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Abbreviations
AUM

Assets Under Management

CA100+

Climate Action 100+

CDP

Carbon Disclosure Project

CRISA

Code for Responsible Investing in South Africa

ESG

Environmental, Social and Governance

GHG

Greenhouse Gas

GIIN

Global Impact Investing Network

GRI

Global Reporting Initiative

ICGN

International Corporate Governance Network

IFRS

International Financial Reporting Standards

IIGCC

Institutional Investors Group on Climate Change

IIRC

International Integrated Reporting Council

ISSB

International Sustainability Standards Board

JSE

Johannesburg Stock Exchange

PRI

Principles for Responsible Investment

SASB

Sustainability Accounting Standards Board

SDGs

Sustainable Development Goals

SFDR

Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation

TCFD

Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures

TNFD

Task Force on Nature-related Financial Disclosures

UNEP FI

United Nations Environment Programme Finance Initiative

WEF

World Economic Forum
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Criteria and methodology
The survey was open to South African-domiciled asset managers who manage South African listed equity mandates
(active, passive, long-only, hedge fund) of at least R100 million. Fund of funds and multi-managers were not eligible
for participation. Participants were required to be registered with the Financial Sector Conduct Authority and hold
a Category II license. The survey closed on 30 November 2021 and responses are deemed to be correct at that date.
The survey was divided into five sections:

1. Policy, resources and governance
2. ESG implementation
3. Active stewardship
4. Transparency and disclosure
5. Climate change
Each section included a number of questions with drop-down response options. No open-ended questions were
included, to reduce ambiguity and remove subjectivity in scoring.
The survey was scored out of a total of 130. The score available for each section is shown below. The Policy, resources
and governance section, which addressed some of the fundamental building-blocks for responsible investment, had
a total score of 38, which was the highest section subtotal. However, the critical steps required for ESG implementation
(30 points) and Active stewardship (35 points) together accounted for 50% of the total score. The section on Transparency and disclosure (15 points), which is a critical component of responsible investment, was allocated the second
lowest score, but this issue was also touched on in other sections such as the public availability of responsible investment policies and the disclosure of climate-related risks and opportunities.

No.

Section

Score (max)

1

Policy, resources and governance

38

2

ESG implementation

30

3

Active stewardship

35

4

Transparency and disclosure

15

5

Climate change

12

Total

130

The responses were scored based on the information provided by the asset managers. No verification was conducted
on the information used in scoring, but our findings note where discrepancies were found between public information
and that provided by the asset managers. It is recommended that asset owners and clients continue to question
public claims to ensure that they have confidence that these are based on action.
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Foreword
2021 was an important year for responsible investing, which involves the integration of environmental, social and
governance (ESG) factors into investment decisions, and the active stewardship of investments. The drive to “build
back better” in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and increasing and widening concerns over critical sustainability
issues such as climate change, biodiversity loss and inequality has led to a surge of investments in ESG-aligned funds.
There were also developments on the regulatory front, both locally and internationally. National Treasury’s 2021
Financing a Sustainable Economy - Technical Paper noted that “the South African financial sector has an opportunity
to work with urgency, and in concert with regulators, to take steps to protect the natural resource base and economy
in the face of climate change and to create resilience in order to protect all citizens.” It proposes a mix of voluntary
and mandatory responses to fulfil this objective.
Internationally, regulatory developments included the introduction of the EU’s Sustainable Finance Disclosure
Regulation (SFDR), which requires asset managers and other financial market participants to disclose information
on the environmental and social impacts of their investment policies and products. The United States’ Securities and
Exchange Commission announced the creation of a “Climate and ESG Task Force” to “proactively identify ESG-related
misconduct”, while the UK announced that it would become the first G20 country to make climate-related disclosures
mandatory for its largest companies and financial institutions.
However, 2021 was also a time of introspection for responsible investors. As the growing demand for responsible
investment products led to rebranding of funds and growing marketing collateral, BlackRock’s former chief investment
officer for sustainable investing, Tariq Fancy, issued a warning that ESG was a “dangerous placebo that harms the
public interest.” Fancy’s argument is that sustainable investment was becoming a “deadly distraction” that is “lowering
the likelihood that we’d ever implement the kinds of concrete reforms” that are needed to have the necessary realworld impacts. While many critics of Fancy’s position agree with his sentiment, they argue that, if done properly,
responsible or sustainable investing can address environmental or social issues while providing investors with a
positive risk-adjusted return.
It was in this context that 27four sent out its first Annual ESG Asset Manager Survey questionnaire at the end of 2021.
The purpose of the survey is to gain an understanding of the level of ESG integration by single-strategy South African
asset managers, managing domestic listed equity mandates.
We hope that this report will serve as a useful indicator of ESG investment trends and sustainable finance in the
South African market, to assist asset owners and other investors to meaningfully understand ESG adoption by the
South African asset management community.
ESG team, 27four Group
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Award winners
Fifty-three asset managers responded to the survey. The scores ranged from a high of 114.5 out of 130 to 33.5 out
of 130. The Top 3 ranked asset managers in alphabetical order were:

Aeon
Investment
Management

Ninety
One

Old Mutual
Investment
Group

The top ranked asset managers exhibit strong performance across all survey sections. Common characteristics include
some or all of the following:
• a comprehensive responsible investment policy;
• clear governance structures;
• adequate resourcing and training;
• an experienced ESG team;
• aligned incentives and performance monitoring;
• a clearly defined ESG integration process;
• monitoring of ESG performance and real-world impacts;
• well-defined approach to stewardship, particularly engagement;
• supportive of collaboration;
• advanced position on addressing climate-related risks and opportunities;
• strong transparency and disclosure.
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Key findings
The following key findings present a baseline against which asset owners and other investors can track the development
of ESG practices in the country.

1.

The majority of asset managers surveyed have taken the preliminary steps of responsible investment such
as having a responsible investment policy and ensuring senior-level responsibility for ESG oversight and
implementation, but the wide range of scores suggests that these basic steps are not sufficient for strong
responsible investment performance. The range of scores also suggests that there is strong variation in the
way in which senior-level oversight and responsibility is applied.

2.

A significant gap exists in terms of assessing ESG performance and ensuring that responsible investment
practices have real-world impacts or lead to measurable improvements in corporate behaviour. In general,
there is a lack of focus on the outcomes of ESG integration and active stewardship, which raises the question

Home, sweet home.

of what purpose asset managers believe responsible investment is intended to fulfil.

3.

The dominant focus is on governance issues, rather than environmental or social sustainability, which should
be no less important to a responsible investment approach. Along with the failure to adequately consider realworld impact, this gap will lead to increased scepticism over the merits of a responsible investment approach
amid claims of “greenwashing” if left unaddressed.

4.

Company engagement is one of the most effective tools to enhance ESG performance and support value
creation, especially in a market where divestment is seen to be a last resort option. However, only four asset
managers meet best practice in terms of setting objectives with timeframes and/or milestones for all engagements, which will reduce the potential effectiveness of engagements. Furthermore, only a minority of the
surveyed asset managers addressed collaborative engagement in their responsible investment policies.
Collaborative engagement can be a powerful tool to enhance ESG performance at investee companies through
combined action and resources.

5.

The scored responses showed that, while a number of the larger, and therefore well-resourced, asset managers
achieved the highest scores, some smaller asset managers are also among the leaders in local ESG implementation. This underlines the fact that with strong governance structures and well-defined investment processes,
responsible investment can be achieved without significant resources.

6.

While there are areas of excellence, it is concerning that there are also areas where several asset managers
make claims that cannot be substantiated or are contradicted elsewhere. This includes claims of membership
of organisations such as the Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI), which suggests that there is still a
lack of understanding over some of the essentials of responsible investment and what best practice entails.
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1. Policy, resources
and governance
The first section of the survey addressed questions relating to fundamental
aspects of ESG implementation such as the adoption of a responsible investment policy, the resources devoted to ESG practices, and the governance
structures that support implementation.

Home, sweet home.
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1.1. Policy
•

All of the survey respondents indicated that they have a responsible investment policy, but only 32 of the 53
respondents (60%) indicated that their policy is publicly available. A publicly available policy is considered best
practice, as it allows clients and other stakeholders to access and engage with the policy. Public availability also
aligns with the commitment to transparency and disclosure that underpins the Code for Responsible Investing
in South Africa (CRISA), and the Financial Sector Conduct Authority’s 2019 Guidance Notice on the Sustainability of
investments and assets in the context of a retirement fund’s investment policy statement.

•

Concerningly, 11 of the 21 respondents that
indicated that their responsible investment policy

Public availability of responsible
investment policy

is not publicly available also claim to endorse CRISA,
which states that “institutional investors should be

The Principles for Responsible Investment’s
proposed new minimum requirements, which
could be introduced in the 2023 reporting cycle,
also include a mandatory requirement for publicly
available policies, which could drive greater transparency in this area.

Number of asset managers

transparent about the content of their policies”.

35

32

30
25

21

20
15
10
5
0
Yes, but not publicly
available

•

Given the pace of development in the sector and

Yes, publicly
available

Policy review and adoption by the board

the need for board-level oversight for effective
implementation, it is important that responsible

11

investment policies are reviewed and, if necessary,
updated regularly. Thirty-one of the 53 asset

In the past year

managers have reviewed their responsible investment policy in the past year, while 11 have done

In the past two
years

so in the past two years. However, 11 of the

Not in the past
two years

surveyed asset managers have either not reviewed
their policies within the past two years, or it is

11

31

unclear whether this is the case.
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•

Active stewardship, which encompasses both proxy voting and company engagement, is a cornerstone of responsible investment. Unsurprisingly, only two respondents reported that their responsible investment policy does
not address active stewardship. Forty seven percent of respondents (25 of 53) indicated that their policy addresses
all three main components of active stewardship: proxy voting, engagement and collective or collaborative engagement, while a further 32% (17 of 53) indicated that it addresses both proxy voting and engagement, but not
collaborative engagement.

Active stewardship addressed in policy
2

2

7
Proxy voting, engagement and collaborative engagement
Proxy voting and engagement
Proxy voting only
Engagement only
Does not address active stewardship

17

25

• The fact that only 25 of the 53 respondents (47%) address collaborative engagement in their responsible investment
policies could, in addition to competitive reasons, reflect lingering concerns over “acting in concert” requirements.
These concerns should no longer be a barrier to collaborative engagement. The PRI-commissioned legal opinion
from Bowmans on Acting in Concert and Collaborative Shareholder Engagement, found that “in many cases,
collaborative engagement on ESG issues by shareholders is unlikely to trigger regulatory requirements”. This is
underlined by the fact that recent examples of collaborative engagement, such as the case where 36 local asset
managers engaged collectively on Prosus’ voluntary share exchange offer for Naspers shares, have not attracted
any regulatory concerns.
• Forty-six respondents reported that their policy covers over 90% of assets under management (AUM), while only
5 reported that less than 75% of AUM are covered by the policy. Another of the PRI’s proposed new minimum
requirements is that the responsible investment policy must cover over 90% of AUM. Four of the seven asset
managers with a policy that covers less than 90% of AUM are PRI signatories who will need to address this should
a 90% threshold be introduced as a minimum requirement.

AUM covered by responsible investment policy
5
2
3
100%
+90%
+75%
<75%

43
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1.2. Resources
•

The survey found that a mix of strategies are used

ESG management

with respect to resources allocated to the imple5

mentation of responsible investment and ESG

12

integration within asset managers. Of the 53
respondents1, 34 asset managers indicated that
ESG is managed by the investment team, while five

Combination

asset managers indicated that ESG is managed by

Investment team

a dedicated ESG team or individual. Twelve asset

ESG team

managers use a combination of ESG specialists and
the investment team.

•

34

Thirty-one of the asset managers surveyed do not employ any ESG professionals (employees who dedicate at
least 90% of their time to ESG). Of those asset managers which employ dedicated ESG professionals, 11 have
more than one ESG professional for every 10 investment managers, while 9 have less than one ESG professional
for every 10 investment managers. While there is no correct approach on how ESG should be addressed or
resourced within firms, it is concerning that most employees dedicated to ESG have limited specialised ESG skills.
ESG is a rapidly developing and specialised area that requires specialist knowledge across a broad range of
subjects. It can no longer easily be tagged onto existing job functions.

Number of ESG professionals for every 10 investment professionals
9

<1 ESG professional for every 10 investment professionals
>=1 ESG professional for every 10 investment professionals
None
31

11

• Of the 20 asset managers that employ dedicated ESG professionals, eight reported that their ESG teams have less
than five years of experience on average. Six reported average experience of between 5 and 10 years, while a
further six reported average experience of more than 10 years.

Two asset managers responded that this was not applicable.

1

11

• Sixty-four percent (34 out of 53) of asset managers surveyed provide some form of ESG training to employees.
Of these, 12 asset managers provide basic training on the key elements of ESG only, while 8 provide some form
of specialist training. Fourteen provide both basic training and specialist training, which might include modules
on ESG integration tools and techniques, or on specific ESG issues such as climate change or human rights.

ESG training provided to employees
8
19
No training provided
Basic training only
Basic training and specialist training
Specialist training only

14
12

1.3. Governance
•

Board- or executive-level oversight is regarded as critical for embedding responsible investment practices throughout
an organisation. Forty-three of the 53 surveyed asset managers answered “the Board, CEO or CIO” to the question
as to who is tasked with responsible investment oversight at the highest level. Eight asset managers responded
that the investment team was the highest level tasked with ESG oversight, while two firms indicated that the ESG
team is tasked with oversight. At the firms where the ESG team is tasked with responsible investment oversight,
the CEO or CIO is responsible for implementation. However, it appears that the investment team is overseeing
their own responsible investment implementation at eight asset managers, which is clearly sub-optimal in terms
of governance.

Responsible investment oversight at the highest level
8
2
Board or CEO or CIO
ESG team
Investment team

43
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•

As with executive remuneration in companies, it is important that incentives are aligned if responsible implementation
is to be effective. However, only 14 of 53 asset managers (26%) reported incorporating responsible investment
performance into remuneration KPIs. Twenty-five asset managers consider responsible investment implementation
in performance appraisals.

Responsible investment in remuneration KPIs and performance appraisals

Responsible investment implementation
is considered in performance appraisals

25

Responsible investment performance
is incorporated in remuneration KPIs

14

5

0

10

15

20

25

30

Number of asset managers

•

While there have been some improvements, the 27four annual BEE.conomics report has shown that the South
African asset management sector continues to face challenges in terms of diversity and inclusion. This finding was
also reflected in the fact that, of the 53 asset managers surveyed, 30 (57%) reported having more than 50% black
representation at board level and 28 (53%) reported having more than 50% black representation at executive
management level. Only 8 asset managers (15%) reported greater than 50% of women on their board and six
(11%) reported greater than 50% women at executive management level. These results suggest that while some
progress has been made in terms of racial diversity at board and executive management level, there is much more
work that needs to be done in terms of gender diversity.

Racial and gender diversity within asset managers

Number of asset managers

35
30
28

30
25
20
15
8

10

6

5
0
Board: > 50% black

Board: > 50% women

Executive management: Executive management:
> 50% women
> 50% black
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• The final set of governance questions related to the extent to which firms are “walking the talk” of responsible
investment. Asset managers require companies to address numerous ESG issues as part of their responsible
investment approach, but do asset managers also address these ESG issues internally? The survey asked which
internal ESG issues were addressed (i.e., not those relating to investments) in the last 12 months. Of the 53 asset
managers, 25 indicated that they had addressed diversity and inclusion internally in some form in the past 12
months. Ten asset managers indicated that they had addressed gender- or race-based wage gaps, while five
indicated that they had addressed whistleblower policies.

ESG issues addressed internally in the last 12 months

5

Whistleblower policy

Diversity and inclusion

25

Racial/gender wage gaps

10

5

0

10

15

20

25

30

Number of asset managers

• National Treasury’s 2020 draft paper entitled “An Inclusive Financial Sector For All”, found that financial inclusion
is necessary to eliminate inequality and that current levels of financial inclusion have not led to adequate improvements in the quality of life for low-income South Africans. Given the need to support capacity building, it is encouraging that 35 of the 53 asset managers have provided training to support financial inclusion of potential clients
over the past 18 months. Twenty-four asset managers indicated that they have launched new products, while 22
have lowered fees. Sixteen asset managers have engaged either government or a regulator on the topic of financial
inclusion. Five asset managers have taken all four of these steps in the past 18 months.

Strategies to deepen financial inclusion for potential clients over past 18 months

Lower fees

22

New products

24

Training

35

Engaged government or regulator

16
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Number of asset managers
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2. ESG implementation
2.1. Integration
• Of the 53 asset managers surveyed, 38 responded that the CEO or CIO is responsible for responsible investment
implementation. In addition to board oversight, senior management taking responsibility for implementation is
seen to be key to embedding ESG practices throughout a firm. The investment team was responsible for ESG
implementation at 13 asset managers, while management other than the CEO or CIO was responsible at two firms.

Responsibility for implementation at the highest level

Home, sweet home.

13
CEO or CIO
Other management

2

Investment team

38

15

• The overwhelming majority of surveyed asset managers indicated that they draw on both internal and external
data to develop ESG insights. Sources of ESG data include third-party ESG research, company reports such as
integrated reports and sustainability reports, information gleaned from company engagements and general media.
While 46 of the 53 asset managers draw on some form of third-party ESG research, two asset managers reported
that they rely on third-party information only. The majority of asset managers reported using a variety of information
sources. Thirty-eight asset managers reported that they use general media as a source of ESG data. This means
that 15 asset managers indicated that they do not use general media, which is interesting especially given the
critical role investigative journalists have played in revealing recent corporate governance failures and uncovering
environmental and social issues.

Source of ESG data

Number of asset managers

50
40

49

46

48
38

30
20
10
0
Third-party ESG
research

Company reports

Information from
company engagements

General media

• While a quarter of the asset managers surveyed (13 of 53) did not report using ESG ratings or scorecards, the
preference among those who did was for proprietary scorecards (16 of 53). Ten asset managers indicated that
they rely on third-party ratings, while 14 reported that they use both proprietary scorecards and third-party ratings.
Regardless of whether proprietary or third-party scorecards are used, ESG ratings should be reviewed frequently
to ensure that they a fit-for-purpose.

Use of ESG ratings and scorecards

13

14
Both third-party ESG rating and proprietary ESG scorecard
Proprietary ESG scorecard
Third-party ESG rating
Not applicable

10
16

16

• There is a growing global movement to standardise ESG information in a bid to ensure that data is consistent and
comparable. There are numerous frameworks and standards that address sustainability issues. These include the
GRI Sustainability Reporting Standards, the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures recommendations,
and those of the Climate Disclosure Standards Board and the Value Reporting Foundation, which have recently
been consolidated under the International Financial Reporting Standards Foundation. In November 2021, the IFRS
Foundation Trustees announced the formation of a new standard-setting board, the International Sustainability
Standards Board.
• One of the areas of debate between different standards relates to the definition of materiality in terms of information
that should be disclosed. There remain proponents of “single materiality”, which only considers those factors that
are financially material for enterprise value, but a global trend is toward the adoption of standards which focus
on “double materiality”, which considers both the impact of ESG issues on enterprise value and the impact of an
organisation on society and the environment. The JSE’s draft Sustainability and Climate Disclosure Guidance, for
example, has also proposed that double materiality is adopted.
• Five of the 53 asset managers surveyed indicated that they define the materiality of ESG factors as only the issues
that are material to the financial position or value of the organisation. The majority indicated that they define
materiality as relating both to the issues that are material for sustainable development and material impacts on
people and the environment, and to those that are material to the financial position of an organisation.

Home, sweet home.
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2.2. ESG performance and real-world impacts
•

When it comes to ESG performance and the real-world impact of investment decisions, the survey shows some
interesting results. Fewer than half (25 of 53) of the surveyed asset managers measure the ESG performance of
their holdings. Similarly, 16 asset managers (30%) responded “not applicable” to a question asking them to describe
how they determine whether ESG implementation has led to real world impact or measurable improvements in
corporate behaviour. This is quite astounding given the claims being made about responsible investment. Despite
the growing ubiquity of the Sustainable Development Goals, only six asset managers indicated that they assess
ESG implementation against SDG-aligned outcomes, while 19 indicated that they assess ESG implementation
against a pre-determined set of impact metrics such as carbon emissions or the gender pay gap.

Assessing real-word impact
6
16
Assess against SDG-aligned outcomes
Assess against pre-determined set of impact metrics
Other
Not applicable

19
12

•

In general, the surveyed asset managers were of the view that the integration of ESG into their investment
decisions had been positive for their risk-adjusted return profile. One reported that it had been negative, one
reported no change, 35 indicated it had been positive and 16 responded that they did not know how ESG integration
had impacted their risk-adjusted return profile.

•

ESG integration methods and processes can vary widely between firms, but a key aspect is that there is a systematic
process for integration. This should include at least the following:
– Analysing ESG information alongside financial information;
– Identifying material ESG issues;
– Assessing how material ESG issues impact on the company, sector and wider economy;
– Using material ESG factors in investment decisions;
– Monitoring ESG performance.
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•

Most asset managers (42 of 53) use four or more of these approaches, but it is interesting to note that while 50
asset managers report assessing how material ESG issues impact on the company, sector and wider economy,
only 44 asset managers report using material ESG factors in investment decisions. Thirty-one asset managers
monitor ESG performance as part of their ESG integration process, but the ESG integration process at the remaining
22 asset managers is unlikely to meet best practice without monitoring ESG performance.

ESG integration processes

Number of asset managers

60
49

50

50

49

44

40
31
30
20
10
0
Analysing ESG
information
alongside financial
information

•

Identifying
material ESG
issues

Assessing how
material ESG issues
impact on the
company, sector and
wider economy

Using material
ESG factors in
investment
decisions

Monitoring ESG
performance

The survey asked asset managers to rate how important they perceive ESG issues to be to investment decisions
on a scale of “1=not at all” to “10=extremely”. On average, the surveyed asset managers view governance (9.38)
as being more important to investment decisions than environmental (7.96) or social (8.23) issues. All 53 asset
managers rated governance either equal to or greater in importance than environmental or social issues.

Importance of ESG issues to investment decisions

9.38

Governance

Social

8.23

Environmental

7.96

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 = not at all; 10 = extremely
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3. Active stewardship
3.1. Proxy voting
• Voting policies traditionally address how an asset manager
will vote on key shareholder resolutions relating to corporate
governance issues such as director appointments and
remuneration. However, with the increasing number of
shareholder resolutions being tabled on other ESG issues
such as climate change, it is important that voting policies
also address these issues. Of the 53 respondents, 39 indicated
that their voting policies include a general statement of
approach on ESG issues other than corporate governance.

Consideration of ESG issues other than
corporate governance in voting policy

Home, sweet home.
Number of asset managers

50
40

39

30
20

14

10
0
Includes general
statement of
approach on ESG
issues excluding
corporate
governance

Not considered
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• Responsibility for proxy voting mostly lies with the

Responsibility for proxy voting

investment team, rather than the ESG team.
1

However, nine of the 53 respondents indicated that
9

both the investment team and the ESG team are
responsible. Only one asset manager reported that

Investment team

they outsource responsibility to a third-party proxy

ESG team

4

service provider, but this firm is also one of the 48

Investment team
and ESG team

asset managers that monitors voting decisions for

Third-party

compliance with their voting policy. This is
considered to be best practice to ensure that voting

39

instructions are properly acted on. Only four asset
managers responded that they do not monitor for
compliance.

• Ten of the surveyed asset managers reported that
they declare their voting intentions ahead of

Are voting intentions declared ahead
of the meeting?

meetings, while a further 18 reported that they
declared voting intentions for controversial issues
only. While declaring voting intentions publicly is

10
25

regarded as international best practice, it is likely

Yes

that these asset managers declare their voting

Yes, for
controversial
issues only

intentions to the company rather than publicly.
Public disclosure is not common practice in South

No

Africa.
18

3.2. Executive remuneration
• One of the controversial areas of proxy voting relates to votes on remuneration. In South Africa, a remuneration
policy and a remuneration implementation report are required to be tabled at the AGM of listed companies. As
can be seen, multiple asset managers have voted against either the remuneration policy or the implementation
report at investee companies on more than 20 occasions over the past 12 months. Only nine asset managers
reported that they have not voted against either the remuneration policy or the remuneration implementation
report at any investee company in the past 12 months. While this question only considered the absolute not
relative number of votes against remuneration-related resolutions, it does reflect that remuneration is an area
that receives considerable focus.

21

Votes against remuneration policies or implementation reports

Number of asset managers

25

22

22

20
15
9

10
5
0
On 20 or more
occasions

On fewer than 20
occasions

None

• However, when it comes to attending the engagement meetings required by the JSE Limited Listings Requirements
to be held after a remuneration policy or remuneration implementation report fails to reach the required 75%
of votes, only 32% (17 of 53) of asset managers surveyed indicated that they attend 70% or more of these meetings.
Fourteen of the 22 asset managers who have voted against remuneration resolutions on 20 or more occasions
over the past twelve months attended fewer than 70% of these engagement meetings.
• This is seen as a perennial problem by boards and management, but asset managers that have already engaged
on remuneration ahead of the AGM are unlikely to find value in a subsequent engagement meeting required by
the Listing Requirements. The Companies Amendment Bill aims to address this conundrum by introducing a
requirement for the remuneration policy and a separate remuneration implementation report to be presented
for approval by ordinary resolution. If the remuneration policy is not approved, it will be required to be presented
until it is, while the remuneration committee will be required to stand down if the remuneration implementation
report is not adopted.

3.3. Engagement and collaboration
• Best practice is for an engagement strategy to form part of the responsible investment policy. This should include
engagement objectives, timeframes, milestones and an escalation policy that outlines how an asset manager will
increase engagement pressure if initial efforts are unsuccessful.
• Only four asset managers of the 53 surveyed

Setting engagement objectives

reported setting objectives with timeframes and/or
5

milestones for all engagements. A further 44
indicated that objectives (without timeframes and/or

22

22

milestones) are set for either all or some engage-

Yes, for all
engagements with
timeframes and/or
milestones

ments, while five indicated that no engagement
objectives were set. These findings are significant
as it is unclear how asset managers are monitoring

Yes, for some
engagements

progress of engagements and implementing

No

escalation in accordance with their engagement
policy if they are not setting objectives or, where

Yes, for all
engagements

4

objectives are being set, not defining the timeframes and/or milestones.
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• Thirty-four of 53 asset managers reported tracking and monitoring companies after all engagements. The rest
reported tracking and monitoring companies after some engagements, but it was not determined how companies
are selected for tracking and monitoring.
• The way potential engagements are identified and prioritised varies. Financial materiality is the dominant reason
why potential engagements are identified and prioritised with 50 of 53 asset managers pointing to this criterion.
Reputational risk is the second most chosen criterion, while the size of holding, client interest and the SDGs/impact
were chosen by a similar number of asset managers. The potential for collaborative engagement was only selected
by 21 of the 53 asset managers surveyed, despite taking a collaborative approach being one of CRISA’s five
principles.

Identifying and prioritising potential engagements
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• Voting against directors is the most common strategy included in escalation guidelines, with 41 out of 53 positive
responses. Divestment and supporting shareholder resolutions both received 27 responses, while 16 indicated
that escalation guidelines included tabling shareholder resolutions. Only 12 reported that escalation guidelines
included stipulating clear time-based requirements. The number of asset managers indicating that their guidelines
included divestment is noteworthy as it is commonly argued that the dynamics of the South African market means
that divestment is not considered to be suitable.
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Escalation tools included in guidelines

Number of asset managers

45

41

40
35
27

30

27
24

25
20

17

16
12

15
10
5
0
Issuing public Voting against
Tabling
statements
directors
shareholder
resolutions

Supporting
Divestment
Clear timeshareholder
based
resolutions requirements

Other

Home, sweet home.

24

• Only four asset managers that have escalation guidelines set objectives for all engagements with timeframes or
milestones. The failure of many asset managers to set time-bound objectives and clear milestones for engagement
and escalation is a significant limitation to effective engagement. A broad set of tools, including those that set
timebound markers that determine when they escalate, are seen as important features of best practice in terms
of engagement.
• The rise of ESG’s importance is reflected in the frequency of how often ESG issues are being raised during regular
meetings with management. Ten asset managers (19%) reported that they always raise ESG issues, while 23 (43%)
reported that they mostly do. Interestingly, some of the top overall performers were among the 19 asset managers
(36%) that only raise ESG issues occasionally. This suggests that it might not be critical to have ESG as a standing
agenda item if material ESG issues are addressed when they arise or on a regular basis.

Frequency of ESG issues being raised during regular meetings with management
1
10
19
Always
Mostly
Occasionally
Never
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When it comes to the nature of the ESG engagement, 39 of the 53 asset managers (74%) reported that over 50%
of their engagements over the past 12 months focused on governance issues, as opposed to environmental or
social issues. While governance issues are critical, their prioritisation over environmental and social issues in terms
of engagement suggests that there is still work to be done to ensure that all material ESG issues are being
addressed. Many governance issues follow a principle-based framework, such as the King Code, which makes
them relatively easy to address, while it is arguably more difficult to build and implement an engagement strategy
around ESG factors such as climate change, biodiversity loss, and inequality.

Engagements on G compared to E and S in the past 12 months
7
16
Over 75% of engagements on G

7

Over 50% of engagements on G
Fewer than 50% of engagements on G
Do not know
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Encouragingly, the survey revealed that asset managers have undertaken engagements on a wide range of ESG
issues over the past 12 months. Twelve and six of the 53 asset managers indicated that they had engaged on
biodiversity or whistleblowing respectively over the past 12 months. With biodiversity fast rising up the global
investor agenda through initiatives such as the Task Force on Nature-related Financial Disclosure (TNFD) and a
proposed Nature Action 100, this can be expected to change in 2022. Meanwhile, the Judicial Commission of
Enquiry into State Capture has illuminated the importance of whistleblowing as a tool to support good governance
in both public and private institutions.

Engagement focus areas in the past 12 months

Number of asset managers

45

42

40

40
35
30
25

21
18

20
12

15
10

6

5
0
Climate change

Wage gaps

Diversity and
inclusion

Shareholder resolutions have grown in prominence

Whistleblowing

Tax

ESG resolutions and votes

both internationally and locally as a tool for
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have co-filed recent climate-related resolutions at
major banks and at Sasol, which is a positive result
although it is unclear which ESG-resolutions are
being referred to. At this point, asset managers
appear to be more willing to use their voting powers
to register their opposition to a director on ESG
related grounds than to file shareholder resolutions.
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• The survey also asked whether the asset managers were active members or participants in any collaborative
initiatives that address one or more ESG issues. In addition to CRISA and the PRI, there are a growing number of
investor initiatives that aim to coordinate engagement activity to strengthen the approach. Despite the delays in
issuing the revised version of CRISA, over 75% of the surveyed asset managers indicate that they still endorse it.
• The PRI has continued to grow. There are now 59 South African investment manager signatories and a further 10
asset owner signatories. Of the 53 asset managers surveyed, 38 indicated that they were active members or
participants in the PRI. However, five of these do not appear on the PRI’s list of signatories which suggests that
some asset managers might be confused about what it means to be a PRI signatory. Most top performers are PRI
signatories, which suggests there is at least some link between PRI membership and strong ESG implementation.

Participation in collaborative organisations
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• A handful of asset managers are also members of or participants in other collaborative initiatives. The most popular
of these are the Climate Action 100+, which is an investor-led initiative aiming to drive the world’s largest corporate
greenhouse gas emitters to act on climate change, and of the Task Force for Climate-related Financial Disclosures,
which aims to enhance climate-related financial disclosures. However, as with the PRI, a number of asset managers
that reported participating in these initiatives do not appear on the official list of supporters or members. This
includes two of the three asset managers that reported their involvement in the Net Zero Asset Managers initiative.
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• The final questions on engagement related to how asset managers engage with regulators on ESG-related issues,
and how they promote responsible investment outside of their collaborative initiatives. Fifty five percent (29 of
53) of the surveyed asset managers reported that they do not engage with regulators on ESG-related issues. Seven
asset managers indicated that they engage regulators individually, while five engage in collaboration with other
asset managers. Twelve (23%) of the asset managers engage both individually and in collaboration.

Engage with regulators on ESG-related issues
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3.4. Promoting responsible investment
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• The survey also shows that asset managers use a variety of tools to promote responsible investment. All 53 asset
managers reported using at least one of the following: training; events; research papers; and academic support.
The most popular approach is training with 37 asset managers selecting this option, but reasonable activity was
also reported across the other three categories.
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4. Transparency and
disclosure
• Transparency and disclosure underpin many responsible investment frameworks. Both CRISA
and the PRI, for example, include transparency and disclosure as key principles. In some jurisdictions,
such as the UK, signatories to the UK Stewardship Code are required to submit an annual stewardship report on how the Code’s principles have been applied, and these reports are assessed
before an organisation is listed as a signatory.
• Clearly, presenting an annual report can be a time-consuming process, but 19 of the 53 asset
managers (36%) surveyed reported issuing an annual stewardship report that is appropriate in
scope and detail for the size of the firm. Six asset managers do so on an ad hoc basis, but the
majority (28 of 53) do not issue a stewardship report.

Home, sweet home.
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• The failure of many asset managers to meet best practice in relation to transparency and disclosure is also reflected
in how voting decisions are disclosed to the public. Only 10 asset managers report disclosing all voting decisions
via an online searchable database that provides rationales for controversial votes and votes cast against or in
abstention of resolutions. Thirty asset managers provide summary reports of voting results, while 12 publish all
voting decisions but fail to give rationales, which will make it difficult to decipher the intention behind voting.

Voting disclosure

Voting results released in summary only

30

Controversial voting decisions with rationales
published to website

1

All voting decisions published to website but without
rationales

12

All voting decisions disclosed via an online
searchable database with rationales for
controversial votes and “against” and “abstain” votes

10
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Number of asset managers

• Internationally, best practice is moving towards voting decisions being disclosed publicly as soon as possible after
the conclusion of the voting process, and for particularly important votes, in advance of the annual general meeting.
Two asset managers report disclosing voting decisions within one month of the AGM. While three do so on an
annual basis, 24 disclose on a quarterly basis. Forty-five percent (24 of 53) only disclose voting decisions on an
ad hoc basis or at some other interval.

Frequency of voting disclosure
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Similarly on engagement disclosure, few of the 53 asset managers meet best practice in terms of reporting a full
list of ESG engagements, with detail that includes information on the type, issue, objective, outcome and next
steps of the engagement. Most asset managers (40 of 53) either provide a summary of ESG engagements or a
selected list of companies engaged with.

Engagement disclosure
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• Only four asset managers (8%) reported that they meet best practice in terms of transparency and disclosure by
disclosing all voting decisions with rationales on at least a quarterly basis and disclosing a full list with details of
ESG engagements.
• A final consideration relating to transparency and disclosure is whether or not public disclosure is the same as
disclosure to clients and/or beneficiaries. Given the important role that asset managers play in the financial system,
and their fiduciary responsibilities, transparency is an important way to build and enhance trust. However, a
minority of asset managers (21 of 53) report providing the same information to the public as to clients and/or
beneficiaries.

31

5. Climate change
• Climate change is one of the most pressing investment issues. Companies face both physical risks and transition
risks relating to the transition to a low-carbon economy. The World Economic Forum (WEF) Global Risks Report 2022
rates climate action failure, extreme weather and biodiversity loss as the top three most severe risks on a global
scale over the next 10 years.
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• Of the 53 surveyed asset managers, 31 (58%) reported that their responsible investment policies specifically
acknowledge climate change.

Does your responsible investment policy specifically acknowledge climate change?

22
Yes
No
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• However, when it comes to taking action, there is little evidence of impact. Only twelve asset managers track their
portfolio emissions while four asset managers reported that they have committed to align their portfolios to the
goals of the Paris Agreement, which aims to keep global temperatures well below 2oC above pre-industrial times,
while working to keep the increase to 1.5oC, or net-zero by 2050. Two of those that indicated that they have
committed to align their portfolios to the Paris Agreement or net-zero by 2050 do not yet track portfolio emissions.

Tracking portfolio carbon emissions
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• In terms of disclosure, seven asset managers reported that they disclose climate-related information according
to the recommendations of the TCFD. These recommendations include specific recommendations for the asset
management industry, such as describing how climate-related risks and opportunities are integrated in relevant
products or investment strategies; describing how company engagement encourages better climate-related
disclosure and how climate-related risks are identified and assessed; and disclose their GHG emissions for assets
under management. Three asset managers that indicated that they disclose according to the TCFD recommendations
do not track portfolio carbon emissions, which suggests that they are not meeting all of the TCFD’s recommended
disclosures for asset managers.
• Six asset managers reported that they were TCFD signatories but do not currently disclose according to the TCFD
recommendations. However, only one of these appears on the TCFD website as an official supporter. Furthermore,
several asset managers that are listed as supporters on the TCFD’s website did not respond positively to this survey
question.

Disclosure according to the TCFD recommendations
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• While there are not specific requirements to become a TCFD supporter, this lack of consistency underlines the
need for accurate disclosure, more rigorous criteria for joining initiatives, and for asset managers to ensure that
they take the necessary actions to fulfil their various responsible investment commitments.
• Scrutiny of asset manager performance with respect to climate change can be expected to increase in 2022. A
recent survey of 33 local asset managers by non-profit shareholder activism group Just Share found that “while
there are encouraging signs of local asset managers adopting the necessary approaches to successful, effective
climate risk integration, relatively few of them demonstrate excellence when assessed against international best
practice standards.” This suggests that there is further opportunity for asset managers to enhance their responsible
investment performance in this area.

34

Participants

Home, sweet home.

1

36ONE Asset Management

28

Meago Asset Managers

2

Abax Investments

29

Metope Investment Managers

3

Absa Asset Management

30

Mianzo Asset Management

4

Aeon Investment Management

31

Momentum Metropolitan Life

5

Afena Capital

32

MSM Property Fund

6

All Weather Capital

33

Ninety One

7

Allan Gray

34

Nitrogen Fund Managers

8

Aluwani Capital Partners

35

Northstar Asset Management

9

Anchor Capital

36

Oasis Asset Management

10

Argon Asset Management

37

Old Mutual Investment Group

11

Ashburton Investments

38

Peregrine Capital

12

Balondolozi Investment Services

39

Perpetua Investment Managers

13

Benguela Global Fund Managers

40

Perspective Investment Management

14

Cachalia Capital

41

Prescient Investment Management

15

Catalyst Fund Managers

42

Protea Capital Management

16

ClucasGray

43

PSG Asset Management

17

Coronation Fund Managers

44

Rezco Asset Management

18

Denker Capital

45

Sanlam Investments

19

Excelsia Capital

46

Sentio Capital Management

20

Fairtree Asset Management

47

Sesfikile Capital

21

First Avenue Investment Management

48

Stanlib Asset Management

22

Independent Alternatives Investment Managers

49

Steyn Capital Management

23

Index Solutions

50

Truffle Asset Management

24

Laurium Capital

51

Value Capital Partners

25

Lima Mbeu Investment Managers

52

Volantis Capital

26

M&G Investments

53

Vunani Fund Managers

27

Mazi Asset Management

35

Disclaimer
1. General
a. Please read the following sections carefully.
b. This document contains the terms and conditions which govern the
use of the 2022 27four ESG Annual Asset Manager Survey (the
“Survey”). This document applies to all persons who use, read,
process, collect, download, view, print, analyse, copy, update,
modify, distribute, publish or make available in any other form,
or access this Survey for any reason whatsoever. By using,
reading, processing, collecting, downloading, viewing, printing,
analysing, copying, updating, modifying, distributing, publishing
or making available in any other form, or accessing this Survey
or any of the information in the Survey, you accept that you have
read, understand and agree to these terms and conditions in full.
c. This Survey contains information pertaining to inter alia i. 27four Investment Managers Proprietary Limited (the
“Company”);
ii. the Company’s subsidiaries, holding companies, and/or any
other company forming part of the 27four group of companies
(the “Group”) (the Company and the Group are collectively
referred to as “27four”); and/or
iii. 27four’s appointed agents, representatives, associated entities,
financial services providers, asset managers, administrators
and/or suppliers (collectively referred to as the “Relevant
Entities”) and/or
iv. the services rendered or financial products supplied by 27four
and/or the Relevant Entities and/or financial information
pertaining to 27four and/or the Relevant Entities.
2. Nature of the information and completeness
a. This Survey contains information which is purely factual and is
not an expression of an opinion or recommendation. It does
not constitute financial product advice and should not be relied
upon as such. The information contained in the Survey does
not take into account your personal objectives, financial situation
or needs and you must determine whether the information is
appropriate in terms of your particular circumstances.
b. This Survey contains summary information and the information
is of general background and does not purport to be complete,
comprehensive or exhaustive.
c. The Survey has been prepared in good faith by 27four. To the
extent available, the industry, market and competitive position
data contained in this Survey has been obtained from official
or third-party sources. Third-party industry publications, studies
and surveys generally state that the data contained therein has
been obtained from sources believed to be reliable, but there
is no guarantee of the accuracy or completeness of such data.
While 27four reasonably believes that each of these publications,
studies and surveys has been prepared by a reputable source,
neither 27four nor the Relevant Entities nor any of their respective
directors, officers, employees, advisers, representatives or
agents have independently verified the data contained therein.
d. Past performance information given in this Survey is given for
illustrative purposes only and should not be relied upon as (and
is not) an indication of future performance.
e. The Survey may contain “forward-looking” statements relating
to inter alia future strategy, events, expectations, prospects,
developments and financial performance. In some cases
forward-looking statements may be identified by terminology
such as “target”, “aim”, “can have”, “likely”, “should”, “would”,
“may”, “will”, “could”, “expect”, “plan”, “intend”, “anticipate”,
“believe”, “envisage”, “estimate”, “project”, “predict”, “potential”
or “continue”, or the negative of such terms or other comparable
terminology. Such statements reflect current views with respect
to future events and are only predictions and are subject to
assumptions. These assumptions and views may or may not
prove to be correct and are subject to inherent risks and
uncertainties. Those risks and uncertainties include factors and
risks specific to 27four and/or the Relevant Entities, such as
development of their businesses, future capital expenditures
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and acquisitions, as well as general economic conditions and
conditions in the market, such as trends in the operating industry
and market growth. Actual events or results may differ materially
from the events or results expressed or implied in any forwardlooking statement and such deviations are both normal and to
be expected.
f. Calculations contained in this Survey are intended for the
convenience of clients or contracting parties, may be approximations, and are intended only as guidelines. Should you wish
to rely on any calculation, you are advised to verify the calculations before using them as 27four will not be liable for any
inaccuracy in the calculation.
g. Whilst 27four is of the opinion that the views expressed in any
such forward looking statements are based on reasonable
assumptions, neither 27four nor any of the Relevant Entities
makes any representation or warranty as to the accuracy or
likelihood of fulfilment of any forward-looking statement, or
any events or results expressed or implied in any forwardlooking statement. Neither 27four nor any of the Relevant
Entities guarantees future results, levels of activity, performance
or achievements nor are they under a duty to update any
forward-looking statements after the date of this Survey to
confirm such statements to actual results or to changes in
expectations. Any forward looking statements made in this
Survey reflect views held as at the date of the Survey.
h. The information disclosed in this Survey is only current as at
30 November 2021, the date of the Survey. 27four and/or the
Relevant Entities shall have no obligation to review, update or
correct the information in the Survey after the date of the Survey
nor to notify recipients of any inaccuracy, incompleteness or
change in the information contained in the Survey. 27four shall
however be entitled to update, amend, supplement or otherwise
alter the information contained in the Survey without notice.
i. Neither 27four nor any of the Relevant Entities nor their respective
employees, directors, agents, officers, servants, contractors,
representatives and/or advisors and/or other persons for whom
in law 27four and/or the Relevant Entities may be held liable or
can be held accountable, assume any liability or make any
representation or warranty, express or implied, as to the
accuracy, completeness, reliability or fairness of any information,
statements, representations or forecasts contained in this Survey
or that such information, statements, representations or forecasts are not misleading or outdated, or are free from errors
or misstatements and no reliance may be placed on this Survey.
j. Neither 27four nor any of the Relevant Entities nor their
respective employees, directors, agents, officers, servants,
contractors, representatives and/or advisors and/or any other
persons for whom in law 27four and/or the Relevant Entities
may be held liable shall under any circumstances whatsoever
be held liable for any loss, damage, claim or costs (whether
direct, indirect, incidental, special, punitive or consequential)
whatsoever and howsoever suffered or incurred by any person
including, without limitation, any loss of profits or revenues, or
any loss of data, use, goodwill, or other intangible losses, as a
result of or arising from placing reliance on, acting on or
refraining from acting on anything contained in, or omitted
from, the Survey, whether the loss, damage, claim or costs
arises as a result of negligence or gross negligence.
3. Distribution
a. The information in this Survey is for the exclusive use of clients,
contracting parties of 27four and their advisors, readers or
users of this Survey and/or people that have legal access to this
Survey and such persons shall not reproduce or distribute the
information, or any part thereof, without the prior written
consent of 27four. The information contained in the Survey
shall remain the property of 27four. 27four reserves the right
to require the return of the Survey (together with any copies or
extracts thereof) to it at any time.
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4. Not legally binding
a. This Survey is intended for information purposes only and no
part of this Survey or any of the information in it shall form the
basis of any agreement with 27four. No proposal put forward
in this Survey is intended to be bindin upon 27four and/or any
of the Relevant Entities whether by way of agreement, representation or otherwise.
b. The information contained in this Survey should not be used
as a definitive basis for any decision, contract, commitment or
action with respect to any proposed transaction, investment or
otherwise.
c. Subscribing to any service or purchasing any product through
27four is subject to 27four’s contractual terms and conditions
and applicable law.
d. 27four and/or the Relevant Entities will not be obliged to carry
out any proposals or fulfil any terms mentioned in this Survey
and will not be responsible for any loss or damage caused as
a result of any person relying upon statements in this Survey.
All terms proposed are subject to, inter alia, obtaining the
necessary internal approvals, the full legal review of the proposal
and execution of all the required documentation.
5. Confidential information
a. This Survey may contain confidential information pertaining to
the business of 27four and/or the Relevant Entities.
b. No part of this Survey may at any time be copied, reproduced
or distributed, in whole or in part, at any time without the prior
written consent of 27four and/or the Relevant Entities.

6. Breach of terms and conditions
a. 27four reserves the right to i. refuse further access to the Survey or any information in it if 1. a person breaches any of these terms and conditions from
time to time or as may be applicable to the use of this Survey;
2. 27four is unable to verify or authenticate any information
provided by person to it;
3. 27four believes that a person is conducting activities that
are illegal, abusive, threaten the integrity of the Survey or
may place 27four in disrepute;
ii. refer any breach to the police if such breach constitutes a
crime; and
iii. claim damages for all losses and damages it may suffer and
costs and expenses it may incur as a result of the breach.
7. Indemnity
a. Any person who accesses, reads or uses this Survey or any
information in it hereby indemnifies and holds 27four and/or
the Relevant Entities and any of its respective directors, officers,
employees, representatives, agents, licensors, and any third
party information providers harmless from and against all
claims, damages, losses, costs and expenses (whether direct,
indirect, incidental, special, punitive or consequential) (including
attorney and own client costs), resulting from any failure to
adhere to these terms and conditions.
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Agrarius...
...sprouting

Sustainability Engineered™
Investment opportunities in sustainable agriculture,
coming soon.
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Creating value
for society.
We invest money innovatively, help retirement funds make the right decisions, provide access to financial
market infrastructure and support financial inclusion. Together we build a sustainable future for our
clients and society.
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