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JLT Pension Scheme 
(“the Scheme”) – Defined 
Contribution (“DC”) Section 

Annual Implementation Statement –      
31 March 2021 

1. Introduction 

This statement, prepared by MMC UK Pension Fund 
Trustee Limited (“the Trustee”), the corporate trustee 
of the JLT Pension Scheme (“the Scheme”), sets out 
how, and the extent to which, the Statement of 
Investment Principles (“SIP”) has been followed during 
the year to 31 March 2021 (defined as “the Scheme 
year” for the purposes of this statement). This 
statement covers the Defined Contribution (‘DC’) 
Section of the Scheme and should be read in 
conjunction with the DC Section SIP1. A separate 
statement has been prepared for the Defined Benefit 
section.  

This statement also includes a summary of the voting 
activity that was carried out on behalf of the Trustee 
over the Scheme year by the investment managers. 

This statement covers the investment arrangements in 
place for the year to 31 March 2021.  However, it 
should be noted that all assets in the Scheme were 
transferred to the MMC UK Pension Fund at the end of 
July 2021 and the Scheme is in the process of winding 
up at the time of writing.  Hence, the purpose of this 
statement is to the cover disclosure requirements on 
the items mentioned above, noting that the investment 
arrangements covered by the Scheme are no longer in 
place.    

                                                      

1Available on the member website: 
https://pensions.uk.mmc.com/docs/JLTPS-Investment-
Governance-Sep-2020.pdf 

2. Statement of Investment Principles 

2.1. Investment Objectives of the Fund 

The objectives of the Scheme included in the DC 
Section SIP are as follows: 

 To establish a default strategy which will offer 
a high quality solution appropriate for the 
majority of members saving into the Scheme. 

 Alongside the default strategy, provide a range 
of self-select funds to meet the diversity of 
member needs throughout their working lives.   

 To offer funds that enable members to plan 
appropriately for their retirement. 

 To make available an appropriate range of 
funds to avoid unnecessarily complicating 
members’ investment decisions. 

 To implement and deliver an attractive and 
compelling communication and engagement 
strategy that reflects the needs of members, 
specifically taking into account the nature of 
the Scheme and the investment arrangements 
that are provided. 

 To put in place the necessary governance 
framework that will allow the ongoing 
suitability of the Scheme, including the 
suitability of the investment arrangements, to 
be monitored over time.   

2.2   Review of the SIP 
 
The current Trustee was appointed from 31 March 
2020.  Following this appointment, the Trustee 
undertook a wholesale review of the Scheme’s SIP to 
ensure it fully reflected their aims, objectives and 
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beliefs, taking formal advice from the Scheme’s 
investment consultant in doing so.  The review resulted 
in a new SIP being produced and signed in September 
2020.  Whilst the wording on the aims, objectives and 
policies may have changed from the previous SIP in 
place prior to the Trustee governing this Scheme, the 
arrangements described in the current SIP reflect the 
arrangements in place for members and no investment 
changes were made during the year.   

In addition to the changes above to existing policies, 
the Trustee was also required to include new policies in 
the SIP by 1 October 2020 in relation to their 
arrangements with their investment managers. These 
policies included: 

− How the arrangements incentivise the 
investment managers to align their 
investment strategies and decisions with the 
Trustee’s policies 

− How the arrangements incentivise the 
investment managers to make decisions based 
on assessments of medium to long-term 
financial and non-financial performance of an 
issuer of debt / equity and to engage with 
issuers to improve performance in the 
medium to long-term 

− How the method (and time horizon) of the 
evaluation of the investment managers’ 
performance and the remuneration for asset 
management services are in line with the 
Trustee’s policies 

− How the Trustee monitors portfolio turnover 
costs and how they define and monitor 
targeted portfolio turnover or turnover range 

− The duration of the arrangement with the 
investment managers 

The Trustee’s policies on the above were captured in 
the revised SIP signed in September 2020. 

2.3    Assessment of how the policies in the SIP                                     
have been followed for the year to 31 
March 2021 

The information provided in the following section 
highlights the work undertaken by the Trustee during 
the Scheme year to 31 March 2021 and sets out how 

this work followed the Trustee’s policies in the SIP 
that was produced in September 2020.   

In summary, it is the Trustee’s view that the policies 
in the SIP have been followed during the Scheme year 
to 31 March 2021. 
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Strategic Asset Allocation 

 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 March 2021 

1 

Kind of investments to be 
held and the balance 
between different kinds of 
investments 

Sections 4 and 5 
No new investments were implemented during the course of the Scheme year, and the Trustee 
held investments within the Scheme that were consistent with the policies in the SIP during the 
Scheme year.   

2 
Risks, including the ways 
in which risks are to be 
measured and managed 

Section 8 

The Trustee considered both quantitative and qualitative measures for risks when deciding 
investment policies, strategic asset allocation, the choice of investment manager / funds / asset 
classes.   

The Trustee put in place a structure to both monitor these risks and take action where the Trustee 
believes it appropriate to do so. No changes were made to the investments or managers during 
the year.  

The Trustee considered the heightened market volatility under the Covid-19 pandemic and took 
actions to mitigate this risk, including communicating with members. 

3 
Expected Return on 
Investments 

Section 6 

The investment performance was reviewed by the Investment Committee on a quarterly basis. 

Investment performance was also assessed as part as the annual value for member’s assessment 
during the year. 
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Investment Mandates 

 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 March 2021 

4 

Securing compliance with 
the legal requirements 
about choosing 
investments 

Section 1  

The Scheme’s investment consultants attended all Trustee and Investment Committee meetings 
during the year.  The investment consultants provided updates on fund performance and, where 
required, appropriateness of the funds used, as well as advice on asset allocation and 
investment risks. 

5 Realisation of Investments Section 7 

During the year, all assets were daily-priced and daily-dealt pooled investment arrangements, with 
assets mainly invested in regulated markets, and therefore realisable at short notice, based on 
member demand. 

However, in March 2020 the LGIM Managed Property Fund was suspended and no assets could 
be invested into/disinvested from the Fund. The suspension was lifted before December 2020. 
The Trustee received advice from their investment consultant on the matter and any impact it might 
have on members.    

The Trustee delegated the responsibility for buying and selling securities within the funds to the 
investment managers.  

6 

Financial and non-financial 
considerations and how 
those considerations are 
taken into account in the 
selection, retention and 
realisation of investments 

Section 9 and 11 

The Trustee identified key investment risks in the SIP. The majority of these risks were monitored 
on a quarterly basis by the Investment Committee through the quarterly performance reporting 
provided by the Scheme’s investment consultant. All of the risks identified were also considered 
as part of the formal strategic review process undertaken by the Trustee during the Scheme year 
which has resulted in the transfer of assets to the MMC UK Pension Fund. 

The Trustee also identified environmental, social and corporate governance (‘ESG’) factors as 
financially material considerations in the SIP. During the year the Investment Committee 
considered the ESG manager ratings, as provided by the Investment Consultant, on a quarterly 
basis. 

Member views were not explicitly taken into account in the selection, retention and realisation of 
investments during the year. 
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Monitoring the Investment Managers 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 March 2021 

7 

Incentivising investment 
managers to align their 
investment strategies and 
decisions with the 
Trustees’ policies 

Section 10 (item 
38) 

The Trustee’s policy on manager incentivisation was added in September 2020 to reflect the 
new requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2.  

The Trustee had the ability to select appropriate investment mandates to align with its overall 
investment strategy during the year.  The arrangements in place were reviewed during the Scheme 
year by the Trustee. Although no investment changes were made during the year to 31 March 
2021, the assets in the Scheme were subsequently transferred to the MMC UK Pension Fund in 
July 2021 as a result of this review. 

8 

Incentivising the asset 
manager to make 
decisions based on 
assessments about 
medium to long-term 
financial and non-financial 
performance of an issuer 
of debt or equity 

Section 10 (item 
39) 

The Trustee’s policy on asset manager incentivisation was added in September 2020 to reflect 
the new requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2.  

During the year, the Trustee carried out a triennial review of the Scheme’s investment strategy 
and were satisfied the arrangements in place continue to incentivise the investment managers to 
make decisions based on medium to long term financial and non-financial performance. Ongoing 
monitoring of the ESG ratings assigned to the appointed underlying managers is an example 
how the Trustee makes this assessment. 
  

9 

Evaluation of the 
investment manager’s 
performance and the 
remuneration for asset 
management services 

Section 10 (item 
40) 

The Trustee’s policy on performance evaluation and investment manager remuneration was 
added during the year to reflect the new requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2. 

To evaluate performance in respect of the investment managers, the Trustee reviewed both 
absolute and relative performance against the investment manager’s benchmark on a quarterly 
basis, including assessments of both shorter and longer time horizons. 
 
In addition, the Investment Committee monitored the ESG ratings assigned to each manager by 
the investment consultant on a quarterly basis. 
 
The remuneration for investment managers used by the Scheme during the year were based on 
assets under management. The levels of fees paid by members was reviewed during the year as 
part of the annual value for money assessment to determine if they represented value to members. 



 

Annual Implementation Statement   
JLT Pension Scheme 

6 

10 
Monitoring portfolio 
turnover costs 

Section 10 (item 
41) 

The Trustee’s policy on monitoring portfolio turnover costs was added during the year to reflect 
the new requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2. 

Portfolio turnover costs for each of the funds was reviewed as part of the Chair’s Statement and 
annual value for members’ process during the year.  

While the transaction costs provided appear to be reflective of costs expected of various asset 
classes and markets that the Scheme invests in, there is not as yet any “industry standard” 
benchmark or universe to compare these to. The Trustee will monitor industry developments in 
how to assess these costs and incorporate this in future value for members’ assessments.   

11 
The duration of the 
arrangement with the 
investment manager 

Section 10 (item 
42) 

The Trustee’s policy on the duration of an investment manager’s appointment was added during 
the year to reflect the new requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2. 

There were no set durations for manager appointments in place during the year covered by this 
Statement.  No changes were made to manager arrangements during the year, however, assets 
in the Scheme were transferred to the MMC UK Pension Fund in July 2021 following a review of 
the arrangements in the Scheme. 
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ESG Stewardship and Climate Change 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 March 2021 

12 

Undertaking engagement 
activities in respect of the 
investments (including the 
methods by which, and the 
circumstances under which, 
trustee would monitor and 
engage with relevant persons 
about relevant matters) 

Section 9  

The Trustee monitored the investment and ESG ratings assigned to each manager by the 
investment consultant on a quarterly basis via the investment reports and in Trustee meetings. 
The ESG ratings considered the extent to which managers were embedding ESG into their 
processes, either by integrating ESG into the portfolio or by considering their stewardship and 
engagement activities with the companies in which they invest. 

 

Voting Disclosures 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 March 2021 

13 

The exercise of the rights 
(including voting rights) 
attaching to the 
investments 

Section 9 (items 
35 and 36) 

The Trustee delegated their voting rights to the investment managers and expected their 
investment managers to engage with the investee companies on their behalf.  

The Trustee has requested key voting activities from their managers during the Scheme year. The 
information received is summarised in the voting section that follows. 
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Voting and Engagement Activity 
The Trustee has delegated its voting rights to the investment managers.  The SIP states "The Trustee has given the investment managers full discretion in 
evaluating ESG factors, including climate change considerations, and exercising voting rights and stewardship obligations attached to the investments.“ 

It is the Trustee’s view that the policy has been followed during the Scheme year.   

This statement covers the year to 31 March 2021 but some of the voting information from 31 December 2020 to 31 March 2021 was unavailable at the 
time of writing. The majority of voting activity will arise in public equity funds. However, voting opportunities may arise in other asset classes such as 
certain bonds, property, private equity and multi-asset funds. The Trustee has reported voting information with respect to the funds that hold equity 
(including multi-asset funds), where this information is provided. Alliance Bernstein (“AB”) funds represent around 43% of total Scheme assets and form 
the default strategy for the Scheme – emphasis was therefore placed on these AB funds.   
 
The information that follows is split into a number of sub-sections covering: 
 

 Investment manager’s use of proxy services 

 A separate section on the engagement and ownership activities information received from AB for the default arrangement  

 Voting activity for other investment arrangements during the Scheme year 

 Sample of significant votes from the other investment arrangements in the Scheme 
 
Information on the default arrangement has been provided directly by AB.  All other data disclosed below has been provided by the platform provider, 
Mobius Life and Legal & General Investment Management. 
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Investment manager’s use of Proxy Services 

The Trustee does not use the direct services of a proxy voter.  The underlying managers’ use of proxy voting, where this has been provided, is detailed in 
the table below. 

Manager Use of Proxy Services 

Legal and 
General 

Investment 
Management 

LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team uses Institutional Shareholder Services’ (ISS’s) ‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to electronically 
vote clients’ shares. All voting decisions are made by LGIM and they do not outsource any part of the strategic decisions. To ensure LGIM proxy 
provider votes in accordance with their position on ESG, they have put in place a custom voting policy with specific voting instructions. We retain 
the ability in all markets to override any vote decisions, which are based on our custom voting policy. This may happen where engagement with 
a specific company has provided additional information (for example from direct engagement, or explanation in the annual report) that allows us 
to apply a qualitative overlay to our voting judgement.  

Ninety One 
Ninety One make use of the ISS Proxy Exchange research service for all voting. ISS provide them with research recommendations and 
recommendations based on its internal voting policy, Ninety One then take these into consideration and discuss internally to make a decision in 
the best interest of the shareholders (which may differ from ISS recommendations). 

Columbia 
Threadneedle 
Investments 

While the manager is mindful of company and industry specific issues, as well as normal market practice, in considering the approach and 
proposals of a company, they are guided solely by the best interests of its clients and will consider any issues and related disclosures or 
explanations in that context. While analysing meeting agendas and making voting decisions, they use a range of research sources and consider 
various ESG issues, including companies’ risk management practices and evidence of any controversies. Their final vote decisions take account of, 
but are not determinatively informed by, research issued by proxy advisory organisations such as ISS, IVIS and Glass Lewis as well as MSCI ESG 
Research. Proxy voting is effected via ISS. 

Threadneedle utilises the proxy voting platform of ISS to cast votes for client securities and to provide recordkeeping and vote disclosure services. 
They have retained both Glass, Lewis & Co. and ISS to provide proxy research services to ensure quality and objectivity in connection with voting 
client securities. 
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Manager Use of Proxy Services 

Nordea Asset 
Management 

Nordea proxy voting is supported by two external vendors (ISS and Nordic Investor Services – henceforth “NIS”) to facilitate the proxy voting, 
execution and to provide analytic input. Specifically, Nordea relies on ISS for proxy voting, execution as well as research, while NIS is mainly used 
for analysis. 
The contrast in the services – ISS is a global player with international reach and practices, while NIS is a small niche player whose best practices 
are much in line with their own, gives Nordea a broad palette of input, which is very valuable in the evolution of our own Corporate Governance 
principles. 
Normally, every vote Nordea cast is considered individually on the background of their bespoke voting policy, which we have developed in-house 
based on our own principles. However, as they decided to massively scale up their voting to cover a majority of all voting activities, for 2021 they 
have decided to contract ISS to vote on some of their minor holdings as per their policy.  

JP Morgan 
Asset 

Management 

JPMAM uses a third party corporate governance data provider, ISS, to receive meetings notifications, provide company research and process its 
votes. 

Vontobel  Vontobel Quality Growth, have retained a third party, ISS, to place and store all of our votes as well as provide proxy vote-related research. 
Vontobel use the ISS Sustainability Policy for basic guideline advice. 

 

Source: Mobius Life/managers 
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Alliance Bernstein - Engagement and Ownership 

The investments within the default strategy are accessed via third-party investment funds - most are managed by BlackRock, Amundi and Vanguard. These 
managers are responsible for engaging with the companies within which they invest, as well as exercising the attached ownership rights (i.e. voting powers), 
to influence corporate policies/behaviours and hold company management to account. AB monitors third-party investment managers’ policies and actions 
to ensure that they align as closely as possible with their own. 

The table below discloses the latest available summary statistics of the investment managers’ engagement and voting track records, as well as specific 
examples. All metrics cover the 12 months to 31 December 2020. 

 BlackRock Amundi Vanguard 

Engagement 

 Engaged with 2,110 global companies 

 3,501 total recorded engagements  

 The primary engagement topics are split 
as follows: 

o 30% environmental matters 

o 21% social matters 

o 49% governance matters 

 Engaged with 878 global companies 

 1,411 total recorded engagements 

 The primary engagement topics are split as 
follows: 

o 36% environmental matters 

o 29% social matters 

o 35% governance matters 

 Engaged with 655 global companies 

 This covers 46% of global equity assets 
under management 

Voting 

 17,008 meetings voted  

 160,769 total proposals voted  

 38% of votes were against one or more 
management recommendations 

 Opposition votes typically for the 
following three main reasons: 

o Remuneration policies 

o Anti-takeover and related 

o Capital transactions 

 4,241 meetings voted  

 49,968 total proposals voted  

 20% of votes were against one or more 
management recommendations 

 Opposition votes typically for the following 
three main reasons: 

o Structure of board 

o Remuneration policies 

o Capital transactions 

 12,429 meetings voted 

 176,834 total proposals voted 
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Specific Examples of Engagement and Voting 

Engagement Example – Barclays Bank (Amundi) 

Corporate: a multinational investment bank and financial services company based in the United Kingdom  

Engagement reason: Following Amundi’s public support of shareholder proposals to phase out of services and loans to energy companies that fail to 

align with the Paris climate goals (see voting example in previous reports), Amundi held discussions with management on this and related proposals.  

Details: 

 As Europe’s largest financier of fossil fuel companies, an earlier proposal put forward by campaign group ShareAction - and publicly supported 

by organisations such as Amundi - called for the phasing out of services to these corporates. From Amundi’s perspective, the financial sector 

has a key role to place in the transition to a low carbon economy and the alignment with the Paris Agreement. The phasing out of coal is 

paramount to achieving these goals and so they supported the proposal. Following this, and a follow-up management proposal, Amundi 

engaged in dialogue with management on both of these. 

 Amundi acknowledged that Barclays has taken steps in the right direction. They further discussed Barclays’ ambition to be a net zero bank by 

2050, covering capital markets and lending activities. This compares to peers who have developed methodologies only related to lending so far. 

Amundi also recognises that companies with a higher coal exposure have difficulties reducing that exposure quickly, and so are looking to 

follow up on Barclays’’ coal policy and coal exposure thresholds. 

Voting Example 1 – Oracle Corporation (BlackRock) 

Corporate: a multinational computer and cloud technology company based in the United States 

Key resolution(s): 

 Shareholder proposal regarding pay equity report - Board recommended vote ‘Against’ 

Details: 

 For the past four years, Oracle has received a shareholder proposal seeking disclosure on a potential gender and ethnicity pay gap. BlackRock 

believes that current levels of disclosure are inadequate and lag behind those of peers. Additionally, the company faces ongoing legal risks from 

a recent lawsuit related to gender discrimination in the workplace.  
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 BlackRock voted ‘For’ the disclosure proposal, as it had done in previous years. This year, however, BlackRock also voted against the chair of 

the Nomination and Governance committee due to the company’s failure to address this risk and shareholders’ feedback. This represented an 

escalation in signalling on this material business issue and is evidence of BlackRock’s policy to hold directors accountable when they do not 

believe a material risk is being adequately managed or disclosed.  

Voting Example 2 – Macquarie Group Ltd (Amundi) 

Corporate: a multinational, independent investment bank and financial services company based in Australia 

Key resolution(s): 

 Proposal for a 10% increase in the base salary of the CEO - Board recommended vote ‘For’’ 

Details: 

 Macquarie Group proposed a 10% increase in the annual base salary of the CEO compared to the previous year, from a level that this already 

amongst the highest in its peers. 

 Amundi generally believes that the level and evolution of compensation should not be susceptible to forming the basis for hostile reactions 

harmful to the company, its image and therefore its development. 2020 has been a difficult year for companies, employees and countries who 

have had to deal with extreme economic challenges. Therefore, they were vigilant in voting against this proposal and seeking to moderate 

executive compensation. 

 
 
Source: AB  
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Voting Activity for other investment arrangements during the Scheme year 

 

 
 
Underlying managers of the JLTPS Global Equity Fund 
 
 

 
*Data available for 12 months to 31 December 2020   *Data available for 12 months to 31 March 2021 
   

*Data available for 12 months to 31 March 2021 

 

  

A summary of the voting activity for the Scheme’s equity investments, excluding the AB funds and where this has been provided, is set out below.   
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Underlying managers of the JLTPS Emerging Makets Equity Fund - Data available for 12 months to 31 March 2021 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Underlying managers of the JLTPS Diversified Fund* - Data available for 12 months to 31 March 2021 
 

 
 
*information on holdings with Ninety and Pictet not disclosed at the time of writing  
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Other self-select funds where voting disclosures have been provided - Data available for 12 months to 31 March 2021 
 

              

  
 

  
 
Source:  Mobius Life/managers. Figures may not sum to 100% due to rounding.  
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Sample of signficant votes 

 There is no official definition of what constitutes a significant vote; managers have adopted a variety of interpretations such as:  

• There is a particular interest in a specific vote relating to an issue, 

• The potential impact on the financial outcome, 

• Size of the holding in the fund / mandate, and 

• Whether the vote was high-profile or controversial.  

Engagement and voting information received from AB on the default arrangement has been set out in a previous section.  The Trustee has been provided 
with information for a number of significant votes for the majority of the self-select funds (including the underlying managers of the ‘JLTPS’ funds).  
However, given the extensive information provided it is not possible to disclose all this information in this statement. Therefore, the Trustee has provided 
a sample of votes for each of the funds, where information has been provided.  The Trustee has provided voting information across a number of ESG topics 
and has not focused on one particular area in these examples.   
 
 

Fund Key votes undertaken during the year – 1 April 2020 to 31 March 2021 

LGIM World (ex 
UK) Equity Index 

Fund 

The Procter & Gamble Company (P&G) 
Resolution 5: Report on effort to eliminate deforestation 
Voted FOR the resolution on 13th October 2020. P&G uses both forest pulp and palm oil as raw materials within its household goods products. 
Palm oil and Forest Pulp are both considered leading drivers of deforestation and forest degradation, which is responsible for approximately 
12.5% of greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change. The fact that Tier 1 suppliers have been found to have links with 
deforestation calls into question due diligence and supplier audits. LGIM engaged with P&G to hear its response to the concerns raised and the 
requests raised in the resolution. Although P&G has introduced a number of objectives and targets to ensure their business does not impact 
deforestation, LGIM felt it was not doing as much as it could. The company has not responded to CDP Forest disclosure; this was a red flag to 
LGIM in terms of its level of commitment. Deforestation is one of the key drivers of climate change. Therefore, a key priority issue for LGIM is to 
ensure that companies they invest clients’ assets in are not contributing to deforestation. LGIM has asked P&G to respond to the CDP Forests 
Disclosure and continue to engage on the topic and push other companies to ensure more of their pulp and wood is from FSC certified sources. 

Tyson Foods 
Resolution 4: Report on Human Rights Due Diligence 
Voted AGAINST the resolution on 11th February 2021. LGIM believes that companies in which they invest clients’ capital should uphold their duty 
to ensure the health and safety of employees over profits.   While the company has health and safety, and code of conduct, policies in place and 
may have introduced additional policies to protect employees during the pandemic, there was clearly more it could have done. This is indicated 
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by the reported complaints and rates of infection among its employee population. LGIM believe that producing this report is a good opportunity 
for the board to re-examine the steps they have taken and assess any potential shortfalls in safety measures so that they can improve controls 
and be better prepared for any future pandemic or similar threat. 

LGIM Ethical UK 
Equity Index Fund 

Barclays 
Resolution 29 Approve Barclays' Commitment in Tackling Climate Change  
Resolution 30 Approve ShareAction Requisitioned Resolution 
Voted FOR both resolutions on 7th May 2020. The resolution proposed by Barclays sets out its long-term plans and has the backing of ShareAction 
and co-filers. LGIM are particularly grateful to the Investor Forum for the significant role it played in coordinating this outcome. 

LGIM UK Equity 
Index Fund 

Future Plc 
Resolution 3: Approve Remuneration Report  
Resolution 4: Approve Remuneration Policy  
Resolution 10: Re-elect Hugo Drayton  
Resolution 18: Approve Value Creation Plan 
Voted AGAINST all resolutions on 11th February 2021. The company proposed a bonus scheme that could award its chief executive just over 
£40m. The Value Creation Plan could pay out up to £95m in stock-based awards annually over three years to employees, based on total 
shareholder return and dividends. LGIM had concerns around the potential increase in total quantum, as the proposed plan does not comply with 
LGIM's pay policy.  LGIM did not engage with the company as they have clearly set out their expectations on remuneration in their principles 
document.   LGIM voted against the remuneration report and policy as they did not consider there to be sufficient justification for the proposed 
increase to the LTIP, and the proposed plan does not comply with LGIM's published pay policy. LGIM voted against the value creation plan due 
to the potential increase in total quantum of pay. LGIM voted against the chair of the remuneration committee as they have current and previous 
concerns with the remuneration plans. 

Threadneedle 
Pensions Multi 

Asset Fund (used 
in the JLTPS 

Diversified Equity 
Fund) 

Facebook, Inc. 
Resolution: Report on Median Gender/Racial Pay Gap 
Voted FOR this resolution on 27th May 2020 as it represents material social risk for business; in shareholders' interests. 

Comcast Corporation 
Resolution: Report on Risks Posed by Failing to Prevent Sexual Harassment 
Voted FOR this resolution on 3rd June 2020 as it represents material social risk for business; in shareholders' interests. 
 
 

LGIM World 
Equity Index Fund 
(used in the JLTPS 

Global Equity 
Fund) 

Whitehaven Coal 
Resolution 6 Approve capital protection. Shareholders are asking the company for a report on the potential wind-down of the company’s coal 
operations, with the potential to return increasing amounts of capital to shareholders. 
Voted FOR the resolutions on 22nd November 2020. The role of coal in the future energy mix is increasingly uncertain, due to the competitiveness 
of renewable energy, as well as increased regulation. LGIM has publicly advocated for a ‘managed decline’ for fossil fuel companies, in line with 
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global climate targets, with capital being returned to shareholders instead of spent on diversification and growth projects that risk becoming 
stranded assets. As the most polluting fossil fuel, the phase-out of coal will be key to reaching these global targets. 

Vontobel Global 
Equity Life Fund 

(used in the JLTPS 
Pension Scheme) 

Microsoft Corporation 
Resolution: Report on Employee Representation on the Board of Directors 
Voted AGAINST this resolution on 2nd December 2020. The proposal asked the board for a report on options to encourage the inclusion of non-
management employees on the board. Vontobel believe the board has been effective. There are procedures in place to allow employees to 
become a board director, the same as they do for non-employees. The company also has a process to address employee concerns including 
compensation. NEO incentives include factors such as diversity, inclusion and workplace culture. Therefore, Vontobel voted against the proposal. 

Ardevora Global 
Long-Only Equity 
Fund (used in the 

JLTPS Global 
Equity Fund) 

Amazon.com Inc. 
Proposal 7: Shareholder Proposal Regarding the Human Rights Impacts of Facial Recognition Technology 
Proposal 15: Shareholder Proposal Regarding Human Rights Impact Assessment 
Voted FOR proposal 7, as additional disclosure on the financial and operational risks associated with the use of Recognition would benefit 
shareholders, and AGAINST proposal 15 on 27th May 2020. 

Alphabet Inc 
Proposal 7: Shareholder Proposal Regarding the Establishment of a Human Rights Risk Oversight Committee 
Proposal 13: Shareholder Proposal Regarding Human Rights/ Civil Rights Expertise on Board 
Voted FOR proposal 7, as enhanced oversight of human rights issues could benefit shareholders, and AGAINST proposal 13 on 3rd June 2020. 
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JLT Pension Scheme  
(“the Scheme”) – Defined 
Benefit (“DB”) Section 

Annual Implementation Statement –      
31 March 2021 

 

1. Introduction 

This statement, prepared by the MMC UK Pension Fund 
Trustee Limited (“the Trustee”), the corporate trustee 
of the Scheme, sets out how, and the extent to which, 
the Statement of Investment Principles (“SIP”) has 
been followed during the year to 31 March 2021 (“the 
Scheme year”). This statement covers the DB Section of 
the Scheme and should be read in conjunction with the 
DB Section SIP1. A separate statement has been 
prepared for the Defined Contribution section.  

This statement also includes a summary of the voting 
activity that was carried out on behalf of the Trustee 
over the Scheme year by the current investment 
managers, from 31 January 20212 to 31 March 2021. It 
should be noted that all the assets in the Scheme were 
transferred to the MMC UK Pension Fund at the end of 
July 2021 and the Scheme is in the process of winding 
up at the time of writing. Hence, the purpose of this 
statement is to cover the disclosure requirements 
mentioned above.  

2. Statement of Investment Principles 

2.1. Investment Objectives of the Scheme 

The objectives of the Scheme included in the DB 
Section SIP are as follows: 

• Invest the assets in such a manner that 
members’ benefit entitlements can be paid as 
they fall due. To effect this, the Trustee is aiming 
to achieve and maintain a funding level of at 
least 100% on a low risk measurement basis. 

• The Trustee recognises the need for investment 
return in order to deliver the above objective. 

                                                      

1Available on the member website: 
https://pensions.uk.mmc.com/index.html 

Recognising the strength provided by the 
Company’s covenant, the Trustee is therefore 
prepared to accept some risk in pursuit of this 
investment return in a controlled manner by 
investing, for example, in equities and other 
return seeking asset classes, and by using active 
fund managers for certain asset classes. Over 
the long term, the investment strategy is 
expected to provide a return above that 
assumed in the low risk liability measurement.  

 

2.2. Review of the SIP 

During the year, the Trustee reviewed and amended 
the Scheme’s SIP formally on one occasion, taking 
formal advice from the investment consultant 
(“Mercer”). The Scheme’s SIP was also updated more 
generally following the change in Trustee, to bring the 
wording and formatting more in line with the 
Trustee’s preferences.  

As at 31 March 2021, the most recent SIP updated to 
30 September 2020 included the following revisions: 

• Updates to reflect the change in Sponsoring 
Employer and independent investment adviser 

• Changes to the investment funds and the addition 
of the Scheme’s actual interest rate and inflation 
hedge ratios 

• Updates to reflect the new requirements under 
The Occupational Pension Scheme (Investment 
and Disclosure) (Amendment) Regulations 2018 
relating to the Trustee’s policy in relation to their 
arrangements with their investment managers, 
including: 

─ The relevant matters which the investment 
managers’ engagement policies are expected 
to include 

─ How the arrangements incentivise the 
investment managers to align their 
investment strategies and decisions with the 
Trustee’s investment policies 

2Mercer Funds incepted on 3 December 2020  

https://pensions.uk.mmc.com/index.html
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─ How the arrangements incentivise the 
investment managers to make decisions 
based on assessments about medium to long-
term financial and non-financial performance 
of an issuer of debt or equity and to engage 
with issuers of debt or equity in order to 
improve their performance in the medium to 
long-term 

─ How the method (and time horizon) of the 
evaluation of the investment managers’ 
performance and the remuneration for asset 
management services are in line with the 
Trustee’s investment policies  

─ How the Trustee monitors “portfolio turnover 
costs” incurred by the investment managers, 
and how they define and monitor targeted 
portfolio turnover or turnover range 

─ The duration of the arrangement with the 
investment managers. 

 

2.3. Assessment of how the policies in the SIP 
have been followed for the year to 31 
March 2021 

The information provided in the following section 
highlights the work undertaken by the Trustee during 
the Scheme year to 31 March 2021 and sets out how 
this work followed the Trustee’s policies in the SIP.   

In summary, it is the Trustee’s view that the policies 
in the SIP have been followed during the Scheme year 
to 31 March 2021. 

 

  



 

3 

Strategic Asset Allocation 

 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 March 2021 

1 

Kind of investments to be 
held and the balance 
between different kinds of 
investments 

Section 2.3  
No changes were made to the strategic asset allocation during the Scheme year, and the Trustee 
continues to hold investments with the Scheme that are consistent with the policies in the SIP.  

2 
Risks, including the ways 
in which risks are to be 
measured and managed 

Section 2.2 

As detailed in the SIP, the Trustee considers both quantitative and qualitative measures for risks when 
deciding investment policies, strategic asset allocation and the choice of fund managers / funds / asset 
classes. 

As part of their regular quarterly investment performance monitoring, the Trustee monitored changes in 
these risks and the resulting impact at Trustee meetings. The Integrated Risk Management (‘IRM’) 
quarterly report monitors liability risks (including interest rate and inflation risk), equity risk, liquidity risk, 
longevity risk, covenant risk and credit risk. These reviews were provided by the Scheme’s investment 
advisor. 

Over the year, the Trustee incrementally increased the level of hedging to further reduce risk and improve 
funding level stability. These updates were reflected in the SIP updated to 30 September 2020. 

3 
Expected Return on 
Investments 

Section 2.3 

As noted previously, the Trustee is aiming to achieve and maintain a funding level of at least 100% on a 
low risk measurement basis and will take investment risk in order to generate returns in pursuit of its long-
term investment objective. The investment strategy set by the Trustee will determine the level of 
investment returns that can be generated by the Scheme’s assets.   
 
In the quarterly IRM reports, the Trustee monitored the expected asset return for the Scheme’s investment 
strategy relative to the required return to meet all projected cashflows.   
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Investment Mandates 

 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 March 2021 

4 

Securing compliance with 
the legal requirements 
about choosing 
investments 

Section 1  
The Scheme’s investment advisors attended all Trustee and Investment Committee meetings during the 
year.  The investment advisors provided updates on fund performance and, where required, 
appropriateness of the funds used, as well as advice on asset allocation and investment risks. 

5 Realisation of Investments Section 3 and 4.1 

The Trustee invests the assets of the Scheme in a number of pooled and bespoke pooled portfolios. The 
investment managers have discretion over the investment of the assets, subject to the restrictions set out 
in their respective investment management agreements (“IMA”) or pooled fund guidelines, which define 
the funds’ liquidity requirements and dealing frequency. The Trustee has set a policy to address the 
expected cashflow requirements of the Scheme.  

Disinvestments throughout the year were made in line with the cashflow policy in place. The cashflow 
policy was amended throughout the year to source cashflows from the most overweight allocations 
(previously sourced from the global equity and diversified growth mandates).  

During the year, the appointments with the majority of the underlying investment managers (including 
Vontobel, JLT, Morgan Stanley and JP Morgan) were terminated and replaced by Mercer, in anticipation 
of the planned move to the Mercer Global Investment (‘MGI’) platform. The appointment with BMO was 
retained, but the mandate will be transferred to the MGI platform.  

There were no other changes during the year to the liquidity of the funds used by the Scheme. 
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6 

Financial and non-financial 
considerations and how 
those considerations are 
taken into account in the 
selection, retention and 
realisation of investments 

Section 2.2, 4.3, 
4.4 & 5.5 

The Trustee’s policy with respect to the selection, retention and appointment of investment managers was 
updated during the year to reflect the new requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2 of this statement. 

The Trustee utilises Mercer’s manager research ratings when making decisions around selection, 
retention and realisation of manager appointments, or where appropriate, the Trustee delegates the 
selection and appointment of managers to Mercer Limited, as discretionary investment manager of the 
Scheme. The Trustee’s focus is on the medium and long-term financial and non-financial performance, but 
will put a manager ‘on watch’ if there are sustained short-term performance concerns. As at 31 March 
2021, the Trustee’s investment advisor had placed one manager on watch following changes to its 
business structure. 

A number of the key risks identified in the SIP were measured and managed as part of reviewing 
investment performance at Trustee meetings. In particular, the Scheme’s exposure to equity risk and to 
liability risks, such as interest rate and inflation.  

Member views were not explicitly taken into account in the selection, retention or realisation of 
investments. 

 

 

Monitoring the Investment Managers 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 March 2021 

7 

Incentivising investment 
managers to align their 
investment strategies and 
decisions with the 
Trustees’ policies 

Section 4.4 

The Trustee’s policy on investment manager incentivisation was added during the year to reflect the new 
requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2 of this statement. 

If an investment manager is not meeting performance objectives or targets, or the investment objectives 
for a mandate have changed, the Trustee will review the fund appointment to ensure it remains 
appropriate and consistent with the Trustee’s wider investment objectives. Manager appointments were 
reviewed over the Scheme year. For further detail on the actions taken by the Trustee, please refer to 
policy 5 above. 
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8 

How the arrangement 
incentivises the asset 
manager to make 
decisions based on 
assessments about 
medium to long-term 
financial and non-financial 
performance of an issuer 
of debt or equity and to 
engage with issuers of 
debt or equity in order to 
improve their performance 
in the medium to long-term 

Section 4.4 

The Trustee’s policy on investment manager incentivisation was added during the year to reflect the new 
requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2 of this statement. 

The assessments of the medium to long-term financial and non-financial performance of an issuer are 
made by the underlying investment managers. The Trustee’s view is that these managers are in a position 
to engage directly with such issuers in order to improve performance in the medium to long term.  

The Trustee’s monitors how each asset manager embeds ESG into their investment process and how the 
managers’ responsible investment philosophy aligns with the Trustee’s own responsible investment policy 
via changes in the ESG ratings assigned by Mercer. The Mercer Funds are not assigned a rating by 
Mercer due to conflicts of interest, and the Scheme’s LDI manager is not currently rated by Mercer from 
an ESG perspective due to the nature of the fund. 

As part of this implementation statement process, the Trustee has also received and considered key 
voting and engagement information from its existing managers, which is summarised in the Voting and 
Engagement Activity section that follows. 

9 

Evaluation of the 
investment manager’s 
performance and the 
remuneration for asset 
management services 

Section 4.4 

The Trustee’s policy on performance evaluation and investment manager remuneration was added during 
the year to reflect the new requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2 of this statement. 

To evaluate performance in respect of the investment managers, the Trustee received and discussed 
investment performance reports on a quarterly basis. The reports presented performance information and 
commentary in respect of the Scheme’s funding level and investments. Such reports have information 
covering fund performance for the previous 3 months, 1 year and 3 years for the investment managers 
and at the total Scheme level.  The Trustee’s Investment Committee reviewed the absolute performance, 
the relative performance against a suitable index used as the benchmark, and against the manager’s 
stated target performance (over the relevant time period) on a net of fees basis.  
 
The investment managers’ fees were outlined in the quarterly investment strategy reports prepared for the 
Trustee, excluding performance-related fees and other expenses involved in the Mercer Funds not directly 
related with the management fee. No issues were identified. 
 
Over the year, the Trustee terminated the previous investment arrangements for the equity and diversified 
growth funds and transferred the assets to the MGI platform, which resulted in fee reductions for these 
mandates relative to the prior arrangements. 

10 
Monitoring portfolio 
turnover costs 

Section 6 
The Trustee’s policy on monitoring portfolio turnover costs was added during the year to reflect the new 
requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2 of this statement. 



 

7 

At present, the Trustee does not formally monitor investment manager portfolio turnover costs but are 
looking to incorporate this into its wider investment manager monitoring process.  

As part of this implementation statement process, the Trustee has requested portfolio turnover costs from 
investment managers and will consider the analysis in 2021 and will be reported on from 2022. 

11 
The duration of the 
arrangement with the 
investment manager 

Section 4.4 

The Trustee’s policy on the duration of an investment manager’s appointment was added during the year 
to reflect the new requirements outlined earlier in Section 2.2 of this statement. 

Investment managers are aware that their continued appointment is based on their success in delivering 
the mandate for which they have been appointed to manage.  If the Investment Committee is dissatisfied, 
then they will look to replace the manager. 

The Trustee is a long term investor. For open-ended funds, there is no set duration for the manager 
appointments. 

Manager appointments were reviewed over the Scheme year. For further detail on the actions taken by 
the Trustee, please refer to policy 5 above.   
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ESG Stewardship and Climate Change 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 March 2021 

12 

Undertaking engagement 
activities in respect of the 
investments (including the 
methods by which, and the 
circumstances under which, 
trustee would monitor and 
engage with relevant persons 
about relevant matters) 

Section 5.3 

There were no changes to the Trustee’s engagement policy during the Scheme year.  

In summary, the Trustee expects manager’s engagement policies to include all relevant matters, as 
defined in the investment regulations. The Trustee reviews investment managers’ policies and voting and 
engagement activities (where applicable) on an annual basis. 

The Trustee monitored the investment and ESG ratings assigned to each manager, where applied by 
Mercer, on a quarterly basis via the investment reports and in Trustee meetings.  

In addition, Mercer informs the Trustee of any changes to the investment or ESG ratings for the Scheme’s 
managers as and when changes occur.   

The Trustee has an ESG Implementation Plan, which sets out a structured plan for the Trustee to cover 
ESG, climate change and stewardship actions. Progress against this plan was reviewed at each quarterly 
Investment Committee meeting. 

 

Voting Disclosures 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 March 2021 

13 

The exercise of the rights 
(including voting rights) 
attaching to the 
investments 

Section 5.3 

In summary, the Trustee requires managers to vote on all actions, unless to do so would be detrimental to 
the Scheme, and to report any exceptions. 

The Trustee has delegated their voting rights to the investment managers and also expect their 
investment managers to engage with the investee companies on their behalf. There has been no 
significant change in this policy during the year and the policy reflects current practice.  The Trustee has 
requested key voting activities from their managers during the Scheme year. The information received is 
summarised in the Engagement and Voting Activity section that follows. 

 



 

 

Responsible Investment Activity by the Trustee during the Scheme year 

Trustee training 

In November 2020, Mercer conducted training session for the Investment Committee of the Trustee, 
which considered the anticipated requirements for the governance and reporting of climate related 
risks.  

This training included a review of the Trustee’s ESG Implementation Plan, which sets out a timetable 
for implementing the Trustee’s responsible investment strategies and policies. Actions added for the 
Scheme include: 

− Update the Roles and Responsibilities’ document to cover the climate change delegations in 
more detail 

− Consider appropriate climate-related targets for the Scheme once details are published in the 
Pension Schemes bill 

− Review the ESG ratings framework used in the selection, retention and realisation of manager 
appointments 

− Review the extent to which underlying equity managers are performing stewardship duties 
(including voting and engagement activities) 

− Conduct climate scenario analysis for the Scheme 

− Consider responsible investment indices and sustainable equity allocations 



 

 

Voting and Engagement Activity 

Engagement in Practice 

The Scheme was invested in the Mercer Passive Equity Fund, the Mercer Emerging Market Equity Fund and the Mercer Diversified Growth Fund from 
3 December 2020 to 31 March 2021. The engagement information shown below is based on the data available from the manager, which covers the 12 
months to 31 December 2020.  

Mercer Passive Equity Fund  

During 2020, 69 engagements were undertaken by the underlying manager, Irish Life, with 63 different companies. A total of 121 letters were sent 
across 7 key engagement themes. 

 

 

 
 
  Climate change reporting 

transparency  Supply chain labour standards 

For further information, please visit  https://www.ilim.com/media/1728/responsible-investing-annual-review-2020.pdf 

2020.pdfhttps://www.ilim.com/media/1728/responsible-

investing-annual-review-2020.pdf 

Duke Energy Corporation was selected for 

engagement in June 2020 because of its 

high carbon footprint and continued used 

of coal-fired generation. Despite the 

company’s substantial environmental 

impact, it was not reporting transparently 

on the means and process by which the 

company is intending to transition to a 

lower carbon economy.  

Duke Energy was asked to provide 

details and commentary on whether 

the company was planning to 

construct new coal-fired units in  

the future, what air quality controls are in 

place and the factors that determine when a 

unit is retired. The company communicated 

to Irish Life a detailed response to all 

questions, including a number of actions 

taken over the year and their future goals. 

Engagement therefore concluded 

successfully with the company 

demonstrating a clear and target-driven 

approach to decarbonising its 

generating activities. Irish Life 

continue to monitor the performance of 

Duke Energy Corporation. 

Engagement with Yamaha began in 

October 2017 and requested that the 

Company require suppliers commit to 

respecting collective bargaining as well 

as freedom of association within the 

supply chain. In addition, the company 

was asked to publish details of corrective 

measures taken to improve supplier 

performance against their code of 

conduct.  

Yamaha was sent a total of seven letters 

and emails. In reply, Irish Life received 

three responses from Yamaha on this  

important issue. In 2019, the company 

provided additional details on remedying of 

non-compliance with their supplier code of 

conduct. However, the right to collective 

bargaining remained absent from the 

company’s internal policies. Therefore, 

engagement continued and Irish Life was 

told that an update was in the works. 

In January 2020, Yamaha release an updated 

and revised ‘CSR Supplier Code of 
Conduct’ that now contained this important 

provision. Engagement was therefore 

brought to a successful conclusion.  

https://www.ilim.com/media/1728/responsible-investing-annual-review-2020.pdf
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Mercer Emerging Market Equity Fund 

The Mercer Emerging Market Equity Fund is made up of several underlying managers. Examples of engagement from a selection of these investment 
managers is provided below.   

Board assessment and 
refreshment campaign  

In March 2020, Dimensional 

sent letters to portfolio 

companies regarding their 

board refreshment process. The 

campaign covered portfolio 

companies based in the US and 

Europe. Dimensional sent two 

rounds of letters - the first to 

companies that lacked, or 

failed to disclose, a board 

assessment process, and the 

second addressing companies 

with comparatively weak 

assessment practices. The 

letters encouraged portfolio 

companies to improve 

disclosure and mechanisms 

related to board assessment and 

refreshment. 

Dimensional received a range 

of responses from portfolio 

companies that received letters 

as part of this campaign.  

In some cases, companies 

expressed a willingness to 

consider our policies and 

priorities as they evaluate 

their own practices. For 

example, one company said 

that it would be changing its 

director evaluation process 

from biannual to annual. 

Dimensional considers the 

responses it has received 

from portfolio companies to 

this letter when voting on 

directors. To date, 

Dimensional have voted 

against 13 directors at 11 

companies that did not 

respond to our letter and 

continue to have what 

Dimensional considers to be 

inadequate board refreshment 

and assessment practices. 

 

Dividend payment in the 
wake of the pandemic  

Mondrian spoke to 

Santander’s Head of Investor 

Relations in March 2020 to 

gain an early assessment of 

the impact of the health crisis 

on the Bank’s operations. In 

the course of this 

conversation, Mondrian 

expressed a view that it was 

preferable for Santander to 

conserve capital rather than 

pay dividends to 

shareholders, if paying 

dividends would materially 

increase the probability of the 

Bank requiring an equity 

issue at a time when the share 

price was depressed.  

Mondrian spoke to the Head 

of Investor Relations again 

later that month. On this 

occasion, they were explicit 

in saying that, in their 

assessment,  it was not 

prudent for the Bank to 

pays its final dividend 

against 2019 earnings. 

Mondrian also wrote to 

Santander management to 

reiterate this point and to 

inform the company of 

Mondrian’s intention to 

vote against the final 

dividend proposal at the 

AGM.  

Both the Board and 

Mondrian’s proxy advisor 

has recommended voting 

in favour of payment of the 

final dividend. In April 

2020, Santander’s Board 

decided to cancel the final 

dividend and the proposal 

was withdrawn from the 

AGM agenda. 

 

Sustainability in the food 
industry  

William Blair engaged with 

Chacha Food, a leader within 

the structurally growing snack 

nuts and seeds industry in 

China. They engaged with 

management to understand 

their views on what ESG 

factors are material to their 

business.  

The company’s management 

speaks about the need to be a 

responsible enterprise and one 

that benefits society and builds 

a better world for the next 

generation. The company has 

specifically highlighted that it is 

particularly supportive of the 

green economy and is 

switching its manufacturing 

plants from coal to relatively 

cleaner natural gas, consistent 

with China’s broader effort to 

reduce its reliance on coal.  

The company also talks 

consistently about protecting its 

labour force and making 

investments in production to 

ensure worker compliance and 

safety, which is important for 

Chacha's social responsibility 

and lowers the risk of incidents 

that could compromise the 

workers and the product quality 

(which is essential for Chacha to 

maintain its strong brand).  

Given the materiality of 

food safety, William Blair 

requested that Chacha take 

measures to better formalize 

supply chain oversight with 

policies and enforcement. 

These discussions are 

ongoing, but William Blair 

are encouraged by 

management’s receptivity to 

their feedback thus far. 
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Mercer Diversified Growth Fund  
The Mercer Diversified Growth Fund is a fund of funds, therefore engagement occurs at the underlying fund level. Legal & General Investment Management (‘LGIM’) 
manage the underlying Passive Global Infrastructure fund and Passive Global Sustainability fund. LGIM’s top 5 engagement priorities are set out below, along with 
two examples of engagement. 

  

Sustainable food for thought 
Without urgently tackling and 

reversing deforestation associated 

with food production, meeting the 

net zero challenge will be impossible. 

LGIM have therefore engaged both 

governments and businesses on this 

vital issue. 

At the national level, following steps 

by the Brazilian government to 

loosen environmental protections, in 

mid-2020 LGIM joined an investor 

coalition to engage senior Brazilian 

government officials directly. LGIM 

expressed their concerns, warning of 

potential divestment 

from local food companies and even 

government bonds. 

They have also engaged companies 

like consumer goods giants Procter & 

Gamble and Nestlé on this topic. In the 

former, LGIM supported a shareholder 

proposal on the elimination of 

deforestation from its supply chain and 

encouraged the company to increase 

the percentage of sustainably certified 

pulp it used. With Nestlé, they engaged 

the company in 2020 on sustainability 

issues including water scarcity, 

packaging, recycling and its supply 

chain. 

Big tech, human rights & extreme content 
Today, tech companies are integral to 

global society. The internet, mobile 

phones and social media are part of the 

fabric of our everyday lives. Their 

platforms are used by billions of people 

each day and have brought genuine 

benefits by improving access to 

information and transparency.  However, 

they also bring new challenges linked to 

complex issues such as the gathering, use 

and commercialisation of personal data, 

content moderation, extremism and 

terrorism, electoral manipulation and 

severe impacts on vulnerable and at-risk 

groups. 

LGIM have recommended that human-

rights considerations are integrated into 

tech giants’ business strategies, policies 

and planning. As well as developing a set 

of investor expectations for global tech 

companies on human rights in 

collaboration with others, we joined a 

global investor alliance to encourage 

Facebook, **Alphabet and **Twitter to 

strengthen controls to prevent the 

livestreaming and dissemination of 

objectionable content. 

For further information, please visit https://www.lgim.com/uk/en/capabilities/investment-stewardship/active-ownership/  

https://www.lgim.com/uk/en/capabilities/investment-stewardship/active-ownership/
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Votes “for / against management” assess how active managers are in voting against management and seeks to obtain the rationale behind voting activities, particularly 
in cases where split votes may occur.  
 
Some proposals were unvoted –This is where managers have not actioned a meeting; Mercer would follow-up with managers to ensure they have appropriate systems in 
place to ensure all votes are actioned 
 
“Other” includes mixed votes where managers may have voted differently across accounts. 
* Data not available since start of appointment. 

Voting Activity during the Scheme year 

 

  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

  

A summary of the voting activity for the Scheme’s current equity investments is set out below, covering the period from 1 January 2021* to 31 March 2021. The 
Trustee has not actively challenged the delegated investment manager or the investment manager of each externally managed fund on their voting activity. The 
Trustee does not use the direct services of a proxy voter.  

Figures may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
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Sample of signficant votes 

Mercer Limited has based the definition of significant votes on its Global Engagement Priorities, based on its Beliefs, Materiality and Impact (BMI) Framework.  This is 
summarised in the Engagement Section of their Sustainability Policy and their Engagement Priorities. In order to capture this in the monitoring and reporting of 
managers voting activities, significant votes focus on proposals covering these priority areas and take into account the size of the holding in the fund / mandate.  

The sample of significant votes highlighted below represent shareholder proposals voted on by the manager underlying the Mercer Passive Global Equity Fund, Irish 
Life Investment Management, over the period from 1 January 2021 to 31 March 2021, which is when the Scheme was invested in the fund. The ‘Vote by 
Management’ and the ‘Vote by manager’ highlights whether the company management team and Mercer voted for          or against          the sample proposals shown 
below.  

Mercer Passive Equity Fund 

Issuer Date  Vote Category Proposal Vote by 
investment 
manager 

Vote by 
management 

Rationale 

Walgreens 
Boots 
Alliance Inc 

27/1/2021 Social Shareholder Proposal 
Regarding Health Risks 
of Tobacco Sales 
During COVID-19 

  
 

Irish Life voted for this proposal and opposite to the 
company’s management team, because shareholders 
would benefit from increased disclosure regarding the 
firm's policies and practices related to the sale of 
tobacco products and its risk oversight mechanisms for 
continued in-store tobacco sales. 

Source: Irish Life Investment Management 

 

There were no significant votes over period from 1 January 2021* to 31 March 2021 for the Mercer Emerging Market Equity Fund. 

* Data not available since start of appointment.  

 

 

 

https://investment-solutions.mercer.com/content/dam/mercer-subdomains/delegated-solutions/CorporatePolicies/Sustainability-Policy-March2021.pdf
https://investment-solutions.mercer.com/content/dam/mercer-subdomains/delegated-solutions/responsible-investment/Mercer%20-%20Engagement%20Priorities.pdf


JLT PENSION SCHEME: CHAIR’S STATEMENT REGARDING DC
GOVERNANCE: 1 APRIL 2019 – 31 MARCH 2020

Regulations effective from 6 April 2015 (updated 6 April 2018) require the Trustee to prepare a statement showing how it
has met certain minimum governance standards in relation to defined contribution benefits in respect of the JLT Pension
Scheme (the Scheme). These standards cover four principal areas relating to the Scheme’s defined contribution benefits
including its Additional Voluntary Contribution (AVC) arrangements.

Following the year-end MMC UK Pension Trustee Limited replaced the previous Trustees of the Scheme. Whilst this
report sets out how these minimum standards were embedded over the period 1 April 2019 to 31 March 2020 by the
previous board, these standards have continued to be maintained by the current board.

This statement describes how the Scheme was governed during the year and covers four principal areas:

1. Investment with particular focus on the Scheme’s default investment arrangements.

2. Internal controls, with particular focus on the processing of core financial transactions.

3. Value, with particular focus on charges and transaction costs deducted from members’ funds.

4. The knowledge and resources available, including how the required levels of knowledge and understanding
to govern the Scheme were maintained and how these help the Trustee to ensure that the Fund is governed
well.

The Trustee is committed to having high governance standards and has a number of committees which meet regularly to
monitor the controls and processes in place in connection with the Scheme’s investments and administration.

The default investment option

The Trustee has the overall duty to ensure the investment arrangements available to members remain fit for purpose. As
part of this duty, it must establish a default investment arrangement for members who do not select their own investment
options from the fund range that is available.

The Trustee’s Statement of Investment Principles (SIP) dated September 2019, which covers both the Scheme’s default
and self select investment arrangements, is attached to this statement as an Appendix. This includes the aims and
objectives in relation to the default investment arrangement as well as our policies in relation to matters such as risk and
diversification. It also states why we believe the default investment arrangements are designed in members’ best
interests.

The latest SIP is online at www.pensions.uk.mmc.com and the Trustee will notify members about this in their annual
benefit statements. Members can also request a paper version directly from the Scheme administrator.

The Trustee’s main aim is provide members with an investment strategy aligned to the needs of their members that will
optimise the return on investments in order to build up a savings pot which will be used in retirement.

The Scheme’s assets are held on an investment platform provided by Mobius Life Limited and are managed by JLT
Investment Management. The Scheme’s default strategy is to use a range of Target Date Funds (TDFs) managed by
Alliance Bernstein (AB). Each TDF is designed and managed for a member saving to retire in or around the years stated
in its name (the "target date"). On retirement, the member is assumed to use their built-up pension savings to provide
pension income from the options available when they retire.

Savings will gradually move from riskier, growth–focused assets such as equities and property, into lower-risk, retirement
income protection–focused assets, such as bonds, as a member approaches and passes their target retirement date.
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The default investment option (continued)

Source: Alliance Bernstein, as at 31 March 2020

During the period covered by this statement there have been no significant changes to the Scheme’s investment
strategy. The previous strategy review was implemented in December 2017, following a detailed and comprehensive
review that was completed by the Trustees on 22nd March 2017. This resulted in a change of the default and new
member options. The SIP will be reviewed at a minimum of every three years or as soon as any significant developments
in investment policy or make up of the membership take place. At the investment sub-committee meeting in May 2019,
the previous Trustees discussed the current investment strategy and concluded that it remained fit for purpose.

The review of the current default arrangements is underway and is due to be completed in quarter 4 2020. As part of this
review the Trustee will consider both the membership of the Scheme and how the default fund has performed in line with
their stated aims and targets.

Technical Defaults

The Scheme holds investments where mapping exercises take place, or have taken place in the past. This is where the
Trustee board has changed the funds available to the member, and the members’ assets are ‘mapped’ to new funds.
This may be because the funds in which members’ assets were held are no longer offered, or the Trustee board no
longer considered them appropriate.

This means that the investment fund falls into the definition of a default arrangement, and for the purpose of this
document is called a ‘technical default’.

Fund Reason Date requirements
apply from

Utmost Secure
Cash Fund

Following High Court approval of Equitable Life’s proposal to close at the end of
2019, member’s assets were moved to Utmost Life and Pensions (Utmost) from
1 January 2020. As part of this move members who had previously held
Equitable Life With Profits had these funds converted to unit linked funds in
Utmost’s secure cash fund, including an uplift for the loss of any guarantees.
For the second half of 2020 members assets have been moved into one of more
of the following Utmost Funds: Multi Asset Moderate, Multi Asset Cautious And
Money Market, the exact allocation will depend on a member’s age.

1 January 2020

LGIM Sterling
Liquidity Fund

As a result of COVID-19 L&G suspended trading in its property fund due to
concerns about the ability to accurately price the underlying properties that make
up the assets of the fund. As a result of this the Trustee took the decision to
redirect members’ contributions to the LGIM Sterling Liquidity Fund as a
temporary measure. As funds were moved without members’ explicit consent
this created a technical default.

April 2020

The Trustee monitors the ongoing performance of the Scheme’s investments and receives a quarterly performance
report from their investment consultant. The Trustee is satisfied with the performance of the Scheme’s funds over the last
year and has no immediate concerns regarding any of the funds used.
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Processing Scheme transactions

As required by Administration Regulations, the Trustee must ensure that Core Financial Transactions are processed
promptly and accurately. Core financial transactions are (broadly):

 Investment of contributions made to the Scheme by members and their employer(s);
 Transfers into and out of the Scheme of assets relating to members;
 Switches of members’ investments between different funds within the Scheme; and
 Payments from the Scheme to or in respect of members (e.g. payment of death benefits).

These transactions are undertaken on the Trustee’s behalf by the Scheme administrator, Mercer Limited (formerly JLT
Employee Benefits prior to the purchase of the JLT Group PLC by Marsh and McLennan Companies in April 2019), and
its investment manager JLT Investment Management. The Trustee periodically reviews the processes and controls
implemented by those organisations, and consider them to be suitably designed to achieve these objectives.

The Trustee has a service level agreement (SLA) in place with the Scheme administrator which covers the accuracy and
timeliness of all core transactions and receives regular reports to monitor the performance against those service levels.
The following SLAs in relation to core financial transactions have been agreed:

SLA Transaction type
10 working days Contribution Processing

10 working days Investment Transactions

3 working days Deaths

5 working days Retirements

10 working days Transfers out

10 working days Transfers in

Mercer records all member transactions and benefit processing activities in a work management system, which assigns
the relevant timescale to the task.

During the period covered by this statement, over 95% of work was completed within the agreed service levels.

The processes adopted by the Scheme administrator to help meet the SLA include checklists, a central financial control
team separate to the admin team, daily monitoring of bank accounts, a dedicated contribution processing team, and peer
review of investment and banking transactions. There were no issues relating to the processing of Scheme transactions.
We continue to monitor performance against the SLA on a regular basis.

As a wider review of the Scheme administrator in general, the Trustee receives details of the administrators control
procedures that govern the accuracy of their processes. The administrator employs an independent auditor to prepare an
annual report on their internal controls (AAF01/06/ ISAE 3402). The report to 31 December 2019, which has been shared
with the Scheme Secretary, confirmed that the administrator’s description of services was fairly presented and that
controls were designed, implemented and operated effectively throughout the review period.

The Schedule of Contributions sets out timescales for the Company to pay monthly contributions to the Scheme and
agreed practice provides for payment of contributions in advance of these timescales.  The deduction and payment of
contributions is reviewed by the Trustee on an ongoing basis in the quarterly administration reports.

The Trustee also monitored the accuracy of the Scheme’s common data annually. Common data refers to the 11 pieces
of data needed so that a member can be uniquely identified and the Pensions Regulator expects that all schemes should
hold this data for all members (for example name, date of birth and gender). A summary report is received from the
Scheme administrator. Reasons for any gaps in common data score are considered as are the remedial measures
available to rustees.
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Processing Scheme transactions (continued)

There are Additional Voluntary Contributions (AVCs) linked to the Defined Benefits held in the Scheme which are
invested with Mobius, Aviva, Equitable Life (Utmost Life and Pensions from 1 January 2020), Phoenix Life , Prudential
and Standard Life. The Trustee has delegated the processing of benefits in respect of the AVCs to Mercer Ltd.

The Trustee also appoints an independent auditor to carry out an annual audit of the Scheme, including looking at a
sample of the core financial transactions which have taken place during the year.

Based on the controls and procedures in place the Trustee is confident that the core financial transactions were
processed promptly and accurately during the period by the administrator.

Charges and transaction costs

As required by the Administration Regulations, the Trustee is required to report on the charges and transaction costs for
the investments used in the default arrangements as well as the wider fund choice available, and assess the extent to
which the charges and costs represent good value for members.  When preparing this statement, the Trustee has taken
account of statutory guidance.

Explicit charges known as the Total Expense Ratio (TER) mainly consist of the manager’s annual charge for managing
and operating a fund, but also include the costs for other services paid for by the fund, such as the legal costs,
registration fees and custodian fees. However, they exclude other costs which can have a negative effect on investment
performance, such as transaction costs.

Transaction costs are the expenses associated with a member switching in and out of a fund as well as the investment
manager trading a fund’s underlying securities, including commissions and stamp duty. The available transaction costs
provided by the Scheme’s investment managers have been reported separately to the TERs in the following tables.

The transaction costs represent the difference between the expected trading price of a security within a fund and the
price at which the trade is actually executed at (as typically a trade is executed a few working days after an order is
placed). Therefore, in a buy order, for example, if the execution price is less than the expected price, a transaction cost
may be negative.

The Trustee can confirm that the current default funds remain within the charge cap of 0.75% of funds under
management in line with requirements in place since April 2015. Details of the TERs payable as well as the transaction
costs within the current default funds are as follows:

Fund TER (%p.a.) Transaction Cost (%p.a.)

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2014 – 2016 0.376 0.053

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2017 – 2019 0.376 0.050

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2020 – 2022 0.377 0.047

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2023 – 2025 0.382 0.045

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2026 – 2028 0.390 0.043

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2029 – 2031 0.393 0.039

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2032 – 2034 0.396 0.039

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2035 – 2037 0.399 0.041

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2038 – 2040 0.400 0.031

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2041 – 2043 0.401 0.023

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2044 – 2046 0.401 0.023
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Charges and transaction costs (continued)

Fund TER (%p.a.) Transaction Cost (%p.a.)

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2047 – 2049 0.401 0.023

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2050 – 2052 0.401 0.023

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2053 – 2055 0.401 0.022

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2056 – 2058 0.401 0.021

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2059 – 2061 0.401 0.018

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2062 – 2064 0.401 0.014

Alliance Bernstein Retirement Fund 2065 – 2067 0.401 0.013

Source: Mobius Life, 31 March 2020

The Trustees also make available a range of funds which may be chosen by members as an alternative to the current
default arrangement. These funds allow members to take a more tailored approach to managing their own pension
investments. Details of the TERs payable as well as the transaction costs are as follows:

Fund TER (%p.a.) Transaction Cost (%p.a.)

JLT Global Equity 0.958 0.109

JLT Emerging Market Equity 1.028 0.206

JLT Corporate Bond 0.438 0.055

JLT Scheme Pre Retirement 0.109 -0.018

JLTPS Diversified 0.793 0.276

L&G UK Equity Index 0.090 -0.061

L&G Ethical UK Equity Index 0.206 0.010

L&G World (ex UK) Equity Index 0.198 -0.004

L&G World Emerging Markets Equity Index 0.405 -0.006

L&G Over 15 Year Gilts Index 0.090 0.047

L&G AAA-AA-A Corporate Bond Over 15 Year Index 0.135 -0.004

L&G Over 5 Year Index-Linked Gilts Index 0.090 0.123

L&G Managed Property 0.720 -0.337

L&G Sterling Liquidity(a) 0.125 -0.037

Standard Life Absolute Return Global Bond Strategies 0.560 0.305

Source: Mobius Life and L&G, 31 March 2020, funds in bold are technical defaults

(a) Following the redirection of contributions from the L&G Managed Property fund this is a now a technical default
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Additional Voluntary Contributions (AVCs)

The summary below is in respect of AVC funds which were available to DB members. The majority of the AVC assets
are invested in the funds held with Mobius detailed above and are subject to the same costs and charges. The Trustee
has also requested transaction charges and costs from the remainder of the AVC providers with whom the Scheme’s
members are invested in and have reported this as far as they are able in the table below.

Provider Fund TER (%p.a.) Transaction Cost (%p.a.)

Aviva With-Profits 0.88(a) 0.037

With-Profit Guaranteed 0.88(a) 0.037
Clerical Medical(b) With-Profits - -
Equitable Life(c) With-Profits (to 31 December 2019) 1.00 1.036
Utmost Life and
Pensions(d)

Secure Cash (from 1 January 2020 to
30 June 2020) 0.50 Estimated 0.000 to 0.050

Multi Asset Moderate (from July 2020) 0.75

Estimated 0.200-0.300Multi Asset Cautious (from July2020) 0.75

Money Market (from July 2020) 0.50
Phoenix Life(b) With-Profits - -

Deposit Admin - -
Standard Life Pension With Profits 1.75 0.102

Pension Millennium With Profits Fund 1.15 0.082

Source: Investment Managers. *Annual Management Charge (AMC). Funds in bold are technical defaults

(a) Aviva have confirmed that this is the total administration cost.

(b) Phoenix Life and Clerical Medical did not provide the transaction costs or charges applicable to the funds above in time for inclusion
in this statement. The Trustee is working with their advisors to obtain this. This information will continue to be requested, on a
quarterly basis, from the providers until the underlying managers are in a position to provide the transaction costs.

(c) Equitable Life costs and charges are based on the year to 31 December 2019. Transaction costs are incurred when the fund sold its
underlying assets. Equitable Life quotes the total charges impact for this fund as 2.04% p.a. based on the fund level costs and the
underlying costs (including the TER of 1%p.a).

(d) Following the move of members’ funds from Equitable Life to Utmost, the Utmost funds are classed as technical defaults.

From 1 January 2020 members’ Equitable Life funds were transferred to Utmost Life and Pensions, with the With Profits
funds being converted to unit linked funds in Utmost’s secure cash fund, including an uplift for the loss of guarantees.
The high transaction costs were a result of Equitable changing the underlying mix of assets over the period to ensure the
uplift was maximised prior to the transition to Utmost.
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Cumulative effect of charges

Assumptions

The illustrations below have been produced for an “average” member and a “young” member of the Scheme based on
the Scheme’s membership data last year to ensure these are consistent. The “Default Strategy” illustration assumes
the member’s asset allocation remains fully invested in the current default strategy. The individual fund illustrations
assume 100% of the member’s assets are invested in that fund up to the Scheme retirement age. The results are
presented in real terms, i.e. in today’s money, to help members have a better understanding of what their pension pot
could buy in today’s terms, should they invest in the funds above as shown.

You will note that the total fee figure is lower than the difference between the pot size before and after fees. The total
fee reflects what has actually been taken from the pot to pay for the management of assets and other expenses,
whereas the difference between before and after fee pot values reflects the effect of compounding.

Age

 “Average” member

 “Young” member

41 (the average age of the Scheme’s membership)

23 (the average age of the youngest 10% of members)

Scheme Retirement Age 65

Starting Pot Size

 “Average” member

 “Young” member

£19,564 (the median pot size of the Scheme’s membership)

£1,500 (the median pot size for the youngest 10% of members)

Starting Salary

 “Average” member

 “Young” member

£41,000 (the median salary of the Scheme’s membership)

£25,000 (the median salary for the youngest 10% of members)

Inflation 2.5% p.a.

Rate of Salary Growth 2.5% p.a.
These do not apply to the funds invested in the

Standard Life With Profits funds, which are
closed to future contributions.

Employer annual contributions 7.5% p.a.

Employee annual contributions 3.0% p.a.

Expected future nominal returns on investment:

 Default Strategy

 JLT Emerging Market Equity Fund

 L&G Over 15 Year Gilts Index Fund

 L&G UK Equity Index Fund

 Standard Life With-Profits Fund (DB AVCs)

3.0% above inflation

4.8% above inflation

1.2%  below inflation

4.0 above inflation

3.0% above inflation
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Cumulative effect of charges (continued)

The compounding effect of charges on an active member’s fund can be illustrated as follows:

Illustrations for an “Average” member

Default Strategy
(the most popular

option)

JLT Emerging
Market Equity

Fund
(highest expected
return and most
expensive DC

fund)

L&G Over 15 Year
Gilts Index Fund
(lowest expected

return)

UK Equity Index
Fund

(Least Expensive
Fund)

Standard Life With-
Profits Fund

DB AVCs
(most expensive

fund)

Years
from
now

Before
Charges

After
Charges

Before
Charges

After
Charges

Before
Charges

After
Charges

Before
Charges

After
Charges

Before
Charges

After
Charges

1 24,524  24,415  24,948  24,641  23,614  23,589  24,730  24,708  20,171  19,798

3 34,903  34,498  36,541  35,370  31,570  31,484  35,690  35,606  21,444  20,275

5 45,921  45,110  49,326  46,912  39,338  39,176  47,544  47,372  22,796 20,764

10 76,520  74,145  87,341  79,743  57,968  57,557  81,587  81,052  26,562  22,037

15 112,030 107,160 135,897 119,157 75,520   74,783  123,004 121,845 30,950  23,389

20 153,264 144,737 197,915 166,475 92,056  90,928  173,395 171,254 36,063  24,823
24
(retirement) 191,013 178,531 259,700 211,074 104,593 103,110 221,462 218,193 40,756  26,033
Total
Fees 9,583 31,583 1,537 2,336 10,306

Illustrations for a “Young” member

Default Strategy
(the most popular

option)

JLT Emerging
Market Equity

Fund
(highest expected

return)

L&G Over 15 Year
Gilts Index Fund
(lowest expected

return)

UK Equity Index
Fund

(Least Expensive
Fund)

Standard Life With-
Profits Fund

DB AVCs
(most expensive

fund)

Years
from
now

Before
Charges

After
Charges

Before
Charges

After
Charges

Before
Charges

After
Charges

Before
Charges

After
Charges

Before
Charges

After
Charges

1 4,207 4,188 4,260 4,208 4,095 4,091 4,233 4,229 1,547 1,518

3 9,871 9,776 10,203 9,929 9,199 9,178 10,031  10,011 1,644 1,555

5 15,885   15,656  16,758  16,084  14,190  14,142  16,302  16,253 1,748 1,592

10 32,597   31,740  36,248  33,592  26,190  26,035  34,310  34,123 2,037 1,690

15 52,012   50,015  61,147  54,611  37,538  37,223  56,220  55,765 2,373 1,793

20 74,569   70,779  92,955  79,844  48,270  47,747  82,877  81,979 2,765 1,903

25 100,762  94,377  133,588 110,138 58,418  57,648  115,309 113,728 3,222 2,020

30 131,145 121,207 185,496 146,505 68,016  66,962  154,768 152,183 3,754 2,144

35 166,400 151,738 251,806 190,165 77,091  75,723  202,776 198,759 4,374 2,275

40 207,360 186,527 336,516 242,579 85,674  83,965  261,184 255,171 5,097 2,415
42
(retirement)

225,551 201,767 376,651 266,378 88,975  87,124  287,949 280,942 5,418 2,473

Total
Fees 15,549 54,868 2,162 1,550 4,109
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Value for members

When assessing the charges and transaction costs which are payable by members, the Trustee is required to consider
the extent to which these represent good value for members. There is no legal definition of “good value”, so the process
of determining good value is a subjective one.

Where funds offered to members are highly rated, are being offered at a competitive fee rate, and are performing
satisfactorily over the longer term, we believe that they can be considered to be offering good value for money for
members.

Over the third quarter of 2020, the Trustee with support from its advisers, Mercer Ltd, has undertaken a value for
members assessment and has assessed the extent to which the charges and transaction costs set out above represent
good value for members for the year ending 31 March 2020. The assessment covered a wide range of financial and non-
financial factors including:

An assessment of member-borne charges for each of the funds available in the Scheme (this included benchmarking
against comparable funds in each asset class based on peer group data provided by the Scheme’s investment
advisors);

A review of transaction costs and charges where available;

Net performance over the longer-term;

A review of the other features that are paid for by the employer and deliver good value for members. In particular, the
Employer pays for the administration costs of the Scheme. Other features and services that strengthen the Scheme’s
value proposition include, but are not limited to, efficient administration services, member communication and Trustee
oversight.

The Trustee considers that the charges detailed above represent good value for members having regard to the
objectives of each fund and its performance, which it monitors regularly. They are competitive to fees charged by other
investment providers for similar funds in the market.

Overall, the conclusions from the year end 31 March 2020 review were as follows:

Charges for the Scheme’s current default investment option are lower than the charge cap of 0.75% per annum;

Charges for the majority of funds, have been assessed by our advisors as comparing  favourably with those of peer
funds;

The performance over the three years for all funds (except for the Property Fund, which has underperformed by
1.4% p.a. and Corporate Bond Fund, which has underperformed by 0.1% p.a.) has been broadly in line with
expectations. Some of the funds, including the default investment option, do not have a long enough JLTPS specific
performance history to make a reasonable assessment of value, however the Trustee will be keeping this under
review;

All funds are rated either A or B+, where a Mercer rating is available;

Overall, the fund range continues to provide good value for members.

The Trustee also considered the DB AVC arrangements held within the Scheme; where they are bundled with the AVC
provider, they also considered the quality of services provided including fund management, administration and
communications support.

The legacy AVC assets are invested in with-profits policies and unit linked funds with various providers. The majority
of the unit linked assets are invested in the same funds as the main DC Assets and the conclusion of value in
respect of these is the same as above.
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Value for members (continued)

Assessing the value for money of a with-profits fund is directly related to an individual’s attitude towards, and
capacity for, investment risk. A with-profits fund provides guarantees; whether that is a guaranteed pension,
investment return or just capital security.  Therefore, the Trustee considers it inappropriate to reach a general
conclusion on value for members for the with-profits funds as this will vary from policy to policy and by member.

Broadly the terms offered to members are not out of line with the AVC market.

The Trustee has considered how the charges borne by members (the costs of membership) compare against the
services and benefits provided by the Scheme (the benefits of membership). The benefits of membership include
(amongst other things): the design of the default arrangement and how this reflects the interests of members; the range
of investment options and strategies; the efficiency of the administration processes provided by Mercer; the quality of
communications delivered to members; and the quality of support services and Scheme governance.

In the Trustee's opinion, the charges paid by members provide good value in relation to the benefits and services offered
to members of the Scheme.

The Trustee undertakes annual assessments and the next formal Value for Members assessment will take place for the
year ending 31 March 2021.

Trustees’ knowledge and understanding

Sections 247 and 248 of the Pensions Act 2004 set out the requirement for Trustees to have appropriate knowledge and
understanding of the law relating to pensions and trusts, the funding of occupational pension schemes, investment of
Scheme assets and other matters to enable them to exercise their functions as trustees properly. This requirement is
underpinned by guidance in the Pension Regulator’s Codes of Practice 07 and 13.

The Scheme’s advisors put in place a tailored programme of Trustee training which was regularly reviewed and kept up
to date. Trustees carried out a self-reflective effectiveness survey to identify areas where their knowledge could improve,
with the following year’s training decided based on the outcome of the survey. The Trustees completed the assessment
in Q3 2018 and the training programme for 2019 was based on the results from this assessment with formal training
recorded in a training log.

The Trustees had a working knowledge of the Trust Deed and Rules, the current Statement of Investment Principles, as
well as knowledge of documents setting out the Trustees’ policies. Further details of the Trustees’ activities in the period
to which this statement relates are outlined below:

Appropriate knowledge and understanding of the law relating to pensions and trusts and the investment and
funding of the assets.
5 September 2019 Requirements for updating the SIP to include financially material considerations in

relation to ESG

14 November 2019 Outcome of the Competition Market Authority review and requirements for setting
strategic objectives for their investment advisors.

12 December 2019 Update on the Pensions Bill 2019

Quarterly Legislative updates included in the Trustee meeting papers and considered under a
separate TKU agenda item providing ongoing training to keep abreast of relevant
developments.
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Trustees’ knowledge and understanding (continued)

Working knowledge of the Scheme’s own documentation

10 October 2019 Operated a rolling business plan, which ensured they reviewed their Scheme’s
documents and policies at least annually. On review, the Trustees identified areas
where practice differed from policy and updated their documents accordingly.

26 June 2019 Reviewed and updated their Defined Contribution Objectives policy.

5 September 2019 Reviewed and updated their Operational and Administration section of their Risk
Register

13 September 2019 Reviewed and updated their SIP to pick up new requirements to reflect their approach
to ESG.

9 December 2019 Considered and set strategic investment objectives for their investment consultants.

In addition to the above, throughout the year the Trust Deed and Rules were discussed and reviewed as part of a rules
consolidation exercise.

All of the Trustees were strongly encouraged to complete the Pension Regulator’s Trustee Toolkit upon taking up office.
They were also required to familiarise themselves with the Scheme’s trust deed, rules and Statement of Investment
Principles.

From 31 March 2020 MMC UK Pension Trustee Limited became the Trustee of the Scheme. It is a corporate Trustee
comprised of experienced Trustee Directors and is also the Trustee of another pension scheme set up along similar lines
to the JLT Scheme. The Trustee Directors are well versed in both the running and management of a complex scheme.
Newly appointed Trustee Directors are provided with individual training upon appointment.

Following the change of Trustee board, the new Trustee with their advisors have been reviewing the Scheme documents
and policies as well as the various aspects of the day-to-day management of Scheme and receiving training where
appropriate. The Trustee has a cycle of trustee training in place to ensure compliance with The Pensions Regulator’s DC
Code of Practice. Details of the training undertaken will be provided in the next Chair’s Statement:

The previous Trustees had a DC sub-committee which met quarterly with their investment consultants and considered
the appropriateness and performance of the Scheme’s DC investments at each meeting, ensuring the objectives set out
in the Scheme’s SIP was complied with. The new Trustee also operates an Investment Committee with responsibility for
keeping the Scheme’s DC investment strategy under review and oversight of DC investment performance.

As a result of the training activities which have been completed by the Trustee Board and the former Trustees and taking
into account the professional advice provided, the Trustee is confident that the combined knowledge and understanding
of the Trustee Board enables it to exercise properly its functions as the Trustee of the Scheme.
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Chair’s declaration

This statement has been prepared in accordance with Regulation 23 of the Occupational Pension Schemes (Scheme
Administration) Regulations 1996 as amended by the Occupational Pension Schemes (Charges and Governance) 2015
(together ‘the Regulations’) and I confirm that the above statement has been produced by the Trustee of the JLT Pension
Scheme.

Signed……………………………

Date..……………………………..

Bruce Rigby – Chair of the Trustee

Appendix - Statement of Investment Principles

30/09/2020

Bruce Rigby
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Bruce Rigby - Trustee
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The Trustee of the JLT Pension Scheme is MMC UK Pension Fund Trustee Ltd registered office is  

1 Tower Place West, Tower Place, London EC3R 5BU.  Registered in England and Wales. Registered Number 589230 

 

 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 



   

 

 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 

 

Bruce Rigby - Trustee

Bruce Rigby
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