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Annual Engagement Policy Implementation Statement 
 
Introduction 
 
This statement sets out how, and the extent to which, the Engagement Policy in the Statement 
of Investment Principles (‘SIP’) produced by the Trustee has been followed during the year to 
31 March 2022. This statement has been produced in accordance with The Pension Protection 
Fund (Pensionable Service) and Occupational Pension Schemes (Investment and Disclosure) 
(Amendment and Modification) Regulations 2018 and the guidance published by the Pensions 
Regulator. 

Investment Objectives of the Scheme  
 
The Trustee believes it is important to consider the engagement policies in place in the context 
of the investment objectives they have set. 

As included in the SIP, the Trustee aims to invest the assets of the Scheme prudently to 
ensure that the benefits promised to existing members are provided as and when they fall due. 

There were no changes to the investment objectives or investment strategy over the period 
under review.  

Policy on ESG, Stewardship and Climate Change 
 
The Scheme’s SIP includes the Trustee’s policy on Environmental, Social and Governance 
(‘ESG’) factors, stewardship and Climate Change. This policy sets out the Trustee’s beliefs on 
ESG and climate change and the processes followed by the Trustee in relation to voting rights 
and stewardship. This was last reviewed in February 2021 and is set out below.  

The Trustee believes that good stewardship and ESG issues may have a financially material 
impact on investment returns, and that good stewardship can create and preserve value for 
companies and markets as a whole. The Trustee also recognises that long-term sustainability 
issues, particularly climate change, present risks and opportunities that increasingly may 
require explicit consideration. The Trustee has taken into account the expected lifetime of the 
Scheme when considering how to integrate these issues into the investment decision making 
process.   

The Trustee has given the Investment Managers full discretion when evaluating ESG issues, 
including climate change considerations, and in exercising rights and stewardship obligations 
attached to the Scheme’s investments. Similarly, the Scheme’s voting rights are exercised by 
its investment managers in accordance with their own corporate governance policies, and 
taking account of current best practice including the UK Corporate Governance Code and the 
UK Stewardship Code.  

The Trustee considers how ESG, climate change and stewardship is integrated within 
investment processes in appointing new investment managers and monitoring existing 
investment managers. The Trustee has not set any investment restrictions on the appointed 
investment managers in relation to particular products or activities, but may consider this in 
future. 

The following sets out how the Trustee’s engagement and voting policies were followed and 
implemented during the year.  

 



Engagement 
 
The Trustee reviewed the investment manager mandates in relation to ESG factors and 
responsible investing. This included monitoring investment managers’ engagement activity 
and their level of ESG integration, based on the investment consultant’s assessment of each 
manager’s ESG capabilities. The Scheme’s investment reporting is reviewed by the Trustee 
on a periodic basis and includes ratings (both general and ESG specific) from the investment 
consultant. The Scheme’s managers remained generally highly rated during the period.  

The Trustee and investment consultant have also met investment managers over the year and 
discussed their progress on integrating ESG factors as part of those sessions.  

The Trustee has requested that the investment managers confirm compliance with the 
principles of the UK Stewardship Code. All of the Scheme’s investment managers have 
confirmed that they are signatories of the current 2020 UK Stewardship Code, with the 
exception of Elementum, who as a US based investment manager, has instead confirmed 
involvement in other coalitions and groups such as the Standards Board for Alternative 
Investments (“SBAI”). 

The Trustee also received details of relevant engagement activity for the year from each of 
the Scheme’s investment managers. The Scheme’s investment managers engaged with 
companies over the year on a wide range of different issues including Environmental, Social 
and Governance factors. This included engaging with companies on climate change to ensure 
that companies were making progress in this area and better aligning themselves with the 
wider objectives on climate change in the economy (i.e. those linked to the Paris agreement).  

The Scheme’s managers provided examples of instances where they had engaged with 
companies they were invested in/about to invest in which resulted in a positive outcome. 
These engagement initiatives are driven mainly through regular engagement meetings with 
the companies that the managers invest in or by voting on key climate-related resolutions at 
companies’ Annual General Meetings. Where the nature of the investments means that voting 
rights are not attached to the holdings (e.g. holdings in the fixed income space), engagement 
initiatives are driven mainly through regular engagement meetings with the company’s 
management and sponsors and monitoring of operational reports. 

Voting Activity  
 
The Trustee have delegated their voting rights to the investment managers. As a result, the 
Trustee does not use the direct services of a proxy voter, although the investment managers 
may employ the services of proxy voters in exercising their voting rights on behalf of the 
Trustee. 

Investment managers are expected to provide voting summary reporting on a regular basis, 
at least annually. 

Voting activity is most relevant to the Scheme’s Multi-Asset Absolute Return holdings with 
Invesco and Ruffer, where the Scheme has exposure to equity holdings with voting rights 
attached.  

 

 

 

 



Given the nature of the underlying assets, there was no voting activity undertaken within the 
following mandates during the year: 

 Infrastructure; 
 Property; 
 Private Debt; 
 Securitised Debt; 
 Insured-Linked Securities;  
 Buy & Hold Credit; 
 Liability Driven Investment (“LDI”). 

The key voting activity carried out on behalf of the Trustee over the year under review is 
detailed below. 

Invesco – Global Targeted Returns Fund 
 

 Globally, Invesco leverages research from Institutional Shareholder Services (“ISS”) 
and Glass Lewis (“GL”). Invesco generally retains full and independent discretion with 
respect to proxy voting decisions, which are assessed on a case-by-case basis by 
Invesco’s respective investment professionals considering the unique circumstances 
affecting companies, regional best practices and the goal of maximizing long-term 
value creation for clients. ISS and GL both provide research reports, including vote 
recommendations; ISS also assists with receipt of proxy ballots, vote execution and 
disclosure services in Canada, the UK and Europe.  
 

 During the 12 months to 31 March 2022, of the votes in relation to the Scheme’s 
holdings, Invesco voted against the recommendation of ISS and GL around 4.9% of 
the time. 
 

 In the period 1 April 2021 to 31 March 2022, of the 4,942 resolutions eligible to vote 
(at 329 meetings), 98.1% were voted on behalf of the Trustee, of which 92.1% voted 
with management, 7.9% against management and 0.3% abstained. 
 

 Invesco has defined ‘significant votes’ depending on the risk and materiality to the 
portfolio. As part of the firm’s Shareholder Rights Directive II implementation, the 
following criteria is used when determining whether a voting item is significant; (i) 
materiality of the position, (ii) the content of the resolution and (iii) inclusion on 
Invesco’s ESG watch-list. The Trustee is comfortable with this definition. 
 

 A significant vote example is set out below: 
Company: Eurofins Scientific SE 
Resolution: Creation of Class C Beneficiary Units and Amend Articles of 
Association 
Voting: Against (Against Management) 
Rationale: Invesco saw that the company has demonstrated a lack of 
progress or weak reporting on environmental issues. 
Outcome: Class C Beneficiary Units and Amend articles of Association 
proposal passed. The outcome of the vote did not meet Invesco’s desired 
voting intention. They will continue to monitor the company on this issue and 
engage as necessary. 
 

 



Ruffer – Global Long Only Absolute Return 
 

 Ruffer’s proxy voting advisor is Institutional Shareholder Services (ISS).  
 

 Ruffer has developed its own internal voting guidelines, however Ruffer takes into 
account issues raised by ISS, to assist in the assessment of resolutions and the 
identification of contentious issues. Although Ruffer is cognisant of proxy advisers’ 
voting recommendations, it does not delegate or outsource its stewardship activities 
when deciding how to vote on its clients’ shares; instead, research analysts, supported  
by the responsible investment team, review the relevant issues on a case-by-case 
basis and exercise their judgement, based on their in-depth knowledge of the specific 
company.  
 

 During the 12 months to 31 March 2022, of the votes in relation to the Scheme’s 
holdings, Ruffer voted against the recommendation of ISS around 4.3% of the time. 
 

 In the period 1 April 2021 to 31 March 2022, of the 642 resolutions eligible to vote (at 
42 meetings), 97.8% were voted on behalf of the Trustee, of which 94.1% voted with 
management, 4.7% against management and 1.1% abstained. 
 

 Ruffer has defined ‘significant votes’ as those that they think will be of particular interest 
to clients. In most cases, these relate to continuing engagement with the portfolio 
companies. A significant vote example is set out below: 

Company: Ambev. 
Resolution: Governance renumeration. 
Voting: Against. 
Rationale: The company asked to increase its annual remuneration cap by 
11.2%. The company only used 64% of its cap in 2020 and 75% of its cap in 
2019. Given the current cap hasn't been met and the company is proposing an 
11.2% increase in that cap despite weak share price and margin performance 
over a number of years, Ruffer did not believe approving the increase would be 
warranted. Ruffer engaged with the company on this item and they point to the 
need to adjust compensation for inflation and market benchmarks. Voting for 
this item would seem to be perpetuating the inflationary spiral of executive 
compensation and Ruffer believe they need to send a message that poor 
performance cannot be rewarded with higher pay. 
Outcome: The resolution passed with 86.5% votes in favour. 

 


