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Implementation Statement (“IS”) 

The Visa Europe Pension Plan (the “Plan”) 

 
Plan Year End – 30 September 2025 
 

The purpose of the Implementation Statement is for the Trustee of The Visa 

Europe Pension Plan to explain the work carried out during the year ending 30 

September 2025 to achieve certain policies and objectives set out in the 

Statement of Investment Principles (“SIP”). It includes:
 

1. A summary of any review and changes made to the SIP over the year 

 

2. How policies in the SIP have been followed during the year split as follows: 

 

• Objectives and policies that apply to DB assets only; 

• Objectives and policies that apply to DC and AVC assets only; and 

• Objectives and policies that apply jointly to the DB, DC and AVC 

assets. 

3. How the Trustee has exercised its voting rights or how these rights have 

been exercised on the Trustee’s behalf, including the use of any proxy 

voting advisory services.

 

Our conclusion 

Based on the activity carried out over the year by the Trustee, its investment advisers and its 

investment managers, the Trustee is of the opinion that the policies set out in the SIP have been 

implemented effectively. Overall, from the evidence provided, we are content at present with the 

stewardship carried out on the Trustee’s behalf by the Plan’s asset managers. 

 

The Trustee notes that most of the Plan’s investment managers (including all those that manage the Plan’s 

larger holdings) were able to disclose reasonable evidence of engagement & voting activity, that the 

activities completed by managers align with the Trustee’s stewardship expectations, and voting rights have 

been implemented effectively in practise. 

 

While BlackRock and LGIM provided comprehensive lists of their fund-level engagements, which is 

encouraging, these examples did not give as much detail as required by the best practice industry standard. 

Further, ICG was unable to provide engagement information at a fund level.  

 

The Trustee’s investment adviser, Aon, will continue to engage with these managers to encourage better 

reporting. Further information on this is available in the Data Limitations section of this report.  

 

 

 

 



 

2 

 

Changes to the SIP during the year 

We reviewed the SIP during the year and updated it in September 2025  

 

There were no substantial changes made during the year. Those that were made 

were limited to general updates (e.g. updates to fund fees) for both the DB and 

DC Sections. 

 

The Plan’s latest SIP can be found here, including exact policy and objective 

wording: VEPP-Statement-of-Investment-Principles.pdf 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How the policies in the SIP have been followed  

The Trustee outlines in its SIP several key objectives and policies. These 

objectives and policies are referred to throughout, together with an explanation 

of how these have been implemented and adhered to over the year to 30 

September 2025. 

 

DB Section  
 

Investment Objectives The Trustee has acquired and maintained suitable assets of appropriate liquidity 

which have a reasonable expectation of meeting the Plan's long-term liabilities. The 

Liability Driven Investment (“LDI”) portfolio effectively mitigates interest rate and 

inflation risks and the variety of growth assets held are suitably diversified across 

managers, asset classes and markets. 

 

The Trustee receives quarterly updates on the funding position of the Plan, the 

progress against the long-term funding target and a measure of risk known as Value 

at Risk (“VaR”). 

Investment Strategy The Plan's actual asset allocation is reviewed by the Trustee on at least a quarterly 

basis – via quarterly monitoring reports and ad-hoc asset updates – to determine 

whether any rebalancing is required. The Trustee's investment adviser provides 

advice on any potential rebalancing opportunities. 

 

The Trustee made minor changes to the investment strategy over the year to 30 

September 2025: 

 

▪ Given the Plan’s strong self-sufficiency funding level and the long-term focus on 

reaching full funding on a solvency basis, the Trustee agreed to increase the Plan’s 

hedge ratio to better protect against adverse movements in interest rates and 

inflation for the Plan’s solvency position. Following consultation with the Company, 

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 Governance (“ESG”) 

issues to focus on, engaging with investees/issuers, and exercising voting 

rights.  

Differing ownership structures means stewardship practices often differ 

between asset classes.  

Source: UN PRI 

https://www.visa.co.uk/content/dam/VCOM/regional/ve/unitedkingdom/PDF/visa-in-europe/VEPP-Statement-of-Investment-Principles.pdf
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the Trustee implemented an increase in the hedge ratio from 100% of liabilities on a 

Gilts +0.5% basis to 100% of liabilities on a Gilts +0.0% basis in October 2024.   

▪ In September 2025, the Trustee commenced a review of the Plan’s investment 

strategy with a focus on considering the appropriate level of target return in order to 

best support achieving the Plan’s long-term objectives. As part of this process, the 

Trustee has undertaken training on new asset classes and will continue discussions 

for further refinement of the Plan’s investment strategy into 2026.  

Investment Risk The SIP identifies three key investment risks – the investment strategy, potential 

employer failure and the investment managers – and details the policies implemented 

to mitigate these risks.  

 

The Trustee reviews the Plan's investment strategy at least once every three years. 

In March 2023, the Trustee reviewed the Plan’s strategy and adopted a new 

investment strategy targeting Gilts + 1.0% p.a. to reduce investment risk within the 

portfolio.  

 

The LDI portfolio effectively mitigates the interest rate and inflation risk faced by the 

Plan and suitable diversification of growth and other matching assets helps to reduce 

risk further. The Trustee performed an annual review of the Plan’s Cashflow 

Management Policy in June 2025, ensuring that the formal process for sourcing the 

Plan's short-term cashflow requirements remained appropriate. This was in line with 

the Pensions Regulator’s guidance to improve the resilience within LDI portfolios and 

strengthen operational governance. 

 

Additionally, a framework has been implemented to handle significant yield shocks 

and maintain sufficient collateral and liquidity. Collateral adequacy is monitored 

quarterly or more regularly as required. 

 

The Trustee receives updates from the sponsor and its covenant adviser regarding 

any developments in the employer covenant, as required. There were no significant 

changes in the strength of the employer's covenant over the year, therefore the 

Trustee has not been required to reconsider the appropriateness of the investment 

strategy in relation to this. 

The Trustee's investment adviser regularly updates the Trustee on any matters of 

material significance that might affect the ability of the appointed investment 

managers to achieve their performance objectives. This is also reflected in the 

individual fund ratings the Trustee receives on a quarterly basis from its investment 

adviser. Any changes in ratings are highlighted to the Trustee as soon as practically 

possible. The Trustee also invites its investment managers to present updates at 

quarterly meetings according to the Plan’s Manager Presentation Schedule, which 

was reviewed and amended in June 2025  
 

 

The Trustee considers that the objectives and policies outlined in the DB 

Section of the SIP have been implemented and adhered to appropriately 

over the year to 30 September 2025. 

 

 

 

DC / AVC Section 

 
Investment Objective Over the year to 30 September 2025, the Trustee had to take specific action to 

ensure the investment objectives continued to be met. 
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At the start of the Plan year, the Visa Property Fund remained suspended to 

contributions and disinvestments. The fund has been suspended since November 

2022, when the Invesco Global Real Estate Fund (‘Invesco GREF’), which made up 

100% of the Visa Property Fund, suspended trading. This action was triggered to 

protect existing investors following an increase in the amount and size of 

disinvestment requests for Invesco GREF. 

In recognition of the impact this suspension had on member experience, the Trustee 

worked with its investment adviser and administrator to facilitate a solution for 

members who had retired or transferred out of the Plan during the suspension period 

and still held assets in the Visa Property Fund. The Trustee offered impacted 

members the option to receive a payment equivalent to the value of their Visa 

Property Fund holdings to fully settle their benefits from the Plan, with these 

payments being processed during Q3 and Q4 of 2024. 

The Trustee has also continued to monitor the progress of the Invesco GREF 

suspension and of Invesco’s newly launched property fund, using an identical 

investment strategy as Invesco GREF, designed to better support DC investors. The 

Trustee considered the benefits of this alternative fund as a long-term solution for the 

Plan and decided to transition to this fund to resume contributions and disinvestments 

into the Visa Property Fund for self-select members. The transition was successfully 

completed in January 2025 and the suspension on the self-select Visa Property Fund 

was lifted shortly after. 

Invesco GDPF is also used within the Visa Growth Fund which forms part of the 

lifestyle strategies. The Trustee continue to closely monitor the Invesco GDPF, the 

growth of the strategy and Invesco’s management of liquidity within the new fund 

structure and will review this allocation in more detail as part of the upcoming 

investment strategy review. 

We are comfortable that the activities carried out over the year have been in 

line with the Investment Objective as outlined in the SIP. 

Investment options The Trustee takes advice from its DC investment adviser regarding the 

appropriateness of the investments for members, reviewing the performance of each 

individual fund option on at least a quarterly basis via reports received from its 

adviser. Further information on this performance review process can be found in the 

proceeding section. 

The Trustee reviews the investment options at least every three years, with the most 

recent completed on 12 September 2023. The review considered the Plan’s 

membership profile, the needs of members, how members access their benefits as 

well as the expected member outcomes at retirement. 

The Trustee provides suitable information for members so that they can make 

appropriate investment decisions. The Trustee has provided ongoing and clear 

communications to support members in making their decisions on the investment 

options available. This has included quarterly factsheets showing individual fund 

performance accessed via the Plan website, an annual benefit statement and specific 

'at retirement' communications. Members can also view the Member Handbook, 

Investment Guide and other educational information via the member portal to support 

them with their investment decisions. 

In addition to regular communications, where deemed in members’ best interest, the 

Trustee provided further information about the Plan and where to seek financial 

advice, if required. For example: 

- In January 2025, the Trustee included notification on the member portal 

confirming that the suspension on the Visa Property Fund had been lifted, to 

alert all members that they can invest and withdraw from the Fund as usual. 
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- The Trustee also wrote to impacted members directly (i.e. those invested in 

the Visa Property Fund on a self-select basis) to inform them that the Visa 

Property Fund suspension had been lifted. 

 
- The Trustee also considered Environmental, Social and Governance (“ESG”) 

aspects further over the Plan year and whether members may wish to 

analyse ESG data themselves. As a result, the Trustee agreed to include 

ESG data from Q3 2025 onwards where possible on member factsheets.  

 
Overall, we are comfortable that the default investment option and self-select 

range are in line with our objectives and have been reviewed appropriately over 

the year. 

Ongoing monitoring 

and review 

The Trustee has received quarterly monitoring reports from its investment adviser 

covering the DC Section funds. The reports cover short and long-term performance 

as well as risk-related analysis of member funds. As part of these quarterly reports, 

there is a "RAG" (Red, Amber, Green) status that helps identify funds that suffer from 

prolonged underperformance against benchmark/target. For funds that are awarded a 

red status based on performance, the Trustee discuss and agree on any necessary 

course of action. The outcome of this process could result in; a further review of the 

fund including peer group comparison; a meeting with the fund manager and 

potentially consideration of possible fund replacements. 

Over the year, some of the Plan’s active funds were flagged as ‘red’ through this 

reporting process due to underperformance against their assigned benchmarks. This 

included the Bailie Gifford Positive Change Fund, one of the two underlying funds 

within the Visa Responsible Investment Fund.  

As part of the last triennial investment strategy review, the Trustee conducted a deep 

dive of the Responsible Investment Fund and the role the Baillie Gifford Fund plays 

within the fund. However, in recognition of Baillie Gifford’s continued 

underperformance, the Trustee, with support of its investment adviser, conducted a 

further review of the fund and met with the manager in March 2025 to better 

understand the future outlook for the fund. Based on this, the Trustee remains 

satisfied with the long term expected future returns of the fund at this time and the 

fund’s use in the Plan. 

We are comfortable that over the year, we have monitored the Plan’s 

investment strategy and investment managers in line with our policies. 

Investment risk 

measurement and 

management 

Manager risk: risk of fund managers not meeting their objectives 

The Trustee has received individual fund ratings from its investment adviser's 

research team on a quarterly basis indicating a Buy, Qualified or Sell rating. The fund 

ratings include consideration of managers not meeting their objectives. Any changes 

in ratings are highlighted to the Trustee as soon as practically possible and then 

discussed and action considered. Not all specific funds are rated by the investment 

adviser, but all funds are monitored against their objective on a quarterly basis.   

There were no research rating changes to any of the Plan's DC funds over the year 

however the Trustee do discuss the impact of any rating changes in detail with 

support from their investment adviser and agree necessary courses of action. 

Risk of asset classes(s) not delivering the anticipated rate of return over the long term 

The Trustee has worked with its investment adviser to set broad expectations for 

returns of various asset classes. These expectations are laid out within the SIP. More 

specific return expectations are analysed and considered as part of the Plan's 

triennial investment strategy review although the Trustee's investment advisers will 

notify it of any major changes. 

The Trustee also monitors changes in projected member retirement outcomes. This 

analysis looks at factors such as actual fund performance and forward-looking return 
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expectations and how this may impact members' benefits when they reach retirement 

age. Should there be any notable change in projected member outcomes, the 

Trustee may consider taking action, for example reviewing the investment strategy or 

communicating with members. This analysis is carried out at least annually. 

Members themselves also receive an annual benefit statement with a projected 

retirement outcome for their DC funds based on long term assumptions about future 

investment returns and inflation, allowing them to continue to make informed 

investment decisions. 

Risk of the lifestyle strategies being unsuitable for the requirements of some 

members 

The Plan offers three lifestyle strategies targeting diverse ways members might take 

their retirement benefits: a flexible drawdown approach designed for members 

wishing to stay invested through retirement, annuity purchase or a cash lump sum 

withdrawal.  

The Trustee reviews the suitability of the lifestyle strategies at least once every three 

years, as part of the triennial investment strategy review or following a significant shift 

in the membership profile of the Plan. This review includes analysing the Plan’s 

membership profile, member choices and market trends. The last triennial review was 

completed on 12 September 2023 and the Trustee concluded that the current lifestyle 

strategies and their targets remain suitable. The Trustee began the first steps of its 

formal review post Plan year end, carrying out analysis of the Plan’s membership in 

December 2025. Further work in relation to the triennial review will continue into 2026 

with outcomes reported in next year’s annual Chair’s Statement. 

The Trustee makes a range of alternative self-select funds available to members who 

opt not to invest in one of the lifestyles. These were reviewed as part of the triennial 

investment strategy review in 2023 and the Trustee remains comfortable that the self-

select range offers members an appropriate range of funds and there were no gaps 

identified. The suitability of the self-select range will be considered as part of the 

ongoing investment strategy review. 

Operational risk: risk of fraud, poor advice or acts of negligence 

The Trustee has sought to minimise operational risk by ensuring that all advisers and 

third-party service providers are suitably qualified and experienced, and that suitable 

liability and compensation clauses are included in all contracts for professional 

services received. 

The Trustee carries out a triennial review of the security of the Plan's DC assets, with 

the last review completed in May 2024, following implementation of the changes 

agreed as part of the triennial investment strategy review. This review assessed the 

likelihood, and impact on members, of insolvency of either the Plan’s platform 

provider or investment managers and aimed to ensure the necessary safeguards 

were in place across the Plan's investment managers, custodians and investment 

platforms. The review concluded that the risk of potential loss caused by fraud or 

negligence was low.  

The Trustee also has in place a set of objectives for its investment advisers. This is in 

line with regulatory requirements and consideration was given to a number of aspects 

including aligning objectives with the SIP, appropriate monitoring period and 

measurability (quantitative and qualitative). The Trustee reviews its investment 

advisers against these objectives annually. The review covering this Plan year took 

place in December 2025. 

 

We are comfortable that risks have been monitored in line with the policies in 

the SIP over the year. 
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Additional voluntary 

contributions (AVCs) 

A small amount of legacy AVC assets remain invested via Zurich in which the 

majority of members remaining have some or all of their assets invested in the Zurich 

With Profits Fund. All other AVC arrangements were transferred into the core DC 

arrangement held with Scottish Widows in February 2020. Members invested in the 

Zurich With Profits Fund were not transferred without consent, or instruction, due to 

the unique structure and bonus rates associated with a with-profits fund.  

As part of the production and completion of the Chairman’s Statement, the Trustee 

carried out a Value for Money assessment covering the Zurich AVC arrangement 

which assessed the costs and benefits associated with the legacy Zurich AVC 

arrangement. The Trustee concluded that whilst they believe that core DC 

arrangement held with Scottish Widows potentially offers better value, the Zurich 

AVC members did not choose to transfer their assets following a member 

communications exercise back in 2019. The Trustee therefore assume these 

members believe the structure of the with-profits arrangement offers inherent value 

and have maintained the Zurich AVC arrangement as is. 

As part of the triennial review of the security of the Plan’s DC assets, Zurich was 

approached to provide comment on their due diligence processes and protections in 

place for members, however did not provide an adequate response. The Trustee 

therefore decided to undertake a detailed review of Zurich as the Plan’s AVC 

provider, with security of assets to be considered in this. This review took place in 

December 2024 and concluded that there were no major concerns regarding the 

quality of funds available to members, and that member charges are broadly in line 

with other legacy arrangements, however were higher than the member charges 

within the Scottish Widows DC arrangement. The Trustee therefore agreed to 

communicate with members in the Zurich arrangement to relay the key findings of 

this review and signpost that the Scottish Widows DC arrangement is available to 

them. 

We are comfortable that the legacy AVC arrangement has been appropriately 

monitored over the year. 

 

The Trustee considers that the objectives and policies outlined in the DC 

Section of the SIP have been implemented and adhered to appropriately 

over the year to 30 September 2025. 

 

DB and DC / AVC Section 
 

The Trustee also has several joint policies in place covering both the DB and 

DC/AVC Sections. These objectives and policies are referred to throughout, 

together with an explanation of how these objectives and policies have been 

implemented and adhered to over the year to 30 September 2025. 
 

Realisation of 

investments / liquidity 

The Trustee recognises that there is a risk in holding assets that cannot be easily 

realised should the need arise. The Visa Property Fund used within the DC Section 

was temporarily suspended from November 2022 until January 2025, and as 

referenced above, the Trustee has taken steps to mitigate the operational challenges 

and member impact associated with this during this period. 

The Trustee remains of the belief that investing in global property within the lifestyle 

strategies can bring diversification benefits to members, however, recognises that in 

times of increased market volatility, there can be challenges with liquidity. With 

support from their investment adviser, the Trustee has continued to work closely with 

Invesco (underlying manager of the Visa Property Fund) to monitor the progress of 

the suspension and to facilitate a solution that explicitly considers the specifics of DC 

pension schemes and their need for daily liquidity. As referenced above, Invesco 

launched a new property fund, using an identical investment strategy as Invesco 

GREF, which was designed to better support DC investors. The Trustee decided to 
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transition to this fund in January as a long term solution to resume contributions and 

divestments into the Visa Property Fund for self-select members. 

During the Plan year, the Trustee, in light of recent initiatives to encourage 

investment in a wider range of asset classes, undertook further training on illiquid 

investments and how these asset classes are evolving for DC schemes. The Trustee 

recognises not all asset classes are currently suitable for DC schemes but decided to 

continue to monitor the market as it develops. The Trustee also recognises that 

investing in illiquid investments may be associated with higher costs but believes the 

diversification will benefit members over the long term.  

We are comfortable that the realisation of investments has been considered 

over the year, and that the type of investments available remain appropriate for 

members to invest in. 

Environmental, Social 

and Governance 

(“ESG”) considerations 

The Trustee has discussed various elements of responsible investment over the Plan 

year, including: 

- In June 2025, the Trustee discussed ESG data reporting on member 

factsheets. As part of this, the Trustee reviewed market trends and industry 

best practise. The Trustee agreed to incorporate ESG data into Scottish 

Widows factsheets form Q3 2025 onwards to provide engaged members 

additional ESG data on the Plan’s funds. 

- In September 2025, the Trustee reviewed and approved a Climate Change 

policy, incorporating elements of the Task Force on Climate-Related 

Disclosures (“TCFD”) in order to align with General Code expectations.  

- The Trustee also received a recap on the Plan’s RI-360i dashboard and 

reviewed trends in the ESG profile of the Plan and assessed the Plan’s 

investment managers’ abilities to manage climate-related risks. 

- Following training undertaken in the prior Plan year, the Trustee discussed 

producing a member facing Climate Risk report as an activity to engage with 

members. It was agreed that this would be incorporated into future member 

newsletters. 

The Trustee has taken steps to enhance its responsible investing credentials in the 

Plan: 

DC Section 

The Trustee offers three self-select options with a specific responsible investment 

focus.  

- The cash option, the Visa Cash Fund which is also used in all three of the 

lifestyle strategies, is an Environmentally Aware cash fund. The Trustee 

expectation is that risk adjusted returns remain unchanged versus a typical 

cash fund, but the ESG credentials of the cash allocation are enhanced. 

- The Visa Responsible Investment Fund invests 50% in an actively managed 

impact fund with dual aims of providing above benchmark returns and 

enhancing the world in which we live. The remaining 50% of the Fund’s 

assets invest in an index tracking fund which tilts towards companies with 

strong ESG scores and excludes those that fail to meet minimum 

requirements. Members who wish to invest entirely in a responsible way can 

do so through this Fund. 

- Implementation of the agreed changes to the Visa Global Equity Fund in 

January 2024 resulted in a significant reduction in the carbon intensity and 

improvement in the overall ESG profile of the Fund. Additionally, 30% of the 

Visa Global Equity Fund's investment is now aligned to being net-zero by 

2050. The Visa Global Equity Fund, as a component fund of the Visa Growth 

Fund, is indirectly used within all three of the Plan’s lifestyle strategies. The 
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Trustee believes that these changes will support member outcomes as we 

expect improved financial performance over the medium and long-term by 

identifying companies that are better positioned for the future.  

DB Section: 

- The Trustee has taken into account ESG considerations upon appointment of 

any new investment managers. For example, during the appointment of the 

BlackRock Buy and Maintain mandate, the Trustee considered ESG 

integration and capabilities of the manager and mandate as part of the 

selection exercise.  

The Trustee reviews the ESG ratings of the Plan’s investment managers, provided by 

its investment advisers, on a quarterly basis, to monitor the level of the Plan's 

investment managers' integration of ESG on a quarterly basis.  

The Trustee has included ESG-related risks, including climate change, on the Plan's 

risk register as part of ongoing risk assessment and monitoring. During the Plan year 

the Trustee, with support from their investment adviser, began to partially align the 

Plan with the recommendations of the Task Force on Climate Related Financial 

Disclosures to help meet the expectations of the General Gode. A new Climate 

Change Policy was agreed and analysis of the Plan’s managers abilities to manage 

climate-related risks was carried out in September 2025. 

The Trustee also monitors the ESG profile of the Plan’s investments through the RI-

360i dashboard. The Trustee use the dashboard to identify and review ESG risks and 

opportunities and then engage with managers where required to improve the Plan's 

investment profile. The added transparency supports Trustee understanding of 

reputational risks posed by exposure to controversial sectors and regions and aids 

decision making during strategy conversations. 

We are comfortable that an appropriate amount of time has been spent on ESG 

considerations during the year. 

Stewardship – Voting 

and Engagement 

The Stewardship policy reflects the Trustee’s activities in relation to voting and 

engagement with their appointed managers. As referenced above, the Trustee 

carries out a specific review of the Plan’s investment managers on an annual basis 

through the RI-360i dashboard, where the Trustee reviews the exercise of voting 

rights by their appointed managers. Managers’ voting and engagement activities over 

the year are also reviewed as part of this statement on an annual basis. 

Responsibility for voting and engagement is delegated to the Plan’s investment 

managers, which is in line with the Trustee’s policy. The Trustee reviewed the 

stewardship activity of the material investment managers carried out over the Plan 

year and is of the view that most of the investment managers were able to disclose 

good evidence of voting and/or engagement activity. More information on the 

stewardship activity carried out by the Plan’s investment managers can be found in 

the following sections of this report. 

The SIP demonstrates that: 

- The Trustee recognises the importance of its role as a steward of capital and 

the need to ensure the highest standards of governance and promotion of 

corporate responsibility in the underlying companies and assets in which the 

Plan invests. The Trustee recognises that ultimately this creates long-term 

financial value for the Plan and its beneficiaries. 

- The Trustee regularly reviews the continuing suitability of the appointed 

managers and takes advice from its investment adviser with regards to any 

changes. This advice includes consideration of broader stewardship matters 

and the exercise of voting rights by appointed managers.  
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- The Trustee will engage with the Plan’s investment managers as necessary 

for more information, to ensure that robust active ownership behaviours, 

reflective of its active ownership policies, are being actioned. 

We believe that our engagement with managers has been in line with our 

policies over the year. 

Members’ views and 

non-financial factors 

Where members make an active decision to share their views with the Trustee on 

ethical matters, social and environmental impact matters and present and future 

quality of life matters the Trustee will note and discuss these. For example, the 

Trustee make available the Visa Responsible Investment Fund and HSBC Islamic 

Global Equity Fund in the DC Section for members who have a specific focus on 

ESG integration and who want to invest in line with Islamic principles, respectively, 

following an awareness and need for funds of with these specific objectives. 

We are comfortable that members’ views have been appropriately considered 

over the year. 

Arrangements with 

investment managers 

These policies focus on initial appointment, ongoing monitoring and ensuring that the 

investment managers continue to be aligned with the Trustee's policies as outlined in 

the SIP, including those on non-financial matters. 

The Trustee receives quarterly reports on each of its investment managers from its 

investment advisers which includes performance assessments versus agreed 

objectives and research ratings on various areas including risk management, and 

consideration of ESG issues. As outlined above, the Trustee also monitor ESG risks 

through the RI-360i dashboard. 

The Trustee has a schedule in place which outlines the frequency of meetings for 

each manager within the Plan. The Investment Sub-Committee (“ISC”) meet with 

investment managers on a regular basis to provide an opportunity to engage with 

them on performance and strategy amongst other matters. The Trustee met with 

BlackRock, Schroders, Baillie Gifford and Invesco over the Plan year. 

In addition to this, the Trustee reviews the engagement activity carried out on its 

behalf by its managers and report back to members on this via the Implementation 

Statement. 

We are comfortable that all investment managers have been appropriate 

reviewed during appointment and within regular monitoring throughout the 

year. 

Costs and transparency For the DB Section, the costs and transparency policies in place include the 

appointment of a third-party specialist to assist in collating data on the costs and 

charges incurred on the Plan's DB investment funds. The Trustee reviews the costs 

and charges incurred on the Plan’s DB investments on an annual basis and uses the 

results of the annual review as a foundation for fee negotiations, where appropriate.  

For the DC Section, the Trustee has established a cost-benefit analysis framework in 

order to assess whether the member borne charges deliver good value for members. 

This assessment forms part of the annual Chair’s Statement and includes 

benchmarking against broader market practice, reviewing compliance with relevant 

regulatory guidance and assessing performance against industry standards. The 

results of this assessment can be found in the Value for Members assessment 

section of the Chairman’s Statement is available under the UK Pension Scheme 

header here: 

 https://www.visa.co.uk/about-visa/visa-in-europe.html#3 

https://www.visa.co.uk/about-visa/visa-in-europe.html#3
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Additionally, the Trustee assess the granular breakdown of costs and charges on an 

annual basis outside of the Chair’s Statement to support any fee negotiations, where 

appropriate. 

In December 2024, the Trustee conducted a review of Scottish Widows relative to the 

wider provider market, which included, amongst other things, an assessment of the 

fund charges and transparency of fees. Following this, the Trustee, with support from 

its investment adviser, has engaged with Scottish Widows on greater transparency of 

fees and negotiating individual fund charges where possible. 

We are comfortable that the costs and charges associated with the Plan were 

reasonable and were reviewed appropriately over the year. 

Effective decision 

making 

The Trustee receives regular investment training from its investment adviser and 

investment managers to support them with effective decision making. The Trustee 

outlines the training it has undertaken over the year, and how this has supported its 

decision making in the Trustee, Knowledge and Understanding section of the annual 

Chair’s Statement. The latest version of the Chair’s Statement is available under the 

UK Pension Scheme header here: 

 https://www.visa.co.uk/about-visa/visa-in-europe.html#3 

The Trustee also delegates some responsibilities of the Plan to specific sub-

committees: the ISC, Actuarial, Administration and Operations Sub-Committee 

(‘AAOC’) and the Governance, Audit and Risk Management Sub-Committee 

(‘GARC’). The ISC, AGSC and GARC focus their attention on investment and 

administration/governance matters respectively and then report back to and make 

recommendations to the main board. This set-up allows for each item to be given an 

appropriate allocation of Trustee time leading to more effective decision making. 

We are comfortable that we have considered all policies outlined in the SIP as 

part of decision making over the year. 

 

The Trustee considers that the objectives and policies outlined in the joint 

DB and DC/AVC Section of the SIP have been implemented and adhered 

to appropriately over the year to 30 September 2025. 

 

  

https://www.visa.co.uk/about-visa/visa-in-europe.html#3
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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. 

The Trustee believes that good stewardship is in the members’ best interests to 

promote best practice and encourage investee companies to access 

opportunities, manage risk appropriately, and protect shareholders’ interests. 

Understanding and monitoring the stewardship that investment managers 

practice in relation to the Plan’s investments is an important factor in deciding 

whether a manager remains the right choice for the Plan.  

 

Voting rights are attached to listed equity shares, including equities held in 

multi-asset funds. We expect the Plan’s equity-owning investment managers to 

responsibly exercise their voting rights.  
 

Voting statistics 

The table below shows the voting statistics for each of the Plan’s material funds 

with voting rights for the year to 30 September 2025. 

 

The DB section of the Plan does not hold any equity investments and is 

therefore not included in the table below. 

 

 

Section 
Funds 

Number of 

resolutions 

eligible to 

vote on 

% of 

resolutions 

voted 

% of votes 

against 

management 

% of votes 

abstained from 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DC 

BlackRock World ESG Screened and 

Optimised Equity Tracker Fund 

(component fund of the Visa Global Equity 

Fund) 

6,618  97.0% 2.0% 0.0% 

BlackRock World Multi-Factor ESG Screened 

and Optimised Equity Tracker Fund 

(component fund of the Visa Global Equity 

Fund) 

3,621  91.0% 4.0% 0.0% 

BlackRock Aquila Word ex-UK Equity Fund 23,756  97.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

BlackRock Aquila MSCI World Index Fund 20,223  91.0% 3.0% 0.0% 

Schroder Global Equity Fund 2,252 96.4% 12.0% 0.1% 

Schroder Global Emerging Markets Fund 

(component Fund of the Visa Global Equity 

Fund) 

1,921 97.9% 7.2% 0.2% 

L&G UK Equity Index Fund 10,071 100.0%  6.4% 0.0% 

L&G Future World Global Equity Index Fund 

(component fund of the Visa Responsible 

Investment Fund) 

56,894 99.9% 18.7% 1.2% 

HSBC Islamic Global Equity Fund 1,594 97.0% 16.0% 0.0% 

Insight Broad Opportunities Fund 145 100.0% 0.7% 0.0% 

Baillie Gifford Positive Change Fund 

(component fund of the Visa Responsible 

Investment Fund) 

409 100.0% 5.6% 0.7% 

Source: Managers. Please note that the 'abstain' votes noted above are a specific category of vote 

that has been cast, and are distinct from a non-vote.

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 social and 

environmental issues.  

Source: UN PRI 
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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.  

 

Responsible investors will dedicate time and resources towards making their 

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

recommendations. The table below describes how the Plan’s managers use 

proxy voting advisers.  

 

Managers 
Description of use of proxy voting advisers 
(in the managers’ own words) 

BlackRock 

BlackRock Investment Stewardship leverages Institutional Shareholder Services (“ISS”) as an 

external proxy services vendor. ISS’ electronic voting platform allows BlackRock Investment 

Stewardship to monitor voting activity, execute proxy vote instructions, record keep, and generate 

client and regulatory voting reports. BlackRock Investment Stewardship also uses Glass Lewis’ 

services to support research and analysis. In addition to the global research provided by ISS and 

Glass Lewis, BlackRock Investment Stewardship subscribes to market-specific research providers 

including Institutional Voting Information Service in the UK, Ownership Matters in Australia, 

Stakeholder Empowerment Services in India, and ZD Proxy in China. 

Schroders Investment 

Management 

(“Schroders”) 

Glass Lewis (GL) acts as our one service provider for the processing of all proxy votes in all 

markets. GL delivers vote processing through its Internet-based platform Viewpoint. Schroders 

receives recommendations from GL in line with our own bespoke guidelines, in addition, we receive 

GL’s Standard research. This is complemented with analysis by our in-house thematic specialists 

and where appropriate with reference to financial analysts and portfolio managers. 

GL automatically votes all our holdings of which we own less than 0.5% (voting rights) excluding 

merger, acquisition and shareholder resolutions. This ensures consistency in our voting decisions as 

well as creating a more formalised approach to our voting process. 

Legal & General 

Asset Management 

(“L&G”) 

L&G’s Investment Stewardship team uses ISS ‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to 

electronically vote clients’ shares. All voting decisions are made by L&G, and we do not outsource 

any part of the strategic decisions. To ensure our proxy provider votes in accordance with our 

position on ESG, we have put in place a custom voting policy with specific voting instructions. For 

more details, please refer to the Voting Policies section of this document. 

HSBC Asset 

Management 

(Europe) Ltd. 

(“HSBC”) 

We use the leading voting research and platform provider ISS to assist with the global application of 

our voting guidelines. ISS reviews company meeting resolutions and provides recommendations 

highlighting resolutions which contravene our guidelines. We review voting policy recommendations 

according to the scale of our overall holdings. The bulk of holdings are voted in line with the 

recommendation based on our guidelines. 

Insight Investment 

Management 

(“Insight”) 

Minerva Analytics analyses any resolution against Insight-specific voting policy templates which will 

determine the direction of the vote.  Minerva Analytics monitors company meeting agendas and 

items to be voted on. Minerva reviews each vote against Insight’s specific criteria and provides a 

recommendation for each item. Insight votes in line with the recommendations of the proxy voting 

agent and documents where it makes a voting decision against the recommendation. The rationale 

for abstaining or voting against the voting recommendation is retained on the Minerva platform on a 

case-by-case basis. 

Baillie Gifford & Co. 

(“Baillie Gifford”) 

 Whilst we are cognisant of proxy advisers’ voting recommendations (ISS and Glass Lewis), we do 

not delegate or outsource any of our stewardship activities or follow or rely upon their 

recommendations when deciding how to vote on our clients’ shares. All client voting decisions are 

made in-house. We vote in line with our in-house policy and not with the proxy voting providers’ 

policies. We also have specialist proxy advisors in the Chinese and Indian markets to provide us 

with more nuanced market specific information. 

Source: Managers  

 

Significant voting examples 

To illustrate the voting activity being carried out on our behalf, we asked the 

Plan’s investment managers to provide a selection of what they consider to be 

Why use a proxy voting 

adviser? 

Outsourcing voting activities 

to proxy advisers enables 

managers that invest in 

thousands of companies to 

participate in many more 

votes than they would 

without their support.  
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the most significant votes in relation to the Plan’s funds. A sample of these 

significant votes can be found in the appendix. 

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 table below shows some of the engagement activity carried out by the 

Plan’s material managers. The managers have provided information for the 

most recent calendar year available. Some of the information provided is at a 

firm-level i.e. is not necessarily specific to the funds invested in by the Plan. 

 

Section  

Funds 

Number of 

engagements 
Themes engaged on at a fund level 

 
 

Fund 

level 

Firm 

level 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DB 

Aegon Asset 

Management 

(“Aegon”) European 

Asset Backed 

Securities (ABS) Fund 

115 422 

Environment - Climate Change 

Social - Human and Labour Rights; Public Health 

Governance - Financial and Reporting - Reporting (e.g. audit, 

accounting, sustainability reporting) 

Other - General Disclosure 

BlackRock UK Buy & 

Maintain Credit Fund 
111 3,384 

Environment - Climate Risk Management; Biodiversity; Other 

Company Impacts 

Social - Human Capital Management; Social Risks and 

Opportunities; Diversity and Inclusion 

Governance - Corporate Strategy; Board Composition & 

Effectiveness; Remuneration; Business Oversight/Risk 

Management 

DRC Capital (“DRC”) 

UK Whole Loan Fund 
20 150 

Environment - Climate Change; Natural Resource Use/Impact; 

Pollution, Waste 

Social - Conduct, Culture and Ethics; Human and Labour Rights; 

Human Capital Management 

Governance - Leadership - Chair/CEO; Remuneration; Board 

effectiveness – Diversity 

Strategy, Financial & Reporting - Capital Allocation; Financial 

Performance; Reporting; Strategy/purpose 

Intermediate Capital 

Group (“ICG”) - 

Longbow UK Real 

Estate Debt 

Investment V 

Not provided 

Insight Investment 

Management 

(“Insight”) Bond Plus 

Fund 

76 1,922 

Environment - Climate Change; Natural Resource Use/Impact; 

Pollution, Waste 

Social - Human Capital Management; Conduct, Culture and 

Ethics; Human and labour rights 

Governance - Board Effectiveness - Independence or Oversight; 

Shareholder Rights 

Strategy, Financial & Reporting - Strategy/Purpose; Financial 

Performance; Reporting 

T. Rowe Price 

Dynamic Global Bond 

Fund 

25 777 

Environment - Climate Change; Pollution, Waste 

Governance - Board Effectiveness - Diversity; Board Effectiveness 

- Other; Remuneration; Leadership - Chair/CEO; Shareholder 

Rights 

Strategy, Financial and Reporting - Reporting; Strategy/Purpose; 

Risk Management 
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Section  

Funds 

Number of 

engagements 
Themes engaged on at a fund level 

 
 

Fund 

level 

Firm 

level 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BlackRock World ESG 

Screened and 

Optimised Equity 

Tracker Fund 

(component fund of the 

Visa Global Equity 

Fund) 

572 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3,384 

Environment - Climate Risk Management; Waste; Other Company 

Impacts on the Environment 

Social - Talent and Culture; Health and Safety; Other 

Social/Human Capital Issues 

Governance - Corporate Strategy (Disclosure/Governance); Board 

Effectiveness and Director Qualifications; Compensation & 

Remuneration 

BlackRock World 

Multi-Factor ESG 

Screened and 

Optimised Equity 

Tracker Fund 

(component fund of the 

Visa Global Equity 

Fund) 

402 

Environment - Climate Risk Management; Waste; Other Company 

Impacts on the Environment 

Social - Talent and Culture; Health and Safety; Other 

Social/Human Capital Issues 

Governance - Corporate Strategy (Disclosure/Governance); Board 

Effectiveness and Director Qualifications; Compensation & 

Remuneration 

BlackRock Aquila 

MSCI World Index 

Fund 

1,500 

Environment - Climate Risk Management; Waste; Other Company 

Impacts on the Environment 

Social - Talent and Culture; Health and Safety; Other 

Social/Human Capital Issues 

Governance - Corporate Strategy (Disclosure/Governance); Board 

Effectiveness and Director Qualifications; Compensation & 

Remuneration 

BlackRock Aquila 

Word ex-UK Equity 

Fund 

1,486 

Environment - Climate Risk Management; Waste; Other Company 

Impacts on the Environment 

Social - Talent and Culture; Health and Safety; Other 

Social/Human Capital Issues 

Governance - Corporate Strategy (Disclosure/Governance); Board 

Effectiveness and Director Qualifications; Compensation & 

Remuneration 

BlackRock Aquila 

Corporate Bond All 

Stocks Index Fund 

(component fund of the 

Visa Bond Fund) 

199 

Environment - Climate Risk Management; Biodiversity; Other 

Company Impacts on the Environment 

Social - Talent and Culture; Supply Chain; Other Social/Human 

Capital Issues 

Governance - Corporate Strategy (Disclosure/Governance); Board 

Effectiveness and Director Qualifications; Compensation & 

Remuneration 

BlackRock 

Systematic Multi-

Allocation Credit 

Fund 

(component fund of the 

Visa Bond Fund) 

517 

Environment - Climate Risk Management; Other Company 

Impacts on the Environment 

Social - Talent and Culture; Other Social/Human Capital Issues 

Governance - Corporate Strategy (Disclosure/Governance); 

Business Oversight/Risk Management; Compensation & 

Remuneration; Board Effectiveness and Director Qualifications. 

BlackRock Liquid 

Environmentally 

Aware Fund 

(component fund of the 

Visa Cash Fund) 

8 

Environment - Climate Risk Management; Biodiversity; Other 

Company Impacts on the Environment 

Social - Talent and Culture; Sustainability Reporting; Other 

Social/Human Capital Issues 

Governance - Corporate Strategy (Disclosure/Governance); 

Business Oversight/Risk Management; Compensation & 

Remuneration 

Schroders Global 

Equity Fund 
150 

 

4,713 

 

Environment - Climate Change; Natural Resource Use/Impact 

(e.g. water, biodiversity); Pollution, Waste 

Social - Human and Labour Rights (e.g. supply chain rights, 

community relations); Human Capital Management (e.g. Inclusion 

& diversity, employee terms, safety); Public Health 

Governance – Remuneration; Board Effectiveness - Other; Board 

Effectiveness - Diversity 
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Section  

Funds 

Number of 

engagements 
Themes engaged on at a fund level 

 
 

Fund 

level 

Firm 

level 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strategy, Financial and Reporting - Capital Allocation; Reporting 

(e.g. audit, accounting, sustainability reporting) 

Schroders Global 

Emerging Markets 

Fund 

(component fund of the 

Visa Global Equity 

Fund and standalone 

self-select fund) 

203 4,713 

Environment - Climate Change; Natural Resource Use/Impact 

(e.g. water, biodiversity); Pollution, Waste 

Social - Public Health; 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; 

Board Effectiveness – Diversity; Remuneration 

Strategy, Financial and Reporting - Capital Allocation; Risk 

Management (e.g. operational risks, cyber/information security, 

product risks); Strategy/Purpose 

L&G UK Equity Index 

Fund 
421 

4,399 

Environment - Climate Change; Natural Resource Use/Impact 

(e.g. water, biodiversity); Pollution, Waste 

Social - Human Capital Management (e.g. inclusion & diversity, 

employee terms, safety); Human and Labour Rights (e.g. supply 

chain rights, community relations); Inequality 

Governance - Remuneration; Board Effectiveness – Diversity; 

Board Effectiveness - Independence or Oversight 

Strategy, Financial and Reporting - Financial Performance; 

Strategy/Purpose; Reporting (e.g. audit, accounting, sustainability 

reporting) 

L&G Future World 

Global Equity Index 

Fund 

(component fund of the 

Visa Responsible 

Investment Fund) 

2,027 

Environment - Climate Change; Natural Resource Use/Impact 

(e.g. water, biodiversity); Pollution, Waste 

Social - Human and Labour Rights (e.g. supply chain rights, 

community relations); Human Capital Management (e.g. inclusion 

& diversity, employee terms, safety); Public Health 

Governance - Remuneration; Board Effectiveness – Diversity; 

Board Effectiveness - Independence or Oversight 

Strategy, Financial and Reporting - Strategy/Purpose; Financial 

Performance; Reporting (e.g. audit, accounting, sustainability 

reporting) 

HSBC Islamic Global 

Equity Fund 
70 1,890 

Environment - Climate Change; Natural Resource Use/Impact; 

Pollution, Waste 

Social - Human Capital Management; Human and Labour Rights; 

Conduct, Culture and Ethics Governance - Board Effectiveness - 

Independence or Oversight; Board Effectiveness – Diversity; 

Shareholder Rights 

Strategy, Financial and Reporting - Capital Allocation; Financial 

Performance; Risk Management 

Invesco Global Direct 

Property Fund 

(component fund of the 

Visa Property Fund) 

Not 

provided 
134 

*Environment - Climate Change; Natural Resource Use/Impact; 

Pollution, Waste 

*Social - Human and labour rights; Conduct, Culture and Ethics; 

Public Health 

*Governance - Remuneration; Leadership - Chair/CEO; Board 

effectiveness - Diversity 

*Strategy, Financial and Reporting - Reporting; Risk Management; 

Capital Allocation 

Insight Broad 

Opportunities Fund* 

(component fund of the 

Visa Multi Asset Fund) 

28 1,922 

*Environment - Climate Change; Natural Resource Use/Impact 

(e.g. water, biodiversity); Pollution, Waste 

*Social - Human and Labour Rights (e.g. supply chain rights, 

community relations); Human Capital Management (e.g. inclusion 

& diversity, employee terms, safety); Conduct, Culture and Ethics 

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

*Governance - Board Effectiveness - Independence or Oversight; 

Shareholder rights; Remuneration 
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Section  

Funds 

Number of 

engagements 
Themes engaged on at a fund level 

 
 

Fund 

level 

Firm 

level 
 

 

 

 

 

 

DC 

*Strategy, Financial and Reporting - Strategy/Purpose; Financial 

Performance; Reporting (e.g. audit, accounting, sustainability 

reporting) 

Baillie Gifford 

Positive Change Fund 

(component fund of the 

Visa Responsible 

Investment Fund) 

64 948 

Environment - Natural Resource Use/Impact (e.g. water, 

biodiversity); Climate Change; Pollution, Waste 

Social - Human Capital Management (e.g. inclusion & diversity, 

employee terms, safety); Conduct, Culture and Ethics (e.g. tax, 

anti-bribery, lobbying); Inequality 

Governance - Strategy, Financial and Reporting; Shareholder 

Rights; Remuneration 

Source: Managers. *Invesco & Insight did not provide fund level themes; themes provided are at a 

firm-level. 

 

Data limitations 

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

we requested: 

 

▪ L&G has provided complete engagement information. We note that the total 

number of engagements above refers specifically to the total number of 

interactions L&G held with individual companies as opposed to the number 

of engagements on specific engagement themes. Each interaction may 

cover multiple themes. 

▪ BlackRock did provide fund level engagement information but not in line 

with the requested format (the ICSWG engagement reporting template).  

▪ ICG did not provide engagement information. 

▪ Invesco did not provide fund level engagement information. 

The Trustee acknowledges that the concept of stewardship may be less 

applicable with respect to its fixed income investments, particularly for short-

term money market instruments, liability driven investment (“LDI”) and gilt 

investments. As such, these investments have not been covered in this 

statement. 

 

Further, this report does not include the additional voluntary contributions 

(“AVCs”) due to the relatively small proportion of the Plan’s assets that are held 

as AVCs. 
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Appendix – Significant Voting Examples 
 

In the table below are some significant vote examples provided by the Plan’s managers. Managers use a wide 

variety of criteria to determine what they consider a significant vote. The Trustee’s definition of a significant vote is 

broadly consistent with the managers’ definitions, therefore, the examples given in the appendices below are also 

aligned with the Trustee’s definition of a significant vote. 

 

BlackRock Aquila 
Word ex-UK Equity 
Fund 
& 
BlackRock Aquila 
MSCI World Index 
Fund 

Company name Atmos Energy Corporation 

Date of vote  05 February 2025 

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

Not provided 

 Summary of the resolution Elect Director Kelly H. Compton 

 How you voted Votes against resolution 

 

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

Not provided 

 Rationale for the voting 
decision 

Greater climate-related disclosure, including ISSB aligned 
reporting and relevant metrics and targets, would enable 
investors to better assess climate-related investment risks 
and opportunities. 

 Outcome of the vote Pass 

 

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

Not provided 

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

Not provided 

BlackRock World ESG 
Screened and 
Optimised Equity 
Tracker 
& 
BlackRock World 
Multi-Factor ESG 
Screened and 
Optimised Equity 
Tracker Fund 

Company name The Sage Group plc. 

Date of vote  06 February 2025 

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

Not provided 

 Summary of the resolution Approve Remuneration Policy 

 How you voted Votes supporting resolution 

 

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

Not provided 

 Rationale for the voting 
decision 

Remuneration arrangements are poorly structured. Poor use 
of remuneration committee discretion regarding increases. 

 Outcome of the vote Pass 

 

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

Not provided  
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On which criteria have you 
assessed this vote to be "most 
significant"? 

Not provided 

Schroders Global 
Equity Fund 

Company name Chubb Limited 

 

Date of vote  15 May 2025 

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

0.7 

Summary of the resolution 
Shareholder Proposal Regarding Disclosure of GHG 
Emissions 

How you voted Votes supporting resolution 

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

We may tell the company of our intention to vote against the 
recommendations of the board before voting, in particular if 
we are large shareholders or if we have an active 
engagement on the issue. We always endeavour to inform 
companies after voting against any of the board’s 
recommendations. 

Rationale for the voting 
decision 

Support for this proposal is warranted as we encourage the 
company to improve disclosures of GHG emissions and 
reduction targets. We believe how we have voted is in the 
best financial interests of our clients' investments. 

Outcome of the vote Fail 

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

We monitor voting outcomes particularly if we are large 
shareholders or if we have an active engagement on the 
issue. If we think that the company is not sufficiently 
responsive to a vote or our other engagement work, we may 
escalate our concerns by starting, continuing or intensifying 
an engagement. As part of this activity, we may also vote 
against other resolutions at future shareholder meetings, 
such as voting against the election of targeted directors. 

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

Shareholder proponent; ESG 

Schroders Global 
Emerging Markets 
Fund 

Company name Bank Rakyat Indonesia (Persero) Tbk PT 

 

Date of vote  24 March 2025 

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

0.7 

Summary of the resolution 
Directors' and Commissioners' Fees, Bonuses, and Long-
Term Incentives 

How you voted Votes against resolution 

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

We may tell the company of our intention to vote against the 
recommendations of the board before voting, in particular if 
we are large shareholders or if we have an active 
engagement on the issue. We always endeavour to inform 
companies after voting against any of the board’s 
recommendations. 

Rationale for the voting 
decision 

The company has not disclosed how the bonus is 
determined, or the achievement of performance metrics. 

Outcome of the vote Pass 

Implications of the outcome eg 
were there any lessons learned 
and what likely future steps will 

We monitor voting outcomes particularly if we are large 
shareholders or if we have an active engagement on the 
issue. If we think that the company is not sufficiently 
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you take in response to the 
outcome? 

responsive to a vote or our other engagement work, we may 
escalate our concerns by starting, continuing or intensifying 
an engagement. As part of this activity we may also vote 
against other resolutions at future shareholder meetings, 
such as voting against the election of targeted directors. 

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

Vote against management 

L&G UK Equity Index 
Fund 

Company name Glencore Plc 

 

Date of vote  28 May 2025 

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

1.2 

Summary of the resolution Resolution 3: Re-elect Kalidas Madhavpeddi as Director 

How you voted Votes against resolution 

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

L&G Asset Management business publicly communicates its 
vote instructions on its website with the rationale for all votes 
against management. It is our policy not to engage with our 
investee companies in the three weeks prior to an AGM as 
our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics. 

Rationale for the voting 
decision 

Future World Protection List: A vote against is applied as the 
company meets the exclusion criteria for LGIM's Future 
World Protection List. Companies are incorporated into the 
exclusion list if they fail to meet minimum standards of 
globally accepted business practices. This includes 
companies involved in the manufacture and production of 
controversial weapons; perennial violators of the United 
Nations Global Compact (UNGC); and companies involved 
in thermal coal and oil sands.  Climate Impact Pledge: A 
vote against is applied as the company is deemed not to 
have made sufficient progress against our climate 
expectations and red lines, as set out in our sector guides 
through LGIM's dial-mover engagement programme. 

Outcome of the vote Pass 

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

L&G Asset Management business will continue to engage 
with our investee companies, publicly advocate our position 
on this issue and monitor company and market-level 
progress. 

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

Thematic - Climate: L&G Asset Management business 
considers this vote to be significant as it is applied under the 
Climate Impact Pledge, our flagship engagement 
programme targeting companies in climate-critical sectors.  

L&G Future World 
Global Equity Index 
Fund 

Company name Eli Lilly and Company 

 

Date of vote  05 May 2025 

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

1.2 

Summary of the resolution Resolution 1d: Elect Director Juan R. Luciano 

How you voted Votes against resolution 

Where you voted against 
management, did you 

L&G Asset Management business publicly communicates its 
vote instructions on its website with the rationale for all votes 
against management. It is our policy not to engage with our 
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communicate your intent to the 
company ahead of the vote?  

investee companies in the three weeks prior to an AGM as 
our engagement is not limited to shareholder meeting topics. 

Rationale for the voting 
decision 

Joint Chair/CEO: A vote against is applied as LGIM expects 
companies to separate the roles of Chair and CEO due to 
risk management and oversight concerns. Average board 
tenure: A vote against is applied as LGIM expects a board to 
be regularly refreshed in order to maintain an appropriate 
mix of independence, relevant skills, experience, tenure, 
and background. Classified Board: A vote against is applied 
as LGIM supports a declassified board as directors should 
stand for re-election on an annual basis. 

Outcome of the vote Pass 

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

L&G Asset Management business will continue to engage 
with our investee companies, publicly advocate our position 
on this issue and monitor company and market-level 
progress. 

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

Thematic - Board Leadership: L&G Asset Management 
business considers this vote to be significant as it is in 
application of an escalation of our vote policy on the topic of 
the combination of the board chair and CEO. 

HSBC Islamic Global 
Equity Fund 

Company name NVIDIA Corporation 

 

Date of vote  25 June 2025 

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

8.4 

Summary of the resolution Enhance Workforce Data Reporting 

How you voted Voted For 

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

No 

Rationale for the voting 
decision 

We believe that the proposal would enhance accountability 
to shareholders. 

Outcome of the vote The Shareholders resolution was rejected. 

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

We will likely vote for a similar proposal. 

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

The company has a significant weight in the portfolio, and 
we voted against management. 

Insight Broad 
Opportunities Fund 

Company name The Renewables Infrastructure Group 

 

Date of vote  27 June 2025 

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

0.7 

Summary of the resolution To re-elect as a director, Richard Morse 

How you voted Votes against resolution 

Where you voted against 
management, did you 

We do not communicate intentions ahead of time 
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communicate your intent to the 
company ahead of the vote?  

Rationale for the voting 
decision 

In February 2025, the company announced IMA and 
Operations Management changes that we believed had the 
potential to 1) incentivise debt refinancing – which would be 
detrimental to flow of distributions to shareholders, and 2) 
undermine Board’s independence by appearing to favour 
InfraRed through fees payable to them in the event of a 
takeover. 
 
We challenged these proposals in engagement with board, 
noting that: 
 
1) Fee calculation methodology - Although would result in a 
reduction of ongoing management fees to Infrared of 28% 
vs 2024, we believed the fees should be based on the lower 
of market cap and NAV, matching the approach taken by UK 
Greencoat Wind. 
  
2) Transaction fees payable to Infrared on disposals and 
raising of new debt. We questioned the need for incentives 
on disposals when the company has sold £240m in the last 
24 months at an average premium of over 10% to NAV. 
After discussions we noted the incentive encourages 
disposals at a premium to NAV and can accelerate 
disposals which could be used for reducing RCF. We also 
questioned the incentive to raise debt financing which has 
the potential for changing the risk profile of the portfolio and 
be detrimental to flow of distributions to shareholders. 
 
3) Takeover fees payable of 3% of the value achieved in 
excess of net asset value and 3% of the value achieved in 
excess of market capitalisation. Such a fee would be capped 
at 4.99% of the lower of net asset value or market 
capitalisation, but we questioned the rationale for this value 
transfer from shareholders to manager. 
 
Ultimately the majority of the proposed changes were 
reversed. However, in light of the Board making unilateral 
changes to fee arrangements without shareholder 
engagement, we were of the opinion that the board should 
be held accountable and therefore voted against the re-
election of the board chair. 

Outcome of the vote Pass 

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

We plan to maintain discussions with the company’s 
manager and the Board as part of our on-going monitoring. 

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

We selected this example to highlight our investment 
approach in relation to our infrastructure holdings, in 
particular our use of pro-active engagement opportunities to 
influence the company's decision making in areas affecting 
governance, strategy, or long-term value. 

Baillie Gifford 
Positive Change Fund 

Company name SHOPIFY INC. 

 

Date of vote  17 June 2025 

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

3.5 

Summary of the resolution Remuneration 
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How you voted Votes supporting resolution 

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

Not provided 

Rationale for the voting 
decision 

We supported executive remuneration because we believe 
pay is well aligned with performance over a five-year period. 

Outcome of the vote Pass 

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

While we appreciate that some shareholders may be 
concerned by the quantum of the one-off award made to the 
CEO and chair in 2024, and/or the absence of performance-
based vesting conditions for this award as well as the 
annual long-term equity grants to named executives, we are 
comfortable supporting given the strong alignment between 
company performance and executive pay over the last 5-
years relative to peers. This indicates to us that pay has 
been fair relative to peers. We also view the levels of share 
ownership across the executive team as extremely positive, 
and provides another source of alignment with shareholders. 
We will however continue to monitor compensation 
decisions and the relationship between pay and 
performance.   

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

This resolution is significant because it received greater than 
20 percent opposition. 

Source: Managers. Wording provided directly by underlying investment managers. 

 

 


