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LOCAL PENSION BOARD 
 

Report Title 
 

Declarations of Interest 

Key Decision 
 

  Item No.  
 

Ward 
 

 

Contributors 
 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

Class 
 

Part 1 Date: 11 October 2019 

 

 
Declaration of Interests 
 
Members are asked to declare any personal interest they have in any item on the 
agenda. 
 
Personal interests 
 
There are two types of personal interest :- 
(a) an interest which you must enter in the Register of Members’ Interests* 
(b) an interest where the wellbeing or financial position of you, (or a “relevant 
person”) is likely to be affected by a matter more than it would affect the majority of 
in habitants of the ward or electoral division affected by the decision. 
 
*Full details of registerable interests appear on the Council’s website. 
 
(“Relevant” person includes you, a member of your family, a close associate, and 
their employer, a firm in which they are a partner, a company where they are a 
director, any body in which they have securities with a nominal value of £25,000 and 
(i) any body of which they are a member, or in a position of general control or 
management to which they were appointed or nominated by the Council, and 
(ii) any body exercising functions of a public nature, or directed to charitable 
purposes or one of whose principal purpose includes the influence of public opinion 
or policy, including any trade union or political party where they hold a position of 
general management or control). 
 
If you have a personal interest you must declare the nature and extent of it before 
the matter is discussed or as soon as it becomes apparent, except in limited 
circumstances. Even if the interest is in the Register of Interests, you must declare it 
in meetings where matters relating to it are under discussion, unless an exemption 
applies. 
 
Exemptions to the need to declare personal interest to the meeting 
 
You do not need to declare a personal interest where it arises solely from 
membership of, or position of control or management on: 
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(a) any other body to which your were appointed or nominated by the Council  
(b) any other body exercising functions of a public nature. 
 
In these exceptional cases, unless your interest is also prejudicial, you only need to 
declare your interest if and when you speak on the matter. 
 
Sensitive information 
 
If the entry of a personal interest in the Register of Interests would lead to the 
disclosure of information whose availability for inspection creates or is likely to create 
a serious risk of violence to you or a person living with you, the interest need not be 
entered in the Register of Interests, provided the Monitoring Officer accepts that the 
information is sensitive. Where this is the case, if such an interest arises at a 
meeting, it must be declared but you need not disclose the sensitive information. 
 
Prejudicial interests 
 
Your personal interest will also be prejudicial if all of the following conditions are met: 
(a) it does not fall into an exempt category (see below) 
(b) the matter affects either your financial interests or relates to regulatory matters - 
the determining of any consent, approval, licence, permission or registration 
(c) a member of the public who knows the relevant facts would reasonably think your 
personal interest so significant that it is likely to prejudice your judgement of the 
public interest. 
 
Categories exempt from being prejudicial interest 
 
(a) Housing – holding a tenancy or lease with the Council unless the matter relates 
to your particular tenancy or lease; (subject to arrears exception) 
(b) School meals, school transport and travelling expenses; if you are a parent or 
guardian of a child in full time education, or a school governor unless the matter 
relates particularly to the school your child attends or of which you are a governor; 
(c) Statutory sick pay; if you are in receipt 
(d) Allowances, payment or indemnity for members 
(e) Ceremonial honours for members 
(f) Setting Council Tax or precept (subject to arrears exception) 
 
Effect of having a prejudicial interest 
 
If your personal interest is also prejudicial, you must not speak on the matter. 
Subject to the exception below, you must leave the room when it is being discussed 
and not seek to influence the decision improperly in any way. 
 
Exception 
 
The exception to this general rule applies to allow a member to act as a community 
advocate notwithstanding the existence of a prejudicial interest. It only applies 
where members of the public also have a right to attend to make representation, give 
evidence or answer questions about the matter. Where this is the case, the member 
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with a prejudicial interest may also attend the meeting for that purpose. However the 
member must still declare the prejudicial interest, and must leave the room once they 
have finished making representations, or when the meeting decides they have  
finished, if that is earlier. The member cannot vote on the matter, nor remain in the 
public gallery to observe the vote. 
 
Prejudicial interests and overview and scrutiny 
 
In addition, members also have a prejudicial interest in any matter before an 
Overview and Scrutiny body where the business relates to a decision by the 
Executive or by a committee or sub committee of the Council if at the time the 
decision was made the member was on the Executive/Council committee or sub 
committee and was present when the decision was taken. In short, members are not 
allowed to scrutinise decisions to which they were party. 
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PENSION BOARD 
 

Report Title 
 

Minutes 

Key Decision 
 

  Item No. 2 
 

Ward 
 

 

Contributors 
 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

Class 
 

Part 1 Date: 11 October 2019 

 

 
Recommendation 
 
That the Minutes of the meeting of the Pension Board, which was open to press and 
public, held on 2 May 2019 (copy attached) be confirmed and signed as a correct 
record. 
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MINUTES OF THE PENSION BOARD 

Thursday 2 May at 2.00pm 

Present: Stephen Warren (Chair), Elizabeth Sclater, Gary Cummins, Adam Bowles, Robert 

Browning (Principal Accountant), Carol Eldridge (Pensions Manager), Sarah Assibey (Clerk) 

Apologies: Alex Bush 

 

1. Declarations of Interest 

 

No interest were declared. 

 

2. Minutes 

 

The Minutes of the last meeting were held as an accurate record. 

 

3. Matters Arising- Action Log 

 

Members agreed these actions. The Board went through the list of outstanding actions.  

 

The Board agreed that a review of the Risk Register should be a standing item and on 

each agenda moving forward. 

 

The Board agreed that all Members should complete a learning needs analysis by the 

end of June for collation by officers and inclusion on the agenda for the next meeting. 

 

4. Compliance Review Results 

 

The Board received Aon’s findings based on their review of evidence provided by 

officers. Overall, they concluded that Lewisham’s compliance was above average but 

there is still plenty to work towards and improve. Aon identified that, for the areas they 

reviewed, the Fund was 37% compliant, 47% partially compliant and 16% non-

compliant. The Board learnt that the officer view was that most of those items are 

relatively straight-forward to remedy. 

 

The Board learnt that Aon’s review is final and officers provisionally agree with the 

factual basis of the review, although they had received the review late and have not 

yet had the opportunity to consider the review in greater detail.  

 

The Board noted that most of the recommendations of the review are for the 

Administering Authority (AA) with a small number for the Board. The Board agreed that 

the lead officer should develop two action plans, one for the Board and one for 

Lewisham as the Administering Authority. 

 

The Board discussed the Compliance Review through sections A-K, particularly 

highlighting the non-compliant and partially compliant areas. On the sections that were 

neither fully compliant or need to be addressed in future meetings, the Board: 
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i) B1- agreed that the lead officer should draft an updated Knowledge Policy (with 

added objectives) for review and adoption.  

B2- agreed that the Chair should be named as the designated person in the 

policy, with delegated authority to a ‘designated officer’ and is supported by the 

Principal Accountant. The Board supported the proposal to establish the role 

of a compliance officer that will cover Pensions administration and governance 

compliance within the authority. 

B6 and B7- agreed that the Authority, rather than the Board, is responsible for 

making information available about the Fund, including scheme guides, fact 

sheets and member newsletters and an up-to-date list of Fund specific 

documents. 

B9- agreed that the lead officer should research any useful induction courses 

that may be available for new members, develop an ‘induction pack’ for new 

members and consult with new members of the Board for input. 

 

ii) C1- agreed that a separate Conflict of Interest Policy should be considered 

when responding. 

C6/C7- agreed that these are matters for the AA to consider when responding. 

C9- agreed that Conflicts of Interest should be reported to the Chair for 

decisions and to the designated officer for record keeping. 

 

iii) D2-agreed that publishing information on the Council or Fund website would 

not have previously been prioritised, but represents relatively straightforward 

actions to achieve compliance. The Board agreed that attendance at Board 

meetings should be recorded and publicised. 

 

iv) E1/E2- noted that the findings here are consistent with the concerns of the 

Board and actions are already in place to address them. As practice of good 

governance, the Board recommended implementation of recommendations on 

risk management should be treated as a priority. 

E6- agreed that the standing item to review scheme risks should be included 

on the agenda following completion of the risk register. 

 

v) F – noted that responsibility falls to the AA. 

 

vi) G8- agreed that the lead officer review the regulations and guidance and 

consider the cumulative effect and material significance when responding. 

 

vii) H- noted that the partially and non-compliant requirements can be resolved with 

minimal difficulty 

 

viii) I- recommended that the IDRP should be reviewed and amended in line with 

the current requirements and as specified in the compliance review. 

 

ix) K4- agreed that the Chair should be responsible for ensuring that the policy 

and framework is developed and implemented.  

 

K6- recommended that the AA prepare a list of core documents recording 

policy about the administration of the Fund and make the list and documents 

accessible to members. 
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K10- noted the Members Register of Interest is not published online. The Board 

agreed that the lead officer should clarify this requirement with Aon 

K12- agreed that a report on FOI compliance would be considered at a 

subsequent meeting 

K13- recommended that the Fund should prepare and maintain a Breaches 

Policy and provide training on breaches appropriately. 

 

RESOLVED to implement the actions agreed by the Board and convey the 

recommendation to the AA. 
 

The lead officer reported that Aon’s perspective is that the Board now has ownership 

of the model and recommend an annual review, whether conducted internally or 

externally, to determine the direction of travel.  

 

Aon can also offer support and training to help meet the suggestions they put forward. 

The lead officer asked if other suppliers should be considered for support. The Chair 

stated that implementation support should fall under the responsibility of the AA to 

maintain the transparency of the procurement process. He also said that if there is 

direct related follow on support that this should be considered first before looking at a 

new supplier- this may also mean that there is a lower cost for a follow-on review from 

the supplier currently used. 

 

Action 

The Board agreed that two separate action plans, one for the Board and one for the 

AA should be drafted for consideration by the Board at its next meeting. 

The Board agreed that the lead officer bring back options and associated costs for 

further reviews to its September meeting. 

 

 

 

5. Pensions Investment Committee Update 

 

The Board noted that the Committee will not be committing to a new investment 

strategy since the last update, due to the actuarial valuation taking place. The outcome 

will determine the Committee’s investment strategy going forward. Its last strategy was 

based on divesting from equities and investing in infrastructure and private debt.  

 

The Board noted that a key theme that the Committee is considering at every meeting 

is responsible investing, including its approach to climate change and reducing the 

Fund’s carbon footprint. From the results of the carbon footprint exercise being 

undertaken by Trucost, the Committee will take a view on how to reduce the Fund’s 

carbon exposure. 

 

The Board noted that there is a political commitment in the Labour manifesto for the 

Council, as well as a clear commitment in the Council’s corporate strategy, to move 

away from fossil fuel exposure and high carbon funds in the Pension Fund specifically. 

The Board noted that the Committee does have legal advice at meetings. 

 

The Board noted that there are currently no funds held with the CIV. The Board noted 

that the MHCLG consultation addressed pooling where it suggests that the onus will 

be on the Fund to get everything transitioned into the CIV soon and there will be 
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restrictions on the AA’s ability to do anything outside of the CIV going forward. The 

Board noted that the PIC does plan to transition assets into the CIV; the Fund will still 

operate its own Investment Strategy and invest accordingly. 

 

The Board recognised the importance of the AA securing assurance over the operation 

of the CIV before it invested funds in it. 

 

Action 

The Board agreed that the lead officer should prepare a paper for its September 

meeting to consider the AA’s relationship with the CIV, including how the AA gains 

assurance on the governance of the CIV; the identification, assessment and mitigation 

of risks around the CIV; and how the CIV manages its relationship with fund managers 

and other service providers.  

 

RESOLVED the Board agreed the report 

 

6. Pension Board- General Update 

 

The Board received and considered a report: 

 

6.1. Register of Conflicts: The Board agreed that the register will be a standard 

item on the agenda 

 

6.2. Breaches of Law Log: The Board agreed that there should be a standing 

item in the report reporting any breaches or that there had been none. 

 

6.3. Communications Policy: The Board discussed the matter of electronic 

communication. The Board recognised that the provision of information, 

whether paper or electronic must be feasible and GDPR compliant. 

 

6.4. Discretions Policy: The Board noted that admitted bodies can have their 

own policies but usually have the same policies as the AA. The Board noted 

that the policy is reviewed frequently and was last reviewed in April 2019. 

 

6.5. Internal Audit: The Board noted that the latest review of the pension fund 

gave a satisfactory rating overall; that the internal audit report sets out the 

recommendations and findings and that work continues to implement the 

recommendations against the three medium priority findings. The Board 

agreed that it would receive an update on implementation of the 

recommendations at its September meeting. 

 

6.6. Scheme Advisory Board: the Board noted that the Scheme Advisory Board 

had commissioned Hymans to conduct a “good governance” review to 

examine the effectiveness of current LGPS governance models and to 

consider alternatives or enhancements to existing models which may 

strengthen LGPS governance. 

 

6.7. Pension Board Members’ Spring Seminar - February 2019: The Board 

noted that the annual survey summary and LBL’s performance against that 

will be reviewed by officers. The Board agreed that they would be discussed 

at a subsequent meeting. 
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6.8. Training: The Board noted that the recommendations had been considered 

and action agreed earlier in the meeting.  

 

6.9. Work Programme: The Board agreed that its work programme should be 

restructured to consider the specific responsibilities as reviewed by Aon. 

 

RESOLVED the Board noted the report 

 

 

 

 

The meeting finished at 4.05 pm 
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Matters Arising – Outstanding Actions: October 2019 

 

Date of 
Meeting 

Action Point Due 
Date 

Completed? Notes Updated Due 
Date 

31-Jan-
2019 

Updated Risk Register will be 
brought to Board once the 
compliance review has finished. 

October 
Meeting 

No Updates to the Risk Register are one of the key outputs of the 
compliance review, and have been added to an action plan covering 
the next 12 months to address non-compliance with the TPR Code. 

Q1 2020 
(January-March 
meeting) 

31-Jan-
2019 

A  Breaches of the Law policy 
will be presented at the next 
meeting. 

May 
2019 

No The creation of this policy was one of the key outputs of the 
compliance review, and has been added to an action plan covering the 
next 12 months to address non-compliance with the TPR Code. 

Q2 2020 (April-
June meeting) 

31-Jan-
2019 

Members agreed to consider 
the Work Programme in light of 
the compliance review results 
which will be ready be the next 
Board meeting, to better align it 
with the categories within the 
review. 

October 
Meeting 

Partially The work programme has been updated to account for the proposed 
action plan to respond to the key findings from the compliance review 
(see separate item on the agenda for 2 May meeting). Members may 
wish to make amendments or factor in other items arising from the 
results of the compliance review. Additional changes are to be made to 
align the compliance categories with the work programme. 

Q1 2020 
(January-March 
meeting) 

02-May-
2019 

Members agreed to complete a 
learning needs analysis to rate 
their skills in specialist areas. 
The Chair has asked that 
members complete this and 
send to officers by the end of 
June 2019. 

30 June 
2019 

No Only one learning needs analysis has been received by officers since 
the original request was made at the January meeting. 

31 October 
2019 

02-May-
2019 

PA to develop 2 separate action 
plans in response to the 
compliance review; one in 
respect of actions for the 
administering authority, and 
one for the Board. 

October 
Meeting 

Yes The actions plans are presented for the Board to review and endorse. N/A 

02-May-
2019 

PA to bring back to the Board 
options and costs for further 
support post compliance model.  

October 
Meeting 

No This will be considered later in the year in line with the planned annual 
cycle of compliance review. 

Q1 2020 
(January-March 
meeting) 
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02-May-
2019 

PA to prepare a paper on the 
CIV outlining assurances over 
governance arrangements and 
investment risks. 

October 
Meeting 

No Reference any existing documents from the CIV re. internal 
controls/controls testing and governance arrangements. PA to include 
risks around the CIV, how we seek assurance and mitigate in the risk 
register; include governance arrangements and how the CIV manages 
its relationship with managers and other service providers. 

Q1 2020 
(January-March 
meeting) 

02-May-
2019 

PA to prepare a comparison of 
LBL’s submission to the results 
of TPR’s 2018 annual 
governance and administration 
survey  

October 
Meeting 

Yes Analysis and summary of results presented in the General Update. N/A 

02-May-
2019 

PA to prepare an analysis paper 
on the Fund’s Annual Report, 
comparing it to CIPFA Guidance.  

October 
Meeting 

No To include: areas of ‘must includes’ according to guidance, those which 
are ‘should haves’ and, if we don’t include them, why. 

Q1 2020 
(January-March 
meeting) 

02-May-
2019 

PA to prepare a paper on FOI 
compliance, per section K12 of 
the compliance review and as 
included in the AA action plan. 

October 
Meeting 

No Include compliance statistics from corporate FOI team if available. Q2 2020 (April-
June meeting) 

 P
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  PENSION BOARD 

 

 

REPORT TITLE 
 

Compliance Review Action Plans 

 

KEY DECISION 
 

No 
 

Item No:   

 

WARD 
 

N/A 

 

CONTRIBUTORS 
 

Acting Chief Finance Officer 

 

CLASS Part 1 Date: October 2019 

 
 
1. PURPOSE 

 
1.1. The purpose of this report is to present draft action plans to the Board for 

addressing areas of partial and non-compliance to the Pension Regulator’s Code 
of Practice and Scheme Advisory Board (SAB) guidance. 

 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
2.1. Members are recommended to note the action plans as presented, specifically to: 

 
2.1.1. Agree with the plan set out for the Pension Board; and 

 
2.1.2. Comment and feedback on the plan set out for the Administering Authority. 
 

3. BACKGROUND 
 
3.1. At the meeting of the Board held in May 2019, officers presented Board members 

with the results of the compliance review undertaken by Aon. The report identified 
areas of partial and non-compliance to the Pension Regulator’s Code of Practice, 
as well as the Scheme Advisory Board’s Guidance on the Creation and Operation 
of Local Pension Boards in England and Wales. 
 

3.2. In order to address those areas of non-compliance, the Board requested that two 
action plans be drawn up detailing the steps to be taken to achieve compliance 
with the regulations, and a suggested timeframe for completing them. 
 

4. ACTION PLANS 
 

4.1. The action plan for the Administering Authority is attached at Appendix 1, and is 
mostly concerned with meeting the requirements of the Pension Regulator’s Code 
of Practice. The plan for the Pension Board is attached at Appendix 2, and 
comprises actions in response to the recommendations of the SAB Guidance. 

 
4.2. Each plan outlines the requirements of the relevant regulation and the 

recommendations put forward by Aon to address non-compliance. Actions are 
mostly in direct response to those recommendations, with suggested due-by dates 
in line with likely quarterly Board meetings, to be completed by Q2 2020, or April-
June 2020, being a year after the initial compliance review was undertaken.  
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4.3. At the next Board meeting further information will be provided by officers on the 
options for additional support with the compliance model provided by Aon, with a 
view to undertaking an updated review following the implementation of the action 
plans. 

 
5. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
5.1. There are no financial implications arising directly from this report. 
 
6. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
6.1. Section 5 of the Public Service Pensions Act 2013 and Regulation 106 of the Local 

Government Pension Scheme Regulations 2013 (as amended) makes provision 
for the establishment of a Pension Board, with responsibility for assisting the 
scheme manager in relation to: 
 

 Securing compliance with the scheme regulations and other legislation 
relating to the governance and administration of the scheme and any 
statutory pension scheme that is connected with it; 
 

 Securing compliance with requirements imposed in relation to the scheme 
and any connected scheme by the Pensions Regulator; and 

 

 Such other matters as the scheme regulations may specify. 
 
7. CRIME AND DISORDER IMPLICATIONS 

 
7.1. There are no crime and disorder implications directly arising from this report. 

 
8. EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS 

 
8.1. There are no equalities implications directly arising from this report. 

 
9. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
9.1. There are no environmental implications directly arising from this report. 
 
APPENDICES 

  
Appendix 1 – Administering Authority Action Plan (October 2019)  
Appendix 2 – Local Pension Board Action Plan (October 2019)   

 
FURTHER INFORMATION 

 
If there are any queries on this report or you require further information, please contact: 

 
David Austin, Acting Chief Finance Officer on 020 8314 9114 or at 
david.austin@lewisham.gov.uk 

 
Robert Browning, Principal Accountant – Treasury & Pensions on 020 8314 6274 or at 
robert.browning@lewisham.gov.uk 
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APPENDIX 1 

Compliance Action Plan – Administering Authority (October 2019) 

 

Compliance 
Area 

Ref. TPR/SAB Requirement Compliance 
Level: April 
2019 

Recommendations LBL Actions Due 
By 
Date 

Resp. 
Officer 

Progress/ 
Additional 
Comments 

Knowledge 
and 
Understanding 

B1 Are there policies and 
arrangements in place 
to support pension 
board members in 
acquiring and retaining 
knowledge and 
understanding? 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. The Knowledge and 
Understanding policy should 
include the objectives of the 
policy. 
2. Specify how training will be 
recorded and monitored. 
3. Date the policy and make 
available online. 

Update policy per 
recommendations. 

Q1 
2020 

RB 

 

Knowledge 
and 
Understanding 

B2 Has a person been 
designated to take 
responsibility for 
ensuring the framework 
is developed and 
implemented? 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. Identify and name a 
designated person in the 
policy. 

Update policy to name the 
Chair as the designated 
person, with delegated 
authority to a designated 
officer supported by the 
Principal Accountant. Take 
back to PB for review and 
adoption.  

Q1 
2020 

RB 

 

Knowledge 
and 
Understanding 

B6 Have all pension board 
members got access to 
copies of the scheme 
rules and relevant Fund 
documentation? 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. The Fund needs to put in 
place a Governance 
Compliance Statement. 
2. Not all policies are available 
online. A review of this should 
be undertaken and any 
missing policies added. 
3. The Full Scheme guide on 
the Fund’s website is out of 
date and needs updating. 

Draft Governance 
Compliance Statement. 
 
Upload policies to Fund 
website where missing. 
 
Update scheme guide on 
Fund website. 

Q2 
2020 
 
Q1 
2020 
 
Q1 
2020 

RB 

 

Knowledge 
and 
Understanding 

B9 Does the Fund offer pre-
appointment training for 
new pension board 
members or mentoring 
by existing members? 
 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. Ensure approach for new 
members is documented in 
formal Knowledge and 
Understanding Policy, and is 
monitored and adhered to. 

Document induction 
practices in Knowledge 
Policy and append an 
induction pack. 
 
Add training log as a 
standing item on agenda. 

Q1 
2020 
 
 
 
Q4 
2019 

RB 

Contents of induction 
pack discussed and 
agreed with Chair & 
Adam Bowles. 
 
 
Complete 
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Conflicts of 
Interest 

C1 Does the Fund have a 
conflict of interest policy 
and procedure, which 
includes identifying, 
monitoring and 
managing potential 
conflicts of interest? 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. Date the policy and make 
available on the Fund’s 
website. 
2. Consider extending the 
reach of the policy to cover 
both PIC and Officers as well 
as the Pension Board. 

Update policy per 
recommendations. 

Q2 
2020 

RB 

Consider if we need 
a separate policy for 
AA and PB? Does 
existing policy cover 
the PB or do we 
need to split it out? 
RB to investigate 

Conflicts of 
Interest 

C9 Do those involved know 
how to report a conflict 
of interest? 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. Make it clear in the policy 
who conflicts should be 
reported to. 

Update policy to make it 
clear that decisions are 
reported to the Chair and to 
a designated officer for 
record-keeping purposes. 

Q2 
2020 

RB 

 

Publishing 
Information 
About 
Schemes 

D2 Does the Administering 
Authority Publish other 
useful related 
information about the 
Pension Board? 

Non-
compliant 

1. Add additional information 
from Code of Practice 
paragraph 96 about the 
Pension Board and 
Committee members onto the 
Fund website. 

Update Fund website per 
recommendations. 

Q1 
2020 

RB 

 

Publishing 
Information 
About 
Schemes 

D3 Is all the information 
about the Pension 
Board kept up-to-date? 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. Ensure public information 
about the Board is kept fully 
up-to-date and correct. 

Update Fund website per 
recommendations. 

Q1 
2020 

RB 

 

Managing 
Risk and 
Internal 
Controls 

E1 Is there an agreed 
process for identifying 
and recording scheme 
risks? 

Non-
compliant 

1. Develop a Risk Policy. 
2. Consider developing Fund 
objectives which help drive 
the content on the risk 
register. 
3. Ensure that the Fund’s risk 
register contains all areas of 
the administration and 
management of the Fund, not 
just investment related items. 

Create a Risk Management 
Policy (to be approved by 
PIC). 
 
Develop/identify a set of 
Fund objectives. 
 
Update risk register 

Q4 
2019 
 
 
Q1 
2020 
 
Q1 
2020 

RB 

Complete – to be 
approved by PIC in 
November 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
Currently underway. 

Managing 
Risk and 
Internal 
Controls 

E6 Is there a standing item 
on the Pension Board 
agenda to review 
scheme risks? 

Non-
compliant 

1. The Board should consider 
risks at each meeting and the 
Fund should consider adding 
a standing agenda item to 
consider risk. 

Add as a standing item to 
the Board agenda. 

Q4 
2019 

RB 

Partially complete; 
item added to 
agenda for October 
to consider Risk 
Policy, and going 
forward will consider 
the updated risk 
register. 
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Managing 
Risk and 
Internal 
Controls 

E7 Does the Administering 
Authority have adequate 
systems, arrangements 
and procedures in place 
for the administration 
and management of the 
Fund and are they 
documented? 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. Create an Administration 
Policy. 
2. Create internal process 
notes documenting the 
various procedures specific to 
Lewisham. 

Create policy and process 
notes per 
recommendations.  
 
Admin Policy to document 
relationship with AVC 
providers (terms of 
engagement etc.). 

Q2 
2020 

CE 

 

Maintaining 
Accurate 
Member Data 

F9 Is a data improvement 
plan in place which is 
being monitored with a 
defined end date? 

Non-
compliant 

1. Create a Data Improvement 
Plan to address areas where 
data is incomplete/potentially 
inaccurate 

Create plan per 
recommendations. 

Q2 
2020 

CE 

 

Maintaining 
Contributions 

G8 Is there a satisfactory 
process in place to 
assess the materiality of 
any payment failures 
and ensure that those 
which are material are 
reported to the 
Regulator within a 
reasonable period? 

Non-
compliant 

1. The Fund should formalise 
their reporting and monitoring 
processes in formal procedure 
notes, in the Fund’s 
Administration Policy, and in 
the Breaches Procedure 
(when drafted), as 
appropriate. 

Update Admin Policy once 
created to document 
procedures for payment 
failures and reporting 
processes. 

 

Q2 
2020 

CE 

See TPR 
Code/guidance and 
legislation as a 
reference to 
determine processes 
for assessing 
payment failure and 
documenting 
processes to deal 
with. Determine 
levels of materiality 
for different 
circumstances, and 
take account 
of/assess impact of 
cumulative failures. 

Providing 
Information to 
Members and 
Others 

H2 
& 
H4 

Do active and deferred 
Annual Benefit 
Statements (ABS) meet 
legal requirements in 
relation to the format? 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. Review active and deferred 
ABS to ensure compliance 
with HMT Directions 

Review ABS per 
recommendation. 

Q2 
2020 

CE 

 

Providing 
Information to 
Members and 
Others 

H12 Does the Administering 
Authority aim to design 
and deliver 
communications in a 
way that ensures 
scheme members are 
able to engage with their 
pension provision? 

Non-
compliant 

1. Improve and monitor 
customer engagement; 
publish statistics on the 
Fund’s website. 

RB to check if Hymans can 
prepare analytics on 
website usage/visitor 
numbers/pages being 
looked at/when are they 
visiting/geographic location 
of visitors. Consider adding 
to tender documentation as 

Q2 
2020 

RB 
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a requirement of hosted 
website. 

Internal 
Dispute 
Resolution 

I2 & 
I3 

Does the Administering 
Authority’s internal 
dispute resolution 
procedure highlight or 
consider whether a 
dispute is exempt? 
Does the procedure 
clearly state the process 
to apply for a dispute to 
be resolved? 

Non-
compliant 

1. Update the IDRP to include 
exemption wording 
2. Update IDRP to include:  
- who it applies to 
- who the specified person is 
- the timescales involved 
-the information that an 
applicant must include 
- the process by which 
decisions are reached 
 

Update policy per 
recommendations. 
 

Q2 
2020 

RB 

 

Internal 
Dispute 
Resolution 

I8 Does the Administering 
Authority regularly 
assess the effectiveness 
of its arrangements? 

Non-
compliant 

1. Review the IDRP to ensure 
it is fully in line with current 
requirements and upload to 
Fund website. 
2. State how often it will be 
reviewed. 

Update policy per 
recommendations. 
 

Q2 
2020 

RB 

 

Reporting 
Breaches of 
the Law 

J1 
& 
J2 

Is the Administering 
Authority satisfied that 
those responsible for 
reporting breaches 
under the legal 
requirements and TPR 
guidance understand 
the requirements? Are 
appropriate procedures 
in place to meet legal 
obligations for 
identifying and 
assessing breaches? 

Non-
compliant 

1. A Breaches Policy should 
be in place. 
2. Appropriate breaches 
training should be provided. 
3. Set out appropriate 
procedures as required within 
the Breaches Policy. 

Create policy per 
recommendation. 
 
Arrange/suggest suitable 
training for the Board 
regarding breaches of the 
law. 

Q2 
2020 

RB 

 

Scheme 
Advisory 
Board 
Guidance 

K12 A Local Pension Board 
should understand the 
Administering 
Authority’s 
requirements, controls, 
and policies for FOIA 
compliance so that the 
Board is aware of them 
and can comply with 
them. 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. The Fund should ensure 
the Board is aware of 
requirements in this area. 

Prepare a paper explaining 
LA’s FOI policy and 
compliance statistics. 

Q2 
2020 

RB 

Check with FOI team 
if any stats can be 
provided on 
compliance 
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APPENDIX 2 

Compliance Action Plan – Local Pension Board (October 2019) 

 

Compliance 
Area 

Ref. SAB Requirement Compliance 
Level: April 
2019 

Recommendations PB Actions Due 
By 
Date 

Progress/ Additional 
Comments 

Scheme 
Advisory 
Board 
Guidance 

K3 Once established, a 
Local Pension Board 
should adopt a 
knowledge and 
understanding policy 
and framework (possibly 
in conjunction with the 
Pensions Committee if 
appropriate). 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. The policy should ideally 
include the objectives of the 
policy. It is noted that there is 
a separate learning log but the 
policy does not specify how 
training will be recorded and 
monitored. 
2. The policy is not dated or 
available on the Fund’s 
website. 

Per SAB guidance, agree 
on a designated person to 
take responsibility for 
ensuring the policy and 
framework is developed 
and implemented. This 
could be a member of the 
Pension Board or an 
external person, for 
example an officer of the 
Administering Authority or a 
professional advisor. 

Q1 
2020 

 

Scheme 
Advisory 
Board 
Guidance 

K4 A Local Pension Board 
should designate a 
person to take 
responsibility for 
ensuring that the 
Knowledge and 
Understanding Policy 
and Framework is 
developed and 
implemented. 

Partially 
Compliant 

1. Decide on designated 
person as outlined. 
2. Ensure officers update the 
Knowledge and 
Understanding Policy to 
include the designated 
person. 

As per K3. Q1 
2020 

 

Scheme 
Advisory 
Board 
Guidance 

K6 A Local Pension Board 
should prepare (and 
keep updated) a list of 
the core documents 
recording policy about 
the administration of the 
Fund and make the list 
and documents (as well 
as the rules of the 
LGPS) accessible to its 
members. 

Non-
compliant 

1. Prepare list of core 
documents and make 
available to Board members. 

Prepare a list of core 
documents outlining 
required frequency of 
review, last updates, and 
responsibility for 
maintenance. 

Q2 
2020 
 
 
Q1 
2020 

To be delegated to officers. 
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Scheme 
Advisory 
Board 
Guidance 

K10 A Local Pension Board 
should establish and 
maintain a register of 
interests for its 
members. 

Non-
compliant 

1. Prepare and maintain a 
register of interests for Board 
members. 

As per recommendation Q1 
2020 

SAB guidance stipulates 
“…register of interest should 
be circulated to the Local 
Pension Board for ongoing 
review [.] [I]t should be made 
available to the Administering 
Authority and it should be 
published (for example, on the 
Fund’s website). 
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  PENSION BOARD 

 

 

REPORT TITLE 
 

Pensions Investment Committee Update 

 

KEY DECISION 
 

No 
 

Item No:   

 

WARD 
 

N/A 

 

CONTRIBUTORS 
 

Acting Chief Finance Officer 

 

CLASS Part 1 Date: October 2019 

 
 
1. PURPOSE 

 
1.1. The purpose of this report is to summarise to Board members the proceedings of 

the most recently held meeting of the Pension Investment Committee (PIC). 
 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

2.1. The Board is asked to review and note the contents of these papers. 
 

3. SUMMARY: PENSION INVESTMENT COMMITTEE – SEPTEMBER 2019 
 

3.1. The second PIC meeting of the financial year was held on 10 September 2019. 
The draft minutes from the meeting are attached at Appendix 1, whilst the agenda 
and public papers are available on the Council website at the below link. For 
access to private papers, please contact the Board’s Governance Support Officer:  
http://councilmeetings.lewisham.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=181&MId=56
60&Ver=4 
 

3.2. In addition to a fund manager presentation and noting a report on investment 
performance, the Committee discussed updates on the London CIV’s proposed 
amendments to its remuneration policy for new and existing staff, considered 
updates on the triennial valuation and audit of the accounts, and noted the minutes 
from a meeting held with a selection of low carbon passive fund managers in 
preparation for the results of the carbon footprint analysis undertaken on the 
Fund’s equity holdings. 

 
3.3. Members also discussed the recent Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) 

Order requiring trustees of LGPS Schemes to set objectives for their investment 
consultants by 10 December, and asked that draft objectives be prepared ahead 
of the next meeting in November. 

 
4. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
4.1. This report and its appendices address the overall finances of the Pension Fund. 

There are no other direct financial implications to this report. 
 

5. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

5.1. There are no legal implications directly arising from this report. 
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6. CRIME AND DISORDER IMPLICATIONS 

 
6.1. There are no crime and disorder implications directly arising from this report. 

 
7. EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS 

 
7.1. There are no equalities implications directly arising from this report. 

 
8. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
8.1. There are no environmental implications directly arising from this report. 
 
 
APPENDICES 

  

Appendix 1 – Draft minutes from the meeting of PIC held on 10 September 2019. 
 
 
FURTHER INFORMATION 

 
If there are any queries on this report or you require further information, please contact: 

 
David Austin, Acting Chief Finance Officer on 020 8314 9114 or at 
david.austin@lewisham.gov.uk 

 
Robert Browning, Principal Accountant – Treasury & Pensions on 020 8314 6274 or at 
robert.browning@lewisham.gov.uk 
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PENSION BOARD 

 

 

REPORT TITLE 
 

 

Pensions Board – General Update 
 

 

KEY DECISION 
 

No 
 

Item No:   

 

WARD 
 

N/A 

 

CONTRIBUTORS 
 

Acting Chief Finance Officer 

 

CLASS Part 1 Date: October 2019 

 
 
1. PURPOSE 

 
1.1. This paper presents any standing items on the agenda and provides the Board 

with an update on several general matters to have arisen since the last meeting. 
 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1. Members are recommended to: 

 

 review and note the current Register of Conflicts of Interest, as per section 
3.1; 
 

 review and provide feedback on the Risk Management Policy, as per 
section 3.5; 
 

 delegate to the Chair the drafting of the Pension Board Annual Report 
2018/19, for inclusion in the Pension Fund Annual Report, ahead of the 
statutory December deadline, as per sections 3.21 to 3.23; 

 

 review the Board’s training record and advise of any amendments, as per 
sections 3.24; 

 

 complete and return to officers a Learning Needs Analysis by the end of 
October 2019, as per section 3.27; and 

 

 note the remainder of the report. 
 
3. CURRENT CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Register of Conflicts of Interest 
 
3.1. The up-to-date Register of Conflicts of Interest is attached at Appendix 1. Members 

are asked to review and note the register. 
 
Breaches of Law Log 
 

3.2. Members agreed to adopt the Regulator’s template for recording breaches of the 
law at the October 2018 meeting. At present there are no breaches that have been 
identified or that require further investigation. 
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3.3. The compliance review as reported in May 2019 identified the need to create a 

Breaches Policy to clearly set out the requirements of those responsible for 
reporting breaches. The administering authority will address this in the action plan 
presented as a separate item at this meeting. 
 
Risk Management 
 

3.4. Per the recommendations of the compliance review of May 2019, and to make the 
Fund compliant with regulations, this general update will include a standing item 
on risk management going forward, to evidence members’ ongoing consideration 
of scheme risks and the monitoring of the controls in place to mitigate those risks, 
 

3.5. The two main requirements of the Pensions Regulator with which the Fund is non-
compliant is the need for a Risk Management Policy and a comprehensive risk 
register. A Risk Management policy has been drafted and is attached at Appendix 

2 for the Board’s review and feedback. Any suggested amendments will be made 
ahead of the policy going to PIC for formal approval and adoption in November 
2019. 
 

3.6. The risk register update is in progress and will be brought to the next meeting of 
the Board for review. 

 
Internal Audit 
 

3.7. The final report for the 2018/19 pension fund internal audit was released in March 
2019 and identified four recommendations for action; one high priority 
recommendation relating to reconciliations, and three medium priority 
recommendations in relation to pension payments, contributions and amendments, 
and transfers in and out. 
 

3.8. The high priority recommendation was implemented ahead of the agreed due date, 
and officers will present verbal updates on the three medium priority 
recommendations at the meeting. 

 
Updates from the Scheme Advisory Board 
 

3.9. Earlier in the year the Scheme Advisory Board (SAB) commissioned Hymans 
Robertson to conduct a survey on governance in the LGPS, the “Good 
Governance” survey. The purpose of the consultation was to consider how best to 
accommodate LGPS functions within the democratically accountable local 

authority framework in a way that ensures that potential conflicts of interest 
between the pensions function of administering authorities and their host local 
authority are addressed and managed appropriately. 
 

3.10. Hymans’s final report was published in July 2019 and is attached at Appendix 3 for 
the Board’s attention. 
 

3.11. In summary, the approach taken by Hymans was to engage with the sector and 
assess existing governance arrangements against the criteria of ‘Standards, 
Consistency, Representation, Conflict Management, Clarity of Roles and 
Responsibilities and Cost’. They also sought an indication of preference against 
four proposed models of good governance, being ‘improved practice, improved 
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practice plus greater ring-fencing, joint committee, or separate Local Authority 
body’. 
 

3.12. The responses to the survey, to which there 140 respondents, and engagement 
via other means indicated a first preference for the improved practice and greater 
ring-fencing model, with many stakeholders indicating that their existing structures 
already provided many of the benefits of that model. As a result, Hymans were 
able to identify areas of best practice within current governance arrangements, 
with potential for wider application across the LGPS. 
 

3.13. Hymans put forward four key proposals, as follows: 
 

1. An ‘outcomes-based’ approach to LGPS governance with minimum 
standards, rather than a prescribed governance model. 

2. Critical features of the ‘outcomes-based’ model should include: 
o Robust conflict management including clarity on roles and 

responsibilities for decision-making; 
o Assurance on sufficiency of administration and other resources 

(quantity and competency) and appropriate budget; 
o Explanation of policy on employer and scheme member engagement 

and representation in governance; and 
o Regular independent review of governance. 

3. Enhanced training requirements for s151’s and s101 committee 
members (requirements for s101 should be on a par with LPB members) 

4. Update relevant guidance and better sign-posting. This should include 
2014 CIPFA guidance for s151s on LGPS responsibilities and 2008 
statutory guidance on governance compliance statements, which predates 
both TPR involvement in LGPS oversight, local pension boards and LGPS 
pooling. 

 
3.14. The SAB have agreed to take forward the findings and conclusions from the report 

to improve governance in the LGPS. It has established two working groups; one to 
focus on defining good governance outcomes and the guidance needed to clearly 
set them out, and the other to focus on options for the independent assessment of 
those outcomes and the mechanisms to improve their delivery. It aims to have an 
options report ready for the Board’s meeting in November, and any proposals 
agreed would be subject to a full stakeholder consultation before being put to 
MHCLG.  

 
Updates from the Pensions Regulator (TPR) 
 

TPR Public Service Governance and Administration Survey 2018 
 

3.15. In November 2018 officers completed the annual TPR survey on behalf of the Fund 
and with guidance from the Chair of the Board. In July 2019 the Regulator 
published its research report detailing the results of the survey; a question by 
question comparison of Lewisham’s submission against the aggregate responses 
in the report can be found at Appendix 4. The full TPR report can be found at the 
link below, and a short summary published by Hymans Robertson is attached at 
Appendix 5: 
https://www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/-
/media/thepensionsregulator/files/import/pdf/public-service-research-2019.ashx 

 
3.16. Some key points raised in the report are summarised as follows: Page 28
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 Four of the six key processes that the Regulator monitors as indicators of 
public service scheme performance have improved since 2017. The two 
processes which showed little or no change included having documented 
policies to manage board members' conflicts of interest, and having access 
to the knowledge, understanding and skills needed to properly run the 
scheme. 

 Half of all schemes held four or more pension board meetings in the 
previous twelve months, and the mean number of board members at the 
time of survey completion was 6.8. 

 Risk management procedures and registers were more consistently used 
than in 2017, but the proportion of schemes that regularly reviewed their 
risk exposure remained around half. 

 Four in ten schemes said their employers always provided timely data, and 
a similar proportion said they always provided accurate and complete data. 

 Schemes were asked about fourteen specific cyber controls, and three 
quarters had at least half of these in place. Few schemes indicated that the 
scheme manager or pension board received regular updates on cyber risks, 
incidents and controls, despite half of schemes reporting that they had 
experienced some kind of cyber breach or attack in the previous twelve 
months. 

 Around 11,000 complaints were estimated to have been made to public 
service pension schemes in the past year, equating to 7 per 100 members. 
Complaint types varied but, at an overall level, common complaints 
focussed on eligibility for ill health benefit, disputes or queries about the 
amount of benefit paid, slow or ineffective communication, and delays to 
benefit payments. 

 Scheme complexity (identified by 70% of schemes), lack of resources or 
time (47% of schemes) and the volume of changes required to comply with 
legislation (45% of schemes) were seen as the top three barriers to 
improving scheme governance and administration in the next twelve 
months. 

 Overall, 88% of schemes judged TPR to be very or fairly effective at 
improving standards of governance and administration in public service 
pension schemes. More schemes agreed that TPR was ‘tough’, ‘evidence-
based’ and ‘visible’ than in 2017. 

 
TPR Public Service Governance and Administration Survey 2019 

 
3.17. TPR intended to issue the 2019 public service pension scheme return to scheme 

managers in the last week of September 2019. At the time of writing, this has not 

yet been received. 
 

Good Governance Review 
 

3.18. In September 2019 the Pensions Regulator published its report into governance 
and administration risks in public service pension schemes, which was produced 
following an engagement process with ten local government funds from across the 
UK. The report summarises the key findings against the Regulator’s Code of 
Practice 14, both in terms of exceeding and falling short of required standards, and 
will be discussed in detail when the SAB next meets in November. 
 

3.19. In summary, the report identifies four key improvement areas which also align with 
the results of the Regulator’s annual governance and administration survey: Page 29



  

 
1. Key person risk. Many funds have a lack of comprehensive documented 

policies and procedures. 
2. Pension Boards. Engagement levels vary, with concerns raised about the 

frequency some Boards meet and their appetite to build their knowledge 
and understanding. The Regulator saw evidence of some Boards not 
wanting to review full documents, instead relying on much reduced 
summaries. 

3. Fraud/scams. Although there was evidence of scheme managers learning 
from wider events and taking steps to secure scheme assets, not all were 
as vigilant when it came to protecting members from potential scams. 

4. Employers. The Regulator saw considerable variance in the approaches 
taken to dealing with the risks surrounding employers, such as receiving 
contributions and employer solvency. 

 
3.20. The full report with further detail is available only via the Regulator’s website, at 

the following link: https://www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/en/document-
library/research-and-analysis/governance-and-administration-risks-in-public-
service-pension-schemes-an-engagement-report#pagetop  

   
Annual Report 
 

3.21. The LGPS (Administration) Regulations 2008 require an administering authority of 
a Pension Fund to prepare an annual report which summarises the performance, 
management and administration of the Fund. It consolidates information from the 
accounts and a number of published statutory statements, including the 
Investment Strategy Statement and Funding Strategy Statement, into one 
document. The authority must publish the annual report on or before 1 December 
following the financial year end. 
 

3.22. Included within that document should be a report from the Pension Board 
summarising the role of the Board, its activities in the year, and any training its 
members have undertaken. 
 

3.23. The 2018/19 annual report will be taken to PIC in November for approval for 
publication. Due to the timing of this Board meeting, it has not been possible to 
prepare a draft document for the Board’s input. Officers ask that members delegate 
the drafting of the Pension Board annual report to the Chair, to be included in the 
overall Pension Fund annual report published before the December deadline. 
 
Training 
 

3.24. The latest member training record held by officers is attached at Appendix 6. Board 
members are asked to review the log and inform officers of any inaccuracies or 
amendments to be made. Any training or events attended that are relevant to 
members’ roles and duties for the Board should be recorded on the log as a record 
of members’ commitment to undertake the required learning. 
 

3.25. Officers continue to recommend that members complete the Pension Regulator’s 
Public Service Toolkit, a self-learning modular resource which includes courses on 
areas that Board members are expected to be conversant with. As it stands, only 
one confirmation has been received that the toolkit has been completed. 
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3.26. External training opportunities, workshops and conferences will continue to be 
recommended by officers for members’ attention. Appendix 7 lists a number of 
upcoming events; should members find any of the sessions of interest, or have 
identified and attended any other training or events, please keep the Principal 
Accountant informed so that the training log can be updated. As per the results of 
the compliance review, the log will be published on the Fund’s website going 
forward. 
 

3.27. At the May 2019 meeting members agreed to complete an updated Learning 
Needs Analysis and return it to officers by the end of June; however, only one 
response has been received at the time of writing. To comply with the compliance 
review, training requirements need to be informed by members’ completed 
learning need analyses. As such, members are asked again to complete the 
attached template at Appendix 8 and return to officers by the end of October 2019. 

 
3.28. Members are reminded that there is a small budget in place for training; please 

contact the Principal Accountant for further information should you wish to attend 
a fee-paying event. 
 
Work Programme 

 
3.29. The work programme is attached at Appendix 9 to be developed on an ongoing 

basis, and has been updated to reflect the action plans compiled in response to 
the compliance issues identified from the Aon review. 

 
4. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
4.1. There are no direct financial implications arising from this report. 
 
5. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
5.1. There are no direct legal implications arising from this report. 

 
6. CRIME AND DISORDER IMPLICATIONS 

 
6.1. There are no crime and disorder implications directly arising from this report. 

 
7. EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS 

 
7.1. There are no equalities implications directly arising from this report. 

 

8. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

8.1. There are no environmental implications directly arising from this report. 
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APPENDICES 

 
Appendix 1 – Register of Conflicts of Interest 
Appendix 2 – Risk Management Policy 
Appendix 3 – Good Governance in the LGPS Report 
Appendix 4 – TPR Survey Comparison 
Appendix 5 – Hymans TPR Survey Summary 
Appendix 6 – Training Record 
Appendix 7 – Training and Events Programme 
Appendix 8 – Learning Needs Analysis Template 
Appendix 9 – Work Programme 
 
 
FURTHER INFORMATION 

 

If there are any queries on this report or you require further information, please contact 
either:  

 
David Austin, Acting Chief Finance Officer on 020 8314 9114 or at 
david.austin@lewisham.gov.uk 

 
Robert Browning, Principal Accountant – Treasury & Pensions on 020 8314 6274 or at 
robert.browning@lewisham.gov.uk 
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 Last updated: October 2019 

APPENDIX 1 
 

Register of Conflicts of Interest: Lewisham Pension Board 
 

Schemes should capture decisions about how any identified potential conflicts of interest will be managed in a Conflicts Register. 
The Register should be circulated to the Pension Board for ongoing review and published on the Lewisham Pensions website. 
 

Date 
conflict 
identified 

Name of PB 
member 

Details of conflict 
How 
notified of 
conflict 

Action taken 

Follow 
up 
required 
(Y/N) 

Date 
resolved 

06/03/18 Stephen Warren 
(Chair) 

At the Board meeting held on this 
date, the Chair declared an 
interest in a separate scheme of 
which he is a Trustee Director, 
and which in the previous 18 
months had invested in two of the 
managers chosen by the Pensions 
Investment Committee (PIC) to 
interview as part of the Fund’s 
procurement of an infrastructure 
manager (which was carried out 
later that month on the 28th.) 

At Board 
meeting 

None – The Chair did not reveal 
which of those managers 
shortlisted by Lewisham had 
been procured by the other 
scheme. He also had no input 
into the decision made by PIC 
Members, a decision which was 
made at a closed meeting 
following the interview of three 
separate managers. Those 
interviews were scored by panel 
members and results discussed 
to reach an agreed decision, 
independent of input from 
Pension Board members. 

N 06/03/18 
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Pension Fund 

Risk Management 

Policy 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Last updated: October 2019 

APPENDIX 2 
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1. Introduction  
 
This is the Risk Management Policy of the London Borough of Lewisham Pension Fund (the 
Fund), part of the Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS), which is managed and 
administered by Lewisham Council (the Administering Authority).  
 
The Policy details the risk management strategy for the Fund, including:  
 

 the risk philosophy for the management of the Fund and, in particular, attitudes to and for 
risk;  
 

 how risk management is implemented;  
 

 risk management responsibilities;  
 

 the procedures that are adopted in the Fund's risk management process; and 
 

 the key internal controls operated by the Administering Authority and other parties 
responsible for the management of the Fund.  

 

The Administering Authority recognises that effective risk management is an essential element 
of good governance in the LGPS. By identifying and managing the risks through an effective 
policy and risk management strategy, the Administering Authority is able to:  
 

 demonstrate best practice in governance;  
 

 improve financial management of the Fund; 
 

 minimise the risk and effect of adverse conditions on the Fund; 
 

 identify and maximise opportunities that may arise; and 
 

 minimise threats;   
 
The Administering Authority adopts best practice risk management, which supports a 
structured and focused approach to managing risks, and ensures risk management is an 
integral part in the governance of the Fund, at a strategic and operational level. 

 

2. Scope 
 
This Risk Management Policy applies to all members of the Pensions Investment Committee 
and the Local Pension Board. It also applies to all senior officers involved in the management 
of the Fund.  
 
Less senior officers involved in the daily management of the Fund and administration of the 
LGPS are also integral to managing risk for the Fund, and will be required to have appropriate 
understanding of risk management relating to their roles.  
 
Advisers and suppliers to the Fund are also expected to be aware of this Policy, and assist 
officers, Committee members and Board members as required, in meeting the objectives of 
this Policy. 
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3. Aims and Objectives  
 
In relation to understanding and monitoring risk, the Administering Authority aims to:  
 

 integrate risk management into the culture and day-to-day activities of the Fund;  
 

 raise awareness of the need for risk management by all those connected with the 
management of the Fund (including advisers, employers and other partners); 
 

 anticipate and respond positively to change; 
 

 minimise the probability of negative outcomes for the Fund and its stakeholders; 
  

 establish and maintain a robust framework and procedures for identification, analysis, 
assessment and management of risk, and the reporting and recording of events, based 
on best practice; and 

 

 ensure consistent application of the risk management methodology across all Fund 
activities, including projects and partnerships.  

 
To assist in achieving these objectives in the management of the Fund, the Administering 
Authority will aim to comply with: 
 

 the CIPFA publication ‘Managing Risk in the Local Government Pension Scheme’ 
(published in December 2018); 

  

 the Pensions Act 2004 and the Pensions Regulator's Code of Practice for Public 
Service Pension Schemes as they relate to managing risk.  

 

4. Risk Management Philosophy 

The Administering Authority recognises that it is not possible or even desirable to eliminate all 
risks; accepting and actively managing risk is therefore a key part of the Fund’s risk 
management strategy. The Administering Authority's risk management process does not seek 
to fully eliminate all risks, but where possible, to reduce residual risk to an appropriate level 
with which it is comfortable. 
 
A key determinant in selecting the action to be taken in relation to any risk will be its potential 
impact on the Fund's objectives in the light of the Administering Authority's risk appetite, 
particularly in relation to investment matters. Equally important is striking a balance between 
the cost of risk control actions against the possible effect of the risk occurring. 
 
In managing risk, the Administering Authority will:  
 

 ensure that there is a proper balance between risk taking and the opportunities to be 
gained; 

 

 facilitate a focussing of resource on high risk areas, and hence allow for a more 
efficient service provision; 

  

 adopt a system that will enable the Fund to anticipate and respond positively to 
change; 

  

 minimise loss and damage to the Fund and to other stakeholders who are dependent 
on the benefits and services provided; and 
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 make sure that any new areas of activity (new investment strategies, any joint working, 
framework agreements etc.) are only undertaken if the risks they present are fully 
understood and taken into account in making decisions.  

 
The Administering Authority also recognises that risk management is not an end in itself, nor 

will it remove risk from the Fund or the Administering Authority. However, it is a sound 

management technique that is an essential part of the Administering Authority's stewardship 

of the Fund. The benefits of a sound risk management approach include better decision-

making, improved performance and delivery of services, more effective use of resources and 

the protection of reputation. 

 

5. How Risk Management is Implemented 
 

5.1 CIPFA and the Pension Regulator’s Requirements: 

CIPFA’s publication ‘Managing Risk in the Local Government Pension Scheme’ explores how 
risk manifests itself across the broad spectrum of activity that constitutes LGPS financial 
management and administration and how, by using established risk management techniques, 
those risks can be identified, analysed and managed effectively. 
  
The publication also considers how to approach risk in the LGPS in the context of the role of 

the Administering Authority as part of a wider local authority and how the approach to risk 

might be communicated to other stakeholders. 

 

5.2 The Pensions Regulator's Code of Practice:  
 
The Public Service Pensions Act 2013 added the following provision to the Pensions Act 2004 
relating to the requirement to have internal controls in public service pension schemes: 
 
“249B Requirement for internal controls: public service pension schemes  
 
(1) The scheme manager of a public service pension scheme must establish and operate 
internal controls which are adequate for the purpose of securing that the scheme is 
administered and managed -  
(a) in accordance with the scheme rules, and  
(b) in accordance with the requirements of the law.  
 
(2) Nothing in this section affects any other obligations of the scheme manager to establish or 
operate internal controls, whether imposed by or by virtue of any enactment, the scheme rules 
or otherwise.  
 
(3) In this section, "enactment" and "internal controls" have the same meanings as in section 
249A.”  
 
Section 90A of the Pensions Act 2004 requires the Pensions Regulator to issue a code of 
practice relating to internal controls. The Pensions Regulator has issued such a code in which 
it encourages scheme managers to employ a risk based approach to assessing the adequacy 
of their internal controls and to ensure that sufficient time and attention is spent on identifying, 
evaluating and managing risks and developing and monitoring appropriate controls. 
 
The Pensions Regulator's code of practice guidance on internal controls requires scheme 
managers to carry out a risk assessment and produce a risk register which should be reviewed 
regularly. 
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The risk assessment should begin by: 
 

 setting the objectives of the scheme; 
  

 determining the various functions and activities carried out in the running of the 
scheme; and 

 

 identifying the main risks associated with those objectives, functions and activities.  
 
Schemes should consider the likelihood of risks arising and the effect if they do arise when 
determining the order of priority for managing risks, and focus on those areas where the impact 
and likelihood of a risk materialising is high. Schemes should then consider what internal 
controls are appropriate to mitigate the main risks they have identified and how best to monitor 
them. The code of practice includes the following examples as issues which schemes should 
consider when designing internal controls to manage risks: 
  

 how the control is to be implemented and the skills of the person performing the control; 
 

 the level of reliance that can be placed on information technology solutions where 
processes are automated; 

 

 whether a control is capable of preventing future recurrence or merely detecting an 
event that has already happened; 

 

 the frequency and timeliness of a control process; 
 

 How the control will ensure that data is managed securely; and 
 

 The process for flagging errors or control failures, and approval and authorisation 
controls.   

 
The code states that risk assessment is a continual process and should take account of a 
changing environment and new and emerging risks. It further states that an effective risk 
assessment process will provide a mechanism to detect weaknesses at an early stage and 
that schemes should periodically review the adequacy of internal controls in: 
  

 mitigating risks; 
 

 supporting longer-term strategic aims, for example relating to investments;  
 

 identifying success (or otherwise) in achieving agreed objectives; and 
  

 providing a framework against which compliance with the scheme regulations and 
legislation can be monitored. 

 
Under section 13 of the Pensions Act 2004, the Pensions Regulator can issue an improvement 

notice (i.e. a notice requiring steps to be taken to rectify a situation) where it is considered that 

the requirements relating to internal controls are not being adhered to. 

 
5.3 Application to the London Borough of Lewisham Pension Fund  

 
The Administering Authority adopts the principles contained in CIPFA's Managing Risk in the 

LGPS document and the Pensions Regulator's code of practice in relation to the Fund. This 

Risk Management Policy highlights how the Administering Authority strives to achieve those 
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principles through the use of risk management processes and internal controls incorporating 

regular monitoring and reporting. 

 

5.4 Responsibility 

 

The Administering Authority must be satisfied that risks are appropriately managed. For this 
purpose, the Section 151 Officer is the designated individual for ensuring the process outlined 
below is carried out, subject to the oversight of the Pensions Investment Committee and Local 
Pension Board.  
 
However, it is the responsibility of each individual covered by this Policy to identify any 
potential risks for the Fund and ensure that they are fed into the risk management process.  
Senior officers will undertake relevant activities in ensuring that the risk register is maintained 

and presented to the Pensions Investment Committee and Local Pension Board at the 

appropriate times. 

 

6. Risk Management Process 

 
The Administering Authority’s risk management process is in line with that recommended by 

CIPFA and is a continuous approach which systematically looks at risks surrounding the 

Fund’s past, present and future activities. The main processes involved in risk management 

are detailed in the following sections. 

 

 

 

 

 

Risk 
Management

1. Risk 
Identification

2. Risk 
Analysis and 
Evaluation

3. Risk 
Response

4. Monitor 
and Review
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6.1 Risk Identification 

 

Risk identification involves assessing risks in the context of the objectives and targets of the 

Fund. The risk identification process is both a proactive and reactive one: looking forward i.e. 

horizon scanning for potential risks, and looking back, by learning lessons from reviewing how 

previous decisions and existing processes have manifested in risks to the organisation. Risks 

to the Fund are identified by a number of means including, but not limited to: 

  

 formal risk assessment exercises managed by the Pensions Investment Committee;  
 

 performance measurement against agreed objectives; 
 

 monitoring against the Fund's Annual Business Plan; 
 

 findings of internal and external audit and other adviser reports; 
 

 feedback from the Local Pension Board, employers and other stakeholders; 
  

 informal meetings of senior officers or other staff involved in the management of the 
Fund; and 

 

 liaison with other organisations, regional and national associations, professional 
groups, etc.  

 
Once identified, risks will be documented on the Fund's risk register, which is the primary 

control document for the subsequent analysis and classification, control and monitoring of 

those risks. 

 

6.2 Risk Analysis and Evaluation 

 

Once potential risks have been identified, the next stage of the process is to analyse and 
profile each risk. Risks will be assessed and scored by considering the likelihood of the risk 
occurring, from rare to almost certain, and the impact if it does occur, from insignificant to 
extreme. These scores are then multiplied to produce overall risk ratings, which are then 
used to prioritise the risk into four categories; from red, being the highest priority risks, to 
green, being the lowest priority risks. 
 

Risk Ratings 

Impact 

Insignificant 
(1) 

Minor (2) Moderate (3) Major (4) Extreme (5) 

L
ik

e
li
h

o
o

d
 

Rare (1) 1 2 3 4 5 

Unlikely (2) 2 4 6 8 10 

Possible (3) 3 6 9 12 15 

Likely (4) 4 8 12 16 20 

Almost 
Certain (5) 

5 10 15 20 25 
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 Likelihood 

Rare Would not normally be expected to occur, except in the rarest of 
circumstances. Less than 10% chance of occurring.  

Unlikely Unlikely to occur, but might occur in exceptional circumstances. Less than 
25% chance of occurring. 

Possible Whilst not expected, there is a chance it may occur at some time. 50% 
chance of occurring. 

Likely There is a strong possibility this will occur based on past experiences. 50-
75% chance of occurring. 

Almost Certain Expected to occur in the normal course of events. 75-100% chance of 
occurring. 

 Impact 

Insignificant Negligible effect on the Fund in terms of service provision and financial 
impact. 

Minor Minor impact on service, typically short term. Minor financial impact on the 
Fund. Possibly some isolated stakeholder complaints containable within the 
usual course of business. 

Moderate Short-medium term impact on service provision, 2-3 days. Moderate 
financial loss to the Fund, relative to its size. Several service user 
complaints, potentially local media coverage. 

Major Serious impact on service provision, 4-5 days. Significant financial loss to 
the Fund. National media coverage.  

Extreme Extensive service disruption exceeding 5 days. Major financial loss to the 
Fund, relative to its size. Media inquiries, Regulator or Ministerial 
intervention.  

 

6.3 Risk Response 

 

The risk ratings assigned to identified risks will determine the priority for risk response in line 
with the following categories. 
 

Risk 

Category 
Risk Response 

Red 

(16-25) 
Immediate action required, senior management 

involved. 

Amber/Red 

(10-15) 
Senior management attention needed and 

management responsibility specified. 

Amber/Green 

(5-9) 
Manage by specific monitoring or response 

procedures. 

Green 

(1-4) 
Manage by routine procedures, unlikely to need 

specific or significant application of resources. 

 
Senior officers will review the extent to which the identified risks are covered by existing 
internal controls and determine whether any further action is required to control the risk, 
including reducing the likelihood of a risk event occurring or reducing the severity of the 
consequences should it occur. Before any such action can be taken, Pensions Investment 
Committee approval may be required where appropriate officer delegations are not in place. 
 
The result of any change to the internal controls could result in any of the following: 
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 Risk elimination – for example, ceasing an activity or course of action that would give 
rise to the risk; 

 

 Risk reduction – for example, choosing a course of action that has a lower probability 
of risk or putting in place procedures to manage risk when it arises; or 

 

 Risk transfer – for example, transferring the risk to another party either by insurance 
or through a contractual arrangement. 

 
The Fund’s risk register details all further action in relation to a risk, as well as the risk owner 
and direction of travel upon review. 
 

6.4 Monitor and Review 
 
Risk monitoring is the final part of the risk management cycle and will be the ultimate 
responsibility of the Pensions Investment Committee. In monitoring risk management activity, 
the Committee will consider whether:  
 

 the risk controls taken achieved the desired outcomes; 
 

 the procedures adopted and information gathered for undertaking the risk assessment 
were appropriate; 

 

 greater knowledge of the risk and potential outcomes would have improved the 
decision-making process in relation to that risk; and  

 

 there are any lessons to be learned for the future assessment and management of 
risks.  

 

7. Key Internal Controls 

 
7.1 Reporting and Monitoring of this Policy  
 

Progress in managing risks will be monitored and recorded on the risk register. The risk 
register, including any changes to the internal controls, will be provided on an annual basis to 
the Pensions Investment Committee, as well as ad hoc updates in relation to any significant 
changes to risks.  
 
The Local Pension Board is expected to consider risk regularly, and will be provided with an 
officer update at each meeting and will be able to provide comment and input to the 
management of risks.  
 
In order to identify whether the objectives of this Policy are being met, the Administering 
Authority will review the delivery of the requirements of this Policy on an annual basis, taking 
into consideration any feedback from the Local Pension Board.  
 
The risks identified are of significant importance to the Fund. Where a risk is identified that 

could be of significance to the wider Council, it would be included in the corporate risk register. 
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7.2 Key Risks to the Effective Delivery of this Policy  
 

The key risks to the delivery of this Policy are outlined below. The Pensions Investment 
Committee, with the assistance of officers, will monitor these and other key risks and consider 
how to respond to them.  
 

 risk management becomes mechanistic, is not embodied into the day to day 
management of the Fund and consequently the objectives of the Policy are not 
delivered; 

 

 changes in Pensions Investment Committee and/or Local Pension Board membership 
and/or senior officers mean key risks are not identified due to lack of knowledge;  

 

 insufficient resources are available to satisfactorily assess or take appropriate action 
in relation to identified risks; 

 

 risks are incorrectly assessed due to a lack of knowledge or understanding, leading to 
inappropriate levels of risk being taken without proper controls; 

 

 Lack of engagement or awareness of external factors means key risks are not 
identified; and 

 

 Conflicts of interest or other factors lead to a failure to identify or assess risks 
appropriately.  

 
7.3 Costs  
 

All costs related to this Risk Management Policy are met directly by the Fund.  
 

7.4 Approval, Review and Consultation 
 
 This document, once formally approved by the Pensions Investment Committee, will be 

reviewed and updated at least every three years or sooner if the risk management 
arrangements or other matters included within it merit reconsideration. 

 
7.5 Further Information 
 
 For further information about anything in or related to this Risk Management Policy, please 

contact: 
  

London Borough of Lewisham 
 Pensions Team 
 5th Floor Laurence House 
 1 Catford Road 
 London 
 SE6 4RU 
 
 Email:   pensionsteam@lewisham.gov.uk 
 Phone:  020 8314 7277 
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2 Good governance in the LGPS

Addressee
This report is addressed to our client, the Scheme Advisory Board for the Local Government Pension Scheme 
 in England and Wales (SAB).

This Report has been prepared for the benefit of our client, the SAB.  As this Report has not been prepared 
for a third party, no reliance by any third party may be placed on the Report. It follows that there is no duty or 
liability by Hymans Robertson LLP (or its members, partners, officers, employees and agents) to any party other 
than the SAB. If this report is shared with any third party, it must be shared in its entirety.

Thanks to contributors
We are indebted to all those who responded to the survey and engaged in interviews and events that helped 
inform this report.  We are grateful to you for being generous with your time and expertise, for your confidence 
in sharing your experiences openly and for responding so constructively and creatively. 

Your views on current best practice, areas for improvement and creative and practical ideas for further 
strengthening governance in the LGPS are reflected in the proposals we present to SAB here. 

We hope that your contribution will help further strengthen and future-proof governance in the LGPS.
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1 Good governance in the LGPS

Governance in the LGPS is 
evolving to accommodate 
new developments in the last 
decade, including oversight 
by The Pensions Regulator, 
introduction of Local 
Pension Boards, increasing 
complexity in scheme benefits 
and administration, local 
government funding cuts and 
pooling of LGPS investments 
which has changed the role of 
local pensions committees and 
the way LGPS administering 
authorities work with one 
another.

The SAB commissioned this report to examine 
the effectiveness of current LGPS governance 
models and to consider alternatives or 
enhancements to existing models which can 
strengthen LGPS governance going forward. 

Given the unique nature of the LGPS, 
guaranteed by administering authorities and 
funded to a large degree by tax-payers, a 
criterion specified by SAB is that any models 
considered must maintain strong links to local 
democratic accountability.  

Executive summary

Process
We engaged extensively with all stakeholder 
groups and all fund types via an online survey 
(140 respondents), one-to-one conversations 
through interviews and seminars  
(153 respondents), speaking engagements, 
a workshop with the Association of Local 
Authority Treasurers (ALATS), and discussion 
with the CIPFA Pensions Panel and the 
Society of County Treasurers (SCT). 

We focussed on the following criteria 
for assessing governance arrangements; 
Standards, Consistency, Representation, 
Conflict Management, Clarity of Roles and 
Responsibilities and Cost.  We were asked by 
SAB to consider how existing and alternative 
governance models fared against these 
criteria. 

We considered four governance models:

• Model 1: improved practice

• Model 2: Model 1 plus greater ring-fencing

• Model 3: joint committee;  and 

• Model 4: separate Local Authority body.  

These models were described in qualitative 
terms with the recognition that  some of the 
characteristics attributed to one model could 
also be replicated in another model and that 
the final solution may draw on the features of 
more than one model.

Results and themes from 
survey responses
The online survey responses indicated a 
first preference for governance Model 2 
(greater ring-fencing) followed by support for 
Model 1 (improved practice).  Respondents 
recognised that governance models along 
these lines may need independent monitoring 
to add bite and ensure consistency of 
application.  >>

one-to-one 
conversations

discussions with 
CIFPA and SCT

153 attendees at 
interviews and seminars

140 respondents  
to our online survey
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Model 2 was also the clear preference in additional surveys at the 
PLSA conference in May* and other events (*Models 1 and 2 between 
them had more than 70% support). 

Few respondents supported Model 3 (joint committee) citing 
no benefits over existing arrangements and considerable added 
complexity as the main reasons.  Some respondents could see value 
in Model 4 (separate LA body), including one trade union for whom 
a version of this was the favoured model.  However, for most this 
value was outweighed by concern about weakening relationships 
with councils who are key sponsors of the scheme and a belief that 
establishing this model would incur disproportionate cost to any 
benefits that could be delivered.

Through the written responses, interviews and other engagement, 
many stakeholders pointed out that their existing models provided 
many of the features and benefits of Models 1 and 2.  Many had found 
good solutions to some of the challenges faced within the current 
structure and welcomed the opportunity to share these with peers 
and learn from others’ experiences. This process enabled us to identify

i. Some best practice within current governance arrangements that 
is delivering good outcomes and may have potential for wider 
application across the LGPS; and 

ii. Additional ideas for further strengthening governance within the 
current regulatory framework.  

We have included these in the report.

Conclusions
• It is clear from survey responses that governance structure is not 

the only determinant of good governance.  Funds with similar 
governance models deliver different results and good examples 
exist across a range of different set ups. 

• Survey respondents were also clear that establishment of new 
bodies is not required, although this should be facilitated for funds 
who wish to pursue other arrangements voluntarily. Instead, the 
focus should be on greater specification of required governance 
outcomes from within the existing structures, and a process to hold 
funds to account for this.

• Respondents favour developing a set of standards that all funds 
are required to achieve, drawing on current best practice and not 
imposing disproportionate burden on administering authorities or 
disrupting current practices that deliver good outcomes already.

• Respondents emphasised that independent review is needed to 
ensure consistency in application of standards.

Key proposals

‘Outcomes-based’ approach to LGPS 
governance with minimum standards 
rather than a prescribed governance 
model.

Critical features of the ‘outcomes-
based’ model should include:  
(a) robust conflict management 
including clarity on roles and 
responsibilities for decision-making;   
(b) assurance on sufficiency of 
administration and other resources 
(quantity and competency) and 
appropriate budget;  
(c) explanation of policy on employer 
and scheme member engagement and 
representation in governance; and  
(d) regular independent review of 
governance – this should be based on 
an enhanced governance compliance 
statement which should explain how 
the required outcomes are delivered.

Enhanced training requirements for 
s151s and s101 committee members 
(requirements for s101 should be on a 
par with LPB members).

Update relevant guidance and better 
sign-posting. This should include 
2014 CIPFA guidance for s151s on LGPS 
responsibilities and 2008 statutory 
guidance on governance compliance 
statements. This guidance  
pre-dates both TPR involvement in 
LGPS oversight, local pension boards 
and LGPS investment pooling.

We also set out suggested actions for 
implementing these proposals if agreed by 
SAB. 

1

2

3

4

Respondents favour developing a set of standards 
that all funds are required to achieve...
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3 Good governance in the LGPS

Context, purpose and scope
Governance in the LGPS is evolving to 
accommodate new developments in the last 
decade, including oversight by The Pensions 
Regulator, introduction of Local Pension 
Boards, increasing complexity in the scheme 
benefits and administration, local government 
funding cuts and pooling of LGPS investments 
which has changed the role of local pensions 
committees and the way LGPS administering 
authorities work with one another.

The purpose of the survey, undertaken 
for SAB, was to identify ways of further 
strengthening LGPS governance in the face 
of these new challenges, setting a bar for 
standards that all funds should achieve, 
drawing on current best practice and not 
imposing additional unnecessary burden on 
administering authorities or disrupting current 
practices that deliver good outcomes already.

Given the unique nature of the LGPS, 
guaranteed and funded to a large degree 
by council tax-payers, a critical condition 
specified by the SAB was that any proposals 
must maintain strong links to local democratic 
accountability.  

1.  Introduction

In developing the proposals made in this 
report, we consulted with many LGPS 
stakeholders.  As expected, there were 
many different views and suggestions made 
to improve the governance arrangements in 
the LGPS.  We have reflected many of these 
views in the body of the report, particularly 
where a view or proposal was articulated 
by several parties, and where possible we 
have indicated why some of these views or 
suggestions have not been taken forward in 
the final proposals.  The proposals submitted 
to SAB in this report are those we believe 
would deliver improved governance at 
proportionate cost and reflect a consensus 
across most stakeholders.

We recognise that there are a small number 
of administering authorities (such as London 
Pensions Fund Authority and the Environment 
Agency) with unique arrangements. While 
we engaged with both of these funds 
to understand their perspectives and 
approaches to governance we recognise that  
some of the potential governance models as 
set out in the survey may not be appropriate, 
or even possible, for these bodies.  

Governance in  
the LGPS is 
evolving to 
accommodate 
developments  
in the last 
decade...
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The aim of the work we have undertaken was 
to deliver proposals to the Scheme Advisory 
Board that:

• Identify and address any actual or 
perceived issues within current LGPS 
governance arrangements, including 
conflicts for LGPS host authorities;

• Are based on a wide consultation to 
increase the likelihood of stakeholder 
support;

• Are proportionate and can be readily 
implemented; and

• Maintain local democratic accountability.

2.  Process

Process
The process we used is described below:

1. Fact-find phase: We carried out 
interviews based on an open-scripted 
questionnaire with a diverse range of 
experienced officers, elected members 
and other stakeholders in order to identify 
any issues within current LGPS governance 
arrangements.  The outcome and 
conclusions were shared with SAB in order 
to assist in developing the governance 
models which were consulted on in the 
online survey.

2. Online survey: We conducted a wider 
consultation in the form of an online survey 
on the governance models identified by 
SAB.  Input was sought from all relevant 
parties including s151 officers, s151 officers 
of non-administering authorities, pension 
fund officers, elected members, pension 
board members including scheme 
member and employer representatives 
as well as other interested parties and 
organisations.  

3. Other engagement activities: In addition 
to the survey, we engaged stakeholders 
through other activities such as interviews, 
seminars and speaking events to capture 
as wide a view as possible.    

4. Report: This report sets out the outcomes 
of our consultation activities including 
a full analysis of the key issues and 
proposals for addressing these issues, 
including commentary on any required 
legislative or guidance changes were these 
would realise significant benefits.     
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5 Good governance in the LGPS

Who we consulted
In conducting our wider consultation, we 
engaged directly with all stakeholder groups 
and all fund types via:

• Online surveys which were sent to all 
relevant contacts on SAB’s and Hymans 
Robertson’s databases.  These were also 
sent to any individual or organisation that 
requested them out with the initial mailing 
lists.  In total, 140 responses were received 
to our online surveys by the closing date.  

• One-to-one interviews were carried 
out with individuals or organisations by 
request or where further clarification 
of online responses were sought.  
Organisations included PSAA, NAO, 
CIPFA, SLT, Unite and Unison.

• Some organisations, such as CIPFA 
and PIRC, provided their own written 
submissions.

2.  Process (continued)

• Three seminars were held with open 
invitations to collate feedback from larger 
group.    

There are 87 1 funds within the LGPS in 
England and Wales.  We had direct feedback 
from representatives at 76 of these split 
across the various designations used by SAB 
in their annual report (see Table 1).

We engaged with a wide variety of 
stakeholders as set out in Chart 1 below.

In addition, we have presented and collected 
feedback at key events over the period 
including the PLSA conference, CIPFA 
Pensions Panel, meetings of the Society 
of County Treasurers, Society of Welsh 
Treasurers and ALATS. Our findings and 
proposals reflect feedback from all of these. 

Table 1: Respondents from LGPS funds in England and Wales, as designated by SAB annual report

Interaction through
Universe Responses Survey Interview

Unitary Authorities 12 11 24 17
London Boroughs 31 22 20 25
County Councils 27 26 64 55
Welsh Funds 8 8 15 14
Metropolitan Boroughs 6 6 8 17
Other 3 3 2 3
Independent responses   7 22
TOTAL 87 76 140 153

Chart 1: Stakeholders we engaged

1  Excluding admission body funds, passenger transport funds and the environment agency closed fund. 

2  Including trade union representatives.

0

Other interested parties 2

Pensions Board members

Committee Chairs

Employers (non-administering authority)

Pension Fund Officers

s151 Officers

30 60 90 120 150
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50

139

47

15

11
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The online survey issued as part of the 
consultation is set out in Appendix A.   
We sought views on four potential 
governance models SAB chose to consult on.  
All were assessed by respondents against 
criteria agreed with SAB.  This was done 
through a combination of numerical scoring 
and free form commentary.

A summary of the numerical scores are set 
out below for each of the four structures:

• Model 1 (Improved practice) 
Introduce guidance or amendments to 
the LGPS Regulations to enhance the 
existing arrangements by increasing the 
independence of the management of 
the fund and clarifying the standards 
expected in key areas.

• Model 2 (Greater ringfencing) 
Clearer ringfencing of pension fund 
management from the host authority, 
including budgets, resourcing and pay 
policies.

• Model 3 (Joint committee) Responsibility 
for all LGPS functions delegated to a joint 
committee comprising the administering 
authority and non-administering 
authorities in the fund.  Inter-authority 
agreement (IAA) makes joint committee 
responsible for recommending budget, 
resourcing and pay policies.

• Model 4 (New Local Authority Body) 
An alternative single purpose legal entity 
that would retain local democratic 
accountability and be subject to Local 
Government Act 1972 provisions.

3.  Survey results

In carrying out the survey, respondents were asked whether each of 
the models shown would have a positive or negative impact on each of 
the following criteria: 

1 Standards

The model enables funds to meet good 
standards of governance across all areas 
of statutory responsibility including TPR 
requirements.

2 Clarity
The model delivers clarity of 
accountability and responsibility for each 
relevant role.

3 Conflict

The model minimises conflicts between 
the pension function and the host local 
authority, including but not limited to s151 
officer conflicts (in operational areas such 
as budgets, resourcing, recruitment and 
pay policies and in strategic areas such as 
funding and investment policy).

4 Consistency

The model minimises dependence on 
the professionalism of individuals and 
existing relationships to deliver statutory 
responsibilities.

5 Representation

The model allows for appropriate 
involvement in decision-making for key 
stakeholders (including administering 
authority, non-administering authorities, 
other employer and member 
representatives).

6 Cost
The cost of implementing and running the 
model is likely to be worthwhile versus 
benefits delivered.
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2.  Survey results (continued)

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

The model allows for appropriate involvement in
decision-making for key stakeholder

DisagreeStrongly disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

The model enables funds to meet the required standards 

DisagreeStrongly disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

The model delivers clarity of accountability 
and responsibility for each relevant role

DisagreeStrongly disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

The model minimises conflicts between the
pension function and the host local authority

DisagreeStrongly disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

The following charts summarise the extent to which respondents agreed that each model delivered against the six 
criteria.  The further to the right the line appears, the more strongly respondents favoured the model against the criteria.

Comments on survey responses
• Across all questions and criteria, 

respondents gave the highest scores to 
Model 2, followed closely by Model 1.

• Model 4 scored reasonably well on 
questions relating to criteria 1 to 4.  
A minority of respondents supported this 
model or some variation on it. For example, 
one of the trade unions favoured a variant 
of Model 4 with a changed role for local 
councillors because they believe that it 
could reduce potential governance conflicts 
they see in the role of local councillors 
who must act in the best interests of 
scheme members and at the same 
time in the interests of local tax-payers. 
However, the majority of respondents 
raised concerns over the question of 
appropriate involvement in decision making. 
These respondents felt that democratic 
accountability may be weakened in this 
model or the influence of the lead local 
authority, who is the guarantor of last resort 
for the fund, would be diluted. The model 
also scored very poorly on cost or value 
for money with a majority of respondents 
feeling that the model would be very 
expensive and disruptive  
to implement.

• Model 3 received weakest support overall.  
Respondents felt that the model would be 
complex to set up and manage and would 
deliver no perceived improvements in 
governance outcomes.

• The sentiment reflected within the 
commentary in the responses was also 
strongly in favour of Models 1 and 2, with 
many respondents identifying features of 
Models 1 and 2 that are already delivered in 
their current structure.

• However, responses also recognised 
that in order to achieve governance 
improvements through Models 1 and 2, 
the governance regime needs to include 
independent monitoring or review of local 
fund arrangements to ensure that everyone 
attains a minimum standard and that 
those beyond that level seek continuous 
improvement.
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2.  Survey results (continued)

Additional survey data
In addition to the online survey, we 
asked attendees at our PLSA session and 
other events a set of questions on their 
preferences.

Around 70% of respondents favoured 
Models 1 or 2.  

Very similar results (from a smaller sample 
size) were recorded at our webinar.

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

The model minimises dependence on professionalism and
relationships to deliver statutory responsibilities

DisagreeStrongly disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Which structural governance model do you prefer 
from the four models discussed?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

24%

47%

12%

17%

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Which structural governance model do you prefer 
from the four models discussed?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

20%

50%

10%

20%

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

The cost of implementing and running the model is 
likely to be worthwhile versus benefits delivered

DisagreeStrongly disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

PLSA

Webinar

Across all questions and 
criteria, respondents gave 
the highest scores to Model 2, 
followed closely by Model 1.
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 ô Standards

1. There was an almost unanimous view that there should not be a 
single model of LGPS governance imposed on all funds.

2. The view ‘one size does not fit all’ was frequently stated by 
respondents from all categories of respondent. 

3. There was a strong view from respondents that members of 
pension committees should be mandated to have the same level of 
training as local pension board members. 

4. A small minority expressed the view that this would lead to 
problems getting elected members to sit on pension committees. 

5. The fact that pension committee members can change due 
to elections or being moved around can cause problems with 
consistency and maintaining knowledge and skills.

“It is a perversion that LPB members require a higher 
degree of training than elected members.” 
Officer, LB

“[The] biggest issue is stability at elected member level.   
Too much turnover.” 
Officer, LB

6. Several respondents said that guidance from several sources 
caused confusion as to which was current, which was relevant 
and what are ‘musts’ (mandatory) and ‘shoulds’ (guidance or best 
practice): 

“Funds are currently pulled in too many directions by lots 
of guidance – CIPFA, SAB, TPA etc.”
Officer, CC

“[Guidance from numerous sources] muddies the waters 
between what is statutory guidance and what isn’t.”
Independent Advisor

7. The idea of extending the existing concept of peer challenge 
to include pensions was mentioned by some respondents. 
(Committee Chair CC, s151 CC and officers Met)

The following section reflects some 
of the views raised during various 
conversations.  Direct quotations reflect 
a specific point made by an individual 
which we judged to be representative 
of views of a number of respondents.  
Comments not in quotations are our 
expression of views expressed by a 
significant number of respondents. 

Key:

CC County Council 
Met Metropolitan
LB London Borough
TU Trade Union

4.  Survey themes
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 ô Clarity of decision-making

1. Some respondents felt that there was already a 
clear framework around decision making within their 
authority but other reported that there was very little 
clarity around where key decisions were made.

2. Two funds suggested that it was unclear who was 
responsible for decisions around outsourcing the 
administration function; was it the pension committee, 
s151 officer, full council?

3. One fund reported it very difficult for the council’s 
constitution to be updated - the updates required for 
pooling have still not been made.

4. Greater clarity around decision-making is a good idea: 
“Some decision-making conventions are lost  
in the mists of time.” 
Officer, CC

 ô Consistency

1. Commentary on Models 1 and 2 recognised that some 
sort of monitoring, enforcement or independent review 
would be needed to ensure that the required standards 
and governance outcomes are delivered. 

2. There was strong support for the professionalism of 
s151 officers and the role they play.  

3. A few respondents noted that the work pressures on 
s151 officers is greater than ever before and worried 
about their scope to devote the necessary time to the 
fund.

“My s151 is incredibly supportive and helpful but 
I accept s151s at other funds are not as engaged or 
are engaged in the ‘wrong way’”. 
Officer, CC

“Separation would actually push s151s away 
from the fund, leading to less responsibility and 
engagement with the fund, leading in turn to 
less expertise and worse decisions.  Better to get 
s151s more closely involved so they understand 
the requirements of the LGPS and make better 
decisions.” 
Officer, CC

4. A number of respondents stated that “Statutory/
fiduciary duty clarity would be useful.” 
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4.  Survey themes (continued)

 ô Budgets and resourcing

1. There was a range of approaches when it came to 
budget setting.  In some instances, the budget available 
to the pension fund was determined as part of the 
wider council budget setting process with little or 
no input from pension officers and no role for the 
pension committee.  Other funds reported that budget 
setting and in-year management of the budget was the 
responsibility of pension officers and that the local 
authority’s s151 was ‘kept informed’.  

“It hadn’t occurred to me that the [pension] 
committee could get involved with budget 
setting.  Guidance on that would be good.”
Officer, LB

“Potential problems include transparency in 
the AA of its costs.  Recharges of time.  Costs 
recovered by the AA via the PF.” 
LPB Chair

2. There was also a split in terms of whether funds had the 
ability to set their own staffing or whether they were 
subject to recruitment freezes or downsizing exercises 
that apply to the main council. 

 
“[There should be] resourcing such that there 
is the quality and competence to deliver their 
statutory duties” 
s151, CC

One s151 expressed “disbelief that blanket hiring 
bans and pay policies affected the pensions 
section.  s151’s should be flexible enough to 
understand how to ‘spend’ resources.  If they 
need to pay differently for pensions to get the 
right experience/quality.” 
s151, CC

When it comes to budgeting and workplans  
“...the s101 committee decides including requests 
for extra resource if required.” 
Chair of Committee. CC

 ô Conflicts

1. Most respondents felt that there was 
acknowledgement of the potential conflict faced by 
elected members and officers and that those potential 
conflicts were managed well. 

2. However, it was not unusual for respondents to suggest 
that there needed to be better distinction between the 
employer and administering authority role.

“No one in the council understands the difference 
between the ‘council’ function and the ‘pension’ 
function.”
 Officer, LB

“The make-up of panel/committees is not 
working – too much political interference.” 
LPB Chair

On conflicts:  
“I don’t see abuses.  The ability is  
there for there to be abuse but it doesn’t happen.” 
Officer, CC

“LGPS is full of conflict, s101 committees are 
beholden to the council who are mainly focused 
on council tax-payers.” 
TU

3. Some pointed out that concentrating on conflicts 
missed some of the advantages of LGPS funds being 
part of local authorities.

“[This review] should address the many 
advantages and benefits of working for a large, 
well-run and modern council. 
s151 CC

“[s151] role involves tensions, not conflicts.  
Tension can’t always be seen as a bad thing.” 
Officers, Met
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4.  Survey themes (continued)

 ô Representation

1. Most respondents felt that there was a role for 
some sort of scheme member presence on pension 
committees. although there was a difference of 
opinion about whether this should be a voting role 
or an observer role.  A number of funds suggested 
that the scheme member role should not be limited 
to trade union representative.  All agreed that the 
majority representation must lie with the administering 
authority. 

“Less than 50% of our members are in a union.” 
s151, CC

“Representation is key – members must  
have a say” 
TU

“Other employers reps and member reps should 
have voting rights [on the committee]. That’s 
right and should happen.” 
Chair of Committee, CC

“We are warm towards the idea of an 
independent advisor/trustee who sits on 
committees.” 
s151, CC

“We want to improve things for our members 
in terms of governance, transparency and 
representation.” 
TU

2. There were strong views on both sides about the value 
that local pension boards bring.  Some feeling that they 
increased bureaucracy without adding value while for 
others they had become a useful part of the fund’s 
governance arrangements.

“I welcome the involvement of the Pension Board 
it adds value, second opinion.” 
Chair Committee, CC

One respondent believed that joint committee and 
local pension boards “give scheme members and 
other employers a voice and avoids duplication.” 
s151, CC

“Many administering authorities see boards as 
threats rather than opportunities. There are still 
boards who are dictated to. Need administering 
authorities to release tight control.” 
Chair of LPB

3. There were a range of practices in how funds engaged 
with employers:

“As s151 of a non-admin authority, I didn’t feel 
engaged in the pension fund, it was something 
that was dictated to me every few years.” 
s151 speaking of their time in a non administering authority

“Employer liaison is tricky as your participating 
employers often don’t see it as a priority.” 
s151, CC
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Regular governance reviews
A number of funds confirmed that they 
use internal audit to provide assurance on 
administration and governance matters.  
Some reported an annual programme of 
work with different aspects of delivery being 
assessed each time.

Other funds had commissioned external 
governance reviews in order to receive an 
independent assessment of their current 
arrangements. 

Committee membership  
and effectiveness  
A large number of funds stated that they 
required pension committee members to 
attain the same level of knowledge and 
expertise as local pension board members.  
This was achieved through training policies 
which set out clearly how the fund will deliver 
training and assess its effectiveness. 

One fund reported how members of the 
pension committee are required to sign a 
declaration stating that they will act in the 
interests of the fund and not be influenced 
by party political matters. One view is that 
councils should waive the requirement for 
political representation on committees to 
allow the most appropriate members to 
sit, rather than allocate places according to 
political party.

Most funds have some sort of scheme 
member representation on pension 
committees and a small number allow 
scheme member representatives to vote.

It was apparent during our conversations that many funds exhibited excellent 
examples of good governance but that practices across funds were not consistent.  
This section captures some of the examples of best practice that we identified.

5.  Examples of current best practice

Independence
A number of funds reported that there was a clear understanding of, 
and separation between, the functions of the pension fund and the 
local authority which recognised the specialist nature of the LGPS.  
This was typically achieved through one or more of the following 
features:

• A dedicated Head of Pensions role which was at an appropriately 
senior level within the authority’s structure.

• A recognition by elected members serving on the pension 
committee that, when carrying fund specific business, they were 
acting on behalf of scheme members and all of the employers in 
the fund, not simply their own local authority.

• Independent business planning and resourcing decisions made by 
pension fund officers and signed off by the pension committee 
and s151.  This allows the pension fund to plan and resource 
appropriately to deliver its strategic objectives.

• Pension fund not subject to same recruitment freezes or 
restructuring exercises applied at a council level.  Some funds 
reported using market supplements to attract appropriately skilled 
staff, where a strong business case could be made.

Focus on quality of service to scheme members
Some funds were prepared to ‘go the extra mile’ in terms of the 
quality of service delivered to scheme members.  This might involve 
encouraging face-to-face interaction between pensions staff and 
scheme members (particularly when considering complex or emotive 
matters), producing a range of communications aimed at active, 
deferred and pensioner members or holding annual member meetings 
to raise awareness of current issues. 
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The proposals we set out for consideration by SAB are informed by feedback from stakeholders. Many are things which 
well-run funds already do. 

• Table 1 shows the proposals in summary. 

• Table 2 sets out the rationale for each proposal and, if SAB agrees with proposals, suggested actions to implement.

6.  Proposals

Table 1: Summary of proposals

1 ‘Outcomes-based’ approach to LGPS governance with minimum standards rather than a prescribed 
governance structure.

2 Critical features of the ‘outcomes-based’ model to include:

a. Robust conflict management including clarity on roles and responsibilities for decision making.

b. Assurance on sufficiency of administration and other resources (quantity and competency) and appropriate budget.

c. Explanation of policy on employer and scheme member engagement and representation in governance. 

d. Regular independent review of governance - this should be based on an enhanced governance compliance 
statement which should explain how the required outcomes are delivered.

3 Enhanced training requirements for s151s and s101 committee members (requirements for s101 should be  
on a par with LPB members).

4 Update relevant guidance and better sign-posting.

Table 2: Rationale for proposals and suggested actions

Proposal Why Suggested actions

1 ‘Outcomes-based’ approach 
to LGPS governance rather than a 
prescribed governance structure.

We observe (and the survey 
evidences) that different 
administering authorities with 
the same governance structure 
can have different outcomes in 
terms of quality and standards of 
governance. All the governance 
models in the SAB survey can 
deliver good or bad governance 
outcomes. Focussing on the 
desirable traits and outcomes 
expected of LGPS governance 
will enhance governance in a 
more reliable and cost-effective 
manner than prescribed changes in 
structure.

Further, we do not believe it is 
appropriate to impose a ‘one size 
fits all’ approach.

i. SAB should consult on: 

• Desirable features and 
attributes of LGPS governance 
arrangements; 

• The outcomes governance 
arrangements should be 
expected to deliver; and 

• How each administering 
authority might evidence that its 
own governance model displays 
the required attributes. 

ii. Once identified and agreed 
through consultation, the 
desirable features and expected 
outcomes should be set out 
in statutory MHCLG guidance 
(replacing the 2008 CLG 
guidance).
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Proposal Why Suggested actions

2 Critical features of the 
‘outcomes-based’ model  
to include:

a. Robust conflict management.

b. Assurance on sufficiency 
of administration resources 
(quantity and competency) and 
appropriate budget.

c. Explanation of policy on 
employer and scheme member 
engagement and representation 
in governance. 

d. Regular independent review of 
governance.

The detailed specification of the 
desirable features and expected 
outcomes of an ‘outcomes-based’ 
model are beyond the scope of this 
project and should be determined 
in a second stage of work and 
through consultation. 

However, based on responses to 
the survey we propose a small 
number of critical elements to 
ensure this approach is effective. 
These proposals are shown below 
under 2(a) – (d).

SAB to consider making these 
features mandatory but determining 
other aspects of the detailed 
specification of features and 
expected outcomes in a further 
phase of work (as per Proposal 1).

2a Robust conflict management.

Administering authorities should be 
able to decide locally how they will 
evidence this requirement including 
for example: 
• Published conflicts policy.

• Protocols for setting and 
managing budgets.

• Schemes of delegation.

• Documented roles and 
responsibilities of elected 
members on s101 committees, 
s151 officers and pension fund 
officers.

Elected councillors and s151 officers 
have multiple competing statutory 
responsibilities, within their roles 
in the LGPS and in wider council 
responsibilities. High professional 
standards and experience help 
them to navigate. Additional 
measures specific to their LGPS 
duties can help reduce conflicts 
and perception of conflicts.

Many administering authorities 
already have a conflicts policy 
or alternative arrangements to 
help reduce the risk of conflicts 
including, for example, schemes 
of delegation or well defined 
and documented roles and 
responsibilities.

SAB should consider making 
this a mandatory feature of any 
‘outcomes-based’ governance 
model. 

Table 2: Rationale for proposals and suggested actions (continued)

6.  Proposals (continued)
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Proposal Why Suggested actions

2b Assurance administration and 
other resource (quantity and 
competency) sufficient to meet 
regulatory requirements and 
budget appropriate.

This will require a transparent 
approach to setting and managing 
budgets. 

Administering authorities should be 
able to decide locally how they will 
evidence this requirement including 
for example:

• Benchmarking.

• External expert advice.

• Internal or external audit.

• Review by LPB with appropriate 
expert advice. 

Administering authorities may 
need freedom to use market 
supplements to attract and retain 
staff and should not be tied to 
council staffing policies such as 
recruitment freezes.

The administrative burden on the 
LGPS has increased significantly 
due to increasing complexity  
(pre- and post-Hutton benefits)  
and the massive growth in  
employer numbers. 

At the same time, there is increased 
scrutiny from TPR and risk of fines 
and other regulator interventions. 

It is critical that pension 
administration teams are sufficiently 
well resourced with competent 
personnel and appropriate 
administration systems.

This aim must be supported by 
transparent processes for setting 
appropriate budgets. 

Pensions administration is a 
specialist role and, at the current 
time, it is difficult to attract and 
retain staff. 

Many administering authorities 
already have pay and recruitment 
policies relevant to the needs of 
their pension functions rather than 
being tied to the general policies of 
the council.

SAB should consider making 
this a mandatory feature of any 
‘outcomes-based’ governance 
model.

2c Explain policy on employer 
and member engagement and 
representation in governance.

At the current time, employer and 
member representation (with or 
without voting rights) should be 
encouraged but not compelled. 
Decisions on the approach 
to member representation 
should remain a local matter but 
administering authorities should 
explain their approach.

Most administering authorities 
have non-administering authority 
employer and scheme member 
representatives. 

Non-administering authority 
employers are often chosen 
to represent certain employer 
constituencies (e.g. academies, FE, 
charities and housing associations). 

In some cases, scheme member 
representatives have voting rights. 
>>

SAB to consider making these 
features mandatory but determining 
other aspects of the detailed 
specification of features and 
expected outcomes in a further 
phase of work (as per Proposal 1).

6.  Proposals (continued)

Table 2: Rationale for proposals and suggested actions (continued)
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Proposal Why Suggested actions

Many survey respondents support 
greater encouragement to include 
scheme member reps on s101 
committees.

However, administering authorities 
prefer some local flexibility on 
this, including how representatives 
are selected and whether they 
have voting rights. Importantly, 
administering authorities 
should retain majority voting 
representation because of the 
statutory responsibilities they bear. 

2d Regular independent review 
of governance to assess 
effectiveness of administering 
authority’s governance 
arrangements in the context of the 
desirable features and expected 
outcomes set out in guidance on 
an ‘outcomes-based’ model. This 
should be based on an enhanced 
governance compliance statement 
which should explain how the 
required outcomes are delivered.

Guidance should not prescribe 
the approach but could set out 
acceptable methods which may 
include: 

i. Internal or external audit 
assessment; 

ii.  Scrutiny by LPBs; 

iii. A peer review process.

It is important that any ‘outcomes-
based’ approach is policed. 

Self-assessment is insufficient. 
Independent review is required for 
a more objective assessment. 

We discovered that some funds do 
this on a regular basis already using 
a variety of approaches including 
internal and external audit and other 
external experts and advisors.

SAB should consider making 
this a mandatory feature of any 
‘outcomes-based’ governance 
model. 

6.  Proposals (continued)

Table 2: Rationale for proposals and suggested actions (continued)
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6.  Proposals (continued)

Proposal Why Suggested actions

3 Enhanced training requirements 
for s151s and s101 committee 
members.  This is to include all s151 
officers, not just those currently 
with administering authority 
responsibilities.

s151s: Current CIPFA training 
does not have specific pensions 
modules. CPD for those at or 
close to s151 level would be more 
effective and have impact sooner 
than changes to exam syllabus, 
although the latter would also 
have longer term benefit. Greater 
understanding of the LGPS amongst 
the wider s151 community may also 
reduce perception of conflicts.

s101 committees: Currently the 
training requirements for Local 
Pension Board members (which are 
statutory) are more onerous than 
those tor s101 committee members. 
Survey respondents felt this 
inconsistency was unacceptable 
and that s101 training should be on  
a par with LPB requirements.

i. CIPFA to develop a CPD module 
for s151 practitioners in the 
LGPS.

ii. SAB / MHCLG statutory 
guidance to require training 
for s101s to be on a par with 
members of Local Pension 
Boards.

4 Update relevant guidance and 
provide better sign-posting.

It would also be helpful to provide 
greater clarity to officers and 
elected members on their statutory 
and fiduciary obligations.  

As well as sign-posting, there 
should be clarity on the status of 
current and future guidance (e.g. 
statutory and therefore compulsory 
or best practice)

The main guidance relevant to 
governance includes: 

i. CIPFA guidance for s151s in 
respect of LGPS responsibilities 
(2014); and 

ii. CLG’s statutory guidance on 
governance of governance 
compliance statements (2008).

Both pre-date PSPA 2013, 
involvement of TPR in LGPS 
governance and investment 
pooling. 

Both must be updated.

i. CIPFA to review and update 
guidance for s151s in respect of 
LGPS governance.

ii. MHCLG to review and 
update statutory guidance on 
governance. In particular, this 
should put greater emphasis 
on non-investment aspects 
of governance such as 
administration.

iii. SAB should consider 
commissioning legal input to 
give greater clarity on statutory 
and fiduciary responsibilities of 
s151 officers and s101 elected 
members.

iv. SAB or MHCLG should provide 
greater clarity on the status of 
current and future guidance 
(e.g. statutory and therefore 
compulsory or best practice.)

Table 2: Rationale for proposals and suggested actions (continued)
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6.  Proposals (continued)

Table 3: Other ideas considered but rejected or out of scope

Proposal Reason for non-recommendation

1 Separate s151 for  
pension fund.

• A benefit would be specific focus on LGPS matters and therefore greater depth 
of understanding. 

• However, this is unlikely to help reduce conflicts (the pension fund s151 still has 
fiduciary responsibility to local tax-payers and may report to council s151) and 
may not be practical for smaller funds with greater resource constraints. 

2 Compulsory 
benchmarking.

• Concerns because benchmark data not like for like (e.g. same cost per member 
but different service); and (ii) risk this drives lowest common denominator 
results instead of innovation in service delivery

• We recognise that benchmarking has a place and would welcome the 
development of more sophisticated forms of benchmarking that focus on the 
quality of the service delivered.

3 Legal separation of 
pension fund accounts.

• Requires change in primary legislation.

• Pension fund accounts already separated, audited and shown in Pension Fund 
Annual Report (annual report is a statutory requirement). 

• It is unclear what additional benefit there is in legal separation of PF accounts 
form administering authority/council.

4 Mandating extension 
of audit to include an 
opinion on suitability 
of LGPS governance 
arrangements.

• Some funds commission an external (or internal) audit view voluntarily.

• NAO has confirmed that this could only be mandated through legal separation 
of pension fund accounts (see above).

• Concerns on some external auditors’ lack of LGPS knowledge and lack of 
continuity due to changing personnel.

• Preference to allow flexibility in approach to independent assessment of 
governance arrangements and their efficacy.

5 Removing s151 from 
decisions around 
admin budgeting due to 
conflicts.

• s151 has statutory responsibility.

6 Merger of funds to 
facilitate different 
governance models.

• Weakened link to local democratic accountability.

• Outside of the scope of the project.

Page 65



July 2019 20

Table 4: Suggested follow up work beyond the scope of this report

Suggested follow up work Why

1 SAB to consult on 
detailed specification of 
desirable features and 
expected outcomes from 
an ‘outcomes-based’ 
model.

• Important to get buy-in and support for the practical details of an ‘outcomes-
based’ governance model.

2 CIPFA and MHCLG to 
update existing guidance.

• Existing guidance is out of date.

3 Commission legal work to 
provide greater clarity on 
statutory versus fiduciary 
obligations (s151 and s101 
committee members).

• Statutory responsibilities take precedence.

• Currently unclear.

4 SAB to consider a  
‘Good Administration’ 
review.

• Survey respondents expressed interest in some work to set out what good 
administration looks like, examples of current best practice, good approaches 
to meeting the needs of scheme members and employers, and greater clarity 
on what standards will be required to satisfy TPR.

• This will help administering authorities to be clear what standards they must 
achieve in order to provide ‘assurance’ that administration resources are 
sufficient in quantity and competency, identify any gaps and determine what 
practical steps they might take to address those gaps. 

5 SAB to consider a review 
of the role of Pension 
Boards in LGPS.

• Very mixed reports on the role and success in working with Pension Boards in 
the LGPS.   

6.  Proposals (continued)
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6.  Proposals (continued)

Table 5: ‘Outcomes-based’ model - concept illustration

Outcome: examples How to demonstrate that your governance model complies: examples

1 Robust conflict management. • Conflicts policy.

• Scheme of delegation or decision matrix setting out who makes what 
decisions.

• Transparent process for approving budgets.

• Documented roles and responsibilities of elected members on s101 
committees, s151 officers and pension fund officers.

2 Assurance administration and 
other resource (quantity and 
competency) sufficient to meet 
regulatory requirements and 
budget appropriate.

• Benchmarking.

• External expert advice.

• Internal or external audit.

• Review by LPB with appropriate expert advice.

• Process for setting administration budget.

• Policies in respect of recruitment and market supplements to attract 
and retain staff.

3 Explain policy on employer 
and member engagement and 
representation in governance.

• Set out approach to employer and member engagement e.g. 
communication plan, AGM, employer liaison and support.

• Set out approach to participation of non-administering authority 
employers in governance of fund e.g. representatives of academies, 
admitted bodies, FE, charity sector, etc.

• Set out approach participation of scheme members in governance 
(e.g. observers, voting members, how selected, etc.) and rationale for 
approach.

4 Regular independent 
assessment  
of governance arrangements.

State method e.g.

• Internal or external audit assessment; or

• Scrutiny by Local Pension Board; or

• External expert / consultant; or

• Peer review process.

Describe scope and approach e.g. 

• Reviewing policies, meeting minutes.

• Reviewing committee efficacy in decision-making, etc.
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Scheme Advisory Board: 
Good Governance Survey

Appendix A
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The following pages replicate the online Good Governance survey on governance  
models for the LGPS. The survey closed on 31 May 2019.

Comment box provided.

Introduction 
The Scheme Advisory Board has commissioned Hymans Robertson to review LGPS governance 
structures and practices.  This survey is part of a key part of the project and we are keen to 
collect views from as wide a range of stakeholders as possible. Further details on the scope and 
background to the project can be found on the SAB website.

To help inform this survey and the options for governance change presented for feedback, 
views were sought from a representative range of LGPS stakeholders (including pension fund 
officers, section 151 officers, trade unions and other advisors) in order to understand the issues 
and challenges that the current LGPS governance arrangements present.  

Examples of issues cited by respondents included:

• Clarity: There is sometimes lack of clarity over roles and responsibilities.

• Conflicts: A number of stakeholders raised the issue of perceived conflicts of interest 
between the fund and the council, in particular for the section 151 of the administering 
authority given his or her responsibilities for the financial management of other council 
functions.  It was suggested these could manifest themselves in terms of the strategic 
decisions taken by the fund in respect of funding (contribution rate decisions) and 
investment or in respect of allocating resource to the pension fund.

• Consistency: It is widely recognised that there are many examples of good practice within 
the LGPS and that section 151s and pension funds manage these conflicts well.  However, 
it was noted that this good practice largely relies on the professionalism and good will of 
individuals and the ethos of the authority. There is very little regulation or guidance that 
would safeguard the situation if such high standards were absent.   

• Representation: The issue of appropriate representation was raised, in particular for non-
administering authorities. Some respondents suggested that there could be improvements 
in the way administering authorities engage with the other employers in the fund on 
administration resourcing as well as funding, contributions and investment matters. 

• Standards: It was also noted that LGPS funds evidence varying levels of compliance with 
the standards for administration, funding and investment set out in statutory legislation, 
relevant guidance and the TPR Code of Practice 14. 

• Miscellaneous: Other issues raised included lack of continuity in committee members; 
shortage of in-house skills, expertise and subject matter knowledge in investment and 
funding; and restrictions on recruitment and pay policy for the pensions function.

Please use the box below to provide details of any additional issues which you believe the 
Board should address as part of this exercise.

Appendix A:  Scheme Advisory Board Good Governance Survey
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Appendix A:  Scheme Advisory Board Good Governance Survey

Comment box provided.

The criteria
Based on the issues raised by stakeholders, the Board has agreed 6 criteria which will be used 
to assess any proposed changes to LGPS governance arrangements. 

Standards
The model enables funds to meet good standards of governance across 
all areas of statutory responsibility including TPR requirements.

Conflict

The model minimises conflicts between the pension function and the 
host local authority, including but not limited to s151 officer conflicts (in 
operational areas such budgets, resourcing, recruitment and pay policies 
and in strategic areas such as funding and investment policy).

Representation
The model allows for appropriate involvement in decision making for 
key stakeholders (including administering authority, non-administering 
authorities, other employer and member representatives).

Clarity 
The model delivers clarity of accountability and responsibility for each 
relevant role.

Consistency
The model minimises dependence on the professionalism of individuals 
and existing relationships to deliver statutory responsibilities.

Cost
The cost of implementing and running the model is likely to be worthwhile 
versus benefits delivered.

Please use the box below to provide details of any additional criteria which you believe the 
Board should consider as part of this exercise.
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Appendix A:  Scheme Advisory Board Good Governance Survey

Governance models in this survey
The Scheme Advisory Board would like to hear your views on four governance models set out 
below.   

Option 1 – Improved practice: Introduce guidance or amendments to LGPS Regulations 2013 
to enhance the existing arrangements by increasing the independence of the management of 
the fund and clarifying the standards expected in key areas. 

Option 2 – Greater ring fencing of the LGPS within existing structures: Clearer ring-fencing 
of pension fund management from the host authority, including budgets, resourcing and pay 
policies. 

Option 3 – Joint Committee (JC): Responsibility for all LGPS functions delegated to a JC 
comprising the administering authority and non-administering authorities in the fund. Inter-
authority agreement (IAA) makes JC responsible for recommending budget, resourcing and pay 
policies.

Option 4 -  New local authority body – an alternative single purpose legal entity that would 
retain local democratic accountability and be subject to Local Government Act provisions.

It is recognised that a one size fits all approach may not be appropriate. 

Final recommendations by SAB could be variations on the models described here, taking 
account of your feedback. Any regulation changes needed will be fully assessed before SAB 
makes final recommendations.   We have not provided detailed costing of each of the models 
presented in the survey. The cost of implementation would in any case vary across different 
funds, but, generally, the effort and cost to implement increases as we move from Option 1 
to Option 4. Detailed costing of any recommendations emerging from this exercise would be 
undertaken prior to implementation.

In the next section we set out a brief description of each of the options along with the 
opportunity for you to provide your views on how well each option compares against the 
agreed criteria. 

For brevity the option descriptions have been included on the next two pages, followed 
by the response form (which was identical for all four options).
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Option 1 - Improved practice
Features
• SAB guidance on minimum expected 

levels of staffing and resourcing;

• SAB guidance on representation on 
pension committees and expected 
levels of training for those on pension 
committees and officers with an LGPS 
role. Additional guidance could also 
be considered on the best practice for 
pension boards.

• Legal clarification on the fiduciary and 
statutory duties of key individuals within 
LGPS funds.

• LGPS regulations set out enhanced 
process for consulting on FSS and ISS to 
ensure greater voice for the full range of 
employers in the fund.

Option 2 - Greater ring fencing of the LGPS 
within existing structures
Features
• The pension fund budget is set at the start of the financial year with 

reference to its own business plan and service needs.

• Any charges to the fund in respect of support services provided by 
the host authority, for example legal support, HR and procurement 
is included in the budget up front.

• Pension fund related expenditure then comes directly from the 
fund. This removes the common practice whereby pension fund 
expenditure is paid though the host authority’s revenue account to 
be recharged at a later date.  

• The section 151 of the administering authority would retain 
responsibility for the pensions function but recommendations 
on budget (including administration resources required to meet 
TPR standards) would be made by a pension fund officer to the 
pensions committee which would be responsible for agreeing the 
budget. (Alternatively, the pension fund could have a separate s151 
officer to reduce conflicts currently faced by s151s.*)

• The pension committee would be responsible for agreeing the 
budget as well as approving any changes to that budget during the 
financial year.

• The cost of staffing would be met through the fund including any 
additional costs such as market supplements or redundancy strain. 

• Changes to the Audit and Accounting Regulations 2015 could be 
considered to make the fund accounts legally separate and subject 
to a separate audit.  

In addition to the budget related aspects outlined above further 
steps could be taken which would give funds greater autonomy over 
employment policies.  The model is analogous to the fund being 
treated as an internal business unit of the council.

• Staff will continue to be employed by the host council but polices 
over certain HR matters such as recruitment and the payment of 
market supplements will be delegated to the pension committee.

• Decisions over other matters pertinent to the fund, for example 
investment in new administration technology, would also lie with 
the pension committee. 

• Decisions around the structure of the pension function would be 
for the fund’s management team to make with the approval of the 
pension committee.*

* Further consideration is required as to whether these practices could simply be 
encouraged by regulatory bodies or whether it is possible and/or desirable to find a 
mechanism by which these could be mandated.
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Appendix A:  Scheme Advisory Board Good Governance Survey

Option 4 - New local  
authority body
Features
An alternative single purpose legal entity that 
would retain local democratic accountability 
and be subject to Local Government Act 
provisions.

This might be through a combined authority 
route or through a public body established by 
statute.

• The new body must retain a strong link to 
democratic accountability. 

• Employment of staff and contractual 
issues dealt with by the new body. 

• Assets and liabilities transferred to the 
new body.

• Separate accounts based on CIPFA 
guidance.

• Funded by an element of the contribution 
rate and by a levy on constituent 
authorities.

• Officers in the new body are responsible 
only for the delivery of the LGPS function. 

Option 3 - Use of new structures:  
Joint Committees (JC)
Features
• The scheme manager function and all LGPS decision making, which 

currently sits with the administering authority, would be delegated 
to a section 102 JC.  The committee would comprise all the local 
authorities who currently participate in the fund as employers.  

• Consideration could be given to the representation of other 
employers and scheme members on the JC. 

• Assets and liabilities still sit with the existing administering authority. 

• Employment of staff and contractual issues dealt with through a 
lead authority or a wholly owned company. This could be codified 
within an Inter Authority Agreement (IAA).

• The IAA would stipulate that the budget will be agreed by the JC. 
s151s of the constituent local authority employers retain a fiduciary 
duty to the local taxpayer but the IAA would distance them legally 
from budget setting responsibilities in respect of the pensions 
function.
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Please use the voting buttons to indicate to what extent moving from existing arrangements to Option (1, 2, 3 or 4)
would achieve each of the criteria.

Standards
The model enables funds to meet good standards 
of governance across all areas of statutory 
responsibility including TPR requirements.

1 2 3 4 5

Conflict

The model minimises conflicts between the 
pension function and the host local authority, 
including but not limited to s151 officer conflicts 
(in operational areas such budgets, resourcing, 
recruitment and pay policies and in strategic areas 
such as funding and investment policy).

1 2 3 4 5

Representation

The model allows for appropriate involvement in 
decision making for key stakeholders (including 
administering authority, non-administering 
authorities, other employer and member 
representatives).

1 2 3 4 5

Clarity
The model delivers clarity of accountability and 
responsibility for each relevant role.

1 2 3 4 5

Consistency
The model minimises dependence on 
professionalism and relationships to deliver 
statutory responsibilities.

1 2 3 4 5

Cost
The cost of implementing and running the model is 
likely to be worthwhile versus benefits delivered.

1 2 3 4 5

Please provide any comments you may have regarding Option 1/2/3/4 in the box below.

Comment box provided.

Comment box provided.

Are there any alternative governance structures not covered between Option 1 – Option 4 which you believe 
the Board should consider?

Finally, respondents were asked:
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Appendix B:  Abbreviations

ALATS The Association of Local Authorities’ Treasurers Societies 

CIPFA The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy 

CLG Communities and Local Government (former name of MHCLG)

CPD Continuous Professional Development 

FE Further Education

JC Joint Committee formed under s102 of the Local Government Act 1972

LA Local Authority 

LGPS Local Government Pension Scheme

LPB Local Pension Board 

MHCLG Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government  

NAO National Audit Office

PF Pension Fund

PIRC Pensions and Investment Research Consultants Ltd

PLSA Pension and Lifetime Savings Association 

PSPA 2013 Public Service Pensions Act 2013

PSAA Public Sector Audit Appointments 

s101 A committee established under s101 of the Local Government Act 1972

s151 An officer with responsibilities under s151 of the Local Government Act 1972

SAB Scheme Advisory Board for the Local Government Pension Scheme in England and Wales 

SCT Society of County Treasurers 

SLT Society of London Treasurers 

SWT Society of Welsh Treasurers

TPR The Pensions Regulator 

Abbreviations
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APPENDIX 4 

TPR Public Service Governance and Administration Survey 2018 

LB Lewisham Submission Comparison to Results 

 

SECTION A – GOVERNANCE 
 

A1  Does your scheme have a documented policy to manage the pension board members’ 
conflicts of interest? 

Lewisham: Yes 

TPR 2018: 90% of all schemes have a documented policy to manage Board members’ 

conflicts of interest 

A2 Does your scheme maintain a register of pension board members’ interests? 

 Lewisham: Yes 
 TPR 2018: 90% of all schemes maintain a register of Board members’ interests 

 
A3 Number of Board meetings scheduled to take place in the previous 12 months? 

 Lewisham:  4 
 TPR 2018: Mean of 3.6 

 
 Number of Board meetings that actually took place in the previous twelve months? 

 Lewisham: 3 
 TPR 2018: Mean of 3.4 

 
 Number of Board meetings that were attended by the scheme manager or their 

representative? 

 Lewisham: 3 
 TPR 2018: Mean of 3.1 

 
A4 Do the scheme manager and pension board have sufficient time and resources to run the 

scheme properly? 

 Lewisham: Yes 

TPR 2018: 91% of all schemes have sufficient time and resources to run the scheme 

properly 

 

A5 Do the scheme manager and pension board have access to all the knowledge, 

understanding and skills necessary to properly run the scheme? 

Lewisham: Yes 

TPR 2018: 96% of all schemes have access to all the knowledge, understanding and 

skills necessary to properly run the scheme. 

 

A6 How often does the scheme manager or pension board carry out an evaluation of the 

knowledge, understanding and skills of the board as a whole in relation to running the 

scheme?  
 Lewisham: Less frequently (than annually) 

 TPR 2018: 82% of schemes at least annually; 15% quarterly; 16% every 6 months 

 

A7 Number of current board members? 
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 Lewisham: 4 (including independent Chair) 

 TPR 2018: Mean of 6.8 

 

 Number of vacant positions on the board? 

 Lewisham: 1 

 TPR 2018: Mean of 0.4 

 

 Number of members that have left the board in the last 12 months? 

 Lewisham: 1 

 TPR 2018: Mean of 1.4 

 

 Number of members that have been appointed to the board in the last 12 months? 

 Lewisham: 3 (including independent Chair) 

 TPR 2018: Mean of 1.4 

 

SECTION B –  MANAGING RISKS 
 

B1 Does your scheme have documented procedures for assessing and managing risk? 

 Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018: 92% of all schemes have documented procedures for assessing and 

managing risk 
 

B2 Does your scheme have a risk register? 
 Lewisham: Yes 
 TPR 2018: 94% of all schemes have a risk register 
 
B3 In the last 12 months, how often have you reviewed the scheme’s exposure to new and 

existing risks? 
Lewisham: Less than every six months 
TPR 2018: 52% of schemes at least quarterly; 32% every 6 months 
 

B4 To what do the top three governance and administration risks on your risk register relate?  
Lewisham: Funding or investment; lack of resources/time; recruitment and retention of 

staff or knowledge 
TPR 2018: Record keeping (i.e. receipt and management of correct data) – 49% of all 

schemes; securing compliance with changes in scheme regulations – 38% of 
all schemes; funding or investment – 35% of all schemes. Recruitment and 
retention of staff or knowledge was 4th on the list (27%), and lack of 
resources/time was 6th (16%), from 13 possible choices. 

 

SECTION C – ADMINISTRATION AND RECORD-KEEPING PROCESSES 
 

C1 Which of the following best describes the scheme’s administration services? 
Lewisham: Delivered in house 
TPR 2018: 44% of all schemes administered in-house; 55% where administration is 

outsourced. 
 

C2 When did the scheme last review who should provide its administration services? 
Lewisham: Don’t know 
TPR 2018: 25% of all schemes in the previous 12 months; 25% 13-36 months ago, 26% 

over 36 months ago. 
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C3 Which of the following do you use to monitor and manage the performance of your 
administrators (whether in-house or outsourced)? 
Lewisham: Independent auditors review the performance of administrators; 

administrators attend regular meetings with the scheme manager and/or 
pension board. 

TPR 2018: Top 3 responses: administrators deliver regular reports to scheme manager 
and/or board on the service provided (87% of all schemes); administrators 
attend regular meetings with the scheme manager and/or pension board 
(85% of all schemes); performance metrics are set out in contracts or SLAs 
(73% of all schemes) 

 

C4 In the last 12 months, how many pension board meetings had administration as a dedicated 
item on the agenda? 
Lewisham: 3 (indirectly) 
TPR 2018: Mean of 86% of pension board meetings that had administration as a 

dedicated item on the agenda  
 

C5 Do you have processes in place to monitor scheme records for all membership types on an 
ongoing basis to ensure they are accurate and complete?  
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018: 91% of all schemes have a process in place for monitoring records on an 

ongoing basis for accuracy and completeness 
 

C6 Does the scheme have an agreed process in place with the employer(s) to receive, check 
and review data? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018: 92% all schemes have a process in place for receiving, checking and 

reviewing data from scheme employers 
 

C7 Is your scheme single employer or multi-employer? 
Lewisham: Multi-employer scheme (i.e. used by several different employers) 
TPR 2018: N/A – informs the following questions in this section. 

 

C8a Does your participating employer(s) always provide you with timely data? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018: 12% of schemes where all employers always provide timely data 

 

C8b Does your participating employer always provide accurate and complete data? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018: 11% of schemes where all employers always provide accurate and complete 

data 
 

C8c Does your participating employer submit data to you monthly? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018: Mean of 77% of employers the submit data monthly 

 

C8d Does your participating employer submit data to you electronically? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018: Mean of 88% of employers the submit data electronically 
 

C9a What proportion of your scheme’s employers always provide you with timely data? 
Lewisham: 90% 
TPR 2018: Mean of 87% of all employers provide timely data 

 

C9b What proportion of your scheme’s employers always provide accurate and complete data? 

Page 80



Lewisham: 80% 
TPR 2018: Mean of 84% of all employers provide accurate and complete data 

 

C9c What proportion of your scheme’s employers submit data to you monthly? 
Lewisham: 100% 
TPR 2018:  44% of multi-employer schemes where all employers submit data monthly 

 

C9d What proportion of your scheme’s employers submit data to you electronically? 
Lewisham: 100% 
TPR 2018:  51% of multi-employer schemes where all employers submit data 

electronically 

 

C10 Does the scheme have a process in place for monitoring the payment of contributions? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018:    

 

C11 Does the scheme have a process in place for resolving contribution payment issues? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018:    

 

C12 Does the scheme have a defined escalation process in place for dealing with employers who 
do not provide timely or accurate data? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018:  88% of multi-employer schemes have a defined escalation process. 

 

C13 What actions are included in your process for dealing with employers who do not provide 
timely or accurate data? 
Lewisham: Chase by telephone; chase in writing; escalate to senior staff 
TPR 2018:  Chase in writing (97% of multi-employer schemes); chase by telephone 

(93%); escalate to senior staff (92%); assess for breach of law (67%); impose 

penalty (56%); manual correction (27%); remove from scheme (14%) 

 

SECTION D – CYBER SECURITY 
 

D1 Which, if any, of the following controls does your scheme have in place to protect your data 
and assets from ‘cyber risk’? 
By ‘cyber risk’ we mean the risk of loss, disruption or damage to a scheme or its members 
as a result of the failure of its information technology systems and processes. 
Lewisham: (from 14 specific cyber controls): System controls (e.g. firewalls, anti-virus 

and anti-malware products and regular updates of software); controls 
restricting access to systems and data; policies on the acceptable use of 
devices, passwords and other authentication, and on home and mobile 
working; policies on data access, protection, use and transmission which are 
in line with data protection legislation and guidance. 

TPR 2018:  74% of schemes had at least half (7+) of the controls in place; the mean 

number of controls in place was 9.0 

 
D2 Have any of the following happened to your scheme, including at any outsourced 

administration provider, in the last 12 months? 
Lewisham: (from 9 specified cyber breaches/attacks): None of these 
TPR 2018:  49% of schemes had experienced some kind of cyber breach or attack in the 

previous 12 months. Top three responses: staff receiving fraudulent emails or 

being directed to fraudulent websites (42% of schemes); attacks that try to 
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take down website or online services (10% of schemes); people 

impersonating scheme in emails or online (9% of schemes)  

 

SECTION E – DATA REVIEW 
 

E1 When did your scheme last complete a data review exercise? 
Lewisham: Within the last 12 months 
TPR 2018:  83% of all schemes within the last 12 months; 9% more than 12 months 

previously; 4% never. 

 

E2 N/A 
 

E3 Did your scheme’s most recently completed data review exercise look at any of the 
following? 
Lewisham: Common data (e.g. member’s name, DOB, NI number and address); scheme-

specific data (previously called conditional data); member existence checks 
TPR 2018:  97% of all schemes had looked at common data, 80% at scheme-specific 

data, and 60% at member existence checks. 

 

E4 Did your scheme’s most recently completed data review exercise identify any issues or 
problems with the common data? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018:  72% of all schemes that looked at common data identified issues with the 

data 

 

E5 Has any action been taken to address the issues identified with the common data? 
Lewisham: An improvement plan is in development 
TPR 2018:  Of the 72% of schemes that identified issues with the data, 23% had an 

improvement plan in development, 40% had an improvement plan in place 

although rectification work had not yet been completed, and 2% had put in 

place an improvement plan and completed rectification work. 6% undertook 

rectification work without an improvement plan. 

 

E6 Did your scheme’s most recently completed data review exercise identify any issues or 
problems with the scheme-specific data? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018:  80% of all schemes that looked at scheme-specific data identified issues with 

the data 

 

E7 Has any action been taken to address the issues identified with the scheme-specific data? 
Lewisham: An improvement plan is in development 
TPR 2018:  Of the 80% of schemes that identified issues with the data, 30% had an 

improvement plan in development, 42% had an improvement plan in place 

although rectification work had not yet been completed, and 2% had put in 

place an improvement plan and completed rectification work. 4% undertook 

rectification work without an improvement plan. 

 

SECTION F – ANNUAL BENEFIT STATEMENTS 
 

F1 In 2018, what proportion of active members received their annual benefit statements by the 
statutory deadline? 
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Lewisham: 100% 
TPR 2018:  Mean of 95% of active members had received their annual benefit statements 

by the statutory deadline 

 
F2 N/A  
 
F3 N/A 
 
F4 What proportion of all the annual benefit statements the scheme sent out in 2018 contained 

all the data required by regulations? 
Lewisham: 100% 
TPR 2018:  Mean of 100% of schemes indicated that the statements they sent out 

contained all the required data 

 

SECTION G – RESOLVING ISSUES 
 

G1 Does the scheme have a working definition of what constitutes a complaint? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018:  86% of all schemes had a working definition of what constitutes a complaint 

 

G2a In the last 12 months, how many complaints have you received from members or 
beneficiaries in relation to their benefits and/or the running of the scheme? 
Lewisham: 5 
TPR 2018:  Mean of 61 complaints across all schemes (or 7 per 100 members). 

 

G2b How many of these complaints have entered the Internal Dispute Resolution (IDR) 
process?? 
Lewisham: None 
TPR 2018:  Mean of 43% of complaints had entered the Internal Dispute Resolution (IDR) 

process across all schemes (36% in Local Government schemes) 

 

G3 To what did the top three types of complaint relate? 
Lewisham: Slow or ineffective communication; disputes or queries about the amount of 

benefit paid 
TPR 2018:  Top 3 types of complaints: eligibility for ill health benefit (39% of schemes); 

disputes or queries about the amount of benefit paid (31%); slow or 

ineffective communication (29%) 

 

G4 Does the scheme carry out a satisfaction survey(s) among its members and beneficiaries? 
Lewisham: No 
TPR 2018:  33% of schemes had carried out satisfaction surveys 

 

SECTION H – REPORTING BREACHES 
 

H1 Does the scheme have procedures in place to allow the scheme manager, pension board 
members and others to identify breaches of the law? 
Lewisham: No 
TPR 2018:  94% of schemes had procedures in place to identify breaches of the law 

 

H2 In the last 12 months, have you identified any breaches of the law that are not related to 
annual benefit statements? 
Lewisham: No 
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TPR 2018:  30% of schemes had identified non-annual benefit statement breaches of the 

law in the previous 12 months, and 11% had reported breaches to TPR in this 

period as they thought they were materially significant.  

 

H3 N/A 
 

H4 Are there procedures in place to assess breaches of the law, and report these to TPR if 
required? 
Lewisham: Yes 
TPR 2018:  95% of schemes had procedures to assess breaches of the law and report 

them to TPR if required 

 

H5 N/A 
 

SECTION I – GOVERNANCE AND ADMINISTRATION 
 

I1 To what would you attribute any improvements made to the scheme’s governance and 
administration in the last 12 months? 
Lewisham: Improved understanding of underlying legislation and standards expected by 

TPR 
TPR 2018:  Top 3 responses: improved understanding of underlying legislation and 

standards expected by TPR (67% of schemes); improved understanding of 

the risks facing the scheme (63%); improved engagement by TPR (45%) 

 

I2 What are the main three barriers to improving the governance and administration of your 
scheme over the next 12 months? 
Lewisham: Lack of resources or time; recruitment, training and retention of staff and 

knowledge; the volume of changes that are required to comply with legislation 
TPR 2018:  Top 3 responses: complexity of the scheme (70% of schemes); lack of 

resources or time (47%); the volume of changes that are required to comply 

with legislation (45%) (recruitment, training and retention of staff and 

knowledge was 4th on the list at 39%) 

 

SECTION J – PERCEPTIONS OF TPR 
 

J1 Thinking about your overall perception of TPR, to what extent do you agree or disagree with 
the following words as ways to describe TPR? 

 
a) Tough 
Lewisham:  Neither agree nor disagree 
TPR 2018: 8% strongly agree; 48% agree; 39% neither; 3% disagree 
  
b) Efficient 
Lewisham:  Agree 
TPR 2018: 7% strongly agree; 53% agree; 32% neither; 5% disagree 

 
c) Visible 
Lewisham:  Agree 
TPR 2018: 19% strongly agree; 70% agree; 10% neither; 1% disagree 
 
d) Fair 
Lewisham:  Agree 
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TPR 2018: 10% strongly agree; 56% agree; 29% neither; 1% disagree 
 
e) Respected 
Lewisham:  Agree 
TPR 2018: 21% strongly agree; 57% agree; 20% neither; 1% disagree 
 
f) Evidence-based 
Lewisham:  Agree 
TPR 2018: 12% strongly agree; 55% agree; 27% neither; 1% disagree 
 
g) Decisive 
Lewisham:  Don’t know 
TPR 2018: 8% strongly agree; 45% agree; 38% neither; 3% disagree 
 
h) Clear 
Lewisham:  Agree 
TPR 2018: 10% strongly agree; 59% agree; 26% neither; 3% disagree 
 
i) Approachable 
Lewisham:  Don’t know 
TPR 2018: 22% strongly agree; 51% agree; 23% neither; 3% disagree 
 

J2 Thinking now about how TPR operates, how effective do you think it is at improving 
standards in scheme governance and administration in public service pension schemes? 
Lewisham: Fairly effective 
TPR 2018:  24% very effective; 64% fairly effective; 9% neither; 1% not very effective 
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Sixty seconds 01 

 

 

 

TPR 2018 Survey highlights the continuous progress by funds 

LGPS - Key observations 
The 4th annual governance and administration 2018 survey report for public service pension schemes has 

recently been released by The Pensions Regulator (TPR). Here are our thoughts on the key points; 

• Foundation blocks in place - The report indicates that the vast majority of LGPS funds have now got, 

at the very least, the basic governance and administration foundations, such as Local Pension Boards, 

risk registers and data improvement plans, in place. 

• Administration matters - Appreciation of the importance of scheme administration has increased, but 

there is still much more focus needed in this area from Pension Committees and Pension Boards, both 

of which have a big role to play. TPR commented that it is imperative that Pension Boards cover 

administration issues on every agenda, particularly those that are persistent or emerging. Currently 

administration is a regular agenda item for only 71% of Pension Boards.  While not specifically referred 

to by TPR we would suggest the importance of considering administration applies equally to Pension 

Committees too. 

• It’s all about data - Not surprisingly the importance of member data runs throughout the report. TPR’s 

expectation is for improvement plans to be in place and funds to continue the push towards full 

electronic data submissions from all employers. Within the survey LGPS funds have indicated that the 

biggest barrier to data improvement lies with employer compliance, with only 6% suggesting they 

received timely data from all employers and only 4% suggesting all employers always provide data that 

is accurate and complete. 

• Cyber security, keep vigilant! - Cyber security has its own separate section within the report and 

TPR wants to ensure public service pension schemes give this issue due prominence in the running of 

the scheme. 

 

 

TPR 2018 Survey - Governance and Administration foundations are in place – what next? 

 

Key messages 
• Positive responses from the LGPS in the Survey suggest that the basic governance and 

administration foundations are now in place at funds.  

• Data accuracy continues to be a challenge for funds. Only 4% of LGPS survey 

respondents stated that all employers provide accurate and complete data. 

• TPR expects more impact from Pension Boards on administration improvement. 

Andrew McKerns 

Benefits and Governance Consultant 
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• TPR role now clearer and more relevant - The role and perception of TPR is one that it is both visible 

and respected but falls down in the area of being tough and decisive. Nevertheless, TPR has been seen 

as a strong driver in increasing good governance and raising administration standards and performance 

across public service pension schemes.  

 

The 2018 survey report is an important insight into the wider LGPS governance and administration landscape. 

Encouragingly they have seen year on year improvements across every category. But, as ever, TPR does not 

expect schemes to rest on their laurels – continuous improvement and development is still expected. 

“Scheme managers and pension boards need to drive improvements”  

LGPS statistics 
As you can imagine in a 52-page report, there is a lot of information to get through. We found the following 

LGPS specific statistics of note; 

• 28% of LGPS respondents stated recruitment and retention of staff, or lack of staff knowledge, as a 

top 3 governance and administration risk; 

• As the Regulator sees it, only 85% of LGPS respondents sent out ABS’s that contained all the data 

required by the Regulations. TPR went on to comment that “deliberately sending out a statement with 

missing or incorrect data is worse than sending out an accurate statement late”. An important 

message as funds prepare to issue their 2019 annual benefit statements. 

• 38% of all LGPS employers submit their data monthly and 51% submit their data electronically.  There 

are still some question marks, however, over data quality, with 1 in 5 employers not always providing 

accurate and complete data to funds.  

• 66% of LGPS funds said they were likely to impose penalties on employers (more than any other 

scheme surveyed), although the evidence on data quality does question the effectiveness of such 

action alone.    

• 93% of LGPS funds have completed a data review in the last 12 months. This was 19% higher than the 

2017 survey. 

Foundation work (mostly) done – what next? 
It has been over 4 years since the responsibility of TPR increased across the public service pension schemes. 

In that time, they have focussed on ensuring that the key foundation blocks of governance and administration 

are in place. The 2018 survey has shown that most LGPS funds believe the governance and administration 

foundation work is in place.  

However, TPR is quick to state that this is merely the start of the journey to improve governance and 

administration standards. The question now posed for most LGPS funds is “how do you use these foundation 

building blocks to continue to improve the governance and administration at your funds?”  Particularly so when it 

comes to the provision and accuracy of member data. 

TPR has said it will use its 2018 survey results to inform future regulatory initiatives and schemes will continue 

to see greater engagement from TPR.  Public service governance and administration scrutiny will therefore 

move from the foundation level and onto the ‘first floor’. LGPS funds will need to ensure they are equipped for 

this next level challenge. 
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APPENDIX 6  

Lewisham Local Pension Board 

Training Record (from December 2017) 

 

 Date Organiser Event Hours 
Chair 
Stephen Warren 08/02/2018 LCP De-risking webinar - 

13/03/2018 Hogan Lovells 
‘Recent Developments in 
Pensions’ seminar 

1.5 

22/03/2018 Baillie Gifford Multi-asset training - 

28/03/2018 
Willis Towers 
Watson 

‘The Stars Align’ breakfast 
seminar 

- 

19/04/2018 
Invesco/Cambridge 
Judge Business 
School 

Investment Lectures 3.0 

10/05/2018 SPS Conferences 
‘ESG and Sustainable 
Investments for Pension Funds’ 
conference 

7.0 

14/05/2018 
Willis Towers 
Watson 

2018 Pensions and Savings 
conference 

- 

27/06/2018 CIPFA 
LGPS Local Pension Boards – 
Three Years On 

6.5 

18/09/2018 LCP Annual Pensions Conference - 

02/10/2018 
Willis Towers 
Watson 

‘Thinking Ahead’ breakfast 
seminar 

- 

13/11/2018 Hogan Lovells 
‘Recent Developments in 
Pensions’ seminar 

- 

21/11/2018 LCP 
‘The Lloyds Bank GMP 
Inequalities Judgement’ webinar 

 

27/02/2019 CIPFA LGPS Members Spring Seminar 3.5 

31/05/2019 Hymans Robertson 
LGPS Good Governance Project 
webinar 

1.0 

 

Employee Rep 
Elizabeth Sclater 

22/02/2018 Ealing Council 
Pension Board and Committee 
Members Training 

3.5 

15/03/2018 SPS Conferences 
Local Authority Pension Fund 
Investment Issues 

7.0 

27/06/2018 CIPFA 
LGPS Local Pension Boards – 
Three Years On 

6.5 

26/06/2019 CIPFA 
LGPS Local Pension Board 
Annual Event 

6.0 

 

Employee Rep 
Gary Cummins 

    

    

 

Employer Rep 
Adam Bowles 

26/06/2019 CIPFA 
LGPS Local Pension Board 
Annual Event 

6.0 
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Employer Rep 
Alex Bush 

    

    

 

Member Progress against the Pension Regulator’s Public Service Toolkit 

Module Stephen 
Warren 

Elizabeth 
Sclater 

Gary 
Cummins 

Adam 
Bowles 

Alex 
Bush 

Courses 

Conflicts of interest Pass     

Managing risk and 
internal controls 

Pass     

Maintaining accurate 
member data 

Pass     

Maintaining member 
contributions 

Pass     

Providing information 
to members and 
others 

Pass     

Resolving internal 
disputes 

Pass     

Reporting breaches of 
the law 

Pass     

 

Member Progress against the Pension Regulator’s Toolkit 

Module Stephen 
Warren 

Elizabeth 
Sclater 

Gary 
Cummins 

Adam 
Bowles 

Alex 
Bush 

Core Modules 

Introducing pension 
schemes 

Pass     

The trustees role Pass     

Running a scheme Pass     

Pensions law Pass     

An introduction to 
investment 

Pass     

Essential learning for trustees of DB schemes only 

How a DB scheme 
works 

Pass     

Funding your DB 
scheme 

Pass     

DB recovery plans, 
contributions and 
funding principles 

Pass     

Investment in a DB 
scheme 

Pass     

Essential learning for trustees of DC schemes only 

How a DC scheme 
works (2014) 

Pass     

Investment in a DC 
scheme 

Pass     
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APPENDIX 7 – Suggested Events Programme 2019 Quarter 3-4 

 

Date Conference/Event Organiser Venue Cost & Additional Information 

30/10/2019 
Investment 
Breakfast Series – 
Cost Transparency 

Aon 
The Aon Centre, 122 
Leadenhall, London, 
EC3V 4AN 

07:45 – 09:00 
Registration Free. 
If of interest, please contact the Principal 
Accountant to register your place 
(Robert.Browning@ lewisham.gov.uk) 
 

30/10/2019 

Trustee 
Roundtable: How 
to Manage 
Longevity Risk 

The Pensions 
Management 
Institute 

PMI, Floor 20, Tower 
42, 25 Old Broad 
Street, London, EC2N 
1HQ 

15:30 – 17:30 
Free to attend 
If of interest, please contact the Principal 
Accountant to register your place 
(Robert.Browning@ lewisham.gov.uk) 
 

06/11/2019 
Introduction to 
Trusteeship – Part 
1: The Theory 

PLSA 
24 Chiswell Street, 
London, EC1Y 4TY 

09:30 – 16:00 
£505 for members 
Enquiries via Website 
 

12/11/2019 
Local Authority 
Update 2019 

Pensions and 
Lifetime 
Savings 
Association 
(PLSA) 

Aberdeen Standard 
Investments, Bow 
Bells House, 1 Bread 
Street, London, 
EC4M 9HH 

10:00 – 16:00 
Free for Members 
If of interest, please contact the Principal 
Accountant to register your place 
(Robert.Browning@ lewisham.gov.uk) 
 

13/11/2019 
CIPFA Pensions 
Annual 
Conference 

CIPFA 
FTSE London, 10 
Paternoster Square, 
London, EC4M 7LS 

10:00 – 16:00 
£295 
If of interest, please contact the Principal 
Accountant to register your place 
(Robert.Browning@ lewisham.gov.uk) 
 

20/11/2019 
Introduction to 
Trusteeship – Part 
1: The Practice 

PLSA 
24 Chiswell Street, 
London, EC1Y 4TY 

10:00 – 16:00 
£505 for members 
Enquiries via Website 
 

02/12/2019 
GMP Equalisation 
Seminar 

The Pensions 
Management 
Institute 

Eversheds 
Sutherland, 1 Wood 
Street, London, EC2V 
7WS 

09:00 – 16:00 
£90 to attend 
If of interest, please contact the Principal 
Accountant to register your place 
(Robert.Browning@ lewisham.gov.uk) 
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APPENDIX 8 – Learning Needs Analysis Template 

 

 
Public service pension schemes: Learning needs analysis of certain governance and administration requirements  

 

 
Step 1 – Plan your learning 

 

Learning needs analysis Personal development 

 
1 – My role, responsibilities and duties as a Pension Board member 
 

Do I know...? 
 

Rate my skills 
1 – no knowledge                
5 – highly skilled 

My objectives 
 

Timescale What learning am 
I planning to do? 

Where to find information  

Who The Pensions Regulator is 
 
What my role, responsibilities and duties 
are 
 
How the Regulator’s code of practice will 
support me in assisting the scheme 
manager with running an effective and 
efficient scheme 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

 
 

  Introduction to public service 
pension schemes: 
www.tpr.gov.uk/PS-introduction 

 
2 – The knowledge and understanding I need as a Pension Board member 
 

Do I know...? Rate my skills My objectives  Timescale What learning am 
I planning to do? 

Where to find information 

What I need to know about my scheme as a 
Pension Board member 
 
What I need to know about pensions law as 
a Pension Board member 
 
How to plan, follow and record my training, 
knowledge and understanding 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

  
 

Knowledge and understanding 
duty on Pension Board members: 
www.tpr.gov.uk/PS-knowledge 
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2 of 5 
 

 
3 – Conflicts of interest  
 

Do I know...?  Rate my skills 
 

My objectives Timescale What learning 
am I planning to 
do? 

Where to find information 

What information I need to provide to the 
scheme manager  
 
How to disclose potential or actual conflicts 
of interest 
 
How to monitor and discuss the risk of 
potential or actual conflicts of interest 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 

   
 
 
 
 

‘Conflicts of interest’ course in the 
Public Service toolkit: 
www.pensionseducationportal.com 

 
4 – Publishing scheme information  
 

Do I know...?  Rate my skills 
 

My objectives Timescale What learning 
am I planning to 
do? 

Where to find information 

What information needs to be published 
about the Pension Board 
 
How that information is to be recorded and 
published  
 
What the Pension Board’s role is regarding 
the publication of that information 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

Publishing scheme information: 
www.tpr.gov.uk/PS-publishing 

 
5 – Risk management and internal controls  
 

Do I know...?  Rate my skills 
 

My objectives Timescale What learning 
am I planning to 
do? 

Where to find information 
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3 of 5 
 

How risks will be identified and assessed 
 
How internal controls will be set up 
 
How risk assessments will be documented 
 
How possible fraudulent activity will be 
identified and dealt with 
 
Who is involved in internal controls and risk 
management and their role 
 
What the Pension Board’s role is in internal 
controls and risk management 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

   
 
 
 
 

‘Managing risk and internal 
controls’ course in the Public 
Service toolkit: 
www.pensionseducationportal.com 

 
6 – Record-keeping  
 

Do I know...?  Rate my skills 
 

My objectives Timescale What learning 
am I planning to 
do? 

Where to find information 

How an effective scheme record-keeping 
process will be set up 
 
How the required records of scheme 
members’ data, transactions and pension 
board decisions will be kept 
 
Who is involved in record-keeping and their 
role 
 
What the Pension Board’s role is in record-
keeping 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 

   ‘Maintaining accurate member 
data’ course in the Public Service 
toolkit: 
www.pensionseducationportal.com 

 
7 – Maintaining contributions 
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4 of 5 
 

Do I know...?  
 

Rate my skills 
 

My objectives Timescale What learning 
am I planning to 
do? 

Where to find information 

How employer and employee payment 
contributions will be monitored and 
recorded 
 
How late or failed payments which are likely 
to be of material significance to the 
Regulator will be reported to the Regulator 
 
What the Pension Board’s role is in 
maintaining contributions and notifying the 
Regulator of late or failed payments 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 

   ‘Maintaining member contributions’ 
course in the Public Service 
toolkit: 
www.pensionseducationportal.com 

 
8 – Communicating with members 
 

Do I know...? 
 

Rate my skills 
 

My objectives Timescale What learning 
am I planning to 
do? 

Where to find information 

What information must be provided to 
members about the administration of the 
scheme and their benefits  
 
How that information will be provided to 
members 
 
Who is involved in member 
communications 
 
What the Pension Board’s role is in 
member communications 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 

   
 
 

‘Providing information to members 
and others’ course in the Public 
Service toolkit: 
www.pensionseducationportal.com 

 
9 – Resolving disputes   
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5 of 5 
 

Do I know...? 
 

Rate my skills 
 

My objectives Timescale What learning 
am I planning to 
do? 

Where to find information 

How disputes within my scheme will be 
resolved 
 
How disputes within my scheme and their 
resolutions will be documented 
 
What the Pension Board’s role is in the 
resolution of issues and disputes  
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 

   ‘Resolving internal disputes’ 
course in the Public Service 
toolkit: 
www.pensionseducationportal.com 

 
10 – Reporting breaches of the law  
 

Do I know...? 
 

Rate my skills 
 

My objectives Timescale What learning 
am I planning to 
do? 

Where to find information 

How to identify breaches of the law  
 
How breaches of the law will be assessed 
 
How breaches of the law likely to be of 
material significance to the Regulator will 
be reported 
 
What my responsibility is to report breaches 
 
Who else is under a duty to report breaches  
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 

   ‘Reporting breaches of the law’ 
course in the Public Service 
toolkit: 
www.pensionseducationportal.com 
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Updated: October 2019 

APPENDIX 9 

Lewisham Local Pension Board - Work Programme   

 

OPERATIONAL  Qtr 4 (Oct-
Dec 2019) 

Qtr 1 (Jan-
Mar 2020) 

Qtr 2 (Apr-
Jun 2020) 

Qtr 3 (Jul-
Sep 2020) 

Draft Pension Fund Statement of Accounts  
 

 
  X 

Pension Fund Annual Report (must be published by 
1 December): Includes: 

 Administration update (including KPI monitoring) 

 Final Statement of Accounts 

 Pension Board Annual Report 
 Governance Compliance Statement 

 

X   

Pension Fund Internal Audit Report 
 

 
X  

Monitoring of Investment Performance: see Hymans 

Robertson Performance Reports reported to PIC 

 
X X X X 

Triennial and Interim Actuarial Valuations 
 

 
X   

Progress Reports on the Arrangements for Pooling 
 

X X X X 

Risk Register 
 

X X X X 

Board’s Learning Needs and Training 
 

X X X X 

Review of the Fund’s Business Plan: prepared by 

Hymans Robertson and reported to PIC 

 

 
  X 

Update on the work of the Scheme Advisory Board 
 

X X X X 

Changes to the Scheme’s Regulations 
 

X X X X 
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Updated: October 2019 
 

STRATEGIC  
Policies, where available, can be found at the following 
site: 
http://www.lewishampensions.org/lewisham-pension-
fund/about-us/forms-and-publications/ 

 

Qtr 4 (Oct-
Dec 2019) 

Qtr 1 (Jan-
Mar 2020) 

Qtr 2 (Apr-
Jun 2020) 

Qtr 3 (Jul-
Sep 2020) 

Investment Strategy Statement: Oversight 
 

 X   

Funding Strategy Statement: Oversight 
Must be updated at least every 3 years (in line with the triennial 
valuation) 

 

 

X   

Terms of Reference and Membership of the Board 
Should be reviewed at least annually 

 

 
X   

Administration Strategy 
(To be created by Q2 2020) 

 

 
 X  

Breaches of Law Policy 
(To be created by Q2 2020) 

 

 
 X  

Risk Management Policy 

 
X    

Internal Disputes Resolution Procedure  
 X  

Governance Compliance Statement  
(To be created by Q2 2020) 

 

 
 X  

Discretions Policy 
 

 
X   

Communications Policy Statement 
 

 
X   

Conflicts of Interest Policy 
Should be reviewed at least every 3 years, preferably annually 

 

 
X   

Code of Conduct Policy 
Should be reviewed at least every 3 years, preferably annually 

 

 
X   
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