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Implementation Statement, covering the Scheme 
Year from 1 April 2020 to 31 March 2021 
The Trustee of  the LEONI UK Pension Scheme (the “Scheme”) is required to produce a yearly statement to set out 
how, and the extent to which, the Trustee has followed the voting and engagement policies in its Statement of 
Investment Principles (“SIP”) during the Scheme Year.  This is provided in Sections 1 and 2 below. 

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

Members are allowed to invest in Additional Voluntary Contributions (“AVCs”) to supplement the benefits they 
receive at retirement.  The Trustee has omitted AVCs from this statement on materiality grounds. 

1. Introduction 

No changes were made to the voting and engagement policies in the SIP during the Scheme Year.  The last time 
these policies were formally reviewed was August 2019.  

The SIP was updated in November 2020 to reflect other changes to the investment strategy, including the 
appointment of BlackRock as corporate bond manager for the Scheme, a full redemption of Invesco’s DGF and an 
increased allocation to Ruffer’s DGF and BMO’s LDI funds. 

The Trustee has, in its opinion, followed the Scheme’s voting and engagement policies during the Scheme Year, by 
continuing to delegate to its 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 steps to review the Scheme’s new and existing managers and funds over the period, as 
described in Section 2 below. 

2. Voting and engagement 

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 voting and 
engagement.  

In September 2020, the Trustee invested in a new pooled fund - the BlackRock Buy and Maintain UK Credit Fund.  
In selecting and appointing this manager, the Trustee reviewed LCP’s Responsible Investment (“RI”) assessments 
of  BlackRock and considered this when making the decision to invest. 

At the annual Trustee Investment days in February 2021, the Trustee questioned the attending managers 
(Alcentra, M&G, JP Morgan, Veritas and Ruffer) about their approaches to RI.  The Trustee was satisfied with the 
responses they received.   

The Trustee receives and reviews quarterly reports on its investment arrangements from LCP. This includes any 
updates from LCP on their view of the RI approaches taken by their asset managers.  

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 on the Scheme’s funds that hold equities as follows; see 
Section 3.3 for data. 

• Blackrock Aquila Life Currency Hedged Global Equity fund 

• Invesco Global Total Return fund 

• Ruf fer Absolute Return fund 
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• Veritas Global Focus fund 

Where available we have also included commentary on the following funds provided by the Scheme’s asset 
managers who don’t hold listed equities but invest in assets that can sometimes have voting opportunities: 

• Alcentra Strategic Credit II fund 

• M&G Secured Property Income fund 

Commentary provided by these managers is set out in Section 3.4.  

3.1 Description of the voting processes 

3.1.1     Blackrock Aquila Life Currency Hedged Global Equity fund 

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 the firm assesses a company’s approach to corporate 
governance and the items on the agenda to be voted on at the shareholder meeting.  

BlackRock aims to apply its guidelines pragmatically, taking into account a company’s unique circumstances where 
relevant. BlackRock informs its vote decisions through research and engagement as necessary.     

3.1.2     Invesco Global Targeted Returns fund (terminated over the Scheme year) 

The proxy voting process at Invesco focuses on maximizing long-term value, protecting clients’ rights and 
promoting governance structures and practices that reinforce the accountability of corporate management and 
boards of directors to shareholders. 

Voting matters are assessed on a case-by-case basis by Invesco’s team considering the unique circumstances 
af fecting companies, regional best practices and its goal of maximizing long-term value creation for its clients.   

The voting decision lies with Invesco’s asset managers with input and support from its Global ESG team and Proxy 
Operations functions. The portfolio managers review voting items based on their individual merits and retain full 
discretion on vote execution conducted through the proxy voting platform.   

Invesco may supplement its internal research with information from third-parties, such as proxy advisory firms.  
Globally Invesco leverages research from Institutional Shareholder Services Inc. (“ISS”) and Glass Lewis (“GL”) 
and use the Investment Association IVIS in the UK for research for UK securities.  ISS and GL both provide 
research reports, including vote recommendations, to Invesco and its asset managers. Invesco also retains ISS to 
assist with receipt of proxy ballots and vote execution for use through the voting platform as well as ISS vote 
disclosure services in Canada, the UK and Europe. 

3.1.3.    Ruffer Absolute Return Fund 

Ruffer uses internal voting guidelines as well as proxy voting research, currently from Institutional Shareholder 
Services (“ISS”), to assist in the assessment of resolutions and the identification of contentious issues.  Ruffer does 
not rely solely on its proxy vote advisers when deciding how to vote.   

Research analysts, supported by Ruffer’s dedicated responsible investment team, are responsible for reviewing the 
relevant issues on a case-by-case basis, and exercising their judgement based on their knowledge of the 
company in question.  If  there are any controversial resolutions, the issue is discussed with senior investment staff 
and can be escalated further to the Head of Research or Chief Investment Officer if no agreement is reached.    

To aid Ruf fer’s proxy vote decisions, Ruffer discusses with companies any issue that could impact its investment 
and requests additional information or explanation on votes if necessary.  If  Ruffer votes against the 
recommendations of management, it seeks to communicate this decision to the company before the vote, along 
with an explanation on Ruffer’s reason for doing so.  

Ruf fer, as a discretionary investment manager, does not have a formal policy on consulting with clients before 
voting.  However, it can accommodate client voting instructions for specific areas of concerns or companies where 
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feasible (eg for segregated accounts).  Ruffer also has several formal procedures to deal with conflicts of 
interest and to ensure they do not arise where possible.  

3.1.4.    Veritas Global Focus fund 

The investment analysts at Veritas will receive all relevant proxies and determine if they believe that Veritas should 
vote in favour or against management.  After discussing with the Portfolio Manager and making a f inal decision, the 
analyst will instruct the custodian or prime broker via the Operations Team how to vote. This is done via ISS, and 
the role of  the Operations Team is to ensure that the voting of proxies is done in a timely manner.  The Role of the 
Chief  Operating Officer (“COO”) is to monitor the effectiveness of these policies.  
 

3.2 Summary of voting behaviour over the Scheme Year 

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

 

Blackrock Aquila Life 
Currency Hedged Global 
Equity fund 

Invesco Global 
Targeted 
Return fund* 

Ruffer 
Absolute 
Return fund 

Veritas Global 

Focus fund 

Total size of fund 
at end of reporting 
period 

£73.2 m £7.1 bn (as at 
12 October 

2020) 

£5.0 bn £925.4m 

Value of Scheme 
assets at end of 
reporting period 
(£ / % of total 
assets) 

£8.9 m £0.0 (£13.6m as 
at 12 October 

2020) 

£25.4 m £20.7 m 

Number of 
holdings at end of 
reporting period 

13,826 316 85 29 

Number of 
meetings eligible 
to vote 

3,201 278 86 30 

Number of 
resolutions 
eligible to vote 

40,054 4,355 1,144 469 

% of resolutions 
voted 

94.9% 98.1% 97.0% 100.0% 

Of the resolutions 
on which voted, % 
voted with 
management 

93.8% 94.6% 90.9% 90.8% 

Of the resolutions 
on which voted, % 
voted against 
management 

6.3% 5.4% 6.8% 8.1% 

Of the resolutions 
on which voted, % 
abstained from 
voting 

1.0% 0.4% 2.3% 1.1% 

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

30% 33.8% 43.0% 46.7% 

Of the resolutions 
on which the 
manager voted, % 
voted contrary to 

n/a 

BlackRock could not provide 
this information as they use 
proxy advisory firms as just 

3.0% 7.9% 16.0% 
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recommendation 
of proxy advisor 

one among many inputs into 
their voting process 

*The Scheme disinvested from the Invesco mandate during the Scheme year, so the Invesco figures only cover the 
period 1 April 2020 – 12 October 2020. 

3.3 Most significant votes over the Scheme Year 

Commentary on the most significant votes over the period, from the Scheme’s asset managers who hold listed 
equities, is set out below.  Note that in some instances managers were able to provide more than five significant 
votes, where this was the case we have included votes which constituted the largest % of the fund (where this % 
weighting data was provided).   
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3.3.1     Blackrock Aquila Life Currency Hedged Global Equity fund 

BlackRock judge votes as of particular interest if they relate to certain business issues (including ESG matters), or if they are potentially material to a company’s 
sustainable long-term financial performance. Other factors it may consider includes the profile of the issue in question, the level of interest expected in the vote decision 
and the extent of engagement BlackRock have had with the company. BlackRock has not provided its interpretation of most significant votes and did not confirm the 
outcome of its most significant votes or size of holding as a % of the portfolio.   We have selected a subset of the votes based on company profile. 

Blackrock’s “most 

significant” votes  

Vote 1  Vote 2  Vote 3  Vote 4  Vote 5  

Company name  Exxon Mobil Corporation Royal Dutch Shell plc Barclays Plc Santander Consumer USA 
Holdings, Inc. 

Volkswagen AG 

Date of vote  27 May 2020 19 May 2020 7 May 2020 10 June 2020 30 September 2020 

Summary of the 

resolution  

Item 1.2: Elect Director 

Angela F. Braly 
Item 1.4: Elect Director 

Kenneth C. Frazier 
Item 4: Require 

Independent Board Chair 

Item 21: Request Shell to Set 

and Publish Targets for 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG)  

Emissions 

Resolution 29: Approve Barclays' 

Commitment to Tackling Climate 
Change 

Resolution 30: Approve ShareAction 
Requisitioned Resolution 

Item 3: Report on Risk of 

Racial Discrimination in 
Vehicle Lending 

Item 3: Resolution on the formal approval for fiscal 

year 2019 of the actions of the members of the 
Board of Management H. Diess, J. Heizmann and 

A. Renschler who held office in fiscal year 2019 
Item 4: Resolution on the formal approval for fiscal 

year 2019 of the actions of the members of the 
Supervisory Board who held office in fiscal year 

2019 

How you voted  Against item 1.2  

Against item 1.4  
For item 4 

Against BlackRock, through an independent 

fiduciary, voted FOR all management 
resolutions and AGAINST shareholder 

Resolution 30 

For Against all 

Rationale for the 
voting decision  

Against the Director 
elections for insufficient 

progress on TCFD reporting 
and action. 

For the Independent Chair 
proposal as BlackRock 
believed that the board 

would benefit from a more 
robust independent 

leadership structure. 

Against because management 
had made progress towards 

aligning its reporting with TCFD 
recommendations and its 

responsiveness to shareholder  
engagement on portfolio 

resilience and reduction of GHG 
emissions, BlackRock are 

supportive of  
management for the time being. 

Support for both resolutions would 
have been problematic as they are 

both binding. The independent 
fiduciary determined that, as outlined 

in Resolution 29, the company sets a 
clear ambition to become net-zero  

and align to the goals of the Paris 
Agreement. 

Discriminatory lending 
practices are a material risk 

to the company’s business 
and shareholders would 

benefit from increased and 
improved disclosure to 

prevent discriminatory 
lending (including racial 

discrimination). 

BlackRock voted against the discharge of members 
of the Board of Management who were already 

serving at the time of the emissions incident, in 
order to hold those individuals accountable for the 

deficiencies in VW’s governance practices and 
management of its material risks.  

BIS has concerns with the insufficient level of 
independence on the Supervisory Board and its 
sub-committees.  
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3.3.2 Invesco Global Targeted Returns fund (terminated over the Scheme year) 

Invesco’s “most significant votes” are considered in terms of the risk and materiality to the portfolios. This includes the following: 

(i) materiality of the position;  

(ii) the content of the resolution; and 

(iii) inclusion on Invesco’s ESG watchlist. 

Invesco’s “most 
significant” votes  

Vote 1  Vote 2  Vote 3  Vote 4  Vote 5  

Company name  Bayer AG Citigroup Inc. China Oilf ield Services 
Limited 

easyJet Plc Suofeiya Home Collection 
Co., Ltd. 

Approx size of holding 
at vote date (as % of 
portfolio)  

>1% IVZ Ownership >1% IVZ Ownership >1% IVZ Ownership >1% IVZ Ownership >1% IVZ Ownership 

Date of vote 28 Apr 2020 21 April 2020 28 May 2020 22 May 2020 3 August 2020 

Summary of the 
resolution 

Ratify Deloitte GmbH as 
Auditors for Fiscal 2020 

Report on Lobbying 
Payments and Policy 

Approve Provision of 
Guarantees for Other 
Parties 

Remove Johan Lundgren 
as Director 

Approve Provision of 
Guarantee 

How you voted For Against For Against For 

Rationale for the voting 
decision  

No concerns regarding 
this proposal and ISS is 
not aware of  any issues 
that would impact the 
suitability of the proposed 
auditor. 

The company is 
disclosing inadequate 
information for 
shareholders to be able to 
assess its engagement in 
the political process and 
its management of related 
risks. 

There is no significant 
known issues concerning 
the nominees and the 
company. 

The dissident has not 
provided sufficient 
evidence that removing 
four key directors will 
leave the board and the 
company better 
positioned to deal with the 
current crisis. 

No concerns have been 
identified. 
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3.3.3     Ruffer Absolute Return Fund 

Ruffer has interpreted ‘significant votes’ as those that it thinks will be of particular interest to clients. In most cases, these are when they form part of continuing 
engagement with the company and/or Ruffer has held a discussion between members of the research, portfolio management and responsible investment teams to make a 
voting decision following differences between the recommendations of the company, ISS and internal voting guidelines.  

Ruffer’s “most significant” 
votes  

Vote 1  Vote 2  Vote 3  Vote 4  Vote 5  

Company name  Cigna Wheaton Precious Metals Ocado Lloyds Bank Countryside Properties 

Date of vote  24 April 2020 14 May 2020 6 May 2020 21 May 2020 5 February /2021 

Approx size of holding at vote 

date (as % of portfolio)  

1.2% 1.3% 1.1% 2.1% 1.3% 

Summary of the resolution  Votes for re-election of non-

executive directors 

Votes for re-election of non-

executive directors 

Re-election of the Chair of the 

Board 

Vote on remuneration policy Governance – board 

composition and remuneration  

How you voted  Against 6 non-executive 
directors 

Against 5 non-executive 
directors 

Against Against Abstain 

Where you voted against 
management, did you 

communicate your intent to 
the company ahead of the 

vote?  

No No No Yes Yes 

Rationale for the voting 

decision  

Taking into account the average 

tenure of members of the board, 
the regions in which the 

company is domiciled and the 
sector in which the company 

operates, Ruffer did not support 
the re-election of a number of 

directors in the period because 
of concerns that they were not 

independent. 

As per vote 1 Ruffer was not comfortable with 

the board structure and believe 
the company is being slow to 

rectify the situation. In particular, 
Ruffer do not think there are a 

sufficient number of independent 
directors on the board. 

Ruffer decided to vote against 

the proposed remuneration 
policy at the company as 

although it reduces the 
maximum pay-out at the time of 

the grant, it significantly relaxes 
the vesting criteria. Therefore, 

Ruffer did not think it sufficiently 
incentivises management to 

deliver shareholder value.   

Ruffer met with David Howell 

(Chair of the Board) and 
Amanda Burton (Chair of the 

Remuneration Committee) to 
discuss the company’s capital 

allocation strategy. Ruffer 
shared their view that the 

company would benefit from a 
non-executive director with a 

proven track record in capital 
allocation. Given the changing 

strategy of the business, 
significant changes need to be 

made to the remuneration policy 
to ensure management is 

incentivised to deliver on the 
revised strategy and, 

importantly, to align their 
interests with shareholders. 
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3.3.3     Veritas Global Focus fund 

Veritas interpreted ‘significant votes’ as those which may have a material impact on long-term sustainable value creation or influence corporate governance/business 
practices. 

Veritas’ “most significant” 

votes  

Vote 1  Vote 2  Vote 3  Vote 4  Vote 5  

Company name  

Cigna Corporation Charter Communications, Inc. Intercontinental Exchange, Inc. Facebook, Inc. Alphabet Inc. 

Date of vote  
22 April 2020 28 April 2020 15 May 2020 27 May 2020 3 June 2020 

Approx size of holding at vote 
date (as % of portfolio)  3.8% 7.4% 3.6% 4.3% 6.6% 

Summary of the resolution  Reduce Ownership Threshold 

for Shareholders to Call Special 
Meeting 

Require Independent Board 

Chairman 

Elect Director Frederic V. 

Salerno 

Require Independent Board 

Chair 

Establish Human Rights Risk 

Oversight Committee 

How you voted  
Abstain For Against For For 

Where you voted against 

management, did you 
communicate your intent to 

the company ahead of the 
vote?  

Yes n/a No  n/a n/a 

Rationale for the voting 

decision  

Veritas engaged with the 

company on this topic ahead of 
the AGM and made its position 

clear that a 25% threshold for 
shareholders to call a special 

meeting is considered too high, 
suggesting a more appropriate 

threshold should be 15%.  
Veritas agree that a threshold of 

10%, like the one proposed, 
could expose shareholders to 

the risk of special meetings 
being called by a small number 

of shareholders focused on 
narrow or short-term interests, 

rather than the long-term best 
interests of the company and 

shareholders generally.  

In general Veritas prefers the 

Chairman and CEO role to be 
separate to help ensure good 

governance and give oversight 
to the work of the 

CEO.  However, this practice is 
less prevalent in the US.  In this 

instance, Veritas believes that 
due to the close knit nature of 

the directors and the strong 
association with Jon Malone and 

his influence, an independent 
chairman would be ideal.  

The company has failed to 

disclose data to the CDP and to 
introduce/disclose emissions 

reduction targets. These actions 
are not in line with Veritas’ ESG 

voting policy.  

Given concerns with the board's 

governance and the 
appointment of a non-

independent director to serve as 
lead director. Furthermore, the 

FTC entered into a settlement 
agreement with Facebook 

whereby the company has 
agreed to pay a $5 billion 

penalty and to significantly 
enhance its practices and 

processes for privacy 
compliance and oversight. The 

recent data privacy incidents 
and subsequent controversies 

tarnished Facebook's reputation 
and put shareholder value at 

risk. These considerations 
suggest that shareholders would 

benefit from the most robust 
form of independent board 

oversight. 

Continued controversies call into 

question the extent to which the 
existing board structure provides 

adequate oversight on risks the 
company's technologies present 

to human rights, which, in turn, 
creates risks for the company in 

terms of retaining high-level 
employees and retaining a good 

reputation in the eyes of users 
and advertisers. Also, given the 

pervasive role of Google in 
society this should be 

undertaken. 
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3.4 Votes in relation to assets other than listed equity  

The following comments were provided by the Scheme’s asset managers who don’t hold listed equities, but invest 
in assets that had voting opportunities during the period: 

Alcentra Strategic Credit II fund 

Loan and bond investments generally do not confer creditors voting rights unlike for equity holders. Where Alcentra 
have minority equity interests in deals, it is frequently not asked to vote as the corporate documents are set-up so 
that the sponsor can pass any shareholder resolutions needed without Alcentra’s participation in any event.  Where 
Alcentra owns companies, it exercises control by including language in the deal documentation requiring the board 
to seek investor consent for matters that Alcentra want to approve as the manager. This is usually done via the 
Alcentra investor representative on the board (where relevant) rather than having a formal shareholder vote. 

In Alcentra’s Special Situations strategy of which SCF II is a part, it may hold equity positions in stressed and 
distressed issuers.  In these cases, Alcentra will use its voting rights to push through or support all initiatives that 
benef it its end investors.  In certain cases, Alcentra has board representation, with positions including Chairman of 
the Board, Chairman of the Audit Committee and a Remuneration Committee Member. From these positions, 
Alcentra representatives then regularly engage with the credit analysts to provide them with the benefit of their 
experiences to help with transparency and commerciality across a number of ESG factors and best practices. 

Outlined below are typical board matters that Alcentra may vote on when holding a board position – it will have voted 
in favour of several of the below in the ordinary course of business but are not able to cite specific examples. 

(a) appoints or removes any operational director of  the Group, any officer or any member of  the executive 
management committee 
(b) institutes, engages in, settles or takes any material decision in relat ion to any legal proceedings, 
(c) appoints any external advisor where the fees of such external adviser are anticipated to exceed XX, 
(d) makes any public announcement other than in the ordinary course of trading; 
(e) incorporates any new company within the Group; 
(f ) appoints any committee of the Board, establishes its terms of reference and regulation of proceedings, or appoints 
any member to such committee; 
(g) approves the annual consolidated financial accounts of the Group; 
(h) incur any new borrowings (or modifies the key terms thereof) or enters into foreign  exchange contracts, in excess 
of  XX in aggregate; 
(i) commences an Exit process (including selection of advisers), 
(j) makes any material changes to the nature or long-term strategy of the business or enters into a new business line 
(k) approves or amends the Annual Budget, 
(l) makes any material amendment to the capital structure of any Group Company. 
  
M&G Secured Property Income fund (“SPIF”) 

The M&G SPIF invests in physical property assets and as such does not have voting rights.  However, M&G does 
practice engagement where possible. 

M&G pro-actively engages with the occupiers in the buildings it invests in on ESG issues and partakes in property 
specific ESG monitoring (such as the annual GRESB1 process).  For example, M&G engages with its tenants to 
request the sharing of energy performance data on an annual basis.  Where data is made available (ie 
environmental performance) this is measured on an absolute, like-for-like and intensity basis by M&G’s third-party 
consultant Verco. 

In addition to the above, the Fund regularly meets with its tenants and occupiers (for instance David Lloyd, Notting 
Hill Genesis Trust, Tesco, Morrisons and Sainsburys) to understand their particular approaches to ESG issues.  
ESG issues are always raised as these help with improving the Fund GRESB rating.  For example, the Fund is 
actively allowing licences for asset improvements such as solar panels some of its supermarkets and electric car 
charging points across SPIF’s Tesco assets. The Fund also engages with tenants to ensure that new 
developments fundings are rated BREEAM2 ‘Excellent’ or ‘Very Good’.  These metrics and initiatives are specific to 
property assets. 

M&G believes this proactive approach enables it to understand whether an asset will have a material impact of 
fund ESG performance, so that appropriate actions can be included in the asset management plans for each asset 
to address areas of concern eg investing to improve energy efficiency.  Annual asset plans incorporate measures 

 
1 GRESB: Global Real Estate Sustainability Benchmark. 
2 BREEAM: https://www.breeam.com/  

https://www.breeam.com/
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to manage and/or improve ‘Responsible Property Investment’ performance.  Actions will be prioritised according to 
each asset’s RPI impact and M&G’s ability as the landlord to influence this.  Regular reports are also provided to 
the asset managers and investment teams on progress against the Fund’s RPI strategy and targets. Additionally, 
where possible M&G can benchmark performance using GRESB and use this to set action plans to improve 
performance if required. Historically as a long lease fund where tenants take almost all responsibility under the 
lease agreement (all leases are on a Full Repairing and Insuring basis), it is more difficult for M&G as landlord to 
insist on ESG initiatives which impact on the GRESB rating, M&G is definitely seeing much more engagement with 
its tenants on ESG issues, and M&G believe this will increase over coming years as M&G and its tenants, seek to 
improve performance. 

 

 


