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INTRODUCTION

We are pleased to share our Stewardship Report for 2025, which aims to provide clients with 
insight into how we applied our approach to responsible investing during the year.

A key feature of that approach is that we empower our investment decision-makers to implement 
it directly, rather than outsource these responsibilities – even internally. The Responsible 
Investing (RI) team’s role is to provide specialist input to support them. In 2025, we continued 
to strengthen the team’s independent research capabilities by drawing on the expertise of our 
sister companies in Australia and South Africa. This deepened collaboration led to additional 
inputs for our investment decision-makers, with a greater emphasis on company-specific 
analysis and less on broader thematic work. The Integrate Thoughtfully section of this report 
illustrates both the range of issues facing different companies and how the RI team works 
alongside the broader investment team.

This evolution is also reflected in how we approach climate-related risks, where the RI team 
now provides more direct, company-level input to investment decision-makers. The Climate 
Change section and accompanying appendix on how we implement our climate commitments 
contain further detail.

Engagement activity was somewhat lower in 2025. In part this reflects the fact that we had 
already pursued many of the opportunities offering the highest potential return on time in 
prior years; low portfolio turnover also means the set of investee companies changes only 
gradually. Because engagements often extend over multiple years, this year’s report highlights 
both new engagements begun in 2025 and updates on selected efforts started in 2023. The 
year also brought a rare example of public action as we sought to defend our clients’ interests 
vigorously as shareholders in Tsuruha Holdings.

As always, our door is open for feedback on both our approach and this report. Please share 
your thoughts through your local client manager or directly at ri@orbis.com.

Henry Allen 
Head of Responsible Investing team

Integrate  
thoughtfully

Engage 
proactively

Reject  
judiciously

This document constitutes the annual reporting on Orbis’ engagement and voting activities, 
as required by the Shareholder Rights Directive II (Directive (EU) 2017/828 and COBS 
2.2B.7). The Orbis OEIC Global Equity Fund, Global Balanced Fund and Global Cautious 
Fund do not have sustainability labels and do not meet the criteria to use a UK sustainable 
investment label.
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OVERVIEW

Our approach to responsible investing

In our role as stewards of our clients’ capital, our values are the compass that guides us. One of our 
Core Values is to act responsibly (see Appendix 1).

To us, responsible investing means taking a holistic view of a company’s practices when making 
investment decisions and being active owners once invested. 

We prioritise delivering superior risk-adjusted investment returns for our clients. We also seek to 
earn their trust and confidence through the actions we take on their behalf. In these ways, investing 
responsibly is consistent with our Core Values and mission as a firm.

The following three principles, contained in our Responsible Investing Statement of Principles, 
guide our discussions and decisions in this area.

Integrate thoughtfully

We believe environmental, social and governance matters can have a significant impact on a 
company’s intrinsic value. We assess their potential positive and negative effects in the same 
way we assess other risks and opportunities. In doing so, we consider the effects of a company’s 
actions on a wide range of stakeholders (employees, suppliers, customers, etc.), as well as 
relevant externalities that may not always be captured in the company’s financials. This is not 
a tick-box exercise: it requires judgement and a bottom-up, company-by-company approach.

Engage proactively

We believe positive change comes from engaging with problems, not isolating from them. 
Simply divesting shares does little to improve matters and merely passes ownership onto others. 
Direct engagement with management teams offers a true “win-win” opportunity – a chance 
to be part of the solution while also allowing our clients to benefit from the uplift in value that 
comes with it.

Reject judiciously

While our overwhelming preference is to be proactive, engagement has its limitations, and 
sometimes walking away is the most responsible thing to do. There will be times when we are 
unwilling to own a company’s shares, at any price.

Our Responsible Investing Implementation Statement describes how we implement these principles 
within our investment process. The diagram in Appendix 2 shows how we integrate responsible 
investing considerations into the investment decision-making process and exercise our stewardship 
responsibilities as active owners once invested.

The Integrate Thoughtfully and Active Ownership sections of this report provide an overview of 
our approach to these areas and include examples of how we have implemented that approach in 
2025. The section on Climate Change describes how we apply our responsible investing principles in 
managing climate-related risks and opportunities, before outlining our thinking on how companies 
held in the Orbis Global Equity Strategy are managing such risks.
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While we don’t claim that ours is the “right” approach, we believe it is consistent with who we are as 
a firm and with what we aspire to deliver on behalf of our clients who share our belief that investing 
responsibly is an integral part of investing well. We expect our approach to evolve as we learn and improve.

The Investing Responsibly section of orbis.com contains more information on our approach to responsible 
investing, including links to statements previously mentioned and other related policies, such as our 
Proxy Voting Policy.

Accountability and oversight

We believe that responsible investing matters related to investee companies are best considered at the 
individual company level. This includes integrating responsible investing considerations into investment 
decisions, engaging with investee companies, and voting at meetings of their shareholders.

Consistent with the principle of individual accountability that underlies our investment process, our 
investment decision-makers are responsible for implementing Orbis’ approach to responsible investing 
in the investment management process. Our Responsible Investing (RI) team provides our investment 
decision-makers with specialist input that enables Orbis to execute on its responsible investing principles 
in a manner consistent with its Core Values.

The head of the investment team is the senior executive ultimately accountable for Orbis’ investment 
process, including implementing its responsible investing approach, policies and processes. Another 
senior member of the investment team is responsible for overseeing the implementation of these 
responsible investing matters.

The head of the RI team sets the team’s priorities and is responsible for recommending and implementing 
changes to Orbis’ responsible investing policies, processes and tools. They also oversee the efforts, led 
by the RI team, to report to clients on responsible investing matters and to the PRI.

The Task Force on Climate-Related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) Entity Report published by Orbis 
Portfolio Management (Europe) LLP, which is available upon request, contains more information on 
the Orbis Group’s governance structure which provides oversight and control of (among other things) 
Orbis’ responsible investing strategy.

OVERVIEW
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Available resources

In implementing our approach to responsible investing, our analysts draw on whatever resources they 
consider appropriate for their research, including public information, third-party research, company 
reports, and direct engagement with companies. They also have access to internal resources, such as 
the expertise of our RI and Legal teams, as well as proxy research from Glass Lewis. We also subscribe 
to data and research from Sustainalytics, S&P and CDP.

The RI team provides specialist input to help our investment decision-makers execute on Orbis’ 
responsible investing principles, including evaluating investee companies from a responsible investing 
perspective. It also helps build tools and frameworks that integrate responsible investing perspectives 
into the investment process systematically. An example is the RI Data Summary that contains responsible 
investing information on an individual company. This may help analysts to identify potentially material 
responsible investing issues at an early stage of the investment process. Our responsible investing 
analysts also prepare a semi-annual report outlining what they consider to be the most material 
responsible investing risks in the Orbis Global Equity portfolio and discuss their findings with the 
investment decision-makers.

The tools and frameworks that the RI team develop are primarily supported by data sourced from 
CDP, S&P Trucost and Sustainalytics. The reality of these datasets is that they are far from perfect and 
hence our development of such tools and frameworks focuses more on understanding the range of 
potential risks rather than attempting to distil such complex matters into a single score or rating. We 
monitor opportunities to enhance our responsible investing data capabilities and tools.

Examples of how the RI team interacts with the broader investment team

•	 Performing dedicated research of responsible investing issues impacting investee companies 
to provide an additional input that helps our investment decision-makers to better understand 
the associated risks and opportunities at the individual company and portfolio level.

•	 Developing tools and frameworks, and holding knowledge-sharing sessions, that together 
enable the broader investment team to integrate responsible investing issues more effectively 
into investment decisions at the individual stock and portfolio level.

•	 Identifying and prioritising opportunities to engage with investee companies, and then 
implementing and monitoring those engagements.

•	 Providing proxy voting input and guidance for analysts.

•	 Monitoring compliance with our responsible investing policies and processes.

Our RI team collaborates closely with its peers at our sister companies, Allan Gray Proprietary Limited 
(based in South Africa) and Allan Gray Australia. Many of the responsible investing issues we all face 
are global in nature and each team benefits from the sharing of different insights and perspectives.

OVERVIEW
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Progress in our responsible investing efforts in 2025

The main strategic priority for our RI team in 2025 was to enhance its capabilities by leveraging the 
expertise of Orbis’ sister companies in Australia and South Africa. As a result, the RI team:

•	 Submitted 10 RI Reports ahead of selected Policy Group Meetings (2024: 2), identifying and analysing 
issues with the potential to materially affect intrinsic value. 

•	 Provided equity analysts with additional inputs to assess whether executive compensation plans 
align management incentives with the interests of long-term shareholders.

•	 Shifted the focus of other RI research from longer thematic projects to shorter, targeted analysis 
at the individual company level.

During the year, we carried out one “reject judiciously” assessment of an investee company to evaluate 
whether it remained responsible to continue participating in its profits. The issue did not meet the 
threshold for escalation, so no Reject Judiciously Meetings were required or convened. We also 
formalised the process used to make an initial evaluation of potential cases. We had previously clarified 
our position on Russian securities in 2022, following the country’s invasion of Ukraine. We will seek to 
exit our Russian positions in a manner that is in the interests of our clients when trading resumes for 
foreign investors and it can be done without violating any sanctions regime. 

The RI teams at Orbis and its sister companies held an offsite meeting during the year to share best-
practice examples and discuss common issues.

We published an updated version of our Statement on Japan’s Stewardship Code to reflect updates 
made to our responsible investing policies since we published the previous statement in 2021.

Looking ahead, the RI team’s priority for 2026 is to improve the integration of its stock-specific work 
into all stages of the investment process and to promote the further consideration of RI risks and 
opportunities in the day-to-day work of the investment team.

OVERVIEW
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External initiatives

Orbis became a signatory to the UN-supported Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI) in 2017. 
Reporting to PRI gives us the opportunity to use a common framework to explain our approach to areas 
such as active ownership and the integration of responsible investing considerations, allowing clients 
to better assess whether our approach is consistent with their own beliefs. We make PRI’s Assessment 
Report available to clients and potential clients upon request, and continue to use the annual reporting 
process to look for opportunities to improve our approach or make it more transparent. In doing so, 
we are guided by the principle of acting in the interests of clients rather than making changes simply 
to secure the highest possible scores from PRI.

Orbis has been a signatory to Japan’s Stewardship Code since 2015 because outlining how we apply the 
Code’s principles helps us to engage constructively with Japanese investee companies. Our statement 
on Japan’s Stewardship Code, which we updated in March 2025, is available on our website.

Orbis became a member of the Asian Corporate Governance Association in 2023. Orbis has been 
investing in Asia – Japan and Korea in particular – for more than three decades, and this allows us to 
further enhance our knowledge of the evolving governance landscape in these countries, while also 
providing a way for us to engage with policymakers more effectively than we can on our own.

Orbis is also a member of the following trade associations:

•	 Association of the Luxembourg Fund Industry (Luxembourg);

•	 Independent Investment Management Initiative (UK);

•	 The Investing and Saving Alliance (UK); and

•	 The Investment Association (UK).

We periodically evaluate joining other external initiatives by assessing whether doing so is in the 
interests of our clients. 

Orbis Portfolio Management (Europe) LLP publishes an annual TCFD Entity Report containing disclosures 
consistent with the TCFD’s recommendations. We include information on significant votes on page 26 
of this report to meet the requirements of the EU’s Shareholder Rights Directive II. We are working 
towards reporting against the principles set out in the UK Stewardship Code with the aim of becoming 
a signatory in due course.

OVERVIEW
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INTEGRATE THOUGHTFULLY

Our approach

As long-term investors, we must understand the full range of factors that can affect a company’s 
intrinsic value. These include responsible investing considerations, such as a company’s business 
conduct, relationships with employees, customers and suppliers, its capital allocation decisions, and 
other environmental, social or governance risks, events or conditions (often referred to in industry 
parlance as “ESG factors”). We place these efforts at the heart of our investment process by requiring 
our analysts to consider potentially material responsible investing considerations in their assessment 
of intrinsic value, consistent with our “integrate thoughtfully” principle.

The diagram in Appendix 2 summarises how we integrate these considerations into our security selection 
process. Additional detail is available in our Responsible Investing Implementation Statement, which 
can be found in the Investing Responsibly section of orbis.com.

Examples of how we integrated responsible investing 
considerations into our investment decisions

As part of our bottom-up research process, the analysts closest to each company are responsible 
for identifying factors that may be material to their assessment of a security’s intrinsic value, and for 
applying investment judgement when analysing them.

In 2025, analysts flagged a range of responsible investing considerations as potentially material, 
alongside other risks, in reports submitted ahead of Policy Group Meetings. Examples include:

•	 Long-tail environmental liabilities associated with legacy extraction activities and remediation obligations.

•	 The structural decarbonisation challenge for cement, including limits to clinker substitution, the 
capital intensity of carbon capture, and potential exposure to carbon pricing.

•	 Whether near-term thermal coal demand may prove resilient under scenarios of delayed renewables 
uptake or natural gas market disruption, particularly amid rising power demand.

•	 Geopolitical and supply-chain exposure for a strategic clean-energy manufacturer, including potential 
trade restrictions and supplier scrutiny.

•	 Sensitivity of digital advertising economics to tightening data privacy regulation.

•	 Founder control via enhanced voting rights and the implications for board accountability and 
minority shareholders.

•	 Alignment of executive remuneration with long-term returns on invested capital, and the transparency 
of performance metrics.

•	 Governance and compliance risks from historical competition investigations and the durability of 
remedial controls.

The examples below illustrate how integrating responsible investing considerations influenced our 
investment decisions in 2025. As always, new evidence may cause us to revise our views, and movements 
in share prices will affect our estimates of future long-term returns relative to the broader investment 
opportunity set.
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Decisions not to invest

Our analysts’ research of responsible investing considerations informs decisions not to invest just as 
much as it informs decisions to invest. Such examples therefore provide insight into our approach to 
integrating thoughtfully that is not evident from a review of portfolio holdings.

We conducted initial research on a US-based global specialty chemicals and materials company. The 
company held an attractive portfolio of assets, and the planned separation of an electronics-related 
business appeared to offer scope to unlock value from an inefficient conglomerate structure. However, 
potential liabilities linked to PFAS contamination raised concerns about the scale and uncertainty of 
downside risk. We therefore concluded that prospective risk-adjusted returns were unattractive relative 
to other opportunities.

We researched a Sweden-based company that owns and manages online gambling businesses. The 
investment case centred on continued growth as online gambling gains market share, supported 
by a track record of disciplined acquisitions. However, rising regulatory scrutiny across key markets 
increased the risk of tighter licensing and marketing restrictions, higher compliance costs, and adverse 
enforcement or litigation. These risks reduced our confidence in the durability of cash flows, and we 
chose not to proceed.

We began researching a China-based operator of a leading digital freight platform connecting shippers 
with truckers. The company appeared to benefit from strong network effects and entry barriers, and 
had significant scope to increase penetration and monetisation. Governance concerns, including related-
party issues and targeted buybacks from executives with limited disclosure, suggested heightened 
risks for minority shareholders. We halted our research because these governance red flags lowered 
our estimate of risk-adjusted returns for minority shareholders.

We conducted initial work on a US-based provider of water infrastructure to oil and gas producers. 
The company appeared to be at an attractive point in the capital cycle, with constrained supply and 
rising demand. A partnership with a private equity investor brought potential access to land that could 
enable incremental capacity, but also related-party complexity, which could raise governance risks. 
These risks, alongside the company’s small size and limited liquidity, led us to prioritise other ideas.

Portfolio activity in Orbis Global Equity

We established a new position in Reckitt Benckiser, a UK-based global consumer goods company 
with a portfolio that includes leading household and consumer health brands. The company generated 
resilient cash flows with low sensitivity to the economic cycle, and there was scope for management to 
unlock value by simplifying the business and recycling capital into the strongest franchises, alongside 
attractive longer-term growth opportunities in markets such as India. Ongoing litigation alleging 
that certain infant milk formula products may increase the risk of severe illness in premature infants 
represented a material risk to our thesis. After researching these litigation risks in detail, we concluded 
that risk-adjusted returns were attractive at the prevailing share price, due to the combination of durable 
cash flows and a return profile that appeared skewed to the upside.

We also built a new position in Cemex, a Mexico-based global heavy building materials company 
producing and selling cement, ready-mix concrete and aggregates across Mexico, Europe and the 
US. The company stood to benefit from a cyclical recovery in construction demand, alongside limited 
new supply of its products in key regional markets that could support pricing and margins, and the 
potential for further operational improvement. Cement has a structurally high emissions intensity, 
making full decarbonisation challenging and exposing the company to the risk that existing and 
potential obligations to reduce emissions are financially material. In our view, the share price did not 
reflect the upside potential and overly discounted decarbonisation risks, as the company’s focus on 
practical, low-capex levers such as using alternative fuels and reducing clinker intensity would help it 
adapt across its key markets.

INTEGRATE THOUGHTFULLY
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We exited the position in Asahi Group Holdings, one of the world’s largest brewers, based in Japan, 
with a portfolio of leading beer brands across Japan, Europe and Oceania. We owned Asahi as a 
high-quality, cash-generative business with strong brands and pricing power, and scope for capital 
allocation and operational execution to further enhance intrinsic value per share over time. Prominent 
risks included the possibility of flat or declining alcohol consumption trends becoming more financially 
material, and capital allocation decisions that could destroy value if they prioritised expensive M&A 
over dividends or buybacks. While the company’s financial targets implied meaningful buybacks and 
may have supported the share price, the subsequent announcement of an expensive acquisition, 
together with concerns about long-term consumption trends and the implications of a cyberattack, 
contributed to our decision to sell.

Company-level research by the Responsible Investing team

Our dedicated Responsible Investing (RI) team provides specialist input to help our investment decision-
makers identify and assess potentially material responsible investing-related risks and opportunities 
at the individual company level, and to support the integration of those insights into our investment 
process. As part of this work, the RI team submits an independent report to selected Policy Group 
Meetings, which are a forum for rigorous peer review of investment ideas. The examples below illustrate 
that contribution through three examples involving different companies and different risks: governance 
complexity at a development-stage biotech firm; regulatory and geopolitical exposure at one of the 
world’s most strategically important manufacturers; and complex legal risks alongside a range of other 
responsible investing-related risks at one of the world’s largest mining companies. 

Climate-related risks are another area where the RI team may provide independent input to support our 
investment decision-makers’ assessment of intrinsic value. We discuss our thinking on climate-related 
risks facing selected high-emitting investee companies in the Climate Change section (see page 29).

Scholar Rock Holding Corporation

Scholar Rock is a US-based clinical-stage biopharmaceutical company focused on developing treatments 
for spinal muscular atrophy and other rare, severe neuromuscular diseases. Our analyst believed that 
Scholar Rock had a compelling scientific thesis. As the idea progressed through the research process, 
however, several potential governance concerns emerged.

The RI team was asked to examine three specific governance issues: (1) a leadership transition in which 
the incoming CEO and President of R&D were both appointed directly from the board, with the non-
executive Chairman becoming CEO and assuming an Executive Chairman role; (2) uncertainty surrounding 
executive compensation; and (3) the former auditor’s decision not to continue in that role without 
public explanation. While each of these concerns would likely have warranted individual attention, their 
significance lay in their concurrence. Collectively, they introduced a meaningful degree of uncertainty 
about the effectiveness of governance at a company still some years away from commercialisation.

Although the executive team structure and appointment process were unconventional, the RI team felt 
they were defensible given the nature of the company and its stage of development. Nevertheless, and 
notwithstanding the extensive experience of the other directors, the executive structure had the potential 
to dilute the effectiveness with which the board discharges some of its oversight responsibilities. In 
relation to executive compensation, despite some opacity that would ideally be addressed over time, 
the RI team was comfortable concluding, at a high level, that management’s interests were relatively 
well aligned with those of shareholders. The biggest difficulty lay in the auditor change. Because the 
former auditor gave no public explanation for its decision not to continue, we were left with a range of 
possible explanations, some concerning and others innocuous. Although a new, reputable auditor had 
been appointed, that provided only limited comfort at the time, as it had yet to complete its own audit.

INTEGRATE THOUGHTFULLY
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Taken together, these issues led the RI team to conclude that a larger-than-usual gap between the share 
price and intrinsic value was required before buying the company’s shares. This was not a conclusion 
that we should not invest in the company; rather, it was an example of governance analysis informing 
our assessment of where the price needed to be for the risk-return trade-off to be attractive. These 
issues were discussed at length during the Policy Group Meeting for Scholar Rock, and the covering 
analyst subsequently resolved some of the governance-related uncertainties through meetings with 
management and other parties. In particular, we came to understand that the former auditor’s decision 
not to continue reflected broader audit quality issues at the audit firm rather than concerns specific to 
Scholar Rock. In addition, because Scholar Rock had not yet commercialised a product and was not 
generating revenue, we viewed the near-term risk of financial manipulation as very limited while awaiting 
the new auditor’s report. Orbis Global Equity and other strategies held the stock at 31 December 2025, 
having established a position during the year.

Contemporary Amperex Technology Co Ltd (CATL)

CATL is, in many respects, one of the most competitively advantaged businesses we have analysed 
in recent years. As the world’s dominant manufacturer of lithium-ion batteries, CATL’s combination of 
technology leadership, manufacturing scale, R&D investment, and founder-driven commercial culture 
gives it a position that our analysts believed would be very difficult to replicate. Moreover, the company 
is a major participant in two markets that are widely expected to grow significantly in the coming 
years: electric vehicles (EV) and battery energy storage systems (BESS).

Both our equity and RI analysts nevertheless identified a number of potentially material risks to the 
company’s future cash flows, which were presented and discussed at two Policy Group Meetings in 
2025. The risks identified and discussed by the RI team included: 

•	 The risk that the EV and BESS markets would grow less strongly than expected. There were many 
ways in which this could play out. For example, EV growth could slow or even reverse because of 
changes in regulation or consumer demand, although those same factors may also have created 
upside in some markets. In respect of BESS, the RI team highlighted the risk that as more storage 
capacity is deployed with the support of government subsidies, the arbitrage economics that make 
storage commercially attractive could be diluted, making future investment less compelling.

•	 A broader set of risks facing CATL because it is a Chinese company. In an extreme scenario, escalating 
geopolitical tensions could force widespread divestment of CATL holdings, as occurred with Russian 
equities following the 2022 invasion of Ukraine. While possible, the RI team did not consider this 
outcome to be particularly probable. A more proximate and probable way in which this risk could 
play out is that Western governments could constrain CATL’s access to key markets, increase the 
cost of its overseas expansion, or reduce the willingness of major customers to depend on Chinese 
supply chains. Indeed, at the time of our first Policy Group Meeting, the company had recently 
been added to a US Department of Defense list of “Chinese Military Companies Operating in the 
US”, a designation carrying both direct and indirect commercial risk. The RI team also noted that 
CATL’s BESS strategy may have faced greater national security headwinds than its EV business.

•	 Emerging regulatory risks associated with battery supply chains and environmental compliance. For 
example, EU battery passport requirements and supply chain due diligence requirements, which 
were already being phased in, were likely to raise the company’s compliance costs. Although we 
expected that those costs could be passed on to customers, there was a risk that CATL would have 
to absorb some or all of them. Similar risks arose from regulation intended to address concerns 
about human rights violations in battery supply chains.

Taken together, the RI team’s assessment was that these risks (and others) were collectively material and 
warranted close monitoring, but that the most severe scenarios were tail risks. The RI team concluded 
that these risks should be considered alongside other factors that could affect the company’s future 

INTEGRATE THOUGHTFULLY
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cash flows when assessing its intrinsic value and the extent to which a discount to intrinsic value was 
reflected in the share price. While Orbis Global Equity did not hold the stock at 31 December 2025, 
we established positions in other strategies towards the end of the year.

Vale S.A.

Vale, the Brazilian iron ore producer and one of the world’s largest mining companies, is a business we 
consider to have genuine operational scale and a compelling long-term position in materials central to 
steel production and other essential processes. It is also exposed to a range of responsible investing-
related risks that require ongoing and careful attention.

In a report prepared ahead of an early 2025 Policy Group Meeting, the RI team identified the most 
prominent of these risks as the potential ongoing liabilities associated with the 2015 collapse of the 
Fundão tailings dam at Samarco. The RI team continued to monitor this risk closely over the course 
of 2025, including by providing updates for analysts and investment decision-makers on changes in 
materiality and other analysis as the UK proceedings and implementation of a settlement agreement 
in Brazil progressed. 

Another material risk that the RI team continued to monitor in 2025 was Vale’s management of its 
tailings storage facilities. This included its progress in fully implementing the Global Industry Standard 
on Tailings Management, and whether governance and capital allocation decisions at board level were 
genuinely consistent with best-practice risk management, rather than mere compliance. Community 
relations and social licence considerations, particularly around Mariana (where the Samarco JV operates) 
and Brumadinho (the site of a 2019 disaster), also remained areas of ongoing attention given the 
material impact these relationships can have on Vale’s ability to maintain and expand its production 
profile over the long term.

Over the course of 2025, members of our RI team engaged with Vale, both alongside equity analysts 
and separately, in relation to these and other issues. Our investment decision-makers believed that the 
identified material risks to Vale’s future cash flows, including those discussed above, were sufficiently 
discounted in the company’s share price for Orbis Global Equity and Orbis International Equity to 
continue to hold the stock at 31 December 2025. The RI team’s role in monitoring these risks and 
analysing key developments as they arise plays an important part in our ongoing assessment of whether 
that continues to be the case.

INTEGRATE THOUGHTFULLY
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ACTIVE OWNERSHIP: ENGAGE PROACTIVELY

Our approach

Direct engagement with investee companies is a core part of our research process and a key aspect 
of how we fulfil our stewardship responsibilities as active owners. 

Our analysts’ primary objective when engaging with company executives and directors is to deepen 
their understanding of the company and its business. From time to time, we may believe that we can 
contribute to a company’s deliberations over its broad strategy or its approach to capital allocation. When 
we identify environmental, social or governance matters that we perceive to have a negative impact 
on intrinsic value, we strongly prefer engagement over exclusion. When we engage with companies 
to encourage change, we aim to share ideas that our analysts believe will further our clients’ interests 
by enhancing or preserving their risk-adjusted returns. When this is not the case, we will not engage. 

Orbis’ Responsible Investing Implementation Statement, which is available in the Investing Responsibly 
section of orbis.com, outlines our approach to engaging with investee companies.

Company meetings in 2025

In 2025, our analysts held over 900 meetings with more than 500 investee or potential investee 
companies. In many cases, they held multiple meetings with company management, especially for 
large holdings in the Orbis Funds. 

We discussed environmental, social or governance issues in around 25% of these meetings. Such 
issues are many and various, and their relevance depends on the specific circumstances of each 
company. Accordingly, the issues we discussed varied across companies, but the common thread was 
a focus on issues that were potentially material to our assessment of each company’s intrinsic value. 
Governance issues were consistently material to that assessment, including minority shareholder 
protections, management and board effectiveness, the alignment of key executives’ interests with 
those of shareholders, and capital allocation.

Examples of issues discussed during the year in meetings with companies held in the Orbis Funds 
include those listed below. 

•	 Board composition: with Bank of Ireland, Jardine Matheson, Kasikornbank, Kusuri no Aoki, Mitsubishi 
Estate, Pennymac Financial Services, Sendas Distribuidora, Shell, Shinhan Financial Group, SK 
Square, T&D Holdings, and Vallourec.

•	 Climate change: with Admiral Group, Arch Capital Group, BWX Technologies, Cemex, Inpex, Jardine 
Matheson, Mitsubishi Estate, Nippon Gas, and Shell. 

•	 Community relations: with Burford Capital, Elevance Health, Grupo Financiero Banorte, 
Jardine Matheson, KB Financial Group, Prudential, Taiwan Semiconductor Manufacturing, and 
UnitedHealth Group.

The information above relates to meetings, not to the purposeful, targeted communications through 
which we seek to encourage change. Examples of those engagements are set out in the next section.
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Engagement examples

We recognise the need for clients to understand how, as stewards of their capital, we engage with 
investee companies. However, we believe that private engagement conducted in a constructive spirit is 
often the most effective way to further our clients’ interests. We therefore do not publicly disclose certain 
details of those interactions. The following examples from 2025, together with updates on previous 
efforts, are intended to strike an appropriate balance. While our engagements may have provided a 
helpful perspective for management and the board, companies engage with multiple investors and 
other stakeholders on these matters, so we cannot attribute specific outcomes to our efforts.

Identifying and prioritising engagement opportunities 

Engagement opportunities tend to fall into the four categories shown in the diagram below.

Thematic
(e.g. emissions disclosure, 
board diversity)

Proxy voting
(e.g. board composition, 
executive compensation)

Capital management
(e.g. shareholder returns, 
company strategy)

Other RI considerations
(e.g. product safety, disclosure)

Typically catalysed 
by RI team

Typically catalysed 
by equity analysts

We frequently engage with portfolio companies on capital management. While we often acknowledge 
that we have nothing to offer that would improve a company’s ability to run its core business, we may 
be able to provide a helpful perspective as management and the board consider how best to allocate 
capital and engage with equity market participants. In our view, effective capital management plays a 
critical role in preserving and enhancing long-term shareholder value. Improvements in this area can 
help both to increase a company’s intrinsic value and to close the gap between its share price and 
intrinsic value. 

Voting against management’s recommendation at shareholder meetings can be a powerful tool for 
encouraging change, but it is most effective when combined with direct engagement to exchange 
perspectives with the company. In some cases, we may choose to engage with the company before 
casting a vote against management, particularly when we believe that dialogue could help address our 
concerns. We also have a process to consider whether writing to companies to explain the rationale 
for such votes would further our clients’ interests. These letters aim to promote constructive dialogue 
and typically focus on topics such as board composition and independence, which are essential to 
effective corporate governance, and executive compensation, which plays a critical role in aligning the 
interests of key executives with those of long-term shareholders.
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When we are concerned that other responsible investing considerations may negatively impact 
intrinsic value, we aim to speak to management to better understand the company’s perspective. If our 
concerns persist, we may choose to engage more formally by sharing ideas in writing that we believe 
could help enhance or preserve risk-adjusted returns for our clients.

All of the engagement opportunities described above arise from our bottom-up research into individual 
companies. In some cases, however, there may be opportunities to engage with multiple companies that 
share exposure to a common theme, such as those that do not disclose Scope 1 and 2 CO2-equivalent 
emissions. Our RI team is well placed to identify these opportunities and typically leads such efforts, 
providing specialist input that helps make engagements more effective overall and more efficient for 
our investment analysts.

The RI team’s efforts to develop a more systematic process to identify, prioritise, execute and monitor 
engagements with investee companies contributed to a step change in our engagement activity in 
2023. As expected, new engagement activity declined in 2025 because we had already pursued many 
of the opportunities that offered the highest potential return on time, while low portfolio turnover 
meant that the set of investee companies changed only gradually. Our decision to apply a materiality 
lens before engaging with companies that do not disclose Scope 1 and 2 emissions was a key reason 
for the absence of thematic engagements. Even so, activity remained high relative to historical levels. 
The majority of our engagements were with Japanese companies.

Engagements 2024 

27

14

1 5

0
Capital management

10 20 30 40 50 60

53 41

47 37

13 12

Total 
number of 

engagements

Total number 
of companies 
engaged with

61

18 2 13

14 3 9

Engagements 2023 

Engagements 2022 

Engagements 2025 

15 29 2611 3

Proxy voting ThematicOther RI considerations
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Capital management

Engagements initiated in 2025

In 2025, approximately half of our written engagements focused on capital management. Where 
we shared ideas, we believed they would enhance returns on capital and, in turn, improve long-term 
shareholder returns. The table below highlights examples of capital management engagements initiated 
during the year. In each case, we wrote to the Board of Directors to share our views after first exchanging 
perspectives with management.

Objective Outcome to date

Japanese 
company

To encourage the company to use 
its depressed share price as an 
opportunity to repurchase shares, 
increasing intrinsic value per share and 
supporting a higher long-term return 
on equity.

The company announced additional 
share buybacks, albeit more modest 
than we had advocated. Subsequent 
share price appreciation made further 
large repurchases less compelling. This 
engagement remains ongoing.

Singapore  
company

To encourage the company to distribute 
most of the proceeds from the sale 
of a majority stake in its upstream 
agricultural trading and processing 
business, while maintaining a prudent 
and sustainable capital structure.

Management and the board chose 
to invest most of the proceeds into 
its downstream food ingredients 
business rather than return capital to 
shareholders. This engagement was 
not successful and has concluded.

European 
company

To encourage the company to assess 
each acquisition against the potential 
returns from share repurchases, which 
would become a higher hurdle when 
its shares become more undervalued.

The company subsequently 
announced an acquisition that we 
supported, as it appeared likely to 
generate strong returns on capital. 
This engagement contributed to 
a constructive dialogue on capital 
allocation and has concluded.

Korean  
company

To encourage the company to 
establish a clearer capital allocation 
framework, including greater use 
of share buybacks, to narrow the 
discount between its share price and 
the value of its underlying assets.

We were encouraged by the 
company’s response to our letter and 
by its subsequent actions to increase 
capacity for share buybacks. This 
engagement is ongoing.

Updates on engagements initiated in 2023

Because engagement efforts often extend over multiple years, we provide an update on the progress 
of selected capital management engagements initiated in 2023 and first described in our Stewardship 
Report 2023.

We wrote to the boards of three Korean banks to encourage them to establish clearer capital management 
policies that would commit them to returning a significantly greater share of earnings to shareholders. 
In our view, doing so would better align balance sheet growth with the growth of the Korean economy, 
improve returns on capital, and help narrow the discount at which their shares traded.
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All three banks have since made significant strides to enhance shareholder returns, consistent with 
that objective. Progress was initially slower than we would have liked, and we remained in close 
communication with all three companies to maintain a constructive dialogue. In addition, we wrote 
to one of them on multiple further occasions to reinforce the case for a more ambitious approach. 
We should also acknowledge that these developments were supported by a more favourable local 
backdrop, as momentum built in Korea behind corporate governance reform and higher shareholder 
returns. Nevertheless, we believe we played our part by sharing our perspective as engaged, long-term 
shareholders. With these stocks having re-rated significantly and the discounts to our assessments of 
intrinsic value having narrowed, we exited one position and reduced the other two. Overall, we view 
all three engagements as having been successful.

In 2023, we also engaged with four Japanese companies where, in our view, capital allocation decisions 
were contributing to low returns on equity and low price-to-book multiples. In some cases, this arose 
from excess capital held as cash or through cross-shareholdings, and in others from a preference for 
debt repayment or growth investments over higher shareholder returns. In each case, we encouraged 
management and the board to take a more disciplined approach to capital allocation and to articulate 
how they intended to enhance shareholder returns. These engagements took place against an increasingly 
supportive backdrop in Japan, including the Tokyo Stock Exchange’s call on listed companies to 
implement management that is conscious of cost of capital and stock price.

In two of these cases, the companies subsequently took actions that, in our view, represented a 
meaningful improvement in capital discipline and shareholder returns. These actions to improve capital 
allocation helped to enhance returns on equity and valuation. We do not attribute those outcomes 
solely to our efforts, but we believe our engagement was constructive and timely in reinforcing the 
case for change as long-term shareholders.

In the other two cases, the outcomes were more mixed. Both companies took some steps that we 
viewed positively, but the changes in capital allocation were more limited than we had hoped to see. 
Although both stocks subsequently re-rated, we believe this was driven almost entirely by improvements 
in company fundamentals rather than by capital allocation changes.

With the gap between each company’s share price and our assessment of its intrinsic value having 
narrowed, we no longer hold any of these positions. We view two of these engagements as successful 
and two as somewhat successful.

Executive compensation and other proxy voting decisions

The structure of a company’s remuneration policy is very important to us because incentive structures 
drive human behaviour. As such, a company’s remuneration policy is critical to assessing how its intrinsic 
value is likely to develop over time.

We believe that a company’s remuneration policy should aim to attract and retain competent executives, 
reward them fairly in a way that is consistent with their performance and with the long-term interests 
of shareholders, and incentivise executive behaviour that maximises shareholder value and discourages 
value-destroying behaviour. This is easy to say, but we know the perfect remuneration policy does not 
exist. We recognise this when considering our voting recommendations on remuneration policies. We 
also remain mindful that the value which key executives can add to, or subtract from, a company can 
dwarf their remuneration, and that companies compete to employ competent executives.
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The key criteria we consider when evaluating a company’s executive remuneration arrangements include:

•	 Its structure and whether it incentivises executives to create long-term value for shareholders, 
including through appropriate vesting and holding periods;

•	 The extent to which performance metrics are clearly linked to shareholder value creation and are 
sufficiently simple, transparent and well defined;

•	 Pay-performance alignment on both the upside and the downside;

•	 The quantum of executive remuneration;

•	 The governance and implementation of the scheme, including whether any minimum shareholding 
requirements are meaningful and enforceable; and 

•	 The transparency and usefulness of disclosures.

We consider these factors in the context of the board’s and management’s overall share ownership 
and alignment with shareholders. We may support a company’s policy if it is sufficiently close to best 
practice, even if it does not reflect every desired criterion.

In 2025, we wrote to the Compensation Committee of AES, a global independent power producer 
based in the US, to explain why we voted against the advisory vote on executive compensation. While 
we supported certain recent design changes, we were concerned about a disconnect between pay 
and performance, given share price underperformance and limited EBITDA growth alongside rising 
executive compensation since 2022. We shared our views in the spirit of constructive dialogue and 
indicated our willingness to continue engagement on this and related topics.

More broadly, we do not limit engagement on remuneration to situations where we have already 
voted against a proposal. Where we identify features that we believe could undermine long-term 
alignment, we may engage proactively to encourage changes that further the interests of our clients 
before concerns result in adverse voting decisions. For example, following our engagement in late 
2024 with a Canadian oil and gas producer about the asymmetry and lack of performance conditions 
in its long-term incentives, the company revised its framework in 2025 to introduce a more balanced 
mix of performance- and time-based incentives. We viewed this as a meaningful improvement and 
supported the associated proposals at the annual meeting.

We wrote to several Japanese investee companies to explain the rationale for selected proxy voting 
decisions. Across these engagements, we highlighted governance features that we believed could 
undermine long-term shareholder value, including insufficient board independence and an inadequate 
skills mix, the renewal of takeover defences without shareholder approval, and proposals we viewed 
as inconsistent with equitable treatment of shareholders, including potentially dilutive transactions. 
In other cases, we supported shareholder proposals where we believed they could strengthen board 
effectiveness or encourage more disciplined capital allocation and shareholder returns. These letters are 
intended to make our voting decisions transparent, to invite constructive dialogue, and to encourage 
boards to address issues that we consider financially material for long-term investors.
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Other responsible investing considerations

We met with Jardine Matheson, a Hong Kong-based conglomerate, to continue discussions initiated in 
2022 on environmental, social and governance issues that may affect the company’s long-term intrinsic 
value. Several of these issues related to Astra International, an Indonesian conglomerate controlled by 
Jardine, which is separately listed and also a portfolio holding. Examples include climate transition risks 
associated with a coal mining contracting business operated by an Astra subsidiary, and controversies 
related to land rights and biodiversity involving other Astra subsidiaries. Our primary objective was 
to deepen our understanding of the group’s approach to these issues and the actions being taken to 
mitigate financial and reputational risk. Overall, we believe Jardine and relevant subsidiaries continue to 
take appropriate steps to manage climate transition risk and to address the specific controversies, such 
as commissioning an independent investigation into land rights and appointing a panel of experts on 
biodiversity. This engagement remains ongoing, as does a concurrent one with Astra first initiated in 2024.

We met with Olam Group to continue our engagement on managing modern slavery risks within the 
supply chain of its food ingredients business, following a meeting in 2024 that focused on its cocoa 
business. On this occasion, our objective was to deepen our understanding of the company’s broader 
systems and governance, particularly for higher-risk sourcing categories, and to assess whether its 
approach is likely to be credible under evolving regulatory expectations. Overall, we found the company’s 
framework and resourcing to be reasonably robust, and the discussion improved our understanding of 
how processes are applied across the group. We would welcome further clarity on how the company 
navigates practical complexities in higher-risk supply chains and intend to revisit the topic in a future 
meeting, focusing again on the areas of greatest risk. This engagement remains ongoing.

We continued our engagement with British American Tobacco (BAT) to better understand its approach 
to responsible marketing, a topic on which we engaged with the company in writing in 2022. Since 
then, BAT has updated its policies and processes in this area, including by publishing responsible 
marketing commitments and establishing internal oversight. Our focus was on whether these policies 
are being implemented consistently and with appropriate senior oversight. We encouraged BAT to 
disclose more evidence of how issues are identified and escalated to provide external stakeholders 
with confidence that the framework is operating effectively. We also discussed oversight of a recent 
product launch decision. This engagement remains ongoing.

Expressing concerns publicly: Tsuruha Holdings

On rare occasions, if private engagement appears ineffective and we continue to harbour material 
concerns, we may make those concerns publicly known. This was the case in 2025 in relation to 
Tsuruha Holdings, a Japanese drugstore chain held in the Orbis Funds since 2000. Over that period, 
the company has delivered remarkable growth, and we hold the business in high regard.

We became concerned in February 2024 when Tsuruha committed to a three-way “Capital and Business 
Alliance” with another drugstore chain, Welcia, and its parent company, AEON, without an agreed price. 
The ultimate objective was to pursue a series of transactions in which Tsuruha would first merge with 
Welcia, followed by AEON taking a 50.9% controlling stake in the newly combined entity through a 
partial tender offer. We had long believed that consolidation could create substantial value in Japan’s 
fragmented drugstore sector. Accordingly, our concern was not with the strategic logic, but with the 
process and terms. In our view, it was not clear that Tsuruha’s board had sufficiently scrutinised the 
proposed transaction, including the price, key terms and possible alternatives. We therefore wrote four 
times to the board between February 2024 and April 2025, setting out our concerns and the terms 
that we believed would be more appropriate.

When the final terms of the proposed transactions were announced in April 2025, we concluded that 
they were materially prejudicial to the interests of Tsuruha shareholders. In particular, the proposed 
Tsuruha-Welcia share exchange ratio was less favourable than we had expected, and AEON’s proposed 
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partial tender offer price of ¥2,280 per share was well below our assessment of intrinsic value.1 We 
also believed that AEON should pay a greater premium for control, especially given its March 2024 
purchase of a 13.6% stake at ¥3,100 per share in a privately negotiated transaction. In addition, we felt 
strongly that shareholders who did not wish to remain invested under AEON’s control should have 
the opportunity to exit in full at a premium, rather than being limited to selling only a fraction of their 
shares through AEON’s partial tender offer.

Having been unsuccessful in our private engagement, we voted against the merger at Tsuruha’s annual 
meeting and publicly called on other shareholders to do the same. Despite opposition from ISS, 
Glass Lewis and many institutional investors, the merger was approved by a narrow margin. Although 
we continued to see strategic merit in consolidation, we had hoped that a rejection would lead to 
renegotiation on fairer terms for Tsuruha shareholders.

While the Tsuruha-Welcia merger was ultimately approved, we believed it was better to defend our 
clients’ interests vigorously than to let the transaction proceed unchallenged. To that end, in November 
2025 we exercised our appraisal rights under Japanese company law and demanded that Tsuruha 
repurchase our shares at a fair price. Our prior engagement efforts put us in a stronger position to 
pursue those rights effectively, recognising that one potential outcome of the appraisal process was 
litigation culminating in a court determination of the fair repurchase price. We subsequently agreed the 
sale of shares by the Orbis Funds back to the company at ¥2,887 per share, thereby achieving what we 
believed to be a materially better outcome for our clients than would otherwise have been the case.2 

Collaborative engagements

A collaborative engagement is one conducted jointly with other investors. Collaborating in this way 
can allow us to benefit from the expertise of others (and vice versa) and, by collectively representing 
a larger portion of the company’s outstanding shares, may increase the likelihood of achieving the 
engagement’s objectives. A collaborative approach can also be more efficient for the company as it 
reduces the number of separate interactions with investors. 

That said, it can be challenging for different investors to agree on a common set of objectives, and 
leading a collaborative engagement can be time consuming. For these reasons, we typically prefer 
to engage independently and did not participate in any collaborative engagements with investee 
companies in 2025. 

On rare occasions, we may join such efforts if we consider it to be in our clients’ interests. We last did 
so in 2019, when we joined a PRI-coordinated engagement with Vale, an iron ore producer, and local 
communities in Brazil regarding the company’s response to the collapse of one of its tailings dams 
earlier that year, which resulted in more than 250 deaths. 

The co-leaders of our Japan investment team were among around 30 signatories to an April 2024 
open letter from the Asian Corporate Governance Association (ACGA) calling for Japanese companies 
to reduce their strategic shareholdings and improve related oversight and disclosure. While not a 
direct engagement with any individual company, we believed that engaging with both policymakers 
and companies on this topic would further our clients’ interests, as excessive strategic shareholdings 
continue to weigh on the return on equity and valuation multiples of several investee companies.

Acting in collaboration with the ACGA and its members had greater impact than acting in isolation – 
and therefore offered a higher return on time. We did not participate in any collaborative engagements 
with policymakers in 2025.

1	 All share prices in this section are shown on a post-split basis to reflect a 5-for-1 stock split in September 2025.

2	 The company later disclosed that it had agreed this purchase price with dissenting shareholders on 23 January 2026.
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ACTIVE OWNERSHIP: PROXY VOTING

Our approach

Voting rights are an important benefit to equity investors. Exercising those rights as active owners is 
an important part of our role as stewards of our clients’ capital.

Our guiding principle in voting the Orbis Funds’ shareholdings is the same one that governs all our 
actions: to strive to act in what we believe are the long-term economic interests of the Funds and their 
investors. We believe a principles-based approach affords us greater flexibility to meet this objective. 
This is why we have no predetermined rules and do not just “tick the boxes”.

Orbis’ Proxy Voting Policy, which is available in the Investing Responsibly section of orbis.com, contains 
more information on our approach to proxy voting. Quarterly proxy voting records for most Orbis 
Funds are available on our website.3

Orbis Global Equity: voting record in 20254

During the year, we voted: 

on

1,089
resolutions

at

78
meetings

for

73
companies

Of these:

•	 5% of votes were against management’s recommendation5

•	 We voted against management at least once at 22% of companies

•	 Less than 0.1% of our votes were abstentions

3	 We do not publish voting records for Orbis Funds that are not publicly available or do not have external investors.

4	 Data in this section is for a representative account for the Orbis Global Equity Strategy, sourced from Glass Lewis. Includes votes 
for multiple securities at the same meeting (e.g. local shares and ADRs).

5	 Excludes some votes where management did not make a recommendation.
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Proposal Type For Management Against Management

# # %

Audit/Financials 145 0 0

Board Related 599 27 4

Capital Management 78 10 11

Changes to Company Statutes 45 0 0

Compensation 113 10 8

M&A 5 0 0

Meeting Administration 5 3 38

Other 21 0 0

Shareholder Resolutions

Compensation 2 0 0

Environment 1 0 0

Governance 4 1 20

Social 2 0 0

Total 1,020 51 5

In 2025 we submitted votes for Orbis Global Equity at 99% of possible meetings. Appendix 3 contains 
2025 voting records for other Orbis Strategies. The rest of this section is relevant for all Strategies 
because our voting decisions for individual meetings were the same for all Orbis Strategies and the 
Funds within them.

Votes against management’s recommendation

Many votes cover routine matters, such as resolutions approving the company’s accounts, the appointment 
of its auditors and changes to its statutes. In most other cases, we would expect to support management’s 
voting recommendation, especially given our preference for investing alongside aligned management 
teams that we expect to be effective custodians of the businesses we invest in for the long term.

But, as with any long-term relationship, there will be some disagreement. As shown in the previous 
table, the Orbis Global Equity Strategy did not support management’s recommendation for 5% of 
votes in 2025. We provide examples of these votes in the sections below.

While voting is an important stewardship tool, an excessive focus on voting statistics can create perverse 
incentives, encouraging performative opposition rather than thoughtful engagement on issues that are 
potentially material to long-term value. We may conclude that discussing our concerns directly with 
management and the board to understand their perspective, rather than escalating prematurely to a 
vote against management’s recommendation, would better serve our clients’ interests and lead us to 
engage more formally to seek constructive change. Where such engagement proves insufficient, we will 
not hesitate to vote accordingly. We decide, on a case-by-case basis, whether to share our rationale for 
votes against management’s recommendation with investee companies to promote ongoing dialogue, 
as discussed in the Engage Proactively section (see page 15).
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Authority to issue shares

Shares represent ownership of a fraction of a company. That fraction shrinks when companies create 
more shares. Since this can make existing shares less valuable, our analysts closely scrutinise proposals 
to grant a company general authority to issue new shares. We voted against such proposals by several 
companies, including Anta Sports Products, British American Tobacco, and Olam Group.

Board appointments

We did not support resolutions to elect board members at the following companies:

•	 Olam Group and Swatch Group: In each case, we voted against the re-election of multiple directors. 
At Olam, our votes reflected our view that incumbent directors bore collective responsibility for 
sub-optimal strategic and capital allocation decisions that contributed to weak shareholder returns. 
At Swatch, our votes reflected concerns about the company’s long-standing record of destroying 
shareholder value and insufficient protection of minority shareholders.

•	 Global Payments: We voted against the re-election of the directors serving on the Compensation 
Committee, reflecting concerns about the effectiveness of executive compensation in aligning the 
interests of management and shareholders (see below).

•	 Kokusai Electric: We voted against the election of an inside director who chaired the Audit and 
Supervisory Committee because we felt its critical role in auditing and overseeing the company’s 
business activities meant that it should be chaired by an outside independent director.

Executive compensation

We voted against advisory proposals to approve executive compensation at the following companies:

•	 AES: We were concerned that the structure of the executive compensation plan had resulted in a 
disconnect between pay and performance.

•	 Global Payments: We felt the metrics used to evaluate performance did not achieve sufficient 
alignment between the interests of management and long-term shareholders, contributing to a 
disconnect between pay and performance.

•	 Microchip Technology: We believed that the size and structure of the sign-on bonus awarded to 
the new (returning) CEO were overly generous, especially considering he bore some responsibility, 
as board chair, for the missteps under the previous CEO that led to his return.

•	 Micron Technology: While we welcomed some changes to the compensation plan, we continued 
to have serious reservations about aspects of its design, including the metrics and performance 
measurement approach.

Shareholder resolutions

Shareholder resolutions are proposals submitted by investors rather than by the company and its board. 
These proposals often address environmental, social or governance matters where the proponents 
believe further action or disclosure is warranted. Management will usually recommend voting against 
them because they do not consider the proposed actions to be aligned with the interests of shareholders. 
In 2025, just ten such proposals were submitted at meetings of companies held in the Orbis Global 
Equity Strategy – a decline of more than half compared with 2024. 

We supported one of these resolutions, a proposal at Swatch Group to elect a representative of 
bearer shareholders to the board. This reflected our view that minority shareholders would benefit 
from stronger representation at board level given the company’s weak record of value creation and 
governance concerns that also led us to oppose the re-election of certain company-nominated directors, 
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as discussed above. The proponent argued that his appointment would bring an additional perspective 
to the board and provide a stronger voice for minority shareholders. We considered this a proportionate 
step that could help strengthen board oversight and accountability.

In other cases, we recognised the potential merits of the proposal but concluded that supporting it 
would not advance our clients’ long-term interests. For example, at UnitedHealth Group, shareholders 
were asked to require an advisory vote if severance payments to senior executives exceeded a certain 
level. We acknowledge that excessive severance arrangements can undermine alignment and erode 
shareholder value. However, the company already maintained a policy limiting cash severance to this 
threshold, shareholders have an annual advisory vote on executive pay, and any change-of-control 
arrangements would require separate shareholder approval. In this context, we considered the additional 
procedural requirement essentially duplicative and therefore unnecessary.

Similarly, at Shell, a group of shareholders proposed a binding resolution requiring enhanced disclosure 
on how the company’s liquefied natural gas (LNG) demand forecasts, production targets and related 
capital expenditure align with its climate commitments. We agree that transition risks associated with 
LNG demand have the potential to be financially material for the company. However, Shell’s existing 
disclosures already enabled investors to assess that risk amid uncertainty about the pace and shape 
of the energy transition. Imposing a legal requirement for further disclosure via this proposal would, in 
our view, be disproportionate. Furthermore, Shell planned to address the underlying issue by publishing 
an additional document on its website, based on its existing disclosures. For these reasons, we did not 
consider a legally binding additional reporting requirement to be necessary at this time.

As these examples illustrate, we assess each shareholder proposal on its merits. We may agree with the 
broad thrust of a proposal while concluding that the specific request is overly prescriptive, duplicative, 
or unlikely to enhance long-term shareholder value.

Recommendations by Glass Lewis

Members of our investment team generally use proxy voting research by Glass Lewis as an input in 
making their voting decision. But we do not delegate the voting decision to Glass Lewis – just as 
we would never delegate stockpicking decisions to a third party. Glass Lewis typically recommends 
supporting the vast majority of resolutions submitted by management, many of which are routine in 
nature. In 2025, we voted in line with management’s and Glass Lewis’ recommendations for just under 
90% of resolutions.

Management 
(5%)

Both

Glass Lewis 
(9%)

24
(2.4%)

25
(2.5%)

71
(7.0%)

Votes against recommendation by

Includes shareholder resolutions and abstentions. Percentages shown are of total votes submitted, adjusted to remove 
multiple securities voted at the same meeting. The figures may therefore differ from those in the voting record previously 
disclosed. May not sum due to rounding.
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Glass Lewis takes a rules-based approach to making voting recommendations – quite reasonably given 
the size of its research universe. On a number of occasions, however, we concluded that following 
them was not in the interests of our clients. For example, Glass Lewis recommended voting against 
several director elections at Jardine Matheson Holdings and Interactive Brokers due to concerns about 
board independence. In both cases, we considered these concerns in the context of companies led by 
founder or owner-managers with long track records of responsible stewardship and value creation; we 
felt strongly that it was in our clients’ interests to support the re-election of these directors.

Similarly, Glass Lewis recommended voting against certain director nominees at Vale because affiliated 
representatives of significant shareholders served on board committees. We acknowledged these 
concerns regarding committee independence, but did not believe they warranted opposing the election 
of otherwise qualified directors and therefore supported the board’s recommended slate.

In many instances, our votes against management aligned with Glass Lewis’ recommendations. Most 
of these votes related to Swatch Group, including the board appointments discussed earlier. Others 
included the re-election of the chair of the Audit and Supervisory Committee at Kokusai Electric and 
executive remuneration proposals at Microchip Technology and Micron Technology.

However, the majority of our votes against management were contrary to Glass Lewis’ recommendations. 
Examples discussed above included proposals seeking authority to issue shares at British American 
Tobacco and Olam Group, certain board appointments at Olam Group and Global Payments, as well 
as remuneration-related proposals at AES and Global Payments.

Significant votes

For the purposes of the disclosure under the Shareholder Rights Directive II (Directive (EU) 2017/828) 
and COBS 2.2B.7, we set out below our rationale for the “most significant” votes in 2025. These are 
defined as votes at meetings held by companies where the Orbis Funds’ combined voting rights 
exceeded 10% of the total and at which we voted either against management’s recommendation or 
against a shareholder resolution.6

In 2025, the Orbis Japan Equity, Orbis Global Balanced, Orbis Global Cautious, and Orbis Optimal 
Strategies made the following “most significant” votes at GMO Internet Group:

•	 Election of Masatoshi Kumagai as Director. We voted against this proposal because, as Chair of the 
Board, we considered Mr Kumagai to bear responsibility for the company’s decision to renew its 
takeover defence plan without shareholder approval. In our view, measures that deter large-scale 
acquisitions can limit potential takeover opportunities and reduce management accountability.

•	 Election of Hideyuki Matsui as Audit and Supervisory Committee Director. While we noted that the 
other members of the Audit and Supervisory Committee were external directors, we believed that 
given the importance of the Committee’s role in auditing and overseeing the company’s business 
activities, it should be chaired by an external director. We therefore voted against this proposal.

We discussed these matters with the company in prior years and again shared our views in writing 
following this shareholder meeting.

6	 Under Article 3g(1)(b) of the Shareholder Rights Directive II (Directive (EU) 2017/828), the “most significant” votes are determined 
on the basis of quantitative and/or qualitative criteria set by Orbis. For the purposes of determining the “most significant votes”, 
holdings owned by the SICAV and OEIC are combined with other Orbis Funds’ holdings in the same companies given that (i) those 
are held across the same strategies, and (ii) voting rights are generally exercised by the same Investment Managers across all funds.

ACTIVE OWNERSHIP: PROXY VOTING
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CLIMATE CHANGE

Our approach

Climate change brings risks, opportunities and responsibilities for investment managers. Our 
responsible investing principles guide our approach to managing these risks and opportunities within 
the investment process.

Integrate thoughtfully

Climate change can impact company fundamentals in a variety of ways. For example, more frequent 
and severe extreme weather events may pose risks to a company’s physical assets. The transition to a 
low-carbon economy may reduce demand for a company’s products or erode its profitability. At the 
same time, that transition can present opportunities, particularly for companies whose culture, talent 
management and governance enable them to adapt effectively. Such impacts on business fundamentals 
also have implications for the valuation multiples investors are willing to pay. As a result, climate change 
and a company’s response to it can lead to material shifts in intrinsic value.

Assessing these impacts is complex. Many, but not all, companies may be able to pass on some of the 
associated costs to their customers. However, the ability to pass on costs does not necessarily mean 
that investments in lower-carbon products or solutions will generate satisfactory returns, particularly 
where demand depends on regulation, subsidies or other external incentives. Moreover, future policy 
shifts could disadvantage high-emitting firms that fail to adapt, while benefiting those that can meet 
the needs of their customers in ways that reduce carbon intensity. We aim to understand the specific 
characteristics of each company by developing a broad view that considers the wider industry context 
and supply chain. Where this assessment leads to a different view of a company’s intrinsic value from 
that implied by the stockmarket, it can create opportunities to generate superior long-term returns 
for clients.

Engage proactively

We believe that, in most cases, engagement is likely to be more effective than divestment in encouraging 
companies to manage climate-related risks proactively. A common argument in support of divestment 
is that it raises the cost of capital for high emitters. While this can deter investment in new projects, 
it has limited impact when a company does not need to raise external capital. Divestment can also 
lead to unintended consequences: a depressed share price can result in a company or its assets being 
acquired by private buyers who face less scrutiny and lower disclosure burdens. As a result, divestment 
could lead to an increase in real-world emissions.

Our initial objective when engaging is to deepen our understanding of the company’s perspective, as 
well as the needs of the societies in which it operates, while also sharing any material financial concerns 
we may have. This enables us to develop a better-informed view of whether the company is managing 
climate-related risks appropriately. When we engage with companies to encourage change, we aim 
to share ideas that our analysts believe will further our clients’ interests by enhancing or preserving 
their risk-adjusted returns. 

Reject judiciously

We will walk away from an investment that offers superior risk-adjusted returns if a company’s approach 
to climate change causes us to conclude that it would not be responsible to participate in its profits.
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In recognition of the important stewardship role that we play, we have made a series of climate 
commitments. See Appendix 5 for a summary of those commitments and what we do to implement 
them in practice. 

The annual TCFD Entity Report published by Orbis Portfolio Management (Europe) LLP, which 
is available upon request, contains additional disclosures consistent with the recommendations 
from the TCFD.

Identifying and assessing climate-related risks facing companies 
held in Orbis Global Equity7

Just as we need to understand how investee companies are exposed to climate-related risks and how 
management teams are managing them, we recognise that our clients also need to understand both 
the climate-related exposures of their portfolios and how their investment managers assess such risks. 
We believe the most effective way to support that understanding is by explaining how we assess these 
risks at the individual company level.

We provide portfolio-level climate metrics in Appendix 4, acknowledging our clients’ need for 
this information.

Identifying high-emitting companies that may face material climate-related risks

This section highlights selected high-emitting companies held in our largest portfolio, Orbis Global 
Equity, as of 31 December 2025. Compared with previous years, we have focused this analysis more 
tightly on the highest emitters in the portfolio. These companies were selected because they were 
leading contributors to the portfolio’s owned emissions and weighted average carbon intensity (WACI) 
at that date, and therefore warrant closer analysis of their exposure to potentially material climate-
related risks. 

While this approach helps flag holdings with potentially elevated climate-related risks, we are cautious 
about placing undue emphasis on current emissions when assessing how such risks may affect a 
company’s cash flows. Many high-emitting and hard-to-abate sectors produce goods that are essential 
to society and low-carbon alternatives remain underdeveloped. These metrics also do not consider 
counterfactuals, such as the potential impact on global emissions if a company were to cease operations. 
In addition, this analysis does not consider Scope 3 emissions, which can exceed Scope 1 and Scope 
2 emissions for some companies, although disclosure remains limited.

The following chart highlights the five companies that each contributed more than 5% to Orbis Global 
Equity’s WACI8 and owned emissions9 at 31 December 2025, and shows the aggregate contribution of 
other High Carbon Impact stocks.10

7	 Data in this section is for a representative account for the Orbis Global Equity Strategy.

8	 WACI is calculated as the weighted average of the carbon intensity (the sum of Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions divided by 
revenue) of each company held in the portfolio. Each company is weighted by its proportion of the portfolio’s net asset value. 
This metric is recommended by the TCFD as it allows for more meaningful comparisons between companies and investment 
strategies, helping to identify companies with higher emissions on a relative basis.

9	 Owned emissions is calculated by taking the value of the portfolio’s holding in each company as a proportion of its enterprise 
value including cash (EVIC) and multiplying it by that company’s total Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions to give the proportion of 
those emissions “owned” by the portfolio. This helps to identify where real-world emissions are concentrated within the portfolio.

10	 High Carbon Impact stocks are those companies that fall into one of the Transition Pathway Initiative’s (TPI’s) high impact sectors 
and any other Climate Action 100+ focus company.

CLIMATE CHANGE
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Data source: ©2026 S&P Trucost Limited (“Trucost”), an affiliate of S&P Global Market Intelligence. Data above is as at 
31 December 2025 and includes Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions. Includes estimated and reported emissions data. Rest 
of portfolio includes net current assets (for example, cash and receivables) amounting to 2% of net asset value, and 
holdings which do not have any available data (less than 0.5% of net asset value). An individual company’s contribution 
to the portfolio’s carbon intensity and owned emissions may therefore be over or understated. *Jardine Matheson owns a 
controlling stake in Astra International, which remains separately listed. The portfolio held both stocks at 31 December 2025.

As the chart shows, emissions are not evenly distributed across the portfolio. The five companies 
highlighted account for approximately 60% of the portfolio’s WACI and around 75% of its owned 
emissions, despite representing a combined 6% of net asset value. AES, a 1.2% position in the portfolio, 
was by far the largest contributor to WACI (30%) and owned emissions (19%).

Assessing climate-related risks facing selected high-emitting companies 

The following table summarises our high-level assessment of the climate-related risks facing each of 
the five high-emitting companies identified in the preceding section, together with information on their 
emissions trends and targets. In previous years, emissions trends and targets formed part of a wider 
set of indicators used in our assessment. More recently, we have found that several of the additional 
indicators offer less incremental insight than they did previously, because most companies assessed 
disclose emissions, have board-level oversight and provide TCFD-aligned reporting. As a result, we 
now focus on emissions trends and targets, and summarise that information in the right column of 
the table, providing more information on those specific areas than we did through the previous 
traffic-light indicators.

In each case, we integrated these views into our estimate of intrinsic value at 31 December 2025 and 
believed that the company’s shares traded at a discount to intrinsic value at that date. Given the 
uncertainties inherent in assessing climate risk, paying a low price relative to intrinsic value is, in our 
view, an important way of managing the risk of permanent capital loss. We apply our best judgement 
in forming views on climate-related matters, while recognising that these are complex, nuanced issues 
and that our judgement could prove wrong.

This analysis also helps us identify opportunities to speak to companies to deepen our understanding 
of how effectively they are managing climate-related risks. Investment decision-makers can incorporate 
those insights into their assessment of intrinsic value and consider whether further engagement 
is warranted.

CLIMATE CHANGE
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Company Assessment of climate-related risks Emissions trends and targets

AES AES is a global independent power producer 
and utility company with operations 
predominantly in the US. The company 
has historically generated electricity from 
coal and faces a risk that coal demand 
could decline faster than expected over 
our investment horizon. To mitigate this, 
AES has been undergoing a decade-long 
transformation from coal-based power 
generation to renewables. As a result, the 
company has exited a large proportion of its 
coal-fired power generation but may retain 
a few coal assets beyond 2027, reflecting 
updated expectations that coal will remain 
part of the generation mix for longer 
than previously anticipated. We view this 
approach as pragmatic given coal’s role in 
supporting affordable, reliable energy supply 
in certain regions.

•	 Absolute Scope 1 and 2 emissions 
fell by ~40% in the five years to 31 
Dec 24, and Scope 1 intensity (per 
MWh) decreased by ~30% over the 
same period.

•	 2030 target: reduce Scope 1 
intensity (per MWh) by ~75% 
from a 2016 baseline (2024: down 
by 37%).

•	 Targets net zero Scope 1, 2 and 3 
emissions by 2050.

Cemex Cemex is a global heavy building materials 
company that produces cement, concrete, 
and aggregates, primarily in Mexico, Europe, 
and the US. Cement (also a key ingredient in 
concrete) has a structurally high emissions 
intensity because emissions arise from both 
its high energy requirements and process 
emissions inherent to its production, 
making full decarbonisation challenging. 
Cemex’s near-term strategy focuses on 
practical, scalable, low-capex levers such 
as reducing clinker intensity and increasing 
alternative fuel use. This provides a flexible 
way to respond to different decarbonisation 
trajectories across its key markets without 
relying on large upfront investment.

•	 Absolute Scope 1 and 2 emissions 
fell by ~30% from a 2020 baseline 
to 31 Dec 24.

•	 2030 targets (from a 2020 
baseline): reduce Scope 1 and 
Scope 2 cement carbon intensity 
(per metric ton of cementitious 
product) by 31% and 58%, 
respectively (2024: down by 15% 
and 18%); reduce concrete carbon 
intensity (per m3) by 30% (2024: 
down by 20%).

•	 Targets net zero emissions across 
the company by 2050.

Westlake Westlake is a US-based chemicals company 
whose core business makes PVC and related 
products (e.g. for building materials). PVC 
manufacturing requires a lot of energy, 
resulting in high carbon intensity, although 
PVC products generally have lower lifecycle 
emissions than many alternative materials 
used in similar applications. Westlake’s 
carbon intensity is relatively low for the 
industry, particularly compared with many 
Chinese producers, largely due to its access 
to ethane feedstock in the US. While this 
is not central to our thesis, we believe 
the company is better positioned than 
many peers to manage the risk of tighter 
climate regulation and is unlikely to see its 
competitive position materially impaired.

•	 Absolute Scope 1 and 2 emissions 
rose by ~15% from a 2016 baseline 
to 31 Dec 24.

•	 2030 target: reduce carbon 
intensity (per metric ton of 
production) by 20% from a 2016 
baseline (2024: down by 20%, 
achieving target).

•	 Has not set a long-term target 
in the absence of economically 
feasible technologies that would 
support a pathway to net zero 
Scope 1 and 2 emissions by 2050.

CLIMATE CHANGE
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Company Assessment of climate-related risks Emissions trends and targets

Peabody  
Energy*

Peabody Energy is a leading global coal 
producer, selling both thermal coal for 
power generation and metallurgical coal 
for steelmaking. Whilst there is a risk that 
thermal coal demand declines faster than 
anticipated, we believe the company’s 
valuation remains unduly depressed by 
negative sentiment towards coal and investor 
aversion to thermal exposure. Peabody may 
benefit from continued reliance on coal-
fired baseload power amid rising power 
requirements driven by US data centre-led 
growth. A premature withdrawal of coal 
supply in these regions could exacerbate 
energy insecurity and create wider social 
and political issues.

•	 Absolute Scope 1 and 2 emissions 
fell by 35% from a 2018 baseline to 
31 Dec 24, reaching the target of 
a 15% reduction by 2026. Intensity 
(per metric ton mined) declined by 
~10% in the 3 years to 31 Dec 24.

•	 2030 target: reduce Scope 1 and 
2 emissions by 20% from 2023 
baseline, driven by lower US 
thermal production (aligned with 
forecast demand).

•	 Believes measurable, incremental 
near-term targets are the most 
effective approach to reducing 
GHG emissions and has not set a 
long-term target.

Astra 
International 
and Jardine 
Matheson 

Astra International is an Indonesian 
conglomerate controlled by Jardine 
Matheson, a holding company with diversified 
businesses focused primarily on Asia.^ The 
portfolio holds both stocks. Astra’s autos 
business contributes around one-third of 
underlying profits and coal-related activities 
~20% (mostly mining contracting). As a 
dominant player in the automotive sector 
in Indonesia, Astra is well positioned to play a 
pivotal role in the transition to electric vehicles 
as affordability and infrastructure improve. 
Indonesia’s strategic location and resource 
base enable it to meet continued demand 
for coal from China and India. Astra has 
committed to investing coal profits in other 
commodities (gold and nickel) to align itself 
with government policy aimed at attracting 
capital to cost-competitive industries.

•	 Astra’s absolute Scope 1 and 2 
emissions fell by ~15% from a 2019 
baseline to 31 Dec 24.

•	 Astra is on track to meet its target 
of cutting absolute emissions by 
30% by 2030 from a 2019 baseline, 
consistent with Indonesia’s national 
targets, and has committed to 
net zero Scope 1 and 2 emissions 
by 2050.

•	 Astra has committed to no new 
coal mines or coal-fired power 
investments and targets 88% of 
revenues from non-coal activities 
by 2030 (2024: 75%).

Comments reflect views at 31 December 2025. *Sold in January 2026. ̂ Jardine Matheson owns a controlling stake in Astra International, 
which remains separately listed. The assessment focuses on Astra, which accounts for most of Jardine Matheson’s Scope 1 and 2 emissions. 
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APPENDIX 1: OUR CORE VALUES

Earn the trust and confidence of our clients 
Our clients come first; always. Not only is it the right thing to do but it is best for our clients and best 
for us in the long term. If we do what is best for clients, we will earn their trust, and if we excel at what 
we do, their confidence. If we earn our clients’ trust and confidence, our services will be sought out 
rather than need to be sold, allowing us to provide better value for money. If we act accordingly and 
create client awareness, they will have a more rewarding experience with us and entrust us with their 
savings and investments. If we don’t, they won’t and the firm will die, as it should. 

Excel in all that we do 
To excel is the best way for us to earn our clients’ trust and confidence. It is also inherently gratifying. 
While not always succeeding, we continually strive for excellence in servicing our clients effectively and 
efficiently. Producing an excellent investment track record is critical, but not nearly enough. Clients’ trust 
and confidence is engendered by the totality of their experience with us including how we communicate 
and conduct ourselves, even how we answer the phone. If we demonstrate excellence in such areas, 
clients can more easily generate and sustain the confidence to invest with us, particularly through the 
trough of our investment performance cycle when they have the most to gain. 

Foster a purposeful and fulfilling work environment 
We seek to provide a working environment that appeals to those who excel. Most people who excel 
have a sense of purpose, take initiative and pursue excellence with a passion. They seek responsibility, 
authority and accountability for their actions. They thrive in an environment that offers stimulation, 
innovation, challenge, hard work, the ability to earn opportunity and reward commensurate with 
performance, as well as the satisfaction that comes from belonging to a firm that demands and achieves 
excellence. Our work environment causes most of those who excel and share our values to stay and 
most of those who leave to be happy they joined in the first place. 

Recruit and reward based on value creation for clients 
We strive to recruit and reward based on both past and demonstrable future potential value creation for 
clients. We hire people who have exceptional but often unproven potential. We offer them extraordinary 
opportunity and reward them commensurately with their performance. Value is created for clients in 
many ways. Every member of the firm is aware of how they create value for clients and each member’s 
performance drives their reward, including by affording them authority and responsibility that plays 
to their strengths. Ideas are judged based on merit and merit alone irrespective of seniority or tenure. 
Favouritism and politics should not be tolerated. 

Take a long-term perspective 
Always think long term. Do what is in the best long-term interests of clients, even when in conflict with 
short- or medium-term expedience, growth or profitability. Invest to produce the best long-term results 
and offer products and services that are best for clients, even if in conflict with what they currently 
desire. Carefully considered decisions made with a long-term perspective are more enduring, reducing 
time spent fixing past mistakes and freeing us to make better decisions in future. 

Act responsibly 
Each of us has responsibilities to our clients, the firm, our colleagues and ourselves, and the firm has 
responsibilities to its people and the societies in which it operates. We are mindful of the responsibilities 
we have as individuals and on behalf of the firm and how they are changing. We are all ambassadors of 
Orbis and we must conduct ourselves accordingly. We act in fulfilment of our responsibilities, consistent 
with our Core Values and the priorities set out therein. We are each individually responsible for holding 
each other and the firm accountable. 
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APPENDIX 2: INVESTMENT PROCESS OVERVIEW

The diagram below summarises how our approach to responsible investing fits into the investment 
decision-making process, including how we exercise our stewardship responsibilities as active owners 
once invested.

Idea 
generation

Phase 
1, 2, 3 

research

Thesis 
defence

Security  
selection

The 
portfolio

Stewardship

Overview of Security Selection 
and Stewardship Processes

Integration of Responsible Investing 
("RI") Considerations and Stewardship

Structured process to filter 
ideas with only the most 
promising moving to the 
next phase

Policy Group Meeting 
is a forum for rigorous 
peer review, not a 
decision-making body

Client capital is directed 
into the highest conviction 
ideas while considering risk 
and currency inputs when 
selecting/sizing positions

Investment decision-
makers aim to further 
our clients' interests by 
engaging and voting; 
Reject Judiciously Meetings 
called as appropriate

Independent
fundamental research

Peer review

•	 We don’t exclude any company or industry 
from entering our research process based 
on RI considerations

•	 We identify and analyse potentially 
material risks and opportunities related 
to RI considerations that may affect 
a particular company

•	 We integrate material RI considerations 
into our assessment of intrinsic value

•	 All Phase 3 research reports that are 
submitted to a Policy Group Meeting include  
a section on relevant RI considerations

•	 RI team submits an independent report to 
selected Policy Group Meetings

•	 Participants can submit questions on RI 
considerations for discussion in the meeting

•	 We purchase securities trading at a discount 
to our assessment of intrinsic value*

•	 RI considerations can impact our assessment 
of a security's risk-adjusted return 
potential – and thus security selection and 
position-sizing decisions

Portfolio management

Active ownership
•	 We monitor material RI considerations 

at investee companies 

•	 We engage with investee companies when we 
believe it would further our clients' interests

•	 We vote at shareholder meetings, striving 
to act in the interests of the Orbis Funds 
and their investors

•	 We will divest from a company if we do 
not believe it is responsible to participate 
in its profits

*RI considerations do not automatically prevent us from investing in a company unless otherwise restricted by a Fund’s 
investment mandate.

Idea generation
Quantitative and qualitative 
screening to identify ideas
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APPENDIX 3: VOTING RECORDS

In each case, we show the records for a representative account for the relevant strategy, sourced 
from Glass Lewis.

Orbis Japan Equity: voting record for 2025

Proposal type For management Against management

# # %

Audit/Financials 32 0 0

Board Related 372 35 9

Capital Management 0 1 100

Changes to Company Statutes 11 0 0

Compensation 15 0 0

M&A 0 1 100

Shareholder Resolutions

Environment 1 0 0

Governance 2 6 75

Total 433 43 9

During the period, we submitted votes at 91% of possible meetings

Orbis International Equity: voting record for 2025

Proposal type For management Against management

# # %

Audit/Financials 129 0 0

Board Related 600 13 2

Capital Management 80 9 10

Changes to Company Statutes 44 1 2

Compensation 90 1 1

M&A 3 1 25

Meeting Administration 6 2 25

Other 21 1 5

Shareholder Resolutions

Environment 2 0 0

Governance 1 4 80

Total 976 32 3

During the period, we submitted votes at 97% of possible meetings
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Orbis Emerging Markets Equity: voting record for 2025

Proposal type For management Against management

# # %

Audit/Financials 77 0 0

Board Related 179 7 4

Capital Management 28 13 32

Changes to Company Statutes 26 0 0

Compensation 50 3 6

M&A 5 0 0

Meeting Administration 8 3 27

Other 3 0 0

Total 376 26 6

During the period, we submitted votes at 100% of possible meetings

Orbis Global Balanced: voting record for 2025

Proposal type For management Against management

# # %

Audit/Financials 183 0 0

Board Related 789 13 2

Capital Management 88 13 13

Changes to Company Statutes 56 2 3

Compensation 136 6 4

M&A 16 1 6

Meeting Administration 16 1 6

Other 13 1 7

Shareholder Resolutions

Compensation 1 0 0

Environment 1 0 0

Governance 7 0 0

Social 4 0 0

Total 1,310 37 3

During the period, we submitted votes at 100% of possible meetings
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APPENDIX 4: PORTFOLIO-LEVEL EMISSIONS 
FOR ORBIS GLOBAL EQUITY11

We disclose portfolio-level climate metrics for Orbis Global Equity in recognition of clients’ and 
regulators’ need for such information. These metrics are the output of our bottom-up stock selection 
decisions and not something we actively manage.

Orbis Global Equity holds a highly concentrated portfolio of stocks. Scope 1 and 2 emissions are not 
distributed evenly across the companies in its investible universe, as demonstrated by the chart on 
page 29. As a result, changes in the portfolio’s exposure to a small number of high-emitting companies 
can drive large movements in portfolio-level emissions that will therefore fluctuate with changes in 
the investment opportunity set.

We have not set formal emissions reduction targets at the portfolio level as we do not believe it is in 
the interests of clients. With 2050 being so far in the future, interim targets (e.g. for 2030) can help 
to improve accountability for a company’s approach to reducing emissions in its own operations and 
supply chain. But we believe a highly concentrated portfolio of listed equities is different from an 
operating company. Interim targets may force portfolio managers to sell shares in companies with 
relatively high carbon emissions regardless of valuation – and even if those companies are managing 
climate-related risks effectively, including by reducing emissions in a responsible manner. Setting 
portfolio-level emissions targets could also prevent us from investing in a high-emitting company 
whose shares trade below our assessment of intrinsic value, and then engaging to encourage faster 
progress on emissions reduction.

For these reasons, our focus remains at the individual company level, where we continue to develop 
the knowledge and tools to help us fulfil the climate commitments set out in Appendix 5.

Orbis Global Equity: WACI

The following chart showing the WACI for Orbis Global Equity over time illustrates how changes at the 
individual stock level can cause significant volatility in WACI at the portfolio level.
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Data source: ©2026 S&P Trucost Limited (“Trucost”), an affiliate of S&P Global Market Intelligence. Data above includes 
Scope 1 and 2 emissions, and includes estimated and reported emissions data. Excludes holdings which do not have any 
available data and the portfolio’s net current assets (for example, cash and receivables), which means that WACI may 
be over or understated. The Fund does not have a WACI target. Where available, we use emissions data and revenue for 
the financial year end closest to the report date. Where this is not yet available, we use the most recently available date.

*Includes the following companies not owned at 31 December 2018 or 31 December 2020 that we identified as top 
contributors at 31 December 2022: AES, Constellation Energy, Glencore, Inpex, Kinder Morgan, Shell and Westlake. Only 
AES and Westlake were owned at 31 December 2025.

11	  Data in this Appendix is for a representative account for the Orbis Global Equity Strategy.
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Orbis Global Equity’s WACI fell between 2018 and 2020, driven primarily by our decision to reduce 
and ultimately eliminate the position in Korea Electric Power Corporation, a generator and distributor 
of electricity that accounted for 40% of the portfolio’s WACI at 31 December 2018. The subsequent 
increase in the WACI to the end of 2022 was largely driven by our decision to establish a position in 
AES. More recently, WACI has declined following a near 70% reduction in AES’s contribution, largely 
reflecting a halving of the position size. We have also sold out of other leading contributors, including 
Constellation Energy, Inpex and Kinder Morgan.

One way to remove the influence of changes in portfolio holdings is to examine recent trends in carbon 
intensity for the companies held in the portfolio at 31 December 2025. As shown in the table below, 
the “constant-weight WACI” for Orbis Global Equity has fallen by 25% over the last four reporting 
periods. The biggest cause of this decrease was an approximately 40% decline in AES’s carbon intensity, 
reflecting both lower emissions and higher revenue. Cemex and Peabody Energy also reported notable 
decreases in carbon intensity, driven primarily by lower absolute emissions and higher revenues at 
Peabody Energy. A key limitation of WACI is its sensitivity to changes in revenues, and recent trends 
could reverse in future.

Constant-weight WACI: Scope 1 and 2 emissions  
for the 31 Dec 2025 portfolio, as reported

Three years prior Two years prior One year prior Most recently

Orbis Global Equity 140 115 105 105

Cumulative change -18% -25% -25%

Data source: ©2026 S&P Trucost Limited (“Trucost”), an affiliate of S&P Global Market Intelligence. WACI is measured 
in tonnes of CO2e per US$ million of revenue. Constant-weight WACI is calculated by taking the position sizes in the 
portfolio at 31 December 2025 and then using the carbon intensity reported by each company for the past three years.

Orbis Global Equity: owned emissions

As at 31 December 2025, Orbis Global Equity’s owned emissions (Scope 1 and 2) were around 90,000 
tonnes of CO2-equivalent emissions, or 40 tonnes per US$1m invested in this representative account, 
compared with 30 tonnes per US$1m invested a year earlier. The combined impact of new positions 
in Cemex and Peabody, together with an increase in the position in Westlake, more than offset the 
full sale of previous positions in Shell and Kinder Morgan. The increase in owned emissions therefore 
primarily reflected portfolio activity rather than changes in underlying emissions. 
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APPENDIX 5: CLIMATE COMMITMENTS

Commitment What we do

1 Engage with investee companies that do 
not publicly disclose Scope 1-2 emissions 
if potentially material (and relevant Scope 
3 for companies in High Carbon Impact 
sectors) to explain why we would find this 
information useful.

Each year, we review companies held across the Orbis Equity 
Strategies for potentially material Scope 1-2 disclosure gaps and, 
for selected companies, relevant Scope 3 disclosure gaps. We 
apply a materiality lens, reflecting our view that it may not be in 
shareholders’ interests for a business with limited climate risk to 
incur the cost of preparing disclosures that are not required by 
regulation. Where we believe such disclosure would be useful 
to our assessment of climate-related risks, we engage with the 
company to explain why.

2 Monitor changes in emissions for 
investee companies.

For Orbis Global Equity, we monitor portfolio-level emissions 
regularly and report material developments to investment 
decision-makers. We also review changes in emissions at the 
leading emitters on a semi-annual basis. For other Equity 
Strategies, we monitor emissions changes at high emitters at 
least annually.

3 Assess how high-emitting investee companies 
are managing climate-related risks*

All Phase Three Reports submitted to a Policy Group Meeting 
include a section on responsible investing considerations that 
may be material to intrinsic value. Analysts must confirm that 
they have considered whether climate-related risks are material 
and/or relevant. The dedicated RI team provides independent 
input to support our investment decision-makers’ assessment 
of climate-related risks, including reports for selected Policy 
Group Meetings and a semi-annual update on potentially material 
climate-related risks in the Orbis Global Equity portfolio.

4 Engage with high emitters that do not appear 
to be managing climate-related risks effectively 
to understand their perspective and share any 
concerns we have.

When we have concerns that an investee company may not be 
managing climate-related risks effectively, we aim to engage with 
management. Our initial objective when engaging is to deepen 
our understanding of the company’s perspective, as well as the 
needs of the societies in which it operates, while also sharing 
any material financial concerns we may have. This enables us 
to develop a better-informed view of whether its approach to 
managing those risks is effective.

5 When material concerns persist, take 
additional action that we believe will 
further our clients’ interests by enhancing or 
preserving their risk-adjusted returns.

If material concerns persist following engagement, we will 
consider whether additional action would further our clients’ 
interests. This may include escalating our engagement efforts and 
using our votes at shareholder meetings to express our view that 
change is needed. If climate-related risks make an investment’s 
prospective risk-adjusted returns less attractive than other ideas, 
we may reduce or exit the position.

6 Evaluate joining industry initiatives that may 
allow us to further our clients’ interests.

We periodically assess whether joining relevant external initiatives 
would further our clients’ interests. Having evaluated initiatives 
such as Net Zero Asset Managers and Climate Action 100+, we 
decided not to join because we believe we can better serve our 
clients’ interests by implementing our own climate commitments.

7 Disclose the following: 

•	 Examples of when climate-related 
risks and opportunities influenced 
investment decisions

•	 Portfolio-level metrics

•	 Our assessment of the climate-related risks 
facing selected high emitters*

•	 Emissions trends and targets for selected 
high emitters 

•	 Climate-related engagements and voting

•	 Emissions of our own operations over time 
and our efforts to reduce them	

We disclose this information, with a focus on Orbis Global Equity, 
principally through our annual Stewardship Report and the annual 
TCFD Entity Report published by Orbis Portfolio Management 
(Europe) LLP. Portfolio-level metrics for other Equity Strategies 
are available on request.

*We previously developed and used a framework comprising a broad set of indicators to make this assessment. With dedicated RI team 
research now more directly embedded in the investment process, the previous framework offers less incremental insight, especially 
as companies’ disclosures have generally improved. We continue to disclose information on emissions trends and targets for selected 
high emitters held in Orbis Global Equity.
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APPENDIX 6: CARBON FOOTPRINT 
OF OUR OPERATIONS

The table below shows the Scope 1, 2 and 3 emissions of our operations, for the last two years and for 
2019 (the first year for which we calculated this information). Scope 1 and 2 emissions are linked to 
fossil fuel combustion and electricity use in our offices, while Scope 3 are those from business-related 
air travel only.

GHG emissions (tonnes CO2e) % change in 2025 vs

2019 2024 2025  2024 2019

Scope 1 163  112^ 109 -2% -33%

Scope 2 725  441^ 322 -27% -56%

Scope 1 and 2 888 553 431 -22% -51%

Scope 3* 2,872 2,437 2,149 -12% -25%

Total 3,760 2,990 2,580 -14% -31%

Total per full-time employee 8.6 6.8 6.1 -11% -30%

*Air travel only. ^Restated to reflect amended figures.

Emissions from business air travel (Scope 3) declined in 2025 despite a significant increase in distance 
flown, as industry-standard emissions factors were 30-40% lower than in 2024. This largely reversed 
the lagged post-pandemic effect described in our Stewardship Report 2023, when elevated emissions 
factors increased reported emissions by more than the increase in distance travelled. Since 2019, lower 
emissions factors, together with a smaller proportion of long-haul flights taken in business class, have 
been the main drivers of the reduction in Scope 3 emissions from air travel.

The decline in Scope 1 and 2 emissions since 2019 has been driven by improved energy efficiency, 
office footprint changes, and greater use of renewable electricity across our global offices. In 2025, 
the completion of the Bermuda office renovation eliminated temporary additional power demand 
associated with refurbishment works and enabled the benefits of energy-efficiency measures, including 
more efficient lighting and motion-sensor controls, to be realised more fully. The consolidation of our 
UK offices also contributed to lower electricity consumption.
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NOTICES

Legal Notices

This is a marketing communication for the purposes of the Bermuda Monetary Authority’s investment business rules and 
as defined by the ESMA guidelines on marketing materials. Information in this report is based on sources believed to 
be accurate and reliable and provided “as is” and in good faith. While we have endeavoured to ensure the accuracy of 
the information herein, such information is not guaranteed as to accuracy or completeness. In addition, where we have 
provided estimates or where the information in this report is derived from or based upon estimates (together Estimates), 
these Estimates may not be accurate and are subject to risks, uncertainties and assumptions that could cause the actual 
information to differ from these Estimates. You are cautioned not to place undue reliance on these Estimates. Neither Orbis, 
its affiliates, directors and employees (together Orbis Group) make any representation or warranty as to accuracy, reliability, 
timeliness or completeness of the information in this report, including the Estimates. To the maximum extent permitted 
by applicable law, the Orbis Group disclaims all liability (whether arising in contract, tort, negligence or otherwise) for an 
error, omission, loss or damage (whether direct, indirect, consequential or otherwise) in connection with the information 
in this report, including the Estimates.

This document has been prepared without considering any person’s financial circumstances, needs or objectives. It 
does not constitute a recommendation, an offer to sell or a solicitation to buy or hold units in the Fund, securities in the 
companies mentioned in it or any other interests, nor does it constitute financial advice. 

Subscriptions are only valid if made on the basis of the current disclosure document of an Orbis Fund including, where 
relevant, the fund Prospectus and Key Investor Information document. These offering documents are available in English 
on orbis.com. 

Investors in the Orbis SICAV can obtain a summary of investors’ rights in English on orbis.com.

The Orbis OEIC Global Equity Fund, Global Balanced Fund and Global Cautious Fund do not have sustainability labels 
and do not meet the criteria to use a UK sustainable investment label.

Sources

©2026 S&P Trucost Limited (“Trucost”), an affiliate of S&P Global Market Intelligence. All rights reserved. The materials 
have been prepared solely for informational purposes based upon information generally available to the public and from 
sources believed to be reliable. No content contained in these materials (including text, data, reports, images, photos, 
graphics, charts, animations, videos, research, valuations, models, software or other application or output therefrom 
or any part thereof (“Content”)) may be modified, reverse engineered, reproduced or distributed in any form or by 
any means, or stored in a database or retrieval system, without the prior written permission of Trucost or its affiliates 
(collectively, S&P Global) and Orbis. Orbis, S&P Global, its affiliates and their licensors do not guarantee the accuracy, 
completeness, timeliness or availability of the Content and are not responsible for any errors or omissions, regardless of 
the cause, for the results obtained from the use of the Content. THE CONTENT IS PROVIDED ON AN “AS IS” BASIS. THE 
FOREGOING PARTIES DISCLAIM ANY AND ALL EXPRESS OR IMPLIED WARRANTIES, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED 
TO: MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE OR USE. In no event shall Orbis, S&P Global, its 
affiliates or their licensors be liable to any party for any direct, indirect, incidental, exemplary, compensatory, punitive, 
special or consequential damages, costs, expenses, legal fees, or losses (including, without limitation, lost income or lost 
profits and opportunity costs) in connection with any use of the Content even if advised of the possibility of such damages. 
Trucost assumes no obligation to update the Content, which should not be relied on and is not a substitute for the skill, 
judgement and experience of the user, its advisors and/or clients when making investment and other business decisions. 
S&P Global keeps certain activities of its divisions separate from each other in order to preserve the independence and 
objectivity of their respective activities. As a result, certain divisions of S&P Global may have information that is not 
available to other S&P Global divisions. 

Orbis Investment Management Limited is licensed to conduct investment business by the Bermuda Monetary Authority. 
Approved for use in the United Kingdom by Orbis Portfolio Management (Europe) LLP, 28 Dorset Square, London, 
England NW1 6QG; a firm authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority. The distributor of the Orbis Funds 
in Australia is Orbis Investment Advisory Pty Ltd (AFSL No. 237862). Approved for use in Canada by Orbis Investment 
Advisory (Canada) Limited, Suite 2600, Metrotower 1, 4710 Kingsway, Burnaby, British Columbia, Canada V5H 4M2, a 
firm registered as an Exempt Market Dealer in each of Canada’s 10 provinces. Orbis Investment Management (Hong 
Kong) Limited (BCU034) is licensed to deal in securities and to conduct asset management activities by the Hong Kong 
Securities and Futures Commission. Orbis Investment Management (U.S.), L.P., is a registered investment adviser with 
the Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”). Orbis Investment Management Limited files a Form ADV annually with 
the US SEC as an exempt reporting adviser. Orbis Investments (US), LLC is registered as a broker-dealer with the SEC 
and the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority in all 50 states. Orbis Investments K.K. is registered with the Financial 
Services Agency of Japan as a Type-1 Financial Instruments Business Operator, a Type-2 Financial Instruments Business 
Operator, and an Investment Management Business Operator. It is regulated by the Kanto Local Finance Bureau of Japan 
(Kanto Local Financial Bureau (FIBO) No. 2944).
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