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A brief round up of news for CAAT
supporters working on the Clean Investment
Campaign

Last year we produced the first CIC Update,
timed to coincide with the launch date of the
2004 CIC Report.  We are glad to hear that the
idea of a brief newsletter now and then will be
welcomed.  Realistically, it is not going to
happen more than once a year, but we shall
certainly try to keep it going.

It is not usually a good idea to repeat oneself but
the next two paragraphs are lifted from last
year’s newsletter because they are still relevant
and we think they are important!

We all work in different ways - some of us go for
bursts of activity, send off several letters and
then sink back with relief and do absolutely
nothing for a bit! Others are able to keep going
steadily at a pace that they can maintain
indefinitely. But whatever our chosen way of
working, it is important to recognise the need to
pace ourselves for a long haul!! If responses to
our efforts are encouraging, they can be the
incentive we need to get down to another
attempt to take the campaign forward in
whatever areas we feel are most constructive.
But if, after putting in a considerable amount of
time and energy the results have been pretty
dismal, it is hard not to feel discouraged and
wonder whether we have reached the end of the
road in terms of achieving policy change. One of
our greatest obstacles seems to be inertia and
the reluctance of trustees to change the status
quo and respond to our calls for them to
establish an ethical investment policy across all
the funds for which they have responsibility. This
is clearly an uphill struggle and it's no wonder we
can run out of steam! 

We all have other things happening in our lives
that are just as important to maintain but while
we are taking a break, other campaigners may
be busy. World events and political revelations
will continue to 'nudge' public opinion and raise

awareness of the effects of the arms trade. More
and more people are recognising that ethical
investment is an issue about which they could
have an opinion. Events will provide fresh
opportunities and new facts that can be used
when we feel like having another go. 

One or two of you have specifically said that you
do not want your name to be given to anyone.
Up to now, Liz has always sought permission
before putting a newcomer to the Campaign in
touch with someone she knows to be already
active in the same part of the country.  If you
would be happy for us to give your name to
anyone else who is interested in becoming
involved, could you tell us please?  Otherwise
we shall continue as now, and always ask before
giving anyone your contact details.

Clean Investment Campaign Guide

The CIC Guide is to be printed and will be
available from the office as well as on the CAAT
website as usual.  It will include some of what
went into last year’s newsletter.  As it cannot be
reprinted every year some figures quoted in the
Guide will become out of date, in particular
details about the arms exporting companies that
are of concern to CAAT and their % by value of
the FTSE All Share Index. 

This newsletter will always have a Section on
CIC Guide updates.

Freedom of Information Act 

The Act came into force on the 1st January this
year and it looks as if it will be an extremely
useful tool for the Clean Investment Campaign.
It covers information about the investments of
public bodies including universities, colleges,
NHS trusts and local authorities. We have made
a number of requests for information under the
Act and have received a range of replies: from
the information requested to refusals on the
grounds of commercial confidentiality (the Clean
Investment Campaign Guide contains more
information on the Act and how it has been used
so far to assist the campaign).

The commercial confidentiality response may
become a common theme from those reluctant
to disclose their figures.  However, that does not
need to be the end of the story.  The general
right of access to information held by public
authorities is now established.   
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Some categories of information are exempt from
disclosure however, and “information which
would, or would be likely to, prejudice the
commercial interests of any person including the
public authority holding it”, is one such category.
Unfortunately, Section 84 of the Act, which
defines the meaning of a number of words and
phrases, does not include a definition of
‘commercial interests’.  In the absence of a
definition within the Act, interpretation will be
subject to Case Law.  

When a request is going to be refused on the
grounds that the information is exempt from
disclosure, correct procedures must be followed.
It would be very helpful if you could try out the
effectiveness of the Act when asking for
information about shareholdings.  If you have not
got the time or inclination to get more of the
background information, you could try a straight
request, in writing, quoting the Act.  If this is
refused, ask for the figures of the previous
quarter, which will no longer be so sensitive. If
they are refused, ask for the figures for the
quarter prior to that!  There has to be a point
where it would be bizarre to refuse on the
grounds of commercial sensitivity as described
in the Act.  In general, a list of investments on a
certain date is less commercially sensitive than a
list of transactions made over a period of time,
which could suggest a trend that could be of
significance in the future.

It is clear that NHS Trusts are included in the
definition of public authorities, and so we can
ask for information about their investments. It
seems that Charities are not, so presumably the
FoI Act does not apply to them.

The Freedom of Information Act can be
found on www.foi.gov.uk
The following extracts from the Act seem to be
the most relevant:

Part 1 - Access to Information held by Public
Authorities 

Section 1 - General right of access to
information held by public authorities – states,
(1) Any person making a request for information
to a public authority is entitled: 
(a) To be informed in writing by the public
authority whether it holds information of the
description specified in the request, and
(b) If that is the case, to have that information
communicated to him.

Section 17 - Refusal of request – states,

(1) A public authority which, in relation to any
request for information, is to any extent relying
on a claim that any provision of Part 2 relating to
the duty to confirm or deny is relevant to the
request, or on a claim that information is exempt
information must, within the time for complying
with section 1 (1), give the applicant a notice
which - 
(a) states that fact
(b) specifies the exemption in question, and
(c) states (if it would not otherwise be apparent)
why the exemption applies.  

Part 2 - Exempt Information 

Section 43 - Commercial Interests – states

(1) Information is exempt information if it
constitutes a trade secret;
(2) Information is exempt information if its
disclosure under this Act would, or would be
likely to, prejudice the commercial interests of
any person (including the public authority holding
it).  

Universities

In February, a new volunteer Jo Wittams, joined
the CIC and will be concentrating on the
Universities.  It will have been obvious that up to
now our information on shares held by
Universities has been abysmally thin - so many
‘?’ s and not enough figures!!  Of all the
institutions we contact, these are the least
responsive.  The section on Universities in this
year’s report is so much better, largely due to
the Freedom of Information Act and Jo’s efforts,
and thanks must go to her for this. The hardest
to deal with are Oxford and Cambridge, where it
has been the students who have been most
successful in gaining access to information.
Some of the older Universities clearly feel that
their investment decisions are none of CAAT’s
business, and many of the new Universities have
neither endowment funds nor their own pension
scheme. However, non-academic staff may be
included in the Local Authority pension fund of
which the new University may be an Allowed
Body.  If so, the University could be approached
and asked to lobby for an ethical investment
policy.

If you are a student or have connections with a
University that you can see from the Report has
not disclosed its share holdings, it would be very
helpful if you could try to get this information
using the FoI Act.  Tell Jo what you are doing,
and she will be very glad to hear from you.
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Local Authorities

CAAT has produced a new briefing paper for
Councillors.  The contents are not new - it is a
re-hash of the relevant bits of the CIC Guide
presented in a way that we hope will focus on
the needs of local councillors.  It will be on the
website and is also available from the CAAT
Office. 

It responds to the findings of a workshop
organised by Hope Valley Peace Group, which
was exploring, among other things, where the
power lies in relation to the County Council’s
investment policy.  It became clear that it lies
with the committee which formulates the
investment policy and that the councillors on this
committee expend a great deal of time and
energy denying their power and avoiding the
responsibility that goes with it.  They say that
they would love to have an ethically managed
fund but then produce a list of reasons why this
would be impossible - legal constraints, the
superior financial knowledge of their external
advisers, and the wishes of council tax payers
who want the best possible return on the
pension fund investments etc.

The aim of the briefing is to provide accurate
information and initiate constructive discussion
among all local councillors so that those who are
on the investment committee will feel less
isolated and better supported by their
colleagues.  If you decide to use it, we should be
glad to know how it is received and would
appreciate ideas that would make it more
effective.   

Unethical funds which said that they have an
ethical investment policy!

Liz followed up the local authorities listed in last
year’s newsletter which had indicated both that
they have an ethically managed pension fund
and that they hold shares in some of the arms
companies highlighted by CAAT. (We have not
included those known to have a small % in an
ethically managed portfolio).

In 2004 these were:
• Durham County Council
• Essex County Council
• East Sussex County Council
• London Borough of Haringey
• London Borough of Havering
• London Borough of Bexley
• London Borough of Camden
• London Borough of Sutton 
• London Borough of Tower Hamlets

• North Yorkshire County Council
• Strathclyde Pension Fund
• West Sussex County Council

The Corporation of London was included by
mistake.  

We wrote to the staff, as it was they who replied
to our questionnaire.  When writing, we kept the
letters short - tailored to their Statement of
Investment Principles (SIP) and along the lines
of ‘what ethical criteria have been selected by
the trustees, and how are they implemented by
the fund managers?’  

Most replied by sending their SIP which
mentioned a policy of active ‘engagement’ with
companies in order to get them to adopt best
practice.  We then asked how and on what
issues the fund managers ‘engage’ with the
companies of concern to CAAT, and in what
circumstances would the outcome of the process
be judged to be so unsatisfactory as to lead to
disinvestment.  No one gave a straight answer!!
So the correspondence with the officers ground
to a halt, as they were clearly not prepared to
commit themselves in writing to anything more
and would certainly not acknowledge the
inadequacies of their ethical investment policy. 

This year the following local authorities have
said that they do have an ethical investment
policy:
• Aberdeen City Council 
• Corporation of London  
• Dyfed Pension Fund 
• East Sussex County Council 
• Falkirk Council 
• Greater Gwent Pension Fund 
• Greater Manchester Pension Fund 
• Gwynedd Council
• Isle of Wight Council 
• Lancashire County Council 
• London Borough of Camden
• London Borough of Haringey 
• London Borough of Islington 
• London Borough of Lambeth 
• London Borough of Lewisham 
• London Borough of Southwark 
• London Borough of Tower Hamlets
• London Borough of Wandsworth 
• Oxfordshire County Council 
• Royal Borough of Kingston on Thames 
• Shetland Islands Council 
• Shropshire County Council 
• Somerset County Council 
• Strathclyde Pension Fund 
• West Yorkshire Pension Fund 
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Intriguingly the following three indicated that they
have an ethical investment policy and hold no
arms shares.  But, as their SIP makes no
reference to such a policy, we assume that the
arms shares were sold for financial rather then
ethical reasons.  Perhaps someone would like to
look into this? 
• Northumberland County Council 
• West Sussex County Council 
• Worcestershire County Council 

We have checked the local authorities which
have had a small % in an ethically managed
portfolio and found that three have been
discontinued.  These are:
• Merseyside Pension Fund
• Royal Borough of Kingston on Thames
• Shropshire County Council - no longer

excludes tobacco from its main fund

The rest are still running:
• Avon Pension Fund - 2%
• Derbyshire County Council - 2%
• Hampshire County Council - 0.5%
• Lancashire County Council - 0.5%
• London Borough of Croydon - 2.0% (also

excludes tobacco from 100% of the fund)
• Nottinghamshire County Council - 0.4% - but

under review

If you have a particular interest or connection
with any of these authorities, and feel like taking
this a bit further, that would be terrific, and we
can send you the correspondence we have had
to date.  

Supporters attending the CIC workshop at last
November’s National Gathering, had between
them a wealth of CIC experience.  It was clear
that there is no consistency in the way local
authorities respond to requests for an ethical
investment policy.  Several people had been
invited to speak to one or other of a range of
committees and had felt this to be a daunting but
valuable opportunity to get their message
across.  Their advice seems to be - accept any
offer of a meeting whoever it is with!  It may not
produce immediate results, but it will give you a
chance to meet and hopefully reassure some
councillors that an investment policy that
excludes the major arms companies can be
established within the law and without sacrificing
the performance of their pension fund.  

The new Councillors Briefing could be a useful
hand-out and remember that there is no need to
go alone.  It is always good to have support and
a small group of 2-3 will not look too
intimidating!!

BAE Systems 

Councillors of local authorities that hold shares
in BAE Systems could be asked whether they
are aware that, as well as selling arms into areas
of conflict and to human rights abusers, the
company has also been the subject of recent
allegations of corruption in the press and is
currently under investigation by the Serious
Fraud Office. The Financial Times (19.11.04)
reported that one debt rating service put BAE
Systems on a 'negative ratings watch' following
the company's announcement that it has
become part of this investigation.

Charities

There was an article in Third Sector magazine
last summer about the Royal National Lifeboat
Institution and the refusal of their contracted
street collectors to ‘shake their tins’ when they
heard that it invests in arms.  RNLI’s reported
response was that its investment portfolio
remained unchanged and that street fundraising
generated “only a tiny proportion” of their
income. Other charities with arms company
investments include the Charities Official
Investment Fund and the Leukaemia Research
Fund.

A number of charities appear which have never
responded to our questionnaire and it looks as
though we need to contact the trustees if we are
to make any headway.  If you notice a charity in
your area and feel like finding out the names of
the trustees, Ian would be very glad to hear from
you.

Finally

Please continue to point out omissions and
make any other constructive suggestions about
this newsletter, the Guide or briefings relating to
the Clean Investment Campaign.  It is very
helpful.

Good luck - Liz, Ian, Jo, Beccie and Mike
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