
1Macro risks and the cost of inaction

Microplastics
Macro risks and the cost of inaction

October 2025

Thalia Bofiliou
Senior Investment Analyst (Plastics), Planet Tracker

Liz Houston
Sustainability & Climate Integration Research Lead, MSCI Research

Rumi Mahmood
Research Director, MSCI Institute



2 Microplastics

Executive summary� 3

Call to action� 4

Introduction� 5

Why investors should care� 6

Risk overview� 7
Legal risks� 7

Reputational risks� 7

Regulatory Risks� 7

Financial Risks� 8

Sector risk profiles and strategy gaps� 11

Conclusions� 14
What comes next� 14

References� 15

About� 16
Planet Tracker� 16

Plastics Tracker� 16

MSCI Institute� 16



3Macro risks and the cost of inaction

Executive 
summary
Microplastics – the tiny particles created as 
plastics degrade – are fast becoming a major 
concern for businesses. Found in everything 
from soil and water to the food we eat and 
the air we breathe, microplastics are almost 
impossible to clean up once they enter the 
environment. Studies increasingly link them 
to serious health risks, including hormone 
disruption and heart disease. 

One of the biggest sources of this pollution 
is packaging waste, especially from 
consumer-facing industries like food, drinks, 
and personal care, putting companies that 
produce large volumes of plastic at growing 
legal, environmental, and financial risk.

•	 High-risk sectors are consumer-facing: Downstream 
sectors such as personal care products, household 
products, and soft drinks are the largest contributors to 
packaging and material waste. These sectors are also 
under greater scrutiny from regulators and the public.

•	 Many companies lack clear packaging goals: Over half 
of companies in sectors such as packaged foods and 
restaurants have no packaging-related targets, leaving 
them exposed to regulatory and reputational risk.

•	 Comprehensive strategies are rare: Most companies fail 
to provide detailed, company-wide plans for reducing 
packaging waste, limiting their ability to mitigate 
microplastic-related risks. Only a handful of companies, 
such as Coca-Cola HBC AG, show leadership with robust, 
transparent strategies.

•	 Narrow commitments undermine credibility: Even where 
packaging goals exist, many are limited to specific 
products or geographies, raising concerns about 
greenwashing and regulatory non-compliance.

•	 Small sectors can pose outsized risks: Industries like 
industrial conglomerates and packaging materials, though 
small in number, generate a disproportionately high share 
of waste and lack strong sustainability leadership.

•	 Poor plastic risk management is financially material: 
Companies with weaker packaging governance have 
shown less stable financial performance and a greater 
likelihood of large share price declines. Over a 12-year 
period, firms in the bottom quintile of plastic-related 
governance were more than twice as likely as top-quintile 
peers to experience a drawdown of 70% or more. These 
results indicate a clear association between weak plastic 
strategies and elevated downside risk, though other 
factors may also contribute. 

Key findings from our analysis include:

To stay ahead, companies need to reduce their plastic waste and rethink how they design and manage packaging. 

Failing to act could mean lawsuits, tougher regulations, and long-term damage to brand trust. Investors have a 

key role to play by pushing for better packaging goals, checking for transparency around plastic use, and factoring 

microplastic risk into investment decisions. Proactive companies that align with emerging standards and reduce their 

plastic footprints stand to benefit from reduced regulatory risk, stronger consumer trust, and long-term resilience.
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To navigate the growing risks linked to microplastics, 
investors can take a proactive role by:

•	 Reviewing their portfolios with a focus on industries that 

contribute significantly to microplastic pollution, identifying 

potential legal, regulatory, or ESG risks related to microplastics 

generation, management, and disclosure.

•	 Encouraging companies to set clear and ambitious goals for 

using recycled materials and adopting circular packaging 

solutions to reduce their microplastic footprint/exposure.

•	 Incorporating microplastic pollution risk, such as the 

breakdown of packaging materials into microplastics, into 

ESG assessments and factoring these risks into investment 

decisions.

Call to action
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Introduction
Recent international developments highlight the pressing need for stronger plastic 
regulation and better risk management. In August 2025, the second part of the fifth 
round of negotiations for the Global Plastics Treaty (INC-5.2) concluded without 
agreement on key issues. Despite over 100 countries calling for global measures 
to curb plastic production, mandatory rules on chemicals of concern, and a voting 
mechanism for future treaty action, all were removed from the draft text.1 

This outcome points to two critical trends for investors. 
First, that current multilateral processes may be unable 
to deliver ambitious, enforceable global standards. 
Second, investors are increasingly taking action: over 
88 institutional investors representing USD 7.48 trillion 
in assets have issued a joint statement demanding 
clearer strategies, stronger targets, and accountability 
from plastic and petrochemical companies.2 Even 
though INC-5.2 concluded without binding global rules, 
the combination of ongoing regulatory uncertainty 
and rising investor pressure means that companies 
with weak plastic waste strategies remain exposed 
to significant financial risk. Fragmented national and 
regional regulations, together with investor scrutiny, 
can create tangible costs, reputational damage, and 
operational challenges, making inaction or half-measures 
increasingly material for business performance.

Alongside regulatory and investor pressures, 
growing scientific evidence highlights the health and 
environmental stakes of microplastic pollution, which 
further reinforces the material risks for companies. 
Microplastics have been linked to significant 
environmental damage and health concerns, including 
hormonal disruption, toxicity and potential links to 
chronic illnesses. Global studies, including the World 
Health Organization’s 2019 report, “Microplastics in 
Drinking-Water” evaluates the risks of microplastics 
in drinking water 3,while its 2022 review expanded the 
scope to exposure through food, and air, and potential 
effects on human health.4 Complementing these findings, 
the Minderoo-Monaco Commission on Plastics and 
Human Health provided a comprehensive 2023 review of 
the impacts of plastic and microplastic exposure across 
the human lifecycle, linking it to developmental toxicity, 

endocrine disruption, cancer risks, and other chronic 
conditions.5 More recently, a 2024 study published in 
Nature further revealed that microplastics in human 
blood vessels could be linked to increased risks of 
cardiovascular conditions, such as heart attacks and 
strokes.6 

The economic and health costs of plastic pollution are 
significant. The global burden is estimated to USD1.5 
trillion annually 7, while in the United States alone, 
research has shown that chemicals in plastics, including 
microplastics, contribute to health care costs exceeding 
USD250 billion per year, or 1.22% of the country’s GDP.8 

Key risk drivers include:

•	 Accountability for discharging microplastics into 
water or soil.

•	 Product liability and consumer protection lawsuits 
due to misleading claims or failure to warn 
consumers.

•	 Shareholder litigation for omitting material 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) risks in 
disclosures.

•	 Regulatory enforcement under expanding national 
and international laws targeting plastic leakage.

•	 Class actions and tort litigation as scientific evidence 
of health impacts increases.

This report demonstrates how companies and investors 
can identify, manage, and mitigate microplastic-related 
risks, turning an emerging challenge into an opportunity 
for strategic resilience and sustainable growth.
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Concerns about microplastics and packaging 
waste have moved well beyond environmental 
debates. Regulators, investors and 
consumers increasingly treat them as legal 
liabilities, financial exposures and reputational 
tests. Companies without clear, organisation-
wide packaging policies risk being 
unprepared for tightening regulations and 
may appear less credible on sustainability to 
investors and customers. 

On the other hand, companies that take the lead with 
clear recycling goals and circular packaging strategies 
can reduce legal risks, build customer trust, and stay 
ahead of emerging climate and sustainability standards. 
Effective packaging management is emerging as a 
key indicator of a company’s resilience and strategic 
foresight.

Planet Tracker’s Climate Transition Analysis 9 on Fast-
Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG) companies illustrates 
this divide. For example, Unilever has made measurable 
progress by using scenario planning and working closely 
with suppliers, while others like Procter & Gamble and 
Colgate-Palmolive fall behind. They have yet to lay out 
solid plans to cut upstream emissions tied to plastic 
packaging, and they do not provide enough transparency 
around the financial risks. This gap does not just 
weaken their climate strategies; it also leaves them more 
exposed to regulatory costs like carbon pricing and 
packaging waste penalties. For investors, the message 
is clear: companies that fail to manage packaging risks 
properly face tangible legal, financial, and reputational 
consequences, which can directly affect long-term 
returns.

Why investors 
should care
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Risk overview
Plastic packaging is a significant contributor to microplastic pollution. It breaks down in 
the environment and degrades into microplastics that enter soil, waterways, and food 
systems.10 Companies with high packaging waste and low recycled content goals face 
heightened regulatory and reputational exposure.

Legal risks
Companies can be held accountable for pollution 
events, use of harmful chemicals and misleading 
claims. Litigation is expanding across the value chain 
– from resin producers to fast-moving consumer 
goods (FMCG) companies and retailers – with cases 
brought by regulators, consumers and civil society. For 
instance, Nestlé faced legal action for allegedly violating 
California’s Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) 
laws regarding plastic waste from its bottled water 
products. Litigation costs in the sector are projected 
to exceed USD 20 billion cumulatively by 2030, with 
probable maximum liabilities potentially exceeding USD 
100 billion.11 While this figure represents a small fraction 
of total sector profits, extreme cases could have material 
financial impacts. Indirect effects – such as credit rating 
downgrades, higher insurance premiums, and share 
price volatility – further amplify these risks. 

Mismanagement of plastic waste-related risks can have 
repercussions for companies and investors. For example, 
PepsiCo is facing a lawsuit from Los Angeles County 
alleging it misled consumers about the recyclability of its 
plastic packaging and downplayed environmental harms. 
The county seeks civil penalties, restitution for cleanup 
costs, and an injunction against deceptive marketing. If 
successful, the case could result in substantial financial 
liabilities, reputational damage, and stricter regulatory 
obligations for PepsiCo’s packaging practices. 

Reputational risks
Consumers and civil society are becoming increasingly 
sensitive to packaging-related environmental harm. 
Narrow or selective commitments can be perceived 
as greenwashing, eroding brand trust and potentially 
harming investor reputation as well. Greenwashing 
– where companies present themselves as more 

environmentally responsible than they truly are – has 
become increasingly sophisticated, and some major 
companies now recognise greenwashing claims as a 
material risk in their legal filings.12

Regulatory risks
Governments worldwide are tightening regulations 
on single-use plastics, recycling mandates and EPR 
schemes. Non-compliance can result in fines, penalties 
and operational constraints. Companies with weak 
strategies face escalating costs and potential market 
restrictions whereas proactive firms can align with 
evolving standards and reduce exposure. 

•	 Europe: advanced extended producer responsibility 
(EPR) frameworks and bans on single-use plastics 
are raising compliance costs.

•	 North America: rules remain fragmented but 
tightening at a state-level rules, with lawsuits 
increasingly test corporate accountability.

•	 Asia-Pacific: uneven enforcement but accelerating 
reforms.

•	 Global: the anticipated Global Plastics Treaty 
is expected to drive convergence and elevate 
mandatory disclosure and reduction obligations, 
even though the last round of negotiations was again 
inconclusive. Nevertheless, a wave of regulation is 
coming, whether the treaty is ultimately established 
or not.13

Sectors such as personal care, household products, and 
soft drinks are under growing scrutiny. Many companies 
in these industries lack clear goals or strategies for 
reducing packaging waste. This combination of high 
waste and limited transparency increases the likelihood 
of financial and operational consequences, making 
effective risk management critical.
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Financial risks
Effective management of plastic waste may translate 
into reduced risk and volatility for investors overall. Over 
the last 12 years, the companies that most effectively 
managed their related risks show lower volatility in their 
revenues and cash flow and were significantly less likely 
to see major drawdowns in share price than their worst-
performing peers. 

The Packaging Material & Waste assessment within 
MSCI’s ESG Ratings framework, analysed in this report, 
evaluates financially material environmental risks 
linked to a company’s use of packaging and exposure 
to waste-related regulations. It is designed to gauge 
how these risks might impact a company’s operations, 
cost structure, and ultimately, long-term shareholder 
value. This evaluation focuses on both the degree of a 
company’s exposure to packaging-related challenges 
and the effectiveness of its risk management practices.

From a financial materiality perspective, companies that 
rely heavily on plastic packaging face rising regulatory 
pressures, such as bans on single-use plastics, 
extended producer responsibility schemes, and recycling 
mandates. These can lead to increased compliance 
costs, reformulation expenses, or lost revenue from 
market restrictions and shifting consumer preferences. 

The assessment also examines how companies manage 
these exposures through transparency, recycling 
initiatives, circular packaging strategies and time-bound 
targets to reduce environmental impact. Companies 
demonstrating strong management are likely to face 
lower transition risks, benefit from efficiency gains, and 
lower associated reputational risks.

To evaluate the relationship between plastic-related risk 
management and financial outcomes, the assessment 
was converted into a quantitative score. Companies 
in the top quintile were then compared to those in the 
bottom quintile over a 12-year period. This analysis 
aimed to determine whether plastic-related risks have 
been associated with elevated fundamental or market 
risk for investors. The results indicated that companies 
with stronger plastic waste risk management exhibited 
more stable operating performance, characterized by 
lower variability in sales, earnings, and cash flows. These 
companies were also less prone to significant share price 
declines. Specifically, an analysis of drawdowns of 50% 
and 70% revealed that firms in the bottom quintile were 
more than twice as likely to experience a drawdown of at 
least 70% compared to their top-quintile counterparts.
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In many consumer-facing sectors, a large proportion 
of companies still have no measurable packaging 
commitments, leaving them exposed to regulatory 
scrutiny and reputational criticism. Analysis of the MSCI 
ACWI index shows a clear divide across the value 
chain: downstream companies display mixed levels of 
commitment, with 223 firms showing no evidence of 
packaging targets compared to 199 that have set goals 
to increase recycled content. Midstream companies are 
more engaged, with over 75% (35 out of 44) reporting 
packaging-related targets, while upstream players show 
almost no involvement at all.

At the industry level, the gaps are stark. In the packaged 
foods and meats sector, more than half of companies 
(103 out of 189) report no packaging-related targets. 
In the restaurants sector, 56 of 78 companies lack 
commitments, while in personal care products 17 
of 37 have yet to establish documented goals. This 
widespread absence of measurable targets highlights a 
broader accountability gap, raising concerns over both 
regulatory compliance and the credibility of corporate 
sustainability claims.

Many companies lack packaging targets
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Commitments to managing packaging waste – a key source of microplastics

Scope of targets to increase recycled material content of packaging by segment (left) and GICS Sub-Industry (right)
Source: MSCI ESG Research LLC. Analysis covers constituents of the MSCI ACWI Index

Sector risk profiles 
and strategy gaps
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Most companies do not have clear, detailed plans for 
making their packaging more sustainable, which leaves 
them open to risks from regulators and the public. For 
example, in the packaged food & meats sector, none of 
the 189 companies analysed have set clear strategy for 
managing packaging impacts. The restaurants sector 

shows only marginal improvement, however efforts are 
localised and limited with just. The widespread lack of 
clear strategy points suggests these industries may not 
be fully prepared to handle growing pressure around 
packaging waste and microplastic pollution. 

Few companies have comprehensive strategies

Packaged Foods & Meats

Distillers & Vintners

Biotechnology

Industrial Conglomerates

Pharmaceuticals

Restaurants

Leisure Products

Paper & Plastic Packaging Products & Materials

Metal, Glass & Plastic Containers
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Soft Drinks & Non-alcoholic Beverages

Personal Care Products

Household Products
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Companies with strategy to reduce the environmental impact of packaging

Source: MSCI ESG Research LLC. Analysis covers constituents of the MSCI ACWI Index. Percentage of companies with strategy to reduce the 
environmental impact of packaging within their GCIS Sub-Industry/ Source: MSCI Institute

Companies should adopt company-wide, measurable 
strategies aligned with circular economy principles. 
Effective engagement focuses on scaling pilot programs, 
broadening the scope of initiatives, and enhancing 

transparency, ensuring they are better prepared for 
stricter regulations, reputational scrutiny, and potential 
financial exposure.



12 Microplastics

Some sectors have only a few companies but create a 
surprisingly large amount of packaging waste and they 
often lack strong leadership to manage these risks. 
For example, the industrial conglomerates sector even 
though there are just two companies in this group, Lotte 
Corp and Swire Pacific Ltd, they produce 24% of the 
packaging and material waste and neither has shown 
solid plans to address it. The metal, glass & plastic 

containers sector and the paper & plastic packaging 
products sector also generate a lot of waste (15% and 
12%, respectively) but do not offer much transparency 
or clear strategies for sustainability. Because of their big 
environmental impact and weak risk management, these 
smaller sectors could soon face more pressure from 
regulators and legal authorities.

Many commitments are narrow or product specific

Small but high-risk sectors

Examples:

•	 Unilever: 50% reduction in virgin 
plastic use by 2025 vs. 2018 baseline, 

including an absolute cut of 100,000 
tonnes. However, in 2024 Unilever announced 

a revision of this target, shifting the goal to a 
33% reduction by 2026. This adjustment means the 

company now plans to reduce its virgin plastic use by 
approximately 100,000 tonnes less annually than originally 

intended.17

•	 PepsiCo: Double reusable packaging share from 10% to 20% 
by 2030.18

These benchmarks allow investors to differentiate between 
headline ambitions and credible transition strategies. 

Firms with clear interim milestones and transparent 
reporting are better positioned to comply with 

emerging regulations, reduce reputational risk, 
and manage financial exposure, while those 

with vague or partial commitments face 
growing challenges.

What good targets 
look like 

Leading frameworks – such as the 
Ellen MacArthur Foundation’s Global 

Commitments15 or the WWF’s Resource 
program16 – highlight the characteristics of 

credible packaging targets: 

•	 Time-bound, science-based goals.
•	 Absolute reduction commitments (tonnes of virgin 

plastic cut).
•	 Minimum recycled content thresholds.

•	 Reuse and refill benchmarks. 
•	 Transparent baselines and reporting 

- ideally independently verified.
•	 Phasing out unnecessary or 

problematic plastics.

A large share of companies set packaging targets that 
apply only to selected product lines or materials, rather 
than across their full operations. For example, in the 
packaged food and meat sector, commitments were 
almost evenly split between narrow and company-wide 
goals. Similar patterns appear in other sectors such as 
restaurants and personal care products, where narrow 
pledges are just as common as broad ones.

This distinction matters. Narrow, product-specific 
commitments reduce both the effectiveness and 
credibility of sustainability strategies. They also 
heighten legal and reputational risks, as regulators and 
courts increasingly expect companies to demonstrate 
consistent, verifiable, and organisation-wide action. 
Selective initiatives, if not embedded in a broader 
strategy, risk being perceived as greenwashing.

A handful of companies, however, show what credible 
leadership looks like. For example, Coca-Cola stands 
out for setting broad, time-bound targets backed by a 
comprehensive strategy. The company discloses its full 
packaging material mix, implements waste reduction 
and recycling programs across its operations, and 
provides evidence of measurable improvements in 
packaging design and recovery efforts. While such 
examples highlight what best practice can look like, the 
broader trend across sectors remains one of fragmented, 
narrow commitments. PepsiCo followed closely behind, 
demonstrating strong performance with anecdotal 
evidence of consumer waste-reduction programs in 
certain locations or for specific materials. However, 
it is worth noting that both Coca-Cola and PepsiCo 
have a long history of missing and moving their targets, 
raising concerns about consistency and long-term 
accountability in its sustainability commitments.16 
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Companies that produce a lot of plastic waste but do not 
have strong, clear strategies in place are increasingly at 
risk of lawsuits, stricter regulations, and damage to their 
reputation. The data shows that many, especially in high-
waste, consumer-focused industries, are not ready for 
these challenges.

As regulations tighten worldwide, including the ongoing 
negotiations for a Global Plastic Treaty, and people 
become more aware, the cost of doing nothing will 
only get higher. Companies need to go beyond small, 
product-by-product promises and set science-based, 
company-wide goals for packaging and recycling. 
Investors should treat packaging governance as a 
key ESG risk, actively engage with the companies 
they invest in about their sustainability efforts and use 
this information to make smarter risk and investment 
decisions.

Tackling microplastic risks goes beyond compliance: it is 
an opportunity to strengthen business models, safeguard 
long-term value, and support the shift to a circular, low-
waste economy.

Conclusions

What comes next
The INC-5.2 talks ended without agreement on several 
issues, including production caps, chemicals of concern, 
and decision-making mechanisms. While the next round 
of negotiations has not yet been scheduled, it is clear 
that regulatory action at national and regional levels 
will continue to grow. Companies that take steps now 
to improve packaging strategies and reduce plastic 
exposure will be better positioned to navigate evolving 
rules, strengthen resilience, and lower both financial and 
reputational risks.

Microplastic pollution is no longer a marginal concern; it is quickly becoming a 
major legal, environmental, and financial risk that directly affects how companies 
perform and what investors can expect. 
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Planet Tracker

Planet Tracker is a non-profit financial think tank producing 
analytics and reports to align capital markets with planetary 
boundaries. Our mission is to create significant and 
irreversible transformation of global financial activities by 
2030. By informing, enabling and mobilising the transformative 
power of capital markets we aim to deliver a financial system 
that is fully aligned with a net-zero, nature-positive economy. 
Planet Tracker proactively engages with financial institutions 
to drive change in their investment strategies. We ensure 
they know exactly what risk is built into their investments 
and identify opportunities from funding the systems 
transformations we advocate. 

Plastics Tracker

The goal of Plastic Tracker is to stem the flow of 
environmentally damaging plastics and related products that 
are creating global waste and health issues by transparently 
mapping capital flows and influence in the sector starting from 
resins production through to product-use. By illuminating risks 
related to natural capital degradation and depletion, investors, 
lenders and corporate interests across the economy will be 
enabled to create more sustainable plastics products. 

About
MSCI Institute

We’re on a mission to advances knowledge that tackles 
systemic challenges to create long-term value for 
global capital markets. We pursue our mission through 
interdisciplinary research, education and events that equip 
financial institutions, academic researchers, policymakers and 
NGOs with the insights they need to drive progress. 

For more information and to engage with us, visit 
https://www.msci-institute.com

https://www.msci-institute.com
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may not be used to create indexes, databases, risk models, analytics, software, 
or in connection with the issuing, offering, sponsoring, managing or marketing of 
any securities, portfolios, financial products or other investment vehicles utilizing 
or based on, linked to, tracking or otherwise derived from the Information or any 
other MSCI data, information, products or services. 

The user of the Information assumes the entire risk of any use it may make or 
permit to be made of the Information. NONE OF THE INFORMATION PROVIDERS 
MAKES ANY EXPRESS OR IMPLIED WARRANTIES OR REPRESENTATIONS 
WITH RESPECT TO THE INFORMATION (OR THE RESULTS TO BE OBTAINED 
BY THE USE THEREOF), AND TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PERMITTED BY 
APPLICABLE LAW, EACH INFORMATION PROVIDER EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMS 
ALL IMPLIED WARRANTIES (INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, ANY 
IMPLIED WARRANTIES OF ORIGINALITY, ACCURACY, TIMELINESS, NON-
INFRINGEMENT, COMPLETENESS, MERCHANTABILITY AND FITNESS FOR A 
PARTICULAR PURPOSE) WITH RESPECT TO ANY OF THE INFORMATION.

Without limiting any of the foregoing and to the maximum extent permitted 
by applicable law, in no event shall any Information Provider have any liability 
regarding any of the Information for any direct, indirect, special, punitive, 
consequential (including lost profits) or any other damages even if notified of the 
possibility of such damages. The foregoing shall not exclude or limit any liability 
that may not by applicable law be excluded or limited, including without limitation 
(as applicable), any liability for death or personal injury to the extent that such 
injury results from the negligence or willful default of itself, its servants, agents or 
sub-contractors. 

Information containing any historical information, data or analysis should not be 
taken as an indication or guarantee of any future performance, analysis, forecast 
or prediction. Past performance does not guarantee future results. 
The Information may include “Signals,” defined as quantitative attributes or the 
product of methods or formulas that describe or are derived from calculations 
using historical data. Neither these Signals nor any description of historical 
data are intended to provide investment advice or a recommendation to make 
(or refrain from making) any investment decision or asset allocation and should 
not be relied upon as such. Signals are inherently backward-looking because of 
their use of historical data, and they are not intended to predict the future. The 
relevance, correlations and accuracy of Signals frequently will change materially.

The Information should not be relied on and is not a substitute for the skill, 
judgment and experience of the user, its management, employees, advisors and/
or clients when making investment and other business decisions. All Information 
is impersonal and not tailored to the needs of any person, entity or group of 
persons.

None of the Information constitutes an offer to sell (or a solicitation of an offer to 
buy), any security, financial product or other investment vehicle or any trading 
strategy. 

It is not possible to invest directly in an index. Exposure to an asset class or 
trading strategy or other category represented by an index is only available 
through third party investable instruments (if any) based on that index. MSCI 
does not issue, sponsor, endorse, market, offer, review or otherwise express 
any opinion regarding any fund, ETF, derivative or other security, investment, 
financial product or trading strategy that is based on, linked to or seeks to 
provide an investment return related to the performance of any MSCI index 
(collectively, “Index Linked Investments”). MSCI makes no assurance that any 
Index Linked Investments will accurately track index performance or provide 
positive investment returns. MSCI Inc. is not an investment adviser or fiduciary 
and MSCI makes no representation regarding the advisability of investing in any 
Index Linked Investments.

Index returns do not represent the results of actual trading of investible assets/
securities. MSCI maintains and calculates indexes, but does not manage actual 
assets. The calculation of indexes and index returns may deviate from the stated 

methodology. Index returns do not reflect payment of any sales charges or fees 
an investor may pay to purchase the securities underlying the index or Index 
Linked Investments. The imposition of these fees and charges would cause the 
performance of an Index Linked Investment to be different than the MSCI index 
performance.

The Information may contain back tested data. Back-tested performance is not 
actual performance, but is hypothetical. There are frequently material differences 
between back tested performance results and actual results subsequently 
achieved by any investment strategy. 

Constituents of MSCI equity indexes are listed companies, which are included in 
or excluded from the indexes according to the application of the relevant index 
methodologies. Accordingly, constituents in MSCI equity indexes may include 
MSCI Inc., clients of MSCI or suppliers to MSCI. Inclusion of a security within an 
MSCI index is not a recommendation by MSCI to buy, sell, or hold such security, 
nor is it considered to be investment advice.
Data and information produced by various affiliates of MSCI Inc., including MSCI 
ESG Research LLC and Barra LLC, may be used in calculating certain MSCI 
indexes. More information can be found in the relevant index methodologies on 
www.msci.com. 

MSCI receives compensation in connection with licensing its indexes to third 
parties. MSCI Inc.’s revenue includes fees based on assets in Index Linked 
Investments. Information can be found in MSCI Inc.’s company filings on the 
Investor Relations section of msci.com.

MSCI ESG Research LLC is a Registered Investment Adviser under the 
Investment Advisers Act of 1940 and a subsidiary of MSCI Inc. Neither MSCI nor 
any of its products or services recommends, endorses, approves or otherwise 
expresses any opinion regarding any issuer, securities, financial products or 
instruments or trading strategies and MSCI’s products or services are not 
a recommendation to make (or refrain from making) any kind of investment 
decision and may not be relied on as such, provided that applicable products 
or services from MSCI ESG Research may constitute investment advice. MSCI 
ESG Research materials, including materials utilized in any MSCI ESG Indexes 
or other products, have not been submitted to, nor received approval from, the 
United States Securities and Exchange Commission or any other regulatory 
body. MSCI ESG and climate ratings, research and data are produced by MSCI 
ESG Research LLC, a subsidiary of MSCI Inc. MSCI ESG Indexes, Analytics and 
Real Estate are products of MSCI Inc. that utilize information from MSCI ESG 
Research LLC. MSCI Indexes are administered by MSCI Limited (UK).

Please note that the issuers mentioned in MSCI ESG Research materials 
sometimes have commercial relationships with MSCI ESG Research and/or MSCI 
Inc. (collectively, “MSCI”) and that these relationships create potential conflicts 
of interest. In some cases, the issuers or their affiliates purchase research or 
other products or services from one or more MSCI affiliates. In other cases, MSCI 
ESG Research rates financial products such as mutual funds or ETFs that are 
managed by MSCI’s clients or their affiliates, or are based on MSCI Inc. Indexes. 
In addition, constituents in MSCI Inc. equity indexes include companies that 
subscribe to MSCI products or services. In some cases, MSCI clients pay fees 
based in whole or part on the assets they manage. MSCI ESG Research has 
taken a number of steps to mitigate potential conflicts of interest and safeguard 
the integrity and independence of its research and ratings. More information 
about these conflict mitigation measures is available in our Form ADV, available at 
https://adviserinfo.sec.gov/firm/summary/169222. 

Any use of or access to products, services or information of MSCI requires a 
license from MSCI. MSCI, Barra, RiskMetrics, IPD and other MSCI brands and 
product names are the trademarks, service marks, or registered trademarks 
of MSCI or its subsidiaries in the United States and other jurisdictions. The 
Global Industry Classification Standard (GICS) was developed by and is the 
exclusive property of MSCI and S&P Global Market Intelligence. “Global Industry 
Classification Standard (GICS)” is a service mark of MSCI and S&P Global Market 
Intelligence.

MIFID2/MIFIR notice: MSCI ESG Research LLC does not distribute or act as an 
intermediary for financial instruments or structured deposits, nor does it deal 
on its own account, provide execution services for others or manage client 
accounts. No MSCI ESG Research product or service supports, promotes or 
is intended to support or promote any such activity. MSCI ESG Research is an 
independent provider of ESG data. 
Privacy notice: For information about how MSCI collects and uses personal data, 
please refer to our Privacy Notice at https://www.msci.com/privacy-pledge

As an initiative of Tracker Group Ltd., Planet Tracker’s reports are impersonal 
and do not provide individualised advice or recommendations for any specific 
reader or portfolio. Tracker Group Ltd. is not an investment adviser and makes 
no recommendations regarding the advisability of investing in any particular 
company, investment fund or other vehicle. The information contained in this 
research report does not constitute an offer to sell securities or the solicitation of 
an offer to buy, or recommendation for investment in, any securities within any 
jurisdiction. The information is not intended as financial advice. 

The information used to compile this report has been collected from a number 
of sources in the public domain and from Tracker Group Ltd. licensors. While 
Tracker Group Ltd. and its partners have obtained information believed to be 

reliable, none of them shall be liable for any claims or losses of any nature in 
connection with information contained in this document, including but not 
limited to, lost profits or punitive or consequential damages. This research report 
provides general information only. The information and opinions constitute a 
judgment as at the date indicated and are subject to change without notice. 
The information may therefore not be accurate or current. The information 
and opinions contained in this report have been compiled or arrived at from 
sources believed to be reliable and in good faith, but no representation or 
warranty, express or implied, is made by Tracker Group Ltd. as to their accuracy, 
completeness or correctness and Tracker Group Ltd. does also not warrant that 
the information is up to date.
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