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Scope and Timing (chapter 2) 
· We have made provision to carve out bulk and individual annuity contracts for the purposes of determining whether the asset threshold at which the requirements apply has been met. No comment. 
· We have also made provision for determining the assets of “earmarked schemes”. We are consulting on this proposed change. No comment.
· A common TCFD report publication deadline will apply for all schemes in scope of 7 months from their respective scheme year end. This is a pragmatic approach to balance the need for urgency in the implementation by pension schemes of these changes with the time that it will take them to collect, identify, assess and manage any climate-related risks. 
· The “reference date” used for the purposes of determining whether a scheme is in scope, has been changed from 1 June 2020 to 1 March 2020 for the first wave of schemes in scope, and from 1 June 2021 to 1 March 2021 for the second wave. If audited accounts for the relevant scheme year are not obtained by the date the requirements would otherwise apply, then they will apply from the date the audited accounts are obtained. We are also consulting on both of these proposed changes. No comment. 
· Reporting duties will not apply to trustees of non-authorised schemes where the scheme’s relevant assets are zero at scheme year end. No comment. 
· We have brought forward the start date for our review of the requirements to the second half of 2023. 
· We believe there is a material risk that smaller schemes could be left behind in the climate transition while larger schemes may benefit from being ‘first movers’. This initial shift from larger industry players could make ‘green’ assets or climate leaders less liquid and more expensive to buy. Smaller schemes could be left to bear the opportunity and realised costs if they are slow to implement. The guidance should have stronger recommendations for smaller schemes to assess and manage their climate-related risks as soon as possible, even if the final regulatory compliance deadline remains after that of larger schemes.  
· We support the review being brought forward but we would prefer an earlier target date. With the accelerating industry focus on climate-related risks, the likely increase in data availability in the shorter term following the large scheme deadline, the urgency for schemes and wider industry to assess and mitigate climate-related risks, and the natural delay between the review and policy being implemented, the government should consider moving this review forward by six to twelve months.  

Trustee knowledge and understanding (chapter 3)
· Trustees must have an appropriate degree of knowledge and understanding of the principles relating to the identification, assessment and management of climate change risks and opportunities. We fully agree with trustees having the appropriate degree of knowledge and understanding of climate-related risks and believe the asset management and consulting industries could play an important role in providing the required training and education due to the existing expertise they have accumulated in this area.

Governance (chapter 4)
· We have clarified our proposals in respect of “persons managing the scheme”. Trustees must establish processes for satisfying themselves that those who undertake governance activities in relation to the scheme and those who advise or assist the trustees with respect to governance activities – otherwise than as a legal adviser – are taking adequate steps to identify, assess and, where relevant, manage climate-related risks and opportunities. It is the role of all parties within the investment chain to ensure that climate-related risks are identified, monitored and managed however we agree that the ultimate responsibility should lie with the ‘persons managing the scheme’. 

Strategy (chapter 5)
· Regulations will set out what factors trustees must consider in setting time horizons. Trustees must disclose their chosen time horizons. Trustees will not be required to describe in their disclosures the climate-related risks and opportunities relevant to the scheme which are identified by persons other than the trustees. The consideration of different time horizons is sensible to raise awareness that climate-related risks can impact schemes in different ways over the various time horizons. Differing definitions of each time horizon may make a comparison of risks across schemes more difficult however it is prudent for trustees to decide their own definitions of short, medium and long-term to reflect the different funding level and endgame objectives of each scheme. 

Scenario analysis (chapter 6) 
· Trustees must undertake scenario analysis in the first year and every three years thereafter. In other years they must review whether or not circumstances are such that they should refresh their analysis, or, if they decide not to, explain why. We support the triennial frequency of scenario testing or when a significant shift in strategy occurs. This is a fair reflection of the long-term nature of schemes’ investment and funding strategies. In addition, new investments are likely to encompass a review on the impact of the scheme’s climate strategy, so trustees should have access to changes in climate-related risks in between the triennial scenario testing. Scenario testing is likely to be more time- and cost-intensive than reporting on other climate metrics so the triennial frequency should reduce this burden on Trustees and members. 
· We recommend further clarity on the circumstances which could trigger a refresh for the scenario analysis. For example, the breadth and depth of the data available is rapidly increasing and in some instances, for example including greater coverage of Scope 3 data, this could have a material impact on the understanding of the reported climate-related risks faced by the scheme. 
· To counter this, trustees could request information from their asset managers on the evolution of data availability, particularly in the early years when the data breadth and depth is changing rapidly. An example of this could be the percentage of a portfolio committed to the Science-Based Targets initiative or the proportion of each mandate covered with the reporting metrics. 

· We are also providing more explanation in the statutory guidance on what is expected of trustees in respect of the requirement to undertake certain activities “as far as they are able”. The meaning of “as far as they are able” is defined in the draft regulations. This is an important addition due to the need to balance the cost and availability of data with the urgency to start understanding the risks to schemes under different scenarios.  
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Metrics (chapter 8) 
· Trustees must select a minimum of two emissions-based metrics, one of which must be an absolute measure of emissions and one which must be an intensity-based measure of emissions, as well as one additional climate-related metric. We agree it is important to consider both absolute and intensity-based emissions to understand contribution to climate change and we welcome the flexibility proposed for schemes to choose their metrics. 
· Normalising measurement of carbon emissions by scheme size could help to compare emissions across schemes of different sizes. This could foster constructive competition to invest to reduce carbon emissions further. 
· There may be a consolidation in the metrics used by schemes to assess climate-related risks over the coming years and we suggest that the guidance on metrics is re-considered as part of the 2023 review due to the value, particularly for small schemes, in having standardised metrics across all schemes while allowing enough time for the industry to settle on its favoured choice of metrics.
· Trustees will be required, as far as they are able, to obtain the data required to calculate their chosen metrics on an annual basis – rather than quarterly. We support the annual frequency of obtaining data. This is a fair reflection of the long-term nature of schemes’ investment and funding strategy and the frequency in which new climate data is released. In addition, each new investment or strategy is likely to encompass a review on the impact of the scheme’s climate strategy, so schemes will continue to assess and monitor their climate-related risks
· The “as far as they are able” provision has been extended to include not just the collection of data, but also the calculation and use of the metric. This is an important addition due to the need to balance the current challenges of cost and availability of data with the urgency to start understanding the risks to schemes under different scenarios.  

Targets (chapter 9) 
· Performance against targets is to be measured annually rather than quarterly. We have also provided for annual review of any targets, for trustees to determine whether they should be maintained or replaced. We support the annual frequency of measuring performance against targets. This is a fair reflection of the long-term nature of schemes’ investment and funding strategy and the frequency in which new climate data is released. 
· We recommend that the guidance clearly highlights that collecting data and comparing to targets is a way to measure performance, but portfolios should not be optimised to meet these targets. This could come at the expense of either the financial objectives of the scheme or of driving wider- and longer-term industry decarbonisation, one of the fundamental principles of the Paris Agreement.
· In addition, schemes’ carbon emission footprint will vary due to a number of reasons over time. We believe it is important for trustees to understand the true drivers of decarbonisation – whether it has been a natural change from the companies they hold becoming ‘greener’ or whether asset allocation changes or exclusions (unnatural decarbonisation) have contributed.
· Finally, it is important to consider the long-term trend of climate-related metrics, as with traditional investment performance, rather than focussing on quarter-by-quarter fluctuations. 


Disclosure (chapter 10)
· The website address of the published TCFD report must also be added to the annual funding statement for DB schemes to make it more widely known to members. No comment. 
· The Chair of trustees must sign the TCFD report, although the signature itself need not be published. No comment. 
· Trustees who have not yet produced their first TCFD report are required to inform TPR whether the period for doing so has ended in the scheme return. No comment. 

Penalties (chapter 11) – no changes. No comment.
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