
From: Emily Platt
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: 25 Oct 2023 OIC meeting
Date: Sunday, October 15, 2023 1:27:46 PM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Dear Treasurer Read and Oregon Investment Council Members,
            I am a retired PERS member who strongly supports divestment of Oregon Public
Employees Retirement Fund and all of the Oregon Treasury from risky fossil fuels.   We have a
vanishingly slim chance of holding global warming to 1.5C
(https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/the-world-will-likely-miss-1-5-degrees-c-why-
isnt-anyone-saying-so/ ), due more to lack of political will than to technical issues.  The world
has already warmed ~1.3C and we see the effects – lethal floods, incineration of entire towns,
droughts and catastrophic storms.  This summer was the hottest on record and yet will likely
be the coolest we experience for the rest of our lives. Despite the climate emergency, the
sluggish response of those in power indicates that they think this emergency will somehow fix
itself.  Those in power who have the ability to affect systemic change have an imperative duty
to do all in their power to address this crisis.
            So, what does taking action to mitigate climate chaos look like for the OST?  Since they
are a financial institution, they can start by divesting from fossil fuels.  “Money is the oxygen
on which the fire of global warming burns” (https://www.newyorker.com/news/daily-
comment/money-is-the-oxygen-on-which-the-fire-of-global-warming-burns ).  Divestment is
completely consistent with the fiduciary responsibility of the OST/OIC to provide for long-term
returns, since fossil fuels are inherently risky investments impacted by geopolitical events,
decarbonization, and illiquidity.  I note that at least 50% of OPERF is invested in illiquid
untransparent private equity that is heavily leveraged in fossil fuels.  Investments in opaque
private equity are deeply inconsistent with a public entity whose principal tenet is
transparency.  Comparison to other state retirement funds shows that OPERF performs no
better and often times worse than those that have little or no private equity investments
(https://www.divestoregon.org/treasurys-private-investment-problem-report )

The recent OPERF decarbonization plan released by Treasurer Read lacks ambition,
urgency, and a real-world understanding of the duplicity of fossil fuel companies.  In order not
to blow past the 1.5C benchmark, the global community must enact a profound and
immediate decrease in GHG emissions, brought about by a just transition to renewable energy
alongside  the non-implementation of new fossil fuel projects. Since we can’t rely on fossil
fuels companies to do the right thing, we must withdraw all funding for their misguided,
polluting and often, human rights violating projects.  False solutions such as “offsets” and
engagement with fossil fuel companies must also be avoided.  To quote Bill McKibben “But
we’re all going to have to change - that’s the point. Farmers around the world are leaving their
land because the sea is rising; droughts are already creating refugees by the millions. On the
spectrum of shifts that the climate crisis will require, bankers and investors and insurers have



it easy. A manageably small portion of their business needs to disappear, to be replaced by
what comes next.”  Please enact a bold decarbonization plan – and don’t even consider new
fossil fuel investments.
 
Sincerely,
 
Emily Platt
 



From: thomassonct@gmail.com
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Add more specificity to Framework-Testimony
Date: Sunday, October 15, 2023 8:22:23 PM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
 
Dear Oregon Investment Council members:
 
I am gravely concerned about climate change. Serious consequences that I began to warn about as a
physician 20 years ago are now happening here in Oregon and around the globe. I engaged a
financial planner and investment company over 10 years ago to divest my personal retirement
savings from fossil fuels and subsidiary support companies. It wasn’t hard by focusing on eliminating
fossil fuels. My investments earned as much or more than the average. Not everyone can afford to
do that if one wishes to settle for average funds, but an entire department of treasury with paid staff
certainly can.
 
Fossil fuel investments have been boom or bust.  We know now that fracking for oil or gas plays out
sooner than expected so long-term investments make no sense, certainly for investments of
retirement accounts. Exxon looks very exciting to invest in today, but as electric vehicles ramp up,
we don’t want to be holding their stock in our portfolio.
The framework is not nearly advanced enough. There is a goal to reduce investments in GHG
emitting businesses by 2050 and 50% reduction by 2035.  Nowhere is there a call or goal to stop
investments in all fossil fuel companies now. Sure, we support investments in the building sector
which uses cement, wood and steel (potentially high emissions) but these are not the immediate
targets because there are regulations in the state of Oregon to build more sustainably over time, so
the investments are less risky and will naturally reduce their GHG overtime. We certainly hope that
these regulations become the norm for the entire country.
 
The most important point action to take is to stop any new investments in fossil fuels and no new
investments in private equity sector fossil fuel infrastructure development. This is the highest risk
and Oregon has over 27.8% of its investment in private equity-double the average. We have seen
this year’s losses as a disaster for the state of Oregon. These will take longer to divest from, but
certainly doable by 2035.  This needs to be part of the framework and doesn’t take vast analysis and
quantification.
 
Thank you for starting down this road. It will help our PERS and other investments and will help our
future on this planet.
 
Sincerely,
 
Catherine Thomasson, MD
Portland, OR

thomassonct@gmail.co
 





From: Robin McLeod
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: fossil fuel investments
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2023 1:15:49 PM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.

I strongly urge the OIC to closely monitor fossil fuel investments.
These are high risk  products and often in private holdings that do not
allow inspection by us the investors.  My pension funds are being put at
risk and are at risk for long periods of time while damage to our
environment continues.  Dell Goldsmith and Robin McLeod
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Testimony of Rick Pope re unaddressed issues in climate risk assessment 

September 6, 2023, Oregon Investment Council meeting 

How is Treasury rolling the climate-risk dice? 

In 2021, Treasury’s consultant Ortec predicted a 63% lower US GDP by the year 2100, and 
a 20% to 33% negative impact on OPERF’s assets by the year 2060, if fossil fuel use 
continues unabated (Exhibit 1). 

It is now two years closer to those predicted losses, and Treasury still has no documented 
climate risk policy.  Nor will it say how it assesses climate risk to OPERF investments 
(Exhibit 2).  

Treasury is acting like serious climate risk is far away. That’s not what a new report says 
from Carbon Tracker, the organization that brought the world the now-standard concept 
of fossil fuel stranded assets.   

The report title is “Loading the DICE against pension funds – Flawed economic thinking 
on climate has put your pension at risk” (Getting the report and its support requires 
opening an account, so I’ve attached them as Exhibits 3 and 4).  The author is Professor 
Steve Keen, distinguished research fellow at University College London. 

Professor Keen’s fundamental point is simple.  Today’s standard climate risk analysis is 
based on climate assumptions approved only by economists.  Missing from their equations 
are climate assumptions approved by climate scientists. Because of that flaw, economic 
damage predictions, and the time they could occur, are seriously understated. 

The omission, when you stop to think about it, is astounding. 

In a worst case of average warming over 200 years to 7º C, or 12.6º F, standard economists 
predict a mere bump in the road—a growth slowdown of only 20% over the next two 
centuries.   

The climate scientists, however, in that case foresee environmental catastrophes and 
existential threats.  That is no bump in the road.  Many of their concerns are described in 
the 2023 Climate Change Report policymaker summary of the Intergovernmetal Panel on 
Climate Change.  

Shouldn’t careful trustees require climate scientists’ risk knowledge to be refereed into 
economists’ climate risk damage assumptions? 
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The grandparent damage model, if Treasury is even using one, is called the Dynamic 
Integrated Climate Economy model, or DICE.  It is the direct ancestor of most all climate-
related damage models today.  But DICE has shortcomings. 

● DICE puts most climate impacts into the distant future by assuming, with no 
support, that a non-accelerating quadratic equation would calculate them 
accurately.  Substituting accelerating exponential or logistic growth equations, 
however, captures the risk of tipping points, and puts the vast majority of climate 
damage into this century.  

● Tipping points excluded from DICE’s equations are ocean current collapse and its 
effects on food supply, deforestation of the Amazon carbon sink, South Asian 
monsoon changes, sea ice and permafrost melts, and polar ice sheet disintegration. 
Their foreseeable risks are totally missing from DICE. 

● DICE originally ignored drought and floods as an economic factor, and many 
models continue to omit precipitation changes as a risk. DICE and its progeny did 
not take into account the devastating floods, droughts and wildfires across the globe 
we are increasingly seeing today. 

● DICE assumed only industries out in the weather, such as agriculture and forestry, 
would be severely affected by climate change.  DICE downgraded risk, among other 
lapses, for the energy, real estate, tourism, recreation, finance and insurance 
sectors. 

● DICE found relatively weak relationships today between temperature and income, 
and assumed that would carry forward with global warming.  DICE ignored that 
today, warm countries prosper by trading with available cooler countries. What will 
happen as cooler countries become less and less available?  DICE doesn’t compute. 

We need an explanation, now, for how Treasury is or isn’t assessing climate risks to PERS 
investments.  Those risks exist now.  How is Treasury rolling OPERF’s climate-risk dice in 
the face of them?  Don’t PERS beneficiaries deserve to know? 













Request for Public Records 

REQUESTER                  Rick Pope 

DATE                  February 10, 2023 

REFERENCE NO.           R000304-013123 

You submitted the following request for public records: 

"I am requesting any climate-specific policy document Treasury has for how to 
address climate risk in OPERF’s portfolio. There is no climate-specific document in OIC 
investment policies provided to me." 

Hi, 

We have no further records responsive to this request to provide. Treasury has 
integrated environmental-related risks as one of its core factors within the investment 
decision-making framework. Consistent with fiduciary standards and state laws, 
Treasury considers all material risks and benefits when making an investment decision 
with the primary objective of delivering sustainable returns for our beneficiaries. 

I’d like to point you to the Oregon Investment Council’s webpage where resources are 
available, such as the Council’s ‘Investment and Management Beliefs’ and a ‘Statement 
of Investment Objectives and Policy Framework’, and can provide more information 
about what guides our investment staff’s work in performing their fiduciary 
responsibilities. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please reply to this email. 

Sincerely, 

Treasury Public Records Team 
867 Hawthorne Ave. SE | Salem, OR 97301-5241 
P: 503-373-7609 

Exhibit 2 p. 1
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the economic impact of climate change will be relatively minor are at best, inconsistent with climate 
science, and at worst, entirely wrong.

This inconsistency between climate science and climate economics has arisen largely because climate 
change economics papers have been refereed by economists only.

There is no problem with economists being the sole peer-reviewers for topics on which economists 
are the domain experts. However, the economic impact of climate change necessarily covers issues 
on which climate scientists, and not economists, are the domain experts. It therefore would have been 
prudent for scientists to peer-review the climate change assumptions made in economic papers. 
Instead, referees with domain knowledge of economics only approved the publication of opinions on 
global warming that climate scientists would almost certainly have disputed.

As a result, the empirical components of the vast majority of climate change economic papers are 
based on scientifically false assumptions. These assumptions drastically underestimate the damages 
that climate change could do to the economy.

Once these erroneous assumptions entered the economic literature, other weaknesses of the refereeing 
process that we discuss in the supporting document How Did We Get Here? meant that they were 
preserved and embellished, rather than being challenged and rejected.

The inconsistency between scientific research on climate change and the conclusions of financial 
trustees and their advisers is not the fault of the trustees or advisors themselves. It is entirely reasonable 
for them to rely on refereed economic literature. They are entitled to take the fact that a paper has 
been approved by academic referees at face value, rather than looking critically “behind the curtain” 
at the papers themselves.

This report does look “behind the curtain” at the economic and scientific literature on climate change, 
to show that global warming is not a relatively minor cost-benefit problem that will mainly affect future 
generations, as the economics literature asserts, but a major challenge to the sustainability of human 
civilisation, as the scientific literature asserts, and on a timescale that could occur within the lifespan 
of pensioners alive today.

Exhibit 3 p. 13
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Pension fund trustees face an ever more challenging remit
The primary duty of any pension fund is to ensure that pension scheme members are paid their 
rightful benefits. In our increasingly complex financial world, funds often rely on external expert help 
and advice. These services are primarily provided by investment consultants. 

What is the role of an investment consultant within the Pension Fund system?
Investment consultants are engaged by Pension Fund Trustees or committees to support them in 
developing investment strategies that deliver the long-term objectives of the scheme. Within this 
umbrella they sometimes assist in selecting investment managers and evaluating/monitoring the 
performance of the scheme’s investments. Consultants also advise on compliance with the Pension 
Regulator’s integrated risk management structure, most of which are regulated activities under the 
remit of the UK regulator, the Financial Conduct Authority.

Investment consultants also provide pension funds and other institutional investors information, staff 
training and advice on net-zero target implementation6 and managing climate risks, which are new 
and rapidly evolving fields, and are often unregulated.

Why are they needed?
It is essential that trustees of pension schemes formulate an appropriate investment strategy, within 
acceptable risk parameters, which matches the scheme’s liabilities: in plain language, the payment of 
the expected benefits to the fund’s beneficiaries. It is reasonable to assume that pension fund trustees 
cannot be experts in everything, and it is also realistic to expect that they will seek advice in areas where 
they are not expert. 

However, it must be noted that wholly delegating management of climate risk to external investment 
managers and advisory consultants does not discharge the legal duties of an administering authority 
to appropriately consider and manage that risk themselves.

Who are the external investment managers and consultants?
In the UK, Hymans Robertson, Mercer, Aon Hewitt, ISIO, Deloitte, Barnett Waddingham, Minerva, MJ 
Hudson and Willis Tower Watson are significant players. The big three pension fund consultants—Aon 
Hewett, Willis Towers Watson, and Mercer—advise approximately 80% of the funds.

The representative example of UK Local Government Pension Schemes (LGPS)
Within this report, due to the availability of information within the public realm, we focus our attention 
on how climate risk advice is being provided to LGPS public pension funds in England, Scotland and 
Wales – a list of which can be found in the FOIA Table in the Appendix, pages 80-82.

The Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities (DLUHC) which oversees the LGPS, 
consulted in September 2022 on the governance and reporting of climate risks,7 and made 
recommendations requiring each fund obtain “proper advice.” Questions about what constitutes 
proper advice are thus a live topic, for LGPS funds, and government regulators.  

6 https://www.mercer.com/content/dam/mercer/attachments/global/investments/gl-2022-net-zero-report.pdf
7 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/local-government-pension-scheme-england-and-wales-governance-and-reporting-of-climate-change- 
 risks/localrisks/local-government-pension-scheme-england-and-wales-governance-and-reporting-of-climate-change-risks

Exhibit 3 p. 15
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These predictions of the minimal economic impact of global warming of 2-4.3°C are representative of 
the advice being given by pension funds worldwide to their members.

However, this advice is completely at odds with research by climate scientists, who are increasingly 
asserting that global warming is an existential threat to human civilisation, and at temperatures well 
below those contemplated by pension funds. Numerous scientists have expressed alarm at the 
damages society will face from warming of 2°C or less (Lenton et al. 2008b; Cai, Lenton, and Lontzek 
2016; Steffen et al. 2018; Lenton et al. 2019; Xu et al. 2020; Brovkin et al. 2021; Armstrong McKay 
et al. 2022; Kemp et al. 2022; Xu and Ramanathan 2017).

A recent paper entitled “Climate Endgame: Exploring catastrophic climate change scenarios” (Kemp 
et al. 2022) “set global warming of 3°C or more by the end of the century as a marker for extreme 
climate change,” and also noted that “There is ample evidence that climate change could become 
catastrophic … at even modest levels of warming.” (Kemp et al. 2022, pp. 4, 8)12

Steffen et al. suggested 2°C as a critical marker, because of:

"the risk that a 2°C warming could activate important tipping elements, raising the 
temperature further to activate other tipping elements in a domino-like cascade that could 
take the Earth System to even higher temperatures (Tipping Cascades) … conditions that 
would be inhospitable to current human societies" (Steffen et al. 2018, pp 8253-4.)

Another paper defined:

“>1.5°C as dangerous; >3°C as catastrophic; and >5°C as unknown, implying beyond 
catastrophic, including existential threats” (Xu and Ramanathan 2017, p. 10315.)

Assertions by advisors to pension funds that the economic impact of climate change will be relatively 
minor are clearly inconsistent with this scientific literature. 

12 Kemp et al. define “catastrophic” as “The probability of a loss of 25% of the global population and the severe disruption of global critical   
 systems (such as food) within a given timeframe (years or decades)” (Kemp et al. 2022, p. 5). Exhibit 3 p. 19
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In a joint report by the Institute and Faculty of Actuaries and the University of Exeter (Trust et al. 2023), 
co-author Tim Lenton touched on the topic of this report, the extent to which dubious predictions  
of minimal damages from climate change have affected the formation of policy on climate change:

"some economists have predicted that damages from global warming will be as low as 
2% of global economic production for a 3°C rise in global average surface temperature. 
Such low estimates of economic damages – combined with assumptions that human 
economic productivity will be an order of magnitude higher than today – contrast 
strongly with predictions made by scientists of significantly reduced human habitability 
from climate change.

It is concerning to see these same economic models being used to underpin climate-
change scenario analysis in financial services, leading to the publication of implausible 
results in the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) reporting that 
show benign, or even positive, economic outcomes in a hot-house world. This jars with 
climate science, which shows our economy may not exist at all if we do not mitigate 
climate change." (Trust et al. 2023, p. 4.)

Some scientists have also strongly criticised the “cost-benefit” approach that economists have taken 
to climate change:

"Society may be lulled into a false sense of security by smooth projections of global 
change. Our synthesis of present knowledge suggests that a variety of tipping elements 
could reach their critical point within this century under anthropogenic climate change." 
(Lenton et al. 2008b, p. 1792.)

"With these trends likely to continue for the next several decades at least, the contemporary 
way of guiding development founded on theories, tools, and beliefs of gradual or 
incremental change, with a focus on economy efficiency, will likely not be adequate to 
cope with this trajectory." (Steffen et al. 2018, p. 8257.)

Unfortunately, this conflict between the economic and scientific analysis of climate change transcends 
academia and has serious consequences for everyday life. By following the advice of consultants who 
have relied on the damages estimates from the small group of mainstream economists who work on 
climate change, pension funds have unwittingly and unintentionally misled their members about the 
threat that global warming poses for the size and security of their pensions.

Exhibit 3 p. 23
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A scientific study of the shutdown of the AMOC, commissioned by the OECD, concluded that: 

"an AMOC collapse would clearly pose a critical challenge to food security. Such a collapse 
combined with climate change would have a catastrophic impact." (OECD 2021, p. 151)

Its prediction was that an AMOC slowdown, combined with a 2.5°C rise in global average temperatures, 
would reduce the amount of the planet’s land area that is suitable for growing wheat from 20% to 
7%—see Figure 4.

Figure 4: The Fraction of Total Land Grid Boxes Suitable for Crop Growth (OECD 2021, Figure 3.20, p. 153)21 

An economic study of the impact of weakening the Thermohaline Circulation (THC), on the other 
hand, predicted that global GDP would rise substantially if this tipping point were triggered:

"If the THC slows down a little, the global impact is a positive 0.2-0.3 percent of 
income. This goes up to 1.3 percent for a more pronounced slowdown." (Anthoff, 
Estrada, and Tol 2016, p. 604)

21 The labelling of the Y-axis is in fractions, rather than percentages as stated in the OECD document itself.

Exhibit 3 p. 27
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In other words, these economists assumed that the relatively weak relationship that exists today 
between the temperature of different regions of a country and the income of those regions could 
be used as a proxy for the impact that higher global temperatures will have on future global 
economic income. Tweets by the economist who authored the above quote elaborate upon the 
thinking behind this assumption:

"10K [10°C] is less than the temperature distance between Alaska and Maryland 
(about equally rich), or between Iowa and Florida (about equally rich). Climate is not 
a primary driver of income. (Tweet posted 17 June 2019)23

"Argument is this: As there are very different living standards in almost identical 
climates (e.g., the two halves of Hispaniola and Korea) and almost identical living 
standards in very different climates (e.g., Singapore and Iceland), climate is not a 
dominant economic factor. (Tweet posted 9 July 2019)24

Other economists rejected this assumption from the outset. Cline noted that “there are basic 
conceptual questions about the validity of applying cross-section analysis of present-day land values 
to predict future global-warming impacts.” (Cline 1996, p. 1309) Quiggin and Horowitz observed 
that “There are strong reasons to expect that a comparative static approach will yield small estimates 
of global warming’s impact on agriculture.” (Quiggin and Horowitz 1999, p. 1045)25

Section 5.3 of the supporting document How Did We Get Here? elaborates on one key weakness 
of this approach, that cold, temperate, and hot regions of the planet today generate much of their 
incomes from sales to regions with different temperatures. Incomes of different regions of the planet 
today are therefore not independent from one another. The studies by these economists failed to 
correct for this fact, which invalidates their results, even as studies of the impact of temperature on 
income today.

Despite these early criticisms, this method was used in several subsequent empirical studies 
(Mendelsohn, Schlesinger, and Williams 2000; Mendelsohn and Neumann 1999; Nordhaus and 
Boyer 2000; Tol 2002b, 2002a; Hope 2006; Nordhaus 2006; Nordhaus 2008, 2013; Hope 
2011). The numbers generated by these studies are still used to calibrate IAMs today (Tol 2022, 
Table 1). The dominant empirical estimation technique today, which uses change in temperature and 
GDP data to estimate the future impact of global warming (Kahn et al. 2021; Burke, Hsiang, and 
Miguel 2015; Kalkuhl and Wenz 2020), is simply an embellishment of this same, flawed method.

Secondly, ever since (Nordhaus 1991), economists in this research tradition have normally assumed 
that damages from global warming will be equal to the temperature increase squared, multiplied by a 
small constant, so that 2°C of warming does four times as much damage as 1°C, 3°C does nine times, 
and so on. This assumption has been strongly criticized by Pindyck, Stanton, and Weitzman (Pindyck 
2017; Stanton, Ackerman, and Kartha 2009; Weitzman 2012).

23 https //twitter com/RichardTol/status/1140591420144869381?s=20
24 https //twitter com/RichardTol/status/1678040832312483840?s=20
25 We cover these issues in detail in Section 4 of the supporting document: How Did We Get Here?. Exhibit 3 p. 29
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Section 3 of the supporting document How Did We Get Here? explains in detail why exposure to 
climate change cannot be reduced to exposure to the weather. Global warming is also caused in large 
measure by how we generate and use energy, so of course these industries will be affected by global 
warming, since they need energy in order to operate.

The second assumption, that “the observed variation of economic activity with climate over space 
holds over time as well,” (Tol 2009, p. 32) was used to justify using regional data on temperature 
and income today as a proxy for the impact of global warming on global GDP. In addition to the 
obvious issue that space is not a proxy for time, the empirical studies done using this assumption 
ignored the fact that incomes across regions today are not independent: cold regions can achieve 
high incomes today because they can trade with temperate and hot regions. However, a hotter future 
global economy cannot trade with today’s colder global economy.

The third assumption, that GDP and change in temperature data between 1960 and 2014 can be 
extrapolated to predict the impact of global warming on future GDP, ignores the likelihood that 
further temperature rises will trigger tipping elements (Lenton et al. 2008b). These are large-scale 
components of the Earth’s climate whose existence and states depend upon temperature, in such a 
way that a substantial increase could “flip” them from one stable state to another. Examples include:

Summer sea ice in the Arctic (and Antarctic), which reflects up to 90% of the solar 
radiation falling on it, whereas the dark ocean it covers absorbs up to 90% of solar 
radiation. (Vihma 2014)

Permafrost, soil near the Poles which contains frozen organic matter with twice as much 
carbon as is currently in the atmosphere. This carbon could be released into the atmosphere 
as methane or CO2 by more warming. (MacDougall, Avis, and Weaver 2012)

Using these three assumptions, mainstream climate change economists generated a set of 
numbers purporting to link global warming to its impact on GDP, at global warming temperatures 
ranging from 1–6°C. Economists then treated these numbers as data, to which they fitted 
“damage functions,” which purport to show the relationship between global warming and 
a fall in future GDP, relative to what GDP would have been in the absence of global warming. 
Table 1 shows the numbers published in  (Tol 2009, Table 1, p. 31) to which Nordhaus fitted 
his damage function in the 2013 incarnation of his Integrated Assessment Model DICE.27 

Figure 6 shows Nordhaus’s plot of these numbers, together with his damage function (the green 
curve), from his 2013 manual for DICE (Nordhaus and Sztorc 2013 Figure 2, p. 12).

27 DICE stands for “Dynamic Integrated Model of Climate and the Economy”. Nordhaus adjusted his statistical fit with an arbitrary “adjustment of  
 25 percent of the monetized damages to reflect these non-monetized impacts” such as “(the economic value of losses from biodiversity, ocean  
 acidification, and political reactions), extreme events (sea-level rise, changes in ocean circulation, and accelerated climate change), impacts that  
 are inherently difficult to model (catastrophic events and very long term warming), and uncertainty (of virtually all components from economic  
 growth to damages).” (Nordhaus and Sztorc 2013, p. 11)

Exhibit 3 p. 33
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Figure 7: Temperature anomaly-->Damages data and functional regressions

It is obvious that the fit of these three functions to the current data cannot be distinguished from one 
another. In fact, they are so similar that, between 0.2 and 0.95°C of warming, the three functions 
have the same values to two decimal places—hence their plots overwrite each other in Figure 7.

However, the functions diverge dramatically once we move beyond existing data. The quadratic fit 
predicts about twice the damages from 6°C of warming as Nordhaus’s function, but this is still within 
the ballpark of IAMs. On the other hand, the exponential function predicts the total destruction of the 
economy at 3.3°C, while the logistic predicts total destruction by 5°C—see Figure 8.

Exhibit 3 p. 37
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Since global warming has already reached 1.25°C, which exceeds the minimum estimated threshold 
for tipping Arctic summer sea ice, and the Greenland and West Antarctic ice sheets (Armstrong 
McKay et al. 2022, pp. 1 & 3), the topic of tipping points and their potential impact upon both the 
global economy and pensions cannot be ignored by pension funds and their advisors:

"Setting aside achievability (and recognizing internal climate variability of ~±0.1°C), this 
suggests that ~1°C is a level of global warming that minimizes the likelihood of crossing 
CTPs." (Armstrong McKay et al. 2022, p. 7)

Given how critical tipping points are to the dangers of global warming, a recent paper by Dietz, 
Rising, Stoerk and Wagner, entitled “Economic Impacts of Tipping Points in the Climate System” 
(Dietz et al. 2021a), deserves special mention for its underestimation of these dangers. The tipping 
points considered in this paper were:

1. Loss of summer sea ice in the Arctic;
2. Slowdown of the Atlantic Meridional Overturning Circulation (AMOC);
3. Increased variability of the Indian summer monsoon;
4. Release of carbon from permafrost;
5. Release of carbon from ocean methane hydrates;
6. Dieback of the Amazon rainforest;
7. Disintegration of the Greenland Ice Sheet; and
8. Disintegration of the West Antarctic Ice Sheet. (Dietz et al. 2021a, p. 8)

The paper concluded that the sum effect of triggering these eight tipping points would be to add an 
additional 1% of damages to those caused by temperature rise alone at 3°C, and an additional 1.4% 
to temperature-induced damages at 6°C:

"Tipping points reduce global consumption per capita by around 1% upon 3°C warming 
and by around 1.4% upon 6°C warming, based on a second-order polynomial fit of the 
data." (Dietz et al. 2021a, p. 5)

This paper was criticised by a group of climate scientists and non-mainstream economists, who noted that:

"Asserting consumption would be just 1.4% lower with all tipping points breached, i.e., 
critical elements of the current climate destroyed—while also being much larger than today—
is inconceivable, and impossible to reconcile with scientific literature." (Keen et al. 2022, p. 1)
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This paper is now being used by other economists to claim that tipping points can be included in the 
estimates of the economic damages from climate change, via a small increase in the parameters for 
their damage functions. In his most recent revision to DICE, Nordhaus notes that:

"we have added the results of a comprehensive study of tipping points (Dietz et al. 2021), 
which estimates an additional 1% loss of global output due to 3 °C warming." (Nordhaus 
and Barrage 2023, p. 9)
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“On two occasions I have been asked,—“Pray, Mr. Babbage, if you put into the machine 
wrong figures, will the right answers come out?” … I am not able rightly to apprehend 
the kind of confusion of ideas that could provoke such a question.” (the inventor of the 
first mechanical computer, Charles Babbage 1864)

The main issue for pension funds, central banks and governments, is how this flawed analysis has 
effectively compromised their risk management and investment decisions with respect to climate 
change, and what to do about it.

Any analysis or stress testing which attempts to apply the work of these economists on climate change 
to real-world issues, such as portfolio choice and prudential regulation, will inherit its underlying 
problems, and will therefore substantially underestimate the dangers and damages. 

Unfortunately, though understandably, since non-academic entities are entitled to regard peer-
reviewed literature as having met scientific standards, commercial and government third parties have 
used the results of this unreliable economic analysis of climate change as the foundation of their risk 
assessment of climate change. The result is an applied form of the trivialisation of the dangers of 
climate change that has been the norm in academic economic publications.

12.1  How climate damage functions impact investment advice and analysis.    

To gain a better appreciation of how investment consultants use these economic models to inform 
advice offered to institutional investors, we surveyed UK local government pension scheme (LGPS) 
members. Using replies from FOIA requests (refer to appendix pages 80-82) and published annual 
report data, one can estimate that the market share of consulting firms in the UK local government 
pension sector is roughly as follows:

Mercer advise approximately ~38 clients in LGPS, LGPSS and various pooled funds;
Hymans Robertson advise ~33 clients in LGPS, LGPSS and various pooled funds;
Aon advise ~16 clients in LGPS, LGPSS and various pooled funds;
MJ Hudson advise ~7 clients in LGPS, LGPSS and various pooled funds;
Barnett Waddingham advise ~5 clients, and ISIO advise 4 clients in LGPS, LGPSS and various 
pooled funds; and
18 LGPS funds have either not disclosed their investment consultant, or don’t use one.

As an example of the application of mainstream economic analysis of climate change to pension 
funds, we consider the advice given to LGPS pension funds by the investment consultant firm Mercer, 
which claims to work with 50% of the LGPS sector.36

12.2  Advisors—the representative example of Mercer

We would like to stress that while Mercer is used as an example, this is due to their transparency and 
widespread work with UK Local Government Pension Schemes (meaning some information is available 
under the Freedom of Information Act). In contrast to several other advisory firms, Mercer have also 
intentionally shared significant details on their models in public forums, as evidenced by the publication 
of the 2015 report Investing in a Time of Climate Change and its sequel.  

36 https://www.mercer.com/en-gb/solutions/pensions/defined-benefit-pension-schemes/lgps/
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Figure 11: Assumed Temperature trajectories in two of the report's 4 scenarios (Mercer 2011b, p. 105)

Global economic damages from 3°C of warming by 2050, under the report’s worst-case scenario, 
“Climate Breakdown,” were just 0.5% of GWP. These were made up of fixed adaptation costs of 
0.2% of GWP by 2050 across all scenarios, and up to 0.3% of GDP in “residual damages”—see 
Figure 12.

Exhibit 3 p. 49













55Loading the DICE against pension funds

Cardiff also employed scenario analysis by Aon and modelled a disorderly transition scenario at 
3-4°C, to model a much steeper -55% hit to funding levels by 2042—see Figure 16.

Figure 16: Cardiff Council’s Projections

Given the shared reliance upon the unsound analysis of global warming by mainstream economists, 
both estimates are likely to seriously underestimate damages from global warming. However, LGPS 
fund members, taxpayers and regulators should press both the councils and consultants to understand 
what combination of factors explains the 20% gulf in values these funds might expect in 20 years time, 
under a disorderly transition scenario.

12.4  The UK Local Government Pension Scheme 

The LGPS is one of the largest pension schemes in the UK with 6.2 million members and a significant 
UK and global investor with £342 billion of assets as of 2022. It is locally managed and funded by 
86 administering authorities (AAs) in England and Wales.44 In addition, there are a further 11 LGPSS 
funds in Scotland45, with £46 billion of assets.46

44 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/local-government-pension-scheme-england-and-wales-governance-and-reporting-of-climate-change- 
 risks/local-government-pension-scheme-england-and-wales-governance-and-reporting-of-climate-change-risks
45 https://pensions.gov.scot/local-government
46 https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-7309/ Exhibit 3 p. 55
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The committee’s answer unwittingly exposed the core problem that this report has identified. Each 
layer in the process of assessing the risks of climate change has assumed that the previous layer has 
done its job adequately, and has relied upon the previous layer’s reputation, rather than scrutiny of 
the work undertaken. Pension funds relied upon consultants, because of their reputation in the field; 
consultants relied upon academic economists, because their papers had passed refereeing. 

As this report shows, the foundational layer in this inverted pyramid of trust—the refereed mainstream 
economic literature on climate change—did its job extremely badly. Therefore, the work of the layers 
above—the consultants, the funds, the financial regulators and governments—is also unsound, and 
fails Solow’s “sniff test.”

The Shropshire County Pension Fund (SCPF) Pensions Committee meeting of 17 September 2021,52 
included a response to a trade union representative’s email of February 2021, at which the Fund’s 
Climate-Related Disclosures report was discussed.  That report concluded that a 4°C rise by 2100 
would reduce annual returns to 2030 by 0.06%. The SCPF was asked to explain how the figure of 
0.06% drop in returns could possibly be correct, given a 4-degree rise, as the science says this will 
cause catastrophic climate events.53

The committee’s answer was that the impact on investment portfolios at 2°C largely reflected the cost 
of mitigation, while those at 4°C largely reflected the physical impacts of global warming, since SCPF’s 
portfolio was mainly allocated to financial fixed-income assets, which the committee claimed are “relatively 
less sensitive to the different climate scenarios”.54 It also acknowledged that it relied upon LGPS Central, 
which “uses an external service provider”—Mercer, as detailed in Derbyshire’s response.

Further evidence of the use of the critiqued economic models comes from Cheshire Pension Fund Joint 
Committee, at a public meeting on November 20th, 2020, at which a member of the public requested they:

‘Please provide references to climate science studies that support LGPS Central's core 
assumption that the world will be so unaffected by 3°C and 4°C of warming that financial 
processes will be able to function and continue with only minimal loss of revenue... likely 
to present a “slight drag”55 on the fund.‘ 

The committee’s response56 referred once more to Mercer’s study, rather than scientific studies, 
and claimed that Mercer’s modelling “captures developments in the collective understanding of 
environmental science.” In fact, as this report shows, Mercer’s models, and those of all consultants 
engaged in predicting the financial consequences of climate change, rely upon the economic 
literature, which is incompatible with the findings of climate science.

The influence of the trivialisation of the dangers of climate change, by the majority of mainstream 
economists specialising on climate change, does not stop with pension funds. This research has also 
been taken at face value by regulators.

52 https://shropshire.gov.uk/committee-services/documents/s29248/Draft%20Minutes%20Pensions%2017%20Sept%202021.pdf (refer to item 23  
 -  public questions
53 https://shropshire.gov.uk/committee-services/documents/s28658/Pensions%20Committee%20Public%20Questions%20and%20Responses%20 
 17th%20September%202021.pdf
54 https://shropshire.gov.uk/committee-services/documents/s28658/Pensions%20Committee%20Public%20Questions%20and%20Responses%20 
 17th%20September%202021.pdf
55 https://www.cheshirepensionfund.org/members/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2020/11/Joint-committee-20.11.20-public-Qs.pdf
56 https://www.cheshirepensionfund.org/members/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2020/11/Joint-committee-20.11.20-public-Qs.pdf (refer pg 11)
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"In the NGFS modelling framework, three integrated assessment models (IAMs) and a 
damage function are used to translate climate variables into a core set of macroeconomic 
variables, such as GDP, energy prices or carbon prices." (FSB) 2022, p. 10)

12.6.2  The Network for Greening the Financial System (NGFS)

The NGFS is a consortium of Central Banks and financial supervisors working to share 
best practices on addressing climate change. Over 130 Central Banks are members of 
the NGFS.

This lack of preparedness is a global phenomenon—again, because of the reliance on refereed 
economic studies. The NGFS’s key publication NGFS Scenarios for central banks and supervisors 
(NGFS 2022), for example, relies on the damage function methodology set out in Kalkuhl & Wenz 
(2020). (NGFS 2022, p. 17)

Kalkuhl & Wenz’s paper “The impact of climate conditions on economic production. Evidence from a 
global panel of regions”  (Kalkuhl and Wenz 2020) is based on the third method outlined in section 
3 above (which is covered in detail in section 4.4 of the supporting document How Did We Get 
Here?), of treating an extrapolation from change in temperature and GDP data as the basis for 
predicting the damages from climate change. The paper uses “climate and economic data at the 
subnational level for the years 1900–2014,” (Kalkuhl and Wenz 2020, p. 6) from which it derives a 
damage function that, while more complicated than in Nordhaus’s DICE model, still treats damages as 
a function of the change in temperature squared:

"Importantly, damages here are a quadratic function of the warming level." (Kalkuhl and 
Wenz 2020, p. 14)

This is despite the fact that the paper refers to criticisms of the use of quadratic damage functions 
(Kalkuhl and Wenz 2020, p. 2). The paper also makes no acknowledgement of the fact that its data 
sample period does not include any impact from tipping points, and yet its extrapolation to 3.5ºC of 
global warming covers temperature increases that scientists have predicted will trigger several tipping 
points (Armstrong McKay et al. 2022; Brovkin et al. 2021; Cai, Lenton, and Lontzek 2016; Lenton et al. 
2019; Lenton et al. 2008b), quite possibly in a cascading fashion (Steffen et al. 2018). Consequently, 
though they describe their predictions of future damages as “considerable,” they are slight, since they 
are in relation to a hypothetical future global GDP in which global warming does not occur:

"Applying the panel and cross-sectional results to projected warming levels for a high-
warming scenario, we project considerable production losses, around 7–14% in the year 
2099 compared to a scenario of no further warming." (Kalkuhl and Wenz 2020, p. 18)
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Needless to say, the EIU reached results that echoed Nordhaus’s trivialisation of global warming:

"Warming of 5°C could result in US$7trn in losses … while 6°C of warming could lead 
to a present value loss of US$13.8trn of manageable financial assets, roughly 10% of the 
global total." ((EIU) 2015, p. 2)   

The EIU observes that, at least according to conventional finance theory, the value of stocks depends 
on dividends, and these in turn depend upon GDP:

"This modelling recognises that, since the present value of a portfolio of equities is just the 
discounted cash flow of future dividends, then in the long run—i.e., over the course of a 
century—dividends in a diversified portfolio should grow at the same rate as GDP, because 
ultimately dividends are paid for from the output of the economy." ((EIU) 2015, p. 9)

Assuming, with reason, that the majority of financial market participants accept the figures provided 
by The Economist Intelligence Unit—and consulting firms like Mercer, the FSB, the Bank of England, 
and the Network for Greening the Financial System—as accurate estimates of the impact of climate 
change on the financial sector, it is highly likely that stock market valuations are wildly out of step with 
the future course of stock prices, dividends, and GDP in a climate-changed world.

12.8  Misinformation begets financial instability

The influence of the trivialization of climate change-induced damage generated by this small band of 
economists is thus pervasive: it affects financial institutions, advisors, regulators, and the media alike. 
Since this misinformation drastically underestimates the dangers of climate change, and is shared 
across the financial sector, there is likely a huge disconnect between current asset prices—and the 
false expectations of future damages they encapsulate—and the real-world effect of global warming.

As some point, reality will drown out this misinformation—figuratively, if not literally. Asset markets 
will then dramatically reset in what has come to be known as a “Minsky Moment,” in honour of the 
distinctly non-mainstream economist Hyman Minsky (Minsky 1982), the originator of the “Financial 
Instability Hypothesis.” (Keen 1995)
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A Minsky Moment is a sudden major collapse of asset values (financial asset: equities, bonds and 
real estate) caused by the end to an unsustainable period of overly bullish activity, due to a sudden 
realisation of the gap between market aspirations and economic reality. The huge disconnect between 
what scientists expect from global warming, and what economists have claimed, means that a “Climate 
Change Minsky Moment” could occur at a time within the investment horizon of existing firms.

This would cause a plunge in asset market valuations, not as the result of a collapse in credit-based 
demand as in previous financial crises (Keen 1995, 2020b), but as the result of divergence between the 
optimistic predictions of economists on the one hand, and the reality of global warming on the other.

It may sound unwise to see this convergence as inevitable, since “markets can remain irrational for 
longer than you can remain solvent.”59 However, given the erroneous assumptions applied, the use 
of non-independent data, the lack of scenario analysis (including the widespread failure to use non-
linear damage functions other than a quadratic), and the faith invested in this work by pension funds, 
consultants, financial regulators, and financial markets, we believe that an unpleasant, abrupt and 
wealth-destroying Minsky Moment is virtually inevitable.

There are at least three possible, and non-exclusive, routes to a Climate Minsky Moment:

The large-scale destruction of physical assets themselves could occur because of climatic events. 
This would cause a write-off of their financial value as well; 

Significant government policy actions could limit fossil fuel usage, as a policy response to growing 
awareness of the actual, versus the expected, severity of global warming. The financial valuation of 
physical assets would fall; and

Financial valuations of the key parts of the fossil fuel system, particularly coal mines, coal or gas 
fired power stations, oil and gas facilities particularly wells, refineries, pipelines and tankers could 
be written down by auditors. The costs of decommissioning and remediation could be imposed 
upon their owners, which would severely impair their balance sheets.

Investors, and pension funds in particular, would be wise to prepare for all eventualities. So too would 
governments, since—while the FOIA response received from the Hammersmith and Fulham pension 
fund stressed that contributions to the LGPS do not in themselves constitute “public money”— defined 
benefit (DB) schemes effectively guarantee retirees a certain level of income in retirement. 

Should climate change overwhelm financial markets and fund returns to the point LGPS liabilities 
exceed fund income, any shortfall would likely be made up by the UK government. It is therefore in all 
our interests to ensure both climate risk advice and investment practices in the LGPS are aligned with 
climate science, and not operating in isolation from it.

59 Attributed to J.M.Keynes. See https://www.theguardian.com/business/economics-blog/2014/aug/12/financial-policy-committee-boom-and-bust
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The economic analysis that has led funds to have a sanguine perspective on 2-4°C or more of global 
warming is not fit for purpose. Climate dangers that this research implied were minor and distant are 
more likely to be major and relatively immediate. The prospect cannot be ruled out that significant 
damages might occur in the next one to two decades.

The question then is, how to navigate from a position based on misconceptions, to one at least 
grounded to some extent in the reality we face?

Some economists have called for new and better studies of the economic costs of global warming 
(Stern, Stiglitz, and Taylor 2022; Stern 2022; Mattauch et al. 2022; Stern and Stiglitz 2021). In 
addition, economists should consider how economic policy could help avoid further temperature 
rises, and help prepare for economic disruption that current warming has already locked in.

Pension funds face many dilemmas. There is little point in solely revising portfolio allocations, when 
the consequences of global warming are systemic, rather than restricted to the few industry sectors 
that are not undertaken in “carefully controlled environments.” (Nordhaus 1991, p. 930) Answers to 
these questions are beyond the remit of this paper, since its purpose is not financial advice. However, 
we would recommend at least the following actions.

14.1  Informing members

One ethical responsibility is unavoidable: pension funds must let their members know that the past 
guidance they have given on the impact of global warming on pensions is unsound. They must 
be told that their pensions are much more vulnerable to climate change than they have been led to 
believe.

This of itself may do substantial good, since it would counter the global warming denialism and 
trivialisation that is still highly influential today, which is due in no small measure to the same economic 
research that has misled pension funds themselves. If members could realise that their personal 
futures will be dramatically and deleteriously impacted by future climate change, this could help shift 
public sentiment in favour of drastic government and private sector action in the near term to prevent 
further climate change.

14.2  End commercial confidentiality on climate change advice

Section 9 of the supporting document How Did We Get Here?, together with the FOIA Table in the 
Appendix to this report details the responses that Carbon Tracker has received from pension funds, 
councils, and consultants to questions about their climate change preparedness. Frequently, funds 
and consultants have refused to provide details on the basis of client commercial confidentiality.

While client confidentiality is an important safeguard of client and consultant rights in standard 
commercial evaluations, it should not be applied in the case of estimating the impact of climate 
change. Climate change is the quintessential instance of John Donne’s poetic declaration that “no man 
is an island”: what one consultant or client claims will be the impact of climate change on that client 
affects how the whole of the body politic interprets the dangers of climate change. This is especially 
so in local government, where councillors are responsible for the delivery of public services and 
maintaining the built environment. Especially given the poor quality of the economic research on 
which consultants have relied to date, both the advice given by consultants and the models that have 
been used to generate that advice should be publicly available.
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FOIA REQUESTS SENT TO LGPS ADMINISTERING AUTHORITIES & POOLS
Administering Authority External Investment Consultant FOIA Reply Status Summary of information received FOIA Link

Barking and Dagenham Hymans Robertson Denied/ S 43 (2) commercial secrecy + S 41 confidential info Council argues information should be withheld to maintain “a confidential, 
private space (away from public scrutiny) for policy making link

Barnet Hymans Robertson Some info received. Emails denied - s41 info in confidence & s42  
legal privilege 

Provided some information on climate risk modelling. Consultant emails refused 
citing s43(2) commercial secrecy link

Bath & NE Somerset Mercer Some info provided. Emails denied - s12 cost Provided Mercer Analytics for Climate Transition (ACT) equity portfolio review & 
climate policy update link

Bedfordshire Pension Fund Hymans Robertson Delayed reply No information provided - awaiting delayed response link

Bexley Aon Denied/ S 43 (2)  commercial secrecy + s12 cost Disclosure likely to prejudice commercial interests of any person, incl public 
authority holding it. Info commercially sensitive to investment advisors link

Bradford D.C (West Yorkshire) Aon Most Info Provided Provided consultant emails ("FCA regulated) & Aon Scenario Analysis - full document link
Brent Hymans Robertson Some info. Emails denied - S 43 (2)  commercial secrecy + S 12 cost Some info provided on climate change risk analysis - consultant emails were refused link

Bromley MJ Hudsons Denied/ S 43 (2)  commercial secrecy Information withheld - "Council believes disclosure will prejudice commercial 
interests of Fund Managers, Pension Fund & Council itself." link

Buckinghamshire Mercer Denied, S12 - cost, S41 trade secrets, & S 43 (2) commercial secrecy "disclosing details of consultant reviews would likely prejudice Council’s 
commercial interests & ability to negotiate best investments for pension fund" link

Camarthenshire Mercer Denied- s12 cost 
"We've only been able to provide info in the public domain as info provided 
by advisors is commercially sensitive & contains their intellectual property which 
would prejudice their commercial interests, causing them significant harm."

link

Cambridgeshire Mercer Some info provided. Emails denied/ S 43 (2) commercial secrecy  
+ s12 cost

"Investment consultants’ research is proprietary info which yields a prime revenue 
stream. Info in question is presented to Committee as private papers. We're 
aware competing investment consultants, & financial press, scour Committee 
minutes for competitor intelligence that can be found at minimum effort & cost to 
their own businesses." Provided TCFD report & Climate Action Plan 

link

Camden ISIO + Karen Shackleton Denied/ S 43 (2)  commercial secrecy + s 12 cost Conflates climate risk mgmt with London CIV carbon footprinting. Council 
gamed key word search results to cost bar the request. link

Cardiff Aon Some info provided. Emails denied citing - s12 cost Provided useful AON scenario analysis showing -40-50% valuation impact at 3-4 
deg warming by 2042 link

Cheshire West & Chester Not disclosed Delayed reply No response received link
City of London Mercer Denied- s12 cost, s17 Provides clmate action strategy & TCFD report link
Cornwall Mercer Denied - s12 cost, s43(2) commercial secrecy Rejected on cost & commercial secrecy grounds. Refers to TCFD report and ISS link

Croydon Mercer (Hymans = actuary) Some info. Emails denied s12 (cost) Fund included TCFD climate scenario stress testing in the contribution modelling 
exercise for the 2022 valuation link

Cumbria County Council Mercer Some info provided. Reports exempted uder s22 - Info soon to be published Emails provided with Mercer re: TCFD consultation. link
Derbyshire County Council MJ Hudson Allenbridge/ Mercer Denied/ S 43 (2) commercial secrecy See 2022 Climate Risk Report via LGPS Central link

Devon Mercer Some info provided. Scenario analysis witheld as commercially sensitive Emails provided inc survey of Peninisula Pensions member views on climate 
change & divestment matters. link

Dorset Mercer Info Not Held Claim no climate risk consultancy work/ scenario analysis done link
Durham Aon Denied/ S 43 (2) commercial secrecy Emails were refused. For Aon climate scenario analysis - see slide 23 / link
Ealing Hymans Robertson Denied/ S 43 (2)  commercial secrecy + S 12 cost No information provided - awaiting delayed response to internal review link

East Riding of Yorkshire MJ Hudson Allenbridge Denied/ S 43 (2)  commercial secrecy + S 12 cost Council search applied overly broad term "climate" instead of climate scenario 
analysis as specified link

East Sussex Hymans Robertson/ ISIO Denied/ S 43 (2) commercial secrecy Emails were refused. Provided actuarial valuation & other publicly available reports link
Enfield Aon Some info provided re: TCFD & scenario analysis. Contract info denied s43(2) Some info provided re: London CIV and Enfield TCFD reporting link

Environment Agency Mercer Denied s43(1)trade secret & 43(2) commercial secrecy "we consider the materials contains trade secrets used in Mercer’s business &, if 
disclosed, would be liable to cause real or significant harm" link

Essex County Council Minerva/ Hymans Robertson Denied s 12 Cost Emails were refused. No climate risk analysis (ACCESS). Provided climate action report link
Flintshire C.C (Clywdd) Mercer Denied S 12 Cost. Internal review response delayed Provided Mercer (climate risk) Analysis for Climate Transition (ACT) tool & TCFD report link
Gloucestershire Mercer Denied S 12 Cost Claim to have not engaged a climate risk advisor/ done scenario analysis link
Greenwich Hymans Robertson Denied/ S 43 (2) commercial secrecy Consultant emails were refused. Provided links to public Net Zero Road Map link
Gwynedd Council Hymans Robertson Denied/ S 43 (2) commercial secrecy Consultant emails were refused. "No extenal climate scenario analysis undertaken" link

Hackney Redington, prev Hymans Denied/ S 43 (2) commercial secrecy Consultant emails were refused. Provides links to pension investment strategy & 
climate targets link
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Disclaimer
Carbon Tracker is a non-profit company set up to produce new thinking on climate risk. The organisation 
is funded by a range of European and American foundations. Carbon Tracker is not an investment 
adviser and makes no representation regarding the advisability of investing in any particular company or 
investment fund or other vehicle. A decision to invest in any such investment fund or other entity should 
not be made in reliance on any of the statements set forth in this publication. While the organisations 
have obtained information believed to be reliable, they shall not be liable for any claims or losses of 
any nature in connection with information contained in this document, including but not limited to, lost 
profits or punitive or consequential damages. The information used to compile this report has been 
collected from a number of sources in the public domain and from Carbon Tracker licensors. Some of 
its content may be proprietary and belong to Carbon Tracker or its licensors. The information contained 
in this research report does not constitute an offer to sell securities or the solicitation of an offer to 
buy, or recommendation for investment in, any securities within any jurisdiction. The information is not 
intended as financial advice. This research report provides general information only. The information 
and opinions constitute a judgment as at the date indicated and are subject to change without notice. 
The information may therefore not be accurate or current. The information and opinions contained in 
this report have been compiled or arrived at from sources believed to be reliable and in good faith, 
but no representation or warranty, express or implied, is made by Carbon Tracker as to their accuracy, 
completeness or correctness and Carbon Tracker does also not warrant that the information is up-to-date.
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From: Jenifer Schramm
To: KERSGAARD Jennifer; OIC Public Comments
Subject: written comments to OIC for submission
Date: Saturday, September 9, 2023 4:15:39 PM
Attachments: written comments to OIC from Jenifer Schramm.docx

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Jennifer,
I hope this finds you well. Please submit the attached comments.
Jenifer



Jenifer Schramm, co-lead of Divest Oregon: 
 
Time is running out to address risk to the PERS portfolio. The time to act is now. 

The Treasurer leans heavily on an engagement strategy in his decarbonization 
framework. Shareholder engagement has had no meaningful impact on big oil, even 
when the shareholder is a huge investor like CalPERS meeting directly with 
management. The oil major’s small investment in clean energy is an economic decision 
divorced from shareholder pressure. Commitments to net zero by 2050 have been 
abandoned when short-term profit calculations have shifted. My written comments 
document this. 

You don’t like the term divestment. Fine. Call it reinvestment of funds that are currently 
at risk. Fossil fuel investments need to be ended and phased out of the portfolio. Then 
the Treasury can engage with other corporations as to meaningful emission reduction 
that transcends offsets. 

The Treasurer often draws a distinction between his personal values and his mandated 
professional duty to maximize returns. Investing in the volatile and declining fossil fuel 
industry is not a way to maximize long-term returns. Further, under ORS 293.726 there 
is an additional mandate of risk analysis and of prudence appropriate for a pension fund. 
The risk of fossil fuel investment and resulting climate extremes is increasingly apparent 
and pressing.  
 
The fossil fuel industry has been extremely good at predicting climate consequences of 
fossil fuel use. They have also been extremely good at waging a shockingly cynical 
decades-long disinformation campaign. They continue to spew out misdirection on 
“natural gas.” But climate risk evidence is growing, faster and faster, so even the oil 
majors are publicly acknowledging that reality. For example, Exxon’s Global Outlook 
published last week said their projection shows emissions will fail to meet a 2°C global 
warming cap by 2050. 
 
The Treasury has loaded up OPERF with high-risk fossil fuel investments – including 
billions locked up in new private investments. The Treasury’s response to increasing 
knowledge about fossil fuel investment risk has been to double down on rolling the 
climate-risk dice.  
  
Fossil fuels are poor long-term investments. They are dangerous investments. They are 
capable of wrecking the economies on which good, steady OPERF returns depend.  
 
Thank you for your service.  
 
 
 



From: Nichole Heil
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Public Comment for next week"s OIC meeting
Date: Wednesday, August 30, 2023 3:00:33 PM
Attachments: 20230906 OIC Public Comment.pdf

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Hello,

My name is Nichole Heil from the Private Equity Stakeholder Project. I will be delivering in-
person public comment at next week's meeting. You can find my comment attached. Thanks!

Nichole Heil (she/her)
Research & Campaign Coordinator
Private Equity Stakeholder Project (PESP)
nichole.heil@PEstakeholder.org
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Oregon Investment Council Public Comment 

September 6, 2023 
 
Good afternoon madam chair and board, my name is Nichole Heil with the Private 
Equity Stakeholder Project. We are a non-profit organization that seeks to understand 
the impacts of private equity on people and the planet. I’m here today to talk about three 
OIC investments in risky fossil fuel assets that combined release the equivalent of 
approximately 72 coal-fired power plants worth of carbon dioxide emissions every year.1 
OIC is one of the largest investors of NGP Capital, an oil and gas-focused private equity 
firm. OIC has committed a billion dollars since 2018 across nearly all of NGP’s oil and 
gas funds. This includes a recent $250 million investment in NGP’s latest fund, Natural 
Resources XIII in 2023. Our partner Global Energy Monitor’s analysis concluded that 
from 2014-2021, NGP portfolio companies generated at least an estimated total of 97 
million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent or about the annual emissions of 26 coal 
power plants. 
 
The OIC is also invested in the controversial Rio Grande LNG export terminal which is 
facing community and legal opposition, via a $251 million commitment plus a $99 million 
sidecar to Global Infrastructure Fund V. If built, this project is estimated to emit the 
equivalent emissions of 44 coal power plants every year, about 163 million tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalent.  
 
Finally, I’d like to highlight an actual coal-fired power plant in the OIC’s portfolio. The 
OIC made a $500 million investment in Blackstone Capital Partners VII in 2016 which 
invested in the Gavin Coal Plant, a 2,600-MW, coal-fired plant, located in Cheshire, OH, 
the largest in the state. In 2021 it was the fourth-largest power plant CO2 emitter in the 
country, producing over 7.3 million tons of CO2. In addition, Gavin is the “most deadly 
remaining coal-fired power plant” in the U.S. according to a 2023 Sierra Club analysis of 
particulate matter impacts. 
 
These private market fossil fuel investments contain climate and financial risks. A recent 
New York Times column highlighted new research showing Oregon’s pension fund is 
over 40 percent more volatile than its own reported statistics. Given the risk of OIC’s 
private equity portfolio and the Treasurer’s decarbonization framework’s goal to achieve 

 
1 The annual coal plant equivalent emissions were calculated using the EPA’s Greenhouse Gas 
Equivalencies Calculator for NGP’s emissions (97 million metric tons of CO2e which is equivalent to 26 
coal power plants), Rio Grande LNG emissions (163 million metric tons of CO2e which is equivalent to 44 
coal power plants), and Gavin Coal Plant (at least 7.3 million tons of CO2e which is equivalent to 2 coal 
power plants) for a total of 72 coal fired power plants worth of emissions 
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50% decarbonization across the entire portfolio by 2035, the Board should do the 
following to derisk the portfolio: 

1. Disclose climate risks throughout the portfolio, in public and private markets 
2. Engage private asset managers to transition current fossil fuel investments 
3. Cease new investments in fossil fuels 
4. Invest in climate solutions 

Thank you for your time today and allowing me to speak.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Nichole Heil 
Research and Campaign Coordinator 
Private Equity Stakeholder Project 
 



From: GaryLinda Wallmark
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: October 25 OIC meeting -- public comment
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2023 11:46:28 AM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Here is a copy of the testimony I intent to present at the October 25 meeting.

My name is Gary Wallmark.  I am a retired attorney, a career PERS member, and a volunteer
with Divest Oregon. I drove roughly two hours today from my home in Eugene to provide
testimony regarding the necessity for the OIC to act independently in performing its duties.

The Oregon Treasury hired a consultant, many would say of dubious reputation, to create a
plan you will be asked to adopt. For the Oregon Investment Council to be able to vote on
adopting it as the OIC’s Decarbonization plan, Divest Oregon believes the OIC needs its own
independent consultants to conduct the necessary plan review. This consultant would need all
the background information that was given to McKinsey.

OIC may very well already have a consultant on contract who could do this review, such as
Meketa, who in 2018 advised the New York City comptroller on the financial impact of
divestment and the divestment process. Whomever you choose, they need to have expertise in
reviewing decarbonization plans and must be well versed in net zero strategies, such as being a
signatory to the Net Zero Consultants Initiative.

That review should answer the following questions:

Are the details of the plan ambitious enough to attain significant decarbonization by
2030 or 2035 which has been cited as critical for both financial and climate risk
maintenance?
Does the plan combine engagement with concrete action, such that a failure to change
fossil fuel business practices within 3-5 years leads to divestment?
Will the resulting decarbonization goals and subsequent movement towards those goals
be communicated to the OIC and stakeholders in a timely, transparent manner?

Divest Oregon’s recommendation for an Independent Review of the decarbonization plan is
made in light of the failure of the previous OIC to order a mandatory internal audit by the
Oregon Treasury. 

As I’m sure you are aware, ORS 293.776, enacted in 1967, requires the OIC to provide for an
examination and audit of OPERF’s investment program at least once every FOUR years, and
report the results. The statute directs that the examination, audit, and report “shall include an
evaluation of current investment funds investment policies and practices and of specific
investments…” 

The last such examination and audit was conducted SEVEN years ago in September 2016.
This 2016 audit report was obtained by Divest Oregon in early 2023 via a public records
request. This means the Treasury and the OIC are THREE years late in meeting their
quadrennial investment-audit statutory requirements.  



The previous OIC did not exercise its oversight function in mandating audits by the Treasury,
and so we are strongly advocating for the current OIC to do its own due diligence of the
Treasurer’s Plan before embracing and adopting it as the Oregon Investment Council’s own
Decarbonization Plan.

Thank you for your consideration and for your valuable independent public service. 

Gary Wallmark
Eugene



From: Pete Farrelly
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: OIC mtg public comment
Date: Thursday, August 31, 2023 7:16:35 AM
Attachments: OIC letter - 8-23.pdf

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Hello,

Please acknowledge receipt of this email and the attached letter. It is for next week's OIC
meeting.

Thank you for considering.

Best,
Pete



31 August 2023 

Hello, 

I am submitting public comment to the Oregon Investment Council (OIC) regarding their fiduciary duty 

to produce risk-adjusted returns for Oregonians. Specifically, the OIC is not sufficiently protecting 

against the threat of climate-related financial risk in Oregon’s investments. I suggest one quick and easy 

solution is simply to document the OIC’s commitment to produce risk-adjusted returns. 

ASK: 

Add a tenth item to the Statement of OIC Investment and Management Beliefs –  

10.  Specifically manage climate and transition risks.  

 

Uncontroversial Facts about this request: 

• This is simple – it is a clear commitment to addressing climate change’s systemic market risk. 

• This is easy – it only requires three votes from the OIC; most critically, CIO Mr. Rex Kim’s vote. 

• It is transparent. 

• It would increase trust, and improve the reputation of the OIC, Treasury, and PERS. 

• It supports many of the recommendations from the Oct. 2021 OST Climate Scan Report that the 

OIC requested more than two years ago. 

• It is required by the OIC’s primary fiduciary duty. 

This should be enough information to make this simple improvement. Please take this action as soon as 

possible. 

 

As an unfortunate aside, it is important to point out that items 8 & 9, which relate to ESG investments in 

the Statement of OIC Investment and Management Beliefs, do not adequately address the systemic 

market risk posed by climate change for many reasons. 

ESG investments are: 

1. Inherently difficult to measure,  

2. Subject to greenwashing to meaninglessness, or may even increase climate and transition risks, 

3. Unnecessarily broad, and 

4. A less fundamentally sound approach to managing risk-adjusted returns for Oregonians. 

That said, OIC members in the past have confused managing climate risk with ESG investments for the 

last 3.5 years I have been submitting testimonies. Please disabuse yourselves of this confusion at your 

earliest convenience. 

 

Thank you for your work. Thank you for considering this request. Best of luck going forward. 

 

Pete Farrelly, P.E. 

PERS member, former OSGP Advisory Committee chair 



From: Carolynn Kohout
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Public Comment for 10-25-"23 OIC Meeting
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2023 8:23:33 AM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Dear Readers:

My comments are below:
I do not like and am not comfortable with the Oregon Investment Council
investing in private equity firms, which invest in fossil fuels and its related
industries. This is because:

1- There is secrecy from the OIC to beneficiaries - in conflicting with the
transparency required in a fiduciary or trustee relationship – here,
between retirement plan managers and state employees/beneficiaries
regarding private equity;

2- Private investments are concealed. Thus it is not possible to track
whether or not our pension fund is increasing its support of the fossil fuel
industry or divesting from it;

3- Private equity pumps hundreds of billions of dollars into buying up
offshore drilling in the Gulf of Mexico propping up fracking operations;

which expand infrastructure through pipelines and export terminals;

which spew pollution from gas and coal power plants

-withOUT comprehensive disclosures of their holdings and

-with NO Environmental Impact Statements re: environmental and
community impacts;

4- Engagement with fossil fuel companies (monitoring and negotiation to
achieve movement toward zero emissions) has not worked;

5- Investor funds are frozen in private funds in 10-12 year contracts. Their
illiquidity makes it hard to respond to climate risks or geopolitical shifts;

6- Asset class names are often changed. For example, “alternatives” has
now dropped out and “diversifying strategies” has been added.  The
Treasury invests more than half of OPERF in private investments, in
multiple asset classes (private equity, alternatives, opportunity portfolio,
real estate, real assets, etc.);



7- Private equity returns are no better than stock market investments,
given private equity's high fees; Our pension fund lost 1.55% in value in
2022. Private equity returns were flat, whereas smaller investments were
OK and publicly traded stocks and bonds were poor in 2022;

8- Fossil fuel investments create financial risk. Boards selectively or
inaccurately disclose the climate risks their companies face, or leave their
climate-related goals in the form of aspirational targets and commitments
will be exposed to regulatory action and potentially significant fines and
other penalties. (Emmas Marris);

9- Companies with high emissions are already a potential problem for
investors: They are likely to be hit with taxes, duties, fines, lawsuits,
reputational problems, activist investors, industry-transforming regulatory
shifts, and, eventually, the costs of switching over to new ways of doing
business;

10- Private equity investment:

We are 12 out of 15, where 15 is the largest size; LA County ERS Fund is
13, and Pennsylvania School Employees Fund is 15. Our 6/30/2021 - 5
year investment return was 10.5%; 10-yr. Investment return was 8.8%;
private equity was 26.4% of the public portfolio; private equity target was
17.5% of the public portfolio.  Ohio Teachers' Fund was 12.2% of their
6/30/2021 - 5 year investment return; 10.0% of their 10-yr. Investment
return; and 0% for private equity in both categories. Their achievements
are noteworthy.

11- Private equity

a) transfers responsibility for debt they created to buy a company, to the
company bought;

b) transfers the money to themselves by charging multiple high fees (as
“management”/“consulting” fees);

c) hides them in various aspects of a complicated deal;

d) issues generous dividends; and

e) sells company assets like real estate for short-term gain.

My Goal for the Oregon Investment Council:

1- You end NEW investments in fossil fuel;



2- Phase out all CURRENT fossil fuel investments while protecting returns;

3- Use a Just Transition framework to reduce climate risk to frontline
communities: Adopt an environmental justice framework/plan, taking into
account the disproportionate impact of climate and of fossil fuel
infrastructure on frontline communities;

4- Release annually to the public a list of ALL portfolio holdings; define the
emissions for each holding; publish the emissions of current investments;
and provide progress reports about any climate-related targets or goals
each investment has set.

5- Set aggressive timelines, consistent with fiduciary responsibility for: 1-
your climate crisis response and 2- our unfunded liability currently
projected to be $28 billion in pension obligations of contributors (schools,
libraries, local governments, unions...) - in actual numbers: $.72 in assets
per $1 liabilities.

6- Require each investment to release details about their climate risks;
disclose information about their greenhouse-gas emissions and exactly
how they plan to hit the targets they keep announcing; disclose
information about how climate change could affect their businesses,
starting in January 2024 to the Environmental Protection Agency.

NOTE: The SEC announced its intention to add climate disclosures for
2024: companies to disclose emissions for the entire supply chain and for
the life of any products they may sell – thus affecting the environment and
society. This says corporations have ethical responsibilities to entities who
are not shareholders.

7- Require fact-checking any green claims made by publicly traded
companies to be straightforward: metrics should be similar to what is done
around the world/across jurisdictions - to easily compare, say, a German
company with a Brazilian one. Companies which operate in many countries
will have one set of figures to assemble.

Sincerely,

Carolynn Kohout

SEIU 503/99 Member

One of Many Hats



From: Kristin Edmark
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Public comment to the OIC meeting 10/25/2023
Date: Friday, September 29, 2023 2:48:05 PM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Comment to the October 25th, 2023 Oregon Investment Council 
Submitted by Kristin Edmark, my son and Daughter-in-law are PERS members, I have 3
grandchildren in Portland 

At 3 am August 25, 2023, my sister in Kings Valley, Oregon outside Corvallis, got the call to
be ready to evacuate; she could see the fire approaching down the hillside. While she loaded
things of value into her sedan and woke the others living there, she worried about how her
much-loved 6 horses would make it if she ran them out of the pasture onto Kings Valley
Highway where they would have the best chance of running to safety. Thankfully, with
helicopters and a large crew, the fire was stopped before daybreak. The warming climate is
affecting people in the northwest even in neighborhoods in and near cities. 
 
August 17, 2023, the Jenny Creek fire evacuated many of my neighbors and put half the town
of La Canter, WA, on notice to be ready to evacuate. We live on the La Center border. In
2020, my daughter-in-law’s family lost a much-loved home to the Oregon fires. 
 
Funders of fossil fuel expansion like Oregon Treasury should be held accountable. The
increased cost of climate-related disasters should not be borne by cities, counties, states but
rather by those who are fueling/increasing the problem. Those losing their crops and
livelihoods deserve reparations from those actively, knowingly increasing the problem like
Oregon Treasury.  
 
Oregon legislation continues to make real progress toward combating global warming as do
new policies by Oregon cities and counties. The conflict between Oregon investments and
increasing climate legislation could soon leave some Oregon investments stranded or
displaced.  
 
Evidence is clear that large pensions earn less when invested in fossil fuels. 
Fossil fuels have always been a volatile investment, but economic risks have skyrocketed in
the past decade. The energy sector, which dominated the S&P 500 in the 1980’s with 29% of
the market, is only 5% today. The MSCI All World Index (ACWI) did better when excluding
fossil fuels than when including them over the past 12 years https://ieefa.org/resources/two-
economies-collide-competition-conflict-and-financial-case-fossil-fuel-divestment 
 
Recent studies showing decreased earnings by retaining fossil fuel investments: 
2023 A University of Waterloo study shows 6 large pension public equity portfolios, including
Oregon, averaged 13% lower profits over 10 years than they would have had they not retained
fossil fuel investments.  
https://uwaterloo.ca/school-environment-enterprise-
development/sites/default/files/uploads/documents/the-impact-of-energy-investments-on-the-
financial-value-and-the-carbon-footprint-of-pension-funds_pdf_final-version.pdf 
2021 Maryland State Retirement and Pension System (SRPS), would have made 15% more in
last 10 years if they had not had their investments in the Carbon Underground 200.
Investments are similar to Oregon. 



https://chesapeakeclimate.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/FFI_Solutions_Backtest_MD-
MSRPS-2021.pdf 
2021 Finance Climate Maps show much lower returns in the Failed Transition Pathway.        
Ortec suggests “integrating climate into your investment process”. 
https://irp.cdn-
website.com/21c0cb7e/files/uploaded/Climate_MAPS_OPERF_Report_Oct2021_Redacted.pdf 
2021 BlackRock report for New York City’s Comptroller and pension funds found that
divestment “outperforms all other options.” And that fossil fuel stocks “consistently
underperformed the broader market over the past five years.” According to Blackrock the costs
to divest were negligible and can be done within normal activities.
https://ieefa.org/articles/new-york-city-comptroller-urges-blackrock-drop-fossil-holdings 
2019 CalSTRS would have gained $11.9 billion and CalPERS would have gained $5.5 billion
had they been invested in other than oil/gas production in the 10 years between 2009 and 2019.
 
https://fossilfreeca.org/calpers-corporate-knight-report/ 
 
Fossil-free investments fees 
Dropping fossil fuels from an investment portfolio is no longer prohibitively expensive.
Investment indexes are changing as more pensions and endowments are divesting. According
to the Global Fossil Fuel Divestment Commitment Database, 1593 Institutions have made
commitments to divest representing $40.5 Trillion. Another example: The Net Zero Asset
Owner Alliance, which was formed in September 2019 during the UN Secretary-General's
Climate Action Summit, had 273 signatories as of 5/2023 representing over USD $61.3 trillion
of assets with the goal to mobilize private capital in support of the Paris Agreement. By setting
clear milestones, the alliance aims to foster transparency and accountability in its journey
towards carbon neutrality. https://greenly.earth/en-us/blog/company-guide/what-is-the-net-zero-asset-owner-
alliance-nzaoa. Demand for transparency and investments without fossil fuels is creating more
choice and normalizing of fees.  
 
Fossil Fuel Performance and Risk as summarized by Tom Sanzillo of the IEEFA  
The following quotes are from a report on the IEEFA website
(https://ieefa.org/resources/financial-case-pensions-dump-fossil-fuels-california-strong-
despite-resistance) written by Tom Sanzillo, Director of the Institute for Energy Economics and
Financial Analysis. He has 17 years of experience with the City and the State of New York in
senior financial and policy management positions. As the first deputy comptroller for the State
of New York, Tom oversaw the finances of 1,300 units of local government, the annual
management of 44,000 government contracts, over $200 billion in state and local municipal
bond programs as well as a $156 billion global pension fund and administration of a one-
million-member retirement system. 
 
The report reads, “The oil and gas industry has been experiencing a long-term downward
trend. Fossil fuels made up 29% of the Standard & Poor’s 500-stock index in 1980. Today, they
account for 5%, after falling to 2% in 2020. Although Russia’s invasion of Ukraine drove up oil
prices, the disruption provides no prudent basis for long-term investment in the fossil fuel
industry. Despite an unprecedented rise in oil prices and banner industry profits in 2022, the
industry fell back to last place in the stock market after annual earnings were announced in
early February. 



Meanwhile, fossil-free versions of stock indexes, like the MSCI All Country World Index,
have outperformed the all-in index over the last decade. Facts like these have led more than
1,500 investment funds worth $40 trillion—including global investors such as BlackRock,
Harvard University, New York State’s pension funds, and insurance giants Zurich and MetLife
—to adopt fossil fuel exclusion policies. Excluding fossil fuels has become so mainstream that
the international standard setting body for insurance company regulation sees it as an essential
piece of any effective strategy to manage climate risk… 
Meanwhile, the energy transition is generating competition in key fossil fuel market segments.
Gasoline and diesel comprise the market for 65% of every barrel of oil drilled, but
ExxonMobil CEO Darren Woods now expects all new passenger vehicles to be electric by
2040. The electric utility industry is investing six times more in wind and solar than in gas or
coal power plants over the next five years. Petrochemicals are seen as a growth market for oil
and gas, but single-use plastic bans proliferate. Countries from Asia to Europe have adopted
decarbonization plans to reduce the use of fossil fuels in petrochemicals.” 
 
Thankfully, the morally right course of action aligns with fiduciary responsibility. Please
decrease fossil fuel investments in all asset classes, commit to no new investments with fossil
fuels or with entities with large investments in fossil fuels. Please demand transparency and
provide transparency to OPERS members. 



From: Rory Cowal
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Public statement for the upcoming OIC meeting
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2023 9:54:01 AM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Dear Chairperson Samples and Council Members,

I urge the OIC to ensure that the Treasurer’s decarbonization plan sets aggressive
timelines. The level of greenhouse gas reductions in the next 6 years will largely determine
whether or not we exceed 1.5° C  this century and experience the worst of climate devastation.
This is the conclusion reached by the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Its
2023 Assessment Report communicated a dire warning: a liveable future can only happen with
“deep, rapid and sustained greenhouse gas emissions reductions in all sectors.” The OIC has
the ability to act on this warning: it can ensure that the Treasurer’s decarbonization plan meets
the urgency of the climate crisis.

UN Secretary General Antonio Guterres said: the IPCC report "is a clarion call to massively
fast-track climate efforts by every country and every sector and on every timeframe. In short,
our world needs climate action on all fronts -- everything, everywhere, all at once." I urge the
Treasury and the OIC to do its part by taking bold action now.

Sincerely,
Rory Cowal




