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Introduction

This report provides information about Marathon Asset Management Limited’s (“Marathon”)!
approach to Stewardship and how we address the requirements of the UK Stewardship Code 2026 (“the
Code”).

The Code defines stewardship as follows:

Stewardship is the responsible allocation, management and oversight of capital to
create long-term value for clients and beneficiaries.

Good company stewardship involves actively monitoring investee companies including, among other
things, engagement with senior management to discuss strategy, performance, governance and risk.
These attributes form an intrinsic part of Marathon’s investment process, which seeks to identify
companies that can deliver shareholder value through effective and sustainable use of cash flow over
the longer term.

This “Policy and Context” section of this document provides information on Marathon’s policies and
approach in relation to governance and stewardship as part of our fiduciary duty to preserve and
enhance long-term shareholder value. Marathon has also sought to define and explain current business
practices surrounding engagement, collaboration and escalation and, separately, how the firm has
responded to market-wide systemic risks alongside work to improve the functioning of markets
generally.

The “Activities and Outcomes” section provides information and examples as to how Marathon has
applied the Principles of the Code over the year.

The Code was developed to focus on how firms allocate, manage and oversee capital to create long-
term value for clients and beneficiaries. To this end, Marathon seeks to comply with the standards,
implementing the Code and its Principles in a manner that is aligned with our business model and
long-term investment strategy.

In applying the Principles, Marathon has considered the following for the period of 1t January to 31st
December 2025, among other issues:

o the effective application of the UK Corporate Governance Code and other governance codes;

e the effective implementation of other stewardship codes such as the Japanese Stewardship Code;

e directors’ duties, particularly those matters to which they should have regard under section 172 of
the Companies Act 2006;

e capital structure, risk, strategy and performance;

e diversity, equity and inclusion, remuneration and workforce interests;

e audit quality;

e environmental and social issues; and

e compliance with covenants and contracts.

! Operating as Marathon-London in North America.



Policy and Context

The UK Stewardship Code requires provision of a “Policy and Context Disclosure” which provides
description of an organisation’s stewardship policies, governance structures and other contextual
information. This is itself the necessary background to the information provided subsequently in the

annual “Activities and Outcomes Report”.
As an Asset Manager there are five required areas of disclosure, as follows:

A. Describe your organisation, your investment beliefs, your clients or beneficiaries and how that
informs your approach to stewardship.

B. Describe how your resources enable effective stewardship.

C. Describe your stewardship policies and processes, and how you review them.

D. Describe how you manage stewardship-related conflicts of interest to put the best interests of
clients and beneficiaries first.

E. Describe how you maintain a dialogue with clients and/or beneficiaries.

Marathon’s response to each of these can be found on the following pages.



Disclosure A

Describe your organisation, your investment beliefs, your clients or beneficiaries
and how that informs your approach to stewardship.

“ Marathon’s thoughtful and patient investment culture enables the firm to approach
stewardship with a long-term view. Making an investment with the intention of holding
it for many years means that we can engage with companies in a considered and open
minded manner, ensuring that the business is managed with a long-term view,
matching that of our underlying institutional client base. We encourage continuous
improvement of ourselves and the companies in which we invest in order to create long-

term success for our clients.”

Charles Carter, Managing Director and Portfolio Manager

Marathon is an independent, privately owned investment management firm based in London, UK.
Founded in 1986, Marathon has successfully applied longer-term and often contrarian strategies in its
equity investments.

Marathon’s investment personnel are organised by different geographic regions: Europe, Japan,
Emerging Markets, North America and Global. Marathon then adopts what it terms a “multi-counsellor”
approach to investment management. Under this approach, each portfolio manager creates a model
portfolio for the region or regions they have responsibility for. These models are then combined in
proportions as agreed by the board to create a regional portfolio (with some regions having a single
manager, and others two or three) or multi-regional portfolios. Each portfolio manager is wholly
responsible and accountable for their portfolio and has freedom, within the agreed guideline
constraints and under the overarching capital cycle focused philosophy, to structure their model(s) as
they wish. The approach is akin to an internal manager-of-managers strategy.

Investment services are offered to an institutional, wholesale client base principally made up of pension
schemes, foundations, endowments, charities and sovereign wealth assets. We also manage sub-
advisory mandates for trusted partners which then, in turn, offer our capabilities via third party pooled
vehicles. In our assessment, based on the longevity of many of our client relationships, and feedback
received from clients, Marathon has been effective in meeting client expectations across its history.

Marathon's investment culture is characterised by intellectual curiosity, eclecticism and non-consensus
decision-making. The capital cycle approach, uncommon in the investment world, is not bound by style
or market capitalisation restrictions which leads to a stimulating and independent investment
environment in which portfolio managers have the intellectual freedom to invest widely across all
industries.

Marathon’s Purpose, Vision and Values statement outlines the firm’s views and approach to dealing
with clients, investee companies and colleagues which feeds through to Marathon’s strategy.
Individual application of the statement is monitored as part of the regular appraisal process for all
employees.

The statement is as follows:



Marathon’s Purpose:

“To partner with our clients and help them meet their long-term financial objectives by

outperforming stock market indices”

Marathon’s Vision:

“To deliver superior investment returns through the application of our distinctive capital

cycle framework in a thoughtful and sustainable way.
To act as a trusted partner for all clients.

To maintain a dedicated, inclusive and energised workforce where we act with the highest
levels of integrity in everything that we do.”

Marathon’s Values:

Client focus — such as working on all fronts to align our interests with those of our clients;
Long-termism — such as encouraging management of companies to eschew short-termism,
and taking into accounts ESG issues at all stages;

Individual accountability — particularly in decision-making;

Intellectual honesty — candour and humility as expected conduct;

Owner mindset — support colleagues to work for the benefit of clients;

Operational excellence — employing a continuous improvement mindset.

The full Purpose, Vision and Values statement can be located on Marathon’s website HERE.

Separately, Marathon’s investment process focuses on industry supply-side characteristics alongside

in-depth research regarding the company management's motivation, incentivisation and skill at

responding to the forces of the capital cycle.

Marathon broadly characterises investments within two opposite phases of the capital cycle:

High return phase: Investments in the top half of the capital cycle, where high rates of return within
a business and/or industry are being attained, are often characterised as having some intangible
asset(s) that allows them to fend off competition and excess capital that would otherwise be drawn
to the prospects of high returns. These types of investments can also be characterised as having a
consolidated industry market structure with high barriers to entry.

Depressed return phase: Investments in the bottom half of the capital cycle, where rates of return
have fallen to or below the cost of capital and where capital is being repelled as a result, are often
characterised as contrarian, deep value investments where an improvement in the economic
returns of a business is not accurately discounted by the broad market. A consolidating market
structure, where supply and competition are removed, or a radical shift in management strategy,
are often conditions leading to these types of investments.

Business attributes that Marathon finds attractive include companies that:

deploy capital effectively and efficiently;

have high insider ownership and/or where company management are appropriately incentivised
to focus on long-term results; and/or

operate in an oligopolistic or consolidating industry.

These investment characteristics and Marathon's investment philosophy which places particular

importance on corporate governance issues, specifically through the detailed analysis of the

behavioural aspects of management, provides a stable framework for Marathon to deliver long-term


https://www.marathon.co.uk/marathon-purpose-vision-and-values/

outperformance on behalf of our professional client base. This in turn leads to sustainable benefits for
the economy, the environment and society.

The approach Marathon takes does not explicitly distinguish between investment and stewardship
activities; rather, it views stewardship as integral to a thoughtful and responsible investment process.
As a result, stewardship is undertaken directly by the investment team at all stages of the investment
process; during due diligence and monitoring of holdings, engagement with company management
and when voting proxies. As Marathon is typically a long-term equity holder (with positions across our
clients” portfolios held, on average, for around eight years since Marathon was founded), our portfolio
managers engage with clients to improve long-term company, and thereby share price, performance
even in some instances at the expense of short-term pain. Marathon regularly meets with the
management of companies in which it invests on behalf of clients, as well as those of prospective
investments, to discuss their businesses, their priorities for capital allocation and how they seek to
manage the business. During these discussions views are often exchanged and opinions made known.
Portfolio managers also vote proxies for those companies in which they invest (other than where clients
have retained proxy voting rights and responsibilities).

See the “Activities and Outcomes” section of this report for information on assets under management
split by client domicile, client type and mandate.



Disclosure B

Describe how your resources enable effective stewardship.

“Qur process is based on a long-term approach to investment, and our governance
structure helps to support it. Short-termism is a feature of public capital markets. Often
the desire to outperform over a month, a quarter or a year leads fund managers to focus
excessively on short-term results and to encourage investee companies to do likewise.
Necessary investments to ensure long-term sustainability may thus be discouraged in
an environment where short-term profitability is paramount.

Marathon’s remuneration structures are designed to reward longer-term results over
short-term performance, focusing on a five-year time horizon. They also seek to
incentivise investment team members to remain with the business for the long-term.
We believe that this approach underlines the importance of stewardship which lies at
the heart of our business.”

Charles Carter, Managing Director and Portfolio Manager

Marathon’s Board of Directors (“Board”), the senior body responsible for supervision and management
of the business, is the central governance forum at Marathon. This body remains accountable for the
overall delivery of stewardship activities across the organisation, supported by the firm’s Partners
group which seeks to protect and cultivate the investment philosophy and culture of Marathon. All of
this is underpinned by the Sustainability Charter and the firm’s Purpose, Vision and Values.

Additionally, Marathon has a Remuneration Committee which meets at least four times a year and
provides a forum to propose and agree remuneration arrangements for Marathon personnel. Incentives
have been carefully designed to provide a material interest in the effective functioning of the firm, the
motivation to remain at Marathon and long-term value for clients. Investment team remuneration
includes a Portfolio Bonus, which is an objective award based on the individual portfolio manager's
five-year rolling performance relative to their geographical benchmark. The core principle is individual
accountability; each portfolio manager has direct and sole responsibility for their own investment
performance.



Marathon’s governance framework

Remuneration Committee Board of Directors Risk, Auditand Compliance

(RAC) Committee

Partners Management Committee Risk Committee
Valuation Committee Counterparty Committee Product Committee
Diversity Equity & Inclusion Business Operations Sustainability

Business line management

This relatively flat structure, coupled with the size of the firm (c. 80 employees, most based in one office
in London), allows Marathon to be nimble, able to make decisions and, where necessary, effect change
rapidly.

Marathon’s robust governance model to support stewardship is further underpinned by the investment
team which is made up of a number of portfolio managers specialising in their respective regions but
who continue to deliver one consistent investment philosophy. All members of the investment team
are experienced professionals; having many years between them in the industry. All are university
graduates, with a number holding further qualifications such as MBAs or the CFA charter.

Under Marathon’s multi-counsellor model each portfolio manager is accountable for their own model,
that includes responsibility for the stewardship of the companies that they choose to invest in for clients.
As with almost all matters relating to investment at Marathon, decision making is bottom-up and
decentralised. It is the portfolio managers, and the analysts that support them, who meet and engage
with investee companies in relation to stewardship and oversight.

The approach to corporate engagement used by the investment team does not vary materially by region
and is uniformly applied regardless of investment vehicle (segregated account or fund). Portfolio
managers undertake this function directly themselves, except in Japan, where Masanaga Kono, a
Tokyo-based Analyst, focuses on corporate governance issues by engaging with senior management of
Japanese companies held in Marathon portfolios. The reason for this slightly different approach is
twofold; firstly, Japanese companies have not always been run with the shareholder’s best interests in
mind and secondly, being resident in Japan, Masa is more suited to maintain and foster local
relationships to express Marathon’s views (something that is not always achievable via fly-in, fly-out
meetings). He addresses issues such as cash deployment; the separation of Chairman and CEO roles;
and proxy voting. For all other matters, including proxy voting, the approach is consistent across
Marathon.

From an institutional perspective, sustainability topics often have a broader impact on other areas of
the business, or may feed into regulatory requirements, so a Sustainability Working Group was formed
in 2021 to coordinate Marathon’s understanding and communication on the subject both internally and
externally.

The working group seeks to:



e support Marathon's sustainability strategy to ensure consistency in presentation and policies, and
alignment with regulatory requirements

e contribute to the implementation of the sustainability strategy by making recommendations on
appropriate initiatives and activities

e communicate implementation of the strategy both internally and externally

e oversee Marathon’s own Corporate Social Responsibility efforts (office recycling, energy supply,
carbon offsetting etc.)

e oversee the preparation of reporting on the subject for clients and regulators

Membership of the working group is drawn widely from across business functions. It is chaired by Ben
Kottler, Client Manager. He is an experienced investor who held a leadership role in sustainability at
his prior firm for several years before joining Marathon.

An external service provider is used in in the provision of proxy voting advice and execution, where
Marathon has engaged Institutional Shareholder Services (ISS). Importantly, while Marathon receives
ISS advice, the decision on how to vote rests with each portfolio manager. The ISS position is not the
“default”, as the portfolio manager must confirm on each occasion whether to follow ISS
recommendations or vote differently. Due to Marathon’s structure, on occasion a position is held by
more than one portfolio manager and, from time to time, they may disagree on the correct course of
action. In such a situation a discussion is encouraged to attempt to find an agreeable course of action
for all but, on the rare occasions that accord cannot be reached, a split vote may occur. Marathon-wide
voting data is then made publicly available on our website HERE (note that the page may take a few
seconds to refresh), alongside Marathon’s proxy voting policy.

Marathon votes its own proxies. Votes are made on a case-by-case basis, rather than relying solely on
formulaic rules. Marathon subscribes to advice from Institutional Shareholder Services (ISS), but
portfolio managers are directly responsible for proxy voting decisions, on the basis of their in-depth
knowledge and assessment of company management and business models. Importantly, Marathon
does not automatically accept the pre-populated responses input by ISS, nor automatically submits the
clients' votes. Instead all proxy events & supporting documentation (including internal research) are
reviewed by the relevant portfolio manager(s)/analyst(s) for their consideration. Each Portfolio
Manager has the option to accept the ISS recommendation, or to vote against the rationale provided by
ISS. In these cases, a written explanation on the reasons to vote against the recommendation will be
retained. The Proxy Voting policy includes information on the issues and areas where Marathon has
more frequently differed with ISS in the past.

As well as internal research, the investment team also has access to a wide variety of external research,
including both traditional and non-financial (for example, sustainability) research, as well as, in some
cases, access to Expert Networks.

Discussions with management are documented through Marathon’s meeting notes database, and
access to this resource has been widened to a larger audience to facilitate understanding of, and
reporting on, our approach to corporate engagement across the business. The Marathon Partners Group
(which all portfolio managers participate in, alongside senior representatives of other business areas)
also discusses stewardship and sustainability matters regularly, in order to spread best practice and
relevant information more widely across the business and to ensure that such matters remain at the
forefront of our investment approach.
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Disclosure C

Describe your stewardship policies and processes, and how you review them.

“ Regular review of policies and procedures are undertaken throughout the business in
order to ensure that Marathon remains in compliance with applicable laws and
regulatory requirements; as well as up-to-date with material changes to systems or team
structures. In addition to our internal reviews, Marathon also commissions an annual

audit of core controls to provide additional assurance that they are effectively operated.”

James Bennett, Chief Risk and Compliance Officer

A number of policies and statements relating to stewardship exist within Marathon, including the
Proxy Voting Policy, Sustainability Charter and Sustainability Policy, which are available on

Marathon’s website, as well as the Corporate Engagement Policy, which can be provided to clients
upon request.

A review of all key policies, including stewardship and engagement, is completed at least annually by
Compliance and relevant subject matter experts within the firm to ensure the documentation accurately
reflects current practice, and remains fit for purpose and in-keeping with industry practice. Any
proposed improvements to processes such as stewardship are flagged to relevant teams to ensure all
are aware of enhancements. Furthermore, all personnel are required to attest on an annual basis, at
minimum, that they have read and understood the firm’s policies and procedures, including those
related to stewardship and engagement. All staff are also actively encouraged to provide feedback and
suggest changes and improvements where they see change is required.

In addition, Compliance undertakes an annual formal review of the assurance programme in place at
Marathon. This review ensures continued the firm’s alignment with current best market practice, along
with effective implementation of Marathon's second line of Compliance and Risk resources.

Separately, alongside the review of Marathon's policies and control procedures certain controls within
these documents are then also checked by an independent external auditor as part of an internal
controls review based on the AAF 01/20 standards

To ensure a comprehensive annual review is conducted and to identify where ‘second line” resources
should be deployed, an analysis of strategic work, material business matters and regulatory
developments has been undertaken; focusing on historical needs/trends and expectations for new work
in the coming year, alongside of review of the compliance monitoring programme. In addition, to
ensure effective and efficient implementation of second line resources, matters related to Risk have also
been considered.

This report is reviewed and signed off by relevant senior management and the Risk, Audit and
Compliance Committee; and will include any actions needed to improve engagement activity. The 2025
review reconfirmed the need to continue to provide advice and guidance on the ever changing and
growing number of global sustainability related regulatory developments and initiatives, amongst
others.
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Marathon’s key processes in relation to stewardship of investments are via its meeting and engagement
with company management and proxy voting. Internal records are kept concerning engagement with
company management and, separately, proxy voting activity, which is overseen by Risk and
Compliance. Marathon uses an electronic voting platform to submit voting decisions. Proxy voting data
is shared with clients alongside a detailed market commentary which may include insights into
significant company meetings held during a particular quarter alongside any major shareholder
engagement activities or developments. Marathon provides clients with detailed quarterly reports on
voting activities, which provides another opportunity to be challenged on the firm’s effectiveness with
regards to stewardship.

12



Disclosure D

Describe how you manage stewardship-related conflicts of interest to put the best
interests of clients and beneficiaries first.

“ Marathon has established a strong culture of compliance; ensuring both firm and staff
act with integrity in managing conflicts. From our Corporate Values to underlying
policies and procedures, Marathon has constructed a framework whereby conflicts,
either between the firm and clients, or intra-client, are managed in a fair and equitable

manner.”

James Bennett, Chief Risk and Compliance Officer

The successful identification, mitigation and management of conflicts remains a central part of how
Marathon delivers fair treatment of client interests whilst generating superior investment returns.
Conlflicts, actual or potential, which arise when engaging in stewardship meetings and subsequent
voting activity are managed within a clear, effective framework to protect client interests.

Conlflicts may arise as a result of:

° ownership structure;

e business relationships between asset owners and asset managers, and/or the assets they manage;
o differences between the stewardship policies of managers and their clients;

e cross-directorships; and

e client or beneficiary interests diverging from each other.

Marathon maintains a strong culture of compliance where it expects all its personnel to exercise the
highest standards of integrity and conduct in their business dealings. Marathon maintains a Conflicts
of Interest Policy which covers all potential conflicts of interest which may arise within the investment
process. As outlined within the policy, in order to maintain the highest degree of integrity in the
conduct of Marathon's business and to maintain personal independent judgment, staff must avoid any
activity or personal interest that creates, or appears to create, a conflict between personal interests and
the interests of Marathon's clients. It is Marathon's policy that all clients will be treated fairly in
accordance with relevant regulatory requirements, and in alignment with the firm’s Purpose, Vision
and Values statement. Marathon's Conlflicts of Interests Policy is available publicly on the Marathon
website HERE.

Marathon’s Governance, Risk-Management and Compliance (“GRC”) system is used to maintain a
Conlflicts Matrix, which includes actual and potential conflicts which have been recognised across the
business; alongside arrangements which have been put in place to facilitate early detection
management, mitigation and prevention of any such conflicts from having an adverse impact. If any
new or potential conflicts of interests are identified, personnel will add or amend an existing conflict
entry in Marathon’s GRC system. This includes any outside business/trusteeships/directorships,
political activities and other personal conflicts; in addition to business conflicts. New or amended
conflict entries are flagged by the system to Compliance, which will review the conflict and support the
business in implementing new controls surrounding a potential conflict &/or escalate the matter for
Board approval in the case where a material actual conflict is being reported. Marathon’s Board has the

13
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final decision regarding issue resolution on material conflicts. In addition, all new/amended material
conflicts are provided for the Board’s consideration, including mitigation, on an annual basis at
minimum. Evidence of a review of the conflict and conclusions/approvals given are saved in the GRC
system. Timely completion of the review is trackable as dashboard reporting within this system,
showing progress and outstanding items for completion.

On a quarterly basis, personnel reaffirm that all conflicts have been disclosed via attestation surveys
circulated via the GRC system. Results can be interrogated within the system or extracted as a report
for senior management oversight. Personal conflicts, such as political activities or directorships, are
independently verified by other types of screening, as appropriate.

Through this processes actual and potential conflicts are identified and managed on an on-going basis.

Occasions may arise during the engagement or voting process where a potential conflict of interest
could materialise. Such conflicts could include (non-exhaustive):

e  Where portfolio managers have opposing views in connection with engagement or voting shares
of a company they are both invested in;

e Where Marathon has a separate material relationship with, or is soliciting business from, a
company lobbying for proxies; or

e Where a personal relationship exists, such as where a friend or relation is serving as a director of a
company soliciting proxies.

A conflict could also exist if a material business relationship exists with a proponent or opponent of a
particular initiative. Where Marathon identifies a material conflict of interest, the team involved will
raise the matter with Compliance. Such reporting will include full details of the issue including why
the conflict is deemed material with confirmation how the proxy vote or further engagement is to be
undertaken in the best interests of all clients thereby helping to mitigate any conflict identified.

During the last twelve months, there have been no new material stewardship-related conflicts
identified that have impacted Marathon’s ability to act in the best interest of our clients.

For further detail see Marathon’s Conflicts of Interest policy, available HERE. In keeping with
Marathon’s long-term approach, this policy enables us to make long-term decisions in the best interest
of our clients.

14
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Disclosure E

Describe how you maintain a dialogue with clients and/or beneficiaries.

“ Marathon’s goals remain what they have always been; to generate attractive returns for
our clients and to continue to meet their performance objectives. However, over the past
several years client interest in non-financial matters such as stewardship, diversity and
sustainability have increased substantially. This has led Marathon to develop better,
more explicit communication and reporting of our longstanding stewardship activities,
and to provide increased reporting and information via both the public website, for
Marathon-wide information, and the password-protected Client Area for information
specific to each client’s mandate.

In our view, stewardship activities are key to us achieving our clients’ goals. As
investors who seek to identify good long-term stewards of our clients’ capital, voting
and engagement with company management are core to our investment process; and a

route to influence the structure and management of the companies held.”

Zach Lauckhardt, Head of Client Service

Marathon meets with its clients regularly, with many speaking to their relationship managers at least
quarterly. These meetings frequently involve us asking for feedback on our stewardship approach.
Additionally, clients and their consultants can request details on stewardship related matters as part of
their due diligence on Marathon. With a professional, sophisticated client base Marathon receives
plenty of challenge and feedback on our activities; with constructive comments and suggestions passed
on to the investment team. This feedback often highlights the value clients place on our approach of
continuous review and challenge of company management and active voting based on an analysis of
each resolution in context; rather than using a “one size fits all” approach to decision making. As a
result, we believe that we continue to serve our clients’ best interests. Importantly, Marathon’s
engagement work and interaction with company management (as detailed in other sections of this
report) seeks not only to enhance those individual companies but also, where appropriate, effect
industry change to the benefit of the wider economy.

Marathon seeks to be transparent and open about our stewardship activities with our clients. In
addition to client meetings, part of this commitment includes the publication of articles in the Global
Investment Review (GIR), our investment newsletter, which is sent to all clients at least eight times a
year, and an accompanying podcast (https://www.thecapitalcycle.co.uk/) where certain GIR articles are

discussed.

The GIR, written by members of the investment team, offers unique insight into topical issues, which
sometimes include stewardship and sustainability matters. It represents the most effective way for
clients to understand Marathon’s investment approach. Marathon also shares voting information with
our clients and prospective clients (on a case-by-case basis) at least quarterly as part of Marathon's
standard client reporting procedures; for example, where data is published online via Marathon's client
reporting gateway. Marathon-wide voting data is also made publicly available on our website HERE
(note that the page may take a few seconds to refresh). In addition, in response to client needs, Marathon
publishes an annual Sustainability & Climate Report which is publicly available on our website HERE.
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This report outlines Marathon’s approach to stewardship and sustainability matters at the investment
and firm level, including an assessment of our effectiveness, as well as providing carbon data as
required by the FCA (the UK’s financial services regulator).

For clients, additional information, particularly in relation to their own account can be found in the
secure Client Area of Marathon’s website and will include all regular reporting on their (current and
past), access to all GIRs, and account specific proxy voting reports.

It should be noted that Marathon considers the ability to influence management as an integral part of
the investment management function. During the client onboarding process, Marathon’s proxy voting
approach is discussed with the new client, and typically forms part of contractual discussions, as well
as periodic due diligence reviews. Clients often discuss sustainability issues with Marathon. Their
views may be considered by portfolio managers as they prepare for company meetings and assess
proxy voting decisions, alongside other external input and internal analysis. However, whilst we are
happy to discuss voting with clients, the ultimate decision of how we decide to vote rests with the
investment team. Where a client has their own policy in place, they are able to opt out of Marathon’s
voting policy and vote their own proxies.

Very occasionally, clients have approached Marathon directly about strongly held views, usually in
regard to a specific upcoming vote, and seek to discuss their point of view with the investment team,
seeking to persuade the portfolio managers to vote in line with their views. In these cases, the client’s
view will be assessed as additional information on the vote in question, and might influence how
portfolio managers vote overall; however, all in-scope holdings are, ultimately, voted according to the
views of the investment team.

Marathon provides proxy voting statistics to clients which document where Marathon has voted for
and against management and/or ISS recommendations on a range of issues. Similar data, for the firm
as a whole, is available directly on the Marathon website. Additional reports are also available to clients
which provide further data to show how Marathon has voted for and against company management

on individual issues.
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Activities and Outcomes

In addition to providing information on approach and applicable policies in the “Policies and Context”
section, the Code also requires signatories to provide a report, with relevant examples, of the
application of the Principles as outlined in the Code over the period under review.

For Asset Managers, the Code contains six principles as follows:

1. Signatories integrate stewardship and investment to deliver long-term sustainable value for
their clients and beneficiaries.

2. Signatories identify and respond to market-wide and systemic risks to promote well-
functioning financial markets.

3. Signatories engage to maintain or enhance the value of assets.

4. Signatories actively exercise their rights and responsibilities.

5. Signatories integrate stewardship considerations into their selection and oversight of external
managers.

6. Signatories monitor and hold to account stewardship service providers.

Marathon provides the required information on how each of these principles has been applied over the
course of 2025 in the pages below. (Note that Principle 5 does not apply to Marathon’s business model).

As at 31t December 2025, Marathon managed assets of US$40.2 billion split as follows:

By client domicile By client type By mandate

o 1% 5% 6% 3%
6

7%
40%

14% 51%

18%

80%
24%

mUSA M Asia Pacific B Public bodies W EAFE2 m World ex US?
B Europe Canada W Sub-Advisory Japan BMACWIexUS
B Other? ® Endowments / foundations m Global m Other*
Corporate pension funds
u Other

Source: Marathon, 31 December 2025. 'Other (by domicile) includes Africa, Middle East and UK. 2EAFE includes all mandates benchmarked
against MSCI EAFE. 3World ex US includes all mandates benchmarked against MSCI World ex US. *Other (by mandate) includes Europe,
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Principle 1

Signatories integrate stewardship and investment to deliver long-term
sustainable value for their clients and beneficiaries.

“ Thoughtful consideration of the long-term, holistic sustainability of businesses has been
fundamental to our investment process since 1986. As minority shareholders in the
businesses to which we entrust clients’ capital, we expend every effort to partner with
management teams which allocate capital astutely with a view to the next dozen
decades; this necessarily involves proactive stewardship of sustainability risks and
opportunities.”

Laura Fyfe, Emerging Markets Analyst

As an active long-term equity investor, consideration of stewardship has always been an integral part
of Marathon’s investment decision-making process, overseen by the entire investment team as a matter
of course. Marathon’s primary objective — the fiduciary duty to add value within clients” agreed risk
parameters —is enhanced by considering the impact such issues may have upon a company’s valuation.
Portfolio managers integrate assessment of governance and how effective stewardship activities might
be within their overall analysis of stocks, rather than treating it as a stand-alone issue in making
investment decisions.

Marathon’s approach is to assess these matters holistically within the investment process, rather than
applying quantitative rules or an overlay. Our approach does not seek any specific impacts, or target
any particular metrics; rather we seek to understand, balance and, where possible, reduce or mitigate
the financial risks associated with any stewardship and sustainability issues identified.

Discussion in recent years has gradually moved away from viewing such issues as risk factors in
relation to the potential returns of an investment and towards them being viewed as a separate issue,
to be dealt with in their own right by people other than the investment decision makers. This is not
Marathon’s view.

Stewardship risks are, ultimately, financial risks to a company. However; many are “long tail risks”,
meaning they could occur at any time, but have a low probability of occurring at any particular time.
For example, a governance structure that permits poor environmental practices may not have an impact
today, or in the next year, or even in five years, but any incident, which could occur at any time, might
lead to fines, litigation and clean-up costs, and reputational impact. Such issues have led to the
precipitous collapse of company share prices, and even to bankruptcies, in the past. Nevertheless, poor
practises may benefit a company in the short-term, as long as the worst does not happen, as it is often
cheaper to behave badly than to behave well. It therefore presents company management with an issue
of moral hazard; behave well and see competitors with worse practices do better, or join them and hope
that the bad practices do not crystallise into an issue while you are on-board.

Marathon is a genuinely long-term investor, with an average holding period since the inception of the
firm of around eight years, and some holdings which remain in the portfolio for much longer. As a
result, these risks are more likely to crystallise while we hold a position than is the case for peers with
substantially shorter time horizons. As such, they are taken seriously both prior to investment and
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while a position is held. Marathon's primary focus remains finding companies that it believes are able
to generate good returns over time. The firm’s strong track record of engagement with company
management helps to encourage long-term value creation; which invariably includes focusing attention
on tail risks, their mitigation and agitating for improved practice. Marathon’s portfolio managers feel
this is more effective than an activist approach of taking outsize bets with clients’” assets and then
publicly criticising companies in an effort to force short-term changes upon them.

Integration of stewardship and investment is overseen by Marathon’s Board which receive reports on
work undertaken by the investment team and other teams on the subject. This includes overseeing
information on portfolio manager due diligence and their on-going monitoring of holdings; company
engagement (focusing on number and types of meetings), and trends; any lobbying or bi-lateral/multi-
lateral engagements; alongside feedback on significant voting activity.

Furthermore, Marathon has a Sustainability Working Group which is tasked with ensuring consistent
establishment of sustainability and stewardship practices throughout the firm.

For proxy voting, whilst Marathon subscribes to an ISS service that includes voting recommendations
Marathon’s portfolio managers have always voted their own proxies at Marathon. As noted above, we
consider the ability to influence management to be an integral part of the investment management
function. Portfolio managers having absolute discretion in taking a view on any given sustainability
risk or opportunity, in line with Marathon’s proxy voting policy and principles (found HERE, though

please note that the web page is hosted by ISS, and therefore takes a few seconds to load, after which
you will need to click the “Our Policy” link at the top of the page). In connection with proxy voting
decision portfolio managers are required to produce enhanced documentary records surrounding all
materially significant votes. These records help evidence sustainability factors being considered as part
of Marathon’s investment process.

While it is comparatively rare for stewardship and sustainability matters to be the main driver of the
purchase or sale of a holding, from time to time they can be key considerations. A recent example of a
purchase where environmentally positive characteristics were a material consideration was that of
Latin American cement producer Cemex. Cement production is carbon intensive, and Cemex has
introduced aggressive CO: reduction targets, centred around the use of alternative fuels, decarbonated
raw materials and the reduction of “clinker factor’ in cement. Clinker is the key component of cement,
and its production generates the majority of direct CO2 emissions in the overall cement production
process; by substituting it with by-products from other industries, these emissions can decrease
drastically. On the whole, the company has targeted a reduction in CO: emissions to 430kg/t by 2030
(from 604kg/t in 2021), which would make them the ‘cleanest’ cement producer globally.

Similarly, climate change was an important factor in the purchase of Vail Resorts, the largest owner of
ski resorts in North America. The industry has had diminishing supply for over 40 years, and climate
change is only likely to exacerbate this. The business has made numerous acquisitions over the last
decade in order to expand its portfolio of ski resorts, and is well positioned for further consolidation as
global warming continues to affect smaller players in the industry.

Governance factors were a key driver behind the purchase of Hi-Lex Corporation, a Japanese supplier
of window regulators, for modules and mechanical control cables for the auto industry. Management
have focused efforts to improve profitability in recent years; selling cross-shareholdings and buying
back stock, for example, alongside increased focus on growth areas and faster decision making. These
efforts to improve corporate governance were underappreciated by the market at the time of purchase,
which Marathon believes will continue to improve the businesses prospects.

For further details regarding Marathon’s position on sustainability please see the Sustainability Policy
HERE.
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Principle 2

Signatories identify and respond to market-wide and systemic risks to promote a
well-functioning financial system.

“In the forty years since Marathon began managing assets for institutional investors, the
world has experienced an almost continuous period of globalisation. Although this has
been beneficial for many companies, including many Marathon holdings, it has also
introduced a variety of new or heightened risks as a result of the interconnections
between markets and the increased length of supply chains that the process has
engendered. Many of these systemic risks might remain unrealised; however, events
such as the Global Financial Crisis in the late 2000s, the covid-19 pandemic and recent
events in the Middle East have thrown some of these issues into sharp relief; and many
countries and companies have spent the last several years trying to create more robust
systems and processes. Marathon’s approach considers these risks from the perspective
of both the specific company in question and from a market-wide perspective. The
approach seeks to mitigate the impact of such events should they occur.”

Charles Carter, Managing Director and Portfolio Manager

In a globalised world it used to be argued that resilience was built-in. Manufacturing could be moved
anywhere; emerging economies would be levelled up and developed markets would benefit from
better supplies at lower costs. While much of this has proved true, many economies have specialised,
connections have become ever closer, supply chains longer and a level of fragility has become
increasingly evident, as seen with the supply chain impacts resulting from covid-19 restrictions, the
conflict between Russia and Ukraine, rising tensions in the Gulf of Persia/Arabia and introduction of
tariffs by the US administration, with the knock-on impact of inflationary pressure across many
economies. Risks range from the concentration of production of particular products and commodities
in one place through the interconnectedness of financial institutions to the speed and ease of travel.

In respect of our investment decision making process, Marathon's bottom-up investment research
approach does not apply a universal top-down view on such issues; however, systemic risks are
discussed regularly within the investment team and by senior management. These systemic risks to the
financial system relate primarily to the interconnectedness of capital and the risks that, for example,
excessive leverage in the system can lead to a negative cascading effect when capital is withdrawn after
poorly considered risk is uncovered and assets are written off. As long-term investors, Marathon's
portfolio managers consider these issues more than most, as the likelihood of an equity becoming
impaired (potentially even falling to zero), becomes a bigger part of the equation the longer the
investment duration. Marathon’s often supply side focused approach means that there has been a
marked tendency to deploy capital to industries where others have exited, thus aiding the smooth
functioning of the financial system. The aim is that systemic risks are acknowledged and considered
within investment decisions.
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Examples of these concerns and considerations include (but are not limited to):

The risk of unanticipated “stranded assets” for carbon intensive producers should economies
decarbonise more rapidly than expected — consideration of these issues is always at front of mind
when evaluating energy-related and carbon intensive businesses and Marathon chooses to invest
in businesses which act pro-actively through capital allocation to position themselves to be on the
side of decarbonisation. An example is an investment in Cemex, a Latin American cement producer,
which has implemented ambitious carbon dioxide reduction targets with the aim of becoming the
cleanest producer of cement globally.

The risks inherent in the global financial system, and laid bare following the collapse of Lehman
Brothers, in any financial-related issuers that Marathon invests in for our clients — Marathon’s
consideration of financial services businesses seeks to identify the levels of systemic
interconnection and the latent risks these present. During the review period covered by this report,
this risk underlay the scrabble by financial institutions in the wake of the collapse of US businesses
Tricolor Auto Group and First Brands in September 2025. Both companies collapsed due to sharp
practices and potential fraud linked to their use of off-balance sheet financing strategies. The issues
highlighted risks for financial institutions when funding companies that make extensive use of such
strategies as they are opaque, difficult to audit or assess externally, and can be used to disguise
malpractice. In particular, both appear to have used both standard banks and different varieties of
private credit in raising funds, with structures that meant that the liabilities they had towards one
type of lender may not have been known about by the other. Although there was an initial panic,
the market came to the consensus that these events were idiosyncratic (i.e. specific to these
companies) rather than systemic (i.e. a feature of the market as a whole) and regulators have
increased their scrutiny of bank exposure to what they term “non-depositary financial institutions”;
essentially providers of private credit.

The concentration of systemically important industries in one country or region — for example, the
concentration of integrated circuit manufacturing in south-east Asia leading to issues for
manufacturers of other electronic goods elsewhere should there be transport disruption as seen
during the covid-19 pandemic, and further exhibited by the effects on supply chains as a result of
wars in eastern Europe and the Middle-East. Supply chain review has become an increasingly
important part of the issuer review process as a result.

Geopolitical risk has been an increasingly important factor in our considerations over the past
several years - for example around US/China relations and their mutual economic reliance and
antagonism. Marathon considers the health of the overall country/market, property rights and the
potential for expropriation as material matters of concern. These issues have resulted in a
philosophical avoidance of majority state owned enterprises and lower-than-average weightings
in those markets where we believe that these risks are higher. Often such markets are accessed
through listed Depositary Receipts rather than via the local listing, both because of better liquidity
management and such instruments may allow us to avoid rapidly imposed capital controls;
however, we acknowledge that there will be occasions where geopolitical risks crystallise and
impact portfolio returns. A good example of this occurred in 2022 when sanctions and political
decisions following the outbreak of conflict between Russia and Ukraine resulted in two positions
in Russian companies, held via London listed GDRs, being delisted. The securities have no
secondary market so they were marked down to a nominal value, which impacted those portfolios
which held them.

Liquidity risks are ever-present for investors in multiple markets — the risk that we may not be able
to exit a position in an orderly or rapid fashion is one taken very seriously. At a minimum, we limit
the proportion of free float that can be held in a given security; consider the Average Daily Volume
(ADV) traded and whether this is volatile or exhibiting a declining trend; we look at bid/offer
spreads, which widen as liquidity falls; as well as considering the expected costs of execution under

various scenarios. Before any new investment is made, or where a portfolio manager seeks to
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increase a position in a capacity constrained security, Marathon’s Investment Implementation &
Analysis team assesses the liquidity of those investments and the appropriateness of the proposed
order for Marathon's underlying client portfolios.

On occasion, systemic market risks may result in significant volatility; as seen due to the global covid-
19 pandemic, the outbreak of conflict between Ukraine and Russia in 2022 and Israel and Hamas in
2023, or the collapse of Silvergate Bank in March 2023 and the subsequent short-lived banking crisis.
Given Marathon’s long-term approach to investing, with average holdings periods of around eight
years since the inception of the company, means that the investment team does not typically react in a
knee-jerk way but will consider the impact of such events upon the investment rationale and thesis. In
response to such volatility, positions may be retained, increased or decreased according to portfolio
manager views and conviction. As an active manager, this is a key function in supporting and
stabilising the market. One example illustrating Marathon’s reluctance to react reflexively to market
movements is that of Danish turbine manufacturer Vestas Wind Systems. The wider renewable energy
market has struggled over recent years as it was hit by supply chain disruptions and high inflation;
contracts have not usually protected bidders against rising input costs in the past, and are often signed
several years in advance of work being undertaken. Peers have also been more willing to bid for
contracts at extremely low, often sub-cost, prices to expand their market share, meaning Vestas has
missed out on some opportunities. Marathon, however, continues to hold Vestas and did not divest
when the share price fell. Vestas is one of very few remaining turbine manufacturers, with a long
pedigree and a history of weathering downturns only to emerge stronger. The stock fell sharply with
the election of Donald Trump to the US Presidency, given his antagonism towards renewables;
however the global drive to reduce reliance on fossil fuels is still a priority for most governments. Vestas
has unique expertise in its field, as well as benefitting from economies of scale which gives it a
significant market share in the onshore wind turbine business and an attractive service capability.

Marathon carefully monitors public disclosures and seeks to meet regularly with management,
executive and non-executive directors as appropriate, to understand better the business and the broader
industry. At these meetings, Marathon takes the opportunity to give feedback on potential areas of
improvement as part of assessing a company’s capacity to deliver its long-term strategy, including
market-wide and systemic risks. Notes of these meetings are recorded in a centralised database (which
is distributed weekly to the investment team, Client team and Compliance team), enabling the
investment team to consider and where necessary challenge a particular portfolio manager’s
perspective of such risks. Successful stewardship facilitates Marathon's capital cycle investment thesis
delivering shareholder value and alignment with the long-term interests of our clients as well as
promoting continued improvement of the functioning of financial markets. Portfolio managers are then
able to consider any market wide and systemic risks impacting a country, sector or industry and
whether this requires either further engagement with management or a change to the investment
rationale.

Marathon’s investment team continues to place a high degree of importance on meeting with company
management teams, to assess long-term strategy and encourage appropriate capital allocation. Whilst
the preference is to see company management face-to-face, Marathon utilises video conferencing and
conference calls to interact with issuer companies and their brokers. Virtual meetings have brought the
benefit of facilitating more easy and frequent interaction with issuer management teams based in other
time zones; allowing both Marathon’s investment team and the issuers” management to connect more
readily than with in-person visits. As ever though, the challenge has been to ensure meetings focus on
the long-term, rather than seeking to anticipate when and how short-term goals will be achieved and

issues overcome.

Marathon portfolio managers have written extensively, for many years, about a need for ongoing
corporate governance reform in Japan. More recently for example, in a May 2025 Marathon Global
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Investment Review (“GIR”) — our investment newsletter - article, “Voting Exercise”, we consider the
lack of take-over activity in Japan over the past half century and more, considering the history of the
structures that act to prevent it as well as the change in mindset and practice that appears to be taking
shape over the past five years or so. The reality, however, is that corporate politics tend to make change
more complicated and slower than might be hoped. Investors with short time horizons have been, and
will continue to be, tempted to exit when confronted by slow progress, but Marathon, and its long-term
focus, continues to add to holdings while focusing on patient, meaningful change.

Governance is a frequent topic in GIRs more generally and was discussed by Emerging Markets
portfolio managers during the review period in March 2025, in the article “Chinese Pendulum”. The
article focused on the tensions within the Chinese market between State Owned Enterprises (SOEs) and
private businesses and the disparity between the demands of state versus the drive of private enterprise.
This has led to a corporate governance approach which is distinctly different to that most investors in
developed markets would be familiar with and - perhaps — expect.

Another topic which has become an increasing focus for the markets over the past couple of years is
Artificial Intelligence (Al), and huge volumes of money have moved into and out of companies based
on market perceptions of the risk and opportunities they face in this area. However, while a lot of
companies have seen their share prices appreciate due to their association with Al, a handful have
received unprecedented (in nominal terms at least) flows of investment capital. This has resulted in
significant concentration in global, and some regional, indices; a situation which presents potentially
great risk as idiosyncratic issues at any of these enormous businesses could have an impact on overall
market sentiment. The increasingly stretched valuations of some of these businesses imply, in
Marathon’s view, an improbable increase in revenues from Al over a short time horizon; and therefore
the risk of being invested in them is currently greater than that of avoiding them. At the same time,
these businesses are investing very heavily in infrastructure which risks being obsolete, or at least
suboptimal, by the time it is ready for use. Should the sector suffer a significant setback, or be subject
to a significant change in investor sentiment or behaviour (perhaps due to geopolitical upheaval or a
significant global economic downturn), it has the possibility of destabilising equity markets globally.
Marathon’s views on the Al market are described in September 2025 GIR article “Al: Mad Maths?”.

To support the functioning of the financial market system, Marathon also feeds into consultations with
key regulators such as the UK’s Financial Conduct Authority, the European Securities and Markets
Authority and the US’ Securities and Exchanges Commission usually via Marathon’s industry body,
the Alternative Investment Management Association (“AIMA”). Compliance individuals participate in
regular conference calls hosted by AIMA with other managers to agree responses to consultations and
requests for information, including in relation to stewardship matters. As part of this approach,
Compliance source feedback from relevant staff internally. Once the views of AIMA members are
consolidated, AIMA then submits their response to the relevant body. Examples of this engagement
during 2025 ranged from contributing to AIMA’s ESG Handbook (October 2025); and AIMA Guide to
Rethinking Firm Culture (April 2025); providing feedback UK market reforms including the move to

T+1 settlement; ; to discussions on the recordkeeping at regulated firms. Marathon’s view is that taking
a collaborative approach like this helps to ensure consultation responses and future initiatives actually
address potential market-wide risks.

Within the firm itself, Marathon undertakes rigorous Business Continuity planning. Marathon
maintains a comprehensive Business Continuity Plan (“BCP”) alongside a Recovery and Resilience plan.
The BCP itself is periodically tested by Marathon to ensure it remains appropriate and effective. Both
documents are updated at least annually as well as following any significant systems or infrastructure
change. The BCP has been created, in part, considering a number of negative scenarios and systematic
threats, including a number of different reasons why the office may be unusable, how the business
would function should a significant proportion of staff be unable to work and other threats and issues.
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Principle 3

Signatories engage with issuers to maintain or enhance the value of assets.

“ Voting thoughtfully, engaging actively and, where necessary, escalating forcefully are,
we believe, core investment duties. At Marathon, we see ourselves as acting on behalf
of company owners. We are not price speculators or passive shareholders. We seek out
and buy into companies which we believe have the characteristics that will help them
to thrive in the future.

We will make our views known, and in proxy voting, we will approve or reject
proposals based on whether they best meet our expectations in terms of business
strategy, capital policy, and non-financial factors that contribute most to the long-term
structural enhancement of asset value, without being overly constrained by formal

criteria.”

Masanaga Kono, Japan Research Representative, Analyst

Whilst Marathon's primary focus is finding companies that it believes are able to generate returns over
the longer term, Marathon remains committed to confronting important corporate issues in pursuing
superior outcomes for its clients. Marathon has developed well informed and precise objectives for
engagement, whatever the issue. Common topics for discussion and engagement include capital
allocation within a business, shareholder return, succession planning, audit quality and findings,
strategies to mitigate risks (both idiosyncratic and general, such as climate change) and the approach
to employees.

The approach taken is the same for all holdings globally; where, in our assessment, there are actions
which could be taken by the management/board of a business to improve the value of shares in the
long-term, Marathon will discuss this with management. To this end Marathon has clear and well-
established protocols for when escalation of engagement may be triggered. In the first instance
Marathon’s preference is to engage privately with company management as part of the close and
continuous interaction process that forms part of our investment approach. This would usually involve
direct contact with the relevant executives within a company's management structure to understand
better strategic plans and intended future capital allocations. Our approach is further articulated in our
response to the second Shareholder Rights Directive, which can be found on the Marathon website
HERE and in the Sustainability Report HERE.

Marathon employs a small, yet highly effective and experienced, investment team, many of whom have
been engaging with company management teams for decades. The Marathon team seeks to understand
fully the individual dynamics of each business in which they invest; with Marathon’s engagement
intended to meet both best practice and business needs whilst being aware of local norms. For example,
European companies typically expect regular meetings with investment firms like Marathon in a
manner that may not be matched in other jurisdictions. We believe that there are often shades of grey
in governance; what is most suitable for one business may not work well elsewhere, due to various
factors including corporate structure, jurisdiction, regulatory or legal environment and even the
particular experience and expertise of the individuals involved in managing the company. As a result,
rather than applying a set of absolute rules or a prescribed “decision-tree” approach to engagement,
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portfolio managers use their own judgement and knowledge in engagement and voting to push for
those improvements which, in their view, are most likely to lead to long-term value creation in an
investment.

The core of Marathon’s approach to engagement is the “Company Meeting”. Company meetings take
various forms; the majority are conducted via video call, but many are also face to face, either one-to-
onel at our office or at investor days/conferences, or in small groups at the latter. We also conduct
occasional site visits. Marathon always seeks to engage with companies bilaterally on specific topics in
the first instance; however, we may collaborate with other investors from time to time, usually as part
of an escalation process.

In addition to the London-based portfolio managers, Tokyo-based Masa Kono’s primary role is to
interact with Japanese company management on behalf of Marathon. This has enabled Marathon to
prioritise encouraging Japanese firms to focus on long-term returns, allocate capital effectively and
make appropriate levels of pay-outs to shareholders. Corporate governance in Japan has often been
designed to maintain the power or prestige of company management at the expense of shareholders.
This has been gradually changing for decades, but was given particular impetus in 2014 when Japan
published its own Stewardship Code. Whilst all portfolio managers interact with firms globally, the
scale of the challenge in Japan warrants the use of a dedicated, locally-based, native-language speaking
expert.

Marathon prefers to discuss any concerns directly with management, usually as part of the regular
private meetings that we have as long-term shareholders. That way, any conversation is held within
the context of broader enquiries that we have about the capital cycle, strategy and capital allocation.
Nevertheless, despite this regular interaction, should Marathon have concerns with company
performance or management quality and where it appears necessary to protect and enhance our clients’
long-term investment returns, then consideration will be given to escalating engagement and
stewardship activities. This could involve:

e Meeting or writing to the chairman or non-executive directors

e Withholding support or voting against particular resolutions, or management, at company
meetings (an example of which is provided in response to Principle 4)

e Supporting shareholder resolutions against management wishes

e Submitting a resolution at a general meeting, or seeking to call an EGM

e Divestment of shares

Marathon also seeks to engage with non-executive directors of the companies in which we invest on
behalf of our clients as part of encouraging a shareholder-friendly outcome. Indeed, the numerous
meeting notes and correspondence surrounding this type of activity is further testimony to the
importance that Marathon places on all aspects of corporate governance ideally addressing issues early
and limiting the need for escalation.

Marathon is a long-term investor and therefore prefers to take this collaborative, rather than
deliberately combative, approach with issuers as we have found issuers are typically more responsive
to this approach. Issuer management are aware that Marathon is equally vested in ensuring the
sustainability of an investee company to ensure long-term outperformance for clients, therefore they
are more inclined to ask opinions and value Marathon’s feedback on areas for improvement.

Marathon’s commitment to stewardship engagement can in part be evidenced via the company
meetings which occurred in 2025; and which involved the investment team making over 1,780 meetings
with 1,180 different company management teams, primarily via one-to-one engagements. This aligns
with Marathon’s Purpose, Vision and Values, outlined in Disclosure A, where personnel are expected
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to demonstrate intellectual curiosity and question the readily-available market research on investee
companies.

Company Meetings 2025

® One-to-One Calls/Meetings ® Small Group Meetings m Large Group Meetings

56%

27%

Marathon may also consider joining a class action on behalf of our clients where we see value has been
destroyed and where an investment decision has been taken potentially based on false or misleading
information. As at 30™ April 2026, Marathon is currently part of seven class actions in relation to past
holdings for which we believe that compensation is owed by corporations for providing misleading or
demonstrably false information to the market.

Separately, Marathon is committed to confronting important corporate issues to achieve the best
outcome for our client base. Occasionally, this may involve acting in accordance with fellow
shareholders, however collaborative engagement is not usually Marathon’s preferred approach. While
we recognise the potential benefits of working alongside other long-term investors on policy and
company specific matters, previous experience has highlighted the inefficiencies and challenges of
acting collectively with other institutional shareholders. In particular the complexities of agreeing a
collective opinion to effect particular change is a challenge; especially where different parties hold
conflicting views on a situation. Collective action is therefore not our preferred approach as the
constraints of such a process may not be in our clients’ best interests. Consequently, Marathon will only
participate in collective engagement as part of the process of escalation of a critical issue which could
have a material impact on shareholder value and where such a process is more likely to lead to a
successful outcome.

Marathon may also provide feedback to a company surrounding a proxy vote in terms of whether
Marathon is planning to either vote for or against management. Such feedback is provided on a case by
case basis depending on the type of entity and term of relationship. Likewise, Marathon may also
choose to provide feedback on a purely reactive basis depending on the company involved and its place
within the capital cycle.

If a concern relates to systemic market failure, falls within a wider thematic issue, or is related to an
urgent crisis scenario then Marathon may also discuss the matter with the appropriate regulatory and
corporate institutions or trade associations, as appropriate. In extremis, Marathon may also consider
whether clients’ interest may be better served by exiting from an investment, although this is not
generally our favoured route.
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Principle 4

Signatories actively exercise their rights and responsibilities.

“ As a long-term ‘owner’ of the companies in which we invest, Marathon has always
viewed the exercising of all rights held as a central duty. Companies are often complex
and nuanced, so the approach we take is equally so; every resolution tabled at each
meeting, whether proposed by management or by a shareholder, is considered by the
portfolio manager that holds the stock, with the owner of the company taking
ownership for the decision of how to vote our shares.”

Alex Duffy, Emerging Markets Portfolio Manager

The prominence of the capital cycle and management in Marathon’s investment approach makes the
ability to vote proxies an inherent component of the investment decision process. We consider
ourselves to be active investors rather than activists. The difference, in our view, is that Marathon seeks
to invest in businesses believed to have great potential to generate long-term outsized returns for our
clients from the outset rather than trying to find companies with problems, buy into them, and then
seek to change them to make a return. However, few companies are perfect and we take our
responsibility to maximise the long-term benefits to our investors very seriously. Once an investment
decision has been made, a duty arises to exercise Marathon’s fiduciary responsibility to vote.

In 2025, Marathon voted in 100% of cases where it was able to do so.3

Voting can diverge from the direction of company management, and/or the views presented by ISS,
our proxy voting advisor, where Marathon considers it has a better understanding of the specific
circumstances surrounding a particular issue. At all times Marathon will ensure proxy decisions are
taken in what we believe to be the best interest of our clients, taking into consideration a range of factors
such as internally generated research and, where available, data, research and opinions from external
stakeholders and sources. In summary, each proxy voting decision is the result of careful judgements
on how such matters relate to shareholder value. Marathon will usually vote for or against resolutions
but may also abstain depending on the matter under consideration. The same approach is applied
globally, to all holdings, to the extent that local rules allow.

3 Note that Marathon is not always able to vote in certain circumstances, but particularly for securities traded on markets which apply a
minimum qualifying holding period prior to conveying voting rights where a position has not be held long enough to qualify. Marathon may
also occasionally choose not to vote where it has disposed of share prior to an opportunity to do so, but was on the register at the qualifying
date.
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The map below illustrates the meetings undertaken by market.

Meetings by Market
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Marathon's policy on proxy voting is available at the following website address: HERE. This policy
summarises Marathon’s approach to voting and disclosure, including a summary of several issues
where the firm has previously voted against ISS or management advice. The firm’s full voting record
is also available at the same location, with a 180-day lag.

Marathon’s portfolio managers remain directly responsible for proxy voting decisions ensuring
customers are treated fairly and the right outcomes are achieved by company management. Marathon
considers that the ability to influence management is an integral part of the investment management
function. Consequently, all voting decisions are made by the relevant portfolio manager after they
review the issues.

Marathon will ordinarily vote by proxy all shares where the voting discretion has been delegated by
clients but may on occasion be restricted from voting all delegated proxies where for instance a
particular client separately operates a stock lending programme and the relevant securities are not
available, or where the costs or challenges of voting make it not in the clients’ best interest. In such
circumstances Marathon will work with our clients to recall shares or unblock custodial limitations etc,
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especially where there is a controversial issue to be voted on. In contrast, Marathon does not lend stock
on behalf of our affiliated collective investment vehicles so all underlying shares are always available
for voting.

Marathon considers the recommendations prepared by ISS, a specialist proxy voting advisor. In
addition to providing advice on specific policy voting issues, ISS also coordinate the actual exercise of
the proxy vote. This entails receiving voting instructions from Marathon and transmitting them to each
of the clients” custodian for processing.

ISS provide a full reporting facility to Marathon detailing voting recommendations and actual votes
transmitted to custodians. The information available from the ISS system, and the link between our
own systems and theirs, permits Marathon to closely monitor both when we are entitled to vote and
that the votes are processed in accordance with any instructions we provide that go against ISS’s
guidance.

As previously explained, Marathon does not apply blanket rules or a “decision tree” approach to proxy
voting. Portfolio managers make their own decisions based on their knowledge of the company, the
management team and the issues involved, in line with Marathon’s proxy voting policy and principles.
Marathon receives recommendations from ISS on issues ranging from remuneration to board
appointments to dividends; however, Marathon is comfortable voting against these recommendations
when it believes it is in the best interest of shareholders to do so. Where a portfolio manager decides to
vote against ISS recommendations, a note of the rationale for doing so is kept. Such instances are
relatively infrequent but reflect the fact that ISS often applies universal rules for decision making, such
as maximum tenures for directors, absolute requirements for separation of Chairman and CEO roles
etc. While useful guidelines, these rules may not be appropriate in every instance where a more detailed
understanding of a business may have occurred via our ongoing meetings with issuers; for example, it
can be appropriate to have some longstanding board members to provide continuity of approach and
depth of experience, or a founder may be best placed to act as both CEO and Chair of a business, at
least for a time. A copy of the ISS Proxy Voting Guidelines can be provided on request.

Input will be sought from public sources and engagement with companies and their advisors, where
necessary as part of the decision-making process. Marathon maintains responsibility for any final
voting instruction on the basis of all information available to us.

Marathon can purchase, on behalf of our clients, large stakes in investee companies; with the ability to
vote on these stakes in order to influence management being of the utmost importance. Votes are
considered on a company-by-company basis.

Marathon’s voting process then involves the appropriate investment teams discussing the relevant
voting options and, except on extremely rare occasions, Marathon will adopt a single voting position,
taking into consideration all relevant factors, across all applicable funds and client accounts where
Marathon has been granted voting control.

Once a decision has been made, Marathon may share its views on a forthcoming vote with company
management or directly with the board in order to provide feedback and support to a company.
However, the actual voting activity by itself remains only a formal part of the wider ongoing dialogue
between Marathon and the investee company.

It should be noted that Marathon does not offer clients the ability to override or direct voting decisions.
Where clients have their own policies, they may decide not to give Marathon voting authority and
exercise their own proxies. Having said that, very occasionally clients have contacted Marathon about
a particular vote and provided a strong view on their preferences. These views are conveyed to the
portfolio managers, along with a consideration of potential conflicts of interest, and will be considered.
The client may be contacted by the portfolio manager to discuss their views further, and any such
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discussion will feed into the ultimate decision. Ultimately, the decision will be taken by the portfolio
manager in accordance with their view of the best approach to maximise long-term client outcomes.

Voting process

In addition to providing advice on specific policy voting issues, ISS also coordinate the actual exercise
of the proxy vote. This entails receiving voting instructions from Marathon and transmitting them to
each clients’ custodian for processing.

Marathon’s proxy team have access to the ISS web platform where ballots are collated from each
custodian and linked to the appropriate meeting. These meetings are monitored and recorded in a
central spreadsheet. Once the research has been updated, it is sent to the portfolio manager to solicit
their response by the stated deadline. From time to time, proxy votes will be solicited which involves
special circumstances and require additional research and discussion. Any additional discussion may
be conducted as soon as practical and with best endeavours before the ballot deadlines.

There may, from time to time, be instances when votes cast by Marathon on a client’s behalf are rejected.
This could be for various reasons outside of Marathon’s control; including missing documentation that
needs to be provided by the beneficial owner, for example, there are some countries that require Power
of Attorney documentation which authorises a local agent to facilitate the voting instruction on behalf
of the client in the local market. If the appropriate documentation is not available for use, a vote
instruction may be rejected. On a best efforts basis, Marathon requests custodians to provide a list of
missing Powers of Attorney for each of our clients on an annual basis to avoid these issues.

Quarterly checks are also completed across different markets and mandates to ensure ballots are being
received from the custodian.

Examples of voting
We provide three examples below of voting over the period where our approach has been notable:
Kirin Holdings (Japan) March 2025

Marathon chose to vote against the reappointment of six directors (against both management and ISS
advice). The company leadership has made a number of value-destroying decisions over the past
several years and has been unable to justify their reasoning to Marathon beyond a vague ambition to
change strategic direction. Questioning of the direction of the firm by Marathon has been met with
confusion and a lack of responsiveness. Marathon chose to vote against these reappointments to
impress upon the board our displeasure at their recent lack of strategic decision making.

The directors were all re-elected; however, the vote has been used in discussion with the company since
(so it has represented a form of escalation of our engagement with them) and Marathon continues to
express discomfort at the approach taken by the board and lack of transparency about the objectives of
the business going forwards.

Bayerische Motoren Werke (BMW) (Germany) May 2025

Marathon voted against “approving the discharge of duties” of 24 different Supervisory Board
members at BMW.

Given the number of issues relating to diesel emissions cheating, illegal collusion with other
automakers and very little transparency about the supervisory board's reviews or investigations into
these matters (if any) we voted against approving their discharge of their responsibilities over the year.

Despite all being re-elected with 80-89% support, Marathon will continue to push for closer supervision
of the business by the Supervisory Board to avoid further criminal behaviours and reputational damage.
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UniCredit (Italy) March 2025
Marathon supported various remuneration-related proposals against ISS guidance.

UniCredit sought to refute ISS's criticisms in relation to these measures, pointing out that the " excessive
increase in the CEO pay opportunity" mentioned by ISS was linked to an expanded set of performance
characteristics and noting that ISS objected to the Group Incentive plan this year despite supporting the
same plan in previous years. In Marathon’s view, the changes in remuneration policy are warranted to
further align executive pay and shareholder outcomes, and we therefore supported the resolutions,
viewing ISS’s advice to be based on mechanistic views of “reasonable” pay.

It is Marathon’s view that the potential quantum of pay is usually less important than the structures
and hurdles in place to its attainment. In this case, the required hurdles for the CEO and other senior
executives to achieve the maximum potential pay out are complex and clearly unlikely to be met;
however, the possibility should mean that there is incentive for the individuals in question to strive to
achieve their goals. There is little doubt that the journey towards these goals will be good for
shareholders.

There was significant dissent, with some of the proposals garnering only around two-thirds of votes;
however, all did pass.
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Principle 5

Signatories integrate stewardship considerations into their selection and

oversight of external managers.

Note that, as Marathon does not make use of external managers, this Principle does not apply to us.
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Principle 6

Signatories monitor and hold to account stewardship service providers.

“Owners of a ‘one-size-fits-all' garment may agree that ‘one-size-doesn’t-really-fit-
anyone’ would be a more honest label. Marathon’s more bespoke way of working —
meeting with companies regularly and discussing areas of concern, when viewed over
the course of a relatively long holding period, is likely to be more effective although less
easily measurable. Hence we take voting advice from ISS, but don’t take an off-the-peg
approach, preferring to consider each vote in the context of their advice, management
views and our own knowledge and experience of the company. The impact on long-

term risk and returns for our clients are paramount.”
Ben Kottler, Client Manager & Sustainability Working Group Chair

Marathon uses one service provider in relation to stewardship activities: Institutional Shareholder
Services (ISS).

ISS provides proxy voting advice as well as the platform through which votes are submitted for

company meetings.

With regard to proxy voting advice, when a company meeting is announced ISS undertakes a review
of the resolutions proposed and consider them versus their own criteria before recommending a voting
response. They produce a booklet in relation to each meeting summarising their views, highlighting
issues and then providing more in-depth research information on each resolution; particularly when

they recommend voting against company management recommendations.

It is important to understand that, while Marathon receives this advice, the decision on how to vote in
each instance rests with the portfolio manager invested in the company in question. The ISS position is
not the “default” vote. The portfolio manager must confirm for each meeting whether to follow ISS
recommendations or vote differently. Where the portfolio manager chooses to vote differently to 1SS
advice a note is kept of the rationale for the decision. Where a vote is aligned with ISS then the ISS
advice is deemed to contain the rationale for the voting decision.

The quality of proxy voting advice is assessed by the investment team. In general, as shown in our
earlier discussion of Principle 4, Marathon has voted in close alignment with ISS advice, and this is
because portfolio managers generally agree with the conclusions that ISS reaches. Even where they
dissent, portfolio managers usually rate the quality of the research undertaken highly, but disagree
with the conclusion drawn (often as a result of a lack of nuance within the ISS process to account for
local norms and customs, or company specific circumstances, versus their generally applied voting
principles).

With regard to the ISS voting platform itself, members of the operations team inputs voting responses
and submits them. The platform is responsive and votes are submitted efficiently. Outputs from the
system allow us to examine various different sets of data in relation to voting, and analysis can be
undertaken across the firm, across a particular strategy or for a given fund or account. Outputs are
regularly checked back to ensure that voting intentions have been correctly submitted.

The team undertakes a semi-annual service review meeting with ISS to discuss the service received,
raise any concerns and be informed of any broad trends and issues in the market. In addition, other

33



teams including the investment team and compliance discuss various matters relating to how advice is
formulated and regulatory issues and change with ISS from time to time.

Marathon has also held periodic discussions with Glass Lewis, the main competitor to ISS in the proxy
voting duopoly, to consider their service offering and to ensure that ISS service provision remains
market leading.
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Important Information

Issued by Marathon Asset Management Limited (“Marathon”), which is authorised and regulated by
the Financial Conduct Authority in the United Kingdom and registered with the Securities and
Exchange Commission as an investment adviser in the United States of America. Note that Marathon,
its affiliates and funds, and any associated documents, may not be registered or approved for marketing
and distribution in the jurisdiction in which the reader resides, and therefore this document should not
be seen as investment advice or as an invitation to invest to anyone to whom it would be unlawful to
make such an offer or solicitation under applicable law and regulation. Further information can be
found at www.marathon.co.uk

No assumption should be made that investment in any security listed were or will be profitable nor
will this fully represent a client’s investment experience. Where Marathon provides illustrative data in
respect of a strategy, this may be based on one or more selected Marathon client accounts (with multiple
data sets linked) to create the representative account.

Information provided does not constitute and should not be relied upon as investment advice nor any
other advice; and may be based on research which has been acted on by Marathon or its employees for
their own purposes. It also does not constitute an offer or solicitation to acquire units in a collective
investment scheme to anyone to whom it would be unlawful to make such an offer or solicitation under
applicable law and regulation. Marathon is not a fiduciary with respect to any person or plan by reason
of providing this document. Recipients should carefully consider their own circumstances in assessing
any potential investment course of action and consult their advisors accordingly; referring to relevant
fund prospectuses, offering memorandums, key information documents or investment advisory
agreements prior to making any final investment decisions. Please note that whilst this information
has been prepared using best available data, Marathon assumes no responsibility for the consequences
of any investment decisions made in reliance upon it. Where information contains data provided or
derived from third parties and/or is data that may have been categorised or otherwise reported based
upon client direction — Marathon assumes no responsibility for the accuracy, timeliness or completeness
of any such information. Separately, fund prices may not have been audited by external auditors.

This document is intended solely for the recipient to whom Marathon has addressed it and should not
be transmitted to any other person, or reproduced or shared (in whole or part) with any third party
without our written consent. All parties acknowledge they are duly licenced as applicable to receive
index data. Further, any information, data or material attributed to a party other than Marathon shall
not be reproduced without the written permission of the relevant party. © Marathon 2026
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