1

	250+
	20
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	-
	-
	2-40
	-
	3
	2
	14
	19


Tables 6 and 7 reveal only small differences in the timings between in-house and outsourced payroll, and the sample size is insufficient to establish any clear patterns.  However, both methods of processing payroll produce figures lower than the government estimates.

Considerations underpinning business estimates for Task 2
Responses of lower times for Task 2 typically corresponded to an appreciation of the effort involved in making a single payment, which was normally based on an appreciation of the time taken to make other, existing, payments.  Participants summarised the ease of the process as ‘it’s just writing a cheque’.  Participants expressed the view that as an electronic process it could be made easier by the completion of the task as part of a batch of payments, but even as an individual payment participants viewed the process as being relatively quick.
As with Task 1, participants offering higher estimates were not able to articulate precisely why they believed longer time was necessary.  The characteristics of these businesses were also similar to those giving higher responses in Task 1, tending to be smaller businesses and respondents that were not directly responsible for payroll. 
Payroll time per employee and additional time 
Table 8 shows the time currently devoted to payroll every month, compared with the additional time required for the collection of contributions to personal accounts.  The table indicates that outsourcing and using software appears to save some time for businesses in their present payroll arrangements.  The additional time to administer personal accounts contributions indicated by these figures is relatively small across all businesses, particularly businesses which outsource payroll or conduct payroll in-house using software.  The predicted impact of personal accounts is greatest on businesses carrying out payroll in-house and not using software.  However, the number of firms that do not use any form of software is expected to fall over time as firms move towards the HMRC online filing requirements which come into effect in 2010.  One would expect the number of firms that process payroll internally without any form of software to fall between now and 2012.
Table 8
Payroll time and additional time for personal accounts per employee per month
	
	Outsource
	In-house
	All businesses

	
	software
	no software
	software
	no software
	

	Current payroll tasks

(minutes/employee/month)
	10.0
	10.5
	16.6
	91.6
	17.9

	N
	4
	3
	28
	7
	42

	Additional time resulting from PA arrangements
(minutes/employee/month)
	2.3
	3.0
	0.8
	8.2
	1.2

	N
	8
	10
	29
	11
	58


Figures 3-5 relate estimates of additional time per employee to size of business
.  Figure 3 shows data for all firms, with an overall pattern of distribution showing a marked decrease in unit costs with greater firm size and considerable variation in the costs to micro and small businesses.  Figures 4 and 5 show the same data, separating it into whether businesses outsource and whether businesses use software.
Figure 3
Additional time (Task 1 and Task 2) per employee by business size
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Figure 4 shows the additional time per employee, separating the data into whether the firm conducts payroll in-house or outsources.  Figure 5 splits the data according to whether or not businesses use payroll software.  In both figures there is little, if any, association between the use of outsourcing or payroll software and cost in micro and small businesses. Although there does not seem to be a strong relationship between costs per employee and whether the employer processes payroll in-house or outsources there does seem to a break in the data in firms that employee 20 or more staff as the cost per employee seems to fall quite dramatically at this point; this could suggest the formalising of management and human resources functions and so an exploitation of economies of scale. As the research concentrated on the smallest firms we are not in a position to make any statistically significant observations.  
Figure 4
Additional time per employee – in-house and outsourcing
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Figure 5
Additional time per employee – software and no software
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What can the government do?
At the end of the focus groups, participants were given an opportunity to offer suggestions on how personal accounts could be introduced, in order to minimise the impact on their payroll administration.  Some participants also spontaneously offered suggestions during the course of each focus group.  Some ideas were based on practical experience of engaging with other government departments, particularly HMRC, whilst other suggestions were blue sky thinking.  Although this was not the focus of this research, most group members raised the issue of set-up, in particular participants thought it crucial that the government’s communication strategy be effective.  The principle of an educational ‘roadshow’ for businesses was endorsed by a few participants, with most businesses recognising the value of such a session, although most micro businesses believed the opportunity cost of attending a session would mean they would be unable to attend.  A small minority of businesses had some experience of government training courses and those businesses supported such an idea:
We thought the Inland Revenue [sic] training courses are good – we’d probably take a morning out to go along to one about this [personal accounts]
Initial set-up costs were also raised as an issue, with the majority of businesses indicating that they would like some recognition of the financial set-up costs they might face.  These comments were framed as hopeful wishes, in terms of government recognising the role of businesses within the process, but sometimes informed by incentives that government had offered under different circumstances.
Government could contribute to setup costs, they’ve done it before when they wanted you to file year end payrolls.
We’d like better incentives for small businesses – we’re just unpaid tax collectors
More pertinently, businesses were also keen to make the process of monthly administration as easy as possible.  In particular, micro-businesses and new businesses said that they would value a form of ‘hand-holding’ through the stages, rather than creating their own solutions to administering personal accounts.  Free electronic help, either on CD or online, was welcomed widely, especially among businesses with experience of HMRC solutions.  In addition to easing the process, many businesses were also concerned about the possibility of duplication in supplying information to several agencies and would like to consolidate all official interfaces with between business and Government into one source.

The free CD from the Inland Revenue [sic] is terrific. We had never done payroll before. It fills out your P11 for you. You can download a new disk in just 30 seconds.  This [personal accounts] needs something like that – perhaps this could even be piggy-backed [onto HMRC processes]
Key findings
· Most participants in this research felt that the government estimates of the additional monthly administrative costs were too high.  Most gave estimates that were lower.
· The costs of both current payroll administration and the anticipated monthly costs of the proposed new arrangements are uneven; the costs per employee on both micro and small businesses tend to be much higher than those for medium sized businesses.
· There is considerable variation in the costs within the samples of micro and small businesses. This variation is not fully explained by patterns of outsourcing or the use of payroll software.
· The highest estimates of additional costs were given by participants from smaller businesses that undertake payroll administration in-house, without the use of software. 
· Participants generally believed that the additional costs on their businesses could be ameliorated through appropriate implementation and the provision of resources to help them cope with the new processes.
Annexes
‘personal accounts’
government Proposals for Pensions Reform 
FOCUS GROUPS

aNnex 1: BAckground information 
In December 2006 the Government announced proposals to promote private pension saving across the UK workplace. These proposals, explained in the Government’s White Paper ‘Personal accounts: a new way to save’
, include: 

· From 2012 all employers will be required to enrol eligible employees into a qualifying workplace pension scheme. 

· Employees will be eligible if they earn more than around £5,000 a year, and are aged between 22 and state pension age.

· Contributions will be based on employees’ assessable earnings – those between a lower threshold of around £5,000 and £33,500. 
· The minimum overall contribution level will be 8% of assessable earnings.
· Employers will be required to pay contributions of at least 3% of assessable earnings for all eligible employees who decide to remain in a pension scheme.

· Employees will pay contributions of around 4% of their earnings – though if their employer chooses to pay more than 3% an employee may pay less - as long as the overall contribution level is at least 8%.

· There will be a State contribution of around 1% in the form of tax relief. 

· Employees may opt out if they wish.

· Employers with an existing pension scheme who already provide contributions of at least 3% of Assessable Earnings or benefits at least comparable to those of the new Personal Accounts pension scheme, will have the choice to enrol eligible employees into their own pension scheme or into the new Personal Account pension scheme. 

· There will be a 3 year phasing in period of contributions to allow employers to adjust to the new requirements.
aNnex 2: Pre-discussion questionnaire
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aNnex 3: Pre-discussion questionnaire

[image: image7]











































































































































































� Further information on pension reform can be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.dwp.gov.uk/pensionsreform" ��http://www.dwp.gov.uk/pensionsreform�  


� If their employer chooses to pay more than 3% an employee may pay less - as long as the overall combined contribution level is at least 8%.


� Some outliers are omitted from the graphs


� If you would like further information copies of the Government’s White Papers on pension reform can be found on the DWP website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.dwp.gov.uk/pensionsreform" ��http://www.dwp.gov.uk/pensionsreform�  
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NAME.. ..POSITION...
COMPANY.
PHONE .. . E-mail

T Flease describe your business's main activity (products manufactured, services provided etc.)

2. How long has your firm been established!

3. How many of your employees Temporary  Permanent
are in the following caregories!

aeme ) [ i
T oa=

change
3a Over the last three years how has employment in your business changed! O O O

3b. Over the next three years how do you anticipate employment changing! O O O

4a What is the average annual salary!

4b How rmany staff earn over £5,000 and are aged 22 and over ! |:

5. Has your organisation set up or arranged any of the following for employees!  No, of active
merrbers

Occupational pension scheme ~ defined benefit/salary-related Yes/No
Occupational pension scheme — defined contributionfmoney purchase [Yes / No

Access to astakeholder pension scheme [Yea/ o |

Access to a Group Personal Pension scheme [Yes/No |
Contribute to (some) ermployees' personal pensions @

None of these o

If you have meve than one e of provision, please give the employer contibution for your main, oben scherre
If YES, how rmuch

Sb. s there an employer contribution?

please turn over



[image: image10.emf]7. Total annual cost for outsourcing  £ 

6.  Do you outsource routine elements of payroll or do it in-house? (please supply itemised 

annual costs or if not known a total cost for outsourcing) 

10. What training for payroll processing do you provide for your payroll administrator(s) 

on an ongoing basis?  

Informal/internal 



 

External 



 

Mixture of external and internal 



 

No training required/staff adequately experienced 



 

9. Who administers your payroll? 

Job title(s) 

 

Hourly rate(s)   

 

In-house  Outsource 

Basic payroll (PAYE, NI) 



 



 

Year-end (P35) 



 



 

Forwarding contributions to pensions provider 



 



 

Services for employees—payslips, statements etc. 



 



 

Outsourcing costs 

£ 

£ 

£ 

£ 

11. Do they hold a formal qualification/accreditation?  Yes / No / Don’t know

 

 

11b. If yes, please list relevant qualifications for payroll processing  

8.  Do you use any systems to help administer and process payments?   Yes / No 

If yes please specify: 

Specialist payroll package (e.g. Sage) 

   

Generic software (e.g. Excel) 

   

How much time, do they 

spend each month (approx.) 

 

