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Chapter1

Summary

This policy statement (PS) sets out our final rules for providing information on
Consumer Composite Investments (CCls). The PS summarises the feedback to our
consultations in December 2024 (CP24/30) and April 2025 (CP25/9) and explains how we
have considered it.

This regime will help support a thriving retail investment culture in the UK as part of

a wider package of consumer investments reforms. The choices consumers make
—how much to save or invest and what to invest in — play a huge role in determining
their financial wellbeing in later life. Around 19 million UK adults hold retail investment
products (Financial Lives survey 2024). We want to see a market that empowers more
consumers to invest for their future with confidence, understanding the costs, risks and
potential returns.

Consumers need clear, concise information delivered at the right time to make properly
informed investment decisions. To facilitate this, the CCl regime is underpinned by the
Consumer Duty (the Duty). We have stripped away excessive templating and prescriptive
documents, giving firms freedom to innovate and deliver engaging communications

to consumers. We have maintained detailed rules only to make sure key metrics are
standardised and comparable across the products in scope.

This new flexibility aims to facilitate communications that genuinely help consumers.
Firms are best placed to describe their products to investors, so we are looking to the
industry to eradicate jargon and produce simple information under the CCl regime. This
can demystify investing and give consumers the confidence to make decisions for their
financial futures.

The central guiding principle of the regime is what works best to inform consumers.

We have carried out behavioural and consumer testing to inform the final CCl rules.
Alongside this PS, we have published the findings of consumer testing that informed the
requirements for disclosing cost information. We would also like to thank stakeholders
who shared their research and testing results with us throughout the consultation
process, which we have considered alongside our own.

What is a CCI?

The CClregime will replace the Packaged Retail and Insurance-based Investment
Products (PRIIPs) regime and the Undertakings for Collective Investment in Transferable
Securities (UCITS) disclosure requirements with a single framework tailored for UK
consumers and markets.


https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/consultation/cp24-30.pdf
https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/consultation/cp25-9.pdf
https://the-big-window.co.uk/consumer-composite-investment-cci-cost-disclosure/
https://the-big-window.co.uk/consumer-composite-investment-cci-cost-disclosure/
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The scope of the regime is set by the legislation. A CClis an investment where the
returns are dependent on the performance of, or changes in, the value of underlying or
reference assets. Products explicitly included are:

CCls products in scope

Recognised [ Structured [ Contracts [ Insurance Other
funds products for based complex

funds funds and difference | |investment| |products
structured | |(CFDs) products like
deposits (IBIPs) derivatives

This is not an exhaustive list, and firms will need to consider whether their products
are CCls. Some products are specifically excluded from scope. This includes vanilla
corporate bonds, pension products and pure protection insurance contracts.

Who this affects

This PS primarily affects firms that manufacture or distribute CCls.

« A manufacturer of a CClis a person who creates, develops, designs, issues, manages,
operates, or carries out a CCI.

o Adistributor of a CClis a person who offers, advises on, or sells a CCl, or provides
investment services relating to a CCl to retail investors.

This PS will also be of interest to:

e Consumers and consumer organisations
e Industry bodies that represent or provide professional services to
investment firms.

The wider context

We want to facilitate a stronger retail investment culture. Increased participation in this
market will benefit consumers and will also provide capital to drive the economy and
boost growth. This is a shared ambition with the Government, who have set out their
Financial Services Growth and Competitiveness strategy.

Our CClrules go hand in hand with our reforms to the advice guidance boundary. We
are finalising our framework for targeted support, a new form of support which will allow
firms to make specific recommendations designed for groups or cohorts of consumers.
It is vital that, when they are directed to products, consumers get and understand the
right information, delivered in a compelling way, about those investment choices.



https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2024/1198/contents/made
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/687e612692957f2ec567c621/Financial_Services__Growth___Competitiveness_Strategy_final.pdf
https://www.fca.org.uk/firms/advice-guidance-boundary-review

Financial Conduct Authority
Policy Statement

1.13

1.14

1.15

1.16

1.17

1.18

1.19

Consumers can only make properly informed decisions for their financial futures if they
understand the potential benefits from investing as well as the risks. We are continuing
to support the Investment Association's work to improve risk information in financial
promotions. We have looked to ensure the CCl regime complements this through
encouraging firms to provide a balanced view of risk and return. We want product
information to equip consumers to make the right decisions for their circumstances, not
inadvertently deter them from investing by overemphasising the potential risks.

We have set out how we are streamlining our rules and reducing complexity for

firms following the introduction of the Duty. The Duty, and changes in markets and
technology, give us an opportunity to look again at the best ways of supporting
consumer understanding. We want to simplify disclosure requirements and ensure our
rules are consistent and future proof so they can help firms to support consumers. The
increased flexibility we are introducing as part of the CCl regime aligns with this ambition
and will provide firms more freedom to innovate to help consumers make effective,
timely and properly informed decisions.

What we are changing

PRIIPs and UCITS disclosures currently require firms to explain their products using
rigidly prescribed document templates. They often contain excessive amounts of
information, are unengaging, and typically rely on legalistic financial jargon. Consumers
do not usually read these documents, and we do not believe they help consumers make
investment decisions enough. In our behavioural testing, most participants said Key
Information Documents (KIDs) were not engaging.

So, we are moving to a more flexible and proportionate approach, that will let firms
innovate and produce more engaging, consumer-centric communications.

The guiding standard is what works best for consumers. Manufacturers will have
considerable freedom over the design of product summaries. We have set out
standardised requirements only for the content which we think must be included, to
ensure consumers can compare information that is calculated to common standards
on costs, risk and return and past performance. Our rules set a minimum set of
requirements that firms can add additional information to if they think it will help
consumer understanding.

We expect manufacturers to provide information to consumers simply and clearly, and
to use language that consumers can understand. Firms should consider how they can
test and innovate to produce communications that support better understanding of
investing and are appropriate for their target market.

Distributors will have the option to prioritise highlighting the key information before
providing a product, avoiding information overload and helping consumers navigate
complex financial decisions. We expect distributors to use the information received from
manufacturers to produce compelling consumer journeys that help people find the right
products for them.


https://www.fca.org.uk/firms/consumer-duty/requirements-review-update
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We have made targeted amendments to the methodologies for calculating and
displaying costs, risk and return and performance, reflecting the feedback and
engagement throughout our consultation and engagement process. We are grateful
for the input which has helped us strike a balance between simplicity, accuracy

and comparability.

Firms will have an 18-month implementation period before the regime comes fully into
force. During this time, they will be able to familiarise themselves with the new rules and
make the necessary changes to their systems and procedures.

Figure 1: Overview of the regime

Summary of the CCls regime

12.5 million UK adults hold a Consumer Composite Investment (CCl)

f \ To provide better product information to consumers when they are
# investing in CCls, including:
\ J « Openended funds « Structured products

Scope « Closed ended investment funds « Contracts for difference

« Insurance based investment
products

Manufacturers must produce a consumer-friendly product summary. This
I must include comparable key information about costs, risk and return and

past performance.

Product
Summary
Distributors make the product summary available to investors and
highlight key information to help consumers make effective and informed
investment decisions.
Pre sale
Distributors provide investors with the product summaryin a
durable medium.
Post sale
Manufacturers have freedom over the design of the product summary.
Distributors have flexibility to provide information to investors in innovative
ways that support consumer understanding.
Design
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Summary of feedback and our response

Overall, we received 211 responses to CP24/30 and 109 responses to CP25/9.

96 responses to CP24/30 and 32 responses to CP25/9 were from a range of
stakeholders that provided general feedback on the proposals. The other responses
focused on matters related to closed ended investment funds (CEIFs). We also
discussed the proposals with the Financial Services Consumer Panel, Practitioner Panel,
Smaller Business Practitioner Panel and Listing Authority Advisory Panel. We are grateful
to stakeholders for their constructive responses, and to those participants who took
partin our series of roundtables and wider engagement.

Most respondents to the consultations supported the overall aims of the proposals.
There was broad agreement that the regime should enable flexibility and promote
innovation, alongside standardisation of key metrics. There were a wide range of views
on the level of standardisation we should prescribe —some firms requested more
prescription to aid comparison, and suggested setting page limits or templates, but
others wanted more freedom to exercise their judgement, in line with the Duty. We
have maintained the overall spirit of the proposals for the product summary. We do
not consider greater standardisation would help achieve the aims of the regime. The
increased freedom under CCls will allow firms to innovate and potentially deliver more
consumer-friendly disclosures over time.

Scope: Some respondents asked for more clarity on scope, particularly on the
thresholds for non-retail products. Some requested greater clarity and flexibility

over options for manufacturers to restrict distribution to non-retail customers and

to disapply CCl disclosure requirements. We have clarified the scope of the regime,
particularly for corporate bonds. We have also simplified the criteria for whether
products are considered non-retail, providing manufacturers with the ability to 'opt-out’
of selling their products to retail clients.

Information needed: Respondents said that, while we had reduced the information now
required in the documentation, there was still a lot of information included, which could
overwhelm consumers. However, some respondents requested we add in other data
points to the product summary, such as information on the product's target market.
Consumer groups also stressed that consumers should have access to comprehensive
information, received at the right time throughout their investment journey. We have
adjusted our proposals to give distributors greater flexibility over the information they
highlight to consumers pre-sale, focusing on the information needed to help consumers
make timely, effective, and properly informed decisions.

More detailed feedback focused on our proposals for the presentation of costs

and charges, the responsibilities of manufacturers and distributors, the transitional
arrangements and the risk and return score. We held 3 workshops on these topics to
work through the feedback with respondents in more detail in Summer 2025.

Costs and charges: Most respondents noted the importance of a headline figure for
consumers and welcomed our proposals to remove implicit transaction costs from
disclosures. Respondents were divided on whether explicit transaction costs should
be added to the ongoing costs and charges figure in a total summary cost. They also
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asked for one-off costs to be removed from the summary cost. We carried out further
consumer testing which reinforced the value of a single headline figure to aid consumer
understanding. However, we agree with the concerns about including one-off costs

in a figure indicating costs over a 12-month period. We have amended our policy so
that the ongoing costs figure (OCF) must be presented as the headline figure. Explicit
transaction costs and one-off costs do not need to be aggregated with ongoing

costs, but they will need to be disclosed. Feedback we received from CEIFs and their
representatives and our response is given below.

Responsibilities of manufacturers and distributors: Respondents asked for clearer
lines to be drawn between these responsibilities due to concerns over liability for
communications. In particular, there was weaker support for distributors to make their
own product summary. We have adjusted the rules so that distributors cannot make
their own product summaries or change manufacturers' product summaries. These
documents must be made available before a sale and provided to consumers in a
durable medium after any sale. However, we still want distributors to be able to use the
underlying data from manufacturers to build compelling consumer journeys. To give
them the flexibility to do this, we have clarified that pre-sale, distributors only need to
highlight the information consumers need to make a properly informed decision, not all
the information in the product summary. We have set out our minimum expectations for
this, but beyond this firms should use their own judgement under the Duty.

Timeline: Some respondents asked for a single implementation period for all CCls,
and some respondents asked for this to be longer than our proposed 18 months.
There were mixed views on whether manufacturers should be allowed to produce a
product summary before the end of the transition period. We have set an 18-month
implementation period for all CCls, starting from 8 December 2025. We consider this
to be sufficiently long to allow firms to move to the new regime based on the feedback
we received and the criticisms of the current framework. We have retained the option
for manufacturers to move from their current disclosure document to the CCl product
summary when the legislation commences on 6 April 2026. Given the strong criticism
from respondents of the current PRIIPs regime, we do not want to place regulatory
barriers in the way of firms who can move to the new regime before the end of the
transition period, and distributors who are able to support them; we know this adds
complexity but market forces can determine the early take-up. The full regime and rules
in this PS will come into force on 8 June 2027.

Risk and return: Respondents asked that the risk score and narrative should also
represent the potential returns for investors, to help firms present a balanced view of
products’ potential benefits and risks to consumers. We agree and have ensured the rules
are clear that firms should present consumers with a balanced message on risk and return.
Respondents also argued that high illiquidity should not make products an automatic 9 on
the risk and return scale. We have amended our policy so thatilliquidity should increase
the risk and return score by at least one to reflect the higher risk to consumers of not
being able to access their money immediately. We also had feedback that the risk score
methodology would not be appropriate for structured products. We have modified the
rules so structured products must calculate their risk and return score using a value-at-risk
equivalent volatility (VEV) model, which is better suited to their profile.
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Cost benefit analysis (CBA): Some respondents disagreed with our CBA assumptions
that many distributor-related costs associated with our proposals were already captured
under Duty implementation costs. We acknowledge that the CCl regime will introduce
additional costs not accounted for under the Duty CBA or the CBA for CP24/30,
including familiarisation costs and system change costs specific to these proposals. We
have updated the CBA to reflect the feedback and better account for the obligations
distributors will have in the rules.

Closed ended investment funds: \We received coordinated feedback from 115 CEIFs
and CEIF directors to CP24/30 and 77 to CP25/9. These were based on feedback from
the Association of Investment Companies and the Cost Disclosure campaign group,
whose response to CP24/30 had 467 signatories. The feedback focussed on three main
areas which we respond to below.

Some respondents suggested that CEIFs should be out of scope or ring-fenced from
the CCl regime and not required to make CCl disclosures to retail investors. They said
that their disclosure obligations under the Listing Rules and Companies Act, such as
through annual reports, should be sufficient.

The Government has confirmed that its legislative intention is for CEIFs to be subject

to the CClregime. As CEIFs are funds whose purpose is to spread investment risk,
generally have a significant retail shareholder base, advertise to retail investors, and
compete with other CCls for retail investors, it is appropriate that they are subject to the
regime to ensure comparability and support fair competition in consumers' interests.
Annual reports and accounts are too complex for retail consumers to navigate and
understand to get the basic information required to make an investment decision.

Some respondents asked that the manager appointed by the Board of the fund to run
the fund, the Alternative Investment Fund Manager (AIFM), should be solely responsible
for compliance with the CCl regime. Under the Designated Activities Regime (DAR) our
rules cover both authorised and unauthorised firms that carry on CCl activities. Only

the activity of manufacturing a CCl is in scope of the regime, which we consider more
proportionate than requiring authorisation of unauthorised manufacturers. Where more
than one firm s involved in the manufacturing activities, it is up to manufacturers to
agree among themselves their respective areas of responsibility. In the case of CEIFs, we
expect the vast majority of responsibility will be borne by the AIFM.

CEIF stakeholders argued that our proposals would not fairly represent CEIFs' costs.
They said the costs of running CEIFs reduce the net asset value (NAV) but are not paid
directly by investors. They said that investors receive the performance of the share
price, which is indirectly affected by the costs of running the fund. They said that a CCl
which owns CEIFs should not have to pull through their costs, saying that this would
conflate a direct charge (the ongoing costs of the top-level fund) with an indirect cost.
A small number of correspondents from the CEIF sector were, however, in favour of our
proposals on cost disclosure and pull through.

We engaged extensively with the CEIF sector during this consultation and have
amended our proposals to ensure that our final rules allow consumers to compare CEIFs
with other investment options while accommodating their unique characteristics. The
new regime gives CEIFs considerable new freedom to help consumers understand CEIFs
that the PRIIPs template did not permit.

10
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Itis important that investors understand the costs of CEIFs, whether they are investing
in them as standalone investments or as a constituent of another CCl, and for these to
be transparent so they can assess the value of the product. The importance of costs to
investors is underlined by the focus some CEIFs put on the value of their management
fees in marketing materials to retail investors, and by the large number of fee reductions
or restructurings in the last year.

We expect CEIFs' ongoing costs to be presented and to be clearly and accurately
described. We have made significant changes to the former PRIIPs regime to remove
the costs of gearing and maintaining real assets from the OCF so that the costs
represent the costs of managing the fund and are comparable with other CCls. The
onus is on firms to explain costs in a way that consumers understand.

Where another CCl invests in CEIFs we expect the costs of those underlying CEIFs to
be transparent and clearly presented to consumers by manufacturers in the product
summary. We also expect distributors to make these costs clear. However, we will not
expect these costs to be added to the OCF. This will apply to both passive and active
funds, given the strong feedback against our proposal that passive funds would be
exempted from pulling through the costs of CEIFs. We expect performance fees in
underlying CEIFs and other CCls to be made clear to consumers, as well as potential
conflicts of interest, such as where the same manager benefits from fees paid by both
the underlying CEIF and the investors in the investing CCl.

Supporting consumer understanding under CCls

The requirements under the CCl regime, including for the product summary, set a
minimum standard that ensures information is comparable and understandable, and
consumers are informed about the features of the products they buy. We encourage
firms to innovate, considering how they can meet consumers'information needs and
equip them to make effective, timely and properly informed decisions on investing. We
also expect firms to use plain English rather than technical jargon, particularly when
explaining what the product is and what it invests in.

|
Example

A manufacturer wants to help consumers contextualise the information in the
product summary, including on the value for money offered by their product.
They choose to include information from their funds’ Assessment of Value that
compares the costs, risk and return, and past performance of the product against
other products inits peer group/with similar investment strategies. They display
this information graphically. They include a plain English explanation of how their
product compares against similar ones.

11



Financial Conduct Authority
Policy Statement

1.42

1.43

1.44

|
Example

A distributor wants to help consumers frame the risk and return score, and better
understand the risk associated with investing in a particular market. Their testing
has shown that including information on the historic maximum drawdown helps
consumers understand the risk and return trade off from this type of product.
They provide this as supplementary information in the consumer journey, with a
clear explanation in plain English of what it shows.

e _________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Example

A distributor wants to help a consumer understand how different products they
are considering have performed relative to keeping the money in cash. They
choose an appropriate cash benchmark and build this into their presentation of
the past performance data supplied to them in the machine-readable file by the
manufacturers. They explain what it is showing to their customers, and under what
circumstances someone might consider choosing an investment product over a
cash product.

How it links to our objectives

Consumer Protection

When investors get clear and useful information they can engage with, they can make
informed decisions that fit their financial circumstances, risk tolerance, and saving goals.
Our proposals advance this objective by setting standards that allow firms to make sure
consumers are supported in their decision-making, but without unduly burdening firms
with requirements that are unlikely to help improve consumer outcomes.

Competition

An effective product information regime should include high quality, well timed, and
comparable information to support consumers' decision making. It should also allow
firms to compete on the merits of their products. Our proposals should result in firms
providing their customers with engaging and relevant information that empowers
them to make timely, well-informed decisions. It also allows firms to highlight features
of their products. The proposed standardisation of key metrics will enable consumers
to compare products more effectively, and efficiently, facilitating comparison across
substitutable products.

This should promote effective competition in the interests of consumers, encouraging
firms to attract consumers by providing good value and high-quality products.

12
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Secondary international competitiveness and growth objective

We aim to enable consumers to make well-informed investment decisions,
understanding costs, risks and performance. This will help build trust and confidence

in investing and financial services, in turn increasing participation in investment which
should, in the long run, improve people's financial lives and support healthy capital
markets. Consumers being able to trust the information they see from financial services
firms is vital to ensure growth of the sector is sustainable. We are also reducing the
prescriptive and templated requirements on firms, allowing them to more effectively
explain the merits of their products and compete in the market.

Equality and diversity considerations

We have taken into consideration the wide range of consumers within this market.
Simple, engaging communications can help all consumers looking to invest, including
those consumers with characteristics of vulnerability or those groups who are
underrepresented in investing. A more flexible framework is better equipped to help
firms account for consumers with varying levels of financial sophistication and help
consumers navigate their financial lives.

Overall, we do not consider that the proposals negatively impact any of the groups with
protected characteristics under the Equality Act 2010.

Environmental, social & governance considerations

In developing this Policy Statement, we have considered the environmental, social and
governance implications of our proposals and our duty under ss. 1B(5) and 3B(c) of FSMA
to have regard to contributing towards the Secretary of State achieving compliance

with the net-zero emissions target under section 1 of the Climate Change Act 2008

and environmental targets under s. 5 of the Environment Act 2021. Overall, we do not
consider that the proposals are relevant to contributing to those targets.

We considered how these rules relate to the Sustainability Disclosure Requirements
(SDR). By reducing prescription and allowing for greater flexibility in general product
information, firms could incorporate sustainability-related content from SDR disclosures
or other sustainability information into product summaries and provide links or use
layering to bring consumers' attention to the standalone SDR disclosures.

Measuring success

We will support firms throughout the 18-month implementation period. After the
regime goes live, we will supervise and monitor the regime to understand the initial
impact of our changes on firms and ensure it enables good consumer outcomes.

13
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To measure success, we will monitor:

« thereadability of investment product information

e the accessibility of product information in firms' consumer journeys

e the success of this work through our ongoing work on the Consumer Duty to
assess consumer outcomes once these rules are in force

e retailinvestors’ understanding of fund information using the Financial Lives survey
(FLS).

Next steps

The optional transition period for the CCl regime will begin when the legislation
commences on 6 April 2026. From this date, manufacturers will be able to choose
between producing a product summary or following the disclosure requirements
that currently apply to them. More detail on the transitional provisions is provided in
Chapter 8.

This transition option is available to all manufacturers, including manufacturers of
Overseas Funds Regime (OFR) schemes.

The rules in this PS will come into effect on 8 June 2027.

14
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Chapter 2

Application and scope

This chapter responds to the feedback we received to our proposals on the general
application and scope of the CCl regime.

In CP24/30 we proposed that a CCl is defined as a product where the returns that may
be received by the investor are dependent on the performance of indirect investments
(meaning underlying or reference assets). This aligns with the legislation and covers all
products in scope of the former PRIIPs and UCITS regimes.

Debt securities

We proposed that certain debt securities, such as structured products, should be
in scope, and carried across the PRIIPs clarifications as to which debt securities are
considered CCls.

Some respondents were concerned that the rules were too complex to achieve our
policy intention of clearly excluding "vanilla” debt securities, i.e. corporate bonds. They
specifically mentioned that rules relating to the default risk of the issuer and exclusions
from being considered a commercial or industrial activity were unclear.

Our response

Vanilla corporate bonds issued by commercial companies are not within
scope of the CCl regime, and we have looked to make this clearer in the
rules. We have looked to simplify our definition of which debt securities
are in scope by excluding ‘plain vanilla listed bonds’, which will be added
to the Handbook glossary next year as part of our new rules for the
public offers and admissions to trading regime. We have also added
bonds tracking the Euro Interbank Offered Rate (EURIBOR), and other
similar Interbank Offered Rates, to the list of debt securities that will not
be considered CCls, following feedback that it was not clear they were
excluded.

Non-retail products

We proposed to disapply our requirements to an offer of a CCl which is a readily
realisable security where the offer met certain criteria:

o the marketing materials are clearly marked that the product is intended for
professional clients and not for retail clients;

o theissuer has taken reasonable steps to ensure that communications are directed
only to professional investors; and,

15
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e the minimum investment requirement for each end investor is more than £50,000.

Some respondents said that the cumulative nature of these requirements was
excessive, and products that meet one of the criteria should be out of scope. One
respondent suggested our proposed guidance that CCls without a product summary
cannot be distributed should be made a rule, to clarify that such products are not for
retail consumers.

There was concern about the use of the term ‘readily realisable security. Some
respondents considered this term too narrow and argued that we should use 'non-retail
financial instrument’, to align with the term used by the Duty. One respondent felt that
products which have a minimum investment of £50,000, but which are traded on the
secondary market in smaller amounts, may be caught in scope of CCl rules. They noted
that the term 'denomination’, that exists in the current PRIIPs rules and in the Duty
definition of non-retail financial instruments, was not used in the draft CCl rules. They
believed that the treatment of derivatives was unclear due to this.

Our response

There are complexities in defining non-retail products across the broad
scope of the regime, and the different ways CCls are distributed and

held, which our definition attempted to capture. We appreciate that the
cumulative nature of the requirements caused concern that products not
intended for retail might be captured, and that using a similar but slightly
altered version of a Duty term adds complexity for firms.

We have altered our rules by removing the criterion relating to a minimum
investment amount. A CCl will not be subject to the Product Disclosure
sourcebook (DISC) where:

« communications and marketing materials are clearly marked as not for
retail, and

» the manufacturer takes steps to ensure that the productis not directed
to retail investors, including setting an appropriate distribution strategy.

This allows manufacturers to remove their CCl products from the scope
of DISC by marking them as not for retail and ensuring they are not
directed to retail investors.

Distributors must not direct or sell any CCl products that do not have an
up-to-date product summary to a retail client.

We consider it helpful for all retail investors to be provided with the
information we have set out in DISC, as they are less equipped than
institutional investors to make investment decisions about complex
packaged products without access to a concise summary.

16
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Overseas ETFs

A few respondents said that the requirement for exchange traded funds (ETFs) to
produce a KID under PRIIPs prevented UK-based retail consumers from accessing US
ETFs and this would persist under our proposed rules, which require manufacturers to
create a product summary.

Our response

We believe clear, accurate product information is important for informed
decision making. Our rules do not create a barrier for retail consumers

to access US ETFs. An overseas fund can only be marketed to UK retail
investors ifitis a "recognised scheme”. This requires the fund to either
apply for recognition under the OFR (if it operates in a jurisdiction that that
the Treasury are satisfied have met the equivalent protection test), or to
apply for recognition under S.272 of the Financial Services and Markets
Act 2000 (FSMA). There are currently no US funds that are recognised
schemes in the UK.

The CCl regime offers manufacturers considerable flexibility in the format
of their disclosure documents. This should make it easier for overseas
firms to market their products in the UK. The decision to enter the UK
retail investment market is a commercial one for those firms.

Closed-ended investment funds

We proposed that the regime would apply to the retail distribution of securities issued
by CEIFs.

Respondents representing the CEIF sector strongly disagreed that these should be in
scope. They noted that, as listed companies, their disclosure requirements under the

UK Listing Rules and the Companies Act should be sufficient. They argued that they
operate a fundamentally different investment model to, for example, open-ended funds,
and are more like listed commercial companies. Some argued that this is particularly the
case for Real Estate Investment Trusts that are listed under Chapter 11 of the UK Listing
Rules and closed-ended infrastructure funds.

Our response

The Government has confirmed that its legislative intention is for CEIFs
to be subject to the CClregime. CEIFs are not commercial operating
companies like Tesco plc. They are a form of collective investment
scheme that are required to spread investment risk when investing and
managing assets in order to be listed. As a result, they are listed under the
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2.11

2.12

2.13

closed-ended investment funds chapter of the UK Listing Rules rather
than the equity shares (commercial companies) chapter.

AIFMD reporting data shows that retail consumers comprised around
49% of investors in CEIFsin Q4 2024, and many CEIFs are marketed to
retail investors. 107 CEIFs, including venture capital trusts (VCTs) have
more than 75% retail investor concentration. Closed-ended investment
funds mainly compete with open-ended funds, ETFs, and other CCl
products in the retail investment market. 46% of CEIFs are equity funds
that are substitutable products for open-ended equity funds or ETFs.
CElFs investing in infrastructure and real assets compete with Long Term
Asset Funds (LTAFs), as well as certain commercial companies that do not
offer the same diversification benefits of CEIFs or LTAFs.

The annual report and accounts and other disclosures produced to comply
with UK Listing Rules and the Companies Act are not appropriate for retail
investors to use to compare with other investments. Itis important that
these funds are in scope of the CCl regime so that consumers can make
informed choices between substitutable investments.

For clarity, overseas CElFs are also CCls.

Requirements on unauthorised manufacturers

We proposed that some of our principles for business and basic product governance
standards should be applied to unauthorised manufacturers, including overseas
unauthorised manufacturers and CElFs.

Most respondents agreed that this was important as a baseline for consumer protection
and to ensure fair competition. Some respondents argued that it was unnecessary to
apply such standards to OFR manufacturers, as the regulatory frameworks in which the
products are manufactured have been granted equivalence by the Treasury.

Respondents from the CEIF sector objected to these requirements applying to them.
They argued that the AIFM alone should be the manufacturer for the purposes of
compliance with CCl rules, saying that the non-executive directors of investment
companies have appointed the manager to fulfil these functions. They argued that the
Listing Principles should be sufficient to meet the principles’' requirements.

Our response

To ensure consistency of consumer protection and a level playing

field between investment options, it is important that certain basic,
high-level product governance standards should apply to unauthorised
manufacturers —who are not subject to the Duty —in the same way

that they apply to authorised manufacturers. We have therefore kept

our proposals in this area. These requirements only apply when a
manufactureris carrying on a CCl designated activity. We consider this to
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be a proportionate way to regulate these persons in a much more limited
way than authorised persons.

The definition of 'manufacture’is set by Regulation 5 of the CCl
Regulations. CCl rules will apply to anyone carrying out an activity under
this definition. Where more than one party is involved in manufacturing
a product, we expect them to agree the division of their responsibilities
in writing. It is appropriate that each manufacturer should have
responsibilities that align to its role in manufacturing the CCI. We expect
firms involved in manufacturing the same product to coordinate their
efforts to meet our requirements, but it is not the case that each firm
must necessarily have a role in meeting every rule. In the case of CElFs,
the AIFM will likely be principally or solely responsible for the day-to-day
operation of the investment company and therefore the vast majority
of CCl requirements. However, the Board would have created the
investment company and remains responsible for its strategy, overseeing
and remunerating the AIFM, and removing or replacing the AIFM.

We recently wrote to the Chancellor, setting out an action plan to address
concerns about the application of the Duty for firms primarily engaged

in wholesale activity. We have provided more clarity on our supervisory
approach and expectations under the Duty when firms work together

to manufacture products for retail customers, and our expectations for
CCls mirror this. And, in the first half of next year, we will consider changes
to make clear when and how firms can rely on each other when they work
together in distribution chains.

We recognise that UK listed CEIFs are subject to the Listing Principles in
the UK Listing Rules at UKLR 2.2 and have clarified that compliance with
the Listing Principles where manufacturers are subject to them will be
sufficient to comply with the principles in DISC.

OFR funds operate in jurisdictions that the Treasury are satisfied have
met the equivalent protection test. We have therefore taken OFR
manufacturers out of the requirements to follow a number of our
Principles for Businesses and basic product governance standards.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Chapter 3

The product summary and the distribution
chain

This chapter responds to feedback on our proposals for assigning responsibility for
product information between manufacturers and distributors.

Manufacturer responsibilities for product information

We proposed that manufacturers should prepare information on their products,
consisting of general product information, costs and charges, performance, and risk
information. We proposed that manufacturers should make this available to distributors
in @ machine-readable format. These would be required to be reviewed and updated at
least once every year to ensure that they remain compliant.

We proposed that manufacturers should also produce a consumer-friendly product
summary, which it should provide to the distributors, except where distributors have
decided to provide their own product summary.

Most respondents agreed that manufacturers should produce a product summary.
Most respondents agreed with our proposals for the information to be included. Some
said we had prescribed too many data points and raised concerns with some details of
how those were calculated (for example, risk or cost information). Others suggested
additional data points that should be prescribed. Respondents also largely agreed that
the underlying information should be made available to distributors.

Respondents mostly agreed that manufacturers should provide underlying information
in @ machine-readable file. However, some questioned the necessity of providing this
as well as a product summary. Some were also concerned about the practicality of
communicating qualitative product information in such a file. Another view suggested
this is a question for industry only.

One respondent suggested that firms who manufacture products which they and only
they distribute should not be required to create machine-readable files.

Ourresponse

We have retained our proposals on the provision of underlying product
information, and the need for manufacturers to provide thisin a
machine-readable file. This ensures that distributors can easily access
standardised information about the products they sell and prepare
communications that meet consumers' information needs. We have
made an exception for those firms which are the only distributors of
products they themselves manufacture; in these circumstances the firm
does not need to produce a machine-readable information file.
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3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

We have not identified from the responses any information that should
be removed from or added to the required core information.

Product summary and distributor responsibilities

We proposed that consumers should receive a product summary. This should be a
document with general product information and key information about costs, risk and
return, and past performance calculated to standardised methodologies. Manufacturers
and distributors would have freedom in the design, delivery and additional content of
this document. Our proposals were designed to be technology positive.

We proposed that consumers should receive the product summary, or the information
init, before the point-of-sale so that they could consider the information and factor

it into their decision. We provided guidance that this should generally be early in the
journey, before the customer has initiated the transaction to invest. We proposed that
they should also receive the product summary in a durable medium at the point-of-sale
or as soon as reasonably practicable afterwards.

We proposed that distributors should be able to amend a manufacturer's product
summary or produce their own where they thought it appropriate to help consumer
understanding or tailor disclosures to their own customer base. We proposed that they
should not modify the substance of the information supplied by the manufacturer, and
must ensure that their disclosures were clear, fair, and not misleading.

There were a wide range of contrasting views on the flexibility of the product

summary. Some said that our proposals allowed too much freedom and would result in
documents with differing contents and appearances, which would undermine product
comparability and worsen consumer understanding. Others said that the proposals
were too prescriptive, with too many data points. We also received a range of template
suggestions, including prescribed section headings to provide consistency, a prescribed
order of information to ensure all product summaries had the same basic structure, and
setting a fixed page limit.

Most respondents disagreed with allowing distributors to edit product summaries. They
said this would result in burdensome liability risks for distributors, and that it would not
be easy to define the difference between changes in presentation and in substance.
There was concern that what was proposed as an optional matter might become in
effect a mandatory part of meeting the Duty's standards. Manufacturers argued it
would be burdensome to check the accuracy and compliance of distributor-produced
or edited documents. Distributors raised concerns about ensuring the accuracy of
manufacturer disclosures.

Several respondents said that the function of the product summary was unclear and the
requirement to provide it (or the information within it) twice, both before and at or after
the point-of-sale, was duplicative. They also argued that it may overlap with existing
communications, such as a fund factsheet.
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3.13 Respondents were largely in favour of our proposal that consumers receive the product
summary in a durable medium after the purchase of CCl, seeing this as a useful 'receipt..

3.14 Afewrespondents were concerned about the framing of the rules which prevent

firms from contradicting or downplaying information in the product summary. They
argued that this language is overly subjective and creates compliance risks which may
inhibit innovation. They considered that these issues would be satisfactorily covered
by the 'fair, clear and not misleading' rules, and Duty obligations. Another respondent

suggested that firms would be more confident if the rules were reframed in the positive.

Our response

Balancing flexibility for firms, and the opportunities it brings for
innovation, with standardised disclosures to ensure product
comparability, is a difficult trade-off. We have kept the core elements of
prescription and the areas of flexibility in our proposals. We believe the
requirements under the CCl regime complement the Duty standards.
These should enable firms to use judgement to create disclosures and
journeys that support consumer understanding and decision making.

We agree that the freedom for distributors to amend the manufacturer's

product summary may create regulatory uncertainty and restrict innovation.

We have changed our rules so that the creation of a product summary will
be the responsibility of the manufacturer. Distributors will be required to
deliver these to consumers, unamended, in a durable medium at the point
of sale or shortly after. We have also clarified record keeping requirements
for the product summary, including for any updates made to it.

We have amended the obligation on distributors to better reflect the

role of the product summary. Pre-sale, distributors will be required to
ensure that the product summary is made available, for those consumers
who would find it useful. Distributors must also provide consumers with
sufficient product information to meet consumers' information needs,
and equip them to make an effective, timely and properly informed
decision about the product.

To clarify our expectations, we have set out that distributors must
highlight at a minimum the following information:

» Abrief explanation of the product

« The ongoing costs figure of the product, and other costs relevant to the
product (for example, one-off costs)

e Therisk and return score of the product and a brief explanation of the
product's risk and return profile, including any required warnings for the
product

We encourage firms to consider how to effectively incorporate this
information into consumer journeys and help consumers engage with
it. Firms should consider what information might be of importance to
consumers —for example limitations in access to redress due to an
overseas manufacturer.
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3.16

We want to ensure firms have freedom and regulatory certainty to explain

and contextualise disclosures. We have therefore removed some of the

rules on downplaying information in the product summary, and rephrased

others to allow for greater flexibility. Communications with customers
must be fair, clear and not misleading.

There are similar restrictions on downplaying information in our Conduct
of Business Sourcebook (COBS). Firms have said these can cause similar
challenges when communicating risk information. We will be reviewing
these requirements to see how we can help firms provide balanced
communications to consumers.

Co-operation and information sharing

We proposed that manufacturers would be required to provide distributors with
gualitative information on their product's target market and distribution strategy,

particularly about customers with characteristics of vulnerability. Distributors would
be required to liaise with others in the distribution chain where they were concerned or

became aware that the information supplied was misleading or non-compliant. We also
proposed that firms throughout the distribution chain should proactively cooperate and

share information to assist others in meeting their regulatory obligations.

Some respondents were concerned about these rules, arguing that these duplicated,

or significantly extended, similar responsibilities under the Duty.

Our response

Rules creating obligations about information sharing are needed for
unauthorised firms in the distribution chain as they are not subject to the
Duty. As we stated in CP24/30, we think an effective product information
regime requires firms across the distribution chain to work together

in the interests of consumers. This requires firms to be proactive in
providing information to each other. However, we have altered these

provisions to clarify that these processes should be proportionate. Where

these information sharing rules apply to firms already subject to the
Duty, they do not create a higher standard than is required by the related
requirements in the Principles for Business (PRIN) 2A.

Authorised firms in the chain are reminded of their obligations under
the Duty to check, where appropriate, that they support consumer
understanding. Where relevant, research findings could be shared with
firms in the chain to help improve the effectiveness of the information
provided to consumers.
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We have amended the requirement for distributors to report problems
and inaccuracies in the product summary to other firmsin the
distribution chain. It now aligns more closely with the language used in
the Consumer Duty.

In the first half of 2026, we are planning to consult on changes to rules on
the application and requirements of the Duty, including in relation to firms
working together in distribution chains and on the sharing of information
through the chain. These changes will also apply to the rules in DISC,
ensuring consistency for firms across the Handbook and additional clarity
over their obligations.

Figure 2: Summary of manufacturer and distributor responsibilities

Role of manufacturers
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Create the product « Prepare machine-readable
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Role of distributors

S

Review product information and .
product summary prepared by
the manufacturer

+ Decide whether additional
explanatory information is
appropriate to support

consumer understanding
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STAR. S

Make product summary
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

Chapter 4

Costs and charges

This chapter responds to feedback received on our proposals for the calculation and
presentation of costs in CP24/30 and feedback on cost information and changes to

Article 50 and 51 of the Markets in Financial Instruments Directive (MiFID) Organisational

Regulation outlined in CP25/9.

These rules should be considered alongside existing obligations for distributors, which
are unchanged.

Presentation of costs and charges

We proposed that costs and charges be presented as a single, aggregated summary

costindicator, to aid consumer understanding and product comparability. Respondents

generally agreed with a headline figure, but many disagreed with including one-off and
transaction costs in this number. They argued that this would result in a misleading
aggregation of different types of costs and charges. They added that it would imply,
for example, that entry or exit costs were paid annually, rather than on a one-off basis.
Some expressed support for the Ongoing Charge Figure (OCF) as an appropriate
headline cost for consumers.

Some respondents were concerned that our proposed rules implied that all cost
categories should be disclosed, even where these were zero for a particular product.
They said that this may result in the presentation of unnecessary information to
consumers.

Respondents from the CEIF sector objected to the term ‘charges’, as when investing
in a CEIF, the costs of manufacturing are taken from the NAV and are not paid directly
by the investor. Some preferred the term ‘expenses’, as it more accurately represents
this mechanism.

Our response

Our approach is guided by a need for simplicity. Our consumer testing
found that people can often struggle to understand cost information,
and value a single, headline figure. However, we agree that the proposed
summary cost indicator could have implied that one-off costs were
payable every 12 months. We have removed the requirement to
aggregate these with the ongoing costs figure.

Our final rules require firms to disclose the OCF as the headline figure, both
as a percentage, and as a pounds-and-pence number.

One-off costs should be disclosed prominently but separately to ongoing
costs where these exist. Transaction costs are not included in the OCF.
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4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

If costs are zero, they do not need to be included in the product summary.
Manufacturers should provide written confirmation of zero-cost
categories to distributors in the underlying information file.

Firms have the flexibility to explain product information to consumers in
line with their Duty obligations, including flexibility over terminology.

Transaction costs

In CP24/30, we proposed requiring the disclosure of both explicit and implicit transaction
costs and aggregating them into the summary cost figure. In CP25/9, we amended

our proposals to remove the requirement to disclose implicit transaction costs, while
keeping the aggregation of explicit costs.

Industry respondents were opposed to the requirement to calculate and disclose
implicit transaction costs and welcomed proposal to remove this requirement in CP25/9.

Views were evenly split on including explicit transaction costs. Those in favour argued
that transaction costs can affect returns significantly and should be disclosed. They
said that doing so also aids comparability between different products and strategies.
Those opposed said that transaction costs are a necessary result of a firm's work in
constructing a portfolio and implementing a strategy, and do not provide consumers
with decision useful information. They said that best-execution rules and the Duty
provided sufficient protection, and the market had reduced transaction costs close to a
practical minimum.

These respondents also felt strongly that transaction costs should not be aggregated
into the summary cost figure, saying that they affect consumer’s returns in a different
way, and combining them with ongoing costs would be misleading.

Several respondents noted that implicit transactions costs will be kept for pension
products, which would undermine the reduced burden from removing them for CCls.

Two respondents asked that we clarify whether bid-ask spreads are an implicit or explicit
transaction cost.

Our response

It is important that explicit transaction costs are transparent. They can
represent a significant drag on returns and differ significantly across
products depending on the nature of the strategy and underlying

assets. Practice in comparable jurisdictions varies, but the International
Organization of Securities Commission's (I0OSCO) good practice guidance
(FRO9/16) is clear that consumers should be made aware of them.
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4.13

4.14

4.15

We believe that a narrative disclosure of transaction costs, as is
currently required under UCITS, does not sufficiently help consumer
understanding and limits comparison between different products and
strategies. However, we accept that these costs are different in nature
and effect to other types of ongoing costs, and aggregating them may
not be helpful for consumers.

We are requiring a numerical disclosure of explicit transaction costs,
presented separately to ongoing costs. We are giving firms the flexibility
to present this number on the product summary in the way thatis

most appropriate, for example, alongside an explanation of the product
strategy rather than other costs. We encourage firms to take innovative
approaches to presenting transaction costs, explaining them to
consumers, and ensuring comparability and contextualisation.

We see the bid-ask spread as an implicit transaction cost, as itis the
result of market mechanisms rather than explicit cost paid by the CCI.
For clarity, we regard mark-ups and mark-downs as an explicit cost that
should be included.

Pension products are out of scope of the CCl regime, and we are not
making changes to their disclosure requirements.

Pull-through costs

We proposed that funds investing in other investment products should ‘pull-through’
the costs incurred into their ongoing costs. We proposed to exempt passive funds which
invest in CCls incidentally as part of tracking an index from this requirement.

Respondents disagreed with the different requirements for active and passive funds.
They saw this as putting active funds at a competitive disadvantage.

There were arange of views on the general principle of pull-through. Most supported
the costs of underlying open-ended funds and ETFs being pulled through into a single
synthetic OCF as is current practice. Others saw it as important for consumers to be
made aware of the total drag on returns from underlying investment costs, including
CEIFs, and to reduce the potential to design vehicles that could hide costs. Others saw
these costs as the product of strategy implementation that should be disclosed only
where there is a conflict of interest (for example, a firm investing in products it manages
or manufactures itself).

The majority of CEIFs and some asset managers thought that CEIFs should not be
included in pull-though. They argued that this would combine direct charges (the OCF
of the top-level fund-of-funds) with indirect costs which dragged on the NAV growth

of the CEIF but which are not direct charges to the end investor. They argued that the
investing fund experiences the CEIF's performance through the share price, which is not
necessarily perfectly correlated with the NAV from which costs are taken.
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Our response

We expect all manufacturers to clearly describe the costs associated with
their productin a way that is clear, fair and not misleading. Consumers
should have transparency over all costs, direct and indirect, that have an
impact on their investment. We expect firms to present and explain these
in a way that promotes consumer understanding. In general, IOSCO
guidance (FR09/16) and international practice has been to pull through
costs of underlying funds into a synthetic OCF. This has also been the
case in the UK for funds investing in open-ended funds and ETFs, but the
treatment of CEIFs has been inconsistent.

Given the strong feedback against our original proposal that passive
funds would be exempted from pulling through costs, we are not
proceeding with this proposal.

It is appropriate for the costs of underlying CEIFs to be disclosed.
However, we will not require these costs to be added to the investing
fund's ongoing costs figure. Where a CClinvests in CEIFs we expect the
costs of those underlying CEIFs to be transparent and clearly presented
to consumers by manufacturers in the product summary. We will require
manufacturers to calculate the weighted average cost to NAV ratio using
the same methodology for pulling through the costs of other CCls.

We will require the costs of all other underlying CCls to continue to be
pulled through into a synthetic OCF. The research we have seen clearly
shows that consumers want and expect to be shown these underlying
costs and prefer them to be pulled through into a single number. Firms
will be able to layer their cost disclosure by additionally breaking out the
costs of the underlying funds if they think this is helpful for consumer
understanding.

We also expect performance fees in underlying CCls, including CEIFs, to
be made clear to consumers in the same way as for standalone funds,
as well as potential conflicts of interest. This includes where the same
manager benefits from fees paid to manage the investing fund and any
underlying CEIFs.

Gearing and maintenance of real assets

4.16 Wereceived generally positive feedback on our proposals to remove the requirement for
closed-ended investment funds to include gearing and the maintenance of real assets
in cost disclosure. Several respondents commented that this should also apply to other
CCl products.
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Our response

We agree that the same cost calculation rules should apply across CClI
product categories. We have changed our rules so that no CCls will be
required to include gearing or the maintenance of real assets in their
ongoing cost calculations.

Costs and charges for structured products

4.17 Respondents noted that estimating costs over a 12-month period, based on data over
the previous 12 months, is not appropriate for structured products. This is because
structured products do not have historical cost data and can sometimes have a maturity
date shorter than one year.

Non-

Our response

We agree that products should disclose the costs that the investor will
incur where these are known in advance. We also agree that, where a
product’'s maturity date is under one year, costs should be shown over the
lifetime of the product. We have amended our rules to reflect this.

sterling denominated products

4.18 Some respondents had concerns about our decision to mandate a pounds-and-pence
summary cost figure for products that are denominated in other currencies. They
argued that fluctuations in exchange rates could result in these figures being misleading.
They also noted that we allow past performance to be shown in non-sterling currencies.

Ourresponse

The regime is designed for UK consumers who are typically more
comfortable dealing with sterling, and the cost figures are illustrative. We
consider thatitis most appropriate for these figures to be displayed in
pounds and pence.
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4.20

4.21

4.22

4.23

Redrafting MiFID Organisational Regulation (MiFID Org Reg)
Article 50

We proposed a redrafted version of MiFID Org Reg Article 50 as part of transferring it
into the Handbook. Our redrafting reflected Handbook drafting style. We also wanted

to ensure that these rules did not conflict with our proposed CCl rules, so that the CClI
product costs and charges required to be aggregated for MiFID pre- and post-sale
disclosure are the same as those required to be disclosed in the CCl product summary.
We did not intend to make any substantive changes beyond those needed to ensure that
there is no contradiction between MiFID and CCl disclosure rules.

Most respondents agreed with our proposals to ensure the costs of manufacturing a
CCl for MiFID disclosures were the same as the product summary. Some respondents
encouraged us to make wider changes to MiFID disclosure requirements. Some
respondents, including those from the CEIF sector, suggested excluding CEIFs from
these requirements and removing the requirement to aggregate costs. Others
suggested we exclude professional investors from these requirements.

Several respondents disagreed with retaining the requirement to disclose the
‘cumulative effect’ of costs. They argued that this is similar to the PRIIPs 'Reductionin
Yield" methodology that we have proposed not to require under CCls, and that to retain
this element of the MIFID Org Reg would be contradictory.

Two respondents argued that the requirement to disclose actual product costs in
ongoing disclosures was burdensome, since distributors would not have access to the
actual incurred costs.

Several responses were concerned that the rules might result in duplicative disclosures
where multiple firms provide services to a consumer. Another response related to this
provision argued that, where a platform facilitates the paying of adviser fees, but does
not 'arrange or direct’ them, this rule would permit them not to disclose them iniits
aggregated costs. Some respondents were concerned that we had not updated COBS 6
Annex 7 to reflect the new requirements of the CCl regime, for example deleting implicit
transaction costs.

Our response

MiFID disclosures serve a different purpose to the product summary.
They ensure consumers understand the total costs of investing, including
costs of distribution and advice which cannot be included on a product
summary, where relevant. We believe aggregation of these costs is
important to ensure consumers can understand the total cost impact
from the products and services they have chosen.

We will undertake a wider review of the requirements of MiFID in 2026,
including the extent to which we can rely on the Duty alone, now we
have completed the transposition of MiFID Org Reg requirements into
our Handbook.
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For this reason, we have not considered changing the rules on
aggregation or cumulative cost disclosures now. No prescriptive
methodology is specified for this requirement. Firms can use a one-year
period to display the ‘cumulative effect’ of costs if they consider this
appropriate and helpful for consumer understanding. As CEIFs are CCls
and their costs reduce the net asset value of the investment, they are
included. Firms should contextualise these costs in a way that supports
consumer understanding.

The requirements for disclosing investment service costs are a
restatement of existing rules under MiFID. They do not change the
requirements on firms.

The product costs for CCl products under COBS 6 disclosures are those
required by DISC. These are ongoing costs, one-off and transaction
costs. For ongoing disclosures, where actual performance fees are
known, these should also be included.

Removing MiFID Org Reg Article 51

4.24  Respondents agreed with these proposals and so we will proceed as consulted.
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5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

Chapter 5

Risk and return

This chapter responds to the feedback we received to our proposals for the calculation
and presentation of risk and return information.

Risk and return score & narrative

We proposed manufacturers calculate a risk and return metric, based on volatility,
calculated by the standard deviation of returns over 5 years.

We also proposed that manufacturers write a risk and return description of the product.
This is to help consumers better understand the risks involved and the factors that
might affect performance. These descriptions should be concise and written so that
consumers can understand and engage with them.

Most respondents agreed with a risk and return scale based on the standard deviation
of returns. They said this would be applicable to a wide range of products and would help
consumers compare products.

Many respondents highlighted the importance of the new regime facilitating
communications with balanced descriptions of a product's risk and the potential returns,
to help consumers understand the benefits of investing.

Some respondents disagreed that the calculation should be based on a standard
deviation of returns over 5 years. They suggested it be over 10 years instead, to align
with the presentation of past performance.

Some respondents argued that the risk and return score does not reflect the risk of
reduction in purchasing power for retail investors who choose to keep their money in
cash savings rather than investments. They suggested we introduce a second scale or
diagram to highlight this risk to investors.

Some respondents felt that the risk and return score would overpower the risk and
return narrative and investors wouldn't read the explanation and context provided. They
suggested the narrative should not form part of the up-front information and instead
should be layered along the consumer journey.

Our response

We want consumers to be able to make properly informed investment
decisions. To do this, they need to be presented with a fair view of both
the benefits and risks of a product. We have amended the description of
the risk score to clarify it is a risk and return score. This will help balance
the messaging on investing and reflect the potentially higher return from
taking higher risk over the long term.
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We have changed the calculation of the standard deviation of returns

to be over 10 years instead of 5. We believe this provides a better
representation of the volatility of the product over the long term.
Products with less than 10 years of returns must use simulated past
performance using the history of the underlying assets or an appropriate
benchmark where that is not possible.

We have not mandated including additional information to show the
risk of reduced purchasing power from staying in cash. We believe it

is valuable for consumers to understand the impact of inflation, but
the relevance of this information may differ from product to product.
Distributors can give additional or educational information along

the consumer journey to help with consumer understanding and
engagement. We believe distributors are best placed to decide what
information would be most appropriate to help their clients, in line with
their obligations under the Duty.

The risk and return narrative is an important tool to help investors in their
decision-making. It explains the nuances and the risk and return features
of the product to help them find the appropriate investment for their risk
tolerance. Distributors should consider how they can supplement this
information along the consumer journey to help consumer engagement
and understanding of investment risk and return.

Adjustment of risk and return score

We proposed that manufacturers would be required to amend the risk and return score
where, based on their understanding of the product and its material risks or other
relevant characteristics, they consider the number is inappropriate. For example, if there
is credit risk that may result in a consumer being unable to realise their investment, a
manufacturer should increase the score.

We said that manufacturers may cautiously adjust the risk and return score down, but
only inlimited scenarios. That would be where there is at least 90% protection of the
initial investment or where the initial risk score is not representative of the overall risk of
the product. For example, where the calculation included a period of extreme market
anomalies.

Many respondents asked why we allowed the firms to adjust the score as this would lead
to subjective results and similar products may receive a different score. Some argued it
would also incentivise firms to adjust the score downwards inappropriately.

Two respondents argued we had not accounted for risks such as concentration risk
when adjusting the score.
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Our response

We expect products with similar investment characteristics to end up
with similar scores on the risk and return scale. However, we want to
provide flexibility where certain products have unique features that make
them riskier. We believe manufacturers are best placed to determine this
and reflect this risk by increasing the risk and return score. Our product
governance requirements, including those under DISC, require firms to
assess the risks of a CCl they manufacture. These should be accurately
reflected in the risk score.

Firms will only be allowed to adjust the score downwards where there

is at least 90% capital guarantee or where the initial score is not
representative of overall risks of the investment. Any downgrading of the
risk and return score should be done cautiously.

The list of other relevant risks in our rules is non exhaustive. Firms
must adjust the score and disclose any other significant risk which
could impact the performance or return of the CClI. This would include
concentration risk.

Conversions to 1-10 scale

We proposed changing the risk and return scale from 1-7 as it was under PRIIPs and
UCITS to a 1-10 scale. This was to provide more granular differentiation.

Most respondents supported our proposal to move to a 1-10 scale as it would reduce
the risk of bunching of products on the scale. However, others thought that this could
confuse investors as the smaller bands would lead to more frequent migration, saying it
would also be costly for firms to keep updating the risk and return score.

Some disagreed with the calibration of some of the risk and return bands. They felt that
a volatility of 12% should result in a score of 4 or lower rather than 5. Some investment
products that are considered secure and recommended to retail investors like those
based on the S&P 500 index would potentially come out at a 6 on the risk and return
scale. They argued this could put off new investors and make these investments look
riskier than they are.

Our response

We will be proceeding with the risk bands we proposed. We consider
the additional granularity will ultimately help consumers differentiate
products' risk profiles and how they align with their risk tolerance.
Consumers are also typically more familiar with a score out of 10 than
one out of 7. Our behavioural testing showed a slight improvement in
consumer comprehension under the 1-10 risk scale.
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Table 1: Conversion of Standard Deviation range to CCl risk and
return score

Risk and return score Standard Deviation range (%)

1 <0.5

2 0.5-<2

3 2—-<5

4 5-<9

5 9-<12

6 12-<16

7 16-<20

8 20—-<30

9 30-<50
10 50 and above

From our assessment and external research we have been shown, most
products will not move between risk buckets more often than they would
currently do under the 1-7 scale. However, for products on the borderline
of 2 buckets which therefore may fluctuate between those buckets at
different times during the year, we have added guidance to clarify that
this would not require an update to the product summary outside of the
yearly review.

We believe the calibration of the bands reflects the wide range of
products in scope of the CCl regime and will allow consumers to easily
compare between products. Some products are considered 'safer’ than
others. However, they still come with risks that consumers need to be
aware of when deciding where to invest their money. We consider the
relative positioning of different asset classes under our bands to be a fair
representation to help consumer decision making.

Product specific scores

We proposed certain product types would be assigned a minimum risk and return
score of 9. This was due to their inherent risks and the difficulties retail investors face in
understanding and evaluating these products. Many of these products are also subject
to restrictions or rules relating to their marketing or distribution.

We proposed that products which are structured so that a consumer could lose
more than their principal investment must be assigned a 10 and include a warning to
that effect.
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Products with very low liquidity or that are not reqgularly priced must come with a warning
that this may impact a consumer's ability to redeem their investment. Most respondents
agreed with our proposals.

Several respondents raised concerns about the triggers that lead to an automatic risk
and return score of 9. They said low liquidity should not result in a score of 9. Some
products, for example real estate investments, are inherently illiquid but not necessarily
high-risk.

A few also disagreed with VCTs being automatically given a score of 9. One respondent
asked that we clarify if investments in Enterprise Investment Schemes (EISs) would get a 9.

Respondents felt the use of gearing and leverage would be reflected in the product's
standard deviation value and so should not be a factor resulting in a score of 9. They said
derivatives are also often employed to reduce the risk of the product. A few respondents
asked that we clarify what we mean by 'highly leveraged..

Ourresponse

We agree that illiquid products should not always be considered high-risk.
However, illiquid assets present important risks that consumers should
consider, as they can often be difficult to sell and to value. As well as the
risks of investing in inherently illiquid assets, the potential inability to get
money out quickly if needed is also an important risk for retail investors to
consider.

So, we are no longer requiring that products with low liquidity be allocated
an automatic score of 9. Instead, we are requiring CCls that either invest
inilliquid assets or present a retail investor with a delay or added cost
when trying to get their money out to add at least +1 to their risk and
return score. Where both these criteria are met, manufacturers will only
need to add +1 once. This will prevent double-counting where access

is limited as a liquidity management tool, which can often serve as
important protection for consumers. Where a product is already a 9 prior
to considering its liquidity, it would not need to add +1. Where products
thatinvestinilliquid assets are regularly traded on an exchange they
would not need to add +1, as these have transparent market valuations
and can typically be easily and quickly sold.

VCTs contain features which make them high risk. They investin early-
stage companies which are more likely to fail. We think it is appropriate
for these products to be a 9 to make consumers aware of the high risk of
investing in them. We have also clarified that EISs would automatically get
a score of 9.

Some degree of gearing or leverage will be accounted for in the
calculation of volatility. But these features make a product very risky as
they amplify gains and losses. This is also true of derivative products.
We want to make sure that these high risks are reflected in the risk
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score. Products that use derivatives, for example, to reduce risk, will not
necessarily be an automatic 9.

It will be for manufacturers to determine whether the amount of leverage
in their product meets a threshold that is considered high-risk. They will
need to consider their obligations to make sure they accurately reflect
the risk of their products.

Structured products

In our consultation we split structured products into 3 broad categories: capital
guaranteed notes, structured capital-at-risk products (SCARPs) and structured
deposits.

Capital guaranteed notes guarantee a return on the original investment if held to
maturity. For these products we proposed that the manufacturer calculate their risk
score based on the volatility of the underlying assets or mix of asset classes. The
manufacturer would then need to adjust the risk score to factor any additional risks and
to reflect the level of protection offered. For structured deposits where the initial capital
is subject to the same protections as a bank account, we proposed that manufacturers
can automatically assign a 1.

SCARPs combine features of derivatives and fixed-income products, and their returns
are tied to the performance of multiple indices. We proposed that these products
should be given a risk score of 9 and have a label highlighting their complexity.

Some respondents disagreed with applying the standard deviation methodology to
structured products. They argued this methodology was inappropriate as structured
products do not have past performance and each product has its own structure. They
also argued that a risk and return score based on the volatility of the underlying asset
class or mix of asset classes will not reflect the actual risk of the product as this comes
from the product features. These respondents suggested a bespoke approach for
measuring risk and return for structured products. A few respondents suggested we use
a value-at-risk equivalent volatility (VEV) methodology.

Our response

We recognise that structured product manufacturers would face
difficulties if calculating the volatility track record by simulating the past
performance due to the unigue features of these products. So, we are
requiring structured product manufacturers to use the VEV methodology
to calculate volatility. Manufacturers must then use the bands in Table

1 to determine their risk and return score. Manufacturers will still need

to adjust the risk and return score upwards to factor in other risks, in
particular credit risk or the risk of investors having difficulty in getting
their money out.
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Given the VEV methodology captures many of the risks of SCARPs,

for example, the non-linear returns, SCARPs with returns tied to the
performance of multiple indices or featuring gearing will no longer need
to be an automatic 9. These products will still need a label warning
investors that these products are complex and there is a greater risk of
consumer misunderstanding.

Structured deposits with the same protections as a bank account must
be assigned a baseline score of 1. Manufacturers must then factor

in other appliable risks such as credit or illiquidity risk to the risk and
return score.
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Chapter 6

Past performance

This chapter responds to feedback on the calculation and presentation of past
performance information under the new regime.

The past performance graph

For CCls that have past performance, we proposed that manufacturers must produce
aline graph showing the product's past 10 years of performance, plotting its pound
value on the y-axis, and calendar years on the x-axis. We said firms should present
performance over rolling 12-month periods, using a minimum of quarterly data points,
and an initial investment amount of £10,000. Distributors were given the flexibility to
substitute the £10,000 with the investor's initial investment amount. Where products
have between 3 months and 10 years of performance data, we required that they
present the data they do have.

Respondents noted that if past performance was presented in rolling 12-month periods,
requiring the x-axis to be labelled for calendar years may not match the period reflected.

Several respondents disagreed with the requirement for a minimum of quarterly data
points. They said this would not be granular enough to reflect the actual volatility of a
product and recommended a minimum of monthly data points for the line graph.

Some respondents thought that allowing products to present just a few months of past
performance could give a misleading impression of an investment's performance and
would not be decision useful information for retail investors.

For products that have less than 10 years of past performance and are the result of a
merger of two or more funds, we said the graph must show the performance of each of
the pre-merger funds.

Many respondents disagreed with this proposal. They said that to include the
performance of the merger component funds would cause consumer confusion and
make it difficult to see the overall performance of the product.

Our response

We agree that the label for the x-axis should be applicable to incomplete
calendar years and have amended the rule to account for this. We have
also amended the rule requiring quarterly data points to instead require
monthly data points, to more accurately reflect an investment's volatility.
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We consider that products with a record of their performance should

be able to show it to prospective investors. We will still require that
manufacturers include a prominent statement to explain that the
performance shown may not be representative of performance in the
longer term. It is firms' responsibility to make sure their description of any
past performance is fair, clear and not misleading.

We agree that including pre-merger past performance information may
cause confusion. Itis unlikely that this information will be of use to most
retail investors, so we have removed this requirement.

Non-Sterling denominated products

We proposed that for a product that is denominated in a currency other than Sterling,
the £10,000 initial investment would be replaced by the equivalent amount in that
currency.

Some respondents did not agree with converting £10,000 to an equivalent amount
in another currency and said this would lead to seemingly random initial investment
amounts.

Our response

We have clarified the rule to reflect our intention that the conversion to
a non-GBP currency should be divisible by 1,000 and be a value of similar
magnitude to £10,000.

Benchmarks on the graph

We proposed that the graph include a benchmark chosen by the manufacturer. But we
said that where products have no appropriate benchmark, the manufacturer would need
to explain how the product's performance may be assessed. For authorised funds, we
said that if any target, constraining or comparator benchmarks were included in their
prospectus, those benchmarks must be included in the graph.

One respondent asked if a fund that has changed its investment objective should use
the benchmark presented prior to the change and then present the benchmark relevant
to its amended investment objective.

A respondent asked for clarification as to why the benchmark rules for authorised
funds in the product summary differed from those required under COBS 4.5.12 to
COBS 4.5.14.
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Our response

We agree that if there has been a material change to a fund's objectives
and strategy, the period on the graph showing the fund's performance
prior to the change should not be compared to a benchmark that is

not relevant to its previous strategy. We have clarified our expectation
that the benchmark used for the period prior to the change, should be
consistent with the fund's previous objectives.

Because the slight difference between the proposed DISC rules for the
use of benchmarks for authorised funds and the rules in COBS 4.5 has
caused some confusion, we have decided to instead mirror the rules in
COBS 4.5.12,4.5.13and 4.5.14, which will ensure consistency across
our rules.
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Chapter 7

General product information

This chapter responds to feedback on our proposals on the information that consumers
need to know about the characteristics and features of an investment.

We proposed to require general product information in the product summary which
included relevant information about the product (such as its name, identifiers and
objectives), whether there are penalties for early exit, whether cover may be available
from the Financial Ombudsman Service or Financial Services Compensation Scheme
(FSCS), and how to make a complaint about the product or manufacturer.

Some respondents said there was too much general information required, and it would
be difficult for consumers to engage with. Some respondents agreed that some of
this information is necessary in a record of sale, but is not useful for consumers pre-
sale, such as how to make a complaint or details about a feeder fund's master fund.

On the other hand, some respondents wanted more information added and offered a
range of different suggestions. Consumer groups also stressed that consumers should
have access to comprehensive information, received at the right time throughout their
investment journey.

One respondent was concerned that our proposed requirements for information on
how to complain to a manufacturer would confuse consumers about who to complain
to. They proposed to include more detail to explain the type of complaints that

can be directed to the product manufacturer, and those that should be directed to
the distributor.

We received several responses that noted target market information was not required
from manufacturers in the product summary.

Two respondents highlighted the relevance of the jurisdiction where a fund is domiciled,
as this could affect the net return received by a retail investor due to varying rates of tax
charged at source, depending on the jurisdiction. They suggested that this information
be required in the product summary.

Our response

We believe our amended requirements for presenting information pre-
sale (see Chapter 3) will allow distributors to ensure consumers are

not overloaded, through highlighting key, decision useful information.
Significantly reducing the information in the product summary itself could
lead to many investors not being able to find important information about
the product, preventing effective decision making.
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We have added an option allowing firms to supply a link to information

on how to make a complaint where this is preferred to including the
information in the product summary. We do not think it is necessary

to provide guidance on all the types of complaints that should be
directed to either a manufacturer or a distributor of a CCl. The Dispute
Resolution: Complaints sourcebook (DISP) already includes complaints
forwarding rules that require authorised firms to forward on a complaint
to the relevant firm in the distribution chain, where they are satisfied

that another authorised person is solely or jointly responsible instead.
We have added similar complaints forwarding rules to the complaints
handling requirements that will apply to unauthorised CCl manufacturers
and distributors. This should make sure that unauthorised firms who
receive a complaint which is not appropriate for them to handle forward it
onto the relevant firm.

We have not added a requirement for firms to describe their target
market. We consider that the information included in the product
summary provides consumers with the information they need to assess
whether a product is suitable for their needs. Information on the target
market is also designed for firm-to-firm communications, in many cases
it will not be consumer-friendly.

The relevance of a fund's domicile to an investor is based on the impact
this has on the product's features. For example, the level of tax applied
and how this affects the product's returns, or access to compensation
schemes. We consider these elements are already adequately covered so
itis not necessary to also require inclusion of where a fund is domiciled.

We have not added any new points to the general information required in
the product summary. We do not believe any of the suggested additions
from respondents justified mandatory inclusion. Our requirements set

a minimum standard of content for the product summary. Firms may
choose to include additional elements where they believe this will help
consumer understanding.
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Chapter 8

Consequential Handbook amendments,
transitional provisions, complaints
handling and use of our FSMA powers

In this chapter we respond to feedback received on the consequential changes to other
areas of the handbook needed due to the CCl rules, the implementation period and
transitional provisions, and complaints handling principles for unauthorised firms.

Transitional arrangements

We consulted on an 18-month implementation period. We proposed that manufacturers
would have the flexibility to switch to producing a product summary document or
continue with their current disclosure arrangements, while the wider regime (for
example, to share the underlying machine-readable data with distributors) would come
in after 18 months. Distributors’ obligations to provide the relevant disclosure document
would not change during this period.

For CEIFs we initially proposed a 12-month implementation period but indicated in
CP25/9 that we were minded to change this to a single implementation period for all
CCls. We set out that authorised fund managers of UCITS schemes and non-UCITS
retail schemes (NURS) will not need to transition to a PRIIPs KID at any point.

Most respondents disagreed with our proposals to allow flexibility over what document
was produced, with many in favour of a single implementation date for all products,
18-24 months after publication of the final rules. They said it would be operationally
challenging for distributors to change their systems to accommodate CCl product
summaries alongside current disclosure documents while preparing systems for the
implementation of the wider regime. They said having different documents in circulation
could be confusing for consumers, noting the different risk scoring. Some respondents
suggested a 4 month grace period between the final rules and the start of the transition
period to allow firms to consider the final rules.

Most respondents welcomed our proposals for managing the end of the UCITS
exemption and agreed that the implementation timeline should be the same for all
products.

Our response

Given the widespread dissatisfaction firms have reported with the PRIIPs KID
we do not want to prevent firms from transitioning to a product summary
when they are able to. We do not think a gradual transition to the product
summary rather than a single go-live date will add material confusion for
consumers. They are already exposed to multiple product information
documents with different methodologies under PRIIPs and UCITS.
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We have maintained our proposals to allow firms 18 months before the
full go-live of the regime, beginning from the date of publication of these
final rules. This will apply to all products in scope of the regime. We believe
this is sufficient time for firms to prepare for the new requirements,

which primarily alter existing obligations for firms rather than introduce
completely new regulatory concepts. The full go-live date for the regime
willbe 8 June 2027.

We have maintained our proposals to allow firms flexibility over the
document they produce before the full go-live date. The CCl legislation
commences on 6 April 2026 and will mark the beginning of the
transitional period. Manufacturers will have the flexibility to produce

a product summary from this date. This gives all firms 4 months to
familiarise themselves with the proposals before any firm can choose
to produce a product summary. Manufacturers also have the flexibility
to keep producing their current documents until the go-live date. We
expect manufacturers and distributors to work together to manage any
operational risks and prepare for the fullimplementation of the regime.

The only part of the CCl regime that will turn on before 8 June 2027 is the
ability to produce and make available a product summary. Distributors’
obligations remain as just to provide the relevant disclosure document
until 8 June 2027.

Figure 3: Summary of implementation timeline

8 December 2025 6 April 2026 8 June 2027

FCA publishes CClregime

final CClrules commences Product Summary or a KID/KIID

Transitional period — CClregime go-live
Manufacturers can produce a Firms in scope must

comply with the full

regime

T

18 months to implement regime
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Consequential amendments

We consulted on amendments to several areas of the Handbook which will be impacted
by the replacement of requirements relating to PRIIPs and the Key Investor Information
(KIl) Regulations with requirements for CCls. We proposed changes to the PRIIPs and KlI-
related references to reflect the CCl regime.

Proposed amendments where we received feedback

Proposal

Feedback

Our response

The rulesin COBS that apply
to the presentation of past
performance differ in some
respects to the proposed

DISC rules for CCls' past
performance in the product
summary. We proposed that
where the past performance
ofa CClis presentedin a
context other than the product
summary, firms may elect to
comply with either the relevant
DISC rules or the applicable
COBS rules.

Some respondents said that
providing flexibility between
the application of either the
COBS or the DISC rules on
the presentation of past
performance would create
inconsistency in how firms
present a CCl's performance.
They said that this would
make it difficult and confusing
for consumers to compare
between products.

We agree that our past
performance rules should
be consistent. We will
consult on amending

the COBS 4 rules for

the presentation of past
performance in early
2026, to align with the new
DISC rules. The amended
COBS rules will be finalised
before the end of the
implementation period.

We proposed to exclude
authorised contractual
schemes (ACS) and qualified
investor schemes (QIS) from
the requirements for CCls,

as these schemes are not
intended for the general retail
market and investors must
meet eligibility criteria.

Two respondents were
concerned that our exclusion
of ACS and QIS schemes
from the CClregime left gaps,
and these funds may still be
required to produce a product
summary, for example where
aretail investor meets the
applicable eligibility criteria.

We have added unitsin ACS
and QIS schemes to the list
of excluded products from
the CCl regime to provide
more clarity for firms.

No proposal —request for
clarification

We were asked whether we
would be amending the MiFID
Investor Protection Q&A,
which includes guidance on
the disclosure on costs and
charges. Respondents also
referred to the UCITS Level

3 Materials, which includes
guidance on the calculation
methodologies for risk and

cost metrics and a template for

the Key Investor Information
Document (KIID).

We will not be providing
updated guidance on the
MiFID Investor protection
guidance nor to the UCITS
Level 3 Materials.

We will keep under review
whether firms could
benefit from additional
guidance toreplace Level
3 materials that are no
longer relevant due to the
changes under CCls.
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Complaints handling

We consulted on applying simplified complaints handling requirements on unauthorised
manufacturers and distributors of CCls, other than operators of OFR funds, who are
already subject to complaints handling rules.

Most respondents agreed our proposals were a proportionate means to give
consumers the ability to complain to unauthorised firms. Two respondents noted
that those consumers will still have fewer rights than those investing in products
that are manufactured or distributed by authorised firms. One asked us to go further
and consider how to enable Financial Ombudsman Service access for investorsin
unauthorised manufacturers' products.

Some respondents from the CEIF sector objected to the proposals as imposing
additional requirements on them compared to the PRIIPs regime, under which they said
complaints were handled by the AIFM rather than the fund itself.

Our response

In addition to adding a complaint forwarding rule into DISC, we are taking
forward all the other proposed rules that we consulted on. Under PRIIPs
the manufacturer of a PRIIP was required to have a complaints procedure
and to include a section on how to complain in the KID, so these are

not new requirements. Where a CEIF unauthorised manufactureris a
co-manufacturer with an AIFM, they can agree to assign responsibility for
complaints handling to the AIFM if appropriate.

In CP25/9 we outlined that unauthorised CCl manufacturers and
distributors do not fall within the compulsory jurisdiction of the Financial
Ombudsman Service. In some instances, firms can decide to join

the Financial Ombudsman Service's voluntary jurisdiction (VJ) where
they are not authorised by the FCA or are carrying on activities falling
outside the scope of the service's compulsory jurisdiction. However, the
Financial Ombudsman Service do not plan to extend their VJ to cover
complaints relating to the activities of unauthorised CCI manufacturers
or distributors.

Use of our FSMA powers

We explained in CP25/9 that the Treasury had amended Part 11 and 14 of FSMA to make
available within the DAR, including for CCl-related designated activities, the majority

of the investigative and enforcement powers applicable to authorised persons. We
consulted on applying our existing policies on the exercise of these powers, contained

in the Decision Procedure and Penalties Manual (DEPP) and the Enforcement Guide.

We also consulted on maintaining the Regulatory Decisions Committee (RDC) as the
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decision maker for any enforcement action under Part 14, including for decisions made
in relation to the new DAR prohibition power at section 206B FSMA.

8.11 Regulation 7 of the Consumer Compositive Investments Regulations empowers the
FCAto give a direction imposing on firms such requirements as the FCA considers
appropriate. The procedure for giving such a direction is contained in FSMA (as amended
by the DAR Regulations) includes giving a supervisory notice. We consulted on making
decisions for these notices under Executive Procedures, in line with our general
approach in DEPP to the exercise of intervention powers (including our Part 4A own
initiative requirement power).

8.12  Respondents agreed with these proposals.

Our response

We will proceed as consulted.
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Annex 1

Cost Benefit Analysis

1. We carried out a cost benefit analysis (CBA) of the proposals set out in CP24/30, which
introduced a new product information regime for CCls. This was supplemented by a
further CBA of the additional draft rules set out in CP25/9. Below, we summarise the
feedback we received from stakeholders to these CBAs and our response.

Feedback and our response

2. Overall, while some respondents agreed with our CBAs, the majority of respondents
believed that we had underestimated the costs of our proposals. Respondents
disagreed with our assessment that any distributor-related costs associated with our
proposals had already been captured under Consumer Duty implementation costs.
We have set out an amended approach to the treatment of the costs incurred by
distributors below.

3. We also received feedback relating to the impact on manufacturers and third-party
providers of KIDs, as well as our assessment of benefits. We address these points below.

Treatment of costs to distributors

4. Most respondents, including firms and industry bodies, disagreed with our treatment
of costs to distributors and our assessment that any costs to distributors from
our proposals had been accounted for when the Duty was introduced. We had
suggested that under the Duty, distributors would already be disclosing much of the
key information contained in the KID through other channels, in the absence of our
proposals. However, respondents argued that distributors would face additional costs
because of our proposals, including familiarising themselves with the new requirements,
disseminating those within their firms, and making any systems changes needed (such
as the costs of extracting and reproducing information contained in the machine-
readable files produced by manufacturers). The respondents did not provide a quantified
breakdown of these costs.

Our response

We recognise that the new CCl regime places additional, explicit
requirements on distributors beyond what can be inferred from the
Duty. However, as we have amended the rules in this policy statement
to remove the option for distributors to produce their own product
summaries, these requirements are less extensive than previously
consulted on, and therefore less costly for firms to implement.

Due to our previous assessment in the consultation paper that any costs
incurred by distributors could be attributed to the Duty, we included zero
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costs for distributors in CP24/30 and CP25/9. The original estimates,
which covered manufacturers only, are shown in Table 4 below. We now
present revised estimates of the policy costs to distributors.

Overview of CCl distributors

5. For the purposes of this analysis, a manufacturer is a firm that creates, develops,
designs, issues, manages, operates, or otherwise carries out a CCl, as defined in the CCl
regime. Distributors such as advisers, intermediaries and platforms sell CCls to retail
investors on an advised or unadvised basis. Advised sales can be in person or online, and
there are around 5,000 FCA-regulated firms involved in advised sales of CCls. Unadvised
sales typically take place through direct-to-consumer platforms, of which there are
around 70.

6. In some cases, a distributor and manufacturer are vertically integrated, meaning the
same firm both manufactures and directly sells a CCl to retail investors. Where this is
the case, the responsibilities for manufacturing and distribution are combined within a
single entity.

Updated Cost Estimates for Distributors

7. We estimate a one-off cost to distributors from our proposals of £13.1m. We consider
these costs are proportionate given the benefits of our proposals, which we set out in
our previous CBAs.

8. These estimated costs represent an average cost of just under £2,500 per firm over
5,321 firms. The average cost by firm size is set out in the table below (with numbers
rounded to the nearest hundred).

Table 2: Estimated One-Off Costs for Distributors

Size Number of firms Average cost per firm
Large 7 £75,700
Medium 116 £24,500
Small 5,198 £1,900

9. These costs are broken down by type as follows (with numbers again rounded to the

nearest hundred).
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Table 3: Breakdown of Distributor Cost Drivers

Cost type Total cost across all distributors
Familiarisation and gap analysis £5,322,500

Training £1,378,900

IT project £535,000

Change project £5,886,500

The table below summarises the net present value (NPV) and estimated annual net
direct cost to business (EANDCB) for both manufacturers and distributors, as calculated
for each of CP24/30, CP25/9 and this PS, as well as the total across all interventions.

Table 4: Aggregate NPV and EANDCSB for All Firms

NPV EANDCB
CP24/30 £48.8m £5.7m
CP25/9 £3.2m £0.4m
PS25/20 £13.1m £1.5m
Total £65.1m £7.6m

Methodology and Key Assumptions

The assumptions we used to estimate distributor costs were as follows:

« Allcosts are assessed against a baseline where existing disclosure requirements
and the Consumer Duty apply.

« We have applied the standard assumptions set out in Chapter 7 of our Statement
of Policy on Cost Benefit Analysis. Consistent with the HM Treasury Green Book,
the impacts are assessed over a 10-year appraisal period and a discount rate of
3.5% is applied to estimate present value stream of costs and benefits over the
appraisal period.

Using FCA internal data, we identified 5,321 firms with permissions to sell investment
products to retail customers, for whom we estimate costs from our policy. We
categorise these by size using our standardised cost model (SCM —more information
on this is provided in our Statement of Policy on CBAs), and identify 7 large firms, 116
medium firms and 5,198 small firms.

We expect distributors will face one-off costs associated with familiarising themselves
with our rules and assessing their current practices against what will be required. The
table below summarises the assumptions we used to quantify these costs. They are
derived from our SCM.
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14.

15.

Table 5: Assumptions Underlying Distributor Familiarisation Costs.

Firm size Large Medium Small
Number of FTE compliance staff assumed to read PS per firm 20 5 2
Average hourly cost of compliance staff time £68 £63 £52
Average reading speed, words per minute 100

Average number of words per page 300

Length, in pages, of PS 50

Size (FTE) of legal team (or equivalent) reading legal text 4 2 1
Hours per team member to review 50 pages of legal text 28 21 7
Average hourly cost of legal team (or equivalent) time £79 £74 £70
Length, in pages, of legal text 65

We expect that large and medium firms will face training costs associated with
disseminating the new requirements within their organisations, particularly for product
staff who engage with manufacturers and design products and customer journeys. We
model these costs using the assumptions below. We assume zero training costs for
small firms. This reflects their simpler business models and limited involvement in CCl
product design. We expect that any dissemination of the new requirements within small
firms would typically be managed within existing processes.

Table 6: Training Cost Estimates for Distributors

Firm size Large Medium Small
Average number of product staff per firm to be trained 28 9 0
Average salary of product staff £74,662 | £69,918 | £50,891
Total employment cost to firm per person per day £411 £385 0

Level of training

Basic training

Training time required

7 hours

We also expect large and medium firms will face IT costs as a result of our intervention,
in relation to setting up systems for extracting and reproducing the data contained in
the machine-readable files provided by manufacturers. We model these costs using
the assumptions below, drawn from an I'T project scenario in the SCM. We assume
zero IT costs for small firms, as they typically don't operate complex systems requiring

integration with machine-readable files.

Table 7: Distributor IT Costs

Firm size Large Medium Small
Total person-days across IT project team 46 8 0
Average cost per person-day of IT project team time £452 £432 N/A

53



Financial Conduct Authority
Policy Statement

16.

17.

We assume that distributors will need to update their internal processes, customer
communications and distribution agreements in light of the changes. We model the
necessary associated change project using the assumptions in the table below, drawn
from a change project scenario in the SCM.

Table 8: Distributor Change Project Costs

Firm size Large Medium Small
Person-days of project manager time 5 2 1
Person-days of project team time 40 12 2
Average cost per person-day of project manager time £471 £446 £326
Average cost per person-day of project team time £431 £401 £326

Assessment of costs to manufacturers

Of the firms that provided feedback on manufacturer costs, the majority suggested
that our estimates understated the costs of implementing the proposals. While
most stakeholders did not provide detailed figures, a small number offered headline

estimates. We reviewed these figures but did not incorporate them directly into our cost
model because they lacked sufficient granularity. Some respondents pointed to specific

areas where they felt costs were underestimated, including:

» higher costs for small firms, particularly where they rely on outsourced compliance

or technical support services to meet disclosure and reporting requirements;

e additional costs for firms operating multiple disclosure regimes because of
divergence between UK and EU standards;

e material costs for non-MiFID firms to publish a machine-readable file, as they do
not currently produce such files under MiFID requirements;

e costs for unauthorised manufacturers, particularly CEIFs; and

e theimpact on overseas manufacturers in our estimate of the number of
manufacturers affected.

Our response

Respondents raised several points and suggestions regarding our cost-
estimates for manufacturers but did not provide quantitative evidence or
data to support revisions. Where relevant, we have noted the absence of
evidence in our responses to specific points below.

We have maintained our original estimates to manufacturers, as the
evidence provided by respondents was not sufficient to support revisions.
Below, we set out our response to the specific ways in which respondents
suggested our estimates may understate manufacturers’ costs.

Small firms and outsourcing: We used the SCM to estimate costs for
all manufacturers, including small firms. The assumptions used in the
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model are based on consultation with firms and trade bodies, software
vendors, a review of previous CBAs, desk-based research and internal
consultation. While we recognise that some smaller firms may need to
outsource support from third-party providers to make the changes, firms
did not provide us with any evidence or data on the extent of any uplift
needed to reflect this.

Multiple regimes: Firms are currently subject to different requirements
inthe UK and EU, as there are methodological and presentational
differences between the disclosure regimes under PRIIPs and UCITS.
Firms did not provide evidence of how further divergence between
these regimes would increase firms' costs beyond what we estimated
in our initial CBAs. Further divergence between the UK and the EU
regimes is likely even if we did not introduce the changes set out in this
policy statement, as the EU regime is evolving. For example, the EU has
announced its intention to amend the contents of the PRIIPs KID under
its Retail Investment Strategy.

Machine-readable files: While we recognise that some manufacturers
affected by our proposals are non-MiFID firms, products in-scope of
CCls are captured by MiFID. So, even non-MiFID firms affected by our
proposals will produce information for firms selling or distributing their
products. We continue to consider that the additional costs associated
with publishing machine-readable files are minimal, as manufacturers are
largely already doing this.

Unauthorised manufacturers: We included estimates of costs to firms
outside our regulatory perimeter in our original CBAs. In the ‘Baseline
and key assumptions' section of CP24/30, we combined data from

different sources to capture unauthorised firms in our list of affected

manufacturers as well as authorised ones. In light of feedback from CEIFs,

we reviewed the data. As we expect nearly all costs to be met by the
AIFM, the majority of costs for CEIF manufacturers are capturedin the
CBA for authorised firms. CEIFs for which the AIFM could not be matched
to a firmin our SCM were treated as unauthorised manufacturers in

the CBA, together with overseas firms and other relevant entities.

We acknowledge that CEIFs are likely to incur minor costs related to

the attribution of responsibilities, but we have not received sufficient
information to quantify these.

Stakeholders did not provide us with evidence that would allow us to
update our estimates of the costs of our proposals to unauthorised
manufacturers.

Overseas manufacturers: Our estimate of the number of manufacturers
affected, and the costs they would face, included overseas manufacturers.

In summary, while we acknowledge the concerns raised by respondents,
we have not received sufficient evidence to justify revising our original
cost estimates for manufacturers, including small, unauthorised, and
overseas firms.

55


https://finance.ec.europa.eu/publications/retail-investment-strategy_en

Financial Conduct Authority
Policy Statement

Distribution of liability

18. Our CBA in CP24/30 suggested that our proposals would shift some liability from
manufacturers to distributors. Some stakeholders noted that distributors may face
greater liability but questioned whether there would in fact be any associated reduction
in manufacturers' liability. They asked us to clarify this.

Our response

Our suggestion that some liability would move from manufacturers to
distributors related to our initial proposal that distributors would have the
freedom to amend a manufacturer’'s product summary or to produce
their own. In cases where distributors did so, they would bear some or

all the liability. Our policy has changed so that the product summary will
be the sole responsibility of the manufacturer. As a result, the earlier
suggestion no longer applies.

Impacts on third-party providers of KIDs

19. One stakeholder felt that our CBAs had not properly accounted for the impacts of our
proposals on third-party providers of KIDs.

Our response

In our CBAin CP24/30, we noted that some firms outsource the
production of KIDs to third-party firms. However, we explained that

we lacked the data needed to identify or estimate the proportion

of KID production that is outsourced. This meant that we could not
estimate how this outsourcing affected the costs of our proposals for
manufacturers or for third-party KID producers themselves. Therefore,
we made a conservative assumption that all affected manufacturers
would have to make changes to their own systems and processes

and incur costs to comply with our proposals. We have not received
information from stakeholders that would allow us to estimate the
extent of KID production outsourcing or the number of third-party KID
producers and change our cost estimates accordingly. We do not think
this affects our assessment that the policy is proportionate.
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Assessment of benefits

20. Several stakeholders noted that many of the benefits that we expected our proposals

to have were not quantified. They argued that this makes it difficult to assess the overall
proportionality of the proposals.

Our response

In preparing the CBAs in CP24/30 and CP25/9, we considered how

we could quantify the benefits of our proposals but found that it was

not reasonably practicable to do so. This remains our assessment.
Nonetheless, we believe that the benefits we have identified are such
that our proposals are proportionate. This is supported by the feedback
we received on our proposals during the consultations and the breakeven
analyses we presented in our CBAs.

In CP25/9, we noted that around 12.6m UK adults hold an investment
that could be classed as a CCl. Taking the updated Equivalent Annual Net
Direct Costs to Business (EANDCB) for the intervention in full of £7.6m,
this implies that each adult holding a CCl would, on average, have to see an
annual benefit of £0.60 per year for our policy to ‘break even' We consider
that this is achievable, and that our intervention is proportionate.
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Annex 2

List of non-confidential respondents

We are obliged to include a list of the names of respondents to our consultation who
have consented to the publication of their name. That list is as follows:

CP24/30

Aberdeen Group PLC

Association for Financial Mutuals (AFM)
Association for Financial Markets in Europe (AFME)
Association of British Insurers (ABI)

Association of Investment Companies (AIC)
Association of the Luxembourg Fund Association
Barclays Bank PLC

British Private Equity and Private Venue Capital Association (BVCA)
Chartered Financial Analyst Society & Institute (CFA)
Cost Disclosure Group

Financial and Inclusion Markets Centre

Financial Services Consumer Panel

Financial Services Practitioner Panel

Freetrade

HarrisRose & Partners

Investment Association (IA)

Investment Company Institute (ICl)

Interactive Investor

International Capital Markets Association (ICMA)
James Grassick

Lauren Thomas

Mobius Life Ltd

Optima Partners

Philip J Milton & Company PLC

Phoenix Group

Personal Investment Management & Financial Advice Association (PIMFA)
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Roger Cooper

Sanlam Investments UK

Schroders

ShareSoc

The Investing and savings Alliance (TISA)
UK Shareholders Association (UKSA)

Vince Chandler

CP25/9

Aberdeen Group PLC

AJ Bell

Association of British Insurers (ABI)

Association of Investment Companies (AIC)

Association of the Luxembourg Fund Industry

British Private Equity and Private Venue Capital Association (BVCA)
Chartered Financial Analyst Society & Institute (CFA)

Cost Disclosure Group

Financial Services Consumer Panel

Financial Services Practitioner Panel

Investment Association (IA)

Investment Company Institute (ICl)

Personal Investment Management & Financial Advice Association (PIMFA)
Schroders

The Investing and savings Alliance (TISA)

UK Shareholders Association (UKSA)
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Annex 3

Abbreviations used in this paper

Abbreviation

Description

ACS Authorised contractual schemes

AIFM Alternative Investment Fund Manager
AIFMD Alternative Investment Fund Managers Directive
CBA Cost benefit analysis

CCl Consumer composite investment

CEIF Closed-ended investment fund

CFD Contract for difference

COBS Conduct of Business Sourcebook

CcpP Consultation Paper

DAR Designated Activities Regime

DEPP Decision Procedure and Penalties Manual
DISC Product Disclosure Sourcebook

DISP Dispute Resolution: Complaints Sourcebook
EANDCB Estimated annual net direct cost to business
EEA European Economic Area

EIS Enterprise Investment Scheme

ESG Environmental, social and governance

ESMA European Securities and Markets Association
ETF Exchange Traded Fund

EU European Union
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Abbreviation Description

EURIBOR Euro Interbank Offered Rate

FCA Financial Conduct Authority

FLS Financial Lives Survey

FSCS Financial Services Compensation Scheme
FSMA Financial Services and Markets Act 2000
FX Foreign Exchange

GBP British Pound Sterling

IBIP Insurance-based investment product
1I0SCO International Organization of Securities Commissions
KID Key information document

Kll Key Investor Information

KIID Key investor information document

LTAF Long term asset fund

MiFID Markets in Financial Instruments Directive
MOP Multi-option product

NAV Net asset value

NPV Net present value

NURS Non-UCITS retail schemes

OCF Ongoing costs figure

OFR Overseas funds regime

PRIIPs Packaged retail and insurance-based investment products
PRIN Principles for Business

PS Policy Statement

Qls Qualified investor schemes
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Abbreviation Description

RDC Regulatory Decisions Committee

SCARP Structured capital-at-risk Product

SCM Standardised cost model

SDR Sustainability disclosure requirements

UCITS Undertakings for collective investment in transferable securities
us United States

UK United Kingdom

VCT Venture capital trust

VEV Value-at-risk equivalent volatility

vJ Financial Ombudsman'’s Voluntary Jurisdiction
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FCA 2025/52

CONSUMER COMPOSITE INVESTMENTS INSTRUMENT 2025

Powers exercised

A.  The Financial Conduct Authority (“the FCA”) makes this instrument in the exercise of
the following powers and related provisions in or under:

(1) the following sections of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 (“the
Act”):
(a) section 71N (Designated activities: rules);
(b) section 137A (The FCA’s general rules);
(c) section 137D (FCA general rules: product intervention);
(d) section 137R (Financial promotion rules);
(e) section 137T (General supplementary powers);
® section 138D (Actions for damages);
(g2) section 139A (Power of the FCA to give guidance);
(h) section 210 (Statements of policy);
(1) section 247 (Trust scheme rules);
() section 2611 (Contractual scheme rules);
(k) section 274 (Applications for recognition of individual schemes);
Q) section 283 (Facilities and information in UK); and
(m)  section 395 (The FCA’s and PRA’s procedures);
(2) regulation 6 of the Open-Ended Investment Companies Regulations 2001 (SI
2001/1228);
3) the following provisions of the Public Offers and Admissions to Trading

Regulations 2024 (SI 2024/105):

(a) regulation 14 (FCA rules relating to admissions to trading on regulated
market); and
(b) regulation 18 (Further provision about regulated market admission
rules);
and
4) regulation 6 of the Consumer Composite Investments (Designated Activities)

Regulations 2024 (SI 2024/1198).

B.  The rule-making powers listed above are specified for the purposes of section 138G(2)
(Rule-making instruments) of the Act.

Commencement

C. All parts of this instrument except Part 2 of Annex A come into force on 6 April 2026.

D. Part 2 of Annex A comes into force on 7 May 2026.



Amendments to the Handbook

E.

FCA 2025/52

The modules of the FCA’s Handbook of rules and guidance listed in column (1)
below are amended in accordance with the Annexes in this instrument listed in

column (2) below:

@) )

Glossary of definitions Annex A
General Provisions sourcebook (GEN) Annex B
Conduct of Business sourcebook (COBS) Annex C
Banking: Conduct of Business sourcebook (BCOBS) Annex D
Product Intervention and Product Governance sourcebook (PROD) Annex E
Environmental, Social and Governance sourcebook (ESG) Annex F
Decision Procedure and Penalties manual (DEPP) Annex G
Collective Investment Schemes sourcebook (COLL) Annex H
Investment Funds sourcebook (FUND) Annex |
Prospectus Rules: Admission to Trading on a Regulated Market Annex J
sourcebook (PRM)

Product Disclosure sourcebook (DISC) Annex K

Amendments to material outside the Handbook

F.

The Enforcement Guide (ENFG) is amended in accordance with Annex L to this

instrument.

Revocation of Level 3 Materials

G. The FCA revokes the following Level 3 Materials, which appear on the FCA
Handbook website under the PRIIPs dossier:
(1) ‘Joint ESA supervisory statement concerning the performance scenarios in the
PRIIPs KID’ (published 8 February 2019);
(2) ‘PRIIPs - Flow diagram for the risk and reward calculations in the PRIIPs
KID’ (published 16 August 2017); and
3) ‘Questions and Answers on the PRIIPs KID’ (published 20 November 2017).
Interpretation
H. In this instrument, any reference to direct EU legislation is a reference to it as it forms
part of assimilated law.
Notes
L In the Annexes to this instrument, the notes (indicated by “Note:” or “Editor’s note:”)

are included for the convenience of readers but do not form part of the legislative text.
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Citation

J. This instrument may be cited as the Consumer Composite Investments Instrument
2025.

By order of the Board
27 November 2025
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Annex A

Amendments to the Glossary of definitions

In this Annex, underlining indicates new text and striking through indicates deleted text, unless

otherwise stated.

Part 1: comes into force on 6 April 2026

Insert the following new definitions in the appropriate alphabetical position. The text is not

underlined.

additional
product
communication

assumed
investment
amount

consumer
composite
investment

Consumer
Composite
Investments
Regulations

core information
disclosures

costs and charges
information

DISC

general product
information

one-off costs

one-off entry
Costs

one-off entry
costs figure

any communication to a retail investor about a consumer composite
investment other than the product summary.

a hypothetical assumed investment amount of:

(a) £10,000 for consumer composite investments other than regular
premium consumer composite investments; or

(b) £1,000 annually for regular premium consumer composite
investments.

the investments set out in DISC 1A.2.1R.

the Consumer Composite Investments (Designated Activities)
Regulations 2024 (SI1 2024/1198).

together, general product information, risk and return information, costs
and charges information and performance information.

the information set out in DISC 6.1.1R.

the Product Disclosure sourcebook.

the information in DISC 4.1.1R.

the costs and charges set out in DISC 6.4.1R.

the costs and charges set out in DISC 6.4.1R(2).

the sum of all one-off entry costs rounded to the nearest whole number.
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one-off exit costs

one-off exit costs
figure

ongoing costs

ongoing costs
figure

performance
information

product summary

relevant
designated
activity

relevant Part 54
direction

relevant Part 54
requirement

retail investor

risk and return
information

risk and return
score

structured
product

FCA 2025/52

the costs and charges set out in DISC 6.4.1R(3).

the sum of all one-off exit costs rounded to the nearest whole number.

the costs and charges set out in DISC 6.4.4R.

the sum of all ongoing costs rounded to the nearest whole number.

the information and statements in DISC 7.1.1R.

the document the manufacturer of a consumer composite investment is
required to prepare by DISC 3.1.1R.

has the meaning given in section 71T(1) of the Act, being an activity that
is a designated activity as a result of a provision specified in Part 1 of
Schedule 6C of the Act.

has the meaning given in section 71U of the Act, being a direction given
under section 710 of the Act by virtue of designated activity regulations
that are specified in the first column of the Table in Part 3 of Schedule
6C of the Act, other than a direction (if any) of a description specified in
the corresponding entry in the second column.

has the meaning given in section 71T(2) of the Act being, in relation to a
provision of the Act listed in the first column of the Table in Part 2 of
Schedule 6C, a requirement that:

(a) 1s imposed by virtue of any of the designated activity regulations

specified in the corresponding entry in the second column; and
(b) is of any of the descriptions specified in the corresponding entry
in the third column.

(in GEN, COBS, COLL, DISC and the Investment Funds sourcebook) a
person meeting the criteria in DISC 1A.1.5R.

the information set out in DISC 5.1.1R.

the score for a consumer composite investment on a scale of 1 to 10
produced in accordance with DISC 5.1.2R.

a fixed-term, non-deposit investment product, typically a debt security
combining or embedding a derivative or which has derivative-like
features, whether or not featuring gearing or leveraged upside potential
and whether or not featuring any capital protection, where the level of
interest or yield payable or risk to the capital payout at maturity is linked
to the performance of or fluctuations in value of one or more reference

Page 5 of 130



FCA 2025/52

indices, benchmarks, financial instruments, currency exchange rates or
commodities.

structured UCITS (in COBS 10A) a UCITS which provides investors, at certain
predetermined dates, with algorithm-based payoffs that are linked to the
performance, or to the realisation of price changes or other conditions, of
financial assets, indices or reference portfolios or UCITS with similar
features.

transaction costs  the sum of all transaction costs rounded to the nearest whole number.
figure

Amend the following definitions as shown.

[Editor’s note: the definition of ‘closed-ended investment fund’ takes into account the
changes introduced by the Prospectus Instrument 2025 (FCA 2025/30), which come into
force on 19 January 2026.]

closed-ended (1) (in UKLR and, ESG and DISC) an entity:

investment fund
(a) which is an undertaking with limited liability, including

a company, limited partnership, or limited liability
partnership; and

(b)  whose primary object is investing and managing its
assets (including pooled funds contributed by holders of
its listed securities):

(1) in property of any description; and

(1)  with a view to spreading investment risk.

comparator (1)  (inrelation to a UCITS scheme and a non-UCITS retail scheme)
benchmark as defined in COLL 4.2.5R(3)(c-b)(ii1).

(2)  (inrelation to a qualified investor scheme, a long-term asset
fund and a recognised scheme) as defined in DISC 7.3.6R(3).

complaint

(4)

5) (in DISC) any oral or written expression of dissatisfaction,
from, or on behalf of, a retail investor and which relates to the
firm 5 actions or omissions as manufacturer or distributor of a
consumer composite investment.
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(in relation to a UCITS scheme and a non-UCITS retail scheme)
as defined in COLL 4.2.5R(3)(c-b)(ii).

(in relation to a qualified investor scheme. a long-term asset
fund, and a recognised scheme) as defined in DISC 7.3.6R(2).

[Editor s note: the definition of ‘director’ takes into account the changes introduced by the
Prospectus Instrument 2025 (FCA 2025/30), which come into force on 19 January 2026.
Further changes to this definition will take effect on 7 May 2026 (see FCA 2025/38).]

director (1)
(2
distribute
(6)
(@A)
distributor

(except in COLL, DTR, UKLR, PRM and, MAR 5-A and DISC
TP 1) (in relation to any of the following (whether constituted
in the United Kingdom or under the law of a country or territory
outside it)):

(in COLL and DISC TP 1) a director of an /CVC, including (in
accordance with regulation 2(1) of the OEIC Regulations) a
person occupyi