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MMC UK Pension Fund  
(“the Fund”) – Defined Benefit 
(“DB”) Section 

Annual Implementation Statement –      
31 December 2021 

 

1. Introduction 

This  statement, prepared by  the Trustee of  the Fund 
(“the Trustee”), sets out how, and the extent to which, 
the  Statement  of  Investment  Principles  (“SIP”)  has 
been  followed during  the year  to 31 December 2021 
(“the Fund year”). This statement covers the DB Section 
of the Fund 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 Fund year by the investment managers. 

2. Statement of Investment Principles 

2.1. Investment Objectives of the Fund 

The objectives of the Fund 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. 
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 

                                                      

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

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 Fund’s SIP formally on one occasion, taking formal 
advice from the investment consultant (“Mercer”). 

The  revisions  to  the  SIP  over  the  12 months  to  31 
December 2021 included the following amendments: 

• Changes  to  the strategic  investment policy  target 
splits for the Marsh, Mercer and Sedgwick Sections 
following improvements in funding level.  

• Changes to the strategic target hedge ratios for the 
Marsh, Mercer  and  Sedgwick  Sections  following 
improvements in funding level.  

• Incorporation of  the  legacy  JLT Pension Scheme’s 
SIP  following  the  merger  with  the  Fund  in  July 
2021. Simultaneously, the following updates were 
made to the JLT Section: 

─ A note on JLT Section’s two pensioner buy‐ins. 

─ A breakdown of the JLT Section’s target asset 
allocation and hedge ratios.  

─ An addition of a gilt yield trigger to increase the 
Section’s target interest rate hedge ratio. 

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

The  information  provided  in  the  following  section 
highlights the work undertaken by the Trustee during 
the Fund year to 31 December 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 Fund year 
to 31 December 2021.   
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Strategic Asset Allocation 

 

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

1 
Kind of investments to be 
held and the balance 
between different kinds of 
investments 

Section 2.2 and 
2.3  

The Trustee terminated exposure to direct Core UK property over the year on risk management grounds. 
The Sedgwick Section also terminated exposure to HLV property on liquidity grounds. For the Sedgwick 
Section, the proceeds of the sale went to increase the allocation to Passive Developed Equity Market 
Equity. The proceeds for the Marsh and Mercer Sections, were used to increase the allocation to HLV 
Property. Details of the terminated mandates are outlined in Policy 6 below.  

Over the year, the Trustee reduced the investment risk in the investment strategy for the Marsh, Mercer 
and Sedgwick Sections. De-risking for the three Sections was implemented via a reduction in the 
exposure to global equities and an increase in the allocation to fixed income and LDI. 

No other changes to investments were implemented during the course of the Fund year, and the Trustee 
continues to hold investments within the Fund 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 on each Section. The Integrated Risk Management (‘IRM’) quarterly 
report monitors interest rate, inflation risk, equity risk, liquidity risk, longevity risk, covenant risk and credit 
risk. These reviews were provided by the Fund’s investment advisor. 

The Trustee also carried out climate scenario modelling on the investment portfolios to understand the 
resilience of the investment strategy to potential climate warming pathways.  Further information on the 
outcome of this analysis will be included in the Trustee’s first Taskforce on Climate-Related Financial 
Disclosures (TCFD) report which will be published by the end of July 2022. 

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 Fund’s assets.   
 
In the quarterly IRM reports, the Trustee monitored the expected asset return for each Section’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 December 2021 

4 
Securing compliance with 
the legal requirements 
about choosing 
investments 

Section 1 
The Fund’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, 4.1 and 
4.5 

The Trustee invests the assets of the Fund in a number of pooled and segregated 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 Fund.  

In line with the policy in place, disinvestments were made from the LGIM Global Equity and Insight Liability 
Driven Investment (“LDI”) portfolios throughout the year to meet cashflow requirements, including 
pensioner payments for the Marsh, Mercer and Sedgwick Sections. There were also disinvestments from 
the Mercer Emerging Market equity portfolio and BMO LDI portfolio over the year to meet cashflow 
requirements for the JLT Section. In May 2021, the JLT Section cashflow policy was updated and all future 
disinvestments will be sourced from the Mercer Passive Global Equity portfolio.  

The Trustee terminated all exposure to direct Core UK property over the year (for the Marsh, Mercer and 
Sedgwick Sections). The Sedgwick Section also terminated the HLV property mandate over the year. The 
termination of the HLV mandate increased the long term liquidity of the Sedgwick Section. Further details 
can be found under Policy 6. 

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

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 
remained unchanged during the Fund year.  

The Trustee utilises Mercer’s manager research ratings when making decisions around selection, 
retention and realisation of manager appointments.  For all Sections of the Fund, 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 December 2021, the Trustee’s investment 
advisor had removed the watch rating previously applied to a manager in the previous Fund year, and 
placed another manager on Watch due to its proposed purchase of an asset management firm.  
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Over the year, the Trustee agreed to terminate exposure to direct Core UK property on risk management 
for the Marsh, Mercer and Sedgwick Sections. This resulted in the termination of the FIL Investment 
Services (UK) Limited (“Fidelity”) and Threadneedle UK property mandates.  

The Sedgwick Section also terminated the Mercer High Income Property Fund and Aberdeen Standard 
Long Lease Property Fund on liquidity grounds and transferred the allocation to the Marsh and Mercer 
Sections in exchange for cash of equal value. These transitions made use of detailed project plans, which 
aimed to minimise both out-of-market exposure and transaction costs.  

For the Sedgwick Section, the proceeds of the sale went to increase the allocation to LGIM Passive 
Developed Equity Market Equity.  Overall, the expected risk and return of the revised investment strategy 
for the Sedgwick Section was in line with the limits set by the Trustee. The proceeds for the Marsh and 
Mercer Sections, were used to top up the allocation to the Mercer High Income Property Fund and 
Aberdeen Standard Long Lease Property Fund. 

Over the year, the Trustee agreed to terminate the appointment of T.Rowe Price for the management of 
the active Emerging Market Equity allocations on risk management grounds as part of the strategic de-
risking.  The decision was reinforced by concerns about longer-term performance. 

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

During the year, the Trustee also implemented some tactical equity and interest rate hedging to further 
reduce risk and improve funding level stability.  As the allocation to public market equity was increased in 
the Sedgwick Section following the property asset sales, the equity risk management programme was 
extended.  This protects against the risk of large equity market falls. 
 
Member views are not taken into account in the selection, retention or realisation of investments. 
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Monitoring the Investment Managers 

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

7 

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

Section 4.4 

There were no changes to the Trustee’s policy on incentivising investment managers to align their 
investment strategies and decisions with the Trustee’s policies during the Fund year. The majority of the 
Fund’s appointed investment managers are compensated with a fee based on the total assets under 
management. However, the Trustee has agreed to the use of performance fees for a small number of 
mandates (for example, the private equity mandates).   

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 Fund year. For further detail on the actions taken by the Trustee, please refer to policy 
5 above. 

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 

There were no changes to the Trustee’s policy on investment manager incentivisation during the Fund 
year.  

The assessments of the medium to long-term financial and non-financial performance of an issuer are 
made by the underlying third-party asset managers appointed by Mercer Global Investments Europe 
(“MGIE”) and the asset managers held externally to MGIE. 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.  

Over the year, the Trustee monitored how each asset manager embeds Environmental, Social and 
Governance (ESG) factors 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.  

As part of this implementation statement process, the Trustee has also received and considered key 
voting and engagement information from the 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 

There were no changes to the Trustee’s policy on the evaluation of investment manage performance and 
remuneration during the Fund year.  

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 Fund’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 Section level.  The Trustee’s Investment Committee reviewed the absolute performance, 
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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.  
 
In addition, the Trustee monitored the investment and ESG ratings assigned to each manager by Mercer 
on a quarterly 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. 
 
During the year, MGIE renegotiated fees paid to a number of underlying managers which resulted in 
savings for the Fund.   
 
The termination of the T.Rowe Price active emerging market equity fund (see policy 6 for further 
information) resulted in a reduction in annual management charges.  

10 Monitoring portfolio 
turnover costs Section 6 

There were no changes to the Trustee’s policy on portfolio turnover costs during the Fund year.  

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 some of its 
investment managers. 

11 
The duration of the 
arrangement with the 
investment manager 

Section 4.4 

There were no changes to the Trustee’s duration of arrangements policy during the Fund year. 

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.   

The private equity and private debt mandates are in closed-ended funds and the Fund is invested in these 
assets for the lifetime of each individual fund.  At the time of appointment, the investment managers 
provided an indication of the expected investment duration of their funds and have the discretion to extend 
the lifetime of the fund in line with the contractual documentation.  Several of the legacy private equity 
managers who have funds in the mature phase of their investment cycle, have extended the lifetime of 
some of their funds. The Trustee has previously agreed not to make any further new commitments to 
private equity or private debt for any of the Marsh, Mercer and Sedgwick Sections.  
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ESG Stewardship and Climate Change 

 Policy Location in SIP How the policy has been met over the year to 31 December 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 Fund 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 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 Fund’s 
managers as and when changes occur.  Over the year, there were ESG rating changes to several 
managers that the Fund invests in.  The Trustee noted these changes and decided not take any action at 
this time.   

The Trustee has an ESG Implementation Plan, which sets out a structured plan to determine and deliver 
its ESG, climate change and stewardship goals. 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 December 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 Fund, 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 Fund year. The information received is 
summarised in the Engagement and Voting Activity section that follows. 

 



 

 

Responsible Investment Activity by the Trustee during the Fund year 

TCFD Reporting ‐ Climate Scenario Analysis  

Mercer (the investment consultant) evaluated the sensitivity of the asset portfolio for the Mercer Section to various climate 
scenarios.  

A summary of the analysis was presented to the Investment Committee at a meeting in November 2021 and to the Trustee 
Board in December 2021. For the stress scenarios under consideration, it was found that the DB Section’s largest exposure to 
climate related risks was through exposure to public equity markets and the broad equity market index.  In addition, exposure to 
emerging market equities of the Marsh, Mercer and JLT Sections increased the sensitivity to the climate related transition and 
physical risks. The de‐risking plan that is in place for the Defined Benefit Section was found to reduce the sensitivity of the 
investment portfolio to expected carbon risks, due to the progressively lower exposure to growth assets over time. 

Further information on the outcome of this analysis will be included in the Trustee’s first TCFD report, which will be published by 
the end of July 2022. 

 

ESG ratings framework for asset manager appointments 

As part of its annual review of its Terms of Reference, the Investment Committee reviewed its framework for how the 
investment consultant’s asset manager ESG ratings should be used in the selection, retention and realisation of manager 
appointments.  No changes were made to the framework.    

During 2021, a detailed review was carried out to compare the ESG ratings of the Defined Benefit Section’s asset managers 
against the asset manager peer group by asset class.  The large majority of the Defined Benefit Section’s investment managers 
(where ESG ratings are assigned) have an ESG rating that is equal to, or better than, the average rating within their asset 
class/strategy universe of managers.   

One manager within the Mercer Emerging Market Equity Fund (JLT Section) has a low ESG rating.  The manager has a particular 
investment style that means that ESG factors do not currently form part of their investment process.  Their investment strategy 
has high turnover which does not lend itself to engagement with company management given the relatively short holding 
periods.  The manager has been chosen for this diversification of investment style and sits alongside other investment managers, 
which are rated more highly for ESG.  Whilst MGIE does not engage with the manager specifically on the ESG rating, MGIE has 
engaged with them on related aspects of the portfolio, such as carbon intensity.  As part of this engagement, the manager made 
adjustments to their optimisation model, which saw the investment portfolio’s carbon footprint halve over a six month period.   
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Voting and Engagement Activity 

Equity Managers 

The Legal & General Global Equity Fund, managed by Legal & General Investment Management (‘LGIM’), is the Fund’s largest investment 
holding that has voting rights attached to the underlying assets. Also shown below is an engagement example from the NinetyOne 
Emerging Markets Equity Fund and UBS, one of the managers within the Mercer Global Small Cap Equity Fund. 

 

   

LGIM’s	broad	engagement	with	
poor	climate	scores	companies	 

LGIM have written to 
about 500 companies with 
poor climate scores 
relative to their size, 
detailing LGIM’s 
assessment.  
Through voting, they 
committed to sanctioning 
companies that 
persistently fall short of 
their minimum standards 
at the 2021 AGM season. 
Alongside this 
quantitatively driven 
process, they also selected 
some 60 companies for in-
depth engagement. 

This was centred on the 
guidance documents 
they have produced, 
detailing net zero 
challenges, 
opportunities and ‘red 
lines’ for each sector, 
such as a planned coal 
phase-out for electric 
utilities. Violation of 
these red lines could 
prompt firm-wide 
voting or divestment 
sanctions. 

NinetyOne	engages	with	
Aldar	Properties		 

UBS	engage	KISSEI	on	
board	diversity 

UBS engaged with the 
Japanese Pharmaceutical 
company, KISSEI, and 
encouraged them to 
enhance governance 
practices.  UBS suggested 
that KISSEI engage 
employees by conducting 
annual employee feedback 
programs which they see 
as an important tool to 
retain talent. 

NinetyOne have engaged 
with Aldar Properties 
PJSC, the real estate 
development, 
management and 
investment company, to 
improve the company’s 
sustainability and 
management’s gender 
diversity.  
As a result of the 
engagement, the CFO 
changed his remit from 
CFO to Chief Finance and 
Sustainability Officer, 
showing a significant 
upgrade to the  

sustainability agenda 
within the company. 
Additionally, there is 
now a female board 
director which is unusual 
for a company in the 
UAE and NinetyOne 
believe it has stepped up 
its wider commitment in 
this area. 
 

The Company 
confirmed that they are 
committed to enhance 
levels of independence 
and levels of diversity 
while also working to 
reduce cross 
shareholdings. They also 
confirmed they are 
committed to working 
towards best practices 
for employee 
engagement and will 
enhance disclosures of 
their practices. 
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Fixed Income Managers 
 

   

Henderson	engages	
McDonald’s	on	employee	

rights 
Henderson engaged with 
McDonald’s on a number 
of social issues including 
employee rights, 
protections, and the role 
of HQ in holding 
franchisees accountable 
and  the outstanding 
racial bias suit filed in late 
2020. 
Henderson engaged with 
the company with regards 
to its approach to ESG 
issues and focussed on 
employee welfare, 
diversity. 

Henderson provided 
feedback to the 
company on the 
importance of 
communicating their 
approach with 
stakeholders clearly, 
and the importance of 
the leadership team 
taking ownership of 
these issues. Henderson 
has seen some positive 
steps taken by the 
company, including the 
adoption of diversity 
targets into executive 
compensation targets 
but note that the 
engagement is ongoing.  

PGIM	engage	with	UBS	
Group 

PGIM engaged with UBS in 
2021 on their decisions on 
renewing existing lending 
commitments and investment 
/ trading portfolio positions 
beyond the 2050 net zero 
targets. UBS has a policy that 
addresses more forms of 
potentially environmentally 
harmful activities and seems 
to have built an internal credit 
and business engagement 
decision process that seems 
to be more rigorous and 
universally applied than at 
other banks.   
However, soon after this 
engagement it became clear 
that it does not take 
responsibility for historically 
environmentally and socially 
harmful decisions. 

 
 

M&G	engages	with	
major	miner	on	

coal	 
 It emerged that it had lent 

money to the sovereign of an 
impoverished nation - Papua 
New Guinea - to buy a stake 
in Australian offshore oil 
exploration company that 
UBS was bringing to IPO. 
On the bankruptcy of this 
company it has reportedly 
refused to engage with 
independent international 
investigators. 
PGIM will continue to 
engage with UBS and 
follow-up up on its 
preparedness to recompense 
the government of Papua 
New Guinea. 
  

 
 

M&G engaged with a major mining 
company to notify the company that it 
was in breach of M&G’s coal policy, and 
to explore, understand and give our view 
on its coal asset divestment. M&G also 
wanted to formally notify the company 
of its support for its decision to divest. 
In August 2020, the mining company 
had reported that it planned to divest 
from coal within two years. However, 
the exact mechanism of that divestment 
was unsure, which raised concerns for 
M&G. 
As a result of the engagement with 
M&G and other stakeholders, the mining 
company has now announced it plan for 
coal disinvestment.  
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External Managers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Aberdeen	Standard	
encourages	solar	energy	

scheme	 
Poundland are a tenant at an Aberdeen 
Standard Long Lease Property Fund 
owned site in Harlow. The company 
had previously been unwilling to 
explore solar photovoltaic (PV) 
options.  

Following continued engagement by 
Aberdeen Standard and through lease 
re-gear discussions, the investment 
manager has been able to raise ESG 
items on the agenda again. Further to 
these discussions, Poundland have 
agreed to the investment manager 
funding a solar PV scheme on the site. 

The electricity generated by the solar 
PV scheme is sold back to the occupier 
at a reduced rate.  

Partners	Group	approves	
Voyage	Care	carbon	reduction	

strategy 
Maintaining a high 
quality of care throughout 
its platform is one of 
Voyage Care's priorities. 
The company has been 
rated 95% ('good' and 
'outstanding') by the Care 
Quality Commission 
(CQC). This high score 
demonstrates Voyage 
Care's commitment to be 
an industry leader. 
 
In May 2021, Voyage 
approved its carbon 
reduction strategy. The 
company has set a goal of  
becoming carbon positive 
by 2025.  

Using insight gained 
through establishing a 
baseline carbon footprint 
in 2020, Voyage's carbon 
reduction strategy 
identifies how to achieve 
the goal over a range of 
possible timeframes. 
While the priority is to 
reduce emissions, the 
company is exploring 
strategies based on cost, 
emerging guidance about 
qualifying carbon offsets, 
as well as alignment to its 
business priorities (i.e. 
social impact benefits of 
UK offset schemes). 

The solar PV scheme is currently in the 
planning stage and is expected to be 
completed in Q3 2022.  

The solar PV scheme is due to 
generate the following carbon savings: 

• Approximately 100 tonnes of 
CO2 in year 1 and 1,500 tonnes of 
CO2 over 25 years.  

• 60% of Poundland’s electricity 
needs offset by the solar PV 
scheme.  

• £770k cost savings for Poundland. 
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Voting Activity during the Fund year 

 

 

 

 Figures may not sum due to rounding. *Mandate fully disinvested in October 2021. ** Total proposals varies between Sections between 27,979 to 28,146 

A summary of the voting activity for the Fund’s equity investments is set out below. Over the prior 12 months, 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.  
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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 – reasons include conflicts of interest, power of attorney markets (voting can only be carried out by an individual actually attending the meeting) 
and share blocking markets (regulatory barriers to voting). 
 
“Other” includes mixed votes where managers may have voted differently across accounts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Sample of significant 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. 

Investment 
Manager 

Issuer  Date   Vote Category  Proposal  Vote 
Management 

recommendation 
Rationale    Outcome 

LGIM  Alphabet Inc  2 Jun 2021 
Environmental 
/ Social  

Request to link 
executive pay to 
sustainability and 
diversity 

   
 

A vote in favour supports proposals related to 
how ESG issues are integrated into the 
company's strategy as we consider these 
disclosures to be material information for 

investors. 

 

LGIM  Alphabet Inc  2 Jun 2021  Social  

Shareholder 
Proposal Regarding 
Human Rights/Civil 
Rights Expertise on 
Board 

   

LGIM voted for this proposal because continued 
controversies call into question the extent to 
which the existing board provides adequate 
oversight on risks the company's technologies 

present to human and civil rights. 

 

LGIM 
Microsoft 
Corporation 

30 Nov 2021  Social 

Request to produce 
Median Gender and 
Racial Pay Equity 
Report 

   
LGIM expects companies to disclose meaningful 

information on its gender pay gap and the 
initiatives it is applying to close any stated gap. 

 

NinetyOne 
China 
Construction 
Bank Corporation 

26 Mar 2021  Governance 
Request to approve 
charitable 
donations 

 
 
 

 
 

No rational provided as manager voted in line 
with management (see footnote for further 

details)   

T.Rowe Price 
Rede D'Or Sao 
Luiz SA 

30 Apr 2021  Governance 

Approve 
Remuneration of 
Company's 
Management 

   

T.Rowe Price voted against this proposal because 
the figure reported by the company for the total 
compensation of its highest‐paid administrator 
does not appear inclusive of all elements of the 

executive's pay. 
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The sample of significant votes highlighted above represent shareholder proposals for the some of the Fund’s underlying managers. The ‘Management 
recommendation’ and the ‘Vote’ highlights whether the company management team and the investment manager voted for () or against () the sample proposals 
shown above. Where the investment manager voted differently to the company management team, a rationale for their decision is provided. The resolution passing 
is represented by a () in the “Outcome” column or is represented by a () of the resolution did not pass.  

 

ILIM 
(Mercer Passive 
Global Equity) 

Microsoft 
Corporation 

30 Nov 2021  Social 

Request to produce 
Median Gender and 
Racial Pay Equity 
Report 

   
This would allow shareholders to compare and 
measure the progress of the company's diversity 

and inclusion initiatives. 

 

ILIM  
(Mercer Passive 
Global Equity) 

 
 
Tesla Inc 

 
 

7 Oct 2021 

 
 
Social 

Shareholder 
Proposal Regarding 
Diversity and 
Inclusion Report 

   

This would allow shareholders to better assess 
the effectiveness of Tesla's diversity, equality and 
inclusion efforts and management of related 

risks. 
 

UBS 
(Mercer 
Diversified 
Growth Fund) 

PepsiCo Inc  5 May 2021  Social 

Shareholder 
Proposal Regarding 
Report on Sugar 
and Public Health 

   

The underlying investment manager is supportive 
of resolutions seeking reports from issuers on 

these issues as they are not overly demanding or 
beyond the remit of the company's reporting. 

 

UBS 
(Mercer 
Diversified 
Growth Fund) 

Marathon Oil 
Corporation 

26 May 2021  Governance 

Management 
Proposal Regarding 
Advisory Vote on 
Executive 
Compensation 

   

The underlying investment manager will not 
support the remuneration where severance 

packages are in excess of 2yrs fixed salary plus 
average bonus pay. 

 

LGIM 
(Mercer 
Diversified 
Growth Fund) 

Union Pacific 
Corporation 

13 May 2021  Social  

Shareholder 
Proposal Regarding 
Diversity and 
Inclusion Report 

   

The underlying investment manager voted for 
this proposal, as this would allow shareholders to 
better assess the effectiveness of Union Pacific's 

diversity and inclusion efforts. 
 

 


