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Background on the Disclosure Requirements  

On 6 June 2019, the Government published the Occupational Pension Schemes (Investment and 

Disclosure) (Amendment) Regulations (“the Regulations”). The Regulations amongst other things 

require that pension scheme trustees prepare an Engagement Policy Implementation Statement 

(“EPIS”) on how they ensured that the stewardship policy set out in their Statement of Investment 

Principles (“SIP”) was adhered to over the course of the relevant year. 

What is Stewardship? 

Stewardship is investors using their influence over current or potential investees / issuers, policy 

makers, service providers and other stakeholders to create long-term value for clients and beneficiaries 

leading to sustainable benefits for the economy, the environment and society.  

This includes prioritising which environmental, social and governance (“ESG”) issues to focus on, 

engaging with investees / issuers, and exercising voting rights. 

Differing ownership structures mean stewardship practices often differ between asset classes.  

Source:  the United Nations-supported Principles for Responsible Investment (“PRI”) 

Introduction 

This EPIS sets out the actions undertaken in the Scheme year under review by ARG Pensions (1974) 

Limited, as the Trustee of the Scheme, in conjunction with the Trustees of the Aga Rangemaster 

Commingled Fund (the “Fund”, the common investment fund in which the Scheme’s defined benefit 

assets are held and in which the Scheme is the sole participant), and the Scheme’s and the Fund’s 

service providers, including the investment consultant (Aon Investments Limited (“Aon”)) and the 

investment managers, to implement the stewardship policy as set out in the Scheme’s SIP. This 

document sets out how, and the extent to which, the Trustee’s policy in relation to the exercise of rights 

(including voting rights) attaching to the Scheme’s investments and undertaking engagement activities 

in respect of the investments (referred to in this EPIS as the Scheme’s stewardship policy) has been 

followed, and describes the voting behaviour of the investment managers on behalf of the Trustee 

(including description of any proxy voting services used). It includes voting and engagement information 

that has been gathered from the investment managers, providing examples of significant votes cast.  

This EPIS has been prepared in consultation with the Trustees of the Fund, and it covers the Scheme 

and Fund year ended 31 December 2022. 

This EPIS does not disclose stewardship information on the Scheme’s Liability Driven Investment (LDI) 

portfolio (including gilts, Network Rail bonds and derivatives) due to the limited financial materiality of 

stewardship to this asset class.  

The identities of the Scheme’s investment managers have been anonymised. 

The Scheme's Stewardship Policy 

The Scheme's stewardship policy is set out in the Scheme’s SIP, which can be found at this website: 

https://www.agarangemaster.com/group-pension-scheme  

Within this EPIS, the Trustee reviews how the stewardship policy has been followed by considering 

whether and the extent to which the actions of its investment managers have aligned with its 

expectations and principles set out in the SIP. The Trustee sets out in this EPIS where it expects more 

information to be provided or engagement to be undertaken by its investment managers. 

https://www.agarangemaster.com/group-pension-scheme


How Voting and Engagement Policies have been followed over the Year 

The Scheme is invested mostly in pooled funds, and so the responsibility for voting and engagement is 

delegated to the investment managers. Some of the Scheme’s assets are also invested in a segregated 

mandate in which the voting rights and the responsibility for engagement have also been delegated to 

the investment manager (subject to the Scheme’s stewardship policy as set out in the Scheme’s SIP). 

The Trustee reviewed the stewardship activity of the investment managers carried out over the year 

and, in the Trustee’s view, most of the investment managers were able to disclose adequate evidence 

of voting and / or engagement activity. More information on the stewardship activity carried out by the 

investment managers can be found in the following sections.  

Over the reporting year, the Trustee monitored the performance of the Scheme’s investments on a 

quarterly basis and received updates on important issues from Aon. In particular, the Trustee sourced 

quarterly ESG ratings from Aon for the funds in which the Scheme is invested, where available, with 

ratings of ‘Integrated’ or ‘Advanced’. Simply put, an Integrated rating means that the applicable fund 

management team has taken a number of appropriate steps to identify, evaluate and mitigate potential 

financially material ESG risks within the fund’s investment portfolio, while an Advanced rating means 

that the applicable fund management team has demonstrated that it has more advanced processes in 

place. Apart from the Scheme’s LDI portfolio, there are two investment funds in which the Scheme is 

an investor who do not yet have an Aon ESG rating. However, Aon’s manager research team engages 

regularly on behalf of the Trustee (and all Aon’s clients) with all of Aon’s ‘Buy-rated strategies’ on a 

variety of ESG issues. (Buy-rated strategies are those investment funds which may appear on Aon’s 

recommended short-list of potential investments; all the investment funds apart from the Scheme’s 

holdings with Diversified Growth Fund Manager A were Buy-rated at the year end.) 

The Trustee’s Investment Sub-Committee (ISC) aims to meet with each of the investment managers 

twice a year on behalf of the Trustee. These meetings include updates regarding the manager’s 

approach to stewardship and ESG integration as appropriate.  

The Trustee periodically reviews the voting and engagement policies of the investment managers to 

ensure these policies align with the Scheme’s policies. 

Why is Voting important? 

Voting is an essential tool for listed equity investors to communicate their views to a company and input 

into key business decisions. Resolutions proposed by shareholders increasingly relate to environmental 

and social issues  

Source:  PRI 

The Investment Managers’ Voting Activity 

Good asset stewardship means being aware and active on voting issues, corporate actions and other 

responsibilities tied to owning a company’s stock. Understanding and monitoring the stewardship that 

investment managers practice in relation to the Scheme’s investments is an important factor in deciding 

whether a manager remains the right choice for the Scheme.  

Voting rights are attached to listed equity shares, including equities held in multi-asset funds. The 

Trustee expects the Scheme’s equity-owning investment managers to exercise responsibly their voting 

rights.  

Voting statistics for each of the investment managers directly owning equities for the year are provided 

in the Appendix to this EPIS. 

Use of Proxy Voting Advisers 

Many investment managers use proxy voting advisers to help them fulfil their stewardship duties. Proxy 

voting advisers provide recommendations to institutional investors on how to vote at shareholder 

meetings on issues such as climate change, executive pay and board composition. They can also 

provide voting execution, research, record keeping and other services.  



Why use a Proxy Voting Adviser? 

Outsourcing voting activities to proxy advisers enables investment managers that invest in thousands 

of companies to participate in many more votes than they would without their support. 

Responsible investors will, however, also dedicate time and resources towards making their own 

informed decisions, rather than solely relying on their adviser’s recommendations. 

The following table describes how the investment managers use proxy voting advisers. 

 Description of use of proxy voting advisers 
Wording provided directly by the investment manager 

Equity Manager A 

and Fund of Hedge 

Funds Manager B 

“While we subscribe to research from the proxy advisory firms Institutional Shareholder 

Services (“ISS”) and Glass Lewis, it is just one among many inputs into our vote analysis 

process, and we do not blindly follow their recommendations on how to vote. We primarily 

use proxy research firms to synthesise corporate governance information and analysis 

into a concise, easily reviewable format so that our investment stewardship analysts can 

readily identify and prioritise those companies where our own additional research and 

engagement would be beneficial. Other sources of information we use include the 

company’s own reporting (such as the proxy statement and the website), our 

engagement and voting history with the company, and the views of our active investors, 

public information and ESG research.” 

Diversified Growth 

Fund Manager A 

“We would utilise Minerva Analytics to analyse resolutions against manager specific 

voting policy templates to determine the direction of the vote, where applicable. Minerva 

monitors company meeting agendas and items to be voted on. Minerva reviews each 

vote against [our] specific criteria and provides a recommendation for each item. [We 

generally] vote in line with the recommendations of the proxy voting agent and document 

where a voting decision against the recommendation [is made]. The rationale for 

abstaining or voting against the voting recommendation is retained on the Minerva 

platform on a case-by-case basis.” 

Fund of Hedge 

Funds Manager A 

“Proxy Voting authority relating to portfolio holdings of the Fund with respect to assets 

invested in an investment fund that carry voting rights, are delegated to the investment 

manager, to be exercised in accordance with the proxy voting policies adopted by the 

investment manager. In the case of publicly-traded securities held directly by a Client, 

the manager has engaged the services of Institutional Shareholder Services, Inc. (“ISS”) 

to make recommendations on the voting of proxies related to such securities. ISS 

provides voting recommendations based on established guidelines and practices 

including ISS’s Sustainability Research. The manager generally will vote proxies in 

accordance with ISS’s recommendations, but may decide not to vote in accordance with 

the ISS recommendations if it believes that the specific ISS recommendation is not in the 

best interests of the Client.” 
 

Significant Voting Examples 

A significant vote is considered to be one which the investment manager considers significant. 

Investment managers use a wide variety of criteria to determine what they consider a significant vote. 

To illustrate the voting activity being carried out on the Trustee’s behalf, the investment managers were 

asked to provide a selection of what they consider to be the most significant votes in relation to the 

assets they managed for the Scheme. A sample of these significant votes, and examples of the criteria 

used by the investment managers, can be found in the Appendix to this EPIS. 

The Investment Managers’ Engagement Activity 

Engagement is when an investor communicates with current (or potential) investee companies (or 

issuers) to improve their ESG practices, sustainability outcomes or public disclosure. Good engagement 

identifies relevant ESG issues, sets objectives, tracks results, maps escalation strategies and 

incorporates findings into investment decision-making. 

The following table shows some of the engagement activity carried out by the investment managers. 

The managers have provided information for the most recent calendar year available. N.B.: Some of 

the information provided is at a firm-level – i.e. the information is not necessarily specific to the 

investment manager’s fund in which the Scheme’s assets are invested. 

 



 

Funds Number of engagements Themes engaged on at a fund-level 

 Fund specific Firm level  

Equity Manager A 

(Currency Hedged 

and Unhedged 

Funds) 

1,540 Not provided Environment – Climate Risk Management; Operational 

Sustainability 

Social – Human Capital Management; Social Risks and 

Opportunities 

Governance – Board Composition & Effectiveness; 

Business Oversight / Risk Management; Corporate 

Strategy; Remuneration 

Equity Manager A 

(Emerging Markets 

Index Fund) 

450 Not provided Environment – Climate Risk Management; Operational 

Sustainability 

Social – Human Capital Management; Social Risks and 

Opportunities 

Governance – Board Composition & Effectiveness; 

Business Oversight / Risk Management; Corporate 

Strategy; Governance Structure; Executive Management 

Diversified Growth 

Fund Manager A 

34 948 Environment – Climate change 

Social – Human and Labour Rights (e.g. supply chain 

rights, community relations) 

Governance – Board Effectiveness - Independence or 

Oversight; Financial Reporting (e.g. audit, accounting, 

sustainability reporting); Strategy - Purpose 

Multi Asset Credit 

Fund Manager A 

8 157 Environment – Climate change 

Social – Human and Labour Rights (e.g. supply chain 

rights, community relations); Conduct, Culture and Ethics 

(e.g. tax, anti-bribery, lobbying) 

Governance – Remuneration 

Illiquid Credit 

Fund Manager A 

Not provided 157 Environment – Climate change 

Social – Human and Labour Rights (e.g. supply chain 

rights, community relations); Human Capital Management 

(e.g. inclusion & diversity, employee terms, safety) 

Governance – Board Effectiveness - Independence or 

Oversight; Remuneration; Financial Reporting; Strategy -

Purpose 

Fund of Hedge 

Funds Manager B 

Not provided 40 Not provided 

Fund of Hedge 

Funds Manager A 

Not provided 

 

Property Manager 

A 

Not provided 

 

Source:  the investment managers.  N.B.:  Illiquid Credit Fund Manager A has provided themes at firm-level, not fund-level. 

Data limitations 

At the time of writing, the following investment managers did not provide all the information requested: 

▪ Fund of Hedge Funds Manager A was not able to provide most of the voting or engagement 

information for this fund. The fund is a fund of funds arrangement, where the manager does not 

have investment discretion over the underlying holdings of the investment managers within the 

portfolio. Given the fund of funds structure, it is not uncommon for these types of funds to struggle 

to provide stewardship information.  

 

▪ Fund of Hedge Funds Manager B was also not able to provide most of the stewardship information 

because this fund is also a fund of funds arrangement. 

 

▪ Equity Manager A did not provide firm-level engagement information for its strategies.  

 

▪ Equity Manager A did not provide the criteria on which it would deem a vote as significant. 

 



▪ It was noted that the percentage of votes cast by Equity Manager A for the Currency Hedged and 

Unhedged Funds was lower than would have been expected for this manager. Following 

engagement with the manager on this, it was found that the manager had not received proxy ballots 

for US issuers from its custodian, which meant that votes were not placed at shareholder meetings 

for US securities held by these funds. Votes for non-US issuers were unaffected. The manager 

noted that the issue was identified in June 2023 and remedied within one day. 

 

▪ Illiquid Credit Fund Manager A did not provide any fund-level engagement information for its fund. 

 

▪ Diversified Growth Fund Manager A did not provide any significant voting examples. It is the 

manager’s view that a significant vote cast disclosure is not applicable to its strategy because of 

the fund’s governance structure. The strategy invests in listed closed-end investment companies. 

The corporate structure of these companies includes an independent board responsible for 

providing oversight on behalf of all shareholders. The manager stated that this governance 

framework generally limits contentious issues that can arise with other listed entities and, as a 

result, examples of significant votes cast are not applicable to the strategy.  

 

▪ Property Manager A did not provide the engagement information requested. The manager stated 

that it does not collate statistics on the number of engagements made by the portfolio, but that it is 

in continual engagement, via its asset managers, with the tenants of the Scheme’s properties, rather 

than by single engagement events. 

Conclusion 

Based on the activity over the year under review by the Trustee and its service providers, the Trustee is 

of the opinion that overall, the Scheme’s stewardship policy has been implemented effectively. The 

Trustee notes that most of the Scheme’s applicable investment managers were able to disclose 

adequate evidence of voting and / or engagement activity, that the activities completed by the managers 

align with the Trustee’s stewardship expectations, and that the Trustee’s voting policy has been 

implemented effectively in most cases;  where this has not been the case, the Trustee raised its concern 

with the applicable manager and the issue was rectified. 

The Trustee continues to gain a more detailed insight and understanding of the investment managers’ 

policies on voting and engagement and how the managers put their policies into practice. Over the 

coming year the Trustee will continue to engage with the investment managers regarding their 

stewardship activities and challenge those managers who did not provide adequate information in any 

respect to give more information and clarity around their engagement activities.  

In particular, the Trustee expects improvements from Equity Manager A on the management of voting 

activities.  This is on account of the manager not receiving proxy ballots for US issuers from its custodian, 

which meant that votes were not placed at shareholder meetings for US securities held by the Currency 

Hedged and Unhedged Funds.  Although Equity Manager A has confirmed that the matter has now been 

remedied, the Trustee will continue to monitor the manager in respect of these specific voting activities. 

 

27 July 2023 

  



Appendix – Voting Statistics and Significant Voting Examples 

Voting Statistics 

The following information, provided by the relevant investment manager, relates to the most relevant 

funds in which the Scheme’s assets were invested over the year to 31 December 2022. 

 
1 January 2022 to 31 December 2022 

 Number of 

resolutions eligible 

to vote on 

% of 

resolutions 

voted 

% of votes 

against company 

management 

% of votes 

abstained from 

Equity Manager A (Currency Hedged 

and Unhedged Funds) 

14,200 87.0% 6.0% 0.0% 

Equity Manager A (Emerging Markets 

Index Fund) 

32,753 97.0% 12.0% 4.0% 

Diversified Growth Fund Manager A 169 100.00% 0.0% 0.0% 

Significant Voting Examples 

Equity Manager A (Currency 
Hedged and Unhedged 
Funds) 

Company name TOSHIBA Corp. 

 
Date of vote 28-Jun-2022 

 
How the manager voted Against 

 
Did the manager communicate 
its intent to the company ahead 
of the vote? 

Not Provided 

 
Summary of the resolution Elect Director Nabeel Bhanji 

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

Not Provided  

 
Outcome of the vote Pass  

 
Rationale for the voting decision Against affiliated outsiders as the US style board 

lacks independence. 
 

Implications of the outcome Not Provided  
 

Criteria on which the vote is 
considered significant? 

Not Provided  

Equity Manager A (Emerging 
Markets Index Fund) 

Company name China Tower Corporation Limited 

 
Date of vote 11-May-2022 

 
How the manager voted Against  

 
Did the manager communicate 
its intent to the company ahead 
of the vote? 

Not Provided  

 
Summary of the resolution Approve Issuance of Equity or Equity-Linked 

Securities without Pre-emptive Rights for Domestic 
Shares and H Shares and Authorize Board to 
Increase the Registered Capital and Amend Articles 
of Association to Reflect Increase in the Registered 
Capital.  

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

Not Provided  

 
Outcome of the vote Pass 

 
Rationale for the voting decision This authority is not in shareholders' best economic 

interests as it would give the board excessive 
discretion on terms of issuance.  

Implications of the outcome Not Provided 
 

Criteria on which the vote is 
considered significant? 

Not Provided 

Source:  the investment manager. 


