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“Evaluation of the board of 
FTSE 350 companies should be 
externally facilitated at least  
every three years.” 
(UK Corporate Governance Code, B.6.2)

Tailoring evaluations
The involvement of an independent 
facilitator, to introduce a fresh 
perspective and add real value, was 
emphasised by the FRC in its 2010 
revisions. Seventy four companies 
(2010: 50) engaged an external facilitator 
this year, with a further 51 planning to 
do so next year.

The use of an independent facilitator 
to evaluate a board’s modus operandi is 
evolving. Anecdotal comment suggests 
that quality remains mixed. The best 
evaluations should be tailored to the 
specific circumstances of each company 
and be forward looking, rather than 
focusing on past decisions. The FRC, 
in its Guidance on Board Effectiveness, 
has set out a number of areas that could 
be considered.

Effectiveness

externally facilitated board evaluations

 FTSE 350

 FTSE 100

 Mid 250

17%

2010

27%

2010

12%

2010

25%

2011

34%

2011

20%

2011

Disclosure levels around 
evaluation results and 
subsequent action plans

 FTSE 350

Yes, strong description

Yes, limited description	

No

21%

55%

24%

Re-election
“All directors of FTSE 350 companies should be 
subject to annual election by shareholders.”
(UK Corporate Governance Code, B.7.1)

A controversial addition to the 2010 Code was the provision 
that all FTSE 350 company directors should be annually 
re-elected. This was a significant change from the previous 
guidance, which recommended re-elections every three years.

Companies that annually re-elect their directors 

 FTSE 350

 FTSE 100

 Mid 250

The majority of companies 70% (2010: 6%) have already 
introduced annual re-election. This number is expected to 
increase in 2012, with only a small proportion of companies 
choosing not to comply. 

Commitment, development, 
information and support
“All directors should be able to allocate sufficient 
time to the company to discharge their responsibilities 
effectively.” 
(UK Corporate Governance Code, Main Principle B.3)

If one assumes that an NED typically sits on two out of 
three board committees, they would attend an average of 16.8 
(FTSE 100: 18.4, Mid 250: 15.9) formal board and committee 
meetings. In addition, they would also need to attend AGMs, 
familiarisation visits, investor engagement and strategy days.

FTSE 100 Mid 250 

Average number of meetings for NED* 18.4 15.9

Average fees** £79,500 £48,500

Average fee per meeting £4,300 £3,050

*Assuming membership of 2 out of 3 principal board committees
** Source: Hemscott

Rising Mid 250 fees
Average non-executive director fees have risen by 5% in the 
Mid 250, with no real movement in the FTSE 100. NEDs in 
the FTSE 100 receive an average per meeting rate of £4,300 
compared to £3,050 in the Mid 250. 

Non-executive director terms and conditions of 
employment can help shareholders to understand NEDs 
expected time commitment and responsibilities. However, 
more than one third of the FTSE 350 do not indicate where 
such terms and conditions may be inspected. 

70% 6%
2011 2010

87% 7%
2011 2010

61% 5%
2011 2010
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Risk management and  
internal control
“The board is responsible for determining the  
nature and extent of the significant risks it is willing 
to take in achieving its strategic objectives. The board 
should maintain sound risk management and internal 
control systems.” 
(UK Corporate Governance Code, Main Principle C.2)

Virtually all companies are now in full compliance with 
the Turnbull Guidance on Internal Control, which was 
first issued in 1999 and most recently revised in 2005. The 
debate has now moved on from undertaking an annual 
review of internal control and simple risk identification to 
the management of risk – its mitigation and link to internal 
control. Strong progress is being made in this area. 

Good quality disclosures on risk management and internal control

Strong internal  
control disclosures

Strong risk 
management 
disclosures 

FTSE 350 74% 55%

FTSE 100 87% 68%

Mid 250 68% 48%

The FRC’s September 2011 paper ‘Boards and Risk’ 
summarises its discussions with companies, investors and 
advisers which reflects a growing board awareness of and 
focus on risk.

The paper provides helpful insights as to the issues 
boards are facing and their varying responses. Use of the 
classic risk map, prioritising risk by probability and impact, 
remains widespread. Many boards are looking to develop 
new approaches to managing and monitoring their risks, in 
particular focusing on areas of change. 

Focusing on strategic risk
Many boards are now concentrating on those strategic and 
reputational risks capable of undermining the long-term 
viability of their company rather than the wider array of 
generic risks. Furthermore, the management of operational 
risks, such as health and safety, liquidity and quality control 
is delegated to board or management sub-committees, 
although the board retains ultimate responsibility.

 There continues to be a disjointed approach to reporting 
on risks and risk management in annual reports with 
disclosures split between the principal risk section of the 
business review and the internal control statement in the 
governance report. Notwithstanding this confusion, we 
detect a shift of focus away from risk capture toward  
seeking to embed risk management into the heart of the 
organisational culture.
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Accountability

“Boards are concentrating on 
strategic and reputational risks 
capable of undermining the long-
term viability of their company”

“With the increasing focus on risk 
management, the debate as to whether 
to separate risk from audit committee 
responsibility will continue”

As compliance with the Turnbull guidance becomes 
commonplace, attention is turning to more sophisticated 
risk reporting, including more informed disclosures into 
the effectiveness of internal control.

Effective internal control
While there is little appetite for a Sarbanes-Oxley 
style audit of internal control, the FRC’s Effective 
Company Stewardship review proposes that 
auditors should formally report their views on 
the effectiveness of internal control to the audit 
committee.

Just a quarter of companies provide real insight 
into how they review the effectiveness of their 
internal control system. This figure has barely 
moved for five years. In the absence of clear 
guidance, the depth, extent and frequency  
of review is destined to remain unclear. 

Following its informal consultation, the 
FRC believes that the Turnbull Guidance 
remains an effective framework for reviewing 
risk management and internal control systems. 
However the guidance is due to be updated in 
2012, to address the Code’s increased focus  
on risk.

The emergence of risk committees
The Walker review recommended that all financial 
institutions – that is banks and life insurance 
companies – introduce risk committees. All but 
one have now established such committees with 
board representation. 

Industry (size) Separate risk 
committee %

With board 
representation 

%

Financials (12) 92.3 100.0

Non-financials (286) 33.0 88.3

This practice is less widespread outside the 
sector, with just a third of companies having a 
separate risk committee. The majority continue 
to address risk through the full board and audit 
committee. 

The existence of a risk committee does not 
relieve the board of their ultimate responsibility 
for risk and they remain responsible for making 
all final decisions. But with the increasing focus 
on risk management, the debate as to whether to 
separate risk from audit committee responsibility 
will continue.

Audit committee 
“The board should establish formal and 
transparent arrangements for considering 
how they should apply the corporate 
reporting and risk management and internal 
control principles and for maintaining an 
appropriate relationship with the company’s 
auditor.” 
(UK Corporate Governance Code, Main Principle C.3)

Twenty two companies (2010: 28) do not identify 
a committee member with recent and relevant 
financial experience, with 16 failing to report on 
this non-compliance. It is surprising that a small 
minority still choose not to comply with this long-
standing Code provision. 

Fast facts  
on audit committees:

•	 The average number of audit committee meetings was 4.4 per year 
(FTSE 100: 5.2, Mid 250: 3.0)

•	 Three companies, all in the FTSE 100, met more than once a month

•	 One company does not have an audit committee.
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External audit 
A job for life?
During the year, five FTSE 350 companies changed their 
auditors with a further six stating they would hold a tender  
in the next year. 

Taking these figures with the actual number of changes 
over the previous four years (2010: 8, 2009: 16, 2008: 7, 2007: 
8), on average, a FTSE 350 company changes auditor just 
once every 34 years. 

Quality of disclosures on decision to appoint, reappoint  
or remove auditors (FTSE 350 2011)

	 No description	 Basic information	 Good disclosures

While the quality of disclosures around reappointing auditors 
has improved slightly, only 17% (2010: 14%) provide full 
explanations. There remain 34% (2010: 45%) who give no 
information whatsoever despite these disclosures first being 
introduced in the FRC Guidance on Audit Committees  
in 2008.

Towards mandatory tendering
The FRC will soon consult on introducing mandatory 
competitive tendering every ten years and on enhanced 
disclosures as to a company’s decision-making process. 
With 83% of companies giving no information as to when 
their audit was last tendered or how long the auditors have 
been in place, stakeholders have little information to form 
a judgement. It remains to be seen whether the FRC’s plans 
will improve competition and market participation.

Auditor remuneration
Audit fees across the FTSE 350 rose this year by 2%, with a 
small decline in fees from the largest companies more than 
offset by a 7% increase in the Mid 250.

FTSE rank

Current year Previous year

Average 
audit fee 

(£m)

Average 
non-audit 
fee (£m)

Average 
audit fee 

(£m)

Average 
non-audit 
fee (£m)

1–100 6.24 2.21 6.34 2.48

101–200 1.23 0.68 1.14 0.66

201–350 0.54 0.36 0.51 0.39

1–350 2.66 1.08 2.60 1.15

Note: Audit fees include fees paid for audit related services

Assurance

“On average, a FTSE 350 company changes 
auditor just once every 34 years”

Companies keep their auditors for longer than they retain most of their 
employees, yet they remain taciturn about if, and when, they review this 
long-standing relationship.

34% 49% 17%

The percentage of non-audit fees to audit fees has risen to almost 80% 
(FTSE 100: 56%, Mid 250: 91%). This number is perhaps skewed by 
12 companies that either floated in the year or undertook a capital 
restructuring. Excluding these companies, the level of non-audit fees 
reduces to 66% of audit fees, a slight reduction on 2010 when there was 
even less capital market activity. 

Average non-audit fees as a 
percentage of audit fees (%)*

FTSE rank
Number of 
companies  
in review

Current year Previous year

1–100 100 56.4 54.3

101–200 97 93.2 80.1

201–350 101 89.2 88.1

TOTAL 298 79.5 74.7

* These percentages represent the average non-audit fees paid by each individual FTSE 350 company as a 
percentage of their audit fees – as such they are not weighted by value of fees.

The FRC updated its guidance on audit committees in December 2010, 
providing additional advice in respect of using auditors to provide non-
audit services and clarifying required annual report disclosures. Initial 
indications suggest that the European Commission are considering 
stringent restrictions on the level of non-audit fees.

Fast facts  
on external audits:

•	 Ten companies (2010: nine) did 
not use their auditor to provide 
any non-audit services in the year

•	 Seventy three companies (2010: 
56) paid more to their auditor 
for non-audit services than audit 
services, with 20 (2010: 14) 
having non-audit fees at levels 
more than twice their audit fees

•	 Eighty three per cent of 
companies did not disclose 
when they last held a tender for 
external audit

•	 Of the 50 companies that provide 
this information, only 16 held a 
tender in the last five years.
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Prevalence of internal audit functions 

Existence of an internal audit function or equivalent
Internal audit 
Thirty six FTSE 350 companies still operate without an 
internal audit function predominantly at the smaller end 
of the FTSE 250. Explanations cite their small size, lack 
of complexity and the proximity of senior management to 
operations. 

Almost a quarter of companies outsource their internal 
audit function, fully or partially, with a small number 
using their external auditor for aspects of the internal audit 
function. The revised FRC Guidance on Audit Committees, 
issued in December 2010, provides additional advice on this 
contentious practice, discussing the potential negative impact 
on both internal control and investor perceptions.

The Chartered Institute of Internal Auditors recommends 
that the effectiveness of internal audit functions undergoes 
independent external review at least every five years. 
Companies are falling well short of best practice with only  
12 companies undertaking such a review this year.

Assurance

88%
ftse rank:  

1–350

99%
ftse rank:  

1–100

86%
ftse rank:  
101–200

79%
ftse rank:  
201–350

“Thirty six FTSE 350 
companies still operate 
without an internal  
audit function”

Remuneration

Reward levels  
and components 
“Levels of remuneration should 
be sufficient to attract, retain and 
motivate directors of the quality 
required to run the company 
successfully, but a company should 
avoid paying more than is necessary for 
this purpose. A significant proportion 
of executive directors’ remuneration 
should be structured so as to link 
rewards to corporate and individual 
performance.” 
(UK Corporate Governance Code,  
Main Principle D.1)

Remuneration disclosures are often a 
complex and lengthy mix of audited and 
unaudited information. 

Extensive regulations and guidance have 
improved the quantity of disclosure, but 
have often led to a lack of clarity and the use 
of extensive boilerplate. 

Most respondents to the BIS consultation 
on The Future of Narrative Reporting 
remained unimpressed with the quality of 
reporting. In particular, there was a perceived 
lack of clarity around the link between 
remuneration and company performance. 

The Association of British Insurers 
has recently issued its ‘Principles of 
Remuneration’ which provides guidance  
to shareholders, directors and remuneration 
committees on the manner in which 
remuneration should be determined  
and structured. 

A recent wide ranging BIS discussion 
paper on executive remuneration is likely  
to broaden the debate. 

Quality falls as quantity grows
“Upper limits should be set and 
disclosed.” 
(UK Corporate Governance Code, schedule A)

Ninety one per cent of FTSE 350 companies 
set upper limits for annual bonuses of 
executive directors as required by the Code, 
but 28 do not. Of these, half are in the 
financials industry.

This year the average maximum bonus 
increased to 147% (2010: 138%) of basic 
salary. Bonuses above 150% of basic salary 
were offered by 111 companies (2010: 99). 

Level of potential maximum bonus

Percentage of salary 2011 2010

Between 0 – 50% 7 8

Between 51 – 100% 84 116

Between 101 – 150% 96 80

Between 151 – 200% 58 47

Over 200% 25 32

No limit 28 20

TOTAL 298 303

“Regulations and guidance have 
improved the quantity of disclosure, 
but have often led to a lack of clarity”

Expanding remuneration reports and remuneration committee 
meetings underline the sensitivity of an increasing number of executive 
remunerations, but are disclosures sacrificing quality for quantity?

Fast facts  
on remuneration:

•	 Half of companies  
pay executive 
bonuses in a mix  
of cash and shares

•	 Thirty two per cent 
pay bonuses in  
cash only and 3%  
in shares only

•	 Seventeen per cent 
of companies do not 
provide information  
on how bonuses  
are paid

•	 Twenty one per 
cent of companies 
have in place some 
form of claw back 
mechanism for annual 
performance related 
bonuses

•	 In virtually all 
companies (96%) 
executive directors 
participate in long-
term incentive 
schemes.
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Investor engagement shortfalls
“The chairman should discuss 
governance and strategy with 
major shareholders.” 
(UK Corporate Governance Code, E1.1)

The Investment Management 
Association’s first report on adherence 
to the Stewardship Code noted that 
the majority of institutional investors 
rarely engage with the chairman and 
non-executive directors of their investee 
companies, only contacting them in 
exceptional circumstances or to raise 
concerns. 

This is at odds with the UK 
Corporate Governance Code, which 
guidance encourages chairmen and 
senior independent directors to 
actively seek engagement with major 
shareholders. It also suggests that 
non-executive directors be offered the 
opportunity to attend these meetings 

and challenges boards to reflect on 
whether broader participation, outside 
of executive management, is required 
for the whole board to understand the 
views of shareholders.

While privately many companies 
may find it impractical for their non-
executives to meet with shareholders, 
only ten companies reported non-
compliance with the code as they do 
not want their NEDs to meet with 
investors.

There appears to be some disparity 
between what is disclosed in the 
accounts and what the Investment 
Management Association (IMA) is 
reporting. Perhaps the improvement 
in disclosure represents growing best 
intentions and next year’s IMA report 
will reflect improvements in practice.

“The majority of institutional 
investors rarely engage with the 
chairman and non-executive 
directors of their investee 
companies”
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Relations with shareholders

Companies are making strides 
in outlining their business 
models and KPIs yet strategy 
exposition is still unclear and 
reports continue to expand.

Financial and business 
reporting 
“The board should present a 
balanced and understandable 
assessment of the company’s 
position and prospects.” 
(UK Corporate Governance Code, Main 
Principle C.1)

“The directors should include in 
the annual report an explanation 
of the basis on which the company 
generates or preserves value over 
the longer term (the business 
model) and the strategy for 
delivering the objectives of the 
company.” 
(UK Corporate Governance Code, C.1.2)

The FRC’s 2010 code revisions require 
companies to disclose their business 
model. There has been a slow but 
steady improvement in this regard, with 
27% (2010: 23%) providing strong 
descriptions. While there is no standard 
definition of business model, in essence, 
the FRC wants companies to provide 
clarity around how they create and 
sustain value. 

The best companies structure 
their narrative reporting around their 
business model. They also identify key 
strengths, such as access to funding, 
intellectual property and human capital, 
as well as recognising the potential 
impact of external factors.

Narrative reporting

Extent of good financial and business reporting disclosures

Business 
description

Business 
model

Strategy 
description

Connected 
reporting

Risk 
disclosure

KPI 
disclosure

FTSE 350 88% 27% 43% 21% 74% 38%

FTSE 100 98% 31% 57% 28% 84% 54%

Mid 250 83% 25% 35% 18% 69% 29%



Length of annual reports 
(PAGES)

 Narrative reporting

 Financial statements
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“The best companies structure 
their narrative reporting around 
their business model”

Strategic clarity falters
The majority of companies provide 
good descriptions of the nature of 
their business and its structure but 
less than half provide the same clarity 
around their strategy, with barely one 
in five linking it to their risks and KPIs. 
There are even fewer good examples of 
the business model where companies 
seem to be struggling to explain how 
they create and sustain value. The 
International Integrated Reporting 
Council’s (IIRC) work in this area 
should provide more guidance.

The FRC has proposed the launch 
of a Financial Reporting Lab, which 
“seeks to create an environment that 
encourages management and investors 
to come together to innovate and shape 
reporting in order to meet better their 
needs”. Its aim of promoting quality of 
information over quantity is timely, as 
the length of annual reports grew once 
again by 5%.

Continuing inexorable growth
Last year, this review challenged 
companies to cut the length of the 
narrative section of their annual reports 
by 10% or six pages. 

Thirty nine companies achieved this 
target of a 10% reduction with another 
40 making some headway. However, 
annual reports continued their 
inexorable growth, averaging 135 pages 
(2010: 128) with the narrative front end 
taking up just over half. 

All companies are required to 
publish hard copies of their annual 
report. Companies are increasingly 
utilising innovative technology to 
make online reports more accessible 
and engaging, for example by enabling 
readers to turn pages on screen, 
navigate through menus and using 
interactive references.

BIS is consulting on a new reporting 
framework with the aim of materially 
simplifying narrative reporting for 
quoted companies. This proposes the 
introduction of a concise Strategic 
Report which summarises business 
model, financial results, strategy 
and risks, as well as highlights of 
remuneration and governance.

The intent is commendable, but the 
challenges are considerable.

Principal risks
“The business review must contain … a description 
of the principal risks and uncertainties facing the 
company.” 
(Companies Act 2006, Section 417; 3b) 

The quality of risk disclosures has improved, with 74% 
(2010: 63%) providing more detail on risks, their specific 
impact on the company and its mitigating actions. Many 
companies present this information in a table, improving 
accessibility for users.

The best companies link risks to their business model, 
strategy and, in some cases, KPIs. However, most companies 
continue to have standalone risk disclosures, with limited 
linkage to other areas of the business review.

Demand for strategic risk disclosure
The FRC discusses risk reporting in its September 2011 paper 
‘Boards and Risk’. It reports that investors do not find long 
lists of generic risks useful, preferring companies to focus on 
strategically significant risks and linking these disclosures 
into the business model. In particular, they are interested 
in how a company’s risk exposure will change following 
changes to its strategy or the business environment.

Typically, companies highlight 11.3 (2010: 11.2) risks with 
financial (2.9) and operational (2.3) risks most prevalent. 
One hundred and sixty companies list more than ten risks, 
including 22 that cite 20 or more principal risks.

As profits have returned and efficiency drives 
implemented, the focus has switched to other risks  
that may impede growth. This year regulatory risk is a 
growing concern.
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Narrative reporting
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“Investors do not find 
long lists of risks useful, 
preferring companies 
to focus on strategically 
significant risks” 
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Key performance indicators
The business review should include, “to the extent 
necessary for an understanding of the development, 
performance or position of the company’s business, 
analysis using financial key performance indicators, 
and where appropriate, analysis using other key 
performance indicators”.
(Companies Act 2006, Section 417, 6)

KPI quality rises
The quality of KPI disclosures is improving with 38% of 
companies (2010: 31%) providing detailed descriptions. 

The most informative reports explain why KPIs were 
chosen and explicitly link them to objectives, often via a table 
or diagram. They also compare performance with previous 
years and set broad targets for future years. However, good 
examples are few and far between as most companies do not 
set future KPI objectives.

The average number of KPIs is 8.3 (5.3 financial and 3.0 
non-financial). Financial KPIs are well established but non-
financial practice is continuing to evolve, with 75 companies 
providing no non-financial KPIs.

Many companies report additional KPIs, covering social, 
environmental and employee matters, in the corporate 
responsibility section of their annual report. This practice is 
giving rise to yet more information but less clarity as to what 
is of strategic importance. 

Overall, it is apparent that considerable confusion 
remains as to which KPIs should be included in the printed 
annual report and where, and what indicators should be 
reported separately online.

Breakdown of non-financial KPIs by type. Average number in FTSE 350

Breakdown of financial KPIs by type. Average number in FTSE 350

Narrative reporting
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“Overall, it is apparent that considerable 
confusion remains as to which KPIs should 
be included in the printed annual report 
and where, and what indicators should be 
reported separately online.”



Recent developments

34	  CORPORATE GOVERNANCE REVIEW 2011 CORPORATE GOVERNANCE REVIEW 2011	 35

The UK Corporate Governance Code •	 FRC is consulting on changes to the Code in relation to:
–	 disclosures around gender diversity in response to Lord Davies’ 

report ‘Women on Boards’.
–	 tenders for audit at least every ten years with enhanced disclosures 

(Effective Company Stewardship: next steps).

•	 Consultation ongoing.
•	 Changes to the Code to be 

published in 2012 and apply to 
financial years beginning on or 
after 1 October 2012.

QCA Corporate Governance Guidelines 
for Smaller Quoted Companies 
(September 2010)

•	 Adapted from the UK Corporate Governance Code specifically for AIM 
and smaller quoted companies.

•	 Currently effective.

FRC discussion paper on Boards and 
Risk (September 2011)

•	 A summary of discussions with companies, investors and advisers.
•	 The Turnbull guidance on Internal Control considered broadly fit for 

purpose with a limited review to be performed to reflect the Code’s 
increased focus on risk.

•	 Recognises heightened awareness of risk at board level and need to 
develop more meaningful integrated reporting linking business model, 
strategy, key risks and mitigation.

•	 Limited review of Turnbull 
guidance planned during 2012.

FRC guidance on Audit Committees 
(December 2010)

•	 Limited changes made on consideration of non-audit services (including 
elements of internal audit) provided by a company’s auditor.

•	 Effective from 30 April 2011.

FRC Guidance on Board Effectiveness 
(March 2011)

•	 Relates primarily to Sections A and B of the Code on the leadership and 
effectiveness of the board.

•	 Intended to stimulate board’s thinking on how they can carry out their 
role most effectively.

•	 Emphasises the role of the chairman in leading the board.

•	 Issued in March 2011.

European Commission Green Paper on 
the EU corporate governance framework

•	 Considers the comply or explain principle and introduces concept of 
monitoring bodies.

•	 Poses 25 questions ranging from board governance practice to 
institutional engagement.

•	 Initial consultation ended  
July 2011.

•	 No imminent change expected.

European Commission Green Paper on 
audit policy

•	 Considers market concentration of auditors.
•	 Audit quality and governance.
•	 Audit mandate and communication.

•	 Initial consultation ended 
December 2010 with summary 
of responses published in 
February 2011.

•	 No imminent change expected.

European Commission Green Paper 
on corporate governance in financial 
institutions

•	 Questions the future of the ‘comply or explain’ principle.
•	 A broader review planned on corporate governance within listed 

companies.

•	 Initial consultation ended 
September 2010.

•	 No imminent change expected.

Government consultation on “The Future 
of Narrative Reporting” 

Discussion paper on “Executive 
Remuneration”

•	 Proposes a new framework for narrative reporting with the aim of cutting 
the complexity and length of annual reports.

•	 Introduces a new Strategic Report, a concise summary of the company’s 
business model, financial results, strategic direction and risks. This 
should also include highlights from the governance and remuneration 
reports. 

•	 Removes outdated disclosure requirements.
•	 Various proposals around remuneration disclosures and process 

including a separate discussion paper on executive remuneration. 

•	 Consultation closes on 25 
November 2011.

•	 Further guidance to 
be developed before 
implementation

FRC “Effective Company Stewardship” •	 Discussion paper published by the FRC in January 2011 with a summary 
of responses published in September 2011 setting out the next steps:
–	 Financial Reporting Laboratory launched in October 2011.
–	 Proposes extending the remit of the audit committee to determine 

whether the annual report viewed as a whole is fair and balanced.

•	 FRC supporting the 
government in its proposals.

•	 Financial Reporting Laboratory 
launched in October 2011.

International Integrated Reporting 
Committee (IIRC) 

•	 Discussion Paper, ‘Towards Integrated Reporting – Communicating Value 
in the 21st Century’ published in September 2011.

•	 Objective of developing a new approach to reporting, building on the 
foundations of financial, management commentary, governance and 
remuneration, and sustainability reporting in a way that reflects their 
interdependence.

•	 Two year pilot programme commencing in October 2011.

•	 Consultation on discussion 
document closes 14 
December.

•	 Exposure Draft of an 
International Integrated 
Reporting Framework to  
be published for comment  
in 2012.

Stewardship Code for Institutional 
Investors

•	 Over 150 signatories accounting for about 40% of the equity market. 
•	 Of the top 30 investors in the UK equity market, 25 are signed up and 

four of the remainder are sovereign wealth funds.

•	 Voluntary disclosures from 
September 2010.

The Davies Report on Women on Boards 
(February 2011)

•	 FTSE 350 chairman to announce the percentage of women they aim to 
have on boards in 2013 and 2015.

•	 FTSE 100 boards should aim for a minimum of 25% female 
representation by 2015.

•	 FTSE 350 companies to 
publish 2013 and 2015 
targets by September 2011.

	 Comments	 Timing 	 Comments	 Timing

Governance of companies

Governance of investors

Gender diversity

European Commission

Narrative reporting
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Figure 5 (%)
Mid 250	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
	 	 3.6
	 	 1.7
	 	 4.9
	 	 3.8

Some	 	 35.6
	 	 27.3
	 	 32.2
	 	 29.5
	 	 33.3

More	 	 64.4
	 	 69.1
	 	 66.1
	 	 65.6
	 	 62.9

QUESTION 3. Of the 149 companies who do not claim full 
compliance with the Code which provisions do they most 
commonly choose not to comply with?

Figure 6 (%)

A.3.2	 	 38.0 
B.2.1	 	 24.0 
C.3.1	 	 23.3 
A.2.2	 	 17.3 
A.4.1	 	 12.7 
A.3.3	 	 10.0 
A.2.1	 	 9.3 
A.3.1	 	 8.0 
A.6.1	 	 8.0 
D.1.1	 	 6.7 
B.1.1	 	 6.0 
A.4.4	 	 4.7	
B.2.2	 	 4.0 
A.7.2	 	 3.3 
B.1.6	 	 2.7 
A.1.2	 	 2.7 
A.1.3	 	 2.7 
B.1.5	 	 2.0 
B.1.2	 	 2.0 
B.1.3	 	 2.0 
A.4.6	 	 2.0

Question 1. Do they claim full compliance with the  
Combined Code?

Guidance: “The following additional items must be included in its annual 
financial report: a statement as to whether the listed company has: (a) 
complied throughout the accounting period with all relevant provisions set 
out in the UK Corporate Governance Code; or (b) not complied throughout 
the accounting period with all relevant provisions set out in the UK Corporate 
Governance Code.” (Listing Rule 9.8.6 (6))

Figure 1 (%) 
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 50.0
	 	 50.5
	 	 47.2
	 	 44.4
	 	 40.8

FTSE 100	 	 54.0
	 	 59.2
	 	 56.6
	 	 50.5
	 	 51.5

Mid 250	 	 48.0
	 	 46.3
	 	 42.5
	 	 41.6
	 	 35.9

Compliance by industry
Figure 2 

Claim full compliance or provide 
“more” explanation % 

Industry (size) 2011 2010 2009

Healthcare (7) 100% 100% 100%

Telecommunications (7) 100% 100% 100%

Utilities (9) 100% 100% 89%

Basic Materials (27) 96% 96% 81%

Oil & Gas (18) 89% 95% 79%

Industrials (62) 86% 87% 89%

Consumer Goods (26) 85% 82% 83%

Technology (15) 80% 88% 73%

Consumer Services (66) 79% 88% 77%

Financials (61) 78% 77% 84%

Question 2. Of the 149 companies who do not claim full 
compliance with the Code, to what degree do they explain their 
reason for non-compliance?

Guidance: “A company that has not complied with the Code must include in 
its financial report a statement setting out the company’s reasons for non-
compliance.” (Listing Rule 9.8.6(6) (b) (iii))

Figure 3 (%)

FTSE 350	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
	 	 2.7
	 	 1.9
	 	 5.3
	 	 4.5

Some	 	 31.3
	 	 24.0
	 	 30.4
	 	 28.8
	 	 33.7

More	 	 68.7
	 	 73.3
	 	 67.7
	 	 65.9
	 	 61.8

Figure 4 (%)
FTSE 100	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
			  0.0
	 	 2.3
	 	 6.3
	 	 6.5

Some	 	 21.7
	 	 15.0
	 	 25.6
	 	 27.1
	 	 34.8

More	 	 78.3
	 	 85.0
	 	 72.1
	 	 66.7
	 	 58.7

Compliance with the Code

Appendix 

‘More’ disclosure is achieved where a company provides a detailed 
explanation to support each area of the Code with which they choose 
not to comply. This includes the reasons for their non-compliance 
and an explanation as to why they feel that this non-compliance is 
in the best interests of the company and the shareholders. Those 
companies providing ‘more’ disclosure often laid out this information 
in a tabular format, providing an easy to digest set of explanations for 
shareholders, who may be unfamiliar with the Code’s provisions.

A.3.2 38.0 At least half the board, excluding the chairman, should comprise  
non-executive directors determined by the board to be independent.

B.2.1 24.0 The board should establish a remuneration committee of at least 
three independent non-executive directors. 

The company chairman may also be a member of, but not chair, the 
committee if he or she was considered independent on appointment 
as chairman. 

C.3.1 23.3 The board should establish an audit committee of at least three 
independent non-executive directors. 

The board should satisfy itself that at least one member of the audit 
committee has recent and relevant financial experience.

A.2.2 17.3 The chairman should on appointment meet the independence criteria 
set out in A.3.1.

A.4.1 12.7 There should be a nomination committee. A majority of members… 
should be independent non-executive directors.

A.3.3 10.0 The board should appoint one of the independent non-executive 
directors to be the senior independent director.

A.2.1 9.3 The roles of chairman and chief executive should not be exercised 
by the same individual. The division of responsibilities between the 
chairman and chief executive should be clearly established, set out in 
writing and agreed by the board.

A.3.1 8.0 The board should identify in the annual report each non-executive 
director it considers to be independent. The board should 
state its reasons if it determines that a director is independent 
notwithstanding the existence of relationships or circumstances 
which may appear relevant to its determination.

A.6.1 8.0 The board should state in the annual report how performance 
evaluation of the board, its committees and its individual directors 
has been conducted.

D.1.1 6.7 Non-executive directors should be offered the opportunity to attend 
meetings with major shareholders and should expect to attend them 
if requested by major shareholders.

B.1.1 6.0 The remuneration committee should consider whether the directors 
should be eligible for annual bonuses. Upper limits should be set and 
disclosed.

A.4.4 4.7 The terms and conditions of appointment of non-executive directors 
should be made available for inspection.

B.2.2 4.0 The remuneration committee should have delegated responsibility for 
setting remuneration for all executive directors and the chairman.

A.7.2 3.3 Non-executive directors should be appointed for specified terms 
subject to re-election and to Companies Act provisions relating to the 
removal of a director.

A.1.3 2.7 Led by the senior independent director, the non-executive directors 
should meet without the chairman present at least annually to 
appraise the chairman’s performance.

B.1.6 2.7 Notice or contract periods should be set at one year or less. If it is 
necessary to offer longer notice or contract periods to new directors 
recruited from outside, such periods should reduce to one year or 
less after the initial period.

A.1.2 2.7 The annual report should identify the chairman, the deputy chairman 
(where there is one), the chief executive, the senior independent 
director and the chairmen and members of the nomination, audit and 
remuneration committees.

B.1.5 2.0 The remuneration committee should carefully consider what 
compensation commitments (including pension contributions and all 
other elements) their directors’ terms of appointment would entail in 
the event of early termination.

B.1.2 2.0 Executive share options should not be offered at a discount save as 
permitted by the relevant provisions of the Listing Rules.

B.1.3 2.0 Remuneration for nonexecutive directors should not include share 
options.

A.4.6 2.0 A separate section of the annual report should describe the work 
of the nomination committee, including the process it has used in 
relation to board appointments.

Code provisions
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Question 6. Is the number of meetings of the board and 
committees and overall attendance disclosed?

Guidance: “[The annual report] should also set out the number of meetings  
of the board and its committees and individual attendance by directors.”  
(UK Corporate Governance Code, A.1.2)

Figure 11 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 99.7
	 	 99.7
	 	 99.3
	 	 99.0
	 	 99.0

The Chairman

Question 7. Led by the senior independent director, do the non-
executive directors meet without the chairman at least annually 
to appraise the chairman’s performance? 

Guidance: “Led by the senior independent director, the non-executive directors 
should meet without the chairman present at least annually to appraise the 
chairman’s performance.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, A.4.2)

“The non-executive directors, led by the senior independent director, should be 
responsible for performance evaluation of the chairman, taking into account 
the views of executive directors.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, B.6.3)

Figure 12 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 80.2
	 	 80.2
	 	 80.3
	 	 81.0
	 	 71.9

FTSE 100	 	 87.0
	 	 86.7
	 	 86.9
	 	 87.6
	 	 83.5

Mid 250	 	 76.8
	 	 77.1
	 	 77.0
	 	 78.0
	 	 66.5

Question 8. Are the roles of the chairman and chief executive 
separate? 

Guidance: “The roles of chairman and chief executive should not be exercised 
by the same individual.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, A.2.1)

Figure 13 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 96.3
	 	 95.7
	 	 94.0
	 	 95.4
	 	 94.1

Question 9. Does the report identify the chairman, the deputy 
chairman (where there is one), chief executive, senior independent 
director, members and chairs of the nomination, audit and 
remuneration committees?

Guidance: “The annual report should identify the chairman, the deputy 
chairman (where there is one), the chief executive, the senior independent 
director and the chairmen and members of the board committees.”  
(UK Corporate Governance Code, A.1.2)

Figure 14 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 97.7
	 	 98.0
	 	 95.7
	 	 96.7
	 	 97.1

Leadership 
The role of the board

Question 4. to what extent are the features of governance 
discussed in the chairman’s statement?

Guidance: “Chairmen are encouraged to report personally in their annual 
statements how the principles relating to the role and effectiveness of the 
board (in Sections A and B of the new Code) have been applied.”  
(UK Corporate Governance Code, Preface paragraph 7)

Figure 7 (%)

	  FTSE 350	  FTSE 100	  Mid 250 

None	 	 57.0
	 	 43.0
	 	 64.1

Some	 	 33.2
	 	 40.0
	 	 29.8

More	 	 9.7
	 	 17.0
	 	 6.1

Question 5. Is there a statement of how the board operates  
and how its duties are discharged effectively?

Guidance: “The annual report should include a statement of how the board 
operates, including a high level statement of which types of decisions are to  
be taken by the board and which are to be delegated to management.”  
(UK Corporate Governance Code, A.1.1)

Figure 8 (%)

FTSE 350	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
			  0.0
	 		 0.3
	 		 0.7
	 	 2.0

Some	 	 47.0
	 	 48.5
	 	 49.8
	 	 54.9
	 	 60.8

More	 	 53.0
	 	 51.5
	 	 49.8
	 	 44.4
	 	 37.3

Figure 9 (%)
FTSE 100	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
			  0.0
	 	 1.0
	 	 1.0
	 	 1.0

Some	 	 27.0
	 	 27.6
	 	 32.3
	 	 34.0
	 	 29.9

More	 	 71.0
	 	 72.4
	 	 66.7
	 	 64.9
	 	 69.1

Figure 10 (%)

Mid 250	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
			  0.0
			  0.0
	 		 0.5
	 	 2.4

Some	 	 57.1
	 	 58.5
	 	 59.0
	 	 64.6
	 	 75.1

More	 	 41.9
	 	 41.5
	 	 41.0
	 	 34.9
	 	 22.5

The most informative disclosures included detail of the following areas:
•	 The board’s governance practices and linkage to ethical practices
•	 An established framework for management practice
•	 Details of meetings of the board and committees, including focus  

and remit
•	 Powers and authorities retained by the board and those delegated  

to management
•	 Areas of strategic importance
•	 Governance oversight practices.
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Question 12. Are the committee membership requirements met?

“A majority of members of the nomination committee should be non-executive 
directors. The chairman or an independent non-executive director should chair 
the committee.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, B.2.1)

Figure 19 (%)

Nomination Committee	
	 	 93.8
	 	 94.8
	 	 91.3
	 	 92.7
	 	 94.6

Question 13. Is there a description of the work of the 
nomination committee, including the process it has used in 
relation to board appointments?

Guidance: “A separate section of the annual report should describe the work 
of the nomination committee, including the process it has used in relation to 
board appointments.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, B.2.4)
Figure 20 (%)

FTSE 350	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None	 	 2.7
	 	 2.6
	 	 4.0
	 	 9.8
	 	 15.0

Some	 	 60.1
	 	 66.7
	 	 66.6
	 	 66.7
	 	 61.4

More	 	 37.2
	 	 30.7
	 	 29.4
	 	 23.5
	 	 23.5

Figure 21 (%)

FTSE 100	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
			  0.0
	 	 1.0
	 	 8.2
	 	 6.2

Some	 	 41.0
	 	 51.0
	 	 52.5
	 	 52.6
	 	 53.6

More	 	 59.0
	 	 49.0
	 	 46.5
	 	 39.2
	 	 40.2

Figure 22 (%)

Mid 250	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None	 	 4.0
	 	 3.9
	 	 5.5
	 	 11.0
	 	 19.1

Some	 	 69.7
	 	 74.1
	 	 73.0
	 	 73.2
	 	 65.1

More	 	 26.3
	 	 22.0
	 	 21.5
	 	 15.8
	 	 15.8

Question 14. How much explanation is there of the company’s 
policy on gender diversity in the boardroom?

“[The annual report] should include a description of the board’s policy on 
gender diversity in the boardroom, including any measurable objectives that it 
has set for implementing the policy, and progress on achieving the objectives”. 
(change to UK Corporate Governance Code, B.2.4 as proposed by FRC in their 
consultation document: gender diversity on boards)

Figure 23 (%)
	  None	  Some	  More

FTSE 350	 	 72.1
	 	 21.5
	 	 6.4

FTSE 100	 	 54.0
	 	 33.0
	 	 13.0

Mid 250	 	 81.3
	 	 15.7
	 	 3.0

Appointments to the board

Question 10. Is at least half of the board (excluding the 
chairman) comprised of independent non-executive directors? 

Guidance: “Except for smaller companies at least half of the board, excluding 
the chairman, should comprise non-executive directors determined by the 
board to be independent.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, B.1.2)

Figure 15 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 79.9
	 	 77.9
	 	 73.2
	 	 79.4
	 	 73.5

FTSE 100	 	 87.0
	 	 88.8
	 	 84.8
	 	 90.7
	 	 89.7

Mid 250	 	 76.3
	 	 72.7
	 	 67.5
	 	 74.2
	 	 66.0

Question 11. Are there any directors assessed as independent 
who are disclosed as not meeting the criteria in provision B.1.1? 

Guidance: “The board should identify in the annual report each non-executive 
director it considers to be independent.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, 
B.1.1)

The board should state its reasons if it determines that a director is 
independent notwithstanding the existence of relationships or circumstances 
which may appear relevant to its determination, including if the director:

•	 has been an employee of the company or group within the last  
five years

•	 has, or has had within the last three years, a material business relationship 
with the company either directly, or as a partner, shareholder, director or 
senior employee of a body that has such a relationship with the company

•	 has received or receives additional remuneration from the company apart 
from a director’s fee, participates in the company’s share option or a 
performance-related pay scheme, or is a member of the company’s pension 
scheme

•	 has close family ties with any of the company’s advisers, directors or  
senior employees

•	 holds cross-directorships or has significant links with other directors through 
involvement in other companies or bodies

•	 represents a significant shareholder, or
•	 has served on the board for more than nine years from the date of their  

first election.

Figure 16 (%)

FTSE 350 (2011)

 Yes	  No

Figure 17

Which criteria do directors assessed as independent by boards  
not meet? (Number of directors)

 On the board > 9 years

 �Business relationship  
with suppliers,  
customers or 
partners

Figure 18 (%)

How well do companies describe their assessment of independence for 
these directors?

	  None	  Some	  More

FTSE 350	 	 1.5
(2011)	 	 64.2
	 	 34.3

Effectiveness 
The composition of the board

36

54

77.5%

22.5%

Those companies providing ‘more’ disclosure gave details on:
•	 succession planning
•	 search and interview processes and the use of external recruitment 

consultants 
•	 the skills required for the board
•	 process for reviewing effectiveness of the board
•	 consideration of re-appointment of directors.

The best companies stated a commitment to improve female 
representation at board level, setting out broad targets and policies 
intended to achieve them.
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Question 15. How much explanation is there of how the board, 
committees and individual directors are annually formally 
evaluated for their performance? 

Guidance: “The board should state in the annual report how performance 
evaluation of the board, its committees and its individual directors has been 
conducted.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, B.6.1)

Figure 24 (%)

FTSE 350	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	

None	 	 2.3
	 	 3.0
	 	 3.3
	 	 7.8

Some	 	 60.4
	 	 62.7
	 	 64.9
	 	 69.6

More	 	 37.2
	 	 34.3
	 	 31.8
	 	 22.5

Figure 25 (%)
FTSE 100	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	

None	 	 2.0
	 	 1.0
	 	 3.0
	 	 7.2

Some	 	 45.0
	 	 58.2
	 	 59.6
	 	 70.1

More	 	 53.0
	 	 40.8
	 	 37.4
	 	 33.0

Figure 26 (%)
Mid 250	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	

None	 	 2.5
	 	 3.9
	 	 3.5
	 	 8.1

Some	 	 68.2
	 	 64.9
	 	 67.0
	 	 74.2

More	 	 28.8
	 	 31.2
	 	 29.5
	 	 17.7

Question 16. was there an externally facilitated board 
evaluation in the year?

Guidance: “Evaluation of the board of FTSE 350 companies should be 
externally facilitated at least every three years.” (UK Corporate Governance 
Code, B.6.2)

Figure 27 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009

FTSE 350	 	 24.8
	 	 16.5
	 	 14.7

FTSE 100	 	 34.0
	 	 26.8
	 	 21.2

Mid 250	 	 20.2
	 	 12.0
	 	 11.5

Effectiveness 
Re-election

Question 17. Are directors subject to re-election on an  
annual basis?

Guidance: “All directors of FTSE 350 companies should be subject to annual 
election by shareholders.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, B.7.1)

Figure 28 (%)
	  2011	  2010

FTSE 350	 	 69.5
	 	 5.6

FTSE 100	 	 87.0
	 	 7.1

Mid 250	 	 60.6
	 	 4.9

Commitment, development, information  
and support

Question 18. Is it disclosed that the terms and conditions 
of appointment of non-executive directors are available for 
inspection?

Guidance: “The terms and conditions of appointment of non-executive directors 
should be made available for inspection.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, 
B.3.2)

Figure 29 (%)

	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 64.4
	 	 62.7
	 	 67.6
	 	 61.4
	 	 58.2

Question 19. Is it disclosed that the terms of reference for the 
audit, remuneration and nomination committees are available for 
inspection?

Guidance: “The terms of reference of the audit committee, including its role 
and the authority delegated to it by the board, should be made available1.”  
(UK Corporate Governance Code, C.3.3)

“The remuneration committee should make available1 its terms of reference, 
explaining its role and the authority delegated to it by the board.”  
(UK Corporate Governance Code, D.2.1)

“The nomination committee should make available1 its terms of reference, 
explaining its role and the authority delegated to it by the board.”  
(UK Corporate Governance Code, B.2.1)

1The requirement to make the information available could be met by including the 
information on a website that is maintained by or on behalf of the company.

Figure 30 (%)

	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 96.6
	 	 94.7
	 	 95.7
	 	 93.8
	 	 93.1

Evaluation Committee membership and terms of reference

Strong disclosures included the following:
•	 a full description of the appraisal process, including the use of 

independent experts
•	 the key categories considered, including board and committee 

structures, board dynamics, the conduct and frequency of board 
meetings, the consideration of strategic issues by the board and the 
information provided to directors

•	 evaluation criteria linked to overall strategy (as well as operational and 
financial performance)

•	 use of peer review between directors and senior management
•	 inclusion of major shareholder feedback as a measure of performance
•	 achievement of KPIs and specific reference to objectives set for the  

coming year
•	 outcomes from the evaluation and any resultant actions.
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Question 23. How much information is there surrounding the 
company’s risk management and internal control process?

Guidance: “The annual report and accounts should include such meaningful, 
high level information… to assist shareholders’ understanding of the main 
features of the company’s risk management processes and system of internal 
control.” (Turnbull paragraph 33)

Figure 36 (%)
FTSE 350	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
			  0.0
			  0.0
	 	 1.0
	 	 2.3

Some	 	 25.8
	 	 22.4
	 	 24.4
	 	 25.5
	 	 25.5

More	 	 74.2
	 	 77.6
	 	 75.6
	 	 73.5
	 	 72.2

Figure 37 (%)
FTSE 100	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
			  0.0
			  0.0
	 	 1.0
	 	 1.0

Some	 	 13.0
	 	 10.2
	 	 12.1
	 	 11.3
	 	 10.3

More	 	 87.0
	 	 89.8
	 	 87.9
	 	 87.6
	 	 88.7

Figure 38 (%)
Mid 250	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
			  0.0
			  0.0
	 	 1.0
	 	 2.9

Some	 	 32.3
	 	 28.3
	 	 30.5
	 	 32.1
	 	 32.5

More	 	 67.7
	 	 71.7
	 	 69.5
	 	 67.0
	 	 64.6

Question 24. How much information is there surrounding the 
company’s risk management process in particular?

Guidance: “The annual report and accounts should include such meaningful, 
high level information… to assist shareholders’ understanding of the main 
features of the company’s risk management processes and system of internal 
control.” (Turnbull paragraph 33)

Figure 39 (%)
	  FTSE 350	  FTSE 100	  Mid 250

None	  	 0.0
			  0.0	
			  0.0

Some	 	 45.0
	 	 32.0
	 	 51.5

More	 	 55.0
	 	 68.0
	 	 48.5

Accountability 
Risk management and internal control

Question 20. Is there a statement that there is an ongoing 
process for identifying, evaluating and managing the significant 
risks faced by the company? 

Guidance: “The board should, as a minimum, disclose that there is an ongoing 
process for identifying, evaluating and managing the significant risks faced 
by the company, [and] that it has been in place for the year under review.” 
(Turnbull, paragraph 34)

Figure 31 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 99.0
	 	 98.0
	 	 98.0
	 	 98.4
	 	 98.0

Question 21. Is there a statement that a review of the 
effectiveness of the group’s internal controls has been 
undertaken at least annually?

Guidance: “The board should at least annually, conduct a review of the 
effectiveness of the group’s system of internal control and should report to 
shareholders that they have done so.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, C.2.1)

Figure 32 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 99.7
	 	 100.0
	 	 100.0
	 	 99.0
	 	 96.4

Question 22. how much information is provided on the process 
the board/committees have applied in reviewing the effectiveness 
of the system of internal control?

Guidance: “In relation to Code provision C.2.1, the board should summarise the 
process it has applied in reviewing the effectiveness of the system of internal 
control.” (Turnbull paragraph 36)

Figure 33 (%)
FTSE 350	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None	 	 4.4
	 	 7.3
	 	 8.7
	 	 14.7
	 	 11.4

Some	 	 70.1
	 	 67.3
	 	 67.2
	 	 61.4
	 	 60.8

More	 	 25.5
	 	 25.4
	 	 24.1
	 	 23.9
	 	 27.8

Figure 34 (%)
FTSE 100	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None	 	 3.0
	 	 3.1
	 	 4.0
	 	 5.2
	 	 1.0

Some	 	 58.0
	 	 63.3
	 	 62.6
	 	 62.9
	 	 59.8

More	 	 39.0
	 	 33.7
	 	 33.3
	 	 32.0
	 	 39.2

Figure 35 (%)
Mid 250	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None	 	 5.1
	 	 9.3
	 	 11.0
	 	 19.1
	 	 16.3

Some	 	 76.3
	 	 69.3
	 	 69.5
	 	 60.8
	 	 61.2

More	 	 18.7
	 	 21.5
	 	 19.5
	 	 20.1
	 	 22.5

Most companies made reference to their application of the Turnbull 
guidance in this area, but ‘more’ was achieved by those companies that 
then went on to provide a detailed description of how they have applied 
this guidance to their own process. This could include:
•	 the areas of the system that have been reviewed and the rationale for 

their selection
•	 the method used for analysis (eg through review of reports from 

management, self-certification and/or internal audit)
•	 reviews of any internal guidance documents on internal control 
•	 any specific areas which are given a more detailed review due to their 

importance to the sector/industry in which the company operates.

Best disclosures outlined the key elements of a company’s internal 
control system including:
•	 the organisation structure and reporting lines
•	 procedures to ensure compliance with external regulations 
•	 procedures to learn from control failures
•	 range of corporate policies, procedures and training
•	 examples of reviews of control activities and response resolution 
•	 active engagement of senior management in process.

Best disclosures outlined the key elements of a company’s risk 
management system including:
•	 the process by which risks are identified and prioritised
•	 how the effectiveness of risk responses are assessed
•	 responsibilities for risk management within the business 
•	 the frequency and nature of risk reporting and key risk indicators
•	 the extent to which risk is embedded in strategic decision making.
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Question 30. how much information does the audit committee 
provide on how it reached its recommendation to the board on 
the appointment, reappointment or removal of the external 
auditors?

Guidance: “The audit committee section of the annual report should explain 
to shareholders how it reached its recommendation to the board on the 
appointment, reappointment or removal of the external auditors. This 
explanation should normally include supporting information on tendering 
frequency, the tenure of the incumbent auditor and any contractual obligations 
that acted to restrict the committee’s choice of external auditors.” (FRC 
Guidance on Audit Committees, 4.23.)
Figure 45 (%)
FTSE 350	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008

None	 	 33.6
	 	 44.6
	 	 66.2
	 	 85.9

Some	 	 49.0
	 	 40.9
	 	 28.1
	 	 11.1

More	 	 17.4
	 	 14.5
	 	 5.7
	 	 2.9

Question 31. Does the company have an internal audit function 
or equivalent?

Guidance: “The audit committee should monitor and review the effectiveness of 
the internal audit activities. (UK Corporate Governance Code, C.3.5)

Figure 46

FTSE rank Do they have an internal audit function  
or equivalent?

1–100 99%

101–200 86%

201–350 79%

1–350 88%

Question 32. Of the companies which do not have an internal 
audit function, is the absence of the function explained and is 
there disclosure that a review of the need for one has been 
carried out during the year and a recommendation made to  
the board?

Guidance: “Where there is no internal audit function, the audit committee 
should consider annually whether there is a need for an internal audit function 
and make a recommendation to the board, and the reasons for the absence 
of such a function should be explained in the relevant section of the annual 
report…” (UK Corporate Governance Code, C.3.5)

Figure 47 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 94.4
	 	 95.0
	 	 93.6
	 	 93.0
	 	 93.0

Question 33. Of the companies which have an internal audit 
function, does the audit committee monitor and review the 
effectiveness of internal audit activities?

Guidance: “The main role and responsibilities of the audit committee should… 
include… to monitor and review the effectiveness of the company’s internal 
audit function.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, C.3.2)

Figure 48 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 92.4
	 	 79.6
	 	 78.2
	 	 60.8
	 	 41.8

Question 25. Are the committee membership requirements met?

“The board should establish a remuneration committee of at least three … 
independent non-executive director members.” (UK Corporate Governance 
Code, D.2.1)

Figure 40 (%)

	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

Audit Committee	
	 	 91.8
	 	 91.2
	 	 86.3
	 	 91.4
	 	 90.3

Question 26. Does the audit committee identify at least one 
member with recent and relevant financial experience?

Guidance: “The board should satisfy itself that at least one member of the 
audit committee has recent and relevant financial experience.” (UK Corporate 
Governance Code, C.3.1)

Figure 41 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 92.6
	 	 90.8
	 	 89.6
	 	 82.0
	 	 79.4

Question 27. Is there a separate section of the annual report 
which describes the work of the committee?

Guidance: “A separate section of the annual report should describe the 
work of the committee in discharging those responsibilities.” (UK Corporate 
Governance Code, C.3.3)

Figure 42 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 98.7
	 	 98.3
	 	 98.3
	 	 98.7
	 	 98.0

Question 28. If the auditor provides non-audit services, is there a 
description as to how the auditor’s objectivity and independence 
is safeguarded?

Guidance: “The annual report should explain to shareholders how, if the 
auditor provides non-audit services, auditor objectivity and independence is 
safeguarded.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, C.3.7)

Figure 43 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 99.7
	 	 98.3
	 	 96.0
	 	 98.7
	 	 94.4

Question 29. Does the company provide a breakdown of audit and 
non-audit fees?

Guidance: “[The annual report] should:… set out… the fees paid to the auditor 
for audit services, audit related services and other non-audit services; and 
if the auditor provides non-audit services, other than audit related services, 
explain for each significant engagement, or category of engagements, what 
the services are.” (FRC Guidance on Audit Committees, 4.38)

Figure 44 

Average non-audit fees as a percentage  
of audit fees* (%)

Industry (size) Current year Prior year

Basic Materials (27) 117.6 34.9

Consumer Goods (26) 99.3 84.0

Healthcare (7) 97.9 66.7

Oil & Gas (18) 91.1 123.7

Consumer Services (66) 87.3 75.0

Utilities (9) 74.0 140.2

Financials (61)  73.4 83.6

Telecommunications (7) 61.0 110.7

Industrials (62) 57.6 53.3

Technology (15) 49.3 70.3

OVERALL AVERAGE 79.5 74.7

*Audit fees include fees paid for audit related services

Audit committee

Assurance
External audit Internal audit

‘More’ disclosure is achieved by including information on:
•	 dates of appointment and length of tenure
•	 tender frequency and processes
•	 restrictions and/or contractual obligations on the choice of auditor
•	 a review of the auditor’s effectiveness
•	 an assessment of the auditor’s qualifications, expertise and resources.
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Question 37. Are the committee membership requirements met?

Guidance: “The board should establish an audit committee of at least three… 
members, who should all be independent non-executive directors.”  
(UK Corporate Governance Code, C.3.1) 

Figure 52 (%)

	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

Remuneration Committee	
	 	 90.5
	 	 90.9
	 	 88.6
	 	 89.4
	 	 88.6

Question 38. If the chairman sits on the remuneration committee, 
does he/she chair it? 

Guidance: “The company chairman may also be a member of, but not chair, 
the committee if he or she was considered independent on appointment as 
chairman.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, D.2.1)

Figure 53
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

	 	 96
	 	 108
	 	 101
	 	 86
	 	 66

	 	 14
	 	 10
	 	 3
	 	 19
	 	 6

	 	 9
	 	 8
	 	 12
	 	 10
	 	 10

Question 39. Is it stated that the board (or shareholders where 
required) set the remuneration for the non-executive directors?

Guidance: “The board itself or, where required by the Articles of Association, 
the shareholders should determine the remuneration of the non-executive 
directors.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, D.2.3)

Figure 54 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 94.0
	 	 94.1
	 	 95.7
	 	 95.8
	 	 90.2

Question 34. Has there been an independent external review of 
the internal audit function in the current year?

Guidance: “The audit committee should ensure that the function has the 
necessary resources and access to information to enable it to fulfil its 
mandate, and is equipped to perform in accordance with appropriate 
professional standards for internal auditors.” (FRC Guidance on Audit 
Committees, 4.1.3) 

“Internal assessments should include: Ongoing reviews of the performance 
of… internal audit…; and periodic reviews performed through self-assessment 
or by other persons…” (International Standards for the Professional Practice of 
Internal Auditing – 1311)

“External assessments should be conducted at least once every five years. 
The potential need for more frequent external assessments… should be 
discussed… with the board. Such discussions should also consider the size, 
complexity and industry of the organisation.” (International Standards for the 
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing – 1312)

Figure 49 (%)

FTSE 350
 N/A – no internal audit function	  No	  Yes

Question 35. Does the company state the potential maximum 
remuneration available for executive directors?

Guidance: “The performance-related elements of executive directors’ 
remuneration should be stretching and designed to promote the long-term 
success of the company...” (UK Corporate Governance Code, D.1) 

“Upper limits should be set and disclosed.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, 
Schedule A)

Figure 50 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 90.6
	 	 93.4
	 	 91.0
	 	 90.9
	 	 86.3

Question 36. How are annual executive director bonuses paid?

Guidance: “The remuneration committee should consider whether the directors 
should be eligible for annual bonuses. If so, performance conditions should 
be relevant, stretching and designed to promote the long-term success of 
the company. Upper limits should be set and disclosed. There may be a case 
for part payment in shares to be held for a significant period. (UK Corporate 
Governance Code, schedule A)

Figure 51 (%)

FTSE 350
 Cash 
 Shares 
 A combination of cash and shares 
 Not stated

Remuneration 
Levels and components of remuneration Procedure

83.9%

4.0%
12.1%

48.3%
2.7%

16.8%

32.2%

On committee 
and disclosed as 
independent on 
appointment as 
company Chair

On committee 
and disclosed as 
independent on 
appointment as 
company Chair

Chair of 
committee
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Question 41. Has the company provided a separate business 
review in the directors’ report? 

Guidance: “Unless the company is entitled to small companies exemption in 
relation to the directors’ report, the report must contain a business review.” 
(Companies Act 2006 s417; 1)

Figure 58 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

FTSE 350	 	 97.3
	 	 97.0
	 	 96.0
	 	 94.4
	 	 90.8

Question 42. To what extent do companies describe their 
business and the external environment in which they operate?

Guidance: “The review required is a balanced and comprehensive analysis 
of the development and performance of the company’s business during the 
financial year, and the position of the company’s business at the end of that 
year, consistent with the size and complexity of the business.” (Companies Act 
2006 s417; 4)

Figure 59 (%)
FTSE 350	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
			  0.0
	 		 0.3
	 	 1.6
	 	 4.9

Some	 	 12.1
	 	 12.9
	 	 15.4
	 	 16.3
	 	 43.1

More	 	 87.9
	 	 87.1
	 	 84.3
	 	 82.0
	 	 52.0

Question 43. To what extent do companies describe their 
business model? 

Guidance: “The directors should include in the annual report an explanation of 
the basis on which the company generates or preserves value over the longer 
term (the business model) and the strategy for delivering the objectives of the 
company.” (UK Corporate Governance Code, C.1.2) 

Figure 60 (%)
FTSE 350	  2011	  2010

None	 		 0.3
	 	 8.9

Some	 	 72.5
	 	 67.3

More	 	 27.2
	 	 23.1

Question 40. To what degree does the board demonstrate the 
steps taken to understand the views of major shareholders?

Guidance: “The board should state in the annual report the steps they have 
taken to ensure that members of the board, and in particular the non-executive 
directors, develop an understanding of the views of major shareholders about 
their company…” (UK Corporate Governance Code, E.1.2)

Figure 55 (%)
FTSE 350	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
	 		 0.7
	 	 3.0
	 	 2.6
	 	 7.8

Some	 	 38.3
	 	 40.3
	 	 41.5
	 	 50.0
	 	 48.4

More	 	 61.7
	 	 59.1
	 	 55.5
	 	 47.4
	 	 43.8

Figure 56 (%)
FTSE 100	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
	 	 1.0
	 	 4.0
	 	 2.1
	 	 3.1

Some	 	 21.0
	 	 21.4
	 	 26.3
	 	 29.9
	 	 34.0

More	 	 79.0
	 	 77.6
	 	 69.7
	 	 68.0
	 	 62.9

Figure 57 (%)
Mid 250	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
	 		 0.5
	 	 2.5
	 	 2.9
	 	 10.0

Some	 	 47.0
	 	 49.3
	 	 49.0
	 	 59.3
	 	 55.0

More	 	 53.0
	 	 50.2
	 	 48.5
	 	 37.8
	 	 34.9

Relations with shareholders
Narrative reporting 
Financial and business reporting

Many companies had separate sections for shareholder relations, with 
the best companies making reference to:
•	 avenues for engagement with shareholders
•	 non-executive engagement with investors
•	 format of communication 
•	 dedicated resources such as an investor relations department
•	 use of company website with dedicated investor section
•	 frequency of presentations to the City and financial institutions.

Companies providing ‘more’ detailed disclosures give a description of:
•	 the structure of the business
•	 the company’s main products and services, 
•	 main operating facilities and locations, 
•	 key customers and suppliers,
•	 relevant sector or industry specific information including the regulatory 

and competitive environment.

Companies giving more detailed descriptions:
•	 provide clarity around how they create and sustain value
•	 structure their narrative reporting around the business model, including 

linkage to strategy and objectives
•	 explain not just what they do, but how they do it
•	 describe their key strengths and differentiators from competitors such  

as financial strength, intellectual property, human capital and access to 
natural resources

•	 recognise the impact of external factors.
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Question 44. To what extent do companies describe the likely 
future development of their business?

Guidance: “The business review must… include the main trends and factors 
likely to affect the future development, performance and position of the 
company’s business” (Companies Act 2006 s417; 5a)
Figure 61 (%)
FTSE 350	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
	 		 0.3
	 		 0.7
	 	 4.6
	 	 17.0

Some	 	 57.4
	 	 58.1
	 	 69.6
	 	 68.3
	 	 62.7

More	 	 42.6
	 	 41.6
	 	 29.8
	 	 27.1
	 	 20.3

Figure 62 (%)
FTSE 100	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
			  0.0
	 	 1.0
	 	 4.1
	 	 13.4

Some	 	 43.0
	 	 50.0
	 	 60.6
	 	 55.7
	 	 58.8

More	 	 57.0
	 	 50.0
	 	 38.4
	 	 40.2
	 	 27.8

Figure 63 (%)
Mid 250	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008	  2007

None			  0.0
	 		 0.5
	 		 0.5
	 	 4.8
	 	 18.7

Some	 	 64.6
	 	 62.0
	 	 74.0
	 	 74.2
	 	 64.6

More	 	 35.4
	 	 37.6
	 	 25.5
	 	 21.1
	 	 16.7

Question 45. To what extent does the company’s strategy/
strategic objectives link to specific risks, opportunities and KPIs? 

Guidance: “The FRC believes that, in future, narrative reports should focus 
primarily on strategic risks rather than operational risks and those risks that 
arise naturally and without action by the company; and disclose the risks 
inherent in their business model and their strategy for implementing that 
business model.” (FRC Effective Company Stewardship: Next Steps, Summary 
of Action)

Figure 64 (%)
FTSE 350	  FTSE 350	  FTSE 100	  Mid 250

None	 	 10.7
	 	 5.0
	 	 13.6

Some	 	 68.1
	 	 67.0
	 	 68.7

More	 	 21.1
	 	 28.0
	 	 17.7

Question 46. Is there a statement that an assessment of the 
impact of the company’s business on the environment has been 
undertaken? 

Guidance: “In the case of a quoted company the business review must, to the 
extent necessary for an understanding of the development, performance or 
position of the company’s business, include information about (i) environmental 
matters, (ii) the company’s employees, and (iii) social and community issues.” 
(Companies Act 2006 s417; 5b)

Figure 65 (%)
	  2011	  2010	  2009	  2008

FTSE 350	 	 99.0
	 	 98.0
	 	 95.0
	 	 59.8

Question 47. TO what extent do companies describe their 
principal business risks and uncertainties? 

Guidance: “The business review must contain a description of the principal 
risks and uncertainties facing the company.” (Companies Act 2006 s417; 3)

Figure 66 (%)
FTSE 350	  2011	  2010

None	 		 0.3
	 		 0.3

Some	 	 25.5
	 	 36.3

More	 	 74.1
	 	 63.4

Figure 67 (%)
FTSE 100	  2011	  2010

None			  0.0
			  0.0

Some	 	 16.0
	 	 25.5

More	 	 84.0
	 	 74.5

Figure 68 (%)
Mid 250	  2011	  2010

None	 		 0.5
	 		 0.5

Some	 	 30.3
	 	 41.5

More	 	 69.2
	 	 58.1

Principal risks

The best disclosures provide:
•	 a clear description of the company’s objectives
•	 an explanation of strategies designed to achieve these objectives
•	 areas of business which the company expects to develop in the  

near future
•	 general discussion of more long term plans
•	 relevant information on trends and factors, both company specific and 

market-wide.

Companies giving more detailed descriptions provided:
•	 sufficient detail to understand the risk, and how it specifically relates  

to the business
•	 an indication of how company strategy is impacting the risk profile
•	 an analysis of the potential impact of the risk 
•	 information on how each risk is being mitigated
•	 detail on how the risk is being monitored and measured through, for 

example, the use of key risk indicators.
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Question 48. To what extent do companies describe specific key 
performance indicators (KPIs) which measure the performance of 
their business? 

Guidance: “The [business] review must, to the extent necessary for an 
understanding of the development, performance or position of the company’s 
business, include (a) analysis using financial key performance indicators, and 
(b) where appropriate, analysis using other key performance indicators.” 

‘Key performance indicators’ means factors by reference to which the 
development, performance or position of the company’s business can be 
measured effectively. (Companies Act 2006 s417; 6)

Figure 69 (%)
FTSE 350	  2011	  2010

None	 	 3.4
	 	 4.3

Some	 	 59.1
	 	 65.0

More	 	 37.6
	 	 30.7

Figure 70 (%)
FTSE 100	  2011	  2010

None			  0.0
	 	 2.0

Some	 	 46.0
	 	 54.1

More	 	 54.0
	 	 43.9

Figure 71 (%)
Mid 250	  2011	  2010

None	 	 5.1
	 	 5.4

Some	 	 65.7
	 	 70.2

More	 	 29.3
	 	 24.4

An analysis of the average number of risks disclosed by category by industry

Figure 68
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Financial 2.9 2.6 3.6 2.7 2.8 2.9 2.1 2.3 2.6 3.7 1.7

Operational 2.3 3.4 2.7 2.7 2.4 2.9 2.9 1.8 2.1 2.0 2.9

Macro-economic 1.6 1.9 1.8 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.9 2.0 1.4 1.3 1.3

Regulatory & compliance 1.5 4.1 2.1 2.7 1.6 1.1 1.6 1.7 1.3 1.2 1.3

Employees 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.3 0.9 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.5

Expansion 0.6 1.4 0.7 0.9 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.3 0.7

Reputation 0.6 0.0 1.6 0.6 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.3

Technology 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0 0.4 2.0 0.5 0.7 0.5 1.1

Environmental 0.4 0.4 0.9 0.4 0.2 0.8 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.1

Average total number 

of risks
11.3 14.6 14.3 12.4 12.2 11.8 11.7 10.9 10.3 10.1 9.7
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Key performance indicators

The best disclosures:
•	 link KPIs to the company’s objectives explaining why they have been 

selected and what they measure
•	 disclose quantifiable results that are compared to prior years
•	 explain how they are calculated and the source of data
•	 include future targets or expectations.
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An analysis of the average number of KPIs disclosed by category by industry

Figure 72
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Profit and costs 2.2 2.6 2.0 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.0 2.4 1.9 1.9 1.6

Revenue 1.4 0.4 1.5 0.5 1.2 2.0 1.5 1.8 0.9 1.9 2.0

Shareholders funds 0.6 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.4 1.1 0.4 0.3

Working capital 0.6 0.2 0.8 0.5 0.8 0.3 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.3 1.0

Capital expenditure  

& other assets
0.3 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.4 0.0

Interest and debt 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0

Average total number of 

financial KPIs
5.3 5.3 5.5 4.3 5.4 5.8 5.4 5.7 5.2 4.8 4.8
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Environmental 0.9 1.7 1.7 1.6 0.4 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.1

Operational 0.5 1.0 0.3 1.1 1.0 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.1

Expansion 0.4 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.1

Employees 0.4 1.0 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.3

Reputation 0.4 1.7 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.0

Regulatory & compliance 0.3 1.0 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1

Average total number of non-

financial KPIs
3.0 6.7 4.0 4.6 3.1 2.6 2.8 1.9 2.1 1.1 0.9

Total number of KPIs 8.3 12.0 9.5 8.9 8.5 8.4 8.2 7.6 7.3 5.9 5.7
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International service lines
Assurance
•	 Audit
•	 Shared audit
•	 Corporate governance
•	 Accounting support
•	 Technical accounting
•	 Royalty audits

Tax
•	 Corporate tax
•	 Personal tax
•	 Employer solutions
•	 Expatriate tax
•	 Indirect tax
•	 International tax
•	 Outsourced compliance services
•	 Tax investigation services
•	 Transfer pricing
•	 Transaction tax
•	 Wealth management and  

financial planning

Advisory
•	 Commercial Intelligence
•	 Business risk services
•	 Corporate finance
•	 Corporate simplification
•	 Forensic and investigation services
•	 Government and infrastructure 

services
•	 Internet intelligence and brand 

protection
•	 Restructuring and post-deal services
•	 Recovery and reorganisation
•	 Valuations

Business Risk Services
We have proven international capability and experience of adding value to 
clients’ governance, risk, internal audit, technology and business process 
change programmes.

Assurance
•	 Outsourcing or co-sourcing of  

internal audit
•	 Internal audit effectiveness reviews
•	 Operational audit
•	 Revenue, contract and cost 

verification audits
•	 SSAE16/ISAE 3402 and AAF 01/06

Advisory
•	 Governance
•	 Enterprise risk management
•	 Process and control improvement
•	 Post-merger integration
•	 Fraud risk assessment
•	 Programme management
•	 Sarbanes-Oxley

Information technology
•	 IT governance and strategy
•	 IT assessment and due diligence
•	 Security services
•	 Solution selection
•	 IT audit
•	 Business continuity and  

disaster recovery
•	 Data mining and investigations
•	 Digital forensics 
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About Grant Thornton

A global footprint

Grant Thornton International 
•	 Fee income $4 billion
•	 $1.7 billion assurance
•	 Over 100 countries
•	 490 locations
•	 c.30,000 staff
•	 Over 2,600 partners
•	 Global strategy, global brand,  

global values

Grant Thornton UK LLP 
•	 c. 4,000 staff 
•	 27 offices
•	 Over 200 partners
•	 Fee income $600m
•	 Full service practice with  

extensive specialist  
advisory services

Offices around the world
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For further information on any of the 
issues explored in this report contact:

Simon Lowe
T 020 7728 2451
E simon.j.lowe@uk.gt.com

Business Risk Services

Martin Gardner
T 020 7728 2847
E martin.n.gardner@uk.gt.com

Eddie Best
T 020 7728 2849
E eddie.j.best@uk.gt.com 

Sandy Kumar
T 020 7728 3248
E sandy.kumar@uk.gt.com

For other queries please contact your 
local Grant Thornton office:

Belfast 
T 028 9031 5500

Birmingham 
T 0121 212 4000

Bristol 
T 0117 305 7600

Cambridge 
T 01223 225600

Cardiff 
T 029 2023 5591

Edinburgh 
T 0131 229 9181

Gatwick 
T 01293 554130

Glasgow 
T 0141 223 0000

Ipswich 
T 01473 221491

Kettering 
T 01536 310000

Leeds 
T 0113 245 5514

Leicester 
T 0116 247 1234

 

Liverpool 
T 0151 224 7200

London 
T 020 7383 5100

Manchester 
T 0161 953 6900

Milton Keynes 
T 01908 660666

Newcastle 
T 0191 261 2631

Northampton 
T 01604 826650

Norwich 
T 01603 620481

Oxford 
T 01865 799899

Reading 
T 01189 839600

Sheffield 
T 0114 255 3371

Slough 
T 01753 781001

Southampton 
T 023 8038 1100

Or alternatively, email us at  
heretohelp@uk.gt.com

Contact us
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