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1 Introduction  

 

1.1 The purpose of the Implementation statement is to help ensure that the actions of 
Trustees of the (the Plan) have followed the intent of the Statement of Investment 
Principles prepared by the Trustees. 
 

1.2 In preparing this statement the Trustees have consulted, the Principal Employer, and 
obtained input from Rathbone Investment Management Limited, the Plan’s fund 
manager. 
 

1.3 The statement has been prepared with regard to the 2018 regulatory changes to the 
Occupational and Personal Pension Schemes (Disclosure of Information) Regulations 
2013.  The 2019 changes were made in order to implement the European Union’s 
amended Shareholder Rights Directive II (SRD II), requiring further detail on trustees’ 
stewardship policies to be added to pension scheme SIPs by 1 October 2020. 
 
 

2 Areas of Focus 
 

2.1 Under the new legislation, the Trustees are required – in addition to those 
requirements under the 2018 changes, to prepare an annual implementation 
statement setting out, how the SIP has been followed over the year, also to be 
published on a publicly available website  
 

2.2 From 1 October 2021, Trustees of the Plan will be required to produce an annual 
Implementation Statement on their engagement and voting practices and to publish 
these on a publicly available website by 1 October 2021. This statement will cover the 
implementation of their policies pertaining to the exercise of rights (including voting 
rights) attaching to the investments and undertaking engagement activities in respect 
of these investments. 
 

2.3 Description of voting behaviour (including “most significant” votes by, or on behalf 
of, the trustee) and any use of a proxy voter during the year. 
 

2.4 The SIP states that the fund managers will present an annual stewardship 
engagement report, detailing proxy voting record, ESG engagement and indicators of 
responsible non-financial performance. The IPS demonstrates how the Trustees have 
monitored and engaged with the investment managers approach to voting.  
 

2.5 The investments of the portfolio will be managed within parameters focussed on 
Socially Responsible Investment, Corporate Governance and Voting Rights 
 



 

2.6 The Trustees are comfortable that the investment manager is managing the relevant 
funds with ESG considered in a reasonable way for each particular asset class and 
within particular guidelines and restrictions.  The Plan’s fund manager is expected to 
ultimately act in the best interests of the Plan’s assets to maximise returns for a given 
level of risk, subject to certain constraints.  

 

3 Implementation of voting rights 
 

3.1 The Plan’s equity holdings are structed in two ways: direct equity holdings and 
pooled equity investment vehicles.   
 

3.2 The trustees have followed the SIP closely over the years and Rathbones has 
presented the annual stewardship engagement report, detailing proxy voting record, 
ESG engagement and indicators of responsible non-financial performance for all the 
direct equity holdings, please see appendix 1 
 

3.3 As per the SIP, voting has been delegated to the investment manager and is in line 
with the Rathbones policy of investing responsibly, please see appendix 2.  
 

3.4 The voting carried out on behalf of the Plan is monitored yearly with a full break 
down of the number of opportunities the Plan had to vote, how many times the Plan 
voted and why the decision to vote in specific ways was made, see appendix 1. 
 

3.5 The investment manager provided a case by case breakdown of 10 significant votes 
over the year. These were on company issues or that were significant to the Plan 
because of the subject-matter, see appendix 1.  
 

3.6 The investment manager has used Proxy voting services over the year. They have 
used a combination of ISS and their own in-house team for engagement. 
 

3.7 In the pooled funds, voting entitlements (where they arise) generally lie with the asset 
manager, as the legal owner of the securities in the fund. However, the Trustees have 
discussed with the investment manager how stewardship, including votes will be 
exercised on their behalf in support of their investment and stewardship beliefs and 
objectives when choosing to appoint and retain managers.  
 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 1. 

Vote reporting template  

As At the 05.04.21   
Voting Questionnaire  Response 
Plan Name  The Alan Firmin 

Pension & Death 
Benefit Plan 

Employer Name Alan Firmin Ltd  
Investment Manager Name Rathbones  
Plan year end date  5th April  
Start of reporting period 6th April 2020  
End of reporting period  5th April 2021 

 

Fund Mandate Information  Response  
What is the Fund's Legal Entity Identifier (LEI) (if applicable)   
What was the total size of the fund/mandate as at the end of the 
Reporting Period? 

£9,129,787 

Total size of Plan assets invested in the fund/mandate as at the 
end of the Reporting Period (if known)? 

£9,129,787 

What was the number of equity holdings in the fund/mandate as 
at the end of the Reporting period? 

 

 

Voting Policies  Response  
What is your policy on consulting with clients before voting? We are a discretionary 

fund manager, clients 
give delegated 
authority for all 
aspects of their 
portfolio management 
to Rathbones. We set 
voting policy centrally 
based on recognised 
best practice. As such 
we do not actively seek 
out the views of clients 
before voting. 
However, we are open 
to hearing from clients 
where they have views 
on specific voting 
items and are prepared 
to issues split votes to 
reflect those 
instructions.   



 

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

Our Responsible 
Investment Policy 
commits us to voting 
on 95% of our assets 
by value. Our active 
voting lists comprises 
our top holdings in UK 
and international 
equity, collectives and 
a subset of smaller 
companies where we 
account for greater 
than 2.5% of shares in 
issue.  

How, if at all, have you made use of proxy voting services? We use a proxy voting 
provider to implement 
our bespoke voting 
policy. We also use 
their proxy voting 
platform.  

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

Largest votes against 
management that took 
place at a company's 
AGM 

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

N 

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

  

 

Voting Policies  Response  
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 

We are potentially 
affected by all 5, but 
our major conflict of 
interest is where a 
private client plays a 
role on the board of a 
company where we 
have an ESG issue. In 
such circumstances, 
the affected party can 
vote as they wish, but 
their instructions do 
not affect the group 
view, say, on executive 
remuneration. All other 
conflicts are managed 



 

the acquirer  
5) There are differences between the stewardship policies of 
managers and their clients Please include here any additional 
comments which you believe are relevant to your voting 
activities or processes 

under Rathbones' 
standard conflicts of 
interest policy.  

 

Voting statistics (applicable to the scheme's reporting period) Response 
How many meetings were you eligible to vote at? 1736 
How many resolutions were you eligible to vote on? 20960 
What % of resolutions did you vote on for which you were eligible? 35.17% 
Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did you vote with 
management? 

97.15% 

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did you vote against 
management?* 

3.21% 

Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did you abstain from 
voting? 

0.64% 

In what % of meetings, for which you did vote, did you vote at least 
once against management? 

0.00% 

Which proxy advisory services does your firm use, and do you use 
their standard voting policy or created your own bespoke policy which 
they then implemented on your behalf? 

ISS - we 
subscribe to their 
sustainability 
voting policy. We 
also have our 
own bespoke 
voting policy. 

What % of resolutions, on which you did vote, did you vote contrary 
to the recommendation of your proxy adviser? (if applicable) 

3.96% - % of 
votes made 
against our policy 
recommendation
s 

 

*Please note that Rathbones managers retain the ability to enter voting instructions which 
differ from the house view. It is therefore possible for us to enter a split vote in each situation 
— meaning that for each votable item on a company agenda, we might enter a combination 
of votes. This means that the numbers expressed as a percentage would not be expected to 
add up to 100%. We state the percentage to provide some sense of relative scale. 

 



 

 

 

IN RELATION TO THE FUND NAMED ABOVE, WHICH 10 VOTES (AT A MINIMUM) DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE 
MOST SIGNIFICANT FOR THE SCHEME?

Vote 1
Vote 2

Vote 3 
Vote 4

Vote 5
Company name

Lockheed Martin
JPMorgan Chase

Intel Corp
British American Tobacco

Nestle
Date of vote

23rd April 2020
19th May 2020

14th May 2020
30th April 2020

23rd April 2020
Approximate size of fund's/mandate's holding as at the date of the vote (as % of portfolio)

Summary of the resolution

Provide Right to Act by
Written Consent Amend 
Proxy Access

Report on Climate Change
Advisory Vote to Ratify Named Executive
Officers' Compensation

Approve Remuneration Report
Transact Other Business 
(Voting)

How you voted

Supported the 
shareholder resolution 
(vote AGAINST 
management)

Supported the shareholder resolution (vote 
AGAINST management)

Voted AGAINST the item
Split vote - both FOR & AGAINST the item

Votes AGAINST the item

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

Yes - we wrote to the 
Chair of the board ahead 
of the AGM

Yes - we wrote to the Chair of the board 
ahead of the AGM

Yes - we wrote to the Chair of the board 
ahead of the AGM

Yes - we wrote to the Chair of the board ahead of the AGM
Yes - we wrote to the Chair of 
the board ahead of the AGM

Rationale for the voting decision
We note that this would 
provide smaller 
shareholders with the 
means to raise and vote 
on important issues at 
the company without 
having to wait until the 
date of the AGM. We 
note further that under 
the current bylaws, the 
right to call a special 
meeting can only be 
exercised by a single 
10% holder or a group of 
shareholders who own 
25% percent in 
aggregate. It could be 
argued that this 25% 
threshold acts as a 
considerable barrier to 
many shareholders to 
be able to call a special 
meeting.

With regard to the major issue of climate 
change, we are members of the Institutional 
Investors Group and the Climate Action 100+ 
initiative and are active in both groups. At a 
fundamental level, investors will benefit 
from enhanced reporting on climate related 
risks at all companies; as supporters of the 
findings of the Taskforce for Climate Related 
Financial Disclosures1, and voluntary 
reporters to the framework ourselves, we 
consider additional reporting on climate 
related financial risks to be highly beneficial 
to long term shareholders. Whilst we note 
that the company has made some progress in 
this area, we believe that further information 
on how the company tracks the GHG 
emissions associated with its lending 
activities would be helpful, as only then can 
investors judge progress against plans to 
reduce its GHG emissions associated with its 
fossil fuel lending aligned with the Paris 
Agreement goal of keeping global warming 
under 2 degrees Celsius.

We have concerns that the performance 
measures chosen for the both the short 
term incentives (STI) and long-term 
incentives (LTI) either lack disclosure, or 
are disclosed and are not stretching 
enough. With regard to the STI, we are 
concerned that the operational metrics 
representing one half of the STI lack clear 
information, whilst the other half of the 
STI is arguably not stretching enough as the 
CEO could achieve a 100% target pay out 
for matching net income with the previous 
year. This remains particularly concerning 
because if net income were to fall in the 
year in question, the CEO would only need 
to match this lower net income the 
following year to achieve a target pay out. 
We have similar concerns with the LTI, 
where we note that the CEO's annual 
performance share units (PSU) awards 
continue to target merely median 
performance and the new EPS targets 
under the PSU have not been disclosed.

We issued a split vote on the proposal to approve the remuneration report. We were concered 
with the decision to grant the CEO a 9.5% salary increase for FY2020 and to increase the LTIP 
awards for the CFO from 350% to 400% for FY2020. The remuneration report states that the 
decision was based on a successful first year in role and to align the salary with that of his 
predecessor. It is concerning that the CEO’s basic pay now aligns with his predecessor, who held 
the role for 8 years before attaining the same salary level. Given the recent difficulties caused by 
COVID-19, we are witnessing a growing number of companies forgoing salary increases and 
deferring variable pay until next year. We are concerned that such a large pay rise in the current 
climate will exacerbate tensions between staff and senior management and potentially 
undermine morale, with a detrimental effect on the operational culture. We also had concerns 
with the decision to increase the LTIP awards and we failed to see how the increase is warranted 
given that the performance targets for FY2020 appear unchanged and due to the fall in shareholder 
value during this recent period. We also felt the increase was unnecessary given the ongoing 
situation with COVID-19 and the potential reputational damage that such an uplift could cause at 
the company. This follows two years of large votes against executive pay.                                                                                                                                        
We were not overly convinced by the response from the RemCo Chair and that the company did 
not directly deal with our concerns. The RemCo Chair said that the salary increase was in 
consideration of his position relative to the wider market, the level of increases for UK employees 
and the management of the remuneration cycle for all of the Group’s employees. His 
remuneration would progress to be more closely in line with international peers and 
appropriately reflect the size and complexity of the role. The board also recognised that the CEO’s 
total pay is 0.62 times the median of peers. The increase in LTIP awards was to commensurate with 
the responsibilities for the Finance Director role and following shareholder engagement. No 
mention was given to more stretching performance conditions.

As a general rule, we find it difficult 
to approve arrangements in which 
future risks and benefits to 
shareholders are unclear. We note 
that approving this item could pose 
as a considerable risk to 
shareholders given that the content 
of the new voting items or 
counterproposals has not been fully 
disclosed. As such, we have decided 
to oppose management on item 7 on 
a precautionary basis so that those 
representing our rights at the 
meeting do not support new voting 
items or counterproposals raised at 
the meeting. 
However, as UK based investors we 
recognise that there may be aspects 
of domestic company law relevant to 
Nestlé which may provide a broader 
context for the proposed action 
which we do not fully appreciate. 
We welcome greater disclosure by 
the board as to how these proposed 
additional instructions are in the 
best interests of shareholders.

Outcome of the vote
45% support

48.6% support
49.7% vote against

38.06% vote against
N/A



 

 

IN RELATION TO THE FUND NAMED ABOVE, WHICH 10 VOTES (AT A MINIMUM) DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE 
MOST SIGNIFICANT FOR THE SCHEME?

Vote 6
Vote 7 

Vote 8 
Vote 9 

Vote 10 
Company name

Berkshire Hathaway
Amazon

Shell
Microsoft

Visa
Date of vote

2nd May 2020
27th May 2020

19th May 2020
2nd December 2020

21st January 2020
Approximate size of fund's/mandate's holding as at the date of the vote (as % of portfolio)

Summary of the resolution

Adopt a Policy on Board
Diversity

Report on Management of Food
Waste

Request Shell to Set and Publish Targets 
forGreenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions

 Elect Director Hugh F. Johnston
Re-election of Director Lloyd 
Carney

How you voted

Supported the shareholder resolution (vote 
AGAINST management)

Supported the shareholder resolution (vote 
AGAINST management)

Voted AGAINST the shareholder resolution 
(FOR management)

Votes AGAINST the item
Voted ABSTAIN on item

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

Yes - we wrote to the Chair of the board ahead of 
the AGM

Yes - we wrote to the Chair of the board 
ahead of the AGM

Yes - we wrote to the Chair of the board 
ahead of the AGM

Yes - we wrote to the Chair of the board ahead of the 
AGM

Yes - we wrote to the Chair of 
the board ahead of the AGM

Rationale for the voting decision
We note that the board
does not currently have a policy in place detailing 
how it considers diversity in the nomination 
process for senior management and board 
positions. We note that such a policy could help 
improve diversity representation at senior levels 
in the company. While we appreciate the board’s 
explanation that the current selection process has 
delivered long-term performance and that the 
board has selected women and ethnic directors in 
the past, shareholders would benefit from clearer
information on how the board considers diversity 
when choosing candidates. Research suggests that 
more diverse boards do better and that having 
diversity of all types on the board could bring 
about different experiences and decision-making 
which can be vital to an organisation’s success.
We would welcome a move by the board to better 
disclose how it incorporates diversity in the 
selection process.

We note that a report on the environmental 
and social impact of food waste
generated from the company’s operations 
would allow shareholders to better assess the 
current food waste arrangements in place at 
the company. Such a report is necessary given 
the link between food waste and worsening 
climate emissions and excess water usage. In 
addition to this, we note that a growing 
number of the company’s competitors are 
reporting on their food wastage and have set 
clear targets. Given the considerable recent 
investment in this area, and the rapid 
increase in demand for online grocery 
shopping under pandemic conditions, we 
would support any move by the board to 
improve disclosure around the environmental 
and social impacts of food waste produced by 
its operations.

We have decided to support management 
on item 21 as a result of the impressive 
steps taken by the company and the 
commitment to become net zero by 2050 
or sooner. In particular, we note that this 
means achieving net zero emissions for 
Scope 1 and 2 and 3 by 2050 or sooner.
We also commend the pivot towards 
serving businesses and sectors that by 2050 
are also net zero emissions, and to 
accelerate the company’s’s Net Carbon 
Footprint ambition to be in step with 
society’s aim to limit the average 
temperature rise to 1.5 degrees Celsius in 
line with the
goals of the Paris Agreement on Climate 
Change. We feel this commitment by the 
board could have a profound effect on the 
way other companies within the oil and 
gas sector view their commitment to 
addressing climate change, and safeguard 
the company’s future.

We voted against the re-election of the audit committee 
chair as the company has had the same auditor (Deloitte) 
since 1983. We voted against the audit committee chair 
for the same reason last year. Whilst we are aware that 
the company is not required to follow UK rules on 
rotating auditors, we believe that all companies can 
benefit from refreshing audit tenure more regularly, as 
newer auditors are more likely to be free from potential 
conflicts of interest and may have less impediments to 
producing accurate, fair and transparent information for 
shareholders. This calendar year has once again provided 
examples of weaknesses in the audit process 
contributing to corporate failure. We note that the board 
failed to respond to our engagement in 2019 and no 
explanation was provided by the board as to the 
effectiveness of the external audit process and the 
approach taken to the appointment of the external 
auditor.

We raised concerns with the 
multiple responsibilities that the 
Chair holds at other companies. 
Having assessed the number of 
additional roles filled by all 
members of the board, we are not 
confident that the company has 
achieved the right balance between 
ensuring the retention of expertise 
on the board and ensuring the 
capacity of directors to dedicate 
enough time to Visa. We are 
concerned that the multiple external 
mandates held by the Chair could 
potentially compromise their ability 
to commit sufficient time to their 
role at Visa should a crisis in any 
one of these companies’ affairs 
arise.  

Outcome of the vote
12.3% support

31% support
14.39% support

0.38% vote against
25.60% against



 

Appendix 2. 

Rathbones approach to responsible investing  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 


