
Cadent Gas Pension Scheme  

Implementation Statement 

1. Introduction 

This Implementation Statement has been prepared by the Trustee of the Cadent Gas Pension 
Scheme (the “Scheme”) in accordance with the requirements of the Occupational Pension 
Schemes (Investment and Disclosure) (Amendment) Regulations 2019.  This Statement sets out 
how the Trustee has complied with the voting and engagement policies detailed in the Scheme’s 
Statement of Investment Principles (“SIP”) over the 12 months to 31 March 2022 and provides 
a summary of the voting behaviour and most significant votes cast during the period. 

Details of how and the extent to which, in the opinion of the Trustee, these policies have been 
followed during the year are set out in sections 4 and 5 below.  

 

2. Statement of Investment Principles and Investment Objectives  

The SIP sets out the investment principles and practices the Trustee follows when governing the 
Scheme’s investments. It describes the rationale for selecting the investment strategy and 
explains the risks and expected returns of the Scheme and the Trustee’s approach to responsible 
investing (including climate change).   
 
The Scheme’s SIP (which can be found on the Scheme website/here) was last reviewed in 
September 2021. In the opinion of the Trustee, the SIP has been followed appropriately during 
the year.   
 
During the year, no changes were made to the investment principles, although the Trustee 
reviewed and implemented some changes to improve the efficiency of its investment portfolios, 
which are discussed further below.   
 
The Trustee’s decision about investment risk depends on the Scheme’s funding level and the 
financial position and willingness of Cadent Gas Limited as the principal employer (the 
“Company”) to contribute to the Scheme.  The Trustee monitors the Scheme’s funding position 
on a quarterly basis and measures progress against the Long-Term Funding Objective1.  As at 
31 March 2022, the Trustee was comfortable that the Scheme was on target to meet its Long-
Term Funding Objective based on expected projections of the future funding levels. The Scheme 
will complete a full review of the funding position as part of the triennial valuation at 31 March 
2022. 
 
The Trustee monitors the strength of the Company’s covenant quarterly. The Trustee undertook 
a review of the short-term covenant during the year.  After the year-end, a more formal review 
of the covenant was undertaken by the Scheme’s covenant adviser, which included an overview 
of the impact of climate change and considerations around the strength of the covenant, to 
provide a covenant rating for the triennial actuarial valuation at 31 March 2022 and over the 
medium term.   
  

 
1 The Long-Term Funding Objective is to target full funding on a low dependency basis (Gilts plus 0.1% p.a.) within 6 to 8 years. 

https://cadentgaspensions.com/storage/app/uploads/public/5f7/2fa/99c/5f72fa99c7502036139173.pdf


3. Policy on Environmental, Social and Governance, Stewardship and Climate Change 

The Trustee believes that Environmental, Social and Governance (“ESG”) factors are important 
for risk management and can be financially material and recognises that there is a need for 
the Scheme to be a long-term responsible investor to achieve sustainable returns. 

The SIP, Investment Beliefs and ESG Policy include the Trustee’s policy on ESG factors, 
stewardship, and climate change.  All three documents are reviewed annually or sooner if there 
is a reason to do so. ESG integration and stewardship are delegated to the investment 
managers, but the Trustee is responsible for ensuring the managers have the requisite skills and 
resources to do this and monitor outcomes. The Scheme’s investment consultant assists the 
Trustee in undertaking this oversight. Also, as part of its ESG Policy, the Trustee has established 
a governance structure setting out its process when considering ESG issues, including climate-
related risks.   

During the year, the Trustee had training and regular meetings on its plan to meet the Task 
Force on Climate Related Financial Disclosures (“TCFD”) requirements. The report is available 
on the Scheme website (www.cadentgaspensions.com).  This is the Scheme’s first TCFD report 
and the Trustee recognises that the coverage and quality of data, both for the Scheme’s assets 
and industry-wide, is currently limited and will work with the Scheme’s investment managers to 
improve the monitoring framework going forwards. 

 

4. Implementation of Engagement and Stewardship Policy 

This section sets out the extent to which the Trustee has followed its policies on engagement, 
covering engagement actions with its investment managers and, in turn, the engagement 
activity of the investment managers with the companies they invest in.  
 
Incumbent investment managers 
 
The Trustee’s investment managers provide regular reports, including details on the underlying 
investments’ performance and how the managers have engaged with companies on matters 
including ESG issues. The Trustee scrutinises the extent to which the investment managers 
assess, monitor, and reflect ESG issues in making their investment decisions as part of their 
review of these reports.   
 
The Trustee has a rolling schedule of manager review meetings at which the investment 
manager presents to the Trustee, including how ESG, stewardship and climate change 
considerations are incorporated into their investment process.  
 
The Trustee also receives quarterly monitoring reports from its investment consultant, who 
maintains a regular dialogue with the investment managers and monitors their stewardship and 
engagement activities as part of their ongoing assessment, including the investment consultant’s 
assessment of each manager’s ESG credentials. 
 
During the year, the Trustee agreed to consider how ESG and climate considerations could be 
integrated into the Buy & Maintain (bond) portfolios.  The details on how to implement any 
changes are in the discussion phase. 
 
  



Manager selection exercises 
In appointing new investment managers, the Trustee considers the investment manager’s 
expertise, investment track record and stated policies and frameworks on ESG related issues, 
with the assistance of the investment consultant.  
 
During the year, the Trustee undertook a manager selection exercise for a Diversified Private 
Credit mandate. The managers were rated on several factors, including their ability to manage 
the mandate in line with the target set by the Trustee and their ESG capabilities and credentials. 
The Trustee reorganised and marginally increased its allocation to real assets2 and agreed to 
divest wholly from direct property. Although the key rationale for this was to align the assets 
more closely with the Scheme’s Long-Term Funding Objective, the Trustee also considered the 
type of assets to invest in and agreed to make an investment into a fund focusing on renewable 
infrastructure assets. 
 

Underlying investments 

All decisions about the day-to-day management of the assets have been delegated to the 
investment managers via written agreements, including the day-to-day investment decision-
making, climate change considerations, undertaking engagement activities with investee 
companies and other stewardship obligations attributed to the investments, in accordance with 
their corporate governance policies and best practice. The investment managers are expected 
to report at least annually on ESG considerations.   

In March 2022, as part of an annual review, the Trustee sought confirmation from the 
investment managers that the portfolios had no exposure to prohibited assets (controversial 
weapons, the production of harmful products or companies engaged in human rights abuses).  
As part of this review, one of the investment managers divested its holding in a company with 
indirect exposure to recreational cannabis. 

The Trustee requested details from its investment managers on how ESG factors are integrated 
into their investment processes and how they engage with the underlying companies. There 
have been no significant changes to the investment managers’ policies since last year.  All of 
the Scheme’s investment managers3 except Carlyle Group4, a private equity manager, are 
signatories to the UN PRI (United Nation Principles for Responsible Investment) and/or FRC’s 
(Financial Reporting Council) Stewardship Code. The investment managers provided 
information on their engagement policies, including how ESG factors are integrated into their 
policies and a summary of their engagement with underlying investors. The following table 
summarises comments provided by the Scheme’s managers on their engagement activities 
during the period: 
  

 
2 Real assets are defined as “physical” or tangible” assets which can generate income streams and the potential to grow over time. 
3 Octopus Renewables will sign up to the UNPRI in 2022 (its sister company, Octopus Investments.  of which it was a part prior to a 
corporate restructure in 2021, had signed up to the UNPRI). 
4 Octopus Renewables will sign up to the UNPRI in 2022 (its sister company, Octopus Investments.  of which it was a part prior to a 
corporate restructure in 2021, had signed up to the UNPRI) Carlyle’s response on why they are not a signatory is that while they agree 
with the concepts and objectives of the PRI, given the number of ESG frameworks and rating agencies Carlyle are frequently asked 
about, they have decided to focus their efforts on an annual, comprehensive ESG report which they believe best articulates their 
approach to ESG integration across their investment activities. 



 
Manager name 
and fund 

ESG policy Summary and examples of engagement 

Aviva – Private 
Credit 

When considering a new investment 
proposal, Aviva excludes investments where 
the underlying assets or the counterparty 
contravenes Aviva’s Investors Baseline 
Exclusions Policy 2021.  Aviva then checks 
whether the investment generates its primary 
revenue from activities which could cause 
sustainability risks.  Specifically, within the 
private debt portfolio, Aviva has developed 
a Sustainable Transition Loan Framework, 
accredited by an external second-party 
opinion provider, which requires qualifying 
loans to have Sustainability linked loan KPIs. 

The Sustainable Transition Loan Framework 
provides a structure for loans to property 
companies with terms linked to improvements 
in the environmental performance of the 
buildings Aviva lends against. The Framework 
determines key environmental targets (e.g., 
energy efficiency improvements), as well as 
green initiatives (e.g., installation of solar) 
required on the underlying secured assets, 
which will also guide the type of financial 
incentive mechanisms (e.g., margin ratchets) 
on each loan. Around 23% of the current 
mandate is managed under this Framework 
(which was introduced part-way through the 
portfolio investment period). 
 

BlackRock – Private 
Credit  

ESG risk considerations are fully embedded 
in fundamental research, due diligence, and 
investment decision processes.  BlackRock 
looks to play an active role in supporting the 
companies they lend to in their ESG journey.  
Two examples of this are through annual 
ESG questionnaires and margin rachets, 
whereby the rate of interest on a borrower’s 
performance may be adjusted depending on 
if the borrower meets pre-defined ESG 
criteria. 

Within the European Debt strategy, the team 
have introduced the BlackRock Sustainable 
Investment (BSI) team to a portfolio company 
in Germany to discuss the integration of ESG 
reporting and the advancement of their 
Corporate Carbon Footprint assessment and 
reduction initiatives through climate offsetting 
schemes. 

Dalmore – 
Infrastructure  

Relevant ESG matters are reported to and 
discussed by the board of portfolio 
companies quarterly. Dalmore's asset 
management team meets bi-monthly to 
review performance, share best practices 
and escalate any significant issues. In 
addition, Dalmore annually monitors 
practices and performance metrics related to 
their ESG Framework focus areas (including 
climate change) across the entire portfolio of 
assets under management, where practical, 
specific improvement initiatives and actions 
are identified and discussed with the 
respective company boards. 

During 2021, and on an annual basis going 
forwards, Dalmore engaged with all assets 
within the portfolio through their bespoke ESG 
monitoring survey.  The results of the survey 
were shared with Dalmore’s board and 
Dalmore’s representatives on project 
company boards. The analysis of the results 
was used to support the selection of 
engagement initiatives, such as reducing the 
portfolio’s carbon footprint via energy 
efficiency initiatives, utilising lifecycle spending 
to introduce LED lighting and upgrading 
energy sources to lower carbon options. 

DTZ – Direct 
Property 

DTZ has expanded their ESG policy this year 
and implemented a more in-depth tenant 
engagement project with the aim of 
educating them on ESG matters as well as 
capturing as much tenant data as possible. 

As part of the new engagement project, DTZ 
engaged with 99% of the tenants in properties 
held on behalf of the Scheme to capture utility 
and waste data and to engage with them on 
ESG performance. For example, at Lawrence 
Way, tenants of individual units within the 
Scheme are members of a community safety 
partnership, and DTZ are also working with 
local charities and community organisations 
by facilitating their use of communal space 
and void areas for projects such as a local art 
exhibition. 

Insight – Asset 
Backed Securities 

Insight’s credit analysts regularly meet with 
issuers to discuss ESG related and non-ESG 
related issues. One of the key inputs into 
Insights ESG analysis is the direct 
information they receive from companies via 
engagements. Insight has enhanced its 
stewardship programme this year, whereby 

Insight engaged with Pepper, an Australian 
non-bank lender. Although Insight rated 
Pepper positive on their ESG assessment, with 
a high score from a social and governance 
perspective, as a result of Insight’s proprietary 
questionnaire, they identified environment risk 
management as an area of weakness.  Insight 



Manager name 
and fund 

ESG policy Summary and examples of engagement 

they have prioritised the most important ESG 
engagement themes for 2022. Insight’s 
prioritised themes for this year are climate 
change, water management, and diversity 
and inclusion. Insight uses a research-led 
approach to identify the worst performers to 
initiate targeted engagement to encourage 
change across these themes. 

engaged with Pepper to improve the quality of 
the data provided and details on how 
environmental risks were assessed and 
overseen. Pepper confirmed that they are in 
the process of improving how they gather and 
track environmental metrics for use in future 
disclosure. 

LGIM – Bond: 
Various 

Active ownership forms a key part of how 
LGIM embeds environmental, social, and 
governance (ESG) considerations into their 
business. LGIM has identified firmwide 
sustainability goals and has a dedicated 
team responsible for engaging with portfolio 
companies. 

LGIM engages with companies held across the 
bond portfolios managed. For example, within 
the inflation linked-credit and short-duration 
bond portfolios, LGIM is engaging with 
McDonald’s and water companies on anti-
microbial resistance (AMR) on the impact on 
the environment as AMR microbes are 
released into wastewater, raising awareness 
and how they can help to influence the 
regulatory landscape in this area. 

Octopus – 
Renewable Energy 

Octopus Renewables' ESG policy is based on 
their three stakeholder lenses: Performance, 
Planet and People. This framework embeds 
ESG considerations into the investment 
process, asset management and reporting. 
The majority of assets under management 
are wholly owned subsidiaries of the investee 
fund, and directorship services are provided 
by Octopus Renewables. Due to this, 
Octopus Renewables do not put in place 
investee company engagement policies. 
Octopus Renewables directly controls the 
Investee Companies' strategy, financial and 
non-financial performance and risk, capital 
structures, social and environmental impact 
and corporate governance, as well as the 
appointment of 3rd party operators of the 
assets who are actively engaged to ensure 
appropriate decision-making oversight. 

For this portfolio, engagement with the Fund's 
external suppliers is important to address any 
potential adverse impacts on the 
assets. Annual ESG reviews are carried out on 
each material third party supplier. Further, 
quality and competency reviews are 
periodically carried out by Health & Safety 
Executive consultants. In November 2021, one 
of Octopus’ suppliers, Renewable Energy 
Systems (RES), and Octopus held an ESG 
workshop to discuss Octopus’ requirements 
and potential activities RES could implement 
and manage from an operational point of 
view. Octopus is now working through 
possible environmental opportunities 
specifically for REIP III assets that will help 
improve site biodiversity, site energy efficiency 
and site peat restoration.  
 

 

5. Voting Activity 

The Trustee’s policy is to delegate the exercise of rights (including voting rights) to its investment 
managers. The Trustee expects its investment managers to exercise voting rights and 
stewardship obligations attached to the investments in accordance with their corporate 
governance policies and current best practice, including the UK Corporate Governance Code 
and UK Stewardship Code.  
 
At the start of the year, the Scheme had a modest holding in a global equity mandate5 which 
was disinvested on 23 August 2021, and the Scheme no longer has exposure to listed equities6.  
No voting activity was carried out by the Scheme’s other investment managers over the year 
except DTZ, who voted against a two-year fund life extension of a retail warehouse fund but in 
favour of extending the fund life by 12 months to 31 December 2022. 

 
5 These investments were held in a pooled fund managed by LGIM. The Fund tracked the FTSE All-World Target Exposure Quality 
Volatility Factor Index. All voting decisions were made by the investment manager’s Investment Stewardship team and in accordance 
with its relevant Corporate Governance & Responsible Investment and Conflicts of Interest policy documents, which are reviewed 
annually. 
6 The Scheme retains a residual holding in the global equity fund to reflect dividends and tax credits due to the Scheme. 



 
The Trustee does not use the direct services of a proxy voter. All voting decisions were made by 
the global equity investment manager. The investment manager did use an external provider to 
supplement their research and assessment on voting matters and used an external voting 
platform to electronically vote client shares in line with their custom voting policy. 
 
A voting summary from 1 April to 23 August 2021 was provided. The Trustee reviewed the 
report to ensure that it aligns with the Trustee’s policy.   Information on voting activity over this 
period is summarised in the appendices, including commentary provided by the investment 
manager on the ten most significant votes that have been undertaken on the Trustee’s behalf.   
 

The Implementation Statement was adopted by Cadent Gas Pension Trustee Limited as trustee 
of the Cadent Gas Pension Scheme with effect from: 

Date: 28th October 2022 

 

  



Appendix 1:  Summary of voting behaviour  

 
The table below shows LGIM’s voting behaviour from 1 April 2021 to 23 August 2021: 
 
Question Response 

Approximate value of Scheme assets in the fund 
(prior to disinvestment) 

£188 million 

Total number of equity holdings 1260 

Number of meetings at which eligible to vote 1,137 

Number of resolutions eligible to vote for 15,176 

% of resolutions voted for on which LGIM were 
eligible  

99.85% 

% of resolutions voted with management 80.56% 

% of resolutions voted against management 18.66% 

% of resolutions voted where LGIM abstained 0.78% 

% of meetings for which LGIM did vote where there 
was at least one vote against management 

75.11% 

 
The most significant votes, as determined by LGIM according to their criteria, including votes 
linked to their engagement campaigns and high-profile votes, from 1 April 2021 to 23 August 
2021, are set out in Appendix 2. 
 
  



Appendix 2:  Significant votes cast by LGIM over the period 

 

Company name Johnson & Johnson Amazon.com, Inc. Berkshire Hathaway Inc. The Home Depot, Inc.
Date of vote 2021-04-22 2021-05-26 2021-05-01 2021-05-20
Approximate size of 
fund's holding as at 
the date of the vote 
(as % of portfolio) 2.72 1.40 1.25 1.10
Summary of the 
resolution

Resolution 1e Elect Director Alex Gorsky Resolution 1a Elect Director Jeffrey P. Bezos Resolution 1.1 Elect Director Warren E. Buffett Resolution 1l Elect Director Craig A. Menear

How you voted Against Against Withhold Against

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

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on 
its website with the rationale for all votes against 
management. It is our policy not to engage with our 
investee companies in the three weeks prior to an 
AGM as our engagement is not limited to 
shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on 
its website with the rationale for all votes against 
management. It is our policy not to engage with our 
investee companies in the three weeks prior to an 
AGM as our engagement is not limited to 
shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on 
its website with the rationale for all votes against 
management. It is our policy not to engage with our 
investee companies in the three weeks prior to an 
AGM as our engagement is not limited to 
shareholder meeting topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on 
its website with the rationale for all votes against 
management. It is our policy not to engage with our 
investee companies in the three weeks prior to an 
AGM as our engagement is not limited to 
shareholder meeting topics.

Rationale for the 
voting decision

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 we have 
supported shareholder proposals seeking the 
appointment of independent board chairs, and 
since 2020 we are voting against all combined 
board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, we have 
published a guide for boards on the separation of 
the roles of chair and CEO (available on our 
website), and we have reinforced our position on 
leadership structures across our stewardship 
activities – e.g. via individual corporate 
engagements and director conferences.

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 we have 
supported shareholder proposals seeking the 
appointment of independent board chairs, and 
since 2020 we are voting against all combined 
board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, we have 
published a guide for boards on the separation of 
the roles of chair and CEO (available on our 
website), and we have reinforced our position on 
leadership structures across our stewardship 
activities – e.g. via individual corporate 
engagements and director conferences.

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 we have 
supported shareholder proposals seeking the 
appointment of independent board chairs, and 
since 2020 we are voting against all combined 
board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, we have 
published a guide for boards on the separation of 
the roles of chair and CEO (available on our 
website), and we have reinforced our position on 
leadership structures across our stewardship 
activities – e.g. via individual corporate 
engagements and director conferences.

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 we have 
supported shareholder proposals seeking the 
appointment of independent board chairs, and since 
2020 we are voting against all combined board 
chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, we have published a 
guide for boards on the separation of the roles of 
chair and CEO (available on our website), and we 
have reinforced our position on leadership structures 
across our stewardship activities – e.g. via individual 
corporate engagements and director conferences.

Outcome of the vote 93.4% of shareholders supported the resolution. 95.1% of shareholders supported the resolution. 97.8% of shareholders supported the resolution. 92.8% of shareholders supported the resolution.

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

LGIM will continue to engage with our investee 
companies, publicly advocate our position on this 
issue and monitor company and market-level 
progress.

LGIM will continue to engage with our investee 
companies, publicly advocate our position on this 
issue and monitor company and market-level 
progress.

LGIM will continue to engage with our investee 
companies, publicly advocate our position on this 
issue and monitor company and market-level 
progress.

LGIM will continue to engage with our investee 
companies, publicly advocate our position on this 
issue and monitor company and market-level 
progress.

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

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

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

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

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



 

Company name PepsiCo, Inc. Abbott Laboratories Marsh & McLennan Companies, Inc.
Date of vote 2021-05-05 2021-04-23 2021-05-20
Approximate size of 
fund's holding as at 
the date of the vote 
(as % of portfolio) 0.94 0.66 0.63
Summary of the 
resolution Resolution 1g Elect Director Ramon L. Laguarta Resolution 7 Require Independent Board Chair Resolution 1k Elect Director Morton O. Schapiro

How you voted
Against

LGIM voted in favour of the shareholder resolution (management 
recommendation: against). Against

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

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with 
the rationale for all votes against management. It is our policy not 
to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to 
an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting 
topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with 
the rationale for all votes against management. It is our policy not 
to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to 
an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting 
topics.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with 
the rationale for all votes against management. It is our policy not 
to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to 
an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting 
topics.

Rationale for the 
voting decision

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 we 
have supported shareholder proposals seeking the appointment of 
independent board chairs, and since 2020 we are voting against all 
combined board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, we have published 
a guide for boards on the separation of the roles of chair and CEO 
(available on our website), and we have reinforced our position on 
leadership structures across our stewardship activities – e.g. via 
individual corporate engagements and director conferences.

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 we 
have supported shareholder proposals seeking the appointment of 
independent board chairs, and since 2020 we are voting against all 
combined board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, we have published 
a guide for boards on the separation of the roles of chair and CEO 
(available on our website), and we have reinforced our position on 
leadership structures across our stewardship activities – e.g. via 
individual corporate engagements and director conferences.

LGIM views gender diversity as a financially material issue for our 
clients, with implications for the assets we manage on their behalf. 
For 10 years, we have been using our position to engage with 
companies on this issue.   As part of our efforts to influence our 
investee companies on having greater gender balance, in 2020, 
LGIM increased its expectations on gender diversity on the board by 
placing a vote against the largest 100 companies in the S&P500 
and the S&P/TSX where there is less than 25% women on the 
board. In 2021, we expanded the scope of our vote policy to 
include all companies in the S&P 500 and the S&P/TSX. Our 
expectation is for all companies in this market to reach a minimum 
of 30% women on the board and at senior management level by 
2023.

Outcome of the vote 92.2% of shareholders supported the resolution. 33.7% of shareholders supported the resolution. 94.7% of shareholders supported the resolution.

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

LGIM will continue to engage with our investee companies, publicly 
advocate our position on this issue and monitor company and 
market-level progress.

LGIM will continue to engage with our investee companies, publicly 
advocate our position on this issue and monitor company and 
market-level progress.

LGIM will continue to engage with our investee companies, publicly 
advocate our position on this issue and monitor company and 
market-level progress.

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

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

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

LGIM views gender diversity as a financially material issue for our 
clients, with implications for the assets we manage on their behalf.



 

Company name Synopsys, Inc. McDonald's Corporation T. Rowe Price Group, Inc.
Date of vote 2021-04-08 2021-05-20 2021-05-11
Approximate size of 
fund's holding as at 
the date of the vote 
(as % of portfolio) 0.60 0.48 0.48
Summary of the 
resolution Resolution1a Elect Director Aart J. de Geus Resolution 5 Report on Antibiotics and Public Health Costs Resolution 1h Elect Director William J. Stromberg

How you voted
Against

LGIM voted in favour of the shareholder resolution (against 
management). Against

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

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with 
the rationale for all votes against management. It is our policy not 
to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to 
an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting 
topics.

Given our recent engagement with the company on the topic of 
antibiotic use in their supply chain and our decision to publicly pre-
declare our support to the shareholder resolution on the topic, we 
exceptionally decided to communicate our vote intentions to the 
company as part of our continuous engagement with them.

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions on its website with 
the rationale for all votes against management. It is our policy not 
to engage with our investee companies in the three weeks prior to 
an AGM as our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting 
topics.

Rationale for the 
voting decision

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 we 
have supported shareholder proposals seeking the appointment of 
independent board chairs, and since 2020 we are voting against all 
combined board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, we have published 
a guide for boards on the separation of the roles of chair and CEO 
(available on our website), and we have reinforced our position on 
leadership structures across our stewardship activities – e.g. via 
individual corporate engagements and director conferences.

LGIM voted in favour as we believe 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. We believe 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, we believe 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 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 we 
have supported shareholder proposals seeking the appointment of 
independent board chairs, and since 2020 we are voting against all 
combined board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, we have published 
a guide for boards on the separation of the roles of chair and CEO 
(available on our website), and we have reinforced our position on 
leadership structures across our stewardship activities – e.g. via 
individual corporate engagements and director conferences.

Outcome of the vote 91.5% of shareholders supported the resolution. 11.3% of shareholders supported the resolution. 95.0% of shareholders supported the resolution.
Implications of the 
outcome eg were there 
any lessons learned 
and what likely future 
steps will you take in 
response to the 
outcome?

LGIM will continue to engage with our investee companies, publicly 
advocate our position on this issue and monitor company and 
market-level progress.

LGIM will continue to engage with the company and monitor 
progress.

LGIM will continue to engage with our investee companies, publicly 
advocate our position on this issue and monitor company and 
market-level progress.

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

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

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

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