The Cabot Carbon Limited CaboSil
Division Pension Plan Implementation

Statement — 5 April 2020

This document reviews the extent to which the Trustees of the Cabot Carbon Limited CaboSil Division
Pension Plan (the “Plan”) have adhered to the policies and procedures set out in the Plan’s Statement
of Investment Principles (“SIP”) dated September 2019. It covers reviews of the SIP, demonstrates
compliance with the actions the Trustees sought to undertake (noting any areas where the policy was
not followed and the reasons for this) and discusses the voting and engagement activity undertaken
by the Plan’s actively managed funds over 6 April 2019 to 5 April 2020 (“the Plan year”).

References herein to the actions, review work or determinations of the Trustees refer to activity that
has been carried out either by the Trustee board or its investment advisers on behalf of the Trustees.

Executive summary
Over the Plan year, the Trustees:

e Updated the SIP in September 2019 to ensure compliance with the relevant regulatory
requirements (including updates for changes in the investment strategy/policy). The SIP was
also updated following the year-end to incorporate additional information on the Trustees’
policies in line with the Occupational Pension Schemes (Investment and Disclosure)
(Amendment) Regulations 2019 requirements.

e Adhered to all of the policies it had set out in the SIP.

e Reviewed voting and engagement activity of the Legal & General Investment Management
(“LGIM”), BlackRock, Schroders and Baillie Gifford funds that invest in equities. The Trustees
were content that these managers have appropriately carried out their stewardship duties.

The stewardship activities for funds that do not hold equity have not been reviewed, as there
is limited scope to influence the practises of these issuers.

Further details on each of these matters is presented in the pages that follow.



1. Reviews of the SIP over the reporting period

The SIP was updated in September 2019 to disclose the Trustees’ policies regarding financially
material matters, non-financial matters and stewardship, as required by the Pension Protection
Fund (Pensionable Service) and Occupational Pension Scheme (Investment and
Disclosure)(Amendment and Modification) Regulations 2018.

Following the end of the Plan year (in September 2020), the SIP was updated to incorporate additional
information on the Trustees’ policies in line with the Occupational Pension Schemes (Investment and
Disclosure) (Amendment) Regulations 2019 requirements. Additional disclosures have been included
to address the following areas in respect of the Plan’s investment managers:

e How the arrangements incentivise the investment managers to align their investment strategy
and decisions with the Trustees’ policies.

e How the arrangements incentivise the investment managers to make decisions based on medium
to long-term financial and non-financial performance of an issuer of debt or equity and to engage
with issuers of debt or equity in order to improve their performance in the medium to long-term.

e How the method (and time horizon) of the evaluation of the investment manager’s performance
and the remuneration for asset management services are in line with the Trustees’ investment
policies.

e How the Trustees monitor portfolio turnover costs incurred by the investment managers, and
how they define and monitor targeted portfolio turnover or turnover range.

e The duration of the arrangements with the investment managers.

e Trustees’ stewardship policy (voting rights, conflicts of interest & the capital structure of
companies).



2. Implementation of policies contained within the Plan’s SIP

This section sets out the various policies within the Plan’s SIP (dated September 2019, that was in place at the Plan year-end date) and the actions that the Trustees
have undertaken in respect of them over the year to this date. We have noted a few actions that were taken following the Plan year-end that we feel are of
relevance.

SIP policy Comments

1. Investment objectives and strategy

The Trustees’ investment adviser is Quantum Advisory. Quantum Advisory are The Trustees have set strategic objectives for the investment adviser to ensure

expected to advise on the investment of the Scheme’s assets and the SIP, and to the Trustees’ requirements are clear and performance of the investment

provide training as required by the Trustees. adviser is measurable. A review of the investment adviser will be undertaken in
2020.

The Trustees’ policy is to review their objectives and investments, and to obtain | The Trustees are in the process of undertaking a full review of the Scheme’s
written advice (from the Scheme’s investment adviser) about them at regular objectives and its investments. The Trustees will consult with the Sponsoring
intervals. When deciding whether or not to make new investments, the Trustees | Employer on any proposed changes to the investment strategy.

will obtain written advice, and consider whether future decision about those
investments should be delegated to investment managers. Written advice will
consider the issues set out in the Regulations and the SIP, including the following
criteria:

e the best interests of the members and beneficiaries;

e security;
e quality;
o liquidity;

profitability;

tradability on regulated markets;
diversification; and

the use of derivatives.

Prior to the appointment of an investment manager, the Trustees will seek
appropriate advice from their investment advisers, and may, in certain
circumstances, feel it necessary to undertake a manager selection exercise to
better inform any decision.




It is the Trustees’ policy not to hold any direct investment in the Sponsoring
Employer.

The Trustees monitor periodically, via Quantum Advisory, the performance of
each investment strategy against its target or benchmark. The Trustees may
decide to meet with the investment managers periodically in order to discuss
performance or other changes which may impact on performance or risk. The
appointment of any investment manager can be reviewed at any time if the
investment manager is considered by the Trustees to be no longer suitable for
the mandate for which it was appointed.

The Trustees’ examine the charges levied by the investment managers.

The Trustees will review the SIP at least every three years and without delay after
any significant change in investment policy.

The Plan did not hold any investments in the Sponsoring Employer at the Plan
year-end date.

The Trustees use LGIM, Baillie Gifford, Schroders and BlackRock as their
investment managers, via the Scottish Widows (formerly Zurich) platform, who
manage a range of funds the Plan uses.

The Trustees periodically reviewed the performance of the funds available to
members during the period, through quarterly reports issued by Scottish
Widows. The Trustees identified concerns around the performance of some of
the funds and have decided to review the wider investment strategy and funds
used in light of these.

The Trustees have reviewed the portfolio and transaction costs incurred over
the year. These are reported in the DC Chair’s Statement. Whilst the Trustees
do not have pre-defined targets for these, they appear reasonable.
Furthermore, the default investment strategy was compliant with the charge
cap on Member Borne Deductions of 0.75% p.a.

The SIP was reviewed over the Plan year. Details on this are set out in section 1
of this report.

2. Responsible Investment

Financially material considerations

With specific regard to ESG factors, the Trustees consider how these are
integrated into the investment processes when (i) appointing new Investment
Managers; and (ii) monitoring the existing Investment Manager.

The Trustees also periodically consider publicly available ESG related publications
pertaining to the incumbent investment managers.

The Trustees acknowledge that some of the Plan’s investments are implemented
on a passive basis. This restricts the ability of the Investment Manager to take
active decisions on whether to hold securities based on their consideration of
ESG factors. The Trustees do however expect the incumbent managers, where
relevant, to utilise their position to engage with companies on these matters.

Financially material considerations

The Trustees are going to consider ESG integration as part of the investment
strategy review that is being undertaken.

The Trustees did not formally review the investment manager’s publicly
available ESG reporting during the period.

The voting activity of the Plan’s investment managers is discussed in section 3
of this statement.




Stewardship

The Trustees consider how stewardship factors are integrated into the
investment processes when: (i) appointing new Investment Managers; and (ii)
reviewing the existing Investment Manager. The Trustees have provided the
appointed Investment Manager with full discretion concerning the stewardship
of their investments.

Non-financial matters

The Trustees consider non-financial factors (where members have been
forthcoming with their views) however the Trustees do not employ a formal
policy in relation to this when selecting, retaining and realising investments.

Stewardship

The Trustees have reviewed the stewardship information prepared by the
investment managers. The Trustees did not have any immediate concerns
around the votes cast.

The Trustees acknowledge that the voting practices of their investment
managers will not necessarily reflect their views or those of the members and
that they will have little, or no, influence on their investment managers’ voting
practices. However, they will make their views known to their investment
managers if they feel it is appropriate to do so, and in the event of frequent
disagreement will review the suitability of retaining the investment manager in
question.

Further details of the investment manager’s voting policies and histories are set
out in section 3 of this report.

Non-financial matters
No members have been forthcoming with their views during the period.

3. Risk management

The Trustees have identified a range of risks members face including: Inflation
risk, Annuity conversion risk, Capital risk, Liquidity risk, Negligence risk and Mis-
statement risk. The investment strategy has been constructed in a manner that
seeks to manage these. Furthermore, the Trustees manage these by:

e Taking regular investment advice.
e Ensuring member communications are reviewed by an investment
professional.

The Trustees, with the help of their investment adviser, reviewed the Plan’s
investments periodically to manage these risks. Furthermore, a wider review of
the strategy is being undertaken.

All investment-related member communications were reviewed by the Plan’s
investment adviser.




3. Investment Manager’s voting policies and histories

Trustees’ voting and stewardship policies

The Trustees acknowledge the constraints that they face in terms of influencing change due to the size
and nature of the Plan’s investments. They do, however, acknowledge the need to be responsible
stewards and exercise the rights associated with their investments in a responsible manner.

The Trustees, with the help of their investment advisers, consider how stewardship factors are
integrated into the investment processes when: (i) appointing new investment managers; and (ii)
reviewing existing investment managers. The Trustees have provided the appointed investment
managers with full discretion concerning the stewardship of their investments.

The Trustees have reviewed the voting activity of the investments managers/funds where there is the
ability to influence positive practises (namely those that invest in equities). The Baillie Gifford
Diversified Growth Fund, LGIM Ethical Global Equity Index Fund, BlackRock Aquila Life 30/70 Currency
Hedged Global Equity Index and the Schroders QEP Global Active Value Fund have been reviewed.
Details on the voting policies and activities of these investment managers is set out below.

Investment manager voting policies and process

Baillie Gifford

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

Baillie Gifford believe that voting should be investment led, because how they vote is an important part
of the long term investment process. The ability to vote their clients’ shares also strengthens their
position when engaging with investee companies. Baillie Gifford’s Governance and Sustainability team
oversees their voting analysis and execution in conjunction with the investment managers.

Baillie Gifford do not outsource any part of the responsibility for voting to third-party suppliers. Baillie
Gifford utilise research from proxy advisers for information only. Baillie Gifford analyses all meetings in-
house in line with their Governance & Sustainability Principles and Guidelines and endeavour to vote
every one of their clients” holdings in all markets. Whilst they are cognisant of proxy advisers’ voting
recommendations (ISS and Glass Lewis), they do not delegate or outsource any of stewardship activities
or follow or rely upon their recommendations when deciding how to vote on their clients’ shares. All
client voting decisions are made in-house. Baillie Gifford vote in line with their in-house policy and not
with the proxy voting providers’ policies. They also have specialist proxy advisors in the Chinese and
Indian markets to provide more nuanced market specific information.

LGIM

LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team make all voting decisions, in accordance with LGIM’s 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 is intended to ensure
LGIM’s 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.



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 of their clients. LGIM’s voting
policies are reviewed annually and take into account feedback from clients.

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 strategic decisions are not
outsourced. The use of ISS recommendations is purely to augment LGIM’s 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 are received from ISS for UK
companies when making specific voting decisions. To ensure the proxy provider votes in accordance
with LGIM’s position on ESG, LGIM have put in place a custom voting policy with specific voting
instructions. These instructions apply to all markets globally and seek to uphold what LGIM consider are
minimum best practice standards which LGIM believe all companies globally should observe,
irrespective of local regulation or practice. LGIM retain the ability in all markets to override any vote
decisions, which are based on their custom voting policy. This may happen where engagement with a
specific company has provided additional information that allows LGIM to apply a qualitative overlay to
their voting judgement. LGIM have strict monitoring controls to ensure their votes are fully and
effectively executed in accordance with their voting policies by their 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.

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 they continue to develop LGIM’s voting and engagement policies and define
strategic priorities in the years ahead. LGIM also take into account client feedback received at regular
meetings and/ or ad-hoc comments or enquiries.

BlackRock

The team and its voting and engagement work continuously evolves in response to changing
governance related developments and expectations. BlackRock’s voting guidelines are market-specific
to ensure they take into account a company's unique circumstances by market, where relevant.
BlackRock inform their vote decisions through research and engage as necessary. BlackRock's
engagement priorities are global in nature and are informed by BlackRock’s observations of governance
related and market developments, as well as through dialogue with multiple stakeholders, including
clients. BlackRock may also update their regional engagement priorities based on issues that they
believe could impact the long-term sustainable financial performance of companies in those markets.
BlackRock determines which companies to engage directly based on their assessment of the materiality
of the issue for sustainable long-term financial returns and the likelihood of their engagement being
productive. BlackRock apply their guidelines pragmatically, taking into account a company’s unique
circumstances where relevant. BlackRock’s Investment Stewardship team would not implement the
policy themselves, but the client would engage a third-party voting execution platform to cast the votes.

BlackRock’s proxy voting process is led by the BlackRock Investment Stewardship team (BIS), which
consists of three regional teams — Americas (“AMRS”), Asia-Pacific (“APAC”), and Europe, Middle East
and Africa (“EMEA”) - located in seven offices around the world. The analysts with each team will
generally determine how to vote at the meetings of the companies they cover. Voting decisions are
made by members of the BlackRock Investment Stewardship team with input from investment
colleagues as required, in each case, in accordance with BlackRock’s Global Corporate Governance and
Engagement Principles and custom market-specific voting guidelines. Whilst BlackRock subscribe to


https://www.blackrock.com/corporate/literature/fact-sheet/blk-responsible-investment-engprinciples-global.pdf
https://www.blackrock.com/corporate/literature/fact-sheet/blk-responsible-investment-engprinciples-global.pdf
https://www.blackrock.com/corporate/about-us/investment-stewardship#guidelines

research from the proxy advisory firms Institutional Shareholder Services (ISS) and Glass Lewis, it is just
one among many inputs into their vote analysis process, and BlackRock do not blindly follow their
recommendations on how to vote. BlackRock primarily use proxy research firms to synthesise corporate
governance information and analysis into a concise, easily reviewable format so that their investment
stewardship analysts can readily identify and prioritise those companies where their own additional
research and engagement would be beneficial. Other sources of information they use include the
company’s own reporting (such as the proxy statement and the website), their engagement and voting
history with the company, and the views of their active investors, public information and ESG research.

Schroders

The overriding principle governing Schroders approach to voting is to act in the best interests of their
clients. Where proposals are not consistent with the interests of shareholders and their clients, they are
not afraid to vote against resolutions.

Schroders vote on a variety of issues; however the majority of resolutions target specific corporate
governance issues which are required under local stock exchange listing requirements, including but not
limited to: approval of directors, accepting reports and accounts, approval of incentive plans, capital
allocation, reorganisations and mergers.

Schroders evaluate voting issues arising at their investee companies and, where they have the authority
to do so, vote on them in line with their fiduciary responsibilities in what they deem to be the interests
of their clients. They utilise company engagement, internal research, investor views and governance
expertise to confirm their intention. Further information can be found in their Environmental, Social and
Governance Policy for Listed Assets policy: https://www.schroders.com/en/sysglobalassets/global-
assets/english/campaign/sustainability/integrity-documents/schroders-esg-policy.pdf

In applying the policy Schroders consider a range of factors, including the circumstances of each
company, performance, governance, strategy and personnel. Their specialists may draw on external
research, such as the Investment Association’s Institutional Voting Information Services and ISS, and
public reporting. Their own research is also integral to their process; this will be conducted by both the
financial and ESG analysts. For contentious issues, their Corporate Governance specialists consult with
the relevant analysts and portfolio managers to seek their view and better understand the corporate
context.

Any UK company which in Schroders opinion meets the spirit of the UK Corporate Governance Code
should, in the absence of other factors, expect to be supported on corporate governance issues covered
by the Code. Where a company does not comply with the spirit of the Code, Schroders will consider the
company's explanation and circumstances, and then react accordingly in a manner they deem most
appropriate. If the company provides a convincing justification and/or the issue is not material to the
value of its shares, Schroders would ordinarily expect to support the company. Where Schroders are not
satisfied with the explanation and they view the departure from the Code as material, they will engage
further with the company and or non-executive directors, and may vote against management.


https://www.schroders.com/en/sysglobalassets/global-assets/english/campaign/sustainability/integrity-documents/schroders-esg-policy.pdf
https://www.schroders.com/en/sysglobalassets/global-assets/english/campaign/sustainability/integrity-documents/schroders-esg-policy.pdf

Voting statistics
The table below sets out the key statistics on the investment managers’ voting eligibility and action over
the Plan year. This only covers the funds that invest in equities.

T BlackRock
Gifford LGIM Ethical Aquila Life Schroders QEP
Statistic . epe Global 30/70 Currency Global Active
Diversified .
Equity Index Hedged Global Value
Growth )
Equity Index

Number of equity holdings as at .
31 March 2020 286 1,036 Not provided. 705
Meetings eligible to vote at 103 1,026 469 676
Resolutions eligible to vote on 936 14,170 5,333 7,658
Proportion of eligible resolutions 93% 98% 95% 100%
voted on
Votes with management 93% 85% 88% 92%
Votes against management 5% 15% 6% 8%
Votes abstained from 2% 0% 1% 0%
Meetlngs where at least one vote 24% 66% 3 37%
was against management
Votes contrary to the / 9% /
recommendation of the proxy n/a ? - n/a

Source: respective managers.

The Trustees have reviewed the voting information provided and is generally satisfied that these
managers have undertaken an appropriate level of stewardship activity.

Conflicts of interest

This section assesses whether Baillie Gifford, LGIM, BlackRock and Schroders are affected by the
following conflicts of interest, and how these are managed.

1. The asset management firm overall having an apparent client-relationship conflict e.g. the manager
provides significant products or services to a company in which they also have an equity or bond

holding;

2. Senior staff at the asset management firm holding roles (e.g. as a member of the Board) at a
company in which the asset management firm has equity or bond holdings;

3. The asset management firm’s stewardship staff having a personal relationship with relevant
individuals (e.g. on the Board or the company secretariat) at a company in which the firm has an

equity or bond holding;

4. Asituation where the interests of different clients diverge. An example of this could be a takeover,
where one set of clients is exposed to the target and another set is exposed to the acquirer; and



5. Differences between the stewardship policies of managers and their clients.

Baillie Gifford
Baillie Gifford have confirmed that they are not impacted by the stated conflicts of interest.

LGIM, BlackRock and Schroders
LGIM, BlackRock or Schroders have not directly commented on which of the above conflicts of interest
they are affected by. The Trustees are challenging this.

The Trustees have received a copy of the conflicts of interest policy from all three managers and will
request sight of this document and details of any relevant conflicts of interest annually from them.

Significant votes

Appendix 1 lists the most significant votes cast (as defined by the managers) in relation to the Baillie
Gifford, LGIM and BlackRock funds, over the year to 31 March 2020. Schroders have not provided ten of
these and have instead set out details on the rationale for each “key vote” that was casted. This
information is not contained in this report as there are a large number of these.

The criteria the managers have applied in determining these is set out below.

Baillie Gifford
Baillie Gifford have identified the following criteria that they have used to determine their most
significant votes.

e Baillie Gifford’s holding had a material impact on the outcome of the meeting.

e The resolution received 20% or more opposition and Baillie Gifford opposed.

e Egregious remuneration.

e Controversial equity issuance.

e Shareholder resolutions that Baillie Gifford supported and received 20% or more support from
shareholders.

e Where there has been a significant audit failing.

e Where Baillie Gifford have opposed mergers and acquisitions.

e Where Baillie Gifford have opposed the financial statements/annual report.

e Where Baillie Gifford have opposed the election of directors and executives.

This list is not exhaustive.

LGIM
In determining significant votes, LGIM’s Investment Stewardship team consider the criteria provided by
the Pensions & Lifetime Savings Association consultation (PLSA). This includes but is not limited to:

e 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 LGIM’s annual Stakeholder roundtable event, or where LGIM note a
significant increase in requests from clients on a particular vote;

e Sanction vote as a result of a direct or collaborative engagement; and

e Vote linked to an LGIM engagement campaign, in line with LGIM Investment Stewardship’s 5-year
ESG priority engagement themes.



BlackRock
BlackRock have not stated their criteria in determining what a significant vote is, but below are some
examples of the types of resolutions that BlackRock determined as significant:

e Remuneration policy

e Recall and elect supervisory board members

e Recall and elect members of audit committee

e Report on Climate Lobbying aligned with Paris Agreement

e Approve commitment to tackling Climate Change

e Approve guidelines for the Remuneration of Senior Executives

This is list is by no means exhaustive and is only a few examples of the types of resolutions that
BlackRock have engaged in.

Schroders
Schroders consider “key votes” as those against the voting recommendation company management as
these will typically follow an engagement and the company.

Conclusions

The Trustees have reviewed the respective managers’ voting activity over the Plan year and have
concluded that they have appropriately carried out their stewardship duties and that the actions taken
were broadly in line with the views of the Trustees.

LGIM have determined their ten most significant votes at a firmwide level. As the funds the Plan invests
in only holds some of these, less than ten votes have been provided. Furthermore, because of this
approach, LGIM have not disclosed the size of the holding (as a proportion of the fund size). The
Trustees have challenged LGIM on the approach they have taken and are awaiting a response.



Appendix 1 — Most significant votes



Gifford Multi-Asset Growth Fund - Significant votes

I ralation ko tha Fund named albova, which 1 voles over the year o D5TH3000 do pou comider b2 be mod sigrificant for tha Man?

Vote 1 Vate 2 Vote 3 Viote 4 Vate Vote 6 Vate 7 Vote 8 Vote 9 Vote 10
ICpn'pa']y name ADOD Properties Cowivio REIT EDP Renowvaneis Exelon Corporation Gecina Hammerson EDP Reroaveis Meriin Properties Teriaga Masional WVastned Retail
| Date of vote 20/06,/201% 170472019 26,/03/2020 30,0 2009 17,/04/2009 30,2019 11,/04/2019 5102015 1405,/ 2009 15,/04/2005

: 5 . |0.68 024 04z 0.05 03s 3.83 044 05 oar 2 B2
Approximate size of fund's
holding as at the date of
the vote (as % of portfolio)
. Elect Director(s) Employes Eguity Plan Elect Director(s) Remuneration - Report | Remuneration - Policy  |Amendment of Share Cag Elect Dinector(s) Remuneration - Report | Appoine/Pay Auditors Amendment of Share Cap
Summary of the resolution
| How you voted Againat Agein= Againzt (Agminzt Againz: Againat Againz Against Agmint Againt
. Yes es es Wes fes Ves ez Yes e fes

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

'Wie opposed the We opposed o Restricted ‘We opposed the We oppozed the ‘We opposed the: 'We opposed the We opposed the 'We opposed two We cpposed the 'We opposed two

election of 2 non- Stock Plan asthe election of a director remuneration report resolution to spprove  |proposal to issueupto  |appointment of 3 non-  resolutions relating to | appointment of the resplutions which

independent director performance oriteria due to the lack of due to concems with the Remunerztion Policy [two-thirds of share independent director  the remuneration report| auditor and the sought suthority to
Rati & for the voting due to concerms around |attached to the plan were independence and the benefits provice to | of the CED as we do not |cEpital as we did not given the level of and remuneration policy| authority to set fees iszue equity because no
dacision board independence. ceemed to be insufficienty | diversity on the board.  |the CEO. beliewe the performance |believe it to be inour independence on the dise to ConCerns given the high levels of | price assurance was

challenging. targets are sufficiently  |dients” best interests. | Board. regarding salary fees for non-audit piven.
stretching. increases during the servioes without
e sufficient justification.
| Pazs P Pz Pazs Pazz P2 Pz Paz= Paz il
Outcome of the vote = = :
| At the mesting, we Following the AGM in 2019, | 'We hawve taken action on|This resolution received | We hawe been opposing |30°6 of shareholders Wz have taken action on We have been opposing | We have been This resolution failed at
. beliewved the we infiormed the compamy of | the election of directors |2 45% oppose wote at | remuneration at the ‘opposed this resolution. | the election of direchors  remuneration at the concemed with the level the meeting due to 55%

Impilications of the compasition of the our woting decision and at the company since  |the AGM. This is 2 clesr | company since 2017 due |This is 2 clesr signal to  |atthe company since  company since 2017 and| of non-audit fees paid to of shareholders
outcome eg were there | Board gives ADD Group |advised that we expect more | the 2018 SGM. Gur signal that shareholders |to concerns withthe  [the company to the 2015 AGM. Dur enpgaging with the the auditar for a oppesing the reques:.
any lessons leamed and and certain of its stretching performanoe concerms are regarding  |are concermed with the | targets applied tothe  |consider it’s policy in concermns are reganding | company on the issue. | number of years. The This rreeans that the
wihat likely future steps shareholders excessive  |criberia to apply to long term | the attendance record  |[company’s spproach. restricted stock plan. this anea. Our the attendance record In 2030, we saw ocompany has increased | company did not: have
will you take in response influence and control.  |incentives going forwand. We| of some directors, 2 ladk [The level of benefits ‘We are yet to see prefenence would be for [of some directors, a lack significant disclosure in this area  authority to izsue eguity

to the outcome?

On which oriteria (as
explained in the cover
email) have you assessad
this wite to be
“significant™?

As such, we cpposed
the: election of 2 non-
independent director,
This resolution is
significant becsuse it

harve pet to see

so will continue dizlogue
This resclution is significant
because we opposed

remuneration.

improvements in the Grgets

of board indepencence
and diversity. We have
spoken to the comparny
This resolution is
sigrificart because we
opposed the election of
@ director.

provided to the CEQ was
significantly reduced in
the subsequent year
Thiis resolution is
significant because it
received greater than
20 opposition. This
resolution is significant
bezuse we opposed

remunerstion.

improvernents in the
remuneration plan
however continue to
This resolution is
significant because we:
opposed nemunerstion.

Hammerzon to focus on
reducing debt, rather
than to izswe additional
This resolution is
significant because it
received greater than

of board independence
and diversity. We have
spoken to the comparry
This resolution is
significant because we:
opposed the election of
a director.

improvements in the
company's
remuneration policy
This resolution is
significant because it
received greater than
20F€ opposition. This
resolution is significant
because we opposed

remuneration.

and we have seena
reduction in non-audit
feas. This is 2 positive
Thiis resolution is
significant becsuse we
opposed the election of
auditors.

= requested level which
isa positive outcome.
'We will continue to

This resolution is
significant because it
received preater than
HFE opposition.
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LGIM Ethical Global Equity Index - Significant votes

In retation fo the Fund named above, which 10 wotss over the year fo 31032020 @o you conslder fo be most

algnificant for the Plan?

waots 1 Wois 2
[Company name EATER AG ESESILORLIBOT THCA.
Date of woie S ] [EL ]

Ao rmashe: st of Turschs. hokding ==
at the cale of the wobe (@3S 5% of

crsisia

Summany of the Fesolution

Res 2 - Approwe Dischamge of Maragerent
Board Tor Fscal 2018

Res &, B and T El=ct Wendy Evrard Lans o=
Ciirecior; Elect Jesper Brandgaand as Direcior,;
James. Montagnon s Dinechor

Agan=

For

LS pubilclhy comrmunicates fs vwobs msiructons:
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BlackRock.

InvestmentStewardship Group

Voting bulletin: Qualcomm

A= part of our fiduciary duty, BlackRock's Investment Stewardship team (BIS) advaocates forsoundcorporate
governance and business practices that are aligned with long-term sustainablefinancial performance. This
objective underpins all our engagements and votes at company mestings.

We engage company leadership on key topics emphasizing govemance practices inchuding rmanagement of
ermvi

ramifications forthe company. The BIS tearm’s key sngagemaent prjoritjes irelude:
Baard quality

nemental, social, and governance factors that potentially have material ecansmic, aperational or reputational

2. Erwirgonmeantal risks and opportunities

3. Corporate strategy and capital allocation

4. Compensation that promotes long-termism

5. Human capital management

We are committedto enhancing the (-] yof our s o= hipp ices. Where we believeit will help to

understand our voting decisions at shareholder meetings, wewill publishaYoting Bulletin explaining the rationake
Far Feow weit have woted, and (where relevant] providing information anund owr engagement with the issoer,

These Voting Bulletins are made public an,or shaortly after, the day of the mesting.

Qualcomm lnc

10 March 2020

MMultiple

In fawar

BIS held the board accountable by voting against election of lomgest -terwned
compensationcommittes member and against the Advisory Voteon
Carm pens ation

Overview

Qualcomm is a multinational technology cormpany headgquartered in San Diego, California that creates
technologies and products used in maobile devices and other wireless products. They derive revenues princi pally
from sales of integrated circuit prodwcts and licensing intellectual propety, including patents and other rights.
BlackRock Investment Stewardship(BIS) regularly reviews Qualcomn's govemance structure and risk profile n
pricr engagements with the company's boardand management tearm, we discussed a range of material issues
driving lorg-termshareholder valugineluding board compasition, carporate strategy, oversight of material rizks
such as litigatian and anti-competitive isswes, human capital managerment, and adosting TOFD/SASE -aligoed
mporting.

BLACKROCK

Compensation

Im recent years, Qualoormm's unigue business mode — particulady the licensing of intellectual property rights —
and executive compensation package have garnered public attention. The company has also experienced
several material everts, including a settlement and related supply'Beensing agreements with Apple in 2019
whiich significantlyincreased its previously suppressed stockprice.

In respanseto the settiernent and related agreements, Qualcomm awarded a one-time equity grant to CED
Steve Mollenkopf and one-time grants toother executive officers.

As we describe inowr aggroach bo executive Compensation, BlackRock believes compensation commitbees
should have discretionto rmake adjustments to executive compensation plans. Where discretion has been
used, we expect disclosure relating to howand why itwas used and further, bow the adjusted outcome is
aligned with the interests of shareholders. The comparny provided swch disclosure, emphasizing the one-time
equity awards wereconnected to the afoementioned settlerment and related agreements. We recognize the
importance of this event to Qualeomm's busines s given ongoing litigation and regulatory risks impacting the
company. However, the cormpany did not provide sufficent justification far why this outcomewithAppleis
outside Mr. Mollenkopfs realm of responsibilities as CED, which are already covered in the cormpany’s lomng-
term executive compensation plan.

Ultimately, granting this one-off award suggests a pay plan that is not aligned with shareholders’ long-term
interests whichis difficult to recancile with ongaing wnderperformancs versus Qualoomm’'s peers, raising a
perceived pay-for-performance disconnect. The prior year’s executivecompersation plan alsoincluded a ome-
time award which we supported ax the award was conditioned on achieving certain performancs targets that
can help ensure alignmentwith long-termshareholder intemsts.

We engaged with the Chairman of the Board to express our concerms regarding the appropristeness of
awarding the special grant.We alzo discussedother slements of the plan structure, including the company's
apgproach to peer selection mix of swards gver tirme, and lack of performance, or time -vesting conditions,
associated with Mr. Mollenkopf™s s pecial grant.

Rationale for BlackRock vote
The agenda iterns for the 2020 AGM, uponwhich BlackRock voted against
1) To elect to the Board of Directors:Harizh Marmvani

(4] To approve, on an advisory basis, executive compensation.

Based onour lysis and eng with the 1y, we voted againstthe advisory vote on
executive compensation. In addition, because Black Rock believes that when a panyis not ef y
addressing a material isswe, its directors should beheld acc woe wobed i the of the

langest-tenured , Harish i

Wewill comtinue to engage with the board and management of Qualcommon arange of governance,
compensation, and material sustainabilityisswes, andwe intend to monitor and provide feedback on the
quality of relevant disclosures.
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BlackRock.

Investment Stewardship Group

Voting bulletin: The Walt Disney Company

As part of our fiduciany duty. BlackRock’s Investment Stewardship team [BIS) advocates for sound conporate
governance and business practices that are aligned with long-term sustainable financial performance. This
objective underpins all our engagements and votes at company mMeetings.

We engage company leadership on key topics emphasizing governance practices including management of
enviranmental. social, and governance factors that potentially hawve material economic. operational ar
reputational ramifications for the company. The BIS team’'s key engagement priorities inchude:

1. Board guality

2. Erwiranmental risks and opportunities

3. Corporate strategy and capital allocation

4. Compensation that promates. long-termism
5. Human capital management

We are committed to enhancing the transparency of our stewardship practices. Where we believe it will help to
understand our woting decisions at sharcholder meetings, we will publish a Voting Bulletin explaining the
rationale for how we have voted . and (where relevant] provide information around our engagement with the
issuer.

These Vating Bulletins are made public on, or shaortly after. the day of the meeting.

The Walt Disney Company

11t March 2020

bAubtigple

In favar

BIS voted in favor of all mansgement proposals and against a shareholder
proposal seeking disclosure on political lebbying

The Walt Disney Company, together with s subsidiaries. is a diversified worldwide entertainment compamy with
operations in fowr business segments: Media Metsorks; Parks, Experiences. and Products; Studio Entertainment;
and Direct-to-Consumer & International (DTCI). Significant operations inclede Disney, ESPRM, Freeform, FX and
HNational Geographic branded domestic cable networks: ABC branded broadcast television neswork and eight

owned domestic television stations; television production and distribution; National Geographic magazines and a

S0% equity investment in A+E Telewvision Metworks (A+~E).

BELACKROCK

BIS regularty reviews The Walt Disney Company’s gosvernance structure and risk profile. In prior engagements
with the company’s board and management. we hawe discussed a range of material issues driving long-term
sharehalder value, including executive compensation, political spending and lobbying.

Engagement Background
BlackRock engaged with The Walt Disney Company regarding its executive compensation plan, political
spending and lobbying disclosure. The Board was responsive o shareholder feedback on both matters.

Mz noted in the “Fiscal 2019 Shareholder Engagement” section of the company’s 2020 proxy statement, “ln
lighe of inwvestor feedback, the Compensation Committee discussed with Mr. [Bab] Iger. and he agreed tm,
adjustments in Mr. lger's contractual compensation on three separate cccasions" The Compensation
Committee reduced CEQD Kr. Iger's annual compensation and refined the related performance criteria,
increasing the rigor of the measures and improving alignment with sharehaolder imterests. We will continue to
assess executive compensation at The Walt Disney Company, particularky in light of recent management
changes.

'With respect to palitical spending and labbying disclosure, after the 2018 Annual Meeting, The Wak Disney
Compary Board decided to expand its lebbying disclosure following extensive shareholder engagement, and
published a policy on Political Giving and Participation in the Formulation of Public Policy in the United States.
This policy disclosure was provided in addition to the company’s Political Disclosure Archive, which currenthy
includes a Cantributions Report and PAC Contributions Repart by year starting with 2014 through January
2019, The US Trade Associations Repart is also included starting with 2018

Rationale for the BlackRock Vote

The agenda iterns for the Annual Meeting, and upon which BlackRock voted, were:

1. Election of Directors

Z Ratification of the appointment of auditors

3 Consideration of an advisory vote to approve executive compensation

4 Approval of an amendment to the Company’s Amended and Restated 2011 Stock Incentive Plan
5 Consideration of a sharsholder proposal requesting an annual repart on lobbying

BlackRock supported management on all propasals.

‘Where companies are making progress on key corparate governance issues, BlackRock will generally support
the board and management in those efforts. BlackRock determined that The Walt Disney Company™s cunnent
level of disclosure, following the changes discussed above, is in line with the best practices detailed in BIS”

commentaries on soecutive compensation and on corgorate pofitical activities
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BlackRock

Investment Stewardship Group

Voting bulletin

Bz part of our fiduciary duty, BlackRock's Investment Stewardship team (BIS) advacates for sound corporate
gowernanoe and business practices that are aligned with long-term sustainable financial perfformance. This
objective underpins all our engagements and votes at company mestings.

‘We engage company leadership on key topics emphasizing governance practices including management of
ermvirenmental and social factors that paotentially have material econamic. operational or re putational
ramifications for the company.

We determine our engagement priorities based on cur observation of market developments and emergi
gavernance themes, and evohee them year over year as necessary. The BIS team’'s key engagement pricrities inclu

1. Board Quality

Z  Erwironmental risks and oppaortunities

3 Corporate Strategy and Capital Allocation

4. Compensation that promotes long-termism

5  Human capital management

We are committed to enhancing the transparency of our stewardship practices Where we believe it will help to
understand our woting decisicns at shareholder meetings, we will publish a Woting Bulletin explaining the
rationale for how we have voted, and (where relevant) praviding information around our engagement with the

issuer.

These Voting Bulletins are made public on, or shorthy after, the day of the meeting.

Siemens AG

Sth Februarny 2020

See below

na

BIS voted in favour of all management proposals

Siemens AL is an industrial conglomerate that provides services and solutions to companies incheding those i
the energy sector. Siemens is listed in Germany.

ElS regularly reviews Siemens’ governance structure and risk profile. We have engaged with Siermens’ board
and management on a range of material issues dirfiving long -term shareholder value, inchuding board
composition. strategy and compensation in accordance with our engagement priorities set out above. The
comparny has demonstrated pasitive evalution on these matters. We are supportive of the company’'s progress,
including on the sustainability goal it set out in 2015, namely to achieve carbon neutral operations by 2030,
Siemens provides annual updates on its progress. in line with our expectations to-date on company reporting.

ELACKROCK

Adani rail contract for the Carmichael coalmine

Siemens is currently engaged in a contract to supply signaling equipment for the raibvay line servicing the
Carmichael mine in Australia. The size of this contract is relatively small (. €18 million), both in terms of
Siemens' business [c. €8T billion FyY 2019 revenue) and the Carmichael project itself (c. USELT billion project
capital expenditure). Howeser, recent NGO and media attention on the contract highlights the breadth of risks
facing companies in this space.

&z is consistent with our investrment stewardship approach, we engaged with Siemens directly on the isswe.
‘While the company followed its internal review process for the project. it is nevertheless clear that it requires a
maore thorough review of the potential risks, including ESG risks, presented by future projects. 'We are reassured
by the company’s acknowledgment that it intends ta do this

Dur evaluation of the board and the management of the company is not materially altered by this event. We will
rermain engaged with the company to continue to monitor and understand its approach to, and management
of, all material isswes, inclheding ESG factors.

Rationale for BlackRock vote

The agenda iterns for the 2020 AGM, and upan which BlackRock voted, were:

1 To receive and consider the sdopted Annual Financial Statements of Siemens AG and the approved
Consalidated Financial Statements, together with the Combined Management Report of Siemens AG and
the Siemens Group as of September 30, 2019, as well as the Report of the Supervisory Board and the
Corparate Gowermance Repart for fiscal year 2019,

To resohve on the appropriation of the net income of Siemens AG.
To ratify the acts of the members of the Managing Board
To ratify the acts of the members of the Supervisory Baard.

g W

To resohre on the appointment of independent auditors for the audit of the Annual Financial Statements
and the Consolidated Financial Statements and for the review of the Hal-year Financial Report and awdit
af the Closing Statements of Financial Posi#ion pursuant to the German Transformation Act (UG

]

To resohme on the approval of the system of compensation for the members of the Managing Board.

7. To reschre on the autharization to repurchase and use Siemens shares pursuant to Section 71 (1) no. 8 of
the German Stock Corporation Act (AktG) and to exclude shareholders’ subscription and tender rights.

B To resochme on the autharization to use dervatives in conmection with the repurchase of Siemens shares
pursuant to Section T1 (1) no. B of the German Stock Corporation Act (AkeG], and to exclude shareholders’
subscription and tender rights.

8. To resche on granting a new authorization of the Managing Board to isswue cormvertible bonds and for
warrant bonds and exclude shareholders’ subscription rights. and on the creation of Conditional Capital
2020, cancellation of the Conditional Capital 2015 and the Conditional Capital 2010 and related
amend ments to the Articles of Association.

10. To resclve on the appraoval of a Control and Profit-and-Loss Transfer Agreement between Siemens 4G and
& subsidiary.

Based on our assessment of company leadership from our analysis and engagements, and specifically an an
wevaluation of management’s delivery against the five BIS engagement priorities, our view is that this iz a
management team that has performed in shareholders’ long-term interests. BIS therefore voted in favawr of all
management proposals at the 2020 AGKM.

BLACKROCK Witing Bulkten | 2

Cabot Carbon Limited Cab-O-Sil Division Pension Plan

17



BlackRock
Investment Stewardship Group

Voting bulletin: Toshiba Machine

As part of our fiduciary duty, BlackRock™s Imrestment Stewardship team (BIS) advacates for sound corporate
governance and business practices that are alignedwith long-term sustainable financial performance This
abjective underpins all our engagements and votes at company meetings.

We engage company leadership on key topics emphasizing governance practices indudingmanagement of
environmertaland social factors that potentially have material economic, operational or reputational
ramificationsfor the comgany.

W determine our engagement priorities basedon our obervation of markst developments and emerging
governance thiemes, and evolee them year over year as necessary. The BIS tearm’s key engagement priorities
nclude:

1. Board Quality

2. Erwiranmental risks and apportunities

3 Corporate strategy and capital allocation

4. Compensation that promaotes long-temism

5. Human capital management

We are committed to enhancing the trans parency of our stewardshi p practices. Where we believe itwillhelpto

wnderstand ouw voling decisions at < harebolder m estings, we will publisha Voting Bulletin explaining the rationale
for howwehave eoted, and (whens relecant] provide informartion around our engagementwith the issieer.

TheseVating Bulleting are made publican, ar shortiy after.the day of the meeting

Toshiba Machine Co., Ltd (Shibawura Machine Co., Ltd, as of 1 April 2020}

Japan

27" March 2020 (Special s harebolder mesting)?

Item 1: Approval Regarding Introduction of Respomse Policies for the Ternder Offer, stc
for Comparny Shares by Office Suppaort K K and Its Subsidiaries
Item 2: Allotment of Share Dptionswithowt Contribution

In favar

BIS voted in favor of all management propos als

Overview

Tozhiba Machine Co. Ltd supplies machinery and electronic contnels to automoties, serospace, besavy
Equipment. Construction, plastics. transportation, Semiconductor, and cormmunication to clients worl deide

© Pelb et che

BLACKRICE
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Key resolutions

Toshiba Machine sowght sharehaol der approval during an extracrdinary meeting to introduce asharehwolder
rights planin ltem L and to trigger the planin ltem 2. specificallyintended to dilute stakes held by companies
tied to an activist investor. The resolution is conditional on it being approved by a majority of sharehobders. In
January 2020, Office Support [the fund), an affiliate of the activist investor, launched atender offerfor Toshiba
Machine shares. The tender offer soughta maximum of 43.8% of total shares outstanding, including the L2 T
stake currerthy beld by the fund at 1PY 3 G656 per share in cash (effectively restricing the tender offerto 31 1%
of shares outstanding).

The fund stated that they do not intend to build a contralling Stake in Teshiba Machine, The company
counterargued that 243 B% stakewould effectively transher control of the company o the fund as it enable< it
to determine the outoome of resalutions woted on at sharebhoalder meetings, including on the election of
directors. The company further raised concams that the fund seerms interested onlyin returning cash to
shareholders as it has been advocating fora buyback of JPY L2bn ta S0bn without providing any statements
an the company™s plans, including on strategy and board composi

Rationale for BlackRock vote

Considering thelegal framesorkin lfapan, BlackRock evaluates shareholder rights plans on a case-by-case
Bagiz We set ahigh threshald for these types of proposalz and will anly supporta plan when concerms over
management entrenchrmentare fully sddrezsed and the plan woubd be utilized salelyto pratect and enhamnce
theinterests of minorty sharshoblders. Owr prosy voting guidelines® specify numerous conditions we consider,
including but not imitedto the structure of the plan such as thresholds and duration board compoasitionand
practices, the role and membership of the 2pecial commitie:s implemeanting the plan. We also consider closely
the rationale given forimplementing a plan and other disclosures published by the company. W reviesw these
proposals with regards to their necessity inexecuting a company™s long-term strategy. Black Rock may also
engagqge directhy withthe relevant stakebholders to ens ure we make a fulby infomed decigion.

Az a long-term investor, BlackRock believes itwas in owr clients’ interests to vote in favor of the introdwction of
theshareholder rights plan for a number of reasonsin this specific situation The proposed plan was structured
appropriately with a reasonakbdle threshold of 20% and a limited duration until the anneal shareholder meeting
scheduled in June 2020, which satizsfies our stringent reguirements related to safeguards and to prevent the
plan being used as a tool for managerment erntrenchiment_ We carefully cornsidered the conditions ofthe tender
offerand the public statements made by the bidder. We compared thesewith the company’s long-termvision
and the mid-term action plans, which imvohe enhancements in corporate govemance practices_ and the
commitrment from the board, induding the independent non-exsecutive directors, todeliver on these plans.

We will continue to engage withthe managerment and the board to moniter progress on the delivery of the mid-
term plan and corporate Qovernance i mprosements.,
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BlackRock.

Investment Stewardship Group

Voting bulletin

BlackRock Investment Stewardship ("BIS™) will publish statements on our analysis, engagements, and vote(s)
in relation to certain high-profile resolutions at company sharehalder meetings. Dur decizsions are made public
on ar shartly after the day of the mesting, so interested parties can be aware of the vote when it is current.

BHP Group ("BHP"), dual-listed in UK and Auwstralia

BHP Group Plc Oct 17, 201'9; BHP Group Lid Bow T, 2009

Lobbying inconsistent with the goals of the Paris Agreemens

AGAINST

AGAINST

BlackRock voted against the shareholder resclution because

1. BHP is an industry leader on climate-related issues;

2. BHF s track record, and our engagements with their management and
board, give us confidence in their judgment on these ssues;

3. The ultimate goal of this resolution appears @ be more targeted at the
industry associations than at driving positive outcomes at BHP.

Overview

On behalf of our clients, the BIS team advocates for sound corporate governance and sustainable business
practices that result in long-term value creation We recognize that climate change presents significant
businiess risks and opportunities that hawe the potential to impact the long-term value of many companies.

BHPF is a natural resources company that extracts and processes minerals, oil and gas. Sharsholders have over
the years submitted a number of resolutions in the extractive and energy sectors relating to climate risk
management and their memberships of industry associations. BHP is dual-listed in Australia and the UK; it has
a shareholder meeting in each market after which voting results are aggregated.

The aims of our climate risk engagements remain two-fold: (1) to promaote effective management af material
climate risks, and (2] to understand how these risks are likely to impact the company™s business owver time.
hore information on BIS" approach to stewardship in relation to climate risk and corporate political activities
are set out on our website

BELACKROCK

The shareholder resolution

The resclution submitted by the Australazian Centre for Corparate Responsibility (ACCR) and co-filing

sharehalders recommends that BHP suspends memberships of industry associations where:

al a major function of the industry association is to undertake lobbying, advertising and/or advocacy relating
o climate andsar energy palicy; and

b} the indusiry association’s recornd of advocacy since January 2018 demonstrates, on kalance, inconsistency
with the Paris Agreement’s goals.

The validity of this shareholder resolution is conditional on the proposed amendment of the Constitution of
BHP Group Ltd {resciution 2 1) being passed by thie required majority (75%:).

Rationale for BlackRock vote

BHP i . . - .

BIS has been in regular dialogue with BHP for many years on a wide range of governance issues, including
climate risk and lobbying activities. In line with owr stated approach!, we hawe engaged with representatives of
both BHP and the shareholder proponents on several occasions as part of our analysis.

Recognizing the importance of climate-related risks, BHP discloses how it monitors and analyzes the potential
impacts on its business®. Upon analysis and engagement, our assessment is that BHP is taking steps ta bath
manage and, where possible, mitigate climate-related business risks and monitor portfolio resilience. The
company is a recognized leader? in the mining industry for its commitments to climate-risk management.

BHP significantly strengthened its climate-related ambitions in July 2019 through a series of commitments

that imclhude:

= a USDa00m Climate Investrment Program to develop technologies to reduce emissions from its own
operations as well as those generated from the use of its resources;

= a mew medium-term, science-based target for scope L and 2 emissions in line with the Paris Agreement;

* a mew climate-risk portfolio analysis report

= a strengthening of the link between executive remuneration and greenhouse gas emissions performance:;
and,

* a commitment to set public goals to address scope 3 emissions.

BHP's track record, and our engagements with their management and board, give us confidence in their

. P

BHP has shown us that it takes a balanced approach to its affiliations with industry associations. BHP has

committed to undertake anather review of the lobbying pasitions relating to climate and energy policy by the

industry associations in which it participates®. Membership of industry associations, including the Minerals

Council of Australia (MCA) and the US Chamber of Commerce, affords BHP the ability to positively influence

these organizations and share insights into best practice on a wide range of issues, including ervironmental

management, community and social development. and employee health and safety.
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BHP has not ruled ouwt cutting ties with some industry associations in the future if necessary, as it did with its

exit from the World Coal Association in 2017, and has ackr some differ its views and
those of some industry associations inr ion to thedr r i T am change. including the
Minerals Council of Australia and Coall 21,
Bk [t i - BHP will include Ebﬂl2llni:m-ldu:hym|-tlm review to be
published in G4 2019 while also warking m ﬂr\lﬂgﬂ-n the s '5 by i board

i BHF has ir an 1 khatt i K iy (to be

updated annually) cwtlining its climate and energy policy pnsi:un: and (2} update BHP on :I:qﬂ taken inline
with the policy position.

Finally, the implementation of the ion does not i the i of partici iam in

these industry bodies and the policy implications of not actively participating in these types of industry-wide
collaborative dialogues.

posit| outcomes at B

Reguiring BHP to leave anir iation on a palicy i iment could lead to unintended
conseguences for BHP. Taking !IJI:.I a simplistic and binary approach would deprive the associations and the
industry of benefitting from BHP's leadership on these issues, to lign the associations” s more
clasely with the ultimate objective of tackling climate change.

Conclusion

For these three reasons, BIS did nat :lw-uttllu—ﬂur-huld- resolution on lobbying activities (resolution 22) at
the BHP 20192

We will continue to engage with the management and board of BHP on a range of material issues of economic

not just limif o iclir risks. and regardless of whether the company receives a
il BIS will Enue o er e BHP - and all the companies with which we engage - to
make further progress on i ing them to their commitments through cur ongoing

dialogue with the management and board of directors.

2019 restment: Annual A 2015
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