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Implementation Statement (DB Section) 

Montague L Meyer Pension Fund 

Purpose of Implementation Statement 
This Implementation Statement has been prepared by the Trustee of the Montague L Meyer Pension Fund (the 
“Fund”) and sets out: 

• How the Trustee’s policies on exercising rights (including voting rights) and engagement, as set out in 
the Fund’s Statement of Investment Principles, have been followed over the period from 1 May 2020 to 
30 April 2021; 

• How the Statement of Investment Principles (SIP) has been followed over the period from 1 May 2020 to 
30 April 2021; and 

• The voting behaviour of the Trustee, or that undertaken on their behalf, over the period from 1 May 2020 
to 30 April 2021. 

How voting and engagement policies have been followed 
The Fund invests entirely in pooled funds, and as such delegates responsibility for carrying out voting and 
engagement activities to the Fund’s fund managers.  

The Trustee, with input from their investment consultant, annually receives and review (through their 
Implementation Statement), the voting information and engagement policies of their investment managers to 
ensure alignment with their own policies.  

Having reviewed the above in accordance with their policies, the Trustee is comfortable the actions of the fund 
managers are in alignment with the Fund’s stewardship policies.  

How the SIP has been followed over the year 
In the Trustee’s opinion, the SIP has been followed over the year in the following ways: 

• The Trustee monitors the performance of the fund managers to ensure that they are meeting their stated 
objectives. Their investment consultants provide updates at Trustee meetings to assist with this process.  

• The Trustee reviews the appropriateness of the investment strategy on an ongoing basis and conducts 
formal strategy reviews periodically. An investment strategy review was conducted during the first half of 
2021 for the Defined Benefit (DB) Section of the Fund, with proposed changes to the strategy currently 
being considered.   

• The Trustee held the view that the funds invested in were managed over the year in accordance with their 
views on financially material factors.  

• The SIP is reviewed alongside any changes to underlying funds or investment strategy (and at least every 
three years). The SIP was last updated in August 2020 to reflect new regulation in relation to documenting 
manager arrangements and providing an extended stewardship policy. The SIP was previously reviewed 
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in September 2019 to reflect new regulatory requirements around documenting policies around 
financially material factors including ESG and climate risk.  

• The Trustee made no new manager appointments over the year. 

Voting Data  
Voting only applies to funds that hold equities in their portfolio. The Fund’s equity investments are held through 
pooled funds and as such the investment managers for these funds vote on behalf of the Trustee.  

The Fund’s equity investments are held through diversified growth funds managed by BlackRock Investment 
Management (“BlackRock”) and Schroders. The Fund also invests in fixed income funds managed by Legal & 
General Investment Management (“LGIM”), but these do not hold any voting rights.  

The table below provides a summary of the voting activity undertaken by the managers over the year to 31 March 
2021 (as the nearest quarter-end to the Scheme Year end). 

Manager BlackRock Schroders 

Fund name BlackRock Dynamic Diversified Growth 
Fund Schroder Life Diversified Growth Fund 

Structure Pooled 

Ability to influence voting behaviour of 
manager  

The pooled fund structure means that there is limited scope for the Trustee to influence 
the manager’s voting behaviour. 

Number of company meetings the 
manager was eligible to vote at over the 
year 

977 1,711 

Number of resolutions the manager was 
eligible to vote on over the year 12,398 20,478 

% of resolutions the manager voted on  96.6% 99.6% 

% of resolutions the manager abstained 
from 0.9% 0.3% 

% of resolutions voted with 
management 93.3% 91.9% 

% of resolutions voted against 
management 5.9% 7.7% 

% of resolutions voted  contrary to the 
recommendation of the proxy advisor* n/a** 5.0% 
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Source: BlackRock, Schroders 
*BlackRock employs Institutional Shareholders Services (ISS) and Glass Lewis as its proxy voting advisors. Schroders employs ISS as its proxy voting advisor. 
**BlackRock noted that they do not follow any single proxy research firm’s voting recommendations and in most markets, they primarily use the proxy research 
firms to synthesise corporate governance information and analysis into a more useable format for their investment stewardship analysts to identify and 
prioritise those companies where their own additional research and engagement would be beneficial.    

BlackRock report any resolutions they have abstained from as votes against management. For this reason, the 
total percentage of votes with management, against management and abstentions exceeds 100%.  

Significant votes 
There is currently no definition for what constitutes a “significant vote”, so for this implementation statement the 
Trustee has delegated to the investment managers to define what a “significant vote” is. A summary of the data 
they have provided is set out below.  

BlackRock, Dynamic Diversified Growth Fund 

BlackRock provided 10 votes which they deem to be significant, covering a range of resolution topics. We have 
included the first three of these votes as a sample below. Further details on BlackRock’s voting can be found on 
their website. 

 Vote 1 Vote 2 Vote 3 

Company name Chevron Corporation Barclays Plc Daimler AG 

Date of vote 27 May 2020 7 May 2020 8 July 2020 

Summary of the resolution 
Report on Climate Lobbying 
aligned with Paris Agreement 
Goals 

Resolution 29: Approve Barclays' 
Commitment to Tackling Climate 
Change 
 
Resolution 30: Approve resolution 
asking Barclays to set and disclose 
targets to phase out the provision 
of financial services to the energy 
sector, as well as electric and gas 
utility companies that are not 
aligned with Articles 2.1(a) and 4.1 
of the Paris Agreement 

Item 4: Resolution on ratification 
of Supervisory Board members’ 
actions in the 2019 financial year 
  
Item 7: Resolution on election of 
Timotheus Höttges as a member 
of the Board 

How the manager voted For proposal For Resolution 29 and against 
Resolution 30 Against resolutions 

If the vote was against 
management, did the 
manager communicate their 
intent to the company ahead 
of the vote? 

n/a Data not provided by manager Data not provided by manager 

Rationale for the voting 
decision 

BlackRock believe greater 
transparency into the company’s 
approach to political spending 
and lobbying as aligned with their 
stated support for the Paris 
Agreement will help present 
consistency between private and 
public messaging when managing 
climate risk and the transition to a 
lower-carbon economy. 

Support for both resolutions 
would have been problematic as 
they are both binding. While 
similar in spirit, the potential 
impacts on Barclays’ ability to 
exercise its business judgement 
under the two proposals are 
materially different given the more 
detailed and targeted nature of 
Resolution 30. The independent 
fiduciary determined that the 

Item 4: Given the lack of progress 
Daimler has made on its climate 
disclosures, BlackRock’s policy is 
to withhold support from the re-
election of those Supervisory 
Board members who are most 
accountable through their 
membership of relevant board 
sub-committees. Due to the way 
that the Supervisory Board is 
structured, BlackRock were unable 
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 Vote 1 Vote 2 Vote 3 

company sets a clear ambition to 
become net-zero and align to the 
goals of the Paris Agreement, 
addressing shareholders’ concerns 
for the time being. 

to withhold support from the re-
election of Supervisory Board chair 
Dr Manfred Bischoff as the most 
senior director responsible for 
climate disclosures. As such, they 
voted against the discharge of the 
Supervisory Board as a whole for 
actions taken in 2019. 
 
Item 7: Consistent with their EMEA 
proxy voting guidelines, BlackRock 
view Timotheus Höttges to hold 
an excessive number of mandates. 
BlackRock feel that this raises 
substantial concerns about his 
ability to exercise sufficient 
oversight on Daimler’s Supervisory 
Board. 

Outcome of the vote Data not provided by manager 

Resolution 29 passed (99.9% 
votes for) 

 
Resolution 30 failed (76.1% votes 

against) 

Item 4 passed (88.5% votes for) 
 

Item 7 passed (Split of votes not 
specified) 

Implications of the outcome 

From recent engagements with 
Chevron leading up to the AGM, 
BlackRock believe that they are 
aligned with the spirit of this 
proposal, as it has articulated a 
desire to provide more clarity for 
investors on its internal climate 
considerations and related 
political spending and lobbying 
contributions. 

Data not provided by manager 

Item 4: After BlackRock submitted 
their vote instructions, the 
company published a Task Force 
on Climate –related Financial 
Disclosures (TCFD) cross reference 
table on its website mapping the 
TCFD recommendations to the 
relevant pages in its 2019 annual 
and sustainability reports. 

Criteria on which the vote is 
considered “significant”  Not provided Not provided Not provided 

Source: Fund managers 

BlackRock were not able to provide detail of the percentage holding in each of the relevant stocks at the time of 
the votes. 

Unfortunately, Schroders were unable to provide information on their key votes in a useable format. The Trustee’s 
investment consultant has queried this with Schroders and they have provided the following explanation. 

“Schroders is aware of the guidance and voting template that the Pensions and Lifetime Savings Association’s 
(PLSA) has published in respect of the requirements to produce an Implementation Statement. We are fully 
committed to providing effective and meaningful disclosure to enable pension schemes to fulfil their regulatory 
and fiduciary responsibilities including the request to complete the voting template. Schroders has published 
its voting records for many years and these are publicly available on our website. The new PLSA voting template 
asks for detailed bespoke fund-level voting data that goes beyond our existing disclosures. At this point in time, 
we are reviewing the information we provide and are considering the best way to communicate this to our 
clients.” 
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The Trustee’s investment consultant is liaising with Schroders to improve delivery of the data in the future, and 
the Trustee understands that the managers are working to improve their disclosures. Their voting activity is 
disclosed publicly on a monthly basis and the rationale behind significant votes is disclosed to the company and 
to the public. 

Fund level engagement 
The investment managers may engage with their investee companies on behalf of the Trustee. The scope for 
engagement from the Liability Driven Investment funds managed by LGIM is extremely limited given the nature 
of the asset class. 

The Fund also invests in the LGIM Absolute Return Bond Fund and LGIM Active Corporate Bond – All Stocks – 
Fund and, where applicable, the manager engages with the investee companies on behalf of the Trustee. 

LGIM were only able to provide engagement data at firm level. The table below summarises the engagement 
undertaken by each of the Fund’s investment managers for the year up until 31 March 2021 (as the nearest 
quarter-end to the Scheme Year end). 

Manager LGIM Schroder BlackRock 

Fund name All LGIM funds Schroder Life Diversified 
Growth Fund 

Dynamic Diversified Growth 
Fund 

Does the manager perform 
engagement on behalf of  
the holdings of the fund 

Yes Yes Yes 

Has the manager engaged 
with companies to influence 
them in relation to ESG 
factors in the year? 

Yes Yes Yes 

Number of engagements 
undertaken on behalf of the 
holdings in this fund in the 
year 

Data not provided at fund level. 362 502 

Number of engagements 
undertaken at a firm level in 
the year 

974 1,564 2,110* 

Examples of engagements 
undertaken with holdings in 
the fund 

Engaged with a range of 
companies on issues including: 
ESG disclosures, Remuneration 
and Climate Change 

Human Capital Management, 
Transparency & Disclosure, 
Remuneration and Board 
Structure. 

Board Quality & Effectiveness, 
Climate & Natural Capital, 
Strategy, Purpose & Resilience, 
Incentives Aligned with Value 
Creation and Company Impacts 
on People. 
 

Source: Fund managers 
*BlackRock were not able to provide data for Q1 2021, so figures are shown to 31 December 2020.  
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Summary 
Based on the information received, the Trustee is satisfied that the fund managers have acted in accordance with 
the Fund’s stewardship policies.  

Prepared by the Trustee of the Montague L Meyer Pension Fund - 18 November 2021 



  
Montague L Meyer Pension Fund (DC Section)  
Implementation Statement  
  
Period covered: 1 May 2020 – 30 April 2021  
  
The Pension Protection Fund (Pensionable Service) and Occupational Pension Schemes (Investment 
and Disclosure) (Amendment and Modification) Regulations 2018 and the subsequent amendment in 
the  2019 Occupational Pension Schemes (Investment and Disclosure) (Amendment) Regulations (“the 
Regulations”) require that the Trustee outlines how they have ensured compliance with the policies and 
objectives set out in their Statement of Investment Principles (SIP) over the course of the year under 
review.  
  
This statement should be read in conjunction with the Defined Contribution (“DC”) SIP a copy of which 
can be found at:  
  
https://meyertimber.com/pensions-regulations  
  
A description of the voting behaviour during the year, either by or on behalf of the Trustee or if a proxy 
voter was used, also needs to be included within this statement.  
  
The Trustees’ Stewardship and Engagement policies are included in the Scheme’s SIP, which is 
available online or on request.   
  
The Trustee is aware that as all investments are held in pooled funds, the Trustee can only view, rather 
than influence, their managers’ ESG and Stewardship behaviour, including the exercise of voting rights. 
The Trustees’ policy is to delegate the exercise of voting rights to their managers.  
 
The Trustee does not take any non-financial 1 matters into account in the selection, retention and 
realisation of investments. 
  
Changes to the SIP regarding Stewardship and Engagement during the Period  
  
The SIP was reviewed on 22 September 2020 to update the Trustees’ policies in relation to their 
arrangements with asset managers:   
  

• How managers are incentivised and remunerated  
• How performance is monitored  
• Cost monitoring  
• Frequency of manager reviews  

  
This was in line with changes to the Regulations referred to above.  
  
Reviews of fund managers’ ESG policies, stewardship and voting behaviour  
  
The Trustee is keen that their managers are signatories of the UK Stewardship Code, and are pleased 
to report that all of the managers are current signatories.  
  

 
1 2 Under the Legislation, “non-financial matters” means the views of the members and beneficiaries including (but 
not limited to) their ethical views and their views in relation to social and environmental impact and present and 
future quality of life of the members and beneficiaries of the trust scheme 



All of the Trustees’ holdings are within pooled funds and the Trustee has delegated to its investment 
managers the exercise of voting rights.  Therefore, the Trustee is not able to direct how votes are 
exercised and the Trustee have not used proxy voting services over the year.  The Scheme’s funds are:  
  

• LGIM Global Equity Fund (50:50)  
• LGIM Corporate Bonds Fund  
• LGIM Cash Fund  
• LGIM Global Equity Fund (70:30)  
• LGIM Over 15 Year Gilts Fund  
• LGIM UK Equity Index Fund  
• LGIM Over 5-year Index-Linked Gilt Fund  
• LGIM Diversified Fund  

  
There have been no changes to the Scheme funds over the year.  
  
The Trustee has reviewed their Investment Managers’ policies on corporate governance and their voting 
behaviour as reported in the stewardship reports below:  
  
https://www.lgim.com/landg-assets/lgim/_old-document-library/capabilities/uk-stewardship-code.pdf  
  
https://www.lgim.com/landg-assets/lgim/_document-library/capabilities/lgim-engagement-policy.pdf  
  
https://www.lgim.com/uk/en/capabilities/corporate-governance/policies-and-voting-disclosures-uk-en/  
  
Further details on the policies and voting behaviour (including details of significant votes) of each fund 
used by the Scheme are appended to this statement.  
  
The Trustee is satisfied that these are consistent with the Trustees’ expectations, responsibilities, and 
SIP.  
  
Performance review and review of manager 
  
The Trustees are required to formally review the DC default investment strategy at least every three 
years or immediately following any significant change in investment policy or the Scheme’s member 
profile.  The last investment review was conducted in January 2019 and therefore the Trustees did not 
review the investment strategy over the last Scheme year.  
  
The Trustee reviewed the manager’s performance during the period to the extent described above but 
did not carry out a re-tendering of any investment management appointment during the period or an in-
depth review covering matters such as portfolio turnover and associated costs, the Investment 
Manager’s remuneration and performance relative to the market costs and performance of managers 
with similar strategies.  The Trustee has monitored the funds’ performance in the year through review 
of six-monthly performance reporting provided by the investment manager. 
 
DC Chair’s statement 
 
The Trustee has set out commentary in its most recent DC Chair’s statement covering the following 
matters:  

• The investment options in which members’ funds are invested; 
• A summary of the core financial transactions undertaken; 
• The charges and transaction costs borne by members, including illustrations; 
• A ‘value for members’ assessment; and 
• A summary of the Trustee knowledge and understanding. 

 
  

https://www.lgim.com/landg-assets/lgim/_old-document-library/capabilities/uk-stewardship-code.pdf
https://www.lgim.com/landg-assets/lgim/_old-document-library/capabilities/uk-stewardship-code.pdf
https://www.lgim.com/landg-assets/lgim/_document-library/capabilities/lgim-engagement-policy.pdf
https://www.lgim.com/landg-assets/lgim/_document-library/capabilities/lgim-engagement-policy.pdf
https://www.lgim.com/uk/en/capabilities/corporate-governance/policies-and-voting-disclosures-uk-en/
https://www.lgim.com/uk/en/capabilities/corporate-governance/policies-and-voting-disclosures-uk-en/


The Chair’s statement can be found at https://meyertimber.com/pensions-regulations. 
 
Statement of compliance with Regulations  
  
Over the course of the period, the Trustee is pleased to report that they have in their opinion adhered 
to the policies set out in their SIP and have complied with the Regulations.   
  
Approved by the Trustee of the Montague L Meyer Pension Fund on 18 November 2021 
  
  

https://meyertimber.com/pensions-regulations


What is your policy on consulting with clients before voting?

Please provide an overview of your process for deciding how to vote.

Are you currently affected by any conflicts, across any of your holdings? 

Please include here any additional comments which you believe are relevant to your voting activities or processes

Disclaimer

LGIM’s voting and engagement activities are driven by ESG professionals and their assessment of the requirements in these areas seeks to achieve the best outcome for all our clients. Our voting policies are reviewed annually and take 

into account feedback from our clients.

Every year, LGIM holds a stakeholder roundtable event where clients and other stakeholders (civil society, academia, the private sector and fellow investors) are invited to express their views directly to the members of the Investment 

Stewardship team. The views expressed by attendees during this event form a key consideration as we continue to develop our voting and engagement policies and define strategic priorities in the years ahead. We also take into account 

client feedback received at regular meetings and/ or ad-hoc comments or enquiries.

All decisions are made by LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team and in accordance with our relevant Corporate Governance & Responsible Investment and Conflicts of Interest policy documents which are reviewed annually. Each 

member of the team is allocated a specific sector globally so that the voting is undertaken by the same individuals who engage with the relevant company. This ensures our stewardship approach flows smoothly throughout the 

engagement and voting process and that engagement is fully integrated into the vote decision process, therefore sending consistent messaging to companies.

How, if at all, have you made use of proxy voting services over the year to 31/03/2021?

What process did you follow for determining the “most significant” votes?

Please refer to the LGIM investment stewardship conflict of interest document  at the following link: https://www.lgim.com/api/epi/documentlibrary/view?id=1116980ea5bf43fa9801c212be73f487&old=literature.html?cid=  

All voting data provided in this report is produced by LGIM using data extracted from our third-party proxy-voting provider Institutional Shareholder Services’ (ISS) ProxyExchange platform, an electronic voting platform used by LGIM’s 

Investment Stewardship team to vote its clients’ shares. Data relates to all votes cast in the 12-month period to [dd/mm/yyyy] by LGIM in each fund in line with our Corporate Governance & Responsible Investment Policy.

 

https://www.lgim.com/uk/en/capabilities/corporate-governance/policies-and-voting-disclosures-uk-en/

It does not include any voting directed by policyholders. 

Please note that this data is provided at fund-level only and can include, in the case of feeder fund structures, multiple underlying fund information. 

Please note that for the purposes of voting reporting, a proxy fund - UK Index Trust (9028) is used to report voting data relating to UK Equity Index Fund (2240) and not the fund/scheme specific points mentioned in the PLSA template. 

The UK Index Trust has the same constituents as UK Equity Index apart from constituents equal to < 1% in other equity holdings.

This report is based on the exporting the Fund Hierarchies and Valuations rather than the entire Lookthrough to the underlying data sets weighting during the reporting period. It does not take into account whether the fund directly or 

indirectly through an underlying fund held such securities at a point in time which made it eligible to vote i.e. the Record Date.

Any statements made by a party other than LGIM based on the data provided are not endorsed by LGIM. Therefore, we cannot guarantee the accuracy, completeness or reliability of this report and accept no responsibility or liability 

whatsoever in respect of the contents of this report. We do not endorse your use of any information from this report and disclaim, to the fullest extent permissible under law, any liability which we incur as a result of such use. 

Voted proposals as a percentage of voteable proposals’ may be less than 100% due to operational considerations, legal restrictions and/or the specific nature of some resolutions. For example, in instances where a shareholder 

nominates a slate of directors in competition to the directors nominated by the company, we may only be able to cast a vote for one slate of directors. As a result, those director related resolutions that did not receive a vote may be 

recorded as ‘Did Not Vote’.

It is vital that the proxy voting service are regularly monitored and LGIM do this through quarterly due diligence meetings with ISS. Representatives from a range of departments attend these meetings, including the client relationship 

manager, research manager and custom voting manager. The meetings have a standing agenda, which includes setting out our expectations, an analysis of any issues we have experienced when voting during the previous quarter, the 

quality of the ISS research delivered, general service level, personnel changes, the management of any potential conflicts of interest and a review of the effectiveness of the monitoring process and voting statistics. The meetings will also 

review any action points arising from the previous quarterly meeting.

LGIM has its own internal Risk Management System (RMS) to provide effective oversight of key processes. This includes LGIM's voting activities and related client reporting. If an item is not confirmed as completed on RMS, the issue is 

escalated to line managers and senior directors within the organisation. On a weekly basis, senior members of the Investment Stewardship team confirm on LGIM’s internal RMS that votes have been cast correctly on the voting platform 

and record any issues experienced. This is then reviewed by the Director of Investment Stewardship who confirms the votes have been cast correctly on a monthly basis. Annually, as part of our formal RMS processes the Director of 

Investment Stewardship confirms that a formal review of LGIM’s proxy provider has been conducted and that they have the capacity and competency to analyse proxy issues and make impartial recommendations.

https://vds.issgovernance.com/vds/#/MjU2NQ==/

Appendix – LGIM questionnaire and summary of voting behaviour of individual funds

For more information on how we use the services of proxy providers, please refer to the following document available on our website: https://www.lgim.com/landg-assets/lgim/_document-library/capabilities/how-lgim-uses-proxy-voting-

services.pdf 

LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team uses ISS’s ‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to electronically vote clients’ shares. All voting decisions are made by LGIM and we do not outsource any part of the strategic decisions. Our 

use of ISS recommendations is purely to augment our own research and proprietary ESG assessment tools. The Investment Stewardship team also uses the research reports of Institutional Voting Information Services (IVIS) to 

supplement the research reports that we receive from ISS for UK companies when making specific voting decisions.

To ensure our proxy provider votes in accordance with our position on ESG, we have put in place a custom voting policy with specific voting instructions. These instructions apply to all markets globally and seek to uphold what we 

consider are minimum best practice standards which we believe all companies globally should observe, irrespective of local regulation or practice.

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. We have strict monitoring controls to ensure our votes are fully and effectively executed in accordance with our voting 

policies by our service provider. This includes a regular manual check of the votes input into the platform, and an electronic alert service to inform us of rejected votes which require further action.

As regulation on vote reporting has recently evolved with the introduction of the concept of ‘significant vote’ by the EU Shareholder Rights Directive II, LGIM wants to ensure we continue to help our clients in fulfilling their reporting 

obligations. We also believe public transparency of our vote activity is critical for our clients and interested parties to hold us to account.  

For many years, LGIM has regularly produced case studies and/ or summaries of LGIM’s vote positions to clients for what we deemed were ‘material votes’. We are evolving our approach in line with the new regulation and are 

committed to provide our clients access to ‘significant vote’ information.

In determining significant votes, LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team takes into account the criteria provided by the Pensions & Lifetime Savings Association (PLSA) guidance. This includes but is not limited to:

• High profile vote which has such a degree of controversy that there is high client and/ or public scrutiny;

• Significant client interest for a vote: directly communicated by clients to the Investment Stewardship team at LGIM’s annual Stakeholder roundtable event, or where we note a significant increase in requests from clients on a particular 

vote;

• Sanction vote as a result of a direct or collaborative engagement;

• Vote linked to an LGIM engagement campaign, in line with LGIM Investment Stewardship’s 5-year ESG priority engagement themes.

We provide information on significant votes in the format of detailed case studies in our quarterly ESG impact report and annual active ownership publications. 

The vote information is updated on a daily basis and with a lag of one day after a shareholder meeting is held. We also provide the rationale for all votes cast against management, including votes of support to shareholder resolutions.

If you have any additional questions on specific votes, please note that LGIM publicly discloses its vote instructions on our website at:



Global Equity Fixed Weights (50:50) Index Fund

Investment Manager Name

Fund Name

Fund Code

Quasar Code

Fund of Fund Structure Yes

Scheme Year End Date

Start of Reporting Period

End of Reporting Period

Question Response Additional Comments

What was the total size of the fund as at 

31/03/2021? 4,141,441,809£                                                     Weekly close price series

What was the number of equity holdings in the 

fund as at 31/03/2021? 2858

Please answer the following questions in relation to the Fund named above.

Question Response Additional Comments

How many meetings were you eligible to vote at 

over the year to 31/03/2021? 3641

How many resolutions were you eligible to vote on 

over the year to 31/03/2021? 44680

What % of resolutions did you vote on for which 

you were eligible? 99.97%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did 

you vote with management? 83.56%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did 

you vote against management? 16.29%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did 

you abstain from? 0.15%

In what % of meetings, for which you did vote, did 

you vote at least once against management? 5.46%

Which proxy advisory services does your firm use, 

and do you use their standard voting policy or 

created your own bespoke policy which they then 

implemented on your behalf? 

LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team uses ISS’s 

‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to 

electronically vote clients’ shares. All voting 

decisions are made by LGIM and we do not 

outsource any part of the strategic decisions. To 

ensure our proxy provider votes in accordance 

with our position on ESG, we have put in place a 

custom voting policy with specific voting 

instructions. For more details, please refer to the 

Voting Policies section of this document.

What % of resolutions, on which you did vote, did 

you vote contrary to the recommendation of your 

proxy adviser? (if applicable) 0.44%

31/03/2021

Legal and General Investment Management

CR

01/04/2020

31/03/2021

Voting Questionnaire

Fund Information

Voting Statistics

Global Equity Fixed Weights (50:50) Index Fund



Vote 1 Vote 2 Vote 3

Company name Qantas Airways Limited Whitehaven Coal International Consolidated Airlines Group

Date of vote 23-Oct-20 22-Nov-20 07-Sep-20

Approximate size of fund's holding as at the date of the 

vote (as % of portfolio)

Summary of the resolution

Resolution 3 Approve participation of Alan Joyce in the Long-Term Incentive Plan Resolution 4 Approve 

Remuneration Report.

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.

Resolution 8: Approve Remuneration Report’ was proposed at the company’s annual shareholder meeting held on 7 

September 2020.

How you voted

LGIM voted against resolution 3 and supported resolution 4. LGIM voted for the resolution. We voted against the resolution.

Where you voted against management, did you 

communicate your intent to the company ahead of the 

vote?

Given our engagement, LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team communicated the voting decision directly to the 

company before the AGM and provided feedback to the remuneration committee.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with the rationale for all votes against management. 

It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to an AGM as our engagement is 

not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional vote reports on its website with the rationale 

for all votes against management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior 

to an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

Rationale for the voting decision

The COVID crisis has had an impact on the Australian airline company’s financials. In light of this, the company 

raised significant capital to be able to execute its recovery plan. It also cancelled dividends, terminated employees 

and accepted government assistance.  The circumstances triggered extra scrutiny from LGIM as we wanted to 

ensure the impact of the COVID crisis on the company’s stakeholders was appropriately reflected in the executive 

pay package.  In collaboration with our Active Equities team, LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team engaged with the 

Head of Investor Relations of the company to express our concerns and understand the company’s views. The 

voting decision ultimately sat with the Investment Stewardship team.  We supported the remuneration report 

(resolution 4) given the executive salary cuts, short-term incentive cancellations and the CEO’s voluntary decision to 

defer the vesting of the long-term incentive plan (LTIP), in light of the pandemic.  However, our concerns as to the 

quantum of the 2021 LTIP grant remained, especially given the share price at the date of the grant and the 

remuneration committee not being able to exercise discretion on LTIPs, which is against best practice. We voted 

against resolution 3 to signal our concerns.

The role of coal in the future energy mix is increasingly uncertain, due to the competitiveness of renewable energy, 

as well as increased regulation: in Q4 2020 alone three of Australia’s main export markets for coal – Japan, South 

Korea and China – have announced targets for carbon neutrality around 2050.   LGIM has publicly advocated for a 

‘managed decline’ for fossil fuel companies, in line with 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.

The COVID-19 crisis and its consequences on international transport have negatively impacted this airline 

company’s financial performance and business model. At the end of March 2020, LGIM addressed a private letter to 

the company to state our support during the pandemic. We also encouraged the board to demonstrate restraint and 

discretion with its executive remuneration. As a result of the crisis, the company took up support under various 

government schemes. The company also announced a 30% cut to its workforce. On the capital allocation front, the 

company decided to withdraw its dividend for 2020 and sought shareholder approval for a rights issue of €2.75 

billion at its 2020 AGM in order to strengthen its balance sheet. The remuneration report for the financial year to 31 

December 2019 was also submitted to a shareholder vote. We were concerned about the level of bonus payments, 

which are 80% to 90% of their salary for current executives and 100% of their salary for the departing CEO. We 

noted that the executive directors took a 20% reduction to their basic salary from 1 April 2020. However, whilst the 

bonuses were determined at the end of February 2020 and paid in respect of the financial year end to December 

2019, LGIM would have expected the remuneration committee to exercise greater discretion in light of the financial 

situation of the company, and also to reflect the stakeholder experience (employees and shareholders). Over the 

past few years, we have been closely engaging with the company, including on the topic of the succession of the 

CEO and the board chair, who were long-tenured. This engagement took place privately in meetings with the board 

chair and the senior independent director. This eventually led to a success, as the appointment of a new CEO to 

replace the long-standing CEO was announced in January 2020. A new board chair: an independent non-executive 

director, was also recently appointed by the board. He will be starting his new role in January 2021.

Outcome of the vote

About 90% of shareholders supported resolution 3 and 91% supported resolution 4. The meeting results highlight 

LGIM’s stronger stance on the topic of executive remuneration, in our view.

The resolution did not pass, as a relatively small amount of shareholders (4%) voted in favour. However, the 

environmental profile of the company continues to remain in the spotlight: in late 2020 the company pleaded guilty to 

19 charges for breaching mining laws that resulted in ‘significant environmental harm’.   As the company is on 

LGIM’s Future World Protection List of exclusions, many of our ESG-focused funds – and select exchange-traded 

funds – were not invested in the company.

28.4% of shareholders opposed the remuneration report.

Implications of the outcome eg were there any lessons 

learned and what likely future steps will you take in 

response to the outcome?

We will continue our engagement with the company. LGIM will continue to monitor this company. LGIM will continue to engage closely with the renewed board.

On which criteria (as explained in the cover email) have 

you assessed this vote to be "most significant"?

It highlights the challenges of factoring in the impact of the COVID situation into the executive remuneration 

package.

The vote received media scrutiny and is emblematic of a growing wave of ‘green’ shareholder activism. LGIM considers this vote significant as it illustrates the importance for investors of monitoring our investee 

companies’ responses to the COVID crisis.

Significant Votes



Vote 4 Vote 5 Vote 6

Company name Lagardère Imperial Brands plc Pearson

Date of vote 05-May-20 03-Feb-21 18-Sep-20

Approximate size of fund's holding as at the date of the 

vote (as % of portfolio)

Summary of the resolution

Shareholder resolutions A to P. Activist Amber Capital, which owned 16% of the share capital at the time of 

engagement, proposed 8 new directors to the Supervisory Board (SB) of Lagardère, as well as to remove all the 

incumbent directors (apart from two 2019 appointments).

Resolutions 2 and 3, respectively, Approve Remuneration Report and Approve Remuneration Policy. Resolution 1: Amend remuneration policy was proposed at the company’s special shareholder meeting, held on 

18 September 2020.

How you voted

LGIM voted in favour of five of the Amber-proposed candidates (resolutions H,J,K,L,M) and voted off five of the 

incumbent Lagardère SB directors (resolutions B,C,E,F,G).

LGIM voted against both resolutions. We voted against the amendment to the remuneration policy.

Where you voted against management, did you 

communicate your intent to the company ahead of the 

vote?

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional vote reports on its website with the rationale 

for all votes against management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks 

prior to an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with the rationale for all votes against 

management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to an AGM as 

our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional vote reports on its website with the rationale 

for all votes against management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks 

prior to an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

Rationale for the voting decision

Proposals by Amber were due to the opinion that the company strategy was not creating value for shareholders, 

that the board members were not sufficiently challenging management on strategic decisions, and for various 

governance failures. The company continues to have a commandite structure; a limited partnership, which means 

that the managing partner has a tight grip on the company, despite only having 7 % share capital and 11% voting 

rights. LGIM engages with companies on their strategies, any lack of challenge to these, and with governance 

concerns. The company strategy had not been value-enhancing and the governance structure of the company 

was not allowing the SB to challenge management on this. Where there is a proxy contest, LGIM engages with 

both the activist and the company to understand both perspectives. LGIM engaged with both Amber Capital, 

where we were able to speak to the proposed new SB Chair, and also Lagardère, where we spoke to the 

incumbent SB Chair. This allowed us to gain direct perspectives from the individual charged with ensuring their 

board includes the right individuals to challenge management.

The company appointed a new CEO during 2020, who was granted a significantly higher base salary than his 

predecessor. A higher base salary has a consequential ripple effect on short- and long-term incentives, as well as 

pension contributions.  Further, the company did not apply best practice in relation to post-exit shareholding 

guidelines as outlined by both LGIM and the Investment Association. An incoming CEO with no previous 

experience in the specific sector, or CEO experience at a FTSE100 company, should have to prove her or himself 

beforehand to be set a base salary at the level, or higher, of an outgoing CEO with multiple years of such 

experience. Further, we would expect companies to adopt general best practice standards. Prior to the AGM, we 

engaged with the company outlining what our concerns over the remuneration structure were. We also indicated 

that we publish specific remuneration guidelines for UK-listed companies and keep remuneration consultants up 

to date with our thinking.

Pearson issued a series of profit warnings under its previous CEO. Yet shareholders have been continuously 

supportive of the company, believing that there is much value to be gained from new leadership and a fresh 

approach to their strategy. However, the company decided to put forward an all-or-nothing proposal in the form of 

an amendment to the company’s remuneration policy. This resolution at the extraordinary general meeting (EGM) 

was seeking shareholder approval for the grant of a co-investment award, an unusual step for a UK company, yet 

if this resolution was not passed the company confirmed that the proposed new CEO would not take up the CEO 

role. This is an unusual approach and many shareholders felt backed into a corner, whereby they were keen for 

the company to appoint a new CEO, but were not happy with the plan being proposed. However, shareholders 

were not able to vote separately on the two distinctly different items, and felt forced to accept a less-than-ideal 

remuneration structure for the new CEO. LGIM spoke with the chair of the board earlier this year, on the board’s 

succession plans andprogress for the new CEO. We also discussed the shortcomings of the company’s current 

remuneration policy. We also spoke with the chair directly before the EGM, and relayed our concerns that the 

performance conditions were weak and should be re-visited, to strengthen the financial underpinning of the new 

CEO’s award. We also asked that the post-exit shareholding requirements were reviewed to be brought into line 

with our expectations for UK companies. In the absence of any changes, LGIM took the decision to vote against 

the amendment to the remuneration policy.

Outcome of the vote

Even though shareholders did not give majority support to Amber’s candidates, its proposed resolutions received 

approx. between 30-40% support, a clear indication that many shareholders have concerns with the board. 

(Source: ISS data)

Resolution 2 (Approve Remuneration Report) received 40.26% votes against, and 59.73% votes of support. 

Resolution 3 (Approve Remuneration Policy) received 4.71% of votes against, and 95.28% support.

At the EGM, 33% of shareholders voted against the co-investment plan and therefore, by default, the 

appointment of the new CEO.

Implications of the outcome eg were there any lessons 

learned and what likely future steps will you take in 

response to the outcome?

LGIM will continue to engage with the company to understand its future strategy and how it will add value to 

shareholders over the long term, as well as to keep the structure of SB under review.

LGIM continues to engage with companies on remuneration both directly and via IVIS, the corporate governance 

research arm of The Investment Association. LGIM annually publishes remuneration guidelines for UK listed 

companies.

Such significant dissent clearly demonstrates the scale of investor concern with the company’s approach. It is 

important that the company has a new CEO, a crucial step in the journey to recover value; but key governance 

questions remain which will now need to be addressed through continuous engagement.

On which criteria (as explained in the cover email) have 

you assessed this vote to be "most significant"?

LGIM noted significant media and public interest on this vote given the proposed revocation of the company’s 

board.

We are concerned over the ratcheting up of executive pay; and we believe executive directors must take a long-

term view of the company in their decision-making process, hence the request for executives’ post-exit 

shareholding guidelines to be set.

Pearson has had strategy difficulties in recent years and is a large and well-known UK company. Given the 

unusual approach taken by the company and our outstanding concerns, we deem this vote to be significant.

Significant Votes



Global Equity (70:30) Index Fund

Investment Manager Name

Fund Name

Fund Code

Quasar Code

Fund of Fund Structure Yes

Scheme Year End Date

Start of Reporting Period

End of Reporting Period

Question Response Additional Comments

What was the total size of the fund as at 31/03/2021? 73,940,552£                                                                 Weekly close price series

What was the number of equity holdings in the fund as at 31/03/2021? 4553

Please answer the following questions in relation to the Fund named above.

Question Response Additional Comments

How many meetings were you eligible to vote at over the year to 31/03/2021? 7515

How many resolutions were you eligible to vote on over the year to 31/03/2021? 79697

What % of resolutions did you vote on for which you were eligible? 99.87%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did you vote with management? 84.31%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did you vote against management? 14.99%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did you abstain from? 0.70%

In what % of meetings, for which you did vote, did you vote at least once against management? 5.36%

Which proxy advisory services does your firm use, and do you use their standard voting policy or created your own 

bespoke policy which they then implemented on your behalf? 

LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team uses ISS’s 

‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to 

electronically vote clients’ shares. All voting decisions 

are made by LGIM and we do not outsource any part of 

the strategic decisions. To ensure our proxy provider 

votes in accordance with our position on ESG, we have 

put in place a custom voting policy with specific voting 

instructions. For more details, please refer to the Voting 

Policies section of this document.

What % of resolutions, on which you did vote, did you vote contrary to the recommendation of your proxy adviser? 

(if applicable) 0.26%

Voting Questionnaire

Fund Information

Voting Statistics

Global Equity (70:30) Index Fund (charges included)

31/03/2021

Legal and General Investment Management

AK

01/04/2020

31/03/2021



Vote 1 Vote 2 Vote 3

Company name Barclays Toshiba Corp. Amazon

Date of vote 07-May-20 18-Mar-21 27-May-20

Approximate size of fund's holding as at the date of the vote (as % of portfolio)

Summary of the resolution

Resolution 29 Approve Barclays' Commitment in Tackling Climate Change Resolution 30 Approve ShareAction 

Requisitioned Resolution

Resolution 1: Appoint Three Individuals to Investigate Status of Operations and Property of the Company  Resolution 

2: Amend Articles to Mandate Shareholder Approval for Strategic Investment Policies including Capital Strategies

Shareholder resolutions 5 to 16

How you voted

LGIM voted for resolution 29, proposed by Barclays and for resolution 30, proposed by ShareAction. LGIM voted for the resolutions. Of 12 shareholder proposals, we voted to support 10. We looked into the individual merits of each individual 

proposal, and there are two main areas which drove our decision-making: disclosure to encourage a better 

understanding of process and performance of material issues (resolutions 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 13, 15 and 16) and 

governance structures that benefit long-term shareholders (resolutions 9 and 14).

Where you voted against management, did you communicate your intent to the company ahead of the vote?

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional vote reports on its website with the rationale 

for all votes against management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior 

to an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with the rationale for all votes against management. 

It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to an AGM as our engagement is 

not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional vote reports on its website with the rationale 

for all votes against management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior 

to an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

Rationale for the voting decision

The resolution proposed by Barclays sets out its long-term plans and has the backing of ShareAction and co-filers. 

We are particularly grateful to the Investor Forum for the significant role it played in coordinating this outcome.

Toshiba Corp’s extraordinary general meeting (EGM) was precipitated by a significant decline in trust between its 

shareholders and management team following recent controversies, including allegations of abnormal practices and 

behaviour by the company surrounding its July 2020 AGM. As a result, the company faced two independent 

shareholder resolutions at the EGM calling for it to introduce remedies that would restore confidence and trust in the 

company’s governance, management and strategy.  LGIM supported the resolution calling for the appointment of 

investigators to address doubts over the company’s 2020 AGM conduct and vote tallying. We believe the enquiry, 

which is unlikely to be a burden on the company, will be an important step in rebuilding trust between shareholders 

and the company’s executive team and board. We also supported the shareholder resolution mandating the 

company to present its strategic investment policy to a shareholder vote in order to send a clear message to the 

Toshiba Board and executive team: shareholders expect increased transparency and accountability.

In addition to facing a full slate of proxy proposals, in the two months leading up to the annual meeting, Amazon was 

on the front lines of a pandemic response. The company was already on the back foot owing to the harsh workplace 

practices alleged by the author of a seminal article in the New York Times published in 2015, which depicted a 

bruising culture. The news of a string of workers catching COVID-19, the company’s response, and subsequent 

details, have all become major news and an important topic for our engagements leading up to the proxy vote. Our 

team has had multiple engagements with Amazon over the past 12 months. The topics of our engagements touched 

most aspects of ESG, with an emphasis on social topics: • Governance: Separation of CEO and board chair roles, 

plus the desire for directors to participate in engagement meetings • Environment: Details about the data 

transparency committed to in their 'Climate Pledge' • Social: Establishment of workplace culture, employee health 

and safety The allegations from current and former employees are worrying. Amazon employees have consistently 

reported not feeling safe at work, that paid sick leave is not adequate, and that the company only provides an 

incentive of $2 per hour to work during the pandemic. Also cited is an ongoing culture of retaliation, censorship, and 

fear. We discussed with Amazon the lengths the company is going to in adapting their working environment, with 

claims of industry leading safety protocols, increased pay, and adjusted absentee policies. However, some of their 

responses seemed to have backfired. For example, a policy to inform all workers in a facility if COVID-19 is detected 

has definitely caused increased media attention.

Outcome of the vote

Resolution 29 - supported by 99.9% of shareholders Resolution30 - supported by 23.9% of shareholders (source: 

Company website)

Resolution 1 was passed with 57.9% of participating shareholders in support. The company promptly put 

investigators in place and set up a confidential hotline for any individuals who are willing to provide information.  

Resolution 2, in respect to the company’s capital allocation and strategic investment policy received 39.3% support 

and did not pass. However, the vote serves to send a clear signal to the board and executive team that shareholders 

expect increased transparency and accountability.

Resolution 5 to 8, and 14 to 16 each received approx. 30% support from shareholders. Resolutions 9 and 10 

received respectively 16.7 and 15.3% support. Resolution 11 received 6.1% support. Resolution 12 received 1.5 % 

support. Resolution 13 received 12.2% support. (Source: ISS data)

Implications of the outcome eg were there any lessons learned and what likely future steps will you take in response 

to the outcome?

The hard work is just beginning. Our focus will now be to help Barclays on the detail of their plans and targets, more 

detail of which is to be published this year. We plan to continue to work closely with the Barclays board and 

management team in the development of their plans and will continue to liaise with ShareAction, Investor Forum, 

and other large investors, to ensure a consistency of messaging and to continue to drive positive change.

LGIM will continue to monitor the company. Despite shareholders not giving majority support to the raft of shareholder proposals, the sheer number and focus 

on these continues to dominate the landscape for the company. Our engagement with the company continues as we 

push it to disclose more and to ensure it is adequately managing its broader stakeholders, and most importantly, its 

human capital.

On which criteria (as explained in the cover email) have you assessed this vote to be "most significant"?

Since the beginning of the year there has been significant client interest in our voting intentions and engagement 

activities in relation to the 2020 Barclays AGM. We thank our clients for their patience and understanding while we 

undertook sensitive discussions and negotiations in private. We consider the outcome to be extremely positive for 

all parties: Barclays, ShareAction and long-term asset owners such as our clients.

The vote was high profile and controversial. The market attention was significant leading up to the AGM, with: •12 shareholder proposals on the table – the 

largest number of any major US company this proxy season •Diverse investor coalitions submitting and rallying 

behind the proposals, including global, different types of investors and first time co-filers/engagers •Substantial 

press coverage – with largely negative sentiment related to the company’s governance profile and its initial 

management of COVID-19 •Multiple state treasurers speaking out and even holding an online targeted pre-annual 

meeting investor forum entitled ‘Workplace & Investor Risks in Amazon.com, Inc.’s COVID-19 Response’ 

Anecdotally, the Stewardship team received more inquires related to Amazon than any other company this season.

Significant Votes



Diversified Fund

Investment Manager Name

Fund Name

Fund Code

Quasar Code 2839

Fund of Fund Structure Yes

Scheme Year End Date

Start of Reporting Period

End of Reporting Period

Question Response Additional Comments

What was the total size of the fund as at 

31/03/2021? 11,097,829,082£                                                 Weekly close price series

What was the number of equity holdings in 

the fund as at 31/03/2021? 6642

Please answer the following questions in relation to the Fund named above.

Question Response Additional Comments

How many meetings were you eligible to vote 

at over the year to 31/03/2021? 11362

How many resolutions were you eligible to 

vote on over the year to 31/03/2021? 115604

What % of resolutions did you vote on for 

which you were eligible? 98.98%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what 

% did you vote with management? 81.72%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what 

% did you vote against management? 17.71%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what 

% did you abstain from? 0.56%

In what % of meetings, for which you did 

vote, did you vote at least once against 

management? 6.35%

Which proxy advisory services does your firm 

use, and do you use their standard voting 

policy or created your own bespoke policy 

which they then implemented on your behalf? 

LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team uses ISS’s 

‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to 

electronically vote clients’ shares. All voting 

decisions are made by LGIM and we do not 

outsource any part of the strategic decisions. To 

ensure our proxy provider votes in accordance 

with our position on ESG, we have put in place a 

custom voting policy with specific voting 

instructions. For more details, please refer to the 

Voting Policies section of this document.

What % of resolutions, on which you did vote, 

did you vote contrary to the recommendation 

of your proxy adviser? (if applicable) 0.20%

31/03/2021

Legal and General Investment Management

MAAA

01/04/2020

31/03/2021

Voting Questionnaire

Fund Information

Voting Statistics

Diversified Fund



Vote 1 Vote 2 Vote 3

Company name Barclays Samsung Electronics Amazon

Date of vote 07-May-20 17-Mar-21 27-May-20

Approximate size of fund's holding as at the date of the vote (as % of portfolio)

Summary of the resolution

Resolution 29 Approve Barclays' Commitment in Tackling Climate Change Resolution 30 Approve ShareAction 

Requisitioned Resolution

Resolution 2.1.1: Elect Park Byung-gook as Outside Director Resolution 2.1.2: Elect Kim Jeong as Outside 

Director Resolution 3: Elect Kim Sun-uk as Outside Director to Serve as an Audit Committee Member

Shareholder resolutions 5 to 16

How you voted

LGIM voted for resolution 29, proposed by Barclays and for resolution 30, proposed by ShareAction. LGIM voted against all three resolutions. Of 12 shareholder proposals, we voted to support 10. We looked into the individual merits of each individual 

proposal, and there are two main areas which drove our decision-making: disclosure to encourage a better 

understanding of process and performance of material issues (resolutions 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 13, 15 and 16) and 

governance structures that benefit long-term shareholders (resolutions 9 and 14).

Where you voted against management, did you communicate your intent to the 

company ahead of the vote?

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional vote reports on its website with the rationale 

for all votes against management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks 

prior to an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with the rationale for all votes against 

management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to an AGM as 

our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional vote reports on its website with the rationale 

for all votes against management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks 

prior to an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

Rationale for the voting decision

The resolution proposed by Barclays sets out its long-term plans and has the backing of ShareAction and co-

filers. We are particularly grateful to the Investor Forum for the significant role it played in coordinating this 

outcome.

In January 2021, Lee Jae-yong, the vice chairman of Samsung Electronics and only son of the former company 

chairman, was sentenced to two years and six months in prison for bribery, embezzlement and concealment of 

criminal proceeds worth about KRW 8.6 billion. Lee Jae-yong was first sentenced to five years in prison in August 

2017 for using the company's funds to bribe the impeached former President Park Geun-hye.  While Lee was 

released from prison, he was not acquitted of the charges. Based on the court's verdict, Lee actively provided 

bribes and implicitly asked then president Park to use her power to help his smooth succession. The court further 

commented that the independent compliance committee established in January 2020 has yet to become fully 

effective.   LGIM engaged with the company ahead of the vote. However, we were not satisfied with the 

company’s response that ties have been severed. We are concerned that Lee Jae-yong continues to make 

strategic company decisions from prison. Additionally, we were not satisfied with the independence of the 

company board and that the independent directors are really able to challenge management.  LGIM voted against 

the resolutions as the outside directors, who should provide independent oversight, have collectively failed to 

remove criminally convicted directors from the board. The inaction is indicative of a material failure of governance 

and oversight at the company.

In addition to facing a full slate of proxy proposals, in the two months leading up to the annual meeting, Amazon 

was on the front lines of a pandemic response. The company was already on the back foot owing to the harsh 

workplace practices alleged by the author of a seminal article in the New York Times published in 2015, which 

depicted a bruising culture. The news of a string of workers catching COVID-19, the company’s response, and 

subsequent details, have all become major news and an important topic for our engagements leading up to the 

proxy vote. Our team has had multiple engagements with Amazon over the past 12 months. The topics of our 

engagements touched most aspects of ESG, with an emphasis on social topics: • Governance: Separation of 

CEO and board chair roles, plus the desire for directors to participate in engagement meetings • Environment: 

Details about the data transparency committed to in their 'Climate Pledge' • Social: Establishment of workplace 

culture, employee health and safety The allegations from current and former employees are worrying. Amazon 

employees have consistently reported not feeling safe at work, that paid sick leave is not adequate, and that the 

company only provides an incentive of $2 per hour to work during the pandemic. Also cited is an ongoing culture 

of retaliation, censorship, and fear. We discussed with Amazon the lengths the company is going to in adapting 

their working environment, with claims of industry leading safety protocols, increased pay, and adjusted absentee 

policies. However, some of their responses seemed to have backfired. For example, a policy to inform all workers 

in a facility if COVID-19 is detected has definitely caused increased media attention.

Outcome of the vote

Resolution 29 - supported by 99.9% of shareholders Resolution30 - supported by 23.9% of shareholders (source: 

Company website)

The meeting results are not yet available. Resolution 5 to 8, and 14 to 16 each received approx. 30% support from shareholders. Resolutions 9 and 10 

received respectively 16.7 and 15.3% support. Resolution 11 received 6.1% support. Resolution 12 received 1.5 

% support. Resolution 13 received 12.2% support. (Source: ISS data)

Implications of the outcome eg were there any lessons learned and what likely future 

steps will you take in response to the outcome?

The hard work is just beginning. Our focus will now be to help Barclays on the detail of their plans and targets, 

more detail of which is to be published this year. We plan to continue to work closely with the Barclays board and 

management team in the development of their plans and will continue to liaise with ShareAction, Investor Forum, 

and other large investors, to ensure a consistency of messaging and to continue to drive positive change.

LGIM will continue to monitor the company. Despite shareholders not giving majority support to the raft of shareholder proposals, the sheer number and focus 

on these continues to dominate the landscape for the company. Our engagement with the company continues as 

we push it to disclose more and to ensure it is adequately managing its broader stakeholders, and most 

importantly, its human capital.

On which criteria (as explained in the cover email) have you assessed this vote to be 

"most significant"?

Since the beginning of the year there has been significant client interest in our voting intentions and engagement 

activities in relation to the 2020 Barclays AGM. We thank our clients for their patience and understanding while 

we undertook sensitive discussions and negotiations in private. We consider the outcome to be extremely positive 

for all parties: Barclays, ShareAction and long-term asset owners such as our clients.

This was a high-profile vote, which has such a degree of controversy that there is high client and/or public 

scrutiny and the sanction vote was a result of a direct or collaborative engagement.

The market attention was significant leading up to the AGM, with: •12 shareholder proposals on the table – the 

largest number of any major US company this proxy season •Diverse investor coalitions submitting and rallying 

behind the proposals, including global, different types of investors and first time co-filers/engagers •Substantial 

press coverage – with largely negative sentiment related to the company’s governance profile and its initial 

management of COVID-19 •Multiple state treasurers speaking out and even holding an online targeted pre-annual 

meeting investor forum entitled ‘Workplace & Investor Risks in Amazon.com, Inc.’s COVID-19 Response’ 

Anecdotally, the Stewardship team received more inquires related to Amazon than any other company this 

season.

Significant Votes



LGIM Corporate Bonds Fund   

• No votes have been cast  

LGIM Cash Fund   

• No votes have been cast  

LGIM Over 15 Year Gilts Fund   

• No votes have been cast  

LGIM Over 5-year Index-Linked Gilt Fund   

• No votes have been cast  

 



UK Equity Index Fund

Investment Manager Name

Fund Name

Fund Code

Quasar Code 2240

Fund of Fund Structure Yes

Scheme Year End Date

Start of Reporting Period

End of Reporting Period

Question Response Additional Comments

What was the total size of the fund as at 31/03/2021? 21,983,168,215£                                                              Weekly close price series

What was the number of equity holdings in the fund as at 31/03/2021? 598

Please answer the following questions in relation to the Fund named above.

Question Response Additional Comments

How many meetings were you eligible to vote at over the year to 31/03/2021? 943

How many resolutions were you eligible to vote on over the year to 31/03/2021? 12574

What % of resolutions did you vote on for which you were eligible? 100.00%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did you vote with management? 92.94%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did you vote against management? 7.05%

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did you abstain from? 0.01%

In what % of meetings, for which you did vote, did you vote at least once against 

management? 3.27%

Which proxy advisory services does your firm use, and do you use their standard 

voting policy or created your own bespoke policy which they then implemented on 

your behalf? 

LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team uses ISS’s 

‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to 

electronically vote clients’ shares. All voting decisions 

are made by LGIM and we do not outsource any part of 

the strategic decisions. To ensure our proxy provider 

votes in accordance with our position on ESG, we have 

put in place a custom voting policy with specific voting 

instructions. For more details, please refer to the Voting 

Policies section of this document.

What % of resolutions, on which you did vote, did you vote contrary to the 

recommendation of your proxy adviser? (if applicable) 0.80%

31/03/2021

Legal and General Investment Management

N

01/04/2020

31/03/2021

Voting Questionnaire

Fund Information

Voting Statistics

UK Equity Index Fund



Vote 1 Vote 2 Vote 3

Company name Barclays Mitchells & Butlers Rank Group

Date of vote 07-May-20 11-Mar-21 11-Nov-20

Approximate size of fund's holding as at the date of the vote (as % of portfolio)

Summary of the resolution

Resolution 29 Approve Barclays' Commitment in Tackling Climate Change Resolution 30 Approve ShareAction 

Requisitioned Resolution

Resolution 1: Authorise Issue of Equity in Connection with the Open Offer Resolution 2: Authorise Issue of Shares 

Pursuant to the Open Offer at a Discount to Middle Market Price Resolution 3: Authorise Implementation of Open 

Offer

Resolution 2 Approve the remuneration report; and resolution 3 Approve remuneration policy.

How you voted

LGIM voted for resolution 29, proposed by Barclays and for resolution 30, proposed by ShareAction. LGIM voted against all three resolutions. LGIM supported both resolutions.

Where you voted against management, did you communicate your intent to the 

company ahead of the vote?

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional vote reports on its website with the rationale 

for all votes against management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks 

prior to an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with the rationale for all votes against 

management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to an AGM as our 

engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with the rationale for all votes against 

management. It is our policy not to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to an AGM as our 

engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics.

Rationale for the voting decision

The resolution proposed by Barclays sets out its long-term plans and has the backing of ShareAction and co-filers. 

We are particularly grateful to the Investor Forum for the significant role it played in coordinating this outcome.

Given the current COVID restrictions and their impact on this pub & restaurant company’s financials, the company 

sought shareholder approval for an equity raise through an underwritten Open Offer in March 2021. Three of the 

company’s major shareholders came together and consolidated their holdings under a new holding company, 

Odyzean Limited. They together hold approximately 55% of the issued share capital of Mitchells & Butlers and 

therefore the majority of votes. As well as taking up their own share of the Open Offer, the concert party committed 

to underwrite any remaining offer shares not taken up by existing shareholders.  We opposed Open Offer given our 

concerns about the influence of the newly incorporated holding company, Odyzean Limited, over our investee 

company's governance and the interests of minority investors. This concern was heightened by the announcement 

of expected changes to the structure and independence of the board as stated in the prospectus. LGIM would have 

expected a fair traditional rights issue to protect minority investors. We also noted that the concert party was able to 

buy deeply discounted shares without paying a control premium through their underwriting of the open offer.

The company and its stakeholders have been impacted by the COVID crisis. As an active owner and responsible 

investor, LGIM wants to ensure this is reflected in the executive remuneration package paid for this year.  In 

addition, in 2018 the company granted ‘block awards’ long-term incentives (LTI) to the executives and committed 

not to grant any LTI awards until financial year 2022. After review of the remuneration policy, the remuneration 

committee asked shareholders to adopt a new LTI structure with the first award under this plan to be made in the 

2021 financial year.  We decided to support the remuneration report, which looks back at the remuneration earned 

during the financial year. We noted the remuneration committee’s decision to apply a 20% deduction and cancel 

the planned increase of salaries of the executives and fees of the board members. No annual bonus was granted, 

given the performance of the company. LGIM was comfortable that the impact of COVID-19 had been 

appropriately reflected in the remuneration of the executives and therefore decided to support the remuneration 

report.  Regarding the remuneration policy, our direct engagement with the company allowed us to better 

understand the rationale for the proposed changes to the LTIP. We took into account their concerns around 

retention, and the fact that there would be a substantial gap in the vesting of any long-term incentives if this plan 

was not approved. Notably, that the structure of the proposed LTIP was in line with LGIM’s remuneration 

principles.

Outcome of the vote

Resolution 29 - supported by 99.9% of shareholders Resolution30 - supported by 23.9% of shareholders (source: 

Company website)

Only 6.8% of shareholders opposed these resolutions. 90.79% of shareholders supported resolution 2 and 96.4% supported resolution 3. However, it should be noted that 

a majority shareholder owned 56.15% of the voting rights shortly before the time of the vote. This remains an 

interesting outcome given the recommendation of a vote against both resolutions by influential proxy voting agency 

ISS.

Implications of the outcome eg were there any lessons learned and what likely future 

steps will you take in response to the outcome?

The hard work is just beginning. Our focus will now be to help Barclays on the detail of their plans and targets, 

more detail of which is to be published this year. We plan to continue to work closely with the Barclays board and 

management team in the development of their plans and will continue to liaise with ShareAction, Investor Forum, 

and other large investors, to ensure a consistency of messaging and to continue to drive positive change.

LGIM will continue to monitor the company closely. Our engagement with the company on the topic of remuneration led to an informed vote decision by LGIM.

On which criteria (as explained in the cover email) have you assessed this vote to be 

"most significant"?

Since the beginning of the year there has been significant client interest in our voting intentions and engagement 

activities in relation to the 2020 Barclays AGM. We thank our clients for their patience and understanding while we 

undertook sensitive discussions and negotiations in private. We consider the outcome to be extremely positive for 

all parties: Barclays, ShareAction and long-term asset owners such as our clients.

We have taken the rare step of opposing a capital raise given our serious concerns for minority shareholders’ 

rights.

It illustrates the complexity of remuneration practices and the importance of engagement.  The media also 

expected this shareholder meeting would trigger a substantial amount of votes against.

Significant Votes
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