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Trustees’ Report 

Implementation Statement for the Legrand UK Limited Pension Scheme 
Covering 6 April 2019 to 5 April 2020 
 
1. Background 

The Trustees of the Legrand UK Limited Pension Scheme (the “Scheme”) are required to produce a 
yearly statement to set out how, and the extent to which, the Trustees have followed the Scheme’s 
Statement of Investment Principles (“SIP”) during the previous Scheme year. This statement also 
includes the details of any reviews of the SIP during the year, any changes that were made and 
reasons for the changes. This is the first implementation statement produced by the Trustees. 
A description of the voting behaviour during the year, either by or on behalf of the Trustees, or if a 
proxy voter was used, also needs to be included within this statement. 
 
This statement should be read in conjunction with the SIP and has been produced in accordance with 
The Pension Protection Fund (Pensionable Service) and Occupational Pension Schemes 
(Investment and Disclosure) (Amendment and Modification) Regulations 2018 and the 
subsequent amendment in The Occupational Pension Schemes (Investment and Disclosure) 
(Amendment) Regulations 2019. 
 
A copy of the most recent SIP can be found at: 
https://www.legrand.co.uk/about/corporate-social-responsibility/#79998 
 
2. Investment Objectives and activity 

The objective of the Scheme is to achieve, over the long term, a return on the Scheme’s assets which 
is sufficient in conjunction with the Scheme’s existing assets and contributions paid by both members 
and the employer to pay all members’ benefits in full. 
 
During the year, progress was reviewed on a quarterly basis as part of the formal quarterly monitoring 
report. No formal manager selection or strategy decisions were made during the last Scheme year. 
The SIP was fully reviewed and updated during the period to incorporate the Trustee’s policy on 
Environmental, Social and Governance (“ESG”) factors, stewardship and climate change, as required 
under new regulations. 
 
The next investment strategy review is due in the Scheme year 2020/21. 
 
3. ESG, Stewardship and Climate Change 

The Scheme’s SIP includes the Trustees’ policy on Environmental, Social and Governance (“ESG”) 
factors, stewardship and climate change. This policy sets out the Trustees’ beliefs on ESG and climate 
change, and the processes followed by the Trustees in relation to voting rights and stewardship.  
 
The Trustees will review these further in the next Scheme year and provide information in the next 
implementation statement. The Trustees also intend to review the managers’ ESG policies including 
the application of voting rights in the next Scheme year. 
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4. Voting and Engagement  

The Trustees are keen that their managers are signatories to the UK Stewardship Code, which they 
are. 
 
All of the Trustees’ holdings 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 have not used proxy voting services over the year. 
 
The Scheme’s was invested in the following funds during the Scheme year: 

 LGIM Global Equity Fixed Weights (60:40) Index Fund  
 Schroders Diversified Growth Fund 
 Invesco Global Targeted Returns Fund 
 BNY Mellon Global Dynamic Bond Fund 
 Payden & Rygel Absolute Return Bond Fund 
 BMO Nominal Dynamic LDI Fund 
 BMO Real Dynamic LDI Fund 

 
The Trustees were unable to include voting data for one of the pooled funds (Schroders) however they 
will continue to work with their advisers and investment managers with the aim of providing more 
information in future statements. The Trustees were also unable to include voting data for the BNY 
Mellon Global Dynamic Bond Fund, Payden & Rygel Absolute Return Bond Fund, BMO Nominal 
Dynamic LDI Fund and BMO Real Dynamic LDI Fund as they are predominantly fixed income and do 
not hold physical equities. 
 
5a. Description of Legal & General Investment Management’s voting processes 
 
LGIM uses Institutional Shareholder Services’ (‘ISS’) ‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platforms to 
electronically vote clients’ shares. All voting decisions are made by LGIM and they do not outsource 
any part of the strategic decisions. LGIM’s use of ISS recommendations is purely to augment their 
own research and proprietary environmental, social and governance (ESG) assessment tools.  
 
To ensure their proxy provider votes in accordance with their position on ESG, LGIM have put in place 
a minimum standards custom voting policy with specific voting instructions. These instructions apply to 
all markets globally and seek to uphold what they consider are minimum best practice standards 
which LGIM believe all companies globally should observe, irrespective of local regulation or practice. 
  
In 2018, LGIM updated their Global Principles document which sets out minimum standards for 
governance across all companies globally.  
 
In addition, LGIM have also set specific custom voting policies at an individual market level for those 
markets in which they adopt a stricter stance. All of LGIM’s custom voting policies are developed in 
accordance with their publicly disclosed position on ESG in LGIM’s Principles document and country 
specific policies. 
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LGIM retain the ability in all markets to override any vote decisions, which are based on their 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 their voting judgement.  
 
LGIM has strict monitoring controls to ensure its votes are fully and effectively executed in accordance 
with their voting policies by their service provider. This includes a regular manual check of the votes 
input into the platform, and an electronic alert service to inform them of rejected votes which require 
further action. 
 
5b. Summary of voting behaviour over the year 
A summary of voting behaviour over the period is provided in the tables below 
 
 Summary Info* 
Manager name Legal & General Investment Management 
Fund name Global Equity Fixed Weight (60:40) Index 
Approximate value of trustees’ assets c.£12.7m as at 31 March 2020 
Number of equity holdings at year end  
Number of meetings eligible to vote 3059 
Number of resolutions eligible to vote 38265 
% of resolutions voted 98.39% 
% of resolutions voted with management 85.34% 
% of resolutions voted against 
management 14.56% 
% of resolutions abstained 0.10% 
% of meetings with at least one vote 
against managements 64.86% 
% of resolutions voted contrary to the 
proxy adviser recommendation 9.36% 
*Only available for the year ending 31 March 2020  
 
5c. Most significant votes over the year 
Commentary on the most significant votes over the period is set out below.  
In determining significant votes, LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team takes into account the criteria 
provided by the Pensions & Lifetime Savings Association consultation (PLSA). This includes but is not 
limited to: 
 
 High profile vote which has such a degree of controversy that there is high client and/ or public 

scrutiny; 

 Significant client interest for a vote: directly communicated by clients to the Investment 
Stewardship team at LGIM’s annual Stakeholder roundtable event, or where we note a significant 
increase in requests from clients on a particular vote; 

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

 Vote linked to an LGIM engagement campaign, in line with LGIM Investment Stewardship’s 5-year 
ESG priority engagement themes. 
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Most significant votes for the LGIM Global Equity Fixed Weight (60:40) Index 

 Vote 1 

  
Company name BP PLC 

Date of vote 21/05/2019 

Summary of the resolution Resolution 22 - Approve the Climate Action 100+ Shareholder Resolution on 
Climate Change Disclosures. 

How you voted For 

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

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional vote 
reports 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 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. LGIM worked with the board of BP to secure its support for the 
motion. At the company’s annual general meeting, the proposal was passed 
with overwhelming approval from shareholders. We have 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. 

Outcome of the vote 99.1% support 

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

LGIM continues to engage with the company and monitor progress. 

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

This is the first shareholder resolution put forward by LGIM. 
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Vote 2  
  
Company name BAYER AG  
Date of vote 26/04/2019 
Summary of the resolution Res 2 - Approve Discharge of Management Board for Fiscal 2018 

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

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional vote 
reports 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 

Following its acquisition of agribusiness 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. The damages were reduced upon appeal, and Bayer was 
adamant that RoundUp was not carcinogenic. We are concerned that the 
Bayer supervisory and management boards had not fully considered the 
significant risks related to glyphosate litigation in the US. Although at the 
time of the merger agreement in 2016 there were only about a hundred 
such lawsuits, by the end of 2019, the number grew to over 40,000. From 
the finalisation of the acquisition in May 2018 until July 2019 Bayer’s 
share price fell by approximately 45%. Unrelated to the litigation, we have 
previously discussed the importance of a lead independent director, 
particularly in times of crisis. We 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. We 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, we suggested that these incidents should 
have a bearing on remuneration awarded for the year. 

Outcome of the vote 44.5% for; 55.5.% against 
Implications of the outcome 
eg were there any lessons 
learned and what likely 
future steps will you take in 
response to the outcome? 

The company subsequently established a glyphosate litigation committee 
to monitor litigation and consult with the board. We will continue to pay 
close attention to the litigation and any possible settlements, as well as 
the decisions of Bayer’s remuneration committee. The company also 
announced that the chair would step down at the 2020 AGM.  

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

Vote of no confidence, a rare escalation step. 
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Vote 3  
  
Company name ESSSILORLUXOTTICA 
Date of vote 16/05/2019 
Summary of the resolution Res A, B and C: Elect Wendy Evrard Lane as Director; Elect Jesper 

Brandgaard as Director; Elect Peter James Montagnon as Director 

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

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly regional 
vote reports 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 In 2018, French lenses producer Essilor merged with Italian frame 
manufacturer Luxottica. Upon conclusion of the merger, the 
executive chair of Luxottica´s holding company (Delfin) owned 
32.7% of the merged company’s share capital. Under the terms of 
the merger agreement, the aforementioned executive chairman 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. Two of the company’s 
shareholders – Comgest and Valoptec – put forward three board 
nominees in a bid to break the impasse. We contacted 
EssilorLuxottica to discuss the issue, but received no reply. We 
engaged extensively with Comgest, Valoptec and the board 
nominees. We publicly announced our support for the board 
nominees ahead of the AGM to ensure the current board knew our 
intentions and to raise awareness to the other shareholders.  

Outcome of the vote Res A: 43.7% support ; Res B: 34.1% support 
Implications of the outcome eg were 
there any lessons learned and what 
likely future steps will you take in 
response to the outcome? 

Before the AGM was due to take place, the company’s board 
announced that it had reached a governance agreement and all 
disputes had been resolved. EssilorLuxottica’s CEOs had been 
tasked with focusing on the integration process and to accelerate 
the simplification of the company. The board confirmed that neither 
CEO would seek to become the leader of the combined entity. The 
board nominees received significant support from the company’s 
independent shareholders, equalling respectively 43.7% and 35% of 
the total votes. We continue to engage with the company for the 
benefit of our clients. 

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

Escalation of engagement. We publicly announced our support for 
the board nominees ahead of the AGM to ensure the current board 
knew our intentions and to raise awareness to the other 
shareholders.  
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Vote 4 
 

Company name FIRSTGROUP 
Date of vote 25/06/2019 

Approximate size of fund's holding as 
at the date of the vote (as % of 
portfolio)   
Summary of the resolution Resolution a - Remove Wolfhart Hauser as Director 
How you voted For 
Where you voted against 
management, did you communicate 
your intent to the company ahead of 
the vote?  

LGIM publicly communicates its vote instructions in monthly 
regional vote reports 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 The performance of the company had been weak for a number of 
years. Following a profit warning in February 2018, the chief 
executive stepped down.  
On 25 June 2019, shareholder activist Coast Capital convened a 
shareholder meeting to appoint seven directors to the board of the 
company and remove six company directors including the board 
chair and the chief executive.  
Coast Capital made strategy proposals such as: the company exits 
its rail business; separate the company’s US and UK assets; the 
immediate payment of a dividend.  
David Martin, one of the nominees of the activist, failed to confirm 
his intention to stand for election before the deadline. The resolution 
on his appointment to the board could not therefore be validly voted 
on by shareholders.  
LGIM engaged directly with both sides: the company’s Senior 
Independent Director (SID) and the activist. We also consulted 
other top shareholders on their views.  
LGIM decided to cast a vote against the board chair to signal our 
concerns around the pace of execution of the strategy and poor 
performance. We supported the rest of the board and opposed the 
activist’s nominees.  

Outcome of the vote 29.3% for 
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Implications of the outcome eg were 
there any lessons learned and what 
likely future steps will you take in 
response to the outcome? 

Many of the company’s top shareholders publicly preannounced 
their support to the activist’s proposals.  
More than 20% of shareholders voted in favour of several 
resolutions against the board’s recommendations. The activist’s 
proposal to remove the chair from the board obtained 29% of 
support from shareholders. The chair took into account the 
shareholder vote and decided to leave the board.  
The SID led the succession process and David Martin, ex-CEO of 
Arriva but also one of the original candidates put forward by the 
activist, was appointed board chair.  
LGIM subsequently met the new board chair to discuss the 
composition of the board, but importantly also the performance of 
the management team and execution of the strategy.  

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

The activist's proposals were potentially disruptive for the company. 

 
6a. Description of Schroders’ voting processes 
 
Voting policies Response 

What is your policy on consulting 
with clients before voting? 

In order to maintain the necessary flexibility to meet client needs, 
local offices of Schroders may determine a voting policy regarding 
the securities for which they are responsible, subject to agreement 
with clients as appropriate, and/or addressing local market issues. 
Clients in the UK will need to contact their usual client services 
person(s) on whether or not this is available for the type of 
investment(s) they hold with Schroders. 

Please provide an overview of your 
process for deciding how to vote. 

We evaluate voting issues arising at our investee companies and, 
where we have the authority to do so, vote on them in line with our 
fiduciary responsibilities in what we deem to be the interests of our 
clients. We utilise company engagement, internal research, investor 
views and governance expertise to confirm our intention. Further 
information can be found in our Environmental, Social and 
Governance Policy for Listed Assets policy: 
https://www.schroders.com/en/sysglobalassets/global-
assets/english/campaign/sustainability/integrity-
documents/schroders-esg-policy.pdf 
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How, if at all, have you made use of 
proxy voting services? 

We receive research from both ISS and the Investment 
Association’s Institutional Voting Information Services (IVIS) for 
upcoming general meetings, however this is only one component 
that feeds into our voting decisions. In addition to relying on our 
policies we will also be informed by company reporting, company 
engagements, country specific policies, engagements with 
stakeholders and the views of portfolio managers and analysts. 
 
It is important to stress that our own research is also integral to our 
final voting decision; this will be conducted by both our financial and 
ESG analysts. For contentious issues, our Corporate Governance 
specialists will be in deep dialogue with the relevant analysts and 
portfolio managers to seek their view and better understand the 
corporate context. 
 
We continue to review our voting practices and policies during our 
ongoing dialogue with our portfolio managers. This has led us to 
raise the bar on what we consider ‘good governance practice.’ 

What process did you follow for 
determining the “most significant” 
votes? 

We consider "most significant" votes as those against company 
management. 
 
We are not afraid to oppose management if we believe that doing 
so is in the best interests of shareholders and our clients. For 
example, if we believe a proposal diminishes shareholder rights or if 
remuneration incentives are not aligned with the company’s long 
term performance and creation of shareholder value. Such votes 
against will typically follow an engagement and we will inform the 
company of our intention to vote against before the meeting, along 
with our rationale. Where there have been ongoing and significant 
areas of concerns with a company’s performance we may chose to 
vote against individuals on the board. 
 
However, as active fund managers we usually look to support the 
management of the companies that we invest in.  Where we do not 
do this we classify the vote as significant and will disclose the 
reason behind this to the company and the public.   

Did any of your “most significant” 
votes breach the client’s voting policy 
(where relevant)? 

It is our policy to disclose our voting activity publicly. On a monthly 
basis, we produce our voting report which details how votes were 
cast, including votes against management and abstentions.  While 
we implement an ESG policy, voting is comply or explain and we do 
not have a tick box approach, we rely on analysis and engagement 
to determine our vote intention. The reports are publicly available 
on our website: https://www.schroders.com/en/about-us/corporate-
responsibility/sustainability/influence/. 

If ‘Y’ to the above. Please explain 
where this happened and the 
rationale for the action taken. 

Not Applicable 
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Are you currently affected by any of 
the following five conflicts, or any 
other conflicts, across any of your 
holdings?  
 
1) The asset management firm 
overall has an apparent client-
relationship conflict e.g. the manager 
provides significant products or 
services to a company in which they 
also have an equity or bond holding; 
 
2) Senior staff at the asset 
management firm hold roles (e.g. as 
a member of the Board) at a 
company in which the asset 
management firm has equity or bond 
holdings; 
 
3) The asset management firm’s 
stewardship staff have a personal 
relationship with relevant individuals 
(e.g. on the Board or the company 
secretariat) at a company in which 
the firm has an equity or bond 
holding; 
 
4) There is a situation where the 
interests of different clients diverge. 
An example of this could be a 
takeover, where one set of clients is 
exposed to the target and another 
set is exposed to the acquirer; 
 
5) There are differences between the 
stewardship policies of managers 
and their clients. 

Schroders accepts that conflicts of interest arise in the normal 
course of business. We have a documented Group wide policy, 
covering such occasions, to which all employees are expected to 
adhere, on which they receive training and which is reviewed 
annually. There are also supplementary local policies that apply the 
Group policy in a local context. More specifically, conflicts or 
perceived conflicts of interest can arise when voting on motions at 
company meetings which require further guidance on how they are 
handled. Outlined below are the specific policies that cover 
engagement and voting. 
 
Schroders’ Corporate Governance specialists are responsible for 
monitoring and identifying situations that could give rise to a conflict 
of interest when voting in company meetings. 
 
Where Schroders itself has a conflict of interest with the fund, the 
client, or the company being voted on, we will follow the voting 
recommendations of a third party (which will be the supplier of our 
proxy voting processing and research service). Examples of 
conflicts of interest include (but are not limited to): 
-where the company being voted on is a significant client of 
Schroders,  
-where the Schroders employee making the voting decision is a 
director of, significant shareholder of or has a position of influence 
at the company being voted on; 
-where Schroders or an affiliate is a shareholder of the company 
being voted on; 
-where there is a conflict of interest between one client and another; 
-where the director of a company being voted on is also a director 
of Schroders plc; 
-where Schroders plc is the company being voted on. 
 
Separation of processes and management between Schroder 
Investment Management and our Wealth Management division 
helps to ensure that individuals who are clients or have a business 
relationship with the latter are not able to influence corporate 
governance decisions made by the former. 
 
If Schroders believes it should override the recommendations of the 
third party in the interests of the fund/client and vote in a way that 
may also benefit, or be perceived to benefit, its own interests, then 
Schroders will obtain the approval of the decision from the 
Schroders’ Global Head of Equities with the rationale of such vote 
being recorded in writing. If the third-party recommendation is 
unavailable, we will vote as we see is in the interests of the fund. If 
however this vote is in a way that might benefit, or be perceived to 
benefit, Schroders’ interests, we will obtain approval and record the 
rationale in the same way as described above. 
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In the situation where a fund holds investments on more than one 
side of the transaction being voted on, Schroders will always act in 
the interests of the specific fund. There may also be instances 
where different funds, managed by the same or different fund 
managers, hold stocks on either side of a transaction. In these 
cases the fund managers will vote in the best interest of their 
specific funds. 
 
Where Schroders has a conflict of interest that is identified, it is 
recorded in writing, whether or not it results in an override by the 
Global Head of Equities. 

Please include here any additional 
comments which you believe are 
relevant to your voting activities or 
processes 

Schroders fully supports the UK Stewardship Code and complies 
with all its principles. Although the Code is focused on the UK, it 
sets a standard for stewardship and engagement for non-UK equity 
investments and we seek to apply the same principles globally, 
taking into account local practice and law. Further information on 
including links to our Environmental, Social and Governance Policy 
can be found at the below address: 
 
https://www.schroders.com/en/about-us/corporate-
responsibility/sustainability/uk-stewardship-code/ 

 
Schroders has published voting records for many years and these are publicly available on their 
website however at the moment, the new PLSA voting template requires detailed bespoke fund-level 
voting data that goes beyond their existing disclosures. At this point in time, they are reviewing the 
information they provide and are considering the best way to communicate this to their clients.  
 
7a. Description of Invesco’s voting processes 
 
The voting decision is decentralised to fund managers/investment teams and decisions are entered on 
their proprietary Fund Manager Portal. This allows those entering the vote to see how others are 
voting across Invesco. The ESG team assists with proxy voting analysis and engagement. 
 
Invesco’s Policy Statement on global corporate governance and proxy voting lays out the guiding 
principles that they apply at a global level for evaluation of proxy voting proposals. 
 
The Annual General Meeting voting process is conducted through their proprietary fund manager 
portal. They leverage external research providers ISS and Glass Lewis and IVIS in the UK to assist 
with analysis. The decision making on voting items is made by their fund managers. The internal ESG 
team assists with analysis and company dialogue. 
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7b. Summary of voting behaviour over the year 
 
 Summary Info* 
Manager name Invesco 
Fund name Invesco Global Targeted Returns Fund 
Approximate value of trustees’ assets c.£11.1m as at 31 March 2020 
Number of equity holdings at year end 285 
Number of meetings eligible to vote 364 
Number of resolutions eligible to vote 4720 
% of resolutions voted 96% 
% of resolutions voted with management 94% 
% of resolutions voted against management 6% 
% of resolutions abstained 0% 
% of meetings with at least one vote against 
managements 28% 
% of resolutions voted contrary to the proxy 
adviser recommendation 4% 
 
*Only available for the year ending 31 March 2020 
 
7c. Most significant votes over the year 
 
Invesco has interpreted “most significant votes” to mean votes on securities where: 

 Invesco Ltd own more than 1% of the security and the vote includes a key ESG proposal; 
 Invesco Ltd own more than 1% of the security and the security is part of Invesco’s ESG 

watchlist; or  
 Invesco Ltd own more than 1% of the security, the vote includes a key ESG proposal and the 

security is part of Invesco’s ESG watchlist. 
 

Commentary on the most significant votes over the period is set out below. 
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