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Unipres (UK) Pension and Life Assurance Scheme – year to 31 December 2020 
 
Annual Engagement Policy Implementation Statement  
 
Overview 
 
The Trustees of the Unipres (UK) Limited Pension and Life Assurance Scheme have prepared this implementation 
statement in compliance with the governance standards introduced under The Occupational Pension Schemes 
(Investment and Disclosure) (Amendment) Regulations 2019. Its purpose is to demonstrate how the Scheme has 
followed the policy on voting, stewardship and engagement as set out in the Scheme’s Statement of Investment 
Principles (SIP), dated August 2020. This statement covers the period 1 January 2020 to 31 December 2020. 
 
The Scheme’s assets are held in pooled investment funds (mostly via the Mobius Life investment platform) and the day-
to-day management of these investments (including the responsibility for voting and engaging with companies) is 
delegated to the fund managers of the pooled investment funds (the ‘fund managers’). 
 
The fund managers of the pooled investment funds are Lindsell Train Limited (Lindsell Train), Baillie Gifford & Co 
Limited (Baillie Gifford), Capital International Management Company Sàrl (Capital Group), Ruffer LLP (Ruffer), BNY 
Mellon Investment Management Limited (BNYM), Aviva Investors Global Services Limited (Aviva Global), Aviva 
Investors Jersey Unit Trusts Management Limited (Aviva Jersey) and BMO Global Asset Management (BMO). 
 
As Trustees of the Scheme’s assets, we are responsible for the selection and retention of the funds.  Analysing the voting 
and engagement activities, which we include details on below, is a useful exercise to help us ensure they remain 
appropriate and are consistent with the managers’ stated policies in this regard.  We will engage with the fund managers 
should we have any concerns about the voting and/or engagement activities carried out on our behalf. 
 
During the year to 31 December 2020, the Trustees updated the SIP to ensure they met new regulations that came into 
effect from 1 October 2020. 
 
Voting and engagement 
Details on voting and engagement activities provided by Lindsell Train, Baillie Gifford, Capital Group, Ruffer, BNYM, 
Aviva Global, Aviva Jersey and BMO are set out below.  In order to produce this statement we have asked all of the 
fund managers some questions on their policies, actions and examples relating to their voting and engagement activities.  
We have then reviewed these and summarised their responses for the purposes of this statement.   
 
Lindsell Train, Baillie Gifford, Capital Group and Ruffer have provided information relating to the Global Equity Fund, 
Global Alpha Growth Fund, Emerging Markets Total Opportunities Fund and the Absolute Return Fund as these funds 
hold equities for which the fund managers have voting rights. 
 
The BNYM Global Dynamic Bond fund does not hold equities and given that bonds do not confer voting rights, there 
was no voting carried out in relation to this fund.  However, BNYM does undertake engagement activities in respect of 
its bond holdings and we have included an example below. 
 
Aviva Global and Aviva Jersey do not hold equities and given that property holdings do not confer voting rights, there 
was no voting carried out in relation to these funds.  However, both Aviva Global and Aviva     Jersey undertake 
engagement activities in respect of its property holdings and we have included examples below. 
 
The BMO LDI Funds do not hold equities and given that these investments do not confer voting rights, there was no 
voting carried out in relation to these funds.  However, BMO does undertake engagement activities with counterparty 
banks on relevant issues, where applicable, and we have included examples below.  
 
Lindsell Train’s voting and engagement activities 
The following information is based on the responses Lindsell Train have provided in response to our questions and 
provides an explanation as to how they co-ordinate their voting and engagement activities with companies.   
 
The primary voting policy of Lindsell Train is to protect or enhance the economic value of its investments on behalf of its 
clients.   Lindsell Train’s Portfolio Managers are responsible for proxy voting decisions and it is their policy to exercise 
all voting rights.  Proxy voting decisions are the result of careful judgement in order to ensure the best possible outcome 
to generate long-term shareholder value.  The manager will vote against any agenda that threatens this position, in 
particular concerns over inappropriate management remuneration or incentives, changes in capital structure and mergers 
or acquisitions which are seen as detrimental to the investment held. 
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Lindsell Train Global Equity Fund 
 
Lindsell Train participated in all of the 351 available votes for the companies they invest in.  Votes for: 97%, Against 2%, 
Abstained: 1%. 
 
Lindsell Train identified their votes against remuneration policies as their most significant votes.  There were four votes 
against during the year, one of which was PayPal, for which the manager provided the following comments: 
 

PAYPAL 
In December 2019, the investment team at Lindsell Train engaged with PayPal’s Compensation Committee 
regarding PayPal’s compensation policy.  In particular they raised concerns with PayPal’s use of non-GAAP 
metrics and also the lack of any return on capital metric, as well as the duration of their performance periods.   
On the former, PayPal noted that they are transparent about the non-GAAP adjustments and furthermore believe 
that they are consistent with what their peers are doing.  Similarly, they stressed the difficulty of evaluating 
performance over longer time periods than 3 years, which for their industry is considered the norm.  It is for this 
reason that they previously reduced the vesting period to three years in order that they can better compete for 
talent.  Whilst we recognise the importance of competitive compensation, we reminded the Committee of our 
principles and our preference for a longer performance measurement period and as such advised that we would 
be voting against their policy.   PayPal noted that the Compensation Committee are constantly evaluating their 
policy and Lindsell Train continue to monitor this matter.   
 

The following example demonstrates the engagement activities carried out by Lindsell Train: 
 

KAO CORPORATION  
 
Lindsell Train are long-term holders of Japanese cosmetics company Kao Corporation, having initiated a 
position in the company in 2004.  In February 2020, the investment team at Lindsell Train participated on a 
regular update call with company management.  Kao are becoming increasingly cognizant of the need to source 
their products sustainably and demonstrate a higher degree of sensitivity to environmental considerations.  They 
realise the branding power of appealing to a younger, more environmentally sensitive, generation.  Through 
recycling and sustainable packaging they are reaching a group of consumers in a way that wasn’t previously 
possible.   They are bolstering their line-up of environmentally friendly containers, which contain 74% less 
plastic.  They are also promoting their more ethical brands, including hygiene related products and launching a 
new ESG strategy that will operate across multiple business units.  Whilst this won’t deliver significant sales 
initially, they expect it to grow substantially over the longer term.  Lindsell Train fully support their efforts 
relating to environmental risks and opportunities.    

 
Baillie Gifford’s voting and engagement activities 
The following information is based on the responses Baillie Gifford have provided in response to our questions and 
provides an explanation as to how they co-ordinate their voting and engagement activities with companies.   
 
Baillie Gifford believe voting within their clients’ holdings is an integral part of their commitment to stewardship. They 
believe that voting should be investment led, because how they vote is an important part of the long-term investment 
process, which is why their strong preference is to be given this responsibility by their clients. Their ability to vote their 
clients’ shares also strengthens their position when engaging with investee companies. Their Governance and 
Sustainability team oversees their voting analysis and execution in conjunction with their investment managers. Unlike 
many of their peers, they do not outsource any part of the responsibility for voting to third-party suppliers. They utilise 
research from proxy advisers for information only. Baillie Gifford analyses all meetings in-house in line with their 
Governance & Sustainability Principles and Guidelines and they endeavor to vote within every one of their clients’ 
holdings in all markets. 
 
Baillie Gifford Global Alpha Growth Fund 
 
Baillie Gifford participated in 95% of the 1,240 available votes for the companies they invest in.  Votes for: 97%, Against 
2%, Abstained: <1%. 
 
Baillie Gifford provided the following examples in response to our request to provide details of their most significant 
votes: 
 

1. Schibsted 
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Date:  06/05/2020 
Resolution:  To approve remuneration policy and other terms of employment for executive management (advisory) 
 
Vote:  Against 
 
Baillie Gifford opposed two resolutions regarding remuneration as they had concerns about the stringency of the 
policy and its alignment with shareholders. 
This is consistent with how Baillie Gifford have voted in previous years and reflects their concerns over the 
stringency of the performance conditions attached to the long-term incentive plan. They were not comfortable with 
the setting of threshold and target performance hurdles at the 25th and 50th percentiles relative to Schibsted’s peer 
group. They thought variable performance plans should incentivise and reward outperformance and they were 
concerned that the current plan rewards management for underperforming relative to peers. They encouraged the 
remuneration committee to strengthen the objectives attached to management’s long-term incentives to provide 
better alignment with shareholders. 
 
2. CRH 

Date:  23/04/2020 
 
Resolution:  To approve remuneration report 
 
Vote:  For 
 
After consistent opposition to the company's remuneration report and policy over the years, Baillie Gifford decided 
to support the resolution at the 2020 AGM due to changes made to executive remuneration which incorporated their 
feedback. The targets attached to the performance metrics in the long-term incentive plan were made much more 
stringent. In a call with the chairman and Remuneration Committee chair ahead of the AGM, Baillie Gifford 
welcomed the changes and encouraged further improvements to that of the peer group against which performance 
is partly measured. They agreed to carry on discussions later in the year. 
 
This vote was significant because they deviated from their usual approach. Whilst there had been progress on 
improving stringency of the targets in the remuneration policy, which they had actively encouraged during their 
engagement, they wanted to see further progress on the make up of the peer group. They were likely to oppose the 
resolution but decided to support given the current environment and following discussion with the remuneration 
committee chair as they were likely to see further progress on the peer group later that year. 

 
Capital Group’s voting and engagement activities 
 
The following information is based on the responses Capital Group have provided in response to our questions and 
provides an explanation as to how they co-ordinate their voting and engagement activities with companies.   
 
Capital Group do not follow proxy advisors' recommendations. Each proxy ballot is reviewed by the Governance and 
Proxy (GAP) team at Capital Group who facilitate the proxy voting process. They rely primarily on their own 
proprietary research in evaluating companies although, to provide supplementary analysis of resolutions at shareholder 
meetings, they will often review proxy research from third party vendors.  
 
We prefer to engage with companies privately – given our size, fundamental research-based approach to investing and 
global footprint, we find that constructive engagement is most effective when we directly tackle key issues with 
companies and their boards. 
 
We typically collaborate with other asset managers through our industry memberships on initiatives to improve the 
framework for universal investors. For example, the UK Investor Forum – which we are founding members of – helps 
collective engagement. Through such organisations, we can have a collective impact in certain situations where we 
believe this will achieve better outcomes for our clients. 
 
For example, we have worked with the Investor Forum to engage with a UK media company regarding its chairman 
succession plan and the development of a new remuneration policy. This engagement was driven by a large vote against 
its existing remuneration report in 2020, and various shareholders have communicated, via the Forum, their desire for 
demonstrable change and action in light of the recent dissent at the AGM. This demonstrates our desire to identify and 
participate in collaborative engagements where we feel we can help deliver positive outcomes for our shareholders and 
for stakeholders across the financial ecosystem. 
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Capital Group Emerging Markets Total Opportunities Fund 
 
Capital Group participated in all of the available votes for the companies they invest in.  Votes for: 85%, Against 11%, 
Abstained: 4% 
 
Capital Group provided the following examples in response to our request to provide details of their most significant 
votes: 
 

1. SMC CORP (JAPAN)  
 
Capital Group voted against management (26 June 2020) in relation to Director Elections proposals because the 
number of independent directors is too low. 
 

2. ABBOTT LABORATORIES  
 
Management put forward a shareholder proposal to adopt simple majority vote. Capital Group voted against the 
proposal.  Capital Group’s rationale is that the existing supermajority vote requirement impedes shareholder 
action on ballot items that may be critical to shareholder interests. 
 

Below are two examples of where Capital Group have engaged with the management of the companies they invest in: 
 

1. BARRICK GOLD  
 
This Canadian mining company has a history of human rights breaches relating to violence by its security 
forces from 2010 to 2017. A key reason for Capital Group avoiding this investment previously was the 
company’s failure to invest in a social license to operate at the time. Management changed in 2018, and the 
new team came with a track record of respecting human rights. Prior to investing, our analyst spent 10 days in 
Africa, meeting new management, employees, local communities, and other stakeholders, to evaluate whether 
change would be meaningful. Change in how human rights issues were managed by the company was 
fundamental in our decision to invest in 2018.  
 
The company continues to be flagged by our monitoring process and we regularly engage with its management 
as part of our stewardship activities. In September 2020 our investment and ESG professionals met with the 
company’s Group Sustainability Executive, which confirmed progress on human rights issues. We also 
discussed areas for potential improvement and opportunities for industry collaboration to maximise progress. 
An improvement in the human rights practices should reduce associated reputational and financial risks. 
 

2. TOKYO ELECTRON  
 
Tokyo Electron is a manufacturer of electronic and semiconductor equipment. Our analysts engaged with the 
company to discuss their progress in medium term goals on reducing energy consumption and carbon 
emissions. During the fiscal year 2020, the company has formulated a roadmap for achieving these goals for 
their key models, and also established guidelines for calculating CO2 emissions. These efforts can help the 
company adapt to the transition to a low carbon economy, which is key to a company's sustainability.  

 
Ruffer’s voting and engagement activities 
 
The following information is based on the responses Ruffer have provided in response to our questions and provides an 
explanation as to how they co-ordinate their voting and engagement activities with companies.  
 
Ruffer Absolute Return Fund 
 
Ruffer were eligible to vote in 1,074 resolutions. They cast 1,040 votes in total. The number of votes for/against/abstained 
were 948, 72 and 13, respectively. Ruffer use ISS to provide proxy voting services. The number of votes cast in agreement 
with ISS was 960, with 82 not in agreement. 
 
Ruffer provided the following examples in response to our request to provide details of their most significant votes: 

1. EXXONMOBIL 

 



 

Page 33 
 

ExxonMobil is a multinational oil and gas company with upstream, downstream and chemicals business. The 

company is headquartered in the US.  

Date – May 2020. 
 
Due to the limited progress since the 2019 AGM, we decided again to vote against the re-election of all non-
executive directors because we do not think they have been representing the best interests of shareholders 
owing to the slow progress of the engagement with the Climate Action 100+ initiative. We also supported 
shareholder resolutions for an independent board Chair and further disclosure of the company’s lobbying 
activities. 
 
Outcome – Non-executives re-elected with 83%-98% approval. Disclosure and lobbying resolution was not 
passed with 62% against. Independent Chair resolution failed with 67% of votes against.  
 

2. WALT DISNEY 

 

Walt Disney is a worldwide entertainment and media company. It was founded in the 1920s as a cartoon studio. 

Date – March 2020. 
 
We have discussed the topic of lobbying and the company’s memberships of trade associations extensively with 
the company, and we voted for a shareholder resolution in 2018 and 2019 requesting additional disclosure. 
While the company has responded to these resolutions by increasing its disclosure, this only includes trade 
associations based in the US. As the framework has been established, and the analysis already conducted for 
these associations, we do not think it is onerous for the company to expand this to cover all trade associations 
of which it is a member. We stated this clearly to the company and supported the shareholder resolution in 
2020.   
 
Outcome – Lobbying and disclosure resolution failed with 66% of votes against. 
 

3. LLOYDS BANKING GROUP 

 

Lloyds Banking Group is a UK-based financial services group. 

Date – May 2020. 
 
We decided to vote against the proposed remuneration policy at the company as although it reduces the 
maximum pay-out at the time of the grant, it significantly relaxes the vesting criteria. Therefore, we did not 
think it incentivises management to deliver shareholder value.   
 
Outcome - Remuneration policy passed with 64% approval. Long term share plan passed with 64 % approval. 

 
BNYM engagement activities 
 
The following information is based on the responses BNYM have provided in response to our questions on voting and 
engagement and provides an explanation as to how they co-ordinate their voting and engagement activities with 
companies.  Newton are a subsidiary of BNYM and are the entity that manage the Global Dynamic Bond Fund. 
 
We believe the value of our clients’ portfolios can be enhanced by the application of good stewardship. This is achieved 
by engagement with investee companies and through the considered exercise of voting rights.  Our understanding of a 
company’s fundamental business enables us to assess the appropriate balance between the strict application of 
corporate governance policies and taking into account a company’s unique situation. 
 
We do not maintain a strict proxy voting policy.  Instead, we prefer to take into account a company's individual 
circumstances, our investment rationale and any engagement activities together with relevant governing laws, 
guidelines and best practices. For the avoidance of doubt, all voting decisions are made by Newton. 
 
It is only in the event of a material potential conflict of interest between Newton, the investee company and/or a client 
that the recommendations of the voting service used (Institutional Shareholder Services, or the ISS) will take 
precedence.  It is also only in these circumstances when we may register an abstention given our stance of either voting 
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in favour or against any proposed resolutions.  The discipline of having to reach a position of voting in favour or 
against management ensures we do not provide confusing messages to companies. 
 
Voting decisions take into account local market best practice, rules and regulations while also supporting our 
investment rationale.  For example, when voting on the election of directors in Japan, we are unlikely to vote against a 
board chair should the board not be majority independent given that only recently the corporate governance code has 
recommended boards appoint independent directors.  However, in the UK, where majority independent boards are well 
established and expected by investors, we are likely to vote against the chair and non-independent directors.  This being 
said, we frequently vote against executive pay at US companies despite it being accepted US market practice of granting 
significant awards of free shares, as we believe executive pay should be aligned with performance. 
 
BNYM Global Dynamic Bond Fund 
 
The fund does not hold equities and therefore doesn’t have the same voting rights as some other funds.  However, 
Newton’s engagement activities are undertaken for all the companies that they hold and so they also engage with the 
companies whose bonds are held in this fund, for example: 
 

1. ICELAND 

Health and nutrition 
 
We wrote to three of our invested companies as part of a collaborative engagement initiative with 
ShareAction’s Healthy Markets campaign. The campaign aims to engage with food retailers and manufacturers 
to improve the health and nutrition of product portfolios, and to create a healthier food environment. The 
letters include specific requests for each company, tailored to the risks to which they are most exposed. All 
letters encourage the companies to engage with the campaign and underlying investors on the topic of health 
and nutrition. We look forward to receiving acknowledgement of these letters, and to beginning this dialogue. 
We joined a call with the CFO to discuss corporate governance and to continue our previous conversations 
regarding sustainability initiatives.  
 
Board effectiveness 
 
Concerns surrounding the structure of the board and lack of independent directors were cited. We explained 
that the board, company and investors would benefit from the appointment of independent directors that bring 
additional skills, greater diversity and willingness to challenge management.  
 
Sustainability 
 
The company stated that ‘doing the right thing’ is part of its culture and, as a family business, it feels strongly 
about such work. For example, the company was one of the first food retailers to introduce an ‘elderly hour’ 
for shopping, and to ban non-essential artificial flavourings and MSG from its products. These are helping to 
create a positive brand image. We also discussed health and nutrition. The company explained that frozen food 
is a good way to freeze in goodness – lots of its products are healthy and nutritious (e.g. fish, fruit and 
vegetables). Moreover, the perception that the company only sells unhealthy, processed ready meals is slowly 
changing. Significant opportunities were discussed in relation to plant-based foods. In terms of labelling on 
packaging, the consensus is that traffic-light labelling is best in class. The company is the only UK food retailer 
not to use this. We recently used our collaboration with ShareAction on its Healthy Market’s Campaign, which 
aims to address childhood obesity and improved pack labelling, to push Iceland to address this. We see health 
and nutrition posing material risks and opportunities to food retailers, particularly as global regulations 
increase and consumer demand shifts. 
 

2. AMS 

Clean technology 
 
In a meeting with the company’s management, we sought to encourage disclosures related to the incorporation 
of clean technology solutions into the manufacture of the company’s sensors. The company explained that it 
has improved the energy consumption of its sensors but has not robustly quantified their performance. We 
suggested that the company enhances its disclosures in relation to the energy consumption of its products. 
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Aviva Investors Global Service Ltd engagement activities 
 
In respect of Aviva Investors Pensions Ltd Property Fund (AIPL Property Fund), questions on voting and 
engagement are not applicable, given that the funds invest in direct real estate. However, Aviva Global do 
endeavour to integrate ESG into their real estate processes and some further detail is outlined below. 
 
A key component of being a responsible business is ensuring that environmental, social and corporate 
governance (ESG) is considered throughout the investment processes. We regard the consideration of ESG 
issues and their impact on real estate investment as an essential part of our fiduciary duty to clients. Our 
Responsible Property Investment processes are embedded within the business and throughout decision-
making processes; from initial acquisition to disposal. The AIPL Property Fund is an ESG integrated fund 
which prioritises investments which create outcomes for both its clients and stakeholders, based on the 
belief that ESG factors are financially material to investment success. The AIPL Property Fund team 
undertake ESG risk and opportunity analysis through origination, and engage with occupiers and 
stakeholders through ongoing relationships, as well as collating and reporting ESG data through the Global 
Real Estate Sustainability Benchmark. 
 
AIPL - Property Fund 
 
Below is an example of where the AIPL Property Fund has engaged with one of their tenants: 
 

ROCK N ROLL 
 
Location: ‘Rock N Roll’, Waxlow Road, Park Royal West London 
Sector: Industrial 

 
Description: Over the 12 months, existing tenants of the ‘Rock N Roll’ building were in financial 
hardship from external impacts, including those related to the Covid-19 pandemic. We are 
committed to reaching mutually beneficial solutions with our tenants. As such, it was agreed with 
the previous tenant that the best course of action would be to surrender the lease speculatively, with 
the rent deposits retained by the fund. This minimised any risk for our clients, whilst enabling the 
tenant to be released of their liability, prioritising their financial well-being. Whilst finalising the 
surrender, we were able to negotiate terms with a new tenant, investment outfit Arts Alliance. Our 
new tenant was attracted to the ‘Rock N Roll’ building due to its environmental, social and 
governance (ESG) credentials. In addition, the founder and CEO of Arts Alliance, Thomas Hoegh, 
reiterated that the strong sustainability commitments that Aviva Investors has set further influenced 
their decision to choose the asset. The design of the asset includes the following sustainability 
measures: 

 
 Energy efficient appliances such as LED lighting and a new variable refrigerant flow (VRF) 

heat pump system, and renewable energy initiatives including a solar thermal system to 
provide hot water. 

 These features improve operational performance whilst lowering running costs to tenants. 
This has resulted in the building receiving an Energy Performance Certificate (EPC) rating of 
‘A’ and a Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Method (BREEAM) 
‘Excellent’ rating. 

 Installation of solar photovoltaic panels and electric vehicle charging points, promoting low 
carbon infrastructure. 

 Green space to provide an outdoor amenity area for occupiers to promote health and well-
being. 
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Our focus is on achieving high sustainability standards and successfully engaging with current and 
potential tenants. This is crucial in attracting suitable, long-term tenants as well as promoting health 
and well-being for occupiers, reducing risk to our investors. 

 
 
Aviva Investors Jersey Unit Trusts Management Ltd engagement activities 
 
The following information is based on the responses Aviva Jersey have provided in response to our questions and 
provides an explanation as to how they co-ordinate their voting and engagement activities with companies.   
 
As an asset manager, Aviva Investors Real Assets (“AIRA”) fiduciary duty is to protect and maintain the value of assets. 
AIRA recognises its duty to act as responsible stewards of its clients’ assets. Consistent with its fiduciary and 
stewardship obligations, AIRA maintains a deep conviction that Responsible Investment including Environmental, 
Social and Governance (ESG) factors can have a material impact on investment returns and client outcomes. 
 
Examples of where ESG is embedded in our investment policies are: 
 

 Selection process. We require our originators to identify potential risks and opportunities associated with a 
potential investment in accordance by examining each asset’s environmental, social, economic and governance 
context, as well as its physical characteristics, use and occupation. These attributes must be identified at the 
earliest opportunity when considering potential new investments, and during portfolio reviews. 

 Risks: At the time of investment, the use of the buildings and the activities undertaken by the tenants (and sub-
tenants to the extent known) will be reviewed against the Exclusions, “Higher Risk Activities” and “Higher 
Risk Practices” under the AIRA Responsible Investment Policy. 

 GRI escalation: When considering a new investment proposal, advice may be sought from the GRI team. All 
“Higher Risk Activities” and “Higher Risk Practices” will be referred to the GRI team for enhanced due 
diligence. 

 Standards: For new developments, the Fund targets the sustainability assessment BREEAM ‘Very good’ rating 
or better. 

 Global Investment Committee consideration: All recommendations to the Aviva Investors Global Indirect Real 
Estate (GIRE) Global Investment Committee must contain a review of ESG factors regarding the transaction. 

 Annual GRESB Survey: The Fund reports to GRESB on an annual basis which allows us to understand the 
sustainability of individual properties and the Fund. 

 Monitoring: We monitor energy usage of assets that we directly manage. 
 Reporting and targets: We engage third party Responsible Investment expertise to support the development of 

an operational Responsible Investment program, apply best practice thinking and collect Responsible 
Investment data at an asset level which contributes to the voluntary Global Real Estate Sustainability 
Benchmark (GRESB) and reporting on portfolio performance to our clients. EPCs and BREEAM ratings are 
also factored into the investment process. 

Aviva Lime Property Fund 
 
The Aviva Lime Property Fund’s investment strategy is to acquire quality assets for the long term, and for 
this reason a good understanding of the ESG risks and opportunities in an asset acquisition is key. Aviva 
make sure their investment decisions are as future proofed as possible, and ESG factors provide a valuable 
lens for doing so. 
 
The Fund is focused on long leases, with mainly single tenanted buildings. Long lease funds and any fund with many 
single tenanted assets will have additional challenges in engaging with tenants to improve ESG factors, when compared 
with assets which have a lot of directly managed assets. 
 
In recognition of this, the Fund’s investment team is working with its sustainability partner, Carbon Credentials, who 
have launched a customer engagement programme for the portfolio with the aim of improving the sustainability 
performance as well improving overall customer satisfaction. Collaboration with our occupier customers can lead to a 
more joined-up approach on ESG issues. The Fund has many large organisations occupying one or more of our 
buildings; organisations such as Premier Inn, University of Bath and Sainsbury’s who all have well developed 
Sustainability and ESG programmes of their own and this makes for a good opportunity to collaborate. 
 
Below is an example of where the Aviva Lime Property Fund has engaged with one of their tenants: 
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THE TRANSITION & INNOVATION HUB 
 
The Translation & Innovation Hub in White City is a brand new 185,000 sq ft BREEAM Excellent rated asset. 
 
It is part of Imperial College’s ThinkSpace hub programme which provides facilities and co-location services 
for companies looking to collaborate with Imperial's leading researchers and access London's vibrant 
scientific and technology community. The Fund team recently engaged with Imperial College to explore how 
they could work together to increase the operational sustainability performance of the building. This 
engagement involved a site visit and enabled the following quick-wins: 
 
• Identification of opportunities within the building for energy and greenhouse gas savings. 
 
• Provision of feedback around delivering a successful soft-landings. 
 
• Collaboration on initiatives that have been historically successful for Aviva Investors such as the 
Collaborative Asset Performance Programme (CAPP) that delivers an average of 15% building savings. 

 
BMO’s engagement activities 
 
The Real Dynamic LDI fund contains investments that provide exposure to long dated interest rates / 
inflation.  It does not hold any physical equity investments and is therefore not eligible to vote.  However, 
BMO does still engage with counterparty banks on relevant issues.  For example: 

 
CREDIT SUISSE 
 
BMO engages with all counterparty banks and encourages membership of the UN Principles for 
Responsible Banking.  For example, Credit Suisse, one of the counterparty banks has signed up to 
the UN Principles for Responsible Banking. The Principles provide a framework for banks to be more 
transparent on how their products and services create value for their customers, clients, investors, 
as well as society.  They also announced their decision to stop financing the development of new 
coal-fired power plants. This is in addition to the bank’s existing policy of not providing any form of 
financing that is specifically related to the development of new greenfield thermal coal.  
 

 


