University of Stirling Pension Scheme Implementation Statement for the year ended 31 July 2025
Purpose

This Implementation Statement provides information on how, and the extent to which, the Trustees of the University of Stirling Pension Scheme (“the Scheme”) have followed their policy in relation to the exercising of rights (including voting rights) attached to the Scheme’s investments, and engagement activities during the year ended 31 July 2025 (“the reporting year”). In addition, the statement provides a summary of the voting behaviour, and the most significant votes cast during the reporting year, as well as a summary of the engagement activities undertaken by each manager and how these align with the priorities of the Trustees.

Background
During 2019, the Trustees received training on Environmental, Social and Governance (“ESG”) issues from their Investment Adviser, XPS Investment (“XPS”) and discussed their beliefs around those issues. This enabled the Trustees to update their policy in relation to ESG and voting issues, which is documented in the Scheme’s Statement of Investment Principles (“SIP”).
The Scheme’s SIP was then further updated after supplementary training was received by the Trustees from XPS Investment in June 2023. This led to the SIP reflecting strategic decisions made by the Trustees in relation to the Scheme’s investment portfolio and that the Trustee’s policy on engagement was updated.

The Trustees’ policy on ESG and stewardship
The Trustees believe that there can be financially material risks relating to ESG issues. The Trustees have delegated the ongoing monitoring and management of ESG risks and those related to climate change to the Scheme’s investment managers. The Trustees require the Scheme’s investment managers to take ESG and climate change risks into consideration within their decision-making, recognising that how they do this will be dependent on factors including the characteristics of the asset classes in which they invest.
The Trustees have delegated responsibility for the exercise of rights (including voting rights) attached to the Scheme’s investments to the investment managers and encourage them to engage with investee companies and vote whenever it is practical to do so on financially material matters including those deemed to include a material ESG and/or climate change risk in relation to those investments.
To ensure sufficient oversight of the engagement and voting practices of their managers, the Trustees may periodically meet with their investment managers to discuss engagement which has taken place. The Trustees will also expect their investment adviser to engage with the managers from time to time as needed and report back to the Trustees on the stewardship credentials of their managers. The Trustees will then discuss the findings with the investment adviser, in the context of their own preferences, where relevant. This will include considering whether the manager is a signatory to the UK Stewardship Code. The Trustees recognise the Code as an indication of a manager’s compliance with best practice stewardship standards.
Whilst the Trustees recognise that they cannot dictate the engagement or voting policy of the investment managers, the Trustees have established an “expression of wish”, setting out key priority areas of the Trustees. They expect the managers to take into consideration the areas specified and provide relevant reporting to the Trustees, in relation to the scheme’s investments. The Trustees have identified the following areas:
· Climate Change - alignment to low carbon transition
· Biodiversity / Natural Capital - impact on and use of natural resources
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· Pollution
· Waste Management
· Human and Labour rights - supply chain rights, community relations
· Board Diversity
· Remuneration

The Trustees will annually review stewardship activity undertaken by their investment managers to ensure that the policies and priorities outlined above are being met and may explore these issues with their investment managers as part of the ongoing monitoring of ESG integration and stewardship activities. There are various ways to engage with investee companies, including discussions with senior management and Board members and voting on key resolutions when shares are held by the Scheme. The votes included in this statement have been selected to show the manager’s voting on the priorities identified above and reflect the manager’s position in relation to these key issues.

Manager selection exercises
One of the main ways in which this updated policy is expressed is via manager selection exercises: the Trustees seek advice from XPS on the extent to which their views on ESG and climate change risks may be considered in any future investment manager selection exercises.
During the reporting year, there were no such manager selection exercises.

Ongoing governance

The Trustees, with the assistance of XPS, monitor the processes and operational behaviour of the investment managers from time to time, to ensure they remain appropriate and in line with the Trustees’ requirements as set out in this statement. Further, the Trustees have set XPS the objective of ensuring that the selected managers reflect the Trustees’ views on ESG (including climate change) and stewardship.
Over the reporting year the Trustees received assurance from their investment managers that the managers were effectively undertaking stewardship activities on their behalf.
During the year, the Trustees met with and were presented to by representants from Legal and General Investment Management (“L&G”) on their flagship ESG Multi Asset Solution, the Future World Multi-Asset Fund in which the Scheme invests. L&G’s approach within the Fund is to target growth-seeking assets with a tilt to ESF-aligned opportunities which aligns with the Trustees’ attitudes towards ESG. The Fund is rated “Green” overall and specifically for ESG by XPS Investment’s equity research team. In addition to its “Green” rating, the Fund continues to be awarded XPS Investment’s “Sustainable” designation, which underlines the Fund’s commitment to ESG and sustainable practices through both the companies it invests in and within its own investment philosophy.
Beyond the governance work currently undertaken, the Trustees believe that their approach to, and policy on, ESG matters will evolve over time based on developments within the industry and, at least partly, on a review of data relating to the voting and engagement activity conducted annually. Stewardship and ESG matters are therefore regularly discussed at Trustees’ meetings.

Adherence to the Statement of Investment Principles
During the reporting year the Trustees are satisfied that they followed their policy on the exercise of rights (including voting rights) and engagement activities to an acceptable degree.

Voting activity
The main asset class where the investment managers will have voting rights is equities. The Scheme has specific allocations to both public and private equities through its holdings in the L&G Future World Multi Asset Fund and the Baillie Gifford

Defensive Growth Fund. A summary of the voting behaviour and most significant votes cast by each of the relevant investment manager organisations is shown below.
As the Scheme invests in pooled funds, the Trustees acknowledge that they cannot directly influence the policies and practices of the companies in which the pooled funds invest. They have therefore delegated responsibility for the exercise of rights (including voting rights) attached to the Scheme’s investments to the investment managers. The Trustees have, however, notified the investment managers about their specific priorities to the extent they may be considered and acted upon in future.
The Trustees have confirmed this approach to be appropriate for the Scheme’s investments. The information below is the
investment managers’ activity in relation to voting.
This voting information has been provided by the investment managers. The Trustees consider votes to be significant on the basis they are linked to key ESG issues including but not limited to: climate change; other climate issues such as natural capital; executive remuneration; governance; independence; modern slavery or other factors such as the size of the holding.
Where the manager has provided a selection of significant votes, the Trustees have reviewed the rationale for significant votes provided by the managers and are comfortable with the rationale provided, and that it is consistent with their policy. The Trustees, with the help of XPS, have considered the information the investment managers have been able to provide on significant voting, and have deemed the below information as most relevant. XPS, on behalf of the Trustees, have also chosen the votes they deem to be relevant to the engagement priorities as set out.
Disclaimer: These summaries have been provided by the investment manager(s) and any reference to “our”, “we” etc. is from the investment manager’s perspective. The voting data provided by L&G for the Future World Multi Asset Fund and Baillie Gifford for the Defensive Growth Fund have been given over the year to 30 June 2025 as each manager only provides voting data on a quarterly basis.
L&G Future World Multi Asset Fund

	Legal and General Investment Management

	Investment Manager Client Consultation Policy on Voting

	L&G’s voting and engagement activities are driven by ESG professionals and their assessment of the requirements in these areas seeks to achieve the best outcome for all our clients. Our voting policies are reviewed annually and consider feedback from our clients. Every year, L&G holds a stakeholder roundtable event where clients and other stakeholders (civil society, academia, the private sector and fellow investors) are invited to express their views directly to the members of the Investment Stewardship team. The views expressed by attendees during this event form a key consideration as we continue to develop our voting and engagement policies and define strategic priorities in the years ahead. We also
consider client feedback received at regular meetings and/ or ad-hoc comments or enquiries.

	Investment Manager Process to determine how to Vote

	All decisions are made by L&G’s Investment Stewardship team and in accordance with our relevant Corporate Governance & Responsible Investment and Conflicts of Interest policy documents which are reviewed annually. Each member of the team is allocated a specific sector globally so that the voting is undertaken by the same individuals who engage with the relevant company. This ensures our stewardship approach flows smoothly throughout the engagement and voting process and that engagement is fully integrated into the vote decision process, therefore sending consistent messaging to
companies.

	How does this manager determine what constitutes a 'significant' vote?

	As regulation on vote reporting has recently evolved with the introduction of the concept of ‘significant vote’ by the EU
Shareholder Rights Directive II, L&G wants to ensure we continue to help our clients in fulfilling their reporting obligations.
We also believe public transparency of our vote activity is critical for our clients and interested parties to hold us to account. For many years, L&G has regularly produced case studies and/ or summaries of L&G’s vote positions to clients for
what we deemed were ‘material votes’. We are evolving our approach in line with the new regulation and are committed to provide our clients access to ‘significant vote’ information. In determining significant votes, L&G’s Investment




	Stewardship team considers the criteria provided by the Pensions & Lifetime Savings Association (PLSA) guidance. This includes but is not limited to: • High profile vote which has such a degree of controversy that there is high client and/ or public scrutiny; • Significant client interest for a vote: directly communicated by clients to the Investment Stewardship team at L&G’s annual Stakeholder roundtable event, or where we note a significant increase in requests from clients on a particular vote; • Sanction vote as a result of a direct or collaborative engagement; • Vote linked to an L&G engagement campaign, in line with L&G Investment Stewardship’s 5-year ESG priority engagement themes. We provide information on significant votes in the format of detailed case studies in our quarterly ESG impact report and annual active ownership publications. The vote information is updated daily, and with a lag of one day after a shareholder meeting is held. We also provide the rationale for all votes cast against management, including votes of support to shareholder resolutions. If you have any additional questions on specific votes, please note that L&G publicly discloses its vote instructions on our website
at:

	Does the manager utilise a proxy voting system? If so, please detail

	L&G’s Investment Stewardship team uses ISS’s ‘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. Our use of ISS recommendations is purely to augment our own research and proprietary ESG assessment tools. The Investment Stewardship team also uses the research reports of Institutional Voting Information Services (IVIS) to supplement the research reports that we receive from ISS for UK companies when making specific voting 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. These instructions apply to all markets globally and seek to uphold what we consider are minimum best practice standards which we believe all companies globally should observe, irrespective of local regulation or practice. We retain the ability in all markets to override any vote decisions, which are based on our custom voting policy. This may happen where engagement with a specific company has provided additional information (for example from direct engagement, or explanation in the annual report) that allows us to apply a qualitative overlay to our voting judgement.
We have strict monitoring controls to ensure our votes are fully and effectively executed in accordance with our voting
policies by our service provider. This includes a regular manual check of the votes input into the platform, and an electronic alert service to inform us of rejected votes which require further action.



	Voting information

	Legal and General Investment Management - Future World Multi Asset Fund

	The manager voted on 99.89% of resolutions out of 94493 eligible votes.

	The manager voted against management on 22.55% of the resolutions which they voted.

	Top 5 significant votes during the period

	Company
	Date of vote
	Size of fund holdings
	Voting subject
	Management or shareholder proposal?
	How did the Investment Manager vote
	Result

	Microsoft Corporation
	10/12/2024
	0.61%
	Resolution 9: Report on AI Data Sourcing Accountability
	Shareholder
	For
	Fail (36.2%)

	Why the vote was deemed significant: High Profile meeting: This shareholder resolution is considered significant due to the relatively high level of support received.

	Where voted against the company, was this communicated: L&G 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: Shareholder Resolution - Governance: A vote FOR this resolution is warranted as the company is facing increased legal and reputational risks related to copyright infringement associated with its data sourcing practices. While




	the company has strong disclosures on its approach to responsible AI and related risks, shareholders would benefit from greater attention to risks related to how the company uses third-party information to train its large language models

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

	Prologis, Inc.
	08/05/2025
	0.47%
	Resolution 1a: Elect Director Hamid R. Moghadam
	Management
	Against
	Pass (93.5%)

	Why the vote was deemed significant: Thematic - Board Leadership: L&G considers this vote to be significant as it is an escalation of our vote policy on the topic of the combination of the board chair and CEO.

	Where voted against the company, was this communicated: L&G 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: Joint Chair/CEO: A vote against is applied as L&G expects companies to separate the roles of Chair and CEO due to risk management and oversight concerns.

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

	National Grid Plc
	10/07/2024
	0.25%
	Resolution 17: Approve Climate Transition Plan
	Management
	For
	Pass (99.0%)

	Why the vote was deemed significant: Thematic - Climate: L&G is publicly supportive of so called "Say on Climate" votes. We expect transition plans put forward by companies to be both ambitious and credibly aligned to a 1.5C scenario. Given the high-profile nature of such votes, L&G deem such votes to be significant, particularly when L&G votes against the transition plan.

	Where voted against the company, was this communicated: L&G 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: Climate Change: L&G is voting in favour of the National Grid Climate Transition plan. We commend the company’s efforts in committing to net-zero emissions across all scopes by 2050 and setting 1.5C-aligned near term science-based targets. We also appreciate the clarity provided in the ‘Delivering for 2035 report’ and look forward to seeing the results of National Grid’s engagement with SBTi regarding the decarbonisation of heating.

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

	





Shell Plc
	





20/05/2025
	





0.25%
	Resolution 22: Request Company Disclose Whether and How Its: Demand Forecast For LNG; LNG
Production And Sales Targets; And New Capital Expenditure In Natural Gas Assets; Are Consistent With Climate
Commitments,
	





Shareholder
	





Against
	





Fail (20.6%)




	
	
	
	Including Target To Reach Net Zero Emissions By 2025
	
	
	

	Why the vote was deemed significant: Pre-declaration: This shareholder resolution is considered significant. We recognise the underlying merit of this resolution, after careful consideration, we have made the decision to vote against. This decision is underpinned by a series of direct and constructive engagements with Shell’s leadership. Through these discussions, we received clear commitments that the company will enhance its reporting in line with L&G’s expectations specifically, providing detailed disclosures on stranded asset risks and financial resilience related to Shell’s growing exposure to liquefied natural gas (LNG). These gaps were key reasons we were unable to support the company’s climate transition strategy at its 2024 AGM. Following a detailed analysis of the company’s disclosures, we believe Shell’s current reporting provides a basis for investors to consider alignment with various climate outcomes, contributing to the broader objectives of the resolution. More information on L&G’s Asset Management business pre-declaration can be found here: https://blog.landg.com/categories/esg-and-long-term-themes/our-voting-intentions-for-2025/

	Where voted against the company, was this communicated: L&G 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: Shareholder resolution - Climate change: While we recognise the intent behind Resolution 22, we have decided to vote against it following careful consideration. This decision follows a series of constructive engagements with Shell’s leadership, during which the company committed to improving disclosures on stranded asset risks and financial resilience related to its LNG operations. We acknowledge meaningful progress in Shell’s reporting, which now provides a clearer basis for assessing climate-related risks. In light of these developments, we believe the resolutions key objectives are being addressed through ongoing company actions.

	Implication: L&G’s 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.

	Simon Property Group, Inc.
	14/05/2025
	0.25%
	Resolution 1A: Elect Director Glyn
F. Aeppel
	Management
	Against
	Pass (62.9%)

	Why the vote was deemed significant: Thematic - Board Leadership: L&G considers this vote to be significant as it is an escalation of our vote policy on the topic of the combination of the board chair and CEO.; Thematic - Diversity: L&G views gender diversity as a financially material issue for our clients, with implications for the assets we manage on their behalf.

	Where voted against the company, was this communicated: L&G 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: Diversity: A vote against is applied due to the lack of gender diversity at executive leadership level. L&G expects executives leadership teams to include at least one woman._x000D_ Average board tenure: A vote against is applied as L&G expects a board to be regularly refreshed in order to maintain an appropriate mix of independence, relevant skills, experience, tenure, and background._x000D_ Lead Independent Director - Accountability: A vote against is applied as L&G expects companies to elect an independent lead director where there is a combined Board Chair and CEO._x000D_ Joint Chair/CEO: A vote against is applied as L&G expects companies to separate the roles of Chair and CEO due to risk management and oversight concerns.

	Implication: L&G’s 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.




Baillie Gifford Defensive Growth Fund


	Baillie Gifford

	Investment manager client consultation policy on voting

	All voting decisions are made by our ESG team in conjunction with investment managers. We do not regularly engage with clients prior to submitting votes, however if a segregated client has a specific view on a vote, then we will engage with them on this. If a vote is particularly contentious, we may reach out to clients prior to voting to advise them of this or
request them to recall any stock on loan.

	Investment manager process to determine how to vote

	Thoughtful voting of our clients’ holdings is an integral part of our commitment to stewardship. We believe that voting should be investment led, because how we vote is an important part of the long-term investment process, which is why our strong preference is to be given this responsibility by our clients. The ability to vote our clients’ shares also strengthens our position when engaging with investee companies. Our ESG team oversees our voting analysis and execution in conjunction with our investment managers. Unlike many of our peers, we do not outsource any part of the responsibility for voting to third-party suppliers. We utilise research from proxy advisers for information only. Baillie Gifford analyses all meetings in-house in line with our ESG Principles and Guidelines and we endeavour to vote every one of our clients’
holdings in all markets.

	How does this manager determine what constitutes a 'significant' vote?

	- Baillie Gifford’s voting decision had a material impact on the outcome of the meeting. - Management resolutions that received 20 percent or more opposition. - Misaligned remuneration. - Contentious equity issuance. - Shareholder resolutions that received 20 percent or more support from shareholders. - Where there has been a significant reported audit failing. - Mergers and acquisitions. - Where we have opposed the financial statements/annual report. - Where we have opposed the ratification or election of directors. - Where we identified material environmental, social or governance
(ESG) factors that resulted in Baillie Gifford opposing management.

	Does the manager utilise a proxy voting system? If so, please detail

	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.



	Voting information

	Baillie Gifford - Defensive Growth Fund

	The manager voted on 96.35% of resolutions out of 823 eligible votes.

	The manager voted against management on 3.66% of the resolutions which they voted.

	Top 5 significant votes during the period

	
Company
	
Date of vote
	Size of fund holdings
	
Voting subject
	Management or shareholder proposal?
	How did the investment manager vote
	
Result




	MP MATERIALS CORP.
	
10/06/2025
	
0.79%
	Elect Director(s)
	
Management
	
For
	
Pass (76.3%)

	Why the vote was deemed significant: This resolution is significant because it received greater than 20 percent opposition.

	Where voted against the company, was this communicated: N/A

	Rationale: We supported the election of all directors to the board as we are comfortable with the board's current composition.

	Implication: We are aware that one proxy advisor was recommending a withhold of votes on three directors responsible for board governance due to the ongoing classified board structure. We are currently comfortable with the company having this provision in place and as such were happy to support all director elections.

	ENEL S.P.A.
	22/05/2025
	0.6%
	Remuneration
	Management
	Against
	Pass (94.2%)

	Why the vote was deemed significant: This resolution is significant because we opposed remuneration.

	Where voted against the company, was this communicated: No

	Rationale: We opposed the remuneration policy as it proposes the change of the safety metric, which we did not find appropriate for company context.

	Implication: Considering significant figures related to fatalities, we do not see it appropriate for the company to change this metric in the variable compensation. This will be fed back to the company as part of the wider engagement.

	
Amazon.com Inc
	

21/05/2025
	

0.46%
	Climate Change - Growing Demand from AI
	

Shareholder
	

For
	

Failed (19.9%)

	Why the vote was deemed significant: We think additional information on Amazon's thinking about how it will meet its climate change goals would benefit shareholders, this was against management’s recommendation too.

	Where voted against the company, was this communicated: Yes

	Rationale: We think how Amazon will meet the energy requirements of its rapid data centre build-out is an investment material question, as it will require considerable management time and capital allocation.

	Implication: We continue to discuss this topic with the company as we believe additional insight into how energy use is being considered alongside their climate goals would help shareholders in their risk assessments.

	
Netflix Inc
	
05/06/2025
	
0.29%
	Climate Change - Transition Plan
	
Shareholder
	
Against
	
Failed (10.5%)




	Why the vote was deemed significant: This vote was deemed insignificant, however has been included as it portrays an example of how Baillie Gifford voted with respect to climate change issues of investee companies.

	Where voted against the company, was this communicated: No

	Rationale: We believe it is unnecessary for the company to prepare a climate transition plan because the company already publishes annual information on its emissions, reduction targets, and its plan to meet these targets, and we do not have concerns with the company's actions on this matter.

	Implication: We will continue to monitor the company's approach to climate risk management and will consider the merit of any future shareholder resolutions on a case-by-case basis.

	EQUINIX, INC.
	21/05/2025
	0.59%
	Governance
	Shareholders
	Against
	Fail (34.8%)

	Why the vote was deemed significant: This resolution is significant because it was submitted by shareholders and received greater than 20 percent support.

	Where voted against the company, was this communicated: No

	Rationale: We opposed a shareholder resolution requesting a reduction in the ownership threshold for shareholders to request action by written consent, as we are comfortable with the current governance provisions at the company.

	Implication: We will continue to monitor governance arrangements at the company and will evaluate the merit of future shareholder proposals on a case-by-case basis.



Engagement information
Engagement is an effective method of driving long-term positive change in company policies and practices and is applicable across all asset classes. A high-level summary of the number of engagement activities, as well as examples of engagement, by each of the relevant investment manager organisations is as follows.
XPS requested examples of engagement data from each of the Scheme’s non-gilt-based investments, and were able to obtain examples from L&G on their Future World Multi-Asset Fund and Buy & Maintain Credit Fund, as well as from Baillie Gifford in relation to the Defensive Growth Fund, however BlackRock failed to provide examples in relation to the UK Property Fund.
Any reference to “I/we” in the following section is in reference to the manager directly.

Engagement data provided by L&G as at 31 July 2025
L&G’s firm and strategy level engagement information provided as at 31 July 2025 is for the 2024 calendar year.

	Firm level engagement information

	

Engagement focus
	We believe effective stewardship involves working with companies, regulators, policymakers, peers and other stakeholders around the world to tackle systemic issues, material risks and opportunities – as well as collaborating with our investment experts to identify future challenges. As a universal owner on behalf of our clients, we take responsibility to seek to address key macro and systemic risks, with the aim of tackling market issues and accelerating progress against complex, global sustainability
challenges. Our investment philosophy and processes are focused on creating value




	
	over the long term. We believe that incorporating financially material sustainability criteria, when relevant to our clients, can create value and drive positive change.

a) While the numbers for our corporate engagement are provided below, our policy dialogue in 2024 spanned a range of issues globally, covering multilateral policy in markets including the US, UK, Japan, and Europe. We conducted 270 policy and stakeholder engagements in 2024. Our policy dialogue aims to produce tangible change by contributing to the design, implementation, and monitoring of effective and coherent policies, including a regulatory and legislative system that covers society, the environment, and the economy.
We believe in collaboration and regularly work with peers, industry groups, NGOs, academia and civil society. By joining forces with collaborative organisations, we aim to broaden our reach and strengthen our voice. We are a member or supporter of multiple associations and initiatives working on sustainability themes, including the CA100+, NA100, the Asian Corporate Governance Association and the Institutional Investors Group on Climate Change, the 30% Club (including regional chapters), the Platform for Living Wage Financials, and the Access to Nutrition Initiative.

b) In line with our ‘universal owner’ approach, we focus our stewardship activities on 6 global stewardship themes (with 21 underlying sub-themes). We believe these themes are financially material to our clients’ portfolios, often pose systemic risks and opportunities, and cover areas where we believe L&G as an asset manager can influence change. These themes are: climate, nature, people, health, governance and digitisation. Using our stewardship themes, we identify relevant stakeholders across the policymaking, corporate and broader market ecosystem, where we believe we have influence. We also set the overall thematic objectives we seek to achieve.
In selecting companies for direct engagement, we into account factors including:
· The degree of financial materiality of the relevant theme (or sub-theme) to specific companies and sectors
· Data that identifies companies as underperforming against our minimum expectations
· Our clients’ exposure to relevant companies and sectors
· The ‘engage-ability’ of companies – how likely our influence is to result in changes at the company
· How influential a company is within its country, industry and supply chains – we may also seek engagements with companies considered leaders in
sustainability issues to help develop our understanding of these topics in certain industries or markets
· The relevant geographic coverage for our engagement on a particular theme
While much of our engagement is focused on ‘laggards’, as set out above, we also engage with companies that are demonstrating progress and positive practices: through their continued improvement and influence, we believe that they are instrumental in raising the bar for their sectors and supply chains, demonstrating what is achievable. Our aim is to help drive positive change across global markets, and improvements from the ‘top’ performers play as important a role as those at the other end of the spectrum.




Fund specific information for the L&G Future World Multi Asset Fund for the 12 months to 31 December 2024.

	Strategy level engagement information

	How many entities did you engage with over the last 12 months?
	2473

	How many engagements took place over the last 12 months?
	3338

	Number of engagements on each topic over the 12 months to 31 December 2024

	Environment
	Social
	Governance
	Strategy & Other

	2643
	606
	428
	689

	Other Categories include -
Regulation, ESG Score Engagement Not Campaign-Related, Environmental Opportunities, Green Bonds, Methane Measurement, Future World Protection List, Activism, Capital Management, Acquisitions/Takeovers/Mergers, Lobbying and Political Donations



The section below provides an example of where the investment manager of the L&G Future World Multi Asset Fund has engaged with the underlying companies, over the course of the 12-month period to 31 December 2024.

	Name of entity you engaged
	Toyota Motor Corp

	Topic of Engagement
	Governance: capital allocation; board independence, diversity and effectiveness (Corporate transparency)
Climate Change: Climate lobbying disclosure and alignment of lobbying practices with net zero commitments

	






Rationale for engagement
	As a longstanding member of the Asian Corporate Governance Association network ('ACGA') Japan Working Group, L&G engages with Japanese companies, including Toyota Motor Corporation,  to  improve  their  corporate  governance  and  sustainability  practices.
At Toyota, we have identified their key issues to be: i) capital allocation decisions (cross-shareholdings and insufficient investments in zero-emissions vehicles and related infrastructure, and ii) board independence, diversity and effectiveness .iii) A climate transition strategy misaligned  to  industry  expectations  and  associated  political  lobbying  activity
More recently, the company has been implicated in a few controversies regarding the quality and safety of products at its subsidiaries, and the governance of group companies has also been questioned.
Toyota is one of the world's largest and most influential companies. They have long pushed their multi-pathway strategy of decarbonisation, incorporating a mixture of vehicle types - hybrids,
EVs, fuel cell. These will have important roles in transitioning to net zero transportation. In certain regions that are making rapid progress towards EVs, Toyota have received negative press on




	
	their lobbying practices. We have been clear in our engagement that Toyota should advocate for public policies that support global climate ambitions and not stall progress on a Paris-aligned regulatory environment.

With regards to our Climate Impact Pledge expectations, we would like to see greater clarity from the company regarding how its 'multi-pathway' strategy aligns with its climate goals and with regulatory developments, specifically relating to the absence of a target for phasing out ICE vehicles.
UN SDG 13: Climate action

	









Engagement activity carried out
	We originally started our engagement with Toyota in September 2021, both independently and alongside fellow shareholders.
Since 2023, we have continued our conversations with the company and increased the frequency of our meetings, both individually and collaboratively, on governance and climate topics. Concerns about irregularities regarding certifications, the accountability for this, and transparency at the company have also been a topic of engagement, especially as they pertain to overall corporate culture. Given the company's size and influence at Japan's largest business federation and in industry associations, we have continued to question the company's lobbying stance and its alignment with a 1.5°C transition pathway (this is also one of our 'red lines' under our Climate Impact Pledge).
In addition to several email exchanges, we met with the company three times in 2024. Levels of individual typically engaged with include the Head of Investor Relations and the Finance Director.
Our voting at the company's recent AGM reflects our ongoing concerns about independence on the board and diversity. Additional reasons for our vote against the re-election of the Chair included accountability for a lack of transparency regarding advisory roles of the former CEO, responsibility for certification irregularities and, on the topic of climate change, a vote sanction under our Climate Impact Pledge due to apparent misalignment of the company's stated ambitions and its forward-looking strategy. We also supported a shareholder proposal requesting greater transparency regarding climate lobbying activities.

	






Outcomes and next steps
	We will continue to engage with the company on corporate governance issues and push for better practices both in terms of governance and climate strategy, as mismanagement of these incidents may lead to erosion of customer trust and exposes the company to reputational and legal risks.
We are pleased with the progress Toyota is making on lobbying disclosures and are encouraged that Toyota have proactively responded to investor feedback and expectations in various iterations of the lobbying report. However, we would still welcome further clarity on Toyota's position on specific climate policies in key markets and how they align with the decarbonisation and electrification strategy. A more complete overview of the governance concerning climate lobbying positions and assessments, including an alignment review by the Board of Directors, would also be desirable. We also expect greater clarity on what action is taken where inconsistencies are identified within trade associations and their alignment to Toyotas climate ambitions.
We will continue to engage with the company on both climate and governance issues, alongside the ACGA. We consider the objectives outlined above to be "in progress".






	Name of entity you engaged
	BP PLC

	Topic of Engagement
	Environment: Climate change (Climate Impact Pledge)

	









Rationale for engagement
	As one of the largest integrated oil and gas producers in the world, BP has a significant role to play in the global transition to net zero, hence our focus on this company for in-depth engagements. As members of the CA100+ we commit to engaging with a certain number of companies on their focus list and on account of our strong relationship with BP, we lead the CA100+ engagements with them.
At L&G, we believe that company engagement is a crucial part of transitioning to a net zero economy by 2050. Under our Climate Impact Pledge, we publish our minimum expectations for companies in these 20 climate-critical sectors. Accordingly, we expect the company to meet our minimum expectations as set out in our relevant Climate Impact Pledge sector guides; companies failing to do so may be subject to voting sanctions (and/ or divestment sanctions, for companies selected for in-depth engagement).
In terms of objectives for this engagement, our current objectives include
that they will not make substantive downward revisions to their climate-related targets;
· demonstration of alignment to 1.5C objectives through enhanced disclosure of scenarios and assumptions
· no new long lead-time oil and gas projects
· enhanced disclosure across the company’s value chain (scope 3) to demonstrate agility and
resilience when (if) markets are pivoting (against a range of inputs and scenarios)
· disclosure and application of responsible divestment standards in asset sale process
UN SDG 13: Climate action

	







Engagement activity carried out
	We have been engaging with BP on climate change for several years, during the course of which we have seen many actions taken regarding climate change mitigation.
We met with BP several times during 2022. In BP's 2022 AGM, we were pleased to be able to support management’s 'Net Zero – from ambition to action' report (Resolution 3). Having strengthened its ambition to achieve net-zero emissions by 2050 and to halve operational emissions by 2030, BP has also expanded its scope 3 targets, committed to a substantial decline in oil and gas production, and announced an increase in capital expenditure to low-carbon growth segments.
Following the company's decision to revise their oil production targets, we met with the company several times in early 2023 to discuss our concerns. At their 2023 AGM, we voted against the re-election of the Chair; given the revision of the company’s oil production targets, shareholders expect to be given the opportunity to vote on the company’s amended climate transition strategy at the 2023 AGM. Additionally, we note concerns around the governance processes leading to the decision to implement such amendments.
We have continued to engage with them in 2023 following their decision, and throughout 2024, specifically on the objectives clarified above which reflect our main areas of concern at




	
	the company. We remain the 'lead' on BP engagement with the CA100+ although we also undertake our own individual meetings with the company.
Levels of individual typically engaged with include a range of senior staff, including the Chair and the former CEO.

	





Outcomes and next steps
	Over the past few years, the company has made some positive steps. It has committed to allocate a substantial share of its capital to low carbon segments, and made a series of announcements detailing their expansion into clean energy. These include projects to develop solar energy in the US, partnerships with Volkswagen (on fast electric vehicle charging) and Qantas Airways (on reducing emissions in aviation), and winning bids to develop major offshore wind projects in the UK and US. BP also announced that it would be reducing its oil and gas output over the next decade, with a view to reaching net-zero emissions by 2050.
Regarding the objectives set out above, we consider the status of each to be in progress, and will continue our engagement on these areas over the coming year, both individually and as part of the CA100+, building on the relationship we have built with the company, and measuring progress.
Emissions targets, business resilience, O&G production, capital allocation, value chain approach, responsible divestment and/ or decommissioning of assets continue to be a focus.



Fund-specific information for the L&G Buy and Maintain Credit Fund for the year to 31 December 2024

	Strategy level engagement information

	How many entities did you engage with over the last 12 months?
	183

	How many engagements took place over the last 12 months?
	383

	Number of engagements on each topic over the 12 months to 31 December 2024

	Environment
	Social
	Governance
	Strategy & Other

	265
	95
	118
	184

	Other categories include -
ESG Score Engagement Not Campaign-Related, Lobbying and Political Donations, Future World Protection List, Environmental Opportunities, Capital Management, Methane Measurement, Activism, Acquisitions/Takeovers/Mergers, Green Bonds, Regulation



The section below provides an example of where the investment manager of the L&G Buy and Maintain Credit Fund has engaged with the underlying companies, over the course of the 12-month period to 31 December 2024.

	Name of entity you engaged
	Barclays PLC




	Topic of Engagement
	Environment: Climate change

	





Rationale for engagement
	We believe that the financial sector’s lending activities, corporate facilitation, insurance and asset management activities are key to speeding up or delaying the transition to a low-carbon economy. Banks have a major role to play in the climate transition and need to shift their attention to aligning their lending portfolios to be consistent with the Paris Agreement.
Barclays is a large global bank and a prominent UK high-street name; L&G has engaged extensively and productively with Barclays on its approach to climate risks and opportunities for many years, and Barclays has historically shown receptiveness to investor engagement. Despite positive developments as part of its emissions coverage, concerns remained with the progress made on target ranges.

Our objective in our engagement with Barclays is for them to provide enhanced disclosure on their client engagements and transition plan assessment, to gauge the efficacy of the bank's published policies and processes.

UN SDG 13: Climate action

	




Engagement activity carried out
	The company had not explained how their stated target ranges would contribute to bringing about the required real-world change in line with the Paris Agreement. Our engagements have included both one-to-one discussions and collaborative meetings with other investors who had been considering filing a shareholder resolution related to Barclays’ approach to financing the oil & gas sector.
Levels of individual typically engaged with include the Head of Sustainability.
Throughout these discussions, we obtained substantial background information, including contemplated proposals, related to strengthening Barclays’ policy and due diligence processes. These met many of our expectations and enabled L&G to step back from the co-filing group ahead of the AGM. Engagements with the company eventually led to the co-filing group withdrawing its proposals for a shareholder resolution.

	







Outcomes and next steps
	The collective engagement, organised by ShareAction, demonstrates how a group of informed, influential investors can affect and expedite policies and disclosures at their portfolio companies, even before the formal filing of a shareholder resolution. Sometimes the possibility of a shareholder resolution being proposed can be sufficient to propel a company to an expedited policy refresh and commitments for improved disclosures. This is where collaborative work with non-governmental organisations and like-minded peers can be an effective engagement tool.
We continue to engage with Barclays to ensure that they remain committed through words and actions in playing their part in addressing the systemic risk of climate change.
Engagements with the company eventually led to the co-filing group withdrawing its proposals for a shareholder resolution.
Separately from this engagement, we recently expanded our discussions with the bank to consider their exposure to and mitigation activity in the areas of nature and agriculture, especially in their UK home market.
We also continue to speak with Barclays about its funding activities in the sustainable finance field, and how its green finance targets can be further developed to lead to incentives in this




	
	area for real world change.
In terms of the objectives set out above, we consider this to be in progress.



	Name of entity you engaged
	Tesco PLC

	Topic of Engagement
	Social: Income inequality - living wage (diversity, equity and inclusion)

	



Rationale for engagement
	The retail sector inherently has lower skilled and lower wage employees. As the UK's largest supermarkets, Tesco is a company we have been engaging with on this important topic.
As a responsible investor, LGIM advocates that all companies should ensure that they are paying their employees a living wage and that this requirement should also be extended to all firms with whom they do business across their Tier 1 and ideally Tier 2, supply chains. We expect the company board to challenge decisions to pay employees less than the living wage.

We ask the remuneration committee, when considering remuneration for executive directors, to consider the remuneration policy adopted for all employees.
UN SDG 1 : No poverty and SDG 8: Decent work and economic growth

	







Engagement activity carried out
	LGIM is a member of two collaborative engagement groups: ShareAction’s Good Work Coalition, the Platform for Living Wage Financials. The Good Work Coalition aims to encourage UK companies to pay all employees that work within their operational premises to a real living wage and to become an accredited living wage employer. We have been working with this coalition since 2015. We joined the Platform for Living Wage Financials (PLWF) in 2022, to encourage, support, assess and monitor investee companies on their commitment to enable living wages and incomes for workers in their supply chains. LGIM carried out the assessment, scoring and engagement with three companies: PVH, Tesco and Walmart.
In 2023, we launched our own campaign on income inequality, focussing on 15 of the largest food retailers globally, asking them to pay a living wage to their own employees and supply chain workers. Tesco is one of these companies. Although they are paying their own employees a living wage, there is much to do in terms of contractors and supply chain workers. We met with their supply chain procurement team in 2024 to discuss the challenges they face in paying a living wage to supply chain workers.
In addition to engaging with Tesco on the topic of the living wage, our conversations have also covered other topics, including deforestation and remuneration. Levels of individual typically engaged with include the head of ESG investor engagement (investor relations), company secretary, and the new chairman.

	Outcomes and next steps
	We will continue to engage with Tesco and to measure their progress against our expectations. Under our living wage campaign, a vote against the Chairman would be applied if our minimum requirements are not met by the time of their AGM in 2025.



Engagement data provided by Baillie Gifford as at 31 July 2025
Baillie Gifford’s firm-level engagement information provided as at 31 July 2025 has been given for the 2024 calendar year. The specific examples of engagement within the Defensive Growth Fund, however, have been given over the year to 30 June 2025.


	Firm level engagement information

	











Engagement focus
	There are three primary reasons for engaging with a company: to fact find, to monitor progress, and to influence.
Issues we frequently discuss with companies include compensation, capital allocation decisions, board make-up, human capital management, ESG reporting, thinking around challenges and opportunities presented by climate change, as well as supply chain responsibilities, and attitude to the wide variety of internal and external stakeholders.
Across the firm, during 2024, we had 948 ESG-specific engagements with 600 companies. The drivers for the meetings vary:
· Pre-AGMs to seek additional information prior to making a voting decision
· Remuneration consultations – predominantly UK
· With our largest holdings as their actions will have the largest impact on portfolio performance
· Those companies identified as being ESG laggards
· Or reactively with those companies that have been accused of failing to comply with ESG norms or have had ESG incidents such as an employee strike or oil spill.
Our approach to the social and environmental aspects of share ownership is based on engagement and dialogue. We prefer to encourage change through active ownership rather than divestment in the first instance. This will range from communications expressing concern through face-to-face meetings with management and, where appropriate, voting against management. If we have been unable to exert any influence over a company on a material issue over a protracted period, our investment managers will consider reducing or selling our holdings. Our stewardship principles and guidelines provide further details and is available on our website: bailliegifford.com/en/global/all-users/about-us/responsible-investment/?tab=documents



Fund specific information for the Baillie Gifford Defensive Growth Fund for the year to 31 December 2024.

	Strategy level engagement information

	How many entities did you engage with over the last 12 months?
	
21

	How many engagements took place over the last 12 months?
	
29

	Number of engagements on each topic over the 12 months to 31 December 2024

	Environment
	Social
	Governance

	18
	6
	39



The section below provides an example of where the investment manager of the Baillie Gifford Defensive Growth Fund has engaged with the underlying companies, over the course of the 12-month period to 30 June 2025.

	Name of entity you engaged
	Athéna I Re

	Topic of Engagement
	Governance

	


Rationale for engagement
	Athéna I Re is a new issue catastrophe bond covering France and its territories against terrorism risks. While there is substantial institutional alignment when it comes to mitigating and reducing risk of and exposure to terrorist acts across governments, security services, property owners and property insurers, we were concerned about a potential conflict of interest in this deal with regards to the relationship between the structurer and the expert risk analyst as the two have a pre-existing strategic relationship around terrorism modelling. When meeting in Q4 with GC Securities, the structurer of the bond, and Synthetik, the expert risk modeller of the issue, our objective was to investigate the alignment of key stakeholders with investors and explore this potential conflict before taking a portfolio position.

	

Engagement activity carried out
	We learned that the licensed database which provides both a directory of relevant locations and 3D models of the respective cityscapes is then further enhanced by the risk modeller’s attack catalogue and blast modelling expertise. In discussing this and exploring the other applications and commercial uses of the two pieces of software, we concluded that this is a natural collaboration and there is no indication that the models are being biased one way or another. We also gained confidence in the approach by exploring the detail of Baltic Re, a previously issued and generally accepted bond series with issues in 2019 and 2022 which covers the UK against similar terrorism risks, and which has the same modelling arrangements.

	
Outcomes and next steps
	The overall bond issue is supporting a French government-sponsored non-profit mutual insurer, and we believe it to have broad social benefits, as well as offering an attractive return to investors. We took confidence from the additional detail and discussion around the modelling
arrangements and concluded that stakeholders are broadly aligned. As a result, we supported the issue by investing in the primary market.



	Name of entity you engaged
	Ørsted

	Topic of Engagement
	Environment - Natural resource use/impact (e.g. water, biodiversity)

	
Rationale for engagement
	Following last year’s engagement with Danish wind farm operator, Orsted, regarding their approach to biodiversity, we continued to interact with the company regarding this important topic. Orsted’s ambition is that all new renewable energy projects they commission from 2030 onwards will have a net-positive biodiversity impact, aiming to restore ecosystems as they expand

	

Engagement activity carried out
	To help with this, we responded to Orsted’s request for feedback on their biodiversity measurement framework. This framework seeks to incorporate local requirements and broader sustainability   metrics,   turning   their   ambition   into   measurable   action We suggested improvements to their approach and that it should incorporate natural capital accounting. Alongside this, we felt further areas of research could include more clarity on which aspects of the framework seek to improve current practices to protect biodiversity and whether there  would  be  any  impact  on  project  costs  or  timelines  when  implemented.
We felt it is important that the framework should be subject to UK biodiversity requirements and




	
	also that they should seek to engage with regulators to ensure future policies help rather than hinder Orsted’s goals. This will likely have a ripple effect on peers and their approach to biodiversity so engagement with regulators at this nascent stage will be key to ensuring the framework can develop alongside their business aims.

	Outcomes and next steps
	We are very supportive of Orsted’s ambitions in this area. It is encouraging that they are
prepared to be a leader and develop a sensible approach that can work alongside their business which will provide evidence of their contribution to sustainable development and strengthen their competitive advantage.



	Name of entity you engaged
	Foresight Environmental Infrastructure

	Topic of Engagement
	Governance

	

Rationale for engagement
	This is an investment company focusing on environmental infrastructure projects across the UK and Europe and its first green hydrogen investment was made through HH2E, a German project developer, in early 2023. This was a development-stage asset for which success depends on regulatory timelines, securing off-take agreements, and substantial capital investment. In this case, these risks became increasingly apparent and by mid-2024, Foresight's Board and management stepped back. The collapse of HH2E raises some important questions for Foresight's governance and risk oversight and our engagement with the investment manager in quarter 4 2024 was focused on exploring these.

	


Engagement activity carried out
	We expressed to the manager our disappointment with the outcome and shared concerns that this is coming at a challenging time for the investment trust sector. Our governance discussion addressed: (i) Valuation and impairment: as of June 2024, HH2E was still held at cost. Given the clear financing challenges, should this have been flagged earlier? The valuation process may need tighter scrutiny for assets with significant downside risks (ii) Scenario planning: while risks were acknowledged upfront, more detailed downside analysis might have better prepared Foresight for delays in regulation and funding shortfalls, and (iii) Exposure to development-stage risk: HH2E was the only development-stage investment in the portfolio, and its failure highlights why such projects need heightened oversight.

	

Outcomes and next steps
	While HH2E's failure is disappointing, it's worth putting this in context. Foresight's portfolio remains well-diversified, and the Board has reaffirmed its fiscal year 2025 dividend target with healthy dividend cover, supported by asset disposals and a share buyback program. We did, however, organise a further conversation with the chairman to confirm some of the claims made by the manager. We also wanted to share our capital allocation views directly with the Board as we reduced our position size on the back of this, recognising the weakness in capital allocation
and the seemingly timid oversight from the board.



Signed:	Candia Kingston
Date:	08/11/2025
For and on behalf of the Trustees of the University of Stirling Pension Scheme
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