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Executive Summary

In the wake of the financial crisis, there has
been extensive public debate about the need for
a more ‘moral capitalism’, and for the
reassertion of ethical principles in business life.
Ethical investment funds are ideally placed to
lead this debate. Firstly, they have a specific
mandate from their customers to promote
‘values’, as opposed to purely financial value.
While mainstream shareholders tend to engage
with companies about environmental and social
issues only to the extent that they may pose
financial risks, ethical funds are freer to pursue
ethical issues for their own sake. 

Secondly, many of the issues which top surveys
of consumers’ ethical concerns – such as
human rights or environmental protection1 – do
not lend themselves to traditional approaches
based on screening out ‘unethical’ companies or
sectors. Engagement is therefore a useful
service for those who want their savings to make
a difference to the way companies behave.

FairPensions has worked with some inspiring
ethical investors who are enthusiastically
embracing this role. Yet it is far from being widely
accepted. This survey sought to explore the
extent to which UK retail ethical fund providers
integrate engagement activity as part of their
ethical approach. It also looked at how far the
industry is ensuring that it remains relevant to
customers’ changing ethical priorities.

The survey

We scored 20 of the UK’s biggest retail ethical
fund providers on:

• transparency: do they disclose enough
information to enable customers to make an
informed choice and to understand what is
being done with their money?

• screening processes: the extent to which
they ensure that their ethical criteria reflect
their customers’ priorities and are rigorously
applied; 

• stewardship and engagement: their
commitment to using engagement both to
protect the financial value of the fund’s
investments and to promote their customers’
ethical values.

For ease of reference, our findings on
stewardship and engagement have been split into
‘stewardship and Responsible Investment (RI)’
and ‘ethical engagement’, with our findings on
transparency integrated throughout the report.

The research consisted of two main elements:

• A review of providers’ websites to assess
the levels of disclosure;

• A questionnaire sent to providers asking
about their approach to screening, voting and
engagement. 

1  Dr Bernadette Kamleitner, 2010, Survey Report – Members’ Views on Responsible Investment, unpublished (cited with permission from
the Pensions Trust); IFF Research for PADA (now NEST), 2011, Research Report: Ethical Funds, unpublished (cited with permission from
NEST); Rathbone Greenbank Investments, Spring 2012, Rathbone Greenbank Review, p7; Standard Life, 2011, Ethical funds newsletter
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Key Findings
Screening

Overall, we found that providers could be doing
much more to ensure that their ethical
screening criteria reflect their customers’
concerns and are sufficiently transparent to
enable customers to make informed choices. 

• Screens continue to be dominated by

traditional ‘sin stock’ exclusions such as
alcohol, tobacco and gambling, despite the
fact that human rights and environmental
protection now feature much more
prominently in most surveys of people’s
ethical priorities. For example, 63% of
providers surveyed screen out alcohol,
compared to only 11% who screen for child
labour. 

• Most providers do not actively seek

customer views or have any mechanisms for
allowing customer feedback to inform the
fund’s criteria. However a small minority are
very active: three providers use formal and
extensive customer surveys and two have
customers directly represented on their
advisory committees. 

• Most providers (90%) publish some

information about their ethical criteria,
although in places this is vague or
incomplete. However nearly half do not

publish the fund’s full holdings, which is the
clearest and most effective way for customers
to know exactly what they are buying into. 

Stewardship and Responsible Investment

Most providers profess commitment to the UK
Stewardship Code and to Responsible
Investment (RI) principles, but governance

concerns continue to dominate over
environmental and social issues.

• While all but one of the providers surveyed
publish an RI policy, only around half of the

policies cover environmental and social

issues as well as governance and only one-
third cover all three aspects in detail.

• It is still standard to find only one or two
pages of a 20-page RI policy dedicated to
environmental and social issues.

There is considerable room for improvement in
disclosure of voting and engagement activity: 
engagement reporting in particular is often non-
existent.

• Only seven providers (37%) disclose a full

list of all votes cast. 

• Ten providers give explanations for some of

their votes, but only two of these (F&C

Investments and Scottish Widows) give
explanations for all contentious voting
decisions (as opposed to only votes against
management or abstentions).

• 40% of providers do not disclose any

engagement records. Of those who do
disclose, only around half provide any
narrative or analysis (as opposed to headline
statistics or the total number of engagements
undertaken). 
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Ethical engagement

With a handful of exceptions, most ethical
providers appear to see their role as limited to
screening, and do not regard ethically-driven
engagement as part of their service. 

• Nearly two-thirds of providers (59%) do not

use engagement to promote the values of

their ethical fund. While most engage with
companies on financially material issues, they
are unable to show how their approach differs
from that of a mainstream fund.

• Only five providers (The Co-operative

Investments, F&C Investments, Jupiter

Asset Management, Standard Life and
WHEB Asset Management) display a strong

commitment to ethical engagement,
providing extensive evidence of how they
engage with companies to promote the
values of their ethical fund.

• A further two providers show some evidence
of ethical engagement, usually targeted at
‘borderline’ companies who were in danger of
breaching one of the fund’s screening criteria.

Conclusion
Overall, the survey found a clear ‘top five’ who
performed well across all the areas we surveyed.
Yet too much of the industry appears to be
characterised by the unthinking application of a
traditional screening approach to an outdated
set of ethical priorities. We urge the rest of the
industry to learn from these leaders, asking
themselves why their customers choose to
invest ethically, what issues they care about and
whether engagement might have a part to play
in meeting their expectations.
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Transparency Screening Stewardship Overall
Processes & Engagement Score

(out of 21) (out of 21) (out of 18) (out of 60)

1 F&C Investments 18 20 18 56

2= Standard Life 16 19 18 53

2= WHEB Asset Management 17 20 16 53

4 The Co-operative Investments 14 17 18 49

5 Jupiter Asset Management 16 16 16 48

6 Rathbone Unit Trust Management 15a 13 13 41

7 Ecclesiastical 15 12 9 36

8 Alliance Trust Investmentsb 9 16 10 35

9 AXA 14 12 6 32

10 Henderson Global Investors 13 5 12 30

11= Kames Capital 12 9 8 29

11= Legal & General 13 6 10 29

11= Royal London 8 13 8 29

11= Scottish Widows 10 12 7 29

15 Aberdeen Asset Management 11 8 8 27

16 Seven Investment Management 5 10 5 20

17 Family Investmentsc 13 0 4 17

18 SVM Asset Management 7 4 4 15

19 First State Investmentsc 6 0 8 14

20 Premier Asset Managementc 10 0 3 13

Transparency: public disclosure of ethical criteria, holdings, RI policy and voting and engagement records.

Screening process: processes to ensure the ethical criteria reflect customers’ values and are rigorously applied.

Stewardship & engagement: quality of RI policy and willingness to undertake ethical engagement.
Full criteria are available in the appendix.  

a Rathbone Unit Trust Management’s transparency score has been adjusted to exclude voting records. Their ethical fund
holds only bonds and not equities and therefore does not have any formal voting rights.

b The Alliance Trust funds are those formally managed by Aviva (the Sustainable Futures and UK Ethical funds) which are in
the process of transferring to Alliance Trust. Please note that transparency scores are based on Aviva’s website at July 2012.

c Family Investments, First State Investments and Premier Asset Management did not participate in the survey.

Ethical Provider Ranking 2012
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In recent years, the debate about socially and
environmentally conscious investing has been
shaped by the distinction between ‘Responsible
Investment’ and ‘ethical investment’. ‘Responsible
Investment’ (RI) refers to the integration of
environmental, social and governance (ESG)
considerations which may affect financial
performance, and is increasingly being embraced
by mainstream investors. ‘Ethical investment’
refers to investment decisions based on moral
rather than financial grounds, and remains the
preserve of the specialist ethical fund market.
There is no obvious reason why this difference in
objectives should translate into the use of different
tools. Yet RI has become closely associated with
engagement (the use of shareholder rights to
influence companies) while ethical investment is
still widely assumed to refer to strategies based
on screening (the application of positive or
negative criteria to decisions about which
companies to invest in). 

In our experience, this has the unfortunate
consequence of ‘crowding out’ the space for
ethically-motivated engagement. Ethical providers
often appear to assume that their job begins and
ends with screening out ‘unethical’ companies.
Whilst they may engage closely with the
companies they do invest in, this usually takes
place within a conventional RI framework rather
than with the aim of promoting the ethical
values of the fund. 

Yet this division is increasingly problematic. In
the wake of the financial crisis, there has been
extensive public debate about the need for a more

‘moral capitalism’, and for the reassertion of
ethical principles in business life. Ethical providers
are ideally placed to lead the way in changing
corporate culture. They have a specific mandate
from their customers to promote ‘values’, as
opposed to purely financial value. They are
therefore freer to engage with companies on
ethical issues which may not pose obvious
financial risks. FairPensions has worked with
some inspiring ethical investors – many of them
overseas – who are enthusiastically embracing
this role. But there appears to be a long way to

go before it gains widespread acceptance in the
UK ethical market.

The concerns of ethical investors are also
changing. While most ethical funds have
historically focused on avoiding ‘sin stocks’ such
as arms, alcohol and gambling, surveys suggest
that customers now care more about issues like
human rights, child labour and environmental
exploitation2. These newer concerns lend
themselves much less readily to easy-to-apply
screens.

This report seeks to assess ethical fund
providers’ commitment to using shareholder
engagement as a tool for promoting their
customers’ values, as well as for protecting
financial value. It also assesses how providers
approach the responsibilities of running an
ethical fund: ensuring that the ethical criteria
reflect their customers’ values, are disclosed in
a way that enables customers to make an
informed choice and are rigorously applied. 

Introduction

Ethical providers often appear to

assume that their job begins and ends

with screening out ‘unethical’ 

companies
“

”

Ethical providers are ideally placed

to lead the way in changing

corporate culture“ ”

2 See footnote 1
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We hope this report will be a unique and useful
resource for savers who want to see their money
making a difference to the way companies
behave. We acknowledge that this approach is
not for everyone: some savers simply wish to put
their money away safe in the knowledge that it
is not supporting anything they regard as morally
unacceptable. Others want to make a positive
contribution to smaller enterprises delivering
environmental or community benefits. Of
course, ethical providers should offer products
which cater to these different needs, and
therefore not all will choose to take the

engagement-focused approach we outline. But
this is a choice which consumers should be able
to make in a conscious and informed way. We
hope this report will assist them in doing so.

Based on our findings, we have made
recommendations for providers, consumers and
Independent Financial Advisors (IFAs) which can
be found on pages 23-24. We have also made
personalised recommendations for the individual
providers surveyed which can be found on each
provider’s scorecard.
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There is no universal definition of ethical
investment and it can mean very different things
to different people.

Two of the providers in this survey do not see
themselves as ethical in the conventional sense,
but would instead describe what they offer as
‘sustainable investment’. For this survey we are
using the term ‘ethical investment’ as a convenient
shorthand, although noting its limitations.

Providers were selected based on the Investment
Management Association (IMA)’s list of ethical
funds open to retail customers. The IMA uses
EIRIS’s3 definition of an ethical fund: the fund
must be actively promoted or described as a
screened or ethical fund, excluding funds where
the only ethical criterion is a negative screen on
tobacco. Excluding closed or closing funds, this
gave a total of 20 providers offering 46 funds
between them. Together, they represent around
£6.5bn in assets4, or around 60% of the ethical
investment market5. All but one of the providers
in the survey also offer mainstream funds. For
many, their ethical offering forms a very small
part of their business. 

Providers’ websites were reviewed in July-August
2012 to assess how much information they
publicly disclose regarding the fund’s:
• ethical criteria and its process for

implementing them;
• holdings;
• policies on voting and engagement; and
• voting and engagement activities.

A questionnaire was then sent to all providers.
The questionnaire asked about:
• how the ethical criteria were developed and

reviewed;
• the fund’s approach to voting and

engagement, including engagement to
promote the ethical values of the fund; and

• how providers sought to ensure that their
approach to screening and engagement
reflected the preferences of their customers6.

The questionnaire also included the results of
the website review and asked providers to
highlight any inaccuracies. Providers were then
scored on three dimensions based on their
answers to the survey:

• Transparency: whether providers disclose
enough information about their screening and
engagement practices to enable customers to
make an informed choice and to understand
what is being done with their money. 

• Screening process: how providers ensure
that their ethical criteria reflect their
customers’ values and are rigorously applied. 

• Stewardship and engagement: providers’
policies and practices on engaging with investee
companies, both to protect the value of the
fund’s investments (‘stewardship and RI’) and
to promote their customers’ values (‘ethical
engagement’). 

Providers were sent an interim scorecard for
comment before scores were finalised to
produce the ranking. The full scoring criteria can
be found in the appendix.

Methodology

3 EIRIS is a not-for-profit organisation providing independent research into corporate environmental, social and governance performance to
support RI and ethical investment - www.eiris.org  

4 As at July 2012
5 EIRIS estimates the entire UK ethical investment market to be worth around £11bn http://www.eiris.org/media.html#Marketstats2012 
6 The full questionnaire can be found on our website at www.fairpensions.org.uk/ethicalfunds 
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Significant efforts were made to obtain
responses from all providers: the final response
rate was 85%. Providers who did not respond to
the survey are included in the ranking but are
indicated as having not responded. 

Dialogue with many of the providers during the
survey process helped us to develop a more in-
depth understanding of attitudes and activities,
and also resulted in providers making a number
of changes to their websites or processes. We
welcome providers’ efforts to improve their
practices and have therefore sought to give
credit for this wherever possible. If the changes
were complete by the time the rankings were
finalised these were included in the final score;
where these changes are still in progress this is
noted on the relevant provider scorecard. 

The remainder of this report outlines our
findings. For ease of reference, our findings on
transparency have been integrated into the
three thematic areas: screening processes,
stewardship and RI, and ethical engagement.
Throughout the report we have sought to
highlight examples of best practice and have
awarded ‘gold stars’ to providers who excelled
on particular criteria. Where percentages are
used in the report, these have been calculated
based on the relevant subset of providers, for
example the 17 providers that responded to the
survey.  

Limitations of the research
A number of ethical funds are not included in
the IMA data, such as those offered by providers
who are not IMA members, Sharia funds or
direct ‘impact’ investments. Funds which are
open only to institutional clients are also not
included, although in practice many of these are
offered by providers covered in the survey. 

The survey does not claim to be a comprehensive
assessment of the funds in question. In particular
there is no assessment of financial performance.
We have also not sought to make a value
judgement about how ‘ethical’ the funds’ screens
are: rather, we have focussed on the quality and
rigour of their processes. Useful websites for
information about other aspects of performance
include www.yourethicalmoney.org and
www.ethicalconsumer.org.
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The customers of ethical funds want to know
that their money is invested in a way that
reflects their values. Many are prepared to
accept the possibility of lower financial returns in
exchange for this.7 Providers therefore have a
serious responsibility to ensure that their ethical
screening criteria reflect the values of their likely
customer base, are disclosed in a way that
enables customers to make an informed choice
and are rigorously applied. 

We scored providers on: 
• their efforts to ensure customers’ ethical

preferences are reflected in their approach;
• the transparency of their ethical criteria and

their process for developing and reviewing it;
• whether they disclose a full list of all the

fund’s holdings;
• the rigour of their processes for developing

and reviewing ethical criteria; and
• the rigour of their processes for ensuring

ethical criteria are consistently applied.

Key findings

• Negative screens continue to be
dominated by ‘sin stocks’ and are failing to
keep up with customers’ ethical concerns:
for example, 63% of providers screen out
alcohol, compared with only 11%
screening for child labour

• Only three providers use customer surveys
to find out what their customers want from
their ethical fund

• 24% of providers do not regularly review
their ethical criteria

• 90% of providers publish some information
about their ethical criteria, although only
75% publish their full criteria

• 45% do not publish a list of all companies
they hold 

Reflecting customers’ preferences
While ethical values vary considerably from person
to person, surveys of ethically-minded investors
show a surprising degree of consistency in the top
issues: usually labour rights, human rights and
environmental protection8. Individual ethical funds
might therefore be expected to offer a range of
different approaches or specialist funds enabling
individuals to select the fund closest to their
personal values, while the market overall would be
broadly relevant to these top concerns. 

This is not the current situation in the UK ethical
investment market. There is not a particularly wide
range of funds available. Most providers surveyed
categorise themselves as ‘traditional’. Only two
providers offer specialist sustainability funds and
no provider offers a fund specifically covering
social issues. In terms of method, negative
screening remains the dominant approach.
Although around two-thirds of the providers in our
survey have some form of positive screen, on the
whole these remain supplementary or secondary
to their negative screens.

This means that traditional ‘sin stock’ exclusions
continue to dominate (despite many of these
coming low down in polls of concerns) while
pressing modern concerns are poorly reflected. 

It seems that large parts of the ethical
investment industry are out of step with public
opinion. This is not because of a failure to
review or update criteria: most providers
regularly review their ethical criteria (although a
sizeable minority - 24% - do not). So why are
their screens often outdated?

Part of the explanation may be that most providers
do not even attempt to find out what their
customers’ ethical concerns are. When we asked
providers how they reflect customer views, most
answers were passive. Nearly half of providers

Screening processes

7 See for example DWP, 2009, Individuals’ attitudes and likely reactions to the workplace pension reforms, p74-75.
http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd5/rports2009-2010/rrep669.pdf 

8 see footnote 1



Ethically engaged? A survey of UK ethical funds

11

(41%) use newsletters to provide customers with
information about the fund. Just over a third
highlighted the importance of transparency and the
ability of customers to make an informed choice
(although some of these providers did not score
particularly well on transparency in our survey). 

While transparency and accessible information
are very important, dialogue with customers
should be a two-way process. Only around a
third of providers (35%) actively seek their
customers’ views, but several do it very well, for
example using extensive customer surveys,
having direct representation of customers on
advisory committees or having formal channels
for responding to feedback. At the other end of
the spectrum a few providers seem to rely solely
on Independent Financial Advisors (IFAs) to
understand their customers’ views: 

“we stay up to date through consultation and

dialogue with specialist IFAs and reviewing

industry developments”
This places a significant responsibility on IFAs to
understand customers’ preferences and to relay
these to providers.  

Another part of the explanation may be the
complexity of today’s ethical concerns and the
difficulty of translating these into straightforward
negative screens. Where funds do go beyond the

traditional ‘sin stocks’, they are more likely to
screen for environmental issues than social
concerns such as child labour, perhaps because of
the greater agreement on how to measure
environmental impacts and develop objective
criteria. Today’s concerns also tend to be
overarching – applicable to many, if not all, sectors
– and therefore do not lend themselves to an
approach based on screening out clearly delineated
and identifiable activities in the same way as the
traditional concerns. This strengthens the case for
ethical funds to consider a more diverse range of
tools for reflecting their customers’ values.

Gold stars
k The Co-operative Investments, 

Rathbone Unit Trust Management and
Standard Life for use of formal and
extensive customer surveys to inform ethical
screening criteria or engagement policies 

k Standard Life and WHEB Asset
Management for having direct customer
representation on their advisory committees 

k The Co-operative Investments, F&C
Investments and WHEB Asset
Management for having processes to
ensure that customer feedback is
considered, responded to and triggers a
review of the ethical criteria if appropriate 
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Transparency of ethical criteria
Of course, no amount of customer engagement
can guarantee that the funds on offer will
exactly match individual customer preferences.
Transparency is vital to ensuring that savers can
make an informed choice about where to invest,
as many providers acknowledged:

“We take the view that it is not possible to

meet every potential customer’s values in a

single pooled fund. What is most important is to

set clear ethical criteria for the fund, and then

make those criteria available to customers and

allow them to decide if the fund is appropriate

for them.”
Overall, transparency in this area is relatively
good: 75% of providers publish their full criteria,
although there is still room for improvement in
terms of the clarity and detail provided. Examples
of criteria which are vague or ambiguous include:

“We will not invest in any company that… 

…has unacceptable corporate governance”
…provides adult entertainment services”
…has a major business in the production of

goods or services for weapons of destruction”
None of these statements define the key terms
used or specify the thresholds for exclusion (or
inclusion). What is ‘unacceptable’ corporate
governance? Do ‘weapons of destruction’ cover
all weapons or only the most deadly? Is a ‘major
business’ 5% of turnover – or 50%? While
ethical issues are complex, many providers do
publish clearer and more specific ethical criteria.

Good practice: disclosure of ethical criteria

“We will not invest in any company…  

…whose total annual turnover from the

production or sale of pornographic materials

exceeds 5%” (Aberdeen Asset Management)

…that is estimated to have more than £100

million sales to the military per year” (AXA)

Two providers surveyed do not publish their
ethical criteria. A further three only provide a
very brief overview of their screens, for example
saying that they look for companies with
“positive ethical practices” or listing one-word
“areas of concern” (gambling, business
practices etc). This is not enough for potential
customers to evaluate the fund’s approach.

Gold star
k F&C Investments for publishing the

detailed policies that underpin its ethical
criteria9

Implementation of ethical criteria
We looked for evidence that providers have
robust processes for assessing and monitoring
companies’ compliance with the ethical criteria.
Best practice is an oversight body with a formal
status, distinct from the original decision-makers,
with the ability to review and reverse investment
decisions.

Two-thirds (65%) of providers surveyed have
some form of committee, ranging in form from
purely internal to purely external to a combination
of both. The best committees have a wide range
of expertise. For internal committees this usually
means senior management (i.e. Chief Investment
Officer level) or specialists from other parts of the
provider’s business. For committees with external
input (around three-quarters), it may mean NGOs
or academics. Two providers (Standard Life and
WHEB Asset Management) also include individual
customers on their committees. 

9 http://www.fandc.com/new/institutional/Default.aspx?id=94392 
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The best committees also have a wide range of
responsibilities, including responding to customer
concerns, ensuring the ethical criteria remain up-
to-date and overseeing their application,
particularly in the case of borderline or
contentious companies where these committees
have the final say on whether to invest or not. 

Good practice: oversight

“We have an independent and multi-

disciplinary advisory committee… this

oversight gives customers additional

assurance that the ethical funds are being

operated to the highest standards.”The Co-operative Investments

At the other end of the spectrum are providers
who did not offer any evidence of appropriate
internal expertise at the first level of decision-
making, let alone a dedicated body to oversee
and review decisions. 

Just under half of providers outsource the ethical
screening and monitoring of companies. There is
no ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ way to run an ethical fund;
outsourcing to a specialist organisation can
provide expertise that is not available in-house.
However it is important that when providers
contract out their responsibilities, they carefully
monitor how these are carried out. Providers who
carry out ethical screening in-house are twice as
likely to have a dedicated oversight body as
providers who outsource (80% compared to
43%). This suggests that many providers do not
have the required oversight of their outsourced
responsibilities. 

Holdings
Publishing a list of all the fund’s holdings is the
clearest and simplest way for customers to know
exactly what they are buying into. It offers some
real-life meaning on what could otherwise be
abstract principles. It also allows customers to
check there are no companies which they wish
to avoid at all costs. Yet 45% of providers do not
publish a full list of holdings. 

Arguments against: publishing holdings

‘We can’t publish this: it’s intellectual

property and other providers could copy us’

Just over half the providers in our survey do
publish their full holdings. All but two of these
are active managers. Given that these
providers feel able to disclose, it seems that
concerns about intellectual property are not
insurmountable. Most providers who disclose
do so with a short time lag, typically three to
six months. This seems to be an effective
compromise. It gives potential customers the
level of detail they need, while not disclosing
current stock positions to the rest of the
industry. 

Gold stars
k Legal & General for their “Who’s in and

who’s out” document which clearly sets
out what their ethical criteria mean in
practice10

k WHEB Asset Management for disclosing all
holdings along with rationales for holding
them11

10 http://www.legalandgeneral.com/_resources/pdfs/investments/Whos_in_and_whos_out.pdf
11 http://www.whebam.com/responsible-investing/portfolio-holdings
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In common with our surveys of mainstream
providers, we assessed providers’ overall approach
to stewardship and Responsible Investment (RI).
FairPensions believes that robust oversight of
companies and integration of financially material
environmental, social and governance (ESG)
issues is a responsibility of all funds, whether
mainstream or ethical. We also believe that end-
investors – including retail customers – have the
right to know how shareholder rights are being
exercised on their behalf. 

We scored providers on:
• their RI policies;
• their commitment to the UK Stewardship

Code and UNPRI; and
• their transparency on voting and engagement.

Key findings

• All but one of the providers surveyed
publish an RI policy

• Only half of the policies cover all of
environmental, social and governance
issues; only around one-third cover all
three issues in detail

• Seven providers (37%) disclose all their
votes and ten providers (53%) give
explanations for some votes 

• However only two providers publish ‘full’
voting records, listing all their votes and
providing explanations for all contentious
votes, including votes in favour of
management

• 40% of providers do not publish any
information about their engagement
activities

• Of the providers who do disclose
engagement, only 58% provide any
analysis of the issues involved or outcomes
achieved

Stewardship and Responsible Investment
Policies
All but one of the providers in this survey (95%)
have signed up to the UK Stewardship Code12,
and 75% to the UN PRI13. All but one of the
providers (95%) publish an RI policy. 

However, only around half (53%) of RI policies
cover all three of environmental, social and
governance issues. Only one-third (32%) of
policies discuss all three issues in depth. In our
experience, this is a persistent problem with
institutional investors’ RI policies. While risks
associated with poor governance have gained
widespread acceptance within the investment
community, environmental and social risks too
often remain sidelined. However, it is surprising
to see this bias to the same extent in ethical
providers, who might be expected to be more
alert to the potential financial impact of
environmental and social issues.

Most providers’ governance policies are
comprehensive and detailed, identifying the
standards investee companies are expected to
adhere to in board composition, remuneration of
executives, share issues and so on. In contrast,
very few providers address environmental and
social issues in anything like the same depth. It
is still standard to find only one or two pages of
a 20-page RI policy dedicated to environmental
and social issues.  Some of the weaker policies
are even vaguer – for example:

“In general, we expect companies to meet

internationally recognised standards or industry

best practice standards, whichever are higher.

Additionally, where the ESG risks faced by a

company are significant, boards should exercise

effective oversight and direction.”

Stewardship and Responsible Investment

12 The UK Stewardship Code is a set of principles established in 2010 which apply to institutional investors including pension funds,
insurance companies and asset managers. The expectation is that these investors will be active stewards of the companies they hold,
voting and engaging on matters of corporate governance and wider strategy. 

13 The UN Principles for Responsible Investment (UNPRI) are a set of voluntary principles devised by the investment community and backed
by the UN. They encourage investors to adopt RI approaches.
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Arguments against: including environmental

and social issues

‘Environmental and social issues vary too

much for us to be specific’

While of course every company is subject to
different environmental and social pressures,
providers can take a view on which issues
present the biggest risks or opportunities to
their portfolios as a whole. The best providers
do outline specific environmental and social
issues which they consider to be priorities. 

Others outline their expectations regarding
ESG risk management processes and
strategic oversight: this can help to give the
policy general applicability across companies
and sectors. Ideally, RI policies should include
both of these elements.

In brief  In full
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Good practice: covering environmental and

social issues in RI policies

“We will challenge organisations that support,

or benefit from, governments that oppress

human rights.” 

The Co-operative Investments14

“Specifically, good governance [in relation to

social, environmental and ethical issues]

requires:

• Board-level responsibility for significant

ESG issues;

• Systems to enable the board to identify

and assess the risks and opportunities;

• Formal policies addressing any significant

issue;

• Management systems for the effective

implementation of these policies…” 

F&C Investments15

14 http://co-operativeassetmanagement.co.uk/downloads/march09_ethicial_engagement_policy.pdf 
15 http://www.fundnets.net/fn_filelibrary//file/Corporate_Governance_Responsible%20Ownership_Policy_and_Principles_for_Corporate_

Governance_January_2010.pdf 
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Transparency on voting and engagement
Publication of voting and engagement records is
the only effective check on whether providers are
putting their policies into practice. The UK
Stewardship Code has driven some welcome
improvements in the number of investors disclosing
at least some voting information. Nevertheless,
meaningful voting and engagement reporting
remains an area of weakness for many providers.

Voting disclosure

Three providers do not publish any voting
information, with another offering only headline
statistics. Eight providers (42%) disclose some
votes and seven (37%) disclose details of all
votes cast. However only two providers (F&C
Investments and Scottish Widows) publish what
we would regard as full voting information.

What constitutes full voting information? 

• All votes: votes in favour of management
as well as votes against and abstentions

• Listed by company with a summary of the
proposal

• Explanations for votes against
management or abstentions 

• Explanations for votes in favour of
management on controversial issues

Voting disclosures should allow customers to
find out both how votes were cast and, where
significant or controversial votes are concerned,
why these decisions were made16. Overall, ten
providers (53%) give explanations for some
votes. However only two give explanations for all
contentious voting decisions, as opposed to only
explaining votes against management. The
quality and usefulness of explanations also vary
considerably. Explanations do not have to be
long or elaborate in order to provide an insight
into the reasoning behind the vote: 

Good practice: explanations for voting

decisions

“We voted against management because of… 

...substantial incentive grants of over

10,000% salary” Ecclesiastical

...bonus increase without justification”Ecclesiastical

...non-audit fees exceeded 100% of audit

fees for the seventh consecutive year”WHEB Asset Management

16 See also FairPensions, The Missing Link: Lessons from the Shareholder Spring, 2012, p22

All votes disclosed,
all explanations

All votes disclosed,
some explanation

All votes disclosed,
no explanation

No votes disclosed

Some votes disclosed,
no explanation

Some votes disclosed,
some explanation

Quality of voting disclosures
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However, other explanations raise more questions
than they answer. Saying, for example, that the
provider voted against a remuneration report
because of “concerns about remuneration” tells
customers nothing about whose remuneration
was of concern or why. 

Engagement reporting

Shareholder oversight does not begin and end
with voting. Direct interaction with companies on
issues of concern is at the heart of stewardship.
Yet engagement continues to lag far behind
voting when it comes to the quality of
information reported by most investors. 

40% of providers surveyed do not disclose any
information about their engagement activity. Of
the 60% who disclose, all provide headline
statistics, such as a breakdown by ESG issue or
the total number of engagements undertaken. Yet
only 58% of those who disclose provide any
narrative, for example a description of the issues
involved or analysis of the outcomes. This is some
of the most useful information providers can
disclose, showing which issues are actually being
prioritised along with a sense of the success or
otherwise of engagement efforts. It is much more
informative than headline statistics, which give an
idea of relative priorities but not much more.  

Good practice: engagement reporting

“We engaged with a series of media

companies, following the hacking scandal

which led to the closure of News of the World

at News International. We pushed for the

importance of independent oversight of the

media industry and the need for stronger

controls on the code of conduct in the

industry.” Legal & General

“We have engaged with Emerson Electric

over several years to encourage them to

measure and publish performance data on a

range of environmental and social issues. A

2012 shareholder resolution requesting that

the company produce a sustainability report

received 35% support but the company has

so far not agreed to produce a report.”WHEB Asset Management 

Three of the four providers who do not disclose
voting are signatories to the UK Stewardship
Code, as are all eight providers who do not
publish engagement reports. Principle 6 of the
Code states that investors should publicly
disclose their voting records, while Principle 7
states that they should report periodically to
customers on stewardship and voting activity.

Statistics only

Detailed narrative or anaysis

Not publicly discussed

Quality of engagement reports
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Our survey found that in most cases,
information not disclosed publicly is not
disclosed to customers either. This suggests that
public disclosure is the most effective way of

Gold stars
k F&C and Scottish Widows for publishing full

voting records along with explanations for
contentious voting decisions, whether for
or against management

k First State for their comprehensive voting
policy, setting out the fund’s stance on
specific environmental and social issues 

17 FairPensions, Investor Responsibility: UK Fund Managers’ Performance and Accountability on ‘Extra-Financial’ Risks, 2008, p6; FairPensions,
Investor Responsibility: Fund Manager Transparency and Engagement on Environmental, Social and Governance Issues, 2007, p4

Arguments against: reporting

‘Publishing engagement reports would breach confidentiality’

Engagement often (but not always) requires some degree of confidentiality while discussions are
ongoing. However engagement reports tend to be retrospective and all but the most sensitive
issues can be reported after the event. Previous FairPensions surveys found a clear overlap
between providers who published detailed engagement reports and those who were actively
engaging on a wide range of issues17. This suggests public reporting is not a barrier to effective
engagement: indeed, quite the reverse. 

‘Publishing complete voting and engagement records would be too much information…

customers just aren’t interested in this level of detail’

Providing summary reports can help to make information more accessible, but should not be a
substitute for publishing complete and searchable voting records: the best providers do both. It is true
that only a minority of customers are likely to make use of this detailed information, but these
customers can make a significant contribution to the development of the wider market through their
scrutiny of providers’ activities. Moreover, a commitment to transparency can help to create its own
demand by empowering customers to understand and engage with what happens to their money.
Conversely, widespread opacity stunts the development of this demand. In addition, disclosure in and
of itself can help to create a culture of accountability and awareness of customers’ interests which may
change the way providers behave. We feel there is an onus on providers to make their reporting
accessible and interesting, a challenge which the best providers are beginning to grapple with.

ensuring information reaches customers, and
should be encouraged as best practice for
engagement reporting as well as voting. 
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As we have seen, many of today’s most widely-
held ethical concerns do not lend themselves to
simplistic and easy-to-apply screens. Modern
ethical concerns tend to be overarching and
complex - applicable to many, if not all, sectors
and requiring ongoing attention. Stopping at
screening is increasingly outdated, but remains the
dominant model for retail ethical funds in the UK.

Ethical providers have the potential to act as
leaders: unlike mainstream funds, they have an
explicit mandate from their customers to promote
ethical corporate behaviour for its own sake.
Although ethical providers may wish to present a
business case for the proposed changes to the
company concerned, they do not have to
demonstrate direct financial benefits to their
customers in the same way as mainstream funds.
In fact the opposite may be true; ethical funds
may have to justify to their customers why they did
not challenge a company on a particular issue. 

We scored providers on their evidence of
commitment to using engagement to promote
the ethical values of the fund.

Key findings

• 59% of providers could not show any
evidence of ethical engagement

• Five providers (The Co-operative
Investments, F&C Investments, Jupiter
Asset Management, Standard Life and
WHEB Asset Management) demonstrate a
strong commitment to using engagement
as a tool to promote the fund’s values

• A further two providers (12%) offer some
evidence of ethical engagement, usually
targeted at ‘borderline’ companies in
danger of breaching one of the fund’s
screening criteria. 

Overall, UK ethical providers are failing to fulfil their
potential as leaders in ethically-motivated
engagement. Only 41% of providers in our survey
could show any evidence of engagement designed
to promote the fund’s ethical values, or indeed any
difference in approach to engagement from that of
a mainstream fund. Five providers (29%) showed
a strong commitment to using engagement to
promote the fund’s objectives. Another two
showed evidence of engaging in specific situations
(such as an investee company being likely to
breach one of their screens) or participation in
investor initiatives about ethical issues. 

It is interesting to note that the five best
providers also scored highly in other areas of the
survey, suggesting that a commitment to ethical
engagement is associated with a thoughtful,
rigorous and responsive approach to the
provider’s ethical offering more generally. 

Good practice: ethical engagement

“We engaged with media company WPP

about their exposure to Mugabe’s

propaganda machine. To their credit, WPP

swiftly closed its Harare office once it

emerged that one of its associates had been

using company resources in support of

Mugabe’s re-election campaign.” 

The Co-operative Investments

“We engaged with all the banks held in our

ethical funds in 2011, encouraging them to

develop a policy on avoiding investment in

cluster bombs and landmines.  Within our

mainstream funds, this would not be the top

engagement priority for this sector. However,

given our very firm position on armaments,

this was considered important and appropriate.”

F&C Investments 

Ethical engagement
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“We engaged with [a UK-based specialist food company] after a news story emerged that staff at

one of its suppliers had been mistreating animals. Although none of our specific ethical

restrictions were being breached, we engaged with the company to ensure an appropriate

resolution. There was no material short-term business case for us to engage with this company

and ensure that it, in turn, influenced the behaviour of a supplier. However we always seek to

engage in support of the funds’ ethical objectives.” Jupiter Asset Management 

“We regularly engage with companies to promote the issues covered by the positive criteria for

our ethical funds, which we know are important to customers. We engaged with [a global food

business] to request that the company implement a strategy on climate change. While the

business case for our request was not strong for this company, the engagement was undertaken

to support the concern of our investors about this issue.” Standard Life

“Alongside NGOs like the Genocide Intervention Network we engaged with [an engineering

company] to get them to put in place significant additional human rights standards around a

project in Sudan. The business case for doing this was almost all reputational, unquantified and

long-term. Indeed in the short-term there was going to be significant additional cost. The

company complied with all our recommendations.” WHEB Asset Management 

This handful of leaders demonstrates that ethical engagement is not only possible but can have
significant positive impacts in the real world. So why aren’t two-thirds of ethical funds doing it? 

Arguments against: ethical engagement

‘We can’t change companies… our holdings are too small’

As the best providers demonstrate, small shareholders can have influence and clout beyond their
size, particularly if they engage in an intelligent and targeted manner. In addition, some ethical
funds tend to hold smaller companies, giving them potentially greater leverage as they have a
higher proportion of shares. Investors can also cooperate to raise issues collectively. The
increasing dispersion of ownership means that collaboration is often needed to achieve
maximum impact from engagement. This applies to major institutional investors as well as to
small ethical funds. Whilst undoubtedly a challenge, it is not an adequate reason to reject
engagement altogether.

‘Ethical engagement uses resources that are better spent delivering a service to our customers’

Providers who gave this response did not explain why ethical engagement was not seen as part
of their service. Customers in an ethical fund have made an active choice to invest in line with
their values. Engagement is one of the tools providers can use to promote those values. We
acknowledge that engagement teams are often small and that providers must prioritise. Yet the
providers who showed a strong commitment to ethical engagement did not charge higher fees
than the other providers we surveyed, suggesting that it is perfectly possible within current levels
of resource.
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‘We screen out… so we don’t need to engage’

We acknowledge that engagement will not be the right approach for all ethical funds. But merely
screening out certain ‘unethical’ companies does not preclude ethical issues arising in
companies the fund does hold. Most ethical funds hold at least some companies their customers
might have concerns about: for example, oil and gas, where providers often choose ‘best in
class’ companies rather than screening out the sector altogether, or banking, which features
heavily in many ethical funds. Even where companies have passed demanding positive screens,
there is often still room for improvement. The top performers on ethical engagement include
providers who apply stringent positive screens in relation to companies’ operations or their
contribution to society. As discussed above, the ethical issues that matter most to today’s
consumers are also increasingly difficult to screen for. 

‘We don’t engage, we just disinvest’

Of course, screened funds may sometimes need to disinvest from companies to maintain the
integrity of the fund’s criteria (see examples below). Engagement and disinvestment are not
mutually exclusive; indeed, they can be complementary. While some changes in a company may
automatically and absolutely breach the ethical screens, others may see the company hovering on
the borderline between acceptable and unacceptable. Engagement with these companies could
be particularly effective. Several providers indicated that they might engage with an investee
company which looked likely to breach one of their screens or a company which fell just short of
the standard for inclusion in the fund. One provider summarised their approach as follows:

“If it becomes apparent that a company is not effectively managing the impacts of its activities

in a responsible manner, our first approach is to engage.… If we do not receive what we judge to

be a suitable response, we may use our voting rights against management and ultimately

consider divesting our holding in the company.”
Jupiter Asset Management 

Examples of disinvestment
Provider Company Reason

[provider redacted] Eutelsat Failed to deliver promised disclosure on ESG issues
after protracted engagement.

Ecclesiastical Statoil Greater risk of environmental damage due to Arctic
exploration and developing tar sands; business
moving into countries classified by the fund as having
oppressive regimes.

F&C Citibank Inadequate consumer protection; recent controversies
in trading and money laundering.

Standard Life Global financial Expansion into country listed as oppressive without
services company any policy on human rights issues.
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Ethical versus financial imperatives:
conflicting priorities?
The growing dominance of Responsible
Investment has blurred the boundaries between
financially- and ethically-motivated engagement,
making hard and fast distinctions difficult. Yet
the top five providers demonstrate a distinctive,
ethically-driven approach to engaging with
companies. By contrast, some providers claim
to engage on ethical issues but in practice are
unable to demonstrate how their approach
differs from that of mainstream funds. 

Other providers argue that they only engage on
financially material issues, but that in practice
all ethical issues are financially material.
FairPensions firmly believes that environmental
and social issues can have major impacts on
financial performance. But it would be naïve to
think there is always a business case to acting
ethically. For some companies, the benefits of
unethical activity may outweigh the risks.
Focusing on the financial benefits of ethical
behaviour may obscure the fact that customers
did not buy into the fund because they thought
their values had financial benefits. It may also
obscure the potential for conflicts between the
interests of mainstream and ethical customers.

Nearly all of the providers in our survey also offer
mainstream funds. Most have a single
overarching voting policy and a central team
which carries out voting and engagement on
behalf of all funds, Yet less than half
acknowledged the possibility that conflicts might
arise between their mainstream and ethical
funds when deciding how to vote or whether to
engage – for example, on an issue of importance
to the ethical fund where the business case is
not strong. Accordingly, most providers have no
processes in place for identifying and resolving
such conflicts. In practice, this may result in the
distinctive priorities of the ethical fund losing out.
Interestingly, many of the providers who
performed strongly on ethical engagement
acknowledged the potential for conflicts, noting
that some issues they had engaged on for the
ethical fund would not have been a priority for
their mainstream funds. 

Gold star
k The Co-operative Investments for applying

its clear and far-reaching ethical
engagement policy (developed through
customer surveys) to all of its funds, not
just its screened ones 
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With some notable exceptions, it seems that
much of the ethical investment industry is
stagnating. Many providers have failed to move
beyond a simplistic ‘screening’ approach,
despite this being unsuitable for many modern
ethical concerns. Most do not see it as their role
to improve corporate behaviour or to engage
with companies in support of the fund’s ethical
objectives. Relatively few are making active
efforts to find out what their customers value
and to update their offerings accordingly.
Transparency to customers is often poor, with
important information about the fund’s ethical
approach either not disclosed or buried in
obscure reports or on badly signposted pages,
inaccessible to all but the most determined and
informed customer. 

There seems to be a ‘tickbox’ mentality in parts
of the market: we received the impression that
many providers were unthinkingly applying a set
of (often outdated) screening criteria in order to
have an ethically-badged product as part of their
range. At the other end of the spectrum are a
clear ‘top five’ providers who took their ethical
offering very seriously, maintaining robust
internal processes to ensure that their approach
was rigorous, responsive, and engaged with the
complexities of today’s ethical concerns. These
providers also tend to be those with a clear
commitment to using their shareholder rights to
support the fund’s ethical objectives.  

We urge the rest of the industry to learn from
these leaders, asking themselves why their
customers choose to invest ethically, what
issues they care about and whether
engagement might have a part to play in
meeting their expectations. The ethical
investment industry can and should be leading
the way in improving corporate behaviour. It
should also be leading on improved customer
engagement, innovating with new methods of
communication or developing products that truly
meet customer needs. 

Below we outline a series of recommendations
for providers, consumers and Independent
Financial Advisors (IFAs), designed to promote
the wider adoption of the best practices
identified in this survey.  

Recommendations for the ethical
investment industry 

1. Be willing to engage with companies in
support of the fund’s ethical objectives, even
if the business case for doing so is limited.

2. Actively seek to understand and reflect
customer views by using customer surveys
and having formal channels for seeking and
responding to customer feedback.

3. Live up to statements about the importance
of transparency by publishing enough
information to enable consumers to make an
informed choice: as a minimum, this should
include detailed ethical criteria and a full list
of holdings.

4. Experiment with more effective and
accessible methods of communicating with
customers such as newsletters and blogs.

5. Ensure that there are rigorous processes,
ideally a dedicated body, for assessing and
monitoring companies’ compliance with the
ethical criteria. This is especially applicable
to providers who outsource their screening
as they are currently lagging behind the rest.

6. Ensure RI policies incorporate environmental
and social risks and do so with the same
level of detail as provided for governance
risks.

7. Disclose full voting and engagement records,
listing all votes and giving explanations for all
contentious votes and with a meaningful
level of detail in engagement reports.

Conclusion and recommendations
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Recommendations for consumers

1. If you already have an ethical fund,
encourage your provider to implement the
recommendations in this report. 

2. If you are choosing an ethical fund, ask to
see the fund’s detailed ethical criteria, full
holdings and policies on voting and
engagement. Query anything that you find
unclear or unexpected.

3. Think about your objectives and motivations
for ethical investment – do you want to avoid
a select number of sectors, or to seek out
positive investments, or are you interested in
improving corporate behaviour? Make sure
your IFA or potential provider understands
your wishes and provides you with
information about RI or ethical engagement
if appropriate. 

Recommendations for IFAs

1. Explore customer ethical preferences and
motivations for investing ethically when
choosing a fund (are they just interested in
avoiding certain sectors or do they also want
to improve corporate behaviour?) and pass
this information on to providers. Since a very
high proportion of customers invest through
IFAs, this sector has a vital role to play in
ensuring providers are informed of their
customers’ preferences. 

2. Consider the provider’s approach to RI and
ethical engagement as one factor that may
be relevant when advising customers which
fund to purchase. 

3. Encourage providers to implement the
recommendations in this report. 
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Provider scorecards



26

Ethically engaged? A survey of UK ethical funds

Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues

4 Evidence of ethical engagement

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the fund’s ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund
3. Incorporate environmental and social issues into your RI policy
4. Improve voting reporting by publishing rationales for votes against management, abstentions and all

contentious votes in favour
5. Review internal processes for screening and monitoring companies and consider establishing an advisory

committee to oversee this
6. Improve transparency generally, including publishing your detailed ethical criteria 

Aberdeen Asset Management
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy

6 Voting records, at least annually

7 Engagement activities, at least annually

8 All disclosure made on retail website

9 Accessibility of information

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Cod

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code

2 Signatory to UN PRI

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues

4 Evidence of ethical engagement

Overall Score

The Alliance Trust funds are those previously managed by Aviva (the Sustainable Futures and UK Ethical funds)

which are in the process of transferring to Alliance Trust. Please note that transparency scores are based on

Aviva’s website as at July 2012. 

Recommendations:
1. Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the funds’ ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund
3. Improve voting reporting by publishing rationales for all contentious votes in favour of management
4. Improve engagement reporting by including a full list of companies engaged with and an analysis of at least

selected engagements
5. Publish your ethical criteria and a full list of the fund’s holdings 
6. Add further detail about environmental and social issues into your RI policy

Alliance Trust Investments
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website

9 Accessibility of information

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the funds’ ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund
3. Incorporate environmental and social issues into your RI policy
4. Publish engagement reports
5. Improve voting reporting by listing all votes and providing explanations for contentious votes in favour of

management
6. Consider establishing an advisory committee to oversee the screening and monitoring of companies
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website

9 Accessibility of information

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

The Co-operative Investments are in the process of becoming a signatory to the EUROSIF Transparency Code.

Recommendations:
1. Improve voting reporting by providing rationales for all contentious votes in favour of management 
2. Improve engagement reporting by including a full list of companies engaged with and total number of engagements
3. Improve disclosure and accessibility of information on the retail website about your ethical criteria and

approach to stewardship and engagement
4. Consider customer representation on your advisory committee

The Co-operative Investments
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s)

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Ecclesiastical are in the process of becoming a signatory to the UN PRI. 

Recommendations:
1. Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the fund’s ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund, building on your work on investor

initiatives on ethical issues
3. Incorporate environmental and social issues into your RI policy
4. Improve voting reporting by publishing rationales for all contentious votes in favour of management
5. Improve engagement reporting by including a full list of companies engaged with and total number of engagements
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website )

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Continue and build on your approach to ethical engagement and be willing to engage on a wide range of

issues to promote the ethical values of the fund
2. Consider adopting customer surveys
3. Improve engagement reporting by including a full list of companies engaged with
4. Publish a list of full holdings for all ethical funds
5. Improve accessibility of information on your website i.e. clearly signpost your policies and voting records 

F&C Investments

4

1

0

1

1

4

3

1

1

2

18 /

6

2

4

8

20 /

2

2

6

8

18 /

56 /

/ 4

/ 1

/ 1

/ 1

/ 1

/ 4

/ 4

/ 1

/ 2

/ 2 

21

/ 6

/ 2

/ 4

/ 9

21

/ 2

/ 2

/ 6

/ 8

18

60



Ethically engaged? A survey of UK ethical funds

32

Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s)

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually

7 Engagement activities, at least annually

8 All disclosure made on retail website

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement

Overall Score

Family Investments did not participate in the survey and so their score is based on publicly available information

only. Scores include information disclosed on the FTSE4GOOD (index fund) and State Street Global Advisors’

(engagement provider) websites. Our recommendations are limited to the areas which we were able to assess.

Recommendations:
1. Become a signatory to the UN PRI
2. Develop your own RI policy
3. Request and publish full voting disclosure from State Street Global Advisors, listing all votes and providing

rationales for votes against management, abstentions and all contentious votes in favour
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

First State Investments did not participate in the survey. Our recommendations are limited to the areas which

we were able to assess.

Recommendations:
1. Improve transparency generally, including publishing ethical criteria and a full list of the fund’s holdings. 
2. Publish detailed voting records rather than merely headline statistics
3. Improve engagement reporting by including a full list of companies engaged with and total number of engagements
4. Become a signatory to the UK Stewardship Code

First State Investments

0

0

0

0

1

0

2

1

2

0

6 /

0

0

0

0

0 /

0

2

6

0

8 /

14 /

/ 4

/ 1

/ 1

/ 1

/ 1

/ 4

/ 4

/ 1

/ 2

/ 2 

21

/ 6

/ 2

/ 4

/ 9

21

/ 2

/ 2

/ 6

/ 8

18

60



Ethically engaged? A survey of UK ethical funds

34

Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the funds’ ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund
3. Publish engagement reports
4. Improve voting reporting by listing all votes and publishing rationales for all contentious votes in favour of

management
5. Consider establishing an advisory committee to oversee the outsourced screening process
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy

6 Voting records, at least annually

7 Engagement activities, at least annually

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Consider adopting formal customer surveys and customer representation on ethical committee
2. Improve voting reporting by providing rationales for votes against management, abstentions and all

contentious votes in favour
3. Improve engagement reporting by including a full list of companies engaged with and an analysis of at least

selected engagements
4. Ensure that you have a formal process for reviewing the ethical criteria 
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the funds’ ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund
3. Add further detail about environmental and social issues into your RI policy
4. Improve voting reporting by listing all votes and publishing rationales for all contentious votes in favour of

management
5. Publish a full list of the fund’s holdings
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the funds’ ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund
3. Improve voting reporting by listing votes by company and proposal and providing rationales for votes against

management, abstentions and all contentious votes in favour
4. Consider establishing an advisory committee to oversee the outsourced screening process
5. Improve disclosure to retail customers by ensuring that all information is contained on your retail website
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Premier Asset Management did not participate in the survey. Our recommendations are limited to the areas

which we were able to assess.

Recommendations:
1. Incorporate environmental and social issues into your RI policy and add further detail about governance issues 
2. Publish voting records
3. Publish engagement reports
4. Improve accessibility of information on your website, in particular information about stewardship and RI which

is not clearly signposted
5. Consider becoming a signatory to the EUROSIF Transparency Code and the UN PRI
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Rathbone Unit Trust Management’s transparency score has been adjusted to exclude voting records. Their

ethical fund holds only bonds and not equities and therefore does not have any formal voting rights.

Rathbone Unit Trust Management are planning to start publishing the fund’s full list of holdings. 

Recommendations:
1. Consider customer representation on advisory committee and improve communication with customers
2. Actively engage with companies on a wide range of issues to promote the ethical values of the fund, building

on your current engagement with borderline companies
3. Add further detail about environmental and social issues into your RI policy
4. Publish engagement reports
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1.Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the funds’ ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund
3. Incorporate environmental and social issues into your RI policy
4. Improve voting reporting by listing votes by company and proposal and providing rationales for votes against

management, abstentions and all contentious votes in favour
5. Publish engagement reports
6. Improve transparency generally, including publishing a full list of the fund’s holdings
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the funds’ ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund
3. Incorporate social issues into your RI policy and add further detail about environmental issues
4. Publish engagement reports
5. Consider customer representation on your advisory committee
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the funds’ ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund
3. Incorporate environmental and social issues into your RI policy and add further detail about governance 
4. Publish voting and engagement reports
5. Consider establishing an advisory committee to oversee the screening and monitoring of companies
6. Improve transparency about your ethical approach, in particular publish your detailed ethical criteria and a

full list of the fund’s holdings 
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s)

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Improve voting reporting by including all votes along with explanations for all contentious votes in favour of

management
2. Improve engagement reporting by including an analysis of at least selected engagements
3. Publish a full list of the fund’s holdings
4. Improve accessibility of information on retail website
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Actively seek to understand your customers’ ethical values (for example through surveys) and use this to

inform the funds’ ethical criteria
2. Actively engage with companies to promote the ethical values of the fund
3. Review internal processes for screening and monitoring companies and consider establishing an advisory

committee to oversee this
4. Improve transparency generally, in particular publish a full list of the fund’s holdings, your RI policy, voting

records and engagement reports
5. Become a signatory to the UN PRI
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Transparency Score

1 Ethical criteria

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria

3 All companies held in fund(s) 

4 How investee companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 

5 A clear RI policy 

6 Voting records, at least annually 

7 Engagement activities, at least annually

8 All disclosure made on retail website 

9 Accessibility of information 

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code

Screening process Score 

1 Use a range of sources to inform ethical criteria 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 

3 Evidence of internal governance to ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 

4 Seek to understand and reflect customers’ ethical preferences 

Stewardship and engagement Score

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 

2 Signatory to UN PRI 

3 RI policy addresses environmental, social and governance issues 

4 Evidence of ethical engagement 

Overall Score

Recommendations
1. Consider adopting formal customer surveys
2. Add more detail about environmental and social issues into your RI policy
3. Improve voting reporting by listing all votes along with explanations for all contentious votes in favour of

management

WHEB Asset Management
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CRITERIA MAX SCORE

TRANSPARENCY (public disclosure)

1 Fund(s)’s ethical and/or sustainable criteria 4
Partial disclosure or summary – 2 points

Detailed criteria – 4 points

2 Process for developing and reviewing the ethical criteria 1

3 All companies held in fund 1

4 How companies are monitored or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance 1

5 A clear RI policy 1

6 Voting records, at least annually 4
1 point for each of the following:

- all votes

- listed by company and proposal

- rationales provided for against votes and abstentions

- rationales provided for votes in support of  management on contentious issues

7 Engagement activities, at least annually 4
1 point for each of the following:

- total number

- breakdown or analysis by ESG issue

- full listing of companies

- description or analysis of selected engagements

8 All disclosure is made on retail website 1
(or IFA website if provider does not sell directly to retail customers)

9 Accessibility of website 2
1 point for each if clearly signposted and accessible from the same menu heading:

- full information about ethical fund(s)

- approach to stewardship and engagement

10 Signatory to EUROSIF Transparency Code 2

TOTAL TRANSPARENCY 21

Scoring criteria
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CRITERIA MAX SCORE

SCREENING PROCESS

1 Use of a range of sources to develop and/or review ethical criteria 6
2 points for use of each of the following:

- customer surveys or surveys of public opinion

- internal expertise 

- external expertise eg NGOs, academics, investment professionals 

2 Evidence that the ethical criteria are subject to regular review 2
Eg a formal review process or ongoing review in the light of events, customer comments etc 

3 Evidence of internal processes or governance that ensure the integrity of the ethical criteria 4
(eg when selecting companies for investment, reviewing investee companies and so on)

If screening/engagement etc is done internally:

Evidence of  relevant internal expertise –2 points

Evidence of robust oversight or review by a dedicated body eg internal or external committee – 4 points

If screening/engagement is outsourced:

Outsourced to reputable specialist provider – 2 points

Evidence of oversight or review of the outsourced service – 4 points

4 How ensure customers’ ethical preferences are reflected in your approach 9
Actively seek customer views through:

- feedback from IFAs – 1 point

- feedback from or dialogue with individual investors – 2 points

- formal customer surveys – 3 points

PLUS 2 points for each of the following:

- direct customer representation on committees (or in choosing committee members)

- evidence of a commitment to transparency and clear communication so that customers

are able to make an informed choice

- use of newsletters, briefings or social media etc to communicate with customers in a more

accessible way than formal reports

TOTAL SCREENING PROCESS 21

TOTAL 60

STEWARDSHIP & ENGAGEMENT

1 Signatory to UK Stewardship Code 2

2 Signatory to UN PRI 2

3 RI policy addresses environment, social and governance issues 6
For each of environmental, social and governance:

- policy provides an overview of the topic – 1 point

- policy addresses topic, setting out specific issues of concern or expectations of 

risk management and strategy of investee companies – 2 points

4 Evidence of engaging with companies in support of the fund(s)’s ethical objectives 8
Acknowledgement of scope for engagement on issues specific to the ethical fund – 2 points

Some evidence of engagement in support of the fund’s values – 5 points

Strong evidence of extensive engagement in support of the fund’s values – 8 points

TOTAL STEWARDSHIP & ENGAGEMENT 18

OVERALL TOTAL 60



Ethically engaged? A survey of UK ethical funds

48



FairPensions
Trowbray House +44 (0)20 7403 7800
108 Weston Street info@fairpensions.org.uk
London SE1 3QB www.fairpensions.org.uk


