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Implementation Statement, covering the Scheme 
Year from 6 April 2021 to 5 April 2022  
The Trustee of the Citigroup Global Markets Limited Pension and Life Assurance Scheme (the “Scheme”) is 
required to produce a yearly statement (the “Statement”) to set out how, and the extent to which, the Trustee has 
followed its Statement of Investment Principles (“SIP”) during the Scheme Year, as well as details of any review of 
the SIP during the Scheme Year, subsequent changes made with the reasons for the changes, and the date of the 
last SIP review.  Information is provided on the last review of the SIP in Section 1 and on the implementation of the 
SIP in Sections 2 below.   

The Statement is also required to include a description of the voting behaviour during the Scheme Year by, and on 
behalf of, the Trustee (including the most significant votes cast by the trustees or on its behalf) and state any use of 
the services of a proxy voter during the Scheme Year. This is provided in Section 3 below. 

This Statement is based on the relevant Defined Contribution (”DC”) SIPs that were in place for the 
Scheme during the Scheme Year and should be read in conjunction with these SIPs. As the Citigroup 
Global Markets Limited Pension & Life Assurance Scheme is a hybrid scheme and this Statement only 
refers to the actions the Trustee has taken regarding the relevant DC SIPs, this document should also be 
read in conjunction with the DB Implementation Statement for the Scheme Year and relevant DB SIPs in 
place during that period.   

The SIPs in place during the Scheme Year were:  

• SIP dated 21 October 2020 for period between 6 April 2021 and 15 June 2021; and  

• SIP dated 16 June 2021 for period between 16 June 2021 and 5 April 2022.   

 

The latest available SIP dated 16 June 2021 is available here: 
https://epa.towerswatson.com/accounts/citi/public/ifa-resource/. The previous version of the SIP can be 
made available upon request.  

1. Last review of the SIP and changes made  

The SIP was reviewed and updated during the Scheme Year on 16 June 2021 with minor updates made to: 

• remove outdated wording relating to the long-term financial assumption for equities used by the Trustee in 
determining the investment arrangements.  

As part of these SIP updates during the Scheme Year the employer was consulted and confirmed it was 
comfortable with the changes. 

The Trustee has, in its opinion, followed the policies in the Scheme’s SIP during the Scheme Year. The following 
Sections provide detail and commentary about how and the extent to which it has done so. 

2. Implementation of policies in the SIP 

a. Reviewing the investment arrangements 

The Trustee’s primary objectives for the Scheme are to provide members with access to: 

• an appropriate range of investment options, reflecting the membership profile of the Scheme and the variety of 
ways that members can draw their benefits in retirement; and 

• a main default investment option (the “Default”) that the Trustee believes to be reasonable for those members 
that do not make their own investment decisions.   

The objective of the default option is to:  

• generate returns significantly above inflation whilst members are some distance from retirement, but then to 
switch automatically and gradually into lower risk investments to improve diversification and reduce volatility as 
members near retirement, maintaining the potential for a modest level of growth in excess of inflation. 

 

https://epa.towerswatson.com/accounts/citi/public/ifa-resource/
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The performance and strategy of the default arrangements and other investment options (two alternative lifestyle 
strategies and a self-select fund range) is reviewed at least every three years. The last review commenced on 16 
November 2021.  So far, the Trustee has reviewed the Scheme’s membership demographics to determine whether 
the target of the Default remained suitable, and it was concluded that a lifestyle strategy targeting drawdown at 
retirement remained appropriate for the majority of the Scheme’s members. In addition, the Trustee has considered 
and agreed the key areas of focus for the review of the components of the Default, alternative lifestyle strategies 
and self-select fund range. The Trustee will continue the review over the next Scheme Year, considering the 
underlying funds in the default strategy, and the self-select range. Any changes agreed by the Trustee will be 
communicated to members later this year/next year. 

During the Scheme Year, further consideration was also given to integration of Responsible Investment (“RI”) 
factors into the self-select fund range. This resulted in a new fund being introduced, the Environmental Fund, which 
considers climate-related factors.  The Ethical Fund – Active was also renamed to the Responsible Investment 
Fund. Further detail is provided in the next section. 

During the Scheme Year, the Scheme’s default arrangements met charge cap restrictions where relevant. The 
Trustee monitored the take up of the self-select fund range on a quarterly basis, which has been high in 
comparison to the market.  

Finally, the SIP states the “Trustee will also review periodically the relevant members’ use of their options at 
retirement or on taking benefits from the Scheme to check whether assumptions made about how members access 
their benefits are borne out in practice.” The Trustee is monitoring this on an ongoing basis. Over the Scheme 
Year, the Trustee carried out a post-retirement review. As part of this, the Trustee reviewed how members have 
been taking their benefits and found that the most utilised option by members transferring out of the Citi pension 
schemes at retirement was the current post-retirement master trust solution that the Trustee signposts for 
members.   

b. Manager selection, review and monitoring  

The Trustee appointed one new investment manager (Invesco, to replace Nomura as the underlying manager of 
the Japan Equity Fund – Active offered on a self-select basis) over the Scheme Year and invested in one new fund 
with a manager (LGIM, as the underlying manager of the new Environmental Fund introduced over the Scheme 
Year) that had a pre-existing relationship with the Scheme. Before appointing the managers, the Trustee received 
information on the investment process, investment philosophy, the investment team, the manager’s approach to 
responsible investment and stewardship, as well as past performance. 

The Scheme's investment adviser, LCP, monitors the investment managers on an ongoing basis, through regular 
research meetings. The investment adviser monitors any developments at managers and informs the Trustee 
promptly about any significant updates or events they become aware of with regard to the Scheme's investment 
managers that may affect the managers' ability to achieve their investment objectives.  This includes any significant 
changes to the investment process or key staff for any of the funds the Scheme invests in, or any material change 
in the level of diversification in the fund.   As part of investment manager meetings, the Scheme’s investment 
adviser monitors the extent to which managers are acting in accordance with the Trustee’s investment philosophy, 
including the degree to which managers are integrating the Trustee’s views on responsible investment (see section 
d below for more information).   

The Trustee evaluates investment manager performance by considering performance over both shorter and longer-
term periods.  The Trustee does this by monitoring the performance of the Scheme’s investment managers on a 
quarterly basis through a quarterly performance monitoring report provided by the Scheme’s investment adviser.  
The report shows the performance of each manager over the quarter, 1 year and 3 years. Performance is 
considered in the context of the manager’s benchmark and objectives.   

During the Scheme Year, the Trustee reviewed the underlying manager of the Japan Equity Fund – Active, 
following a period of sustained underperformance which was reported as part of the quarterly performance 
monitoring process.  The Trustee agreed that a full review of the Fund was necessary with a view to identifying 
whether there was a more suitable fund to replace Nomura over the long-term. The Trustee concluded its review in 
June 2021 and decided to replace the underlying manager. As a result, and on the advice of its investment adviser, 
the Trustee’s removed the Nomura Japan Strategic Value Fund and replaced it with the Invesco Japanese Equity 
Advantage Fund. When evaluating the Invesco Japanese Equity Advantage Fund, the Trustee’s investment adviser 
incorporated considerations such as portfolio turnover into the advice provided to the Trustee, as is expected from 
the Trustee when receiving advice on the Scheme’s investment mandates. The change occurred on 21 December 
2021. 

As noted in Section 2a, RI integration was considered by the Trustee during the Scheme Year. As a result, and on 
the advice of its investment adviser, the Trustee agreed to add a climate-tilted equity fund, the LGIM Low Carbon 
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Transition Fund, to the self-select fund range as the underlying fund of a new white-labelled fund (the 
Environmental Fund) available to members. As part of the manager selection process, the Trustee reviewed details 
such as LGIM’s Low Carbon Transition Fund climate metrics, tilting processes and Climate Impact Pledge. The 
addition of the Fund to the self-select fund range was finalised in December 2021. In light of the previously named 
Ethical Fund - Active, which is the Columbia Threadneedle (“CT”) Responsible Global Equity Fund, considering 
both ESG and ethical factors and given the introduction of the Environmental Fund in addition, the Trustee agreed 
that the white-labelled fund name and objective could be amended to make this clearer to members. As such, the 
white-labelled fund name was changed from the Ethical Fund – Active to the Responsible Investment Fund. Any 
reference to “ethical” in the white-labelled fund objective was also replaced with “responsible investment”.  In 
addition, a description of the underlying fund was also added to the factsheet. Please note that BMO rebranded as 
Columbia Threadneedle in 2022 following the completion of Columbia Threadneedle acquiring BMO.   

Other than the ones detailed above, no other fund changes were made over the Scheme Year. However, the 
Trustee continued to review fund managers on a quarterly basis. An in-depth review of the continued suitability of 
the fund managers underlying the white-labelled funds will take place during the second half of 2022 as part of the 
strategy review detailed in section 2a. 

During the Scheme Year, the Trustee also undertook a value for members assessment which assessed a range of 
factors, including the fees payable to managers in respect of the DC Section, which were, in general, found to be 
reasonable when compared against other DC schemes.  As part of the value for members assessment the Trustee 
also evaluated the long-term transaction costs incurred by members to ensure that they are appropriate and enable 
it to query any transaction costs considered to be higher than expected with the relevant investment managers.  
Portfolio turnover across all of the Scheme’s investment managers is also reported on a quarterly basis through a 
quarterly performance monitoring report. 

c. Realisation of investments 

It is the Trustee's policy to invest in funds that offer daily dealing to enable members to readily realise and change 
their investments. All of the funds which the Trustee offered during the Scheme Year were daily priced. 

d. Financially material considerations and non-financial matters 

As part of its advice on the selection and ongoing review of the investment managers, the Scheme's investment 
adviser, LCP, incorporates its assessment of the nature and effectiveness of managers’ approaches to financially 
material considerations (including climate change and other ESG considerations), voting and engagement.  

This was demonstrated during the Scheme Year as the Trustee added a climate-tilted equity fund, the LGIM Low 
Carbon Transition Fund, to the self-select fund range as a new white-labelled fund (Environmental Fund) available 
to members, after obtaining formal written advice from its investment adviser, LCP. Further detail on this is set-out 
above under section 2b.  

The Trustee reviews LCP’s responsible investment (RI) scores for the Scheme’s existing managers and funds 
(including those used in the Scheme’s Default) on a quarterly basis as part of the performance monitoring report. 
These scores cover the manager's approach to ESG factors, voting and engagement. Commentary is provided for 
any funds with lower RI scores so that the Trustee can monitor any steps being taken by manager to improve these 
scores over time. In addition, an explanation is provided for any fund RI scores that change over the quarter. Over 
the Scheme Year two fund’s RI score improved and all other funds RI ratings remained the same. The fund scores 
and assessments are based on LCP’s ongoing manager research programme, and it is these that directly affect 
LCP’s manager and fund recommendations.  

In March 2022, the Trustee reviewed LCP’s latest responsible investment scores for the Scheme’s existing 
managers, including any red flags for any managers of concern. The manager scores and red flags are based on 
LCP’s RI Survey 2022. As part of the review, the Trustee was also provided with LCP’s view on what a good 
manager looks like in terms of RI, headline results of the 2022 survey and how manager scores on the whole have 
changed since the previous RI Survey in 2020. Overall, the Trustee was satisfied with the results of the review, 
including in relation to the funds within the Default. 

As part of all investment strategy changes, including those detailed above, the Trustee’s investment adviser 
reviews the RI credentials of any fund recommendations that are made to the Trustee. Fund RI credentials also 
feed into the ongoing monitoring of the suitability of funds used by the Scheme.  

The Trustee has not taken into account any non-financial matters (ie matters relating to the ethical and other views 
of members and beneficiaries, rather than considerations of financial risk and return) in the selection, retention and 
realisation of investments during the Scheme Year.  The Trustee recognises that some members may wish for 
ethical matters to be taken into account in their investments and therefore it has made available the Responsible 
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Investment Fund (previously called the Ethical Fund – see details above), which takes into account both ethical and 
ESG factors, as an investment option available to members.  The Responsible Investment Fund invests in the CT 
Responsible Global Equity Fund.  

The Trustee did not review its investment beliefs in the Scheme Year but attended an ESG training session with 
both its legal and investment adviser in Q1 2021 in which the Trustee’s beliefs were discussed.   

e. Stewardship 

The Trustee has, in its opinion, followed the Scheme’s voting and engagement policies during the Scheme Year, by 
continuing to delegate to their investment managers the exercise of rights and engagement activities in relation to 
investments, as well as seeking to appoint managers that have strong stewardship policies and processes. The 
Trustee took a number of steps to review the Scheme’s existing managers and funds over the period, as described 
above. 

The UK Stewardship Code is a voluntary code for asset managers, asset owners, and service providers (such as 
proxy advisers, investment consultants, and data providers). Its stated aim is to encourage active and engaged 
monitoring of corporate governance in the interests of beneficiaries.  

Partners Group, Credit Suisse and JP Morgan are the Scheme’s only investment managers not to have signed up 
to the UK Stewardship Code.  

JP Morgan confirmed that it is not a signatory at present but is committed to becoming signatories to the UK 
Stewardship Code, to which it has previously been a long-time signatory for earlier editions of the Code. JP Morgan 
has also commented that it has every intention of becoming a signatory to the comprehensively reviewed 2020 UK 
Stewardship Code and submitted its application ahead of the April 2022 deadline, which covers the 2021 reporting 
year. JP Morgan has said it expects to hear back on the outcome of its application in Q3 2022. JP Morgan has 
confirmed that the firm is evolving and improving its approach to investment stewardship over the coming months 
to align with higher expectations. 

Partners Group confirmed that it is not a signatory to the UK Stewardship Code, given that the Code only applies to 
UK funds and mainly covers listed investments (of which Partners Group only has one fund registered in the UK 
and the percentage exposure of listed investments in the fund is usually below 15% as the fund has a clear focus 
on private market assets).  

Credit Suisse confirmed that it is not a signatory to the UK Stewardship Code as its local UK entity (Credit Suisse 
Asset Management Limited) does not have UK listed company exposure. However, Credit Suisse confirmed that it 
is continuously evaluating its sustainable investment procedures.  

f. Performance assessment (paragraph 8 of Appendix 1 of SIP) 

The Trustee assesses the performance of the Scheme's investments on an ongoing basis as part of the quarterly 
monitoring reports it receives.  

The performance of the professional advisers is considered on an ongoing basis by the Trustee. The Trustee 
reviewed the Scheme’s auditor, platform provider and post retirement vehicle provider during the Scheme Year. 
The Trustee decided to retain the services of the current providers in all instances. A review of the legal adviser is 
due to take place in 2022.   

The Trustee carries out periodic assessments of the effectiveness of its decision making and governance 
processes.  

g. Policy towards risk (Appendix 2 of SIP) 

Risks are monitored on an ongoing basis with the help of the investment adviser.  The Trustee maintains a risk 
register in relation to its DC investment committee, and this is discussed at quarterly meetings. 

The Trustee's approach to identifiable risks, given their nature, is to understand them and to address them if it 
becomes necessary, based upon the advice of the Scheme's investment adviser or information provided to the 
Trustee by the Scheme's investment managers. These include credit risk, equity risk, currency risk, and 
counterparty risk.  

With regard to the risk of inadequate returns, the Trustee makes use of equity and equity-based funds, which are 
expected to provide positive returns above inflation over the long-term.  These funds are used in the growth phase 
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of the default option and are also made available within the self-select options. These funds are expected to 
produce adequate real returns over the long-term. 

The Trustee monitors risks inherent in the investment strategy on a quarterly basis as part of quarterly performance 
reporting. 

3. Description of voting behaviour during the Scheme Year 

All of the Trustee’s’ holdings in listed equities 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 itself has not used proxy voting services over the Scheme Year.  

In this section we have sought to include voting data in line with the Pensions and Lifetime Savings Association 
(PLSA) guidance, on the Scheme’s funds that hold equities as follows: 

• LGIM UK Equity Index Fund 

• LGIM North American Equity Index Fund 

• LGIM Europe (ex-UK) Equity Index Fund 

• LGIM Japan Equity Index Fund 

• LGIM Asia Pacific (ex-Japan) Developed Equity Index Fund 

• LGIM Diversified Fund 

• LGIM Low Carbon Transition Fund 

• JP Morgan Emerging Markets Fund 

• BlackRock Aquila Life Market Advantage Fund (“ALMA”) 

• Partners Group Generation Fund 

• CT Responsible Global Equity Fund 

The Trustee has only included those funds that are components of funds considered a ‘default’ for governance 
purposes, plus the Scheme’s self-select RI funds, in line with PLSA guidance.  Given that the majority of members 
are invested in a default arrangement, the Trustee believes this approach to be appropriate.   

3.1 Description of the voting processes 

 LGIM 

LGIM's voting and engagement activities are driven by ESG professionals and its assessment of the requirements 
in these areas seeks to achieve the best outcome for all its clients.  LGIM's voting policies are reviewed annually 
and take into account feedback from its 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 
LGIM's Investment Stewardship team. LGIM also takes 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 its 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 LGIM’s 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. 
 
LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team uses Institutional Shareholder Services’ (“ISS”) ‘ProxyExchange’ electronic 
voting platform to electronically vote clients’ shares. All voting decisions are made by LGIM and it does not 
outsource any part of the strategic decisions. Its use of ISS recommendations is purely to augment its 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 it receives from ISS for 
UK companies when making specific voting decisions. 
 
To ensure LGIM’s proxy provider votes in accordance with LGIM’s position on ESG, it has put in place a custom 
voting policy with specific voting instructions. LGIM retains the ability in all markets to override any vote decisions, 
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which are based on its custom voting policy. LGIM has strict monitoring controls to ensure its votes are fully and 
effectively executed in accordance with its voting policies by its service provider. This includes a regular manual 
check of the votes input into the platform, and an electronic alert service to inform them 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 it continues to help its clients in fulfilling their reporting 
obligations. LGIM also believes public transparency of its voting activity is critical for its clients and interested 
parties to hold them to account.  
  
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 they note a significant increase in requests from 
clients on a particular vote; 

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

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

It is vital that the proxy voting service are regularly monitored and LGIM does 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 LGIM’s 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 LGIM’s 
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. 
 
LGIM provides information on significant votes in the format of detailed case studies in its 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. It also provides the rationale for all votes cast against management, 
including votes of support to shareholder resolutions.  

BlackRock 

Voting decisions are made by members of the BlackRock Investment Stewardship team with input from investment 
colleagues as required, in each case, in accordance with BlackRock’s Global Principles and custom market-
specific voting guidelines.  

The team and its voting and engagement work continuously evolves in response to changing governance related 
developments and expectations. BlackRock’s voting guidelines are market-specific to ensure it takes into account a 
company's unique circumstances by market, where relevant.  

BlackRock’s engagement priorities are global in nature and are informed by BlackRock’s observations of 
governance related and market developments, as well as through dialogue with multiple stakeholders, including 
clients. It may also update its regional engagement priorities based on issues that it believes could impact the long-
term sustainable financial performance of companies in those markets. 

As outlined in its Global Principles, BlackRock determines which companies to engage directly based on its 
assessment of the materiality of the issue for sustainable long-term financial returns and the likelihood of its 
engagement being productive. BlackRock’s voting guidelines are intended to help clients and companies 
understand its thinking on key governance matters. They are the benchmark against which it assesses a 
company’s approach to corporate governance and the items on the agenda to be voted on at the shareholder 



 

7 
 

meeting. BlackRock applies its guidelines pragmatically, taking into account a company’s unique circumstances 
where relevant. It informs its vote decisions through research and engage as necessary. If a client wants to 
implement their own voting policy, they will need to be in a segregated account. BlackRock’s Investment 
Stewardship team would not implement the policy themselves, but the client would engage a third-party voting 
execution platform to cast the votes. 

BlackRock’s proxy voting process is led by the BlackRock Investment Stewardship team, with input from the wider 
investment team as required, in accordance with BlackRock’s Global Corporate Governance and Engagement 
Principles and custom market-specific voting guidelines.  
 
While BlackRock subscribe to research from the proxy advisory firms Institutional Shareholder Services (“ISS”) and 
Glass Lewis & Co (“Glass Lewis”), this is just one among many inputs into BlackRock’s vote analysis process. 
BlackRock primarily uses proxy research firms to synthesise corporate governance information and analysis into a 
concise, easily reviewable format so that BlackRock Investment Stewardship analysts can readily identify and 
prioritise those companies where its own additional research and engagement would be beneficial. Other sources 
of information BlackRock uses include the company’s own reporting (such as the proxy statement and the website), 
its engagement and voting history with the company, the views of its active investors, public information and ESG 
research.  
 
Where BlackRock believes it will help to understand the voting decisions at shareholder meetings, BlackRock will 
publish a Voting Bulletin explaining the rationale for how it or, in this case, the independent fiduciary, has voted on 
select resolutions, and (where relevant) provide information around its engagement with the issuer. These bulletins 
are intended to explain its vote decision, including the analysis underpinning it and relevant engagement history 
when applicable, where the issues involved are likely to be high-profile and therefore of interest to its clients and 
other stakeholders, and potentially represent a material risk to the investments it undertakes on behalf of clients. 
BlackRock makes this information public shortly after the shareholder meeting, so clients and others can be aware 
of its vote determination when it is most relevant to them. 

Partners Group 

Voting decisions are made in line with Partners Group’s Proxy Voting Directive which sets out Partners Group’s 
principles and general approach to proxy voting considerations that frequently arise for its Liquid Private Markets 
Investments.  These principles are applied with discretion, taking into account the range of considerations, local 
corporate governance practises, and applicable regulations specific to a particular company and the individual 
ballot item.  

Partners Group uses global proxy voting service provider, Glass Lewis, who have been instructed to vote in line 
with Partners Group’s Proxy Voting Directive. Wherever the recommendations for Glass Lewis, the proxy voting 
directive, and the company's management differ, Partners Group vote manually on those proposals. 

Partners Group does not consult with clients before voting. 

JP Morgan 

JP Morgan votes in line with its voting policy as it is given voting rights (in its role as manager) by its clients. 

JP Morgan uses a third-party corporate governance data provider, ISS ProxyExchange, to receive meeting 
notifications, provide company research, process its votes and obtain voting recommendations. The 
recommendations provided by ISS ProxyExchange form only the starting point for JP Morgan’s proprietary thinking, 
and voting decisions are made in conjunction with the Analyst and/or Fund Manager views and in reference to the 
JP Morgan Asset Management Global Corporate Governance Policy and Voting Guidelines. 

CT 

CT Global Asset Management’s (“CT GAM”) expectations of corporate governance standards at investee 
companies are embodied in its Global Corporate Governance Guidelines. These guidelines are translated into 
detailed proxy voting policies, including 25 market/regional variations that take into consideration local legal and 
regulatory environments as well as local codes of best practice. 

CT GAM partner with ISS for routine votes, who implement CT GAM’s in-house and bespoke regional policies 
(using CT GAM’s detailed voting rules). ISS supplies CT GAM with custom research based on CT GAM’s own in-
house corporate governance guidelines (which are updated annually based on country-specific best practice 
standards) and with an electronic voting platform for proxy execution. CT GAM also subscribes to research on 
FTSE All-Share companies provided by the Investment Association’s Institutional Voting Information Service (IVIS). 
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CT GAM’s specialist governance team has an average industry experience of 13 years. Workflow is structured on a 
regional rather than sectoral basis, reflecting how governance standards are routed in local company law and best 
practice codes. CT GAM deploys its specialist governance team on the most complex and sensitive cases, and 
partner with ISS to deliver voting on the more simple, routine votes through the careful and consistent application of 
detailed in-house voting policies. 

In certain cases, vote decisions are arrived at through consultation with the internal investment teams. In addition, 
controversial high-profile meetings can be escalated to the Proxy Working Group, which contains representatives 
from each part of CT GAM.  

For regional or local high-profile issues, CT GAM pro-actively advises its clients on its intention to vote well in 
advance of the meeting. CT GAM’s clients then have the option to state their preference and vote differently. 
Clients receive detailed vote reports including vote comments. In addition, full vote reports are online, including 
reasons for CT GAM’s decisions.  

CT GAM can accommodate clients invested through segregated mandates who want to vote, by exception, on 
particular resolutions in a manner different to CT GAM’s approach. This request would need to be triggered by the 
client. Clients who wish to monitor voting decisions outside the normal reporting cycle can receive a preview of 
voting intentions for an entire portfolio or a subset of holdings. Alternatively, clients can have access to the ISS 
platform on a read-only basis.  

3.2 Summary of voting behaviour over the Scheme Year 

A summary of voting behaviour over the period is provided in the table below. 

 Fund 1 Fund 2 Fund 3 Fund 4 Fund 5 

Manager name LGIM LGIM LGIM LGIM LGIM 

Fund name UK Equity 
Index Fund1  

North American 
Equity Index 
Fund1 

Europe (ex-UK) 
Equity Index 
Fund1 

Asia (ex-Japan) 
Developed 
Equity Index 
Fund1 

Japan Equity 
Index Fund1 

Total size of 
fund at end of 
reporting period 

£18,537m £34,151m £10,794m £4,573m £5,668m 

Approximate 
value of 
Scheme’s 
assets at 
Scheme Year 
end 

£22.2m £34.2m £22.4m £16.1m £7.7m 

Number of 
equity holdings 
at end of 
reporting period 

566 642 497 421 510 

Number of 
meetings 
eligible to vote 

772 663 549 499 512 

Number of 
resolutions 
eligible to vote 

10,813 8,181 9,447 3,457 6,109 

% of resolutions 
voted 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Of the 
resolutions on 
which voted, % 
voted with 
management 

93% 70% 82% 74% 87% 

Of the 
resolutions on 
which voted, % 

7% 30% 17% 26% 13% 
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voted against 
management 

Of the 
resolutions on 
which voted, % 
abstained from 
voting 

0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

Of the meetings 
in which the 
manager voted, 
% with at least 
one vote against 
management 

44% 95% 77% 73% 75% 

Of the 
resolutions on 
which the 
manager voted, 
% voted 
contrary to 
recommendatio
n of proxy 
advisor 

5% 23% 8% 17% 10% 

 

 

 Fund 6 Fund 7  Fund 8 Fund 9 Fund 10 Fund 11 

Manager name LGIM LGIM JP Morgan BlackRock Partners 
Group 

CT 

Fund name LGIM 
Diversified 
Fund1  

Low Carbon 
Transition 
Fund1 

Emerging 
Markets 
Equity Fund1 

Aquila Life 
Market 
Advantage1 

Generations 
Fund2,3  

Responsible 
Global 
Equity1 

Total size of 
fund at end of 
reporting period 

£12,594m £1,232m £2,846m  £1,433m £729m £1,596m 

Approximate 
value of 
Scheme’s 
assets at 
Scheme year 
end  

£11.2m £0.3m £25.4m £29.9m £8.7m £3.3m 

Number of 
equity holdings 
at end of 
reporting period 

6,455 2,785 71 3,224 60 50 

Number of 
meetings 
eligible to vote 

9,010 3,783 115 5,305 68 49 

Number of 
resolutions 
eligible to vote 

90,252 37,435 984 52,301 931 681 

% of resolutions 
voted 

99% 100% 92% 99% 100% 98% 

Of the 
resolutions on 
which voted, % 
voted with 
management 

79% 80% 94% 91% 94% 

 

82% 
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Of the 
resolutions on 
which voted, % 
voted against 
management 

20% 19% 5% 8% 4% 18% 

Of the 
resolutions on 
which voted, % 
abstained from 
voting 

1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 0% 

Of the meetings 
in which the 
manager voted, 
% with at least 
one vote against 
management 

70% 63% 23% 34% 31% 77% 

Of the 
resolutions on 
which the 
manager voted, 
% voted 
contrary to 
recommendatio
n of proxy 
advisor 

12% 11% 1% 0% 1% 16% 

1 Voting data, total size of fund and number of equity holdings shown are as of 31 March 2022 as the manager only 
reports these figures at quarter end.  
2 The Partners Group voting data relates only to the listed equity holdings and does not include the private equity 
holdings. 
3 Partners Group only provide voting/engagement data for the Generations Fund twice a year (30 June and 31 
December), given the Fund’s private markets focus. Therefore, voting data shown is as of 31 December 2021.  
 

3.3 Most significant votes over the Scheme Year 

Commentary on the most significant votes over the period is set out below.  We have interpreted “most significant 
votes” to mean those that: 

• might have a material impact on future company performance; 

• the investment manager believes to represent a significant escalation in engagement; 

• impact a material fund holding, although this would not be considered the only determinant of significance, 
rather it is an additional factor; 

• have a high media profile or are seen as being controversial; and 

• the Scheme or the sponsoring company has a particular interest in. 

The Trustee has selected a maximum of two significant votes for each manager that aim to cover a range of 
environmental, social, and governance issues. In some cases, managers have reported less than two significant 
votes over the Scheme Year.  

LGIM UK Equity Index Fund 

JD Sports Fashion Plc, UK, July 2021. Vote: Against 

Summary of resolution: Re-elect Peter Cowgill as Director 

Rationale: LGIM has a longstanding policy advocating for the separation of the roles of CEO and board chair. 
These two roles are substantially different, requiring distinct skills and experiences. Since 2015, LGIM has 
supported shareholder proposals seeking the appointment of independent board chairs, and since 2020 it has 
voted against all combined board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, LGIM has published a guide for boards on the 
separation of the roles of chair and CEO, and it has reinforced its position on leadership structures across LGIM’s 
stewardship activities – e.g. via individual corporate engagements and director conferences.  
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LGIM considers this vote to be significant as it is in application of an escalation of its vote policy on the topic of the 
combination of the board chair and CEO (escalation of engagement by vote). 

Frasers Group plc, UK, September 2021. Vote: Against    

Summary of resolution: Resolution to receive and adopt the report & accounts 

Rationale: LGIM’s corporate governance policy requires all UK-listed companies to meet the requirements of the 
Modern Slavery Act 2015. The Act requires companies to provide a statement setting out the steps they have taken 
to ensure that slavery and human trafficking is not taking place in their own operations or within their supply chain. 
In addition, the statement should be signed by the board of directors.  LGIM will sanction any company that has 
failed to meet the requirements of the Act for two consecutive years.  Not only does LGIM consider this to be 
serious governance failing, it views this as both a humanitarian crisis and a risk to a company’s operating model. 
LGIM is part of a collaborative engagement group that is trying to ensure UK companies comply with this 
legislation. 

This vote was deemed significant by LGIM because it relates to one of LGIM’s engagement themes: Human 
Rights/Inequality. 

LGIM North American Equity Index Fund  

ExxonMobil, USA, May 2021. Vote:  

Resolutions 1.1-1.4: For  

Resolutions 1.9 and 1.12: Against 

Resolution 4: For 

Summary of resolution:  

1.1 - Elect Director Gregory J. Goff 
1.2 - Elect Director Kaisa Hietala 
1.3 - Elect Director Alexander A. Karsner 
1.4 - Elect Director Anders Runevad 
1.9 - Management Nominee Kenneth C Frazier 
1.12 - Management Nominee Darren W. Woods 
4 - Require Independent Board Chair. 
 
Rationale: In 2019, ExxonMobil was removed from select LGIM strategies, sanctions applied under LGIM’s 
Climate Impact Pledge engagement programme. In 2020, LGIM announced its opposition to the re-election of the 
company’s chair/CEO as it believes the separation of roles provides a better balance of authority and responsibility. 
As the roles currently remain combined, LGIM therefore voted against resolution 1.9 at the 2021 AGM.   LGIM 
acknowledges steps taken by the company around carbon disclosure and targets, but it remains concerned with 
the strength of the Exxon’s sustainability and capital-allocation strategy, as the risks of the energy transition 
become increasingly apparent. That is why LGIM supports activist investor Engine No.1’s proposals for board 
refreshment, as the experience and skills of the proposed four candidates would, in its view, make a positive 
contribution to board effectiveness and oversight, providing much-needed constructive challenge at a time of 
industry disruption. LGIM voted for resolutions 1.1-1.4.  As in 2020, it also supported a resolution requesting that 
the company implements an independent chair and opposed the re-election of the chair of the Board Affairs 
committee for failing to respond to a meaningful level of shareholder support for such votes in prior years. 

LGIM considers this vote to be significant as it took the rare step of publicly pre-declaring it before the shareholder 
meeting. Publicly pre-declaring its vote intention is an important tool for LGIM’s engagement activities. LGIM 
decides to pre-declare its vote intention for a number of reasons, including as part of its escalation strategy, where 
it considers the vote to be contentious, or as part of a specific engagement programme. 

AT&T, USA, April 2021. Vote: Against 

Summary of resolution: Advisory Vote to Ratify Named Executive Officers' Compensation 

Rationale: LGIM identified serious issues with the structure and quantum of AT&T’s executive remuneration. In 
particular, the $48 million sign-on equity award to the incoming CEO of its Warner Media division and a $9 million 
retention grant to the General Counsel of $9 million USD. The awards and payments made by AT&T did not meet 
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LGIM’s expectations of fair and balanced remuneration both in respect to their magnitude and the lack of 
performance criteria. 

LGIM considers this vote to be significant as a majority of investors (51.7%) voted against the advisory resolution, 
sending a strong signal to management that its remuneration policy needs revision. 

LGIM Europe (ex UK) Equity Index Fund  

FinecoBank SpA, Italy, April 2021. Vote: Against 

Summary of Resolution: Accept Financial Statements and Statutory Reports 

Rationale: The company is deemed to not meet minimum standards with regards to climate risk management and 
disclosure. 

LGIM considers this vote to be significant as it is applied under the Climate Impact Pledge, its flagship engagement 
programme targeting some of the world's largest companies on their strategic management of climate change. 

Schindler Holding AG, Switzerland, March 2022. Vote: Against 

Summary of Resolution: Re-elect Silvio Napoli as Director and Board Chairman 

Rationale: Independence: Nomination Committee Chair. A vote against was applied as the board does not have a 
sufficient number of independent directors and the board's composition is the responsibility of chair of the 
nomination committee. 

Joint Chair/CEO: A vote against was applied as LGIM expects the roles of Board Chair and CEO to be separate 
and not to be recombined once separated.  These two roles are substantially different, and a division of 
responsibilities ensures there is a proper balance of authority and responsibility on the board.  

Lead Independent Director: A vote against was applied as LGIM expects the presence of an independent lead 
director to ensure there is sufficient challenge to management. 

LGIM considers this vote to be significant as it is in application of an escalation of its vote policy on the topic of the 
combination of the board chair and CEO (escalation of engagement by vote). 

LGIM Asia Pacific (ex-Japan) Developed Equity Index Fund  

United Overseas Bank Limited (Singapore), Singapore, April 2022. Vote: Against 

Summary of resolution: Elect Wong Kan Seng as Director 

Rationale: LGIM views gender diversity as a financially material issue for its clients, with implications for the assets 
it manages on their behalf. For 10 years, LGIM has been using its position to engage with companies on this issue.   
As part of LGIM’s efforts to influence its investee companies on having greater gender balance, it expects all 
companies in which LGIM invests globally to have at least one woman on their board. Please note LGIM has 
stronger requirements in the UK, North American, European and Japanese markets, in line with its engagement in 
these markets. For further details, please refer to LGIM’s vote policies on its website. 

LGIM deemed this vote significant as it views gender diversity as a financially material issue for its clients, with 
implications for the assets it manages on their behalf. 

Korea Power Electric Corp, South Korea, March 2022. Vote: Against 

Summary of resolution: Approve Financial Statements and Allocation of Income 

Rationale: A vote against is applied under LGIM's Climate Impact Pledge. Certain requests were made and not 
met. 

LGIM considers this vote to be significant as it is applied as part of the Climate Impact Pledge, its flagship climate-
related engagement program. Under this programme, LGIM engage with and assess some of the largest 
companies in the world on their strategic management of climate change. 
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LGIM Japan Equity Index Fund  

Mitsubishi UFJ Financial Group, Inc, Japan, June 2021. Vote: For 

Summary of resolution: Amend Articles to Disclose Plan Outlining Company's Business Strategy to Align 

Investments with Goals of Paris Agreement 

Rationale: Climate change: A vote in favour of this shareholder proposal is warranted as LGIM expects companies 
to be taking sufficient action on the key issue of climate change. While LGIM positively notes the company’s recent 
announcements around net-zero targets and exclusion policies, LGIM thinks that these commitments could be 
further strengthened and it believes the shareholder proposal provides a good directional push.  

LGIM deemed this vote significant as it views climate change as a financially material issue for their clients, with 
implications for the assets we manage on their behalf. This was also a high-profile proposal in Japan, where 
climate-related shareholder proposals are still rare. 
 

Recruit Holdings Co. Ltd, Japan, June 2021. Vote: Against 

Summary of Resolution: Amend Articles to Allow Virtual Only Shareholder Meetings  

Rationale: LGIM believes that a vote against this proposal is warranted because Japanese companies are able to 
hold virtual meetings using temporary regulatory relief (without amending articles) for two years, but the passage of 
this proposal will authorise the company to hold virtual meetings permanently, without further need to consult 
shareholders, even after the current health crisis is resolved. The proposed language fails to specify situations 
under which virtual meetings will be held, raising concerns that meaningful exchange between the company and 
shareholders could be hindered, especially in controversial situations such as when shareholder proposals are 
submitted, a proxy fight is waged, or a corporate scandal occurs.  

LGIM deemed this vote significant as it was a high-profile vote where the company proposed a change in articles to 
allow virtual-only AGMs beyond the temporary regulatory relief effective for 2 years from June 2021.  

LGIM Diversified Fund 

A number of the votes deemed significant in relation to the LGIM Diversified Fund are those related to the 
underlying regional equity funds, listed separately in this statement. In addition, LGIM has deemed the following 
votes significant in relation to the LGIM Diversified Fund. 

Volkswagen AG, Germany, July 2021. Vote: Against 

Summary of resolution: Approve Discharge of Management Board and Supervisory Board members 

Rationale: LGIM voted against the annual formal discharge of the management board and supervisory board. 
Whilst LGIM notes the progress made by the company in its strategy towards the transition to a lower emission 
world, LGIM remain concerned regarding the handling of the diesel emissions scandal of 2015 by the management 
and supervisory boards and the overall governance structure of the company. In particular, LGIM note a lack of 
transparency regarding the handling of the crisis, including any lessons learnt by the boards, how sufficient internal 
control mechanisms have been put in place, and any progress made around improvement of corporate culture. 

LGIM deemed this vote significant as a vote against the discharge of responsibility of both the management and 
supervisory boards is a rare step in LGIM's escalation policy. 

Apple Inc, USA, March 2022. Vote: For 

Summary of resolution: Report on Civil Rights Audit 

Rationale: LGIM voted in favour of this resolution as LGIM supports proposals related to diversity and inclusion 
policies as it considers these issues to be a material risk to companies. 

LGIM deemed this vote significant as it views gender diversity as a financially material issue for its clients, with 
implications for the assets it manages on their behalf. 
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LGIM Low Carbon Transition Fund 

McDonald’s Corporation, USA, May 2021. Vote: For  

Summary of resolution: Report on Antibiotics and Public Health Costs 

Rationale: LGIM voted in favour as it believes the proposed study will contribute to informing shareholders and 
other stakeholders of the negative externalities created by the sustained use of antibiotics in the company’s supply 
chain and its impact on global health, with a particular focus on the systemic implications.  Antimicrobial resistance 
(AMR) is a key focus of the engagement strategy of LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team. LGIM believes that, 
without coordinated action today, AMR could prompt the next global health crisis, with a potentially dramatic impact 
on the planet, its people, and global GDP.  Whilst LGIM applauds the company’s efforts over the past few years on 
reducing the use of antibiotics in its supply chain for chicken and beef as well as pork, it believes AMR is a 
financially material issue for the company and other stakeholders, and we want to signal the importance of this 
topic to the company’s board of directors. 

LGIM considers this vote to be significant as it took the rare step of publicly pre-declaring it before the shareholder 
meeting. Publicly pre-declaring its vote intention is an important tool for LGIM’s engagement activities. LGIM 
decides to pre-declare its vote intention for a number of reasons, including as part of its escalation strategy, where 
it considers the vote to be contentious, or as part of a specific engagement programme. 

Intel Corporation, USA, May 2021. Vote: For 

Summary of resolution: Report on Global Median Gender/Racial Pay Gap  

Rationale: LGIM voted in favour of this resolution as it expects companies to disclose meaningful information on its 
gender pay gap and the initiatives it is applying to close any stated gap.  For 10 years, LGIM has been using its 
position to engage with companies on this issue. As part of LGIM’s efforts to influence its investee companies on 
having greater gender balance, it expects all companies in which it invest globally to have at least one female on 
their board. Please note LGIM have stronger requirements in the UK, North American, European and Japanese 
markets, in line with its engagement in these markets. 

LGIM deemed this vote significant as it views gender diversity as a financially material issue for its clients, with 
implications for the assets LGIM manage on their behalf.  

JP Morgan Emerging Markets Equity Fund 

Tencent Holdings Limited, China, May 2021. Vote: Against 

Summary of resolution: Approve Issuance of Equity or Equity-Linked Securities without Preemptive Rights 

Rationale: J. P. Morgan Asset Management voted against the approving the Equity or Equity-Linked Securities 

without Pre-emptive Rights for H Shares due to concerns over the issuance limits, relating to concerns over 

dilution. 

JP Morgan considered this vote significant due to the rationale mentioned above.  

Wal-Mart de Mexico SAB de CV, Mexico, June 2021. Vote: Against 

Summary of resolution: Approve Report and Resolutions Re: Employee Stock Purchase Scheme 

Rationale: J. P. Morgan Asset Management voted against the approving the Employee Stock Purchase Scheme 

due to the lack of disclosure. 

JP Morgan considered this vote significant due to the rationale mentioned above.  

BlackRock ALMA 

Pfizer Inc, USA, April 2021. Vote: Against 

Summary of resolution: Report on Access to COVID-19 Products 

Rationale: Blackrock voted against this proposal because the company already provides sufficient disclosure 
regarding its COVID-19 vaccine, including publicly stating that it has not received public financial support for its 
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development, and due to the ongoing nature of the COVID-19 crisis, Blackrock has confidence the company will 
continue to update its disclosures as the situation evolves.  

Blackrock considered this vote to be significant due to the rationale mentioned above. 

Berkshire Hathaway Inc, USA, May 2021. Vote: For 

Summary of Resolution: Report on Climate-Related Risks and Opportunities  

Rationale: The company does not meet Blackrock’s expectations for disclosing a plan for how their business 
model will be compatible with a low-carbon economy. Blackrock supported this shareholder proposal because of 
the lack of progress that the company has made regarding the management and disclosure of climate-related risks 
and opportunities. On Blackrock’s assessment, the shareholder proposal is reasonable and not unduly constraining 
to management, and therefore its support may help accelerate action on climate-related business risks by the 
company. 

Blackrock considered this vote significant due to the rationale mentioned above. 

Partners Group Generations Fund 

A large proportion (typically 80-90%) of the Partners Group Generations Fund is invested in private market 
investments and typically these are businesses where Partners Group is in the control equity position (i.e., Partners 
Group can control the board and strategic direction of the business without the need for an investor vote). 
Therefore, the examples provided below pertain to ESG efforts of portfolio companies within the fund as they are 
considered by Partners Group to be more representative of the engagement activities that it is conducting.  

VSB Renewables Platform, Germany, 2021. Vote: Control of board 

Rationale: VSB initiated the ‘VSB Goes Green Initiative’, which includes several ESG projects aimed at deepening 
the alignment of business units and employees with the climate friendly nature of the company. One of the 
initiatives include assessing Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions with the support of an external advisor. VSB aims to 
reduce its carbon footprint. The company has also initiated a comprehensive health and safety review to promote 
the well-being of its employees. 

Partners Group deemed this example significant due to the size of the holding within the fund.  

Ammega (Megadyne – Ammeraal Beltech), Netherlands, 2021. Vote: Control of board 

Rationale: Ammega finalized its 2025 ESG & Sustainability vision during the period. This includes steps towards 
reducing its environmental impact, improving its employee engagement and further developing controls on 
sustainability data. The overarching objective is to enable the company to further improve its existing bronze 
EcoVadis rating. EcoVadis provides holistic sustainability ratings, which blue chip companies often request of 
suppliers to assess the sustainability of operations. Ammega has set a plan to significantly reduce Scope 1 and 2 
emissions through identifying opportunities to reduce electricity and fuel consumption. All facilities were requested 
to identify opportunities and submit its proposals to Ammega's Corporate Social responsibility team in order to 
prioritize projects that will be implemented. The next step would be to switch to renewable sources, where 
available, and only offset if necessary. 

Partners Group deemed this example significant due to the size of the holding within the fund.  

CT Responsible Global Equity Fund  

Becton, Dickinson and Company, USA, January 2022. Vote: Against 

Summary of resolution: Ratification of Auditors  

Rationale: The company has engaged the same audit firm for more than 20 years. CT believes that there is value 
for investors in gaining new perspectives on finances and controls. Companies that have had the same auditor for 
a long period of time should consider a plan or tender process for bringing in a new auditing firm, ideally every 10 
years. 

CT considered this vote significant due to the rationale mentioned above. 

Accenture plc, UK, January 2022. Vote: Against 
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Summary of resolution: Advisory Vote to Ratify Named Executive Officers' Compensation 

Rationale: CT believes that the remuneration committee should not allow vesting of incentive awards for below 
median performance as this is considered to be rewarding under performance of peers. In addition, all exceptional 
awards should be clearly linked to performance and demonstrate shareholder value creation in addition to and 
above that expected of directors as a normal part of their jobs. 

CT considered this vote significant due to the rationale mentioned above. 

Signed: (signature removed)

Date: 26.09.2022


