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Draft Implementation Statement 

Methodist Ministers’ Pension Scheme 

5 November 2020 

This note has been prepared for the Trustee of the Methodist Ministers’ 
Pension Scheme (the “Scheme”) in response to your request that we 
provide a draft Implementation Statement for the Scheme. 

Background and introduction  

There is a new requirement for most trust-based defined benefit (“DB”) and 
defined contribution (“DC”) pension schemes to produce an annual 
Implementation Statement (the “Statement”) which covers the Scheme year.  
 
For DB schemes without a DC section, the Statement should set out how, and 
the extent to which, the Trustee has followed the voting and engagement 
policies in its Statement of Investment Principles (“SIP”) during the year. 
 
The Statement is also required to include a description of the voting behaviour 
by, and on behalf of, trustees (including the most significant votes cast by 
trustees or on their behalf) during the year and state any use of the services of a 
proxy voter during that year. 
 
As agreed, our draft Statement covers the DB Section of the Scheme.  This 
follows confirmation from the Scheme's legal advisors, that an implementation 
statement covering the requirements for DC or hybrid schemes is not required 
given the Scheme’s non-AVC money purchase benefits (ie DC section) has 
ceased to exist ahead of the finalisation of the Trustee's Report & Accounts for 
the year ending 31 August 2020.  

Key points to note  

TPR has issued some limited guidance1 for DC scheme trustees, but it has not 
issued any guidance for DB scheme trustees.  The Pensions and Lifetime 

                                                           
1 Under the heading “Implementation report”.  Search for “Implementation report” 
and it should be the third mention of this phrase on the webpage. 

Savings Association (PLSA) has produced a guide for trustees which includes a 
standard template for manager voting disclosures.  

We have produced the draft Statement in this note based on our current 
understanding of the requirements and the PLSA guidance.  Ultimately it is the 
Trustee’s responsibility to produce a compliant Statement and TPR is able to 
impose fines for non-compliant statements.  We would note that this is the first 
year in which the requirements apply, that TPR’s guidance remains limited and 
industry practice is at a very early stage of development.  Therefore, you may 
wish to obtain legal advice to ensure that all requirements have been met.   

In the section of the Statement on voting behaviour, we have included data on 
the Scheme’s funds that hold listed equities as follows: 

 CFB UK Equity Fund; and 

 CFB Overseas Fund. 

Epworth has interpreted “most significant votes” to mean votes pertaining to the 
companies with the largest positions in the funds, and a high governance risk 
score from Institutional Shareholder Services (“ISS”), Epworth’s appointed proxy 
voting firm.  Proxy voting is a form of voting whereby a member of a decision-
making body (Epworth as the fund manager), may delegate its voting power to a 
representative (ISS), to enable a vote in absence.  Alternatively, they are votes 
pertaining to companies where Epworth has co-filed a resolution, or has a 
particular interest in a resolution. 

Next steps 

We propose that you review the Statement and include it within your Report & 
Accounts ending 31 August 2020 to comply with the relevant regulations.  The 
Report and Accounts need to be finalised within seven months of the end of the 
Scheme year, ie by 31 March 2021. 

You are required to publish your first Statement on a website for public 
access by 1 October 2021.  We expect you will use the website which hosts the 
SIP, although please let us know if you wish to discuss alternatives.  A specific 
web address for the location of the published materials on the internet must be 

https://www.thepensionsregulator.gov.uk/en/trustees/managing-dc-benefits/investment-guide-for-dc-pension-schemes-
https://www.plsa.co.uk/Policy-and-Research-Document-library-Implementation-Statement-guidance-for-trustees
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included in members’ Annual Benefit Statement (where members do not receive 
one, they must be sent a separate notification containing this information).  

There is considerable interest in Implementation Statements from TPR, 
policymakers, civil society and the media, so – when reviewing the draft 
Statement - you should ensure you are comfortable with it being in the public 
domain. 

Please let us know if you have any questions or would like to discuss. 

Contact details 

Joel Hartley FIA 

Partner 

+44 (0)1962 873349 

Joel.Hartley@lcp.uk.com 

 

Andrew Linz, CFA 

Consultant 

+44 (0)20 7432 6633 

Andrew.Linz@lcp.uk.com 

The use of our work 

This work has been produced by Lane Clark & Peacock LLP under the terms of our written agreement 
with the Trustee of the Methodist Ministers’ Pension Scheme ("Our Client").  

This work is only appropriate for the purposes described and should not be used for anything else. It 
is subject to any stated limitations (eg regarding accuracy or completeness). Unless otherwise stated, 
it is confidential and is for your sole use. You may not provide this work, in whole or in part, to anyone 
else without first obtaining our permission in writing. We accept no liability to anyone who is not Our 
Client.  

If the purpose of this work is to assist you in supplying information to someone else and you 
acknowledge our assistance in your communication to that person, please make it clear that we 
accept no liability towards them. 
  

Lane Clark & Peacock LLP 

We are a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales with registered number 
OC301436. LCP is a registered trademark in the UK (Regd. TM No 2315442) and in the EU (Regd. 
TM No 002935583).  All partners are members of Lane Clark & Peacock LLP. A list of members’ 
names is available for inspection at 95 Wigmore Street, London, W1U 1DQ, the firm’s principal place 
of business and registered office.   

The firm is regulated by the Institute and Faculty of Actuaries in respect of a range of investment 
business activities.  Locations in London, Winchester, Ireland, and - operating under licence - the 
Netherlands. © Lane Clark & Peacock LLP 

https://www.lcp.uk.com/emails-important-information contains important information about this 
communication from LCP, including limitations as to its use

mailto:Joel.Hartley@lcp.uk.com
mailto:Andrew.Linz@lcp.uk.com
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Implementation Statement, covering 
1 September 2019 to 31 August 2020 
The Trustee of the Methodist Ministers’ Pension Scheme (the “Scheme”) is required to produce a yearly statement 
to set out how, and the extent to which, the Trustee has followed the voting and engagement policies in its 
Statement of Investment Principles (“SIP”) during the year.  This is provided in Section 1 below. 

The Statement is also required to include a description of the voting behaviour during the year by, and on behalf of, 
trustees (including the most significant votes cast by trustees or on their behalf) and state any use of the services 
of a proxy voter during that year.  This is provided in Section 3. 

1. Introduction – Last review of the voting and engagement policies 

The SIP was formally reviewed and updated in September 2019 to reflect: 

 the Trustees’ policies on financially material and non-financial matters, including environmental, social and 
governance (“ESG”) matters, climate change issues and stewardship (including voting and engagement), 
as required under new regulations; and 

 the requirements of the revised EU Directive on Shareholder Rights. 

As part of this SIP update the employer was consulted and raised no objections to the changes. 

The Trustee has, in its opinion, followed the Scheme’s voting and engagement policies during the year, by 
continuing to delegate to its investment managers the exercise of rights and engagement activities in relation to 
investments, as well as seeking to appoint managers that have strong stewardship policies and processes. The 
Trustee took a number of steps to review the Scheme’s new and existing managers and funds over the period, as 
described in Section 2 (Voting and engagement) below. 

Where possible the Trustee seeks to appoint fund managers which manage assets in a manner consistent with its 
policies on responsible investment and its investment beliefs.  The Trustee’s policies on responsible investment are 
set out in its Responsible Investment Policy document, last updated in November 2019. 

2. Voting and engagement 

As part of its advice on the selection and ongoing review of the investment managers, the Scheme's investment 
adviser, LCP, incorporates its assessment of the nature and effectiveness of managers’ approaches to voting and 
engagement.  

The Trustee invested in a new closed-ended “impact” investing fund in February 2020, the Partners Group LIFE 
2018 Fund.  This fund invests in private market assets (both equity and debt).  The Investment Committee ("IC") 
carried out thorough due diligence on Partners Group's investment approach, determining that it was largely 
consistent with the Trustee's policies and taking comfort from its explicit aim of supporting the United Nation's 
Sustainable Development Goals.  

When managers Mayfair Capital and Epworth Investment Management Limited (“Epworth”) presented to the 
Trustee during the year, the Trustee asked several questions about the managers’ voting, engagement and 
responsible investment practices and were satisfied with the answers they received.  The Trustee also reviewed 
reports from their managers on voting and engagement activities undertaken on their behalf.  Furthermore, the 
Methodist Church Joint Advisory Committee on the Ethics of Investment (“JACEI”) performed an independent 
review of the Epworth investments which lie in funds managed by the Central Finance Board of the Methodist 
Church (“CFB”), covering their voting and engagement activities.  This review confirmed that "The Committee 
judges that the CFB (Epworth) has managed the funds under its control in support of an ethical stance which is in 
accordance with the aims of the Methodist Church”. 

The Trustee has also sought to confirm that the Scheme’s investment managers intend to sign up to the revised 
UK Stewardship Code which sets out standards for stewardship of assets, including voting and engagement 
practices.  Epworth confirmed it intends to sign up to the revised code as did Partners Group, Columbia 
Threadneedle and Mayfair Capital.  
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3. Description of voting behaviour during the year 

All of the Trustee’s holdings in listed equities are within pooled funds and the Trustee has delegated to its 
investment managers the exercise of voting rights.  Therefore the Trustee is not able to direct how votes are 
exercised and the Trustee itself has not used proxy voting services over the year. 

In this section we have sought to include voting data on the Scheme’s funds that hold equities as follows: 

 CFB UK Equity Fund; and 

 CFB Overseas Fund. 

The Trustee has sought to obtain the relevant voting data for Sections 3.2 and 3.3, from the investment manager, 
Epworth.  

The Trustee will continue to work with its advisers and investment managers with the aim of providing fuller voting 
information in future implementation statements. 

In addition to the above, the Trustee contacted the Scheme’s other asset managers that don’t hold listed equities, 
to ask if any of the assets held by the Scheme had voting opportunities over the period.  However, the property and 
LDI managers confirmed that no such opportunities were available. 

Partners Group confirmed that the impact investment mandate does not include listed equities and there are no 
“voting” opportunities within the fund.  Partners Group do however have significant control and influence over the 
underlying companies and have provided examples of their activity including improving health and safety practices 
at renewable energy assets and reviewing the waste generation of portfolio companies.  

3.1 Description of the voting processes 

Epworth: 

 Epworth votes according to a template it agrees and helps construct each year, as members of the Church 
Investors Group (CIG).  This policy is available to clients and it reports on its implementation regularly to 
the Scheme. 

 Epworth votes in line with the Church Investors Group policy on voting.  This is implemented by Institutional 
Shareholder Services (ISS). 

 Epworth utilises ISS to enact the Church Investors Policy on its behalf. 

 3.2 Summary of voting behaviour over the year 

A summary of voting behaviour over the period is provided in the table below. 

 
CFB UK Equity 

Fund 
CFB Overseas 

Fund 

Manager name 
Epworth Investment 
Management Limited 

Epworth Investment 
Management Limited 

Total size of fund at end of 
reporting period 

c.£336m c.£147m 

Value of Scheme assets at end of 
reporting period 

£201m £73m 

Number of holdings at end of 
reporting period 

73 

99  

(excludes external 
manager holdings) 

Number of meetings eligible to 
vote 

78 109 

Number of resolutions eligible to 
vote 

1390 2035 

% of resolutions voted* 97% 97% 
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Of the resolutions on which voted, 
% voted with management 

82% 85% 

Of the resolutions on which voted, 
% voted against management 

18% 15% 

Of the meetings in which the 
manager voted, % with at least 
one vote against management 

78% 66% 

*Share blocking accounted for the remaining 3% for both funds. 

 
3.3 Most significant votes over the year 

Commentary on the most significant votes over the period is set out below.  Epworth has interpreted “most 
significant votes” to mean votes pertaining to the companies with the largest position in the funds, and a high 
governance risk score from ISS.  Alternatively, they are votes pertaining to companies where Epworth has co-filed 
a resolution, or has a particular interest in a resolution.
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 Vote 1 Vote 2 Vote 3 Vote 4 Vote 5 Vote 6 Vote 7 Vote 8 Vote 9 Vote10 

Company name Barclays 
Berkeley 
Group 

Rentokil Initial Cranswick 
Ten 

Entertainment 
Group 

Kone Oyj 
Hermes 

International  
LM Ericsson Investor AB 

Bayerische 
Motoren Werke 

AG 

Fund CFB UK Equity Fund CFB Overseas Fund 

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

1.20% 1.20% 0.60% 1.40% 1.00% 0.05% 0.07% 0.05% 0.05% 0.04% 

Date of Vote 13 May 2020 
6 September 

2019 
13 May 2020 17 August 2020 18 June 2020 

25 February 
2020 

24 April 2020 
31 March 

2020 
17 June 2020 14 May 2020 

Summary of the 
resolution 

Approve 
ShareAction 

resolution 

Approve 
Remuneration 

Policy 

Re-elect Julie 
Southern as 

Director 

Re-elect Martin Davey as 
Director 

Approve 
Remuneration 

Report 

Approve 
remuneration 

policy 

Approve 
remuneration 

policy of 
general 

managers  

Re-elect Jon 
Baksaas as 

Director 

Re-elect 
Jacob 

Wallenberg as 
Board 

Chairman 

Elect Norbert 
Reithofer to the 

Supervisory 
Board 

How you voted For Against 

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

The co-filing of the 
resolution was 

made public before 
the vote, with the 

CFB listed as a co-
filer.  ShareAction 

engaged 
extensively with 
Barclays prior to 

the meeting. 

The CFB sends letter to all members of the FTSE 350 outlining its voting 
intentions on an annual basis. 

No 

Rationale for the 
voting decision 

The resolution 
asked for further 

action from 
Barclays in its 

climate 
commitments, 

which aligned with 
the Epworth policy 
on climate change. 

The policy did 
not meet the 
criteria as set 
out in the CIG 

policy on 
good practice 

There were 
concerns over 

audit 
independence 

There were multiple 
grounds for abstaining on 
this vote: board does not 

contain 33% gender 
diversity, concerns over 

sub-board gender 
diversity, and executive 

chairman with no 
indication of temporary 

position. Given the 
COVID-19 pandemic, 

executive directions where 
the vote would have been 
against were changed to 

abstain in order to support 
companies in this time. 

The policy did not meet the criteria as set out in the 
CIG policy on good practice 

Responsible 
for oversight of 
remuneration 
which does 
not comply 
with CIG 
Global 

approach 

Concerns 
about the 

Board's ability 
to operate 

independently 
from 

controlling 
shareholders. 

Concerns over 
director 

independence 

 


