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MSCI Equity Index Committee

7 World Trade Center
250 Greenwich Street
New York, NY 10007

September 28, 2026

Re: Consultation on Eligibility of Non-Operating Companies for the MSCI Global
Investable Market Indexes Methodology

Miller Value Partners welcomes the opportunity to respond to MSCI’s request for
consultation on a proposal concerning the eligibility of non-operating companies for its
Global Investable Market Indexes Methodology.

While the proposal wears the veneer of an objective, rules-based exercise to bolster index
constituencies, its history, process and results suggest that it is closer to an outcome-
oriented exercise designed primarily to exclude certain digital asset treasury companies,
based on a loosely defined set of reverse-engineered rules. The bigger point of concern for
the Committee should be that the effort has potential long-lasting negative consequences
for MSCI’s relevance while clearly contradicting the cover page of MSClI’s “Global Indexes”

document, which holds its indexes as “measuring the full equity opportunity set, with no
gaps or overlaps.”

One of the reasons that a truly objective and comprehensive equity market index is hard to
outperform is that it encapsulates a huge cross-section of industries and the potential
innovations arising therefrom. Digital assets and cryptocurrencies are among the most
novel concepts at the intersection of finance, technology and human behavior today -
Bitcoin specifically represents an opt-in accountability system backed by open source
code, energy and transparency, unlike traditional fiat systems backed by a local monopoly
on the threat of violence. The technologies’ novelty and infrastructure, however, make their
direct ownership largely inaccessible to institutional fund managers due to multiple stale,
but evolving, regulatory frameworks. Indeed, digital assets existed for over a decade prior
to becoming accessible through the equity of Strategy (formerly MicroStrategy) in 2020.
The company’s innovation and bold execution have generated returns to equity holders that
have trounced indices which would have been better off with Strategy in them.


https://www.msci.com/documents/1296102/1339060/MSCI-Global-Indexes-modern-index-strategy-April-2018.pdf/e2771a2f-9163-4373-8ca9-175ea9764a0c
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Innovation comes in many forms, and it does not always fit neatly into preconceived boxes
or financing structure precedents. Not only does excluding a top performing equity reek of
sour grapes, it would also mean that MSCI indexes do not measure “the full equity
opportunity set,” unless MSCI would like to devise its own unique definition of “equity,”
which risks driving a relevance wedge between MSCI’s product and its end customers.

If MSCI is considering devising a novel definition of “equity,” its definition of what comprises
an “operating asset” is also particularly problematic. Inventing hard quantitative cut-offs
with nebulous definitions for what constitutes “operating” is a slippery slope that will likely
need constant reevaluation, thereby calling the authority and processes behind index
construction into question. Consider this thought experiment: if Bitcoin treasury company
C custodies all of its assets at Coinbase, and Bitcoin treasury company O develops robust
operational protocols to custody it internally with complete transparency, would MSCI then
consider company O to be “operating” while company C is not? This is just one example of
many possibilities as the world and technology evolve; further, MSCI must already be
aware that the proposed framework could already exclude gold miners, real estate firms,
biotech start-ups, royalty companies, and holding firms like Berkshire Hathaway, among
others.

In the interest of a good faith and wholly consultative approach, | would humbly suggest
that a decision of this potential magnitude requires a broader rethink of what MSCI’s
purpose is along with what implicit value judgments MSCI wants to make about the future,
including the potential implications the decisions could have on MSCI’s relevance and
value over the long term. Such a decision deserves C-suite attention and personal
accountability rather than being foisted onto a nameless committee.

/s/ William H Miller IV, CFA, CMT
Chairman and CIO
Miller Value Partners, LLC

PS. As the revised proposal does not alleviate the concerns we raised in our December
2025 letter to the Committee, we are reattaching it here for reference.

This commentary reflects the opinions of Miller Value Partners as of the dates indicated, which may change.
Characterizations of MSCI’s rationale and approach represent our interpretation of its proposals and public statements,
rather than assertions of knowledge of its internal deliberations. For informational purposes only; not investment advice
or a recommendation to buy or sell any asset. Bill Miller IV owns bitcoin. Firm principals and certain client accounts hold
Strategy (MSTR) and may buy or sell shares. Digital assets and related securities involve substantial risk. References to
Strategy’s outperformance relate to comparison with the S&P 500, including reinvested dividends, from August 10, 2020
through September 28, 2026. Past performance does not guarantee future results.
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MSCI Equity Index Committee
7 World Trade Center

250 Greenwich Street

New York, NY 10007

December 17, 2025
Re: Feedback on Proposed Eligibility Standards for Digital Asset Treasury Companies

Dear Members of the MSCI Equity Index Committee,

Miller Value Partners appreciates the opportunity to comment on MSCI’s proposed
eligibility standards regarding companies that hold digital assets as part of their treasury
strategy. We recognize the importance of index integrity and risk management, however,
we believe the proposed framework could hard-code an arbitrary judgment that is likely to
age poorly at a clear and widely acknowledged inflection point for digital assets and capital
markets.

The Risk of Fossilizing Indices at the Wrong Moment

Index methodologies are, by design, durable. That durability becomes a liability when index
committees adopt exclusions during periods of rapid structural change. Digital assets are
here to stay: they appear on public company and nation state balance sheets, trade in
regulated markets and count as collateral for loans. They are among the most innovative
concepts in capital markets and in high demand from end investors.

By excluding companies based solely on the presence of digital assets on their balance
sheets, MSClI risks anchoring its indices to a rear-view-mirror definition of capital at
precisely the moment markets are repricing what constitutes a legitimate store of value.
Once embedded, such exclusions are difficult to unwind, effectively locking benchmarks
to yesterday’s technology and assumptions just as the investable universe evolves.

Lessons From Peers Who Tried to “Protect” Investors

Recent industry history provides cautionary examples. Several prominent asset managers
and index-adjacent institutions, including Vanguard, chose to restrict or withhold digital
asset exposure on the grounds of investor “protection.” Decision-makers framed this as
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prudential but in practice placed institutional precedent ahead of persistent and
observable client demand.

The outcome was not reduced interest in digital assets. Investors sought exposure
elsewhere, competitors gained share, and the original institutions later revised those
positions in ways that were more abrupt and reputationally costly than adapting earlier
would have been. MSCl risks a similar outcome if it codifies exclusions that deny index
users exposure to the most innovative and fastest-growing segments of the economic
landscape.

Mischaracterizing Operating Companies as “Investment Funds”

We are particularly concerned by the suggestion that companies holding digital assets as
treasury reserves should be treated as de facto “investment funds.” This characterization
is misguided and punitive, resting entirely on the form of a company’s choice of a capital
denominator rather than on its operating reality.

Markets value companies’ operating businesses even when substantial portions of their
balance sheets consist of financial assets. Berkshire Hathaway, for example, holds
hundreds of billions of dollars in marketable securities. MSCI does not classify Berkshire
as an investment fund because those assets are denominated in dollars and equities
rather than in digital form.

The distinction, therefore, is not functional — it is subjective and cosmetic. To reclassify an
operating company as an investment fund solely because it elects to hold a portion of its
treasury in digital assets is provincial and wrong, as it substitutes asset prejudice for
economic analysis and results in materially inconsistent index treatment for otherwise
comparable businesses. Companies have long exercised discretion over treasury assets,
including cash, foreign currencies, commodities, derivatives, and equity stakes. Digital
assets fall within this established continuum. Singling them out for exclusion creates an
arbitrarily narrow definition of what qualifies as an acceptable corporate asset and
produces discriminatory effects without a commensurate improvement in investor
protection or benchmark quality, and if pastis precedent, it may continue to harm investor
returns.

Consequences for Benchmark Relevance and Commercial Implications for
MSCI

MSCI’s benchmarks derive their value from representativeness. Excluding companies that
integrate digital assets into operating businesses risks degrading that representativeness
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and could force index users to seek exposure through less transparent or less efficient
alternatives. Over time, the greater risk is not volatility, but irrelevance: what if, at some
pointin the future, every company elects to store most of their treasury assets outside of
the fiat system?

MSC/I’s indices compete not only on rigor, but on relevance. If market participants come to
view MSCI benchmarks as systematically underrepresenting emerging sources of
economic value, clients will increasingly question whether those benchmarks remain the
most appropriate reference points for asset allocation, product development, and
performance measurement.

In a market where alternative indices and bespoke benchmarks are increasingly easy to
construct and distribute, rigidity is not neutral - it is a competitive disadvantage. Decisions
that narrow the investable universe today may constrain MSCI’s strategic flexibility
tomorrow, particularly if client demand continues to evolve faster than index policy. The
longer-term risk is gradual disintermediation as capital migrates toward benchmarks that
better reflect the opportunities and risks in modern markets.

Conclusion

At moments of transition, institutions face a choice between adaptability and
entrenchment. History suggests that those who lock in restrictive definitions at inflection
points are often forced into abrupt reversals after a decline in credibility and relevance.

We respectfully urge MSCI to avoid embedding a static and increasingly stale view of
capitalinto its eligibility standards and instead adopt a forward-looking, asset-agnostic
framework consistent with its role as a neutral steward of global benchmarks.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback and welcome continued dialogue on
this important issue.

Sincerely,

/s/ William H Miller IV

Bill Miller IV, CFA, CMT
Chairman and CIO
Miller Value Partners, LLC





