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When attending this meeting, Members are reminded of the three principles of the Jo Cox 
Foundation and Compassion in Politics Civility Pledge: 

 
1. Use a civil and constructive tone in debate. 

2. Act with integrity, honesty and compassion. 
3. Behave respectfully towards others, including those I disagree with. 

 

 
* (Please note that while we strive to live stream meetings, technical issues may 

occasionally occur.  In the event of a technical disruption, the meeting will be paused to try 
to resolve the issue.  Should it not be possible to resume the live stream, the meeting will 
proceed as scheduled, and a backup recording will be made available after the meeting.  

Any disruption to the live stream does not affect the legality of the meeting). 
 

 



AGENDA 
 
1  Apologies and Substitutions  

 

To receive apologies for absence and notification of any substitutions. 
 

 
2  Disclosable Interests  

 

Members are reminded that they must declare their disclosable pecuniary 
interests and other registrable or non-registrable interests in any matter being 

considered at the meeting as set out in Appendix B of the Members’ Code of 
Conduct and consider if they should leave the room prior to the item being 
considered.  Further advice can be sought from the Monitoring Officer in 

advance of the meeting. 
 

 
3  Minutes of the Previous Meeting (Pages 1 - 6) 

 

The minutes of the meeting held on 19th June 2026 are attached for 
confirmation, marked 3. 

 
Contact:  Sarah Townsend (01743 257721) 
 

 
4  Public Questions  

 
To receive any questions or petitions from members of the public, notice of 
which has been given in accordance with Procedure Rule 14.  The deadline for 

this meeting is 12 noon on Monday, 14th September 2026. 
 

 
5  Third Line of Assurance: Internal Audit Outturn Report for Shropshire 

County Pension Fund 2025/26 (Pages 7 - 22) 

 
The report of the Head of Policy and Governance is attached, marked 5.  

 
Contact:  Barry Hanson (07990 086409) 
 

 
6  External Audit - The Audit Findings for Shropshire County Pension Fund 

2025/26 (Pages 23 - 58) 

 
The report of Grant Thornton is attached, marked 6. 

 
Contact:  Avtar Sohal (0121 212 4000) 

 
 

7  Pension Fund Annual Accounts 2025/26 (Pages 59 - 170) 

 
The report of the Pensions Investment and Responsible Investment Manager is 



attached, marked 7. 
 

Contact:  Peter Chadderton (07990 086399) 
 

 
8  Corporate Governance Monitoring (Pages 171 - 232) 

 

The report of the Pensions Investment and Responsible Investment Manager is 
attached, marked 8. 

 
Contact:  Peter Chadderton (07990 086399) 
 

 
9  Pensions Administration Monitoring (Pages 233 - 252) 

 
The report of the Pensions Administration Manager is attached, marked 9. 
 

Contact:  Vicky Jenks (01743 252192) 
 

 
10  Governance (Pages 253 - 274) 

 

The report of the Pensions Administration Manager is attached, marked 10. 
 

Contact:  Vicky Jenks (01743 252192) 
 
 

11  Exclusion of Press and Public  

 

To consider a resolution under paragraph 10.2 of the Council’s Access to 
Information Procedure Rules that the proceedings of the Committee in relation 
to Agenda Items 12 to 17 shall not be conducted in public in the grounds that 

they involve the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined by the 
categories specified against them. 

 
 

12  Exempt Minutes of the Previous Meeting (Exempted by Category 3) (Pages 

275 - 280) 
 

The exempt minutes of the meeting held on 19th June 2026 are attached for 
confirmation, marked 12. 
 

Contact:  Sarah Townsend (01743 257721) 
 

 
13  New Employers (Exempted by Category 3) (Pages 281 - 286) 

 

The exempt report of the Pensions Administration Manager is attached, marked 
13. 

 
Contact:  Vicky Jenks (01743 252192) 



 
 

14  Investment Portfolio Update (Exempted by Category 3) (Pages 287 - 312) 

 

The exempt presentation of Mr Colin Cartwright, Aon, is attached, marked 14. 
 
 

15  Local Investments (Exempted by Category 3) (Pages 313 - 332) 

 

The exempt presentation of Mr Paddy Dowdall and Mr Alex Jones, LGPS 
Central, is attached, marked 15. 
 

 
16  Investment Strategy Update (Exempted by Category 3) (Pages 333 - 360) 

 
The exempt report of the Pensions Investment and Responsible Investment 
Manager is attached, marked 16. 

 
Contact:  Peter Chadderton (07990 086399) 

 
 

17  Investment Monitoring - Quarter to 30 June 2026 (Exempted by Category 3) 

(Pages 361 - 406) 
 

The exempt report of the Pensions Investment and Responsible Investment 
Manager is attached, marked 17. 
 

Contact:  Peter Chadderton (07990 086399) 
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Minutes of Pensions Committee held on 19 June 2026 

 

 

                  

 Pensions Committee 
 

18 September 2026 
 

10.00 a.m. 

  

 
 
MINUTES OF THE PENSIONS COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON 19 JUNE 2026  
10.00 A.M. - 11.46 A.M. 
 

 
Responsible Officer:    Sarah Townsend 

Email:  sarah.townsend@shropshire.gov.uk      Tel:  01743 257721 
 
Present:  
 

Members of the Committee: 
Councillors Gary Groves, Malcolm Myles-Hook and Charles Shackerley-Bennett  

 
Co-Opted Members (Voting): 

Councillors Zona Hannington and Stephen Reynolds (Substitute) (substitute for Paul 
Davis) 
 

Co-Opted Members (Non-Voting): 
Thomas Biggins and Byron Cooke (remotely via MS Teams) 

 
Others Present: 

 

Shropshire Council Officers: 
Justin Bridges (Head of Pensions – LGPS Senior Officer), Peter Chadderton (Pensions 
Investment and Responsible Investment Manager), Vicky Jenks (Pensions Administration 

Manager) and Martin Griffiths (Pensions Governance and Communication Team Leader) 
 

Aon:   

Luke Hammond 
 

LGPS Central: 
Jayne Atkinson (remotely via MS Teams), Anthony Cherrington, John Goodall and Russell 
Oades 

 
Independent Advisor to the Committee:   

Philip Hebson 
 

Pensions Board Members:  

John Hall (remotely via MS Teams)  
 

 
1 Election of Chairman  

 
RESOLVED: 

That Councillor Gary Groves be elected as Chairman of the Pensions Committee for 

the forthcoming municipal year. 
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2 Apologies and Substitutions  

 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Paul Davis, Councillor Roger 
Evans and Mr David Burton.  Councillor Stephen Reynolds was in attendance as 

Councillor Paul Davis’ substitute. 
 

 
3 Appointment of Vice-Chairman  

 
RESOLVED: 

That Councillor Zona Hannington be appointed as Vice-Chairman of the Pensions 
Committee for the forthcoming municipal year. 

 
 
4 Disclosable Interests  

 
None were declared. 

 
 
5 Minutes of the Previous Meeting  

 
RESOLVED:  

That the minutes of the meeting held on 20th March 2026 be approved and signed by 
the Chairman as a correct record. 

 
 
6 Public Questions  

 
There were no public questions. 

 
 
7 Pensions Administration Monitoring  

 
The Committee received the report of the Pensions Administration Manager which 

provided them with monitoring information on the performance of and issues 
affecting the Pensions Administration Team. 
 

A question was asked regarding Penny the Pensions Bot and why its accuracy rate 
appeared to have remained at around 75% despite ongoing updates to the 

knowledge bank and whether further improvements were expected.  The Pensions 
Administration Manager explained that whilst the knowledge bank was continually 
reviewed and updated in response to member queries, accuracy remained at 

approximately 75% regardless of the additional information added.  It was noted that 
more sophisticated tools were expected to become available and that the potential 

adoption of a more sophisticated bot to improve performance was under 
consideration. 
 
RESOLVED: 

1. That the KPI chart and information on those KPI’s not currently meeting the 95% 

target and the actions being taken to address this (Appendix A) be noted. 
 

2. That the progress of the Pension Dashboard implementation which is provided in 

the update report (Appendix C) be noted. 
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3. It be noted that the regulatory updates are having a significant impact on the 
work of the team. 

 
 
8 Governance  

 
The Committee received the report of the Pensions Administration Manager which 

provided them with information regarding regulatory breaches arising from 1st April 
2025 to 31st March 2026 that have been recorded in the breaches log.  Also reported 

were any stage one or stage two appeals that had been received under the internal 
dispute resolution procedure (IDRP).  Finally, fund policies that had been reviewed in 
the last quarter and required approval by Committee were also included within the 

report. 
 

Members were advised that there had been an increase in red breaches, partly as a 
result of a revised approach to assessing repeated breaches over a twelve month 
period.  Where an employer had exceeded six breaches during the year, these were 

now classified as red breaches.  It was reported that particular issues had arisen 
where employers had changed payroll providers, affecting both the quality and 

timeliness of information submitted.  One multi-academy trust covering twelve 
schools continued to present significant difficulties and Officers were working closely 
with the employer to resolve the matter.  Overall, employer information and payments 

were generally being received on time. 
 

The Committee were asked to approve the appointment of two additional doctors, Dr 
Paul Davies from Smart Clinic and Dr Tahal Khan from MTK Doctors, to be used by 
Fund employers in the review of cases for ill health retirements.  It was noted that 

this information had not been included within the report as the request had only 
recently been submitted.  

 
It was noted that although the most recent valuation had been completed, 
preparatory work was already underway for the next valuation period.   

 
A question was asked regarding the process and timescales for reporting red 

breaches to The Pensions Regulator (TPR) and the Pensions Administration 
Manager explained that breaches were escalated internally with the employer first.  If 
the issue was not resolved, a report could be made to The Pensions Regulator, who 

would then contact the employer.  The Pensions Regulator would expect to see 
evidence that the Fund was working with the employer to resolve the issue. Formal 

action, including the possibility of a fine, would usually only follow if the employer was 
not engaging or failing to meet its obligations.  In the case highlighted, the employer 
was attempting to resolve the issue, but progress had not been sufficiently quick. 

 
In response to a further question about whether year on year breach trends could be 

included in future reports, Officers confirmed that this information was included within 
the Annual Report and agreed that it could also be considered for inclusion in future 
governance reports. 

 
RESOLVED: 

1. That the content of Appendix A to the report, breaches recorded from April 2025 
to March 2026, be noted. 
 

2. That the following fund policies be approved: 
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 Conflicts of Interest Policy (updated) (Appendix B)  

 Data Retention Policy (new) (Appendix C)  

 Data improvement Strategy and workplan 2025-27 (updated) (Appendix 
D) 

 Communication Policy (updated) (Appendix E) 
 

3. That Dr Paul Davies from Smart Clinic and Dr Tahal Khan from MTK Doctors to 
be used by Fund employers in the review of cases for ill health retirements be 
approved.  

 
 
9 Corporate Governance Monitoring  

 
The Committee received the report of the Pensions Investment and Responsible 

Investment Manager which informed them of corporate governance changes, 
including the government’s response to the Scheme Advisory Board’s letter of 

October 2025 in respect of investments in conflict zones, and a review of socially 
responsible investment issues arising in the quarter period 1st January 2026 to 31st 
March 2026. 

 
Regarding the Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC) and investments in companies in 

conflict affected areas, it was reported that a response had been received from the 
Government confirming that the Committee’s responsibility was limited to its fiduciary 
duty and that decisions regarding divestment were a matter for central government, 

not local authorities.  It was noted that this supported the approach taken by the 
Committee to date and was consistent with the CAHRA policy published on the 

Fund’s website. 
 
The Committee were informed that the Pensions Bill gained royal accent on 29 th April 

2026 and brought into law the recommendations raised under the Government’s 
LGPS: Fit for the future consultation.  On 1st April 2026, LGPS Central moved to a 

pooling company covering fourteen funds and with regard to investments, they 
became responsible for all of the Fund’s investments, including legacy investments. 
 

In responding to a question regarding local investments and the definition of ‘local’, it 
was confirmed that this was set out in the draft Investment Strategy Statement and 

would be considered in the exempt part of the meeting. 
 
RESOLVED: 

That the position as set out in the report of the Pensions Investment and Responsible 
Investment Manager in respect of voting and engagement activity be noted and 

accepted: 

 LGPS Central included in report;   

 Columbia Threadneedle Investments Responsible Engagement Overlay Activity 
Report at Appendix A;   

 LAPFF Engagement Report at Appendix B;  

 The update from MHCLG on investing in companies in conflict zones at 
Appendix C; and   

 The update on the Pension Bill 2026. 
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10 Exclusion of Press and Public  

 
RESOLVED:  

That under paragraph 10.2 of the Council’s Access to Information Procedure Rules, 

the proceedings of the Committee in relation to Agenda Items 11 to 15, be not 
conducted in public on the grounds that they might involve the likely disclosure of 
exempt information as defined by the categories specified against them. 

 
 
11 Exempt Minutes of the Previous Meeting (Exempted by Category 3)  

 
RESOLVED:  

That the exempt minutes of the meeting held on 20th March 2026 be approved and 
signed by the Chairman as a correct record. 

 
 
12 New Employers (Exempted by Category 3)  

 
The Committee received the exempt report of the Pensions Administration Manager 

which provided them with details regarding new academy admissions to the Fund 
under Schedule 2, Part 1 (20) of the LGPS regulations 2013.  The report also 
provided the Committee with details regarding new employer admissions to the Fund 

under Schedule 2 Part 3 Regulation 1(d) (i) of the Local Government Pension 
Scheme Regulations 2013 as well as details regarding parish councils who had 

made a resolution to join the Fund under Schedule 2 Part 2 Scheme Employers 
(designated bodies).  
 
RESOLVED:  

That the recommendations as set out in the exempt report of the Pensions 

Administration Manager be noted. 
 

 
13 Investment Portfolio Update (Exempted by Category 3)  

 

The Committee received a presentation from Mr Luke Hammond, Aon, which 
provided them with an investment portfolio update. 
 

 
14 Investment Strategy Update (Exempted by Category 3)  

 
The Committee received the exempt report of the Pensions Investment and 
Responsible Investment Manager which provided them with an Investment Strategy 

update.  
 
RESOLVED:  

That the recommendations as set out in the exempt report of the Pensions 
Investment and Responsible Investment Manager be approved. 

 
 
15 Investment Monitoring - Quarter to 31 March 2026 (Exempted by Category 3)  

 
The Committee received the exempt report of the Pensions Investment and 

Responsible Investment Manager which provided them with monitoring information 
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on investment performance and managers for the quarter period to 31st March 2026 
and reported on the technical meetings held with managers since the quarter end.  

 
RESOLVED:  

That the recommendations as set out in the exempt report of the Pensions 
Investment and Responsible Investment Manager be approved. 
 

 
16 Training Session on Understanding the Accounting and Audit Regulations  

 
Immediately after the meeting, a training session was held for Members of the 
Pensions Committee and Pensions Board on Understanding the Accounting and 

Audit Regulations, presented by Mr Jonathan Perera, Mercer. 
 

 
 
 

Signed  (Chairman) 

 
 
Date:  
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    Pensions Committee  
 Date 18 September 2026 

 
 

 Item 5 
 
 
 
 
Public 

 

THIRD LINE OF ASSURANCE: INTERNAL AUDIT OUTTURN 

REPORT FOR SHROPSHIRE COUNTY PENSION FUND 2025/26 

 

Responsible Officer: Barry Hanson 
Head of Policy and Governance 

email: Barry.hanson@shropshire.gov.uk Tel: 07990086409 

Cabinet Member (Portfolio Holder): N/A 

 

1. Purpose of Report 
 

 
1.1. This report provides the Committee with a summary of the work undertaken by 

Internal Audit for the year ended 31st March 2026 and provides the Chief Audit 
Executive’s year end opinion on the Fund’s internal control environment. 

 
2. Recommendations  
 

2.1. The Committee are asked to consider and endorse, with appropriate comment; 
 

i) Performance against the Audit Plan for the year ended 31 March 2026.  
 

ii) The Chief Audit Executive’s substantial year end opinion on the Fund’s internal 
control environment for 2025/26 is based on the work undertaken, and Pension 
Fund management responses received. 

 

3. Background 
 

3.1. This annual report provides members with details of the work undertaken by 
Internal Audit for the year ended 31 March 2026. It reports on progress against the 
annual audit plan agreed with the Pensions Investment and Responsible 
Investment Manager and the Pensions Administration Manager. It also provides 
the Chief Audit Executive’s opinion on the overall adequacy and effectiveness of 
the organisation’s governance, risk management, and control processes when 
considering the Global Internal Audit Standards (GIAS) in the UK Public Sector. 

 
3.2. Final performance has been positive with 4 out of the 5 planned audits completed 

within the financial year. The planned audit of the implementation of Multi Factor 
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Authentication on the pensions system was not completed due to the 
implementation being delayed. The review will now be carried forward to the 
2026/27 audit plan. 

 
3.3. Four good assurances were made in 2025/26. In addition, one advisory review 

was undertaken by the Internal Audit team to support the completion of the Cyber 
Assessment Framework which is a framework devised by the National Cyber 
Security Centre (NCSC). 

 

3.4. A total of 17 recommendations have been made in the five audit reports. One 
significant recommendation was raised in 2025/26. Details of all audits completed 
and summary of recommendations raised is included in Appendix A. 

 

4. Executive Summary 
 

4.1. Based on the work undertaken and Pension Fund management responses 
received; the Pension Fund’s governance, risk management and internal 
control processes are sound and working effectively and the Chief Audit 
Executive can deliver a substantial year end opinion on the Fund’s internal 
control environment for 2025/26. A substantial opinion is the highest overall 
opinion that can be awarded by the Chief Audit Executive. Please refer to 
Appendix B for year-end opinion classifications. 

 

Report 
 

5. Risk Assessment and Opportunities Appraisal 
 

5.1. The delivery of a risk based Internal Audit Plan is an essential part of ensuring 
probity and soundness of the Pension Fund’s financial, governance and risk 
management systems and procedures and is closely aligned to the risk register. 
The Plan is delivered in an effective manner; where Internal Audit independently 
and objectively examines, evaluates and reports on the adequacy of the control 
environments as a contribution to the proper economic, efficient and effective use 
of resources. It provides assurances on the governance, risk management and 
internal control systems, by identifying areas for improvement or potential 
weaknesses and engaging with management to address these in respect of 
current systems and during system design. Failure to maintain robust internal 
controls create an environment where poor performance, fraud, irregularity and 
inefficiency can go undetected leading to financial loss and reputational damage.   

 
5.2. The recommendations contained in this report are compatible with the provisions 

of the Human Rights Act 1998 and the Accounts and Audit Regulations 2015. 
 

5.3. There are no direct Environmental, Equalities or Community consequences of this 
proposal.  

 
5.4. Internal Audit customers are consulted on the service that they receive, feedback 

from which is included in this report and continues to be positive. 
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6. Financial Implications 
 

6.1. The Internal Audit plan is delivered within approved budgets; the work of Internal 
Audit contributes to improving the efficiency, effectiveness and economic 
management of the Pension Fund. 

 

7. Climate Change, Biodiversity and Environmental Implications 
 

7.1 This report does not directly make decisions on energy and fuel consumption; 
renewable energy generation; carbon offsetting or mitigation; or on climate change 
adaption. However, the work of the Committee will look at these aspects relevant 
to the governance, risk management and control environment. 
 

8. Summary of Main Proposals 
 

8.1. This report is the culmination of the work of the Internal Audit team during 2025/26 
and seeks to: 
 

• Provide an opinion on the adequacy of the risk management, control and 
governance arrangements. 

 

• Inform the review of an effective Internal Audit by providing performance data 
against the plan. 

 

• Confirm to the Pension Committee that the Audit service has been delivered 
free from interference throughout the year. 

 
8.2. The requirement for Internal Audit derives from local government legislation, 

including section 151 of the Local Government Act 1972 which requires the 
Pension Fund to plan for the proper administration of its financial affairs. Proper 
administration includes Internal Audit. More specific requirements are detailed in 
the Accounts and Audit Regulations 2015, in that “A relevant authority must 
undertake an effective internal audit to evaluate the effectiveness of its risk 
management, control and governance processes, taking into account public sector 
internal auditing standards or guidance”.   
 

8.3. The GIAS, as applied in the UK Public Sector defines the scope of the annual 
report on internal audit activity. The annual report must incorporate an annual 
internal audit opinion on the overall adequacy and effectiveness of the 
organisation’s framework of governance, risk management and internal control. 
The GIAS in the UK Public Sector came into force in April 2025. An internal quality 
assessment has been undertaken, and an external review is due to be undertaken 
in 2026/27, the outcomes of these assessments will be reported to the Pensions 
Committee. 

 

8.4. Internal Audit operates a strategic risk-based plan. The plan is reviewed each year 
to ensure that suitable audit time and resources are devoted to reviewing the more 
significant areas of risk, this results in a comprehensive range of audits 
undertaken in the year, to support the overall opinion on the control environment. 
The number of audit days have been agreed with management however any 
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demands that may arise and any special investigations, may be delivered in 
addition to the planned work in agreement with management. 

 
Annual Internal Audit Opinion from Internal Audit Work undertaken during 
2025/26.  

 
8.5. It is the responsibility of Shropshire County Pension Fund to develop and maintain 

the internal control framework. In undertaking its work, Internal Audit has a 
responsibility under the GIAS in the UK Public Sector to deliver an annual internal 
audit opinion and report. The annual internal audit opinion will conclude on the 
overall adequacy and effectiveness of the Pension Fund’s framework of 
governance, risk management and internal control. This opinion plays a key part in 
enabling the Pension Committee to deliver their annual assurance statement to 
stakeholders. 
 

8.6. The results of individual audits, when combined, form the basis for the overall 
opinion on the adequacy of the Pension Fund’s internal control systems. No 
system of internal control can provide absolute assurance against material 
misstatement or loss, nor can Internal Audit give that absolute assurance. The 
work of Internal Audit is intended only to provide reasonable assurance on 
governance, risk management and controls based on the work undertaken. In 
assessing the level of assurance to be given, I have considered: 

 

• The work undertaken on the fundamental systems. Whilst identifying 
seventeen control areas where improvements can be made, audit work did 
not identify significant material weaknesses that could result in a material 
misstatement in the Pension Fund’s accounts. Based on the work 
undertaken, reliance can be placed upon the systems. 
 

8.7. These assurances are provided on the basis that management carry out the 
actions they have agreed in respect of the recommendations made to address any 
weakness identified and improvements suggested. 

 
Key assurances provided during 2025/26 
 

8.8. Audit assurance opinions are awarded on completion of audit reviews reflecting 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the controls in place, opinions are graded as 
follows: 

 
Good Evaluation and testing of the controls that are in place confirmed that, 

in the areas examined, there is a sound system of control in place 
which is designed to address relevant risks, with controls being 
consistently applied. 

Reasonable Evaluation and testing of the controls that are in place confirmed that, 
in the areas examined, there is generally a sound system of control 
but there is evidence of non-compliance with some of the controls. 

Limited Evaluation and testing of the controls that are in place performed in 
the areas examined identified that, whilst there is basically a sound 
system of control, there are weaknesses in the system that leaves 
some risks not addressed and there is evidence of non-compliance 
with some key control. 
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Unsatisfactory Evaluation and testing of the controls that are in place identified that 
the system of control is weak and there is evidence of non-
compliance with the controls that do exist. This exposes the Council 
to high risks that should have been managed. 

 
Audit assurance opinions delivered in 2025/26. 
 

Audit Opinion Direction of Travel 

Corporate Governance (Including Risk 
Management) 

Good 
No change - Previously two 
separate audits both 
assessed as Good 

Monitoring of Pension Fund Managers Good 
No change - Previously two 
separate audits both 
assessed as Good 

Pensions Administration Good No change 

Pensions Valuation Good New Audit Area 

NCSC Cyber Self-Assessment – 
Managing Security Risk 

Advisory New Audit Area 

 
8.9. A summary of the five final audit reports issued in 2025/26 are listed at Appendix 

A. Together with the controls reviewed as part of the audit and the 
recommendations raised against each control. 

 
8.10.  Audit recommendations are also an indicator of the effectiveness of the Pension 

Fund’s internal control environment and are rated according to their priority: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8.11.  A summary of the level of assurance for each fundamental review area together 
with the number of recommendations made is shown in the table below. 
 

8.12.  A total of seventeen recommendations have been made in the five audit reports 
issued in the year; these are broken down by audit area in the table below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Best Practice (BP) 
Proposed improvement, rather than addressing 
a risk. 

Requires Attention (RA) 
Addressing a minor control weakness or 
housekeeping issue. 

Significant (S) 
Addressing a significant control weakness 
where the system may be working but errors 
may go undetected. 

Fundamental (F) 
Immediate action required to address major 
control weakness that, if not addressed, could 
lead to material loss. 
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Audit opinion and recommendations made on 2025/26 audits. 
 

 
 

System 

 
Level of  

Assurance 
Given 

Number of 
Recommendations made 

 

BP RA S F Total 

Corporate Governance 
(Including Risk Management) 

Good - 2 - - 2 

Monitoring of Pension Fund 
Managers 

Good - 2 - - 2 

Pensions Administration Good - 6 - - 6 

Pensions Valuation Good - 2 - - 2 

NCSC Cyber Self-
Assessment – Managing 
Security Risk 

Advisory - 4 1 - 5 

Total  - 16 1 - 17 

Percentage  - 94% 6% - 100% 

 
8.13. Four good assurances were issued during the financial year. Where required, 

responses have been received by management in relation to the 
recommendations raised and will be followed up next year to determine whether 
satisfactory action has been taken. 
 

8.14. The Internal Audit team has achieved 83% of the audit plan. The planned audit of 
the implementation of Multi Factor Authentication on the pensions system was not 
completed due to the implementation project being delayed. The audit will now be 
carried forward to the 2026/27 audit plan. 

 
8.15. It is management’s responsibility to ensure accepted audit recommendations are 

implemented within an agreed timescale. No recommendations have been 
rejected in the year by management. 

 
8.16. Sixteen of the recommendations made were rated as ‘requires attention’ designed 

to add value to the high level of controls in place and reflecting a low level of risk. 
Only one recommendation was rated as ‘Significant’ which was in relation to the IT 
Cyber Self-Assessment. The low number of high-priority recommendation reflects 
the experience and diligence of the staff in the team, with no fundamental 
recommendations resulting from the audits performed. 

 
Audit Performance 

 
8.17. Audit Performance demonstrated by measuring achievement against the plan, 

ensuring compliance against the GIAS in the UK Public Sector. The effectiveness 
of Internal Audit is further reviewed through the Pension Committee’s delivery of 
its responsibilities and direct from customers as they provided responses to 
surveys sent out after each audit. 
 

Reporting  
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8.18. All Audit work is reviewed by a principal auditor to ensure it complies with Internal 
Audit’s standards and that the recommendations made are supported by the work 
undertaken before any audit reports are issued. This is a fundamental part of 
ensuring audit quality and that clients receive reports which are both informative, 
useful and add value to their work processes and procedures. 

 
8.19. All audit assignments are subject to formal feedback to management. Draft reports 

are issued to the managers responsible for the area under review for agreement to 
the factual accuracy of findings and recommendations. After agreement, a formal 
implementation plan containing management’s agreed actions and comments is 
issued to relevant officers. Follow up reviews capture evidence of implementation 
of recommendations. 

 
Quality Assurance/Customer Feedback Survey 

 
8.20. A customer feedback survey form is sent out with all audits completed. These provide 

feedback on the quality of audit service in relation to several areas, which are shown in 
the table below. 

 
8.21. The surveys are part of ensuring the work meets our client expectations and that the 

quality of audit work is maintained. Four survey forms were returned; the results are 
identified in the table below. 

 

Customer Feedback Survey Forms – percentage of excellent and good responses 
 

Item Being Scored 2025/26 

Pre-audit arrangements 100% 

Post-audit briefing 100% 

Audit coverage/scope of the audit 100% 

Timeliness of production of report 100% 

Accuracy and clarity of report 100% 

Practicality of recommendations 100% 

Professionalism of approach, competence 100% 

Communication skills, pleasant manner 100% 

Timeliness of audit to your business process 100% 

Number of forms returned 4 

 
8.22. The results are pleasing and used to inform the training and development of 

auditors in their role. 
 

8.23. In addition, regular meetings are held with Pension Fund Management which allow 
any performance issues to be reviewed at that time. Internal Audit have continued 
to introduce new Auditors to the Pension Fund which helps ensure that Internal 
Audit are able to continue to offer a professional high-quality service going 
forward. The information received from surveys is used both to improve 
techniques overall within the team and at annual performance appraisals to 
identify future development focus relating to individual skills or competences. 
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9. Background Papers 
 

1. Global Internal Audit Standards in the UK Public Sector 

2. Global Internal Audit Standards (GIAS) 

3. Accounts and Audit Regulations 2015 
 
Local Member: N/A 
 
 

10.  Appendices 
 

Appendix A - Summary of Findings from Pension Fund Audit Reports 2025/26 
 
Appendix B - The principles and assurance criteria applied to the Chief Audit 
Executive’s opinion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 14

mailto:Barry.Hanson@Shropshire.gov.uk


 

 

        Pensions Committee 18th September 2026, Internal Audit Annual Report 2025/26 

 

Contact:  Barry Hanson (Barry.Hanson@Shropshire.gov.uk)      1 

              

APPENDIX A 
 

Summary of Findings from Pension Fund Audit Reports 2025/26 
 
The following tables provide a summary of the controls reviewed as part of each audit undertaken within 2025/26 along with the number recommendations 
that have been raised against each control area. Where recommendations have been raised a summary is provided at the end of each table. 

 

Audit Name: Corporate Governance (Including Risk Management) Opinion: Good 

Objective: To review and provide assurance that key corporate governance arrangements and risk management controls are operating effectively. 

Control & Assessment 
Recommendations 

F S RA BP 

√  The Pensions Committee has defined roles and responsibilities. - - 2 - 

√  The governance of the Pension Fund complies with key controls in the General Code of Practice. - - - - 

√  The Pensions Committee and Board receive updates on relevant upcoming changes to legislation - - - - 

√  Risks arising from business strategies and activities are identified and prioritised and management and the Pensions 

Committee have determined the level of risk acceptable to the organisation. 
- - - - 

√  Risk mitigation activities are designed to reduce, or otherwise manage, risk at levels that were determined to be 

acceptable to management and the Pensions Committee. 
- - - - 

√  Ongoing monitoring activities are conducted to periodically reassess risk and the effectiveness of controls to manage 

risk. 
- - - - 

√  The Pensions Committee and management receive periodic reports of the results of the risk management process. - - - - 

Summary of recommendations made:  

• There should be a training needs assessment to ensure that Pensions Board and Committee Member training needs are identified and required 

training completed.  

• The training logs should be reviewed, and it should be ensured that there is evidence that training is delivered consistently where needs are 

identified across Committee and Board Members. Where it is not the case that training is delivered consistently where needs are identified a reason 

should be clearly recorded. 
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Audit Name: Monitoring of Pension Fund Managers Opinion: Good 

Objective: To review the management arrangements in place for the investment of pension funds and examination of Internal Control Reports received 

from Pension Fund Managers. 

 F S RA BP 

√  The previous audit recommendation has been implemented. - - - - 

√  Investment of the fund complies with statute, regulations and any restrictions specified. - - - - 

√  Appropriate control is exercised over fund managers. - - 1 - 

√  Transactions undertaken by Fund Managers are independently recorded and verified. - - - - 

√  Appropriate accounting entries are made, and fund balances are reflected in the accounting system. - - - - 

√  Relevant management information is provided to strategic management. - - - - 

√  Information is secure and satisfactorily controlled. - - - - 

√  Information Governance and cyber risks are managed in accordance with current best practice and an agreed policy. - - 1 - 

√  The most recent internal control reports have been received for all fund managers who are required to produce SOC1, 

SSAE16 or AAF01/06 reports. 
- - - - 

√  Internal Control Questionnaires have been completed by the Fund Managers who are not required to produce control 

reports. 
- - - - 

Summary of recommendations made:  

• The one non-cash asset which is not reconciled to a fund managers’ report – SHR15 - Russells - Restructure, should be reviewed and discussed 

with Northern Trust to consider the feasibility and potential gains from the sale of the stock. 

• There should be an agreed Pension Fund document retention schedule established, alternatively a review of the Shropshire Council retention 

schedule should result in a statement of where the Fund retention guidelines are different to the Council. 
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Audit Name: Pensions Administration Opinion: Good 

Objective: To review the arrangements in place for the maintenance and administration of the Shropshire County Pension Fund which is delivered by the 

Pensions Administration Team. 

Control & Assessment 
Recommendations 

F S RA BP 

√  The recommendations made in the previous audit have been implemented. - - - - 

√  The Officers responsible for administering the fund have sufficient resources, skills and access to policies and 

procedures to process transactions and manage the fund. 
- - 1 

- 

√  In accordance with regulations, if a new employee is required to join the scheme, they are identified promptly and 

recorded accurately as members. 
- - - - 

√  The contributions received to the fund including, those from employees & employers are recorded accurately & promptly. - - - - 

√  The benefits which are paid are calculated correctly and are paid to eligible persons. Any changes to payments are 

appropriately authorised and processed correctly. 
- - 2 

- 

√  Pension payments made through the payroll are processed accurately, in a timely manner & are authorised 

appropriately. 
- - 2 

- 

√  Fund members leaving the scheme have their deferred pension recorded accurately and payments made from the 

scheme to leavers, other than normal pensions, are accurate and appropriately authorised. 
- - 1 

- 

√  The transfers in and out of the scheme are calculated correctly, actioned promptly and authorised appropriately. - - - - 

√  The administrative costs associated with the scheme are in accordance with the budget and any costs due to the fund 

are recovered accurately and promptly. 
- - 

- - 

√  The ledger control accounts associated with the scheme are reconciled accurately and on a regular and timely basis. - - - - 

√  There is an appropriate process in place to ensure all complaints are actioned in accordance with the Internal Dispute 

Resolutions Policy. 
- - 

- - 

√  The management and performance information is accurate, timely and relevant. - - - - 

√  The personal data held is processed in a secure and controlled manner in line with internal policy and legislation. - - - - 

Summary of recommendations made:  

• The policy log should be reviewed to ensure all policies are up to date. 

• Overseas pensioner tracing should be included on the team plan.  

• Dependents ceased dates should be identified and payroll ceased in a timely manner. 

• It should be ensured that there is evidence that the immediate weekly payroll running checklist sheets are reviewed and checked by a different 

Senior Pensions Officer for separation of duty, before the payroll is run.  

• There should be a reminder, and it should be ensured that payroll deductions and payments to third parties are accurate, checked and updated in a 

timely manner including changes in pension payments which may result in changes to deductions. 
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• The failure to potentially comply with Local Government Pension Scheme Regulations should be recorded on the Pensions Fund operational risk 

register along with mitigating controls. 

 

Audit Name: Pensions Valuation Opinion: Good 

Objective: To provide assurance that there is a satisfactory process with regards to the Pension Fund Valuation. 

Control & Assessment 
Recommendations 

F S RA BP 

√  There are procedures, a project plan and a review of the success of the process. - - - - 

√  The actuary supports the process in accordance with an agreement. - - 1 - 

√  There is a Funding Strategy Statement which has been agreed. - - - - 

√  Scheme employers receive information and there is a consultation. - - - - 

√ There is a transparent process where there is potential conflict with an employer. - - 1 - 

Summary of recommendations made:  

• An updated Statement of Engagement should be pursued and obtained from Mercer Limited. The updated Statement of Engagement should be 

reviewed to ensure that it includes all current and up to date activities and charges related to the triennial actuarial valuation of the Pension Fund. 

There should be market testing of the Mercer Ltd charges including consideration of all factors, to demonstrate consideration of best value. 

• The risk of a potential conflict of interest with an employer, specifically the administering authority, Shropshire Council and the Section 151 Officer, 

should be recorded in the operational risk register together with details of controls to mitigate the risk. 
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Audit Name: NCSC Cyber Self-Assessment – Objective A Managing Security Risk Opinion: Advisory 

Objective: To facilitate a self-assessment against the National Cyber Security Centre’s Cyber Assessment Framework focussing on Objective A – 

Managing Security Risk. 

Recommendations following self-assessment 
Recommendations 

F S RA BP 

- Recommendations made in relation to the responses provided on Objective A – Managing Security Risk - 1 4 - 

Summary of recommendations made:  

• One Significant recommendation was raised to ensure that there are regular meetings held between the Pension Fund and Shropshire ICT to 

ensure adequate oversight of cyber threats and risks, business continuity, assurance over key processes, planned system changes, incident 

management and outstanding issues. 

• Four Requires Attention recommendations were raised covering the development of an SLA for ICT with Shropshire Council, mapping out 

responsibilities between the Pension Fund and third parties and information assets and undertaking an annual test of the Business Impact 

Assessment and Service Recovery Plan.  
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  APPENDIX B 
 

 
The principles and assurance criteria applied to the Chief Audit Executive’s opinion: 
Principles applied to the opinion: 
1. Authentic: Opinions are fair, reliable and honest 
2. Transparent: Opinions are qualified with evidence or professional judgement 
3. Strategic: Macro level information without undue detail  
4. Insightful: Information is engaging and generates discussion 
5. Resolute: Opinion is delivered with courage and conviction  
 
Assurance criteria applied: 

Opinion Indication of when this type of opinion may be given1 Traditional 

Opinion 

Substantial Limited number of medium risk related weaknesses identified 
but generally only low risk rated weaknesses have been 
found in individual assignments/ observations. 
No one area is classified as high or/ critical risk 

Unqualified 

Reasonable Medium risk rated weakness identified in individual 
assignments/ observations that are not significant in 
aggregate to the system of governance, risk management or 
control. 
High risk rated weaknesses identified in individual 
assignments/ observations that are isolated to specific 
systems, processes and services.  
None of the individual assignment reports/ observations have 
an overall high or critical risk. 

 

Limited Medium risk related weaknesses identified in individual 
assignments that are significant in aggregate but discrete 
parts of the system of internal control remain unaffected 
and/or 
High risk rated weaknesses identified in individual 
assignments/ observations that are significant in aggregate 
but discrete parts of the system of internal control remain 
unaffected, and/or 
Critical risk rated weaknesses identified in individual 
assignments/ observations that are not widespread to the 
system of internal control, and 
More than a minority of the individual assignment reports/ 
observations may have an overall report classification or 
rating of high or critical risk. 

 

No 
Assurance 

High risk rated weaknesses identified in individual 
assignments/ observations that in aggregate are widespread 
to the system of internal control and/or;  
Critical risk rated weaknesses identified in individual 
assignments/ observations that are widespread to the system 
of internal control or; 

Qualified 

 
1 Indicators refer not only to Internal Audit reviews, but wider assurance providers and 
intelligence from across the business that is evidenced, an example would be peer reviews. 
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Opinion Indication of when this type of opinion may be given1 Traditional 

Opinion 

More than a minority of the individual assignment reports/ 
observations have an overall report classification of either 
high or critical risk; 
Lack of management action to deliver improvements, may be 
identified by repeating recommendations of a high or critical 
risk. 

Disclaimer  An opinion cannot be issued because insufficient internal 
audit work has been completed due to either: 
-restrictions in the agreed audit programme, which means 
that audit work would not provide enough evidence to 
conclude on the adequacy and effectiveness of governance, 
risk management and control, or 
- unable to complete enough reviews and gather enough 
evidence to conclude on the adequacy of arrangements for 
governance, risk management and control. 

Qualified 
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Headlines

Under International Standards of Audit (UK) (ISAs) and the 
National Audit Office (NAO) Code of Audit Practice (the 
‘Code’), we are required to report whether, in our opinion, the 
Pension Fund's financial statements:

• give a true and fair view of the financial transactions of the 
Pension Fund year ended 31 March 2026 and of the amount 
and disposition at that date of the fund’s assets and 
liabilities, other than liabilities to pay promised retirement 
benefits after the end of the year.

• have been properly prepared in accordance with the 
CIPFA/LASAAC Code of Practice on Local Authority 
Accounting and prepared in accordance with the Local 
Audit and Accountability Act 2014.

We are also required to report whether other information 
published together with the audited financial statements 
(including the Annual Governance Statement (AGS), the 
Narrative Report and the administering authority’s financial 
statements), is materially consistent with the Pension Fund’s 
financial statements and with our knowledge obtained during 
the audit, or otherwise whether this information appears to be 
materially misstated.

The majority of our audit work was completed during June – August as planned, with some items 
that remain outstanding (please see below). Our findings are summarised on pages 19 to 21. 

We have not identified any adjustments to the financial statements above our reporting threshold 
that impact upon the Pension Fund’s reported financial position. 

Management are not proposing any adjustments to the financial statements in respect of the 
reported financial position. The Audit Committee and the Pension Committee will be asked to 
confirm their agreement to this through the Letter of Representation Appendix B. 

We have identified a small number of classification and disclosure changes. The disclosure 
amendments have no impact on the value of assets available to the Fund and are detailed on page 
19. 

We have also raised one recommendation for management, set out on page 21. 

Our work is substantially complete, subject to the following outstanding matters:

• completion of audit work in respect of Level 3 Investments {see page 7}

• completion of work regarding IAS 19 responses

• receipt and review of the Pension Fund Final Annual Report and Annual Governance Statement

• receipt of management representation letter {see Appendix B}

• review of the final set of financial statements

• finalisations of manager and engagement lead review

This page and the following summarises the key findings and other matters arising from the statutory audit of Shropshire County Pension Fund (the ‘Pension Fund’) 
and the preparation of the Pension Fund’s financial statements for the year ended 31 March 2026 for the attention of those charged with governance and the 
Pensions Committee.

The Audit Findings Report 5

Financial statements

Guidance note

Please refer to the council as the 
“Authority” for consistency with how we 
refer to the entity within our audit report.
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Headlines (continued)

We have concluded that the other information to be published 
with the financial statements, is consistent with our knowledge 
of your organisation and the audited financial statements. 

Our anticipated financial statements audit report opinion will 
be unmodified. 

Whilst our work on the Pension Fund financial statements is 
majority complete, we will be unable to issue our final audit 
opinion on the Pension Fund financial statements until the audit 
of the Administering Authority is complete. 

We are required to give a separate opinion for the Pension Fund 
Annual Report on whether the financial statements included 
therein are consistent with the audited financial statements.

The Audit Findings Report 6

Financial statements

Guidance note

Please refer to the council as the 
“Authority” for consistency with how we 
refer to the entity within our audit report.

We propose to issue our ‘consistency statement’ on the Pension Fund’s Annual Report at 
the same time as our auditor's report.

Significant Matters

We did not encounter any significant difficulties or identify any significant matters arising during our audit.  
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Status of the audit
Our work is substantially complete and there are currently no matters of which we are aware that would require modification of our audit opinion, subject to the 
outstanding matters detailed below.

The Audit Findings Report 7

Subject to satisfactory completion of the above points, 
we anticipate issuing an unqualified audit opinion.

Status: 

  Significant elements outstanding – high risk of material adjustment or significant change to 

disclosures within the financial statements

  Some elements outstanding – moderate risk of material adjustment or significant change to 

disclosures within the financial statements

  Not considered likely to lead to material adjustment or significant change to disclosures within 

the financial statements

OPTIONAL CONTENT

Guidance note

This slide is recommended where the 
‘Introduction’ slide which summarises the 
status of the audit has not been used.

If the audit opinion is expected to be 
modified or qualified, delete the green box 
at the bottom and instead use the 
relevant slide from the following pages.

R

G

A

G

G

• Valuation of Level 3 investment assets – receipt of outstanding LGPS 
signed financial statements as at 31 March 2026 to corroborate asset 
values

• Completion of work regarding IAS 19 responses

• Review of final set of financial statements

• Review of the final version of the Annual Report to confirm 
consistency with the administering authority’s accounts.

• Review of the final Annual Governance statement 

• Receipt of management representation letter 

A

G

G

G

G
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Our approach to materiality

Basis for our determination of materiality

• We have determined materiality at £44.90m, 
based on professional judgement in the context of 
our knowledge of the Fund.

• We have used 1.61% of gross investment assets as 
at 31 March 2026 as the benchmark for our 
materiality.

• Materiality is based on professional judgement in 
the context of our knowledge of the Fund, 
including considerations of factors such as 
stakeholder expectations, sector developments, 
financial stability and reporting requirements for 
the financial statements.

• There has been no changes to the basis for 
determining materiality from prior year. 

Performance materiality

• We have determined performance materiality at 
£33.68m, this is based on 75% of headline 
materiality. We have not had to revise 
performance materiality from the planned level. 

Specific materialities for Benefits Payable and 
Contributions 

• We have determined lower specific materialities 
for benefits payable and contributions, they are 
based on 10% of the corresponding figure as at 31 
March 2026. We have revised the lower specific 
materialities for benefits payable and 
contributions given these balances represent core 
aspects of what the Pension Fund does and that 
relevant stakeholders will have a heightened 
interest on the accuracy of these balances. 

Reporting threshold

• We have reported to you all misstatements 
identified in excess of £2.25m, in addition to any 
matters considered to be qualitatively material. 

The Audit Findings Report 8

MANDATORY FOR PIEs and 
LISTED ENTITIES

Guidance note

This slide must be used for all 
PIEs and listed entities. It should 
also be used where there is a 
separate governance body other 
than management, for example 
an independent audit 
committee. 

For other entities it is optional. 

Component materiality

Include component materiality 
for those components where 
component auditors will perform 
audit procedures for purposes of 
the group audit.

As communicated in our Audit Plan dated 19 June 2026, we determined headline materiality at the planning stage as £44.90m based on a percentage of Gross 
Investment Assets as at 31 March 2025. On receipt of the draft 2025/26 financial statements, we reconsidered materiality and have not adjusted from the levels set 
at planning.

A recap of our approach to determining materiality is set out below.
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Our approach to materiality (continued)

The Audit Findings Report 9

MANDATORY FOR PIEs and 
LISTED ENTITIES

Guidance note

This slide must be used for all 
PIEs and listed entities. It should 
also be used where there is a 
separate governance body other 
than management, for example 
an independent audit 
committee. 

For other entities it is optional. 

Component materiality

Include component materiality 
for those components where 
component auditors will perform 
audit procedures for purposes of 
the group audit.

Description Amount (£) Qualitative factors considered

Materiality for the financial statements £44.90m The Fund’s portfolio is primarily Level 1 and Level 2 assets, for which market data is available 
for audit purposes. Prior period experience noted limited findings with no significant 
adjusted or unadjusted misstatements raised in relation to the net assets statement. 

This is equivalent approximately 1.61% of the gross investment assets for the period ended 31 
March 2026. 

Performance materiality £33.68m Performance materiality has been set at 75% of financial statements materiality. This reflects 
our risk-assessed knowledge of potential for errors occurring. Performance materiality is used 
for the purposes of assessing the risks of material misstatement and determining the nature, 
timing, and extent of further audit procedures. This is the amount we set at less than 
materiality for the financial statements as a whole, to reduce to an appropriately low level the 
probability that the aggregate of uncorrected and undetected misstatements exceeds 
materiality for the financial statements as a whole.   

Lower specific materiality for Benefits Payable £11.37m • Complexity of benefit structures

• Stakeholder sensitivity, data quality, and high volume of transactions

• The lower specific materiality for benefits payable equates to 10% of the benefits payable 
figure as at 31 March 2026.

Lower specific materiality for Contributions 
Receivable

£9.35m • Complexity of contribution structures

• Stakeholder sensitivity, data quality, and high volume of transactions

• The lower specific materiality for contributions equates to 10% of the contributions figure as 
at 31 March 2026

Trivial matters - reporting threshold £2.25m We will report to you all misstatements identified in excess of the reporting threshold, in 
addition to any matters considered to be quantitively material. Trivial threshold is based on a 
percentage (5%) of the overall materiality. 

A summary of our approach to determining materiality is set out below. 

P
age 31



|© 2026 Grant Thornton UK LLP

Overview of audit risks

The Audit Findings Report 10

Significant risks are defined by ISAs (UK) as an identified risk of material misstatement for which the assessment of inherent risk is close to the upper end of the 
spectrum due to the degree to which risk factors affect the combination of the likelihood of a misstatement occurring and the magnitude of the potential 
misstatement if that misstatement occurs.

Significant classes of transactions, account balances, and disclosures, are associated with risks of material misstatement but are not always significant risks 
(SCOT+).

Material only are material financial statement line items not associated with risks of material misstatement. 

Other audit risks are accounts that are not associated with any SCOT + or with a material only financial statement line item or disclosure. 

Risk title
Risk level

Change in risk since 
Audit Plan

Fraud risk
Level of judgement or estimation 

uncertainty
Status of work

Management override of controls Significant ✓ Low

Valuation of Level 3 Investments Significant  High

Valuation of Level 2 Investments SCOT+  Medium

Cash SCOT+ ✓ Low

Financial Instruments Disclosures SCOT+  Low

Guidance note

This provides an overview of our 
audit risks. We are only required 
to communicate our assessment 
of, and response to, significant 
risks, but engagement teams 
may choose to provide an 
overview of non-significant risks 
(described as ‘Other risks’ in this 
document) and/or Key Audit 
Matters, where relevant (ie for 
entities where an Enhanced 
Audit Report (‘EAR’) will be 
signed).

Engagement teams may also use 
this slide to highlight any 
changes in risk assessment 
compared with what was 
previously communicated in the 
Audit Plan. This is important 
where applicable to significant 
risks, ie where a new significant 
risk has been identified during 
the course of the audit, or a risk 
that was previously thought to 
be significant is no longer 
considered to be. 

Table

Columns can be 
deleted/amended to be more 
relevant to the audit, if desired.

For example the Key Audit 
Matter column can be deleted if 
an EAR will not be signed.

Risks should be presented in the 
same order as the subsequent 
detailed risk pages, which is also 
the order in which they appear in 
the Audit Plan.

The purpose is to present a 
summary of our risk assessment, 
response and status of work.

↑     Assessed risk increased since audit plan Not likely to result in material adjustment or change to disclosures within the financial statements

  Assessed risk consistent with audit plan Potential to result in material adjustment or significant change to disclosures within the financial statements

↓     Assessed risk decrease since audit plan Likely to result in material adjustment or significant changes to disclosures within the financial statements

A

R

G

G

A

G

G

G
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Significant risks

The Audit Findings Report 11

MANDATORY CONTENT

OPTION 4

Guidance note

These slides are designed for engagement 
teams to communicate our response to 
significant risks. A number of examples are 
provided – audit teams can select the 
format that they prefer or suits the 
material/entity best.

It is mandatory to provide commentary on 
all of the risks communicated in the Audit 
Plan. Provide a brief summary of the work 
performed and our findings/conclusions. 
Where no significant issues have arisen a 
comment to this effect should be made.

Reminders

• For group audits, remember to specify 
whether the risk is relevant to the group, 
the parent or a component/components 
of the group.

• Remember to specify relevant assertions

• Where appropriate, remember to 
pinpoint our significant risk. Where we 
have pinpointed our significant risk but 
want to communicate our audit work on 
non-significant risk elements of the same 
balance, it should be clear which 
procedures/findings relate to the 
significant risk and which do not.

Option 4 format – further guidance

This layout is similar to the previous options 
without boxes to reduce the need for 
formatting. 

Colours can be changed, but ensure the GT 
AFR branding is adhered to by using the 
relevant Theme Colours.

Graphs, charts and tables can also be 
added where helpful – see completed 
example slide on impairment for example.

Risk identified Audit procedures performed Key observations

Management override of controls

Under ISA (UK) 240, there is a 
non-rebuttable presumption 
that the risk of management 
override of controls is present in 
all entities.

As part of our audit procedures, we:

• evaluated the design and implementation of management controls 
over journals and the financial reporting process

• analysed the journals listing and determined the criteria for 
selecting high risk unusual journals

• identified and tested unusual journals made during the year and 
the accounts production stage for appropriateness and 
corroboration

• gained an understanding of the accounting estimates and critical 
judgements applied by management and considered their 
reasonableness

• evaluated the rationale for any changes in accounting policies, 
estimates or significant unusual transactions

Our work in this area is complete. 

We have noted no material adjustments or 
findings in relation to management override of 
controls. 

We are satisfied that judgements made by 
management are appropriate and have been 
determined using consistent methodology. 

We are satisfied that there is no material 
misstatement arising from management bias 
across the financial statements. 

Significant risks are defined by ISAs (UK) as risks that, in the judgement of the auditor, require special audit consideration. In identifying risks, audit teams consider 
the nature of the risk, the potential magnitude of misstatement, and its likelihood. Significant risks are those risks that have a higher risk of material misstatement.

This section provides commentary on the significant audit risks communicated in the Audit Plan.

Significant
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Significant risks (continued)

The Audit Findings Report 12

MANDATORY CONTENT

OPTION 4

Guidance note

These slides are designed for engagement 
teams to communicate our response to 
significant risks. A number of examples are 
provided – audit teams can select the 
format that they prefer or suits the 
material/entity best.

It is mandatory to provide commentary on 
all of the risks communicated in the Audit 
Plan. Provide a brief summary of the work 
performed and our findings/conclusions. 
Where no significant issues have arisen a 
comment to this effect should be made.

Reminders

• For group audits, remember to specify 
whether the risk is relevant to the group, 
the parent or a component/components 
of the group.

• Remember to specify relevant assertions

• Where appropriate, remember to 
pinpoint our significant risk. Where we 
have pinpointed our significant risk but 
want to communicate our audit work on 
non-significant risk elements of the same 
balance, it should be clear which 
procedures/findings relate to the 
significant risk and which do not.

Option 4 format – further guidance

This layout is similar to the previous options 
without boxes to reduce the need for 
formatting. 

Colours can be changed, but ensure the GT 
AFR branding is adhered to by using the 
relevant Theme Colours.

Graphs, charts and tables can also be 
added where helpful – see completed 
example slide on impairment for example.

Risk identified Audit procedures performed Key observations

Valuation of level 3 investments

The valuations of level 3 investments are 
based on unobservable inputs and hence 
there is a risk of material misstatement due 
to error and/or fraud.

As part of our audit procedures, we:

• evaluated the design and implementation of  the relevant controls 
of management’s process for valuing Level 3 investments

• challenged management’s valuation (for a sample – where 
applicable) of the investments through: 

• comparing the valuation to purchase and sale transactions of 
the investment near the reporting date where appropriate

• reviewing the audited financial statements of the investment 
accounts. Where there were different reporting dates, we carried 
out ‘look back tests’ to gain assurance on the valuation methods 
of the investment manager, comparing audited accounts to 
capital statements at the same date and then considering 
cashflows to year end (and indices where appropriate)

• reviewing the corresponding independently sourced capital 
statements at 31 March 2026 

• reviewed the guidelines under which the investment has been 
valued at the date of the investment accounts and the Fund 
accounts

• reviewed management’s classification of the assets

• obtained and reviewed investment manager service auditor reports 
on design and operating effectiveness of internal controls where 
appropriate.

Our work in this area is still ongoing. 

For the work complete to date, we have 
noted no material adjustments or findings 
in relation to the valuation of level 3 
investments.

Work outstanding in this area relates to 
awaiting receipt of audited financial 
statements for LGPS Central. These are 
due to be provided in late September. 

Significant
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Other areas impacting the audit
This section provides commentary on other issues and risks which were identified during the course of the audit and were previously communicated in the Audit Plan. 

The Audit Findings Report 13

Issue Commentary

2025 triennial valuation

Under Regulation 62 of the Local Government 
Pension Scheme Regulations 2013 the Fund must 
obtain an actuarial valuation of its assets and 
liabilities every three years. 

The latest valuation is as at 31 March 2025 
(published in April 2026). The purpose of the 
valuation is to set employer contribution rates for 
the period from 1 April 2026 to 31 March 2029.

It also provides the source data for actuaries to 
prepare their estimate of the actuarial present 
value of promised retirement benefits at the Fund 
level, as required under IAS 26 - Accounting and 
Reporting by Retirement Benefit Plans, and 
provides the base for actuaries to roll forward 
their estimates and assumptions from the 
triennial valuation to annually estimate 
individual employers’ pension liabilities between 
triennial revaluations as required by IAS 19 – 
Employee Benefits.

The data used by actuaries to produce IAS 19 liabilities 
and assets can be broadly split into two categories:

1) Individual member data used to calculate the 
triennial valuation liabilities and assets which the 
IAS 19 liabilities and assets are based on.

2) Data used to carry out the roll-forward calculation 
from the triennial valuation liabilities and assets to 
the IAS 19 liabilities and assets. This data is provided 
by administering authorities and the relevant 
employers.

As auditors, we therefore needed to test the individual 
member data used by the actuaries in their triennial 
valuation calculations (Item 1) against independent 
records every three years. Item 2 testing is carried out 
annually. 

Auditor view

Our work in this area is complete. 

We completed testing of a sample of 25 individual 
member data provided to the actuary for the purpose 
of the 2025 Triennial Valuation. No issues were 
identified in our testing of this data.

OPTIONAL CONTENT

Guidance note

Red text is generic and should be 
updated specifically for your 
client.

Once updated, change text 
colour back to black
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Other findings – Information Technology 

This section provides an overview of results from our assessment of the Information Technology (IT) environment and controls therein which included identifying risks 
from IT related business process controls relevant to the financial audit. This table below includes an overall IT General Control (ITGC) rating per IT application and 
details of the ratings assigned to individual control areas. For further detail of the IT audit scope and findings please see separate ‘IT Audit Findings’ report.

The Audit Findings Report 14

IT application Level of assessment performed 

Overall 
ITGC
rating

ITGC control area rating

Related 
significant 
risks/other 
risks

Security
management

Technology 
acquisition, 

development and 
maintenance

Technology
infrastructure

Business 
World - Unit 4 

ITGC assessment (design, implementation and 
operating effectiveness) 

    N/A

Altair
ITGC assessment (design and implementation 
effectiveness only)

    N/A

Assessment:
 [Red]  Significant deficiencies identified in IT controls relevant to the audit of financial statements
 [Amber]  Non-significant deficiencies identified in IT controls relevant to the audit of financial statements/significant deficiencies identified but with sufficient mitigation of relevant risk
 [Green]  IT controls relevant to the audit of financial statements judged to be effective at the level of testing in scope
 [Black]  Not in scope for assessment

MANDATORY CONTENT WHERE 
APPLICABLE

Guidance note

This section should provide a 
summary of the IT audit findings. 
It should align to the scope as 
set out in the audit plan.

Where the IT Audit Team are 
supporting an audit whilst detail 
can be taken from their report 
it’s advisable to involve them in 
developing this slide to ensure 
ratings assigned are accurate.

Specific procedures section

The section covering ‘specific 
procedures’ should only be 
included where there were in 
scope. Otherwise this can be 
removed.

Related significant risks/other 
risks

Engagement team to ensure that 
the have included in the 
significant risk/other risks 
section of the report the impact 
these findings had on the work 
performed/approach taken
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Other communication requirements

The Audit Findings Report 15

Issue Commentary

Matters in relation to fraud • We have previously discussed the risk of fraud with the Pensions Committee. We have not been made aware of any other 
incidents in the period and no other issues have been identified during the course of our audit procedures

Matters in relation to 
related parties

• We are not aware of any related parties or related party transactions which have not been disclosed

Matters in relation to laws 
and regulations

• You have not made us aware of any significant incidences of non-compliance with relevant laws and regulations and we 
have not identified any incidences from our audit work. 

Written representations • We draw your attention to the draft Letter of Representation on Appendix B, which will be included in the Pension Committee 
papers

Confirmation requests 
from third parties 

• We requested from management permission to send confirmation requests to their custodian and investment managers. This 
permission was granted and the requests were sent. All requests were returned with positive confirmation.

Disclosures • Our review found no material omissions in the financial statements

• We have found a number of disclosure misstatements which management has agreed to adjust

Audit evidence and 
explanations

• All information and explanations requested from management was provided

Significant difficulties • No significant difficulties were identified related to the delivery of the audit

MANDATORY CONTENT

Guidance note

Auditing Standards require that we 
communicate these matters with 
those charged with governance, for 
completeness include a 'negative 
confirmation' where applicable.

Commentary – consider whether we 
have observations which should be 
made in respect of:

Concerns about the nature, extent 
and frequency of management’s 
assessments of the controls in place 
to prevent and detect fraud and of 
the risk that the financial statements 
may be misstated.

A failure by management to 
appropriately address identified 
significant deficiencies in internal 
control, or to appropriately respond 
to an identified fraud.

Our evaluation of the entity’s control 
environment, including questions 
regarding the competence and 
integrity of management.

Actions by management that may 
be indicative of fraudulent financial 
reporting, such as management’s 
selection and application of 
accounting policies that may be 
indicative of management’s effort to 
manage earnings in order to deceive 
financial statement users by 
influencing their perceptions as to 
the entity’s performance and 
profitability.

Concerns about the adequacy and 
completeness of the authorization of 
transactions that appear to be 
outside the normal course of 
business.

Red text is generic and should be 
updated specifically for your client.

Once updated, change text colour 
back to black.
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Issue Commentary

Going concern In performing our work on going concern, we have had reference to Statement of Recommended Practice – Practice Note 10: Audit of 
financial statements of public sector bodies in the United Kingdom (Revised 2024). The Financial Reporting Council recognises that for 
particular sectors, it may be necessary to clarify how auditing standards are applied to an entity in a manner that is relevant and provides 
useful information to the users of financial statements in that sector. Practice Note 10 provides that clarification for audits of public sector 
bodies. 

Practice Note 10 sets out the following key principles for the consideration of going concern for public sector entities:

• the use of the going concern basis of accounting is not a matter of significant focus of the auditor’s time and resources because the 
applicable financial reporting frameworks envisage that the going concern basis for accounting will apply where the entity’s services will 
continue to be delivered by the public sector. In such cases, a material uncertainty related to going concern is unlikely to exist, and so a 
straightforward and standardised approach for the consideration of going concern will often be appropriate for public sector entities

• for many public sector entities, the financial sustainability of the reporting entity and the services it provides is more likely to be of 
significant public interest than the application of the going concern basis of accounting. 

– Practice Note 10 states that if the financial reporting framework provides for the adoption of the going concern basis of accounting on 
the basis of the anticipated continuation of the provision of a service in the future, the auditor applies the continued provision of 
service approach set out in Practice Note 10. 

continued overleaf

MANDATORY CONTENT

Guidance note

Auditing Standards require that 

we communicate these matters 

with those charged with 

governance, for completeness 

include a 'negative confirmation' 

where applicable.

In the current economic 

environment it is expected that 

all Audit Findings reports should 

document the audit conclusions 

in relation to Going Concern. 

Be mindful in drafting not to use 

words that would be perceived 

by an ORITP as undertaking the 

role of management. 

If significant weaknesses have 

been raised as part of our VFM 

work, set them out here, 

together with why this does not 

change our going concern 

conclusion.

Other responsibilities

The Audit Findings Report 16
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Issue Commentary

Going concern The financial reporting framework adopted by the Pension Fund meets this criteria, and so we have applied the continued provision of 
service approach. In doing so, we have considered and evaluated:

• the nature of the Pension Fund and the environment in which it operates
• the Pension Fund's financial reporting framework
• the Pension Fund's system of internal control for identifying events or conditions relevant to going concern
• management’s going concern assessment. 

On the basis of this work, we have obtained sufficient appropriate audit evidence to enable us to conclude that:

• a material uncertainty related to going concern has not been identified
• management’s use of the going concern basis of accounting in the preparation of the financial statements is appropriate.

MANDATORY CONTENT

Guidance note

Auditing Standards require that 

we communicate these matters 

with those charged with 

governance, for completeness 

include a 'negative confirmation' 

where applicable.

In the current economic 

environment it is expected that 

all Audit Findings reports should 

document the audit conclusions 

in relation to Going Concern. 

Be mindful in drafting not to use 

words that would be perceived 

by an ORITP as undertaking the 

role of management. 

If significant weaknesses have 

been raised as part of our VFM 

work, set them out here, 

together with why this does not 

change our going concern 

conclusion.

Other responsibilities

The Audit Findings Report 17

P
age 39



|© 2026 Grant Thornton UK LLP

MANDATORY CONTENT

Guidance note

Auditing Standards require that 

we communicate these matters 

with those charged with 

governance, for completeness 

include a 'negative confirmation' 

where applicable.

Red text is generic and should 

be updated specifically for your 

client.

Once updated, change text 

colour back to black.

Issue Commentary

Other information The Pension Fund is administered by Shropshire Council (the ‘Council’), and the Pension Fund’s accounts form part of the Council’s 
financial statements. We are required to read any other information published alongside the Council’s financial statements 
(including the Annual Governance Statement (AGS), the Narrative Report and Council’s financial statements) and report whether it 
is materially consistent with the Pension Fund financial statements and our knowledge obtained during the audit. No 
inconsistencies have been identified. We plan to issue an unmodified opinion in this respect – Appendix C.

Matters on which we report 
by exception

We are required to give a separate consistency opinion for the Pension Fund Annual Report on whether the financial statements 
included therein are consistent with the audited pension fund financial statements within the administering authority’s 
accounts.  We propose to issue our ‘consistency statement’ on the Pension Fund’s Annual Report  at the same time as out audit 
opinion. We currently anticipate this will be in November 2026. 

We are required to report if we have applied any of our statutory powers or duties as outlined in the Code. We have nothing to 
report on these matters.

Other responsibilities 

The Audit Findings Report 18
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Audit adjustments

The Audit Findings Report 19

We are required to report all non-trivial misstatements to those charged with governance, whether or not the accounts have been adjusted by management. 

Impact of adjusted misstatements

There are no adjusted misstatements to report.

Misclassification and disclosure changes

Disclosure misstatement Auditor recommendations Management Response

Note 1 – Description of Fund – The number of employees to be updated from 178 to 190 
and ensure consistency with the Annual Report. 

Amend as required Amended

Note 8: A footnote should be added to disclose that the audit fees figure in the note 
includes fee variations from previous financial years. 

Amend as required Amended

Note 15a: Financial instruments – Items within the financial instruments note have been 
included which do not meet the definition of a financial asset

Amend as required Management are proposing not to 
amend due to this being an immaterial 
disclosure inclusion

Note 23: Contingent assets – Number of admitted bodies needs to be updated from 12 
to 11

Amend as required Amended

A number of typographical and presentation errors have been identified throughout the 
financial statements

Amend as required Amended

MANDATORY CONTENT

Guidance note

The table is available in the 
‘Audit Findings template’ on the 
Mercury tab in Excel.

Tab: Adjusted misstatements

Be mindful in drafting not to use 
words that would be perceived 
by an ORITP as undertaking the 
role of management and, where 
findings lead to proposed or 
potential adjustments, consider 
whether, for PIE, OEPI and listed 
entities, these would be 
perceived as providing a non 
audit service and the allowability 
thereof if the client takes the GT 
calculation without rerunning the 
calculation.

In addition you need to populate 
the bottom table to reflect any 
disclosure omissions made within 
the financial statements
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MANDATORY CONTENT

Guidance note

The table is available in the 
‘Audit Findings template’ on the 
Mercury tab in Excel.

Tab: Adjusted misstatements

Be mindful in drafting not to use 
words that would be perceived 
by an ORITP as undertaking the 
role of management and, where 
findings lead to proposed or 
potential adjustments, consider 
whether, for PIE, OEPI and listed 
entities, these would be 
perceived as providing a non 
audit service and the allowability 
thereof if the client takes the GT 
calculation without rerunning the 
calculation.

In addition you need to populate 
the bottom table to reflect any 
disclosure omissions made within 
the financial statements

We have not identified any misstatements above our reporting threshold in the work performed to date.  

Unadjusted misstatements

Impact of unadjusted misstatements in the prior year
The only unadjusted differences in 2024/25 related to differences of £4.489m identified between the value of investments disclosed in the financial statements that 
were based on estimated values at 31st March 2025 compared to the actual investment valuation statement received following accounts preparation. These were not 
adjusted in 2024/25 on the basis that they were not material qualitatively or quantitively in 2024/25. As all assets are revalued at 31 March 2026 there is no impact 
upon the 2025/26 financial statements
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Action plan
We have identified 1 recommendation for the Pension Fund as a result of issues identified during the course of our audit. We have agreed our recommendations with 
management and we will report on progress on these recommendations during the course of the 2026/27 audit. The matters reported here are limited to those 
deficiencies that we have identified during the course of our audit and that we have concluded are of sufficient importance to merit being reported to you in 
accordance with auditing standards.

The Audit Findings Report 21

Assessment Issue and risk Recommendations

 [Green] Member Data Movements

During our testing of member data movements, we identified an error in the leave 
date recorded on the pension administration system for one member, arising from 
manual processing of a complex pension record. Where such manual processing 
is required, there is a risk that data records are not accurately maintained. We 
are however confident that this finding is not indicative of a wider issue at the 
Fund. 

We recommend that a process is implemented 
whereby cases identified as complex are subject to 
an enhanced layer of review prior to finalisation, to 
ensure that records are accurately maintained.

Management response

The impact on the Fund is that one extra record 
would have been counted as at 31 March 2026 
although this made no impact on the member 
benefits for that individual, or the Fund overall. 

Assessment key:
 [Red] High – Significant effect on financial statements
 [Amber] Medium – Limited effect on financial statements
 [Green] Low – Best practice
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Independence considerations

The Audit Findings Report 22

Ethical Standards and ISA (UK) 260 require us to give you timely disclosure of all significant matters that may bear upon the integrity, objectivity and independence 
of the firm or covered persons (including its partners, senior managers, managers and network firms). In this context, we confirm there are no independence matters 
that we would like to report to you.

Guidance note

MANDATORY CONTENT FOR ENTITIES 
OTHER THAN PIE/OEPI/LISTED– otherwise 
delete

Red text is generic and should be updated 
specifically for your client and should not be 
taken that the service is allowed for the 
client. Once updated, change text colour 
back to black.

We confirm that we have implemented policies and procedures to meet the requirement of the Financial Reporting Council's Ethical Standard.

Further, we have complied with the requirements of the National Audit Office’s Auditor Guidance Note 01 issued in February 2025 which sets out supplementary 
guidance on ethical requirements for auditors of local public bodies and the Terms of Appointment and further guidance issued by the Public Sector Audit 
Appointments (PSAA).

We confirm that the fees from non-audit services to the audited entity and its controlled entities do not exceed 70% of the total audit fee for the year. Non-audit fees 
comprise the IAS19 assurance letter of £1.1k (see page 25 for further detail). 
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Independence considerations (continued)

As part of our assessment of our independence we note the following matters:

The Audit Findings Report 23

Matter Conclusions 

Relationships with Grant Thornton We are not aware of any relationships between Grant Thornton and the Fund that may reasonably be 
thought to bear on our integrity, independence and objectivity.

Relationships and Investments held by individuals We have not identified any potential issues in respect of personal relationships with the Fund or 
investments in the Fund held by individuals.

Employment of Grant Thornton staff We are not aware of any former Grant Thornton partners or staff being employed, or holding discussions
in respect of employment, by the Fund as a director or in a senior management role covering financial, 
accounting or control related areas.

Business relationships We have not identified any business relationships between Grant Thornton and the Fund.

Contingent fees in relation to non-audit services No contingent fee arrangements are in place for non-audit services provided.

Gifts and hospitality We have not identified any gifts or hospitality provided to, or received from, a member of the Fund’s 
committees, senior management or staff (that would exceed the threshold set in the Ethical Standard).

Guidance note

MANDATORY CONTENT for 
entities OTHER THAN 
PIE/OEPI/Listed – otherwise 
delete slide

Red text is generic and should be 
updated specifically for your 
client.

We confirm that there are no significant facts or matters that impact on our independence as auditors that we are required or wish to draw to your attention and 
consider that an objective reasonable and informed third party would take the same view. The firm and each covered person and network firms have complied with 
the Financial Reporting Council’s Ethical Standard and confirm that we are independent and are able to express an objective opinion on the financial statements.

Following this consideration we can confirm that we are independent and are able to express an objective opinion on the financial statements. In making the above 
judgement, we have also been mindful of the quantum of non-audit fees compared to audit fees disclosed in the financial statements and estimated for the current 
year.
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Fees and non-audit services

The Audit Findings Report 24

The following tables overleaf set out the total fees for non-audit services that we have been engaged to provide or charged from the beginning of the financial year to 
31 March 2026, as well as the threats to our independence and safeguards have been applied to mitigate these threats.

The non-audit services are consistent with the Fund’s policy on the allotment of non-audit work to your auditor.

None of the services were provided on a contingent fee basis.

For the purposes of our audit we have made enquiries of all Grant Thornton teams within the Grant Thornton International Limited network member firms providing 
services to Shropshire County Pension Fund. The table overleaf summarises all non-audit services which were identified. We have adequate safeguards in place to 
mitigate the perceived self-interest threat from these fees as detailed in the table overleaf.

Our firm also provides audit and non-audit services to the Shropshire Council. The fees in relation to these services and the related ethical considerations are 
reported in the Audit Findings Report issued to TCWG for that entity. Consequently, such fees are disclosed in the Council’s financial statements rather than the 
Pension Fund’s.

Guidance note

MANDATORY CONTENT for entities OTHER THAN PIE/OEPI/LISTED – 
otherwise delete slide

Red text is generic and should be updated specifically for your client.

1.58 In the case of public interest entities, and listed entities, relevant to an 
engagement, the engagement partner shall ensure that the audit committee is 
provided with: 

(a) a written disclosure of relationships (including the provision of non-
audit/additional services) that may bear on the integrity, objectivity or 
independence of the firm or covered persons. This shall have regard to 
relationships with the entity, its directors and senior management, its affiliates, 
and its connected parties, and the threats to integrity or objectivity, including 
those that could compromise independence, that these create. It shall also detail 
any safeguards that have been put in place and why they address such threats, 
together with any other information necessary to enable the integrity, objectivity 
and independence of the firm and each covered person to be assessed

(b) Non-audit fees greater than audit fees must be discussed with TCWG. For Audit 
Category 1a to 3a, consultation with the Ethics Function must be as soon as the 
non audit fee is expected to exceed the audit fee. Period considered is from 
beginning of the accounting period to the expected date of signing the audit 
report.

When considering the disclosure of non-audit services, include consideration of where 
there is scope creep or where the eventual fee may be in excess of that initially 
expected (including where billing overrun is being considered.

Where future fees could impair independence, these should be disclosed per FRC ES 
1.61 including details of contingent fees to be disclosed, however, any new contingent 
fee arrangements are prohibited under ES2019.

It is a requirement of the Financial Reporting Council Ethical Standard that for Public 
Interest Entities or an other listed entity the audit team have complied with company 
policy on the engagement of the external auditor to supply non-audit services. 

For many of the services it may be necessary to explicit consider that management are 
informed (ES 1.24) as part of the safeguard against a management threat.

For PIEs, the Audit Committee (or equivalent) must approve all non-audit services (ES 
5.40)

Interim reviews are an audit-related service considered under FRC ES 5.36. Please 
ensure that you consult with ethics and complete ES5 documentation in the same way 
as other non-audit services.

(b) details of non-audit/additional services provided and the fees charged in relation 
thereto;

For any specific threats and safeguards identified add how we have considered the 
view of an objective reasonable and informed third party and consider that they would 
take the same view. 

If fees are inclusive of VAT/expenses please ensure this is noted in the audit plan and 
AFR.

Audit fees 2025/26 £

Shropshire County Pension Fund Audit – PSAA Scale Fee 90,404

2025 Triennial valuation data testing* 5,000

Total 95,404

*The proposed additional fee for the work performed on this area remains subject to Public Sector Audit Appointments (PSAA) approval. 
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Fees and non-audit services (continued)

The Audit Findings Report 25

Total Audit Fee Total Non-Audit Fee

£95,404 £1,100

Guidance note

MANDATORY CONTENT FOR PIE/OEPI/LISTED ENTITY – otherwise delete 
slide

Red text is generic and should be updated specifically for your client.

1.58 In the case of public interest entities, and listed entities, relevant to an 
engagement, the engagement partner shall ensure that the audit committee is 
provided with: 

(a) a written disclosure of relationships (including the provision of non-
audit/additional services) that may bear on the integrity, objectivity or 
independence of the firm or covered persons. This shall have regard to 
relationships with the entity, its directors and senior management, its affiliates, 
and its connected parties, and the threats to integrity or objectivity, including 
those that could compromise independence, that these create. It shall also detail 
any safeguards that have been put in place and why they address such threats, 
together with any other information necessary to enable the integrity, objectivity 
and independence of the firm and each covered person to be assessed

(b) Non-audit fees greater than audit fees must be discussed with TCWG. For Audit 
Category 1 and 2, consultation with the Ethics Function must be as soon as the 
non-audit fee is expected to exceed the audit fee. Period considered is from 
beginning of the accounting period to the expected date of signing the audit 
report.

When considering the disclosure of non-audit services, include consideration of where 
there is scope creep or where the eventual fee may be in excess of that initially 
expected (including where billing overrun is being considered.

Where future fees could impair independence, these should be disclosed per FRC ES 
1.61 including details of contingent fees to be disclosed, however, any new contingent 
fee arrangements are prohibited under ES2019.

It is a requirement of the Financial Reporting Council Ethical Standard that for Public 
Interest Entities or an other listed entity the audit team have complied with company 
policy on the engagement of the external auditor to supply non-audit services. 

For many of the services it may be necessary to explicit consider that management are 
informed (ES 1.24) as part of the safeguard against a management threat.

For PIEs, the Audit Committee (or equivalent) must approve all non-audit services (ES 
5.40)

Interim reviews are an audit-related service considered under FRC ES 5.36. Please 
ensure that you consult with ethics and complete ES5 documentation in the same way 
as other non-audit services.

(b) details of non-audit/additional services provided and the fees charged in relation 
thereto;

For any specific threats and safeguards identified add how we have considered the 
view of an objective reasonable and informed third party and consider that they would 
take the same view. 

If fees are inclusive of VAT/expenses please ensure this is noted in the audit plan and 
AFR.

Once updated, change text colour back to black 

; 

This covers all services provided by us and our network to the Fund and senior management, that 
may reasonably be thought to bear on our integrity, objectivity or independence.

The above fees are exclusive of VAT and out of pocket expenses.

The fees reconcile to the financial statements as follows:

• Fees per financial statements - note 8               £101,128

• Fee variation 2021/22                                          (£10,999)                     

• Fee variation 2023/24                                         (£7,530)

• IAS 19 letter Fee 2023/24                                    (£2,200)

• IAS 19 letter Fee 2024/25                                    (£1,100)

• Redmond Review                                                   £11,105  (in the financial statements, only statutory fees should be included; therefore, this reduction should not be 
        included in audit fees in the accounts)

• Triennial Valuation Testing 2025         £5,000

• IAS19 Letter Fee not recorded 2025/26         £1,100

• Total fees per above          £96,504

Audit related non-audit services £ Threats identified Safeguards applied

IAS 19 Assurance letters for Admitted 
Bodies outside of the NAO Code of Audit 
Practice (£1,100 per letter and received 
one request in the current year from 
Shropshire Towns and Rural Housing)

£1,100 Self-Interest (because this is 
a recurring fee)

The level of this recurring fee taken on its own is not considered a significant 
threat to independence as the total fee  for this work is £1,100 in comparison to 
the total proposed fee for the audit of £90,404 and in particular relative to 
Grant Thornton UK LLP’s turnover overall. Further, it is a fixed fee and there is 
no contingent element to it. These factors all mitigate the perceived self-interest 
threat to an acceptable level.

Total £1,100
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Our communication plan Audit Plan Audit Findings

Respective responsibilities of auditor and management/those charged with governance 

Overview of the planned scope and timing of the audit, form, timing and expected general content of communications 
including significant risks



Planned use of internal audit 

Confirmation of independence and objectivity  

A statement that we have complied with relevant ethical requirements regarding independence. Relationships and other 
matters which might be thought to bear on independence. Details of non-audit work performed by Grant Thornton UK 
LLP and network firms, together with fees charged. Details of safeguards applied to threats to independence

 

Significant matters in relation to going concern  

Views about the qualitative aspects of the Fund’s accounting and financial reporting practices including accounting 
policies, accounting estimates and financial statement disclosures



Significant findings from the audit 

Significant matters and issue arising during the audit and written representations that have been sought 

Significant difficulties encountered during the audit 

Significant deficiencies in internal control identified during the audit 

Significant matters arising in connection with related parties 

A. Communication of audit matters with those charged 
with governance 

The Audit Findings Report 26

RECOMMENDED CONTENT – 
entities OTHER THAN PIEs

Guidance note

The requirements here are 
relevant to entities that are not 
PIEs.

For PIEs, delete the slide.

Red text may not be applicable 
and should be either deleted or 
amended as appropriate.
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Our communication plan Audit Plan Audit Findings

Identification or suspicion of fraud involving management and/or which results in material misstatement of the financial 
statements



Non-compliance with laws and regulations 

Unadjusted misstatements and material disclosure omissions 

Expected modifications to the auditor's report, or emphasis of matter 

A. Communication of audit matters with those charged 
with governance

The Audit Findings Report 27

RECOMMENDED CONTENT – 
entities OTHER THAN PIEs

Guidance note

The requirements here are 
relevant to entities that are not 
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For PIEs, delete the slide.

Red text may not be applicable 
and should be either deleted or 
amended as appropriate.

ISA (UK) 260, as well as other ISAs (UK), prescribe matters which we are required to communicate with those charged with governance, and which we set out in the table here. 

This document, the Audit Findings, outlines those key issues, findings and other matters arising from the audit, which we consider should be communicated in writing rather than orally, together with an explanation 
as to how these have been resolved. 

Respective responsibilities
As auditor we are responsible for performing the audit in accordance with ISAs (UK), which is directed towards forming and expressing an opinion on the financial statements that have been prepared by 
management with the oversight of those charged with governance.

The audit of the financial statements does not relieve management or those charged with governance of their responsibilities.

Distribution of this Audit Findings Report
Whilst we seek to ensure our audit findings are distributed to those individuals charged with governance, as a minimum a requirement exists for our findings to be distributed to all the company directors and those 
members of senior management with significant operational and strategic responsibilities. We are grateful for your specific consideration and onward distribution of our report, to those charged with governance.
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B. Management Letter of representation

We have requested a letter of representation from management. The letter includes representations on the unadjusted misstatements as included in this audit 
findings report. This is included as a separate agenda item.

The Audit Findings Report 28
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C. Audit opinion 
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RECOMMENDED CONTENT – 
entities OTHER THAN PIEs
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Independent auditor's report to the members of Shropshire Council on the pension fund financial statements of Shropshire County Pension Fund

Opinion on financial statements

We have audited the financial statements of Shropshire County Pension Fund (the ‘Pension Fund’) administered by Shropshire Council (the ‘Authority’) for the year 

ended 31 March 2026, which comprise the Fund Account, the Net Assets Statement and notes to the pension fund financial statements, including material accounting 

policy information. The financial reporting framework that has been applied in their preparation is applicable law and the CIPFA/LASAAC Code of Practice on Local 

Authority Accounting in the United Kingdom 2025/26.

In our opinion, the financial statements:

• give a true and fair view of the financial transactions of the Pension Fund during the year ended 31 March 2026 and of the amount and disposition at that date of 

the fund’s assets and liabilities, other than liabilities to pay promised retirement benefits after the end of the fund year; 

• have been properly prepared in accordance with the CIPFA/LASAAC Code of Practice on Local Authority Accounting in the United Kingdom 2025/26; and 

• have been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014.

Basis for opinion

We conducted our audit in accordance with International Standards on Auditing (UK) (ISAs (UK)) and applicable law, as required by the Code of Audit Practice (2024) 

(“the Code of Audit Practice”) approved by the Comptroller and Auditor General. Our responsibilities under those standards are further described in the ‘Auditor’s 

responsibilities for the audit of the financial statements’ section of our report. We are independent of the Authority in accordance with the ethical requirements that are 

relevant to our audit of the Pension Fund’s financial statements in the UK, including the FRC’s Ethical Standard, and we have fulfilled our other ethical responsibilities 

in accordance with these requirements. We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our opinion.
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Conclusions relating to going concern

We are responsible for concluding on the appropriateness of the Executive Director of Resource’s use of the going concern basis of accounting and, based on the 

audit evidence obtained, whether a material uncertainty exists related to events or conditions that may cast significant doubt on the Pension Fund’s ability to continue 

as a going concern. If we conclude that a material uncertainty exists, we are required to draw attention in our report to the related disclosures in the financial 

statements or, if such disclosures are inadequate, to modify the auditor’s opinion. Our conclusions are based on the audit evidence obtained up to the date of our 

report. However, future events or conditions may cause the Pension Fund to cease to continue as a going concern.

In our evaluation of the Executive Director of Resource’s conclusions, and in accordance with the expectation set out within the CIPFA/LASAAC Code of Practice on 

Local Authority Accounting in the United Kingdom 2025/26 that the Pension Fund’s financial statements shall be prepared on a going concern basis, we considered 

the inherent risks associated with the continuation of services provided by the Pension Fund. In doing so we had regard to the guidance provided in Practice Note 10: 

Audit of financial statements and regularity of public sector bodies in the United Kingdom (Revised 2024) on the application of ISA (UK) 570 Going Concern to public 

sector entities. We assessed the reasonableness of the basis of preparation used by the Authority in the Pension Fund financial statements and the disclosures in the 

Pension Fund financial statements over the going concern period.

In auditing the financial statements, we have concluded that the Executive Director of Resource’s use of the going concern basis of accounting in the preparation of 

the Pension Fund financial statements is appropriate. 

Based on the work we have performed, we have not identified any material uncertainties relating to events or conditions that, individually or collectively, may cast 

significant doubt on the Pension Fund’s ability to continue as a going concern for a period of at least twelve months from when the financial statements are authorised 

for issue.

Our responsibilities and the responsibilities of the Executive Director of Resources with respect to going concern are described in the relevant sections of this report.
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Other information

The other information comprises the information included in the Annual Governance Statement and Annual report other than the Pension Fund’s financial statements 

and our auditor’s report thereon, and our auditor’s report on the Authority’s and group’s financial statements. The Executive Director of Resources is responsible for 

the other information. Our opinion on the financial statements does not cover the other information and, except to the extent otherwise explicitly stated in our report, 

we do not express any form of assurance conclusion thereon. 

Our responsibility is to read the other information and, in doing so, consider whether the other information is materially inconsistent with the Pension Fund financial 

statements or our knowledge obtained in the audit or otherwise appears to be materially misstated. If we identify such material inconsistencies or apparent material 

misstatements, we are required to determine whether there is a material misstatement in the financial statements themselves. If, based on the work we have 

performed, we conclude that there is a material misstatement of this other information, we are required to report that fact. 

We have nothing to report in this regard.

Opinion on other matters required by the Code of Audit Practice 

In our opinion, based on the work undertaken in the course of the audit of the Pension Fund’s financial statements, the other information published together with the 

Pension Fund’s financial statements in the Annual report for the financial year for which the financial statements are prepared is consistent with the Pension Fund 

financial statements.
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Matters on which we are required to report by exception

Under the Code of Audit Practice, we are required to report to you if:

• we issue a report in the public interest under section 24 of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 in the course of, or at the conclusion of the audit; or

• we make a written recommendation to the Authority under section 24 of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 in the course of, or at the conclusion of the 

audit; or

• we make an application to the court for a declaration that an item of account is contrary to law under Section 28 of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 in 

the course of, or at the conclusion of the audit; or

• we issue an advisory notice under Section 29 of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 in the course of, or at the conclusion of the audit; or 

• we make an application for judicial review under Section 31 of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014, in the course of, or at the conclusion of the audit.

We have nothing to report in respect of the above matters in relation to the Pension Fund.

Responsibilities of the Authority and the Executive Director of Resources 

As explained more fully in the Statement of Responsibilities, the Authority is required to make arrangements for the proper administration of its financial affairs and to 

secure that one of its officers has the responsibility for the administration of those affairs. In this authority, that officer is the Executive Director of Resources. The 

Executive Director of Resources is responsible for the preparation of the Statement of Accounts, which includes the Pension Fund’s financial statements, in 

accordance with proper practices as set out in the CIPFA/LASAAC Code of Practice on Local Authority Accounting in the United Kingdom 2025/26, for being satisfied 

that they give a true and fair view, and for such internal control as the Executive Director of Resources determines is necessary to enable the preparation of financial 

statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error. 

In preparing the Pension Fund’s financial statements, the Executive Director of Resources is responsible for assessing the Pension Fund’s ability to continue as a 

going concern, disclosing, as applicable, matters related to going concern and using the going concern basis of accounting unless they have been informed by the 

relevant national body of the intention to dissolve the Pension Fund without the transfer of its services to another public sector entity.
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Auditor’s responsibilities for the audit of the financial statements

Our objectives are to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the Pension Fund’s financial statements as a whole are free from material misstatement, whether 

due to fraud or error, and to issue an auditor’s report that includes our opinion. Reasonable assurance is a high level of assurance but is not a guarantee that an audit 

conducted in accordance with ISAs (UK) will always detect a material misstatement when it exists. 

Misstatements can arise from fraud or error and are considered material if, individually or in the aggregate, they could reasonably be expected to influence the 

economic decisions of users taken on the basis of these financial statements. Irregularities, including fraud, are instances of non-compliance with laws and 

regulations. The extent to which our procedures are capable of detecting irregularities, including fraud, is detailed below:

• We obtained an understanding of the legal and regulatory frameworks that are applicable to the Pension Fund and determined that the most significant which are 

directly relevant to specific assertions in the financial statements are those related to the reporting frameworks (CIPFA/LASAAC Code of Practice on Local 

Authority Accounting in the United Kingdom 2025/26, the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014, the Accounts and Audit Regulations 2015 (as amended), the 

Local Government Act 2003, Public Service Pensions Act 2013, Local Government Pension Scheme Regulations 2013 and Local Government Pension Scheme 

(Management and Investment of Funds) Regulations 2016). 

• We enquired of management and the Pensions Committee, concerning the Authority’s policies and procedures relating to:

- the identification, evaluation and compliance with laws and regulations;

- the detection and response to the risks of fraud; and

- the establishment of internal controls to mitigate risks related to fraud or non-compliance with laws and regulations.

• We enquired of management, internal audit and the Pensions committee, whether they were aware of any instances of non-compliance with laws and regulations 

or whether they had any knowledge of actual, suspected or alleged fraud.
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• We assessed the susceptibility of the Pension Fund’s financial statements to material misstatement, including how fraud might occur, by evaluating 

management’s incentives and opportunities for manipulation of the financial statements. We determined that the principal fraud risks were in relation to:

- management override of controls, specifically posting inappropriate journals to manipulate results for the year ended 31 March 2026

• Our audit procedures to address the principal fraud risks included:

- evaluation of the design effectiveness of controls that management has in place to prevent and detect fraud;

- journal entry testing, with a focus on high value journals posted around year end; and

- challenging assumptions and judgements made by management in its significant accounting estimates in respect of Valuation of Level 3 investments

• These audit procedures were designed to provide reasonable assurance that the financial statements were free from fraud or error. The risk of not detecting a 

material misstatement due to fraud is higher than the risk of not detecting one resulting from error and detecting irregularities that result from fraud is inherently 

more difficult than detecting those that result from error, as fraud may involve collusion, deliberate concealment, forgery or intentional misrepresentations. Also, 

the further removed non-compliance with laws and regulations is from the events and transactions reflected in the financial statements, the less likely we would 

become aware of it or recognise non-compliance.

• We communicated relevant laws and regulations and potential fraud risks to all engagement team members. We remained alert to any indications of non-

compliance with laws and regulations, including fraud, throughout the audit.

• The engagement partner’s assessment of the appropriateness of the collective competence and capabilities of the engagement team included consideration of 

their:

- understanding of, and practical experience with audit engagements of a similar nature and complexity through appropriate training and participation

- knowledge of the local government pensions sector

- understanding of the legal and regulatory requirements specific to the Pension Fund including:

- the provisions of the applicable legislation

- guidance issued by CIPFA/LASAAC and SOLACE

- the applicable statutory provisions.
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• In assessing the potential risks of material misstatement, we obtained an understanding of:

- the Pension Fund’s operations, including the nature of its income and expenditure and its services and of its objectives and strategies to understand the classes 

of transactions, account balances, expected financial statement disclosures and business risks that may result in risks of material misstatement.

- the Authority's control environment, including the policies and procedures implemented by the Authority to ensure compliance with the requirements of the 

financial reporting framework.

A further description of our responsibilities for the audit of the financial statements is located on the Financial Reporting Council’s website at: 

www.frc.org.uk/auditorsresponsibilities. This description forms part of our auditor’s report.

Use of our report

This report is made solely to the members of the Authority, as a body, in accordance with Part 5 of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 and as set out in 

paragraph 85 of the Statement of Responsibilities of Auditors and Audited Bodies published by Public Sector Audit Appointments Limited. Our audit work has been 

undertaken so that we might state to the Authority’s members those matters we are required to state to them in an auditor's report and for no other purpose. To the 

fullest extent permitted by law, we do not accept or assume responsibility to anyone other than the Authority and the Authority's members as a body, for our audit 

work, for this report, or for the opinions we have formed.

[**Signature**]         

Avtar Sohal, Key Audit Partner

for and on behalf of Grant Thornton UK LLP, Local Auditor

Birmingham

November 2026

P
age 57

http://www.frc.org.uk/auditorsresponsibilities


© 2026 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

‘Grant Thornton’ refers to the brand under which the Grant Thornton member firms provide assurance, tax and advisory services to their clients and/or refers to one or 
more member firms, as the context requires. Grant Thornton UK LLP is a member firm of Grant Thornton International Ltd (GTIL). GTIL and the member firms are not a 
worldwide partnership. GTIL and each member firm is a separate legal entity. Services are delivered by the member firms. GTIL does not provide services to clients. GTIL 
and its member firms are not agents of, and do not obligate, one another and are not liable for one another’s acts or omissions.

GUIDANCE NOTES:

Please ensure every 
presentation has a back 
page with disclaimer

P
age 58



Pensions Committee, 18 September 2026 Pension Fund Accounts 2025/26 

Contact:  Peter Chadderton 07990 086399 1 

 

 Pensions Committee  
Date 18 September 2026  

 Item 7 
 
 
 
 
 
Public 

Pension Fund Annual Accounts 2025/26 

Responsible Officer: Peter Chadderton 
Pensions Investment and Responsible Investment 
Manager 

email: peter.chadderton@shropshire.gov.uk  Tel:  01743 252072 

Cabinet Member (Portfolio Holder): N/A 

 
 

1. Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 The report provides Members with the Shropshire County Pension Fund Annual 

Report 2025/26 and an update on the annual audit. Grant Thornton has 
substantially completed its annual audit, and it is expected an unqualified opinion 
will be given. 

 

2. Recommendations 
 

2.1 The Committee are asked to approve the Pension Fund Annual Report 2025/26 
and delegate authority to officers to make any minor changes required and to add 
the Auditors opinion when finalised. 

 
2.2 The Committee is asked to approve that the Chair and Executive Director (Section 

151 Officer) sign the letter of representation (Appendix B) for Grant Thornton once 
the audit has been finalised. 

 

3. Background 
 

3.1 Following the end of the financial year officers compiled the Pension Fund 
accounts for 2025/26. The annual report has been produced which outlines the 
accounts and details the activities of the Fund during the last year (Appendix A). 

 
3.2 Grant Thornton have substantially completed the audit of the accounts for the 

Shropshire County Pension Fund and a draft unqualified opinion has been issued 
as reported in the Audit Findings report at item 6 on the agenda. The final opinion 
will be included within the annual report when finalised. 

. 

4. Executive Summary 
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4.1. In the year to the end of March 2026 the Fund increased in value by £169 million 
to £2.795 billion.  

 
4.2. Draft accounts were produced before the end of May to fit in with the Council’s 

statutory closedown timetable.  
 

4.3. Grant Thornton have substantially completed the audit and have provided a draft 
unqualified opinion that will be added to the accounts once confirmed. 

 
 

Report 
 

5. Risk Assessment and Opportunities Appraisal 
 

5.1. Risk Management 
Risk Management is part of the Pension Fund’s structured decision-making 
process by ensuring that investment decisions are taken by those best qualified to 
take them. 

 
5.2. Human Rights Act Appraisal 

The recommendations contained in this report are compatible with the Human 
Rights Act 1998. 

  
5.3. There are no direct Equalities or Community consequences. 
 
5.4. Environmental Appraisal 

The Fund’s Corporate Governance Policy enables it to influence the environmental 
policies of the companies in which it invests. 

 
5.5 The annual report 2025/26 will be published on the Fund’s website once approved 

by the Pensions Committee. 
 

 

6. Financial Implications 
 

6.1. There are no direct financial implications arising from this report. 
 
 

7. Climate Change, Biodiversity and Environmental Implications 
 

7.1 The Fund takes responsible investment very seriously and has a Climate Change 
Strategy (updated in September 2024) in place committing to net zero by 2050 in 
line with the Paris accord on climate change adopted in 2015 and setting out 
interim targets to that goal. 

 
7.2 Responsible investment is a key process the investment managers go through 

before investing and something the fund considers as part of investment 
opportunities. Thorough due diligence is undertaken considering all risks including 
climate change. The investment managers vote where applicable on the Fund’s 
behalf, Columbia Threadneedle Investments engage with companies on the 
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Fund’s behalf and the Fund is a member of the Local Authority Pension Fund 
Forum (LAPFF) which undertakes engagements on behalf of all LGPS members. 

 
7.3 Shropshire County Pension Fund is a signatory to the UK stewardship code. 
 
7.4 Shropshire County Pension Fund has also received and published Climate Risk 

Reports and TCFD reports since December 2020. The latest report from 
December 2025 is publicly available on our website. 

 

8. Annual Accounts 
 

8.1 In the year to the end of March 2026 the Fund increased in value by £169 million 
to £2.795 billion (£123m increase in 2024/25). 

 
8.2 Due to the tight deadlines involved in producing the draft accounts before the end 

of May in line with the Council’s closedown timetable, the property debt & private 
debt portfolio valuations (managed by DRC & LGPS Central respectively), private 
equity portfolio valuations (managed by HarbourVest & LGPS Central) & 
infrastructure portfolio valuations (managed by Global Infrastructure Partners & 
LGPS Central) used in the final accounts are based on December quarterly capital 
statements, adjusted for cashflows to 31st March 26, as these are the latest 
statements available at that time. During the audit, all of the 31st March 2026 
capital statements became available (in late July/early August), and it was noted 
that the combined value of the private equity, infrastructure, property debt & 
private debt funds had increased slightly compared to the value stated in the draft 
accounts sent to Grant Thornton. The overall change was within Grant Thornton’s 
materiality limit and the Pension Fund accounts have not been amended for these 
valuation increases as it amounts to less than 0.2% of the total fund value at 
approximately £3.9 million. This is consistent with previous years when the amount 
is below materiality.  

 
8.3 During the year the Fund received £22.4 million in contributions from employees 

and £71.2 million in contributions from scheme employers. Contributions from 
scheme employers are £1.8 million lower than in 2024/25. Underlying employer 
contributions rose £3.2 million but pension strain payments were £5 million lower 
than in 2024/25. Pensions strain payments vary on an annual basis depending 
upon any restructuring activity undertaken by employers. 

 
8.4 During the last financial year there was a small decrease in the total number of 

scheme members. Total scheme membership decreased by 1.2% to 53,686 
during the year.  

 
8.5 Local Government employees who leave employment have the option to transfer 

out their accumulated pension benefits. During the last financial year, the Fund 
paid out £9.2 million in transfer payments for staff leaving employment (2024/25 
£5.6 million). This figure is £3.6 million higher than in 2024/25. New employees 
can request a transfer in of accumulated benefits from previous employment. The 
Fund received £11.3 million in transfer payments from new employees during the 
financial year (£11.1 million 2024/25). 
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8.6 In 2025/26 the Fund paid pensions totalling £93.1 million, an increase of £5 million 
on the previous year. This increase was partly due to the Pensions increase award 
of 1.7% effective from April 2025 & partly due to an increase pensioner numbers.  

 
8.7 Management expenses in 2025/26 totalled £25.5 million, an increase of £1.6 

million from the previous year. This is mainly due to the significant increase in the 
Fund value during the year as investment management fees are based on assets 
under management. 

 
8.8 A full analytical review of the Pension Fund Accounts was carried out by officers 

and passed to Grant Thornton in advance of their audit. The audit was 
substantially completed in early September 2026. 

 
8.9 The Annual Report will be available to all scheme employers, investment 

managers, advisors and scheme members as it will be published on the pension 
fund website. 
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List of Background Papers (This MUST be completed for all reports, but does 
not include items containing exempt or confidential information) 

N/A 

Local Member:  N/A 

Appendices [Please list the titles of Appendices] 

Appendix A – Shropshire County Pension Fund Annual Report 2025/26.  

Appendix B – Letter of representation.  
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Grant Thornton UK LLP 

17th Floor 

103 Colmore Row 

Birmingham  

B3 3AG 

 

DATE:  

 

Dear Grant Thornton UK LLP 

Shropshire County Pension Fund 

Financial Statements for the year ended 31 March 2026 

This representation letter is provided in connection with the audit of the financial statements of 

Pension Fund Test 1 (the “Fund”) for the year ended 31 March 2026 for the purpose of expressing an 

opinion as to whether the Fund financial statements give a true and fair view in accordance with 

International Financial Reporting Standards and the CIPFA/LASAAC Code of Practice on Local Authority 

Accounting in the United Kingdom 2025/26 and applicable law.  

We confirm that to the best of our knowledge and belief having made such inquiries as we considered 

necessary for the purpose of appropriately informing ourselves: 

Financial Statements 

i. We have fulfilled our responsibilities, as set out in the Statement of Responsibilities of Auditors 

and Audited Bodies published by Public Sector Audit Appointments Limited, for the preparation 

of the Fund’s financial statements in accordance with the Accounts and Audit Regulations 2015, 

International Financial Reporting Standards and the CIPFA/LASAAC Code of Practice on Local 

Authority Accounting in the United Kingdom 2025/26 ("the Code"); in particular the financial 

statements are fairly presented in accordance therewith. 

ii. We have complied with the requirements of all statutory directions affecting the Fund and these 

matters have been appropriately reflected and disclosed in the financial statements. 

iii. The Fund has complied with all aspects of contractual agreements that could have a material 

effect on the financial statements in the event of non-compliance. There has been no non-

compliance with requirements of any regulatory authorities that could have a material effect on 

the financial statements in the event of non-compliance. 

iv. We acknowledge our responsibility for the design, implementation and maintenance of internal 

control to prevent and detect fraud. 
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v. Significant assumptions used by us in making accounting estimates, including those measured at 

fair value, are reasonable. Such accounting estimates include level 2 and level 3 investments. We 

are satisfied that the material judgements used in the preparation of the financial statements are 

soundly based, in accordance with the Code and adequately disclosed in the financial statements. 

We understand our responsibilities include identifying and considering alternative, methods, 

assumptions or source data that would be equally valid under the financial reporting framework, 

and why these alternatives were rejected in favour of the estimate used. During the year we 

evaluated our estimation process for level 2 and level 3 investments and no change to estimation 

process were made. We are satisfied that the methods, the data and the significant assumptions 

used by us in making accounting estimates and their related disclosures are appropriate to 

achieve recognition, measurement or disclosure that is reasonable in accordance with the Code 

and adequately disclosed in the financial statements. 

vi. Except as disclosed in the financial statements: 

a. there are no unrecorded liabilities, actual or contingent; 

b. none of the assets of the Fund has been assigned, pledged or mortgaged; and 

c. there are no material prior year charges or credits, nor exceptional or non-recurring items 

requiring separate disclosure. 

vii. Related party relationships and transactions have been appropriately accounted for and disclosed 

in accordance with the requirements of International Financial Reporting Standards and the Code. 

viii. All events subsequent to the date of the financial statements and for which International Financial 

Reporting Standards and the Code require adjustment or disclosure have been adjusted or 

disclosed. 

ix. We have considered the prior year unadjusted misstatements schedule included in your Audit 

Findings Report and attached to this letter. We have not adjusted the financial statements for 

these misstatements brought to our attention as they are immaterial to the results of the Fund 

and its financial position at the year-end. The financial statements are free of material 

misstatements, including omissions. 

x. Actual or possible litigation and claims have been accounted for and disclosed in accordance with 

the requirements of International Financial Reporting Standards. 

xi. We have no plans or intentions that may materially alter the carrying value or classification of 

assets and liabilities reflected in the financial statements.  

xii. We have updated our going concern assessment. We continue to believe that the Fund’s financial 

statements should be prepared on a going concern basis and have not identified any material 

uncertainties related to going concern on the grounds that that:  

a. the nature of the Fund means that, notwithstanding any intention to liquidate the Fund or 

cease its operations in their current form, it will continue to be appropriate to adopt the going 

concern basis of accounting because, in such an event, services it performs can be expected 

to continue to be delivered by related public authorities and preparing the financial statements 

on a going concern basis will still provide a faithful representation of the items in the financial 

statements 
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b. the financial reporting framework permits the Fund to prepare its financial statements on the 

basis of the presumption set out under a) above; and  

c. the Fund’s system of internal control has not identified any events or conditions relevant to 

going concern. 

We believe that no further disclosures relating to the Fund's ability to continue as a going concern 

need to be made in the financial statements. 

Information Provided 

xiii. We have provided you with: 

a. access to all information of which we are aware that is relevant to the preparation of the 

financial statements such as records, documentation and other matters; 

b. additional information that you have requested from us for the purpose of your audit; and 

c. unrestricted access to persons within the Fund from whom you determined it necessary to 

obtain audit evidence. 

xiv. We have communicated to you all deficiencies in internal control of which management is aware. 

xv. All transactions have been recorded in the accounting records and are reflected in the financial 

statements. 

xvi. We have disclosed to you the results of our assessment of the risk that the financial statements 

may be materially misstated as a result of fraud. 

xvii. We have disclosed to you all information in relation to fraud or suspected fraud that we are aware 

of and that affects the Fund, and involves: 

a. management; 

b. employees who have significant roles in internal control; or 

c. others where the fraud could have a material effect on the financial statements. 

xviii. We have disclosed to you all information in relation to allegations of fraud, or suspected fraud, 

affecting the financial statements communicated by employees, former employees, analysts, 

regulators or others. 

xix. We have disclosed to you all known instances of non-compliance or suspected non-compliance 

with laws and regulations whose effects should be considered when preparing financial 

statements.  

xx. We have drawn to your attention all correspondence and notes of meetings with regulators.  

xxi. We have drawn to your attention all correspondence with The Pensions Regulator confirmed to 

us by all of our other advisors.  

xxii. We have disclosed to you the identity of the Fund's related parties and all the related party 

relationships and transactions of which we are aware. 

xxiii. We have disclosed to you all known actual or possible litigation and claims whose effects should 

be considered when preparing the financial statements. 
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Approval 

The approval of this letter of representation was minuted by the Fund’s Pension Committee at its 

meeting on 18th September 2026. 

 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Name: Duncan Whitfield    Name: Gary Groves 

Position: s151 Officer     Position: Chair of Pension Committee 

Date:       Date: 

 

Signed:       Signed: 

Signed on behalf of the Fund    Signed on behalf of the Fund 
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Appendix 1 – Prior Year Unadjusted Misstatements       
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 Pensions Committee 
Date 18 September 
2026  

 Item 8 
 
 
 
 
 
Public 

Corporate Governance Monitoring Report 

Responsible Officer: Peter Chadderton 

email: peter.chadderton@shropshire.gov.uk  Tel:  07990 086399 

Cabinet Member (Portfolio Holder):  

 
 

1. Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 The report is to inform members of corporate governance issues arising in the 

quarter, 1st April 2026 to 30th June 2026., together with confirmation of the position 
in respect of the Funds renewal of its stewardship code application and the latest 
correspondence with the PSC. 

 

2. Recommendations 
 

2.1. Members are asked to note and accept the position as set out in the report in 
respect of voting and engagement activity.  

• LGPS Central at Appendix A,  

• Columbia Threadneedle Investments Responsible Engagement Overlay 
Activity Report at Appendix B and  

• LAPFF Engagement Report at Appendix C.  

• The update on further contact from the PSC on investing in companies in 
conflict zones. 

• The update on the renewal application for the UK Stewardship Code. 
 

2.2 To confirm that the Committee delegate authority to the Chair to agree the 
response to the Palestine Solidarity Campaign on behalf of the Fund. 

 

3. Background 

 
3.1 The Shropshire County Pension Fund has been actively voting for over eighteen 

years at the Annual General Meetings and Extraordinary General Meetings of the 
companies in which it invests. Voting is carried out by LGPS Central through EOS 
@ Federated Hermes (EOS) on all equity portfolios since the 1st January 2025 
which ensures a consistency of approach. Appendix A to this report shows the 
engagement examples by EOS and engagement work by LGPS Central. 
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3.2 Prior to January 2025 voting was undertaken by both LGIM in respect of the Funds 
passive equity portfolio and EOS on behalf of LGPS Central.  

 
3.3 The Fund is also addressing its social responsibility through a strategy of 

responsible engagement with companies. Columbia Threadneedle Investments 
(CTI) provides this responsible engagement overlay on the Fund’s global equities 
portfolios. 

 
3.4 CTI engage with companies across five key engagement themes and a rolling 

program of 10 projects. The current themes and projects are shown below 
 

  
3.5 Engagements often operate over a period of several years reflecting the time 

taken to build relationships and develop real change. A copy of their quarterly 
report is attached at Appendix B. 

 
3.6 In addition the 86 LGPS Scheme members and the pooling companies are 

represented by the Local Authority Pension Fund Forum (LAPFF). LAPFF use the 
holdings of the entire Local Government Pension Scheme to leverage 
engagement with companies on a range of ESG issues and their quarterly report 
is attached at Appendix C. 

 
 

4. Executive Summary 
 

4.1. Detail is provided on the actions taken by the Funds key stewardship partners in 
respect of the quarter from 1st April 2026 to 30th June 2026. 
 

4.2. An update on the latest correspondence with the Palestine Solidarity Campaign on 
funds investing in conflict areas. 
 

Theme Project 

Climate 

Change 

Coal phase out 

Deforestation 

Environmental 

Stewardship 

Emissions and plastic waste 

Sustainable supply and demand of critical 

minerals 

Responsible Water Stewardship 

Human Rights Responsible governance of Artificial Intelligence 

Public Health 
Diversity in clinical trials 

Sustainable Food Systems 

Governance 
Improving board gender diversity in Asia 

Independent Board Evaluation 
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4.3. Confirmation that the Fund intends to apply for continuation of its UK Stewardship 
Code credentials under the new 2026 framework. 

 
 

 

Report 
 

5. Risk Assessment and Opportunities Appraisal 
 

5.1. Risk Management 
Risk Management is part of the Pension Fund’s structured decision-making 
process by ensuring that investment decisions are taken by those best qualified to 
take them. 

 
5.2. Human Rights Act Appraisal 

The recommendations contained in this report are compatible with the Human 
Rights Act 1998. 

  
5.3. There are no direct Equalities or Community consequences. 
 
5.4. Environmental Appraisal 

The Fund’s Corporate Governance Policy enables it to influence the environmental 
policies of the companies in which it invests. 
 

 

6. Financial Implications 
 

6.1. There are no direct financial implications arising from this report. 
 
 

7. Climate Change Appraisal 
 

7.1 The Fund takes responsible investment very seriously and has a Climate Change 
Strategy (updated in September 2024) in place committing to net zero by 2050 in 
line with the Paris accord on climate change adopted in 2015 and setting out 
interim targets to achieve that goal. 

 
7.2 Responsible investment is a key process the investment managers go through 

before investing and something the fund considers as part of investment 
opportunities. Thorough due diligence is undertaken considering all risks including 
climate change. The investment managers vote where applicable on the Fund’s 
behalf, Columbia Threadneedle Investments engage with companies on the 
Fund’s behalf and the Fund is a member of the Local Authority Pension Fund 
Forum (LAPFF) which undertakes engagements on behalf of all LGPS members. 

 
7.3 Shropshire County Pension Fund is a signatory to the UK stewardship code. 
 
7.4 Shropshire County Pension Fund has also received and published Climate Risk 

Reports and TCFD reports since December 2020. The latest report from 
December 2025 is publicly available on our website.  
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8. Manager Voting Activity 
 

8.1. The LGPS Central stewardship report at Appendix A is a generic report across all 
of the investments operated by LGPS Central and those products that LGPS 
Central can vote on through Legal and General, it is not specific to the products in 
which the Fund is invested. This means that the majority of examples and 
engagements will relate to the Fund’s portfolio but not all. In respect of the report 
at Appendix A, the following three companies were not held by the Fund as at the 
30th June 2025 – Exxon Mobil, Volution Group, and Vale. The report covers the 
half year from January to June 2026 because as previously advised no report is 
produced in Q1 due capacity and priorities at that time. 
 

8.2. The Fund holds the following public market investments which are voted on and 
engaged with by LGPS Central:   

 

• LGPS Central Global Equity (Multi Manager Fund) 

• LGPS Central Sustainable Equities Broad Fund 

• LGPS Central Sustainable Equities Targeted Fund 

• LGPS Central Investment Grade Credit Fund (Engagement Only) 

• Legal and General Investment Managers (LGIM) Low Carbon Global Equity 
Passive Fund. 

 
8.3 The Funds investments are held on a pooled basis so the Fund actually holds 

units in a pool which has underlying investments, this means unlike previous 
segregated mandates the equites are in the name of LGPS Central or LGIM. On 
average there are approximately between1700/2000 underlying holdings in the 
portfolios at any given point. 

 
8.4 LGPS Central have set their stewardship themes for three years covering 2024 to 

2027 reflecting again the average length of engagements to impact real change.  
 

Their current themes are: 

• Climate Change 

• Natural Capital 

• Human Rights Risk 

• Sensitive and Topical Issues 
 

8.5 LGPS Central have developed the following scale to allow transparency and 
understanding of the success of engagements and these are reflected where 
appropriate in the report at Appendix A in section 4 pages 23-25. 

   
The engagement response will be measured across 4 levels: 

• Level 0 No progress has been made as a result of engagement. 

• Level 1 Minimum expectations have been met. 

• Level 2 Moderate progress. 

• Level 3 Successful outcome. 
 

8.6 For example in the case of an engagement on climate change the four levels 
would reflect the following positions: 
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• Level 0 No progress or a failure by the company to engage. 

• Level 1 Companies disclosing data to facilitate carbon performance 
assessment. 

• Level 2 Progress observed in Climate Action100+ Benchmark Framework,  
Companies improving on TPI (Transition Pathway Initiative) quality ladder,  
Companies partly aligning with LGPS Central Net Zero Strategy. 

• Level 3 Complete and demonstratable alignment to LGPS Central Net Zero 
Strategy. 

 
8.7 The report shows the key companies that LGPS Central and partners have had 

engagement with across the four key stewardship themes. It also shows the 
escalation proposed on all companies where there is a failure to see adequate 
progression. The highest current level of escalation is level 3 across the priority 
companies. This applies to 10 engagements that impact nine holdings in the 
Fund’s portfolio, the exception being Volution Group. The majority appear under 
human rights risk and sensitive and topical issues. Level 3 as set out in the report 
is the highest level of engagement, prior to direct action including actions such as 
potential public statements, AGM attendance and extending voting dissent to 
appointments and approval of annual report/accounts. 

 

9. Responsible Engagement Activity  
 

9.1. During the last quarter Columbia Threadneedle Investments have continued to 
actively engage with companies on the Fund’s behalf. An update on the 
engagement activities for the quarter is attached at Appendix B in the REO 
Activity report. This report covers companies across all the Fund’s equity portfolios 
and includes engagement examples from Prysmian, BYD, BMW, Michelin and 
Mondelez Int. 
 

9.2. In addition to the public overview Columbia Threadneedle Investments also 
produce a confidential report on an ongoing engagement which can be shared 
with Committee members on request. 
 

9.3. As part of the service provided by Columbia Threadneedle, they screen holdings 
against breaches and controversies around the UN Global Compact which is a 
voluntary initiative to get CEO’s to adopt sustainable and socially responsible 
practices. There were no reported breaches in the last quarter. 

 

9.4. In addition to the service provided by Columbia Threadneedle Investments, the 
Fund is also a member of the LAPFF (Local Authority Pension Fund Forum). The 
LAPFF use the combined power of LGPS Members to engage with companies on 
behalf of the LGPS. An update on the engagement activities of the LAPFF for the 
quarter is attached at Appendix C. 
 

9.5. The LAPFF engagement is not specific to companies in the Fund’s portfolio. The 
LAPFF use Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS) share holdings at an 
aggregate level to determine engagement companies, and they often engage at a 
sector level as well as with specific companies. Examples of some of the 
companies within the Shropshire portfolio on 30th June 2026 include an article on 
climate change mitigation which covers BP and an item on UK Banks Climate 
obligations which covers HSBC and Nat West. The article on Modern Slavery 
Benchmark covers engagements with Philip Morris International (PMI), Salesforce 
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and Amgen all of which are held in the Shropshire portfolio. Other articles such as 
Mining PRI and Earthworks may not cover specific companies in the Shropshire 
portfolio, but they do highlight sector issues. 

 

10. Conflict Affected Areas 
 
10.1 The Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC) has long raised the issue of conflict 

affected areas specifically in respect of the occupied territories requesting all 
LGPS Funds divest from companies they allege are involved in breaches of 
International Humanitarian Law. This point was originally raised in August 2025 
supported by a legal position paper. 

 
10.2 The Fund’s position on investment in companies in conflict affected and high-risk 

areas is set out in our CAHRA statement which is available on the Funds website 
and is backed by legal opinion from Nigel Giffen KC which was obtained by the 
Scheme Advisory Board on behalf of the LGPS. 

 
10.3 On the 12th May 2026 the Government through the minister at the MHCLG 

responded stating “The Government’s position is clear: decisions on boycotts, 
divestment and sanctions are matters of UK foreign policy and are for central 
government, not local authorities. It is therefore not appropriate for local authorities 
to adopt investment policies that go beyond or differ from UK Government 
sanctions or foreign policy positions.” A full copy of the response was provided at 
Appendix C to the June Committee meeting. 

 
10.4 Since that response the Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC) have again 

contacted all Funds on 3rd August to challenge the MHCLG letter and question the 
authority of the minister to provide the direction given. The Fund recognises the 
seriousness and complexity of the matters raised by the PSC, as well as the 
significant public interest in them. We are currently finalising a holding letter with 
LGPS Central as our stewardship partner as we look to further clarity from central 
government on the legal arguments put forward by the PSC. The response will be 
agreed with the Chair and a copy provided to all members. 

 
10.5 The Fund continues to keep the position under review and recognises the 

hardship for people living in these areas, for the reasons outlined in our CAHRA 
statement, the Fund believes that the effective stewardship of assets provides the 
best long-term outcomes for stakeholders and society. 

 
10.6 The Fund continues to work with stewardship partners to ensure that all 

companies operating in impacted areas have appropriate policies in place and 
promote formal adoption of the UN guiding principles in these areas.   
 
 

11. Stewardship Code 2026  
 

11.1. The Financial Reporting Council (FRC) revised the stewardship code for 2026 to 
reduce the burden of reporting across both asset owners and manager.  From 
2026 the requirement on Policy and context disclosures will only require to be 
submitted every fourth year. This will require the fund to provide disclosures and 
evidence covering the following five principles. 
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Disclosure 

A Organisation, investment beliefs and stewardship approach 

B Governance and resources 

C Policies, processes and review 

D Conflicts of interest 

E Dialogue with clients and/or beneficiaries 

 
 

11.2. On an annual basis the Fund will be required to submit an activities and outcomes 
report covering the following six principles as appropriate. 

 

Activities and Outcomes 

1 Integrating stewardship and investment 

2 Promoting well-functioning markets 

3 Engagement 

4 Exercising rights and responsibilities 

5 Selection and oversight of managers 

6 Monitoring service providers 

 
 

11.3. The FRC have acknowledged that not all six principles will apply depending upon 
the setup of the asset owner /manager, so in the instance of SCPF under the 
Pensions Bill principle 5 will fall under LGPS Centrals control.  
 

11.4. The FRC have designated 2026 a transition year so all existing signatories will 
remain on the FRC Stewardship code list until 2027, but we intend to submit a 
2026 renewal as best practice and to ensure alignment with the new guidance 
prior to the 2027 renewal. 

 

11.5. Officers will prepare the application with assistance from LGPS Central as our 
primary stewardship provider, and this will be circulated to Members for comment 
prior to the 31st October submission deadline. 
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List of Background Papers (This MUST be completed for all reports, but does not 

include items containing exempt or confidential information) 

Climate Risk Report, Pensions Committee 5 December 2025 

Corporate Governance Monitoring report, Pensions Committee 19 September 2025 

Corporate Governance Monitoring report, Pensions Committee 05 December 2025 

Corporate Governance Monitoring report, Pensions Committee 20 March 2026 

Corporate Governance Monitoring report, Pensions Committee 19 June 2026 

Local Member: N/A 

Appendices [Please list the titles of Appendices] 

Appendix A – LGPS Central Stewardship Report 1st January 2026 to 30th June 2026 

Appendix B – Columbia Threadneedle Investments Engagement Overlay Report 1st 

April 2026 to 30th June 2026 

Appendix C – LAPFF Quarterly Engagement Report 1st April 2026 to 30th June 2026 
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Responsible Investment 
& Engagement
LGPS Central’s approach

OBJECTIVE #1

Support investment 
objectives

OBJECTIVE #2

Be an exemplar for responsible investment within 
the financial services industry, promote collaboration 
and raise standards across the marketplace

LGPS Central’s approach to Responsible Investment & Engagement carries two objectives: 

These are met through three pillars: 

Additional Disclosures 

Our Selection 
of assets

Our commitment to 
Transparency & 

Disclosure

Our Stewardship 
of assets

LGPS Central’s approach to responsible investment is driven by an assessment of financially material risks and opportunities that 
could affect long-term investment returns. ESG factors are considered because of their potential impact on investment performance, 
and our stewardship and investment decisions remain focused on delivering long-term value. This update covers LGPS Central’s 
stewardship activity. Our stewardship efforts are supplemented by global engagement and voting services provided by EOS at 
Federated Hermes. For more information, please refer to our Responsible Investment & Engagement Framework and Annual 
Stewardship Report.

Responsible 
Investment & 
Engagement 
Framework

Climate 
Report 

Voting 
Principles

Voting 
Disclosure

Voting 
Statistics

Stewardship 
Code Report
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H1 Stewardship 
Activity Overview

01

Key Stewardship developments

A summary of engagement and voting activities and 
key stewardship developments

2026 Proxy Season: Governance Takes 
Centre Stage

The second quarter of 20261 saw a growing focus on 
governance, shareholder rights and board accountability, 
reflecting broader changes in investor priorities across global 
markets. While environmental and social issues remained 
important, many of the quarter’s most significant stewardship 
debates centred on how boards oversee strategic decisions, 
respond to shareholder concerns and demonstrate effective 
oversight of long-term value creation.

A Changing Stewardship Landscape

This evolution was particularly evident during the 2026 proxy 
season. Shareholder proposals continued to decline in number, 
while governance-related resolutions represented the largest 
share of proposals brought to a vote (49%)2. At the same 
time, regulatory developments in the United States created 
a more complex environment for shareholder engagement, 
encouraging investors to place greater emphasis on direct 
dialogue with companies rather than relying solely on the annual 
meeting process. 

These developments shaped our stewardship activity during 
the quarter. We continued to view governance as the foundation 
through which investors assess climate strategy, executive 
remuneration, natural capital, human rights and shareholder 
rights, and as the key mechanism for holding companies 
accountable for delivery against stated commitments.

Governance Under the Spotlight

Ahead of BP’s 2026 Annual General Meeting (AGM), we engaged 
with the Company Secretary and Investor Relations team 

regarding several governance concerns arising from proposals 
advanced under the new Chair. Our discussions focused on 
the exclusion of a shareholder resolution, proposed changes 
to the Articles of Association that could enable virtual-only 
AGMs, and the proposed removal of shareholder-approved 
climate disclosure resolutions. We stressed that changes 
affecting shareholder rights and corporate accountability 
should be supported by robust justification and meaningful 
shareholder consultation. The proposals attracted significant 
investor opposition and both management resolutions ultimately 
failed to obtain majority support at the AGM [further detail is 
provided below].

We also voted against ExxonMobil’s proposal to redomicile from 
New Jersey to Texas, opposed Nvidia’s executive remuneration 
package due to concerns about limited performance metrics, 
weak clawback provisions and alignment with long-term value 
creation, and supported a Meta Platforms proposal seeking 
alignment between voting rights and economic ownership. 
Taken together, these actions reflect a consistent stewardship 
approach: governance arrangements allow shareholders to 
understand, challenge and influence decisions that may affect 
long-term value.

New Listings, Familiar Questions

The quarter also highlighted the stewardship implications of 
companies entering public markets with governance structures 
that may not align with investor expectations. Investor attention 
was drawn to the public market debut of a Communications 
Services company, one of the most closely watched listings in 
recent years. While the company’s growth profile and strategic 
importance generated significant market interest, governance 
considerations quickly emerged as an area of focus. Concerns 

1 References to the “quarter” in the voting commentary refer to the peak proxy voting season (Q2), when most Annual General Meetings and voting activity occur.
2 “Shareholder proposal submissions declined from 951 in 2025 to approximately 789 in 2026. Corporate governance proposals comprised the largest share of proposals at 49%.”  
Mayer Brown LLP, June 2026
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relating to concentrated founder control, board independence, 
shareholder rights and transparency raised important questions 
regarding how investors assess governance risks in rapidly 
growing companies entering public markets. As index providers 
and asset owners evaluate new entrants to global benchmarks, 
governance quality remains a critical component of long-term 
investment decision-making.

Collectively, these developments highlight a growing stewardship 
focus on the quality of corporate decision-making rather than 

outcomes alone. Whether assessing climate transition plans, 
executive remuneration or biodiversity commitments, investors 
are increasingly asking a common question: do governance 
structures provide confidence that commitments will translate 
into action? Against this backdrop, LGPS Central’s stewardship 
activity concentrated on areas where governance, accountability 
and transparency are most closely linked to long-term 
value creation.

Engagement Highlights

Assessing Transition Readiness

We continued to engage with heavy emitting priority engagement 
companies to ensure that their approach to climate risk 
management is adequate. Engagements with Holcim and 
ArcelorMittal reflected the importance of clear pathways, 
interim milestones, board oversight and transparency over 
the investment and operational decisions required to support 
decarbonisation. In both cases, the stewardship focus was not 
simply on the existence of climate objectives, but on whether 
the companies can demonstrate how those objectives will 
be governed, implemented and reported in a way that allows 
investors to assess execution risk, resilience and alignment with 
long-term value creation.

Nature, Biodiversity and Resilience

Natural capital and circularity were also important areas of 
focus. At Rio Tinto, engagement on biodiversity and nature-
related risk highlighted the need for governance frameworks 
that connect group-level commitments with asset-level 
accountability, monitoring and disclosure. 

At LyondellBasell, engagement on petrochemical strategy and 
circularity focused on changes to sustainability ambitions, the 
dependencies that underpin delivery, and the alignment between 
strategic priorities, capital allocation and market conditions. Our 
focus remained on assessing the credibility and stringency of the 
company’s circular economy strategy. 

We co-signed letters to several European multinationals 
encouraging transparency over the company’s approach to policy 
engagement on the EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR). We 
requested the companies to clarify their position on the EUDR, 
including an explanation of how the Company engages with its 
industry associations to ensure alignment of positions regarding 
this regulation.

Alongside 172 investors we supported the 2026 CDP Non-
Disclosure Campaign. The campaign targets 770 companies to 
disclose environmental data via CDPs questionnaire. Transparent 
environmental disclosures enable investors and lenders to 
accurately assess a company’s exposure to environmental 

risks, evaluate long-term financial resilience, and allocate 
capital toward businesses that demonstrate sustainable and 
responsible practices.

Embedding Human Rights Oversight

Human rights engagement similarly centred on governance 
effectiveness, due diligence and disclosure quality. At Volution, 
our dialogue on modern slavery and supply-chain risk reflected 
a broader expectation that companies should be able to 
identify salient risks3, explain how those risks are assessed 
and escalated, and provide reporting that enables investors to 
understand the effectiveness of controls. 

We also wrote to Alstom, Thales and QinetiQ, which had been 
identified as lacking a publicly disclosed human rights policy, 
encouraging greater transparency regarding human rights 
governance and risk management. While a policy alone does not 
guarantee effective oversight, its absence can make it difficult 
for investors to assess how companies identify, manage and 
mitigate human rights risks.

Supporting Effective Policy Frameworks

We sent a letter to the European Commission last year outlining 
LGPS Central’s position on the EUDR. The EUDR provides a 
legal framework and due diligence requirements for companies 
exporting forest-risk commodities (e.g. palm oil, soya, wood, 
cocoa etc) into the EU. We emphasised that postponing 
the regulation would create uncertainty, undermine investor 
confidence, and expose companies and pension savers to 
greater climate and biodiversity related risks. Encouragingly, in 
their response the Commission emphasised that the EUDR will 
be implemented in a timely manner with no further delay. We 
alongside 55 investors representing EUR 13.6 trillion in assets 
have called on EU leaders to support a robust and predictable 
EU Emissions Trading System (ETS), ahead of the ETS review, 
which is a critical moment for Europe’s competitiveness and 
energy security. 

We co-signed a letter to the Attorney-General of Australia which 
called for the 2018 Modern Slavery Act to align with international 
standards, such as the UN Guiding Principles on Business and 

3 In corporate and human rights contexts, salient risks refer to the most critical risks that a company’s activities or business relationships may pose to individuals or communities.
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Human Rights, and risk-based due diligence, which would level 
the playing field and promote an effective, proportionate, and 
outcome focused approach to addressing modern slavery – 
reflecting what many Australian businesses are already doing.

We responded to the FCA’s consultation on simplifying climate 
disclosure requirements for investment products, supporting 
efforts to streamline reporting while emphasising that any 
changes must not reduce the quality, comparability, timeliness 
or availability of climate-related information for institutional 
investors. The response highlighted the importance of product-
level disclosures for manager due diligence and oversight, and 
called for continued access to decision-useful information, 
including forward-looking metrics. We also urged the FCA to 
provide clear expectations on disclosure updates, materiality 
thresholds and transparency to avoid weakening climate 
reporting standards in the market.

LGPS Central has retained its signatory status to the 
UK Stewardship Code for the sixth year in a row, as 
confirmed by the Financial Reporting Council. As of 
09 July 2026, there are 291 signatories to the Code. In 
2026, the Financial Reporting Council published updated 
Stewardship Code guidance intended to improve the 
consistency and comparability of stewardship reporting. 
The guidance encourages signatories to focus on 
material stewardship activities and outcomes, supported 
by clear evidence of effectiveness. 

LGPS Central’s stewardship approach reflects our 
continuous efforts to exercise our fiduciary duty and 
to excel in stewarding the assets managed on behalf 
of our Partner Funds. The UK Stewardship Code sets 
best practice for stewardship reporting, guiding those 
responsible for managing investments on behalf of UK 
savers, pensioners, and their supportive institutions. 
Stewardship embodies the diligent allocation, 
administration, and oversight of capital with an 
unwavering commitment to creating lasting value for 
Partner Funds and their scheme members.
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Voting Highlights

Exxon Mobil Corporation

At Exxon Mobil Corporation, we opposed management’s 
proposal to move the company’s legal domicile from New 
Jersey to Texas because of concerns that the change could 
weaken certain long-standing shareholder protections. We also 
supported resolutions aimed at strengthening accountability 
through an independent Board Chair and greater choice within 
the company’s retail voting programme. Further detail on this 
voting decision is provided later in the report.

Meta Platforms, Inc.

At Meta Platforms, Inc., we supported a shareholder proposal for 
all stock to have one vote per share, consistent with the rationale 
that the proposal sought to protect and advance shareholder 
rights on behalf of institutional investors; the resolution failed but 
received 26.5% support. See further detail on page 22.

Image source: corporate.exxonmobil.com Image source: investor.atmeta.com

FIGURE 1: OVERVIEW OF ENGAGEMENTS FIGURE 2: GLOBAL VOTING

65%

35%

Number of meetings where we voted against management

Number of meetings where we voted with management

ACTIVITIES

OBJECTIVES

1,852

1,329

PROGRESS
442
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Engagement  
Case Studies 

02

Below, we provide more detailed examples of ongoing or new 
engagements related to the four Stewardship Themes identified 
in collaboration with our Partner Funds. 

How we measure engagement progress:

CLIMATE  
CHANGE

NATURAL  
CAPITAL

HUMAN RIGHTS  
RISKS

SENSITIVE/TOPICAL 
ACTIVITIES

Our Stewardship 
Themes are: During the reporting period, our engagement efforts4 comprised 

1,001 companies. 1,852 engagement activities5 took place 
against 1,329 specific objectives, positive progress was 
measured on 442 instances. Most engagements were conducted 
through letter issuance or remote company meetings, where we, 
our partners or our stewardship provider (in a majority of cases) 
met or wrote to the Chair, a Board member or a member of 
senior management. 

ENGAGEMENT EFFORTS4 
COMPRISED

LGPS  
CENTRAL 

STEWARDSHIP 
PROVIDER 

LAPFF

ENGAGEMENT  
ACTIVITIES51,001
1,852

713 1,014 125

COMPANIES TOOK PLACE

THERE  
WERE

POSITIVE PROGRESS  
WAS MEASURED ON

1,329 442
SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES INSTANCES

ENGAGEMENTS CONDUCTED BY: 

No Progress Made

Moderate Progress

Minimum Expectations

Successful Outcome

4 This includes engagements undertaken directly, in collaboration, and via our contracted Stewardship Provider on LGPS Central’s stewardship themes.
5 There can be more than one engagement issue per company, for example board diversity and climate change. 
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Climate Change Engagements

Our climate change engagement set comprised 245 companies with 236 engagement activities6. Positive progress is measured 
on 236 engagement objectives.

FIGURE 4: CLIMATE CHANGE ENGAGEMENT 
BY OUTCOME

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

Progress

Objective 281

236

FIGURE 3: BREAKDOWN OF CLIMATE CHANGE 
ENGAGEMENT BY TYPE

Stewardship Provider

Partnership

LGPS Central

6 There can be more than one climate-related engagement issue and/or objective per company.
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Holcim

PROGRESS: 

Moderate Progress

OBJECTIVE: 
To disclose a pathway to achieve its 2030 clinker factor7 
reduction target of 68%. A secondary objective was to 
improve transparency regarding the assessment criteria 
used for board-level ESG competence. 

LINK TO LONG-TERM VALUE CREATION: 
Decarbonisation of cement production is a material 
strategic issue for the sector. Improved disclosure 
on clinker reduction pathways and board oversight 
of climate-related matters can help investors assess 
transition readiness, capital allocation, execution risk 
and the credibility of long-term climate commitments. 
Enhanced transparency supports more informed 
stewardship and investment decision-making.

ENGAGEMENT: 
LGPS Central engaged with Holcim’s ESG and Investor 
Relations teams regarding disclosure of the company’s 

pathway to achieving its 2030 clinker factor target. During 
the discussion, investors encouraged the company to 
provide greater detail on market-level clinker reduction 
pathways, expected capital expenditure requirements and 
the contribution of alternative materials to target delivery.

The company indicated that additional information 
would be provided within its FY2025 Annual Report. A 
follow-up review of published disclosures was identified 
as the next step to assess progress against the 
engagement objective.

A separate engagement focused on board governance 
and climate oversight. Holcim confirmed that it 
was undertaking an external assessment of board 
competence and stated that the results, including 
relevant disclosure, would be reported in its FY2026 
reporting cycle.

OUTCOME: 
The company demonstrated responsiveness by 
engaging directly with investors and indicating planned 
future disclosure enhancements. Holcim committed to 
providing additional information on its clinker reduction 
strategy in FY2025 reporting and confirmed an external 
assessment of board ESG competence. Progress will be 
evaluated through forthcoming annual-report disclosures.

7 Clinker is the main ingredient in cement and is produced by heating limestone and other materials at high temperatures; the clinker factor refers to the proportion of clinker used in cement 
production, with lower clinker use generally resulting in lower carbon emissions.
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ArcelorMittal

PROGRESS: 

Minimum Expectations

OBJECTIVE: 
To encourage the company to strengthen its climate 
strategy through the adoption of a robust interim 
climate target.

LINK TO LONG-TERM VALUE CREATION: 
Steel producers face material business risks from 
evolving regulation, energy costs, customer procurement 
requirements, and the capital investments needed 
to modernise production assets. Investors therefore 
require clear milestones and disclosure to assess 
whether management is deploying capital efficiently, 
maintaining cost competitiveness, and positioning the 
company to generate sustainable long-term returns. 
Improved transparency on transition planning supports 
better assessment of execution risk and long-term 
value creation.

ENGAGEMENT: 
LGPS Central met with ArcelorMittal’s Investor 
Relations and Sustainability team to discuss executive 
remuneration and the company’s climate transition 
strategy. On remuneration, we reiterated concerns that 
have informed our opposition to the remuneration report 
for three consecutive years, including the absence of 
bonus deferral mechanisms, limited disclosure of annual 
bonus performance targets and achievement levels, and 
a lack of clarity regarding LTIP holding periods. 

The discussion also focused on the company’s revised 
climate strategy. ArcelorMittal recently reduced its 2030 
emissions reduction target from 35% in Europe and 
25% globally to a 10% group-wide target, reflecting only 
projects that have reached Final Investment Decision 
(FID). The company explained that this followed 
engagement with its largest shareholders and reflected 
challenges arising from the current policy environment.

We questioned why the company had not incorporated 
alternative decarbonisation scenarios within its transition 
planning, despite this being discussed during previous 
engagements. We also encouraged clearer disclosure of 
how the company’s strategic pillars contribute to delivery 
of its decarbonisation targets and highlighted the need 
to strengthen the link between R&D investment and the 
company’s long-term decarbonisation pathway.

OUTCOME: 
The engagement provided greater transparency regarding 
the rationale for the revised 2030 climate target and 
reaffirmed the company’s commitment to its long-term 
decarbonisation ambitions. LGPS Central identified 
several opportunities to enhance climate-related 
disclosures, including the use of scenario analysis, 
improved articulation of decarbonisation levers, and the 
introduction of measurable indicators linking R&D activity 
to climate objectives. The company was receptive to 
receiving examples of emerging market practice and 
peer approaches. LGPS Central will share examples 
of peer remuneration structures that demonstrate 
stronger alignment with shareholder expectations, 
together with examples of best practice transition 
planning, climate scenario analysis and disclosure of 
decarbonisation levers.
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Natural Capital Engagements

Our natural capital-related engagement set comprised 785 companies with 916 engagement activities. Positive progress is 
measured on 77 specific engagement objectives.

FIGURE 6: NATURAL CAPITAL ENGAGEMENT 
BY OUTCOME
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FIGURE 5: BREAKDOWN OF NATURAL CAPITAL 
ENGAGEMENT BY TYPE
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LyondellBasell

PROGRESS: 

Successful Outcome

OBJECTIVE: 
To disclose a robust petrochemical strategy underpinned 
by credible targets.

LINK TO LONG-TERM VALUE CREATION: 
The circular economy transition presents risks and 
opportunities for petrochemical producers. Failure to 
adapt to regulation, customer demand and scrutiny 
of plastic waste could increase compliance costs, 
restrict market access and strand assets. Disclosure on 
circularity, sustainable polymer production and capital 
allocation helps investors assess whether LyondellBasell 
is investing sufficiently to remain competitive and 
create long-term value in a lower-waste, resource-
efficient economy.

ENGAGEMENT: 
In 2024 we cosigned an investor statement to 22 
petrochemical companies, including LyondellBasell 
(LYB), encouraging the reduction of fossil based plastic 
production and met with the CEO via a collaborative 
engagement initiative to discuss LYB’s broader climate 
strategy. During the reporting period we met with investor 
relations to discuss LYB’s circular strategy, stringency of 
the 2030 renewable-based polymer production target, and 
MoReTec-1, LYB’s first industrial-scale chemical recycling 
facility, due to begin operations in 2027.

RESULT: 
LYB strengthened disclosure of how it will respond to 
greater material circularity and reduced reliance on 
virgin fossil-based feedstocks8. It embedded circularity 
in corporate strategy through a dedicated Circular and 
Low Carbon Solutions (CLCS) business, one of its three 
strategic priorities. LYB also set a target to produce and 

market 800kt of recycled and renewable-based polymers 
annually by 2030, supported by disclosure of delivery 
mechanisms, key assumptions, risks and governance. It 
revised its previous 2 million-tonne ambition because of 
weaker markets and increased capital discipline during 
the global petrochemical’s downturn.

LYB reports annually against this target. Production 
reached 206kt in 2025, approximately 26% of its 2030 
target. Although still a small share of total polymer 
production, this provides a transparent baseline for 
tracking progress.

LYB has also clarified its delivery approach, covering 
mechanical, chemical and solvent-based recycling 
and bio-circular feedstocks, with updates on projects 
including MoReTec-1, expected to begin operating in 
2027. Although market conditions have delayed final 
investment decisions on further recycling facilities, LYB 
said demand for recycled materials remains robust, 
supported by voluntary commitments and evolving 
regulation, particularly in Europe. Its disclosure of policy, 
regulatory, demand and investment factors that could 
enable or constrain delivery helps investors assess 
execution risk and monitor management. 

While LYB has not published a technology-by-technology 
volume pathway to 2030, its disclosures allow investors 
to assess strategic credibility, understand delivery 
assumptions, track progress and hold management 
accountable. However, it discloses key assumptions, 
enablers and risks, publishes policy positions on recycling 
and circular economy regulation, and emphasises the 
need for stable policy frameworks and investment 
incentives to expand recycling infrastructure.

Sustainability-related measures in executive remuneration 
provide further accountability. 

We therefore consider the objective met: LYB now 
provides a robust petrochemical and circularity strategy, 
credible measurable targets and regular progress 
reporting. We have closed the objective and will monitor 
implementation through ongoing stewardship.

8 Virgin Fossil Feedstocks are primary materials derived directly from unprocessed fossil fuels, forming the default basis for most manufactured goods.
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Rio Tinto

PROGRESS: 

Moderate Progress

OBJECTIVE: 
To disclose a group-wide nature impacts and 
dependencies assessment.

LINK TO LONG-TERM VALUE CREATION: 
Nature-related risks can have significant financial 
implications for mining companies through project 
delays, permitting challenges, operational disruption and 
reputational damage. Clear governance of biodiversity 
impacts, credible offset programmes and transparent 
disclosure provide investors with greater confidence 
that environmental risks are being effectively managed, 
supporting the long-term resilience and value of 
mining projects.

ENGAGEMENT: 
Engagement centred on biodiversity management and 
governance arrangements across Rio Tinto’s operations. 
We co-signed an AGM statement requesting greater 
clarity on the scope, ambition and publication timeline of 
the company’s nature strategy.

Following the AGM, we met with the biodiversity 
management team across the Simandou project. 
Discussions focused on governance arrangements, 
accountability for biodiversity outcomes at asset level, 
monitoring of biodiversity risks, and implementation of 
offset mechanisms. Particular attention was placed on 
how management intends to ensure that biodiversity 
considerations are integrated into project development 
and operational decision-making.

The company also outlined its staged disclosure process, 
with impact assessments submitted first to the Guinean 
government prior to public release. Investors discussed 
the need for clarity and consistency in disclosure, 
particularly given the reliance on partner-led processes 
for parts of the project footprint.

OUTCOME: 
Rio Tinto demonstrated a structured and technically 
robust approach to biodiversity management, including 
clear alignment with IFC PS6, implementation of 
mitigation measures, and establishment of a centralised 
offset governance mechanism. However, disclosure 
remains staged and partially dependent on partners, 
limiting current transparency. Further updates are 
expected as residual impact assessments are publicly 
released and offset strategies progress.
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BASF

OBJECTIVE: 
To improve transparency on hazardous chemicals 
production, including substance-level disclosure and 
production volumes, so investors can better assess 
how the company is managing potential regulatory, 
liability and operational risks associated with 
hazardous chemicals.

ENGAGEMENT: 
Through the Investor Initiative on Hazardous Chemicals, 
EOS engaged BASF from 2023 to May 2026 on the risks 
associated with hazardous chemicals in its production 
processes and products. Engagement activity included 
co-signing a letter to the CEO, regular dialogue with 
investor relations and ESG/governance teams, and a 
site visit to BASF’s agricultural division R&D facility. The 
engagement asked BASF to strengthen transparency 
on hazardous chemicals by disclosing a full substance-
level list and associated production volumes. BASF 
highlighted its focus on safe management, exposure 

reduction and substitution where viable, while noting that 
many hazardous substances are controlled industrial 
intermediates rather than consumer-facing products.

OUTCOME: 
BASF has strengthened its reporting on hazardous 
chemicals. In its 2025 Annual Report, the company 
disclosed aggregated volumes for substances of concern 
and substances of very high concern by hazard class, 
including carcinogenicity, mutagenicity, reproductive 
toxicity, sensitisation, persistence and bioaccumulation, 
and endocrine disruption. It also expanded disclosure 
on pollutant releases to water, including nitrogen, 
phosphorus, adsorbable organic halogens, total organic 
carbon, chlorides, cyanides and fluorides. BASF also 
improved transparency through its TripleS methodology, 
which classifies around 40,000 products across five 
categories. While BASF has not yet provided substance-
level volume disclosure, these improvements should help 
investors assess how the company is managing potential 
exposure to liabilities and costs linked to hazardous 
chemicals. EOS will continue to monitor BASF’s exposure 
through engagement via the Investor Initiative on 
Hazardous Chemicals.
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Our sensitive and topical activities engagement set comprised of 54 companies with 63 engagement activities. Positive progress 
is measured on 15 engagement objectives.

FIGURE 8: SENSITIVE/TOPICAL ACTIVITIES 
ENGAGEMENT BY OUTCOME

FIGURE 7: BREAKDOWN OF SENSITIVE/TOPICAL 
ACTIVITIES ENGAGEMENT BY TYPE

Stewardship Provider

Partnership

LGPS Central

Sensitive/Topical Activities

0 5 10 15 20

Progress

Objective 18

15
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Toronto-Dominion Bank

OBJECTIVE: 
To engage with the company on issues relating to anti-
corruption and financial crime controls, with a focus on 
governance, risk management and organisational culture 
following concerns regarding anti-money laundering 
(AML) practices.

ENGAGEMENT: 
During a series of meetings in 2025 and 2026, EOS 
discussed the bank’s response to ongoing AML-related 
concerns and the broader governance implications 
arising from the controversy. The bank has acknowledged 
the concerns and confirmed that it continues intensive 
remediation of its AML programme. 

EOS asked about the challenge of balancing day-to-day 
operations with the extensive remediation programme. 
EOS encouraged the company to remain guided by its 
broader business purpose while implementing regulatory 
requirements. EOS also challenged the company to 
demonstrate evidence of cultural improvement alongside 
regulatory remediation. 

OUTCOME: 
The company demonstrated responsiveness by 
acknowledging the concerns raised and providing detailed 
updates on its remediation programme, governance 
oversight, and cultural improvement initiatives in its public 
disclosures. Remediation remains ongoing and further 
evidence of governance oversight and sustained cultural 
change, will be reviewed through future engagement.
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Human Rights Risks

Our human rights engagement comprised 213 companies with 386 engagement activities. Positive progress is measured on 114 
specific engagement objectives.

FIGURE 10: HUMAN RIGHTS-RELATED 
ENGAGEMENTS BY OUTCOME

0 50 100 150 200 250

Progress

Objective

114

220

FIGURE 9: BREAKDOWN OF HUMAN RIGHTS-RELATED 
ENGAGEMENTS BY TYPE

Stewardship Provider

Partnership

LGPS Central

Volution Group plc

PROGRESS: 

Moderate Progress

OBJECTIVE: 
To strengthen its modern slavery and human rights 
disclosures, improve transparency around salient 
supply-chain risks, governance oversight, whistleblowing 
effectiveness, and alignment with recognised frameworks 
such as the UN Guiding Principles on Business and 
Human Rights (UNGPs).

LINK TO LONG-TERM VALUE CREATION: 
Effective management of modern slavery and human 
rights risks supports long-term value creation by 
reducing supply-chain disruption, legal and reputational 
risks, and strengthening stakeholder confidence. As a 
highly acquisitive international business with operations 
and suppliers across multiple jurisdictions, robust 
due diligence, governance oversight, and transparent 
reporting are important for maintaining operational 
resilience and supporting sustainable growth.

ENGAGEMENT: 
LGPS Central met with representatives of Volution 
Group plc, including the Company Secretary, Group 
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Vale SA

OBJECTIVE: 
To strengthen governance, human rights due diligence 
and climate resilience regarding mining operations and 
affected communities.

ENGAGEMENT: 
Through PRI Advance and wider stakeholder engagement 
activities, LAPFF engaged Vale on community impacts, 
human rights governance and climate resilience.

The engagement focused on how community concerns 
are escalated into operational decision-making and board 
oversight, the effectiveness of grievance mechanisms 
and access to remedy, Indigenous engagement practices, 
and climate-related physical risks affecting mining assets.

LAPFF also sought greater clarity regarding how extreme 
weather risks and water-related risks are incorporated 
into project approval processes, asset management and 
long-term planning.

OUTCOME: 
The engagement reinforced expectations around board 
accountability, human rights due diligence and climate 
adaptation. Dialogue remains ongoing and future 
discussions will assess evidence of implementation, 
governance oversight and responsiveness to 
stakeholder concerns.

Procurement Director and Senior Independent 
Director, to discuss modern slavery risk management, 
supply-chain due diligence, governance oversight and 
disclosure expectations.

The company outlined a relatively mature framework 
for identifying and managing modern slavery risks. 
Management explained that enhanced due diligence is 
conducted on 181 key suppliers, supported by supplier 
assessments, physical audits in higher-risk jurisdictions 
and external risk-screening tools. The company noted 
that oversight is concentrated on Tier 1 suppliers while 
also seeking greater visibility into lower-tier supply chains.

Discussion focused on salient risk areas, including 
supply-chain operations, temporary labour providers, 
cleaning contractors and acquired businesses. Investors 
encouraged greater transparency regarding risk exposure, 
governance accountability and reporting. Management 
acknowledged that existing public disclosures do not fully 
reflect the breadth of activity undertaken and identified 
opportunities to enhance future reporting.

OUTCOME: 
The engagement demonstrated constructive dialogue 
and evidence of responsiveness. Management 
recognised opportunities to strengthen disclosure around 
salient risks, governance accountability, whistleblowing 
effectiveness and alignment with recognised human 
rights frameworks. The company committed to 
sharing draft enhanced disclosures with investors in 
September 2026, providing a clear basis for follow-up and 
assessment of future progress.

Japanese Automotive Company

OBJECTIVE: 
To improve human rights management and supply 
chain due diligence, supported by clearer disclosure, 
evidence of effectiveness and corrective actions, leading 
to a stronger Corporate Human Rights Benchmark 
(CHRB) performance.

ENGAGEMENT: 
EOS met with company executives to discuss the low 
CHRB score and the need for stronger evidence that its 
human rights policies and due diligence processes are 
effective in practice. The company acknowledged the 
concerns and highlighted recent reforms to its human 
rights framework. EOS continued the dialogue and 
requested updates on implementation and oversight of 
human rights risks across the supply chain.

OUTCOME: 
The company has demonstrated progress by updating 
its basic human rights policy in 2025 and committing 
to the gradual implementation of risk assessment, 
remediation and remedy processes across its domestic 
and international affiliates and suppliers. The company 
also recognised the importance of evidencing the 
effectiveness of its due diligence approach. While 
implementation remains ongoing, EOS considers the 
company to be moving in the right direction and will 
continue to monitor progress, disclosure and future 
improvements in human rights performance.
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Between January – June 2026, we:

Environmental Social Remuneration

Voting03

Policy
For UK listed companies, we vote our shares in accordance with a set of bespoke LGPS Central UK Voting Principles. For other 
markets, we consider the recommendations and advice of our third-party proxy advisor, EOS at Federated Hermes. 

Commentary

Supported 

45.5% 
OF SHAREHOLDER 
PROPOSALS 

(427 out of  
930 resolutions) 

and on

41,891
RESOLUTIONS GLOBALLY 

Voted at

Supported Supported 

We dissented on 

3,420 

183 901
1,190 

30 46 

MEETINGS

INSTANCES INSTANCES 

OF REMUNERATION-RELATED 
PROPOSALS, OF WHICH:

ENVIRONMENTAL-RELATED 
SHAREHOLDER RESOLUTIONS

SHAREHOLDER RESOLUTIONS

Opposed one or more 
resolutions at 

and our dissent level was 

we dissented on director elections 
due to environmental concerns 

we dissented on director elections 
due to social concerns

Topics included: Paris aligned 
accounts9, climate transition 
plans, antimicrobial use, scope 
3 emissions, disclosing energy 
financing ratio’s, plastic pollution, 
and biodiversity.

Topics included: Human rights risk 
assessments, political spending 
disclosures, Diversity, Equity & 
Inclusion (DEI), Labour Issues and 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) Use.

64.8% 

15.2%

MEETINGS

Opposed to 

25.7% 
IN THE US

Opposed 

21%
OF PROPOSALS IN THE UK

9 Financial statements that are assessed for consistency with the goals of the Paris Agreement.
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Number of meetings voted on by region:

Emerging 
& Frontier 
Markets

922

Australia 
& New 

Zealand
21

Developed 
Asia
797

North 
America

710

Europe
543

United 
Kingdom

427

Overview of Voting Activity10:

FOR 35,472 84.3%

AGAINST/WITHELD 5,883 14.0%

ABSTAIN 509 1.2%

OTHER 24 0.1%

A full overview of voting decisions for securities held in 
portfolios within the Company’s Authorised Contractual 
Scheme (ACS) – broken down by market, issues and 
reflecting the number of votes against and abstentions – 
can be found on our website here. 

Number of resolutions voted on by theme:

AMEND ARTICLES 4,063 9.7%

AUDIT + ACCOUNTS 5,216 12.4%

BOARD STRUCTURE 22,249 53.1%

CAPITAL STRUCTURE 
+ DIVIDENDS

3,146 7.5%

INVESTMENT/M&A 8 0.0%

OTHER 1,331 3.2%

POISON PILL11/ 
ANTI-TAKEOVER DEVICE

26 0.1%

REMUNERATION 4,961 11.8%

ESG SHAREHOLDER 
RESOLUTIONS

918 2.2%

FIGURE 11: NUMBER OF MEETINGS VOTED ON BY REGION

10 Due to independent rounding and the exclusion of proposals for which no valid voting instruction was submitted, percentages may not total 100%.
11 A takeover defence mechanism designed to make a company less attractive to a potential acquirer.
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Examples of voting decisions

BP Plc

THEME: 
Shareholder rights and climate disclosures 

RATIONALE: 
We voted against management’s proposals to adopt 
new Articles of Association and to revoke shareholder-
approved climate reporting resolutions (Resolution 
25 (2015) and Resolution 22 (2019)). The proposed 
Articles would have allowed greater use of fully virtual 
shareholder meetings, which we considered could 
weaken shareholder rights and accountability without a 
clear justification over hybrid formats. We also opposed 
the removal of the climate reporting resolutions because 
the company had not sufficiently demonstrated that the 
information requested by shareholders would continue to 
be provided through alternative disclosures.

RESULT: 
Both management resolutions failed to achieve majority 
support. The proposed Articles of Association received 
47.1% support, while the proposal to revoke the climate 
reporting resolutions received 47.5% support. The 
outcome reflected significant shareholder concern 
regarding the protection of shareholder rights and the 
maintenance of climate-related disclosure commitments. 
Shortly after the AGM, BP’s Chair stepped down from 
the role.

Exxon Mobil Corporation

THEME: 
Shareholder rights and governance protections 

RATIONALE: 
We voted against management’s proposal to change 
Exxon Mobil Corporation’s state of incorporation 
from New Jersey to Texas. Our concern was that the 
reincorporation had the potential to erode established 
shareholder protections, including through possible 
future restrictions on shareholders’ ability to submit 
shareholder proposals or file derivative suits12. We 
also supported shareholder resolutions that sought to 
strengthen accountability, including a proposal requiring 
an independent Board Chair and a proposal asking the 
company to provide multiple voting-policy options within 
its retail voting programme. The rationale for supporting 
the retail voting programme proposal was that offering 
a range of policies could increase retail shareholder 
participation and avoid an automatic default to 
management-aligned voting, which could otherwise stifle 
dissent and entrench management in a way that may not 
support long-term value creation. 

RESULT: 
The reincorporation proposal was approved; however, 
28.8% of shareholders voted against management’s 
recommendation, signalling notable investor concern. 
The shareholder resolutions calling for an independent 
Board Chair and additional retail voting options did not 
pass but received 15.2% and 23.5% support respectively. 
These results demonstrate continuing investor focus 
on governance standards, board accountability and 
shareholder rights at the company.

12 Legal actions brought by shareholders on behalf of a company against directors or other parties.
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Meta Platforms, Inc.

THEME: 
Shareholder rights and voting accountability 

RATIONALE: 
We supported shareholder proposals at Meta Platforms, 
Inc. that sought to improve shareholder rights and 
accountability. These included proposals to initiate an 
annual vote on executive compensation, approve a 
recapitalisation plan so that all stock would have one 
vote per share, and disclose voting results based on class 
of shares. We considered these proposals to be aligned 
with the protection and, where appropriate, advancement 
of shareholder rights on behalf of institutional investors, 
as well as with improved transparency over how voting 
power is exercised across share classes. 

RESULT: 
Management recommended against these shareholder 
proposals, and all three failed. However, the proposals 
received meaningful levels of support: 27.1% for initiating 
an annual vote on executive compensation, 26.5% for the 
recapitalisation plan to move to one vote per share, and 
20.1% for disclosure of voting results by class of shares. 
These results demonstrate continued investor interest 
in voting accountability and shareholder rights reform at 
the company. 

ASML Holding NV

THEME: 
Remuneration and long-term alignment 

RATIONALE: 
We voted against management’s remuneration 
report because the short-term incentive package was 
delivered 100% in cash, which does not necessarily 
align management with the interests of long-term 
shareholders. We also noted that 40% of the targets in the 
short-term incentive package were not disclosed, making 
it difficult for shareholders to assess the stringency of the 
targets. We voted against the proposed number of shares 
for the Management Board because the remuneration 
policy design appeared insufficiently aligned to long-term 
shareholder value and no malus clause13 was disclosed. 
In addition, we voted against the re-election of T.L. Kelly 
to the Supervisory Board, given her role as Chair of the 
Remuneration Committee and the continuation of our 
remuneration-related concerns, noting that dissent had 
been registered on the remuneration report since 2023. 

RESULT: 
All three management resolutions passed, but each 
recorded dissent: 6.0% against the remuneration report, 
3.6% against the share plan grant for the Management 
Board, and 3.1% against the re-election of T.L. Kelly 
to the Supervisory Board. The votes reinforced our 
expectation that remuneration structures should support 
long-term alignment, provide sufficient transparency 
on performance targets, and include appropriate risk-
mitigation provisions such as malus arrangements. 

NextEra Energy, Inc.

THEME: 
Climate transition and Paris-aligned disclosure 

RATIONALE: 
We supported the shareholder proposal requesting that 
NextEra Energy, Inc. report on plans to reduce and align 
greenhouse gas emissions with the goals of the Paris 
Agreement. The voting record states that the proposal 
would provide material additional disclosures that 
would be decision-useful to investors and would be an 
efficient use of company resources. We considered such 
disclosure relevant to assessing the company’s long-term 

climate-related risks and opportunities, particularly given 
the importance of credible transition planning for an 
electric utility business. 

RESULT: 
Management recommended against the shareholder 
proposal, and the resolution failed. Nevertheless, it 
received 34.6% support, with 65.4% of votes cast against. 
This level of support represented a significant signal from 
shareholders that additional clarity on greenhouse gas 
reduction plans and Paris-aligned transition disclosure 
remains an important stewardship priority. 

13 A remuneration mechanism that allows unvested incentive awards to be reduced or cancelled in certain circumstances.

22LGPS Central Limited Stewardship Update • H1 2026

Activity Overview01 Engagement Case Studies02 Strategy Reporting04Voting03

Page 200



Company Name Engaged as at 
June 2026 Progress Momentum Escalation Grade Associated 

Voting Dissent Removal

SHELL Level 2 - Level 2 -

HOLCIM Level 2 Level 2 -

CEMEX Level 1 - Level 2 -

ARCELORMITTAL Level 1 - Level 1 -

BP Level 1 - Level 3 -

SOCIETE GENERALE Level 1 - Level 1 -

GLENCORE Level 1 - Level 2 -

STEWARDSHIP THEME: CLIMATE CHANGE

H1 2026 Stewardship 
Strategy Reporting

04

Progress report against LGPS Central’s 3-year 
Stewardship Strategy14

STEWARDSHIP THEME: NATURAL CAPITAL

Company Name Engaged as at 
June 2026 Progress Momentum Escalation Grade Associated 

Voting Dissent Removal

GLENCORE Level 0 - Level 2 -

RIO TINTO Level 2 - Level 3 -

COSTCO Level 1 - Level 1 -

REPSOL Level 2 - Level 1 -

LYONDELLBASEL Level 3 Level 1

14 This section tracks progress against the priority engagement companies identified in LGPS Central’s three-year Stewardship Strategy, including engagement outcomes, momentum and 
escalation activity where relevant.
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STEWARDSHIP THEME: HUMAN RIGHTS RISKS

Company Name Engaged as at 
June 2026 Progress Momentum Escalation Grade Associated 

Voting Dissent Removal

NVIDIA Level 0 - Level 3 -

MOTOROLA Level 1 - Level 3 -

BHP Level 2 - Level 2 AGM not 
occurred -

VOLUTION Level 2 - Level 3 AGM not 
occurred -

STEWARDSHIP THEME: SENSITIVE/TOPICAL ACTIVITIES

Company Name Engaged as at 
June 2026 Progress Momentum Escalation Grade Associated 

Voting Dissent Removal

TESLA Level 0 - Level 3 AGM not 
occurred -

KIA Level 0 - Level 3 -

META Level 0 - Level 3 -

AMAZON Level 0 - Level 3 -

BERKSHIRE HATHAWAY Level 0 - Level 3 -
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Escalation Strategy

Measures of Success

Bilateral Dialogue

Investor Collaboration
Voting against 
management 
recommendations 
including supporting 
shareholders 
resolutions

Raising concerns 
with managers

Public Statements

AGM Attendance

Extended voting dissent 
to the appointments of 
committee members 
and approval of the 
Annual Report 
and Accounts

Filing Shareholder 
Resolutions

Litigation

Threat of divestment — 
Formal dialogue with 
managers about stock 
level divestment

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Level 5

7 Engagements

8 Engagements

4 Engagements

Climate Change Natural Capital Human Rights 
Risks

Sensitive/ 
Topical Activities

LEVEL 3: 
SUCCESSFUL 
OUTCOME

•	 Company 
demostrates 
alignment with our 
Net Zero Strategy.

•	 Company undertook 
a nature impacts 
and dependencies 
assessment and has 
published an ambition 
to align with the GBF.

•	 Company has 
disclosed robust 
petrochemical 
strategy underpinned 
by credible targets. 

•	 Company 
demonstrates full 
alignment with 
UNGPs or Modern 
Slavery Act.

•	 Company has 
disclosed a plan for:

	– Addressing the 
alleged controversy.

	– Improving ESG 
practices at 
reasonable level. 

LEVEL 2: 
MODERATE 
PROGRESS

•	 Progress observed 
in the Climate Action 
100+ Benchmark 
Framework, CDP.

•	 Companies improving 
on TPI management 
quality ladder.

•	 Companies are partly 
aligned with our net 
zero strategy.

•	 Progress on 
undertaking a 
nature impacts 
and dependencies 
assessment or 
on publishing an 
ambition to align with 
the GBF. 

•	 Progress on 
developing a robust 
petrochemical 
strategy underpinned 
by credible targets. 

•	 Partial progress 
observed by Find it, 
Fix it and Prevent it, 
Corporate Human 
Rights Benchmark 
and LAPFF research.

•	 Company has 
disclosed a plan for:

	– Partly addressing 
the alleged 
controversy 
including 
acknowledgment of 
the controversy.

	– Partly improving 
ESG practices at 
reasonable level. 

LEVEL 1: 
MINIMUM 
EXPECTATIONS

•	 Companies disclosing 
data to facilitate 
carbon performance 
assessment if 
relevant.

•	 Evidence of 
constructive meeting 
with companies.

•	 Companies responded 
to engagement 
request.   

•	 Companies responded 
to engagement 
request.   

LEVEL 0: 
NO IMPROVEMENT

•	 No progress made. •	 No progress made. •	 No progress made. •	 No progress made.
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LGPS Central actively contributes to the following investor groups:

Partner Organisations
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Meet the Team

E: Patrick.O’Hara@lgpscentral.co.uk

E: Sameed.Afzal@lgpscentral.co.uk

E: Sheila.Stefani@lgpscentral.co.uk

E: Alex.Galbraith@lgpscentral.co.uk

E: Basyar.Salleh@lgpscentral.co.uk

E: Edward.Baker@lgpscentral.co.uk

Patrick O’Hara
Head of Responsible 
Investment & Stewardship

Sameed Afzal
Senior Stewardship Analyst

Sheila Stefani
Head of Stewardship

Alex Galbraith
Responsible Investment & 
Engagement Analyst

Basyar Salleh
Responsible Investment & 
Engagement Manager

Edward Baker
Net Zero Manager

E: Ethan.Phipps@lgpscentral.co.uk

E: Nick.Burniston@lgpscentral.co.uk

E: Nana.Nyarko-Bonsu@lgpscentral.co.uk

Ethan Phipps
Responsible Investment & 
Engagement Analyst

Nick Burniston
RI Manager –  
Research & Analytics

Nana Nyarko-Bonsu
Responsible Investment & 
Stewardship Apprentice

E: Joshua.Simpson@lgpscentral.co.uk

E: Jeffrey.Ndeti@lgpscentral.co.uk

Joshua Simpson
Responsible Investment & 
Engagement Analyst

Jeffrey Ndeti
Stewardship Analyst

LGPS Central Responsible Investment & Stewardship Team
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This document has been produced by LGPS Central Limited and is intended solely for information purposes. Any opinions, forecasts or estimates 
herein constitute a judgement, as at the date of this update, that is subject to change without notice. It does not constitute an offer or an invitation 
by or on behalf of LGPS Central Limited to any person to buy or sell any security. Any reference to past performance is not a guide to the future. The 
information and analysis contained in this publication have been compiled or arrived at from sources believed to be reliable, but LGPS Central Limited 
does not make any representation as to their accuracy or completeness and does not accept any liability from loss arising from the use thereof. The 
opinions and conclusions expressed in this document are solely those of the author. This document may not be produced, either in whole or part, 
without the written permission of LGPS Central Limited.

All information is prepared as of 17/08/2026.
This document is intended for PROFESSIONAL CLIENTS only.
LGPS Central Limited is authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority.  
Registered in England. Registered No: 10425159.  
Registered Office: First Floor, i9 Wolverhampton Interchange, Wolverhampton WV1 1LDPage 206



 Responsible Ownership Activity Report  
 

  
 

 
 

 Source: Columbia Threadneedle Investments 
   
For professional investors only 1 
 

Shropshire County Council 

  
 Q2 2026 

 

The  purpose of the reo® (responsible engagement overlay) service is to engage with companies held in portfolios 
with a view to promoting the adoption of better environmental, social and governance (ESG) practices. The reo® 
approach focuses on enhancing long-term investment performance by encouraging commercial success at 
companies  through safer, cleaner, and more accountable operations that are better positioned to deal with ESG 
risks and opportunities. 
 
 

Engagements 

Interactions Companies Countries covered 

203 137 21 

 

Milestones 

★ ★★ ★★★ 

25 9 3 

 

Companies engaged by region 

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

⚫ North America 

⚫ Europe 

⚫ Asia (ex Japan) 

⚫ Japan 

⚫ Other 
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Engagements by theme 
 

 
 

Your engagements by theme 

 

   

⚫ Climate and Energy Transition 11% 
   ⚫ Natural Capital 5% 
   ⚫ Sustainable Infrastructure 16% 
   ⚫ Health 10% 
   ⚫ Human Capital & Demographics 21% 
   ⚫ Human Rights 1% 
   ⚫ Sustainable Finance 1% 
   ⚫ Corporate Governance 34% 
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 Source: Columbia Threadneedle Investments 
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Engagements and Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) 
 

 
 

The 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) were developed by the UN and cross-industry stakeholders with 
a view to providing a roadmap towards a more sustainable world. 
 
We use the detailed SDG goals to report company engagement objectives, where relevant, as well as to articulate 
the positive societal and environmental impacts of engagement. 

Engagement: SDG level 

 

    

⚫ SDG 16  9% 

⚫ SDG 13  13% 

⚫ SDG 11  6% 

⚫ SDG 9  9% 

⚫ SDG 8  16% 

⚫ SDG 7  7% 

⚫ SDG 3  6% 

⚫ SDG 2  6% 

⚫ Other  15% 

⚫ No SDG  12% 
 

Milestone: SDG level 

 

    

⚫ SDG 16  5% 

⚫ SDG 13  19% 

⚫ SDG 11  5% 

⚫ SDG 9  5% 

⚫ SDG 8  11% 

⚫ SDG 6  29% 

⚫ SDG 3  10% 

⚫ SDG 2  13% 

⚫ Other  3% 
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Engagement case studies 
 

  
 

 

 Source: Columbia Threadneedle Investments 
  For illustrative purposes only. The mention of any stocks or securities is not a recommendation to deal. 
   
For professional investors only 4 
 

Climate and Energy Transition 

Prysmian SpA 

              
Country: Italy   

   

 Sector: Industrials 
 Objective group: Grid 
 Exposure rating: Opportunity - High 
      Milestone:  
        

Strong demand for electrification supports grid leadership 

Why we engaged 

Prysmian is the world’s leaders manufactures of cables and systems for power transmission and distribution as well as medium and low 
voltage cables for the construction and infrastructure sectors. They also produce a comprehensive range of optical fibres, copper cables 
and connectivity systems. We engaged to assess the order backlog and revenue expansion in light of increasing demand for fiber and 
cables for grid investments and data centers. 

How we engaged 

Group meeting with Head of Investor Relations  

What we learned 

Prysmian confirmed it sees strong thematic tailwinds for its main divisions across Renewables Transmission (Grid Interconnectivity), Power 
Grid (tariff winner), Industrial and Construction (DC build out). The company shared that demand from data centers is increasing, currently 
it represents 25% of their business and $1bn revenue. They shared they have an investment with a hyperscaler for a long-term contract to 
provide fiber inside a data center which could represent a significant opportunity. The backlog for high voltage for power grid/transmission 
continues to be strong as well as low voltage for electrification coming mostly from construction business. The company believes the 
transition to 800Voltage for Data centers design will have a net positive effect on them because despite the fact it will require less cables 
the power will be higher. They expect in 3-4 years they will have 20% of the market. 

Outcome and next steps 

Prysmian has high opportunity to electrification and grid infrastructure themes with attractive revenue visibility from the strong order 
backlog. Next Steps: We expect Prysmian to continue to show strong orders backlog and gaining market share. To move to MS-2 we would 
need to see the materialization of the business growth to data centers and market share of 20% as indicated by the company. 
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Sustainable Infrastructure 

BYD Co Ltd 

              
Country: China   

   

 Sector: Consumer Discretionary 
 Objective group: EV Transition 
 Exposure rating: Opportunity - High 
      Milestone: ★★ 
        

Concerns on social and environmental management of EU manufacturing expansion 

Why we engaged 

To assess the viability of BYD’s strategy to grow electric vehicle sales in Europe. To appraise the environmental and social management of 
BYD’s localisation production in Europe. 

How we engaged 

In June we travelled to Hungary and were the first investors to visit BYD’s first European production facility. 

What we learned 

We visited BYD’s Hungary facility which will have an initial 150k unit capacity, with plans to expand to 300k. Officially, production starts in 
Q3 2026, although the plant looked materially behind that timeline. BYD initially sent us to the wrong entrance to their factory. There were 
hundreds of Chinese construction workers living in containers in pretty poor conditions. BYD has already fallen foul of labour issues for its 
Brazilian site, and the Hungary site has had labour and environmental allegations levelled against it. From our experience we think it is 
likely that BYD brand will take a hit from failing to meet European standards as it looks to scale in Europe. BYD is going to push its 
premium EV brand Denza harder it Europe than we realised, in direct competition with BMW and Mercedes. BYD is deploying 3,200 1 MW 
flash charging stations across Europe by end of next year, the network will be open to other OEMs. The 1,000-volt architecture 
underpinning BYD's next-generation BEV and PHEV platforms enables a full charge in approximately seven minutes. 

Outcome and next steps 

Thesis: BYD is one of the best positioned automotive brands for the EV transition – driven by its unencumbered focus on electrified 
vehicles, high degree of verticalization and strong EV technology. This presents BYD with a cost advantage over peers, which is further 
augmented by BYD’s diversified brand and model line up which targets all major segments of the passenger vehicle market. The main risk 
for BYD is managing the complexities of expanding production and sales into multiple different export markets. Next Steps: Monitor 
strategy to strengthen social and environmental controls associated with new factory development, track outlook for European trade 
restrictions on Chinese vehicle imports. 
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Sustainable Infrastructure 

Bayerische Motoren Werke AG 

              
Country: Germany   

   

 Sector: Consumer Discretionary 
 Objective group: EV Transition 
 Exposure rating: Opportunity - Medium 
      Milestone: ★★ 
        

Neue Klasse EV platform solidifies the EV transition strategy 

Why we engaged 

To assess the operational credibility and competitive positioning of BMW's Neue Klasse manufacturing facility. To inform our view on 
BMW's EV cost trajectory and the competitive threat from Chinese OEMs in Europe. 

How we engaged 

In June we travelled to Hungary and were the first investors to visit BMW’s Debrecen EV production plant 

What we learned 

BMW's Debrecen facility is operationally impressive and ahead of schedule, having moved to two shifts within six weeks of opening and 
now evaluating a third, underpinned by a 70,000-unit iX3 order backlog. The EV Neue Klasse platform delivers meaningful structural cost 
and efficiency improvements - 40-50% battery cost reduction versus the previous generation, 100-200kg weight advantage over 
competitors, and a fossil-fuel-free manufacturing footprint. BMW has integrated suppliers EVE and CATL which are located next door to 
this factory, though BMW is less well positioned to integrate low cost LFP cells than we previously thought. Labour costs in Debrecen are 
described as broadly competitive with China and below Mexico. The total landed cost position for Debrecen-produced vehicles is 
structurally attractive relative to both Chinese imports and BMW's existing European plants. 

Outcome and next steps 

Neue Klasse enables BMW to hit EV margin parity with ICE vehicles on a unit-by-unit basis "from the get-go" for new models. R&D and 
CapEx peaked in 2024, already fell QoQ in 2025. China performance is poor (down 16% in 2025, further 15% in 2026), anti-involution, 
dealer rationalisation and new models in 2026/7 should help. Best rated European OEM on EV technology, more flexible strategy than 
peers and well on track to meet EU 2025-27 emission standards and tracking to generate €1.9bn in credits. In my view still the best 
positioned EU auto on the EV transition. Next Steps: Continue to track Neue Klasse order volumes and progress in China when the iX3 
launches there at the end of 2026. 
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Sustainable Infrastructure 

Cie Generale des Etablissements Michelin SCA 

              
Country: France   

   

 Sector: Consumer Discretionary 
 Objective group: EV Transition 
 Exposure rating: Opportunity - High 
      Milestone:  
        

Well positioned to benefit from EV transition through technological edge 

Why we engaged 

To understand their diversification into high-value specialty products focused on electric vehicles. To evaluate their competitive positiong on 
tyre abrasion performance and microplastics regulation. 

How we engaged 

We met with IR on 14th April. We met with the CFO on 5th May. 

What we learned 

Michelin demonstrates strong competitive positioning in the EV tyre market, holding market share approximately 1.5x higher in EV original 
equipment versus overall OE share, rising to over 3x in premium BEV segment. EV tyres command a 15% price premium due to technical 
specifications including lower rolling resistance that extends range by 10-15%. Michelin targets 17.5-22% EV tyre market share, potentially 
adding $550m-$1.1bn in earnings. The company claims a 20% wear-life advantage over premium competitors on EVs, addressing 
accelerated wear from instant torque and heavier battery packs. On 6PPD replacement, Michelin is actively seeking alternatives and ranks 
well on average 6PPD content versus peers, supporting stricter pollution standards. For EUDR compliance, Michelin has geolocated its 
natural rubber supply chain at farm level, though the regulation's second one-year postponement to 2027 delays implementation. 

Outcome and next steps 

Michelin is best positioned to grow sales of high margin EV tyres due to its technology edge (R&D spend 50% higher than closest peer). It 
has the largest exposure to the growing Chinese EV market of any of the international tyre makers, and is best prepared for US/EU 
regulation on 6PPD, deforestation and tyre wear rates. Next Steps: Our milestone upgrade criteria is for Michelin to grow EV/high value tyre 
sales from 68% to >70% passenger car tyre revenue. We are also tracking Michelin establishing a target date and R&D requirement to 
phase out 6PPD with suitable alternatives, and plans to phase out products in the bottom quartile of tyre wear performance. 
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Health 

Mondelez International Inc 

              
Country: United States    

  

 Sector: Consumer Staples 
 Objective group: Food and Nutrition 
 Exposure rating: Risk - High 
      Milestone: ★ 
        

Structural exposure to less healthy products limits health-aligned growth 

Why we engaged 

To assess whether changes in consumer demand toward protein, functional nutrition and cleaner labels, alongside a shift in regulatory 
focus from just reducing high fat, sugar & salt (HFSS) content toward ultra processed food (UPF) and food ingredient scrutiny, are likely to 
reshape core snacking categories. To evaluate whether Mondelez’s portfolio can adapt at scale, or remains structurally reliant on HFSS 
and UPF 

How we engaged 

Met with the CEO and Chairman, as part of a meeting hosted by UBS 

What we learned 

Portfolio is structurally HFSS / UPF-led (~90% of revs) with only ~8% health-aligned exposure, indicates limited mix shift. Growth is 
diverging. Select health-aligned SKUs (e.g. protein bars) growing ~20%+; core categories slowing, with growth increasingly price-led (~+3–
5%) and volumes declining (e.g. biscuits ~–4% US) However, health aligned revenues remains subscale (~5–10%) and cannot offset core 
category pressure. Further, much of the health-focused portfolio still uses ingredients facing increasing scrutiny, limiting the benefit of 
current mix shift Regulatory and consumer attention is expanding beyond sugar and salt towards ingredients, additives and food 
processing, increasing risk for core categories. GLP-1 / weight-loss drug adoption is an additional headwind, with lower calorie intake and 
reduced snacking potentially affecting key profit pools. Management acknowledged growing consumer focus on ingredients, with 
ingredient-list simplification now a strategic priority and artificial colours set to be removed from the US portfolio by 2027, with artificial 
flavours thereafter. 

Outcome and next steps 

Thesis: Mondelez is structurally exposed to tightening health and regulatory constraints, with ~90% of revenue in HFSS categories facing 
both regulatory pressure (UPF, ingredients) and structural demand headwinds (health trends, GLP-1). While ‘better-for-you’ categories are 
growing quickly, they are too small and not sufficiently differentiated, to offset core decline—leaving risk to volume, mix, and margin 
durability. Next Steps: Monitor whether health-aligned revenue scales toward >20%; track evidence of portfolio-wide reformulation 
(ingredient simplification, not just nutrients); assess whether health-aligned growth becomes core and structurally embedded (vs adjunct); 
watch regulatory developments (UPF definitions, additive policy) and GLP-1 adoption trends as accelerants of core volume pressure 
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CLIMATE CHANGE 
MITIGATION: BP 
AND DRAX  
BP

Objective: LAPFF’s approach to 
stewardship with oil and gas companies 
is grounded in the view that climate 
transition risk is fundamentally a 
financial risk, and therefore centres 
on engaging companies to align their 
business models to be Paris-aligned. 
A core element of LAPFF’s approach 
is challenging the prevailing industry 
model of production growth, which 
LAPFF argues risks over-investment in 
high-cost projects and potential value 
destruction. Instead, LAPFF advocates 
a “managed decline” model focused 
on capital discipline, prioritising 
low-cost assets, reducing overall capital 

expenditure, and returning cash to 
shareholders. The rationale for this 
approach is set out in a report LAPFF 
published over ten years ago. Although 
some of the assumptions in this report 
are now dated, the prevailing argument 
that oil and gas companies should 
be able to demonstrate that capital 
allocation to oil and gas projects is 
disciplined and capable of generating 
acceptable long-term shareholder returns 
remains as relevant as ever.

The notion remains particularly 
relevant in the case of BP, a company 
LAPFF has maintained a multi-decade 
engagement with because of concerns 
regarding the credibility and consistency 
of the company’s climate strategy, capital 
allocation, and board accountability. 
These concerns were brought to the fore 
as a result of the company’s strategy 
reversal in 2025, in which it committed 
to refocusing its business on hydrocar-
bons. While BP had previously been 
regarded by some investors as relatively 

forward-thinking in acknowledging 
climate risks and investing in renewable 
energy, LAPFF became increasingly con-
cerned following the company’s “reset”, 
which involved scaling back renewable 
investment and increasing spending on 
oil and gas. In response to these con-
cerns, LAPFF issued a voting alert ahead 
of the company’s 2025 AGM recommend-
ing the withdrawal of support for the 
then Chair, Helge Lund. Mr Lund received 
over 24% opposition to his re-election, 
having already announced his intention 
to stand down from the board.  

Achieved: Based on these concerns, 
LAPFF supported the co-filing of a 
shareholder proposal ahead of the 
company’s 2026 AGM. Resolution 
24 sought to enhance shareholder 
understanding of BP’s capital 
allocation by requesting improved 
disclosure on how the company applies 
capital discipline to its upstream oil 
and gas investments. Specifically, 
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the proposal focused on three core 
areas: the assessment of project cost-
competitiveness (to understand exposure 
to high-cost, higher-risk assets), the 
incorporation of realistic assumptions 
around project execution risks such 
as cost overruns and delays, and the 
value creation of ongoing exploration 
expenditure. 

Overall, the proposal called for greater 
transparency to enable shareholders to 
evaluate whether BP’s capital allocation 
decisions are disciplined and aligned 
with long-term value creation. The 
resolution was well supported, receiving 
over 28% in favour. This level of support 
triggers a formal response requirement 
under the UK Corporate Governance 
Code. In practice, this means the com-
pany will explain what actions it intends 
to take to understand shareholder 
concerns, undertake a shareholder 
consultation and report publicly on the 
outcome of that process within 6 months 
to remain compliant with this provision 
of the Code. 

In Progress: During 2026, LAPFF’s 
engagement with BP extended beyond 
the topic of capital discipline, with 
governance issues at the company taking 
centre stage in the build up to the AGM. 
In April, LAPFF raised concerns about 
governance decisions at BP that LAPFF 
viewed as impinging on the rights of 
shareholders. These included proposals 
to allow virtual‑only AGMs, efforts to 
revoke binding shareholder-approved 
climate disclosure resolutions, and the 
exclusion of a shareholder proposal from 
the AGM agenda. In response to these 
concerns, LAPFF issued a voting alert, 
urging members to withdraw support 
for the Chair, who was seeking election 
to the board for the first time, as well as 
recommending voting against proposals 
regarding amending articles and virtual-
only AGMs. 

The company’s attempts to revoke 
climate disclosure resolutions and to 
allow virtual-only AGMs were defeated, 
with over 50% of shareholders oppos-
ing the proposals. The newly appointed 
Chair, Albert Manifold, received over 
18% in opposition. Mr Manifold has since 
been sacked by the Board of BP, argu-
ably putting the company into another 
governance crisis. The company has had 
three CEOs and, by the time a successor 
to Albert Manifold is named, three Chairs 

over a five-year period. Following the 
news of the Chair’s departure, LAPFF met 
with BP in April.

Drax

Objective: LAPFF has a longstanding 
engagement with UK energy company 
Drax plc regarding the credibility of its 
biomass-based business model. The 
Forum’s core concern is that Drax’s 
claim of carbon neutrality, based on the 
concept of “dynamic carbon sinks” (i.e. 
that burned wood is offset by regrowth), 
is not supported by robust evidence. 
LAPFF has previously highlighted that 
available data does not demonstrate 
that forest regrowth is sufficient to offset 
emissions in the short term, raising the 
risk that Drax is contributing to a net 
increase in atmospheric carbon. The 
Forum has also questioned the overall 
efficiency of biomass, noting that wood 
burning can produce more emissions per 
unit of energy than coal, alongside wider 
environmental and community impacts 
linked to forestry practices in the US and 
Canada. Additional concerns include 
data integrity and disclosure, evidenced 
by regulatory action by Ofgem and the 
FCA, and ongoing scrutiny of biomass 
sourcing practices. 

LAPFF also has concerns around the 
technological and policy assumptions 
underpinning Drax’s strategy, particu-
larly its reliance on bioenergy with 
carbon capture and storage (BECCS). The 
Forum notes that CCS remains unproven 
at scale, highly dependent on subsidies, 
and may be operationally incompatible 
with Drax’s evolving role as a dispatch-
able, rather than baseload, power 
provider. 

Accordingly, LAPFF’s objective is to 
ensure that Drax’s strategy is grounded 
in credible, evidence-based decarbonisa-
tion, ensuring full transparency on emis-
sions, sourcing, and ecological impacts 
and scrutinising reliance on unproven 
technologies such as CCS. 

Achieved: In June, LAPFF met with the 
senior independent director at Drax 
to discuss four key areas: governance 
and internal controls following recent 
regulatory scrutiny; the credibility and 
transparency of its biomass sourcing 
practices; the resilience of its business 
model under reduced government 

support and tighter operational 
constraints; and the extent to which its 
transition strategy depends on CCS and 
BECCS. 

LAPFF sought reassurance that Drax 
had strengthened board oversight of 
internal controls following an investiga-
tion from Ofwat, and an ongoing inves-
tigation by the FCA, over data accuracy.  
The company assured LAPFF it has 
robust traceability and compliance in its 
supply chain. The company also stated 
it is ending the use of Canadian wood 
pellets at its UK power station and that 
by around 2027, its UK plant will burn 
biomass sourced only from the United 
States. This decision follows sustained 
criticism, including from LAPFF, over 
allegations of the use of wood from old-
growth or primary forest in its Canadian 
operation. The decision is also likely 
linked to the new UK subsidy regime 
starting in 2027, which comes with a 
requirement to ensure biomass meets 
stricter sustainability criteria.

In Progress: Drax remains a focus for 
LAPFF engagement into 2026. Concerns 
remain regarding the transparency 
and integrity of Drax’s biomass supply 
chain, including traceability to forest 
level and exposure to old-growth or 
environmentally sensitive forests. 
LAPFF will monitor the ongoing FCA 
investigation as it relates to the accuracy 
and adequacy of what the company told 
investors about its biomass sourcing.  
Beyond this, LAPFF will continue to 
engage the company on whether Drax’s 
business model remains resilient given 
its heavy reliance on public support and 
the tighter constraints under the new 
Low Carbon Dispatchable CfD, and the 
extent to which the company’s pathway 
to net zero is overly dependent on BECCS 
and other CCS technologies that remain 
technically and commercially uncertain 
at scale.

UK banks materially backtracking 
on climate commitments
LAPFF has long recognised the 
imperative to address climate change as a 
systemic, long-term investment risk given 
the material financial risks it poses across 
all asset classes and its potential to erode 
shareholder value.  The Forum expects 
companies to identify and address 
climate-related risks and opportunities, 
align their business models with a 
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1.5C scenario, and support an orderly 
transition to net-zero.  

Climate change and the energy transi-
tion remain financially material for banks. 
The transition to a cleaner economy 
increases the risk of stranded assets, 
and evidence suggests credit risks could 
also rise significantly. The UK’s Climate 
Change Committee (CCC) cited evidence 
that “Banks who participated in the BoE’s 
climate scenario exercise estimated poten-
tial credit losses on lending could be 50% 

higher than in a future with no climate 
change”. In parallel, physical climate risks 
are intensifying, with extreme weather 
events - including storms, flooding, heat-
waves, drought, and wildfires - becoming 
more frequent and severe. These risks 
carry significant macroeconomic implica-
tions. The CCC also cites estimates that 
physical climate impacts globally could 
adversely affect up to 6% of the value of 
physical assets in S&P international stock 
indices. This is particularly relevant to 

the UK, given the global exposure of its 
financial sector and its significant role in 
GDP, exports, and price stability. The CCC 
further estimates that “aggregate climate 
damages could cost 4-10% of UK GDP each 
year by the end of the century”. Climate 
change also presents a chronic risk to 
workforce productivity and economic 
output. High temperatures affect produc-
tivity, leading to a loss in earnings for 
those in the workforce, and lost learning 
days for children.  

ENGAGEMENTS
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It is widely recognised that the 
banking sector sits at the heart of the 
climate-energy nexus; banks can manage 
and mitigate climate-related risks by 
curtailing fossil fuel financing and 
leverage their position to accelerate the 
energy transition. The growing demand 
for sustainable finance presents signifi-
cant commercial opportunities for banks, 
as investment in renewables continues 
to break records and energy security 
concerns strengthen the case for cleaner 
alternatives. The twin fossil crises of the 
2020s, Russia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine 
and the 2026 US-Israel war on Iran, has 
exposed the dependency and volatility of 
fossil fuel markets. In contrast, renew-
able energy sources are increasingly 
cheaper and, once deployed, are increas-
ingly viewed as offering greater price 
stability and energy security.

Policies that restrict fossil fuel finance 
and reduce financed emissions signal 
alignment with the transition and the 
Paris Agreement. However, banks back-
tracking on such policies undermines 
the credibility of its climate strategy and 
increases exposure to climate and transi-
tion-related risks. It also erodes investor 
confidence, particularly for banks like 
NatWest, where over 93% of sharehold-
ers approved its climate strategy in 2022, 
which has since been materially weak-
ened. Where credibility is undermined, 
investor confidence has declined, and 
board oversight of climate and transition-
related risks is deemed inadequate, the 
chair should be held accountable. 

Objective: Against this backdrop, 
NatWest updated its Environmental and 
Social Risk policy in February 2026, 
which has occurred in tandem with the 
dissolution of the board-level Group 
Sustainable Banking Committee (SBC). 
The bank has removed its restrictions 
on financing upstream oil and gas 
companies, including those without 
credible transition plans and those 
operating outside the UK. Restrictions 
on unconventional energy activities, 
including fracking and oil sands, have 
been diluted, with blanket exclusions 
replaced by thresholds and the removal 
of the specific ban on expansion. 
Concurrently, HSBC updated its 
Sustainability Risk Policies Framework 
in November 2025. The bank has diluted 
its oil and gas policy by weakening 
restrictions on new oil and gas fields, 

exploration capex, ultra‑deepwater 
exposure, and altered its definition of 
oil and gas infrastructure to exclude 
regasification facilities used to import 
Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG).  It has 
changed the standards it uses to engage 
with non-EU/OECD thermal coal clients 
in ways that make them less clear. 
Most crucially, HSBC has extended 
its discretion to accept clients and 
transactions that contravene the terms of 
its policy. The bank has also diluted the 
ambition of its decarbonisation targets 
by basing them on the IEA’s 1.5C-aligned 
NZE scenario from 2024 (updated from 
2021) and introducing a range of target 
values. Together, these changes increase 
the scope for financing activities with 
limited prospects of alignment with its 
stated climate commitments.

During Q2, LAPFF engaged both 
NatWest and HSBC to assess how these 
policy updates align with their stated 
climate commitments, including com-
mitments to be net zero across their 
financed emissions, own operations and 
supply chain by 2050. The Forum sought 
to understand and evaluate the updates 
to both banks’ risk frameworks, while 
maintaining constructive dialogue on 
climate-related issues and promoting 
transparency and accountability in each 
bank’s approach.

Achieved:  
NatWest
NatWest affirmed that it would continue 
to prioritise renewables and transition 
finance, including through its £200 
billion sustainable finance target. The 
bank acknowledged moving away from 
1.5C temperature alignment, arguing 
that its previous framework constrained 
its ability to pursue ambitious climate-
related financing opportunities. NatWest 
considers this a shift towards flexibility, 
enabling it to build a better risk-return 
profile, creating value while reducing 
emissions. 

LAPFF challenged the bank’s position, 
maintaining that these changes weaken 
fossil fuel guardrails and climate ambi-
tion, ultimately misaligning its business 
model with a 1.5C scenario. Concerns 
regarding governance were raised, 
particularly the disbanding of the SBC. 
NatWest justified this on the grounds 
that oversight is now embedded across 
the board and its committees as part of 
a broader effort to simplify governance 

and integrate sustainability into its core 
business strategy.

HSBC
HSBC framed the policy update as 
part of an annual review informed by 
client engagement and latest scientific 
scenarios. It positioned its approach 
to fossil fuel financing as focused 
on supporting clients’ transition, 
particularly in emerging markets, 
through enhanced due diligence, internal 
risk controls, and shorter loan tenors to 
manage exposure. 

LAPFF challenged how continued 
support for hydrocarbon expansion, 
including unconventional and LNG 
projects, can credibly align with the 
Paris Agreement. The Forum also raised 
concerns on the decision to replace the 
requirement of coal clients in non-EU/
OCED markets to demonstrate phase 
down plans with a discretionary assess-
ment of transition plans.  

In Progress: The engagement with 
NatWest provided a broader context 
for the policy changes but cemented 
concerns that these changes risk 
increasing NatWest’s exposure to 
transition risk. LAPFF also emphasised 
that it does not negate the value of a 
dedicated committee with clear oversight 
and accountability.

For HSBC, the engagement clarified its 
rationale for these changes, but beyond 
general references to governance and 
monitoring processes, the company was 
unable to demonstrate how its updated 
policies align with its decarbonisation 
targets or the Paris Agreement. This 
culminated in the call for independent 
assurance on the bank’s climate strategy. 
The Forum also requested improved 
transparency on how financing decisions 
align with its climate commitments and 
clearer disclosure on the methodology for 
assessing transition plans for its clients 
in non-EU/OECD markets. Once pub-
lished, LAPFF will use these enhanced 
disclosures as the basis for further 
engagement. 

In response to the dilution of their 
climate policies, LAPFF issued a voting 
alert recommending members withdraw 
support for HSBC’s Chair Brendan Nelson 
and Chair of the Group Risk Committee 
James Forese, and NatWest’s Chair Rick 
Haythornthwaite. Both banks faced 
elevated shareholder dissent at their 

Page 221

https://www.banktrack.org/campaign/banks_and_climate
https://www.banktrack.org/campaign/banks_and_climate
https://about.bnef.com/insights/clean-energy/global-renewable-energy-investment-reaches-new-record-as-investors-reassess-risks/
https://about.bnef.com/insights/clean-energy/global-renewable-energy-investment-reaches-new-record-as-investors-reassess-risks/
https://www.bankingonclimatechaos.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/BOCC_2026_vFINAL.pdf
https://www.bankingonclimatechaos.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/BOCC_2026_vFINAL.pdf


6  LAPFF  QUARTERLY ENGAGEMENT REPORT | APRIL - JUNE 2026  lapfforum.org

ENGAGEMENTS

Annual General Meetings. At HSBC, 
7.7% of votes were cast against Chair 
Brendan Nelson and 8.1% opposed the 
re-election of James Forese, Chair of the 
Group Risk Committee, compared with 
near-unanimous support previously. At 
NatWest, 7.9% opposed the re-election 
of Chair Rick Haythornthwaite, a sharp 
increase from 2.4% last year.  Given that 
Chairs are routinely waved through with 
over 98% support, outcomes close to 92% 
send a clear signal of investor concern 
over the policy rollbacks.

While the AGM season has concluded, 
continued engagement with both 
NatWest and HSBC will focus on restoring 
undiluted policies, strengthening board 
oversight of climate-related risks, and 
rebuilding investor confidence in banks’ 
climate strategies.

CLIMATE CHANGE 
ADAPTATION AND 
ENVIRONMENT  
Climate adaptation has continued to be 
a focus for LAPFF during Q2, building on 
the Climate Adaptation: Food Producers 
and Distributors report which set out 
what the Forum should be asking 
investee companies with exposure 
to high-risk commodities, including 
dairy, fresh fruit and vegetables, coffee 
and cocoa.   Adaptation concerns how 
companies anticipate and prepare 
for climate-related changes already 
occurring and expected to intensify, 
complementing LAPFF’s continued focus 
on climate mitigation. 

The financial implications of insuf-
ficient adaptation are significant. A 2024 
report by the World Economic Forum esti-
mates that climate hazards could drive 
annual fixed asset losses of $560–610 
billion across listed companies by 
2035, which equates to a fall in average 
company earnings of 6.6% to 7.3% each 
year by 2035 in the absence of adaptation 
strategies. 

Within the food sector, adaptation 
risks are particularly acute.  The UK gov-
ernment has identified climate change 
as one of the greatest risks to long-term 
global food security. Food producers and 
distributors face material impacts from 

extreme heat, drought and water stress. 
Exposure varies considerably by geogra-
phy and commodity, reinforcing the need 
for location-specific and commodity-
specific adaptation approaches.

This urgency has been echoed by the 
industry itself. Inside Track’s April 2025 
memo from food industry executives 
stressed that yield, security and supply 
predictability will become increasingly 
unreliable due to physical climate risks. 
The memo cautioned that the food 
sector is ill-equipped to deal with the 
magnitude of these risks and called on 
investors to lead a pragmatic dialogue 
with companies to strengthen supply 
chain resilience. Against this backdrop, 
strengthening supply chain transparency, 
traceability, and risk management has 
become a key priority for LAPFF.

Objective:Building on Q1 engagement 
with food retailers, LAPFF sought this 
quarter to engage with Tesco on how it 
is managing material physical climate 
risks across its supply chains. The 
engagement also aimed to encourage 
improved disclosure of material physical 
climate risks and adaptation responses. 
LAPFF emphasised the importance of 
ensuring that adaptation strategies are 
grounded in a range of plausible climate 
scenarios, rather than a single preferred 
outcome, and that these strategies reflect 
the specific characteristics of different 
sourcing regions. In addition, LAPFF 
sought to reinforce expectations around 
governance and accountability. This 
includes regular disclosure of progress, 
clear assessment of key sourcing 
geographies, and demonstrable board-
level oversight of adaptation planning, 
with responsibility anchored to a named 
director to ensure clear accountability.

To conclude these engagements, 
LAPFF participated in an Investor 
Roundtable focused on protecting UK 
food security and investor returns by 
strengthening food supply chain resil-
ience. Bringing together investors, NGOs 
and academics, the session discussed 
industry research by ShareAction, WWF, 
and Anglia Ruskin University, alongside 
key insights from engagements, to inform 
a shared view on priorities and next 
steps.

Engagement: Tesco stated the themes 
raised in the memo are core to board 
discussions. It identified security of 

supply and climate - which has been 
expanded to include nature-related risks, 
as principal risks - with cross-functional 
teams working more closely. 

Tesco highlighted several initiatives 
aimed at strengthening resilience. These 
include investment in agricultural inno-
vation through its low-carbon concept 
farm in Lincolnshire, as well as long-term 
partnerships with suppliers designed to 
support farmer investment in regenera-
tive agricultural practices. 

On policy engagement, Tesco noted 
its advocacy for a more coherent UK 
food strategy through the British Retail 
Consortium. The company also reported 
progress in developing a proprietary, 
AI-enabled risk mapping tool intended to 
support real-time supplier engagement 
and enhance visibility across its supply 
chain.

In Progress: Given the engagement 
took place with representatives from 
Tesco’s Investor Relations teams, LAPFF 
is seeking a follow-up meeting with 
relevant subject matter experts to address 
remaining gaps in understanding. 
Further clarity is required on the 
company’s progress in mapping and 
tracing specific high-risk commodity 
supply chains, including coffee and 
cocoa.

Next steps will focus on assessing 
how Tesco is advancing traceability to 
the farm level and how this information 
informs broader risk management and 
climate adaptation strategies. LAPFF will 
also seek to understand how insights 
generated at the farm and supplier level 
are translated into operational decision-
making, prioritisation and capital alloca-
tion. This continued engagement will 
aim to ensure that Tesco’s approach to 
climate adaptation is sufficiently granu-
lar, decision-useful and aligned with the 
scale and immediacy of physical climate 
risks facing the food sector. 

A key outcome of the roundtable was 
the call to develop a clear set of investor 
expectations of companies. Participants 
also highlighted the need to expand the 
discussion to include trade associations 
representing UK farmers, recognising the 
critical need to support farm-level resil-
ience and adaptation. This will form the 
foundation for the next stage of engage-
ment, supporting a more coordinated and 
effective approach to addressing systemic 
risks to the UK food system.
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CCLA MODERN 
SLAVERY 
BENCHMARK 
Modern slavery encompasses forced 
labour, debt bondage, human trafficking 
and other forms of severe labour 
exploitation. With an estimated 50 
million people affected worldwide and 
28 million in forced labour, it represents 
a serious human rights crisis and carries 
direct implications for companies 
operating complex, multi-geography 
supply chains. According to the 
International Labour Organisation (ILO), 
a majority of all forced labour cases are 
linked to global supply chains, with 
risks particularly concentrated in lower 
tier suppliers. Modern slavery remains 
a significant global business risk, with 
the International Labour Organisation 
estimating that forced labour generates 
US$236 billion in illegal profits each year, 
up 37% since 2014.

During Q2, LAPFF engaged companies 

listed in the lower tiers of CCLA’s 
Modern Slavery Global Benchmark. The 
Benchmark provides an investor-focused 
framework for assessing how major 
listed companies disclose and manage 
modern slavery risks in their opera-
tions and supply chains. Developed in 
the context of a growing concern that 
corporate reporting often emphasises 
policy commitments above and beyond 
demonstrable, the Benchmark highlights 
a persistent gap between disclosure and 
implementation. 

CCLA evaluates the public disclosures 
of large companies operating in the UK 
and places them across performance 
tiers ranging from leading practice to 
unsatisfactory. Its purpose is not only 
to assess the quality of disclosure, but 
also to encourage stronger due diligence, 
better transparency, and more effective 
management of modern slavery risks in 
practice. For investors, the benchmark 
serves as a useful tool to identify gaps 
between policy and implementation, sup-
port engagement with companies, and 
promote more credible action on human 
rights risks across global supply chains.

For companies and investors, modern 
slavery creates clear financial material-
ity: exposure can lead to supply chain 
disruption, import restrictions, regulatory 
investigation, legal liability, remediation 
costs and reputational damage, while 
also signalling broader weaknesses in 
governance and risk management. Recent 
and emerging regulations, including the 
EU Forced Labour Regulation and the 
Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence 
Directive, are increasing expectations on 
companies to demonstrate credible, risk-
based due diligence rather than relying 
on high-level policy commitments alone.

Against this backdrop, LAPFF 
engaged companies which scored in the 
lower-tiers of the benchmark to encour-
age focus companies to move beyond 
compliance-led disclosure towards 
more robust management of modern 
slavery risk. The aim was to assess how 
companies are strengthening supply 
chain mapping, improving the quality of 
risk identification, embedding effective 
remedy and building the governance 
needed to prevent recurrence. 
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https://www.ilo.org/publications/major-publications/global-estimates-modern-slavery-forced-labour-and-forced-marriage?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ilo.org/publications/major-publications/global-estimates-modern-slavery-forced-labour-and-forced-marriage?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ilo.org/publications/major-publications/global-estimates-modern-slavery-forced-labour-and-forced-marriage?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/wcmsp5/groups/public/@ed_norm/@ipec/documents/publication/wcms_854733.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/wcmsp5/groups/public/@ed_norm/@ipec/documents/publication/wcms_854733.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/resource/news/annual-profits-forced-labour-amount-us-236-billion-ilo-report-finds
https://www.ilo.org/resource/news/annual-profits-forced-labour-amount-us-236-billion-ilo-report-finds
https://www.ilo.org/resource/news/annual-profits-forced-labour-amount-us-236-billion-ilo-report-finds


8  LAPFF  QUARTERLY ENGAGEMENT REPORT | APRIL - JUNE 2026  lapfforum.org

ENGAGEMENT

Objective: The objectives for these 
engagements were aligned with 
the CCLA’s Modern Slavery Global 
Benchmark, which served as the basis for 
each meeting and provided a consistent 
framework for assessing company 
practice. The overarching objective was 
to understand how far companies are 
moving beyond policy commitments 
towards more credible and effective 
management of modern slavery risk. 
LAPFF sought evidence of stronger due 
diligence, including better identification 
of higher-risk operations and supply 
chains, deeper supply chain mapping 
beyond tier 1, clearer disclosure of salient 
risks, and more robust approaches to 
monitoring, remedy and governance.

More specifically, the engagement 
objectives were designed to encourage 
companies to use the benchmark as a 
gap-analysis tool, improve the quality 
and timeliness of their modern slavery 
disclosures, and demonstrate how risks 
are identified, prioritised and mitigated 
in practice. This included seeking greater 
transparency on sub-tier suppliers and 
indirect risk exposure, clearer reporting 
on the effectiveness of controls and griev-
ance mechanisms, and stronger evidence 
that companies can identify harms, sup-
port affected workers and prevent recur-
rence. Taken together, these objectives 
reflect the benchmark’s core emphasis 
on closing the gap between policy and 
practice and strengthening investor 
confidence in companies’ management of 
modern slavery risk.

Achieved

Philip Morris International 
(PMI)

Philip Morris International (PMI) 
disclosed a comparatively developed 
approach to managing modern slavery 
risk, particularly within its agricultural 
supply chain. It pointed to direct supplier 
relationships, farm-level monitoring, 
external verification and an emphasis 
on corrective action over time. PMI also 
described steps taken to address labour 
standards in contracted workforces 
and acknowledged the need to improve 
the visibility of its UK modern slavery 
statement. Overall, the discussion 
suggested stronger traceability and 
oversight in tobacco sourcing than seen 
in some peers, although there remains 

scope for clearer external reporting 
on outcomes, non-conformances and 
remediation.

Salesforce 

Salesforce acknowledged that the 
benchmark had not previously been 
a major point of focus but engaged 
constructively on its approach to 
modern slavery risk. It described a 
largely compliance-led framework 
supported by supplier risk assessment, 
onboarding controls, grievance channels 
and internal governance processes. 
Salesforce recognised that a lower-
risk business model does not remove 
exposure, particularly through indirect 
supply chains and higher-risk service 
categories. The discussion nevertheless 
suggested that its external disclosure 
remains at an earlier stage, with further 
work needed to provide clearer evidence 
on risk prioritisation, due diligence 
and measurable outcomes. Planned 
publication of its human rights saliency 
assessment may help strengthen that 
picture over time.

Amgen

Amgen highlighted its broader 
compliance culture, supplier standards, 
audit processes and speak-up 
mechanisms as the basis of its approach 
to modern slavery risk. It also pointed 
to board-level oversight of compliance 
matters and described these structures 
as supporting risk management across 
its operations and supply chain. 
However, the discussion indicated that 
the attendees were not best placed to 
address several of the more detailed 
questions on supply chain due diligence 
and modern slavery risk management. 
As a result, follow-up questions were 
shared after the meeting so that the 
relevant internal teams could provide 
a more informed response. Overall, the 
engagement suggested an underlying 
governance framework, but also a need 
for more specific evidence on how risks 
are identified, managed and remediated 
in practice, particularly beyond tier 1 
suppliers.

In Progress: Across all three 
engagements, several themes remain 
under active follow-up. Further work 
will focus on how companies are 
moving beyond policy commitments 
and compliance-led processes towards 
more demonstrable management of 
modern slavery risk in practice. In 
particular, ongoing engagement will 
examine the extent to which companies 
can strengthen sub-tier supply chain 
mapping, improve the clarity and 
accessibility of disclosure, and provide 
more robust evidence on how risks are 
identified, prioritised, escalated and 
remediated, including through grievance 
mechanisms and worker support 
processes.

For Amgen, follow-up will centre on 
the written responses to questions that 
could not be fully addressed during the 
initial discussion, particularly in relation 
to supply chain due diligence, risk iden-
tification beyond tier 1, and the operation 
of remedy and escalation processes in 
practice. For PMI, continued dialogue will 
focus on improvements to the visibility 
and quality of its UK modern slavery 
disclosure, alongside clearer external 
reporting on outcomes, non-conform-
ances and remediation. For Salesforce, 
further engagement will examine how 
the company translates internal govern-
ance and compliance processes into more 
decision-useful evidence on risk prioriti-
sation, due diligence effectiveness and 
measurable outcomes, including through 
planned publication of its human rights 
saliency assessment.

More broadly, LAPFF will continue 
to use the CCLA Global Modern Slavery 
Benchmark as a reference point for 
assessing whether investee companies 
are closing the gap between policy and 
practice. Engagement will test whether 
companies can demonstrate credible 
progress against the objectives set out 
for these calls, including stronger due 
diligence, clearer disclosure of salient 
risks, and more persuasive evidence that 
governance, monitoring and remedy 
processes are operating effectively. 
This will remain important as investor 
expectations rise and regulatory scrutiny 
of forced labour and supply chain due 
diligence continues to intensify.  
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MINING: PRI AND 
EARTHWORKS 
Earthworks

In Q2, LAPFF met with US-based NGO 
Earthworks to discuss recent events 
within Vale’s Brazilian mining operations 
and ongoing concerns regarding the 
company’s preparedness for climate-
related physical risks, particularly in 
relation to tailings facilities.

The discussion built on LAPFF’s 
ongoing engagement with affected 
communities in Brazil and highlighted 
that more than seven years on from the 
2019 Brumadinho tailings damn disaster 
(which caused 272 fatalities) and over 
a decade from Samarco tailing dam 
disaster in 2015 (which killed 19 people 
and left untold social and environmental 
devastation), significant concerns remain 
regarding tailings safety and accountabil-
ity within the company’s operations.

Evidence and analysis from 
Earthworks and civil society point to 

continuing vulnerabilities in Vale’s facili-
ties in Minas Gerais, especially under 
increasing climate stress and extreme 
weather events, including flooding at 
Mina de Fábrica and Mina de Viga in 
January 2026. This flooding demonstrates 
how physical climate risks are already 
impacting communities, ecosystems and 
operations.

The ongoing and lasting impacts of 
these events reinforce LAPFF’s calls for 
effective board oversight, integration of 
climate adaptation into operational risk 
management, and ongoing engagement 
with affected communities in line with 
human rights due diligence expectations.

Earthworks subsequently published 
a blog featuring LAPFF commentary, 
reinforcing investor expectations in this 
area.

Vale 

As part of the PRI Advance initiative 
investor group, in Q2 LAPFF wrote 
to Vale’s Chief Sustainability Officer 
to request a follow up meeting to 
progress engagement on human rights 

governance, community impacts and 
climate resilience. The letter focused on:
•	 How community and stakeholder 

feedback is escalated and integrated 
into operational decision making and 
board oversight, 

•	 The effectiveness of grievance 
mechanisms and access to remedy for 
affected communities, and

•	 Progress on Indigenous engagement 
and regulatory compliance, including 
legacy issues and infrastructure such 
as the Carajás Railway.
Investors also requested greater clarity 

on how extreme weather and water risks 
are incorporated into project approval, 
asset management and long-term strat-
egy, and how these risks are overseen at 
Board level. 

The group is using recent events to 
ground this discussion, including the 
2026 flooding at Vale’s Fábrica and Viga 
sites in Minas Gerais, as well as contro-
versy surrounding the Carajás Railway 
(part of Vale’s core Northern System iron 
ore logistics network linking its Amazon 
mining operations in Pará to the Ponta 
da Madeira maritime terminal in São 
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Luís, Maranhão). The controversy here 
has focused on whether licensing and 
permitting processes have adequately 
assessed the railway’s environmental, 
social and climate-related impacts, 
including risks to Indigenous and tradi-
tional communities along the corridor. 
These examples will be used to press for 
demonstrable evidence of strengthened 
accountability, governance oversight, 
and implementation of climate adapta-
tion measures in practice, rather than 
policy commitments alone.

In progress: Across the quarter, LAPFF 
strengthened its engagement on human 
rights, water and climate risk in the 
mining sector. Stakeholder engagement 
remained central to this work, supporting 
LAPFF’s efforts to advance UNGP-aligned 
human rights due diligence, strengthen 
governance oversight, and promote the 
integration of physical climate risks 
into corporate strategy and operational 
decision making.

CONFLICT-
AFFECTED AND 
HIGH RISK AREAS 
(CAHRAS)
 
Objective: LAPFF’s engagement on 
conflict-affected and high-risk areas 
(CAHRAs) has continued to develop 
in response to the growing relevance 
of conflict-related human rights risks 
to LAPFF members. Companies with 
operations, supply chains, customers, 
investments, financing relationships, 
products, services or other business 
relationships linked to CAHRAs may face 
heightened legal, regulatory, operational, 
reputational and financial risks. These 
risks can arise where companies 
contribute to, are directly linked to, or 
exacerbate adverse impacts on people and 
conflict dynamics.

LAPFF’s expectations are grounded in 
the UN Guiding Principles on Business 
and Human Rights, the OECD Guidelines 
for Multinational Enterprises, and the 
UNDP Guide for Heightened Human 
Rights Due Diligence for Business in 
Conflict-Affected Contexts. These frame-
works make clear that companies linked 

to conflict-affected contexts should apply 
heightened human rights due diligence, 
including analysis of human rights 
impacts, conflict impacts, and the inter-
section between the two. LAPFF therefore 
expects companies to have policies, 
governance arrangements, due diligence 
processes, grievance mechanisms and 
decision-making criteria that are capable 
of identifying, preventing, mitigating and 
accounting for CAHRA-related risks.

Building on previous engagement 
and LAPFF’s published Engagement 
Expectations of Companies, LAPFF 
wrote to 31 companies in February 2026 
identified as having operations, business 
relationships or other activities poten-
tially linked to the Occupied Palestinian 
Territories. While the Israel-Gaza conflict 
and business activities linked to the 
Occupied Palestinian Territories remain 
important issues, LAPFF’s CAHRA work 
is broader than one conflict or geography. 
The outreach formed part of a wider 
engagement programme focused on how 
companies manage heightened human 
rights and conflict-related risks across 
high-risk contexts.

The objective of the outreach was to 
establish a clearer and more comparable 
understanding of company practice. 
Companies were asked to respond to a 
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12-part questionnaire covering: policy 
commitments; international standards; 
identification of CAHRA exposure; impact 
and risk assessment; methodology and 
verification; prevention, mitigation and 
remediation; enter, remain, suspend or exit 
decision-making; monitoring and over-
sight; grievance mechanisms and remedy; 
transparency; continuous application of 
heightened due diligence; and financial 
decision-making. LAPFF sought responses 
that were specific, evidenced and, where 
possible, linked to relevant policies, proce-
dures, governance mechanisms, internal 
controls, KPIs or public disclosures.

Achieved: The responses received 
demonstrate a wide range of approaches 
to managing CAHRA-related risk. Some 
companies provided detailed responses 
setting out governance structures, risk 
assessment methodologies, escalation 
routes and examples of heightened due 
diligence. Others provided only high-
level references to existing human rights, 
sanctions, export control or sustainability 
disclosures, without directly responding 
to the questionnaire.

A number of companies recognised 
CAHRAs, conflict-affected contexts or 
high-risk markets as requiring enhanced 
scrutiny. However, relatively few disclosed 
a dedicated CAHRA policy or a clearly 
articulated heightened human rights due 
diligence framework. In several cases, 
CAHRA-related risk was embedded within 
broader human rights, compliance, enter-
prise risk management, trade compliance, 
sanctions, procurement or sustainability 
processes, rather than addressed through 
a standalone framework. While this may 
indicate that some controls exist, it also 
makes it harder for investors to assess 
whether companies are applying due 
diligence that is genuinely heightened, 
continuous and conflict-sensitive.

The strongest responses tended to 
provide detail on how CAHRA exposure 
is identified and assessed. This included 
use of country risk tools, external data 
sources, human rights risk assessments, 
third-party input, sanctions screening, 
supplier or business partner due diligence 
and escalation processes. 

However, important gaps remain. Many 
companies did not clearly explain the 
scope of exposure assessed, particularly 
in relation to downstream customers, 
end-users, distributors, platform users, 
financing relationships, joint ventures or 

other business partners. Consideration 
of international humanitarian law was 
also uneven. A small number of compa-
nies explicitly stated that international 
humanitarian law or the law of armed 
conflict is considered in CAHRA-related 
assessments, while others referred more 
generally to the UNGPs, OECD Guidelines, 
ILO standards or sanctions compliance 
without explaining whether conflict analy-
sis forms part of their methodology.

Governance disclosure varied con-
siderably. Some companies identified 
board-level committees, executive-level 
committees, human rights steering 
groups, compliance functions or risk com-
mittees with responsibility for oversight. 
Others provided only general references to 
board approval of human rights policies 
or did not explain how CAHRA-related 
risks are escalated to senior management 
or the board. Across responses, there was 
limited disclosure on what information 
boards receive, how often they receive it, 
and what decisions are reserved for board-
level oversight.

Decision-making on whether to enter, 
remain in, suspend or exit CAHRA-linked 
activities was one of the weaker areas of 
disclosure. A small number of compa-
nies described country-entry controls, 
traffic-light systems, escalation processes, 
case-by-case review or formal approval 
routes. However, most responses did not 
disclose clear decision criteria, thresholds, 
examples of outcomes, or how stake-
holder input and human rights impacts 
are weighed against legal, commercial or 
operational considerations.

Where companies failed to respond, 
declined to complete the questionnaire, or 
relied only on generic public disclosures, 
LAPFF began escalating through AGM 
attendance and voting alerts. LAPFF 
issued voting alerts at relevant companies, 
including Palantir, Meta, PayPal, Amazon 
and Motorola Solutions. 

At Palantir’s AGM, LAPFF asked how 
the company ensures human rights 
due diligence is effective beyond initial 
customer screening, and what specific 
triggers lead to escalation, including 
termination of customer relationships. 
Palantir did not respond to the question. 
At Meta’s AGM, LAPFF asked how the 
board oversees risks associated with the 
company’s services and technologies in 
CAHRAs, including escalation to the board 
and assessment of effectiveness. Meta 
did not answer. At PayPal’s AGM, LAPFF 

asked the board to explain the framework 
used to assess the human rights impacts of 
providing, restricting or withholding ser-
vices in CAHRAs. PayPal did not respond. 

At Amazon’s AGM, LAPFF raised 
concerns about downstream human 
rights risks linked to cloud infrastructure, 
AI, logistics and other technologies, and 
asked for greater disclosure on board-level 
oversight. Amazon did not answer. LAPFF 
also attended Alphabet’s AGM and asked 
what criteria the company uses to deter-
mine when heightened due diligence is 
required, when risks are escalated to the 
board or relevant committee, and when it 
will restrict, suspend or terminate customer 
relationships. Alphabet did not respond.

In Progress: LAPFF will continue to 
review the responses received and identify 
where further engagement is warranted. 
For companies that provided more 
detailed responses, LAPFF will consider 
follow-up engagement where risks appear 
higher or where disclosure gaps remain. 
This may include seeking greater clarity 
on how CAHRA exposure is mapped, 
how downstream risks are assessed, 
whether international humanitarian law 
is incorporated into due diligence, how 
affected stakeholders are consulted, and 
what criteria guide decisions to enter, 
remain in, suspend or exit high-risk 
activities.

For companies that declined to 
respond, failed to respond, or relied only 
on generic public disclosures, LAPFF will 
consider further escalation. This could 
include targeted voting alerts during the 
remainder of the 2026 AGM season and 
into 2027, further AGM attendance, and 
opposition to relevant directors where 
board oversight appears insufficient. 

The AGM season has also highlighted 
a broader concern regarding virtual AGM 
accountability. In several cases, LAPFF 
submitted questions on CAHRA-related 
risks, but companies did not answer them 
during the meeting. The lack of responses 
limits shareholders’ ability to assess board 
accountability, follow up in real time, 
or understand whether similar concerns 
were raised by other investors. LAPFF 
will therefore continue to consider how 
AGM attendance, voting alerts and direct 
engagement can be used together to press 
for stronger transparency, clearer board 
oversight and more robust application of 
heightened human rights due diligence in 
conflict-affected and high-risk areas.

Page 227



12  LAPFF  QUARTERLY ENGAGEMENT REPORT | APRIL - JUNE 2026  lapfforum.org

COMPANY PROGRESS REPORT

LAPFF engaged 73 companies engaged over the quarter
The table below represents data taken from ‘Meetings’, ‘AGMs’ and ‘Received Correspondence’ only.

Company/Index	 Activity	 Topic	 Outcome
ALPHABET INC	 AGM	 Human Rights	 No Improvement
AMAZON.COM INC.	 AGM	 Human Rights	 No Improvement
AMGEN INC.	 Meeting	 Human Rights	 Dialogue
ANGLO AMERICAN PLC	 Meeting	 Human Rights	 Dialogue
ASTRAZENECA PLC	 AGM	 Governance (General)	 Dialogue
BP PLC	 Meeting	 Governance (General)	 Change in Process
BUNGE GLOBAL SA	 Meeting	 Supply Chain Management	 Dialogue
CATERPILLAR INC.	 AGM	 Human Rights	 No Improvement
CISCO SYSTEMS INC.	 Received Correspondence	 Human Rights	 Moderate Improvement
COMPAGNIE FINANCIERE RICHEMONT SA	 Received Correspondence	 Human Rights	 No Improvement
DRAX GROUP PLC	 Meeting	 Climate Change	 Dialogue
ELECTRIC POWER DEVELOPMENT CO	 Meeting	 Climate Change	 Dialogue
GENERAL MOTORS COMPANY	 AGM	 Governance (General)	 No Improvement
HEIDELBERG MATERIALS AG 	 Received Correspondence	 Human Rights	 Moderate Improvement
HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL INC.	 AGM	 Human Rights	 Awaiting Response
HSBC HOLDINGS PLC	 Meeting	 Environmental Risk	 Dialogue
KERING SA	 Meeting	 Human Rights	 Small Improvement
KINGFISHER PLC	 Meeting	 Employment Standards	 Dialogue
LUNDIN MINING CORP	 Meeting	 Climate Change	 Dialogue
META PLATFORMS INC	 AGM	 Human Rights	 No Improvement
META PLATFORMS INC	 Received Correspondence	 Human Rights	 Moderate Improvement
MICROSOFT CORPORATION	 Meeting	 Human Rights	 Moderate Improvement
NATWEST GROUP PLC	 Meeting	 Climate Change	 No Improvement
OCADO GROUP PLC	 Received Correspondence	 Environmental Risk	 Satisfactory Response
PALANTIR TECHNOLOGIES INC	 AGM	 Human Rights	 No Improvement
PAYPAL HOLDINGS INC	 AGM	 Human Rights	 No Improvement
PHILIP MORRIS INTERNATIONAL INC.	 Meeting	 Human Rights	 Dialogue
PRIMO WATER CORP	 Received Correspondence	 Human Rights	 Dialogue
ROLLS-ROYCE HOLDINGS PLC	 Received Correspondence	 Human Rights	 No Improvement
SALESFORCE INC	 Meeting	 Employment Standards	 Dialogue
SEMBCORP INDUSTRIES LTD	 Meeting	 Climate Change	 No Improvement
SHELL PLC	 AGM	 Environmental Risk	 Dialogue
TESCO PLC	 Meeting	 Environmental Risk	 Dialogue
THALES	 AGM	 Human Rights	 Dialogue
THE PROCTER & GAMBLE COMPANY	 Meeting	 Environmental Risk	 Small Improvement
TOTALENERGIES SE	 Meeting	 Climate Change	 Dialogue
VALE SA	 Meeting	 Environmental Risk	 Dialogue
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ENGAGEMENT DATA

ENGAGEMENT TOPICS

ENGAGEMENT OUTCOMES*

ACTIVITY

POSITION ENGAGED

COMPANY DOMICILES 
 

*Outcomes data is taken from ‘Meetings’, ‘AGMs’ and ‘Received Correspondence’ only
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ENGAGEMENT DATA

Count of Goal 17Count of Goal 16Count of Goal 15Count of Goal 14Count of Goal 13Count of Goal 12Count of Goal 11Count of Goal 10Count of Goal 9Count of Goal 8Count of Goal 7Count of Goal 6Count of Goal 5Count of Goal 4Count of Goal 3Count of Goal 2

LAPFF SDG ENGAGEMENTS
 

SDG 1: No Poverty	 0
SDG 2: Zero Hunger	 2
SDG 3: Good Health and Well-Being	 0
SDG 4: Quality Education	 0
SDG 5: Gender Equality	 0
SDG 6: Clean Water and Sanitation	 2
SDG 7: Affordable and Clean Energy	 2
SDG 8: Decent Work and Economic Growth	 15
SDG 9: Industry, Innovation, and Infrastructure	 7
SDG 10: Reduced Inequalities	 6
SDG 11: Sustainable Cities and Communities	 11
SDG12: Responsible Production and Consumption	 13
SDG 13: Climate Action	 37
SDG 14: Life Below Water	 0
SDG 15: Life on Land	 14
SDG 16: Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions	 23
SDG 17: Strengthen the Means of Implementation and Revitalise the	         0 
Global Partnership for Sustainable Development    			       

SDG 6

SDG 10

SDG 2 

SDG 7

SDG 9

SDG 15

SDG 11SDG 13

SDG 8

SDG 16

SDG 12

Page 230



15  LAPFF  QUARTERLY ENGAGEMENT REPORT | APRIL - JUNE 2026  lapfforum.org

Avon Pension Fund
Barking and Dagenham Pension Fund
Barnet Pension Fund
Bedfordshire Pension Fund
Berkshire Pension Fund
Bexley (London Borough of)
Brent (London Borough of)
Cambridgeshire Pension Fund
Camden Pension Fund
Cardiff & Glamorgan Pension Fund
Cheshire Pension Fund
City of London Corporation Pension Fund
Clwyd Pension Fund (Flintshire CC)
Cornwall Pension Fund
Croydon Pension Fund
Cumbria Pension Fund
Derbyshire Pension Fund
Devon Pension Fund
Dorset Pension Fund
Durham Pension Fund
Dyfed Pension Fund
Ealing Pension Fund
East Riding Pension Fund
East Sussex Pension Fund
Enfield Pension Fund
Environment Agency Pension Fund
Essex Pension Fund
Falkirk Pension Fund
Gloucestershire Pension Fund
Greater Gwent Pension Fund
Greater Manchester Pension Fund
Greenwich Pension Fund

Gwynedd Pension Fund
Hackney Pension Fund
Hammersmith and Fulham Pension Fund
Haringey Pension Fund
Harrow Pension Fund
Havering Pension Fund
Hertfordshire Pension Fund
Hillingdon Pension Fund
Hounslow Pension Fund
Isle of Wight Pension Fund
Islington Pension Fund
Kensington and Chelsea (Royal Borough of)
Kent Pension Fund
Kingston upon Thames Pension Fund
Lambeth Pension Fund
Lancashire County Pension Fund
Leicestershire Pension Fund
Lewisham Pension Fund
Lincolnshire Pension Fund
London Pension Fund Authority
Lothian Pension Fund
Merseyside Pension Fund
Merton Pension Fund
Newham Pension Fund
Norfolk Pension Fund
North East Scotland Pension Fund
North Yorkshire Pension Fund
Northamptonshire Pension Fund
Nottinghamshire Pension Fund
Oxfordshire Pension Fund
Powys Pension Fund
Redbridge Pension Fund

Rhondda Cynon Taf Pension Fund
Scottish Borders Pension Fund
Shropshire Pension Fund
Somerset Pension Fund
South Yorkshire Pension Authority
Southwark Pension Fund
Staffordshire Pension Fund
Strathclyde Pension Fund
Suffolk Pension Fund
Surrey Pension Fund
Sutton Pension Fund
Swansea Pension Fund
Teesside Pension Fund
Tower Hamlets Pension Fund
Tyne and Wear Pension Fund
Waltham Forest Pension Fund
Wandsworth Borough Council Pension
Fund
Warwickshire Pension Fund
West Midlands Pension Fund
West Yorkshire Pension Fund
Westminster Pension Fund
Wiltshire Pension Fund
Worcestershire Pension Fund

Pool Company Members
Border to Coast Pensions Partnership
LGPS Central
Local Pensions Partnership
London CIV
Northern LGPS
Wales Pension Partnership

LOCAL AUTHORITY PENSION FUND FORUM MEMBERS
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        Committee 
 

 

       Date and Time 
 

 

 Pension Committee 

 

 
18 September 2026 

10am 

 
Public 

 
 

Administration and Regulatory update 

LGPS  

 

Lead Director: Justin Bridges – LGPS Senior Officer – Head of Pensions 

Service Area: Pension Fund – Finance  

Report Author Vicky Jenks Pensions Administration Manager 

Officer contact 
details 

01743 252192      vicky.jenks@shropshire.gov.uk 

 

 

1. Purpose of Report 

 

1.1 This report provides the Pension Committee with an update on administration 

performance, team capacity, key project delivery, and recent regulatory changes. Most 

KPI measures met the 95% target during quarter 1, with targeted action underway 

where performance is below target. The report also summarises progress on Pension 

Dashboard, Annual Benefit Statements, McCloud remedy work, Access and Fairness 

changes, employer performance, and communications activity. 

 
 

 
2. Recommendations 

 

The Committee is asked to: 
 

2.1 Note and comment on the KPI chart and the information provided on KPIs that are 

not currently meeting the 95% target for completion within statutory timescales, 
including the actions being taken to address this. (Appendix A) 

 
2.2 Note the progress and completion of key activities from the Fund business plan for 

Q1 2026-27. (Appendix B) 
 

2.3 Note the progress of the Pension Dashboard implementation which is provided in 
 the separate update report. (Appendix C) 

Page 233

Agenda Item 9



   

 

 

  
3. Summary of Main Proposals 

 
3.1 The main proposals in the report relate to actions required to ensure the pensions 

administration team can continue to deliver the statutory requirements of the fund 

effectively. These include reviewing the resources and technology available to ensure 
the service can meet the needs of all stakeholders. 
 
4. Key Risks and Opportunities 
 

4.1 Performance is considered and monitored to ensure regulatory timescales and key 

performance indicators are met. Strategic administration risks are identified, managed, 
and reported to committee on an annual basis. Key risks relating to project work are 

also reported through project plan updates. 
 

6. Financial Implications 
 
6.1 The administration budget is set each year and monitored to ensure that the work 

of the team is achieved within this. Any additional costs are subject to approval by the 
Head of Pensions. 
6.2 Costs are met by the pension fund and have no direct impact on the revenue 

budget for the Council. 
 

7. Legal and HR Implications 
 

7.1 The Pension Fund is legally obliged to follow the LGPS Pension Regulations and 

any other regulations relating to the administration of a pension scheme. Failure to do 
so could lead to regulatory fines and loss of confidence in the service. 
7.2 The Fund will need to report McCloud-related cases to The Pensions Regulator 

where they have not been completed by the expected deadline. 
 

7.3 The report identifies HR implications relating to resource management, workload 

planning, staff consultation, and changes to work allocation. The introduction of revised 

work allocation arrangements, based on skills and capacity, will need to be monitored 
to ensure work is distributed fairly and consistently, while supporting staff development, 
knowledge retention, and service resilience. Additional regulatory and project 

requirements may also create further staffing pressures, and the management team 
will continue to review whether additional posts, training, or changes to working 

practices are required. Staff will continue to be consulted on proposed changes and 
encouraged to contribute to process reviews. 
 

8. Equality and Diversity Implications 
 

8.1 Access and Fairness changes for pension scheme members are expected to have 

positive equality implications. The changes include fairer survivor benefit rules for 
eligible spouses and civil partners, protections relating to unpaid child-related leave, 

and improved opportunities to buy back pension lost during unpaid absence. The fund 
will need to ensure communications are clear, accessible, and targeted so affected 

members understand the changes and any action they may need to take. 
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9. Climate Change, Biodiversity and Environmental Implications 
 

9.1 Climate Change, Biodiversity and Environmental implications are not detailed in 

this report. 

 
10. Performance and Team Update 
 

10.1 The team’s output and performance for the period 1 April 2026 to 30 June 2026 is 

available at Appendix A. The chart shows that 11 of the 14 KPIs achieved the target of 

at least 95% of cases completed within the legal timeframes. 
 

10.2 From February 2026, we introduced a new process for allocating work within the 

Membership and Benefits team. Cases are now distributed according to individual skill 
sets and capacity, rather than alphabetical split, where all Officers manage multiple 

types of casework such as retirements, deaths, and transfers. This new approach also 
considers staff absences and project commitments. 

 
10.3 We are monitoring the success of this change and have seen an improvement in 

the number of transfer tasks processed within the KPI timeframe. Officers have also 

confirmed that they prefer the new way of working. However, we need to establish a 
rotation routine, so Officers retain knowledge and skills in areas of work they have 
moved away from. Discussions with those affected are ongoing to determine how this 

can best be managed. 
 

10.4 For early leaver cases, we are also seeing an improvement in the number of 

cases being processed within the KPI timeframe. This is due to the recruitment of two 
new Pensions Assistants who are becoming fully trained in this area of work. 

 
10.5 A project plan has been set up to manage the retrospective cases relating to the 

equalisation of partner benefits and removal of the age 75 death grant cap. Guidance 
has been issued to instruct funds on the actions that need to be completed and the 
timescales for completion. 
 
10.6 We are considering the resources needed for additional work created due to the 

changes required for Access and Fairness, Access and Protections, and Fit for the 

Future new governance requirements. 
 
10.7 A number of the team are studying for Level 2 and Level 3 qualifications, which 

supports their continued professional development.  
 
 
 

 
11. Communications 

 
11.1 The following chart shows statistics on work undertaken by the helpdesk team that 

is not covered by the workflow system or reported within the wider team statistics in 
Appendix A. 
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 April 26  May 26 June 26 

Telephone calls 

received to helpdesk  

613 682 647 

% of calls answered  96% 95% 98% 

Contact us forms and 

Emails received to 

pensions inbox  

848 1108 972 

% responded to 

within 10 working 

days  

100% 100% 100% 

My Pension Online 

activation keys 

issued  

97 128 70 

Incoming post 

received (items per 

day)  

112 68 101 

1-2-1 video meetings  7 10 12 

Users visiting the 

website*  

741 1036 659 

* Where cookie has been accepted to track access 

 
 

11.2 Penny the Pensions Bot, available through our website, continues to support 

members by answering their questions. The chart below shows the accuracy of 

responses provided. Use of the Bot and its accuracy levels have not improved. Each 

month, the team reviews the questions asked and the responses given. In most cases 

where accuracy is below 100%, the question asked is not specific enough. For 

example, the Bot can answer the question “Can I stop paying into the pension 

scheme?” with 100% accuracy, but may be unable to respond correctly if the member 

simply asks, “Can I stop paying in?” 
 

11.3 A more sophisticated bot would be able to interpret the member’s intent rather 

than relying mainly on exact wording. This would allow it to respond more effectively to 

vague or incomplete questions, ask follow-up questions where clarification is needed, 

and guide members to the most appropriate information or next step. By contrast, a 

more basic bot is more dependent on users asking questions in a specific format, 

which can limit accuracy where the wording is unclear. The team will be implementing 

a new bot as part of the work we are completing to update the fund’s website; this is 

scheduled to go live at the beginning of 2027.  

 

 

026/2027 Apr May Jun 

Questions 
submitted 

118 201 78 

Asked an expert 7 22 8 

Accuracy %  77 76 66 
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11.4 The table below shows the percentage of members who have registered for ‘My 

Pension Online’ by the different member types in the Fund. 

 
11.5 In preparation for Pension Dashboard, and to encourage more deferred members 

to actively engage with their pension held by Shropshire, we are planning a 
communication exercise targeting individuals who are not registered. 
 
11.6 Members for whom we hold an email address have recently been contacted to let 

them know that their Annual Benefit Statement is available online. Each year, this 

communication usually leads to an increase in members registering for and using the 
platform to view their statements. 
 

 
 

12. Employer Performance 

 
12.1 In line with the Shropshire County Pension Fund administration strategy, 

employers must pay their contributions and lump sum deficit payment by the 19th of 
the month. Accompanying data must also be submitted via i-Connect by this date. The 

table below shows the percentage of employers who have made payments by the 
deadline for the year 1 April 2026 to 30 June 2026. 

 
12.2 This table also includes information about employers who make monthly deficit 

lump sum payments, which form part of employer contributions. Information about 

employers who did not meet these deadlines is covered in the governance report via 
the reported breaches chart. 

 
 
 

 

 i-Connect 
Submissions on 

time 

Contributions 
paid on time 

Lump sum 
deficit payments 

paid on time 

Average for the 
Quarter 

87%  98% 89%  
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April 2026 87% 97% 89% 

May 2026 86% 100% 100% 

June 2026 88% 97% 77% 

 

 
12.3 During the last quarter, an average of 98% of monthly payroll contributions were 

received by the due date. Delays were minimal and occurred where payment was 
received one or two days late, often because the due date fell at a weekend and 
payment was not made on the preceding Friday. 
 
12.4 Lump sum deficit payments were lower on average, at 89%. This was mainly due 

to separate payments being required for schools within a Multi Academy Trust, where 

all related payments were made late. The June figure was lower for this reason, as the 
due date fell at a weekend and payment was not made by the deadline. 

 
12.5 Although monthly payments were generally received on time, i-Connect data 

submissions were lower, averaging 87% for the quarter. This was due to three Multi 

Academy Trusts changing payroll providers. Two moved to the same provider, leading 
to ongoing data submission and reconciliation issues. Further details are set out below: 

 

 One Trust has 12 schools; each treated separately for pension purposes with individual 
employer contribution rates. The Trust changed payroll provider in September 2025. 

Since then, there have been monthly issues with late data submissions and reconciling 
data to payments. Although payments have been made on time, the team has been 
unable to allocate them to accounts until the data discrepancies are resolved, creating 

additional work. Despite ongoing engagement with the Trust and payroll provider, the 
issues remain unresolved and the Trust has been reported to The Pensions Regulator. 

 One Trust has 4 schools, each treated separately for pension purposes, and changed 
payroll provider in April 2026. Submissions were late during the first quarter but have 
since been received on time. 

 One Trust has 2 schools and changed payroll provider in April 2026. Similar issues 
have arisen to those experienced by the Trust with 12 schools, as both use the same 

payroll provider. These issues are being monitored. 

 
13. Projects 
 

13.1 The Fund’s business plan for 2026/27, with comments on activities undertaken 

during Q1, is available at Appendix B. The plan is being reviewed to incorporate the 
additional work the team will need to complete in relation to regulatory changes. 

 
13.2 Pension Dashboard – See Appendix C for the latest project report. The team is 

now reviewing how queries from the dashboard should be answered and the 
timescales within which responses must be provided. New functionality will be 
purchased within the pension software system to assist with member queries where 

personal data does not match, such as surname or address. We are also reviewing 
additional staffing requirements for the ongoing work that will be created across the 

Systems and Communications teams. 
 
Year End – The team has completed the year-end reconciliation of data and 

contributions received for all employers in the Fund.  
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13.3 Annual Benefit Statements – Annual Benefit Statements were sent out ahead of 

the 31 August deadline.  
 Deferred Members (no longer contributing): 

A total of 18,273 statements were produced: 

356 were sent out as paper statements  
17,919 were issued to members’ individual accounts on My Pension Online. 

 Active members (contributing): 

A total of 16,069 statements were produced 
238 were sent out as paper statements  

15,832 were issued to members’ individual accounts on My Pension Online. 
 

 

New functionality available on ‘My Pension Online’ provides a personalised video that 

explains the figures on a member’s statement. A newsletter providing a recap of the 

regulation changes that came into force from 1 April 2026 has also been issued. 

We have also introduced Electronic Identification Verification for members when they 

create their ‘my pension online’ accounts. This is an additional security feature which 

provides the highest level of protection to our members.  

We also have Multi Factor Authentication (MFA) for members when they log in so that 

a message is sent to either their email or mobile number to confirm it is them logging 

into their accounts.  

 
13.4 McCloud - The team have worked well to complete as much of the additional 

work created by the Age Discrimination remedy by the 31 August deadline. However, 
we do have some outstanding cases that we are still working through. These are: 

 Trivial commutations where a member retired and took a one-off lump sum and may 
now be due an extra payment as they have a McCloud guaranteed addition 

 *Revisiting pension sharing on divorce cases with a transfer date before 1 October 
2023. 

 *Transfers in over age 65 where the member is transferring in remediable service. 

 *Calculating non-club transfers to a club scheme. 
 

*For the remaining cases listed above guidance is still outstanding and so we are unable 
to provide a timescale for completion 

 
The legislation states that these cases must be done without ‘undue delay.’ The 
expectation, set out in the statutory guidance, is that this work will be completed by the 

end of the implementation period – 31 August 2025. But flexibility to extend the 
implementation period to 31 August 2026 for certain members or groups of members is set 

out in the statutory guidance. The committee approved the extension to this time limit for 
fund officers to complete the work.  
 

However, due to workloads and capacity on the team, there are some cases we will not be 
able to complete by the deadline, we are working through a list of 171 trivial commutations, 

(where a member has retired and received a one-off lump sum rather than an ongoing 
pension) to identify if any of these cases will need to be recalculated, we hope to get this 
work completed by 31 October 2026.  

 
We will need to report the cases that have not been completed to the Pensions Regulator, 

as they have directed Admin Authorities to do so in this statement Reminder: McCloud 
remediable service information.  We understand that the majority of funds will be reporting 
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to turn for not meeting the deadline, due to outstanding guidance, software not being 

updated and capacity issues.  
 
 
14. Staffing 
 

14.1 Recent staffing changes are becoming embedded; however, new, and anticipated 

requirements over the next year mean the management team is considering whether 
additional posts are needed to ensure the service can deliver all required work. 

Additional posts have already been created within the Membership and Benefits team, 
and we will now review the need for further posts within the Communications and 

Governance, and Systems and Employer Relations teams. 
 
15. Regulatory Updates 
 

15.1 The Access and Fairness scheme changes for the LGPS Pension Scheme that 

were detailed in the May report have now come into force: 
 

Key Changes 

 

 Fairer Survivor Benefits: Survivor pension rules are being updated so eligible 

spouses and civil partners are treated equally. The team have identified and will need 

to review cases retrospectively and pay any arrears due and ensure all future cases 
are calculated correctly. The administration software will need to be updated to reflect 

the changes to the requirements.  
 Death Grants: The age limit for death grant eligibility has been removed for deaths 

after 1 April 2014, including for those who died over age 75. The team have identified 
cases that will need to be reviewed and recalculated. Work to trace personal 
representatives will need to be completed 

 Faster Payments: The previous two-year limit before a tax charge on Death Grants is 

removed. 

 
Gender Pension Gap Remedies: 

 Unpaid breaks under 15 days count towards your pension. 

 You can buy back pension lost during unpaid breaks over 14 days, with employers able 
to contribute for absences over three years. 

 The deadline to decide on buying back lost pension is extended from 30 days to one 
year if you are still employed. 

 Child-related leave now includes unpaid maternity, adoption, and shared parental 
leave. 

 
15.2 The Fund has communicated the changes with employers in the Fund to ensure 

they have updated their processes to take account of this. 

 
15.3 All affected pension scheme members have also received a communication from 

the Fund to notify them of the changes. 
 

15.4 Details regarding the additional governance requirements from the Fit for the 

Future legislation are detailed in the Governance report. 
 
16. LGPS England & Wales Scheme Advisory Committee (SAB) Review 
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16.1 Fit for the Future – Guidance – the Committee published a statement following 

the release of statutory guidance supporting the ‘Fit for the Future’ reforms. The 
statement is from the Committee Chair, Cllr Roger Phillips OBE, and the LGA Head of 
Pensions and Committee Secretary, Clair Alcock. 

 
Committee statement following release of statutory guidance supporting ‘Fit for the Future’ 

| LGPS Committee 
 

16.2 The guidance explains how the new Independent Person and Senior LGPS 

Officer roles should operate, both independently and together. The Board recognises 
these roles as a significant governance development and acknowledges funds’ work to 

implement them. 
 

16.3 Funds must also review and update policies and processes to meet the new 

requirements. The governance guidance sets out the Independent Governance Review 
requirements. 

 

 
16.4 2025 Actuarial Valuations - The Board has published a report summarising the 

recently completed 2025 local fund valuation exercise, comparing the results with 2022 
and covering the assumptions used, investment strategies and the gender pensions 
gap. 

 
16.5 The Board also published a news article highlighting the strong interest in the 

2025 results, partly due to improved funding positions and wider discussions about 
public sector finances. Average funding levels increased from 107% in 2022 to 122% in 
2025, based on local funding bases, while average employer contribution rates fell from 

21.1% of payroll to 16.5%. 
 
16.6 The Board welcomed funds sharing the benefits of stronger funding positions with 

participating employers, while stressing the need to balance current affordability with 

the Scheme’s long-term sustainability. 
 
Background Papers 

 
1. Administration and Regulatory update June 2026 

 
 

Appendices 
 

Appendix A - KPI chart April to June 2026 

Appendix B - Fund business plan 2026-27 
Appendix C – Dashboard Project plan update  
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TOTAL CASES LEGAL TARGET Q1 LEGAL TARGET Q2 LEGAL TARGET Q3 LEGAL TARGET Q4 OVERALL AVERAGE

1,767 90.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 90.26%

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 TOTAL
Cases 1,767 0 0 0 1,767
Legal target 90.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 90.26%

Service Annual cases Legal target
Death acknowledgement 117 100.0%
Dependants pension 96 96.9%
Deferred quotation 34 97.1%
Active quotation 53 98.1%
Deferred retirement actual 152 94.1%
Active retirement actual 105 99.0%
Lump-sum payment 322 98.1%
Deferred benefit options 261 55.9%
Transfer in 108 51.9%
Transfer out 69 87.0%
Refund payment 78 98.7%
Divorce quotation 36 100.0%
Member estimates 99 94.9%
Aggregation cases 237 92.0%

SERVICE PERFORMANCE DETAIL

KPI Performance Dashboard

Pension Administration KPI's | April 2026 to March 2027

QUARTERLY WORKLOAD
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Pensions Administration & Investment Quarterly Updates
Project Name Context Actions

Administration Progress Status 

Implementation of regulations changes from 1 April 2026 Access and Fairness, Access and Protection changes 
Review changes, communicate these to members by 30 June (Disclosure) 
team training, update processes and information 

Work ongoing to establish changes required to process 
and new things that need to be introduced Ongoing

Year-end 2025/2026
All records to be checked from postings. All employer 
forms to be reconciled to total of monthly postings

Data cleansing to be undertaken following last i-Connect submission for 
March 2025.

Reconciliation forms and communication to employers to be issued 
February 2026. Forms reconciled to accounts. 

Information from employers received by 30th June 2026.

Data cleansing is complete except one employer and 
some queries sent back to employers for 
reconciliation.

G - On Track

Annual Benefit Statements (Active and Deferred) All Annual Benefit Statements issued by 31 August

Project plan to be put in place by 31st March 2025. 

Statement preparation to commence following completion of year end 
processes.

Deferred statements produced, uploaded to Engage 
and paper statements posted out via Bluprint. Work 
has started on the Active statements.

G - On Track

Preparation of Pension Fund Annual Report
To produce annual report by statutory deadline of 1st 
December 2025

Project plan to be put in place by March 2025.

Review new guidance when available. This will be compulsory from 2025.

Draft version available to be signed off by September 2025 pension 
committee.

All information collated and sent to Pop Creative 
23/06/26 to produce the first draft. First draft 
received, proofed and sent back to Pop Creative to 
make amends 27/07/26. Second draft received 
30/07/26 to be reviewed by senior officers.

G - On Track

SAB Good Governance Fit for the Future Requirements 
To demonstrate compliance with any 
recommendations/regulation changes put in place

Review guidance when available. Some of the recommendations were part 
of the Fit for the Future consultation and will be taken forward following 
the Government's response to this.

Guidance has been reviewed and looking at what 
needs to be done to update the constitution. Training 
provided to Board and Committee on the 
requirements. Procurement of the independent person 
to be carried out.

Ongoing

Review of Bonds 
(Employer guarantor)

For certain types of admitted bodies a Bond is required to 
provide an assurance that contributions can be collected in 
the event of an employer having financial difficulties

As part of the valuation process Bond values are reviewed. The 
administration team need to liaise with employers to ensure bonds are 
put in place and reviewed before they expire

Review has been undertaken and employers have been 
contacted for revised bonds.

Complete

External Audit of Pension Fund Annual requirement

Providing information required within the agreed timescales. Preparation work for external audit was completed 
March and audit are now working through samples 
and contacting the team with any queries.

G - On Track

Production of Pension Savings Statements Comply with HMRC regulations

Identify the members who have breached the annual allowance.

Provide a pension saving statement by the 5th October 2026 deadline.

M&B team working through Annual Allowance queries 
to fix any records that require it to allow statements to 
be sent by 05/10/26.

G - On Track

Pensions Increase 2026
To ensure pensioners and deferred are uprated with 
annual increase amount

Bulk process to update the system with the confirmed CPI increase on 8th 
April 2026.

Completed and on time.
Complete

Pensions Dashboard Implementation
Implement in line with national guidelines by October 
2026.

Implementation of the ISP in order to connect to Dashboards. 
Implementation of address tracing, mortality and bank account verification 
included as part of this project.

Processes being reviewed to look at reporting and 
queries that come via the Dashboard. G - On Track

Bulk Revaluation Annual CARE uprating to be applied to active records
Bulk process to be run after year end postings are complete in May/June 
2026.

Completed and mop-up completed too.
Complete

P60 to Pensioners To produce a P60 for pensioner members by 31st May
Following year end 2025/26 payroll processes run P60 production in end 
March/April 2026.

Completed April 2026.
Complete

July 2026 Update Q1
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Pensions Administration & Investment Quarterly Updates
Project Name Context Actions July 2026 Update Q1

UK Stewardship Code

Stewardship is the responsible allocation, management and 
oversight of capital to create long-term value for clients 
and beneficiaries leading to sustainable benefits for the 
economy, the environment and society.

The UK Stewardship Code 2020 comprises a set of 12 
‘apply and explain’ Principles for asset owners. As part of 
the Fund’s desire to demonstrate its good governance and 
stewardship of its assets, the Fund submitted its first 
report in October 2022. The Fund was successful in its 
submission and is now a signatory to the UK Stewardship 
Code. The Fund has received feedback from the FRC on its 
submission and the Fund will develop its submission 
following this feedback.

The Fund will submit a report annually to the Financial 
Reporting Council (“FRC”) to maintain its status as 
signatory to the Code.

As part of the work on the Stewardship Code the Fund will 
review its approach to stewardship and engagement to 
ensure that it continues to meet the requirements of the 
Committee. 

ESG monitoring is in place as part of business as usual.

Resources have been allocated to review positions with Investment 
Managers annually to address any points.

Lead Officer: Pensions Investment and Responsible Investment Manager

Revised application to be presented to Committee in 
September 2026.

G - On Track

Covenant Review
Work with Actuary to review Employer covenants on an 
annual basis to monitor risk to fund.

Meetings have been held with Actuary to discuss employers subject to 
review and the terms and reference of the reviews.

Lead Officer: Pensions Investment and Responsible Investment Manager

Change of process to allow constant monitoring.

Ongoing

Climate Change Risk

The Fund issues an annual climate risk report and TCFD 
report as part of its commitment to net zero. In addition, 
the Fund supports these reports by undertaking Climate 
scenario analysis on a bi-annual basis to ensure that 
developments in this field are fed into ongoing analysis.

Climate Risk reports and TCFD reports have been commissioned with LGPS 
Central.

Alternative Investment managers ESG policies and progress on Climate 
Risk monitoring are reviewed periodically with a view to establishing full 
portfolio monitoring.

Lead Officer: Pensions Investment and Responsible Investment Manager

Next reports will be presented December 2026.

G - On Track

Biodiversity Risk

The Government is currently consulting on TNFD (Taskforce 
for Nature related Financial Disclosures). The Fund is 
monitoring the position and discussing potential data 
sources with investment managers and other Funds with a 
view to be able to report in a similar context to TCFD on 
climate.

Discuss the format of TNFD reports with LGPS Central to establish what 
can be accurately reported.

Consider integration of Biodiversity risk into climate change strategy as 
whilst different risks there is an underlying fundamental link.

Liaise with Investment Managers with a view to establishing full portfolio 
monitoring.

Lead Officer: Pensions Investment and Responsible Investment Manager

TNFD still under consideration and no legal 
requirement at present for the Fund to produce a 
TNFD report.

Ongoing

Investment

P
age 246



Pensions Administration & Investment Quarterly Updates
Project Name Context Actions July 2026 Update Q1

Investment Strategy Statement

The Fund sets a triannual investment strategy which was 
last reviewed in June 2023 and the Fund is currently 
working on transition plans to meet the new strategic asset 
allocation. The investment strategy review took place 
concurrently with the review of the Funding Strategy 
Statement in 2022/23. The outstanding actions now are 
implementing the agreed changes to the investment 
strategy. The implementation of the revised investment 
strategy will occur over a period to manage transition risks.

Reports on the Investment transition to meet the new ISS were presented 
to Pensions Committee in September 2023.

The transition will take approx. 18 to 24 months to fully implement given 
some of the illiquid asset classes involved.

A full timetable is in place and Pensions Committee will be updated on a 
quarterly basis of major changes.

Lead Officer: Head of Pensions – LGPS Senior Officer

Draft ISS went to Committee in March and final version 
in September following consultation.

G - On Track

Pooling 

The Fund works directly with LGPS Central to ensure that 
appropriate products are available to meet future 
investment requirements and allow transition from legacy 
managers as investments mature.

Following the General Election, the new Pensions Minister 
has instigated a pensions review with phase 1 including the 
Local Government Pension Scheme, in particular the 
pooling of investments. The recommendations to this will 
be know towards the end of 2024

The Fund Continues to work with LGPS Central to ensure that appropriate 
investment vehicles are available to allow the transfer of the Funds 
uncommitted assets.

The transition of illiquid assets will continue to be reviewed based on 
maturity profiles and investment opportunities available.

The Fund has responded to the consolation on moving pooling forward.

Lead Officer: Head of Pensions – LGPS Senior Officer

All assets were transferred to LGPS Central control 
01/04/26. Fund continue to work with LGPS Central 
over transition of legacy assets.

Ongoing
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Project Highlight Report 
Pensions Committee 

 
 

 

Project Name: Pensions Dashboard 
Report  
Number: 

007 

Period April 2026 to July 2026 
Date 
Completed: 

24/08/2026 

Completed By: Jake Glover 
Senior Pensions Project Officer 

 

 

TREND SINCE LAST REPORT Green 

CURRENT STATUS Green 

EXPECTED STATUS AT NEXT REVIEW Green 

 

Previous progress Progress made this period 

 Connection to dashboard established  
 Data successfully being sent to Dashboard 
 AVC single source data has been setup in 

TEST environment 
 Member testing has commenced 
 Team are testing reports functionality which 

produces information to be reported to 
MaPS 

 
 Data Quality work: 
 First mortality tracing completed. 
 Bank Account Verification is in Live  
 Address tracing completed – notification to 

go out to members.  
 

 The new Communications and Governance 
Team Leader has started (august 2026) and 
will be working on the Dashboard policy. This 
is being worked on in conjunction with South 
Yorkshire Pension Fund. 

 Project plan has been reviewed and updated 
to include the TPR post-connection checklist. 

 Address tracing has been run and letters have 
been created for High and Medium matches. 
These will be sent out to members and this 
feeds into the overall Dashboard project to 
ensure data is accurate when Dashboards 
goes live during the next financial year. 

 

Slippage and Remedial Action 
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 Mortality screening delayed due to staff shortages at Heywood; this has delayed implementation 
of address tracing as we have now hit the valuation project which the team need to focus on. 

 After escalating this with CRM eventually went live 4 June 2025. 
 Implementing the Address Tracing module and the AVC interface have been delayed due to 

Heywood staffing pressures and not as a result of any delays/issues within the Fund. 
 There is an issue with error messages coming from the dashboard from the AVC update. 

Heywood have now raised this as a problem. 
 Address tracing isn't live and working as there is an issue with the results and this is back with 

Heywood to resolve. 

Key Risks and Issues 

R/I Detail Rating Open / Closed 

R Suitable ISP is not obtained and so can not connect to 

dashboard 
Very Low Closed 

R 

Data quality is low, leading to poor matching criteria and 

members having to contact the fund to find their pension 

(rather than finding it directly through the dashboards) 

 

Low Open 

R 

Procurement of new tracing and mortality screening 

provider (gap in service as current provider current ends 

in September) 

Very Low Closed 

I Decide on implementation dates N/A Closed 

I 

How do we resource queries from Dashboard to reduce 

the team being overwhelmed and to meet required 

timescales 

Medium Open 

I What to use for Find Data and how AVC information will 

be accessed 
Medium Closed 

R ISP connection deadline not met Low Closed 

R Having adequate resource to deal with any additional 

work created 
Medium Open 

I Delays with the AVC interface  Medium Closed 

I Delays with Address Tracing implementation 

(10/04/26 Reopened this issue as per point above) 
Medium Closed 

I Error messages being received from the Dashboard for AVC 
updates 

Medium Closed 
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High Level Milestones 

Action 
Date Completed /  

Target Date 
Status Comments 

Procure ISP August 2024 Complete ISP procured and approved. 

Data Tools 
Procurement 

February 2025 Complete Procurement complete and contract awarded 

ISP UAT March 2025 Complete UAT acceptance issued and signed off 

Mortality 
Screening 

June 2025 Complete 
Module went live following a delay on the 
Heywood side 

Data Tools 
Implementation 

April/May 2025 Complete  
Address Tracing to commence November – 
delayed due to staff pressures at Heywood 
working on the ISP 

ISP Phase 2 July/August 2025 Complete  

Single Source 
File connection 
with Prudential 

September/October 
2025 

Complete 
Connection made to the Prudential SFTP and 
test file gained 

Single Source 
Solution 

Testing with 
Heywood 

September/October 
2025 

Complete 

Implementation dates slipped due to issues with 
the Heywood Altair interface. 
AVC solution now in place in Altair Test however, 
issues being investigated by Heywood so not yet 
deployed to Live. 

Bank Account 
Verification 

September 2025 Complete  

Address 
Tracing 

October 2026 On Track 
Letters now prepared to send to members that 
are High and Medium matches. 

Dashboard 
Policy 

December 2026 On Track 
This is progressing in conjunction with South 
Yorkshire Pension Fund.  
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1.         Committee 

 
 

       Date and Time 

 
 

 Pensions Committee 

 

 
18 September 2026 

10am 

  
Public 

 
 

Governance update 

LGPS  
 

Lead Director: Justin Bridges – Head of Pensions 

Service Area: Finance 

Report Author Vicky Jenks Pensions Administration Manager 

Officer contact 

details 

01743 252192       vicky.jenks@shropshire.gov.uk 

 

 

1. Purpose of Report 

 
1.1. This report provides information regarding regulatory breaches arising from 1 April 

2026 to 30 June 2026 (Q1) that have been recorded in the breaches log.  
 
1.2. This report will also inform the Committee of any stage 1 or stage 2 appeals which 

have been received under the internal dispute resolution procedure (IDRP).  
 

1.3. Fund officers have a review cycle for fund policies, policies that have been 
reviewed in the last quarter are listed for the Committee’s approval. 

 
2. Recommendations  

 

The Committee is asked to: 
 

2.1  note the content of Appendix A; breaches recorded from 1  

  April 2026 to 30 June 2026. (Appendix A) 
 

2.2  The Committee is asked to approve the following fund policies: 
 

 Workforce Strategy (NEW) 

 
2.3 Note the extensive work for additional governance requirements that have been 

created from the fit for the Future legislative changes. 
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3. Key risks and Opportunities 

 
3.1. Poor monitoring of breaches may result in inaccurate data from scheme employers, 

affecting the correct payment of member benefits. 
3.2. Delays in receiving contributions owed to the fund may affect investment activity and 

benefit payments, potentially reducing confidence in the service. 

3.3. Regular monitoring of the breaches log helps identify emerging trends and employer 
training needs. 

 
 
4. Financial Implications 

 
4.1. Robust internal controls are in place to monitor compliance with regulatory 

requirements by both the fund and employers, minimising the risk of breaches and 
any associated fines from The Pensions Regulator.  

 

 
5. Legal and HR implications 

 
5.1The Pension Fund must comply with LGPS Regulations and all other requirements  

      governing pension scheme administration. Non-compliance could result in  

      regulatory fines and damage confidence in the service. 
 
5.2 People and Workforce Resilience -The strategy recognises that people are the fund’s  

      most critical asset. Sustained investment in workforce planning, development and  
      succession planning is essential to maintaining service quality and managing risk. 

 
6. Equality and Diversity Implications 

 

6.1. The Workforce Strategy includes several areas that support equality, diversity and 
inclusion. 

 
6.2. The strategy promotes fair access to learning and development, including 

professional qualifications, structured learning pathways, technical training and peer 

support. 
 

6.3. The focus on defined career pathways and progression routes supports transparency 
and consistency in workforce development, helping to promote equal access to 
opportunities. 

 
6.4. The inclusion of mentoring, acting-up opportunities, development plans and 

succession planning supports the development of internal talent and helps ensure 
progression opportunities are available across the workforce. 

 

6.5. The strategy recognises the value of flexible working, career progression and 
development opportunities as part of the wider employment offer, which can support 

inclusion and workforce accessibility. 
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6.6. The document includes an accessibility statement, confirming that information can be 

provided in a more suitable format where required. 
 

 

7. Climate Change, Biodiversity and Environmental Implications 
 

7.1. Climate Change, Biodiveristy and Environmental implications are not included in this 
report. 

 
 
8. Recording Breaches  

 
8.1. Section 70 of the Pensions Act 2004 imposes a requirement on the following persons 

to report a breach of law: 

 a trustee or manager of an occupational or personal pension scheme 

 a member of the pension Committee of a public service pension scheme 

 a person who is otherwise involved in the administration of such an occupational or 

personal pension scheme 

 the employer in relation to an occupational pension scheme 

 a professional adviser in relation to such a scheme; and 

 a person who is otherwise involved in advising the trustees or managers of an 

occupational or personal pension scheme in relation to the scheme.  
 

8.2. A breach must be reported to The Pensions Regulator as soon as is reasonably 

practicable where that person has reasonable cause to believe that a legal duty 
relating to the administration of the scheme has not been/or is not being complied 

with, and where the failure to comply is likely to be of material significance to the 
Pensions Regulator.  

 

8.3. Any breaches of the Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS) or other relevant 
legislation by either the fund or a scheme employer is recorded in a breaches log.  

 
8.4. Breaches recorded for scheme employers from 1 April 2026 to 30 June 2026 (Q1) 

are detailed in Appendix A. Most of these breaches concern late data submissions, 

or payment on contributions. Each breach is monitored per employer on a monthly 
basis and persistent breaches are escalated accordingly.  

 
 

8.5. We have seen significant impacts on the data quality and time taken to receive date 

when an employer changes payroll provider. 18 employers changed their payroll 
provider with effect from 1 April 2026 and this has led to the team having to spend 

time training and correcting issues with submissions. Reminders are sent to 
employers on the importance of advance notice for payroll provider changes and to 
ensure it is clear in their contract with the provider the requirements for the fund. 

 
8.6. No breaches have been recorded for the fund for 1 April 2026 to 30 June 2026. 

 
8.7. No breaches have been recorded on behalf of the Pension Committee and Pension 

Committee in the period 1 April 2026 to June 2026. 
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9. Internal Dispute Resolution Procedure 

 
9.1. Regulations 72 to 79 of the Local Government Pension Scheme Regulations 2013 

set out the formal dispute procedure. The complaints procedures official name is the 
Internal Dispute Resolution Procedure (IDRP).  

 
9.2. The fund has received notification from an employer of 0 stage one appeals under 

IDRP for the period 1 April 2026 to 30 June 2026. 
 

  

10.  Workforce Strategy 2026-29 
 

10.1. Fund officers have created a Workforce Strategy. This explains how Shropshire  

  County Pension Fund will ensure it has the capacity, capability and resilience  
  needed to deliver its statutory and strategic objectives during the period  

  2026–2029.  
 

10.2. The strategy supports delivery of the fund’s Medium Term Business Plan and  

         responds to the growing complexity of the LGPS environment, including:  
 

o increasing demands on pension administration;  

o strengthened governance and regulatory requirements;  
o ongoing regulatory change; and  

o technological transformation across pension services.  
 

 

10.3. The strategy recognises that people are the fund’s most critical asset. Sustained  
         investment in workforce planning, development and succession planning will be   

         essential to maintaining service quality, strengthening resilience and managing risk. 
 
10.4. The Committee are asked to approve the Strategy.  

 
 

11. Fit for the Future – Good Governance Requirements  

 

11.1. Based on the Government's Good Governance reforms, LGPS administering 
authorities must implement a range of new governance requirements from 2026. The 

reforms stem from the Scheme Advisory Committee's Good Governance Review and 
have now been incorporated into the Local Government Pension Scheme 

governance framework.  
 

11.2. The Chart below breaks down the requirements for the fund to implement and 

suggested actions that need to be taken. 
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LGPS Good Governance Requirements 

Key Actions Required by Administering Authorities 

Requirement What Funds Need to Do Suggested Actions 

Appoint an LGPS 

Senior Officer 

Designate a senior officer with overall 
responsibility for the administration, 

governance and investment functions 
of the fund. 

• Update governance 

documents, delegations 
and reporting 
arrangements. 

• Ensure the role is 
reflected in the fund's 

constitution and 
governance framework.  

Update Constitution 

and Governance 
Arrangements 

Governance structures must clearly 
define the responsibilities of the 

Pension Committee, Local Pension 
Committee, Section 151 Officer and 
LGPS Senior Officer. 

• Amend the constitution 

and terms of reference. 
• Review Schemes of 

Delegation. 
• Update governance 
policies and committee 

reporting lines.  

Appoint an 
Independent Person 

Funds that delegate pension functions 

to a committee or officer must appoint 
an Independent Person to provide 

professional challenge and oversight. 

• Develop role 

specification. 
• Undertake recruitment 
process. 

• Amend Committee 
Terms of Reference to 

include the appointment. 
• Establish remuneration 
and tenure 

arrangements.  

Undertake 

Independent 
Governance 
Reviews (IGR) 

Each fund must participate in an 

independent governance review at 
least once during each valuation cycle 
(effectively every three years). 

• Procure an independent 

reviewer. 
• Complete first 
governance review. 

• Publish findings and 
improvement plan where 

required. 
• Establish periodic 
review timetable.  

Governance 
Strategy 

Replace the existing Governance 

Compliance Statement with a 
Governance Strategy. 

• Review existing 
governance documents. 

• Develop and publish 
Governance Strategy. 
• Include governance 

structure, responsibilities 
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Requirement What Funds Need to Do Suggested Actions 

and decision-making 
arrangements.  

Training Strategy 
and Knowledge 

Requirements 

Pension Committee members, Local 
Pension Committee members, LGPS 
Senior Officer and relevant officers 

must demonstrate appropriate 
knowledge and understanding. 

• Create or update 

Training Strategy. 
• Establish training plans 

and training logs. 
• Assess competency 
gaps.  

Conflicts of Interest 
Policy 

Funds must maintain a formal conflicts 

policy covering all governance 
participants. 

• Review current 
arrangements. 

• Develop conflict 
declaration procedures. 
• Include monitoring and 

escalation processes.  

Administration 

Strategy 

Every administering authority must 
maintain a Pension Administration 

Strategy. 

• Review existing 

strategy. 
• Ensure compliance with 
new guidance. 

• Update employer 
responsibilities and 
performance standards.  

The Three Most Significant Governance Changes 

1. LGPS Senior Officer 

11.3. The LGPS Senior Officer becomes the accountable senior officer responsible for 
ensuring the fund is properly managed, governed and resourced. The role must be 

clearly recognised within the administering authority's governance arrangements and 
constitutional framework. For many funds, this will require amendments to committee 
terms of reference, schemes of delegation and governance policies 

2. Independent Person 

11.4. The Independent Person is intended to provide professional and objective 

challenge to Pension Committees, similar to a Non-Executive Director or 
Professional Trustee. The individual supports the Chair, Pension Committee and 
LGPS Senior Officer but does not replace existing decision-makers. Their role 

extends across investment, governance and administration matters.  

Typical implementation work will include: 

 Developing a role description 

 Creating appointment criteria 

 Running a recruitment exercise 

 Establishing remuneration arrangements 

 Incorporating the role into governance documents 

 Updating committee procedures and reporting arrangements 
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3. Independent Governance Review 

11.5. Funds are required to commission an Independent Governance Review (IGR) at 
least once every valuation period, typically every three years. The review must 

assess governance effectiveness and compliance with legislative requirements and 
identify improvement actions where necessary.  

A review should consider: 

 Governance structures 

 Committee effectiveness 

 Decision-making processes 

 Knowledge and skills compliance 

 Risk management arrangements 

 Conflicts management 

 Effectiveness of fund policies 

 

Implementation Plan for LGPS Funds 

11.6. Below is a brief summary of when actions will be taken to deliver the new  
   requirements. 

Phase 1: Governance Review (Immediate) 

 Gap analysis against statutory guidance. 

 Confirm LGPS Senior Officer arrangements. 

 Identify constitutional changes required. 

 Review governance policies. 

Phase 2: Constitutional Changes (by end of December) 

 Update constitution. 

 Recruit or appoint Independent Person. 

 Formalise LGPS Senior Officer responsibilities. 

 Establish reporting arrangements 

Phase 3: Policy Updates (by March 2027) 

 Adopt Governance Strategy. 

 Adopt Training Strategy. 

 Adopt Conflict of Interest Policy. 

 Update Committee and Committee terms of reference. 

Phase 4: Governance Assurance (before 31 March 2028) 

 Commission Independent Governance Review. 

 Produce improvement plan. 

 Monitor progress through Committee and Local Pension Committee. 
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12. Background Papers 

 
1. Governance Report June 2026 

 
 
13. Appendices 

 

Appendix A – Breaches Q1 April to Jun 2026 

Appendix B – Workforce Strategy 2026-29 
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RAG ratings for deciding whether or not to report to TPR
Where the cause, effect, reaction and wider implications of a breach, when considered together, are likely to be of material significance, the 
breach is 'red'. 
These must be reported to the Pensions Regulator
Where the cause, effect, reaction and wider implications of a breach, when considered together, may be of material significance, the breach is 
'amber'. 
Where the cause, effect, reaction and wider implications of a breach, when considered together, are not likely to be of material significance, 
the breach is 'green'. 
These should be recorded but do not need to be reported.
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1. Purpose and Strategic Context 

This Workforce Strategy sets out how the Shropshire County Pension Fund (SCPF) will 

ensure it has the capacity, capability and resilience to deliver its statutory and strategic 

objectives over the period 2026–2029.  

It supports the delivery of the fund’s Medium Term Business Plan and responds directly to 

the increasing complexity of pension administration, governance requirements, regulatory 

change and technological transformation affecting the LGPS environment.  

The strategy recognises that people are the fund’s most critical asset and that sustained 

investment in workforce planning, development and succession is essential to maintaining 

service quality and managing risk. 
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2. Current Workforce Structure 

The Shropshire County Pension Fund is administered by Shropshire Council and delivers 

pension administration and governance through a dedicated in-house team.  

As set out in the Business Plan, the fund employs 39 staff (37 FTE) covering pension 

administration, technical services, governance, finance and management functions.  

The current structure (Appendix A) has evolved to meet operational demand but faces 

pressure from: 

 Increasing scheme complexity and regulatory change. 

 Reliance on experienced technical staff. 

 Recruitment challenges within a competitive LGPS labour market. 

 Growing expectations around digital delivery and automation.  

This strategy therefore focuses on strengthening resilience within the existing structure while 

enabling flexibility and future growth. 

 

3. Workforce Challenges and Risks 

Internal planning documents identify a number of key workforce risks that this strategy seeks 

to mitigate: 

 Difficulty recruiting and retaining skilled LGPS practitioners. 

 Loss of corporate knowledge through staff turnover or retirement. 

 Skills gaps created by legislative change and system developments. 

 Pressure on service delivery during periods of change or absence.  

Failure to address these risks could impact performance, regulatory compliance and 

stakeholder confidence. 
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4. Salary Benchmarking and Market Competitiveness 

SCPF operates within local authority pay frameworks, which can limit flexibility when 

competing for experienced LGPS professionals. The fund will therefore: 

 Continue to benchmark roles against comparable LGPS funds and local government 

pension teams. 

 Use market intelligence to inform role design, grading and business cases. 

 Consider non-pay benefits such as flexible working, career progression and 

development opportunities as part of the overall employment offer. 

 Introduction of a career grade for Pensions Assistants. 

When challenges related to recruitment or retention arise, the fund will collaborate with 

Shropshire Council’s HR department to identify suitable solutions in line with council policies. 

However, policy or practices that impede the ability to secure qualified candidates should not 

restrict the fund's efforts to address these risks. 

 

5. Value for money context (CIPFA benchmarking – administration costs) 

The fund takes part in CIPFA benchmarking to compare the cost of running LGPS 

administration.  

The January 2026 administration monitoring report records: 

 Admin cost per member: Shropshire £30 vs average £36.  

 Net admin cost per FTE: Shropshire £53,500 vs average £225,091.  

 Members per FTE: Shropshire 1,583 vs average 3,877.  

These measures provide useful context for audit assurance and prove the need to balance 

competitiveness with supporting value for money. 

  

Page 266



   

Workforce Strategy 2026-2029 | September 2026  Page: 5 

6. Learning, Development and Access to Qualifications 

The fund recognises the importance of professional development in attracting and retaining 

staff and keeping high technical standards. 

Over 2026–2029, the fund will: 

 Maintain and enhance access to professional LGPS-related qualifications, including 

Level 2 and Level 3 pension qualifications. 

 Support structured learning pathways aligned to defined career stages. 

 Embed ongoing technical training to respond to legislative and regulatory change. 

 Encourage knowledge sharing and peer support within teams. 

This approach directly supports the Business Plan commitment to defined career pathways 

and structured training programmes. 

 

7. Succession Planning and Knowledge Retention 

Succession planning is a critical priority given the specialist nature of pension administration 

and the risk associated with loss of experienced staff. 

The fund will: 

 Identify key roles where specialist knowledge or leadership continuity is critical. 

 Develop internal talent pipelines through mentoring, acting-up opportunities and 

development plans. 

 Document key processes and technical knowledge to reduce reliance on individuals. 

 Use team structures and cross-skilling to build operational resilience. 

Succession planning will be reviewed annually as part of business planning and risk 

management processes. 
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8. Workforce Flexibility and Use of Technology 

In line with the Medium-Term Business Plan, the fund will continue to explore the use of 

automation and system enhancements to: 

 Reduce reliance on manual, high-volume processing. 

 Enable staff to focus on higher-value and more complex work. 

 Improve service resilience during periods of peak demand or change. 

Workforce planning will therefore be closely linked to system development and digital 

transformation initiatives. 

 

9. Implementation and Governance 

Delivery of this Workforce Strategy will be overseen by the fund’s senior management team 

and aligned with: 

 Annual business planning and budgeting. 

 Risk management and internal controls. 

Performance monitoring and reporting arrangements set out in the Business Plan  

Progress will be reviewed annually, with updates made where required to respond to 

emerging risks or changes in the pensions arena. 

 

10. Conclusion 

This Workforce Strategy provides a structured and proportionate approach to ensuring the 

Shropshire County Pension Fund has a skilled, resilient and sustainable workforce over 

2026–2029.  

By focusing on workforce planning, market competitiveness, professional development and 

succession, the fund will be well positioned to meet its statutory obligations and deliver  

high-quality services to members, employers and stakeholders. 
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Workforce priorities and actions (2026–2029) 

The Business Plan includes a specific project to Implement a Workforce Strategy, with the 

context being a review of roles and salary benchmarking following work by external advisors, 

designed to ensure resilience, recruitment/retention and succession planning, the key actions 

needed for this work are: 

 

Priority A — Implement a Workforce Plan (roles, structure, resilience) 

 Confirm “critical roles” and single points of failure and put mitigations in place  

(see Succession Planning section).  

 Ensure workforce planning is aligned to regulatory change workload  

(e.g., consultation outcomes and implementation requirements) and technology 

change. 

 

Priority B — Pay, grading, and recruitment offer (benchmark‑led) 

 Use LGPS benchmarking to inform evidence-based discussions on grading, role 

design and targeted market interventions where justified.  

 Request a pay review for Pensions Assistants that allows the opportunity to apply 

increments when role development criteria are met.  

 Consider market supplement processes where recruitment evidence supports the 

need.  

 Ensure recruitment and retention decisions are consistent with the fund’s 

self‑financing position for staffing costs.  

 Implement focused strategies for roles that are difficult to fill (e.g. Senior Officers). 
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Priority C — Qualifications, capability building and career pathways 

The workforce plan will emphasise defined career pathways and opportunities for 

professional qualifications. Access to the following qualifications will be available: 

 Level 2 Award in Pensions Essentials (PMI accredited). 

 Level 3 Certificate in Local Government Pension Scheme Administration  

(PMI accredited). 

 Level 4 Certificate - Investment Operations Specialist. 

 AAT Level 2/3/4 Certificates. 

 CIPFA or other recognised accountancy qualification. 

Consider an automatic salary reward/uplift for external course completion.  

 

Monitoring and reporting (how we will track delivery) 

workforce actions will be tracked through: 

 Annual skills matrix review and succession coverage reporting.  

 Training uptake and qualification progression. 

 Annual review of workforce risks and control effectiveness, aligned to the risk 

register. 
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Appendix A — Pensions Team Structure (April 2026) 
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Use of AI tools 

We have tried to make the information within this document as simple and accessible as 

possible. You may be tempted to use AI tools to help explain it, but we strongly discourage 

this.  

AI tools may provide misleading, incorrect or confusing information, and their responses will 

not be tailored to your circumstances, the fund’s rules and regulations, or the fund’s 

administrative practices. 

Publicly available AI tools can also create a risk that private or confidential information is 

shared unlawfully by mistake. If you choose to use these tools, we recommend checking the 

sources used to produce any response and not entering any personal data into OpenAI tools. 

If you rely on misleading information from an AI tool and suffer a loss as a result, it is unlikely 

you would be able to recover compensation from the AI provider.  

We cannot accept liability for any loss caused by a member’s misuse of AI. For this reason, 

we also recommend that you do not rely solely on AI when making decisions about your 

pension with the fund. 
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Contact details 

Shropshire County Pension Fund is a data controller under the General Data Protection 

Regulations (GDPR). This means we store, hold and manage your personal information in 

line with statutory requirements to enable us to provide you with pension administration 

services.  

To enable us to perform our statutory duty, we must share your information with certain 

bodies but will only do so in limited circumstances.  

For more information about how we hold your information, who we share it with and what 

rights you have to request this information from the fund, please visit 

www.shropshirecountypensionfund.co.uk. 

If you can read this but know someone who can’t, please contact us on 01743 252130 so we 

can provide this information in a more suitable format.  

Office hours 

Monday to Thursday    8:45am to 5pm  

Friday      8:45am to 4pm  

 

Helpdesk phonelines: (excluding Bank Holidays) 

Monday, Tuesday and Thursday 10am to 4pm 

Wednesday and Friday   10am to 1pm 

 

Contact details 

Email:   www.shropshirecountypensionfund.co.uk/contact-us/  

Website:  www.shropshirecountypensionfund.co.uk  

Tel:   01743 252130  

Write:   Pensions, PO Box 4826, Shrewsbury, SY1 9LJ 
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