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Principle 1 – Signatories’ purpose, investment beliefs, strategy, and culture enabling 
stewardship that creates long-term value for clients and beneficiaries leading to 
sustainable benefits for the economy, the environment and society.  
 
Oldfield Partners LLP is an investment partnership dedicated solely to equity investment in a 
classic contrarian value style. The partnership is small, private and quiet and consists of 26 
people, of which 11 are partners. The partnership is majority-owned by the working partners 
with significant co-investment in the funds we manage alongside our clients, reinforcing our 
alignment with them. Our culture is summed up in a few words: collegiate, supportive, founded 
on intellectual curiosity and focused on long-term results and long-term partnerships with 
clients. We have brought together an experienced, cohesive team who share a common 
philosophical commitment to patient, contrarian, value investing. The team is highly collegiate, 
and the culture and values instilled by the four founding partners in 2005, remain as relevant 
today. Our emphasis is on creating an environment where everyone can thrive. In this way, 
we have always been committed to creating an inclusive culture, with high levels of 
psychological safety and pride in what we do. As a result, staff turnover since founding has 
been minimal, at an average of 5 percent per annum.   
 
At Oldfield Partners we believe that buying out-of-favour stocks at healthy discounts to their 
intrinsic worth will deliver a superior return above inflation, and the wider market, over the long 
run. Our classic contrarian value investment philosophy traces its roots back to Ben Graham 
and David Dodd, with some of the refinements introduced by the likes of Warren Buffett and 
Sir John Templeton. A classic value investor should harness both their deep analytical skills 
and common sense to disaggregate the statistically cheap from the potential ‘bargains’ – those 
stocks that are lowly valued and trading at a discount to our view of their intrinsic worth or 
value. We establish the intrinsic worth of a company through our own empirical analysis and 
understanding of a company’s underlying business, the industry it operates within and its 
strategic position together with our views on its sustainable growth or recovery prospects. We 
seek to make investments in businesses that trade below their long-term history and below 
their fair values implied by their assets, growth and returns on capital where there is a poor 
market sentiment towards the company. For our investment approach to deliver long-term 
returns in excess of the MSCI World, we build portfolios that look very different from the index. 
This requires a disciplined approach to valuation methodology which is consistently applied 
during market cycles, with a clear valuation-driven ‘buy’ and ‘sell’ discipline.   
 
Our culture creates the right environment to promote independent thought and careful 
consideration in this search for investment ‘bargains’. We are based in Belgravia, where we 
are intentionally apart, both geographically and emotionally, from the ‘noise’ of the City. Large 
firms and peer pressures can incentivise overactive, short-termism. We believe a small firm 
with strong and clear individual accountability, supports a longer-term investment horizon. We 
believe this creates greater alignment with the longer-term requirements of our clients and 
provides stable capital to support the building of a sustainable economy that takes greater 
account for the needs of the environment and society. 
 
As of 31st December 2021, total firm assets under management were around US$3.7bn, 
across a combination of segregated mandates and pooled vehicles. The firm has around 180 
clients including families, high net worth individuals, pension funds, endowments, and 
charities. Our client base is predominantly based in the UK and North America which is 
illustrated below:  

2021 UK Stewardship Code 
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Because of our unambiguous value strategy, we ensure that our clients are clear from the 
outset on our approach to investing and our goal of delivering superior returns over the long 
run. In the same way that we seek out companies with management who we believe in, and 
can support over the long-term, we encourage clients who search for similar qualities in their 
investment managers, this is an intentional part of our strategy. With the view that 
transparency and clear management of expectations support stable capital and long-term 
value creation, we maintain a regular dialogue with our clients to ensure we are continuing to 
work to meet their needs. A more detailed description of this can be found in Principle 6 below. 
 
We focus on our own fundamental research of individual companies generated by our 
experienced and collegiate team. In constructing portfolios, we ignore index weightings and 
start with a blank sheet of paper, seeking individual stock ideas to create focussed yet 
diversified portfolios. We take a long-term view and have low levels of turnover. Our global 
portfolios are concentrated, with generally between 20 and 30 holdings, and this concentration 
necessitates a thorough knowledge of each holding.  
 
We consider it an important part of company analysis to assess corporate governance, as well 
as the management of social and environmental issues. This forms part of our risk assessment 
of business fundamentals. We believe that ignoring ESG factors may lead to an incomplete 
understanding of the risks to an investment case and may consequently result in the wrong 
investment decisions. Indeed, we believe that successful integration of ESG factors can 
contribute positively to the risk-adjusted returns achieved by the investments we make on our 
clients’ behalf. ESG-related issues often provide us with investment opportunities where we 
can see an improvement in such issues playing a role in the recovery in the results and 
perceptions of a company and its share price.  
 
Our starting point is not to exclude any particular sectors or countries unless excluded in 
individual managed accounts by the client concerned. However, we do avoid companies about 
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which we have serious governance concerns, and companies in which we have concerns 
about business being conducted in an unethical manner, unless it is clear that such concerns 
have been, or are being dealt with, by management and any shortcomings have been 
addressed. All key investment research notes have a dedicated ESG section where 
investment analysts identify those ESG factors most material to the investment thesis. This 
will be debated by the investment team as part of the risk analysis of a business.   
 
Once we become shareholders, it is our responsibility to engage on these material issues 
where appropriate. We believe responsible ownership is a necessary part of our fiduciary 
duty. While the focus of our engagement efforts is on the ESG issues which we deem to be 
most material to the investment thesis, we also believe it is our responsibility to monitor new 
or existing ESG controversies, and continually assess whether these issues should be 
escalated to engagement. We employ the services of MSCI to help us monitor such 
controversies.  
 
We believe this approach to integrating stewardship in our investment process, together with 
this governance structure, helps to serve the best interests of our clients. As ESG standards 
are raised across companies, sectors and countries however, and the needs of our clients 
evolve, we recognised during 2021 that our approach would be strengthened by a dedicated 
ESG member of the investment team to operate as our Responsible Investment Lead. We 
began a recruitment exercise to find the right individual in the latter part of 2021 and this search 
was completed in the first quarter of 2022. During the search we emphasised collaboration, 
prioritising strong cultural fit with our existing team, whilst balancing this with the objective of 
adding diversity.  
 
While the investment team takes the lead on ESG analysis and engagement, the team’s 
progress is monitored by our Stewardship Committee to reinforce our stewardship efforts. The 
Committee includes three members of the investment team, including the Chief 
Executive/Chief Investment Officer and the Responsible Investment Lead, and 
representatives from client relations.  The Committee monitors the progress of our 
engagement efforts, providing oversight. The Committee will sometimes challenge the 
materiality rating, or the method and process of engagement to reflect concern about a 
particular activity or aspect of governance. The Committee also meets to set firm wide ESG 
objectives and share best practices, both internally with the investment team and publicly 
through engagement reports and thought pieces. The minutes of Committee meetings are 
distributed within the firm. 
 
In our 2020 submission, we highlighted climate change as the most prominent area of debate. 
It is a major concern for our clients, and we agree that it is one of the most significant 
challenges facing the world today. As a boutique investment firm, we do not have a heavy 
carbon footprint. Historically, our main source of emissions has been through international 
travel, which has reduced significantly in recent years. In 2021, we worked with Carbon 
Partner to measure and offset our emissions, investing in projects certified by the Verified 
Carbon Standard or the Gold Standard. As a small firm, we aim to create awareness of our 
actions and use our own example for educational purposes. Naturally however, our greatest 
impact is through the investments we make on behalf of our clients. We are publicly committed 
to achieving Net Zero emissions by 2050 and remain a signatory of Climate Action 100+, 
actively engaging collectively through CA100+, as well as individually with our investee 
companies that lag on this critical issue. We also collaborate with and learn from our 
memberships to the IIGCC and the UN PRI. In 2021 (and 2022) we have been signatories to 
the Investor Agenda, extending our public position on Net Zero into the public policy advocacy 
area, urging Governments to strengthen their targets including 2030 interim targets as well as 
ensuring domestic policies support this. It is obvious to us that to achieve Net Zero, investors 
and Governments must work together to ensure an effective compliance and incentive 
framework. See our comments on Principal 4 for an example of this. 
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As contrarian, value investors, we seek stocks where investor sentiment is poor and 
expectations low, and this includes ESG factors. However, for the investment case to work, 
and valuation to recover, these ESG issues need to improve over our investment horizon. As 
an example, the shift in investor views on climate change had contributed to the flight of capital 
from fossil fuel producers and associated industries from those investors unwilling to engage 
with the fossil fuel industry to target Net Zero by 2050. In valuation and sentiment terms, this 
makes for an interesting starting point for potential investment in our view. However, these 
companies need to have a credible action plan in place to adapt to a decarbonising world. In 
addition, and in line with guidance set by the International Energy Agency (IEA), reduction of 
emissions from existing operations, is a first-order priority. We are genuinely motivated to 
engage with these companies to deliver this. 
 
We recognise that our approach to stewardship often takes time to deliver conclusive 
outcomes. However, as value investors we believe a patient, yet persistent approach is more 
likely to deliver meaningful change, and therefore superior returns for our clients over the long 
run. We continue to foster a culture  and environment that allows us to avoid market noise and 
short-term thinking. In this way we are able to take a longer-term view that creates stronger 
alignment with the investment horizon of our clients, as well as the timeframe to create 
meaningful change, for benefits for the economy, environment and society.  
  
Principle 2 – Signatories’ governance, resources and incentives support stewardship.  
 

 
 
Oldfield Partners is a limited liability partnership and operates as the regulated entity. The 
partnership, or firm, is therefore run by its partners who meet quarterly to review all aspects of 
the firm’s business. The day-to-day management of the firm is done by the Management 
Committee that consists of four partners, Chris Driver (Chief Operating Officer), John McEwing 
(Chief Financial Officer), Ed Troughton (Head of Client Relations) and Nigel Waller (Chief 
Executive and Chief Investment Officer). The Committee is chaired by Chris Driver. The firm 
is majority-owned and controlled by its working partners but also enjoys the support of a small 
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number of external shareholders. The firm and its partners are also supported by the majority-
independent board of Oldfield & Co. (London) Ltd, the corporate member and parent of 
Oldfield Partners LLP through which the external shareholders hold their interests. The above 
organisational chart illustrates this set-up as at the time of submission, in October 2022. The 
board of OC meets quarterly to review the same information pack reviewed by the partners. A 
key element of our governance structure is the firm’s Remuneration Committee which is 
formed of the independent members of the OC board and Richard Oldfield, Chairman of OC 
and partner of Oldfield Partners LLP.  
 
The firm has three other working committees: Stewardship (as noted under Principle 1), 
Charity (Management of OP’s charitable giving) and Diversity (Monitoring and coordination of 
the firm’s diversity agenda including our diversity-related community outreach work and 
interaction with the Diversity Project of which the firm is a member). All three committees 
publish their minutes firm-wide and report periodically to the partners of OP and the board of 
OC. The Charity Committee’s annual budget is agreed by the partners and the Remuneration 
Committee. 
 
As we described under Principle 1, the investment team takes the lead on ESG analysis and 
engagement, and the team’s progress is monitored by our Stewardship Committee to 
reinforce our stewardship efforts. The investment team have an average of 22 years in the 
industry and 11 years at the firm. The Stewardship Committee comprises three members of 
the investment team, including the Chief Executive/Chief Investment Officer, and 
representatives from operations and client relations. As disclosed in Principle 1, in 2021 the 
search for a dedicated ESG investment team member began and on joining in 2022, became 
an addition to our committee, taking on the role of chair as Responsible Investment Lead. The 
Committee monitors the progress of our engagement efforts, providing oversight. The 
Committee will sometimes challenge the materiality rating, or the method and process of 
engagement to reflect concern about a particular activity or aspect of governance. The 
Committee also meets to set firm wide ESG objectives and share best practices, both 
internally with the investment team and publicly through engagement reports and thought 
pieces. The minutes of Committee meetings are distributed within the firm to ensure complete 
transparency. We believe this structure and our processes provides effective stewardship 
support for our clients’ assets. 
 
Responsible Investment & Incentivisation 
Each member of the investment team is paid either an annual salary (employees) or an 
amount equivalent to an annual salary (partners) and is eligible for a discretionary bonus.  The 
discretionary bonus is decided by the Remuneration Committee. The Remuneration 
Committee takes input from the annual appraisal process conducted by members of the 
Management Committee and the views of partners more widely. 
 
The appraisal process is performed annually with objectives set for each individual at the 
beginning of each year. For the investment professionals this includes performance of any 
funds they may manage, the performance of any investment stock idea recommendations 
made whether they were invested in or not (both performance metrics are assessed over short 
and long-term periods), the quantity and quality of the investment notes written including their 
adherence and contribution towards ESG integration, the contribution to the investment 
debate, their contribution towards marketing and client relations as well as more general 
contributions to the firm. Our financial year ends March 31st. The appraisals of the investment 
team are done in April each year by the Chief Investment Officer. The appraisal process 
involves the completion of a self-assessment by each member of the team against the 
objectives set. This is reviewed by, and discussed with, the CIO.  
 
The ESG objectives therefore include the assessment of ESG-related issues when 
considering investment ideas and the progress made each year in engagement with 
companies on ESG issues. From April 2021, we expanded the objectives to explicitly 
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reference each sub objective including the assessment of climate change risk for each stock 
in which we invest. 
 
Diversity & Inclusion 
As described, we have brought together an experienced, cohesive team who share a common 
philosophical commitment to patient, contrarian, value investing. At the time of writing, the 
whole firm consists of 26 employees, of which 12 are in the Investment Team. 31% of our 
employees are women, and 15% are from ethnic minorities. At Oldfield Partners we recognise 
that everyone is unique. We view diversity in its broadest sense, including race, ethnicity, 
gender, sexual orientation, socio-economic status, education, industry experience, age, 
physical abilities, religious beliefs, political beliefs, and other ideologies. Diversity is central to 
recruitment and retention. We aim to attract and nurture the best talent from the widest pool 
of people. 
 
In building the investment team we have actively considered the cognitive diversity of 
the group. We have sought individuals who bring different educational backgrounds, work 
experience and skillsets to bear. While some have followed a traditional route of buyside 
equity analyst, we have sought those with different historic sector or geographic 
specialisations. We have also hired individuals with different skill sets: a sell side financials 
analyst, two from corporate finance/valuation advisory and one from private equity. We are 
keen to see different educational backgrounds too. What binds us together is a desire to be 
generalists after previous specialisations and the contrarian, value ethos that is central to our 
investment philosophy.  
 
We believe this diversity of thought is highly appropriate for our investment strategy and 
stewardship process. Having a wide range of perspectives enhances idea generation and 
decision-making, as well as improving engagement with our clients.  
 
Our Equality, Diversity and Inclusion strategy includes a range of initiatives which we believe 
will make a difference. We hope that we can increase diversity inside and outside our 
organisation through the following initiatives: 
 

− Involvement in the community; participating in mentoring programmes as well as providing 
support to charities which look to increase diversity. 

− Recruitment and retention practices; ensuring diversity is embedded in our recruitment 
and retention processes. 

− Internal development: training on unconscious bias and conscious inclusion. 
 

More information on our diversity and inclusion efforts can be found on our website here: 
https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-Us/Equality-Diversity-Inclusion.  
 
As already detailed above, ESG factors are integrated into our investment process, at the idea 
generation stage and throughout the investment horizon. As such, the entire investment team 
are responsible for analysis of ESG factors and engagement on these issues. Given the high 
conviction, in-depth nature of our approach, we believe this is an advantage as it helps to 
provide a nuanced understanding of ESG risks on an individual company basis. This creates 
consistency between the investment thesis and our approach to proxy voting and company 
engagement. 
 
The Stewardship Committee structure provides us with a supervisory body that steers the 
firm’s ESG-related investment priorities and processes and ensures compliance among the 
investment team with the firm’s stewardship goals. The CEO’s involvement in the Stewardship 
Committee supports the authority of this group across the firm. Bottom-up, the ESG-related 
component of the investment team’s performance objectives ensuring the team is incentivised 
to do their part in achieving a responsible investment approach. Together, the incorporation 
of ESG goals in incentivisation of the team and effective oversight of the team by the 

https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-Us/Equality-Diversity-Inclusion
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Stewardship Committee (with transparency through to the partners of the firm and the 
independent board of OP) ensure we are maintaining and improving the integration of 
stewardship and investment decision-making. 
 
Investments in ESG-related data and services 
To pursue our ESG approach we have invested in MSCI ESG Research and MSCI ESG 
Controversies service, and we employ ISS to facilitate proxy voting. In 2020 we introduced a 
new engagement tracking and monitoring system, a third-party cloud-based approach 
previously called “Acty”, who have since rebranded to ESGAIA. As a new operator, we engage 
with their team on a regular basis to provide feedback on functionality, with the objective of 
evolving together. We describe this ongoing interaction in more detail in Principle 8.  
 
ESG & Controversies data 
All our investment analysts have access to MSCI ESG reports at an industry and company 
level. These reports cover a wide array of ESG factors, including corporate governance & 
behaviour, corruption & instability, biodiversity & land use, carbon emissions, community 
relations, health & safety, and toxic emissions & waste. These reports are used as a starting 
point for the investment team to make their own proprietary assessment and analysis. We are 
highly sceptical of assessing the ESG fundamentals of a company based solely on the rating 
ascribed to it. These ratings are backward looking and there is usually a significant lag 
between changes in a company’s fundamentals, and a corresponding change in the ESG 
rating. We are also conscious that the rating system itself can only be as good as the 
underlying data available. In situations where our own assessment of material ESG issues 
diverges meaningfully from that of the MSCI report, we contact MSCI and gain a more detailed 
understanding of this difference in views. 
 
Engagement monitoring 
We understand that you use the term 'service providers' to mean commercial parties that 
provide stand-alone engagement services, or investor organisations that conduct engagement 
on their members' behalf. We do not use such services. The highly concentrated nature of our 
strategy allows us to undertake our own engagements. We are members of several collective 
investor groups (Investor Forum, New City Initiative, Climate Action 100+, IIGCC), and we use 
these for learning and sharing best practices and for collaborative engagement efforts where 
we think this adds value to our investors. As mentioned above, we have employed the services 
of MSCI to alert us to any controversies specific to the companies we are invested in. 
However, we do not rely on their engagement services – once the controversy has been 
brought to our attention, we take on the responsibility of engagement. These providers are 
there to complement our own engagement efforts, not for outsourcing purposes. 
 
Proxy voting 
We employ the services of ISS to manage the voting process and inform our decision-making. 
ISS provides analysis and voting recommendations for each proposal. We use the default ISS 
policy framework and vote in line with ISS recommendations unless we have a conflicting 
opinion about a particular issue, in which case we instruct ISS to vote as we see fit. ISS’s 
voting policies are seen to reflect best practice. For example, the policy applied by ISS in the 
UK broadly reflects guidance from the Pensions and Lifetime Savings Association (PLSA). 
The voting policies of ISS are generally the voting policies of our firm and are therefore applied 
in all but a relatively small number of incidences. However, if there are company-specific 
factors which lead us to take a different view, we vote accordingly. Each quarter, we list all 
votes where we differed from ISS’ recommendations, and these are shared with clients and 
can be found in our Proxy Voting and Engagement reports 
here: https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-Us/ESG#.   
 
 
 
 

https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-Us/ESG
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Principle 3 – Signatories manage conflicts of interest to put the best interests of clients 
and beneficiaries first.  
 
We maintain a conflicts of interest policy, in accordance with regulatory guidelines. We seek 
to act in the best interests of clients at all times. Our policy ensures that procedures are in 
place to identify, manage and document any conflicts that arise in the course of business. The 
policy is reviewed annually and is publicly disclosed on the firm's website at the following 
link: https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/srp/documents-id/ddc9a085-bbf0-4885-b15d-
ae8b9b06a1c5/ConflictsofInterestPolicy.pdf   
 
The Executive Partners and Board receive written reports on conflicts of interest arising and 
the steps taken to resolve them, at least annually. Due to the small size of our firm, the close 
relationships that we maintain with clients, and the concentrated nature of our funds, the 
frequency with which these conflicts arise are limited. There were no conflicts raised during 
the course of 2021. We have however taken onboard feedback from our 2020 submission that 
our approach here is an area that we could strengthen, and updates to our Policy for 2022 will 
reflect a more detailed approach. As it relates specifically to serving the best interests of clients 
and beneficiaries, with regards to our approach to stewardship, we highlight below areas of 
particular relevance that we monitor. 

 
Potential 
Conflict 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A transaction is executed in 
securities where the firm, or 
a member of staff is 
contemporaneously trading 
or has traded on its/their 
own account or has either a 
long or short position. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Management 
of Conflict 

In addition, we have a 
comprehensive personal 
account trading policy. 
Members of the firm are 
encouraged to invest in the 
firm’s own funds but are also 
free to invest in third party 
funds, listed investment trusts 
and exchange-traded funds. 
The policy however precludes 
new investment by members of 
the firm in the shares of 
individual companies except 
under exceptional 
circumstances with special 
permission from the Chief 
Investment Officer. Permission 
will not be granted if the shares 
are held in, or are being 
considered for holding in, 
clients’ portfolios. The policy 
requires advance written 
approval for personal trades, by 
a member of the management 
committee and the compliance 
officer. Records of personal 
trades are examined by the 
partners and the board.  
 

Potential 
Conflict 
 

Individuals at the firm are 
influenced to select or 
maintain a business 
relationship with a supplier 
or service provider, other 
than for reasons that are 

Management 
of Conflict 

In order to support our 
independence in our day-to-day 
interactions with suppliers of 
goods and services, there is a 
rigorous entertainment policy 
which requires permission for, 
and recording of, all 

https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/srp/documents-id/ddc9a085-bbf0-4885-b15d-ae8b9b06a1c5/ConflictsofInterestPolicy.pdf
https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/srp/documents-id/ddc9a085-bbf0-4885-b15d-ae8b9b06a1c5/ConflictsofInterestPolicy.pdf
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beneficial for the firm or our 
clients. 
 

entertainment in excess of 
£150. The records are included 
in quarterly partner and board 
papers. Entertainment of the 
firm’s members is allowed only 
where such entertainment is 
conducive to business 
discussion. A recipient of such 
entertainment must provide a 
written report after such events 
explaining how it was beneficial 
for our clients. 
 

Potential 
Conflict 

Voting shares where OP 
has a business relationship 
with the investee company.  
 
An employee has a financial 
or non-financial interest in a 
company we engage with. 
This could give rise to the 
possibility of the Firm not 
voting in the best interests 
of its clients.   
 

Management 
of Conflict 

Regarding disclosure of 
personal relationships, all staff 
must seek permission before 
taking executive or advisory 
roles elsewhere. This conflict is 
currently lessened as none of 
our staff are directors of investee 
companies nor are any of our 
clients’ public companies that 
issue securities. In this way we 
maintain an independent 
approach to company voting 
and engagement, avoiding any 
potential conflicts of interest. 
 
All employees are required to 
disclose their outside business 
interests upon joining and 
thereafter prior to their being 
appointed to an external 
position, whether this is 
financial or non-financial. 
 

Potential 
Conflict 

Aggregation and allocation 
conflicts between clients of 
a firm, such as one client’s 
trades executed before 
another’s when dealing in 
the same financial 
instrument or unfair 
allocation. 

Management 
of Conflict 

All portfolios within a single 
strategy are essentially 
identical. All clients within the 
same strategy trade together 
except where individual clients 
have inflows or outflows. From 
time to time, such flows can 
give rise to opportunities to 
reduce market impact and 
improve the prices achieved on 
transactions that can be 
crossed at mid prices but only 
where both clients allow such 
crossing. Cross-transaction 
between the two clients’ 
portfolios can be to the 
advantage of each client. Such 
cross-transactions require 
approval by the compliance 
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officer and are noted in reports 
to the partners and the board. 
 
There is often an overlap of 
holdings and potential holdings 
between the different 
strategies. Whenever a portfolio 
manager wants to place an 
order, he or she must notify the 
whole investment team to 
provide the opportunity for any 
other manager within the team 
to participate in the trade, thus 
ensuring that all accounts are 
traded at the same time.  
 

Potential 
Conflict 
 

Split Voting. Management 
of Conflict 
 

When voting on companies 
held in more than one fund, if 
there are differing views, 
portfolio managers act 
independently, voting their 
portion of shares held. We 
believe this allows each 
portfolio manager to act in the 
best interests of their clients, 
reflecting their investment 
thesis and approach or activity 
with management. 
 
To date, we have not received 
any interest in adopting specific 
voting instructions from 
individual fund clients. Should 
this change, we are willing to 
engage in the discussion and 
believe that we do have the 
infrastructure to allow for this to 
be reflected. 
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Principle 4 – Signatories identify and respond to market-wide and systemic risks to 
promote a well-functioning financial system.  
 
As described above, our investment philosophy is based on contrarian bottom-up stock 
selection. We are not driven by top-down macro analysis, but obviously consider this as a part 
of understanding the fundamentals of the individual companies we invest in. As already noted, 
the Stewardship Committee meets regularly to set firm wide ESG objectives and share best 
practices. Identifying and debating market-wide and systematic risks forms a part of this 
process. Climate change remains key to these discussions, and we see it is one of the most 
significant challenges facing the world today and we are committed to playing our part in 
lowering harmful emissions by engaging with the companies in which we invest in to reduce 
their emissions footprint over time. As part of this we remain signatories of Climate Action 
100+, the leading investor initiative to ensure the world’s largest corporate greenhouse gas 
emitters take necessary action on climate change and the Institutional Investor Group on 
Climate Change (IIGCC), the European group of investors focused on climate change. As 
already described, we now include a dedicated assessment of climate related transition risks 
in all key research notes, where the analyst evaluates whether or not the company concerned 
faces a material risk from the transition to a low carbon economy. In the case where the risk 
is deemed material, the analyst will undertake a more detailed scenario analysis. This will then 
be debated by the investment team as part of the risk analysis of a business.  
 
In our 2020 submission, we outlined details of our collaboration with other institutional 
investors on a Climate Action 100+ initiative engaging with Korea Electric Power (KEPCO). 
The focus of the engagement was to encourage improved disclosures, and crucially, dissuade 
them from proceeding with their development of coal-fired power generation, which we believe 
presents a risk to the global transition towards a low-carbon economy. While the company had 
at the time publicly committed to a transition towards renewables, the board was still approving 
international coal projects. Our engagement efforts in 2020 faced challenges, however we 
made some progress, securing a commitment from KEPCO to disclose further information in 
their sustainability report, in accordance with the recommendations of the TCFD.  
 
Our discussions related to the continued development of coal-fired power generation reached 
an impasse however, and we concluded that change needed to be mandated top-down from 
the government. We understood that as KEPCO is majority-owned and controlled by the 
government of South Korea, it would be unrealistic to expect the company to contradict the 
government. The company themselves stated that a net-zero emissions target would be 
aligned with those of the South Korean government, and as a result, our CA100+ collaborative 
engagement efforts in 2020 broadened to include the Ministry of Energy and Ministry of Trade, 
Industry and Energy of South Korea. In October 2020, the South Korean government 
committed to achieve net-zero emissions by 2050. 
 
Following 2020’s progress on the company’s improved climate-related disclosures, as well as 
a later commitment to target net zero emissions by 2050, we continued engagement in 2021. 
In late July we held a call to discuss updates on their coal and renewable plans. KEPCO 
confirmed that they would not begin building any more coal plants other than those currently 
underway, either domestically or internationally, but the Vietnamese and Indonesian plants 
under construction would be completed. They went on to explain that they had agreed to 
provide 43 gigawatts (GW) of renewable power capacity of the South Korean national target 
of 58 GW by 2030.  
 
From an investment perspective however, we had growing concerns, noting that KEPCO was 
not being allowed to earn its cost of capital. As a result, new investments, including renewables 
would in fact destroy capital for investors. Unsuccessfully seeking reassurance from the 
company, we instead concluded that this investment would not be rewarded by further 
enhancements to the cost pass-through tariff structure, and therefore despite seeing some 
climate related progress, we began selling in August, completing the sale in September. 
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Our CA100+ engagement with KEPCO highlighted the interrelated nature of government and 
industry, and the importance of the two parties working in tandem to create robust and 
meaningful targets. Whilst this is a specific example of a majority state-owned entity, we also 
recognise the growing importance of policy to support the realisation of decarbonisation 
objectives set across the corporate world. As we see a continued acceleration of companies 
setting net zero targets, the role of policy has become ever more critical to enable their 
fulfilment.  
 
In order to promote a well-functioning financial system, objectives of key stakeholders must 
align if we are to collectively and effectively address market-wide and systemic risks. In 
response to this, and alongside over 450 other investors managing $41 trillion in assets, we 
pledged our commitment to the Investor Agenda’s 2021 Global Investor Statement to 
Governments on the Climate Crisis. Described as delivering the strongest-ever investor call 
for governments to raise their climate ambition and implement meaningful policies, we see 
this as a starting point in the call for progress. We signed the Investor Agenda’s 2022 letter 
too and will continue to look for other opportunities to pledge our support to the acceleration 
of policy to drive net zero objectives.  
 
Our engagement with KEPCO and the insights into the challenges and progress of state level 
action in South Korea helped in turn to inform our engagement with Samsung Electronics, 
another of our investee companies, in 2021. With a significant impact on our portfolio 
emissions, we engaged with Samsung Electronics to better understand their progress on 
decarbonisation and formal target setting. In this individual engagement, we learnt that climate 
change was actively being discussed at the key executive level, and that progress had been 
made, including targeting the use of renewable energy for 100% of energy supply 
requirements for operations in the U.S., China and the EU. South Korea, however, is a high 
proportion of the group’s overall energy consumption and although the company described its 
expansion of renewable energy via solar and geothermal power generation facilities, they 
noted, as we had understood, that the regulatory framework for expanding renewable energy 
use in South Korea was at an early stage with details still being finalised. We acknowledged 
that this made it harder for the company to set and announce clear climate-action targets and 
that their scope 2 emissions (primarily associated with electricity) are highly dependent on the 
energy mix and decarbonising at the country level. Once again highlighting the 
interdependency of state and corporate action, Samsung committed to updating its climate 
action strategy when visibility increased. Elsewhere, in countries, such as India, Mexico or 
Brazil, Samsung described how they had established country-specific renewable energy plans 
and that they are working to achieve them.  
 
We followed up with the company in 2022 noting that since the previous engagement, the 
Korean government and KEPCO had made progress, outlining their own targets for net zero 
by 2050. We sought therefore to understand the ongoing challenges, and timeframe for 
Samsung to announce their own commitments, encouraging them as the largest corporation 
in South Korea to set the direction, with changes to their practices having positive knock-on 
effects in their broader domestic market. We continue to monitor this. 
 
Throughout this period, governance issues at Samsung continued to play out publicly, with 
issues of bribery and corruption at the board level, continuing to be addressed. Taking a 
holistic approach to encouraging progress, in 2022 we voted against both nominee and 
incumbent directors, who we believe have not acted in the best interest of shareholders while 
serving on the board. Widespread inaction by members of the board was indicative of a 
material failure of governance and oversight at the company and in this instance, we believe 
that the use of our vote was an important mechanism to communicate our desire to see further 
change. We provide further detail of this as well as our feedback to the company in Principle 
9.  
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The case of Samsung Electronics highlights not only the interrelated nature and importance 
of different actors working together to promote a well-functioning financial system, it also 
brings awareness to the importance of supportive governance structures to address market-
wide issues and systemic risks. If we are to have confidence in delivering on targets set, robust 
governance structures, aligned with the interests of shareholders, broader beneficiaries, and 
the environment, must be in place and our engagement efforts will continue to reflect a holistic 
approach to change.    
 
Principle 5 – Signatories review their policies, assure their processes and assess the 
effectiveness of their activities.  
 
Assurance of our stewardship policies and process is a key responsibility of the Stewardship 
Committee. As mentioned, the committee sets responsible investment objectives at the start 
of each reporting year aimed at refining our process based on the knowledge gained from the 
previous year’s engagements, training and shared best practices. This last reporting year our 
objectives include incorporating climate change risk into the OP investment process and 
promoting responsible investing independently with relevant thought pieces published on our 
website.  
 
Historically we have not relied on third party assurance. This is because of two main reasons. 
Firstly, we have not found a suitable external body able to provide this service. Secondly, as 
signatories of the PRI our stewardship process and policies are already reviewed and rated 
on an annual basis. Each year we get a detailed assessment report from the PRI team, 
rating our governance, ESG integration, engagements and voting. We believe this assurance 
process to be as robust as any other third-party services we have considered for this task.  
 
In the 2021 PRI assessment, we received 4* out of 5* in all 3 categories that we were 
evaluated for. In two of the three categories, Investment & Stewardship Policy, and Voting, we 
scored higher than the median for the module, and for Incorporation for active listed equities, 
we scored 71, in line with the median. Areas highlighted for improvement across the report 
include pre-declaration of votes, as well as reducing the time between our vote and disclosure 
of voting activities. Frequency of engagement with public policy makers is an area that we are 
looking to accelerate, as well as more attention to the time horizon of climate risks and 
opportunities, including the use of climate scenario analysis. For more information, we include 
a link to the full report on our website: click 
https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/srp/lit/XOo6vG/2021-PRI-Assessment-Report-for-Oldfield-
Partners-LLP_18-08-2022.pdf.  
 
The above provides specific areas that we will work to improve and the below outlines 
feedback that we evolved to improve during 2021:  
- A public and detailed overview of our ESG integration process. 
- Collaborative engagement, continuing our efforts with KEPCO through Climate Action 

100+.  
- Clearer objectives, milestones, and identified next steps in our individual engagement 

efforts.  
 
In terms of reporting, we publish a quarterly proxy voting and engagement report on our 
website. This provides a detailed summary of our voting action, including where we have 
differed from both management and ISS. It also explains our engagement activity for the 
quarter. Reports are written by a member of the investment team to ensure depth of 
understanding. These reports will then be reviewed by the Stewardship Committee, including 
those members who are not on the investment team, in order to ensure an impartial 
assessment that reporting is fair, balanced and understandable. 
 

https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/srp/lit/XOo6vG/2021-PRI-Assessment-Report-for-Oldfield-Partners-LLP_18-08-2022.pdf.
https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/srp/lit/XOo6vG/2021-PRI-Assessment-Report-for-Oldfield-Partners-LLP_18-08-2022.pdf.
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Principle 6 – Signatories take account of client and beneficiary needs 
and communicate the activities and outcomes of their stewardship and investment to 
them.  
 
As outlined in Principle 1, total assets under management were around US$3.7bn as of 31st 
December 2021, in a combination of segregated mandates and pooled vehicles. The firm has 
around 180 clients including families, high net worth individuals, pension funds, endowments, 
and charities. The majority of our assets under management are institutional in type. We have 
a global client base, split predominantly between North America and the UK.   
 
Strategy AUM breakdown (as of 31 December 2021) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Geographical breakdown of invested assets by strategy 
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As described, our investment approach and our structure and ownership are set up to focus 
on the long term, aligning to the investment horizon of our clients. This is essential to take 
advantage of one of the biggest inefficiencies of the markets today: the short-termism of most 
of the participants and the tendency to hug indices. Taking the Global Equities strategy as an 
example, our objective is to outperform our benchmark by between 2-3% over a rolling five-
year period. The other strategies at OP have very similar investment horizons. 
 
We value open relationships with clients, clear and frank written and oral communications, 
with candid coverage of the things that go wrong as well as those that go right. Many of our 
clients have been with us for a long period of time which facilitates open conversations with 
team members throughout the organisation. Our CEO is regularly involved in meeting with 
clients and as a result, feedback is gathered directly at a senior level. The decision to create 
an additional position within the investment team, dedicated to ESG, was driven by our CEO, 
in recognition of the growing needs of our clients, and our desire to respond fully to them. As 
a small firm, change, when required, can be implemented quickly. 
 
Having announced to our clients in 2019 our intention to incorporate greater climate analysis 
into our investment research, 2020 saw the integration of a dedicated assessment of climate 
related transition risks in all key research notes. Aligned with our clients, and the broader 
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industry, climate change remains a key priority, and in 2021 we began to more formally monitor 
targets set by our investee companies on their transition to net zero by 2050. Analysis and 
engagement was carried out for existing investments, as well as for companies in the research 
stage. As we deepen our analysis and related engagements, where we can, we aim to take a 
sector specific approach. For example, engaging with the airlines that we hold within a similar 
period, allows us to better understand their progress within the context of the industry, the 
approach towards offsets, the technology available to them, and the impact of regulators. In 
this way we aim to add value through an informed approach that aids a more robust 
discussion, supporting progress.  
 
We maintain a regular dialogue with our clients to ensure we are providing the appropriate 
level of transparency and continuing to work to meet their needs. We publish our stewardship 
and voting activities on a quarterly basis. This report provides a detailed description of proxy 
voting, including a breakdown by vote instructions and resolutions, and commentary on why 
we voted against management and/or ISS’ recommendations. We also describe our key 
engagements for the quarter. This is publicly disclosed via the website at the following 
link: https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-Us/ESG.   
 
Where requested, OP also provides regular reports of stewardship activities to its clients, 
including detailed proxy voting records pertaining to the individual client. The frequency and 
contents of the reporting are agreed between OP and the client at the inception of the mandate 
and are generally incorporated into the investment management agreement. Individual client 
reports can include the same detailed disclosure as those published on our website – so a 
description of key engagements for the quarter; and a description of proxy voting, including a 
breakdown by vote instructions and resolutions, and commentary on why we voted against 
management and/or ISS’ recommendations. Some clients have requested that we only send 
the engagement description, while others who have their own voting policies have requested 
a record of all voting instances where they have decided to vote differently from us. 
 
Often in the case of segregated accounts, quarterly meetings or calls are the norm, where we 
will seek the views of our clients and inform them of our investment activities, including 
stewardship and engagement. The relevant portfolio manager would be available for 
conference calls and meetings in London or elsewhere as required, however, each client also 
has a relationship manager responsible for the relationship and able to help with providing 
information and data as necessary. This last reporting year we have had 54 meetings with our 
clients. This represents a slight decrease from the previous year and can be attributed largely 
to the impact of Covid on the reduction of meeting requests.  
 
As a standard procedure, a monthly newsletter is sent by email in respect of each of our 
portfolios which includes basic information such as portfolio size, NAV price, performance, top 
holdings and geographical and sector exposure and commentary. In addition, the portfolio 
administrator sends a monthly valuation statement to each investor. We are happy to discuss 
any reporting requirements investors have and to provide full disclosure of portfolio positions. 
On top of this we are happy to have client meetings as frequently as clients need where we 
welcome open and honest discussion. Each client is assigned a relationship manager from 
our Client Relations team. We have made sure all relationship managers’ contact details are 
available on the ‘Contact Us’ section of our website so that clients can easily get in touch with 
them directly.  
 
For our flagship Global Equity Strategy, we hold a formal investor update twice a year where 
we invite prospects and clients to hear the portfolio manager discuss the portfolio. In the 
invitation to these events, we encourage questions either to be sent in ahead of time and we 
leave time after the presentation for any further questions. For our smaller strategies we hold 
these events on an ad hoc basis. The presentation has evolved in recent years to reflect 
growing client interest in our approach to ESG. In 2020 we introduced an overview of our 
approach, the integration of climate considerations, and engagement examples. In 2021, we 

https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-Us/ESG
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added to this, presenting carbon metrics to provide additional transparency. Our material will 
continue to evolve in line with investor priorities. By proactively addressing these areas we 
aim to provoke questions and feedback that can be incorporated.  
 
In 2020, we acknowledged that we could do more to evaluate the effectiveness of our 
approach and our ability to deliver on the needs of our clients and as such, the Stewardship 
Committee set a firm-wide objective for 2021 to make a more systematic effort to seek our 
clients’ feedback on our stewardship efforts. Each Committee meeting now has a standing 
agenda item to review client and consultant feedback from the quarter, trends observed 
through conversations with prospects or peers, as well as industry material. As described, our 
Committee includes a member of the client team, and she leads this discussion. 
 
As most of our clients are institutional investors, we interact regularly with investment 
consultants, the client advisors, as well as their broader research teams. Throughout the 
course of 2021, we completed several dedicated ESG due diligence documents, 
questionnaires, and industry studies. The feedback gained through these has been a helpful 
measure of our progress, highlighting our position relative to expectations, and to peers. One 
area that was highlighted for improvement, was greater inclusion of climate metrics within our 
standard reporting. We do now include a comprehensive breakdown within our presentations, 
with a project to incorporate this into newsletters underway. The launch of groups such as the 
Investment Consultants Stewardship Working Group (ICSWG), also provide a helpful forum 
to understand broader industry expectations. With the view that activity is also driven by 
regulation, we keep a keen eye on updates here too.   
 
As described in Principle 2, the firm and its partners are supported by the majority-independent 
board of Oldfield & Co. (London) Ltd, a corporate member of Oldfield Partners LLP through 
which the external shareholders hold their interests. At the time of writing, we had made two 
new appointments to the Board. We are fortunate to have gained the expertise of Debbie 
Clarke as one of the most prominent figures in the investment industry. Debbie retired from 
Mercer in 2021 after more than 15 years as Global Head of Investment Research. Her 
experience provides invaluable insights into the needs of institutional investors, as well as the 
evolution of the investment industry. Joined by Robin Hindle Fisher, Robin is chair of the social 
impact investment firm Big Society Capital and recently stepped down from being Deputy 
Chairman of Ruffer LLP. His previous roles include Head of Institutional at Deutsche Asset 
Management. We are confident that with the addition of two extremely experienced 
individuals, we are strengthened with an additional sounding board, as well as a challenge, as 
to how we best take account of the needs of our clients, and broader beneficiaries.   
 
Principle 7 – Signatories systematically integrate stewardship and investment, 
including material environmental, social and governance issues, and climate change, 
to fulfil their responsibilities.  
 
We have already written in Principles 1 and 2 about how considering ESG risks and 
opportunities is a necessary part of the fundamental analysis we carry out when evaluating 
investment ideas. As described above, all our investment analysts have access to MSCI ESG 
reports at an industry and company level. These reports cover a wide array of ESG factors, 
including corporate governance & behaviour, corruption & instability, biodiversity & land use, 
carbon emissions, community relations, health & safety, and toxic emissions & waste. These 
reports are used as a starting point for the investment team to make their own proprietary 
assessment and analysis. From here the investment analyst prioritises those ESG issues 
deemed most material to the investment thesis. These issues will therefore vary on a case-
by-case basis however, our priorities include good governance including the diversity of 
boards, climate change and seeking commitments from companies to target net zero 
emissions by 2050.  
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We have described how ESG factors and engagement on material issues 
are systematically integrated at the idea generation stage and throughout the investment 
horizon. As such, the entire investment team are involved in this process. And we have noted 
how stewardship objectives form a part of the appraisal process for investors when 
determining discretionary bonuses. Finally, we have described how the Stewardship 
Committee interacts with the investment team – monitoring the progress of our engagement 
efforts, setting firm-wide ESG objectives and sharing best practices.  
 
It is worth noting that we do not outsource any element of stewardship in our investment 
decisions. As mentioned, investors do have access to ESG research from third party providers 
such as MSCI, however this is taken as a starting point for our own appraisal of the material 
issues to an investment thesis. And as already described in Principle 2, we do not use service 
providers to conduct engagements on our behalf. We have also already described how we 
employ the services of ISS to manage the voting process and assist our decision-making. ISS 
provides analysis and voting recommendations for each proposal. However, the investment 
team always reviews these recommendations relative to each individual investment thesis. In 
some instances, investors will come to a different conclusion than that reached by ISS, in 
which case we instruct ISS to vote as we see fit. This includes reviewing whether ISS’ 
recommendations are supporting the integration of stewardship in our investment process. 
One clear example of this is where voting against management can be an effective tool in the 
escalation of an engagement.  
 
In Principle 3, we outlined a number of potential conflicts related to stewardship and the 
policies in place to help mitigate these. We also described that the Executive Partners and 
Board receive written reports on conflicts of interest arising and the steps taken to resolve 
them, at least annually, and that due to the small size of our firm, the close relationships that 
we maintain with clients, and the concentrated nature of our funds, the frequency with which 
these conflicts arise are limited. With the Pensions and Lifetime Savings Association’s (PLSA) 
publication of a voting template, that has fast become an industry standard for UK institutional 
investors, we were interested to note their identification and inclusion of five potential conflicts. 
The first three relate to potential conflicts caused by employee roles or relationships, beyond 
that of a typical shareholder, with investee firms. The final two refer to potential conflicts 
caused by conflicting interests across clients or between the manager and a client. We believe 
that we manage for these through policies outlined in Principle 3. 
 
Principle 8 – Signatories monitor and hold to account managers and/or service 
providers.  
 
As outlined earlier, all our investment analysts have access to MSCI ESG reports at an 
industry and company level. These are used as a starting point for their own proprietary 
assessment and analysis. We are wary of assessing the ESG fundamentals of a company 
based solely on the rating ascribed to it. These ratings are backward looking and there is 
usually a significant lag between changes in a company’s fundamentals, and a corresponding 
change in the ESG rating. We are also conscious that the rating system itself can only be as 
good as the underlying data available. In situations where our own assessment of material 
ESG issues diverges meaningfully from that of the MSCI report, we contact MSCI in an effort 
to gain a more detailed understanding of this difference in views. One area that we have 
explored with them is discrepancies in company emissions data, between their records and 
our own data gathered directly from company reports. Although this can often be attributed to 
ongoing inconsistencies in Scope 3 reporting, they have encouraged us to continue to share 
examples as this has implications for all users.  
 
In our 2020 submission, we reported on the need to more formally review our relationship with 
them. In 2021, we spent significant time with their team, with the objective of better 
understanding their climate offering and how it could enhance our own analysis, as well as 
reporting to clients, including via a TCFD framework. As a result, we broadened our 
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subscription to include access to Climate Lab, an additional tool incorporating more detailed 
climate VAR and sensitivity analysis. It should be noted that we extended our subscription 
despite not being entirely comfortable with the methods that they use to calculate their Climate 
VAR since it still uses global sales as a proxy for carbon emissions. They explain that this is 
a temporary proxy and they intend to enhance the functionality in the months ahead. 
 
We recognise value in webinars and their efforts to add value to their users via sector focused 
thought pieces, with both mediums helping us to better understand the analysis that sits 
behind their ratings. We do however think it is important to continue to understand the 
alternative offerings available, to ensure that we partner with the provider that best suits our 
needs and our delivery to clients. We therefore meet with their competition on an ad-hoc basis.  
 
We have already explained that we undertake our own engagements – because of the highly 
concentrated nature of our strategy, there is no need for us to outsource to third parties. We do 
use MSCI’s ‘Controversies Alert System’ to help alert us to any controversies specific to the 
companies we are invested in. However, we do not rely on their engagement 
services preferring instead to take on the responsibility of engagement ourselves. These 
providers are used to complement our own engagement efforts, not for outsourcing purposes.  
 
Finally, we have described how OP employs the services of ISS to manage the voting of 
proxies and assist our decision-making. We evaluate the services of ISS on an annual basis. 
This assessment considers factors such as the quality of the analysis and voting 
recommendations, the technology that ISS provides as part of the service and any potential 
conflicts of interest. The conclusions of our last annual review were in line with the previous, 
with however one exception which we expand upon below.  
  
Quality of analysis and voting recommendations from ISS  
We are generally happy with the quality of analysis that ISS provides. We read and review the 
research before voting; this research is generally thorough, and conclusions are clearly 
communicated. There are occasions where interpretation of the data may differ and there are 
also occasions when, in our view, some of the conclusions lack consistency. However, we can 
draw different conclusions and have the discretion to vote in a different way to any 
recommendation if we chose to do so. We outline these differences and our reasoning to 
clients.  
 
One area that we intend to improve is the feedback that we provide to ISS. We noted a slight 
increase in our votes against them in 2021. Having voted against them 37 times out of 1,330, 
or around 3% in 2020, in 2021 we voted against them on 61 resolutions out of 1,268 in 2021, 
or around 5%. We note in Principle 9 that votes against ISS vary by fund and whilst these are 
minimal for all, when our conflicting views are led by detailed research, and in the knowledge 
that they also engage with issuers, we can see that there is potential value in greater 
transparency through feedback to them. 
 
ISS Technology platform 
The technology platform is good. We are alerted to upcoming events and research can be 
accessed easily. There is also the ability to sort and screen by various factors which is helpful. 
The voting process is simple and efficient.  
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ISS Capacity  
ISS is one of the leading providers of proxy advisory services, covering thousands of meetings 
each year. It employs people around the world to conduct research and provide 
recommendations, and its methodologies and guidelines are reviewed and updated regularly. 
We are comfortable that ISS has both the capacity and resource to successfully provide the 
proxy advisory services.    
 
ISS’s management of conflicts of interest  
We have reviewed and are comfortable with ISS’s procedures for identifying, disclosing and 
addressing potential conflicts of interest.  
 
The third service that we subscribe to, as described in Principle 2, is ESGAIA. The team at 
ESGAIA recognised that engagement management was often inefficient which as a result did 
not support successful outcomes. They therefore provide specialised software to centralise 
engagement management and there are a number of functions that we value. For example, 
the ability to outline objectives and milestones for an engagement, as well as set timeframes 
for progress, serves as a helpful reminder to ensure these remain on track. We are working 
with them to link controversies to company engagement and voting records to provide a 
holistic view of our approach to a company.  
 
This is a relationship that requires ongoing collaboration across the teams. As a new provider, 
their technology evolves in line with the needs of their clients. While a step-up from the 
spreadsheet-based engagement tracking we used to use, we find that use of the system is 
not always intuitive, and we are not yet satisfied with how we are able to export data in a way 
that provides meaningful insights to our clients. We hold a quarterly call with them and work 
in open communication on specific issues. The team are responsive and keen to collaborate, 
and we are hopeful that we will evolve to achieve maximum use of their functionality over time.   
 
Principle 9 – Signatories engage with issuers to maintain or enhance the value of 
assets.  
 
We believe that engagement is a fundamental part of our role as active managers. We have 
already described how, as part of the risk assessment of a business, investment analysts will 
identify ESG issues deemed as a material risk to an investment thesis. There is a dedicated 
ESG risk section in all key research notes, and these issues will be debated by the wider 
investment team in our weekly team meetings. Once we become shareholders, we seek to 
engage with the company on these issues. This is done through the discussions we hold with 
company representatives within the ordinary routine of interaction. However, we may decide 
to extend our engagement activity and/or escalate specific areas of concern in order to effect 
the change we are seeking. Such decisions are made on a case-by-case basis, influenced by 
factors such as the materiality of the issue and the size of the holding relative to our total AUM.   
 
At the outset of an engagement, we record a clear objective. Because we engage on those 
issues which we deem to be a material risk to the investment thesis, it is this risk assessment 
which forms the basis for identifying and determining the objective. However, as outlined last 
year, we do continue to take a nuanced approach to setting a fixed timeline for our 
engagements. As value investors we believe a patient, yet persistent approach is more likely 
to deliver meaningful change, and therefore superior returns for our clients over the long 
run.  We are genuinely motivated to engage with companies and effect change in material 
ESG issues, since this will contribute to de-risking the investment case. But where we see a 
credible strategy to improve these issues is being formed, we are willing to give management 
time to deliver this change.  
 
As noted, while the focus of our engagement efforts is on the ESG issues which we deem to 
be most material to the investment thesis, we also believe it is our responsibility to monitor 
new or existing ESG controversies, and regularly assess whether these issues should be 
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escalated to engagement. We employ the services of MSCI to help us monitor such 
controversies. As our monitoring of and activity related to climate particularly has increased, 
we are thoughtful about how we prioritise our engagement efforts. For our Global fund, for 
example, we expect our investee companies to have made a public commitment to achieving 
net zero by 2050, with the next step as having their targets verified by a third party, and ideally, 
the Science Based Targets initiative (SBTi). Where a company has not yet made a public 
commitment (this was true of roughly 20% of names at the time of writing), we will 
automatically engage to state our expectation and to understand the challenges that prevent 
them from meeting this. For our Global fund, where investee companies typically have a 
market capitalisation of ten billion dollars or greater, we believe there are limited reasons for 
the absence of targets, in the first instance. For our Global Smaller Companies' and Emerging 
Markets strategies we note that they are generally lagging large-cap, developed market 
companies in their approach to setting Net Zero targets and adopting Science-based targets.  
 
We have explained the Stewardship Committee’s role in monitoring the progress of our 
engagements. The Committee will review and sometimes challenge the method and process 
of engagement, drawing on insight from other ongoing engagements and industry best 
practices. We employ a variety of methods when engaging with companies. Our approach to 
engagement is sensitive to the cultural norms of different regions. For example, when 
engaging with Japanese companies, often we will follow up a call or in-person meeting with a 
formal letter to the senior management team. Investing in Japan can sometimes be frustrating 
and can require significant patience, collaboration and understanding. It can be challenging 
when opportunities to create shareholder value are seemingly ignored or deemed secondary 
to the greater good of wider society and a desire not to break long-held societal norms even 
when the business may be weakening itself over time.  
 
One such case is our investment in Mitsubishi UFJ Financial Group (MUFG), a company that 
we have engaged with over many years across various governance items. We have found 
that our exposure to CEOs of Japanese companies is generally quite good, allowing us to 
have discussions and provide feedback at the highest level. In December 2021, we met with 
the recently appointed CEO of MUFG, Mr Kamezawa. Throughout the history of our 
discussions, we have encouraged them to actively cut costs in its domestic business. The 
company has a solid balance sheet relative to global peers while it has been returning some 
capital via share buybacks, we felt that these could be far larger. It does have a good credit 
track record and yet it still trades at a large discount to global peers. With lower costs, the 
bank would generate a higher return on invested capital and a general improvement its capital 
management would provide higher profits and lower its cost of capital. Cost-cutting measures 
in its domestic operations are finally starting to come through and it has announced the 
disposal of its US operations at a significant premium to book. It is expecting to use these 
proceeds to resume share buybacks. The shares remain undervalued but one where perhaps 
our engagements are starting to bear fruit. We are pleased to note that progress is continuing 
in 2022. 
 
Engagement with management teams on business operations can be a double-edged sword. 
One has to balance the risk of being influenced by overly enthusiastic or optimistic 
management teams, something we call ‘visitee bias’, with the potential benefits of listening to 
and meeting management teams to help build an understanding of their businesses. For very 
large companies listed in developed markets, we have grown particularly wary of visitee bias 
where there is a wealth of publicly available information and history which allows us to judge 
the quality of a management team’s guidance on their history of achieving their prior guidance.  
In Smaller Companies and Emerging Markets there can be less history to analyse, and we 
place more value on meeting with management. For smaller companies in Emerging Markets, 
we would rarely invest without having met the management team, and ideally on their 
premises. From the point of investment, under normal circumstances, routine engagement 
would typically occur annually, in person. This facilitates collaborative discussion on a broad 
range of issues, of which ESG would be one. In some markets, we are aware of the need to 
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be sensitive about our engagement. There can be greater risk that engagement might 
offend/be received as overly confrontational. 
 
This does not mean however that we have lower expectations or standards for Emerging 
Markets, but it does mean we are likely to set longer timeframes in which we expect to see 
change occur and targets to be met. For example, we have more recently adopted an 
engagement campaign targeting thirty percent female representation on Boards. In South 
Korea for example, less than 5% of listed companies have more than 30% women directors 
on boards, which is significantly lower than emerging market peers (Source: Deloitte). 
Therefore, when engaging with companies such as LG H&H, where women make up 14% of 
the board, we are thoughtful about their starting point within the broader context of their region. 
Whilst we acknowledge this as part of our engagement, we also emphasise the need to ensure 
the board has the right skill set to monitor and challenge company executives. As women’s 
purchasing power grows, and as significant consumers of LG H&H’s products, we emphasise 
the diversity target as having even greater importance. 
 
Another example of our approach to engagement in this region, is with Samsung Electronics, 
in the first quarter of 2021. We engaged with the management team after voting at the AGM 
against the board’s recommendation to elect three members. In January 2021, Samsung's 
heir, as well as the vice chairman of the company, Mr. Jae Yong Lee, was sentenced to prison 
for bribery, embezzlement and concealment of criminal proceeds worth about KRW8.6 billion. 
The formal investigation had been ongoing since the end of 2016. We noted our serious 
concerns over the qualifications as director of a person convicted of any offense and 
sentenced to imprisonment. As such we voted against electing the incumbent directors as 
they collectively had failed to remove criminally convicted directors from the board. We 
explained that we will continue voting against election of outside directors not removing other 
convicted directors from the board. We received a response back from company 
representatives, who expressed their disappointment in this decision and noted that these 
board members first joined well over a year after Mr Lee had recused himself from the board. 
They noted that the board members had significantly strengthened compliance systems as 
part an effort to prevent future compliance risks. Finally, they noted ‘our directors continue to 
work on further governance and ESG enhancements’.  
 
We disclose the full extent of our voting and engagement activity and outcomes in our quarterly 
company engagement reports which can be found 
here: https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-Us/ESG#. 
  
Principle 10 – Signatories, where necessary, participate in collaborative engagement to 
influence issuers.  
 
We believe collaborative engagement can be a powerful tool in effecting change, and we are 
members of several collaborative initiatives. These include the UK Investor Forum, Climate 
Action 100+, and the UN PRI. In Principle 4, we have already described our collaborative 
engagement with Korea Electric Power (KEPCO) through the Climate Action 100+ 
initiative. The engagement was led by APG Asset Management and Sumitomo Mitsui Trust 
Asset Management, and we joined in the summer of 2020 as a collaborating investor and 
remained until our disinvestment in September 2021. On becoming shareholders, we 
identified KEPCO’s heavy carbon emissions as a material risk and started engaging with the 
company on this topic. However, we struggled to get access to the appropriate decision 
makers within the company, and our concerns and requests for greater disclosure 
had repeated fallen on deaf ears. When we became signatories of the Climate Action 100+ 
initiative we saw an opportunity to achieve greater corporate access, and gain insights from 
our collaborating investors who had been engaging in parallel on similar issues. During the 
time that we were engaged through the initiative, we recognised that we had a stronger voice 
and gained greater access within the firm. We also benefitted from the group’s expertise in 
understanding which other government entities to engage with going forward. In Korea, 2020 

https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-Us/ESG
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was a year of significant progress in terms of discussions on the coal phase-out at a national 
level. Investors were referenced repeatedly in the National Assembly when Ministers were 
being questioned on KEPCO’s overseas coal projects. In October 2020, the South Korean 
government committed to achieve net-zero emissions by 2050, pledging to spend Won 8trn 
(equivalent to US$7bn) on green-focused growth. More information on the conclusion of our 
role in this engagement is outlined in Principle 4. 
 
Given the concentrated nature of our portfolios, there is more limited scope for us to work with 
groups such as CA100+ due to the narrow overlap of companies. Where there is overlap, we 
have made it known that we are keen to contribute to engagements and await the opportunity 
should places arise due to the reshuffling of current lead or collaborator investors. In addition, 
we seek to collaborate through additional forums such as the UK Investor Forum, as we 
highlight through two examples below.   
 
Rio Tinto 
2021 also saw continued collaborative engagement via the UK Investor Forum on reforms at 
Rio Tinto, following the irreversible destruction of First Nations sites of cultural and 
archaeological significance in the Juukan Gorge, in Australia. Companies have a responsibility 
to operate within the bounds of a social license, which includes respecting local land and 
people and in this instance, Rio Tinto failed to adhere to this responsibility. The board review 
concluded that no single root cause or error directly resulted in the destruction of the rock 
shelter but instead “it was the result of a series of decisions, actions and omissions over an 
extended period of time, underpinned by flaws in systems, data sharing, engagement within 
the company and with the PKKP (Puutu Kunti Kurrama and Pinikura people), and poor 
decision-making.”  While we understand that such incidents are rarely due to a single error, it 
does mean that the response will likely need to address multiple areas with progress 
measured over a period of time. In collaboration with other investors therefore, we took the 
following actions:  
 
Firstly, in 2020 we signed a letter as part of a group of 64 investors representing over $10.2trn 
in AUM. The letter called for a thorough explanation of the company’s risks and approach, and 
how Rio’s policies and procedures were being implemented in practice. This was followed by 
a group call, attended on their side by senior figures including the Chair of the Board and the 
Chair of the Sustainability Committee, in which they recognised a genuine need for cultural 
reform and promised to provide greater transparency in the implementation of these changes.  
 
Secondly, during the first quarter of 2021, we took part in a call where the senior leadership 
team updated investors about management of cultural heritage at the company. Speakers 
included the group CEO, the Chair of the Sustainability Committee, the Chief Advisor of 
Indigenous affairs, as well as several other company representatives. We were encouraged 
by the progress of reform at the firm, in line with what had been discussed, and that these 
were supported by clear milestones and practical examples. As outlined, we do not see this 
as a quick fix and will therefore continue to monitor progress. 
 
easyJet 
In 2021, following a number of engagements with easyJet, we became frustrated by lack of 
progress with management, caused by two key issues. Initially, we pursued these as an 
individual investor. Owning c.2% of shares on behalf of our investors, our access to 
management is generally good. Firstly, in October 2021, during a discussion with Moni 
Mannings, Chair of the Remuneration Committee, we discussed a proposed remuneration 
structure of switching the long-term incentive plan from options to restricted stock units. We 
highlighted our unhappiness at the length of the vesting of 3 years with a preference for 5 
years and the absence of an underpin for shareholders. The final proposal included some 
adjustments but, in our view, they did not go far enough and didn’t achieve the alignment we 
seek between management and the interests of shareholders.  
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Secondly, we engaged with the management team following the issuance of £1.2bn in new 
equity. We believe that the size of this capital raise is larger than it needed to be. Liquidity was 
not an issue for the company, and the cash burn had been significantly reduced as a result of 
cost-cutting and a much-reduced schedule. There were also the green shoots of a recovery 
in air travel, with restrictions being lifted and encouraging trends in passenger numbers. This 
recovery would naturally lead to a rise in customer pre-payments and improve the working 
capital position materially. We had allowed for a capital issuance in our outlook and 
assessment of fair value – but, given this backdrop, we had expected a much smaller 
issuance. This decision, combined with subsequent conversations with the company about 
the capital raise, has raised concerns. They rejected an unsolicited bid from Wizz Air, an 
Eastern European competitor, at a slight premium to the share price at the time (c.£8), 
suggesting that it undervalued the company, and then issued new shares equivalent to 
approximately one-third of the market capitalisation at £4. During the engagement, we made 
our views clear to management. We believe this increases the importance of compensation 
arrangements to ensure alignment with their shareholders. 
 
Following what we felt to be lack of acknowledgment of our concerns, in November 2021, we 
escalated these to the UK Investor Forum. With the backing of an additional shareholder, we 
highlighted our issues with the governance structure at easyJet following the capital raise and 
remuneration changes. With a combined holding of c.5% we looked to gain further support for 
collaborative engagement and sought to understand whether other members had voiced 
similar concerns. Although we initially understood that easyJet was well owned across the 
membership, we were unable to garner support to pursue these objectives with a wider group. 
Feedback from the Investor Forum suggested that other investors were likely disenfranchised 
due to easyJet’s structure, however this is an issue that remains important to us and one that 
we will look to pursue. In the meantime, during the 2022 AGM, as the next opportunity to raise 
our concerns through use of our vote, we voted against management, including the CEO, on 
compensation-related issues.     
 
Principle 11 – Signatories, where necessary, escalate stewardship activities to 
influence issuers. 
 
We have already described how, once we become shareholders in a company, we engage on 
those ESG issues deemed most material to the investment thesis. As mentioned, this is 
usually done through the discussions we hold with company representatives within the 
ordinary routine of interaction. However, we may decide to extend our engagement activity 
and/or escalate specific areas of concern in order to effect the change we are seeking. Such 
decisions are made on a case-by-case basis, influenced by factors such as the materiality of 
the issue.    
 
The process of escalation in our engagement can include:   

− Withholding support or voting against management (and informing them)    

− Meeting/communicating with non-executive directors or the chairperson    

− Collaborative intervention with other institutional investors    

− Engaging with regulatory or governmental bodies, where deemed appropriate and 

effective   

In setting objectives for escalation, these will be aligned with the objective of the overall 
engagement. We have discussed objective setting in Principles 5 and 9. The choice of 
escalation method will be assessed on a case-by-case basis and can be influenced by cultural 
differences across different regions. For example, as evidenced through our engagement with 
KEPCO, we decided the best escalation strategy was to engage with the relevant government 
entities in order to effect change from the top-down. Such radical action is usually not seen as 
necessary or constructive in the case of companies based in the western world.  
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Outlined in Principle 1, our classic contrarian value investment philosophy has been 
influenced by the likes of Warren Buffett. As investors in Berkshire Hathaway, we have long 
been admirers of Warren Buffett, and amongst other factors, we have valued his 
communication style through candid, transparent communication in his annual letter to 
shareholders. Historically we had no cause for engagement and have always supported 
management through our voting practices. This was challenged however in 2021, as Berkshire 
Hathaway’s level of climate related disclosure became increasingly out of step with 
expectations. Buffet continued to encourage investors to focus their attention at the activity at 
the level of their subsidiaries and whilst we recognise that the principal industrial subsidiaries 
have been very open about their climate goals, we believe that Berkshire must accept that the 
additional costs of reporting, and management oversight of, climate-related goals are a cost 
of doing business in today’s society. As a target for CA100+ they are yet to meet any of their 
outlined objectives. Furthermore, as a significant contributor to the overall carbon footprint of 
our portfolio, their progress is crucial if we are to meet our commitment to achieving net zero 
by 2050.  
 
Given the particular nature of Berkshire Hathaway and the challenge of engagement due to a 
very slim team at HQ, including a lack of Investor Relations support, following our recognition 
of the issue in 2021, in 2022 we were forced to vote against management on three resolutions, 
encouraging greater disclosure of climate-related risks and opportunities, as well as reporting 
on GHG emissions reduction targets.  
 
Escalation to vote is one feedback mechanism, however we may need to do more. In 2022, 
CA100+ will be appointing a new lead investor and we have requested that once confirmed, 
we are considered as a collaborator for future engagements. As value investors with an 
approach inspired by Warren Buffett himself, we believe our approach could compliment larger 
shareholders, who may hold a higher percentage of the company, by encouraging a more 
collaborative approach to the engagement.  
 
Through our example of Berkshire Hathaway, we endeavour to illustrate how our view alters 
over time, and how we are sensitive to individual company dynamics, seeking the best options 
available to our investors. For other points of differentiation, and our escalation approach 
across different geographies, to avoid repetition, please refer to Principle 9. 
 
Principle 12 – Signatories actively exercise their rights and responsibilities.  
 
It is OP’s policy to vote all shares where we are entitled to do so, except where there are 
onerous restrictions – for example, shareblocking. As detailed in Principle 2, OP employs the 
services of ISS to manage the voting of proxies and assist our decision-making. ISS provides 
analysis and voting recommendations for each proposal. OP votes in line with ISS 
recommendations unless we have a conflicting opinion about a particular issue, in which case 
we instruct ISS to vote as we see fit.   
 
OP is notified of all general and special meetings for the stocks we purchase for our clients. 
All resolutions are thoroughly reviewed by the relevant fund managers and analysts who in 
turn provide instructions on how to vote. Any voting decisions which differ from ISS’s will be 
amended accordingly within the ISS platform prior to the voting cut-off. 
 
As described in Principle 3 when voting on companies held in more than one fund, if there are 
differing views, portfolio managers act independently, voting their portion of shares held. 
Although this is rare, we believe this approach allows each portfolio manager to act in the best 
interests of their particular clients.    
 
The voting policies of ISS are generally the voting policies of OP and are therefore applied in 
all but a relatively small number of incidences. However, if there are company-specific factors 
which lead us to take a different view, we vote accordingly. Where a client has specific proxy 
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voting guidelines which differ from ISS, we work with ISS to ensure that we vote in line with 
the guidance prescribed by the client, recognising that where the client has not delegated 
voting responsibility wholly to OP our first obligation is to follow the client’s own preferred 
policy. 
 
Given the concentrated nature of our funds, we believe it is an advantage that we can pay 
close attention to how we vote for each of our investee companies. Our research is used 
alongside that of ISS and allows us to address votes on a case-by-case basis rather than rely 
on standard, one-size-fits-all policies. Through discussions with ISS however, we have started 
to explore alternative guiding policies that they offer to their clients, including one which 
provides greater stringency on climate related resolutions. We will continue to monitor this in 
line with the evolution of our engagement priorities, to ensure that we are achieving the best 
alignment with our views and those of our clients, and the most relevant research insights and 
recommendations from ISS. As outlined through our statistics below, one area that we notice 
we differ more frequently from ISS is on compensation related resolutions. This is something 
that we have explored through thought leadership pieces published on our website and an 
area that we are monitoring.  
 
For segregated accounts, any voting activities will follow policies and instructions set within 
the Investment Management Agreement between the client and OP. We have one segregated 
account which exercises direct voting based on a policy which differs from OP’s. The account’s 
voting is closely monitored and any major discrepancies in terms of voting instructions are 
raised directly with the client. OP does not currently facilitate clients’ direct voting in pooled 
accounts but are aware of the functionality should client interest grow.  
 
Certain OP client mandates undertake stock lending. Where a stock is on loan ahead of a 
general meeting or corporate action, and we have discretion to vote or act on that client’s 
behalf, we recall the stock (unless it is not in that client’s interest). OP does not borrow stock 
for the purpose of exercising votes.  
 
We publish a quarterly summary of proxy voting as part of our Stewardship and Voting 
Activities Report on our website at the following link:  https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-
Us/ESG. These reports include a full list of our voting records, as well as the rationale for 
cases where we voted against management or against ISS’ recommendations.   
 
In 2021 the total number of meetings at which our voting was possible was 102; we instructed 
ISS in respect of 102, or 100%, of those meetings. There were 1,268 resolutions put before 
those meetings; we voted with management in relation to 1,215 of those resolutions, voting 
against in relation to 53, or 4%, of resolutions (the most common areas for such votes were 
those relating to directors related resolutions and compensation). These statistics are roughly 
in line with 2020, where we voted against management in 5% of cases. We provide a 
breakdown of these in the following illustrations.  
 

https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-Us/ESG
https://www.oldfieldpartners.com/About-Us/ESG
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Signed for on behalf of Oldfield Partners LLP for reporting period ending 31 December 2021. 

 
Nigel Waller, Oldfield Partners CEO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


