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Our purpose is to preserve and 
enhance the value of our clients’ 
assets through long-term 
engagement and analysis. 

QUARTERLY STEWARDSHIP REPORT 

This report aims to provide investors with 
information on our voting and engagement 
activity, as well as highlighting some key focus 
areas for the Stewardship team for the year. 
 

VOTING 

 

Voted on 55 meetings 

In 65% of meetings, we voted with 
management on all proposals 

In 35% of meetings, we voted against 
management on at least one proposal 

VOTING CASE STUDY – ALPHABET 
 
As an example, we voted against management on 
a number of management and shareholder 
proposals at Alphabet’s AGM in June 2026. We 
voted against management on the following: 

Advisory vote to approve compensation 
awarded (Say-on-Pay) 

We voted against the remuneration proposal due 
to concerns regarding the structure, disclosure, 
and overall quantum of CEO pay. The 2026 CEO 
equity grant has a target value of $385m and a 
maximum value of $692m - approximately 220% 
higher than the maximum opportunity under the 
2022 award cycle. Despite this significant increase, 
the company does not operate a short-term 
incentive plan. Furthermore, a substantial portion 
of the long-term incentive award is tied to time-
based stock options and share-price appreciation, 
which we do not believe provide a sufficiently 
robust link between pay and underlying 
operational performance. 

While the company has introduced subsidiary-
level performance metrics for the Waymo and 
Wing subsidiaries, the targets remain opaque with 
performance assessed against per-unit valuation 
growth metrics that are not disclosed in enough 
detail for shareholders. 

Election of Director: 
Robin L. Washington (chair of RemCo) 

Evenlode voted against management on his re-
election due to the continued weaknesses in the 
remuneration structure. We were disappointed 
with the Compensation Committee’s response to 
the 24% dissent, particularly the decisions to 
increase quantum and introduce two opaque, 
internally calculated BPU metrics in the long-term 
incentive plan, rather than integrating a more 
appropriate ROIC metric given the scale of AI-
related data centre investments. 

5% of shareholders voted against his re-election at 
the 2026 AGM. 

Shareholder proposal regarding enhanced 
disclosure of climate plans 

Evenlode voted with the shareholders and against 
management. While the company provides a lot of 
disclosure on environmental policies, the medium 
to long-term transition plan is not sufficiently 
robust. A few observations: the company 
highlights initiatives around clean electricity for 
data centres and the supply chain, but a significant 
share of emissions comes from data centre 
construction (i.e. Scope 3 capital goods). With 
capex guidance of $175–185bn next year, a large 
volume of new construction will add to embodied 
emissions, yet its emissions reductions strategy for 
2030 in its reporting seems limited. We felt greater 
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granularity would be helpful for both investors and 
the wider market. 

7% of shareholders voted against management. 

Shareholder proposal regarding a report on 
water usage and AI development 

Evenlode chose to vote with the shareholder and 
against management. While the company provides 
useful metrics on water usage, the link to AI-
specific water demand is not clear. Although there 
is some discussion on replenishment, site-level 
water stress mapping is not disclosed. There is 
also no forward-looking scenario analysis on water 
demand. As AI infrastructure continues to scale, 
this again would be useful information for 
shareholders and the wider market. 

1.5% of shareholders voted against management. 

Shareholder proposal regarding equal 
shareholder voting 

Evenlode chose to vote with the shareholder and 
against management, as we are strong advocates 
of a single-class structure. We believe the current 
Class B shares, which carry 10x voting power, are 
not conducive to minority shareholder rights. As a 
result of this structure, the company has 
historically been able to maintain triennial say-on-
pay votes, which have contributed to excessive pay 
outcomes and weak remuneration policies. 

31% of shareholders voted against management. It 
was the shareholder proposal that received the 
highest level of support among minority 
shareholders. 

 

ENGAGEMENT 

 

Engaged with 55 companies Engaged the most on supply chain, 
cybersecurity and remuneration 

ENGAGEMENT CASE STUDY – VISA 
 
We sent a letter to Visa, a holding in our IFSL 
Evenlode Global Equity fund along with 
approximately 20 companies to better understand 
and deepen our understanding of how cyber risk is 
being managed and monitored within our invested 
universe. The questions centred around board 
governance, historical incidents, third-party 
vendors and risks presented by agentic AI. 

They have a three-lines-of-defence model: cyber 
risk in the first line, corporate (enterprise) risk in 
the second, and internal audit as the third line. 
Cyber risk is reviewed on an ongoing basis, with 
reporting to the corporate risk committee and to 
the audit and risk committee every quarter. Visa 
has used independent third-party benchmarking 
via Gartner to measure cyber maturity, reporting a 
current score of 4.9 out of 5 – the highest in its 
industry – against a peer-group average of 4.1 and 
up from 2.8 in 2012 having been at that level for 
the last three years. Around 22 billion security 

events are collected daily; 98% of incidents 
requiring investigation are now handled at Level 1 
by AI agents, which has resulted in the mean time 
to detect to reduce by c.30%. The Chief Security 
Officer highlighted that the longer-term cyber-
related risk is quantum computing (which uses 
more advanced computing architecture - the 
concern is that a sufficiently powerful quantum 
computer could break through current standards 
of encryption). It is considered the biggest 
emerging risk, with a c.2029 timeline for it to scale. 
The priority is to complete quantum-proofing well 
ahead of that, monitored within the existing cyber 
governance structure. The engagement provided 
us with reassurance of the maturity of Visa’s cyber 
governance evidenced by its strong independent 
benchmarking and effective deployment of AI in 
incident management. We will continue to monitor 
progress on quantum-proofing ahead of the 
suggested timeline.
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CASE STUDY – OWENRSHIP STRUCTURES

As AGM season comes to a close, governance-related 
issues have remained central to our approach to 
environmental, social and governance (ESG) 
considerations at Evenlode. Few questions matter 
more to long-only equity investors than 
understanding how ownership structures vary across 
markets, and what those differences mean in practice. 

The Nordic model is an interesting example and 
differs drastically from that of the UK corporate 
governance code. The two regions have entirely 
different thought processes on how companies 
should be owned and governed. For the most part, 
the UK model is built on dispersed ownership; with 
the shareholder base often varied, the framework 
compensates for this through independent board 
oversight. In contrast the Nordic model, for the vast 
majority of companies, is built on a more 
concentrated ownership structure where often a 
dominant shareholder will monitor directly, with 
much less independence at board level. 

Family ownership can often be a complex beast, 
and France provides plenty of examples. A 
combination of legal differences, industrial history 
and cultural attitudes towards ownership means 
there are structures that differ materially from those 
found in both the UK and the Nordics. The CAC 40 
is dominated by a small number of powerful 
dynasties, particularly in the luxury goods sector. 

The Arnault family who control portfolio holding 
LVMH is the most well-known example of French 
family capitalism. The Arnault family crossed the 
50% threshold in February 2026, holding 50.01% of 
LVMH and around 65.9% of the voting rights. 

Hermès is another example of a family-owned 
company that has carefully preserved both 
independence and performance. The Hermès 
family controls approximately 67% of the company’s 
capital through a holding company called H51. H51 
was formed when family members agreed to pool 
their shares (approximately 50.2% of the company, 
giving the wider family around 67% of capital and 
over 76% of the voting rights) under a 20-year lock-
up running to 2031. Overall, France shares the same 
preference for concentrated ownership and control-

enhancing mechanisms as the Nordics but achieves 
it differently. 

There are clearly costs and benefits across these 
differing models. The UK model is arguably the 
most open to external capital with the London 
Stock Exchange historically having been one of 
the world’s most liquid markets. This is in part 
because investors trust the solid governance 
framework. The comply-or-explain architecture of 
the UK Code also helps accommodate different 
business models with the ultimate goal being 
transparency. As mentioned above, a distinct 
criticism is the short-termism. Executive 
remuneration is a good example of where 
packages have been designed to align 
management interests with shareholders, and this 
has produced a ratchet in pay that has 
concentrated on short-term metrics. 

This is in contrast to the structural long termism 
witnessed in the Nordics, where businesses can 
often fund multi-year R&D programmes without 
worrying about quarterly earnings. Employee 
representation on boards also further embeds the 
long-term stakeholder view in a way that the UK 
code struggles to match. However, the model’s 
greatest weakness is the absence of a mechanism 
that can target when the controlling owner itself 
becomes the problem. In this case minority 
shareholders have limited levers to pull. 

All the systems we see are attempting to navigate the 
same tension, the conflict between ownership 
concentration and ownership dispersion. The UK 
leans towards the latter which opts for more market 
openness and minority protection, whereas the likes 
of France and the Nordics sacrifice minority rights 
for stronger monitoring and longer time horizons. 
Neither is necessarily superior, but the intricacies 
must be adequately considered when we are 
analysing a company’s AGM and ESG risk score. As 
a result, it is important to make sure we are not over 
penalising a company that shows a difference to the 
UK corporate governance code, as well as give credit 
to parts of the model that promote obvious benefits.  
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STEWARDSHIP TEAM AND ESG 

   
Sawan Wadhwa 

Head of Stewardship 
Bethan Rose 

Stewardship Analyst 
Lily Postlethwaite 

Stewardship Analyst 

Sustainability 

We believe that delivering real, durable returns 
over the long term can be best achieved by 
integrating environmental, social and governance 
(ESG) factors into our risk management 
framework as this ensures that all long-term risks 
are monitored and managed on an ongoing basis. 
In addition to reviewing ESG factors when making 
investment decisions, we engage with portfolio 
companies on a range of ESG issues (for example 
greenhouse gas emission reduction). However, 
please note that the funds do not have a 
sustainability objective. 

Climate and Nature Reports 

We recognise that climate changes pose 
significant financial challenges and opportunities 
in the short and long term. We continually assess 
the climate-related risks and opportunities faced 
by our investee companies and understand their 
readiness for a low-carbon economy. We have 
prepared Evenlode's entity-level Task Force on 
Climate-Related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) 
report which is available through our website and 
have expanded our disclosure this year to include 
nature-related risks and dependencies, aligned 
with the Taskforce on Nature-related Financial 
Disclosures (TNFD) framework. Our report details 
how we have managed clear systems and 
processes to identify, assess, and manage the 
climate and nature-related risks we face, applying 
the same process to each investment portfolio.

 

Evenlode Investment Management became a signatory 
to the United Nations Principles for Responsible 
Investment (UNPRI) in 2018. By becoming signatories, 
we commit to implementing these principles and 
incorporating environmental, social and governance 
factors into our investment process to help enhance 
returns and better manage risk for our clients. 

Policy Governance and Strategy: 4/5 or 88% 

Direct – Listed Equity Active Fundamentals: 5/5 or 98% 

Confidence Building Measures: 4/5 or 80% 

Important Information 
Evenlode has developed a Glossary to assist investors to better 
understand commonly used terms. 

The information provided is for information purposes only and 
should not be relied upon as a recommendation to buy or sell 
securities. For full information on the Evenlode funds, including 
risks and costs, please refer to the Key Investor Information 
Documents, Annual & Interim Reports and the Prospectuses, which 
are available on the Evenlode Investment Management website 
(www.evenlodeinvestment.com). Recent performance information is 
shown on monthly factsheets, also available on the website. Every 
effort is taken to ensure the accuracy of the data in this document, 
but no warranties are given. Evenlode Investment Management 
Limited is authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct 
Authority. No 767844. 

https://evenlode.cdn.ngo/media/documents/Evenlode_Glossary.pdf
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