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Birmingham Chamber of Commerce 

Pension Fund – Implementation 

Statement 2021 

1. Introduction 
On 6 June 2019, the UK Government published the Occupational Pension Schemes (Investment and 
Disclosure) (Amendment) Regulations (the “Regulations”). The Regulations require that the Trustee of 
the Birmingham Chamber of Commerce Pension Fund (the “Scheme”) outlines how it has ensured 
compliance with the policies, on the exercise of rights and undertaking of engagement activities with 
investment managers, as set out in the Scheme’s Statement of Investment Principles (“SIP”) dated 
December 2020. This was the SIP in place at the Scheme’s year-end date, 30 June 2021. 

This Statement has been prepared by the Trustee with the assistance of its appointed Investment 
Consultant (Quantum Advisory). This statement does not cover the additional voluntary contributions of 
the Scheme, due to the size of the holding. 

References herein to the actions, review work or determinations of the Trustee refer to activity that has 
been carried out either by the Trustee or their Investment Adviser on behalf of the Trustee. 

2. Executive summary 
Over the Scheme year, the Trustee: 

• Updated the Scheme’s SIP in: (i) September 2020 to incorporate additional information on the 
Trustee’s policies in line with the requirements of the Regulations; and (ii) December 2020 to reflect 
changes to the investment strategy.  

• Has reviewed the voting and engagement activity of the funds that invest in equities. The Trustee is 
generally content that the Scheme’s investment manager has appropriately carried out its 
stewardship duties. 

• Is of the opinion that it has complied with the relevant policies and procedures as identified in the 
SIP. 

Further details on each of these matters is presented in the pages that follow. 

3. Reviews of the SIP 
During the Scheme year, the SIP was updated to incorporate additional information on the 
Trustee’s policies in line with the requirements of the Regulations. Additional disclosures have 
been included to address the following areas in respect of the Scheme’s investment manager:  

• How the arrangements incentivise the investment manager to make decisions based on medium to 
long-term financial and non-financial performance of an issuer of debt or equity and to engage 
with issuers of debt or equity in order to improve their performance in the medium to long-term. 
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• How the method (and time horizon) of the evaluation of the investment manager’s performance 
and the remuneration for asset management services are in line with the Trustee’s investment 
policies.  

• How the Trustee monitors portfolio turnover costs incurred by the investment manager, and how 
they define and monitor targeted portfolio turnover or turnover range. 

• The duration of the arrangements with the investment managers.  

• The Trustee’s stewardship policies concerning conflicts of interest & the capital structure of 
companies. 

In addition, the SIP was updated to reflect amendments to the funds utilised in order to implement the 
Scheme’s investment strategy. 

4. Investment Managers’ voting policies and histories 

Trustee’s voting and stewardship policies 
The Trustee acknowledges the constraints it faces in terms of influencing change due to the size and 
nature of the Scheme’s investments. It does, however, acknowledge the need to be responsible 
stewards and exercise the rights associated with its investments in a responsible manner. 

The Trustee considers how stewardship factors are integrated into the investment processes when: (i) 
appointing new investment managers; and (ii) monitoring existing investment managers. The Trustee 
has provided the appointed investment manager with full discretion concerning the stewardship of their 
investments. Representatives of the incumbent investment manager may be asked to attend Trustee’s 
meetings, at a frequency determined by the Trustee, in order to present on various matters including 
their stewardship policies. The Trustee will continue to ensure that the stewardship policies of the 
Scheme’s investment manager are embedded in their investment processes. 

As part of preparing this statement, the Trustee reviewed the voting activity of funds where there is an 
increased ability to influence positive practises (namely those that invest in equities). The following 
funds have been reviewed: 

• LGIM Dynamic Diversified 

• LGIM UK Equity Index (this Fund was sold during the Scheme year) 

• LGIM North American Equity Index – GBP Hedged (this Fund was sold during the Scheme year)  

• LGIM Europe (ex UK) Equity Index – GBP Hedged (this Fund was sold during the Scheme year) 

• LGIM Japan Equity Index – GBP Hedged (this Fund was sold during the Scheme year) 

• LGIM Asia Pacific (ex Japan) Developed Equity Index – GBP Hedged (this Fund was sold during the 
Scheme year) 

• LGIM World Emerging Markets Equity Index (this Fund was sold during the Scheme year) 

The Trustee has not reviewed the Scheme’s AVC holdings on materiality grounds, as they represent a 
relatively small proportion of total Scheme assets. 

LGIM’s voting policies and procedures are outlined in Appendix 1 of this report.   
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Voting statistics 
The table below sets out the key statistics on voting eligibility and action over the Scheme year.  

Statistic / Fund  
LGIM 

Dynamic 
Diversified 

LGIM UK 
Equity Index1 

LGIM North 
American 

Equity Index 
– GBP 

Hedged1 

LGIM Europe 
(ex UK) 

Equity Index 
– GBP 

Hedged1 

LGIM Japan 
Equity Index - 
GBP Hedged1 

LGIM Asia 
Pacific (ex 

Japan) 
Developed 

Equity Index 
– GBP 

Hedged1 

LGIM World 
Emerging 
Markets 

Equity Index1 

Number of equity holdings 6,597 597 644 458 513 397 1,856 

Meetings eligible to vote at 6,070 894 804 635 547 515 3,778 

Resolutions eligible to vote on 65,734 12,468 9,634 10,402 6,538 3,634 34,537 

Proportion of eligible resolutions voted on 
(%) 

99.9 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 99.9 

Votes with management (%) 83.0 93.1 72.3 84.2 86.7 73.2 85.5 

Votes against management (%) 16.1 6.9 27.7 15.5 13.3 26.8 13.0 

Votes abstained from (%) 0.9 <0.1 <0.1 0.4 <0.1 <0.1 1.5 

Meetings where at least one vote was 
against management (%) 

59.5 3.2 7.7 4.5 5.6 10.1 4.9 

Votes contrary to the recommendation of 
the proxy adviser (%) 

9.5 0.8 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 <0.1 

Totals may not sum due to rounding. 1 Please note, LGIM only provide this information over a one-year period and to the end of each quarter, therefore the information provided is 
over the year to 31 December 2020 given that these funds were sold in November 2020.   
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The Trustee is satisfied with the level of voting activity that has been undertaken. The Trustee has queried 
the relatively lower proportion of votes against management within the UK Equity Index Fund and as at 
the time of writing was awaiting a response. 

The Trustee has reviewed the significant votes cast by the investment managers and is generally satisfied 
with their voting behaviour. A cross section of the most significant votes cast is contained in Appendix 2. 

5. Conflicts of interest 
This section provides information on whether the managers are affected by the following conflicts of 
interest.  

1. The asset management firm overall having 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 holding 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 having 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. 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. Differences between the stewardship policies of managers and their clients. 

Having reviewed the available information, the Trustee has not raised any material concerns regarding 
LGIM’s conflicts of interest over the period or the policies in place. 

LGIM 
LGIM has refrained from directly commenting on which of the conflicts of interest, detailed above, it is 
impacted by. Instead, LGIM refers investors to its conflicts of interest policies, which include several 
examples of conflicts and how these might be managed. The Trustee: 

• Has received a copy of the conflicts of interest policy; and 

• Has queried LGIM’s position not to directly comment on the five conflicts of interest detailed above. 
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Appendix 1 – investment manager voting policies and 

procedures 

LGIM voting policies and process 
LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team make all voting decisions, in accordance with LGIM’s Corporate 
Governance & Responsible Investment and Conflicts of Interest policy documents, which are reviewed 
annually. 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. 

LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team uses ISS’s ‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to 
electronically vote clients’ shares. All voting decisions are made by LGIM and strategic decisions are not 
outsourced. The use of ISS recommendations is to augment LGIM’s own research and proprietary ESG 
assessment tools. The Investment Stewardship team also uses the research reports of IVIS to supplement 
the research reports that are received from ISS for UK companies when making specific voting decisions.  

To ensure the 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 consider are minimum best practice standards which LGIM believe all 
companies globally should observe, irrespective of local regulation or practice. LGIM retain the ability in 
all markets to override any voting decisions, which are based on their custom voting policy. This may 
happen where engagement with a specific company has provided additional information that allows 
LGIM to apply a qualitative overlay to their voting judgement. LGIM have strict monitoring controls to 
seek to ensure their 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. 
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Appendix 2 – Most significant votes 
The tables below set out a cross section of significant votes undertaken by the investment manager of the 
funds held by the Scheme. Information on further significant votes undertaken by the Scheme’s 
investment manager has been reviewed by the Trustee. 

LGIM  
In determining significant votes, LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team consider the criteria provided by 
the Pensions & Lifetime Savings Association (“PLSA”) consultation. 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 LGIM note a significant increase in 
requests from clients on a particular vote; 

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

• Vote linked to an LGIM engagement campaign, in line with LGIM Investment Stewardship’s 5-year 
ESG priority engagement themes. 

LGIM have not disclosed the size of the holdings as a proportion of the fund sizes. 

1. LGIM Dynamic Diversified 

Company Name 
Aston Martin Lagonda Global 

Holdings Plc 
Medtronic   

Date of Vote 25 May 2021 11 December 2020 

Summary of the resolution 
Re-elect Lawrence Stroll as 

Director 
Advisory Vote to Ratify Named 

Executive Officers' Compensation 

How the firm voted Against the resolution Against the resolution  

Outcome of the vote 
83.3% of shareholders supported 

the resolution 
91.7% of shareholders supported 

the resolution 

On which criteria have you 
assessed this vote to be 
"most significant"? 

LGIM views gender diversity as a 
financially material issue for their 
clients, with implications for the 

assets they manage. 

LGIM believe it is contrary to best 
practice in general and their pay 
principles in particular to award 

one-off awards, especially if they 
are to compensate for a forgone 

payment. 

Source: Investment Manager. 
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2. LGIM UK Equity Index  

Company Name 
International Airlines 

Group  
SIG Plc. Plus500 Ltd 

Date of Vote 7 September 2020 9 July 2020 16 September 2020 

Summary of the 
resolution 

Approve Remuneration 
Report'  

Approve one-off 
payment to Steve Francis 

(interim-CEO) 

Approve special 
bonus payment to  
Elad Even-Chen 
(CFO) 

How the firm voted Against the resolution Against the resolution   
Against the 
resolution  

Outcome of the vote 
28.4% of shareholders 

opposed the 
remuneration report 

The resolution passed. 
However, 44% of 

shareholders did not 
support it. 

Given the level of 
shareholder dissent, 
Resolution 17 was 
withdrawn ahead of 
the AGM, while all 
the other resolutions 
were passed 

On which criteria 
have you assessed 
this vote to be 
"most significant"? 

Illustrates the 
importance for investors 

of monitoring LGIM 
investee companies' 

responses to the COVID 
crisis 

The vote is high-profile 
and controversial 

There was a level of 
media interest 
regarding the 
withdrawal of the 
resolution 

Source: Investment Manager. 

3. LGIM North American Equity Index – GBP Hedged   

Company Name Cardinal Health The Procter & Gamble Company  

Date of Vote 4 November 2020 13 October 2020 

Summary of the resolution 
Advisory vote to ratify named 

executive officers' compensation 
Report on effort to eliminate 

deforestation 

How the firm voted Against the resolution In favour of the resolution  

Outcome of the vote 
38.6% voted against the 

resolution and therefore it was 
passed 

The resolution received the 
support of 67.68% of 

shareholders 
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On which criteria have you 
assessed this vote to be 
"most significant"? 

LGIM believe it is imperative that 
pay structures are aligned with 
company performance and that 

certain expenses over which 
directors have control and 

influence should not be allowed 
to be excluded in the calculation 
of their pay, in particular if these 

would be detrimental to the 
executive director(s) in question 

It is linked to LGIM's five-year 
strategy to tackle climate change 

and attracted a great deal of 
client interest 

Source: Investment Manager. 

4. LGIM Europe (ex UK) Equity Index – GBP Hedged 

5. Company Name Lagardere  

Date of Vote 5 May 2020 

Summary of the resolution 

Shareholder resolutions A to P. Activist Amber 
Capital, which owned 16% of the share capital at the 

time of engagement, proposed 8 new directors to 
the Supervisory Board (SB) of Lagardere, as well as to 
remove all the incumbent directors (apart from two 

2019 appointments). 

How the firm voted 

In favour of five of the Amber-proposed candidates 
(resolutions H,J,K,L,M) and voted off five of the 
incumbent Lagardere SB directors (resolutions 

B,C,E,F,G) 

Outcome of the vote 

Even though shareholders did not give majority 
support to Amber's candidates, its proposed 

resolutions received approx. between 30-40% 
support. 

On which criteria have you assessed this 
vote to be "most significant"? 

LGIM noted significant media and public interest on 
this vote given the proposed revocation of the 

company's board 

Source: Investment Manager. 

6. LGIM Japan Equity Index – GBP Hedged 

7. Company Name Olympus Corporation  Fast Retailing Co. Ltd 

Date of Vote 30 July 2020 26 November 2020 

Summary of the resolution Elect Director Takeuchi, Yasuo Elect Director Yanai Tadashi 
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How the firm voted Against the resolution  Against the resolution 

Outcome of the vote 
94.90% of shareholders 

supported the election of the 
director 

Shareholders supported the 
election of the director 

On which criteria have you 
assessed this vote to be 
"most significant"? 

LGIM considers it imperative that 
the boards of Japanese 

companies increase their 
diversity 

LGIM considers it imperative that 
the boards of Japanese 

companies increase their 
diversity 

Source: Investment Manager. 

8. LGIM Asia Pacific (ex Japan) Developed Equity Index – GBP Hedged  

9. Company Name Qantas Airways Limited Whitehaven Coal 

Date of Vote 23 October 2020 22 October 2020 

Summary of the 
resolution 

Resolution 3: Approve participation 
of Alan Joyce in the Long-Term 

Incentive Plan  

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 

How the firm voted Against the resolution For the resolution 

Outcome of the vote Resolution approved  Resolution did not pass 

On which criteria have 
you assessed this vote to 
be "most significant"? 

Highlights the challenges of 
factoring in the impact of the COVID 

situation into the executive 
remuneration package 

The vote received media 
scrutiny and is emblematic of a 

growing wave of green 
shareholder activism 

Source: Investment Manager. 

10. LGIM World Emerging Markets Equity Index  

LGIM did not deem there to be any significant votes made in relation to the securities held by this Fund 
during the reporting period. 


