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About UKSIF 

The UK Sustainable Investment and Finance Association (UKSIF) is the UK’s leading membership organisation for sustainable finance, 
committed to promoting a financial system and wider economy that works for the benefit of the environment and society.  

UKSIF represents a diverse range of global and UK-based financial services institutions and investors committed to these aims, and 
our more than 300 members- representing over £19trn of global assets under management (AUM)- include investment managers, 
pension funds, banks, wealth managers, financial advisers, ESG data and research providers, NGOs, among other groups.  UKSIF and 
our members have played a prominent role over recent years to facilitate a more supportive policy environment in the UK for the 
growth of sustainable finance and to support the private finance sector’s efforts in helping advance the transition to a more 
sustainable future. For more information, please visit www.uksif.org.  

http://www.uksif.org/
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Introduction 
 
We welcome the opportunity to provide feedback on behalf of our members on the recently published draft 
guidance for the UK Stewardship Code 2026. It is broadly positive to see the Financial Reporting Council 
(FRC) opt to produce this very helpful guidance, which we hope can be valuable in supporting UKSIF’s 
members to report on their stewardship-related policies, activities, and outcomes over the coming months 
during the transition to the new Code.1  
 
The role played by the FRC’s supportive guidance will be particularly important for signatories to the Code, 
we expect, given the need for familiarity to now grow across the UK’s investment industry and more widely 
with the new expectations set out in the UK’s revised Code. Our expectations is that market participants on 
the whole will need to make certain changes to their existing stewardship reporting processes and internal 
governance around this, and engage in gap analysis work to ensure a smooth transition to the new Code 
and its new streamlined principles.  
 
We hope that the Stewardship Code guidance, which in its current draft form has generally been well-
received by our members, can help meaningfully reduce the potential reporting burden incurred in the 
short-term for signatories and the additional costs associated with the new reporting requirements. 
 
We would highlight upfront our broad overall support for the FRC’s draft Code guidance as currently 
published, which contains a number of important points and strengths. These include the following: the 
relatively flexible language it has adopted that complements the new Code’s principles, the direct 
references to systemic risks (e.g. guidance that signatories describe efforts to mitigate these risks to deliver 
good client outcomes), the inclusion of dedicated guidance on stewardship ‘case studies’, the recognition 
of the role of stewardship played across different asset classes beyond listed equities, among other areas.  
 
We would like to see the finalised guidance help reinforce the Code’s expectations to signatories and 
prospective signatories that a high-quality standard for investor stewardship practice and stewardship 
reporting under the revised Code remains in place in the UK’s market. This will be a very important message 
to convey to our industry, given the perception from some of our members that the revised Code has, in 
some respects, experienced some dilution in terms of its overall ambition and role as an effective 
accountability mechanism for good stewardship among investors. 
 
Response- key points on the draft UK Stewardship Code 2026 guidance 
 
In terms of specific areas that the FRC could consider building on in the finalised guidance, these include 
the following areas below.2  
 

1) Reiterating the envisaged role of the Code guidance 
 

We would very much welcome the FRC clearly reiterating its expectation that the new Stewardship Code 
guidance is intended to be purely voluntary and primarily aimed at better supporting firms’ upcoming 
efforts in reporting effectively under the revised Code.  
 
Reconfirmation to the industry of the guidance’s main objectives would be helpful by usefully clarifying its 
complementary role to the Code itself. This could support in the coming months a less ‘compliance-driven 

 
1UKSIF’s response is informed by our membership, though this does not necessarily reflect the views and perspectives of our entire membership, 
either individually or collectively.    
2Our feedback on the Stewardship Code 2026 draft guidance has been informed in part by a collaborative institutional investor roundtable we co-hosted 
alongside PRI and IIGCC in July 2025. We would be pleased to share our further insights from this discussion with the FRC in due course. 
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lens’ being adopted among firms when practically considering the guidance in the context of their 
preparations to report against the Code. This approach will be important to avoid as far as possible, as it 
could facilitate the likelihood of overly detailed and dense Code reports that, as a result, are less widely 
read and acted on by signatories’ clients and beneficiaries.  
 
We appreciate this will be an inherent challenge for regulators and our industry when it comes to various 
forms of regulatory guidance being adopted, as any regulatory guidance issued can sometimes be applied 
prescriptively by some firms in order to ensure a ‘maximum compliance’ approach with rules, in contrast 
to a more strategic approach, and avoid being penalised by regulatory authorities.  
 
A recent example of regulatory guidance we would note in which clarification from regulators played an 
important role relates to the FCA’s guidance as part of the ‘Anti-greenwashing’ rule under the Sustainability 
Disclosure Requirements (SDR) regime. In this case, it was positive that the regulator provided valuable 
clarification that this guidance was not intended to supersede the expectations set out in the ‘Anti-
greenwashing’ rule itself, or other rules set out in its Handbook. This step was welcomed by many industry 
groups and our members at the time, and helped support market participants in implementing the SDR’s 
‘Anti-greenwashing’ rule.  
 
The FRC could consider similar clarification in the finalised Code guidance, which could promote a more 
strategic approach among signatories to reporting against the new Code principles and also support the 
regulator’s envisaged objectives for Code reporting to be more streamlined and transparent in the future.  
 

2) References to systemic risks 
 
We strongly endorse the Stewardship Code guidance’s existing references to systemic risks and macro 
stewardship, including in regards to the opportunities for signatories to describe their efforts in evaluating 
and also mitigating systemic risks to deliver good outcomes for clients and beneficiaries.  
 
In our recent collaborative thought leadership report alongside Scottish Widows and Canbury Insights, we 
reiterated the investment community’s role in recalibrating its focus on systemic risks, ensuring that these 
risks and their wide-ranging impacts across financial markets are taken more seriously to contribute to 
positive outcomes for institutional clients and savers.3 
 
We believe the current references in the draft guidance, which are contained across a number of the Code 
principles, send the right signals in terms of the role and capacity for investors- granted to varying degrees- 
to help address systemic risks, which we know are non-diversifiable and can have considerable impacts 
on the long-term resilience of firms’ investment portfolios. We would note that the guidance could look to 
further recognise and acknowledge upfront the differing role and capabilities of different market 
participants in regards to considering these risks.  
 
Separately, it is positive to see included in the draft guidance some examples of how signatories can 
undertake meaningful efforts to respond to systemic risks. Particularly, as there is generally a relative lack 
of common understanding in the industry on this subject and actions that could be taken to address these 
risks.  
 
More specifically, there are welcome references in the draft guidance to policy advocacy and direct 
engagement with policymakers, regulators, and standard setters as examples of steps that Code 
signatories could consider. We would recommend the FRC retain these references and consider amplifying 
this where possible within other areas of the guidance.  
 

 
3https://uksif.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Systemic-risks-a-framework-for-portfolio-resilience.pdf   

https://uksif.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Systemic-risks-a-framework-for-portfolio-resilience.pdf


UK Sustainable Investment and Finance Association (UKSIF) Response- FRC’s UK 
Stewardship Code 2026 Guidance 

4 
 

Another suggestion we have in this area of the guidance is consideration by the regulator to emphasise, or 
at least more clearly acknowledge, the role of investor collaboration in regards to efforts to address 
systemic risks, which would recognise that individual investor efforts by comparison are likely not to have 
the desired impacts in considering systemic risks.  
 
Separately, the regulator could consider directly referencing the potential opportunities for signatories to 
engage with a wider range of parties beyond investee companies alone as part of a firm’s efforts to address 
systemic risks, such as credit rating agencies, industry-wide working groups, membership associations, 
and banks.  
 
It is good to see definitions provided for systemic risks, market wide risks, and macro-stewardship, and 
some examples of the forms this can take across the three areas, which can be misunderstood by different 
stakeholder groups.  
 
The evident encouragement in the draft guidance for signatories to “include examples” of where they have 
looked to respond to systemic risks through policy advocacy is very helpful, we think, and the language 
outlined on policy engagement provides some flexibility for investors to highlight how their stewardship 
focus may be expanding beyond company-level engagement and reflects a wider trend in parts of the 
industry.  
 
Broadly speaking, the references within the draft guidance to systemic risks and the role of policy advocacy 
are to be welcomed and should be maintained as a priority. They represent alignment to feedback we, and 
other groups, provided in our response to the Code review on the need for the revised Code to more directly 
recognise the potential value of policy advocacy as part of an investor’s overall stewardship toolkit, 
alongside other mechanisms (e.g. corporate engagement and industry-wide engagement).   

 
3) ‘What makes a useful case study?’ guidance  

 
The specific case study guidance included is positive, with a number of our members having suggested it 
will be useful in supporting their upcoming internal preparations for Code reports in the coming months 
(e.g. as a reference tool used by different internal teams, beyond just the stewardship team).  
 
Depending on its interpretation across the UK’s market, it could assist with the standardisation of 
stewardship case studies that are included in Code reports, which would help bring more transparency for 
readers of reports and comparability across different case studies disclosed by asset managers and asset 
owners.  
 
We would recommend a few areas here for potential changes that would be relatively minimal. For 
example, one new area to be referenced is a clearer encouragement for firms to disclose the links between 
their stewardship-related activities and the envisaged tangible, real-world outcomes of stewardship.  
 
This could take the form of more detail being provided in terms of how individual case studies described 
are connected in practice to a firm’s broader stewardship strategy and approach. This additional reference 
would help further demonstrate the impact of stewardship activities, including in those cases where 
attribution can be complex to assess, and acknowledging the challenges here in this respect of attribution 
will be important to note.  
 
Separately, the regulator could consider inclusion of a suggested minimum number of case studies forming 
part of Code reports without being too much prescriptive here, as well as including a suggestion to 
signatories as to when case studies might be expected and be most useful to readers. 
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Overall, we welcome the inclusion of this specific guidance on case studies given that we know case 
studies can be hugely important for many readers of Code reports. For example, in bringing to life a 
signatory’s stewardship policies and actions and therefore they are often examined particularly closely in 
reports. 
 

4) References to different asset classes and role of escalation  
 
Across a number of areas of the draft Stewardship Code guidance, it is good to see direct 
acknowledgement of the different roles of investors across different asset classes in the exercising of 
their stewardship role.  

For example, there is a helpful tailored reference included in Principle 3 of the guidance relating to the 
role of real assets investors as part of collaborative engagement initiatives.  

An area of the guidance that could be enhanced is the details on ‘Escalation’ within Principle 3. For 
example, some brief asset-specific examples could be included here specifically to provide further clarity 
on what escalation could look like depending on a fixed-income or private markets investor for instance, 
not only an equity investor. Another area of the guidance where more asset specificity could be useful 
relates to ‘Identifying market-wide and systemic risks’. Specifically, in regards to the references to policy 
advocacy as different investors may be differently placed to undertake direct policymaker engagement 
and use this influencing channel in their stewardship approach. 

More broadly on escalation, the draft guidance’s inclusion of a range of examples of forms of escalation is 
welcome and could be expanded to include further examples, such as public statements at companies’ 
Annual General Meetings (AGMs), litigation, and targeted public communications in the press.  

Separately, some of the existing examples cited in the guidance- e.g. letter-writing to companies and 
taking part in collaborative engagement initiatives- could be interpreted as relatively antagonistic 
activities by firms by being described as escalation activities, and brief clarification from the regulator 
would be worthwhile to specify these activities in of themselves are not necessarily inherently escalatory. 
Though instead are simply tools available to investors that can be used.  

Context is important here, for example these activities may not necessarily be judged as strictly 
escalatory if they are not representing a noticeable shift or increase in the intensity of an investor’s 
engagement or dialogue with a company for instance. 

5) Additional clarity on signatories’ methods of engagement and engagement 
outcomes 

 
The Code guidance could consider more specificity in outlining the different types of investor engagement, 
through building on the existing examples already highlighted (e.g. “written correspondence, phone or 
video calls, in-person meetings or site visits”), which are useful in describing the various forms that 
engagement can typically take. Linked to this, the guidance could also be clearer in highlighting the 
importance of transparency relating to the intent of a given engagement, which we touch on below further 
in our response.  
 
More detailed examples on the different forms of engagement would offer additional clarity for our 
members making use of the upcoming guidance, and this could also encompass ongoing investor 
engagement and interactions with investee companies and assets.4 We appreciate the flexible, principles-
based intention of the FRC’s guidance, and therefore this recommendation could potentially also be 
considered at a later date by the regulator, as good practice reporting emerges under the revised Code. 
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Related to this, the Code guidance should consider actively encouraging signatories to define their overall 
approach to engagements. For example, whether engagements are delivered with the overall objective for 
‘information-gathering’ from companies or other more routine engagements versus ‘engagement for 
change’ with well-defined objectives and timelines set out. Both can be effective forms of engagement and 
the guidance could clarify that there is not an intended hierarchy per se between them. This clarification 
could provide more decision-useful disclosures to clients on the quality and nature of a given firm’s 
stewardship activities. 
 
It is good to see the FRC’s guidance confirm that signatories to the Code may wish to expand not only on 
what they mean by an ‘engagement’, but also the rationale for why a particular engagement method was 
chosen by a signatory (e.g. bilateral engagement with a company versus collaborative engagement). We 
expect this will be valued by many readers of Code reports in future, some of which may have lacked 
sufficient clarity to date through these reports in regards to the role and purpose of various stewardship-
related tools and mechanisms typically used by investors.  
 
In a similar vein, the FRC could build on the existing examples noted currently in relation to the forms of 
engagement outcomes.  
 
For example, in providing further encouragement and opportunities for signatories to explicitly highlight in 
their Code reporting those specific outcomes achieved as a result of engagement, not only the activities 
carried out, and for these to be reported in a consistent way. Clearer definitions on engagement outcomes 
in the guidance could facilitate more of a direct emphasis within signatories’ reporting against the Code on 
any tangible outcomes achieved from stewardship, not only the activities, which is increasingly been 
recognised as important to disclose.  
 
At present, inconsistencies in the definitions for different types of outcomes (and engagement types) can 
be challenging for clients and beneficiaries scrutinising the stewardship approach of their asset manager 
or owner.  
 
Therefore, the regulator may wish to further distinguish in the finalised Code guidance between 
stewardship-related activities and processes (e.g. meetings with company management) versus any 
tangible outcomes (e.g. a shift by a company in their policies or disclosure practice), both of which can be 
helpful in an investor’s stewardship approach. A separate point of differentiation that would be helpful for 
the FRC to make clearer in the guidance relates to distinguishing between engagement outcomes at the 
investor-level versus at the company or asset level. 
 
In terms of those existing points we welcome in the guidance in relation to engagement outcomes, it is very 
good to see the following in particular: confirmation that an investor’s outcomes from their engagement 
could be either positive or negative; that these outcomes do not always have to have success in all 
instances and could be reporting on any progress achieved via a company year-on-year; and that one 
potential outcome could be that investors are able to better comprehend the decision-making from 
company management, which informs future engagement.  
 
These current references on engagement outcomes should be maintained in the finalised version of the 
guidance, and could help illustrate the various, diverse shades of investor stewardship and the varying 
forms that stewardship activities can take, depending on an investor’s investment approach and strategy.  
 
They could help reflect some of the inherent limits of investors’ stewardship activities and, if accompanied 
by wider steps, may foster in time a more transparent discourse on the role of stewardship in the wider 
economy today, and less of a ‘tick box’ mentality that emphasises extensive disclosure of stewardship-
related activities as opposed to real-world outcomes.  
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There may also be positive knock-on benefits for the regular day-to-day interactions between investors and 
investee companies. Given that these current references in the guidance from our view appear to implicitly 
challenge the belief held among some corporates and other groups that stewardship is primarily a 
confrontational series of interactions and dialogue. There may be benefits too provided through these 
references in terms of addressing liability risks for some firms. 
  

6) Other points 
 
In relation to collaboration, we would like to see the Stewardship Code guidance consider a shift in its 
expectations to signatories on the explanation of collaboration (and also escalation). Specifically, so that 
signatories are encouraged to highlight why they may not have chosen to engage in collaboration on certain 
issues with companies, complementing the guidance’s existing expectation that firms describe why they 
chose to collaborate.  
 
Similar tweaks should similarly be considered for escalation, namely an explanation of why escalation may 
not have been pursued or was not deemed appropriate. Taken together, these relatively minor revisions 
could help promote more transparent and effective reporting for clients and beneficiaries under the Code. 
 
We would also welcome confirmation from the FRC as to whether the Code guidance is intended to be a 
‘living document’ that is updated periodically. For example, in response to signatories’ reporting experience 
over time, which we would be supportive of.  
 
Another point we would raise is in regards to how investor stewardship can deliver ‘long-term sustainable 
value’, and we would welcome the guidance directly encouraging firms to articulate their interpretation of 
this term and what it means to them in the context of their investment approach.  
 
Finally, we would like to see references considered to the work of the FCA’s independent Vote Reporting 
Group (VRG) and specifically the newly established industry-led voting disclosure template that is under 
the ownership of Pensions UK (formerly the Pensions and Lifetime Savings Association). This new template, 
which has been under development for several years with support from FCA and a wide range of industry 
participants, including UKSIF, could be highlighted to signatories as an example of a standardised industry 
template to report on summary voting information, in relation to this guidance under Principle 4.5  
 
Our expectation is that the template will be fully operational early next year and referencing this could 
usefully highlight to signatories the existence of an industry-wide solution aimed at encouraging more 
consistent, decision-useful vote reporting to the benefit of clients and beneficiaries.  
 
 

 
5The FRC could provide a link in this area of the Code guidance to the new vote disclosure template, which can be found on Pensions UK’s website 
here.  

https://www.pensionsuk.org.uk/Policy-and-Research/Document-library/A-new-industry-shareholder-Vote-Reporting-Template

