
Fujifilm Speciality Ink Systems Limited UK Pension Plan (‘the Plan’) 
Annual Implementation Statement (to 31 December 2020) 

Introduction 

This Implementation Statement sets out how, and the extent to which, the Statements of Investment Principles 
(‘SIPs’) produced by the Trustee for both the Defined Benefit (DB) and Defined Contribution (DC) sections of the 
Plan have been followed during the year to 31 December 2020.  This Statement has been produced in accordance 
with The Pension Protection Fund (Pensionable Service) and Occupational Pension Schemes (Investment and 
Disclosure) (Amendment and Modification) Regulations 2018 as amended) and the Pensions Regulator’s 
guidance. 

Within the Statement, references to the “Discretionary Investment Manager” refer to Mercer Limited (‘Mercer’).  By 
adopting Mercer’s Dynamic De-risking Solution, Mercer Limited (‘Mercer’) in the UK has been appointed as 
discretionary investment manager by the Trustee for the management of the DB section’s assets.  Under that 
appointment, DB section monies are invested in Mercer Funds, which are collective investment vehicles, managed 
by Mercer Global Investments Europe Limited (MGIE) and Mercer Alternative AG (PIP IV and PIP V). 

The purpose of this statement is to: 

• detail any reviews of the Plan’s SIPs that the Trustee has undertaken, and any changes made to the SIPs over 
the year as a result of the review; 

• set out how and the extent to which, in the opinion of the Trustee, the policies in the Plan’s SIPs have been 
followed during the year; 

• describe the voting behaviour by, or on behalf of, the Trustee over the year. 

 

1. Review of, and changes to, the SIPs 

During the year, the Trustee reviewed SIPs for both the DB and DC sections of the Plan.  Revisions were made in 
order to reflect new requirements under The Occupational Pension Scheme (Investment and Disclosure) 
(Amendment) Regulations 2019.  A revised SIP for each section was agreed and dated 29 September 2020. 

The DB section SIP changes related to the following:  

• How the arrangements with asset managers incentivise the managers to align their investment strategy and 
actions with regards to the Trustee’s investment policies.  

• How the arrangements incentivise the asset managers to make decisions based on assessments about 
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. 

• How the method (and time horizon) of the evaluation of each asset 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 asset managers and how those managers 
define and monitor this. 

• The duration of the arrangement with the asset managers. 

The DC section SIP changes related to the following:  

• Financially material considerations, including Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) considerations, 
and the extent to which these are taken into account in the selection, retention and realisation of investments; 

• The extent to which (if at all) non-financial factors, including members’ views, are taken into account in the 
selection, retention and realisation of investments; and 



 

Page 2 
 

• Undertaking engagement activities in respect of the investments. 

• The outcomes of a strategic investment review of the Plan’s DC investments that started in 2019, with 
changes to the DC Default fund implemented in September 2020.  

2. Policy on ESG, Stewardship and Climate Change 

The Plan’s SIPs include the Trustee’s policy on ESG factors, stewardship and Climate Change.  This policy sets 
out the Trustee’s beliefs on ESG and climate change and the processes followed by the Trustee in relation to 
voting rights and stewardship.  This was last reviewed during September 2020. 

In order to establish these beliefs and produce the policy, the Trustee undertook investment training provided by 
their investment consultants, Mercer Limited (‘Mercer’) for the DB section and Willis Towers Watson (‘WTW’) for 
the DC section, on responsible investment which covered ESG factors, stewardship and climate change.   

DB section: 

Mercer explained the approach undertaken by Mercer Global Investments Europe Limited (‘MGIE’) in its capacity 
as investment manager to the Ireland-domiciled collective investment schemes in which the Plan’s DB assets are 
invested.  The training was provided over a number of Trustee meetings in 2019 and 2020, with a dedicated 
session on 17 September 2020.   

The Trustee expects Mercer to provide reporting on ESG matters on a periodic basis (at least annually) in order for 
the Trustee to monitor ESG factors and keep its policies under regular review.   

The following work was undertaken during the year relating to the Trustee’s policy on ESG factors, stewardship 
and climate change, and sets out how the Trustee’s engagement and voting policies were followed and 
implemented during the year for the DB section of the Plan. 

Policy Updates  

• The Trustee considers how ESG, climate change and stewardship are integrated within Mercer’s, and MGIE’s, 
investment processes and those of the underlying asset managers in the monitoring process. Mercer, and 
MGIE, have provided reporting to the Trustee on a regular basis. 

• The Mercer Sustainability Policy is reviewed regularly.  In August 2020 the Stewardship section was updated 
to reflect an enhanced approach to monitoring both voting and engagement as well as the Exclusions section 
to include the implementation of certain exclusions across passive funds from 1 October 2020.  In March 2021 
there was a further update in relation to sustainability–related disclosures in the financial services sector 
(‘SFDR’) implementation. 

• In line with the requirements of the EU Shareholder Rights Directive II, Mercer have implemented a 
standalone Engagement Policy to specifically address the requirements of the directive.  

Climate Change Reporting and Carbon Footprinting 

• Mercer undertakes climate scenario modeling and stress testing on the Mercer multi-sector funds used by the 
Trustees for the Plan on an annual basis, in line with the Task Force on Climate Related Financial Disclosures 
(TCFD) recommendations, with the latest review as at 31 March 2020.  The results of the climate scenario 
modelling and carbon footprinting are within the TCFD compliant Climate Change Management Report. The 
findings of the modelling are integrated into the asset allocation and portfolio construction decisions, with 
portfolios increasingly aligned with a 2˚C scenario, where consistent with investment objectives and for 
consistency with the Paris Agreement on Climate Change.  

• Carbon Footprint analysis of all equity funds is completed on a six monthly basis.  From 31 December 2019 
the approach was enhanced to include the top 5 carbon emitters and the top 5 contributors to the Weighted 
Average Carbon Intensity (‘WACI’) to give the Mercer and MGIE investment teams additional information to 
drive engagement with managers. 

https://investment-solutions.mercer.com/content/dam/mercer-subdomains/delegated-solutions/CorporatePolicies/Sustainability-Policy-March2021.pdf
https://investment-solutions.mercer.com/content/dam/mercer-subdomains/delegated-solutions/CorporatePolicies/Engagement%20Policy%20-%20MGIE%20and%20MGIM.pdf
https://investment-solutions.mercer.com/content/dam/mercer-subdomains/delegated-solutions/CorporatePolicies/Mercer%20Delegated%20Solutions%20Europe%20-%20TCFD%20Statement%20-%20DB.pdf
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• Since Q3 2020 carbon foot-printing metrics for Mercer active equity funds have been included in the quarterly 
reporting reviewed by the Trustee, and a comparison of these against the metrics of their representative 
benchmarks.  Over 2020 there has been a 15% reduction in the WACI across the Mercer discretionary equity 
funds and, as at 31 December 2020, 100% of the active equity funds used by the DB section have a carbon 
intensity lower than the benchmark.  In the Q4 report, this analysis was extended to include Mercer passive 
equity funds. 

ESG Rating Review 

• ESG ratings assigned by Mercer (and its affiliates’) global manager research team are included in the 
investment performance reports produced by Mercer on a quarterly basis and reviewed by the Trustees.  ESG 
ratings are reviewed by MGIE during quarterly monitoring processes, with a more comprehensive review 
performed annually - which seeks evidence of positive momentum on ESG integration.  Since Q3 2020, the 
Quarterly Performance Report has included the Mercer funds overall ESG rating compared to the appropriate 
universe of strategies in Mercer’s global investment manager database.  

• As at 31 December 2020 the Trustee noted that 95% of Mercer Funds now have an ESG rating equal to or 
above their asset class universe, a 10% improvement on 2019.  

Update to Exclusions 

As an overarching principle, Mercer and MGIE, as the Trustee’s discretionary investment manager, prefer an 
approach of positive engagement rather than negative disinvestment. However, Mercer and MGIE recognise 
that there are a number of cases in which investors deem it unacceptable to profit from certain areas and 
therefore exclusions will be appropriate. In addition, Mercer and MGIE monitor for high-severity breaches of 
the UN Global Compact (UNGC) Principles that relate to human rights, environmental and corruption issues. 

• Controversial and civilian weapons, and tobacco are excluded from active equity and fixed income funds. 
From 1 October 2020, the controversial weapons screen was extended to passive equity funds.  

• The Mercer sustainable themed funds have additional exclusions, for example covering gambling, alcohol, 
adult entertainment and fossil fuels.   

Sustainably themed investments  

• An allocation to Sustainable Equities, and Sustainable Opportunities within the Private Markets commitment, is 
directly made by the DB section, with the strategic allocation to Sustainable Equities within the Growth 
Portfolio increasing by 4.5% over the year.   

• A detailed standalone sustainability monitoring report is produced for the Sustainable Global Equity Fund on a 
semi-annual basis, including a more granular breakdown of the fund against ESG metrics, for example the UN 
Sustainability Development Goals, and is reviewed by the Trustee. 

Diversity 

• From 31 December 2020 Gender diversity statistics have also been included in the quarterly reporting for the 
Mercer equity funds and this is being built into a broader investment policy. 
 

DC section: 

The Trustee considers how ESG, climate change and stewardship is integrated within Aviva’s investment 
processes and those of the Investment Managers in the monitoring process.  

During the period of the Statement, the Trustee continued to give appointed investment managers full discretion in 
evaluating ESG factors, including climate change considerations, and exercising voting rights and stewardship 
obligations attached to the investments, in accordance with their own corporate governance policies and current 
best practice, including the UK Corporate Governance Code and UK Stewardship Code 
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These policies were considered in the investment strategy review and the selection of the My Future default 
strategy to gain the benefit of the leverage of My Future to more efficiently integrate responsible investment into the 
default over time.  Willis Towers Watson provided independent input as the DC investment consultant on Aviva’s 
approach and how that related more generally to other providers.   

Aviva is expected to provide information on a regular basis, at least annually, on its ESG integration and 
stewardship monitoring progress in My Future and more generally.   

 

3. How the policies in the SIPs have been followed for the year to 31 December 2020  

DB section:  (Section numbers in brackets are in relation to the DB SIP) 

Process for Choosing Investments (Section 2) 

• Mercer continues to act as discretionary investment manager to implement the Trustee’s strategy whereby the 
level of investment risk reduces as the DB section’s funding level improves.  The Trustee continues to be 
advised by Mercer employees who are sufficiently experienced and FCA regulated to provide advice that is 
consistent with the requirements of Section 36 of the Pension Act 1995 (as amended). 

• The investment strategy and de-risking triggers are reviewed at least annually by the Trustee under advice 
from Mercer, with this last taking place in June 2020 with the recalibrated investment strategy subsequently 
implemented on 29 July 2020. 

Regulatory Requirements covered: 

• Securing Compliance with the legal requirements about choosing investments 
• Kinds of investments to be held 

Evidence: 

• Investment Strategy Review (presented at the 29 June 2020 Trustee meeting) 
• Q2 2020: Quarter to date investment summary (presented at the 29 June 2020 Trustee meeting) 
• Investment Update (presented at the 20 November 2020 Trustee meeting) 

Investment Objectives (Section 3) and Investment Strategy (Section 5) 

• The Trustee sets the overall strategy and de-risking trigger framework with advice from Mercer. Thereafter, the 
Trustee has delegated the underlying asset allocation within the growth and matching portfolio to Mercer. 

• Following the market turmoil caused by the global COVID-19 pandemic towards the end of Q1 2020, the DB 
section had moved off-track from the Trustee’s ultimate objectives.  However, since the investment strategy 
recalibration in June, the DB section’s funding level has made hugely positive progress, achieving two de-
risking triggers (July and November 2020) and then again after year-end in February 2021.  Between them all, 
the target allocation to Growth assets has reduced from 61.7% to 48.4%, locking in the funding level gains 
generated by market movements alone.  

• Over the period since inception of the fiduciary management arrangements with Mercer (22 July 2015) to 31 
December 2020, the DB section’s assets returned 9.2% p.a. relative to an estimated change in value of 
liabilities of 8.0% p.a. and the Growth portfolio returned 6.6% p.a. against its target of 4.3% p.a. 

Regulatory Requirements covered: 

• The balance between different kinds of investments 
• Expected return on investments 

Evidence: 

• Quarterly Strategy Reports provided to the Trustee include the DB section’s asset allocations, any changes 
during the period and returns against relevant benchmarks 
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• Investment Strategy Review (presented at the 29 June 2020 Trustee meeting) 
• Q2 2020: Quarter to date investment summary (presented at the 29 June 2020 Trustee meeting) 
• Investment Update (presented at the 20 November 2020 Trustee meeting) 

Risk Management and Measurement (Section 4) 

• Mercer has continued to act under its delegated authority to manage the DB section’s assets with the major 
risks in mind as detailed in the SIP policy for all decisions taken on the Trustee’s behalf.  These include but 
are not limited to the mismatch between assets and liabilities, diversification of assets, manager specific risk, 
illiquidity, currency risk and ESG factors. Mercer provides regular reporting to the Trustee on performance and 
risk at least monthly with quarterly reporting reviewed by the Trustee and discussed at semi-annual meetings. 

• The annual reviews of the investment strategy provide the Trustee with an opportunity to consider their long-
term objectives and assess the Value at Risk (“VaR”) – i.e. how much the deficit could increase by, or more, in 
a 1 in 20 downside event for the DB section – which is a primary measure for assessing the mismatch 
between the DB section’s assets and liabilities and the Company’s ability to support it.  

• In order to largely protect against the mismatch between the interest rate and inflation sensitivities of the DB 
section’s assets and liabilities, the Trustee has delegated the management of the funded liability hedge ratio to 
Mercer.  At 31 December 2020 this was c. 87%, up from around 83% at the start of the year. 

Regulatory Requirements covered: 

• Risks, including the ways in which risks are to be measured and managed 

Evidence: 

• Investment Strategy Review includes an assessment of the VaR (presented at the 29 June 2020 Trustee 
meeting) 

• Quarterly Strategy Reports provided to the Trustee report, amongst other risk metrics, the progression of the 
DB section’s funding level risk and supplementary Quarterly Investment Reports covering performance and 
characteristics of the underlying asset managers. 

Realisation of Investments (Section 6) and Cashflow Management (Section 7) 

• The majority of the DB section’s assets are invested in daily-dealt pooled fund investment arrangements.  
These pooled investment arrangements are themselves regulated and underlying investments are mainly 
invested in regulated markets.  Where pooled investment arrangements do not invest assets in regulated 
markets, these are not expected to account for a material proportion of assets.  Therefore, assets should be 
realisable at short notice, based on the DB section’s demand.  Where disinvestments were arranged during the 
year, the policies stipulated within the relevant appointment documentation have been followed. 

Regulatory Requirements covered: 

• Realisation of investments 

Evidence: 

• Monthly Cashflow advice emails from Mercer for the investment of surplus cash or disinvestment of assets to 
meet the benefit outgo 

Rebalancing (Section 8) 

• The Trustee continues to delegate responsibility for the monitoring and rebalancing of the DB section’s asset 
allocation to Mercer. 

• During the year, Mercer reported to the Trustee how it was responding to the pandemic and one of the key 
actions taken was for typical rebalancing tolerance ranges to be widened to help manage transaction costs as 
market liquidity dried up and costs rose meaningfully. 

Evidence: 
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• Q2 2020: Quarter to date investment summary (presented at the 29 June 2020 Trustee meeting) 

Corporate Governance and Socially Responsible Investment (Section 9) 

• Covered in Section 2 of this Statement. 

Regulatory Requirements covered: 

• The extent (if at all) to which non-financial matters are taken into account in the selection, retention and 
realisation of investments 

• Undertaking engagement activities in respect of the investments (including the methods by which, and the 
circumstance under which, Trustee would monitor and engage with relevant persons about relevant matters) 

Evidence: 

• Mercer Responsible Investment training slides (presented at the 17 September 2020 dedicated ESG deep dive 
session) supported other documents including the Mercer Delegated Solutions Europe Sustainable Investment 
Policy, TCFD Statement, ESG Ratings Review 2020, and 2019 Carbon Footprint Results 

• Quarterly Investment Reports covering performance and characteristics of the underlying asset managers 

Trustee’s policies with respect to arrangements with, and evaluation of the performance and remuneration 
of, asset managers and portfolio turnover costs (Section 10) 

• The Trustee’s investment strategy is based on the advice from Mercer which is predicated on a de-risking 
framework which is seeking to meet the Trustee’s key objectives as defined within the SIP and therefore 
intrinsically aligns Mercer with said policies. 

• Where underlying asset managers are not meeting expectations, Mercer and MGIE are expected to engage 
with these managers.  This has led to a number of changes to the underlying asset managers within the 
Mercer funds over the year including within the Mercer Liquid Alternatives Strategies Fund, Mercer 
Sustainable Global Equity Fund, Mercer UCITS Alternatives Strategies Fund, Mercer Absolute Return Fixed 
Income Fund and Mercer Tailored Credit Fund. 

• Over the year, Mercer has continued to monitor the underlying asset managers, provided reporting to the 
Trustee on their continued suitability, and renegotiated underlying asset manager fees on new appointments 
as well as existing ones. 

• The Trustee has delegated the implementation of their DB investment strategy to Mercer.  Mercer’s 
management of the DB section’s assets, and any investment decisions taken, is cognisant of portfolio 
transaction costs and performance is reported on a net of fees basis. The Trustee received the costs incurred 
by the DB section’s investment arrangements with Mercer on a quarterly basis as well as receiving the annual 
costs and charges statements required by both MiFID II and more recently the CMA.  

Regulatory Requirements covered: 

• How the arrangement with the asset manager incentivises the asset manager to align its investment strategy 
and decisions with the Trustee’s policies. 

• How the arrangement incentivises the asset manager to make decisions based on assessments about 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. 

• How the method (and time horizon) of the evaluation of the asset manager’s performance and the 
remuneration for asset management services are in line with the trustee’s policies. 

Evidence: 

• Investment Strategy Review included an assessment of the VaR (presented at the 29 June 2020 Trustee 
meeting) 

• Quarterly Strategy Reports provided to the Trustee and supplementary Quarterly Investment Reports covering 
performance and characteristics of the underlying asset managers 
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• Annual Cost & Charges Statement provided to the Trustee in May 2020 (for MiFID II) and December 2020 (for 
CMA) 

 

DC section: (Section numbers in brackets are in relation to the DC SIP) 

The Trustee believes the policies outlined in the DC SIP have been adhered to during the Plan year.  Details of 
how this has been achieved for the DC section are set out below.  The details relate to those parts of the DC SIP 
which set out the Trustee’s policies, and not those which are statements of fact. 

Investment objectives and long-term policies (Sections 8, 9 and 10) 

• A new default fund was implemented in September 2020, following the Trustee’s detailed investment review of 
the default investment strategy and self-select fund range for the DC and AVC membership in 2019. 

• As part of the review, supported by its DC advisers,  the Trustee considered a variety of demographic 
variables, to better understand the risk profile of the membership and members’ likely retirement decisions.  
Based on this understanding of the membership, the default investment option that targeted annuity purchase 
at retirement was replaced with Aviva’s in-house default investment option, My Future, which targets a more 
flexible retirement outcome and seeks to better meet the DC section’s investment objectives.   

Range of funds (Section 11) 

• The strategic investment review concluded that the range of funds available to members continued to offer 
members a reasonable degree of freedom over the investment policy of their accounts across an appropriate 
range of asset classes and active and passive investment styles with expected risk and return attributes. 

Default fund (Section 12) 

• The strategic review concluded that the default investment option that targeted annuity purchase at retirement 
was replaced with a revised default option with effect from September 2020 for members who were more than 
1 year from their selected retirement date.  

• The objective of the replacement default investment solution is to provide an appropriate investment strategy 
for members who do not wish to make their own investment choice. The investment approach is designed for 
greater flexibility for members’ retirement options. It is a balanced approach to broadly cater for members 
thinking of drawing income in their retirement, those who may want to take some as cash, those who haven’t 
decided, and those that may want to use some to buy an annuity. Its objective is to generate capital growth 
over the long term with increasing levels of protection against volatility as members approach retirement. 

Alternative Lifestyle Strategies (Section 13) 

• The 10-year annuity targeting lifestyle strategy previously used as the default was replaced during the year as 
described above.  Only those members within one year of SRA were allowed to remain in it, such that the 
Trustee expects to close this strategy completely once the last member retires, which is expected to be in 
2021/2022.  

• No further changes to other lifestyle strategies were undertaken. 

ESG, Stewardship, and Climate Change (Section 15) 

• Covered in Section 2 of this Statement. 

Suitability (Section 17) 

• As part of the review and implementation of the new default, the Trustee took advice during the year from its 
DC Consultants to ensure that the new fund was suitable.   

Monitoring (Section 20) 
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• The Trustee appoints its investment managers with an expectation of a long-term partnership, which 
encourages active ownership of the Plan’s assets. When assessing a manager’s performance, the focus is on 
longer-term outcomes and the Trustee assessed performance through a combination of reports from Aviva 
and independent input from its DC Consultants. 

Risk management (Section 23) 

• The Trustee reviewed the level of risk as part of the changes in the investment strategy to ensure overarching 
risks such as currency risk or inflation risk continued to be mitigated by virtue of a default strategy and a 
diversified range of self-select options that considers the needs of the membership at various points in their 
retirement journey.  

• Risk management in respect of heightened market volatility due to the pandemic impact was a key 
consideration when implementing the default fund change, which was postponed until September 2020. 

Fee structures (Section 24) 

• As part of the strategic investment review, the Trustee with support from its DC Consultants, considered the 
fee level.  A reduction in the annual management charge (from 0.5% pa to 0.43% pa for all except one of the 
funds) was negotiated with Aviva with effect from 1 May 2020 to the benefit of members and their expected 
outcomes.   

AVC arrangements (Section 25) 

• The AVC investments in the Plan were incorporated into the investment strategy review alongside the DC 
Section assets so that all members with DC investments had an equivalent range of funds from which to 
choose. 

4. Voting Activity  

DB section: 

The Trustee’s DB section investments take the form of shares or units in the Mercer Funds.  Any voting rights that 
do apply with respect to the underlying investments attached to the Mercer Funds are, ultimately, delegated to the 
third party investment managers appointed by MGIE.  MGIE accepts that managers may have detailed knowledge 
of both the governance and the operations of the investee companies and has therefore enabled managers to vote 
based on their own proxy-voting execution policy, and taking account of current best practice including the UK 
Corporate Governance Code and the UK Stewardship Code.  As such the Trustee does not use the direct services 
of a proxy voter. 

The MGIE Engagement Policy outlines this framework.  

Set out below is a summary of voting activity for the year to 31 December 2020 relating to the relevant Mercer 
Funds.  

• Voting: As part of the monitoring of managers’ approaches to voting, MGIE assesses how active 
managers are in voting against management and seeks to obtain the rationale behind voting activities, 
particularly in cases where split votes may occur. MGIE portfolio managers will use these results to 
inform their engagements with managers on their voting activities. 
 
The table below is drawn from the Glass Lewis voting system (via Mercer’s custodian).  Typically, votes 
exercised against management can indicate a thoughtful and active approach. This is particularly visible 
where votes have been exercised to escalate engagement objectives.  The expectation is for all shares to 
be voted. Un-voted reflects instances where managers have not actioned a meeting – these are specific 

https://investment-solutions.mercer.com/content/dam/mercer-subdomains/delegated-solutions/CorporatePolicies/Engagement%20Policy%20-%20MGIE%20and%20MGIM.pdf
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areas where MGIE will follow up to ensure managers have appropriate systems in place to ensure all 
votes are actioned.  

 
 
Voting Activity Summary 1 January 2020 to 31 December 2020 

*Proxy advisor not used by at least one underlying manager of the fund.  

• Significant Votes: Mercer Investment Solutions has based its definition of significant votes on its Global 
Engagement Priorities, based on its Beliefs, Materiality and Impact (BMI) Framework. This is summarised 
in the Engagement Section of the MGIE Sustainability Policy. In order to capture this in the monitoring 
and reporting of managers’ voting activities, significant votes focus on proposals covering these priority 
areas, with specific focus placed on shareholder proposals relating to these priority areas and taking into 
account the size of holding across funds.  
 

More detail was included in the annual report which the Trustee reviewed on 22 April 2021. 

Fund Shareholder Proposal (SHP) Issuer Vote 

Mercer Low 
Volatility Equity 
Fund 

SHP Regarding Aligning GHG Reductions with Paris Agreement JPMorgan Chase & 
Co. For 

SHP Regarding GHG Reduction Targets Royal Dutch Shell Plc For 

SHP Regarding linking Executive Pay to Sustainability and Diversity  Alphabet Split 1 

SHP Regarding Median Gender and Racial Pay Equity Report 7 Companies 2 For 

 
1 Two managers voted For and one voted Against 
2 Includes Amazon.com Inc., American Express Co., Bank Of America Corp. Facebook Inc, Intel Corp. JPMorgan Chase & Co., & Wells Fargo & 
Co. 

Fund Total 
Proposals 

Voted 
‘For’ 

Voted 
‘Against’ 

Abstained 
from 

voting 

Un-
voted Other For 

Management 
Against 

Management 

Use of 
Proxy 

Advisor 

Mercer Low 
Volatility Equity 7,683 92% 6% 0% 1% 1% 93% 7% Yes 

Mercer Sustainable 
Global Equity 5,258 89% 9% 1% 0% 1% 90% 10% Yes 

Mercer Emerging 
Market Equity 14,042 75% 12% 3% 10% 0% 84% 16% Yes 

Mercer Global 
Small Cap Equity 8,157 91% 6% 1% 1% 1% 93% 7% Yes* 

Mercer Eurozone 
Equity 4,890 83% 14% 2% 2% 0% 84% 16% Yes* 

Mercer Global 
Listed 
Infrastructure 

680 89% 10% 27% 13% 0% 89% 11% Yes 

Mercer 
Fundamental 
Indexation CCF 

2,055 84% 9% 0% 5% 2% 87% 13% Yes 

Mercer Passive 
Global REITs 2,797 83% 13% 0% 0% 4% 83% 17% Yes 
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Fund Shareholder Proposal (SHP) Issuer Vote 

Mercer Sustainable 
Global Equity Fund 

SHP Regarding Deforestation Report Procter & Gamble Co. For 

SHP Regarding Reporting on the Use of Non-Recyclable Packaging  Kroger Co. Against 3 

SHP Regarding Report on Sugar and Public Health McDonald`s Corp Against 3 

SHP Regarding Linking Executive Pay to Sustainability and Diversity Alphabet Inc For 

SHP Regarding Gender and Ethnicity Pay Equity Report Oracle Corp. For 

Mercer Emerging 
Market Equity Fund 

SHP Regarding Report on Sugar and Public Health Pepsico Against 3 

SHP Regarding Report on Response to Opioid Epidimec  Johnson & Johnson For 

SHP Regarding Independent Chair Johnson & Johnson For 

Mercer Global Small 
Cap Equity Fund 

SHP Regarding Deforestation and GHG Emissions Report Bloomin Brands Inc For 

SHP Regarding phase out of oil and gas Beach Energy Ltd For 

SHP Regarding Human Rights Reporting Tesla Against 3 

SHP Regarding Management Diversity Report IPG Photonics Corp For 

Mercer Eurozone 
Equity Fund 

Proposal to approve Remuneration Policy (vote decision taken on 
basis not sufficiently long term and not in line with best market 
practice)  

Ferrari N.V  Against  

Proposal to re-appoint auditors (vote decision taken on basis auditors 
tenure exceeded 15 years) Novo  Nordisk Abstain  

Proposal to Elect Director (vote decision taken on basis that the 
gender diversity at Board level is less than 30% and candidate was 
male) 

Silka AG Abstain  

Mercer Global 
Listed Infrastructure 
Fund 

SHP Regarding Amending the Byelaws Concerning the Presentation 
of Climate Transition Reporting  Aena S.M.E. S.A. For 

SHP Regarding Presentation of Climate Transition Plan Aena S.M.E. S.A. For 

Mercer Fundamental 
Indexation Global 
Equity CCF 

SHP Regarding Paris-Aligned Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction 
Targets RIO Tinto Ltd. For 

SHP Regarding Environmental Impact Report iA Financial Corp For 
SHP Regarding Use of Antibiotics Walmart Inc For 
SHP Regarding Report on Non-Management Employee 
Representation on the Board Microsoft Corporation For 

Mercer Passive 
Global REITS UCITS 
CCF 

SHP Regarding Election of Gary Weiss 4 Cromwell Property 
Group Split 

SHP Regarding Report on Plans to Reduce Total Contribution to 
Climate Change Union Pacific Corp. For 

SHP Regarding Presentation of Climate Transition Plan Aena S.M.E. S.A. For 

SHP Regarding Nuclear Waste Disposal Plan 
Tohoku Electric Power 
Company 
Incorporated 

Against 

 
  

 
3 One manager voted Against. 
 
3 One manager voted Against. 
 
4 Please note that there were 15 votes in favour of the above mentioned Directors and 1 vote against election of Gary Weiss. 
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DC section: 

The DC section investments take the form of shares or units in funds and any voting rights that do apply with 
respect to the underlying investments attached to them are, ultimately, delegated to Aviva Investors on behalf of all 
investors. The Trustee nevertheless expects effective activities in these areas to form part of their processes. 

Due to the change in the default investment strategy mid-year, the My Future strategy was only in place for the final 
three months of the Plan year but the information below sets out the voting (based on data provided by Aviva) that 
was carried out on behalf of the Trustee over the full Plan year in relation to the My Future strategy, which the 
Trustee considers as the most significant in the DC section, holding over 82% of the DC section’s invested assets.  

The Trustee is also comfortable that, based on input from their DC Consultant, the voting activity for this fund 
suggests that consistent messages can be drawn for the engagement activity by Aviva Investors in relation to the 
other relevant funds in the available range.  

Prior to the introduction of the My Future strategy, the majority of the Plan’s assets were held in the Aviva 
Blackrock (70:30) Currency Hedged Global Equity Fund. This was the Fund used in the growth phase of the 
previous lifestyle options. Summary voting activity has also therefore been included, setting out the voting (based 
on data provided by Aviva) that was carried out on behalf of the Trustee over the full Plan year in relation to this 
Fund, which the Trustee considers was the most significant in the DC section prior to the transition, holding over 
78% of the Plan’s invested assets. 

In line with expectations, the Trustee noted the investment manager has actively engaged with the voting process 
and has voted on the great majority of the available resolutions. The Trustee notes there was a proportion of votes 
where the manager has voted against management which it takes as evidence that the manager does engage with 
the process rather than simply voting in line with management recommendations. The Trustee also notes the 
proportion of votes abstained is small, in line with the Trustees’ expectation and preference for the manager to take 
an active stance on resolutions. Finally, the Trustee notes that in a material proportion of votes, the manager voted 
against the proxy recommendation, which it takes as further evidence of the manager being engaged in the voting 
process.  

The Trustee has relied on Aviva Investor’s criteria for determining the most significant votes for the fund for 
disclosure in the implementation statement, details of which are set out in the Appendix as they relate to the My 
Future strategy.  

The Trustee is pleased to see the manager not only voting, but actively engaging in some of these significant 
votes, including making detailed considerations before casting its vote. 

Votes made for the My Future strategy across the entire Plan year: 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Voting statistics (applicable to the full Plan year)   

Number of meetings the manager was eligible to vote at 2,564 

Number of resolutions the manager was eligible to vote on 34,714 

% of resolutions voted  96.4% 

% of votes which were with management 71.4% 

% of votes which were against management 28.6% 

% of votes abstained 1.8% 

% of meetings eligible to attend where manager voted at least once 
against 

71.7% 

Proxy adviser service used ISS and IVIS 

% of resolutions voted against proxy adviser recommendation 21.6% 
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Votes made for the Aviva Blackrock (70:30) Currency Hedged Global Equity Fund across the 
entire Plan year:  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

The Trustee will seek to develop its monitoring of investment managers’ voting activities for the DC section and 
consider whether to extend the assessment to other material funds from the range available used by members of 
the Plan. 

Notwithstanding the pooled arrangements that are in place, Aviva Investors are keen for all investors to have a 
voice and be empowered to be part of their voting process and the Trustee will consider the opportunity to provide 
appropriate input to Aviva about its stewardship preferences and priorities.    

 

  

Voting statistics (applicable to the full Plan year)   

Number of meetings the manager was eligible to vote at 2,649 

Number of resolutions the manager was eligible to vote on 35,192 

% of resolutions voted  95.5% 

% of votes which were with management 74.2% 

% of votes which were against management 25.8% 

% of votes abstained 1.8% 

% of meetings eligible to attend where manager voted at least once 
against 

69.6% 

Proxy adviser service used ISS and IVIS 

% of resolutions voted against proxy adviser recommendation 20% 
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Appendix 
Aviva Investors’ assessment of its ten most material votes: My Future strategy 

Company: Apple Inc Date of vote: 26/2/2020 Size of mandate: 5% 
Summary of the resolution  Resolution 6. Report on Freedom of Expression and Access to Information 

Policies 
How you voted We supported the shareholder resolution 
Rationale for the voting decision In its statement supporting the proposal, the proponent suggests that Apple 

faces human rights risks because it does business in countries where the 
government does not allow free speech or free access to information. The 
proponent asserts that Apple has cooperated in the past with requests from the 
Chinese government to restrict free speech and free access to information. 
The statement says the company has removed virtual private network (VPN) 
applications from its Chinese App Store, has taken off the New York Times 
application after a request from the Chinese government, and has removed 
other apps without explanation of why they were removed. The report criticized 
Apple for a lack of transparency on policies and practices related to freedom of 
expression. As such this resolution was considered important, and in the best 
interest of shareholders. Additional information regarding the company's 
policies and processes regarding freedom of expression and access to 
information would help shareholders gauge the company's management of 
related reputational risk. 

Outcome Over 40% of the votes cast were in support of the resolution 

 

Company: Amazon Inc. Date of vote: 27/5/2020 Size of mandate: 3.8% 
Summary of the resolution  Shareholder resolution (15) requiring to Company to produce a human rights 

risk assessment 
How you voted We supported the shareholder resolution 
Rationale for the voting decision We have engaged with Amazon on human rights risks management over the 

past year. Whilst we have observed improvements, with the publication of its 
Global Human Rights Principles, we find current reporting falls short of 
expectations. The assessment (and public disclosure) of the company's actual 
and potential impacts of its products will benefit shareholders as it will help 
understand the policies the company has implemented to address human 
rights impacts in its operations and supply chain. We look forward to seeing the 
expanded risk assessment approach and further details as discussed with the 
company. 

Outcome 30% of shareholders supported the resolution 

 

Company: BP PLC Date of vote: 27/5/2020 Size of mandate: 3.2% 
Summary of the resolution  Resolution 1. The approval of the Financial Statements and Statutory Reports 
How you voted We 'exceptionally' supported the resolution 
Rationale for the voting decision Under normal circumstances we would have voted against the Report & 

Accounts as the company has not (or not committed to) set a science based 
emissions target. We expect large emitters to report on climate risks according 
to the TCFD framework and to define an emissions reduction target aligned 
with the Paris Agreement.  However, we have exceptionally supported to 
reflect that. On 12 February the Company announced an ambition to become a 
net zero company by 2050 or sooner, and to help the world get to net zero, an 
ambition supported by ten specific aims. It also announced that it will set out its 
strategy and near-term plans at the capital markets day in September.  Hence, 
we will assess the transition pathway then and further commitments and 
progress ahead of the next AGM. 

Outcome 98.8% of shareholders supported the resolution 
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Company: Carnival PLC Date of vote: 6/4/2020 Size of mandate: 0.1% 
Summary of the resolution  Resolution 9. The re-election of Stuart Subotnick as a non-executive director 

(and Chair of the Nomination committee) 
How you voted We voted against his re-election 
Rationale for the voting decision Our vote against the Nomination committee Chair reflects our concerns over 

him having served on the Board for over 30 years and as there is a lack of 
proper oversight (the independence of a number of the other non-executives is 
also comprised due to their tenure on the Board). This concern is compounded 
as the Chair is an Executive director and there is also lack of diversity on the 
Board. We also voted against all other non-independent directors but this vote 
is particularly important as it is ultimately his responsibility to address the board 
composition issues (together with the Senior Independent Director) in the 
absence of an independent Chair.  

Outcome His re-election was approved by shareholders (detailed results not available) 

 

Company: Equinor ASA Date of vote: 14/5/2020 Size of mandate: 0.23% 
Summary of the resolution  Resolution 9. Instruct Company to Set and Publish Targets Aligned with the 

Goal of the Paris Climate Agreement to Limit Global Warming 
How you voted We supported the shareholder resolution 
Rationale for the voting decision This resolution was filed by “Follow This” and is binding. Under this proposal, 

the board would have to set and publish short, medium and long-term 
quantitative targets that include scope 1, 2, and 3 greenhouse gas emissions, 
in line with the Paris Agreement. Whilst we welcome Equinor’s recently 
announced environmental ambitions, we consider its ‘Near Zero’ roadmap   
stops short of articulating a clear pathway around indirect (customer driven) 
emissions.  Equinor seeks to reduce the net carbon intensity of its products 
(Scope 1, 2 and 3) by 50% by 2050, however, the extent this is aligned with 
Paris-compliant pathways is unclear. Whilst we welcome the joint statement 
with the Climate Action 100+ initiative, and welcome the progress made by the 
company, we strongly encourage Equinor to demonstrate compliance with the 
Paris agreement. 

Outcome 27% of the non-government votes were in support of the resolution 
 

Company: Casino, Guichard-
Perrachon SA Date of vote: 17/6/2020 Size of mandate: 0.03% 
Summary of the resolution  Resolution 5. Approve Compensation of Chairman and CEO 
How you voted We voted against the resolution 
Rationale for the voting decision Discretionary payments were made (EUR 655,000) to the Chair and CEO 

reflecting his contribution to the realization of the strategic transformation 
operations linked with the reduction of the debt level of the Company through a 
plan of assets sales. However, despite engaging with the company, we do not 
believe this exceptional remuneration is justified and did not support the 
resolution. 

Outcome The resolution passed  
 

Company: Mizuho Financial 
Group, Inc. Date of vote: 25/6/2020 Size of mandate: 0.85% 
Summary of the resolution  Shareholder resolution 5 To Amend Articles to Disclose Plan Outlining 

Company's Business Strategy to Align Investments with Goals of Paris 
Agreement 

How you voted We supported the shareholder resolution 
Rationale for the voting decision We supported this proposal as we and other shareholders would benefit from 

additional information on the company’s plans regarding aligning its behaviour 
with the Paris Agreement climate goals and reducing climate-related risks. It 
would also improve management discipline for continued improvement of 
climate-related disclosure practices. 

Outcome The resolution was not approved (35% of the votes were in support) 

 

Company: Kirin Holdings 
Company, Limited Date of vote: 27/3/2020 Size of mandate: 0.49% 
Summary of the resolution  Shareholder resolutions (proposed by Independent Franchise Partners, a 2 

percent shareholder in Kirin) seeking to appoint two nominees, initiate share 
repurchase and rework remuneration arrangements 
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How you voted We voted against the shareholder resolutions 
Rationale for the voting decision There was a lack of strategic direction offered by the dissidents, beyond selling 

off non-core business and engineering a share buy-back. As such, we 
supported the management on this occasion but will keep the performance of 
the overall business under review.  

Outcome The resolutions were not approved (c.10% of the votes were in support) 
 
 
 
 

Company: Genting Singapore 
Limited Date of vote: 4/2/2020 Size of mandate: 0.22% 
Summary of the resolution  Resolution 2. Approve Proposed Grant of Special Incentive Awards to Non-

Executive Directors 
How you voted We voted against the resolution 
Rationale for the voting decision We voted against as the participation of non-executives in incentive schemes 

is a fundamental breach of best practice as this can compromise the 
independent judgement of the directors. 

Outcome Unknown 
 
 

Company: Santos Limited Date of vote: 3/4/2020 Size of mandate: 0.33% 
Summary of the resolution  Resolution 5b. Approve Paris Goals and Targets 
How you voted We supported the shareholder resolution 
Rationale for the voting decision We supported the resolution given that the company's current level of 

disclosure regarding its capital expenditure strategy and emissions do not 
appear to align with Paris goals, under reasonable assumptions. 

Outcome The resolution was not officially put to the meeting after a proposal to change 
the constitution to allow advisory resolutions was unsuccessful. However, the 
resolution (and another shareholder resolution asking that that Santos reviews 
its industry association memberships) were acknowledged by the Chair of the 
Board and received support of 43% of the votes cast.  
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