[bookmark: _GoBack]Dear Consultation Team
Ethics for USS/Divest USS is a long-established group of University Superannuation Scheme members, from varied backgrounds and including contributing, deferred, and retired members. Over the last year, we have met and corresponded regularly with USS’s Investment Team to discuss the scheme’s investment in fossil fuels, and in particular the financial risks and opportunities in their current strategy. 
Our response, therefore, focuses on what information would be of most use to non-expert (in a financial sense) members of USS, like ourselves. For us, the issue is whether to continue to contribute to the scheme or to move pension funds, so comparability between schemes is key. 
We strongly support this consultation and in particular:
      the requirement for schemes to tell members where they can find out about how their scheme is monitoring ESG issues on a regular basis
      the requirement that schemes will have to publish absolute figures and the trends for members support of ESG investment
   he recognition that investing in line with good ESG practice has beneficial financial implications (and is not just an ‘ethical’ issue)
 
Regarding other questions in your consultation, we agree with the proposals unless otherwise stated below.
Qu. 6. We propose that regulations require trustees to assess the resilience of their assets, liabilities and investment strategy and in the case of DB, funding strategy, as far as they are able, in at least two climate-related scenarios, one of which must be a 2°C or lower scenario and to disclose the results of this assessment... Do you agree with these proposals?
1.     Given the ‘as far as they are able’ proviso for scenario analysis (necessary because the data or methodologies needed to calculate the scenarios are not yet fully in place), might trustees be required to declare a confidence level in their own predictions?
2.     Given that the Paris target is looking increasingly unlikely to be reached, and in the interests of comparability, might the second scenario be nominated by the government (not left to schemes to select), and be set at a much higher level than 1.5-2°?
3.     The document reserves the ‘Implied Temperature Rise’ measure for a future consultation. However, the comments of the current document about how this is a simple and comparable representation of complex information (1.72 ff), suggest that it is the sort of metric which would be welcomed by members of USS. 
4.     Trustees should explain the reason why they have selected a particular non-emissions based metric as being the most appropriate metric for the assets of their scheme.
 
Q10 We propose that:
a) the trustees should be required to publish their TCFD report in full on a publicly available website where the report is accessible free of charge
Agreed. 
b) the trustees should be required to include in the Annual Report and Accounts a website link to the location where the most recent TCFD report may be accessed in full
Agreed.
c) the trustees must notify all members to whom they must send the annual benefit statement of the website address where they can locate the full TCFD report – this must be set out in the annual benefit statement.
1.     The requirement to tell members in the Annual Benefit Statement (where produced) about where they can find the full TCFD is good, even just to raise consciousness among members of the issue. The Annual Benefits Statement (ABS) is the document which members tend to look at most closely each year. 
2.     The webpage to which they are directed should include the Chair’s Statement excerpts, Statement of Investment Principles, and Implementation Statement.
3.     The information should be in the form of a weblink, so members can simply click to move through to it (ie. not a text-based notification in the small print).
4.     However, members would take notice of figures, targets, and rankings even more. We would like to see the Annual Benefit Statement eventually disclose the ITR (when the financial sector has agreed on a core methodology), and, in the interim, the Weighted Average Carbon Intensity of the fund.
5.     Members would find it most helpful (in terms of clarity and comparability) if this is expressed as a single figure on the ABS, with comparatives from the previous year, with the weblink noted above.
Additional question: is there a better way to notify members of where to find this information?
The consultation is correct to say that, even where no ABS is produced (for instance, for deferred members), there is uneven engagement with the Annual Funding Statement. However, there is no need to choose between displaying the information relating to the TCFD on the ABS or AFS; both should display it.

We would be happy to provide further information for this consultation if this would be helpful

Paul Kinnersley on behalf of EthicsforUSS/DivestUSS

