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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 LGIM Future World Multi Asset Fund and the Baillie Gifford
Sustainable Multi Asset 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. As Baillie Gifford have provided a
smaller selection of engagement examples, not all of the votes provided align with the priorities set aut in the Trustees’
policy.

Disclaimer: Neither XPS nor the Trustees have vetted these votes. 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 LGIM for the Future World Multi Asset Fund is over the year to 30 June 2024 as LGIM provide voting data on a quarterly
basis.

LGIM Future World Multi Asset Fund

Legal and General Investment Management

Investment Manager Client Consultation Policy on Voting

LGIM'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 take into
account feedback from our clients. Every year, LGIM 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 take into account 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 LGIM's Investment Stewardship team and in accordance with our relevant Corporate
Governance & Responsible Investment and Confiicts 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?
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As regulation on vote reporting has recently evolved with the introduction of the concept of ‘significant vote’ by the EU
Shareholder Rights Directive II, LGIM wants to ensure we continue to help our clients in fulfiling their reporting
obligations. We also believe public transparency of our vote activity s critical for our clients and interested parties to hold
Us to account.  For many years, LGIM has regularly produced case studies and/ or summaries of LGIM’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, LGIM's
Investment Stewardship team takes into account the criteria provided by the Pensions & Lifetime Savings Association
I(PLSA) guidance. This includes but is not limited to: + High profile vote which has such a degree of controversy that there |
high client and/ or public scrutiny; » Significant client interest for a vote: directly communicated by clients to the
Investment Stewardship team at LGIM'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 LGIM engagement campaign, in line with LGIM 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 s updated on a daily basis 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 LGIM publicly
discloses its vote instructions on our website at:

Does the manager util

LGIM's Investment Stewardship team uses ISS's ‘ProxyExchange’ electronic voting platform to electronically vote clients’
shares. All voting decisions are made by LGIM and we do not outsource any part of the strategic decisions. Our use of IS
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

The manager voted on 99.79% of resolutions out of 96781 eligible votes.

The manager voted against management on 23.02% of the resolutions which they voted.

Top 5 Significant Votes during the Period

How did the

-~ of fund .
Company f pting Subject  Investment Manager

holding
) vote

AvalonBay

Communities, 16/05/2024
Inc.

Resolution Tk: Elect
Director Susan Against
Swanezy

Why the vote was deemed significant: Thematic - Diversity: LGIM views gender diversity as a financially materal issue for
our clients, with implications for the assets we manage on their behalf.

XPS Group




image5.png
4
XPS Grou
' 9]

Where voted against the company, was this communicated: LGIM 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 as LGIM expects a company to have at least one-third women on the board

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

Report on Risks of
Onmitting Viewpoint
Apple Inc. 28/02/2024 053% and Ideological Against Fail
Diversity from EEO

Policy

Why the vote was deemed significant: Thematic - Diversity: LGIM views 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: LGIM 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 - Environmental and Social: A vote AGAINST this proposal is warranted, as the company|
appears to be providing shareholders with sufficient disclosure around fts diversity and inclusion efforts and non-
discrimination policies, and including viewpoint and ideology in EEO policies does not appear to be a standard industry
practice.

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

Resolution 6: Report|
22/05/2024 0.22% on Customer Due For N/A
Diligence

Amazon.com,
Inc.

Why the vote was deemed significant: Pre-declaration and High-Profile Meeting: This shareholder resolution is considered|
significant as one of the largest companies and employers not only within its sector but in the world, we believe that
Amazon's approach to human capital management issues has the potential to drive improvements across both its industry|
and supply chain. LGIM voted in favour of this proposal last year and continue to support this request, as enhanced
transparency over material risks to human rights is key to understanding the company’s functions and organisation. While
the company has disclosed that they internally review these for their products (RING doorbells and Rekognition) and has
utilised appropriate third parties to strengthen their policies in related areas, there remains a need for increased, especially|
publicly available, transparency on this topic. Despite this, Amazon’s coverage and reporting of risks falls short of our
baseline expectations surrounding Al. In particular, we would welcome additional information on the internal education of
Al and Al-related risks.

Where voted against the company, was this communicated: LGIM 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: Human Rights: A vote in favour is applied as enhanced transparency over material risks to human rights is key’
to understanding the company's functions and organisation. While the company has disclosed that they internally review
these for some products and has utiised appropriate third parties to strengthen their policies in related areas, there
remains a need for increased, especially publicly available, transparency on this topic

Implication: LGIM will continue to engage with our investee companies, publicly advocate our position on this issue and
monitor company and market-level progress.
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Resolution 4:

Approve Climate

Transition Action
Plan

Unilever Plc 01/05/2024 0.41% For Pass

Why the vote was deemed significant: Thematic - Climate: LGIM is publicly supportive of so called "Say on Climate” votes

IWe expect transition plans put forward by companies to be both ambitious and credibly aligned to a 1.5°C scenario. Given|

the high-profile nature of such votes, LGIM deem such votes to be significant, particularly when LGIM votes against the
transition plan.

Where voted against the company, was this communicated: LGIM 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: A vote FOR the CTAP is applied as we understand it to meet LGIM's minimum expectations.
This includes the disclosure of scope 1, 2 and material scope 3 GHG emissions and short, medium and long-term GHG
emissions reduction targets consistent with a 1.5°C Paris goal. Despite the SBTi recently removing their approval of the

company’s long-term scope 3 target, we note that the company has recently submitted near term 1.5 degree aligned
scope 3 targets to the SBTi for validation and therefore at this stage believe the company's ambition level to be adequate.
We therefore remain supportive of the net zero trajectory of the company at this stage.

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

Resolution 22:
Approve the Shell _

Shell Plc 21/05/2024 04% Energy Transition Against Pass.
Strategy
Why the vote was deemed significant: Thematic - Climate: LGIM 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, LGIM deem such votes to be significant, particularly when LGIM votes against the
transition plan.

Where voted against the company, was this communicated: LGIM 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: A vote against is applied. We acknowledge the substantive progress the company has made in
respect of climate related disclosure over recent years, and we view positively the commitments made to reduce emissions
from operated assets and ol products, the strong position taken on tackling methane emissions, as well as the pledge of
not pursuing frontier exploration activities beyond 2025. Nevertheless, in light of the revisions made to the Net Carbon
Intensity (NCI) targets, coupled with the ambition to grow its gas and LNG business this decade, we expect the company
to better demonstrate how these plans are consistent with an orderly transition to net-zero emissions by 2050. In essence,
we seek more clarity regarding the expected lifespan of the assets Shell is looking to further develop, the level of flexibility
in revising production levels against a range of scenarios and tangible actions taken across the value chain to deliver
customer decarbonisation. - Additionally, we would benefit from further transparency regarding lobbying activities in
regions where hydrocarbon production is expected to play a significant role, guidance on capex allocated to low carbon
lbeyond 2025 and the application of responsible divestment principles involved in asset sales, given portfolio changes form

a material lever in Shell's decarbonization strategy.

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

XPS Group 6




image7.png
4
XPS Grou
' 9]

Mul

Baillie Gifford

Investment Manager Client Consultation Policy on Voting

IAll 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

lour 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 holding had a material impact on the outcome of the meeting
Management resolutions that receive 20 per cent or more opposition in the prior year
Egregious remuneration
Controversial equity issuance
Shareholder resolutions that received 20 per cent or more support from shareholders in the prior year
Where there has been a significant audit failing
Mergers and acquisitions
Where we have opposed the financial statements/annual report
Where we have opposed the election of directors and executives
Where we identify material ‘€' 'S’ or ‘G issues that result 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 (1SS 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.

Voti
Baillie Gifford - Sustainable Multi Asset Fund

information

The manager voted on 97.2% of resolutions out of 428 eligible votes.

The manager voted against management on 2.64% of the resolutions which they voted.

Top 5 Significant Votes during the Period

- f fund
ompany 3 i Ve Investment Result

Manager vote

Rexford
Industrial 11/06/2024 0.64% Remuneration Against Pass.

Realty Inc.
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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 executive compensation as we do not believe the performance conditions are sufficiently
stretching.

Implication: We continued to oppose the executive compensation report as we do not believe the performance conditions|

are sufficiently stretching. We once again communicated our reservations over the inclusion of a relative TSR metric which

allows for vesting below median in the executive pay plan. In line with previous correspandence, we encouraged the
company to adopt more stretching targets going forward.

Ares Capital

Corporation 10/05/2024

1.22%

Elect Director(s) I For | Pass.

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

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

Rationale: We supported the election of all directors nominated at the 2024 AGM as we had no concerns with the
candidates.

Implication: The three directors nominated at the AGM each received more than 20% opposition. This may be due to the
recommendation of one large proxy advisory firm to oppose all of the director candidates because of the company's
charter which provides the board with the exclusive right to amend the company’s bylaws. We do not have a policy to
vote against directors for this reason. Instead we would monitor amendments made to company bylaws and may engage,
including the use of voting action, if we had concerns about the use of this power.

Equinix Inc. 23/05/2024 0.74% Remuneration Against Pass

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 executive compensation as there are overlapping metrics within the short and long term incentive
plans, which risks rewarding executives twice for the same performance, and ane-year performance periods in the long
term incentive plan, which we don't find to be sufficiently long-term.

Implication: We have opposed executive compensation for a number of years due to ongoing concerns with the
stringency of targets under the long term incentive plan. Having already engaged the company on our concerns, we will
reassess the suitability of the plan ahead of the next AGM.

American

Tower 22/05/2024 091% |Appoint/Pay Auditors Against Pass
Corporation

Why the vote was deemed significant: This resolution is significant because we opposed the election of auditors.

Where voted against the company, was this communicated: No

Rationale: We opposed the ratification of the auditor because of the length of tenure. We believe it is best practice for the
auditor to be rotated regularly as this works to ensure independent oversight of the company's audit process and internal
financial controls.

Implication: We opposed this proposal last year as well. The company's auditor has been in place for 27 years and it has

not stated any intention to retender the contract. Although not a regulatory requirement in the U.S., we consider it best

practice for the auditor to rotate at least every 20 years in order to maintain independence. We fed our views back to the
company when we spoke to them following the AGM

Amencan Shareholder
Tower 22/05/2024 091% Koo Sl For Fail
Corporation
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Why the vote was deemed significant: This resolution is significant because it was submitted by shareholders and received
greater than 20% support.

Where voted against the company, was this communicated: No

Rationale: We supported a shareholder resolution requesting the company report its unadjusted median pay gaps and
adjusted pay gaps across race and gender. We believe this type of data provides valuable insight into pay equity and
understand the progress the company is making to address inequity. We believe the company is lagging other US
companies, many of whom provide at least adjusted numbers.

Implication: Following the AGM we explained our rationale for supporting this proposal. The company acknowledge the
significant support the proposal received and in response are assessing their ability to report unadjusted and adjusted pay|
gaps. This is a promising outcome and we will monitor progress.

Signed:
Date:
For and on behalf of the Trustees of the University of Stirling Pension Scheme
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University of Stirling Pension Scheme
Implementation Statement for the year ended 31
July 2024

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 2024 (‘the
reporting year’). In addition, the statement provides a summary of the voting behaviour and most significant votes cast
during the reporting year,

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 consider how
to update their policy in relation to ESG and voting issues.

The Scheme's Statement of Investment Principles (SIP*) was updated in September 2023 to reflect strategic decisions
made by 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.

In order 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 wil 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, i 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
« Pollution

XPS Group 1
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«  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 taken into account 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 received a review from XPS on the Baillie Gifford Multi Asset Fund range which includes the
Baillie Gifford Sustainable Multi Asset Growth Fund. The primary purpose of this review was to analyse recent poor
performance in the fund and ultimately led to an overall downgrade from “green” to “amber”. The funds' “green” rating for
ESG, however, was retained due to the continued demonstration of high ESG integration across management decisions.
Moreover, the Fund maintained XPS's “Sustainable” Designation through its resolute application of stringent £SG and
Climate focused targets across the portfolio.

Further to this, the Trustees met with their investment managers to discuss the performance of their investments, and ESG
was a material topic at these discussions. The managers reiterated their approach towards engagement and provided
evidence of engagement taking place within the relevant funds that was deemed by the Trustees to be at a satisfactory
level.

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.

XPS Group 2




