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Implementation Statement, covering the Scheme 
Year from 1 April 2020 to 31 March 2021 
The Trustees of the Hyde Housing Association Limited Pension and Assurance Scheme (the “Scheme”) are 
required to produce a yearly statement with effect from 2021 to set out how, and the extent to which, the Trustees 
have followed their 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 2-11 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 12 below. 

This Implementation Statement flows directly from and should be read in conjunction with the Scheme’s 
SIP dated 19 August 2020. The SIP is for both the DB and DC sections of the Scheme and is available here: 
https://www.hyde-housing.co.uk/media/5713/hyde-housing-statement-of-investment-principles-sept-
2020.pdf    

1. Introduction 

The SIP was reviewed and updated during the Scheme Year on 19 August 2020 to reflect: 

• The agreed changes to the DB section's investment strategy: 

▪ appointment of L&G for Passive Emerging Market Multi Asset Fund investing (“EMMAF”);  

▪ reduction in the strategic diversified growth allocation (including a full redemption from Invesco GTR); 

▪ increase to the Scheme’s strategic equity allocation, and 

▪ an increase in the allocation to Liability Driven Investing (“LDI”) and higher hedge ratio targets now 
adopted.    

• The agreed changes to the DC section's investment strategy: 

▪ replacing the Aegon BlackRock 50:50 Global Equity Index Fund with the Lifestyle Growth Fund in the 
growth phase of the lifestyle options;  

▪ replacing Invesco Global Targeted Returns Fund with LGIM Diversified Fund within the Diversified 
Growth Fund (noted in the IPID as the fund is white-labelled); and 

▪ the introduction of the Aegon BlackRock Cash Fund as a default arrangement due to the temporary 
closure of the Aegon BlackRock Property Fund.  

• Updated wording to comply with the 2019 SIP regulations, which incorporate the European Union Shareholder 
Rights Directive, for clients invested wholly in pooled funds.  

Further detail and the reasons for these changes are set out in Section 3.  As part of this SIP update, the employer 
was consulted and confirmed it was comfortable with the changes. 

The Trustees have, in their 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 they did this. 

2. Investment objectives 

2.1 DB investment objectives 

The Trustees’ primary objectives with regard to investment policy are as follows:  

• To ensure that the Scheme be able to meet benefit payments as they fall due;  
 

• That the expected return on the Scheme’s assets is maximised whilst managing and maintaining 
investment risk at an appropriate level.  What the Trustees determine to be an appropriate level of risk is 
set out in Appendix 2 of the SIP; and  

https://www.hyde-housing.co.uk/media/5713/hyde-housing-statement-of-investment-principles-sept-2020.pdf
https://www.hyde-housing.co.uk/media/5713/hyde-housing-statement-of-investment-principles-sept-2020.pdf
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• That the Scheme should be fully funded (ie the asset value should be at least that of its liabilities).  The 
Trustees are aware that there are various measures of funding, and have given due weight to those 
considered most relevant to the Scheme. 
 

Progress against the recovery plan is reviewed as part of the quarterly performance monitoring reports.  The 
Trustees are also able to view the progress on an ongoing basis using LCP Visualise online, an online tool 
accessed through its Investment Adviser, LCP. 

As at 31 March 2021 the Scheme was close to being fully funded on its Technical Provision basis. 

2.1 DC investment objectives 

The Trustees’ primary objectives with regard to investment policy are to provide members with access to:  

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

• A default investment option that the Trustees believe to be reasonable for those members that do not wish 
to make their own investment decisions. The objective of the default option is to generate returns 
significantly above inflation while members are some distance from retirement, but then to switch 
automatically and gradually to lower risk investments as members near retirement.  

 
As part of the review of the DC default arrangement, which concluded in August 2020, the Trustees considered the 
DC Section membership demographics and the variety of ways that members may draw their benefits in retirement 
from the Scheme.  

As a result of the review, the Trustees also agreed to make some changes to the lifestyle components of the 
default arrangement.  Details of the changes made during in the Scheme Year are set out in section 3.  

The Trustees also provide members with access to a range of investment options that were reviewed as part of the 
most recent investment strategy review.   

The Trustees make available alternative lifestyle strategies and a self-select fund range to members covering all 
major assets classes, as set out in sections 10, 11 and 12 of the Investment Policy Implementation Document 
(“IPID”).  The Trustees monitor the take up of these funds and how they perform as part of the quarterly 
performance monitoring report provided by their investment adviser, which includes, but is not limited to, 
performance and valuation data for all Scheme funds.  The Trustee has reminded members to review their 
investment holdings and check they are suitable for their risk tolerances and retirement planning. 

The Trustees also review the risk and return profile of the default and alternative lifestyle strategies as part of their 
31 March quarterly performance report, considering the period of the Scheme year. 

3. Investment strategy 

3.1 DB Investment Strategy 

The Trustees, with the help of their advisers and in consultation with the employer, reviewed the investment 
strategy for the DB Section in Q4 2019.  

The result of the review for the DB Section was that the Trustee agreed to allocate assets between equities, 
emerging market multi-asset, property, diversified growth funds (“DGFs”) and liability-driven investment (“LDI”) 
products.     

As part of this review, the Trustees made sure the Scheme's assets were adequately and appropriately diversified 
between different asset classes. 

From time to time the Trustee may purchase an annuity from an insurer that matches the pensions payable to a 
sub-section of the Scheme’s members (a “buy-in”).  In preparation for undertaking a buy-in, the Trustee may 
temporarily invest in (for example) fixed and index-linked gilts (in a portfolio that is designed to broadly match 
changes in buy-in pricing). 

The Trustees monitor the asset allocation quarterly and compare this to the strategic asset allocation.  The full 
details of the DB Section’s strategic asset allocation are contained in the Investment Policy Implementation 
Document (“IPID”) dated August 2020. 
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3.2 DC Investment Strategy 

As noted in section 2, the Trustees implemented two changes to components of the default arrangement as a 
result of the most recent strategy review undertaken during the Scheme Year.  These changes are listed below. 

Hyde Housing Diversified Growth Fund  

Within the Scheme’s white-labelled Diversified Growth Fund, the Trustees agreed to replace the Invesco Global 
Targeted Returns Fund with the LGIM Diversified Fund as the Trustees, after taking advice, took the view that 
LGIM offers greater diversification to members and can be accessed at lower cost than Invesco.  This change took 
place on 17 August 2020.  

Hyde Housing Lifestyle Growth Fund 

The Hyde Housing Lifestyle Growth Fund, of which the underlying fund is the BlackRock MSCI World Index Fund 
(50% currency hedged), was introduced to replace the BlackRock 50/50 Global Equity Index Fund as the default’s 
growth phase fund.  This change was implemented to reduce the Fund’s overweight allocation to the UK while also 
avoiding increasing members' currency exposure.  This change took place on 17 August 2020. 

In addition to the changes listed above, the Scheme’s BlackRock Cash Fund will be treated as a default 
arrangement for governance purposes from April 2020 as a result of the temporary suspension of the Scheme’s 
self-select BlackRock Property Fund. The Aegon BlackRock Property Fund had been suspended during the 
Scheme Year due to the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on the ability of property managers to effectively value 
their underlying holdings and provide accurate pricing. The BlackRock Cash Fund was used so that contributions 
can be redirected until such time that the Aegon BlackRock Property Fund is reopenend.  As members’ 
contributions were directed into this fund without them making an active selection, this fund will be treated as a 
default for the purpose of fulfilling legislative requirements. The objective of the fund is to ‘aim to produce a return 
in excess of the benchmark principally from a portfolio of Sterling denominated cash deposits and money-market 
instruments’. 

The Trustees review retirement data provided in administration reports to see how members access their benefits.  
This data was reviewed as part of the last strategy review however, the available data is limited given the young 
age profile of the membership.  

4. Considerations made in determining the investment arrangements 

When the Trustees undertook an investment strategy review for the DB section of the Scheme in Q4 2019 and for 
the DC section which concluded in August 2020, they considered the investment risks set out in Appendix 2 of the 
SIP.  They also considered a wide range of asset classes for investment, taking into account the expected returns 
and risks associated with those asset classes as well as how these risks can be mitigated. 

The Trustees last reviewed their investment beliefs with regards to environmental, social, and governance (ESG) 
factors outside of the Scheme Year in July 2019.  As part of this review, the Trustees undertook a session with their 
investment adviser, LCP, to discuss their beliefs and policies on ESG considerations.  As noted in section 7 of the 
SIP, the Trustees expect their investment managers to take account of financially material considerations (including 
climate change and other ESG considerations).  The Trustees seek to appoint managers that have appropriate 
skills and processes to do this, and from time to time review how their managers are taking account of these issues 
in practice. 

The Trustees are in the process of formally reviewing their investment beliefs as part of the review scheduled for 
2021. This review includes consideration of the role of ESG funds within the DC Section of the Scheme.  

5. Implementation of the investment arrangements 

5.1 DB Section  

The Trustees appointed one new manager over the Scheme Year. Aegon Asset Management (Aegon Beta 
Property Fund) were appointed in December to manage a UK property mandate for the Scheme.  The Trustees 
obtained formal written advice from their investment adviser, LCP, before investing in the fund and made sure the 
investment portfolio of the fund chosen was adequately and appropriately diversified. The Trustees also received 
information on the investment process and philosophy, the investment team and past performance. The Trustees 
also considered the manager’s approach to responsible investment and stewardship.  
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5.2 DC Section 

As noted in section 3 of this Statement, over the Scheme Year the Trustees invested in two new funds with 
managers (BlackRock and Legal & General) that had a pre-exisiting relationships with the Scheme.. BlackRock 
(BlackRock MSCI World Index Fund) were appointed in August 2020 as the new underlying fund within the Hyde 
Housing Lifestyle Growth Fund, the fund used in the growth phase of the default arrangement.  The Trustees also 
appointed Legal & General (LGIM Diversified Fund) as a new underlying fund within the Hyde Housing Diversified 
Growth Fund to replace the allocation to the Invesco Global Targeted Returns Fund.  The Trustees obtained formal 
written advice from their investment adviser, LCP, before investing in the fund and made sure the investment 
portfolio of the fund chosen was adequately and appropriately diversified.  The Trustees also received information 
on the investment process and philosophy, the investment team and past performance.  The Trustees also 
considered the manager’s approach to responsible investment and stewardship.  

During the Scheme Year, the Trustees undertook a value for members assessment which assessed a range of 
factors, including the fees payable to managers in respect of the DC Section.  The assessment found that the 
investment costs borne by members invested in BlackRock funds are low given the size of the Scheme, however 
the costs of non-BlackRock managed funds are relatively high.  

5.3 DB and DC Sections 

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 Trustees 
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 
change 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. 

Over the Scheme Year, the Trustees were comfortable with all of the other investment manager arrangements for 
which changes were not made.  

The Trustees monitor the performance of the Scheme’s investment managers on a quarterly basis, using the 
quarterly performance monitoring report.  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.   

The most recent quarterly report shows that all managers have produced performance broadly in line with 
expectations over the long-term. 

Overall the Trustees believe the investment managers provide reasonable value for money.   

6. Realisation of investments 

6.1 DB Section 

The Trustees review the Scheme's net current and future cashflow requirements on a regular basis.  The Trustees' 
policy is to have access to sufficient liquid assets in order to meet any outflows whilst maintaining a portfolio which 
is appropriately diversified across a range of factors, including suitable exposure to both liquid and illiquid assets. 

6.2 DC Section  

It is the Trustees' policy is to invest in funds that offer daily dealing to enable members to readily realise and 
change their investments. All of the DC Section funds which the Trustees offer are daily priced. 

7. 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.  

For both the DB and DC Sections of the Scheme, in March 2020, the Trustees reviewed LCP’s responsible 
investment (RI) scores for the Scheme’s existing managers and funds, along with LCP’s qualitative RI 
assessments for each fund and red flags for any managers of concern.  These scores cover the manager's 
approach to ESG factors, voting and engagement.  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.  The 
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manager scores and red flags are based on LCP’s Responsible Investment Survey 2020.  The Trustees were 
satisfied with the results of the review and no further action was taken. 

Within the DC Section the Trustees recognise that some members may wish for ethical matters to be taken into 
account in their investments and therefore, as mentioned in the SIP, they have made available the LGIM Ethical 
UK Equity Index Fund as an investment option to members. 

It is not the Trustee’s policy to take account of any non-financial factors within either the DC default arrangement or 
DB Section of the Scheme. 

8. Voting and engagement 

Details on the Trustee’s approach to voting and engagement are covered in Section 12 below (Description of voting 
behaviour during the Scheme year) and in Section 7 above (Financially material considerations and non-financial 
matters). 

The Trustee’s policy on voting and engagement as outlined in the SIP is as follows: 

The Trustees recognise their responsibilities as owners of capital, and believe that good stewardship practices, 
including monitoring and engaging with investee companies, and exercising voting rights attaching to investments, 
protect and enhance the long-term value of investments.  

The Trustees have delegated to their investment managers the exercise of rights attaching to investments, 
including voting rights, and engagement with issuers of debt and equity and other relevant persons about relevant 
matters such as performance, strategy, risks and ESG considerations.  

The Trustees do not monitor or engage directly with issuers or other holders of debt or equity. They expect the 
investment managers to exercise ownership rights and undertake monitoring and engagement in line with the 
managers’ general policies on stewardship, as provided to the Trustees from time to time, taking into account the 
long-term financial interests of the beneficiaries. The Trustees have limited influence over managers’ stewardship 
practices where assets are held in pooled funds, but they encourage their managers to improve their practices 
where appropriate. 

9. Investment governance, responsibilities, decision-making and fees (Appendix 1 of SIP) 

As mentioned in Section 5, the Trustees assess the performance of the Scheme's investments on an ongoing basis 
as part of the quarterly monitoring reports they receive.  

The performance of the professional advisers is considered on an ongoing basis by the Trustees. The Trustees 
have put in place formal objectives for their investment adviser and will review the adviser's performance against 
these objectives on a regular basis.  The Trustees are required by the CMA order to review these objectives at 
least every three years and the first review will take place no later than September 2022.  

The first review was undertaken in December 2020 and the Trustees were satisfied that the strategic investment 
objectives had been met.  The CMA compliance statement was submitted on 18 December 2021.  The Trustees’ 
next review will be December 2021 

During the Scheme Year, the Trustees reviewed their effectiveness and their decision making and arranged 
appropriate training to be undertaken during the Scheme year to ensure they had the appropriate knowledge to 
make decisions during the year..   

10. Policy towards risk (Appendix 2 of SIP) 

10.1 Both Sections (DB and DC) 

Risks are monitored on an ongoing basis with the help of the investment adviser, LCP.   

The Trustees' policy for some 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 Trustees by 
the Scheme's investment managers.  These include credit risk, equity risk, currency risk and counterparty risk. 

The Trustee give due consideration, as appropriate, to the following risks, as set out in Appendix 2 of the SIP and 
covered earlier in this Statement: diversification risk in Sections 3 and 5, investment manager risk and excessive 
charges in Section 5, illiquidity/marketability risk in Section 6 and ESG risks in Section 7. 
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The Trustees maintains a risk register which is discussed regularly at meetings and risks are adjusted where 
appropriate.  A formal review of the risk log is undertaken annually. 

10.2 DB Section 

With regards to the risk of inadequate returns, the Trustee targets an expected return from the Scheme 
investments which is sufficienty higher than the expected increase in the value of the Scheme’s liabilities over time. 
Therefore, the expected return on the Scheme's assets is expected to be sufficient to produce the return needed 
over the long-term.  

The Scheme's interest and inflation hedging levels are monitored on an ongoing basis in the quarterly monitoring 
report.  In May 2020 the Trustees rebalanced the Scheme's hedging portfolio to increase interest rate and inflation 
up to the funding level (on a Techncial Provisions basis). 

With regard to collateral adequacy risk, the Trustees hold investments in the LGIM Sterling Liquidity Fund 
alongside the LDI portfolio, to be used should the LDI manager require cash to be posted for a deleverage event.   

Together, the investment and non-investment risks set out in Appendix 2 of the SIP give rise generally to funding 
risk.  The Trustees formally review the Scheme's funding position as part of its annual actuarial report to allow for 
changes in market conditions.  On a triennial basis the Trustees review the funding position allowing for 
membership and other experience.  The Trustees also informally monitor the funding position more regularlyat 
Trustee meetings and the Trustees also have the ability to monitor this daily on LCP Visualise. 

10.3 DC Section 

With regard to the risk of inadequate returns for DC members, the Trustees makes use of equity and equity-based 
funds, which are expected to provide positive returns above inflation over the long term.  These are used in the 
growth phase 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 longer term. 

11. Investment manager arrangements (IPID) 

There are no specific policies in the Scheme’s Investment Policy Implementation Document (IPID). 

12. Description of voting behaviour during the Scheme Year 

Within the DB Section and the DC Section, all of the Trustees’ holdings in listed equities are within pooled funds 
and the Trustees have delegated to their investment managers the exercise of voting rights. Therefore the Trustees 
are not able to direct how votes are exercised and the Trustees themselves have 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: 

• BlackRock Dynamic Diversified Growth Fund (DB) 

• LGIM World Equity Index Fund (DB) 

• LGIM World Equity Index Fund - GBP Currency Hedged (DB) 

• LGIM World Emerging Markets Equity Index Fund (DB) 

• BlackRock MSCI World Index Fund (DC)  

• BlackRock Aquila Life Market Advantage Fund (DC)  

• LGIM Diversified Fund (DC)  

• BlackRock 50/50 Global Equity Index Fund (DC)  

• LGIM Ethical UK Equity Index Fund (DC)  

 

For the DC Section we have only included funds that are components of the default arrangement, the Scheme’s 
self-select fund with the greatest take up (c8%) and the Scheme’s self-select RI fund. 
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12.1 Description of the voting processes 
BlackRock 

BlackRock’s approach to corporate governance and stewardship is explained in its Global Corporate Governance 
and Engagement Principles.  These high-level Principles are the framework for its more detailed, market-specific 
voting guidelines.  The Principles include a description of BlackRock’s policy on voting.  This applies across 
relevant asset classes and products as permitted by investment strategies.  BlackRock reviews its Global 
Corporate Governance & Engagement Principles annually and updates them as necessary to reflect in market 
standards, evolving governance practice and insights gained from engagement over the prior year. 

BlackRock welcomes discussions with its clients on voting topics and priorities to get their perspective and better 
understand which issues are important to them.  If a client wants to implement their own voting policy, it will need to 
be in a segregated account.  BlackRock’s Investment Stewardship team would not implement the policy itself, but 
the client would engage a third-party voting execution platform to cast the votes. 

BlackRock takes a case-by-case approach to the items put to a shareholder vote. BlackRock’s analysis is informed 
by its internally developed proxy voting guidelines, its pre-vote engagements, research, and the situational factors 
at a particular company.  BlackRock aims to vote at all shareholder meetings of companies in which its clients are 
invested.  In cases where there are significant obstacles to voting, such as share blocking or requirements for a 
power of attorney, BlackRock will review the resolutions to assess the extent of the restrictions on voting against 
the potential benefits.  BlackRock generally prefer to engage with the company in the first instance where it has 
concerns and give management time to address the issue.   

BlackRock will vote in favour of proposals where it supports the approach taken by a company’s management or 
where it has engaged on matters of concern and anticipate management will address them.  BlackRock will vote 
against management proposals where it believes the board or management may not have adequately acted to 
advance the interests of long-term investors.  BlackRock ordinarily refrain from abstaining from both management 
and shareholder proposals, unless abstaining is the valid vote option (in accordance with company by-laws) for 
voting against management, there is a lack of disclosure regarding the proposal to be voted, or an abstention is the 
only way to implement its voting intention.  BlackRock stresses that in all situations the economic interests of 
BlackRock’s clients will be paramount.   

BlackRock’s voting guidelines are intended to help clients and companies understand its thinking on key 
governance matters.  They are the benchmark against which BlackRock assesses a company’s approach to 
corporate governance and the items on the agenda to be voted on at the shareholder meeting. In summary, 
BlackRock: 

• aims to apply its guidelines pragmatically, taking into account a company’s unique circumstances where 
relevant; 

• informs its vote decisions through research and engage as necessary; and 

• BlackRock reviews its voting guidelines annually and updates them as necessary to reflect changes in 
market standards, evolving governance practice and insights gained from engagement over the prior year.  

BlackRock’s proxy voting process is led by the BlackRock Investment Stewardship team (BIS), which consists of 
three regional teams – Americas (“AMRS”), Asia-Pacific (“APAC”), and Europe, Middle East and Africa (“EMEA”) - 
located in seven offices around the world. The analysts with each team will generally determine how to vote at the 
meetings of the companies they cover. They may seek input from other team members, their regional head, senior 
BIS leaders, and/or portfolio managers. 

LGIM 

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 LGIM clients.  LGIM’s voting policies are 
reviewed annually and take into account feedback from 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 when 
LGIM evaluates its voting and engagement policies and defines its strategic priorities for the years ahead.  The 
manager also takes into account client feedback received at regular meetings and ad-hoc comments or enquiries. 

All voting decisions are made by LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team and in accordance with LGIM’s Corporate 
Governance & Responsible Investment and Conflicts of Interest policy documents which are reviewed annually.  
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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  
and that engagement is fully integrated into the vote decision process, therefore sending consistent messaging to 
companies. 

LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team uses ISS’s ‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to electronically vote 
using clients’ shares.  All voting decisions are made by LGIM and no part of the strategic decision-making process 
is outsourced.  LGIM’s 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 its proxy provider votes in accordance with LGIM’s position on ESG, LGIM have put in place a custom 
voting policy with specific voting instructions.  These instructions apply to all markets globally and seek to uphold 
what LGIM considers are minimum best practice standards that it believes all companies globally should observe, 
irrespective of local regulation or practice. 

LGIM retains the ability in all markets to override any vote decisions, which are based on its 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 LGIM to apply a qualitative overlay to its 
voting judgement.  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 LGIM of rejected votes which require further action. 

LGIM believes that it is vital that the proxy voting service are regularly monitored and 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 LGIM has 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. 

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: 

▪ a 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 LGIM notes a significant increase in requests from 
clients on a particular vote; 

▪ a sanction vote as a result of a direct or collaborative engagement; and 

▪ a vote linked to an LGIM engagement campaign, in line with LGIM Investment Stewardship’s 5-year ESG 
priority engagement themes. 
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12.2 Summary of voting behaviour over the Scheme Year 

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

DB Section 

 
BlackRock Dynamic 
Diversified Growth Fund 

LGIM World Equity Index 
Fund 

LGIM World Equity Index 
Fund - GBP Currency 
Hedged 

LGIM World Emerging 
Markets Equity Index 
Fund 

Manager name BlackRock Legal and General 
Investment Management 
(“LGIM”) 

Legal and General 
Investment Management 
(“LGIM”) 

Legal and General 
Investment Management 
(“LGIM”) 

Fund name Dynamic Diversified 
Growth Fund 

World Equity Index Fund World Equity Index Fund - 
GBP Currency Hedged 

World Emerging Markets 
Equity Index Fund 

Total size of fund at end of reporting period (£m) £4,523.24m £3,668.97m £4,084.76m £7,673.33m 

Value of Scheme assets at end of reporting 
period (£m) 

£4.72m £15.44m £16.33m £3.13m 

Number of holdings at end of reporting period 766 2,662 2,662 1,882 

Number of meetings eligible to vote 977 3,421 3,421 3,998 

Number of resolutions eligible to vote 12,398 40,987 40,987 36,036 

% of resolutions voted 96.6% 99.8% 99.8% 99.9% 

Of the resolutions on which voted, % voted with 
management 

93.2% 81.3% 81.3% 85.2% 

Of the resolutions on which voted, % voted 
against management 

5.9% 18.1% 18.1% 13.4% 

Of the resolutions on which voted, % abstained 
from voting 

0.9% 0.6% 0.6% 1.4% 

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

n/a1 6.0% 6.0% 5.1% 

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

n/a1 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 

1BlackRock is unable to provide this figure for this year’s Implementation Statement however expect to be able to provide this figure for next year’s statement. 
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DC Section  

 
BlackRock MSCI World 
Index Fund 

BlackRock Aquila Life 
Market Advantage Fund 

LGIM Diversified Fund 
BlackRock 50/50 Global 
Equity Index Fund 

LGIM Ethical UK Equity 
Index Fund 

Manager name BlackRock BlackRock Legal and General 
Investment Management 
(“LGIM”) 

BlackRock Legal and General 
Investment Management 
(“LGIM”) 

Fund name MSCI World Index Fund  Aquila Life Market 
Advantage Fund 

Diversified Fund 50/50 Global Equity Index 
Fund  

Ethical UK Equity Index 
Fund 

Total size of fund at end 
of reporting period (£m) 

£1,550m2 £1,713m £11,098m £6,056m £212m 

Value of Scheme assets 
at end of reporting period 
(£m) 

£21m3 £10m £10m £4m £0.4m 

Number of holdings at 
end of reporting period 

1,9974 2,779 6,642 2,463 218 

Number of meetings 
eligible to vote 

1,091 2,979 11,362 2,781 336 

Number of resolutions 
eligible to vote 

15,759 28,532 115,604 35,781 5,109 

% of resolutions voted 90.7% 94.3% 99.0% 94.2% 100.0% 

Of the resolutions on 
which voted, % voted with 
management 

92.0% 88.7% 81.7% 93.7% 93.8% 

Of the resolutions on 
which voted, % voted 
against management 

7.3% 8.9% 17.7% 5.9% 6.2% 

Of the resolutions on 
which voted, % abstained 
from voting 

0.7% 2.4% 0.6% 0.4% 0.0% 

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

N/A1 N/A1 6.4% N/A1 2.8% 
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Of the resolutions on 
which the manager voted, 
% voted contrary to 
recommendation of proxy 
advisor 

N/A1 N/A1 0.2% N/A1 0.9% 

1BlackRock is unable to provide this figure for this year’s Implementation Statement however expect to be able to provide this figure for next year’s statement. 

2Total size of the Fund at Scheme Year end includes both the non-currency hedged and currency hedged Fund values.    

3Approximate value at Scheme Year end includes both the non-currency hedged and currency hedged Fund values.    

4Number of total equity holdings at Scheme Year end includes both the non-currency hedged and currency hedged Fund equity holdings.    
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12.3 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. 

12.3.1 DB Section 

BlackRock Dynamic Diversified Growth Fund 

• Amazon, 27 May 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Multiple proposals from both management and shareholders.  The management 
proposal was to lower the stock ownership threshold for shareholders to request a special meeting from 30% to 
25%.  The shareholder proposals were to create various new reports on issues such as gender/racial pay, 
customer use of certain technologies and Amazon’s supply chains.  

Vote:  For all management proposals, against all shareholder proposals. 

Rationale:  After reviewing the company’s existing disclosures, along with insights from engagement, 
BlackRock determined that Amazon is addressing material issues raised by the shareholder proposals. 
BlackRock believed that some of the proposals were too prescriptive in their request for additional information.  
For a subset of the proposals, the company is already meeting BlackRock’s best practices guidelines. 
BlackRock will continue to engage with the company regarding the governance of and reporting on material 
business risks and opportunities 

• Alphabet, 3 June 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Elect Director Ann Mather and Shareholder Proposal to Approve Recapitalization 
Plan for all Stock to Have One-vote per Share.  

Vote:  Against election of Director Ann Mather and For Shareholder Proposal to Approve Recapitalization Plan. 

Rationale:  BlackRock expect non-CEO directors to serve on a total of no more than four public company 
boards.  Since Ann Mather sits on five public boards, BlackRock considered her over-committed and voted 
against her re-election to the Board of Directors. 

BlackRock strongly prefers proportional shareholder representation ie “one vote for one share” for publicly-
traded companies, since it is more aligned with BlackRock’s clients’ interests.  While BlackRock recognises the 
potential benefits of dual class shares to newly public companies, they believe that they should have a specific 
and limited duration for well-established public companies such as Alphabet. 

• Barclays, 7 May 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Approve Barclays' Commitment to Tackling Climate Change and Approve 
ShareAction Requisitioned Resolution (to set and disclose targets to phase out provision of financial services to 
the energy sector and utility companies not aligned with the Paris Agreement).  

Vote:  For Approve Barclays' Commitment to Tackling Climate Change and Against Approve ShareAction 
Requisitioned Resolution 

Rationale:  BlackRock used proxy voting through Sustainalytics for Barclays to satisfy US regulatory 
requirements.  Sustainalytics reported that support for both resolutions would have been problematic as they 
are both binding.  It determined that the company has set a clear ambition to become net-zero and align to the 
goals of the Paris Agreement, addressing shareholders’ concerns for the time being. 

LGIM World Equity Index Fund & LGIM World Equity Index Fund - GBP Currency Hedged 

• Olympus Corporation, 30 July 2020 

Summary of resolution: Elect Director Takeuchi, Yasuo 

Vote: Against 

Rationale:  Japanese companies in general have trailed behind European and US companies, as well as 
companies in other countries, in ensuring more women are appointed to their boards. The lack of women is 
also a concern below board level. LGIM have for many years promoted and supported an increase of women 
on boards, at the executive level and below. On a global level they consider that every board should have at 
least one female director. They deem this a de minimis standard. Last year in February LGIM sent letters to the 
largest companies in the MSCI Japan which did not have any women on their boards or at executive level, 
indicating that they expect to see at least one woman on the board. One of the companies targeted was 
Olympus Corporation. In the beginning of 2020, they announced that they would commence voting against the 
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chair of the nomination committee or the most senior board member (depending on the type of board structure 
in place) for those companies included in the TOPIX100. LGIM opposed the election of this director in his 
capacity as a member of the nomination committee and the most senior member of the board, in order to signal 
that the company needed to take action on this issue. 

• International Consolidated Airlines Group, 7 September 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Remuneration Report. 

Vote:  Against. 

Rationale:  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 their support during the pandemic. They 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. LGIM 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. They 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. 

• The Procter & Gamble Company (P&G), 13 October 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Report on efforts to eliminate deforestation. 

Vote:  For. 

Rationale:  P&G uses both forest pulp and palm oil as raw materials within its household goods products. The 
company has only obtained certification from the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil for one third of its palm 
oil supply, despite setting a goal for 100% certification by 2020. Two of their Tier 1 suppliers of palm oil were 
linked to illegal deforestation. Finally, the company uses mainly Programme for the Endorsement of Forest 
Certification (PEFC) wood pulp rather than Forestry Stewardship Council (FSC) certified wood pulp. Palm oil 
and Forest Pulp are both considered leading drivers of deforestation and forest degradation, which is 
responsible for approximately 12.5% of greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change. The fact 
that Tier 1 suppliers have been found to have links with deforestation calls into question due diligence and 
supplier audits. Only FSC certification offers guidance on land tenure, workers', communities and indigenous 
people's rights and the maintenance of high conservation value forests. LGIM engaged with P&G to hear its 
response to the concerns raised and the requests raised in the resolution. They spoke to representatives from 
the proponent of the resolution, Green Century. In addition, they engaged with the Natural Resource Defence 
Counsel to fully understand the issues and concerns. Following a round of extensive engagement on the issue, 
LGIM decided to support the resolution.  Although P&G has introduced a number of objectives and targets to 
ensure their business does not impact deforestation, they felt it was not doing as much as it could. The 
company has not responded to CDP Forest disclosure; this was a red flag to LGIM in terms of its level of 
commitment. Deforestation is one of the key drivers of climate change. Therefore, a key priority issue for LGIM 
is to ensure that companies they invest their clients' assets in are not contributing to deforestation. LGIM has 
asked P&G to respond to the CDP Forests Disclosure and continue to engage on the topic and push other 
companies to ensure more of their pulp and wood is from FSC certified source. 

LGIM World Emerging Markets Equity Index Fund 

LGIM have confirmed that there were no significant votes in relation to the securities held by this fund during the 
reporting period. 

12.3.2 DC Section 

BlackRock MSCI World Index Fund  

• Exxon Mobil, 27 May 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Elect directors Angela F Braly and Kenneth C. Frazier and require independent 
board chair. 

Vote:  Against Director Angela F. Braly and Kenneth C. Frazier. For the Independent Chair proposal. 

Rationale:  BlackRock voted against both director nominations due to insufficient progress in aligning with 
TCFD reporting and related action. BlackRock voted for the proposal to require an independent board chair 
due to a belief that the board would benefit from a more robust independent leadership structure. 
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• Santander Consumer USA Holdings, Inc. 10 June 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Report on Risk of Racial Discrimination in Vehicle Lending. 

Vote:  For.  

Rationale:  BlackRock voted for the shareholder proposal, as discriminatory lending practices (of all forms) are 
a material risk to the company’s business and shareholders would benefit from increased and improved 
disclosure on compliance programs, processes and procedures, as well as risk mitigation processes and 
procedures, to prevent discriminatory lending (including racial discrimination). 

• Chevron Corporation, 27 May 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Report on Climate Lobbying Aligned with Paris Agreement Goals. 

Vote:  For.  

Rationale:  BlackRock voted for this proposal, as greater transparency into the company’s approach to political 
spending and lobbying as aligned with their stated support for the Paris Agreement will help articulate 
consistency between private and public messaging in the context of managing climate risk and the transition to 
a lower-carbon economy. 

BlackRock ALMA 

• Daimier AG, 8 July 2020 

Summary of resolution:  1. Ratification of Supervisory Board members’ actions in the 2019 financial year.     
2. Election of Timotheus Höttges as a member of the Supervisory Board. 3. Amendment of Article 16 of the 
Articles of Incorporation.  

Vote:  Against all items. 

Rationale:  BlackRock voted against all key resolutions outlined above given its concerns about progress on 
climate-related risk reporting, the external mandates held by the proposed Supervisory Board member, and the 
reduction in shareholder rights from the proposed article amendment. 

• Total SA, 29 May 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Instruct Company to Set and Publish Targets for Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 
Aligned with the Goal of the Paris Climate Agreement and Amend Article 19 of Bylaws Accordingly.  

Vote:  Against. 

Rationale:  BlackRock voted against the shareholder resolution given the company’s existing reporting aligned 
with the recommendations of the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD), its 
responsiveness to shareholder engagement on portfolio resilience and reduction of scope 1, 2, and 3 
greenhouse (GHG) emissions. 

• Ovintiv Inc, 29 April 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Report on Climate Change.  

Vote:  For. 

Rationale:  BlackRock voted for the proposal given the materiality of climate risk to the company’s business 
model and the uncertainty regarding the company’s near-term timeframe for setting greenhouse gas emissions 
reduction targets. 

LGIM Diversified Fund 

• Qantas Airways Limited, 23 October 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Approve participation of Alan Joyce in the Long-Term Incentive Plan Resolution and 
Approve Remuneration Report. 

Vote:  Against participation of Alan Joyce in the Long-Term Incentive Plan Resolution and for the 
Remuneration Report.  

Rationale:  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 it 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 LGIM’s Active Equities team, LGIM’s Investment 
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Stewardship team engaged with the Head of Investor Relations of the company to express its concerns and 
understand the company’s views. The voting decision ultimately sat with the Investment Stewardship team.  
LGIM supported the remuneration report 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, LGIM’s 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. LGIM voted against this resolution to signal its concerns. 

• Whitehaven Coal, 22 November 2020 

Summary of resolution:  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. 

Vote:  For.  

Rationale:  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. 

• Imperial Brands plc, 3 February 2021 

Summary of resolution:  Approve Remuneration Report and Approve Remuneration Policy. 

Vote:  Against.  

Rationale:  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, LGIM would expect companies to adopt general best practice 
standards.  Prior to the AGM, LGIM engaged with the company outlining what its concerns over the 
remuneration structure were.  LGIM also indicated that it has published specific remuneration guidelines for 
UK-listed companies and keep remuneration consultants up to date with its thinking. 

BlackRock 50/50 Global Equity Index Fund 

• Mizuho Financial Group, 25 June 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Shareholder Proposal. Amend Articles to Disclose Plan Outlining Company’s 
Business Strategy to Align Investments with Goals of Paris Agreement 

Vote:  BlackRock, through an independent fiduciary, voted against all shareholder proposals. 

Rationale:  The independent fiduciary reported that it took into consideration the company’s policies and the 
announcements made since the shareholder proposal was filed. The independent fiduciary determined that the 
company now has policies in place that address the issues raised in the proposal. 

• Volvo AB, 18 June 2020 

Summary of resolution:  1. Re-elect Matti Alahuhta, James Griffith, Martina Merz and Carl-Henric Svanberg 
as Directors. 2. Re-elect Carl-Henric Svanberg as Board Chairman. 3. Approve remuneration policy and other 
terms of employment for executive management. 4. Limit contributions to Chalmers University of Technology 
Foundation to a maximum of SEK 4 million per year. 

Vote:  Against all items.  

Rationale:  BlackRock voted against all resolutions outlined above given its concerns about progress on 
climate-related risks reporting, the structure of executive pay at the company and the approach taken by the 
shareholder to micromanage company activities.  

• Royal Dutch Shell plc, 19 May 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Request Shell to Set and Publish Targets for Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions. 

Vote:  Against.  
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Rationale:  Since the submission of the shareholder proposal, Shell has updated its climate commitments to 
more aggressively reduce its carbon footprint, and to become a “net-zero emissions energy business” by 2050 
or sooner. 

LGIM Ethical UK Equity Index Fund 

• Pearson, 18 September 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Amend remuneration policy.  

Vote:  Against. 

Rationale:  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, Pearson 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. LGIM also discussed 
the shortcomings of the company’s current remuneration policy. LGIM 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. LGIM 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. 

• SIG plc, 9 July 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Approve one-off payment to Steve Francis. 

Vote:  Against. 

Rationale:  The company wanted to grant their interim CEO a one-off award of £375,000 for work carried out 
over a two-month period (February - April). The CEO agreed to invest £150,000 of this payment in acquiring 
shares in the business, and the remaining £225,000 would be a cash payment. The additional payment was 
subject to successfully completing a capital-raising exercise to improve the liquidity of the business. The one-
off payment was outside the scope of their remuneration policy and on top of his existing remuneration, and 
therefore needed shareholder support for its payment. LGIM does not generally support one-off payments. 
LGIM believe that the remuneration committee should ensure that executive directors have a remuneration 
policy in place that is appropriate for their role and level of responsibility. This should negate the need for 
additional one-off payments. In this instance, there were other factors that were taken into consideration. The 
size of the additional payment was a concern because it was for work carried over a two-month period, yet was 
equivalent to 65% of his full-time annual salary. £225,000 was to be paid in cash at a time when the company’s 
liquidity position was so poor that it risked breaching covenants of a revolving credit facility and therefore 
needed to raise additional funding through a highly dilutive share issue. 

• Rank Group, 11 November 2020 

Summary of resolution:  Approve the remuneration report and remuneration policy. 

Vote:  For. 

Rationale:  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.  LGIM decided to support the remuneration report, which looks back 
at the remuneration earned during the financial year.  LGIM 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, LGIM’s direct engagement 
with the company allowed it to better understand the rationale for the proposed changes to the LTIP.  LGIM 
took into account their concerns around retention, and the fact that there would be a substantial gap in the 
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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. 

 

 

 


