
 

HAYNES GROUP LIMITED RETIREMENT BENEFITS SCHEME 

 

IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT 

 

Haynes Group Limited Retirement Benefits Scheme - 

Implementation Statement for the year ended 30 June 2021 

Purpose 

This Implementation Statement provides information on how, and the extent to which, the Trustees of the 

Haynes Group Limited Retirement Benefits Scheme (“the Scheme”) have followed their policy in relation to the 

exercising of rights (including voting rights) attached to the Scheme’s investments, and engagement activities 

during the year ended 30 June 2021 (“the reporting year”). In addition, the statement provides a summary of 

the voting behaviour and most significant votes cast during the reporting year. 

Background 

The Trustees updated their policy in relation to ESG and voting issues which, up until that point, had simply 

been a broad reflection of the investment managers’ own equivalent policies. The Trustees’ new policy was 

documented in the updated Statement of Investment Principles (SIP) dated September 2020. 

The Trustees’ updated policy 

The Trustees believe that there can be financially material risks relating to ESG issues. The Trustees have 

delegated the ongoing monitoring and management of ESG risks and those related to climate change to the 

Scheme’s investment managers. The Trustees require the Scheme’s investment managers to take ESG and 

climate change risks into consideration within their decision-making, recognising that how they do this will be 

dependent on factors including the characteristics of the asset classes in which they invest. 

The Trustees have delegated responsibility for the exercise of rights (including voting rights) attached to the 

Scheme’s investments to the investment managers and encourage them to engage with investee companies 

and vote whenever it is practical to do so on financially material matters including those deemed to include a 

material ESG and/or climate change risk in relation to those investments.  

Manager selection exercises 

One of the main ways in which this updated policy is expressed is via manager selection exercises: the 

Trustees seek advice from XPS on the extent to which their views on ESG and climate change risks may be 

taken into account in any future investment manager selection exercises.  

During the reporting year, there have been no such manager selection exercises. 

Ongoing governance 

The Trustees, with the assistance of XPS, monitor the processes and operational behaviour of the investment 

managers from time to time, to ensure they remain appropriate and in line with the Trustees’ requirements as 

set out in this statement. Further, the Trustees have set XPS the objective of ensuring that any selected 

managers reflect the Trustees’ views on ESG (including climate change) and stewardship. 
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Beyond the governance work currently undertaken, the Trustees believe that their approach to, and policy on, 

ESG matters will evolve over time based on developments within the industry and, at least partly, on a review 

of data relating to the voting and engagement activity conducted annually. 

Adherence to the Statement of Investment Principles 

During the reporting year the Trustees are satisfied that they followed their policy on the exercise of rights 

(including voting rights) and engagement activities to an acceptable degree. 

Voting activity 

The main asset class where the investment managers will have voting rights is equities. The Scheme has 

specific allocations to public equities and investments in equities will also form part of the strategy for the 

Schroders Diversified Growth Fund in which the Scheme invests. Therefore, a summary of the voting 

behaviour and most significant votes cast by each of the relevant investment manager organisations is shown 

below.  

 

Legal & General Investment Management World (ex UK) Equity Index Fund 

Voting Information 

 

Legal & General Investment Management World (ex UK) Equity Index Fund 
 

The fund manager has not provided stewardship code data at present  

The manager voted on 99.84% of resolutions of which they were eligible out of 32,674 votes. 

 

 

 

Investment Manager Client Consultation Policy on Voting 

 

 

 
LGIM’s voting and engagement activities are driven by ESG professionals and their assessment of the 

requirements in these areas seeks to achieve the best outcome for all clients. Voting policies are reviewed 

annually and take into account feedback from clients. 

Every year, LGIM holds a stakeholder roundtable event where clients and other stakeholders (civil society, 

academia, the private sector and fellow investors) are invited to express their views directly to the members 

of the Investment Stewardship team. The views expressed by attendees during this event form a key 

consideration as LGIM continue to develop voting and engagement policies and define strategic priorities in 

the years ahead. LGIM also take into account client feedback received at regular meetings and/ or ad-hoc 

comments or enquiries. 

 

 

 

Investment Manager Process to determine how to Vote 

 

 

 
All decisions are made by LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team and in accordance with relevant 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. This ensures LGIM’s stewardship approach 

flows smoothly throughout the engagement and voting process and that engagement is fully integrated 

into the vote decision process, therefore sending consistent messaging to companies. 
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How does this manager determine what constitutes a 'Significant' Vote? 

 

 

 
As regulation on vote reporting has recently evolved with the introduction of the concept of ‘significant 

vote’ by the EU Shareholder Rights Directive II, LGIM wants to ensure it continues to help clients in fulfilling 

their reporting obligations. LGIM also believe public transparency of vote activity is critical for clients and 

interested parties to hold LGIM to account.   

 

For many years, LGIM has regularly produced case studies and/ or summaries of LGIM’s vote positions to 

clients for what was deemed were ‘material votes’. LGIM are evolving its approach in line with the new 

regulation and are committed to provide clients access to ‘significant vote’ information. 

 

In determining significant votes, LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team takes into account the criteria 

provided by the Pensions & Lifetime Savings Association consultation  (PLSA). This includes but is not 

limited to: 

• High profile vote which has such a degree of controversy that there is high client and/ or public scrutiny; 

• Significant client interest for a vote: directly communicated by clients to the Investment Stewardship team 

at LGIM’s annual Stakeholder roundtable event, or where LGIM note a significant increase in requests from 

clients on a particular vote; 

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

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

priority engagement themes. 

 

LGIM provide information on significant votes in the format of detailed case studies in the quarterly ESG 

impact and annual active ownership publications.  

 

LGIM will provide information on significant votes in the format of detailed case studies in its quarterly ESG 

impact report and annual active ownership publications.  

If you have any additional questions on specific votes, please note that LGIM publicly disclose votes for the 

major markets on its website. The reports are published in a timely manner, at the end of each month and 

can be used by clients for their external reporting requirements. The voting disclosures can be found by 

selecting ‘Voting Report’ on the following page:  

https://www.lgim.com/uk/en/capabilities/corporate-governance/policies-and-voting-disclosures-uk-en/ 

 

 

 

Does the manager utilise a Proxy Voting System? If so, please detail 

 

 

 
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 it does not outsource any part of the 

strategic decisions. The use of ISS recommendations is purely to augment LGIM’s own research and 

proprietary ESG assessment tools. The Investment Stewardship team also uses the research reports of 

Institutional Voting Information Services (IVIS) to supplement the research reports that it receives from ISS 

for UK companies when making specific voting decisions 

 

To ensure its 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 it considers 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 vote decisions, which are based on its custom voting 

policy. This may happen where engagement with a specific company has provided additional information 

(for example from direct engagement, or explanation in the annual report) that allows LGIM to apply a 
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qualitative overlay to its voting judgement. LGIM have strict monitoring controls to ensure votes are fully 

and effectively executed in accordance with voting policies by its service provider. This includes a regular 

manual check of the votes input into the platform, and an electronic alert service to inform LGIM of rejected 

votes which require further action. 

Top 5 Significant Votes during the Period 

 

 

 

Company Voting Subject 

How did the 

Investment Manager 

Vote? 

Result 

 

 

 

AmerisourceBergen 
Corporation  

Resolution 3: Advisory Vote to 

Ratify Named Executive 

Officers' Compensation 

LGIM voted against 

the resolution. 

The resolution 

encountered a 

significant amount of 

oppose votes from 

shareholders, with 

48.36% voting against 

the resolution and 

51.63% supporting the 

proposal. 

 

 

 
 

During the same year the Company recorded a $6.6 billion charge related to opioid lawsuits, its CEO’s total 

compensation was approximately 25% higher than the previous year. By excluding the settlement costs, the 

Compensation Committee ensured executive pay was not impacted by an operating loss of $5.1bn (on 

unadjusted basis).  LGIM has in previous years voted against executives’ pay packages due to concerns over 

the remuneration structure not comprising a sufficient proportion of awards assessed against the company’s 

performance. LGIM voted against the resolution to signal their concern over the overall increased 

compensation package during a year that the company recorded a $6.6bn charge related to opioid lawsuits 

and a total operating loss of $5.1 billion. 

  

 

Sanwa Holdings Corp. 
Resolution 2.1 Elect Director 

Takayama, Toshitaka 

LGIM voted against 

the resolution. 

89.0% of shareholders 

supported the 

resolution. 

 

 

 
 

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

LGIM manage on their behalf. For 10 years, LGIM have been using their position to engage with companies 

on this issue.  As part of their efforts to influence our investee companies on having greater gender balance 

and following a campaign on gender diversity in Japan in 2019, LGIM decided to escalate our voting policy. 

In 2020, LGIM announced that they would be voting against all companies in the large-cap TOPIX 100 index 

that do not have at least one woman on their board. In 2021, LGIM expanded the scope of our policy to 

vote against TOPIX Mid 400 companies that do not have at least one woman on the board.  

 

Principal Financial Group, 

Inc. 

Resolution 1.2 Elect 

Director Daniel J. Houston 

LGIM voted against the 

resolution. 

94.7% of 

shareholders 

supported the 

resolution 

 

 

LGIM has a longstanding policy advocating for the separation of the roles of CEO and board chair. These 

two roles are substantially different, requiring distinct skills and experiences. Since 2015 LGIM have 

supported shareholder proposals seeking the appointment of independent board chairs, and since 2020 

LGIM are voting against all combined board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, LGIM have published a guide for 

boards on the separation of the roles of chair and CEO (available on their website), and LGIM have 
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reinforced our position on leadership structures across our stewardship activities – e.g. via individual 

corporate engagements and director conferences. 

 

Fidelity National 

Information Services, Inc. 

Resolution 1f Elect Director Gary 

A. Norcross 

LGIM voted 

against the 

resolution. 

95.7% of shareholders 

supported the 

resolution. 

 

 

LGIM has a longstanding policy advocating for the separation of the roles of CEO and board chair. These 

two roles are substantially different, requiring distinct skills and experiences. Since 2015 LGIM have 

supported shareholder proposals seeking the appointment of independent board chairs, and since 2020 

LGIM are voting against all combined board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, LGIM have published a guide for 

boards on the separation of the roles of chair and CEO (available on their website), and LGIM have 

reinforced our position on leadership structures across our stewardship activities – e.g. via individual 

corporate engagements and director conferences. 

 

 

Sankyo Co., Ltd. 
Resolution 2.1 Elect Director 

Busujima, Hideyuki 

LGIM voted 

against the 

resolution. 

80.3% of shareholders 

supported the 

resolution. 

 

 

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

LGIM manage on their behalf. For 10 years, LGIM have been using our position to engage with companies 

on this issue. As part of LGIMs efforts to influence their investee companies on having greater gender 

balance and following a campaign on gender diversity in Japan in 2019, LGIM decided to escalate our voting 

policy. In 2020, LGIM announced they would be voting against all companies in the large-cap TOPIX 100 

index that do not have at least one woman on their board. In 2021, they expanded the scope of their policy 

to vote against TOPIX Mid 400 companies that do not have at least one woman on the board. 
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Legal and General Investment Management UK Equity Index Fund 

Voting Information 

 

Legal and General Investment Management UK Equity Index Fund 
 

The fund manager has not provided stewardship code data at present  

The manager voted on 100% of resolutions of which they were eligible out of 10,918 votes. 

 

 

 

Investment Manager Client Consultation Policy on Voting 

 

 

 

Consistent with the approach outlined for the Legal & General Investment Management World (ex UK) 

Equity Index Fund 

 

 

 

Investment Manager Process to determine how to Vote 

 

 

 

Consistent with the approach outlined for the Legal & General Investment Management World (ex UK) 

Equity Index Fund 

 

 

 
 

How does this manager determine what constitutes a 'Significant' Vote? 

 

 

 

Consistent with the approach outlined for the Legal & General Investment Management World (ex UK) 

Equity Index Fund 

 

 

 

Does the manager utilise a Proxy Voting System? If so, please detail 

 

 

 

Consistent with the approach outlined for the Legal & General Investment Management World (ex UK) 

Equity Index Fund 
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Top 5 Significant Votes during the Period 

 

 

 

Company Voting Subject 
How did the Investment 

Manager Vote? 
Result 

 

 

 

Playtech Plc 
Resolution 5 Re-elect 

Claire Milne as Director 

LGIM voted against the 

resolution. 

64.7% of shareholders 

supported the 

resolution. 

 

 

 
 

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

LGIM manage on their behalf. For 10 years, LGIM have been using their position to engage with companies 

on this issue. As part of their efforts to influence their investee companies on having greater gender 

balance, LGIM apply voting sanctions to those FTSE 350 companies that do not have a minimum of 30% 

women on the board. LGIM also apply voting sanctions to the FTSE 100 companies that do not have 30% 

women on their executive committee. For smaller companies LGIM expect at least one woman at board 

level.   

       

 

John Menzies Plc 

Resolution 7 Re-elect 

Philipp Joeinig as 

Director 

 

LGIM voted against the 

resolution. 

82.4% of shareholders 

supported the 

resolution. 

 

 

LGIM has a longstanding policy advocating for the separation of the roles of CEO and board chair. These 

two roles are substantially different, requiring distinct skills and experiences. Since 2015 LGIM have 

supported shareholder proposals seeking the appointment of independent board chairs, and since 2020 

LGIM are voting against all combined board chair/CEO roles. Furthermore, LGIM have published a guide for 

boards on the separation of the roles of chair and CEO (available on their website), and LGIM have 

reinforced their position on leadership structures across our stewardship activities – e.g. via individual 

corporate engagements and director conferences. 
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Plus500 ltd. 

 

‘Resolution 17: Approve 

Special Bonus Payment 

to CFO Elad Even-Chen’ 

at the company’s special 

shareholder meeting 

held on 16 September 20 

LGIM voted against the 

special bonus based on the 

belief that such transaction 

bonuses do not align with 

the achievement of pre-set 

targets.  Separately, LGIM 

also voted against an 

amendment to the 

company’s remuneration 

policy, which continues to 

allow for the flexibility to 

make one-off awards and 

offers long-term incentives 

that remain outside best 

market practice in terms of 

long-term performance 

alignment. 

Given the level of 

shareholder dissent, 

Resolution 17 was withdrawn 

ahead of the AGM, while all 

the other resolutions were 

passed. The company stated 

that: 'The board and the 

remuneration committee 

consider that a bonus is 

appropriate given the 

outstanding efforts of [the 

CFO].’As such, Plus500 

intends to again propose 

the resolution for 

shareholder approval at the 

EGM to cover 2021 director 

pay (as is required under 

Israeli law). 

 

 

 

At its AGM on 16 September 2020, Plus500 proposed a number of pay-related proposals for shareholder 

approval. Amongst these, the board recommended the approval of a substantial discretionary bonus 

offered to the CFO of around £4.2 million (around $1.2 million), for his successful work with Israeli tax 

authorities over a number of years, resulting in a significant tax-saving for shareholders. The bonus is in 

addition to his annual variable pay and outside the normal bonus structure. LGIM does not support one-off 

discretionary bonuses (or transaction bonuses) as these are not within the approved policy to reward the 

achievement of pre-set targets. Moreover, discussions with tax authorities and the obtaining of preferential 

tax structures for the company are seen as part of a CFO’s day-to-day job and should not be remunerated 

separately. Instead, a preferential tax treatment will benefit future performance and will therefore be 

rewarded within annual bonus and long-term incentives in future performance years. 

 

 

EVRAZ Plc 

 

Resolution 3 Re-elect 

Alexander Abramov as 

Director 

 

LGIM voted against the 

resolution. 

82.8%  of shareholders 

supported the resolution. 

 

 

 

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

LGIM manage on their behalf. For 10 years, LGIM have been using our position to engage with companies 

on this issue.  As part of their efforts to influence their investee companies on having greater gender 

balance, LGIM apply voting sanctions to those FTSE 350 companies that do not have a minimum of 30% 

women on the board. LGIM also apply voting sanctions to the FTSE 100 companies that do not have 30% 

women on their executive committee. For smaller companies LGIM expect at least one woman at board 

level. 
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Arrow Global Group plc 

 

Resolution 2  Adoption of 

Remuneration Report 

Resolution 3 Approval of 

Remuneration Policy 

Resolution 7 Re-election of 

Lan Tu as director 

 

LGIM voted against all 

resolutions. 

Resolution 2  80.2% 

of shareholders 

supported the 

resolution. 

Resolution 3 81.8% 

of shareholders 

supported the 

resolution. 

Resolution 7 87.7% 

of shareholders 

supported the 

resolution. 

 

 

 

The company’s 2020 long-term incentive plan (LTIP) award – which was originally delayed due to COVID-19 

uncertainties last year – was later (in June 2020) awarded at the normal percentage salary levels (200% of 

salary to the CEO). As the award was delayed, information was not included in the 2019 Annual Report, but 

was provided via RNS announcement to the market at the time of award.  Given the substantially lower share 

price at the time of the grant, this led to a significant increase in the number of shares under award. As the 

share price has since recovered, the CEO’s 2020 LTIP award of 1,016,805 shares (at 2.6x the 2019 award of 

390,780 shares) stands to incur substantial windfall gains, resulting from COVID-driven share-price 

movements over the award period. Investors will also note concerns about full LTIP awards being made while 

shareholders had to forgo their dividends, which are yet to be reinstated. 

 

 

 

Schroders Diversified Growth Fund 

Voting Information 

Schroders Diversified Growth Fund 

The fund manager has not provided stewardship code data at present 

The manager voted on 95.49% of resolutions of which they were eligible out of 6,674 votes. 

Investment Manager Client Consultation Policy on Voting 

In order to maintain the necessary flexibility to meet client needs, local offices of Schroders may determine a 

voting policy regarding the securities for which they are responsible, subject to agreement with clients as 

appropriate, and/or addressing local market issues. Clients in the UK will need to contact their usual client 

services person(s) on whether or not this is available for the type of investment(s) they hold with Schroders. 
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Investment Manager Process to determine how to Vote 

Schroders evaluate voting issues arising at their investee companies and, where they have the authority to do 

so, vote on them in line with their fiduciary responsibilities in what they deem to be the interests of their 

clients. They utilise company engagement, internal research, investor views and governance expertise to 

confirm their intention. Further information can be found in their Environmental, Social and Governance 

Policy for Listed Assets policy: https://www.schroders.com/en/sysglobalassets/global-

assets/english/campaign/sustainability/integrity-documents/schroders-esg-policy.pdf 

How does this manager determine what constitutes a 'Significant' Vote? 

Schroders consider "most significant" votes as those against company management. 

 

Schroders are not afraid to oppose management if they believe that doing so is in the best interests of 

shareholders and their clients. For example, if they believe a proposal diminishes shareholder rights or if 

remuneration incentives are not aligned with the company’s long term performance and creation of 

shareholder value. Such votes against will typically follow an engagement and they will inform the company 

of their intention to vote against before the meeting, along with their rationale. Where there have been 

ongoing and significant areas of concerns with a company’s performance Schroders may chose to vote 

against individuals on the board. 

 

However, as active fund managers they usually look to support the management of the companies that they 

invest in.  Where they do not do this they classify the vote as significant and will disclose the reason behind 

this to the company and the public.   

Does the manager utilise a Proxy Voting System? If so, please detail 

Schroders receive research from both ISS and the Investment Association’s Institutional Voting Information 

Services (IVIS) for upcoming general meetings, however this is only one component that feeds into their 

voting decisions. In addition to relying on policies, Schroders will also be informed by company reporting, 

company engagements, country specific policies, engagements with stakeholders and the views of portfolio 

managers and analysts. 

 

It is important to stress that their own research is also integral to final voting decisions; this will be conducted 

by both financial and ESG analysts. For contentious issues, Corporate Governance specialists will be in deep 

dialogue with the relevant analysts and portfolio managers to seek their view and better understand the 

corporate context. 

 

Schroders continue to review their voting practices and policies during ongoing dialogue with portfolio 

managers. 
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Top 5 Significant Votes during the Period 

Company Voting Subject 
How did the Investment 

Manager Vote? 
Result 

Nordic Entertainment 

Group AB 
Proposal 13b - Elect Director Against 

Voted against 

Company 

Management 

The Manager voted against Proposal 13b – Elect Director due to over boarding concerns. The Manager 

proposed the company re-elects Simon Duffy as the Director 

Informa Plc 
Proposal 1 - Approve 

Remuneration Policy 
Against 

Voted against 

Company 

Management 

The Manager voted against Proposal 1 – approve remuneration policy as the reduction in award due to 

guaranteed nature not in line with best practice. 

Whitbread Plc 

Proposal 2 - Advisory Vote to 

Ratify Named Executive 

Officers' Compensation 

Against 

Voted against 

Company 

Management 

The Manager voted against Proposal 2 – ratify executive officers’ compensation due to a restricted share 

plan that was not in line with best practice. 

JD Sports Fashion Plc 

Proposal 2 - Advisory Vote to 

Ratify Named Executive 

Officers' Compensation 

Against 

Voted against 

Company 

Management 

The Manager voted against Proposal 2- Approve Remuneration Report due to continued exceptional bonus 

payments. 

Sensata Technologies 

Holding Plc 
Proposal 1f - Elect Director Against 

Voted against 

Company 

Management 

The Manager voted against Proposal 1f – Elect Director James E Heppelmann.  

 

 

 

Signed: , Chair of Trustees 

 

Date: ______________________________ 

 

SJeffrey-Gray
Typewriter
Director for Pi Consulting (Trustee Services) Limited

SJeffrey-Gray
Typewriter
28 January 2022


