
The Beakbane Pension Scheme (the “Scheme”) 
 
Implementation Statement 6 April 2020 – 5 April 2021 
 
The 2019 Occupational Pension Schemes (Investment and Disclosure) (Amendment) Regulations (“the 
Regulations”) require that the Trustees outline how they have ensured compliance with the policies and 
objectives set out in their Statement of Investment Principles (SIP) over the course of the year under 
review.  
 
During the year, Scheme assets were managed by two managers, Schroders and Ruffer. 
 
The Trustees’ policies on ESG considerations and the exercise of voting rights 
 
The Trustees believe that good stewardship and environmental, social and governance ("ESG") issues 
may have a material financial impact on investment returns. However, for investments that are held in 
pooled funds, a trustee has little or no influence on their managers’ ESG and Stewardship behaviour, 
including the exercise of voting rights.  The Trustees have therefore given each individual fund manager 
their full discretion when evaluating ESG issues and in exercising rights, engagement activities, and 
stewardship obligations attached to the Scheme's investments. However, the extent to which these 
factors are taken into account by the fund managers in the selection, retention and realisation of 
investments is considered by the Trustees as part of the process of selecting organisations with which 
to invest. 
 
The Trustees’ policy is to delegate the exercise of voting rights to their managers, but to review the 
voting behaviour of the managers annually to check that they are comfortable with the decisions taken 
by the managers and their approach generally.  
 
Full details of the Trustees’ Stewardship and Engagement policies are included in the Scheme’s SIP, 
which is available on request.  
 
Changes to the SIP during the year regarding Stewardship and Engagement  
 
The SIP was reviewed in September 2020 and is available to members on request. 
 
Stewardship 
 
Each investment manager used by the Scheme is a signatory to the UK Stewardship code and UN 
Principles for Responsible Investment (UN PRI). The UN PRI are a set of global best practices that 
provide a framework for integrating ESG issues into financial analysis, investment decision-making and 
ownership practices.  
 
Voting behaviour  
 
Appendix B summarises the voting behaviour of Ruffer. 
 
Schroders were unable to provide a suitable summary or set of examples of their specific voting records 
for the fund in which the Trustees invested during the period. 
 
Both managers provide more general stewardship reports, which can be read via the following links: 
 
Ruffer 
 
2020 Stewardship Report | Thinking | Ruffer | Investment Management 
 
2021 Q1 Responsible Investment Report | Thinking | Ruffer | Investment Management 
 
 
 



Schroders 
 
Annual Sustainable Investment Report 2020 – Public (schroders.com) 
 
Black Sun Template (schroders.com) 
 
The Trustees have read sufficient on these matters to believe they can be satisfied that the way in which 
the managers behaved during the period was in line with their expectations and requirements. 
 
Reviews of fund managers 
 
During the course of the year, the Trustees formally reviewed the provision of fund management 
services. After reviewing proposals from a number of managers the Trustees decided to appoint Charles 
Stanley as sole fiduciary manager for the Scheme. Charles Stanley were appointed on 13/11/2020 and 
the transfer of funds from other managers occurred shortly afterwards. 
 
Statement of compliance with Regulations 
 
The Trustees are pleased to report that, during the period under review, they have in their opinion 
adhered to the policies set out in their SIP and have complied with the Regulations.  
 
  



Appendix A – Ruffer voting behaviour 

VOTING QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE 
Scheme Name Beakbane Pension Scheme 
Investment Manager name Ruffer LLP 
Fund name Ruffer Absolute Return Fund 
Scheme year end date 05-Apr-21 
Start of Reporting Period 31-Mar-20 
End of Reporting Period 05-Apr-21 

 

FUND/MANDATE INFORMATION RESPONSE 
What is the Fund's International Securities 
Identification Number (ISIN) (if applicable)  

GB00B0XP1T75 

What was the total size of the fund/mandate as at 
the end of the Reporting Period?  £5,018.3m  
Total size of Scheme assets invested in the 
fund/mandate as at the end of the Reporting 
Period (if known)?  

£4.03m 

What was the number of equity holdings in the 
fund/mandate as at the end of the Reporting 
period? 85 

 
VOTING POLICIES RESPONSE 
What is your policy on consulting with clients 
before voting? 

Ruffer, as a discretionary investment 
manager, does not have a formal policy on 
consulting with clients before voting. 
However, we can accommodate client 
voting instructions for specific areas of 
concerns or companies where feasible. 
  

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

Please see the reports via the link below: 
 
https://www.ruffer.co.uk/About/Responsible
-investing 
  

How, if at all, have you made use of proxy voting 
services? 

Ruffer’s proxy voting advisor is Institutional 
Shareholder Services (ISS).  
We have developed our own internal 
voting guidelines, however we take into 
account issues raised by ISS, to assist in 
the assessment of resolutions and the 
identification of contentious issues. 
Although we are cognisant of proxy 
advisers’ voting recommendations, we do 
not delegate or outsource our stewardship 
activities when deciding how to vote on our 
clients’ shares. 
 
Each research analyst, supported by our 
responsible investment team, reviews the 
relevant issues on a case-by-case basis 
and exercises their judgement, based on 
their in-depth knowledge of the company. If 
there are any controversial resolutions, a 
discussion is convened with senior 
investment staff and, if agreement cannot 
be reached, there is an option to escalate 



VOTING POLICIES RESPONSE 
the decision to the Head of Research or 
the Chief Investment Officer. 
 
As discussed above, we do use ISS as an 
input into our decisions. In the 12 months 
to 5 April 2021, of the votes in relation to 
holdings in the Ruffer Absolute Return 
Fund we voted against the 
recommendation of ISS 7.9% of the time. 

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

We have defined ‘significant votes’ as 
those that we think will be of particular 
interest to our clients. In most cases, these 
are when they form part of continuing 
engagement with the company and/or we 
have held a discussion between members 
of the research, portfolio management and 
responsible investment teams to make a 
voting decision following differences 
between the recommendations of the 
company, ISS and our internal voting 
guidelines.  
  

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

No 
  

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

n/a 

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, eg 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 

No 



VOTING POLICIES RESPONSE 
 
Please include here any additional comments 
which you believe are relevant 

  

 

VOTING STATISTICS (APPLICABLE TO THE 
SCHEME'S REPORTING PERIOD)  RESPONSE  
How many meetings were you eligible to vote at?  86  
How many resolutions were you eligible to vote 
on? 
  1144 
What % of resolutions did you vote on for which 
you were eligible? 
  97% 
Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did 
you vote with management? 
  91% 
Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did 
you vote against management? 
  9% 
Of the resolutions on which you voted, what % did 
you abstain from voting? 
  2% 
In what % of meetings, for which you did vote, did 
you vote at least once against management? 
  43% 
What % of resolutions, on which you did vote, did 
you vote contrary to the recommendation of your 
proxy adviser? (if applicable) 7.9% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

Key votes 

Ruffer provided details of 17 key votes. In this Implementation Statement the Trustees felt it was 
proportionate to present a representative sample of three of these, as follows: 

Vote 1 

Company name  Exxon Mobil 
Date of vote  27/5/2020 
Approximate size of fund's/mandate's 
holding as at the date of the vote (as % of 
portfolio)  

0.41% 

Summary of the resolution Votes for re-election of non-executive directors 

How you voted Against all non-executive re-elections 

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

Yes, this was part of an ongoing engagement 
with the company 

Rationale for the voting decision We stressed that we would like ExxonMobil to 
further align its strategy with the goals of the 
Paris Agreement and accept responsibility for 
its scope 3 emissions. We discussed the 
progress the European oil and gas companies 
have made in recent months and suggested 
that the company join the Energy Transition 
Commission. As one of the largest oil and gas 
companies in the world, we emphasised that 
we would like to see ExxonMobil helping to 
address the issues facing the sector. Due to 
the limited progress since the 2019 AGM, we 
decided again to vote against the re-election of 
all non-executive directors because we do not 
think they have been representing the best 
interests of shareholders owing to the slow 
progress of the engagement with the Climate 
Action 100+ initiative.  
  

Outcome of the vote Re-election proposals passed with a range of 
83-98% shareholder approval for votes  

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

We voted against the non-executive directors 
due to the inflexibility the company has shown 
in relation to shareholder engagement on the 
topic of climate change. We have since sold 
down the equity considerably. 
  

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

Votes against the election of directors for 
material holdings are significant. We believe 
this vote will be of particular interest to our 
clients. The votes against management were 
in the context of an ongoing engagement with 
the company and the result of extensive 
internal discussions. 

 

 



 

Vote 2 

Company name 
  

Lloyds Bank 

Date of vote 
  

21/05/2020 

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

2.09% 

Summary of the resolution 
  

Vote on remuneration policy 

How you voted 
  

Against 

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

Yes, we spoke to the company prior to the AGM 
to understand better the changes implemented 
in the revised voting policy and to communicate 
our concerns. 

Rationale for the voting decision We decided to vote against the proposed 
remuneration policy at the company as although 
it reduces the maximum pay-out at the time of 
the grant, it significantly relaxes the vesting 
criteria. Therefore, we did not think it sufficiently 
incentivises management to deliver shareholder 
value.  
   

Outcome of the vote Remuneration policy passed with 63.8% 
approval. Long term share plan passed with 
63.7% approval. 

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

We spoke with the Chairman of Lloyds on this 
issue after we voted and since then the 
company has made some changes to the 
remuneration of the new CEO. Even though 
these do not address all of our concerns, it does 
make the remuneration criteria more aligned to 
shareholder interests. 
  

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

Votes against renumeration policies for material 
holdings are significant. These arise after 
discussion between members of the research, 
portfolio management and responsible 
investment teams.  
  

 

  



 

Vote 3 

Company name 
  

Fuji Electric 

Date of vote 
  

06/08/2020 

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

0.38% 

Summary of the resolution Governance – director independence and cross 
shareholdings  
  

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

Yes, we had a call with Yoshitada Miyoshi 
(General Manager Investor Relations) 

Rationale for the voting decision We expressed our concern regarding three 
members of the board which the Company 
considers to be independent. Two of the 
directors have worked at companies linked by 
cross shareholding within the past five years, 
and one has a recent connection with an 
important lender to the company. We reminded 
the company of our concerns about cross 
shareholdings more generally, and how they 
increase the need for truly independent outside 
directors. We voted against three board 
members, Mr Hiramatsu, Mr Takaoka and Mr 
Tachikawa, at the 2020 AGM.  
 
We also pushed the company to provide greater 
clarity and transparency around the skills and 
experience of these board members.  
  

Outcome of the vote Re-election of Mr Tachikawa passed with 90.4% 
support, re-election of Mr Hiramatsu passed with 
77.3% support, re-election of Mr Takaoka 
passed with 84.3% support 

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

We see improvements in governance within the 
business as a potential catalyst and will 
therefore continue to engage on these issues.  

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

Votes against the election of directors for 
material holdings are significant. These arise 
after discussion between members of the 
research, portfolio management and responsible 
investment teams   

 


