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THE metals and mining industry in the
Asia-Pacific has a bad reputation among
ESG (environmental, social and gover-
nance) investors. It is seen as dirty and de-
structive, or even corrupt and dangerous –
at times, it must be said, with good reason.

The resources sector, however, will be
crucial to the world’s energy transition.
Clean energy technologies require far
more lithium, nickel, copper, cobalt and
other minerals than their fossil-fuel coun-
terparts – an electric car uses five times
more minerals than a combustion engine
one, for example – and a supply crunch is
looming.

The pathway to net-zero emissions re-
quires immense investment in green tech-
nology and infrastructure, all of which will
cause global demand for minerals to
surge. China alone will need to spend an
additional US$17 trillion on green infras-
tructure and technology in the power and
transport sectors to reach its national goal
of net-zero emissions by 2060, according
to the World Bank.

As Tribeca Investment Partners, we ex-
pect demand for lithium to jump more
than 40-fold by 2040, while the use of
graphite, cobalt and nickel – all critical to
electrification and battery storage – will
soar at least 20-fold. Benchmark Minerals,
a leading resources research group, calcu-
lates that at least 384 new mines are need-
ed to meet demand by 2035.

These projections represent an unprec-
edented opportunity for both investors
and the resources industry, but mobilising
the investment needed to scale up supply
will require some big changes on both
sides. Providers of capital need to rethink
their exclusionary policies, and resources
companies will need to clean up their act.

Divestment does not solve the problem

There are good reasons why sustainabili-
ty-focused investors must remain en-
gaged with the metals and mining indus-
try. 

For one, simply exiting from invest-
ments in carbon-intensive industries
might look good on paper, but it does not
achieve anything in the real world. Studies
have shown that divesting does not make a
meaningful impact on companies’ beha-
viour.

Divestment could, in fact, worsen the
impact of resource extraction on the envi-
ronment, as assets fall into the hands of
companies that are not publicly listed, and
therefore are less accountable for the im-
pact on the environment.

Divestment also raises the cost of cap-
ital for the resources sector, by making it
harder for companies to raise equity or ac-
cess debt markets. That risks impeding the
flow of investment for new projects need-
ed to power clean energy.

Moreover, by remaining engaged, in-
vestors have an opportunity to influence
strategy. We have seen many examples of

investors encouraging boards and man-
agement teams to address ESG concerns.

Publicly listed resources companies
face greater pressure to decarbonise than
unlisted businesses – whether they are pri-
vately owned or state-run enterprises. List-
ed mining companies, in particular, are
starting to commit to achieving carbon
neutrality by 2050 by repositioning their
businesses to operate in a more sustaina-
ble manner.

For a mining company, that could mean
installing renewable power at extraction
sites, converting diesel trucks to electric
ones, or shifting operations from coal to
gas power.

These steps will not get the world to net
zero overnight, but they are important in-
terim measures that will make companies
better placed to access capital for more
ambitious transition plans in the future.

Within the resources sector, we believe
less carbon-intensive metals and mining
companies will have a distinct competitive
advantage as consumers demand more
sustainable products and companies tack-
le Scope 3 emissions – that is, those asso-
ciated with their supply chains.

Major United States and European elec-
tric vehicle manufacturers, for example,
are already looking for battery suppliers
that can demonstrate low carbon foot-
prints and high ESG standards.

In Asia, resources companies that can
leverage this dynamic by showing leader-
ship on climate and ESG issues will trade at
higher multiples and benefit from lower fi-
nancing costs.

The energy transition is also an oppor-
tunity for the region to move up the cli-
mate value chain.

Take Indonesia, the world’s biggest pro-
ducer of nickel. Right now, most of that

nickel is exported to China as low-grade
pig iron for use in stainless steel. With the
right investment, Indonesia’s nickel re-
serves could be mined more sustainably
and processed into higher-value battery-
grade exports.

Future regulation, such as Europe’s pro-
posed carbon tariff system, will solidify
the connection between carbon intensity
and corporate earnings.

Finnish oil company Neste, for exam-
ple, has diversified into developing solu-
tions to combat climate change and is now
the world’s largest producer of sustainable
diesel and jet fuel. This has helped its valu-
ation rise above its peers to 9.8 times 2024
earnings.

Repositioning resources

Asia’s resources companies have a similar
opportunity to parlay bumper profits from
high commodity prices to reposition
themselves for a net-zero world.

Responsible investors have an impor-
tant role to play in directing the mining in-
dustry towards a more sustainable future.
This is why Tribeca is sponsoring Resource
Connect Asia’s Future Facing Commodities
Forum this year in Singapore.

Metals and minerals are critical to glob-
al efforts to tackle the climate crisis – and
continued investment will be essential in
scaling up the supply of resources needed
to power the energy transition. Investors
and mining companies need to work to-
gether to help the industry transition from
a maligned relic of the fossil-fuel age to a
key foundation of the future economy.

The writer is head of research for 
global natural resources strategy and
portfolio manager for 2050 strategy at
Tribeca Investment Partners.

A nickel mine in Indonesia. Most of Indonesia's nickel is currently exported to China as
low-grade pig iron, but more investment could allow it to be processed into higher-value
battery-grade exports. PHOTO: BLOOMBERG

AN ONGOING case in Australia against di-
rectors who allegedly failed in their over-
sight of potential risks could have implica-
tions for independent directors in Singa-
pore too. The bottom line is that indepen-
dent directors cannot simply rely on the
assessments of others, but must engage in
active scrutiny and questioning of manage-
ment – or risk being in breach of their duties.

In December 2022, the Australian Secur-
ities and Investments Commission (ASIC)
announced that it had commenced civil
proceedings against the former board and
senior management of The Star Entertain-
ment Group. Listed on the Australian Stock
Exchange (ASX), Star operates several casi-
nos and resorts in Australia. 

ASIC alleged that the directors had
breached their duties pursuant to section
180 of the Australian Corporations Act
2001. Under the rule, directors are required
to exercise their powers and discharge their
duties with the same degree of care and dili-
gence that a “reasonable person” would.

This includes informed decision-mak-
ing, risk management, accurate record-
keeping, and ethical conduct. Directors can
face personal liability for the failure to meet

these standards. 
Among other things, ASIC alleged that

Star’s board did not consider the potential
money-laundering risks when it approved a
partnership with certain individuals with
reported criminal links. In addition, when
informed about these risks, the board mem-
bers allegedly failed to take appropriate ac-
tion and make further inquiries.

ASIC was able to bring an action against
Star because of the evidence it managed to
gather. This included a report by KPMG that
flagged possible non-compliance with anti-
money laundering (AML) laws and the direc-
tors’ failure to enquire further with manage-
ment despite being aware of these critical
risks.

‘An inquisitorial mind’

ASIC’s current case against Star is novel be-
cause it concerns non-financial risk man-
agement. Prior to this, another landmark
case was against Centro Property Group in
2009.

In that case, the non-executive chair-
man, six other non-executive directors, and
the chief financial officer of Centro were al-
leged to have breached their directors’ du-
ties in relation to their approval of Centro’s
consolidated financial statements for 2007.

These financial statements failed to cor-
rectly disclose about A$1.5 billion in short-
term liabilities, which were instead categor-
ised as long-term liabilities. Centro also did
not disclose guarantees of short-term liabil-
ities worth about US$1.75 billion from a re-
lated company, which were given after the
balance sheet date but before the approval
of the financial statements. 

The court held that even though direc-
tors may rely on the guidance and advice of
other board committees, employees and
advisors, they need to pay attention and ap-
ply an inquisitorial mind to the responsibil-
ities placed upon them.

The court found that each director, when
reviewing the financial statements, failed to
exercise the degree of care and diligence re-
quired by law. As such, they could be held
liable for the losses suffered by Centro as a
result of this failure.

Independent directors are sometimes
appointed upon the recommendation of
parties such as the executive directors or
the sponsors. The decision to accept such
an appointment should not be taken lightly.

Independent directors cannot mindless-
ly rely on the advice and conclusions of the
audit committee, the finance team or other
experts. Instead, they must scrutinise all

the relevant reports and ensure that the
content of the report confirms their view of
the business.

In addition, independent directors
should not fetter their decision-making
powers just because they feel a sense of
gratitude for being appointed to the board.
They must apply their own inquisitorial
mind to the facts at hand.

Although ASIC’s ongoing proceedings
against Star are in Australia, they may have
implications for the scope of directors’ duty
of care and diligence in Singapore, as both
countries have similar laws and regulations
in this area.

Independent directors in Singapore
need to be vigilant in carrying out their du-
ties, including monitoring the company’s
relationships with high-risk customers, im-
plementing adequate AML controls, and
disclosing financial information accurate-
ly.

Independent directors cannot simply re-
ly on information about their company that
is provided by the audit committee or fi-
nance team when there is an ongoing inves-
tigation related to AML compliance, espe-
cially in a competitor. They must also query
the management when there is a reason to
do so, such as an audit red flag.

The companies most affected by AML
laws are typically those that handle large
amounts of cash or financial transactions,
such as banks, money service businesses,
casinos, and other financial institutions.

However, any company that is involved
in financial transactions, and thus has the
potential to be used for money laundering,
is subject to AML regulations.

In recent years, the scope of AML laws
has expanded to include a wider range of in-
dustries – such as real estate, legal services,
and luxury goods – that may also be vulner-
able to money laundering and terrorism fi-
nancing. 

ASIC’s ongoing proceedings against Star
highlights the importance of AML compli-
ance, and independent directors should
pay close attention. Directors have a duty to
ensure that companies implement ade-
quate controls to prevent illegal activities. A
failure to ensure this could result in legal
consequences for the company – and for its
independent directors.

The writer is a lecturer of law at the
Singapore University of Social Sciences,
specialising in company law and 
corporate governance. He is also 
of counsel at RHTLaw Asia.
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