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This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
I am shocked that the Treasurer is using PERS investment funding to further his political ambitions by
showing how green he can be (with someone else’s money).
 
As a fiduciary to PERS members (as you claim you are) you know that you must not invest public
money in a way that emphasizes particular political positions as opposed to optimizing returns in a
safe and prudent manner.
 
This is a dangerous and damaging precedent.  This conduct is as a bad as what Treasury was doing
with PERS investments in the 1990s that led to the Legislature adopting the RICO predicate offense
of PERS Investment Fraud.   Tony Meeker’s career was ruined by that kind of mismanagement.  The
present Treasurer should take note.
 
Paul J. Sundermier
Of Counsel – Condemnation and Takings Litigation
 

 
 

Email | Web | Bio | LinkedIn
 
This message & attachments hereto are privileged and confidential.  Do not forward, copy, or print without
authorization. Sender has scrubbed metadata from the attachment & recipient shall not scan for metadata
erroneously remaining. If recipient does not agree to all conditions above, recipient shall delete this message & the
attachments & notify sender by email.
 



From: Beth Genly
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: "Refreshing," re: July 19, 2023 OIC meeting
Date: Friday, July 21, 2023 9:18:16 AM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Dear Chair Samples, Ms. Akintore, Ms. Arvin, Ms. Wilson-Body, Treasurer Read, Mr. Olineck,

I attended the July 19th OIC session with interest.  I can understand why several of you called the
information provided by the consultant from Quantum Capital Management “refreshing” – he was
quite comfortable with the idea that oil and gas must continue to be part of our global energy mix
for decades to come.

Several of his assumptions and claimed facts were questionable, however.  Specifically:

1.       “Responsibly sourced oil and gas”
2.       Because the full energy transition requires $2T-$3T / year in global investment, oil and
gas are required in our energy mix
3.       Carbon capture technology is cheap and easily available; this makes oil and gas carbon-
neutral
4.       My children are angry at me, but responsible people must face the facts that oil and gas
are necessary

First, my engineer husband reminds me that goodness always requires a benchmark: what scale are
you using to measure it? The Quantum rep claimed that “responsibly sourced oil and gas are less
polluting.” It is quite true that burning natural gas puts less particulate pollution into the air than
coal or diesel fuel.  However, methane – the primary natural gas – is one of the worst contributors of
global-warming carbon. The IEA reports that methane is responsible for around 30% of the rise in
global temperature.   Fossil fuels – coal, oil and gas – are by far the largest contributor to global
climate change, accounting for over 75 per cent of global greenhouse gas emissions and nearly 90
per cent of all carbon dioxide emissions.

Please also be aware that “responsibly sourced” is a known greenwashing term. It is part of the fossil
fuel companies’ decades-long, highly-funded disinformation campaign – which has often been
compared to the disinformation that tobacco companies deployed.

Second, let’s consider the Quantum rep’s assertion that because the full transition to green energy
will take about $2-$3 trillion per year of new investment, with the implication that that simply won’t
happen, therefore we must continue to invest in fossil fuels. You are in a position to make a very
significant difference to that $2-$3 trillion dollar figure.  You are investing billions of dollars a year
into fossil fuel companies.  If you moved those investments into green technologies and green fuels,
then you would be moving this country and the world substantially in the direction of meeting that
shortfall.  This is not even a financially risky proposition – there are plenty of lucrative non-fossil fuel
investment opportunities. You don’t need to take my word for it.  Here is an article from the
International Monetary Fund on how investment funds can drive the green transition.

Third, the Quantum rep’s blithe assurances that carbon capture can be inexpensively used to make
oil and gas carbon-neutral.  Let’s start with “inexpensive.” How does he know whether carbon
capture technologies will be inexpensive?  All carbon capture tech is still in research and initial
rollout phases.  Even with the coming massive IRA investment in such technologies, costs and
effectiveness remain largely unproven. Second, even the IEA’s glowing report on carbon capture
technologies admits “there is a very large range in costs,” and  “CCUS [carbon capture, utilization
and storage] deployment has been behind expectations in the past but momentum has grown
substantially in recent years, with over 500 projects in various stages of development across the
CCUS value chain. Nevertheless, even at such level, CCUS deployment would remain well below what
is required in the Net Zero Scenario.” 

Certainly, carbon capture will be required in any  scenario to reduce climate change.  There is



already far too much excess carbon in our atmosphere. But to assert that we can add more carbon
with impunity because we will have carbon capture technology to take it out again is, at best, naïve.

Fourth, let’s address the Quantum rep’s reassurances to you that his daughter is angry with him
because of his promotion of fossil fuels – with the comforting implication that responsible adults just
carry on, even if the children don’t yet understand. I predict his grandchildren will be even angrier
with him.

 In December, 2021, The Lancet (an extremely respected medical journal) published an international
study on young people’s feelings on climate change. Here are their findings: “Respondents across
[10 countries, including the USA] were worried about climate change (59% were very or extremely
worried and 84% were at least moderately worried). More than 50% reported each of the following
emotions: sad, anxious, angry, powerless, helpless, and guilty. More than 45% of respondents said
their feelings about climate change negatively affected their daily life and functioning, and many
reported a high number of negative thoughts about climate change (eg, 75% said that they think the
future is frightening and 83% said that they think people have failed to take care of the planet).
Respondents rated governmental responses to climate change negatively and reported greater
feelings of betrayal than of reassurance. Climate anxiety and distress were correlated with perceived
inadequate government response and associated feelings of betrayal.”

As this month’s extreme global temperatures dramatically illustrate, the fatal consequences of
climate change are already with us, and are accelerating.  Sadly, these feelings of anger, anxiety, and
betrayal are based on the abundant facts on the ground.

It is true that the problem of climate change is enormous. When we roll over and say “it’s too big,
let’s ignore it and continue business as usual’ – then we make it even bigger. 

Please be very thoughtful what benchmarks you use in deciding what is good.

 Sincerely,

Elisabeth Genly

Member, Divest Oregon

PERS  contributor and beneficiary



From: Emily Platt
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: comments for 6th Sept OIC
Date: Monday, August 28, 2023 2:52:45 AM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
                                                                                                                        
 
Dear Treasurer Read and members of the Oregon Investment Council,
            I am writing to state my continued advocacy and strong support for a complete
divestment of the Oregon State Treasury from fossil fuel investments.   I am a retired PERS
member.   This summer, the US has experienced unrelenting extreme weather and other
climate-fueled catastrophes,  including the toxic orange skies of New York City due to the
Canadian wildfires,  the heart-breaking loss of life and incineration of the historic town of
Lahaina, Hawaii, and meanwhile, a third of the US population has been placed under extreme
heat warnings for much of the summer. This is just a microcosm of this year’s global misery
caused by climate change, with worse to come. Your only action in the face of this fossil-fuel
driven devastation is to increase investment in risky fossil fuels - in callous disregard to the
suffering caused by climate change and in violation of your fiduciary duty to invest for the long
term.  Your present inaction not only contributes to yearly increasing climate change-caused
suffering and misery (including to my family), but to add insult to injury, you are also
endangering my retirement income by persisting in risky, illiquid, and untransparent private
equity fossil fuel investments.  
            I also wish to take a moment to address the recent OST survey sent out to PERS
members, asking for their thoughts on pension investments. PERS members were not asked
about fossil-fuel divestment, only about engagement; it seems that the OST is not interested
in PERS members' thoughts on progressive climate action.  Engagement with fossil fuel
companies has been shown to be performative, ineffective,  and much too slow.  Fossil fuel
companies that decades ago accurately predicted the climate impacts of burning fossil fuels
yet continued business as usual will not respond to engagement without, at the very least, the
leverage of an actionable and robust divestment plan.  
            I am affiliated with the Divest Oregon coalition and will continue to scrutinize your
decarbonization plans.  I strongly support their demands, including the immediate cessation of
new fossil fuel investment, the annual release of a public list describing all portfolio holdings in
every asset class, transparently phase out all publicly traded  current fossil fuel investments as
soon as possible and private equity fossil fuel investments by 2035.  The liberated resources
can then be reinvested in climate-safe investments using a social justice framework that
focusses on front-line communities across the state, including BIPOC, rural and low-income
communities.  We must act rapidly and decisively in the next 6.5 years to hold global warming
to a 1.5°C increase.  It is with profound sadness and frustration that I see you failing to do your
part.  I implore you to address the climate crisis by integrating climate resiliency into the
Oregon State Treasury,  thus benefiting all Oregonians.



 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony
 
Emily Platt, Ph.D.
Portland, OR
 



Members of the OIC:  
 
Actuaries aren’t the only ones sounding the alarm about investment risks from climate 
change.  So are credit rating organizations.   
  
Last March, the non-partisan Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis 
(IEEFA) published a report highlighting that the current credit rating system is built on 
short term, 3-5 year projections, and does not factor in longer term climate risks.  This 
model is too “short sighted,” they argue, “to provide an early warning signal ahead of a 
climate related crisis” and “an abrupt rating downgrade” that “triggers potentially 
significant bond sell-offs.” 
  
The report cited the 2019 downgrading of Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) following the 
California wildfires of 2015 and 2018.  It was the first “Climate Bankruptcy” they note, 
saying it is “it is unlikely to be the last, as climate change exacerbates natural 
disasters…” 
  
Five months later, just last month, IEEFA published a follow up article cautioning again 
that the evidence is accumulating and that ,“Trouble is brewing for bond 
investors.”  They point out that: 
  

·      In March, Fitch ratings found that about “20% of global corporations, mainly oil and 
gas producers, and pipeline and midstream companies, could be downgraded by 2035 
due to exposure to climate vulnerabilities.” 
·      Two months earlier, an analysis by S&P Global Market Intelligence, found that 
companies operating in major carbon intensive sectors faced a 31-54% downgrade risk 
during an orderly energy transition to 2050 and up to a 74% downgrade risk in a 
disorderly transition. 
·      As far back as last October, Moody’s Investors Service reported increasing credit 
risks from climate in the same sectors – noting that 10% of all rated debt faces 
heightened climate risk. 

  
The accumulating climate risks, IEEFA says, “could result in multi-notch downgrades 
and trigger sweeping bond sell-offs. A financial time bomb is ticking.” 
  
IEEFA makes a number of recommendations to improve the credit rating system and 
protect investors from growing climate risk.  The one most relevant to the OIC is that 
regulators should require credit rating committees to include non-voting independent 
climate specialists to enhance the committees’ ability to evaluate climate risk.  The 
growing climate risk, they say, necessitates the involvement of a dedicated climate 
specialist.  
  
Isn't the same true for the OIC?  Given the complexity of climate investment risk – and 
clear risk of climate catastrophe becoming financial catastrophe – fiduciaries like the 
OIC need the best objective scientific help they can get as they set investment 
policies.   
 



As a PERS beneficiary, it is worrisome to see the CEO of a company with 80% of its 
assets in oil and gas advising the OIC on its investment strategy, as we saw last 
meeting.  I look forward to seeing more objective experts providing science based 
guidance to the OIC in the future as you set policy for navigating the increasing risks of 
climate change. 
 
If the actuaries are worried and asking for help from climate experts and the credit 
analysts are worried and asking for help from climate experts, we all should be worried 
and asking for help from true climate experts.. 
 
  
David Labby 

Portland, Oregon 
 

https://ieefa.org/resources/can-credit-rating-assessments-and-sustainability-
coexist#:~:text=As it stands, the current,accelerate the clean energy transition. 
  
https://ieefa.org/resources/rating-stability-risk-looming-climate-
downgrades#:~:text=Trouble is brewing for bond investors&text=In March, Fitch 
Ratings indicated,to exposure to climate vulnerabilities. 
 

 
 



From: Lynn Crowell
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Divesting in fossil fuels
Date: Tuesday, August 29, 2023 9:46:52 PM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
I would say the time is now, but actually the time has long since past.  In order to
provide a safe future for humankind and all life on earth we need to move from fossil
fuels to clean energy.  I personally am removing my gas furnace and replacing it with
an electric heat pump. My investments are all socially responsible. But there is only
so much I can do.  We need to act as a community to divest in fossil fuels and invest
in clean energy.
Sincerely,
Lynn Crowell
McMinnville, OR



From: Nathan Jimenez
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Divesting in Fossil Fuels
Date: Tuesday, August 29, 2023 10:19:55 AM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
There is no reason why we should even be using petrol or fossil fuel products we can run cars,
trucks, on solid hydrogen as demonstrated by Stan Ovshinsky. We can run trains and fly planes on
biodiesel, we can even make plastic-like products from biomass cellulose products so there is no
reason why we should be using petrol products at all. By not using biofuels you are hurting
American Farmers. So please stop allowing drilling for oil, fracking for gas, which pollutes the
atmosphere and destabilizes the earth's crust by drilling and fracking. We need to move toward a
sustainable and renewable future. In addition, there are biofuels which would help American
Farmers make money that are also available to be used for fuel so there is no reason for us to be
using petrol at all. Fundamentally the use of petrol is old world moronic thinking. Are you a wise
person or a moron, be a wise person and oppose such horrible environmental damage. We all live
on this planet and we only have one planet we have to be as the bible says good stewards of the
earth. Do not give into greed or for the lust of power, greed and the lust for power leads to
perdition. If we do not invest in a green infrastructure then the United States of America will fall
behind in these technologies. All new cars should be biodiesel hybrids this would go far to eliminate
pollution. Countries like China will gain market share in these areas of business. If we have
sustainable green energy we will always eternally have sustainable green energy. This is a wise
decision to switch to clean energy so we will always have energy. With the recent computer hack on
the Colonial Company pipeline I think that need for biofuels are even more prevalent please support
such legislation and business practices.It is a SIN to engage in such business practices do the good
and decent thing don't participate in the destruction of the Earth. It's a SIN to fund the destruction
of the Earth we are supposed to be good stewards of the Earth, so invest in biofuels, and solid
hydrogen technology. I worry about the state of your soul if you can be consumed by such greed
rather than the common good of humanity, do what is good and decent choose the sanctity of the
common good. 
 
Reverend Nathan Jimenez National Congressional Scholar, News Anchor of Events of Our Times
Podcast, Content Contributor News Podcast News Anchor of Events of Our Times on Politics.com,
Reverend for Christian National Churches, Liturgical Minister For His Grace the Archbishop of
Portland for the Holy Roman Catholic Church, Lector for Saint Francis Catholic Church, The Council
Advocate for the Portland Holy Roman Catholic Cathedral Council of the Knights of Columbus



From: Barbara Krupnik-Goldman
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Divestment from fossil fuels
Date: Wednesday, August 30, 2023 7:45:27 AM

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

Hello OIC decision makers-

I am an Oregon PERS retiree since 2018, following a career as a
speech language pathologist in Portland Public Schools.

I am appalled that my retirement is funding climate devastation
through investment in fossil fuels!

Surely the multiple extreme weather events this summer have made
it even more clear that fossil fuels must be left in the ground.  It is
morally and fiscally irresponsible to continue giving money to folks to
dig up more stuff to burn!

Please divest from all fossil fuel and related holdings with urgency!

Thank-you,

Barbara Krupnik-Goldman



From: Nancy Yuill
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: for Sept 6 OIC meeting
Date: Tuesday, August 29, 2023 6:56:31 AM
Attachments: the-emperor-s-new-climate-scenarios.pdf

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Dear OIC members, 
Anyone who has ever been on a road trip and had a hungry, tired child onboard knows that
problems can progress quickly and the tipping point to no return is unpredictable, and sooner
than we hope. Then there is the domino effect, once one passenger in the car starts to melt
down, you know more will follow in a cascading manner. 

With that in mind, I need to share with you a few highlights of a report by the University of
Exeter, Institute of Faculty and Actuaries, titled The Emperor’s New Climate Scenario.  The
report is linked here and has been submitted as an attachment to my public testimony. 

In a nutshell, when the actuaries who model financial risk are worried and sounding the alarm
about urgency, you should take heed.  

The main points of the report are that current climate modeling practices in financial services
do not take into account tipping points and cascades.  Yet, those very forces of nature, in
response to climate change, are high impact and highly likely, so we need to mitigate and plan
for them.   Unfortunately, scenarios and models ignore them, and therefore significantly
understate financial risk and climate risk. 

Some of the commonly known tipping points include loss of the Amazon rainforest, loss of the
West Antarctic ice sheet, and halting of major ocean current circulation.  And, there is the
Interaction and cascade of these forces, and they are moving fast.   If we don’t mitigate them,
these forces can get to a state we cannot control.  

Models are also under estimating how quickly the planet is warming, and burning through our
carbon budget.  Damage functions, meant to inform the measuring of costs, exclude many of
the risks anticipated to arise from climate change. 

Even Ortec, who did your climate scenario modeling, (and apparently the staff presented their
report to you), think their model is underestimating because it is not accounting for tipping
points or unprecedented changes in the climate system.

As you know, your work has double materiality: the financial system is not only impacted by
climate change, but also impacts climate change because every dollar lent, spent or invested
has real world impact. Which begs the questions, are you going to invest in accelerating
climate change or in mitigating climate change? And are you going to act with the urgency
that is needed?

In summary, the actuaries are shouting to us that the impacts of climate change are much
worse and happening much faster than any financial models are predicting.  For OIC and the
Oregon Treasury, it is your fiduciary responsibility to act, with urgency, to mitigate the climate
risk and financial risk PERS is exposed to.   You can stop the damage being done by every dollar



you hold in fossil fuel investments. 

End new money into fossil fuels, phase out of current fossil fuel holdings, use a just transition
framework to reduce climate risk to frontline communities, and release a public list of all
portfolio holdings. 

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,
Nancy Yuill, Divest Oregon Volunteer
-- 
Nancy Yuill
Pronouns: She/Her



From: Tre Roberts
To: congressman.earlblumenauer@mail.house.gov
Cc: OIC Public Comments; spalmiter@divestoregon.org
Subject: Fwd: What went down at the Treasurer"s Roundtable Meeting?
Date: Tuesday, August 29, 2023 2:24:48 PM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
It does not appear the current Treasurer is listening to us.
If necessary, we will be forced to take our concerns directly to the ballot.
Our former Treasurer, Ted Wheeler,  didn't do enough to protect PERS.
We don't need another Treasurer dragging their heels on regulations demanded with urgency
by constituents.
#IdleNoMore #WeDoNotForget #WeDoNotForgive
#DefundOutdatedTech  #DefundDangerousTrains #DefundZenithEnergy
Matriarch of PDX families with 7 adult votes
From Deep SW to St. Johns to Sellwood to NoPo
We live in blast zones and we don't just vote. We lobby and collect signatures.
We will go around you if we must.
Teresa Roberts
97202

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Sue Palmiter from Divest Oregon <spalmiter@divestoregon.org>
Date: Tue, Aug 29, 2023 at 9:47 AM
Subject: What went down at the Treasurer's Roundtable Meeting?
To: <luckyteresapdx@gmail.com>

Hi TERESA,

Last Thursday, organizational leaders from the Divest Oregon coalition met with
Treasurer Read to discuss the ongoing work on the Net-Zero Plan for the Oregon
Treasury.











Testimony of Jenifer Schramm to the Oregon Investment Council
Submitted 8/29/2023

Members of the OIC:

The Treasurer’s often touted preference for engagement with oil majors
suffers from a serious flaw – time is running out for ineffective and
damaging strategies. The time to act to address risk to the PERS fund is
now.

Engagement with the oil majors to transform them to clean energy providers
has had no meaningful impact. The continuation of business as usual has
been extensively documented.

Two years ago, ExxonMobil shareholders led by investment firm Engine No. 1
voted in three new Board Directors. It was hailed as a huge stockholder
engagement victory. But:

● “Exxon has continued to invest aggressively in expanding its oil and
gas production.” – Mark Kramer, Harvard Business School, who wrote a
case study on Engine No. 1

● Engine No. 1 “has not made a discernible difference in the way Exxon
is addressing climate change.” – Danielle Fugere, president and chief
counsel of As You Sow, an investor advocacy group

Reassessing Engine No. 1’s Fight Against Exxon Mobil (The New York Times
5/21/2023)

Even among shareholder engagement advocates, a consensus is growing as
to the strategy’s inadequacy in changing the behavior of the fossil fuel
industry. Brynn O’Brien, executive director of the Australasian Centre for
Corporate Responsibility (ACCR), describes the past few months:
“Until now, a lot of engagement with oil and gas has been premised on the
assumption that the transition efforts of supermajors are genuine or sincere.
It’s clear that those efforts have not been sincere, that they have been
performative.”
Investors ramp up demand-side engagement amid frustration with fossil fuel
majors (Responsible Investor 8/11/2023)



Even when a huge investor meets with big oil management, the leverage is
just not adequate.

CalPERS (California Public Employees Retirement System) engaged with 10
selected Big Oil companies, including private meetings with management –
but with no threat of divestment. While some companies made a “net zero
by 2050” pledge, there was no shift in business strategy away from fossil
fuels. Promises, Promises: Evaluating CalPERS’ Climate Engagements
11/7/2022)

Even the weak corporate commitments to net zero by 2050 have recently
been notable for their abandonment. I am sure you know this; it has been
extensively reported in the financial press and in the mainstream press, for
example: Behind All the Talk, This Is What Big Oil Is Actually Doing (New
York Times 8/7/2023)

The Treasurer often draws a distinction between his personal values and his
mandated professional duty to maximize returns. (If you wish to revisit the
data that shows fossil fuels do not maximize returns in the timeframe the
Treasury is mandated to consider, see e.g. Risky Business: Oregon
Treasury’s Fossil Fuel Problem.) But, of course, 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 ever more apparent and more pressing. The Treasury's mandate
to invest for the long-term should require ending new investment in the
fossil fuel industry and phasing out current investments on a reasonable
timeline.

Instead, the Treasury is loading up OPERF on high-risk fossil fuel
investments – including ever more billions locked up in new private
investments. The Treasury’s response to increasing knowledge about fossil
fuel investment risk is to double down on rolling the climate-risk dice.

The fossil fuel industry has waged a decades-long disinformation campaign
on par with tobacco companies in its length and cynicism. While
disinformation about “natural gas”/methane continues, climate risk evidence
is growing, faster and faster, so even the oil majors are acknowledging that
reality: Exxon says world set to fail 2°C global warming cap by 2050
(Reuters 8/28/2023)



Fossil fuels are poor long term investments. They are dangerous long term
investments. And they are capable of wrecking the economies on which
good, steady OPERF returns depend.

Respectfully submitted,
Jenifer Schramm



























The implications of tipping points include an impact on carbon 
budgets (they are likely to be smaller than currently assumed 
if we are to avoid tipping points) and accelerated, or more 
severe, climate impacts emerging at lower temperatures than 
previously thought. Consider the impact of just two of these 
tipping points in combination: glacial melt in mountainous 
regions and faster than expected sea level rise. In the region 
of two billion people rely on meltwater from the third 
cryosphere – the Himalayan icecap – for irrigation and drinking 
water. Hundreds of millions of these same people live in 
low-lying areas, such as Vietnam and Bangladesh, which may 
be inundated at high tide by 2050.7 It is hard to see how a 
population could endure water shortages, flooding and the 
anticipated heat spikes; this is likely to be untenable and a 
forcing factor for involuntary mass migration. 

The latest science on tipping points reinforces the need to 
race to zero and makes decarbonisation scenarios that feature 
temporary overshoot (ie allowing the temperature to increase 
beyond 1.5˚C before reducing it again) significantly more risky. 
Tipping points must be included if scenarios are to be realistic. 
They are no longer high-impact, low-likelihood events but are 
now high impact, high likelihood, and we need to mitigate 
and plan for them. Ignoring them in scenarios and modelling 
significantly understates risk.

Inconsistencies and counter-intuitive results in 
scenario output

The severe physical impacts of higher levels of warming mean 
that it is overwhelmingly economically positive to limit global 
warming to 1.5˚C.8 However, climate-change scenario modelling 
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results can vary wildly. Three different credible institutions 
estimate the impact of a hot-house world on global GDP by 
2100 as ranging from -73%, to a milder -18%, to ongoing GDP 
growth, which is counter-intuitive given the severe physical 
risks we anticipate if temperatures continue to rise.

Climate scenarios are roadmaps that show us how the future 
might evolve, including ways in which we could reach net 
zero. Many show that it will be extremely challenging to 
reach net zero in the timelines that we aspire to. Appendix 
A of the United Nations Environment Programme Finance 
Initiative’s (UNEP FI) 2023 Climate Risk Landscape 9 provides 
a list of commonly used scenario providers, including the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),10 NGFS,11 
the International Energy Agency (IEA),12 and others. 

The IPCC’s Sixth Assessment Report explores future scenarios 
known as the shared socioeconomic pathways (SSPs). Creating 
these scenarios is inherently complex, requiring estimates of 
population, emissions, growth and the use of many integrated 
assessment models (IAMs) – a diagram of the process and 
inputs is shown in Appendix B to illustrate this. Key aspects 
of the scenarios are shown in Table 1 below. Note again the 
overlap in temperature ranges.

SSP5 is a scenario that foresees fossil-fuel development and 
high levels of global warming reaching 4˚C by 2100 and 
requiring the use of solutions such as geoengineering. The 
frequency and severity of physical risk impacts from this high-
emissions pathway include increases in heat stress, extreme 
weather (including heavy precipitation), more frequent 
droughts, higher sea level rise, and a greater chance of 
triggering further climate tipping points.

Scenario Temp rise 2100 (°C) 
(50th (5th-95th) 
percentile values)

Peak temp rise (°C) 
(50th (5th-95th) 
percentile values)

Likelihood of staying below (%) 2000 year  
sea-level rise

<1.5°C <2°C <3°C

SSP1-1.9 (very low) 1.3 (0.8-1.5) 1.6 (1.3-1.6) 38 90 100 2-3m for 1.5°C

SSP1-2.6 (low) 1.6 (1.1-1.8) 1.7 (1.4-1.8) 20 76 99

SSP2-4.5 (intermediate) 2.7 (2-2.9) 2.7 (2-2.9) 0 8 71 4-10m for 3°C

SSP3-7.0 (high) 3.5 (2.5-3.9) 3.5 (2.5-3.9) 0 0 22 12-16m for 4°C

SSP5-8.5 (very high) 4.2 (3.3-5) 4.2 (3.3-5) 0 0 4 19-22m for 5°C

Temperature rise and likelihoods are taken from Table SPM.2 of the AR6 WG3 Summary for Policymakers and are relative to  
1850-1900 baseline. Sea-level rise taken from Table 9.10 of the AR6 WG1 Full report  with the sea-level rise for a given  

temperature matched to the nearest scenario.

Table 1: A summary of temperature rise statistics from IPCC reports







• The most commonly used scenarios are NGFS orderly, 
disorderly and hot house

A range of scenarios are used across the industry including 
NGFS, IEA, Representative Concentration Pathways (RCPs),22 

SSPs and regulatory scenarios. 11% of companies use ‘other’ 
scenarios, suggesting a level of sophistication in scenario 
design and choice. 

The most commonly used scenarios for transition risk are 
NGFS (orderly, disorderly, hot house). The most commonly 
used scenarios for physical risk are RCP8.5, NGFS hot house 
and regulatory defined scenarios.

• Scenario choice is driven by the Paris Agreement, current 
trajectory and regulators

70% of firms selected scenarios that covered risks that could 
arise if the Paris Agreement is met, with 60% selecting 
scenarios expected to cover current policy and business 
environment risks, with around 55% using a regulatory driven 
scenario. 

• 2/3rds of firms are now using a baseline scenario to assess 
impacts

A significant increase was observed in the number of firms 
using a baseline scenario against which to assess impacts, 
with 65% of firms using a baseline compared with 38% in the 
previous year. Of these, around 20% had developed their own 
baseline, a similar number used a regulatory scenario, and 
around 17% used a regulatory scenario.

When the regulatory scenarios require a substantial amount 
of effort, this can contribute to the perception that they are 
the gold standard in climate-scenario modelling, even when 
the regulators themselves point out the weaknesses and areas 
for further improvement. Further, the effort required to carry 
out the complex calculations can mean there is less time for 
management education, interpretation and understanding.

The scenario modelling ecosystem

The United Nations Environment Program Finance Initiative 
(UNEP FI) 2023 Climate Risk Landscape 23 provides a thorough 
overview of climate-change scenario modelling practices 
for physical and transition risk in financial services. As 
well as providing details on current practices and areas of 
development, including the trend of aggregation in this sector, 
the report provides an overview of climate-change scenario 
model providers, listing 16 transition-risk solution providers and 
19 physical-risk solution providers.
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The report is clear eyed on the limitations of climate-change 
scenario modelling, stating that: 

“There are certain 

challenges and limitations 

that these tools might 

never be able to overcome 

because of the uncertainty 

of climate change or 

because of the limitations 

of modelling and data.” 

The report also makes clear that solution providers have made 
significant efforts to improve their transparency, with many 
now providing extensive documentation of models, alongside 
training.

Models users must choose from a wide variety 
of solutions 

While the UNEP FI report was largely driven by banking, 
scenario analysis is becoming ubiquitous in financial services 
sectors, with pension schemes, insurance companies and 
asset managers also developing their capabilities, driven by a 
combination of business needs, client and regulatory demand.

In developing their approach, firms must make decisions 
on which climate risks they are most interested in (physical 
or transition – recognising these are not independent) and 
the model methodology, ‘top down’ or ‘bottom up’. With 
top-down modelling, firms seek to estimate the impact of 
climate scenarios on global GDP, then national GDP and finally 
asset class returns. Bottom up seeks to model the impact 
of climate change on individual companies or assets, before 
aggregating this into an overall portfolio position. In this 
paper, our focus is on top-down modelling of climate change 
physical risk, particularly focusing on the hot-house world 
scenario, although the principles of understanding limitations 
and assumptions apply equally to bottom-up modelling and 
transition risk. Other institutions are publishing on climate-
change scenario limitations and assumptions, for example the 
UK Centre for Greening Finance and Investment.24 



A small number of anonymised samples is shown opposite  
in Table 2, taken from public TCFD disclosures from regulated 
entities, that show the estimated impact on portfolio values 
of different climate scenarios. All these disclosures show the 
counter-intuitive result of a hot-house scenario of 3°C or 
greater warming giving the most positive economic outcome, 
or only a small negative outcome, compared with other 
scenarios.

In displaying these, our intention is not to target any particular 
methodology or climate-scenario provider. It is illustrative, 
to show the jarring disconnect between climate science and 
financial services. We explore the reasons for this disconnect in 
Section 3.

There is a disconnect because there is no plausible future 
without global warming. The economics of the energy 
transition suggest its inevitability. However, we model the 
impact of various climate scenarios against a base case of no 
global warming and no energy transition.25 But climate science 
and in particular the emergence of tipping points suggest there 
is a level of warming that will cause a very significant loss of 
GDP.26 We explore an alternative approach that would reflect 
this reality in Section 4.

Sample of publicly disclosed TCFD results from 
major UK investors

No comprehensive sample of TCFD results has been 
undertaken. All the institutions that these results are taken from 
have committed to net zero and demonstrate a comprehensive 
understanding of climate change and the risks it presents. All 
these institutions stated that the hot-house world results are 
likely to understate physical risk, possibly significantly. 

Three of the institutions surveyed did not provide quantitative 
results of climate-change scenario analysis, citing the 
limitations and uncertainties inherent in current methodologies. 
One institution provided ranges rather than precise figures. 
However, these ranges showed the disorderly transition to have 
a greater impact on the institution’s asset portfolio (>5%) than 
the hot-house scenario (between 2% and 3.5% impact).

Table 2 opposite shows the percentage per annum impact of 
different climate scenarios on portfolio returns figures from a 
set of anonymised publicly disclosed TCFD reports for long-
term scenarios, typically 2050 or 2060. In many cases the 
results for the hot-house scenario are similar to those produced 
for more benign temperature scenarios. Some results show 
that the hot-house scenario results are the most positive 
economically. 
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Table 2: Sample TCFD results from UK investors, impact on portfolio 
returns per annum, long term

Institution Orderly Disorderly Hot House

Institution 1 -0.2% -0.2% -0.1%

Institution 2 -0.1% -0.1%

Institution 3 -0.1% -1.0%

Institution 4 0.7% -0.5%

Institution 5 -0.1% -0.5% -0.4%

Institution 6 0.0% -0.2%

In several cases, the failed transition or hot-house world 
scenario is shown as the most negative outcome, with some 
institutions providing analysis that equates this to a 1% negative 
impact on returns over a long time period (typically 30 or 40 
years) which, all other factors being equal, would equate to a 
1/3 loss in portfolio value. Other institutions show the hot-
house scenario to be only slightly less economically damaging 
than a disorderly or orderly transition.

Given the differences in asset portfolios, underlying models and 
scenario specifications this analysis is necessarily limited. 







Scenario choice and emissions

Most firms begin by using three climate scenarios, often those 
specified by NGFS or local regulators. A recent paper32 found 
that the focus of IPCC reports has drifted to focus on lower 
temperatures over time, perhaps reflecting the focus on net 
zero and the goals of the Paris Agreement.

The report found that there has been relatively limited 
consideration of the impacts of higher temperature and, as our 
analysis has shown, the modelled results for a hot-house world 
are overly benign. 

However, we are now at a point where the level of greenhouse 
gases in the atmosphere is double the pre-industrial level,33 
driving accelerating warming. This level of emissions is in 
line with the high emissions scenario RCP8.5, which the 
IPCC estimate would lead to over 2°C of warming by 2050. 
As illustrated in Section I, there is also a significant range of 
uncertainty associated with carbon budgets.

A faster warming planet will drive increasingly severe acute 
physical risks, increase the pace of chronic physical risks, and 
increase the likelihood of triggering multiple climate tipping 
points, which collectively act to further accelerate the rate of 
climate change and increase physical risks.
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Organisations should therefore think carefully about choice of 
scenario, recognising that although regulatory scenarios have 
the advantage of providing consistency, they may not capture 
recent experience, may not fully reflect the risks we face, and 
may not be particularly realistic or even likely. Organisations 
must also recognise that the regulatory scenarios are not stress 
or tail scenarios (eg 1-in-200) that are familiar from regulatory 
capital requirements. 

More sophisticated firms are now working with model providers 
to develop bespoke scenarios that they feel reflect more 
accurately some of the risk drivers we face into – on both 
physical and transition risk.

Some organisations are also developing a baseline or best 
estimate scenario that takes into account factors such as 
those described in the previous section. Qualitative narratives 
should be developed initially, with modelling undertaken 
where appropriate to do so. However, given the challenges 
of calibrating a model to a complex basket of never before 
experienced risks, users should beware of spurious accuracy  
– it is better to be roughly right than precisely wrong.

The earth’s climate may be more sensitive than we thought

I: Emissions  

II: Warming 

A. How much will the planet warm for a given level of GHGs?

Equilibrium climate sensitivity (ECS) is one of the key 
assumptions used to derive estimates of warming for different 
levels of GHGs. A short briefing on ECS provided by Carbon 
Brief,34 states that ECS was first defined in 1979 in the Charney 
report from the National Academy of Sciences in the US. This 
report estimated that if we doubled atmospheric CO2, then ECS 
would be between 1.5°C and 4.5°C.

ECS estimates have remained remarkably stable over time, the 
IPCC’s 2021 Sixth Assessment Report giving an updated range 
of 2.5°C–4°C, with a best estimate of 3°C. Some scientists 
estimate that the best estimate could be higher at 4°C due 
to uncertainties associated with key variables such as aerosol 
cooling and the rate at which ocean mixing occurs.35  

A simple analogy for global warming is to think of the planet as 
an electric oven and the level of GHGs in the atmosphere as the 
temperature setting. If we increase GHG levels, we are turning 
up the temperature – but it takes time for the oven to come up 
to temperature.

Without delving too deeply into climate science, for the 
purposes of climate-change scenario analysis we are interested 
in two key points:

A. How much the planet will warm for a given level of GHGs?

B. How quickly the planet will warm?



A key takeaway is that an ECS of 3°C means that if we double 
GHGs, as we have, then we would expect the planet to warm  
by 3°C.

Although it is hard to be precise about what conditions we 
might experience once the planet warms by this amount, 
scientists estimate this level of GHGs to be comparable to 
the Pliocene period, when sea level may have been 17 metres 
higher, global temperatures 2˚C–3˚C higher and the poles  
ice free.

However, ECS has a wide range of uncertainty and as Kemp 
et al 36 point out, is heavy tailed, with an 18% chance of being 
greater than 4.5˚C.

This uncertainty is partially reflected in the overlapping 
temperature ranges predicted by the various RCPs (as shown 
in Section I, Figure 3) – with the lower temperature range of 
RCP8.5 overlapping the higher temperature range of RCP7,  
and so on. 

It is also important to note that ECS is calculated without the 
effect of longer-term feedbacks such as changes in ice sheets 
and vegetation. Earth-system sensitivity, which allows for these 
changes, has been estimated to be significantly higher than 
ECS. Some scientists estimate that Earth-system sensitivity may 
be double ECS, after allowing for the full impact of reducing 
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ice sheets. A full risk assessment of climate change should take 
Earth-system sensitivity into account and recognise that the 
rate of warming may be faster than we have anticipated.

B. How quickly will the planet warm for a given level of GHGs?

Climate response time (CRT) is also uncertain and hard to 
estimate. On the one hand, a long CRT is problematic, as 
the time lag between rising GHG levels and changes to the 
climate may be long, meaning we may not take action to 
reduce emissions as we are not yet experiencing the warming 
associated with those emissions. On the other hand, a long CRT 
means we have an opportunity to reduce GHG levels before the 
climate warms too much.

Overall, we conclude that there is significant uncertainty around 
the warming associated with a particular emissions scenario. 
It is likely that we have now exhausted the carbon budget for 
1.5°C and may breach 2˚C by 2050 with the current level of 
GHGs in the atmosphere. If ECS is closer to the top of the range 
or even above it, we may already be headed for higher warming 
even if emissions remain in the RCP2.6 to RCP4.5 range.

Scenario users need to think through the implications of this in 
scenario design, as well as developing a view on what is likely 
as emissions continue to rise along with the global temperature. 

Some scientists estimate that Earth-system sensitivity 
may be double ECS, after allowing for the  

full impact of reducing ice sheets.  

III: Damages 

Choice of damage function and economic 
model drives material changes in results

In this section we examine damage functions, showing that 
calibration choices drive very material results differences, as 
well as highlighting the risks excluded from these damage 
functions. We also examine the choice of macro-economic 
model, referencing analysis that shows that a driver of some 
counter-intuitive results is the assumptions underlying 
traditional general equilibrium economic models.

Damage functions exclude many of the risks 
anticipated to arise from climate change

As the climate continues to warm we are likely to face 
increased extreme weather events, changing climatic 
conditions driving floods and droughts, heat spikes and in 
the longer term glacial melt and sea level rise. We also risk 
triggering multiple climate tipping points which would act 
to further accelerate climate change or its impacts. These 
impacts could drive second order events such as shocks to 
global food supplies or involuntary mass migration.





In summary, commonly used loss functions are based on past 
data and exclude many of the risks we expect to face. Choice 
of loss function has a very material impact on results – varying 
from 6% to 18% to 63% loss in global GDP by 2100. The NGFS 
estimate of 20% (including acute physical losses) should be 
viewed as a conservative lower bound for expected GDP losses 
we should expect if we do not change course.

Macro-economic model choice has a very 
significant impact on results 

Public reference scenarios, including the NGFS, rely on models 
referred to as computable general equilibrium models (CGE). 
CGE models were created by the climate-science community to 
inform high-level public policy making. Traditionally, they have 
been used to assess the socio-economic impacts of various 
climate pathways. The macroeconomic modules of these 
models had a very different use case from how the financial 
sector is currently applying them. They have some simplifying 
neoclassical economics assumptions which generate outputs 
that do not adequately capture real-world economic dynamics, 
such as: 

• Individuals act only in their own self-interests and are 
dedicated to maximising their utility

• Individuals have perfect knowledge and perfect foresight and 
use this information to calculate all possible outcomes and 
optimise their decisions

• CGE models results are presented as long-term outcomes, 
without considering possible upheaval or length of the 
transition process

• Money is ‘neutral’(required only to facilitate real transactions) 
and fixed in supply.

• Banks are treated merely as intermediaries, failing to 
recognise their role in money creation.42 

Non-equilibrium models, such as the post-Keynesian E3ME 
model maintained by Cambridge Econometrics, still have 
limitations but are designed to simulate real-world economic 
dynamics more accurately. For example, actors are not 
assumed to be all knowing, perfectly efficient entities but 
derive behavioural parameters from historical relationships. 
Also, money can be created by banks through new loans and 
this investment is not crowded out. Further analysis on this 
is provided in an article in The Actuary magazine from March 
2022,43 which emphasises how significant model choice is on 
results.
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Non-equilibrium models, 

such as the post-Keynesian 

E3ME model maintained by 

Cambridge Econometrics, 

still have limitations but are 

designed to simulate real-

world economic dynamics 

more accurately. 





A relatively simple log damage function could be used that 
assumes 100% GDP loss at a certain level of warming, say 6˚C, 
5˚C, or 4˚C, although some may argue that even 3˚C would be 
extremely challenging to adapt to, and certainly sensitivities 
should be undertaken at all of these.

Figure 9 above, adapted from analysis undertaken by Carbon 
Tracker, illustrates this, as well as comparing the output with 
the current quadratic damage function used by economists.

The quadratic damage function is what underpins the economic 
models described in previous sections. This is based on 
damages in the future being an extrapolation of damages in the 
past ‘when it got a bit warm’. This damage function excludes 
tipping points and many of the risks we expect to face. As 
observed from the graph, this damage function does not show 
significant GDP losses, even at 5˚C of warming.

The logistic damage function assumes total economic 
destruction at c.6˚C but close to total at 5˚C, based on analysis 
provided by Carbon Tracker. This approach does not explicitly 
model the impact of the various risks we will face, rather it 
takes the approach that we will be unable to adapt beyond 
a certain level of warming, recognising the challenges of 
accurately modelling the unknown impact of tipping points and 
other factors.
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Figure 9: Climate damage functions – % GDP loss vs temperature
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Source: Carbon Tracker (forthcoming), Keen et al, IFoA analysis. Reproduced with permission.

The red and orange lines show an approximation of GDP losses 
up to 100% at 4˚C and 5˚C of warming. This is a global average 
and different countries would be impacted at different rates.

An alternative would be to calibrate to 90% or 80% GDP loss, 
assuming some adaptation that permits survival of some 
human population with associated residual economic activity.

Three key assumptions are needed, which are:

i. How much warming we expect for a certain level of GHGs 

ii. What the rate of warming will be

iii. At what temperature do we cease to function as a society?

Using a logistic loss function implies significant economic loss 
occurs at 2˚C of warming, then between 2˚C and 3˚C, although 
there is significant variation depending on the assumptions 
used. With the 6˚C ruin parameterisation around 30% GDP loss 
occurs at 3˚C of warming compared with 80% GDP loss using 
the 4˚C ruin parameterisation. Taking this approach would 
drive more realistic TCFD results than the benign hot-house 
world disclosures we currently see, and is arguably more 
valuable in terms of considering the possible implications of 
adverse scenarios.

Climate change is complex, nuanced and  
characterised by deep uncertainty – and it is essential  

that model users understand this. 



There is uncertainty around how much warming we will 
experience. As described in the previous section, atmospheric 
GHGs are now double their pre-industrial level, which is what 
ECS is calibrated to. A reminder that best estimate ECS = 3˚C 
but there is an 18% chance that ECS>4.5˚C. 

Earth-system sensitivity is greater than ECS, as ECS assumes 
ice sheets and vegetation fixed, with a possibility that ESS 
is significantly greater than ECS. Conservatively, there is an 
argument for at least a 20% chance that we may be on a 
trajectory to 5˚C or more of warming at current levels of GHGs. 

The pace of warming is also uncertain. However, some scientists 
now estimate warming of 0.3˚C per decade or around 1˚C 
every 30 years, which would imply warming of greater than 2˚C 
by 2050 and 3˚C by 2080. This is well within life expectancy for 
many in workplace schemes now and in range for the European 
Insurance and Occupational Pensions Authority (EIOPA) who 
have specified 80 years as long range for the Own Risk and 
Solvency Assessment (ORSA).

Put another way, at what point do we expect 50% GDP 
destruction – somewhere between 2070 and 2090 depending 
on how you parameterise the distribution. It is worth a moment 
of reflection to consider what sort of catastrophic chain of 
events would lead to this level of economic destruction.

This analysis provides a compelling logic for net zero becoming 
part of fiduciary duty, as if we do not mitigate climate change, 
it will be exceptionally challenging to provide financial returns.
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... at what point do 
we expect 50% GDP 
destruction – somewhere 
between 2070 and 2090
depending on how 
you parameterise the 
distribution. 
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From: Joseph Stenger
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: OIC testimony
Date: Wednesday, August 30, 2023 11:49:58 AM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
As a concerned citizen, a grandfather who cares about my family's future, and someone
terrified about the rapidly worsening weather catastrophes, I am appalled that my
beloved state's Treasury is investing at all in fossil-fuel-related corporations, and that it
continues to aggressively do so.  I do the most I can for a livable environment and I insist that
my government do the same. This backward-looking investment must stop now!  We must be
investing fully in the shift to a clean energy economy. 

When describing recent calamities, we have worn out the word "unprecedented". Just last
week, we in the Willamette Valley endured more record-breaking heat and people in Bend and
Ashland have struggled through terrible air quality that will take years off their lives. I expect
that Ashland's economy will collapse further since its economic base of tourism cannot
survive the onslaught of hazardous air. Aquifers are being exhausted and contaminated. I am
revolted by knowing that our money is supporting the dangerous Willow extraction project. 

How many other Oregon communities will decline and dry up due to these threats? How much
are you willing to sacrifice to continue these unconscionable investments? How can you
ignore the financial risks of stranded assets? 

Oregon's Treasury must invest in clean energy and technology, spurring growth in these
rapidly developing sectors.  Oregon's Treasury must get out all fossil fuel investment,
including those secret investments in private equity. 

I join the call on Treasurer Reed and the Oregon Investment Council to stop any new
investments in fossil fuel companies, to publish a clear timeline for divestment from such
existing investments including those in private equity, to regularly disclose all investment of
public monies, and to invest in the vibrant clean energy economy. Oregon can become a net
exporter of clean energy - that is what we want to see, and that is what will again make us
proud of our state!

Sincerely,
Joseph Stenger MD
97211



From: Robin McLeod
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: PERS pension
Date: Tuesday, August 29, 2023 1:50:34 PM

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

I am a retired public worker and rely on my pension.  As a social worker
I had a rewarding job and profession but did not have high pay.  Now in
my 80's I am aware of rising costs of housing and health care and cannot
afford to give private equity companies their unfair and hidden access
to my modest retirement.  Dell Goldsmith



From: NANCY AHNERT
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Please disinvest from fossil fuels
Date: Tuesday, August 29, 2023 12:14:09 PM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
I am a PERS retiree and am concerned about investments the state and PERS have,
or will have, in fossil fuels for 2 reasons:
1. With climate change upon us, we must stop funding the use of fossil fuels.
2. As fossil fuels are phased out, they become unsafe investments.
I am asking you to do the following as soon as possible:
-End new investments in fossil fuels.
-Phase out existing fossil fuel investments (while protecting returns).
-Require annual public release of all portfolio holdings, including private equity funds.
Thank you for your attention to this urgent and very important matter.
Nancy Ahnert



From: Rod Such
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Public Comment for the July meeting
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 3:18:47 PM

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

Dear members of the Oregon Investment Council,

I want to call your attention to several important developments relating
to the Oregon Treasury’s investments in the fossil fuel industry. The first is a
lawsuit filed by Multnomah County against that industry for the 2021 heat
dome over Oregon that caused the loss of human life and damage to
infrastructure. Like the tobacco industry before it, the fossil fuel industry has
hidden from the public its own studies showing that its products are causing
global warming and climate change. The Oregon Treasury is also complicit by
investing in the fossil fuel industry. It is effectively subsidizing the industry.

Lest anyone think that heat domes are just occasional phenomena,
simply look at a U.S. weather map to see the heat dome that is currently
scorching the South, Southwest, and parts of the lower Midwest. And this
report published in the medical journal Nature Medicine demonstrates just
how deadly heat domes can be, documenting the deaths of more than 61,000
people due to the 2022 heat dome over Europe.

Global warming is here, and the fossil fuel industry is responsible for
products that are causing global destruction. It is mandatory for taxpayer-
funded government agencies to recognize their own role in the harm and act
now to end their complicity. This recent editorial in the Los Angeles Times
makes clear that investment strategies eschewing fossil fuels can produce
returns as high or higher than those in the increasingly risky fossil fuel industry.
But instead of following this sage advice, the Oregon Treasury is actually
increasing its investments in the industry.

It is up to the Investment Council to check the reckless behavior of
Treasurer Read and his staff.

Rod Such

Portland, Oregon   



From: Kristin Edmark
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Public comment to the OIC meeting 9/6/2023
Date: Sunday, August 27, 2023 12:54:04 PM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
Respectfully submitted to the 9/6/2023 OIC meeting by Kristin Edmark, concerned citizen and
parent of OPERS members

I would like to submit this section from Two Economies Collide: Competition, Conflict and the
Financial Case for Fossil Fuel Divestment Page 105, written by Tom Sanzillo, Director of
Financial Analysis, Dan Cohn, Global Energy Transition Researcher and Connor Chung,
Research Assistant, October 2022, IEEFA.org  Institute for Energy Economics and Financial
Analysis 
 

Divestment and Transaction Fees 
Oppose Divestment: Divestment requires significant transaction and monitoring fees. It is expensive
and reduces profitability. 
Favor Divestment: A critical empirical study by BlackRock reflecting a survey of funds 
that have divested shows that fees are within budgetary ranges. The market for information on
climate change, emissions and links to company performance is now more available, lowering the
costs of the research and administrative issues. 
 

This argument (that transaction fees for fossil-free investments are prohibitively expensive)
has been advanced most forcefully by Henrik Bessembinder, an economic consultant at
Compass Lexecon and professor at Arizona State University. In a report commissioned by the
Independent Petroleum Association of America, Bessembinder claims that because many
endowments and funds are commingled or part of mutual funds, unwinding the investments
would incur transaction and rebalancing costs. 420 The conclusion is another result of an
academic approach that lacks familiarity with how actual funds are managed. Not every cost
incurred by a fund represents a new budgetary expense. Every investment fund has policies,
procedures and normal budgeting that assume ongoing transactions must take place to
account for necessary rebalancing of the fund over time. Any claim that divestment will cost
money must first take into consideration whether a fund moving to fossil-free status must
exceed normal expenditures for fees related to rebalancing and other typical administrative
outlays. 
 

Also, while a range of fees is charged to funds, all fee structures are settled by negotiations in
a dynamic and highly competitive marketplace. Bessembinder assumes that endowments or
funds are charged every time they request a service. But fee structures are settled by
negotiation, with the final terms and conditions determined by specific businesses responding
to the needs of customers and to their own internal business models, strategies and timing.
When demand for a new service increases, service companies tend to provide the new service



to customers, lest they lose the relationship and the revenue that comes with it. As more
funds demand the new service, existing service providers adapt to providing cost-effective
solutions, and new service providers enter the market providing services at a low cost to
secure the business. There is little to suggest that the fees of implementing a divestment
decision would exceed the fees associated with any of the many other comparable questions
that managers and directors regularly ask third-party consultants.421 
 

In a recent study for the New York City pension funds, BlackRock performed an empirical
historical analysis that found the impact on “historical performance, transaction costs, and
active risk” to be “relatively minimal” across narrow and broad divestment strategies alike.422
Their conclusion matches what investors have long known: Portfolios regularly rebalance
holdings based on changing market conditions, have found ways to do so without significant
friction, and there is no reason to expect that shifting away from fossil fuels would be any
different. As more investment funds adapt portfolios to changes related to decarbonization,
investment managers large and small are likely to find new and better ways to reduce fees to
customers.423 For example, IHS Markit has recently launched an innovative carbon emissions
platform—Corporate Emissions Solutions—that has the ambitious goal of tracking fossil fuel
assets around the world, as well as carbon emissions and emissions intensity. The raw data
produced under proprietary terms offers an important resource.424 
 

One method that is becoming popular is the use of well-researched information provided by
non-profit organizations as source material. Information provided for educational purposes
has been used by companies like BlackRock to prepare and submit findings to private
clients.425 The data and analyses are usually financed with philanthropic support and offered
to improve industry transparency. The research meets professional standards and is usually
disseminated without charge. 
 

Urgewald has designed and constructed two databases: The Global Coal Exit List (GCEL) and
the Global Oil and Gas Exit List (GOGEL), covering 506 coal and 887 oil and gas companies. The
lists have 600 registered users including companies, analysts and trade press and is publicly
available.426 The research and data have been used by a host of publicly traded companies,
allowing them to track the carbon footprint of their holdings. The data is organized in an
accessible manner and offers significant savings to any fund or manager needing to serve the
needs of an investment client. The website is meticulously maintained, and the organization is
available to discuss research needs of specific investors.427 
 

Large funds are also beginning to rely on trade association reports, data and
recommendations to guide policy.428 There is now an abundance of information and analysis
on climate change and corporate finance available to institutional investors. Financial research
tells us that the fees related to divestment are not outside the bounds of normal
administration budgeting. Advice to the contrary is misleading. 
 

420 H. Bessembinder. Frictional costs of fossil fuel divestment. June 2016. 



421 See: IEEFA and Sightline. The Financial Case for Fossil Fuel Divestment. July 2018. 
422 BlackRock. Investment and Fiduciary Analysis for Potential Fossil Fuel Divestment, Phase 3. 2021. 
423 What also needs to be discussed is whether the impact of fees on returns from fossil free 
investments is any different than fees charged by traditional funds. For the most part, fees have a 
negative impact on returns whether a fund is fossil free or not. See, e.g.: Meketa Investment 
Group. Sustainability: A new sector in Private Markets. 2021. 
424 IHS Markit. Corporate Emissions Solution: Identify, track and benchmark corporate 
greenhouse gas (GHS) emissions across value chains and portfolios. Visited September 12, 2022. 
425 See BlackRock report on the City of New York Volume One, p. 4. The company utilizes the data 
compiled by 350.org on the number and type of investment funds that have divested. See also: 
The December 2021 report from the $2.4 trillion investor Coalition United for a Responsible 
ExxonMobil (CURE) utilization of research and analysis prepared by As You Sow and the Institute 
for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis (IEEFA). 
426 See: Urgewald, Coal Exit List (last visited September 27, 2022) and Urgewald, Oil and gas Exit 
List, (last visited September 27, 2022) 
427 Interview with Heffa Schucking, Urgewald. August 15, 2022. 
428 TIAA CREF has recently embarked on an in-depth look at its climate investments. An 
important reference point used by the fund is the work of the Net-Zero Asset Owners Alliance. 
TIAA. 2021 Climate Report. December 2021, p. 18. 



From: Andrea Haverkamp
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Public Comments from OIC meeting
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 5:16:39 PM

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

I apologize for the late timing. If possible to still submit public comments in writing from
today's OIC meeting, I would like to submit the below comments.

Good morning Council members,

My name is Dr. Andrea Haverkamp. I’m the political organizer for the education 
professionals of American Federation of Teachers - Oregon. Our union members are 
mostly public workers with a real stake in PERS - university professors, K-12 bus 
drivers, college staff, and retirees. I also hold a PhD in Environmental Engineering 
from Oregon State University.

Let us be clear - our union members, our youth, and our shared futures require 
immediate action on decarbonization. Full stop. Not in 20 years, but today. As soon 
as humanly possible. If you didn’t see the news - 7 of the hottest days in recent 
planetary history occurred within a 7 day period of July. Hotter days than in the past 
125,000 years. 

Our retirement dollars must stop funding climate destruction. There is good news - 
You have the opportunity to do the right thing and advance a plan which substantively 
moves Oregon in the right direction.

Our Vice President of Political Action, Hollie Oakes-Miller, teaches at Portland 
Community College and wanted to tell the OIC the following:

 "As a community college instructor who teaches about climate change, it is literally 
my job to keep up on the latest news and science. Every climate scientist I follow is 
horrified by the climate records being smashed this summer and scared of what it 
means for us now. We must end our dependence on fossil fuels as soon as possible 
if we want to avoid the worst outcomes of the trajectory we are on. The faster we 
make the transition to a fossil-free future, the fewer people and ecosystems will be 
harmed, or die. And doing the right thing now will cost less than paying for climate 
caused extreme weather disasters later. The best time for Oregon to divest from fossil 
fuels was decades ago, the second best time is now."

We have signed onto the Open Letter by Divest Oregon. We will be watching the 
treasurer’s upcoming plan closely to see if it includes the first obvious step of ending 



new fossil fuel investments, seriously protecting Oregonians as part of a plan to end 
all support for the fossil fuel industry, and transparent reporting to Oregon 
stakeholders on its progress in achieving goals. 

AFT, with its thousands of PERS members, is a major stakeholder. We are joining 
with other stakeholders to monitor the plan and contribute to it as it is being created.  
There are only a few months before the plan is to be presented to the OIC in 
January.  We look forward to the Treasury creating multiple opportunities for us, and 
other stakeholders, to provide input to the plan in an open and transparent process.

Divestment is not being held back from lack of knowledgeable reports or scientists - 
we are here, it’s at your fingertips online, and even right in front of you. Our union 
federation, and our new president, Portland State University faculty member Ariana 
Jacob, are more committed than ever to Divestment. 

Thank you for your time and action on this issue.

-- 

Andrea Haverkamp, PhD (she/her)
State Affiliate Political Organizer
American Federation of Teachers – Oregon



F om ann e
To OIC ublic Comments
Subject ublic Equ ty R sk
Date Monday  August 14  2023 4 43 30 M

Th s email is f om a par y ex e nal to T easury. Use ca e with links and at achments.

Hi

As a member of Di est Oregon  I already knew hat p i a e equi y is
underm n ng he heal h of our state in estmen s. I am glad to see hat
he New York T mes columnist concurs. Oregon has TOO MUCH money in ested
n shady pri ate equ ty.

ht ps //gcc02.safel nks.protection.outlook com/?url=h tps%3A%2F%2Fwww.nytimes.com%2F2023%2F08%2F0 %2Fbusiness%2Fpri ate-equi y-public-pens on-
funds.html&data=05%7C01%7COIC PublicCommen s% 0os .state o .us%7C8abcd5e90157 8658 6308db9d20 086%7C9123ae20585d 6aabd650dad c7c1d5%7C0%7C0%7C63827653 09 65 180%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBT I6Ik1haWw LCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Fr7o79aEXxA%2BiBq%2BQiUfK3Vy 9 2FUj7UcQQVVxJmSE%3D&reser ed=0

Please make p udent in estment dec sions that protect he public's
money  while also p o ect ng he en ironment. Di est from fossil fuels
and di est from public equ ty. Stop taking such r sks with taxpayer
money. Stop tak ng such risks with my daughter's money!

annie capes any

97202



From: loisy085@comcast.net
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: public testimony from Lois Yoshishige at July 19, 2023 meeting
Date: Friday, July 21, 2023 1:35:09 PM

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

Hi! My name is Lois Yoshishige. I live in Eugene, Oregon.  I am retired after 34 years
as a clerk in the Business Office at the University of Oregon. I am proud to have
served the students, parents and the University community. I was also and still am a
member of the Service Employees International Union, in solidarity with the workers
and their families in Oregon.
I’ve heard the policy of the Public Employee Retirement System is to get the highest
rate of return for our investments, no matter what. I assume that has been the priority
for public employees and retirees like me, who understandably seek financial security
to deal with increased frailty in our old age.
At the same time, I think that policy was in place before we knew how much the fossil
fuels that we are investing in are destroying our planet. I’ve heard that we have 6
years to deal with the climate catastrophe before it’s too late and that we need to
move off fossil fuels NOW. I care about what kind of world we are leaving to our
children, our grandchildren and the generations after that.
As a public employee and as a union member who has gone on strike in support of
working families and the community, I’m here to say the policy of getting the highest
rate of return for our investments no matter what does NOT represent me and the
retirees I know. I am also hearing that fossil fuels as an investment will soon not give
the highest rate of return. So your current policy is not meeting its intended purpose
nor is it fulfilling the will of its investors. We have a right to know what our money is
being invested in. I respectfully suggest you reexamine your policy. Thank you for
your time.



From: Howard Seigel
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: RE: OIC decision to invest in Private Equity Funds
Date: Monday, August 7, 2023 1:37:41 PM

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

To PERS board members of the Oregon Investment Council

Dear Sir or Madam:

     As a retiree receiving a Tier I PERS pension, I am greatly concerned regarding the findings and stated opinion of
today’s New York Times columnist Jeff Sommer on investing in private equity funds. I’ve been tracking PERS
investments in this particular asset class for some time now, and have always been nervous about the approximate
28% of our pension portfolio invested in this risky and volatile asset class.

     Please reconsider reducing or reallocating the Private Equity portion of the portfolio to 10 to 14% and investing
the remainder in stock funds that track the S&P 500. We want to keep our pension funds stable, solvent in both the
short and long run. I’m sure we all agree on this goal but differ on how to proceed.

     Thank you for taking my feedback into consideration.

Howard J Seigel
Retired Portland Educator
Sent from my iPad





From: Diane Meisenhelter
To: OIC Public Comments
Subject: Time for divestment of OPERF from fossil fuels
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 4:47:05 PM

This email is from a party external to Treasury. Use care with links and attachments.
On Saturday, July 22nd, 2023 at 9 am the world climate clock will tick down the

minutes indicating that we are less than 6 years for when the world’s best climate scientists
say we are likely to pass the 1.5 degree C. threshold that may likely begin a series of
irreversible tipping points with unthinkable consequences for life on this planet unless
significant reductions in carbon equivalent emissions have been achieved.  The same scientists
predict these emissions must in the next five years be halved, but instead they continue to rise
as has OPERF’s investments in fossil fuels—over $1.3 B from 2021-’22.   Both myself and my
spouse are PERS beneficiaries and are shocked and dismayed that with all of the voices calling
for divestment from fossil fuels here in Oregon that this could be happening.  We don’t have
the time to wait until 2/24 for a draft decarbonization plan or 6/25 for a review of “certain
carbon intensive investments”.
                  In the past decade, an estimated loss of $4-10B and the predicted decrease in
returns if you hold on to fossil fuel investments until the end of the decade ( see your own
Climate Risk Model Scenario) should be more than enough to motivate responsible fiduciary
actions on your part.  This is not to even mention the impact these investments have on our
local economies and how they contribute to climate chaos affecting lives and livelihoods
locally, nationally and globally.  Afterall, Multnomah County is suing BIG OIL to try to recover
$1.5 B in damages for just a 2-3 day heat dome (which also took over 100 lives in Oregon and
hundreds more in Washington and British Columbia).  We all know this is only the tip of the
melting icebergs. 

Divest Oregon issued a well-documented report on how OPERF fossil fuel investments
contribute to human rights violations and destruction both locally and globally. My partner
and I and thousands of other Oregonians in the numerous organizations that support Divest
Oregon are asking that you take action now.  We don’t have time to wait and the varied costs
are far too high. OIC must follow Divest  Oregon’s call for action in June—an immediate
moratorium on new investments in fossil fuels and a review and divestment plan for publicly
traded investments by the beginning of 2024 followed by a divestment  plan for private fund
fossil fuel investments by February 2025.  Please do the right thing-both fiscally and morally. 
Detailed facts have been presented for months.  It is beyond time to take action.
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows
 




