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Implementation Statement, covering 1 April 2019 
to 31 March 2020 
The Trustees of the Asahi Glass Fluoropolymers Pension Scheme (the “Scheme”) is required to produce a yearly 
Statement setting out how, and the extent to which, the Trustees have followed the voting and engagement policies 
in its Statement of Investment Principles (“SIP”) during the year.  This is provided in Section 1 below.  

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

1. Introduction – last review of the voting and engagement policies 

The voting and engagement policies in the SIP were reviewed and updated in June 2019 to reflect regulatory 
changes and the Trustees’ views on these matters.  Further detail and the reasons for these changes are set out in 
Section 2.  As part of this SIP update, the employer was consulted and confirmed it was comfortable with the 
changes. 

2. Voting and engagement 

The June 2019 update of the Scheme’s SIP took account of the Trustees’ policy on financially material 
considerations, non-financial factors and engagement activities, with the amendments made to reflect the Trustees’ 
approach to the regulatory changes that came into force with effect from by 1 October 2019. 

As a key element of its advice on the selection and review of investment managers, the Scheme’s investment 
adviser, LCP, incorporates into its investment manager rankings, an assessment of the nature and effectiveness of 
managers’ approaches to Responsible Investment (RI), including voting and engagement.  

Therefore, as part of this ongoing process, in March 2020, LCP presented to the Trustees its latest assessment of 
the 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 approach to RI specifically covering 
Environmental, Social and Governance 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 manager scores and red flags provided were based on LCP’s Responsible Investment 
Survey 2020.   

Following consideration of the scores and after discussion, the Trustees were satisfied with the results of the 
review and no action was deemed necessary. 

3. Description of voting behaviour during the year 

All of the Trustees’ holdings in listed equities are held via pooled funds and as part of its RI policy the Trustees 
have delegated to its 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 year. 

In this Section we have sought to include voting data on the Scheme’s funds that hold equities as follows: 

• L&G Equity Index Funds; 

• Baillie Gifford Multi Asset Growth Fund; and 

• Newton Real Return Fund. 

The Trustees have sought to obtain the relevant voting data from all of the investment managers listed above.   

The Trustees will continue to work with its advisers and investment managers with the aim of providing fuller voting 
information in future Implementation Statements. 

In addition to the above, the Trustees contacted the Scheme’s other asset managers that do not hold listed 
equities, to ask if any of the assets held by the Scheme had voting opportunities over the period.  Commentary 
provided from these managers is set out in Section 3.4.  
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3.1 Description of the voting processes 

L&G 

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

Each member of L&G’s Investment Stewardship 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 that the stewardship 
approach flows smoothly throughout the engagement and voting process and that engagement is fully integrated 
into the vote decision process, therefore sending consistent messaging to companies. 

L&G’s Investment Stewardship team uses ISS’s ‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to electronically vote 
clients’ shares.  All voting decisions are made by L&G and the manager does not outsource any part of the 
strategic decisions.  The use of ISS recommendations is purely to augment the manager’s own research and 
proprietary ESG assessment tools.   

L&G’s 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. 

Baillie Gifford 

All voting decisions are made by Baillie Gifford’s Governance & Sustainability team in conjunction with investment 
managers.  Baillie Gifford does not regularly engage with clients prior to submitting votes; however, if a segregated 
client has a specific view on a vote then it will engage with them on this.   

Baillie Gifford’s strong preference is to be given the responsibility to vote on behalf of its clients.  The Governance 
and Sustainability team oversees voting analysis and execution in conjunction with the investment managers.  
Baillie Gifford endeavours to vote every one of its clients’ holdings in all markets. 

Whilst Baillie Gifford is cognisant of proxy advisers’ voting recommendations (ISS and Glass Lewis), it does not 
delegate or outsource any of its stewardship activities or follow or rely upon their recommendations when deciding 
how to vote clients’ shares.  All client voting decisions are made in-house.  Baillie Gifford votes in line with its in-
house policy and not with the proxy voting providers’ policies.  Baillie Gifford does make use of specialist proxy 
advisers in the Chinese and Indian markets in order to gather more nuanced market specific information. 

Newton 

Overall, Newton prefers to retain discretion in relation to exercising clients’ voting rights and has established 
policies and procedures to ensure the exercise of global voting rights.  Newton believes the value of clients’ 
portfolios can be enhanced by the application of good stewardship.  This is achieved by engagement with investee 
companies and through the considered exercise of voting rights.   

Newton’s head of responsible investment (RI) is responsible for the decision-making process of the RI team when 
reviewing meeting resolutions for contentious issues.  The manager does not maintain a rigid proxy voting policy.  
Instead, it prefers to take into account a company's individual circumstances, the investment rationale and any 
engagement activities together with relevant governing laws, guidelines and best practices.  

Newton also employs a variety of research providers that aid it in the vote decision-making process, including proxy 
advisers such as ISS.  The manager utilises ISS for the purpose of administering proxy voting, as well as its 
research reports on individual company meetings.  

Voting decisions are approved by either the deputy chief investment officer or a senior investment team member 
(such as the head of global research).  For the avoidance of doubt, all voting decisions are made by Newton. 

It is only in the event of a material potential conflict of interest between Newton, the investee company and/or a 
client that the recommendations of the voting service used (ie Institutional Shareholder Services, or the ISS) will 
take precedence.  
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3.2 Summary of voting behaviour over the year 

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

Voting Behaviour 

Manager name L&G Baillie Gifford Newton 

Fund name UK Equity 
Index Fund 

North American 
Equity Index 
Fund 

European (ex-UK) 
hedged and 
unhedged Equity 
Index Funds 

Asia Pacific (ex-
Japan) hedged 
and unhedged 
Equity Index Fund  

Global Emerging 
Markets Index 
Fund 

World Emerging 
Markets Equity 
Index Fund 

Multi Asset 
Growth Fund 

Real Return 
Fund 

Approximate value of 
Scheme assets* 

£9.2m £2.6m £2.3m £2.1m £1.2m £3.0m £2.9m £3.5m 

Average number of equity 
holdings 

685 723 506 408 2,566 1,635 229 75 

Number of meetings 
eligible to vote 

846 757 486 453 3,435 1,480 67 70 

Number of resolutions 
eligible to vote 

11,859 9,134 7,575 3,286 30,913 13,642 689 953 

% of resolutions voted 99.64 98.69 98.65 89.29 89.71 95.42 94.34 97.20 

% of resolutions voted 
with management 

93.64 78.17 81.31 75.19 80.24 81.81 92.00 90.00 

% of resolutions voted 
against management 

6.36 21.76 18.29 24.81 18.48 16.99 6.00 10.00 

% of resolutions abstained 0.00 0.08 0.40 0.00 1.28 1.20 2.00 0.00 

% of meetings with at least 
one vote against 
management 

41.96 86.53 66.46 63.58 52.95 52.43 38.33 30.00 

 
*  The approximate valuation of the Scheme assets is at 30 November 2019. 
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3.3 Most significant votes over the year 

Commentary on some of the most significant votes over the period is set out below.  The investment managers 
provided multiple examples of their most significant votes over the year, of which we have included three examples 
or four for each investment manager.   

Baillie Gifford Multi Asset Growth Fund 

• ADO Properties, June 2019 

Baillie Gifford opposed the election of a non-independent director due to concerns around board 
independence.  Baillie Gifford believed the composition of the Board gave ADO Group and certain of its 
shareholders excessive influence and control.  As such, it opposed the election of a non-independent 
director, advised the company of the decision and requested that the company increase the independence 
of the board going forward.  This resolution was significant because Billie Gifford was opposing the election 
of a director.  The outcome of the vote was that the resolution was passed. 

• Hammerson, April 2019 

Baillie Gifford opposed the proposal to issue up to two-thirds of share capital as it did not believe it to be in 
its clients' best interests.  30% of shareholders opposed this resolution, which Baillie Gifford believed was a 
clear signal to the company to consider its policy in this area.  Baillie Gifford’s preference would be for 
Hammerson to focus on reducing debt, rather than issuing additional equity.  Baillie Gifford has continued 
dialogue with the company on this issue.  This resolution was significant because it received greater than 
20% opposition.  The outcome of the vote was that the resolution was passed. 

• Vastned Retail, April 2019 

Baillie Gifford opposed two resolutions which sought authority to issue equity because no price assurance 
was given.  This meant that the company did not have authority to issue equity at requested level, which 
Baillie Gifford viewed as a positive outcome.  In Baillie Gifford’s view, the vote against this resolution was 
significant because it received greater than 20% opposition.  This resolution failed at the meeting due to 
55% of shareholders opposing the request.   

L&G Equity Index Funds 

• Bayer AG, April 2019 (European hedged and unhedged (ex-UK) Equity Index Fund) 

L&G voted against the discharge of the management board for the fiscal year 2018.  Following its 
acquisition of Monsanto, Bayer was asked to pay millions in damages in several court cases where 
plaintiffs claimed that Monsanto’s glyphosate-based weedkiller, RoundUp, was linked to causing cancer.  
L&G is concerned that the Bayer supervisory and management boards had not fully considered the 
significant risks related to litigation in the US.  L&G spoke to the company ahead of its 2019 AGM to gain a 
better understanding of the decision-making process in relation to the Monsanto acquisition and the legal 
advice it received for litigation risk.  L&G recommended establishing advisory and M&A committees, staffed 
by members appointed with specific expertise; appointing non-executive directors with specific expertise; 
and appointing new executives.  In addition, L&G suggested that these incidents should have a bearing on 
remuneration awarded for the year.  55.5% voted against the resolution. 

• BP Plc, May 2019 (UK Equity Index Fund) 

L&G voted in favour of the shareholder resolution of climate change disclosures.  L&G and other major 
shareholders put forward a proposal calling on BP to explain how its strategy is consistent with the Paris 
Agreement on climate change.  L&G worked with the board of BP to secure its support for the motion.  At 
the company’s annual general meeting, the proposal was passed.  L&G has since met BP repeatedly, 
including its chair and incoming CEO, to advise on implementing the resolution.  The company has 
announced industry-leading targets: net zero emissions from its operations, net zero carbon emissions 
from the oil and gas it digs out of the ground, and a 50% reduction in the carbon intensity of all the products 
it sells.  99.1% voted in favour of the resolution. 

• EssilorLuxottica, May 2019 (European hedged and unhedged (ex-UK) Equity Index Fund) 

L&G voted in favour of a resolution to appoint directors to the company, against the board’s wishes.  In 
2018, French lenses producer Essilor merged with Italian frame manufacturer Luxottica.  Under the terms 
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of the merger agreement, the executive chair of Luxottica´s holding company (Delfin) and Essilor’s 
executive vice-chairman were both given equal powers.  A board was also established, with membership 
split equally between Essilor and Delfin.  In March 2019 an internal disagreement between the two heads 
of the merged entity occurred.  In a bid to break the impasse three board nominees were put forward.  L&G 
contacted EssilorLuxottica to discuss the issue but received no reply.  L&G publicly announced its support 
for the board nominees ahead of the AGM to ensure the current board knew their intentions.  There were 
two votes which secured 43.7% and 35% respectively. 

• Hyundai, March 2019 (Asia Pacific hedged and unhedged (ex-Japan) Equity Index Fund) 

L&G voted in favour of a series of resolutions, against the board’s wishes.  In March 2018, the Hyundai 
group announced a restructure involving Hyundai Mobis and Hyundai Motor.  Activist investor Elliott 
Management, which owned a $1 billion stake in the group, challenged these plans by putting forward its 
own proposals for the two businesses.  This included increasing the dividend pay-out, establishing 
separate compensation and governance committees, and appointing directors who were not already on the 
group’s boards.  L&G has been actively engaging with Hyundai Motor for a number of years on the 
composition of the board, the risks associated with a chaebol structure, and excess of capital.  Following 
Elliott Management’s announcement, L&G discussed the proposals with the company and the chief 
financial officer of Hyundai Mobis.  L&G decided to support all the resolutions put forward by Elliott 
Management in relation to Hyundai Motor.  With regards to Hyundai Mobis, L&G noted the risk of a 
potential conflict of interest with one nominee and decided not to support their election.  L&G supported all 
other resolutions put forward.  The resolutions were not successful (voting details are not available) but the 
company has since engaged with independent shareholders with a view to broadening the firm’s skills set 
with the appointment of independent directors. 

Newton Real Return Fund 

• Bayer AG, April 2019 

Like L&G, Newton opposed the resolution to discharge of the management board for 2018.  This was 
because in Newton’s view, Bayer’s management had misjudged the legal and reputational risks of the 
Monsanto acquisition, and underestimated the legal costs of one of Monsanto’s most important products, 
RoundUp, which is being tried in court as carcinogenic.  Newton deemed the vote as being significant 
owing to the legal, reputational and media controversies surrounding the company's acquisition of 
Monsanto.  55.5% voted against the resolution. 

• Eversource Energy, May 2019 

Newton voted against executives’ compensation arrangements and the long-standing members of the 
compensation committee owing to the predominant use of long-term pay awards that vest subject only to 
time served.  Newton deemed the vote as being significant as it expects shareholders will increase their 
scrutiny of pay versus performance and reflect this in their voting decisions.  12% voted against the 
resolution. 

• Suzuki Motor Corporation, June 2019 

Newton voted against the board chair and company president owing to concerns surrounding the 
company’s approach to quality control.  The manager considered that the board chair and president should 
be held accountable as they had served on the board for 55 and 16 years respectively.  The investment is 
a sizable position within the fund.  Newton deemed the vote as being significant as reputational and 
operational issues should be taken seriously. The percentage voting against the resolution is not known. 
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3.4 Votes in relation to assets other than listed equity 

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

M&G – Credit Opportunity Fund 

The policy for M&G’s Credit Opportunities Fund is to not consult fund investors before voting.  Voting is decided by 
the relevant credit analyst, in conjunction with the fund manager.  ISS and Broadridge, proxy advisory firms, are 
sometimes used by the fund when voting.  An example of a vote taken by M&G in this fund over the year is detailed 
below. 

Oranje (European Loan Conduit No3) 

• This was a request to appoint a new asset manager under one of the loans held in the fund.  M&G did not 
see this appointment as material for the deal and therefore gave its consent to the change of manager.   


