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Life Cycle Investment Partners Limited (“Life Cycle”, “Life Cycle”) is regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority 
(FCA) in the United Kingdom (UK). In accordance with the UK’s implementation of the EU’s 2nd Shareholder 
Rights Directive (SRD), Life Cycle is required by the FCA’s Conduct of Business (COBS) rule 2.2B to: (a) 
develop and publicly disclose an engagement policy; and (b) publicly disclose on an annual basis how its 
engagement policy has been implemented in a way that meets the requirements of COBS 2.2B.7R. Accordingly, 
Life Cycle’s Annual RI and Stewardship Report provides a general description of voting behaviour, an explanation 
of the most significant votes, and reporting on the use of the services of proxy advisors.
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2025 Key Developments

2025 has been a foundational year for Life Cycle in building our Responsible Investment and Stewardship 
Practices. As a firm, our purpose is to enable better lives through investment excellence. The work undertaken 
this year to establish new policies and processes, and to conduct proxy voting and engagement on behalf of our 
clients, has been guided by this purpose and our commitment to investment excellence. 

We are delighted to share key developments from 2025 here, as well as examples of our engagement and proxy 
voting activities in this report.

•	 Onboarded a Responsible Investment and Stewardship Specialist, Maya McFann. In this role, Maya supports 
the investment team and clients in carrying out Life Cycle’s engagement, proxy voting and reporting activities, 
while also contributing to ongoing ESG integration analysis. 

•	 Enhanced Life Cycle’s systematic ESG dataset, which supports the investment team in identifying potential 
ESG risks.

•	 Enhanced our proxy voting procedures and voted on 100% of proxy items on behalf of our clients. We highlight 
a selection of representative significant votes later on pages 7-9.

•	 Published Life Cycle’s Stewardship and Engagement Policy, detailing how we approach engagement, exercise 
our voting rights and manage conflicts of interests. Available on our website. 

•	 Initiated our first engagements with portfolio companies, focusing on our priority areas of modern slavery, 
climate change and corporate governance. We share engagement examples from 2025 on pages 5-6.

•	 Published Life Cycle’s inaugural Modern Slavery Statement, providing transparency on the actions we have 
taken to address modern slavery risk in our operations and supply chain. Available on our website. 

•	 Submitted a voluntary PRI submission as a new signatory in our grace period, to benchmark our current 
Responsible Investment and Stewardship practices against best practices.

•	 Formalised Life Cycle’s approach to exclusions across pooled vehicles and client mandates in a new policy.

•	 Began preparation for our first Task Force on Climate-Related Disclosures (TCFD) report, including collating 
the required data, with publication expected in 2026.

We look forward to continuing to deliver our Responsible Investment and Stewardship activities, while further 
enhancing our approach in 2026. We welcome any feedback, and if you wish to connect with us on Responsible 
Investment, please do contact us.
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Engagement

We believe that constructive and focused engagement with portfolio companies is an important means of 
protecting and enhancing shareholder value. Our Investors and Stewardship Specialist work closely together to 
prepare for these interactions, approaching them with the aim of building productive relationships with company 
management, which we consider a crucial element of advocating effectively on behalf of our clients. Below 
we showcase engagement examples from 2025. For full details of Life Cycle’s approach to Stewardship and 
Engagement, please refer to our Policy.

Haier Smart Home | Social | Modern Slavery

Objective

Haier Smart Home (“Haier”) is a leading home appliance manufacturer operating across China, Europe and the 
United States. We initiated engagement following heightened attention on Haier’s supply chain labour practices, 
to discuss how the company addresses modern slavery and human rights risks across its global operations and 
supply chains, and to encourage the company to improve its associated disclosures. 

Discussion and Outcome 

Haier clarified how modern slavery risks are governed and managed, and our discussion provided useful insight 
into how responsibilities are structured within the organisation’s decentralised but guided model. Haier outlined its 
internal processes for reviewing and responding to external allegations, and we were satisfied that our concerns 
had been acknowledged, viewing this as a constructive step in addressing a complex and sensitive issue. Our 
impression was that Haier is attentive to evolving regulatory requirements on modern slavery, and we were 
encouraged to hear that the company is continuing to strengthen its human rights due diligence approach by 
enhancing digital compliance tools and integrating ESG indicators into procurement KPIs. We observed that 
some of the company’s regional subsidiaries provide more comprehensive modern slavery disclosures than 
others. We encouraged Haier to extend this level of transparency across the group to give investors greater 
assurance that these issues are being managed consistently across all regions. 

Life Cycle will continue to monitor the company’s progress on modern slavery reporting, ESG governance, and 
the company’s broader approach to transparency and stakeholder engagement.

Shell | Environmental | Climate Change

Objective

Shell is a major integrated oil and gas company. Life Cycle’s ESG Scorecard highlights elevated climate-transition 
risk, and the company is a significant contributor to Life Cycle’s portfolio-level emissions. We have prioritised 
Shell for climate-focused engagement to understand how it is balancing near-term capital discipline with credible 
long-term decarbonisation planning amid uncertainty over the pace of the energy transition. 

https://lcip.com/wp-content/uploads/Life-Cycle-Investment-Partners-Stewardship-and-Engagement-Policy.pdf
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Discussion and Outcome

Shell outlined its updated “value over volumes” strategy, which emphasises capital discipline, cash-flow 
generation and leveraging core strengths in Liquefied Natural Gas (“LNG”) and trading. Management approaches 
climate change through a risk-management lens and noted that the company closely monitors the external 
environment. Shell’s current outlook suggests that global energy demand will continue to grow faster than 
renewable-energy capacity across all its modelled scenarios.

During our discussion, Shell reiterated its commitment to halving operational (Scope 1 and 2) emissions by 
2030, while acknowledging that its longer-term pathway to net zero remains evolving. Shell uses its Net Carbon 
Intensity metric to track progress, with reductions expected mainly through portfolio shifts towards lower-carbon 
energy sources, including power sales through the trading business. However, absolute emissions may not 
follow the same trajectory, which we consider an important area for continued monitoring. Shell plans to maintain 
measured investment in abatement technologies such as CCS and hydrogen to build technical capability and 
preserve optionality under different future policy environments.

Our ongoing objective is to monitor Shell’s delivery against its stated targets and maintain a constructive dialogue 
on how the company adapts its strategy to evolving transition pathways and stakeholder expectations.

MEG Energy | Governance | Capital Allocation

Objective

MEG Energy (“MEG”) is a pure play Canadian oil sands producer engaged in exploration in Northern Alberta. We 
initiated engagement with MEG following a takeover bid by Cenovus Energy, which was being supported by the 
MEG Board. This occurred against the backdrop of an unsolicited competing bid from Strathcona Resources, which 
had acquired a meaningful stake in MEG as part of its hostile takeover attempt. The Cenovus transaction required 
approval by two-thirds of shareholders to pass, with reports indicating that this threshold may not be reached. 

Our initial view was to oppose the offer as we believed it undervalued MEG and was overly weighted towards cash 
instead of equity. As a top shareholder, we engaged to express our dissatisfaction with the proposed terms and 
explore whether a better deal could be reached, we also sought to better understand the strategic rationale for both 
parties, including how the involvement of Strathcona Resources was influencing the process. 

Discussion and Outcome

In separate meetings with the CEO and CFO of MEG and CFO of Cenovus, we emphasised that while the 
operational rationale and synergies were clear from Cenovus’s perspective, the offer did not, in our view, fairly 
reflect MEG’s value. Following our engagement, Cenovus increased its offer and raised the stock component to 
a level we viewed as more appropriate. Subsequently, Strathcona terminated its takeover bid and later supported 
the transaction. 

We ultimately supported the transaction after gaining greater clarity on the industrial logic and synergy potential, 
developing increased confidence in Cenovus’s capital allocation discipline and long-term value creation approach, 
and recognising the potential disruption and value risk associated with a management-supported deal failing. We 
believe our engagement increased the pressure on Cenovus to improve its offer, helping to secure a better outcome 
for MEG shareholders. 
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Proxy Voting 

Approach to Proxy Voting
Proxy voting is a key component of Life Cycle’s role as active stewards and an important means of exercising 
our rights as shareholders. We vote proxies in a manner consistent with the best interests of our clients, with the 
objective of preserving or enhancing the economic value of the investee company.

Life Cycle’s investment team retains ultimate responsibility for all proxy voting decisions. The team is supported 
by our Responsible Investment and Stewardship Specialist, who actively reviews all eligible voting items across 
our holdings in conjunction with our investment thesis and other relevant information. Significant votes are 
evaluated and escalated to the wider team for discussion and final voting decision. We use ISS as our third-party 
proxy service provider for research, recommendations and voting infrastructure. For voting recommendations, 
we use the ISS benchmark policy, which we consider a robust reference point for generally accepted global 
governance standards and market level voting norms across different jurisdictions. 

Firm-level Voting Statistics 
In 2025 we voted at 189 meetings on 2,649 separate votable items across all pooled vehicles and eligible client 
accounts. 

Category Number

Number of votable meetings 189

Meetings voted 100%

Number of votable items 2,649

Votes FOR 91.5%

Votes against Management 4.8%

Votes ABSTAIN/WITHHOLD 1.2%

Votes against ISS recommendations 2.1%

We generally support routine proposals but will vote against management or our proxy voting advisor where we 
believe doing so best serves our clients’ long-term interests. In 2025, we voted against Management 4.8% of the 
time to signal our dissatisfaction or concern regarding matters that are material to shareholders. 

In a small number of cases, we opted to ABSTAIN or WITHHOLD. We did so where we considered it important to 
signal a concern to the company, but where the issue did not rise to a level of materiality that would warrant a vote 
against Management.

On occasion, we deviate from ISS’s benchmark policy recommendations. While we find the policy effective in 
providing market-specific voting guidelines rooted in widely recognised governance standards, there are instances 
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where our own assessment of the company’s context and Management’s performance leads us to a different 
conclusion on what is in shareholders’ best interests. In these instances, we vote contrary to ISS’s recommendation.

Significant Votes
Life Cycle considers a significant vote to be one that concerns a material governance, strategic or ESG 
issue at a company. Significant votes typically relate to shareholder rights, executive remuneration, board 
composition, capital structure, corporate transactions, or material environmental and social issues. We highlight a 
representative selection of significant votes from 2025 below.

Company Proposal Proponent Mgmt Rec. LCIP Vote Vote Summary

Alphabet 12. Publish 
a Human 
Rights Impact 
Assessment of AI 
Driven Targeted 
Advertising

Shareholder AGAINST FOR We recognise Alphabet’s existing disclosures, oversight structures 
and stated commitments to responsible AI and human rights, 
but these remain high-level and do not demonstrate how risks 
from AI-driven targeted advertising are assessed or mitigated in 
practice. We note that some peer companies have taken more 
concrete steps by commissioning independent third-party human 
rights impact assessments (HRIAs) on high-risk areas, showing 
a more transparent approach to due diligence. Alphabet has not 
conducted a third-party HRIA on its advertising business, despite 
its central role in revenue and stakeholder scrutiny. Given the scale 
and regulatory exposure, an independent human rights review is 
warranted.

Carl Zeiss 
Meditec

6.1-6.3. Elect 
Directors to the 
Supervisory 
Board

Management FOR AGAINST We voted against the directors due to several material governance 
concerns. The company maintains a classified board structure, and 
electing directors to five-year terms significantly limits shareholder 
ability to express concerns through regular elections. The 
board also lacks key independence safeguards, including a fully 
independent compensation committee and an independent board 
chair. While overall board independence is low at 25%, we consider 
this satisfactory in the context of German requirement for 50% 
employee representation on the board.

LVMH Moet 
Hennessy 
Louis Vuitton

14. Approve 
Remuneration 
Policy of 
Chairman and 
CEO

Management FOR AGAINST LVMH has stopped disclosing key elements of its executive 
remuneration plan without providing a clear rationale for this 
decision. While the Bernards’ stake and the family-controlled 
structure offer some reassurance regarding alignment between 
management and long-term shareholders, the absence of basic 
information makes it difficult to assess the robustness of the pay 
framework. We consider it unsatisfactory that the company no longer 
discloses the CEO’s base salary, the nature and vesting conditions 
of long-term incentive plan (LTIP) criteria, or the performance period. 
These omissions collectively undermine transparency and hinder 
shareholders’ ability to evaluate pay practices.

MEG 1. Approve 
Acquisition by 
Cenovus Energy 
Inc.

Management FOR FOR Following engagement with both MEG and Cenovus, and after 
Cenovus increased its offer, we gained greater comfort with the 
proposed transaction. We ultimately supported the deal in light of: 
the industrial logic and synergies available through the combination 
becoming more clear; developing increased confidence in 
Cenovus’s capital allocation discipline and long-term value 
creation approach, including its rationale for acquiring MEG and 
its commitment to portfolio simplification and debt reduction; and 
considering the potential disruption and value risk if the deal were 
to fail after being recommended by management.
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Company Proposal Proponent Mgmt Rec. LCIP Vote Vote Summary

Mercado Libre 4. Change State 
of Incorporation 
from Delaware to 
Texas

Management FOR AGAINST We voted against the proposal as the board did not provide a 
compelling rationale for reincorporating in Texas that outweighs 
the significant weakening of shareholder rights. While the company 
cites operational alignment, legal flexibility and cost savings, these 
benefits are either immaterial or do not justify the loss of established 
Delaware protections. 

Meta 9. Report on 
Child Safety and 
Harm Reduction

Shareholder AGAINST FOR We support this proposal as it seeks enhanced disclosure relating 
to child-safety online, a topic that poses potential material risks 
to Meta's social licence to operate, as well as regulatory and legal 
exposure. Greater transparency and open dialogue on the topic 
are in the long-term interests Meta's shareholders in preserving 
the future wealth creation of the business, as well as Meta's 
broader stakeholders. 

Meta 3. Approve 
Omnibus Stock 
Plan

Management FOR AGAINST We voted against the proposed Omnibus Stock Plan due to its 
exceptionally high dilution potential and several design features 
that we consider misaligned with shareholder interests.

Specifically, the plan would allow the issuance of a share pool 
equivalent to over 50% of current shares outstanding, includes an 
evergreen provision that automatically replenishes the pool each 
year, and permits liberal share recycling. Meta’s three-year average 
burn rate is also significantly elevated relative to peers, and the 
plan provides broad discretion to accelerate vesting. We also noted 
that the plan allows equity awards to be transferred to financial 
institutions without shareholder consent, which undermines the 
long-term alignment between employees and shareholders.

Tesla 4. Approve 
Issuance of 
Common Stock 
to Elon Musk 
Pursuant to CEO 
Performance 
Award

Management FOR AGAINST While we recognise the Board’s challenge in retaining and motivating 
Elon Musk, the structure of the 2025 CEO Performance Award 
raises material concerns. The package enables extraordinarily large 
payouts at comparatively modest levels of performance. Several of 
the performance metrics underpinning the award are long-dated or 
loosely defined, and rely on adjusted measures that may exclude 
significant costs. Effectively, the package does not require delivery 
of the most ambitious goals for Musk to receive exceptional levels of 
reward. In our view, this weakens alignment between pay and long-
term shareholder outcomes.

Tyson 1d, 1e, 1i, 1k. 
Elect Directors 
Maria Claudia 
Borras, David 
Bronczek, Cheryl 
Miller, and Jeffrey 
Schomburger

Management FOR AGAINST We voted against Compensation Committee members due 
to concerns over the structure, transparency and alignment 
of Tyson’s executive pay programme. We find that the link 
between CEO pay and performance could be more rigorous, with 
performance measures relying heavily on adjusted accounting 
metrics that are duplicated across annual and special awards 
without clear justification. We also view the sizeable special 
equity grants issued to management as insufficiently explained, 
particularly in the context of the prior performance cycle not 
paying out. In addition, the company’s triennial say-on-pay 
schedule restricts shareholder oversight and further weakens 
confidence in the robustness of the programme.

UnitedHealth 
Group 

2. Advisory 
Vote to Ratify 
Named Executive 
Officers' 
Compensation

Management FOR AGAINST We voted against the advisory vote on executive compensation 
due to significant concerns with the new CEO’s pay arrangement. 
Following the resignation of the previous CEO, the item now covers 
a revised package for the re-appointed CEO and Board Chair, 
which includes a $60 million stock option grant that cliff vests after 
three years, carries no performance conditions, and was granted 
at a time when the share price was near a five-year low, increasing 
the risk of a windfall. The award also continues to vest during a 
24-month severance period, weakening its retention value. While 
we recognise that UNH is in the midst of a challenging period 
and that options can help align interests and support stability, on 
balance we felt the package allows for too great a reward without 
sufficient guardrails or performance linkage.
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