
‘Good Governance’ Survey Response on behalf of Cumbria Local 
Government Pension Scheme Pension Committee, Local Pension 
Board and Cumbria County Council

The below incorporates the response from Cumbria Local Government Pension 
Scheme (Cumbria LGPS) Pension Committee, Local Pension Board and 
Cumbria County Council as administering authority for Cumbria LGPS to the online 
survey being undertaken by Hymans Robertson (Hymans) on behalf of the LGPS 
Scheme Advisory Board (SAB).

The survey consists of the following sections; 
 governance challenges and issues in the LGPS (covered at 2.1 below); 
 criteria to be used to assess potential governance models designed to 

address these challenges and issues (section 2.2 below); and 
 assessment of four possible governance models (sections 2.3 to 2.8 below).

Cumbria’s responses are indicated by blue text.  

Survey response deadline date:  31st May 2019

1. Summary:

1.1. The Scheme Advisory Board (SAB) has commissioned Hymans Robertson 
(Hymans) to review LGPS governance structures and practices. This survey is 
part of a key part of the project and Hymans is seeking views from as wide a 
range of stakeholders as possible.

1.2. The outcome of this work will impact directly on Cumbria Local Government 
Pension Scheme (the Fund) and therefore responses to the survey were 
submitted by both the Fund (i.e. both the Committee and Board) and the 
Council.

1.3. In summary Cumbria’s response is that:

 Governance isn’t just about the relationship between the Fund and the 
administering authority.  

 The current system could be improved however the rationale for change 
and the ultimate purpose of that change needs to be honestly and clearly 
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articulated from the outset. Is the aim more consistent and robust 
governance at a Fund level or is it, ultimately, merger of Funds?

 Cumbria would welcome legal clarification of the fiduciary duties of LGPS 
Funds to their members, not just those of key individuals within Funds.  
Clarifying that Funds and those responsible for their governance have a 
legally binding fiduciary duty to the members of the Funds will provide a 
clear and strong message that this is the overarching consideration for all 
decisions taken in relation to the LGPS.

 As with any area of the public and private sectors there will be instances 
of poor governance however, in the case of LGPS Funds this is the 
exception rather than the norm; the issue is not systemic. Cases of poor 
governance need to be addressed promptly and in a proportionate 
manner.  Whilst Cumbria agrees that the existing guidance and legislation 
would benefit from being clarified and rationalised in places, it is as 
important – if not more so - to review the mechanisms for identifying and 
responding to poor governance to ensure these are fit for purpose and 
operating effectively. 

2. Content of survey and responses:

2.1. Challenges and issues identified by Hymans:

2.1.1. Initial work undertaken by Hymans determined that LGPS stakeholders 
(including Pension Fund Officers, s151 Officers, trades union and other 
advisors) identified a number of issues and challenges presented by the 
current LGPS governance arrangements, including:

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.1.2. Question 1: Please provide details of any additional issues (over and above 
those detailed at 2.1.1 above) which you believe the SAB should address as 
part of this exercise.

2.1.3. Response: 

2.1.4. Issue 1: Governance isn’t just about the relationship between the Fund and 
the administering authority.  

2.1.5. Considering this element of governance in isolation, particularly when the 
LGPS is undergoing a period of significant change (e.g. pooling, increasing 
numbers of diverse employers within the scheme, proposed changes to 
valuations, changes to admin regulations etc.), risks:

(a) developing a model which is not fit for purpose; and

(b) destabilising the LGPS as a whole by adding further significant workload 
onto already considerable workload pressures.

2.1.6. Issue 2: what is the ultimate goal of this work?

2.1.7. Cumbria would argue that the issues identified are not systemic but rather 
problems with a small minority of individuals and / or Funds.  Looking to 
potentially fundamentally change the governance structure of the LGPS in 
order to address this is, arguably, using a sledgehammer to crack a nut.  
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Such measures suggest that there is another motive for the review which 
hasn’t been articulated.

2.1.8. This is further supported by the format of the survey – why ask for feedback 
on the issues and criteria if the models to address issues and the criteria for 
the assessment of the models have already been determined? If the survey 
is genuinely seeking views on issues and how to address them then the 
process should be undertaken in stages with feedback on issues and criteria 
undertaken first; then models designed based on this feedback; and then 
views sought on the proposed models.  Combining these into one survey 
suggests this is an exercise in ‘going through the motions’ and that the final 
outcome is a foregone conclusion.

2.1.9. In order to ensure that changes are appropriate and as ‘future-proofed’ as 
possible there needs to be an open and transparent articulation of the 
ultimate purpose of the ‘good governance’ work.  We need to be clear if the 
aim of this review is more consistent and robust governance at a Fund level 
or, ultimately, merger of Funds?

2.1.10. Issue 3: is the current system broken and / or is it a case of a lack of scrutiny 
/ enforcement which a small minority of Funds / individuals are taking 
advantage of? 

2.1.11. The LPGS currently has a raft of regulation and guidance (i.e. standards) – 
if, as the survey intimates, governance across the LGPS is inconsistent then 
either / both (a) the standards aren’t fit for purpose or (b) the checks and 
controls to ensure guidance is followed and legislation adhered to aren’t 
working and a few individuals / Funds are taking advantage of this.

2.1.12. With regards to (a) Cumbria would suggest that the LGPS has a complex 
array of legislation and guidance and would agree that there are areas 
where the ‘standards’ could be rationalised, strengthened and clarified. This 
would assist in addressing (b).

2.1.13. In terms of (b) Cumbria would suggest that it is impossible to legislate away 
poor practice.  Changes to or the introduction of further guidance or 
legislation are likely to be of little use unless compliance is appropriately 
assessed at an individual Fund level and, where required, enforcement 
action taken.  

2.1.14. There are number of bodies with responsibilities and / or powers in relation 
to promoting, monitoring and enforcing compliance and professionalism 
within the LGPS (e.g. the Scheme Advisory Board, CIPFA, the Pensions 
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Regulator and, where officers have professional qualifications, other 
professional bodies such as ICAEW, ACCA, CIMA etc.).  Furthermore, Local 
Pension Boards play a key role in assisting with the governance of LGPS 
Funds.

2.1.15. If as the pre-survey findings suggest, the LGPS funds evidence varying 
levels of compliance with the standards for administration, then a key 
question should be how can these bodies be better equipped to identify and 
address poorly governed Funds? 

2.1.16. Cumbria notes that it already complies with a number of the areas of good 
practice identified in the options including:

 The pension fund budget is set at the start of the financial year with 
reference to its own business plan and service needs. The plan and 
budget are both considered and approved by the Committee in March.  
This responsibility is clearly set out in the Council’s Constitution. 

 Performance against both plan and budget is considered by the 
Committee at the half year and outturn stages and material changes to 
the budget and/or plan during the year must be approved by the 
Committee.

 Whilst the recommendations to Committee on the budget and business 
plan are formally made by the section 151 Officer, in practice Pension 
Fund Officers draw both up. 

 Pension fund related expenditure comes directly from the Fund.
 Any charges to the Fund in respect of support services provided by the 

host authority, for example legal support, HR and procurement are 
included in the budget up front.   

 All costs of staffing are met through the Fund.  Where officers have other 
responsibilities in addition to the Pension Fund, their costs are 
apportioned on the basis of time spent on each duty.  This is reflected in 
the budget.

 The Local Pension Board reviews all decisions taken by the Committee 
(including those detailed above) and plays an important role in:
o assisting the Council, as Scheme Manager of Cumbria LGPS, to 

secure compliance with: 
 The regulations covering administration of a Local Government 

Pension Scheme ('LGPS'); 
 Other legislation relating to the governance and administration 

of the LGPS; and
 The requirements imposed by the Pensions Regulator in relation 

to the LGPS.
o ensuring the effective and efficient governance and administration of 

the LGPS.
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2.2. Criteria to assess proposed changes:

2.2.1. Based on the aforementioned issues raised by stakeholders, the SAB has 
agreed 6 criteria to be used to assess any proposed changes to LGPS 
governance arrangements.

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

 Conflict:  The model minimises conflicts between the pension function and the 
host local authority, including but not limited to S151 officer conflicts (in 
operational areas such budgets, resourcing, recruitment and pay policies and in 
strategic areas such as funding and investment policy). 

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

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

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

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

2.2.2. Question 2: Please provide details of any additional criteria (over and above 
those detailed at 2.2.1 above) which you believe the SAB should address as 
part of this exercise.

2.2.3. Response: 

2.2.4. Cumbria supports the identified criteria with the exception of the definition of 
‘Consistency’.  

2.2.5. When defining ‘consistency’ the survey states that “The model minimises 
dependence on the professionalism of individuals and existing relationships 
to deliver statutory responsibilities”.  This implies that S151 Officers and 
other individuals involved in the governance of the LGPS are not capable of 
acting professionally as a whole. Cumbria would strongly argue that this is 
not the case.
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2.2.6. Cumbria acknowledges that, as with any area of pensions, the public sector 
and business, there will be instances of poor governance and individuals 
who do not meet the high ethical and professional standards generally seen 
throughout the LGPS.  Such instances of poor compliance absolutely need 
to be identified and addressed.
 

2.2.7. Poor governance in the LGPS is the exception rather than the norm and the 
response to it needs to be proportionate and directed at the Funds and / or 
individuals in question, not the LGPS as a whole.  To use an analogy – don’t 
throw the baby out with the bathwater.

2.2.8. The criteria should therefore also include consideration how the structure will 
identify and deal with (i.e. police) poor governance.  In recognition of this 
Cumbria would suggest that the definition of ‘consistency’ in the context of 
the survey instead reads along the lines of: “The model both (a) supports, 
promotes and makes clear the expectations regarding the professionalism of 
individuals and relationships to deliver statutory responsibilities, and (b) 
provides a clear structure for identifying and addressing instances where 
these expectations are not met.”

2.3. Summary of the governance models proposed in the survey:

2.3.1. The SAB is seeking views on four governance models set out below:   
 

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

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

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

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

2.3.2. The survey notes that it is recognised that a one size fits all approach may 
not be appropriate. 
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2.3.3. Final recommendations by SAB could be variations on the models described 
here, taking account of your feedback. Any regulation changes needed will 
be fully assessed before SAB makes final recommendations. Hymans 
Robertson has not provided detailed costing of each of the models 
presented in the survey. They note that the cost of implementation would in 
any case vary across different Funds, but, generally, the effort and cost to 
implement increases as we move from Option 1 to Option 4. Detailed costing 
of any recommendations emerging from this exercise would be undertaken 
prior to implementation.

2.4. Consideration of the governance models proposed in the survey: 

2.4.1. Sections 2.5-2.8 below set out a brief description of each of the options 
along with Cumbria’s views on how well each option compares against the 
SAB determined criteria. 
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2.5. Option 1 – Improved Practice:  Introduce guidance or amendments to LGPS 
Regulations 2013 to enhance the existing arrangements by increasing the 
independence of the management of the Fund and clarifying the standards 
expected in key areas.

2.5.1. Features 
o SAB guidance on minimum expected levels of staffing and resourcing. 
o SAB guidance on representation on pension committees and expected 

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

o Legal clarification on the fiduciary and statutory duties of key individuals 
within LGPS Funds. 

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

2.5.2. Question 3: in Cumbria’s view how well does option 1 compare against the 
SAB determined criteria?

2.5.3. Response: Cumbria’s views on how well option 1 compares against the 
SAB determined criteria:

Strongly disagree           strongly agreeCriteria
1 2 3 4 5

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



Conflict  The model minimises conflicts between the 
pension function and the host local authority, 
including but not limited to S151 officer conflicts.



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



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

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

In light of comments at 2.2.4 
to 2.2.8 above propose 
don’t answer (if the survey 
allows this).

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

2.5.4. Question 4: Please provide any comments you may have regarding option 
1. 
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2.5.5. Response: Cumbria agrees that clear, consistent and appropriate guidance 
and legislation are key tools in assisting the development and maintenance 
of good governance.  Conversely, inappropriate conflicting and complex 
guidance and legislation can have a significantly negative impact on 
governance.  

2.5.6. A range of both LGPS specific and more general (but still relevant) guidance 
is already available to Funds and individuals involved in the governance of 
the LGPS (some examples of which are listed below).  Cumbria would 
suggest that, rather than simply adding to this, it would be of greater benefit 
if the SAB could co-ordinate and combine the guidance to produce a 
comprehensive guidance document for the LGPS.

2.5.7. Examples of current guidance:
 The Pensions Regulators Code of Practice 14;
 The Pensions Regulator’s Public Service Toolkit;
 The CIPFA Administration in the LGPS guide for Local Authorities;
 The CIPFA guide for Local Pension Boards; 
 The CIPFA ‘Statement on the role of the Chief Financial Officer’; 
 Various LGA documents;
 Government guidance on preparing and maintaining an investment 

strategy statement; and
 Myners Principles.

2.5.8. Cases of poor governance need to be addressed promptly and in a 
proportionate manner.  Whilst Cumbria agrees that the existing guidance 
and legislation would benefit from being clarified and rationalised in places, it 
is as important – if not more so - to review the mechanisms for identifying 
and responding to poor governance to ensure these are fit for purpose and 
operating effectively.

2.5.9. In addition to this, as noted in Cumbria’s comments below regarding option 
2, Cumbria would welcome legal clarification of the fiduciary duties of LGPS 
Funds to their members, not just those of key individuals within Funds.  
Clarifying that Funds and those responsible for their governance have a 
legally binding fiduciary duty to the members of the Funds will provide a 
clear and strong message that this is the overarching consideration for all 
decisions taken in relation to the LGPS.
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2.6.Option 2 – Greater ring fencing of the LGPS within existing structures: 
Greater separation of pension fund management from the host authority, 
including budgets, resourcing and pay policies.

2.6.1. Features 
o The pension fund budget is set at the start of the financial year with 

reference to its own business plan and service needs. 
o Any charges to the Fund in respect of support services provided by the 

host authority, for example legal support, HR and procurement is included 
in the budget up front. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o Decisions around the structure of the pension function would be for the 
Fund’s management team to make with the approval of the pension 
committee*. 
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* Further consideration is required as to whether these practices could simply be 
encouraged by regulatory bodies or whether it is possible and/or desirable to find a 
mechanism by which these could be mandated.

2.6.2. Question 5: in Cumbria’s view how well does option 2 compare against the 
SAB determined criteria?

2.6.3. Response: Cumbria’s views on how well option 2 compares against the 
SAB determined criteria:

Strongly disagree           strongly agreeCriteria
1 2 3 4 5

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



Conflict  The model minimises conflicts between the 
pension function and the host local authority, 
including but not limited to S151 officer conflicts.



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



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

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

In light of comments at 
2.2.4 to 2.2.8 above 
propose don’t answer (if 
the survey allows this).

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

2.6.4. Question 6: Please provide any comments you may have regarding option 
2. 

2.6.5. Response: This is Cumbria’s preferred option.  

2.6.6. Cumbria LGPS already practices many of the proposed elements of this 
option (some examples of which are listed above at 2.1.16) and agrees that 
clarifying that key elements of Fund governance must be undertaken by the 
Pension Committee Cumbria would assist in:

 Reducing the potential for conflicts of interest; and
 Ensuring that the decision-making process is transparent and clearly 

democratically accountable.
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2.6.7. Cumbria would suggest that some elements of option 1 be combined with 
those of option 2; specifically the provision of a comprehensive guidance 
document for the LGPS and legal clarification of the fiduciary duties of LGPS 
Funds to their members. Taking each of these in turn:

2.6.8. Comprehensive guidance document: ideally this would look to combine the 
raft of existing guidance available to the LGPS into a clear, concise one-stop 
document. This would build upon and support existing good practice as well 
as providing a clear set of principles against which Funds can measure 
themselves and be measured by others.  

2.6.9. In order to be effective in combatting problem Funds and / or individuals 
guidance must be combined with the clarification and enhancement of 
mechanisms to identify and address poorly governed Funds / rogue 
individuals.

2.6.10. Cases of poor governance need to be addressed promptly and in a 
proportionate manner.  Whilst Cumbria agrees that the existing guidance 
and legislation would benefit from being clarified and rationalised in places, it 
is as important – if not more so - to review the mechanisms for identifying 
and responding to poor governance to ensure these are fit for purpose and 
operating effectively.

2.6.11. Legal clarification of the fiduciary duty of the Fund: Cumbria would welcome 
legal clarification of the fiduciary duties of LGPS Funds to their members, not 
just those of key individuals within Funds.  Clarifying that Funds and those 
responsible for their governance have a legally binding fiduciary duty to the 
members of the Funds will provide a clear and strong message that this is 
the overarching consideration for all decisions taken in relation to the LGPS.
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2.7.Option 3 – Use of new structures: Joint Committees (JC): Responsibility for 
all LGPS functions delegated to a JC comprising the administering authority and 
non-administering authorities in the Fund. Inter-authority agreement (IAA) makes 
JC responsible for recommending budget, resourcing and pay policies.

2.7.1. Features 
o The scheme manager function and all LGPS decision making, which 

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

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

o Assets and liabilities still sit with the existing administering authority. 
o Employment of staff and contractual issues dealt with through a lead 

authority or a wholly owned company. This could be codified within an 
Inter Authority Agreement (IAA). 

o The IAA would stipulate that the budget will be agreed by the JC. s151s of 
the constituent local authority employers retain a fiduciary duty to the local 
taxpayer but the IAA would distance them legally from budget setting 
responsibilities in respect of the pensions function. 

2.7.2. Question 7: in Cumbria’s view how well does option 3 compare against the 
SAB determined criteria?

2.7.3. Response: Cumbria’s views on how well option 3 compares against the 
SAB determined criteria:

Strongly disagree           strongly agreeCriteria
1 2 3 4 5

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



Conflict  The model minimises conflicts between the 
pension function and the host local authority, 
including but not limited to S151 officer conflicts.



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



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



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

In light of comments at 2.2.4 
to 2.2.8 above propose 
don’t answer (if the survey 
allows this).

Cost  The cost of implementing and running the model 
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Criteria Strongly disagree           strongly agree

1 2 3 4 5
is likely to be worthwhile versus benefits delivered. 

2.7.4. Question 8: Please provide any comments you may have regarding option 
3. 

2.7.5. Response: 

2.7.6. When compared against option 2 Cumbria notes three potential downsides 
to option 3; cost and risk sharing. 

2.7.7. Cost: this option will incur set-up costs which will have to be borne by all 
pension Funds.  Furthermore, depending upon how it is structured, a Joint 
Committee is likely to be more costly to operate than the current governance 
structure (e.g. greater number of members).  The additional cost, however, 
would not be of the same magnitude as option 4.

2.7.8. Risk sharing: the responsibility for decision making would be more broadly 
spread amongst Fund employers than is currently the case. However, the 
ultimate risk would remain with the Administering Authority and its ability to 
control this risk would be diluted by the wider membership of the Joint 
Committee. This could be partially mitigated through a risk sharing 
agreement in the IAA.

2.7.9. Decision making process: by spreading decision making more broadly 
amongst Fund employers there is a risk that the process becomes unwieldy 
and is hindered.  

2.7.10. Cumbria does not support this model however, however if it is adopted then, 
as with the other models, Cumbria would suggest that clear, concise one-
stop guidance would enhance the governance process and this must be 
combined with the clarification and enhancement of mechanisms to identify 
and address poorly governed bodies / rogue individuals.

2.7.11. Again, as with the other models Cumbria would suggest that, if adopted, the 
model include legal clarification of the fiduciary duties of LGPS Funds to their 
members to provide a clear and strong message that this is the overarching 
consideration for all decisions taken in relation to the LGPS.
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2.8.Option 4 – New local authority body:

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

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

2.8.3. Features 
o The new body must retain a strong link to democratic accountability. 
o Employment of staff and contractual issues dealt with by the new body. 
o Assets and liabilities transferred to the new body. 
o Separate accounts based on CIPFA guidance. 
o Funded by an element of the contribution rate and by a levy on constituent 

authorities. 
o Officers in the new body are responsible only for the delivery of the LGPS 

function. 

2.8.4. Question 9: in Cumbria’s view how well does option 4 compare against the 
SAB determined criteria?

2.8.5. Response: Cumbria’s views on how well option 4 compares against the 
SAB determined criteria:

Strongly disagree           strongly agree

Criteria 1 2 3 4 5
Standards The model enables funds to meet good 
standards of governance across all areas of statutory 
responsibility including TPR requirements. 



Conflict  The model minimises conflicts between the 
pension function and the host local authority, 
including but not limited to S151 officer conflicts.



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



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

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

In light of comments at 2.2.4 
to 2.2.8 above propose 
don’t answer (if the survey 
allows this).

Cost  The cost of implementing and running the model 
is likely to be worthwhile versus benefits delivered. 
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2.8.6. Question 10: Please provide any comments you may have regarding option 
4. 

2.8.7. Response: 

2.8.8. If separation from host authorities is the ultimate goal then this model offers 
the purest form of it however this comes at material additional cost and 
governance burden.  In Cumbria’s opinion this model would not deliver value 
for money, i.e. the cost of implementing and running the model would 
outweigh any benefits delivered.

2.8.9. Bodies (which in many cases will be considerably smaller than the current 
host authorities) will require access to their own legal, procurement and HR 
advice; insurance; corporate training; IT systems and support etc.  Arguably, 
by placing greater governance requirements onto the body the model places 
greater reliance on the professionalism of the staff involved.  

2.8.10. Cumbria does not support this model, however if it were to be adopted then, 
as with the other models, Cumbria would suggest that clear, concise one-
stop guidance would enhance the governance process and this must be 
combined with the clarification and enhancement of mechanisms to identify 
and address poorly governed bodies / rogue individuals.

2.8.11. Again whilst Cumbria does not support this model, as with the other models 
Cumbria would suggest that, if adopted, the model include legal clarification 
of the fiduciary duties of LGPS Funds to their members to provide a clear 
and strong message that this is the overarching consideration for all 
decisions taken in relation to the LGPS.


